From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

jan blum
Valdez, Anthony (ENV)
RESOLUTION FILE NUMBER 2017-04-COE (San Francisco Biodiversity Policy)
Thursday, May 04, 2017 3:09:14 PM

Dear Mr. Valdez:
Please forward the following correspondence to the members of the Commission on the
Environment, and, specifically the 3 members of the Policy Committee:
Johanna Wald (Chair), Elmy Bermejo, Lisa Hoyos.
Thank you.
——————————————————————————————————————
——————————————
Members of the Commission on the Environment and Policy Committee members:
SUBJECT: PLEASE SUPPORT RESOLUTION FILE NUMBER 2017-04-COE (San
Francisco Biodiversity Policy)
On May 8, 2017 Resolution File number 2017-04-COE (San Francisco Biodiversity Policy)
will be heard as Agenda Item #5.
The Resolution is crystal clear in its support of  citywide biodiversity goals and the
Department of the Environment’s role in protecting San Francisco’s natural heritage. The
decision on whether to recommend the Commission adopt the resolution will be determined at
this meeting.
I urge you to fully support this important Resolution supporting the well-grounded reasoning
behind it, the impetus of climate change to move forward to protect San Francisco's
extraordinary gift of biodiversity, and to help improve the very foundation of our
environment, its beauty and healthful benefits to all its residents and visitors. .
Thank you.
Jan Blum

San Francisco

partners include multiple local government agencies and units, the Mayor’s Office, non-profit

organizations and the school district.

Connecting Children to Nature in Our City
A Cross-Sector Collaborative in San Francisco

Draft Implementation Plan
November 1, 2016-October 31, 2019

I.

Executive Summary

A. Key Findings
Our cross-sector representatives and leaders, along with data, confirm that children and youth in San
Francisco have inequitable access to myriad forms of nature connection in their educational,
neighborhood and citywide environments. In our planning process, we learned about barriers to nature
access that relate to location, cost, cultural relevancy and children and youth feeling welcome, safe and
protected in natural areas in San Francisco. We also learned about some of the many nature place-making
and programmatic resources in our city and plans for further greening our urban landscape. Furthermore,
many of our city agencies along with our public school district (SFUSD) are engaged in targeted initiatives
to promote equitable health, academic and other youth development outcomes in which nature
connection can play an important role. From our initial analysis of these resources, plans and initiatives,
we see a clear role for our collaborative in ensuring that the expansion and enhancement of nature
connection in our city is equitably provided and designed around children’s developmental needs. How
can we amplify our individual and collective impacts by coordinating and aligning the rich web of
programming, place-making, and policies and initiatives with equity in mind? In sum, there is galvanizing
consensus that we are at a moment of opportunity to collaboratively make strategic and innovative gains
in this realm.
B. Citywide Vision, Values, Goals and Objectives
CCCN-SF Vision: Nature connection for every child, every day.
Core Values:
 Children’s Needs*: We recognize and value nature connection as a means to meet multiple needs
of children and youth.
 Nearby Nature: We emphasize the importance of nearby nature in all neighborhoods along with
access to citywide nature-based places and programs.
 Equity: We strive to make nature connection equitable and abundant across neighborhoods and
demographic groups. (We plan to define equity in alignment with SFUSD and Our Children, Our
Families (OCOF) Outcomes Framework.)
*Our initiative focuses on children and youth ages 0-18 (or through 12th grade) with consideration to
expand to up to age 24 to be in alignment with OCOF.
Goals and Objectives:
a. Educational Environments: Nature Experiences
Goal: Increase equity and abundance of nature experiences for children in their schools, with an emphasis
on early education school facilities and San Francisco Shared Schoolyard sites
 Objective 1: Pilot promising practices to enhance nature connection experience in five early
education or school facilities (early win).
 Objective 2: Working with the Cities Connecting Children to Nature 7-city cohort, develop a Green
Schoolyards Metrics Framework and Equity Assessment Toolkit to measure the quantity and quality
of green schoolyards vis a vis the role they serve in connecting children to nature in the city.
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Objective 3: Conduct a citywide assessment using the Green Schoolyard Equity Assessment Toolkit
as a pilot for the Cities Connecting Children to Nature 7-city cohort.
Objective 4: Secure participation from SF green schoolyard organizations, school and community
leaders for improvements in sites identified through citywide assessment (including after school
programs and weekend family programs at San Francisco Shared Schoolyard sites).

b. Community and Youth Engagement
Goal: Engage community and youth leaders from high priority neighborhoods and/or populations
 Objective 1: Gather strategic data on nature connection for children and youth in San Francisco,
including what children and families want to see and experience in their neighborhoods.
 Objective 2: Involve community and youth leaders in planning for equitable nature connection for
children and youth.
c. Neighborhood Environments: Metrics and City Planning
Goal: Increase equity and abundance of nearby nature experiences for children and youth
 Objective 1: Develop tiered standards for 1) natural features and 2) nature connection for children
in public spaces.
 Objective 1: Assess how each city agency/sector is currently connecting children and youth to
nature through an equity lens.
 Objective 2: Capitalize on existing policies and partnerships and emerging initiatives in the City of
San Francisco to address the need for equitable nature experience.
d. San Francisco’s Children’s Outdoor Bill of Rights and Cultural Relevance
Goal: Make the SFCOBR integral to policies, partnerships and programs that serve youth in San Francisco.
 Objective 1: Develop and adapt SFCOBR in ways that increase its relevance to diverse cultures in
San Francisco
 Objective 2: Build citywide advocacy and public awareness campaign for the SFCOBR.
 Objective 3: Develop baseline measures of citywide nature experiences for children and youth.
 Objective 4: Identify programmatic and place-based opportunities for culturally relevant SFCOBR’s
experiences and piloting baseline measures.
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C. Strategies and Proposed Key Indicators of Progress
Strategy

Overall
Benchmark

Place/Program Key Indicator Area

Child care
centers
Educational
Environments:
Nature
Experiences

% Children with
daily connection
with nature,
in their
educational
environment

Preschools

K-12 schools

% Children with
daily connection
Neighborhood
with nature in
Environments:
their
Metrics and
neighborhood
City Planning
(assess issues of
acess such as
safety)

Neighborhood
parks and
open space
Neighborhood
streets
Public housing
Community
events

Natural features in outdoor areas
Gardens
Grass
Edible gardens
Nature features indoor (e.g., plants, aquarium)
Natural features in outdoor areas
Gardens
Edible gardens
Nature-based curriculum
Natural features in outdoor areas
Gardens
Edible gardens
Nature-based curriculum
Local parks and open space with defined nature
standards
Access to parks/open space within ½ mile or 10
minute walk

Key Indicator Performance Measure
(by neighborhood or sub-groups)
% child care centers w/
% child care centers w/
% child care centers w/
% child care centers w/
% child care centers w/
% preschools w/
% preschools w/
% preschools w/
% preschools w/
% schools w/
% schools w/
% schools w/
% schools w/
% of parks (adapt to survey of city parks
data)
TPL Park Score Index

Streets with defined nature features

% streets w/

Green/natural landscape
Nature play areas
Neighborhood beautifications, tree plantings or
other nature-based, community building events

% public housing sites w/ >50% green
% public housing sites w/
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# of community events

Strategy Area

Overall
Benchmark

Place/Program Key Indicator Area
Policy inclusion of COBR
Program/agency adoption of COBR
Advocacy &
engagement

San
Francisco’s
Children’s
Outdoor Bill
of Rights
(COBR) and
Cultural
Relevance

% Children with
“recreational”
connection with
nature in the
past month

Nature- based
recreational
classes and
programs
(e.g., hiking,
kayaking,
photography)
Recreational
natural area

Nature-based
institutions

Youth groups adoption of COBR
Health & social service providers using COBR
and recommending nature as prevention and
therapy

Key Indicator Performance Measure
(by neighborhood or sub-groups)
# of policies (determine level of
inclusion needed)
# of programs and agencies (determine
adoption standard)
# of groups
% of providers and programs

Summer camps

% participants by race, family income
level, zip codes, etc. (align with OCOF)

Afterschool or weekend programs

% participants by race, family income
level, zip codes (align with OCOF)

Visits to recreational natural areas in SF
(Botanical Gardens, Presidio, McLaren Park,
etc.)1
Guided programs (e.g. Healthy Nature Walk to
introduce new visitors)
Visits to zoo, aquariums and museums with
nature-based exhibits in SF

Visits to zoo, aquariums and museums with
nature-based exhibits in SF on free days

% participants by race, family income
level, zip codes (align with OCOF)
% participants by race, family income
level, zip codes (align with OCOF)

% participants by race, family income
level, zip codes (align with OCOF)

% participants by race, family income
level, zip codes (align with OCOF)

Note that many of these institutions offer off-site programs and training for youth and community leaders and data gathering can expand to
include youth involved in these programs.
1

CCCN-SF Implementation Plan

CCCN-SF Implementation Plan

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Denise Louie
Valdez, Anthony (ENV)
Input For the May 8th Resolution Agenda Item
Sunday, May 07, 2017 9:05:39 AM

Hi Anthony,
Please forward this email to members of the Commission on the Environment. Please
do what you can to ensure that commissioners on the Policy Committee receive it
before their Monday meeting. They'll be voting on an important resolution. I will be
unable to attend that meeting.
************************
Dear Commissioners,
I urge you to adopt the Resolution adopting citywide biodiversity goals and articulating
the role of the Department of the Environment in protecting San Francisco’s natural
heritage.
                                        
Biodiversity is like Mom and apple pie. We cherish it. San Francisco is an important
part of the biodiversity hotspot that is California. We are blessed with abundant
native plant and wildlife species, of which some exist nowhere else in the wild; and
many of these species are at risk of extinction due to human activities.
San Francisco is named after St. Francis, patron saint of ecology. Pope Francis
reminds us of our moral obligation to care for our environment. Each member of a
natural community provides an ecological service or in some way fits into webs of
interconnections. While this is the environment that supports us spiritually, it is the
very thing that we have abused.
Various groups around the City are involved with habitat restoration or simply planting
native plants, including schoolchildren. Hoover Middle School students, for example,
helped restore habitat for the endangered Green Hairstreak Butterfly by propagating
and planting host and nectar plants, with the result that small, formerly isolated
populations of the butterfly have met up. By giving the butterflies a chance to
diversify their genes, we give the entire species a better chance of survival. Habitat
restoration is a good thing.
Even my postal carrier knows how badly we’ve treated nature. Around the time of
Earth Day last month, she said to me, “You know, we’re killing the planet.” She even
understands the importance of native plants. I shared with her what I learned from a
biology instructor at SF State University. SFSU research studies show that it is
helpful for pollinator species to have private gardens surrounding public parks;
numbers of species and species populations benefit from greater amounts of
greenery, especially native plants. This is particularly important when we think of the
loss of native pollinators; for example, compared to historical records, San Francisco
has lost half of our native bumblebee species. We can and must do more to save
the planet.
All species lives matter.

Thank you,
Denise Louie
SF resident/ taxpayer
Member, Center for Biological Diversity

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

SF Forest
Valdez, Anthony (ENV)
Comments on Item 5, May 8th Policy Committee Meeting
Sunday, May 07, 2017 8:56:28 PM

Dear Anthony,
Please pass this email comment on to the Commissioners on the Commission on the
Environment.
Many thanks!
Rupa Bose (for SFFA)
Dear Commissioners,
San Francisco Forest Alliance holds that:
- Global warming is accelerating, climate change is real, and all efforts should be extended to
slow it down;
- Our window for avoiding catastrophic climate change is rapidly closing, and we will not
solve the climate crisis without a massive increase in the protection of forests around the
world, including in our own backyard;
- Pesticides are much more toxic and cause much more harm to the environment and to public
health than people realize - due to the efforts by manufacturers to conceal this fact and
corruption within the EPA (recently brought to fore once again);
- All wildlife, not just rare species, deserves protection.
Therefore we ask to change the Resolution adopting citywide biodiversity goals and
articulating the role of the Department of the Environment in protecting San Francisco’s
natural heritage as follows:
Please add after line 14 on page 1:
WHEREAS, forests cover 31% of the world's land surface but are home to 80% of the world’s
terrestrial biodiversity; and,
Please add after line 22 on page 1:
WHEREAS, our window for avoiding catastrophic climate change is rapidly closing, and we
will not solve the climate crisis without a massive increase in the protection of forests around
the world, including in our own backyard; and,
WHEREAS, saplings planted today will take years to sequester as much carbon as existing
mature trees,
Please add after line 15 on page 2:
WHEREAS, vegetation treated with systemic pesticides kills pollinators, and herbicides
adversely affect pollinators' ability to find food and reproduce; and,

Please add on line 21, page 3:
,and ensure that habitat of existing wildlife of the city is protected;
SFFA considers that "promote, cultivate and restore nature" is oxymoronic, since nature is
what is natural, not artificially cultivated. Therefore, please, on lines 4 and 5, page 4 replace:
Empower people and partnerships to promote, cultivate, and restore nature in every
neighborhood;
with:
Empower people and partnerships in every neighborhood to protect the natural environment,
emphasizing dangers of herbicides and awareness of climate change;
Please add on line 5, page 4:
protect and preserve existing ecosystems, especially forests and trees;
Please add on line 2, page 5:
prevent deforestation, make maximum effort to preserve existing trees, and establish a register
for all trees greater than 15' removed from public lands;
On line 4, page 5:
please replace “practices;” with “practices that are safe for human and environmental health,
therefore prohibiting the application of toxicity category I and toxicity category II nonorganic herbicides;”
Please add on line 6, page 5:
prohibit planting of trees and other vegetation treated with systemic herbicides by the city, and
conduct an education outreach to the city residents on the subject;
San Francisco Forest Alliance also holds that, despite of certification by the Planning
Commission, the Environmental Impact Report for Natural Resources Management Plan is
inadequate, inaccurate, and not objective, and the Plan is, in fact, very damaging to our
natural environment.
Therefore we ask that the reference to that Plan and its EIR (lines 16 through 18 on page 2) be
deleted from the Resolution.
Sincerely,
San Francisco Forest Alliance

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Eugene Bachmanov
Valdez, Anthony (ENV); Raphael, Deborah (ENV)
Resolution adopting citywide biodiversity goals - item 5 on the agenda.
Sunday, May 07, 2017 10:29:38 PM

To: anthony.e.valdez@sfgov.org
CC: deborah.raphael@sfgov.org

Dear Commissioners,

I oppose the use of toxic herbicides in the name of preserving biodiversity - the ban of
toxicity I and II herbicides should be clearly stated in the resolution.
Biodiversity should be true diversity, including all species found here no matter where
they originated - this needs to be clearly stated in the resolution.
No trees should be cut down in the name of "biodiversity" because of the enormous
benefits urban trees provide - tree protection should be clearly stated in the
resolution.
Sincerely,
Eugene Bachmanov

From:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Date:

Svetlana Savchuk
Valdez, Anthony (ENV)
Raphael, Deborah (ENV)
Draft Resolution regarding citywide biodiversity goals
Sunday, May 07, 2017 11:19:14 PM

Dear Anthony,
Can you please forward our letter to the Commissioners and include it into the minutes of the meeting?
Thank you very much,
Svetlana Savchuck
Dear Commissioners,
- According to the World Wildlife Fund forests cover 31% of the world's land surface but are home to 80%
of the world’s terrestrial biodiversity.
- The climate crisis cannot be solved without massive increase in the protection of forests and trees,
which play a vital role in carbon sequestration. This protection should include the forested areas we have
right here. Although proposed deforestation in the city is smaller in scope than in many places the world it is not a reason to allow it to happen.
- Biodiversity should not be only about endangered species, or about the species which allegedly were
present in given area at some point of time in the past, but about all the wildlife around us. The habitat of
the existing wildlife in the city parks should be protected.
These points should be covered in the Resolution, but they are not.
-    Pesticides are much more toxic and cause much more harm to the environment and to public health
than the chemical companies would want us to believe.
- Herbicides impair pollinators' ability to find food and reproduce; systemic pesticides kill them.
These points should be covered in the Resolution, but they are not.
Protection of trees, prohibition of usage of tier I & II synthetic herbicides, protection of the wildlife habitat
should be incorporated into the Resolution.
The reference to Natural Resources Management Plan should be deleted. The EIR for the Plan has been
certified by the Planning Commission despite not being adequate or accurate, and despite of very
obvious bias. The plan has been adopted despite being very damaging to the environment. Mentioning it
here is just adding insult to injury.
The statement about "people and partnerships'' promoting, cultivating, and restoring nature is plain
ridiculous. You can garden in a garden. You cannot garden nature.
Sincerely,
Svetlana Savchuk & Valentin Ignatovski

From:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Date:

Anastasia Glikshtern
Valdez, Anthony (ENV)
Geiger, Chris (ENV); Raphael, Deborah (ENV)
Public Comment. May 8, Commission on the Environment Policy Committee
Monday, May 08, 2017 12:53:41 AM

Dear Commissioners,
I.
These are comments concerning 2017 Reduced Risk Pesticide List, Issues and Responses,
Attachment B.
a. #33 about illegal spraying of Garlon next, and ON THE TRAILS, on Mt. Davidson.
- The wording on comment specifies "next to trails" only, while submitted photos clearly show
the spraying was on the trails as well.
- The Agency Response stated that the affected trails were closed on the day of the treatment.
This is simply not possible. One of the affected trails is the main road leading from 36 bus
turnaround to the top of the mountain, another - well used trail on the eastern slope. It is
impossible to close them (particularly main road) without neighbors, who walk there
regularly, knowing about it.
I asked around, I posted on Nextdoor - long time after the spraying, of course, - nobody was
aware of any trail closures.
b. #14 About re-sprouting trees not being a fire hazard on Mt. Davidson - with Agency
Response stating that they are, or might be.
If the Agency is so concerned with fire danger why isn't it concerned with the practice of
spraying vegetation with herbicides and leaving totally dry vines/branches - much, much
more flammable than tree foliage - in place?
Please also notice that if the original trees weren't cut down in the first place, there would be
no re-sprouting to cut and spray year after year after year.
II.
There is a new notice of herbicide application in Glen Canyon:Milestone against Cape Ivy to
be done 5-10 - 5-17.
Below is a link to an old (2009) article, "Milestone Herbicide Creates Killer Compost":
http://www.motherearthnews.com/organic-gardening/milestone-herbicide-contaminationcreates-dangerous-toxic-compost
It's about vegetable crops killed after fields were fertilized with manure from the animals who
ate hay from the areas treated with Milestone.
Milestone's (aminopyralid's) toxicity is so persistent that in a hay field treated with Milestone
in June 2006, residue levels were high enough to damage tomatoes in 2009.
What a great idea to use it in our parks! So very natural!
Sincerely,
Anastasia Glikshtern

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Raisa C
Valdez, Anthony (ENV)
Comments on Biodiversity Resolution, Item 5, May 8th Policy Committee Meeting
Monday, May 08, 2017 10:56:35 AM

Dear Commissioners,

The proposed resolution misses several important points:
- Global warming is here, it is accelerating, deforestation, even on a relatively small
scale - in the city of San Francisco, - only makes it worse.
- The dangers the herbicide applications pose to the environment and public health
are real and much greater than the pesticide producers would like us to believe.
There is no such thing as "safe" poison, especially when you applying it year after
year after year.
- "Biodiversity," "natural heritage," and "native restoration" are the green-washing
labels attached to deforestation and toxic poisons. Of the $2 billion spent on
elimination of "invasive species", roughly half ($1 billion) goes to pesticide
manufacturers like Monsanto and Dow. The "native restoration" programs are just a
subsidy to pesticide industry and the co-opted "environmental groups" receiving
industry-controlled grant funding.
Therefore it's imperative that the "Resolution adopting citywide biodiversity goals..."
is amended to include protection of trees, and ban on toxicity category I and II nonorganic herbicides.
The Natural Resource Management Plan has been certified by the Planning
Department despite being not objective, not accurate, and not adequate. It has been
adopted by the Rec and Park commission despite huge opposition from the residents
(overwhelming majority of comments were against the plan). Taking these, facts into
consideration, please remove the reference to this anti-environmental Plan from the
resolution.
Thank you,
Raisa Chudnovskaya

From:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Date:

klebans@wellsfargo.com
Valdez, Anthony (ENV)
Raphael, Deborah (ENV)
Draft Resolution - citywide biodiversity goals
Monday, May 08, 2017 11:14:10 AM

Dear Commissioners,

As I have learned, biodiversity is a euphemism to indicate deforestation, use of the most toxic
herbicides, and lifelong employment for the people in the biodiversity industry.
Protecting San Francisco's natural heritage = deforestation, most toxic herbicides, increased air
pollution, removal of wind and noise barriers, destruction of wild life habitats.
To show that you care about the environment somewhat you need to change the proposed
resolution to clearly state that:
- Trees must be protected. Forests cover 31% of land surface of the earth and are home for
80% of earth's terrestrial biodiversity. Trees absorb carbon and clear air pollution. Global
warming is accelerating - deforestation makes it worse.
- Tier I & II synthetic herbicides must be banned. The effects of those herbicides on public
health and on the decline of pollinators must be pointed out. The vegetation treated with
systemic herbicides should be prohibited in the city.
I also ask you to remove the reference to the Natural Resources Management Plan which, planning for the massacre of 18,500 trees and drastically increased use of most toxic herbicides, - is clearly
anti-environmental.

Sincerely,

Susanna Klebaner

Dear Anthony,
Can you please forward this letter to the Commissioners and include it into the meeting
minutes?
Thank you very much

From:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Date:
Attachments:

Monica Moore
Valdez, Anthony (ENV)
Cindy Margulis; Noreen Weeden; Dumbacher, Jack; Brastow, Peter (ENV)
Support for San Francisco Biodiversity
Monday, May 08, 2017 1:27:18 PM
Support for San Francisco Biodiversity.pdf

Dear Mr. Valdez,
Please see the attached correspondence which is to be forwarded to the members of the Commission on the
Environment, especially the three members of the Policy Committee.
Thank you so much for your attention to this request.
Regards,
Monica Moore, Office Manager
Golden Gate Audubon Society

Milestone herbicide Creates Killer Compost
7/24/2009 8:34:58 AM
By Barbara Pleasant
Tags: compost, herbicides

Last fall, our report on manure, hay and compost
contaminated with Milestone herbicide (aka
arninopyralid), made by Dow AgroSciences) told
of 2008’s tragic summer in the United Kingdom,
where thousands of gardeners lost their tomatoes,
beans and other sensitive crops to manure and
hay laced with this potent, highly persistent
herbicide. This year the problem has hit home,
with U.S. gardeners, organic farmers and
commercial growers reporting damaged or lost
tomato crops from Milestone
contamination. (Aminopyralid is also sold under
the brand name of Forefront.)
Why now? “We had the perfect storm to set up
the situation,” says Dr. Jeanine Davis, associate
professor of horticulture at North Carolina State
University and author of several recent extension
service advisories about Milestone’s persistent
toxicity. The drought caused animal owners to
buy hay trucked in from other areas, and at the
This pea plant shows the cupped leaves that
same time many people created new vegetable
indicate the soil contains damaging levels of a
gardens and bought contaminated compost, or
potent herbicide.
hay to use as mulch.”
Davis is now receiving notices daily from growers and extension agents across the country who
are seeing vegetables damaged by manure, hay or compost contaminated with Milestone.
Tomatoes are highly sensitive; symptoms including curled, cupped leaves and wilting new
growth are often misdiagnosed as a virus or disease problem.
Organic growers who have lost their crops suffer a double punch because they lose certification
on the contaminated land. Recovery can take a long time. In a former North Carolina hay field
treated with Milestone (one of several aminopyralid products) in June 2006, residue levels were
high enough to damage tomatoes in 2009
three years later.
—

All of this leaves Dow Chemical holding a bag of trouble. but maybe it won’t be so bad since the
company reportedly has bought web rights to www.hanaminopyralid.com. Is that smart damage
control, or what? And business looks good judging from the number of U.S. highway
departments, foresters, utility companies, and other big land managers that are buying the stuff
by the ton. You tell me: When a deer grazes on treated vegetation in the power cut behind my
house and relieves herself as she passes through my garden, who’s responsible for the fact that
some of my soil is now useless for growing beans, peas. lettuce, tomatoes and many other crops
for four years
or more. Do we really want to allow companies to make their profits by selling
chemicals that are this potent?
—

Meanwhile, in the United Kingdom, Milestone/aminopyralid has been pulled from the market
pending further study. Damage reports continue to mount as the extent of the problem becomes
known.
This entire problem is a repeat of damage that surfaced several years ago in the United States
from another persistent Dow herbicide, clopyralid (sold as Reclaim, Stinger, Hornet, Transline,
Confront, Lontret, Curtail and Millenium Ultra). Dow was marketing clopyralid for broadleaf
weed control on residential lawns, which meant it was contaminating grass clippings used to
make municipal composts. Researchers eventually traced mysterious damage in gardens across
the United States to the herbicide residues in composts.
Why is this happening all over again?! These poisons are so powerful that they can persist for
years, and they can damage sensitive crops at levels as low as 10 parts per billion, according to
an Ohio State University factsheet. In some cases the lab tests needed to detect them at those
levels had not even been developed.
It is absurd that the EPA is allowing these chemicals on the market. The herbicide labels warn
about these dangers. but there is simply no way that any farmer selling contaminated hay (or
giving away manure) is going to label it, so that consumers will know that it is toxic. It’s time for
us to demand that the EPA take immediate action to protect us from these poisons. The Rachel
Carson Council has taken the lead, writing to the EPA last fall to urge them to protect our
gardens from Milestone herbicide toxicity. To join them, call or e-mail Kathryn Montague (703305-1243; nontagte.kathrynâ)epa.ov).
In addition to complaining to the EPA, we urge you to report problems to your local and state
extension offices (and to local news media so they can warn gardeners), and to post comments
below to help us monitor this problem. Lab testing to confirm contamination is expensive, but
there is a simple test you can run at home to help determine if your growing medium is or is not
safe for growing crops.

Read more: http://xvw. motherearthnews.com/organic-2arden.ing/milestone-herhicidecontamination-creates-dangerous-toxic-cornpost.aspx#ixzz2ml-I0rrexK
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Delaney, Faso Introduce Bipartisan Climate Solutions Bill
May 3, 2017

I Press Release

Climate Solutions Commission Act creates bipartisan commission to recommend economically-viable policies to reduce
emissions
WASHINGTON Congressman John K. Delaney fMO-6) and Congressman John J. Faso fNY-19) have introduced bipartisan legislation to
address climate change and initiate a bipartisan solution to the environmental crisis of our time. The Climate Solutions Commission Act
creates a bipartisan National Climate Solutions Commission to undertake a thorough review of economically viable public and private
actions or policies to reduce greenhouse gas emissions. The National Climate Solutions Commission is required to give the White House,
Congress and the states their recommendations within eighteen months.
—

The legislation is endorsed by the Environmental Defense Fund, The Nature Conservancy, The Partnership for Responsible Growth, the
National Wildlife Federation and the Friends Committee on National Legislation. The Delaney-Faso legislation is cosponsored by six
Republicans and six Democrats, including; Rep. Curbelo, Rep. Deutch, Rep. Meehan, Rep. Lowenthal, Rep. Fitzpatrick, Rep. Scott Peters,
Rep. Stefanik, Rep. Schneider, Rep. Ros-Lebtinen and Rep. Suozzi.
“Climate change is real and the threat it poses is real,” said Congressman Delaney. “It is imperative that we act on climate and reduce
greenhouse gas emissions and In today’s Washington the surest way to do so is to build bipartisan consensus; that’s what this bill does. I
am proud to work with Congressman Faso on this bill, which brings both parties together, studies the data and the options and puts
forward a workable solution.”
“Creating a bipartisan commission will help bring the public and private sectors together to provide smart solutions to the problems we
face in the world today from the negative impacts of climate change,” said Congressman John Paso.
Both Congressman Delaney and Congressman Faso are members of the bipartisan Climate Solutions Caucus, Congressman Delaney first
filed the Climate Solutions Commission Act in 2016 during the 114th Congress.
“This bill demonstrates bipartisan recognition that climate change is a serious issue, and one that requires innovative thinking from
across the political spectrum,” said Elizabeth Thompson, president of EDF Action. “It sends a strong signal that bipartisan cooperation
on climate change is possible and necessary. These members of Congress deserve praise for their leadership.”
“Thank you Rep. Delaney for your leadership in introducing the Climate Solutions Commission Act of 2017. Communities across the
nation want effective policies that control carbon emissions,” says Mark Bryer, Interim ExecutIve Director for The Nature
Conservancy’s Maryland and DC program. “These solutions are not only less costly than unchecked climate impacts, but offer
opportunities for cleaner air, less expensive, more efficient energy, and more consumer choice.”
“Our nation Won’t be able to meet the climate change challenge unless Congress plays a leadership role, and we applaud the sponsors of
this bill for taking a bipartisan step to find science-based solutions that will benefit both the planet and our economy,” said former
Congressman Walt Minnick, Partner of Partnership for Responsible Growth.
“Confronting climate change requires leadership from both political parties. We applaud the bipartisan sponsors for embracing sciencebased climate protection goals to protect wildlife and ensure a sustainable future. We encourage more Members from both sides of the
aisle to answer the call for climate action and we look forward to working with both parties to craft meaningful, bipartisan solutions to
climate change,” said Coilin O’Mara, President and CEO, National Wildlife Federation.
“I am encouraged by the leadership of Rep. John K, Delaney and Rep. John Faso, who demonstrate today that there is bipartisan political
will to address climate change in Congress with the introduction of the Climate Solutions Commission Act of 2017. Our nation has a
moral obligation to
on climate change. By creating a bipartisan commission committed to reducing greenhouse gas emissions, based
upon the latest scientific findings, they take an important step forward towards protecting God’s creation and future generations,” said
Diane Randall, Executive Secretary, Friends Committee on National Legislation.
act

Cimate Solutions CommissIon Act

• Establishes the National Climate Solutions Commission:
o

-

The commission will have 10 members, five appointed by Democrats and five appointed by Republicans.

The National Climate Solutions Commission will 1) undertake a comprehensive review of economically viable public and private
actions or polIcies to reduce greenhouse gas emissions 2) make recommendatIons to the President, Congress and the states and 3)
use as its goals for emissions reductions the estimated rates of reduction that reflect the latest scientific findings of what is needed
to avoid serious health and environmental consequences.
The National Climate Solutions Commission is requited to release their recommendations within eighteen months ot the enactment
of the legislation.
The Climate Solutions Commission Act also directs the Government Accountability Office (GAO) to study and report on the financial
tools, policies and institutions most successful at reducing greenhouse gas emissions while protecting economic growth and
employment.

Issues Energy and Environment

Newsletter Signup
First Name:
First Name

Last Name:
Last Name
Email:0
your©email.com
submit

Tree of Heaven, Ailanthus altissima,
left, is undoubtedly the most common
unplanted tree in urban environments of
the East Coast. It is perfectly adapted to
growing in the interstitial spaces be
tween buildings and pavement.

BRAV[ N[W ECOLOGY
Oii the road to more sustainable urban
landscapes, the natives-versus -exotics
confroversy says one plant scientist,
is a dead end. By Peter Del Iredici

I

T’S EASY TO ENUMERATE hot-button issues in contempo

rary American culture: Gun control, abortion, globalization,
intelligent design, and immigration reform are just a few.
One thing that the debates about these issues have in com
mon is that they are highly polarized, with neither side
paying much attention to what the other is saying. Another is
that they often have an overarching moralistic tone that pits
46
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good against evil, with little regard
for facts.
Within the field of plant ecology,
the issue of using exotic or native
species in designed landscapes seems
to bring out the worst in people, not
unlike the debates over gun control
and abortion. As a representative of
the Arnold Arboretum of Harvard
University I have served as a member
of the Massachusetts Invasive Plant
Advisory Group, a voluntary collabo
ration of nursery professionals, conser
vationists, botanists, land managers,
and representatives from various gov
ernment agencies that reports to the
state’s Office of Environmental Af
fairs. Over the course of the past
three-plus years, the group produced
a list of species that are invasive in
“minimally managed” habitats, and it
developed a set of recommendations
for how to cope with the problem.
Based on these findings, the Massa
chusetts Department of Agticulture
has banned the sale of Norway maple,
Japanese barberry, and winged euony
mus afterJanuary 1, 2009.
Implicit in the proposals that call
for eradicating or banning exotic in
vasive species is the assumption that native vegetation will re
turn to dominance once invasives are removed. That is the the
ory; the reality, of course, can be quite different. Land managers
and others who have to deal with the invasive problem on the
ground know that more often than not the old invasive species
comes back following removal, or else a new invader moves in
to replace the old one. The only treatment that seems to change
this dynamic is cutting down the invasives, treating the stems
with herbicides, and planting native species in the gaps where
the invasives once were. Following this, the site requires weed
ing for an indefinite number of years, until the natives are big
enough to hold their ground without human assistance.
What’s striking about this so-called restoration process, with
its ongoing need for planting and weeding, is that it looks an aw
flil lot like gardening. Call it what you will, but anyone who has
ever worked in a garden knows that planting and weeding are
endless tasks. So the question becomes “Is ‘landscape restoration’
Peter Del Tredici is the sublect of this month’s Shared Wisdom (page 96).

0

e

Can we ever really put the invasive

PLANTS
really just good horticulture dressed up with jargon to simulate
ecology; or is it based on scientific theories with testable hypothe
ses?” To put it another way: Can we ever really put the invasive
species genie back in the bottle, or are we looking at a future in
which nature as we know it becomes a cultivated entity?
The answer to this question lies in an understanding of the
concept of ecological succession, which describes changes in the
composition of plant and animal assemblages over time. Prior
to World War II, ecologists generally viewed succession as an
orderly process leading to the establishment of a “climax” or
steady-state community that, in the absence of disturbance, was
capable of maintaining itself indefinitely. I like to refer to this
as the Disney version of ecology, stable and predictable, with all
organisms living in harmony. Following World War II, a
younger generation of ecologists began challenging this ortho
dox view, eventually formulating what is now known as the
theory of patch dynamics, which views natural disturbances as
an integral part of an unpredictable succession process. A key
concept in the new ecology is that the nature, timing, and in
tensity of the disturbances are critical factors—together with
climate and soil—in determining the composition of successive
waves of vegetation.
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species genie hack iii the hotde, or are
we looking at a future in which nature as
we know it beconies a cultivated entity?
of modern ecology, the apparent
stability of current plant associations is an illusion; the only
certainty is that things will be substantially different 50
years from now. When one broadens the traditional definition
of disturbance to include the effects of acid rain on soil biology
and of carbon dioxide enrichment of the atmosphere on climate
systems, it becomes clear that all places on Earth have experi
enced some level of disruption as a result of human activity.
Despite mountains of data documenting the planetary scale
of human-induced environmental change, much popular writ
ing on the subject of ecological restoration assumes that the
plant and animal communities that existed in North America
prior to European settlement can be returned to some sem
blance of original composition. The fact that the environmen
tal conditions that led to the development of these pre
Columbian habitats are long gone—and can never be
re-created——-does nor seem to matter to strict restorationists,

F

ROM THE PERSPECTIVE

Paulownia tomentosa, the princess tree, arrived in North
America from Asia in the early 1800s. In New London, Connecti
cut, it has made itself at home in a typical urban “cliff niche.”

whose “faith-based” notions of restoration have more to do
with ethical values than with ecological reality.
Recent experience in eastern North America has shown that
even when the individual components of past ecosystems make

successftil comebacks, they tend to function differently in
the present than they did in the past because the ecosys
tem as a whole has changed. This is best exemplified by
white-tailed deer whose populations were once controlled
by the hunting activities of Woodland Indians. The deer
roam the countryside in large herds, selectively browsing
native species while ignoring the invasives. In the process,
they manage not only to annoy home owners but also to
alter long-established patterns of forest succession.
The concept of ecological restoration in an urban or
suburban context is particularly problematic, given the
abundance of pavement, road salt, reflected heat, air pol
lution, and soil compaction that characterize our metro
politan centers. As I see it, the critical question faced by
the professionals who design, build, and maintain our ur
ban landscapes is not what plants grew there in the past,
but which ones will grow there in the future?
Our cities are characterized by an ecology that is es
sentially of the people, by the people, and for the people. We
welcome other organisms into our world to the extent that they
can contribute to making it a more beautiful, livable, or prof
itable place to be. And we vilifj as weeds those organisms that
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flourish without our approval or assistance. Some of them are
native to eastern North America, but well over half of them
have been introduced from Europe and Asia.
Regardless of how we feel about the unique assemblages of
plants that populate our sprawling cities, they have become the
de facto native vegetation of the urban environment. As such,
we need to acknowledge that they are actually performing sig
nificant ecological functions including water and air filtration,
hear absorption, mineral cycling, and carbon storage. A good ex
ample of this is the common reed ( Phragmites austratis), which is
native to Europe and central Asia as well as to North America,
where it grows in brackish wetlands up and down the East
Coast. While Phragmites is often portrayed as the ultimate inva
sive species because of its capacity to displace other vegetation, it
is actually mitigating pollution by absorbing a great deal of the
nitrogen and phosphorous that typically accumulate in such de
graded wetlands. In the jargon of landscape architecture, Phrag
mites is one of the all-time great phytoremediation plants.
From a functional perspective, the presence ofPhragmites in
disturbed landscapes is a symptom of environmental degrada
tion rather than its cause. Research has shown that a number of
invasive plants have a similar kind of “Jekyll and Hyde” impact
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on the local ecology, pushing out some native plants while pro
viding food and shelter for a wide variety of native animals, es
pecially pollinating insects and migrating birds. Like so much
else in the modern world, the designation of a species as inva
sive is a relative concept that depends on the context in which
the plant is growing.
In a vety real sense, the diversity and spontaneity of these
new “immigrant” biological communities mirror those of our
own society. Indeed, the vety same processes that have led to
the globalization of the world economy—unfettered trade and
travel among nations—have also resulted in the globalization
of our environment. And rest assured that the globalized envi
ronment is evety bit as difficult to control as our globalized
economy, if nor more so. It’s ironic that the real ecology of the
city is all about the dominance of invasive species, while the
cultivation of the native species that once grew there seems as
artificial as a French-knot garden.

S

O WHAT CAN LANDSCAPE ARCHITECTS do to cope with

the widespread environmental devastation and ecological
uncertainty that have become such an integral part of the
modern world? Over the course of my 13 years of teaching at
the Harvard Graduate School of Design, I have developed a
three-step approach that combines sound horticulture with ap
plied ecology to cover the design, construction, and mainte
nance of built landscapes.

Phragmites australis, or common

reed,

is prevalent in

disturbed wet

lands up and down the East Coast and
is native to both Eurasia and North
America. In Boston’s Back Bay fens,
it can grow to more than 12 feet tall.

The first step of my program is to acknowledge that the
heavy equipment used during the construction process in
evitably compacts the surrounding soil to a density approach
ing concrete. Such compacted soils, with their low oxygen
tensions, high-bulk density, and impeded drainage, are lethal

to many plants, especially na
tive species that come from up
land habitats. Without ade
quate remediation of the
compaction and drainage prob
lems that abound in urban
landscapes, invasive species are
pretty much the only plants
that will survive.
My second recommendation
is not to limit planting designs
to native species that once grew
on the site. Imposing such a
limitation reduces not only the
aesthetic potential of the landscape, but also its overall adapt
ability to future environmental change. Instead, I propose that
“sustainahility” be the standard for deciding what to plant.
According to my definition of this overused word, sustainable
landscape plants are tolerant of the conditions that prevail on
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ecology of the
a given site; require minimal applications of pes
ticides, herbicides, and fertilizers to flourish;
have greater drought resistance and winter har
diness than other plants; and display minimal
tendencies to spread aggressively into surround
ing natural areas. landscapes that are designed
with plants that fit the above criteria—includ
ing both native and introduced species—will
not only be less costly to maintain over time
but will also be better able to tolerate the un
predictable weather patterns that loom in the
future. In this regard, American designers have
much to learn from their European counter
parts, who have a long tradition of using cos
mopolitan plant associations to create nawralis
tic landscapes.
My third and final recommendation is to
recognize, at some point in the design process,
the ongoing need for maintenance on all con
structed landscapes. All too often the concept
ofsustainability is misinterpreted to mean self
sustaining, a fantasy that is as false in horticul—

521

IandscapeArchitecture

FEBRUARY 2Q06

all about
the clomiiance
of imrasive
species, while
the cuhivatiou
of the nathe
species that once
grew there seems
as artificial as
the Frenchknot garden.
cit is

ture as it is in ecology. Landscape maintenance
is necessary to promote the successful establish
ment of new plantings, as well as to counteract
the effects of disturbances—both natural and
human—that continually threaten the integrity
of mature plantings. from a horticultural per
spective, a truly sustainable landscape design is
one that is in balance with the financial re
sources available to maintain it.
A brave new ecology is taking shape before our
very eyes. Regardless of how one feels about these
changes, we need to develop forward-looking
landscape forms that acknowledge this new reali
ty rather than simply falling back on romantic
notions of bringing back the past.

Peter Del Tredici is senior research scientist at the
ArnotdArboretwn ofHarvard University and Har
vard Graduate School ofDesign. He presented this ar
ticle at the AIM annual meeting in Fort faztderdate,
Florida. It is an abbreviated version of “The Rote of
Horticulture in a Changing Wortd,” n ‘hich wilt be
pubtished in Botanical Progress, Horticultural In
novations and Cultural Changes, edited by Michel
Coirnn and WJohn Kress ( Washington, D.C.: Dum—
barton Oaks).

In Memory of Peter Elirlich
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SF Commission on the Environment
Public Comment on Biodiversity Resolution
I am a huge fan of the SF Department of the Environment and this
Commission and your wonderful work such as your most recent EV Ready
Ordinance as I have a fabulous plug-in hybrid car and almost no place to
plug it in.
Last week, we lost one of our own, Peter Ehrlich, the Chief Forester of the
Presidio, in a tragic bike accident. I spent some thinking about what would
Peter have wanted me to say? Tonight, I dedicate my public comments in
memory of him.
First, Peter would have wanted me to give you all a copy of his favorite
article by Peter del Tredici, a senior research scientist at Harvard University.
It talks about how once you have let the non-native species genie out of the
bottle, it is hard to put it back in, and the importance of learning to live
holistically with the environment that you have now.
‘Regardless of how we feel about the unique assemblages of plants that
populate our cities, they have become the de facto native vegetation of the
urban environment. As such, we need to acknowledge that they are actually
performing significant ecological functions including water and air filtration,
heat absorption, mineral cycling, and carbon storage.”
Second, Peter and the public request clarification on what these terms mean
1) “local biodiversity initiatives, programs, and practices” and 2)
“interagency initiative to achieve biodiversity goals”
Third, climate change is predicted to become the No. 1 threat to biodiversity
in the future according to the United Nations. This resolution must
acknowledge this critical link. Deforestation accounts for 20-25% of climate
emissions worldwide. Avoiding deforestation is an important way for a city
like San Francisco to combat climate change.
Please include a Tree Preservation clause or a Goal of a Net Positive Gain in
Total Tree Canopy per Year covering both the streets and the parks.
Otherwise, if this resolution leads to deforestation, it could sabotage the
Department’s other heroic efforts to fight climate change.

Without this goal, this resolution could be used to kill valuable trees in San
Francisco, and it could, if taken to extremes, be used to kill nearly the entire
urban forest because San Francisco used to look like this:
-

SF was mostly sand dunes and scrub habitat in the 1 800s

There were limited oak trees in the creek beds as oaks prefer warmer
temperatures and wind protection, two things that are hard to find in SF.
The Army nearly killed themselves in the 1800s to plant and water all of
those trees in the Presidio. The sand was blowing so hard into the soldiers’
eyes from the wind that they couldn’t see. They planted the trees as a
survival mechanism.
The trees are making San Francisco a habitable and hospitable place to live.
We take down trees in the name of biodiversity at our own peril.
A few months ago, Peter Erhlich almost lost his job because he spoke about
the importance of preserving healthy trees. Many of the beloved urban
forests in SF were planted in the late l8SOs. Their average lifespan is 350
years. Therefore, these forests can live for another 200 years, that is two
more centuries for future generations.
Why should someone be attacked for trying to protect trees which give all of
us, the people, so many benefits? After I spoke at a hearing in December, I
received notes in the mail from people thanking me for speaking about trees
because they couldn’t. Otherwise, they might lose their jobs and their
funding.
We ask the Commission, please have the courage to speak up for the
importance of all trees regardless of species.
Trees are how we are going to fight climate change and sea level rise. Trees
keep the air clean and stop asthma. Trees prevent erosion, mudslides, and
stormwater runoff. To recreate these benefits would cost hundreds of
millions of dollars.
Killing healthy trees with chainsaws and Roundup threatens the health and
safety of every San Franciscan.

Trees protect the wildlife that is currently living here. Just in the last few
days, I have seen hummingbirds sifting on tiny nests, Great-Horned Owls
and red hawks, numerous songbirds, bumblebees, and 3 types of butterflies
- all living in our non-native trees and forests. This nature deserves to live.
We ask that the Commission please protect this existing wildlife and
biodiversity in its resolution.

-

Please create a goal of a Net Positive Gain in Tree Canopy per Year in the
resolution covering both street trees and parks. Please set up a Tree Tracking
System that tracks the number of trees removed per year, the number of trees
replanted, and their survival rate. If a newly-planted tree dies, it must be
replanted. Please set a goal that a portion of San Francisco’s environment
will become pesticide-free.
Thank you very much for your leadership in protecting San Francisco’s
environment and for all of the amazing work that you do.
This speech is dedicated to the memory of Peter Ehrlich.
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GOAL: Net Positive Gain in
Tree Canopy per Year with Tracking
• Stops Climate Change
• Cleans the Air of Particulates
• Absorbs $tormwater. Prevents Mudslides
• Improves Public Health
• Offers Shade from UV Rays
• Protects Current Wildlife & Biodiversity

sffoiestnews@grnail.com
May 7,2017
Comments on Item 5, May 8th Policy Committee Meeting
Dear Commissioners,
San Francisco Forest Alliance holds that:
-

Global warming is accelerating, climate change is real, and all efforts should be extended to slow it down;

Our window for avoiding catastrophic climate change is rapidly closing, and we will not solve the climate crisis
without a massive increase in the protection of forests around the world, including in our own backyard;

-

Pesticides are much more toxic and cause much more harm to the environment and to public health than
people realize due to the efforts by manufacturers to conceal this fact and corruption within the EPA (recently
brought to fore once again);

-

-

-

All wildlife, not just rare species, deserves protection.

Therefore we ask to change the Resolution adopting citywide biodiversity goals and articulating the role of the
Department of the Environment in protecting San Franciscos natural heritage as follows:
Please add after line 14 on page 1:
WHEREAS, forests cover 31% of the world’s land surface but are home to 80% of the world’s terrestrial
biodiversity; and,
Please add after line 22 on page 1:
WHEREAS, our window for avoiding catastrophic climate change is rapidly closing, and we will not solve the
climate crisis without a massive increase in the protection of forests around the world, including in our own
backyard; and,
WHEREAS, saplings planted today will take years to sequester as much carbon as existing mature trees,
Please add after line 15 on page 2:
WHEREAS, vegetation treated with systemic pesticides kills pollinators, and herbicides adversely affect
pollinators’ ability to find food and reproduce; and,
Please add on line 21 page 3:
and ensure that habitat of existing wildlife of the city is protected;
SFFA considers that “promote, cultivate and restore nature” is oxymoronic, since nature is what is natural, not
artificially cultivated. Therefore, please, on lines 4 and 5, page 4 replace:
Empower people and partnerships to promote, cultivate, and restore nature in every neighborhood;
with:
Empower people and partnerships in every neighborhood to protect the natural environment, emphasizing
dangers of herbicides and awareness of climate change;
Please add on line 5, page 4:
protect and preserve existing ecosystems, especially forests and trees;

Please add on line 2, page 5:
prevent deforestation, make maximum effort to preserve existing trees, and establish a register for all trees
greater than 15 removed from public lands;
On line 4, page 5:
please replace “practices;” with ‘practices that are safe for human and environmental health, therefore
prohibiting the application of toxicity category I and toxicity category II non-organic herbicides;”
Please add on line 6, page 5:
prohibit planting of trees and other vegetation treated with systemic herbicides by the city, and conduct an
education outreach to the city residents on the subject;
San Francisco Forest Alliance also holds that, despite of certification by the Planning Commission, the
Environmental Impact Report for Natural Resources Management Plan is inadequate, inaccurate, and not
objective, and the Plan is, in fact, very damaging to our natural environment.
Therefore we ask that the reference to that Plan and its EIR (lines 16 through 18 on page 2) be deleted from
the Resolution.
Sincerely,
San Francisco Forest Alliance

RESOLUTION FILE NO. 201 7-04-COE

RESOLUTION NO.
OCI

1

[San Francisco Biodiversity Policy]

2
3

ResoIuton adopting citywide biodiversity goals and articulating the role of

4

the Department of the Environment in protecting San Francisco’s natural

5

heritage.

6

WHEREAS, San Francisco is located in the California Floristic Province, a

7

global biodiversity hotspot, and still contains indigenous ecosystems comprised

8

of many different types of natural ecological communities; and,

9

WHEREAS, the City’s open spaces, natural areas, and native habitats

10

support hundreds of species of indigenous plants and birds, untold diversity of

11

insects, as well as native mammals, reptiles and amphibians; and,

12

WHEREAS, biodiversity loss and climate change are among the most

13

significant environment challenges facing our planet, and the Living Planet Index

14

has documented a 58% reduction in vertebrate species diversity since 1970; and,

(&

15

WHEREAS, the 1Convention on Biological Diversity designated 2010-

16

2020 the UN Decade on Biodiversity, and the clock is ticking on meeting the

17

twenty Aichi Biodiversity Targets as part of the”Strategic Plan for Biodiversity

18

2011-2020, which are “as applicable to cities & subnational governments as they

19

are to national governments”; and,

20

WHEREAS, conservation and restoration of our local natural heritage and

21

biodiversity are integral to the long-term environmental sustainability of San

22

Francisco; and,

Commission on the Environment
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1

WHEREAS, San Francisco has championed a standing tradition of

2

wildland and natural resources management and stewardship in its city, stat)

3
4
5

and national parks, watershend public trust lands; and,
(‘

WHEREAS, t1r 2017 marks the 20th jiiversary of the
Sustainability Plan for the City of San Francisco; and,
-

6

WHEREAS, in order to fulfill the vision and goals of the 1997 Sustainability

7

Plan, the Commission on the Environment articulated a significant commitment to

$

biodiversity in 201 1 and,

9

WHEREAS, the Board of Supervisors, n-0zt1 approved te new

10

Recreation and Open Space Element of theGeneral PlarI which includeWa

11

Biodiversity Objective; and,

12

WHEREAS, (

the Board of Supervisors passedarescluflori’ u rg in g

13

City Departments, including the Department of Environment, to conduct

14

education and outreach to foster knowledge and appreciation of San Francisco’s

15

pollinators and their interconnected role in the City’s natural ecosystems; and,

16

WHEREAS, in December 2016,-

Reereaiemard-Parks-Commissin
Planning

17

1i

18
19

.k cwihf £t

Commission certified Final Environmental Impact Report; and,
WHEREAS, various City Departments, in collaboration with communities

20

and non-profit organizationsre conserving local biodiversity, connecting San

21

Franciscans to nature in the City, and actively bringing San Francisco’s

22

indigenous natural heritage into the built environment through implementation of

23

the Green Connections Plan, the Urban Forest Plan, the Stormwater Ordinance,
Commission on the Environment
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1

the Integrated Pest Management Ordinance, the Sidewalk Landscaping Permi(

2

the Street Parks Program, and the Yerba Buena Island Habitat Management

3

Plan, among other initiatives; and,

4

WHEREAS, the Department of the Environment Biodiversity Program

5

seved as a hub for various citywide biodiversity projects, includinthe San

6

Francisco Plant Finder; the Cities Connecting Children to Nature Plan; the Urban

7

Sustainability Directors Network Urban Biodiversity Inventory Framework; the

8

Nature in the City Map and Guide; consulting with other City agencies regarding

9

their biodiversity policies and practices; cataloguing programs and best practices

10

of the City’s myriad efforts on behalf of local biodiversity; and promoting other

11

City Departments’ efforts; and,

12

WHEREAS, the Department of the Environment has led an effon

13

collaboration with other City Departmento develop a refined set of

14

consolidated, citywide biodiversity goals to more clearly guide City Departments,

15

as well as private stakeholders and project sponsors, in their contributions to

16

local nature and biodiversity; now, therefore, be it,

17

RESOLVED,

Commission on the Environmentdopts the following

18

citywide biodiversity vision and goals:

19

1. Biologically Rich Ecosystems: Restore and maintain robust and

20

interconnected habitats, natural areas, open spaces, watersheds, and urban

21

forests that support a rich web of life, including rare species;

Commission on the Environment
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1

2. Equitable Access, Awareness and Experience of Nature: Connect all

2

residents, workers, and visitors with green streets, parks, and natural habitats

3

everyday;

4
5

3. Community and Ecological Stewardship: Empower people and partnerships
to promote, cultivatnd restore nature in every neighborhood;

6

4. Ecological Planning and Design: Incorporate multi-functional greening into all

7

vertical, horizontand open space development, with a priority on creating

8

diverse wildlife habitat;\

9
10
ii

5. Resilience in a Living City: Leverage local natural systems to support San
Francisco’s adaptation into a climate-protected and ecological city,) av’A-

(4’

RESOLVED, that the Commission on the Environment urges

12

the Department of the Environment to realize the five biodiversity goals by

13

employing the following strategies and programs, among others:

14

1. Continue to serve as the San Francisco hub and resource for City

15

government and the community at large for local biodiversity initiatives,

16

programs, and practices;

17

2. Lead interagency initiative to develop, align, and implement plans, policies,

18

guidelines, trainings, and other strategies to achieve biodiversity goals;

19

3. Work with City Department<he Presidio TrustheNational Park Service,

20

non-governmental organizationnd other stakeholders to pio6uee’a citywide

21

inventory of the City’s biodiversity0and

22

ecosystem health;

Commission on the Environment
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1
2
3
4
5

6
7

RESOLUTION NO.

4. Promote biodiversity in major development projects, such-es Treasure and
Yerba Buena Islands andBayview-Hunter’s Point, among others
5. Facilitate thein of Bay-Friendly Landscaping’and environmentally
healthy integrated pest management practices;
6. Lead the Department’s Pollinators Program and expand the use of the San
Francisco Plant Finder online tool;
7. Support biodiversity-based greening of the built environment through

8

collaborative implementation of the Green Connections Plan, the Urban

9

Forest Plan, and others by cultivating community, business, and agency

10
11
12

participation;
8. Cultivate and participate in relevant local-to-international networks to share
San Francisco’s urban biodiversity best practices and glean lessons learned.

13
14

poJC

I hereby certify that this Resolution was adopted at the Commission on the
Environment’s Meeting on

15
16
17
18

19

Anthony Valdez, Commission Affairs Manager

20

Vote:

21

Ayes:

22

Noes:

23

Absent:

24
Commission on the Environment
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