
                               
Edwin M. Lee

  Mayor 
 

    Deborah O. Raphael 
      Director 

 

San F ranci sco Depar tment  of  the Envi ronment  
1455 Market  S t ree t ,  Sui te 1200,  San F rancisco,  CA 94103 
Telephone:  (415)  355-3700  Fax: (415)  554-6393  
Emai l :  env i ronmen t@sfgov.org   SFEnvi ronment .org        Printed on100% post-consumer recycled paper. 

Commission Correspondence Log
May 24, 2016

Date From Subject
March 24, 2016 Doug Johnson, Executive 

Director, California Invasive 
Plant Council

Biodiversity and herbicide use in natural areas

March 25, 2016 Department of the Navy Proposed Plan/Draft Remedial Action plan –
Former Naval Station Treasure Island

April 7, 2016 Dee Seligman Report on City of Richmond Pesticide Ban by 
their Public Works and Parks Department

April 20, 2016 Dr. Jeff Ritterman, VP, SF 
Physicians for Social 
Responsibility

Evidence for bioaccumulation of glyphosate

April 23, 2016 Dee Seligman, Interim 
President, SF Forest Alliance

Pesticide use restrictions
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Valdez, Anthony E (ENV)

From: Johnson, Doug 
Sent: Thursday, March 24, 2016 1:33 PM
To: Valdez, Anthony E (ENV)
Cc: Geiger, Chris (ENV); Brastow, Peter (ENV); Raphael, Deborah (ENV); Wayne, Lisa (REC); Woolen, Kevin 

(REC)
Subject: Letter to the Commission
Attachments: Cal-IPC to SF Comm on Envt.pdf

Hi Anthony,

Attached is a letter to the Commission regarding biodiversity and herbicide use in natural areas. If you would
please pass it on to the Commissioners I would greatly appreciate it.

Thanks, Doug

Doug Johnson
Executive Director

California Invasive Plant Council

Protecting California's environment and
economy from invasive plants.

www.cal ipc.org



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

  

March 24, 2016 
 
San Francisco Commission on the Environment 
c/o Anthony Valdez, Commission Affairs Manager 
San Francisco Department of the Environment 
1455 Market Street, Suite 1200 
San Francisco, CA 94103 
 

Dear Commissioners, 

I am writing on behalf of Cal-IPC regarding topics discussed at this 
week’s Commission meeting: stewardship of the city’s native 
biodiversity and the use of herbicides to control invasive plants in the 
city’s natural areas.  

Protecting native biodiversity is at the core of Cal-IPC’s mission and our 
work across California. We support the judicious use of herbicides as 
part of an integrated management approach. Cal-IPC believes the 
professional land stewards of the San Francisco Natural Areas Program 
can most effectively protect San Francisco’s irreplaceable natural 
heritage with herbicides available as one of their tools.  

As the Commission explores further reduction of herbicide use in 
natural areas, including a possible phase-out, we encourage you to be 
explicit about the basis for your decisions. Clarity about your rationale 
will promote ecological literacy in San Francisco and help other 
jurisdictions make the best use of your decisions.  

There are values-based rationales for reducing or banning herbicide use 
in natural areas, such as “we want our natural areas to be free of all 
synthetic substances,” or “we want the public to enjoy our natural areas 
with no perception of potential health risk.”  

To the extent that decisions are based on a rationale of “preventing 
public health risk,” we believe you best serve San Francisco and other 
jurisdictions by presenting a clear science-based assessment of the health 
risk being prevented. A critical part of environmental leadership is 
helping the public understand the risk from each substance and each 
exposure scenario, as well as the uncertainty in our scientific 
understanding of the risk. This supports environmentally informed 
decision making, both personal choices and public policy. 

Thank you for your hard work on behalf of the environment. 

Sincerely, 

 

Doug Johnson, Executive Director  
dwjohnson@cal-ipc.org  
 

1442-A Walnut St., #462 
Berkeley, CA 94709 
(510) 843-3902 
fax (510) 217-3500 
www.cal-ipc.org 
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Valdez, Anthony E (ENV)

From: Dee Seligman 
Sent: Thursday, April 07, 2016 8:23 PM
To: Valdez, Anthony E (ENV)
Cc: Geiger, Chris (ENV)
Subject: Fwd: feedback on Richmond and central question for city agencies
Attachments: Analytic Report on Richmond Pesticide Ban by Public Works and Parks Depts.PDF

Dear Anthony, 
Would you forward my email and attachment to Chris Geiger to all the Commissioners and to Ms. Raphael, 
also? Thank you for your assistance. 

Sincerely,

Dee Seligman 

---------- Forwarded message ---------- 
From: Dee Seligman <deesel91@gmail.com>
Date: Thu, Apr 7, 2016 at 8:21 PM 
Subject: feedback on Richmond and central question for city agencies 
To: Chris Geiger <Chris.Geiger@sfgov.org>

Chris,

Thank you for an interesting discussion at today's Technical Advisory Committee meeting. 

I'm attaching the analysis presented to City of Richmond about their one-year ban on all herbicides, including 
glyphsate and other known carcinogens. Richmond has extended its ban after their initial one-year trial was 
completed. As you will see from their analysis, they estimate it would be 2.4X more expensive to use hand 
labor only vs. a mix of hand labor and herbicides. That's a pretty big difference, but they do not say it is 
impossible without herbicides. When RPD says the need to use Tier 1 herbicides as a last resort, is it really a 
last resort if they could accomplish the same result just by spending 2.4X more money?  

Also, the question of various ways to structure departmental responses to a possible two-year phase out of Tier 1 seemed not to address the 
central question the Environment Commission asked (from the  minutes): "present an analysis to the full Commission that outlines a 
pathway to significantly reduce the use of Tier 1 herbicides including the possibility of a phase out within two years in (a) 
Public parks and (b) areas in which these herbicides are used by the City and County of San Francisco.” They were 
asking what would it take to phase out Tier 1 pesticides, not asking for a cost/benefit analysis, nor a feasibility study, nor 
even an impact study. They asked how would your agency go about doing this. It seems to me that how the question 
is framed implies certain answers. Their question was straight-forward and simple: " how would your agency go about 
reducing or eliminating Tier 1 herbicides in a phase out process?" 

Thank you for listening to the public's concerns.

Sincerely,

Dee Seligman 
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Dee Seligman 
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Valdez, Anthony E (ENV)

From: Jeff Ritterman 
Sent: Wednesday, April 20, 2016 6:24 AM
To: Valdez, Anthony E (ENV)
Subject: Fwd: evidence for bioaccumulation of glyphosate

please forward to Debbie Rafael and the Environemental Commissioners 
---------- Forwarded message ---------- 
From: Jeff Ritterman
Date: Tue, Apr 19, 2016 at 6:45 PM 
Subject: evidence for bioaccumulation of glyphosate 
To: Chris Geiger <chris.geiger@sfgov.org>
Cc: Lisa Hoyos  Dee Seligman 

Dear Chris,

(Please forward to Debbie Rafael) 

When we spoke (both when I testified and during our phone meeting) you stated unequivocally that there is no 
evidence of glyphosate bio-accumulating. 

The evidence is showing that you are incorrect. 

Glyphosate is now found in our eggs and diary creamer and that means it is bio-accumulating in animals not 
just passing through. 

I don't think you should make that claim any longer as the evidence clearly contradicts your claim. 

See the articles below. 

I believe this also means that the glyphosate that your team sprays in SF will bio-accumulate as well.  It does 
not just disappear. 

In partnership toward a healthier world, 
Jeff Ritterman, M.D. 
V.P. SF Physicians for Social Responsibility 

http://www.anh-usa.org/wp-content/uploads/2016/04/ANHUSA-glyphosate-breakfast-study-FINAL.pdf

http://ecowatch.com/2016/04/19/glyphosate-breakfast-foods/
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Valdez, Anthony E (ENV)

From: SF Forest 
Sent: Saturday, April 23, 2016 1:32 AM
To: Valdez, Anthony E (ENV)
Cc: Raphael, Deborah (ENV); Geiger, Chris (ENV)
Subject: Pesticide use restrictions
Attachments: pesticide restrictions Commission.pdf

Dear Anthony, 

Attached is a letter to the Commissioners with our comments regarding the pesticide usage restrictions. We 
hope they will be useful in refining and clarifying the guidelines for herbicide use in our parks and watersheds. 
Please pass it on the members of the Environment Commission. 

Thank you! 

Sincerely,

Dee Seligman,
Interim President 
San Francisco Forest Alliance 



To: SF Environment Commission 4/22/16
c/o Anthony Valdez    anthony.e.valdez@sfgov.org

CC: Chris Geiger  Chris.Geiger@sfgov.org
Deborah Raphael  deborah.raphael@sfgov.org

From: Dee Seligman, Interim President   SF Forest Alliance

Subject: 2016 Reduced Risk Pesticide List

Commissioners,

While we are disappointed the 2016 List still allows the use of Tier 1 and Tier 2 pesticides in our 
parks, we do think the List and its related documents are a big step forward. During the 
development of the List we tried to draw attention to ambiguous language contained in it and the 
Restrictions document.  Some issues were addressed, but much of the language in the final 
documents remains open to interpretation.  

When you voted to adopt the new List, you had an understanding of its intent.  The problem is, 
land managers, pesticide contractors and the public can come away with very different 
interpretations after reading the documents. We would ask that a supplementary document be 
created that defines terms, further explains the intent of individual restrictions and brings 
together all of the rules in one working document.

Below are the areas where we feel the value of the documents are compromised by uncertainty 
in the language.

Conditions of use for “most hazardous” herbicides 
General requirements 
1.
All treated areas must be clearly noticed, marked and identifiable for four days after the 
treatment. Blue indicator dyes must be used for spray treatments. 

Page 3 of “Compliance Checklist for City Properties” of which this document is a part, calls for 
posting “at least 3 days before application and for at least 4 days after.” The clause above says 
nothing about the 3 day preposting requirement.  All of these requirements should be gathered 
into one location. The Checklist is posted here:

http://sfenvironment.org/sites/default/files/fliers/files/sfe_th_ipm_checklist_2016_rrpl_2016-03-
28.pdf

Page 3 of “Compliance Checklist for City Properties” requires the posting to be:
Enclosed area:  Post at every entry point of application
Open area:  Post in highly visible locations around the perimeter.
Again, all of the requirements should be gathered into one place.

With respect to parks, we believe the intent is to alert people as they enter a park that a hazard 
is present and further to prominently identify the specific area the pesticide has been applied.  
As an example, current practice on Mt Davidson is to post signage at the park entrances.  This 



achieves the first objective.  However, the specific areas where the pesticide is applied can not 
be discerned by the public.

The posting signage should include a color sample of the blue dye so people will know what to 
look for.  The dye must not be so persistent that it is still visible weeks later.  Otherwise it will 
lose meaning.

5.
No use within 15 feet of designated, actively maintained public paths.

In order for this restriction to have any meaning, the pesticide applicators and the public this 
restriction is intended to protect, need to know which paths and trails are “designated, actively 
maintained public paths”.  For paved paths this is not an issue but earthen trails are 
problematic.

The only way for applicators to know where they can spray and for the public to know how to 
avoid exposure, is if maps of the protected paths are published by the land manager and readily 
available to the public.  We would ask that you require RPD to publish such trail maps.  

It is disappointing this protection is only extended to “designated” trails.  If a trail exists, it is 
because people use it regularly.  It seems punitive to exclude social trails from this protection.  
Those trails may see just as much use as the “designated” trails.

6.
No broadcast spraying is permitted, except for targeted treatments at Harding Park golf 
course in preparation for tournament play.

What is “broadcast spraying”?  An internet search returns definitions like “to distribute evenly 
over a given area”, or “distribution of an agricultural chemical product uniformly over the entire 
area to be treated and not just to portions of an area” or “broadcast applications consist of 
applying a spray solution uniformly over the entire treated area”. At the April 7 IPM TAC meeting 
we were told that broadcast spraying was not defined by the end result, but rather than by the 
type of equipment used to achieve it.  It is only broadcast spraying if it is delivered by a vehicle
with a large volume tank and multi-nozzle booms.  

If the end result is blanketing an area of land with X ounces per acre of a Tier 1 pesticide, the 
risk to the public is the same whether that is achieved using a truck with spray booms or 
multiple individuals with backpack sprayers.  The risk to the applicators is much greater if done 
with backpack sprayers.

What is the intent here?

By the way, Australia has a great supplement to their regulations, an extensive definition of 
terms:
http://apvma.gov.au/definition-of-terms/ 
There they address the definition of broadcast spraying quite explicitly.

7.
No use on the grounds of schools, preschools, children’s playgrounds, or other areas 
frequented by children.



It would be good to start building an explicit list of “areas frequented by children” to prevent 
mistakes from being made. Why force applicators to make a judgment call when many such 
areas can be identified in advance?  We would suggest including the following in addition to 
those already listed:
Baseball, football, soccer and other play fields
Picnic areas
Community gardens
Areas around day camps, like Silver Tree in Glen Canyon
Areas frequently visited by school field trips like Heron’s Head Park

Allowed uses(only as method of last resort):

11.
Utility rights of way and watershed lands falling under state or federal vegetation 
management requirements.

Is this intended to mean “utility rights of way and watershed lands where state or federal 
regulations require that the vegetation targeted for pesticide application be controlled”?

For the 2017 iteration of the list we should ask, why are Tier 1 pesticides being used in the 
watersheds that provide our drinking water? 

13.
Landscape renovations, provided that weed prevention measures are put in place and 
the treated area is fenced off for four days after treatment.

What is a landscape renovation?  Does re-seeding a playing field constitute one?  How about 
replanting a flower bed?  How about clear cutting a few acres of forest? As written, this 
“allowed use” allows any use.  

What are weed prevention measures?  At the IPM TAC, examples were stated such as laying 
down sheets of cardboard or applying mulch cover.   This term should be defined.

Again, this restriction makes no reference to the 3 day pre-application posting requirement.

14.
Invasive species that pose a threat to local, native, rare, threatened or endangered 
species or ecosystems, and which cannot be controlled by other means, except as 
prohibited under the General Prohibitions section above.

The terms used above need to be defined in order to have meaning:

Invasive species – Is this from the list published by the California Invasive Plant Council? Does 
it include all listed plants, or just those with a “high” invasiveness rating?  We believe the original 
intent was to prohibit the use of Tier 1 chemicals against plants of moderate and limited 
invasiveness. At the IPM TAC there was a reluctance to explicitly define this.

Local – existing within 100 miles in the year 1769?
Native – existing within 1 mile in the year 1769?
Rare – why is this word here? What does it mean in this context?



Threatened – from what list?
Endangered  -from what list?

If all one needs to justify use of Tier 1 pesticides is local, why do we also need native, rare, 
threatened and endangered?  

From the Reduced Risk Pesticide List as found on the Compliance Checklist for City Properties 
at:

http://sfenvironment.org/sites/default/files/fliers/files/sfe_th_ipm_checklist_2016_rrpl_2016-03-
28.pdf

Page 10 Garlon 4 Ultra
Use only for targeted treatments of high profile or highly invasive exotics via dabbing or 
injection. May use for targeted spraying only when dabbing or injection are not feasible.

What does “high profile” mean?  That seems to be a “cosmetic“ term. Please define.

The California Invasive Plant Council ranks invasiveness of exotics as high, moderate or limited. 
It should be defined that “highly invasive exotics” refers to plants catergorized by the Cal IPC as 
high.

Does this language mean Garlon 4 may not be broadcast sprayed?

Page 9 Aquamaster
Shouldn’t this be limited to “highly invasive exotics” as Garlon is?

Page 11  Roundup Promax Herbicide
Shouldn’t this be limited to “highly invasive exotics” as Garlon is?

It seems the language for glyphosate has not been updated to account for it being moved from 
Tier 2 to Tier 1.

Conclusion
A working document should be created to supplement the Reduced Risk Pesticide List, the 
Compliance Checklist for City Properties and the Conditions of use for “most hazardous” 
herbicides. This documentation is needed so pesticide applicators can perform their work 
correctly and so the public can understand what protections are being afforded them.  RPD 
should be required to publish maps of designated actively maintained paths. 


