
From: SF Forest
To: Geiger, Chris (ENV); Raphael, Deborah (ENV); Valdez, Anthony (ENV)
Subject: Pesticides Policy in San Francisco 2018
Date: Monday, July 16, 2018 4:12:08 PM

To Director Deborah Raphael, Dr Chris Geiger, and the Commission for the Environment
From San Francisco Forest Alliance

Dear Dr. Geiger,
Dear Director Raphael,
Dear Members of the Environment Commission

Your Notice of Annual Public Hearing Regarding Pest Management Activities on City
Properties incorrectly states that “San Francisco city staff have been national leaders in
integrated pest management (IPM) since the City passed its Integrated Pest Management
Ordinance in 1996.”
 
In fact, 1996 Ordinance was gutted in 1997. 
While San Francisco has made some progress, we are far from being national leaders. Our
current system enshrines the routine use of herbicides. 
At present,  the city can use whatever pesticide it wishes, wherever it wishes, as much as it
wishes - as long as the pesticide is on "Reduced Risk Pesticide List" (Reduced compared to
what?). If it wishes to go outside the list, it can seek an exemption. Such exemptions are
seldom refused, particularly in "Natural Areas."
 
The Marin Municipal Water District has been herbicide free since 2005. 
Meanwhile San Francisco continuously uses hazardous herbicides in our watersheds.

In a 2017 pilot project, Marin successfully demonstrated that traffic medians could be
maintained without glyphosate (the only synthetic herbicide previously used on medians).
Marin County will continue to move forward without herbicides on all medians and roadside
landscapes.

The City of Richmond had completely banned use of all herbicides by the city in 2016.  
The use of all synthetic pesticides in parks, open space parcels and public rights of way and
buildings owned and maintained by the Town of Fairfax is prohibited and a neighbor
notification is required prior to the use of pesticides on private property. 

In 2000 the Arcata City Council approved by unanimous vote the ordinance which bans the
use of pesticides on all properties owned or managed by the city.

In France the pesticides are banned from public forests, parks and gardens since the end of
2016.
 
The city of San Francisco, on another hand, cannot even commit to use reduction targets for
herbicides. In 2017, herbicide usage by the Natural Resources Department rose 57%.
 

mailto:chris.geiger@sfgov.org
mailto:deborah.raphael@sfgov.org
mailto:anthony.e.valdez@sfgov.org


The city claims that the high hazard herbicides are used only as a last resort. In fact, they are
used regularly throughout the year, and have been used regularly for many years.
 
The city claims that the high hazard herbicides are necessary to help “sensitive species,” while
in accordance with the court order their use is prohibited in Sharp Park precisely because of
the presence there of the endangered California garter snake and threatened red-legged frog. A
2002 paper from UC Davis pointed out that over 40% of Californian butterfly species depend
on non-native plants in urban-suburban areas, and notes, "Were certain alien weeds to be
eradicated or their abundance greatly reduced, the urban-suburban butterfly fauna would
disappear." 
 
Last week the trial of DeWayne Johnson v. Monsanto Company – the first of over 4,500 such
cases - got underway in San Francisco Superior Court. 
Meanwhile, glyphosate remains on the SF “Reduced Risk Pesticide List” and is being used by
the city - three years after it has been classified as a “probable carcinogen” by the International
Agency for Research on Cancer of the World Health Organization.
 
San Francisco Forest Alliance brings to your attention that: 
 
•         herbicidal chemicals are more toxic, more dangerous, more persistent, and more mobile
than their manufacturers disclose;
•         the “danger” from "weeds" is aesthetic or ideological rather than to health and welfare;
•         scientific studies associate exposure to herbicides with cancer, developmental and
learning disabilities, nerve and immune system damage, liver or kidney damage, reproductive
impairment, birth defects, and disruption of the endocrine system;
•         there is no safe dose of exposure to those chemicals because they persists in soil, water,
and animal tissue for prolonged periods of time, so even low levels of exposure could still be
harmful to humans, animals, and the environment;
•         infants, children, pregnant women, the elderly, people with compromised immune
systems and chemical sensitivities are especially vulnerable to herbicide effects and exposure;
•         herbicides are harmful to pets, wildlife including threatened and endangered species,
soil microbiology, plants, and natural ecosystems; 
•         toxic runoff from herbicides pollute streams and groundwater, and therefore the
drinking water sources; 
•         people have a right not to be involuntarily exposed to herbicides in the air, water or soil
that inevitably result from chemical drift and contaminated runoff.
 
Because of above considerations we ask that all synthetic herbicides classified as Tier I and all
non-organic herbicides classified as Tier II by the San Francisco Hazard Tier Rating System
shall be banned on all City property and the lands managed by the city,  with the only
exemption for Harding Park Golf Course which is under PGA contract.
 
We also ask that:
-  no other herbicide exemption shall be granted for any other City Property or the land
managed by the city, 
-  such herbicides would be immediately removed from the Reduced Risk Pesticide List with
the special exception for use on Harding Park Golf Course only, 
-  the City stop purchasing hazardous herbicides, and disposes of any remaining stock
immediately, following the city’s hazardous waste disposal protocols; again exempting the
herbicides intended for use on Harding Park Golf Course only.



We ask SF Environment to lead San Francisco toward the goal of  No Pesticides in our Parks
and Watersheds.
 
Sincerely,
 
San Francisco Forest Alliance 



From: Michel Balea
To: Valdez, Anthony (ENV); Raphael, Deborah (ENV); Geiger, Chris (ENV)
Cc: Mayor London Breed (MYR); Yee, Norman (BOS)
Subject: Hearing Regarding Pest Management Activities on City Properties July 19th
Date: Wednesday, July 18, 2018 10:48:43 AM

Dear Dr. Geiger,

Dear Director Raphael,

Dear Members of the Environment Commission,

We appreciate your constant efforts to keep us informed of your work to preserve our
beautiful city.

But it seems counterintuitive to use pesticides and herbicides that are deemed a danger for our
environment by most reputable experts across the world.

So we request a total ban on those chemicals to show your constituents, our state and the
world that SF is concerned with the pollution of our planet.

As I have said during previous hearing , there is nothing wrong with pulling weeds, and to be
frank your programs do not work, there are numerous city streets and sidewalk that are
invaded with plant growth some of them 5' tall.

We ask SF Environment to lead San Francisco toward the goal of  No Pesticides in our Parks
and Watersheds.

Sincerely,

Michel Balea
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From: susanna klebaner
To: Valdez, Anthony (ENV); Geiger, Chris (ENV); Raphael, Deborah (ENV)
Cc: Board of Supervisors, (BOS); BrownStaff; Kim, Jane (BOS); Safai, Ahsha (BOS); Tang, Katy (BOS);

MandelmanStaff, [BOS]; Cohen, Malia (BOS); Fewer, Sandra (BOS); Peskin, Aaron (BOS); Ronen, Hillary; Stefani,
Catherine (BOS); Yee, Norman (BOS); Mayor London Breed (MYR)

Subject: Fw: SF"s use of high hazard herbicides must stop
Date: Wednesday, July 18, 2018 11:10:08 AM

Dear Dr. Geiger,
Dear Director Raphael,
Dear Commissioners,

There are many reasons not to use pesticides:

- Pesticides don’t solve pest problems.
- Pesticides are hazardous to our health.
- Pesticides cause special problems for children.
- Pesticides contaminate our food, water, and air.
- Pesticides are dangerous to pets.
- Pesticides are not good for pollinators, fish, birds, wildlife.
- Pesticide “Health & Safety Testing” is conducted by chemical companies.
- Pesticides have too many secrets.

Herbicides hold a special place among pesticides - it is particularly inane to use them - since, while the
"pest" plants pose no threat to our health and well-being, the poisons used against these "pests"  most
certainly do.

Our land can and must be maintained organically.
The high hazard herbicides must be banned.

Please include my letter into the meeting minutes.

Sincerely,
Susanna Klebaner
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From: Svetlana Savchuk
To: Valdez, Anthony (ENV); Geiger, Chris (ENV); Raphael, Deborah (ENV)
Cc: Board of Supervisors, (BOS); BrownStaff; Kim, Jane (BOS); Safai, Ahsha (BOS); Tang, Katy (BOS);

MandelmanStaff, [BOS]; Cohen, Malia (BOS); Fewer, Sandra (BOS); Peskin, Aaron (BOS); Ronen, Hillary; Stefani,
Catherine (BOS); Yee, Norman (BOS); Mayor London Breed (MYR)

Subject: Ban high hazard herbicide
Date: Wednesday, July 18, 2018 11:59:40 AM

 
   
Dear Commissioners, Director Raphael, Dr. Geiger,

Here are links to two most recent posts on SF Forest Alliance site:

Herbicide Use by San Francisco Natural Resource Department Rises Sharply in 1H 2018 -
https://sfforest.org/2018/07/17/herbicide-use-by-san-francisco-natural-resource-department-rises-sharply-
in-1h-2018/

No Pesticides in Our Parks and Watersheds - which has the letter SF Forest Alliance emailed to you -
https://sfforest.org/2018/07/17/no-pesticides-in-our-parks-and-watersheds/

I agree with this letter completely.
It is criminal to use those dangerous chemicals.
Please stop this practice.

Please include my email into the meeting minutes.

Thank you,

Svetlana Savchuck
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From: Ariane Eroy
To: Valdez, Anthony (ENV); Raphael, Deborah (ENV); Geiger, Chris (ENV); Breed, London (MYR)
Subject: No more pesticides on the Commons
Date: Wednesday, July 18, 2018 1:05:25 PM

Dear Ms. Raphael, Mr. Geiger, and Mayor Breed:

Is it not time to institute a moratorium on known poisons and carcinogens? 

For the City opens itself up to future lawsuits, when it knowingly employs
toxins that contaminate our soils and water. 

Herbicides are posing a health risk not only to San Franciscan residents, but also the
City workers who maintain our public parks and medians.   

You are bound as Public officials to practice the Precautionary Principle, and there is
already sufficient evidence that these chemicals cause harm.  Let it be known:

     *   "In the U.S., there are about 80,000 registered chemicals. Of these, only a few
hundred have been tested for safety,         and even that testing is considered
inadequate by most toxicologists

Chemicals are tested in isolation. In real world application however, chemicals
are used in combination, and the few studies done on synergetic effects reveal
even nontoxic chemicals can become toxic when mixed together

The agricultural and global chemical industries have manipulated the system to
control and suppress safety concerns. Through regulatory capture, regulators
end up working for the industry’s rather than the public’s interest

Regulators make decisions on the safety of poisons in our food and
environment based on data provided by the company selling the toxin, and
outsiders cannot review that evidence

There’s no specific safety testing done for children, but studies show there is no
lower level of pesticides that is safe for children." 

                (Dr. Joseph Mercola, from " Poisoning Our Children: The Parent's Guide to
the Myths of Safe Pesticides") 
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Wouldn't it be saner to hire more gardeners, rather than slather our medians and
parks with herbicides? 

As such, I ask you to reconsider, for when you permit unethical corporations focused
on their bottom line to determine public policy, you threaten both our present and our
future.

Sincerely,

Ariane Eroy, Ph. D.



From: Valenteen Ignatovsky
To: Valdez, Anthony (ENV); Geiger, Chris (ENV); Raphael, Deborah (ENV)
Cc: Board of Supervisors, (BOS); BrownStaff; Kim, Jane (BOS); Safai, Ahsha (BOS); Tang, Katy (BOS);

MandelmanStaff, [BOS]; Cohen, Malia (BOS); Fewer, Sandra (BOS); Peskin, Aaron (BOS); Ronen, Hillary; Stefani,
Catherine (BOS); Yee, Norman (BOS); Mayor London Breed (MYR)

Subject: Say NO to herbicides.
Date: Wednesday, July 18, 2018 1:07:56 PM

Dear Commissioners,
Dear Dr. Geiger,
Dear Director Raphael, 

This is a link to a post with the letter emailed to you by San Francisco Forest Alliance,
with which I agree fully:
https://sfforest.org/2018/07/17/no-pesticides-in-our-parks-and-watersheds/

Another post on SF Forest Alliance site points out that herbicide use by "Natural"
Resource Department rose sharply in 2018.
Excluding Harding Golf Course, 80% of Rec & Park's herbicides use is by NRD -
which means they are using 4 times more of these toxins that the rest of RPD. 
Since the land they manage is 1/4 of the parkland, it means that 12 times as much of
highly toxic poisons per unit of land goes into the environment in the places called
"natural." 

All herbicides classified by the SF IPM tier system as Tier I, and non-organic
herbicides classified as Tier II must be banned immediately.

Sincerely,

Valenteen Ignatovsky  
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From: Anastasia Glikshtern
To: Valdez, Anthony (ENV); Raphael, Deborah (ENV); Geiger, Chris (ENV)
Cc: Peskin, Aaron (BOS); Safai, Ahsha (BOS); Board of Supervisors, (BOS); Stefani, Catherine (BOS); Ronen, Hillary;

Kim, Jane (BOS); Tang, Katy (BOS); Cohen, Malia (BOS); Yee, Norman (BOS); MandelmanStaff, [BOS]; Fewer,
Sandra (BOS); Brown, Vallie (ECN); Mayor London Breed (MYR); Jackson, Jen (ENV)

Subject: Annual Public Hearing Regarding Pest Management Activities on City Properties
Date: Thursday, July 19, 2018 12:02:18 AM

Dear Director Raphael,
Dear Dr. Geiger,
Dear Commissioners,

I.
At the meeting of SF Board of Supervisors Land Use and Transportation Committee regarding
Biodiversity Resolution Director Raphael stated that the resolution was crafted in consultation
with the "stakeholders." 
I resent the notion that groups advocating for destruction of "non-native" trees and use of
highly toxic herbicides on public land are considered stakeholders, while the residents of San
Francisco who don't like these policies aren't.
I submit to you that every resident of San Francisco is a stakeholder in what is happening in
the city.

II.
It was suggested to me that my energy would be better used in fighting the use of herbicides in
agriculture.
I don't have much energy. I don't live in an agricultural area.

While the herbicide use in agriculture is astonishing and extremely damaging, the use of the
same herbicides by the city of San Francisco is shameful and contributing - albeit on the
smaller scale - to the same cancers, developmental and learning disabilities, nerve and immune
system damage, liver or kidney damage, reproductive impairment, birth defects, and
disruption of the endocrine system. 
Such use is also hypocritical, since Department of the Environment claims: 
 - to be following the precautionary principal (does use of glyphosate, for example, follows
precautionary principal because it's link to Non-Hodgkin lymphoma in a study after re-
examination is weaker than determined originally? the evidence of harm of glyphosate use at
any level is overwhelming;)  
 - be using herbicides only as a "last resort"  (while they are used regularly for many years;)
 - be using herbicides of "Reduced Risk" (in many cases it is possible to find more harmful
substances - which doesn't make those on the list benign.)

I would suggest that the Department of the Environment - after eliminating use of herbicides
on the city property - exerts its influence on our state legislators to improve the situation with
pesticides in the state - in agriculture, as well as in "war on invasive species." 

III.
In unscientific Nextdoor poll on herbicides the following question was asked:

"The city routinely uses high hazard herbicides on city property including parks & watershed
(Hetch Hetchy, Cristal Springs, etc.) 
These chemicals are more toxic, more dangerous, more persistent, and more mobile than their
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manufacturers disclose. 
Many scientific studies associate exposure to such herbicides with cancer, developmental and
learning disabilities, nerve and immune system damage, liver or kidney damage, reproductive
impairment, birth defects, and disruption of the endocrine system. 
They persists in soil, water, and animal tissue for prolonged periods of time, so even low
levels of exposure could be harmful to humans, animals, and the environment.
 
Do you approve the use of high hazard herbicides by the city?"

206 people answered (out of 21,757 accessed) with:

Strongly approve              -   8%
Somewhat approve           -   3%
Do not care                      -   6%    
Somewhat  disapprove      - 11%
Strongly disapprove          - 72%

FYI - in case it's of interest.

Sincerely,

Anastasia Glikshtern

  



From: Eugene Bachmanov
To: Valdez, Anthony (ENV); Geiger, Chris (ENV); Raphael, Deborah (ENV)
Cc: Board of Supervisors, (BOS); BrownStaff; Kim, Jane (BOS); Safai, Ahsha (BOS); Tang, Katy (BOS);

MandelmanStaff, [BOS]; Cohen, Malia (BOS); Fewer, Sandra (BOS); Peskin, Aaron (BOS); Ronen, Hillary; Stefani,
Catherine (BOS); Yee, Norman (BOS); Mayor London Breed (MYR)

Subject: Fw: Dear Eugene, can you please do me a favor
Date: Thursday, July 19, 2018 8:46:56 AM

Subject: Annual Public Hearing Regarding Pest Management Activities on City Properties - comment

:

  

Dear Commissioners,
Dear Dr. Geiger,
Dear Director Raphael,

Here is a quote from a recent "Nature News from Jake Sigg" blog:
"People are concerned about the massive spraying of agricultural fields but they don’t connect that to the
need to feed 8 billion of us.
What bothers me .... is that the there is wide condemnation of chemicals (mostly by urban dwellers),
much of which is not based on fact or understanding of need.  Herbicides and other chemicals are used
for a wide variety of purposes that are considered as necessary or desirable." 

It is reassuring to read that the local oracle for worshipers of "native" plants and "biodiversity" sides
wholeheartedly with big agriculture and chemical industry.

I understand that SF Department of the Environment and the Commission on the Environment do so too.

It is disgusting, though, that you speak about adhering to the precautionary principle and about "reduced"
risk pesticides, while making contribution to poisoning the environment and killing our children - smaller
than big agriculture, but a contribution, nevertheless.

Please do remember that more than 50 years ago Rachel Carson in her book Silent Spring outlined the
insanity of poisoning our environment. 
If anything, the things are worse now than they were then.

Dr. Jane Goodall recently said: “How could we have ever believed that it is a good idea to grow our food
with poisons?” 
How can anybody believe that it is a good idea to use these poisons in our parks or on watershed is an
equally valid question.

It seems that being "national leaders in integrated pest management" means putting a good spin on
unjustifiable practice. 

I'm in total agreement with the SF Forest Alliance letter about SF pesticide use - ban high hazard
herbicides immediately!

Sincerely,
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Eugene Bachmanov



From: Jake Sigg
To: Valdez, Anthony (ENV)
Subject: Comments to Commission on its August 6 meeting
Date: Sunday, August 05, 2018 7:23:34 PM
Attachments: To Commission on Environment 6 Aug "18.rtf

To:  Commission on the Environment

The Commission meeting of 6 August 2018 will consider items of great concern to those of us who have labored
mightily for decades to preserve San Francisco’s native grasslands.  I include an attachment that cites some of the
reasons why grasslands are important.

I have been working to preserve native grasslands since 1988 and have recruited volunteers from the California
Native Plant Society every Wednesday for those 30 years.  We average close to 1,000 donated hours per year, and
the only times we have missed is when Christmas and New Years falls on a Wednesday.  This is a measure of our
devotion and our estimation of the importance of these grasslands to humans and wildlife. 

That is the reason we know them intimately and why we are deeply concerned about their continuing deterioration,
which is occasioned in large part by acute staff shortages.  I am proud of the current Natural Resources Division
staff, which is very dedicated to preserving biodiversity and are motivated to expand and deepen their knowledge of
native plants and their needs.  Contrast the six gardeners who maintain 100 acres per gardener vs regular developed
parks’ gardeners who maintain 20 acres each.

We need your help for this task.  The current regime of restriction on Tier 1 chemicals is not based on practical
management or science and is detrimental to the already unequal task confronting the Natural Resources Division. 
What we need—and urgently—is not the unequal comparison between the minuscule NRD use and the industrial
applications that it was designed for, but something that fits the actual situation. 

Jake Sigg
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Why save grasslands?1.  San Francisco has taken giant steps in recent years that shows it places great importance to retain and enhance the City’s biological diversity.  It has now an official Biodiversity policy and a full-time staff biodiversity coordinator.  Of the types of biological communities here, grasslands harbor the greatest diversity, both above and below the soil surface.2.  Native perennial bunchgrasses can attain great age, well over a century.  No accurate means of age-dating exists, but there is good evidence that some of them live several centuries.  Their roots go many feet deep, are highly ramified into a mesh network that is unexcelled for binding soil.  They constitute a matrix for a great diversity of plants and are highly valued for the wildflowers they support.  They are rich foraging grounds for small animals and coyotes and a range of birds, including hawks and owls.  These animals will be dispossessed if local grasslands continue their decline.The very deep roots of perennial bunchgrasses store carbon permanently.  The carbon in the roots of all the bunchgrasses in wildfires burning in California is still down there, whereas the above-ground biomass of trees returned all of its carbon to the atmosphere in the burning.  Even most of that beneath soil surface will return its carbon to the air within a few years as they rot, as most tree roots don’t go beyond 3 or 4 feet deep.3.  Also dispossessed are a wide range of pollinators.  Pollinators themselves are diverse, but they are also necessary for human food crops that support 7 1/2 billion humans.4.  Grasslands are where people congregate, recreate, fly kites.  They cannot do that if it is covered with weedy grasses, thistles, dandelions &c.5.  Visual: Without management the areas would all turn into shrubland or weedy trees.  People want diversity.6.   Although preserving grasslands is expensive, letting them go to weeds is much more expensive.  You can’t recreate in thistle patches, broom, or poison oak.  Ironically, even though managing for native grass/wildflower preservation costs money, it is the least expensive management regime.  Because denizens of grasslands are low growing no mowing is required.  If weedy annual grasses, thistles, and brush take over, these areas would have to be mowed two or three times annually—on mostly steep terrain.7.  The bane of the Natural Resources Division staff is Oxalis pes-caprae, which has aggressively invaded private and public spaces and consumed huge amounts of NRD staff time—the single most demanding plant staff must contend with.  Because of its bulb, which can store abundant reserves, it is extremely difficult to kill, and large areas, as in Glen Canyon, have become either oxalis monocultures or nearly so.  Unfortunately, the only technology known to fight it in the large numbers existing is herbicide application.In addition to the loss of biodiversity where oxalis dominates, oxalis is active only in the rainy season, so when the rains cease the oxalis goes into dormancy in the bulb, leaving only bare soil in monocultural areas.  This bare soil would obtain for perhaps six months, making perfect conditions for soil erosion.  8.  We are very lucky to have Natural Resources Division staff who are all dedicated to saving the diversity that has miraculously survived into the 21st century.  They need support from the Commission.



Why save grasslands? 
 
1.  San Francisco has taken giant steps in recent years that 
shows it places great importance to retain and enhance the 
City’s biological diversity.  It has now an official 
Biodiversity policy and a full-time staff biodiversity 
coordinator.  Of the types of biological communities here, 
grasslands harbor the greatest diversity, both above and 
below the soil surface. 
 
2.  Native perennial bunchgrasses can attain great age, 
well over a century.  No accurate means of age-dating 
exists, but there is good evidence that some of them live 
several centuries.  Their roots go many feet deep, are 
highly ramified into a mesh network that is unexcelled for 
binding soil.  They constitute a matrix for a great diversity 
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carbon permanently.  The carbon in the roots of all the 
bunchgrasses in wildfires burning in California is still 
down there, whereas the above-ground biomass of trees 
returned all of its carbon to the atmosphere in the 
burning.  Even most of that beneath soil surface will 
return its carbon to the air within a few years as they rot, 
as most tree roots don’t go beyond 3 or 4 feet deep. 
 



3.  Also dispossessed are a wide range of pollinators.  
Pollinators themselves are diverse, but they are also 
necessary for human food crops that support 7 1/2 billion 
humans. 
 
4.  Grasslands are where people congregate, recreate, fly 
kites.  They cannot do that if it is covered with weedy 
grasses, thistles, dandelions &c. 
 
5.  Visual: Without management the areas would all turn 
into shrubland or weedy trees.  People want diversity. 
 
6.   Although preserving grasslands is expensive, letting 
them go to weeds is much more expensive.  You can’t 
recreate in thistle patches, broom, or poison oak.  
Ironically, even though managing for native 
grass/wildflower preservation costs money, it is the least 
expensive management regime.  Because denizens of 
grasslands are low growing no mowing is required.  If 
weedy annual grasses, thistles, and brush take over, these 
areas would have to be mowed two or three times 
annually—on mostly steep terrain. 
 
7.  The bane of the Natural Resources Division staff is 
Oxalis pes-caprae, which has aggressively invaded private 
and public spaces and consumed huge amounts of NRD 
staff time—the single most demanding plant staff must 
contend with.  Because of its bulb, which can store 
abundant reserves, it is extremely difficult to kill, and large 
areas, as in Glen Canyon, have become either oxalis 
monocultures or nearly so.  Unfortunately, the only 



technology known to fight it in the large numbers existing 
is herbicide application. 
 
In addition to the loss of biodiversity where oxalis 
dominates, oxalis is active only in the rainy season, so 
when the rains cease the oxalis goes into dormancy in the 
bulb, leaving only bare soil in monocultural areas.  This 
bare soil would obtain for perhaps six months, making 
perfect conditions for soil erosion.   
 
8.  We are very lucky to have Natural Resources Division 
staff who are all dedicated to saving the diversity that has 
miraculously survived into the 21st century.  They need 
support from the Commission. 



From: Rachel Kesel
To: Valdez, Anthony (ENV)
Subject: Comments for the Policy Committee and Full Commission
Date: Saturday, August 04, 2018 6:35:18 PM

Hello Anthony,

These Comments are for #4 on the Policy Committee agenda, the Reduced Risk List.

Thank you,
Rachel Kesel

Dear Commissioners,

I am submitting comments regarding the Reduced-Risk Pesticide List. 

Over the past several years I have been impressed with the training standards enacted by this
Commission on the Reduced-Risk List. Public agencies have mandates to provide rights of
way, safe airports, healthy watersheds, public access, and special-status species protections.
Pesticides are a component of that toolkit, allowing the treatment of species which are not
manageable with mechanical, manual, or cultural means.

The City of San Francisco employs robust policy frameworks and supports training and
decision-making. I appreciate the Commission's efforts to scrutinize herbicide use following
conflicting decisions by bodies such as the International Agency for Research on Cancer, the
broader World Health Organization, and the US Environmental Protection Agency.
Responding to public concern is critical, as is grounding all decisions in sound science. 

Sound decision-making can be incredibly challenging with mandates to maintain critical urban
functions, healthy watersheds, biodiversity, and special-status species requiring the use of
tools most practicioners and politicians would prefer to avoid. Environmental issues are
complex. For example, new research in the journal Nature suggesting that vegetative
biodiversity reduces childhood asthma rates. According to this research, just having plants
isn't enough: native biodiversity reduced asthma rates. In some cases, using pesticides protects
biodiversity. This, and other land management goals, may at times seem in conflict with the
laudable desire to reduce pesticide use. 

Thankfully, the City of San Francisco has drastically reduced its pesticide use since the
implementation of the list in the 1990's. The critical uses of pesticides still in practice
represent a fraction of possible uses. These goals of the Reduced-Risk List have been achieved
and will be maintained.

I encourage the Committee and Commission to support the operational needs articulated
by City managers when deciding which products will be on the 2019 list. Rather than
having the City fined by the FAA or US Fish and Wildlife Service because we fail to maintain
safe runways or special-status species, or the myriad of services the City is required to
provision, allow the policy to do its job. City managers have made challenging decisions; I
trust their efforts to reduce use. I trust the training of their staff. I trust the frameworks in place
and encourage the Commission to allow products appropriately registered for the critical uses
required by City departments. 

mailto:anthony.e.valdez@sfgov.org
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Kind regards,

Rachel Kesel



From: Wendy Oakes
To: Valdez, Anthony (ENV)
Subject: meeting on Monday re: pesticides
Date: Friday, August 03, 2018 6:29:34 PM

Hello,

I live next to Golden Gate Park, and just love it.

I have heard that they are considering using high toxicity herbicides/pesticides in the parks. Please be our voice
against this. I would much rather have a few weeds than have to breathe those in, or be concerned for the health of
my friends' dogs and children, not to mention the health of our precious wildlife.

Thank you so much,
Wendy Oakes

mailto:anthony.e.valdez@sfgov.org


TO ALL OF THE ABOVE NAMED RECIPIENTS:

SF Commission on the Environment Policy Committee meeting on Monday, 8-

6-2018, has "Policy Committee review of the 2018 Reduced Risk Pesticide

list for City properties" on the agenda .  

The proposed list contains high hazard herbicides for use in parks and on

watersheds. Poisoning our environment to eliminate plants poses

unacceptable risk to health of people, pets, and wildlife.

Contrary to what Draft Restrictions on Herbicides for City Properties says: 

  -use of high toxicity herbicides is NOT "critical to public health & public

safety" - it is damaging to public health & safety;

  -it is much preferable and much healthier to have sour grass, blackberries,

& ivy (which do not adversely affect public health), than highly unnatural

herbicides (for which there is overwhelming evidence of harm to people's

health and the environment);

  -high toxicity herbicides clearly cannot protect "biodiversity assets" -

they damage the environment and "biodiversity";

   -use of high toxicity herbicides unquestionably contradicts Precautionary

Principle & their removal will make the city a little closer to keeping with it.

The SF Department of the Environment says it only allows toxic herbicides

to be used as a last resort.  However, experience shows that single

herbicide treatments cannot prevent “unwanted” vegetation from growing in

"biodiversity asset" areas.  Rather, exclusion of unwanted plants leads to

continuing herbicide applications in perpetuity.  It is a "last resort" that

never ends.  Herbicide applications become the standard way of doing

business with more and more chemicals accumulating on the same pieces of

From: Linda
To: Valdez, Anthony (ENV); Geiger, Chris (ENV); Raphael, Deborah (ENV)
Cc: Board of Supervisors, (BOS)
Subject: No High Hazard Herbicides in our Parks and Watersheds
Date: Friday, August 03, 2018 4:06:01 PM
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land.  It is hard to imagine this would have a positive effect on the health of

the local environment.

I strongly urge you to act responsibly and ALLOW NO HIGH HAZARD

HERBICIDES IN OUR PARKS AND WATERSHEDS!

Respectfully submitted,

Linda Garcia Milhoan

 

 

 

 



From: HydrateLife
To: Valdez, Anthony (ENV); Board of Supervisors, (BOS); Geiger, Chris (ENV); Raphael, Deborah (ENV)
Subject: Toxic Herbicide Use
Date: Friday, August 03, 2018 3:04:07 PM

Dear Mr. Valdez, Mr. Geiger, Ms. Raphael, and the Board of Supervisors,

I am writing because I am concerned about the use of herbicides (and pesticides) in San
Francisco’s public spaces. I am a long time resident of SF, and I am about to have my first
child in December. I would love to take my child to our great parks without having to worry
about him being exposed to potentially harmful chemicals. 

Over the past couple of years the scientific community has started to understand that these
chemicals are not safe, and should not be used. I would urge you to do everything you can to
stop this practice, and make our parks as safe as they can be. A few points in support of my
request:

• use of high toxicity herbicides is NOT "critical to public health
& public safety" - it is damaging to public health & safety;
• it is much preferable and much healthier to have sour grass,
blackberries, & ivy (which do not adversely affect public health),
than highly unnatural herbicides (for which there is
overwhelming evidence of harm to people's health and the
environment);
• high toxicity herbicides clearly cannot protect "biodiversity
assets" - they damage the environment and "biodiversity";
• use of high toxicity herbicides unquestionably contradicts
Precautionary Principle & their removal will make the city a little
closer to keeping with it.

Thank you,
Brian Luenow
-- 
Regards,
Brian
HydrateLife.org
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From:
To: Valdez, Anthony (ENV); Geiger, Chris (ENV); eborah.Raphael@sfgov.org; Board of Supervisors, (BOS)
Subject: high hazard herbicides on city properties
Date: Friday, August 03, 2018 2:41:48 PM

To whom it may Concern:

Redolent of oligarchy and autocracy, the egregious disregard for the lives, the health and the well being of the
citizenry demonstrated by this city's leadership is unacceptable.  It has been general knowledge for thirty years that
the use of toxic pesticides in the human environment has a deleterious, often deadly effect on the population. If
government seeks to err let it err on the side of human well-being: do everything in your power to prevent the use of
any toxic substance in our parks. We all love beauty but the beauty of death by poison leaves much to be desired!

Thomas Polk
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Valdez, Anthony (ENV)

From: Valenteen Ignatovsky 
Sent: Friday, August 03, 2018 1:57 PM
To: Valdez, Anthony (ENV)
Cc: Geiger, Chris (ENV); Raphael, Deborah (ENV); Board of Supervisors,  (BOS)
Subject: No high hazard herbicides on city property

 
 

 
Commissioners, 
 
I'm	in	total	agreement	with	SF	Forest	Alliance	‐	use	of	high	hazard	herbicides	on	city	property	is	
unacceptable: 
https://sfforest.org/2018/07/17/no‐pesticides‐in‐our‐parks‐and‐watersheds/ 
 
Contrary	to	what	the	note	on	DRAFT	San	Francisco	Reduced	Risk	Pesticide	List	says,	high	toxicity	
herbicides	are	NOT	"critical	to	public	health	&	public	safety"	‐	they	are	damaging	to	public	health	&	
safety. 
Sour	grass,	blackberries,	&	ivy	are	not	linked	to	cancer,	liver	damage,	birth	defects,	endocrine	disruption	‐	
but	herbicides	used	to	eliminate	them	are. 
To	"minimize	potential	harm	to	the	environment	(the	harm	is	not	potential,	but	real)	and	to	really	keep	
with	Precautionary	Principle	the	city	should	stop	the	use	of	all	non‐organic	tier	I	&	II	herbicides	
immediately.	 
High	toxicity	herbicides	cannot	protect	"biodiversity	assets"	‐	they	damage	the	environment	and	
"biodiversity". 
 
Sincerely, 
 
Valenteen Ignatovsky 
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Valdez, Anthony (ENV)

From: Eugene Bachmanov 
Sent: Friday, August 03, 2018 1:05 PM
To: Valdez, Anthony (ENV)
Cc: Geiger, Chris (ENV); Raphael, Deborah (ENV); Board of Supervisors,  (BOS)
Subject: No high hazard herbicides on city property

Commissioners, 
 
I'm	in	total	agreement	with	SF	Forest	Alliance	‐	use	of	high	hazard	herbicides	on	city	property	is	
unacceptable: 
https://sfforest.org/2018/07/17/no‐pesticides‐in‐our‐parks‐and‐watersheds/ 
 
Contrary	to	what	the	note	on	DRAFT	San	Francisco	Reduced	Risk	Pesticide	List	says,	high	toxicity	
herbicides	are	NOT	"critical	to	public	health	&	public	safety"	‐	they	are	damaging	to	public	health	&	
safety. 
Sour	grass,	blackberries,	&	ivy	are	not	linked	to	cancer,	liver	damage,	birth	defects,	endocrine	disruption	‐	
but	herbicides	used	to	eliminate	them	are. 
To	"minimize	potential	harm	to	the	environment	(the	harm	is	not	potential,	but	real)	and	to	really	keep	
with	Precautionary	Principle	the	city	should	stop	the	use	of	all	non‐organic	tier	I	&	II	herbicides	
immediately.	 
High	toxicity	herbicides	cannot	protect	"biodiversity	assets"	‐	they	damage	the	environment	and	
"biodiversity". 
 
Sincerely,      
 
Eugene Bachmanov 

  

 
 
 



From: Anastasia Glikshtern
To: Valdez, Anthony (ENV)
Cc: Geiger, Chris (ENV); Raphael, Deborah (ENV); Board of Supervisors, (BOS); Peskin, Aaron (BOS); Safai, Ahsha

(BOS); Stefani, Catherine (BOS); Ronen, Hillary; Kim, Jane (BOS); Tang, Katy (BOS); Cohen, Malia (BOS); Yee,
Norman (BOS); MandelmanStaff, [BOS]; Fewer, Sandra (BOS); Brown, Vallie (BOS)

Subject: No toxic herbicides on city property - comment for 8-6-2018 CoE Policy Committee meeting
Date: Friday, August 03, 2018 12:58:11 PM

Commissioners,

The link below has a letter SF Forest Alliance sent to the annual pesticide hearing this July:
https://sfforest.org/2018/07/17/no-pesticides-in-our-parks-and-watersheds/

This post on SF Forest Alliance site documents increased use of high hazard herbicides in
"natural" areas this year:
https://sfforest.org/2018/07/17/herbicide-use-by-san-francisco-natural-resource-department-
rises-sharply-in-1h-2018/

Here is a recent column on the subject of herbicides in SF Examiner - Why spray any toxic
herbicides in city parks? :

http://www.sfexaminer.com/spray-toxic-herbicides-city-parks/

No high toxicity non-organic herbicide should ever be used on city property (or anywhere on
earth).

Please remove them from the "Reduced" Risk Pesticide list. (Money, PGA tour contract,
golfers loving being exposed - excuse Harding park applications - but they should not be
allowed in other places.) 

I want to reemphasize the point that these toxins cannot possibly be good for "sensitive
species" or "biodiversity assets":
in accordance with the court order their use is prohibited in Sharp Park precisely because of
the presence there of the endangered California garter snake and threatened red-legged frog.
It is ridiculous to suggest that while damaging to the species on federal lists the poisoning is
good for everything else designated "native."

Please include this email into the meeting minutes. 

Thank you,
Anastasia Glikshtern
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From: K Albrecht
To: Valdez, Anthony (ENV)
Subject: ***STOP*** high toxicity herbicides in our city!!!
Date: Friday, August 03, 2018 12:28:18 PM

The SF Department of the Environment says it only allows toxic herbicides to be used as a last resort. 
However, experience shows that single herbicide treatments cannot prevent “unwanted” vegetation from
growing in "biodiversity asset" areas.  Rather, exclusion of unwanted plants leads to continuing herbicide
applications in perpetuity.  It is a "last resort" that never ends.  Herbicide applications become the
standard way of doing business with more and more chemicals accumulating on the same pieces of land. 
It is hard to imagine this would have a positive effect on the health of the local environment.Contrary to
what Draft Restrictions on Herbicides for City Properties says: 
 

use of high toxicity herbicides is NOT "critical to public health & public safety" - it is damaging to public
health & safety;
it is much preferable and much healthier to have sour grass, blackberries, & ivy (which do not adversely
affect public health), than highly unnatural herbicides (for which there is overwhelming evidence of harm to
people's health and the environment);
high toxicity herbicides clearly cannot protect "biodiversity assets" - they damage the environment and
"biodiversity";
use of high toxicity herbicides unquestionably contradicts Precautionary Principle & their removal will make
the city a little closer to keeping with it.

 ***PLEASE*** vote to stop the use of high toxicity herbicides in San Francisco!

Katherine Albrecht

mailto:anthony.e.valdez@sfgov.org


From: Tom Borden
To: Valdez, Anthony (ENV)
Subject: Commission on the Environment Policy Committee Meeting - 8/6/18
Date: Friday, August 03, 2018 10:08:19 AM

Anthony,
I found a few typos in the email I sent you a few minutes ago.  Could you please replace that
with this one? 

Thanks,                                
Tom

Commissioners,

Every iteration of the Department of Environment’s policy on herbicides weakens the rules
intended to protect the public and the environment.  San Francisco may have been a leader
when our IPM code was first implemented, but that is far from true now.  The Department
should stop claiming a leadership position.

San Francisco's IPM policy is becoming extremely permissive, allowing even the most toxic
herbicides to be used for any purpose, as long as it is not strictly for cosmetic purposes.  “Is it
necessary?” is no longer a consideration.

The Department of Environment claims the toxic herbicides are used in cases "critical to
public health & public safety" when in fact, the uses are rarely related to public health &
safety and are always damaging to public health & safety.

The SF DoE says it only allows toxic herbicides to be used as a last resort.  However,
experience shows that single herbicide treatments cannot prevent unwanted vegetation from
growing in "biodiversity asset" areas.  Rather, exclusion of unwanted plants requires
continuing herbicide applications in perpetuity.  It is a "last resort" that never ends.  Herbicide
applications become the standard way of doing business with more and more chemicals
accumulating on the same pieces of land.  There is no way this can have a positive effect on
the health of the local environment. 

I believe this commission is doing a poor job of balancing public health and safety and the
health of our environment with the aspirations of the nativist community.  You have stood by
and watched the Restrictions weakened year after year to allow the free use of herbicides on
non-native, and even native, vegetation.  Your department endorses the felling of thousands of
trees and the ongoing suppression of saplings to support efforts to restore grasslands, while at
the same time touting its efforts to fight global warming.  You lend your support to nativist
efforts to close our wild parklands to public access even as our population grows and access to
parkland becomes more critical to public health and welfare.

You need to ask yourselves, “Is this necessary?” Even if you think it is, you also need to ask, “
Is this working?”  Why isn’t this commission asking it’s department, and so other City
departments, if herbicide use can actually achieve the objective of creating self sustaining
native plant landscapes?  Where is the evidence that all this herbicide use is actually achieving
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the purported objective? 

Thanks for your consideration,

Tom Borden
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From: Rk Bose
To: Valdez, Anthony (ENV); Geiger, Chris (ENV)
Subject: Pesticides comment (for Aug 6th meeting)
Date: Friday, August 03, 2018 9:49:53 AM
Attachments: NRD pesticide use 2013 to 1H2018.png

Dear Commissioners, Dr Raphael, and Dr Geiger,

I would like to comment on SF's pesticides policy as an individual who has tracked
SFRPD's herbicide usage for many years. 

In recent years, I have noticed SFRPD has made great strides in reducing herbicide
use - but with one noticeable exception, the Natural Resources Department. Though
they did sharply reduce herbicide use, it is on the rise again. Usage in 2016 was the
lowest since 2009 (that year was the least usage since I started tracking the data
from 2008). In the most recent half-year (up to July 2018), NRD herbicide usage
exceeded the full year in 2016. The graph attached shows the data from 2014 for
annual usage measured in fluid ounces of active ingredient.

The NRD cannot succeed in its mission of bringing back native landscapes by using
herbicides. Instead, the plants that are poisoned will be replaced by the next best
adapted non-native plants. The solution to this is to step back from the *natural*
landscape that exists, and accept the changed climate, soil conditions, and seed
banks. The plants that succeed now are the ones best adapted to current conditions,
and the foundation of an ecological system that is used by numerous insects, birds,
and other animals.

Redoubling herbicide efforts will never be the solution.

Thank you for reading this,

Rupa Bose
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From: Suzanne Dumont
To: Board of Supervisors, (BOS); Valdez, Anthony (ENV); Geiger, Chris (ENV); Raphael, Deborah (ENV)
Subject: Re : "Policy Committee review of the 2018 Reduced Risk Pesticide list for City properties"
Date: Friday, August 03, 2018 8:47:26 AM

Dear Board of Supervisors and Honorable Commissioners, 
As a citizen who lives near a park and who enjoys many other SF parks on a regular basis,
I implore you not to relax or encourage, the use of ANY toxic herbicides in our fair city.
Long term, natural strategies are much better for all. We only have 49 square miles to
protect, and we must do that. Our future, and our safety, is in your hands. 

Please vote to protect our city and all life in it.

Thank you.
Suzanne Dumont
San Francisco, Ca
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From:
To: Valdez, Anthony (ENV)
Cc: Raphael, Deborah (ENV); Board of Supervisors, (BOS)
Subject: Stop herbicide use in SF. 2001 writing on SF IPM
Date: Friday, August 03, 2018 12:04:14 AM

Has been up on eastbaypesticidealert.org website for seventeen years, and refers back to years prior. Ms.
Rafael, as I recall you have been in your position for at least a couple decades, overseeing the regular use of
pesticides throughout GG Park. You, therefore, know that your plans and actions around IPM are an
abysmal failure.

Really, you must stop. You've had at least a couple decades to see that interrupting natural environmental
cycles has not yielded the pristine gardens some people seem to want and the use of herbicides has only led to
the most hardy, resistant vegetation surviving. Apparently, what survives the toxic onslaught is not what you
desire. Using toxics has only worsened what you view as a problem. 

Our society ought to be long-past these toxics; yet, with people overseeing the continued use we have more
cancers, more thyroid problems, more neural diseases and the list goes on. Please just stop poisoning us all.

For perspective, what was written over seventeen years ago... all toxics all the time.

<<

The Trouble with IPM

The term "IPM" (Integrated Pest Management), which most think is a step toward the phasing out of toxic
chemicals, is heard with increasing frequency, as is the phrase "least toxic". This terminology has been adopted
widely but investigation into actual methods of public pest control consistently reveals that the terminology has
become mere greenwashing, and the same old pesticides and methods are being used as before these terms came
into fashion.

In San Francisco, well-funded mainstream "pesticide reduction" groups worked for years to get an "IPM" program
in place. Below is a report that gives an example of how the SF program plays out in reality -- some inadequate and
easily-missed notices put up, and the same old toxics applied to public parks.

(The words "It's only Roundup" are heard ad nauseum, as if people have no idea that Roundup is the most frequent
cause of pesticide poisoning in the state.)

From: "beneficialbug"  
Subject: GG Park Pesticide Use 
Date: Mon, 19 Mar 2001 00:52:13 -0800 

Dear All, 

Bill and I were in Golden Gate Park today and rather than having a nice, relaxing day, enjoying the pleasant
weather, we found ourselves in the middle of a recent spray area. 

Bill just sent me notes from today.. I'm going to fill in a bit more detail. This is our living illustration of Pesticide
Watch (PW), Californians for Pesticide Reform (CPR), and Pesticide Action Network (PANNA)'s work and IPM as
it tends to play out, as I have come to understand over many years.....remember that these groups started pushing for
an IPM program in SF many years ago.... after some years, in '96 SF implemented an IPM policy. According to Bob
Fiorello, "Rec and Park had been trying to do IPM since the 1980's, but we lacked the organization and impetus to
really do it." (Advancing Alternatives: Successful least-toxic pest management programs in California's urban
settings, 2000, report by CPR, PW and PANNA). 

Now, 5+ years later, almost double what it takes a farmer to get certified as organic, Garlon 4 and Roundup Pro and
other pesticides are used in SF parks and, probably, in buildings. After "trying to do" IPM since the 80's, in '95 Rec
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and Park was using over 60 different pesticides, including 26 linked with cancer, and 20 suspected of causing
reproductive harm. So to hear that between '96 and '99 they reduced total pesticide use by 30%, I am not impressed,
particularly because of all the money thrown in: $125,300 transferred from 7 city departments plus funding from the
County Ag. Dept. via the EPA, private grants and special training costs being pulled out of existing budgets, and the
hiring of a city-wide program coordinator for the program. 

So Bill and I parked on Fulton St., near 4th Ave., on the Northside of the park. We walked South into the park on
one of the many well-traveled trails leading from Fulton St. into the Rhododendron Dell. For those unfamiliar with
the dell, it is immediately North of the bandshell and fountains which are between the DeYoung museum and the
Academy of Sciences/ Steinhart Aquarium (basically between 4th and 8th Avenues). 

We were happily heading down the path when I noticed acorn shell "hats." I stopped to pick one up and then
thought, "Uh oh.. there's velvety bright green moss over otherwise dead-looking muddy ground. Looks like
herbicides might have been used here." I dropped the "hat." Soon, we saw some signs posted. At this point we were
in the middle of the dell. On a yard-long 1x2" wood stake were posted two 8-1/2x11" sheets of paper with the
following info. The one for Garlon 4 had a light headline.... like the basic form used was from a terrible copy. So the
headline was gray... did not jump out... and this was the one on top, the top of it being no higher than 3 feet off the
ground. All the info for each was pre-printed except for the Where/Pests/When and contact person info which was
handwritten in. Interesting to note that the 2 forms, the one for Garlon 4 and the one for Roundup had different
phone numbers listed under SF IPM. Appeared to us that perhaps an old form used for Garlon 4. Totally
unacceptable if one of those numbers is an outdated or incorrect number. And the signs were too few (detailed in a
moment) and were not big enough or high enough off the ground, or, in general, obvious enough. 

We saw another posting and hurried out of the dell on the Southside, unable to enjoy our planned stroll. So we went
to the Strybing Arboretum where there was one 8-1/2x11 sheet on the right side of the entrance, white paper taped
onto a whitish stone pillar. The entrance is about 10 feet wide. 

Roundup Pro had been sprayed there the same day, 3/15. There was a permanent posting on the bulletin board
immediately within the entrance listing all the various baits used within Strybing Arboretum and on that sheet it said
they do not post notices separately when they are using baits, that this notice serves as a permanent notice for the
baits, and that any other pesticides used have separate postings done 4 days before applications and the postings
remain for 4 days after. I hope they actually start the counting the day after applications but my guess is that they
include the day of in the "4 days after." Such a cynic! 

So I asked a docent nearby whether they, as docents, are given information about the dangers of pesticides used
there. She said, "It's only Roundup that was just used." Like a canned speech, she said that they have reduced the use
of pesticides there and have an IPM program in place. 

Going back to the car I wanted to go through the dell to check for postings, figuring I'd already been exposed plenty
before we'd ever come upon the first sign. On the south side of the dell I only noticed one of these postings, right at
the entrance to the main path. So we went a different way and checked around different path intersections...
practically no postings. At the main entrance on Fulton St. (closer to 8th Ave.) there were these same postings on
each side of the maybe 18-foot wide entrance. They were sort of jammed into the shrubbery, easy to miss, especially
for people walking in the middle of the entrance way. Walking back down Fulton toward 4th Ave. we saw no
postings at all though there are many pathways along Fulton St. leading into the dell. 

THE POSTINGS (seen 3/18): 

SF Ordinance 274-97 

Rhododendron dell 
Approaching the the rhodendron dell from the East, we did not hit signs till we were among the rhododendrons. 

(form looks older, grayer, harder to read from distance, only date, location, and sf contact person/# written in) 
What: Garlon 4 (triclopyr) EPA# 62719-40 
Where: Rhododendron Dell beds 3,4,5 
Pests targeted: undesirable weeds, brush 



When: March 15 7-10 am 
Word: Caution 
Reentry: Will be safe to re-enter once sprays have dried. 
Contact: Kevin Shea  
SF IPM  

(form looks newer, only date, location, and sf contact person/# written in) 
What: Roundup Pro (glyphosate) EPA# 524-475 
Where: Rhododendron Dell beds 3,4,5 
Pests targeted: undesirable weeds, brush 
When: March 15 7-10 am 
Word: Caution 
Reentry: Will be safe to re-enter once sprays have dried. 
Contact: Kevin Shea  
SF IPM  

On all forms seen, checkboxes, Applied, Postponed not ticked 

At a meeting of five paths, no posting. 

Strybing Arboretum 
North Entrance 

What: Roundup Pro (glyphosate) 
EPA# 524-475 
Where: Weeds growing in and around pathways throughout Strybing arboretum 
Pests targeted: grass and weeds 
When: March 15 early am 
Word: Caution 
Reentry: Will be safe to re-enter once sprays have dried. 
Contact: S. Nervo  
SF IPM  
One 8 X 11 on west post.. No 8 x 11 on east post. About 10 ft between. 

Strybing Arboretum: 

Pesticide Baits in use 

PT 240 boric acid roaches I 
Avert PT 310 Abamectin roaches I 
Avert PT 320 Abamectin roaches I 
Avert Stations Abamectin roaches I 
Contrac Blox Bromedialone mice rates/ O 
Dual Choice Ant Stations Sulfonamide ants I 
Deadline (Pace) Metaldehyde Metaldehyde snails/slugs I/O 
Drax Ant Kill Gel Boric Acid ants I 
Durham 7.5 Metaldehyde snails/slugs I/O 
Eatons 56-42 Diphacinone mice/rats I/O 
Eatons 56-20 Diphacinone rats O
Eaton's answer- gophers Diphacinone gophers O 
Fluorguard Ant Station Sulfonamide ants I 
Max force Ant Bait Hydramethylnon ants I/0 
Max Force Roach Bait Hydramethylnon roaches I 
Niban Granular Bait Orthoboric Acid roaches I/O 
Siege Gel Hydramethylnon roaches I/O 



Surefire D-E Plus Diotamaceous Earth insects I/O 
Talon G-Western Black Bromadifocum mice/rats I/O 
Talon G-Mice Pellets Bromadifocum mice/rats I/O 
Terro Ant Killer Boric Acid ants I/O 
Wilco Gopher Killer 2 Chrlorophacine gophers 

Garlon 4 is one of the herbicides Marc Lappe has targeted for years...... I'll see about getting a statement or letter to
SF Parks and Rec., etc. from him. 

And get this.... in the Strybing Arboretum Calendar for Jan-Mar : 

Under Gardening Classes: 

-Advancing Alternatives: Creative Solutions for Bay Area Pest Problems (562) 2-session workshop 

This New Year, resolve to manage garden pests using the least-toxic approaches available. Developed with the
advanced gardener in mind, this class goes beyond introductory integrated pest management (IPM) theory and hones
in on detailed, practical techniques to combat some of the Bay Area's toughest pests and weeds. A garden walk
featuring innovative pest management strategies employed at Strybing is included. 7 Continuing Education Credits
for licensed applicators and PCA's pending DPR approval. (for professional and home gardeners) by Bob Fiorello,
IPM certified, Strybing Staff Gardener. 

If Bob thinks using Roundup for weeds on the walkways and a list of how many baits was that? is innovative, we
can do quite well without SF's innovation, thank you very much. Another key person at Strybing is Scot Medbury,
though I am forgetting his actual title. 

Strybing Arboretum Society GG Park 415-661-1316 9th Ave. at Lincoln Way, SF 94122 

Max Ventura

>>

-- 
Maxina Ventura
Classical Homeopathy for the Whole Family
WiseWomanHealth.com
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