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Subject:[sfforestleadership] Illegal Pesticide Spraying by RPD
Date:Tue, 30 Aug 2016 16:37:22 -0700
From:SF Forest

To:Recpark (REC) <recpark.cornmission@sfgov.org>

CC:prosac@sfgov.org, Anthony E (ENV) <anthony. e.valdez@sfov. org>, Board .of.Supervisors@’sfgov.org, Chris
Geiger <Chris.Geiger@sfgovorg>, deborah.raphael@sfgov.org

Corn m issioners,

The Department of Environment has given the RPD Natural Areas Program (NAP) a pass to allow
them to spray Tier 1 herbicides in our parks to kill invasive plants that threaten “local, native, rare,
threatened or endangered species or ecosystems”. The California Invasive Plant Council produces
an authoritative list of non-native plants, rating their invasiveness as limited, moderate or high.
One would think that hazardous herbicides like Roundup and Garlon4 Ultra would only be used on
plants rated high, or at least moderate. However under pressure from the NAP, the Department of
Environment has refused to subscribe to this list or any definition which would limit which
non-native plants can be sprayed with these most hazardous herbicides.

Apparently this broad exception is not enough for the NAP. They are spraying Tier 1 herbicides in
our parks to kill even native plants to create their vision of the right kind of nature.

See this video documenting spraying in Glen Canyon where they are trying to kill back coyote
brush to expand a grassland.
https://www.facebookcom/ForestAllia nce/videos/1 114868885273223/

This is not what we want for our natural areas. It is bad for the environment, it is expensive and it
is pointless. At least require that the NAP play by the rules.

We look forward to the courtesy of a reply.

Thank you.

Sincerely,

Dee Seligman
Interim President, San Francisco Forest Alliance
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To: SF Environment Commission 4/22/16
do Anthony Valdez anthony.e.valdez@sfgov.org

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

From: Dee Seligman, Interim President SF Forest Alliance

Subject: 2016 Reduced Risk Pesticide List

Corn m issioners,

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/defaultlfiles/fliers/files/sfe_th_ipm_checklist_20 1 6_rrpl_20 16-03-
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 1PM 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 1PM TAO, 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 I chemicals against plants of moderate and limited
invasiveness. At the 1PM TAO 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?



a

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_20 1 6_rrpl_20 16-03-
28.pdf

Page 10 GaHon 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
Tier2toTierl.

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.




