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Introduction 
This document provides a summary of the changes made to San Francisco’s pesticide screening system, as 
reflected in the September 1, 2013 revision of Guide to San Francisco’s Reduced Risk Pesticide List (see 
http://www.sfenvironment.org/download/guide-to-the-reduced-risk-pesticide-list-revised-2013). This 
screening system was originally developed in 2000 by Dr. Phillip Dickey of the Washington Toxics Coalition 
as a way to flag potential hazards in pesticide products.  The system conveniently categorizes pesticide 
products into three tiers based on hazards to human health and the environment; the tier ratings are then 
used to support decisions on the City’s Reduced Risk Pesticide Listi.  
 
Purpose of the review 
The Department of the Environment undertook another review of the hazard tier criteria for two reasons:  

1. To ensure that we use the most up-to-date sources of chemical hazards data, and 
2. To remove minor incongruities in the tier system that might result different users to obtain different 

results 
 
Changes in criteria (by section) 
 

1) Review process: 
There are no changes in the overarching pesticide product review process. Both the formulated product 
and the product's active ingredients are evaluated for inherent hazard in a number of categories. 
Exposure potential is not considered in assigning the hazard tier, but is considered by the City of San 
Francisco on a case-by-case basis when making decisions about the extent of possible use. Other 
municipalities or entities using the guidelines will have their own criteria for making these kinds of 
decisions. There are slight changes in how the hazard assessment is conducted, detailed below. 
 
2) Acute toxicity: 
In the previous version of the classification guidelines, products with a hazard warning label of 
WARNING (Toxicity Category 2) could be classified as Tier 3 (lowest hazard), barring other known 
hazards. Since WARNING products are intermediate in toxicity between DANGER (Category 1) and 
CAUTION (Category 3 or 4), they will now be classified as Tier 2 instead. 
 
3) Restricted Use 
No changes 
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4) Cancer 
The new guidelines summarize various agencies’ cancer ratings as a standard format: “Known or 
probable,” “Possible,” “Not likely,” “Unclassifiable,” and “Not listed.”  This allows for easier 
presentation of the hazard tier criteria. 
 
5) Reproductive or Developmental Toxicity: 
In the previous version of the classification guidelines, only the California Proposition 65 list of 
reproductive and developmental toxicants was used to assess this type of toxicity. However, the US EPA 
Toxics Release Inventory program also maintains a listError! Bookmark not defined. of reproductive 
and developmental toxicants, as does the National Toxicology Program’s Health Assessment and 
Translation (formerly the Center for Evaluation of Risks to Human Reproduction).ii These two lists have 
been added as resources for assessing reproductive and developmental toxicity.  
 
6) Endocrine Disruption: 
Currently only the European Commission list of endocrine disrupting substances is used to assess this type 
of toxicity. However, this list misses some well-known endocrine disrupting compounds such as arsenic 
compounds like the herbicide MSMA, metalochlor, allethrin, chlorpyrifos, carbaryl, DDT, DDE, benomyl, 
cypermethrin, mancozeb, metiram, PCNB, trifluralin and pentachlorophenol. The reference 
Environmental Endocrine Disruptors by Lawrence Keith captures these compounds, and has been added 
as a resource for assessing chemicals as suspected endocrine disruptors. Language has also been added 
regarding the forthcoming data set from the US EPA endocrine disruptor screening program. 
 
7) 303(d) water pollution potential  
The San Francisco-specific language was removed. The 303(d) listings are specific to a particular local 
area and will need to be evaluated in that context. 
 
8) Ecological hazards: 
In the previous version of the classification guidelines, the language on the pesticide label was used to 
rank the product according to hazards to birds, mammals, fish, other aquatic life, and bees, with 
pesticides described on the label as "highly toxic" or "extremely toxic" to any taxa ranked as hazard tier 
1 and those described only as "toxic" ranked as hazard tier 2; however, consultation with US EPA's 
label review manual indicates that the current San Francisco guidelines are not always an accurate 
reflection of product toxicity. EPA uses the same LD50 or LC50 rankings to classify a product as "toxic" or 
"highly toxic." The "highly toxic" rating is applied only to products that are known to have caused acute 
poisoning incidents, which is a reflection of high use near sensitive sites and not based on the inherent 
toxicity of the product. See http://www.epa.gov/oppfead1/labeling/lrm/chap-08.pdf for more detail. 
 
Therefore, we are augmenting the criterion to base our categorization directly on LC50 and LD50 values 
where available for the formulated product (not just the active ingredient),in conjunction with established 
toxicity reference valuesiiiivv.  For products where no such data are available, we continue to use EPA’s 
“toxic”/”highly toxic” designations to guide the rating, as described above. 
 
10) Mobility in soil 
In addition to groundwater ubiquity scores (GUS) and label language, we have added California 
Department of Pesticide Regulation’s “Specific Numerical Values” (SNVs) to this criterion.  Pesticides that 
have high soil mobility according to the SNV criteria, but are not otherwise toxic or bioaccumulative are 
now classified as Tier 2, not Tier 1.  
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9) Persistence: 
In the revised guidelines, we have removed persistence as a separate criterion, since it is covered 
elsewhere in the system. The persistent low-toxicity pesticides with high soil mobility are now classified as 
Tier 2, and the high toxicity persistent pesticides are captured by the PBT criterion. 
11) Persistent bioaccumulative toxins (PBTs): 
Chemicals listed by the European Union as fulfilling PBT or Persistent Organic Pollutant (POP) criteria will 
now be flagged as PBTs. 
 
 
 

 
                                                 
i The 2009 LEED for Existing Buildings Operations and Maintenance (LEED-EBOM) system refers to San Francisco’s hazard tier 
ratings in its section on universal notification. See:  http://www.usgbc.org/resources/leed-existing-buildings-v2009-current-version  

ii NTP. 2012. Health Assessment and Translation (Formerly CERHR). http://ntp.niehs.nih.gov/?objectid=497C419D-E834-6B35-
8AF15D389859AF07. 
iii Kamrin, MA. 1997. Pesticide Profiles: Toxicity, Environmental Impact, and Fate. Lewis Publishers. Boca Raton, FL. 
iv US EPA. Series 870 Health Effects Test Guidelines: Acute Toxicity Testing Background, US EPA Office of Pollution Prevention and 
Toxic Substances Harmonized Test Guidelines, US EPA, http://www.regulations.gov/#!documentDetail;D=EPA-HQ-OPPT-2009-
0156-0002. 
v US EPA 2012. Label Review Manual, Chapter 8: Environmental Hazards. http://www.epa.gov/oppfead1/labeling/lrm/. 


