
January 17, 2013 

Dear  Chairman D’Agostino and members of the Urban Forestry Council, 

I attended the Jan. 3, 2013 Landmark Tree Ad Hoc Committee meeting to learn 

more about the proposed Landmark Grove of Trees amendments. I learned that the 

nomination form for a Landmark Grove was modeled on the Landmark Tree 

nomination form, both of which are forms developed by the Urban Forestry 

Council.  

Both forms indicate that individual property owners may nominate a tree or grove 

of trees on their own property, but such an individual must ask an “authorized 

nominator” to nominate a tree on public property. The people authorized on this 

form to make such a nomination are members of the Board of Supervisors or of the 

Planning Commission or of the Historic Preservation Commission, or the head of a 

City department or agency, after such agency conducts an internal approval 

process. The only difference between these two forms is that a Historic 

Preservation Commission member may also nominate a landmark tree, but a 

member of the Landmarks Preservation Advisory Board may do so for a Landmark 

Grove.  

These requirements for who is allowed to nominate a tree or a grove seem highly 

restrictive and unfair, particularly as they apply to trees in our public parks. I think 

it’s entirely conceivable that an individual San Francisco resident, whether a 

property owner or a renter, might want to nominate a tree or a grove of trees in one 

of our municipal parks. That tree or grove might be located in a nearby park that 

that individual uses and feels strongly deserves such protection. In fact, not only 

individuals but also groups of people might wish to nominate a tree or grove of 

trees in a public park.  

Hence, I understand two issues: 1) These forms do not allow for nomination by a 

group nor nomination by an individual who does not own property. 2) Secondly, in 

the current version of each of these nomination forms, the only choice is for an 

individual to lobby a public official, most likely their local Supervisor to make a 

nomination. However, for a variety of reasons that can be easily imagined, a 

Supervisor may prefer not to nominate a particular tree or grove of trees. That 

means the Supervisor becomes a gateway for what can or cannot even be proposed 



to the City. Such a gateway seems unnecessary and unfair. The only restriction 

should be whether the tree or grove of trees meets the criteria for what constitutes a 

“Landmark” tree or grove of trees. 

I propose that you revise the language on each form to indicate that any individual 

who resides in San Francisco who wishes to nominate a tree or grove of trees may 

do so directly, regardless of whether the tree or trees is on their personal property 

or in a public park.  

The final issue is on p. 3 of the Landmark Grove Nomination Form, which states 

that a management plan should be provided that describes “how the benefits 

provided by the grove will be preserved.” Since an individual or group of 

individuals nominating a tree or grove of trees in a public park would not be 

involved with the management plan (this is Rec and Park’s job), they would not be 

able to provide this information. I believe the management plan should be provided 

after a tree or grove of trees is nominated and accepted, and it should be provided 

by the relevant agency, if the tree/grove of trees is in a public park, not by the 

individual or group of individuals.  

I stated these concerns at the meeting I attended, but since I cannot attend your Jan. 

25
th
 meeting, I hope you will consider my concerns as you address these forms. 

Sincerely yours, 

 

Dee Seligman  

   


