
Maximizing the Benefits of our	

Historic Tree Stands

Good morning, Councilmembers.  My name is Ruth Gravanis.



This is the view out my back window.  The blue gums are part of the historic tree stand in 	

Glen Canyon Park.  They form my western horizon and catch the morning sun.



They block the view of unattractive buildings and muffle the sound of traffic on 
O’Shaughnessy Boulevard.  They probably increase property values.  	


I have selfish reasons for wanting this stand to thrive.  



I also want to increase the enjoyment of park visitors and 	

to enhance the habitat values for local wildlife. 



The SNRAMP offers BMPs for the 	

management of these tree stands to increase their 

benefits for humans and wildlife.

Other speakers have presented the BMPs in the SNRAMP, 	

and I hope you will endorse that plan. 



But all the best possible BMPs, endorsed by the 	

world’s most highly qualified arborists, 	


will do us no good if they are not implemented. 

My concern is that  the BMPs could end up sitting on a shelf, unless . . .



!

And the BMPs won’t 	

be implemented 	


if our decision makers 	

and the general public	

 do not understand 	

and accept them. 

. . . our elected and appointed officials and the media and the public 	

understand and buy into them.



So one of our BMP’s needs to be:	

!

Public Education

I hope you will consider,  as one of our best management practices 	

for preserving our historic tree stands:	


Public Education and Engagement.	




An anthropogenic tree stand 	

is not a forest.

The first concept in the “curriculum” might be understanding the difference 	

between a naturally occurring forest and a stand of trees planted by humans. 



A forest is a complex ecosystem in which the plants and animals evolved together over time, 	

continually adapting to each other and to their physical environment.  A diversity of vegetation and 	

wildlife and relationships and processes allow it to change over time while remaining self-sustaining.



A forest doesn’t need human management to maintain 	

its diversity and habitat value. 



It’s OK to say “plantation”

A stand of trees planted by people is a plantation.  That’s not a pejorative word,  	

although plantations are not self-sustaining.



This is a plantation.  It can provide considerable value for people — 	

recreationally, culturally, aesthetically, psychologically, spiritually.



And plantations have the potential to provide significant habitat value, 	

IF the harmful exotic species are kept in check and trees are spaced 	


so that sunlight can reach the understory. 



 A plantation needs management to maintain its diversity 	

and its value for people and wildlife. 



Introduced species can have value for indigenous wildlife.  	

Blue gum blossoms, for example, provide nectar for birds and insects.



But the trees don’t bloom where they have no sun.



Monarchs often roost in blue gums, but that’s no reason to keep every tree.  	

The orientation to sun and wind is what matters.



Also, Monarchs aren’t dependent on blue gums.  	

They use a variety of trees including native willows and oaks.



Native birds, such as great horned owls, will nest in blue gums as well as in native trees. 



This is the “owl tree” in Glen Canyon.  Notice the lack of crowding.



You won’t find owl nests in these trees.



Red-tailed hawks also nest in blue gums.



But not in this unhealthy stand, 	

which could be called a biological wasteland.



(And if we want our red-tailed hawks to thrive, we need to assure adequate 
grassland habitat for foraging.)



Some people think that nothing grows under blue gums, 	

and we know that’s not always true . . .



. . . but what often does grow is a monoculture of an introduced plant 	

with no value for local wildlife.



The BMPs in the SNRAMP are designed to increase understory diversity	

 and the health and longevity of our tree stands. 



In some places, smart arboriculture requires thinning, 	

but rumors abound that the SNRAMP will result in . . .



. . . this!	

  	


But here is the kind of management that is actually being proposed:



A few years ago, to diversify the area and restore the stream (North Fork of Islais 
Creek), the Natural Areas Program designated some of these trees for removal. 	




Here’s how it looked at first.



Oh, my!  Trees were traded for little plastic flags.



But here’s how the restoration looked after just a year.



With even more indigenous diversity just a year after that.



Many of our native wildflowers and the critters who use them need sunlight.



Critters such as the crab spider . . .



. . . and the drone fly . . .



. . . and bumblebees . . .



. . . that are all part of our natural heritage need sun.



Carbon Sequestration

It’s been said by some that every tree must be retained 	

because it is needed for carbon sequestration.



And that thinning this stand would be wrong because of the carbon that would 	

be released, and that all trees are essential for combatting climate change.



But trees aren’t the only plants that take in CO2, 	

and the best place to sequester carbon is in the soil.



All plants release carbon when they die, 	

and death is a natural process.	


Storing carbon in the soil is for the long term.	

!

Humans are the cause of climate change, 	

and we shouldn’t be foisting our “solutions” 	


on the natural world.



Remember the plans to dump iron filings in the ocean?  Giant solar arrays 
that could wipe out desert tortoise habitat? 	


Birds being cooked to death at they flew over the  solar panels? 	

Wind farms that kill scores of raptors? 



We need to avoid addressing climate change at nature’s expense. Grasslands 	

and wetlands, as well as tree-dominated landscapes, sequester carbon . . .



. . . where healthy root systems and soils rich in mycorrhizal fungi 	

and other organisms help transport carbon deep into the soil.  	
!

(We should also be promoting no-till agriculture, and where vegetation removal 	

is called for, minimizing soil disturbance. )



California native bunch grasses have very deep root systems and can 	

be part of the diversified understory of our historic tree stands.



Another myth about tree thinning advocates:  	

They want to remove non-native plants just because they are not native.

Wangari Maathai, famous for 	

her tree-planting efforts, 	


also carried on a campaign 	

to eradicate the 	


introduced eucalyptus trees.



But no one is proposing to get rid of SF’s introduced trees.  	

Where properly managed, they can enhance our lives . . .



. . . and we can have the trees and biodiversity too.


