
Public Comment Received Regarding Mount Sutro Stewards Presentation 

 

I understand that there is a move by the Sutro Stewards to revert to UCSF's original plan 

of heavy thinning of the Forest. As a neighbor, frequent user and lover of trees, I plead 

that any cutting or thinning be held to a minimum. At a meeting late last year, UCSF 

agreed to cut no tree over 6" in diameter; shortly thereafter, they reversed themselves, 

upping it to 10" diameter. 

 

The Forest, which catches and stores the humidity of our fog, is a treasure in tree-poor 

San Francisco. 

 

Rose-Marie Ullman 

 

Subject: FW: Urging wildlife conservation on Mount Sutro 

From:  Chris Campbell 

Hello Dan, 

 

Thank you for allowing me the opportunity to offer public comment regarding the 

management of the UC Mount Sutro Open Space last night. As requested, I am 

forwarding the response I received from UC. I do not have all the committee's email 

addresses. Please feel free to share this email with the full board.   

  

Thank you,  

Christopher  

 

From: "French, Barbara" <bfrench@ucsf.edu>  

Date: February 25, 2014 at 5:05:15 PM PST  

To: Christopher Campbell <christopherpc@me.com>  

 

Dear Christopher 

Thank you for your email regarding the management of the Mount Sutro Open Space 

Reserve. I have been asked to respond on behalf of the University.  

  

First, I want to assure you that the Reserve is designated as permanent open space 

and, as such, the university will not develop it.  UCSF is committed to maintaining the 

Reserve as a resource for San  

Franciscans and takes seriously its responsibility to keep the site safe and accessible.  

  

UCSF has tried to take a thoughtful approach toward the management of the Reserve.  

As you may know, UCSF released a Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) for the 

Mount Sutro Management Project in January 2013, and held a public hearing in 

February 2013 to formally receive the community’s input.  After reviewing all of the 

comments submitted in response to the DEIR—and considering an elevated fire danger 

resulting from California’s drought conditions—it was determined that UCSF’s primary 

responsibility as the steward of the Reserve must be ensuring the safety of our students, 

employees, patients, visitors and neighbors, as well as ensuring the safety of campus 

and neighboring structures.  
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Consequently, we retained a professional forester to help develop a revised plan for 

the Reserve that focused on reducing the danger of wildfire.  A revised plan, which is 

consistent with best management practices applied throughout California in forests 

located near urban areas, was developed and presented to the community in 

November 2013. Since then, we have been working on producing a DEIR to study the 

impacts of these fire hazard reduction measures.   

  

In your email, you mention Proposition 84 as an opportunity for the funding of a Mount 

Sutro forest management plan.  Proposition 84 was approved by California voters in 

2006.  Among other things, this ballot initiative specified that “up to $25 million may be 

granted to the University of California Natural Reserve System for matching grants for 

land acquisition and for the construction and development of facilities.”   The Mount 

Sutro Open Space Reserve would not be eligible to submit a grant application because 

it is neither an NRS reserve nor is it in need of funds for facilities construction or land 

acquisition. 

  

In closing, I want to re-interate our commitment to maintain the Reserve as a resource 

for all San Franciscans to enjoy. It is our every intention to continue to work with the 

community on the preservation and conservation of the forest.  

 

Barbara J. French 

Vice Chancellor, Strategic Communications & University Relations 

 

From: Christopher Campbell  

Date: Saturday, February 15, 2014 4:40 PM  

Subject: Urging wildlife conservation on Mount Sutro 

 

Good afternoon Sam Hawgood,  

UCSF has spent fifteen years and invested a substantial amount of staff time and money 

toward developing the community-supported, science-based, management proposals 

for the 61 acre Open Space Reserve on Mount Sutro. The idea of scrapping that 

investment, and the time contributed by thousands of community members, for reasons 

left unstated at a public meeting at UCSF on February 11, is folly. 

  

Your decision to back away from managing the Sutro open space for its long-term 

health, for the safety of visitors and surrounding residents, and even more importantly as 

a key piece of San Francisco's remaining fabric of interconnected biodiversity is an 

enormous failure. The failure of UCSF to implement the long standing conservation plans 

will be reflected poorly on the University of California's legacy of Environmental 

Conservation, spawned more than a century ago, to protect our natural environment 

and the plants and animals which reside within. 

  

"University of California faculty, alumni and students were key founders of the Sierra 

Club in 1892, and UC alumni played a central role in establishing the National Park 

Service in 1916. A shared philosophy bound these founders together in the interest of 

conservation. That was, by educating the public about America’s natural wonders, a 

base of advocates for their preservation would be created. By the 1920s, the University 

of California took on formal roles with the Sierra Club and National Park Service in 
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pioneering in Yosemite National Park a suite of public education activities, including 

evening lectures, guided walks, publications, and a museum." Karen Merritt, Director of 

Academic Planning (retired), UC Berkeley, Center for Studies in Higher Education 

  

There is no excuse worthy of your policy reversal on both the 2001 Mount Sutro 

Management Plan and the 2013 Mount Sutro Draft EIR. Both plans have been broadly 

supported by the community and contained science based research on best practices 

for conservation management of which Sutro Forest is in dire need of. Sadly, one can 

only assume that the new proposal must be financially motivated or as means to have 

the land condemned then turned over for development, something this community 

and the City of San Francisco would never allow to happen. However, this assumption 

can be substantiated through the number of grants (none) and funding (once from 

FEMA) the University has attempted to obtain for managing its open space since the 

2001 plan was published. 

  

The funding needed for UCSF to begin managing the Sutro open space has been and 

is available. Investing in the well thought out conservation measures from the original 

Management Plan will in fact cost UCSF less in the long term than the proposed 

destruction to our local biodiversity by cutting and mowing down 25 acres of understory 

habitat, and the continued mismanagement of the remaining 36 acres. Prop 84 

earmarked $25 million, administered through WCB, for the UC Natural Reserve System 

(requests have to be made by UC). Chapter 6, Section 75055(b)(3), reads as follows: Up 

to twenty-five million dollars may be granted to the University of California for the 

Natural Reserve System for matching grants for land acquisition and for the 

management of natural lands and the preservation of California wildlife resources.  

  

The University's abrogation of the 2001 Management Plan and 2013 Mount Sutro Draft 

EIR will signal that any agreements made with the San Francisco community are not 

worth the time invested and paper they are written on. Further, for the UC Board of 

Regents to approve this new and seriously flawed plan would be contrary to what the 

entire UC system stands for and prides itself in. 

  

"UC is moving aggressively to reduce its impact on the environment…. Our Policy on 

Sustainable Practice serves as a guide to becoming a better steward of the planet." 

 

A statement from the UC website found under "Stewardship" 

I urge you again to reconsider the path you choose and to continue with the forward 

thinking decisions for which the University of California prides itself. 

  

Sincerely, 

Christopher Campbell 
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Hello Mr. Flanagan,  

 

I understand that the Urban Forestry Council is considering writing a letter to UCSF to 

object to their scaled-back plans to destroy trees on Mount Sutro. I am writing to ask 

that the Urban Forestry Council consider the opinions of those who believe the new 

plans are an improvement over the original plans before making that decision.  

  

I believe the Council would find it helpful to read the written public comment of Craig 

Dawson on the original plans. Here is an excerpt from his written comment:  

 

“CD: If the true overall intent of managing Sutro Forest is to improve its health then we 

need to begin by removing language in the EIR that restricts the scope of such activities 

to failure. For example, some limiting language states that trees will be spaced at 

specific distances. i.e. 30 feet or 60 feet apart. Neither distance is far enough apart to 

allow sufficient light to support newly planted species intended for future forest diversity. 

This provides no opportunity for a new generation of ‘healthy’ trees to grow. Rather the 

young saplings will grow too tall and thin in the quest for light, this is exactly the 

conditions which we can observe existing on the south and east ridges where 

logging/tree spacing has taken place in the past.”  

  

Mr. Dawson’s entire public comment is available on UCSF’s website:  

http://savesutro.files.wordpress.com/2013/05/mtsutrodeircommentletters.pdf.  You can 

find his comment on pages 326-337. You will see that Mr. Dawson was not satisfied with 

the original plan because it did not intend to remove enough trees in his opinion. It is 

therefore rather ironic that now he claims to be dissatisfied with the revised plan 

because it plans to remove too many trees. The new plan will remove significantly fewer 

trees.  

  

UCSF’s revised plan also makes a commitment to not use pesticides on Mount Sutro in 

the future.  As you will see in Mr. Dawson’s comment, he is very displeased with the 

limitations that UCSF has placed on the use of herbicides on Mount Sutro. The 

commitment to prohibit pesticide use is one of the reasons why supporters of the Sutro 

forest consider the new plans an improvement.  

  

You will also find my public comment amongst the public comments on UCSF’s website. 

A total of 189 written public comments were submitted to UCSF on their original plans. 

Only 20 of those comments were in support of that plan; 164 were opposed to the 

plans; the remainder was ambivalent.  There was also a public hearing about UCSF’s 

original plan. About 250 people attended that hearing. About 55 people spoke at the 

hearing. Few spoke in favor of the plan. One said simply, “I hate eucalyptus,” and 

walked away from the microphone.  

  

I ask only that the Urban Forestry Council give the supporters of the Sutro Forest an 

opportunity to speak before the Council takes a position. Thank you for your 

consideration.  

  

Mary McAllister  

 

http://savesutro.files.wordpress.com/2013/05/mtsutrodeircommentletters.pdf
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From: Sutro Stewards  

Subject: Re: Content for letters to UCSF 

 

Craig Dawson 

Executive Director, Sutro Stewards 

 

Dan, 

  

I've assembled some content for drafting a letter to UCSF. These are all pieces which 

have been circulated plus some recent additional questions on what they intend to do. 

I think the most compelling arguments would revolve around: 

  

Where are UCSF’s responses to the public comment from the 2013 DEIR and why have 

they not been made public? 

  

SFRPD has a stake in the outcome of UCSFs modified DEIR as an adjacent property 

owner. Why is UCSF not working with the City to ensure both properties benefit from the 

changed EIR? 

  

How can UCSF abandon its plans in upper Woodland Canyon which would have 

improved the Woodland Creek riparian corridor just as RPD is planning for lower 

Woodland Canyon? 

  

A rapidly declining forest like the one on Mount Sutro has many inherent hazards. Will 

you be closing off the forest from public access since you are proposing to no longer 

manage 36 acres of it? 

 

 If not how can you, in good conscience, allow the public to walk under dying trees 

which are continuously dropping branches large enough to severally injure or kill the 

unsuspecting? 

  

Your proposal to remove understory and trees of 10" or less in diameter does nothing to 

reduce the overcrowding of the larger trees while at the same time you  are removing 

the trees we need for the forest of the future  

 

Dear Craig: 

  

Thank you for your letter to Interim Chancellor Hawgood and other UCSF and UC 

leaders regarding the management of the Mount Sutro Open Space Reserve. I have 

been asked to respond on behalf of the University.  

  

First, I want to assure you that the Reserve is designated as permanent open space 

and, as such, the university will not develop it.  UCSF is committed to maintaining the 

Reserve as a resource for San Franciscans and takes seriously its responsibility to keep 

the site safe and accessible.  

  

In your letter, you ask how UCSF arrived at its current position regarding stewardship of 

the Reserve, particularly in light of our many years of work with the community.  As you 
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know, UCSF released a Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) for the Mount Sutro 

Management Project in January 2013, and held a public hearing in February 2013 to 

formally receive the community’s input.  After reviewing all of the comments submitted 

in response to the DEIR—and considering an elevated fire danger resulting from 

California’s drought conditions—it was determined that UCSF’s primary responsibility as 

the steward of the Reserve must be ensuring the safety of our students, employees, 

patients, visitors and neighbors, as well as ensuring the safety of campus and 

neighboring structures.  

  

Consequently, we retained a professional forester to help develop a revised plan for 

the Reserve that focused on reducing the danger of wildfire.  A revised plan, which is 

consistent with best management practices applied throughout California in forests 

located near urban areas, was developed and presented to the community in 

November 2013.  

 

Since then, we have been working on producing a DEIR to study the impacts of these 

fire hazard reduction measures.  We had initially thought we could produce this DEIR by 

February 2014, but it has been delayed and a publication date is not certain. 

  

Your letter mentioned Proposition 84 as an opportunity for the funding of a Mount Sutro 

forest management plan.  Proposition 84 was approved by California voters in 2006.  

Among other things, this ballot initiative specified that “up to $25 million may be 

granted to the University of California Natural Reserve System for matching grants for 

land acquisition and for the construction and development of facilities.”   The Mount 

Sutro Open Space Reserve would not be eligible to submit a grant application because 

it is neither an NRS reserve nor is it in need of funds for facilities construction or land 

acquisition. 

  

Craig, we can’t thank you enough for your service to the Mount Sutro Open Space 

Reserve. We deeply appreciate your commitment to the Reserve and the countless 

volunteer hours you and the Sutro Stewards have contributed to keeping it accessible 

to the public. It is our every intention to continue to work with you and the broader 

community on the preservation and conservation of the forest.  

  

Sincerely, 

Barbara 

  

Barbara J. French 

Vice Chancellor, Strategic Communications & University Relations 

 

An Open Letter to Sam Hawgood, Interim Chancellor, UCSF 

  

UCSF has spent fifteen years and invested a substantial amount of staff time and money 

toward developing the community-supported, science-based, management proposals 

for the 61 acre Open Space Reserve on Mount Sutro. The idea of scrapping that 

investment, and the time contributed by thousands of community members, for reasons 

left unstated at a public meeting at UCSF on February  

11, is folly. 
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Your decision to back away from managing the Sutro open space for its long-term 

health, for the safety of visitors and surrounding residents, and even more importantly as 

a key piece of San Francisco's remaining fabric of interconnected biodiversity is an 

enormous failure. The failure of UCSF to implement the long standing conservation plans 

will be reflected poorly on the University of California's legacy of Environmental 

Conservation, spawned more than a century ago, to protect our natural environment 

and the plants and animals which reside within. 

  

"University of California faculty, alumni and students were key founders of the Sierra 

Club in 1892, and UC alumni played a central role in establishing the National Park 

Service in 1916. A shared philosophy bound these founders together in the interest of 

conservation. That was, by educating the public about America’s natural wonders, a 

base of advocates for their preservation would be created. By the 1920s, the University 

of California took on formal roles with the Sierra Club and National Park Service in 

pioneering in Yosemite National Park a suite of public education activities, including 

evening lectures, guided walks, publications, and a museum."  Karen Merritt, Director of 

Academic Planning (retired), UC Berkeley, Center for Studies in Higher Education 

  

There is no excuse worthy of your policy reversal on both the 2001 Mount Sutro 

Management Plan and the 2013 Mount Sutro Draft EIR. Both plans have been broadly 

supported by the community and contained science based research on best practices 

for conservation management of which Sutro Forest is in dire need of. Sadly, one can 

only assume that the new proposal must be financially motivated or as means to have 

the land condemned then turned over for development, something this community 

and the City of San Francisco would never allow to happen. However, this assumption 

can be substantiated through the number of grants (none) and funding (once from 

FEMA) the University has attempted to obtain for managing its open space since the 

2001 plan was published. 

  

The funding needed for UCSF to begin managing the Sutro open space has been and 

is available.  

 

Investing in the well thought out conservation measures from the original Management 

Plan will in fact cost UCSF less in the long term than the proposed destruction to our 

local biodiversity by cutting and mowing down 25 acres of understory habitat, and the 

continued mismanagement of the remaining 36 acres. Prop 84 earmarked $25 million, 

administered through WCB, for the UC Natural Reserve System (requests have to be 

made by UC). Chapter 6, Section 75055(b)(3), reads as follows: Up to twenty-five million 

dollars may be granted to the University of California for the Natural Reserve System for 

matching grants for land acquisition and for the management of natural lands and the 

preservation of California wildlife resources.  

  

The University's abrogation of the 2001 Management Plan and 2013 Mount Sutro Draft 

EIR will signal that any agreements made with the San Francisco community are not 

worth the time invested and paper they are written on. Further, for the UC Board of 

Regents to approve this new and seriously flawed plan would be contrary to what the 

entire UC system stands for and prides itself in. 
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"UC is moving aggressively to reduce its impact on the environment…. Our Policy on 

Sustainable  

Practice serves as a guide to becoming a better steward of the planet." 

A statement from the UC website found under "Stewardship" 

  

I urge you again to reconsider the path you choose and to continue with the forward 

thinking decisions for which the University of California prides itself. 

  

Craig Dawson 

Executive Director, Sutro Stewards 

  

RE:   UCSF Mount Sutro Draft EIR, 

  

To:  UC Board of Regents and Sam Hawgood, Interim Chancellor, UCSF 

  

At a public meeting held on November 21, 2013, the University of California San 

Francisco made a statement which has left neighbors, the conservation community, 

and environmentalists stunned. After 15 years of community planning and 

commitments to maintain and begin restoration of the 61-acre UCSF Mount Sutro Open 

Space Reserve, UCSF is now proposing to ABANDON ALL PLANNED CONSERVATION 

EFFORTS on Mt. Sutro in favor of “mowing” 25 acres of understory as a “Hazard 

Reduction Measure” and leave the remaining 36 acres untouched.  If UCSF can reverse 

course on long standing commitments without penalty or consequence where does 

that leave the rest of us?  

  

Why has UCSF abandoned its plans to manage its open space for its health, our health, 

recreation, conservation value, and wildlife--plans that took over 15 years to develop?   

WE OPPOSE UCSF'S LATEST PROPOSAL TO ABANDON CONSERVATION  

EFFORTS ON MOUNT SUTRO FOR THESE REASONS! 

• It is not acceptable to disregard 15 years of community input on Mt. Sutro 

conservation 

• It is not acceptable to disregard the fact-based science which went into the Open 

Space Management Plan 

• It is not acceptable to destroy 25 acres of wildlife habitat all at once. We support the 

phased-in approach originally called for 

• It is not acceptable to ignore the needs of the remaining 36 acres of forest which still 

needs to be managed for its health 

• It is not acceptable to give the public open space without setting aside the money 

needed to manage it as called for in the 2001 plan  

  

 

  


