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Valdez, Anthony E (ENV)
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:
Attachments:

Hui, Mei Ling (ENV)
Monday, February 22, 2016 4:57 PM
Valdez, Anthony E (ENV)
FW: supplemental documents for tomorrow
wnp_letter_of_support.pdf; Sehgal report.pdf; Newberry letter.docx; HERE TODAY.docx;
back to back photo.docx

Hi Anthony,
Can you add these to the meeting file for the March hearing?
Mei Ling Hui
Urban Forest and Agriculture Coordinator
San Francisco Department of the Environment
1455 Market Street, Ste. 1200
San Francisco, CA 94103
E: meiling.hui@sfgov.org
T: (415) 355-3731
SFEnvironment.org | Facebook | Twitter | Get Involved
Please consider the environment before printing this email.

From: vanessa ruotolo [mailto:vanessa123@earthlink.net]
Sent: Monday, February 22, 2016 4:09 PM
To: Hui, Mei Ling (ENV) <meiling.hui@sfgov.org>
Subject: re: supplemental documents for tomorrow
Dear Mei Ling,
Attached are documents I would like sent out immediately to the full Council members today.
Thank you.
Vanessa Ruotolo
++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++
1) Letter of support from Woody LaBounty, Director of Western Neighborhoods Project
2) Environmental support letters from San Francisco State Associate Professor Ravinder Sehgal, PhD. and Todd Newberry,
3) Supplemental historic documentation (including historic photos) by Vanessa Ruotolo
4) Photo of children at Laurel Hill Playground (February, 14, 2016)
5) Photos of tree from same perspective: (1940's/2016) - comparison

1)
2)
1

3)
4)

5)

2

Western
Neighborhoods
Project
4016 Geary Boulevard, Ste. A
San Francisco, CA 94118

Preserving the history of San Francisco’s west side
www.outsidelands.org
(415) 661-1000

December 14, 2015
To:

Vanessa Ruotolo
Richard Worn

Re: 46A Cook Street Landmark Tree
Western Neighborhoods Project is a California nonprofit formed in 1999 to preserve and
share the history of San Francisco’s western neighborhoods. While we do not usually advocate for the preservation of specific structures or landscape features, we do make exceptions.
The origins of development in the Lone Mountain neighborhood of San Francisco is inexorably tied to the former cemeteries that were established in the area beginning in the 1850s. We
believe the residence and trees at 46A Cook Street have historical significance because of the
connection to the first owner, George J. Smith, a director of one of the “big four” cemeteries.
While the residence is one of the earliest structures in the area and one of the last surviving
Italianate cottages on the west side, the tree on the lot is almost as old and just as noteworthy
for its connection to Smith and the landscaping styles used in the now-removed cemeteries.
We do not purport to be experts on what criteria the city uses to determine a tree’s landmark
status, but we do know and respect the history of the west side of San Francisco, and to us,
the Cook Street cottage and tree are important and worthy of recognition and protection.
Sincerely,
Woody LaBounty
Director

THE PHOTOS BELOW ARE OF THE SAME TREE: THE FIRST FROM THE SF
ASSESSORS OFFICE 1946-1951 AND THE SECOND BY A NEIGHBOR IN 2016.

Department of Biology
1600 Holloway Avenue
San Francisco State University
San Francisco, CA 94132-1722
Tel: 415/405-0329
Fax: 415/338-2295

Ravinder N. M. Sehgal, Ph.D.
Associate Professor

sehgal@sfsu.edu
http://userwww.sfsu.edu/~sehgal
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I	
  would	
  like	
  to	
  give	
  my	
  support	
  to	
  the	
  efforts	
  to	
  save	
  an	
  old	
  tree	
  on	
  Cook	
  Street	
  in	
  
San	
  Francisco.	
  	
  I	
  am	
  a	
  professor	
  at	
  San	
  Francisco	
  State	
  University	
  and	
  my	
  research	
  
focuses	
  on	
  how	
  deforestation	
  affects	
  birds	
  and	
  biodiversity.	
  Large	
  old	
  trees	
  are	
  
critical	
  ecological	
  structures	
  because,	
  relative	
  to	
  their	
  size,	
  they	
  are	
  
disproportionate	
  providers	
  of	
  resources	
  crucial	
  to	
  wildlife.	
  A	
  recent	
  study	
  has	
  
reported	
  that	
  the	
  loss	
  of	
  large	
  old	
  trees	
  leads	
  to	
  an	
  overall	
  loss	
  of	
  urban	
  
biodiversity1.	
  	
  These	
  trees	
  are	
  home	
  to	
  numerous	
  bird	
  species	
  and	
  other	
  wildlife,	
  
and	
  in	
  particular,	
  I	
  believe	
  that	
  the	
  tree	
  on	
  Cook	
  Street,	
  serves	
  as	
  a	
  stopover	
  point	
  
for	
  raptors	
  and	
  other	
  birds	
  flying	
  between	
  the	
  Presidio	
  and	
  Golden	
  Gate	
  Park.	
  	
  In	
  
order	
  to	
  preserve	
  the	
  urban	
  wildlife	
  of	
  San	
  Francisco,	
  it	
  is	
  essential	
  to	
  add	
  new	
  trees	
  
to	
  city	
  blocks,	
  and	
  it	
  would	
  certainly	
  be	
  detrimental	
  to	
  remove	
  existing	
  ones.	
  	
  Given	
  
the	
  scientific	
  evidence	
  regarding	
  the	
  importance	
  of	
  old	
  urban	
  trees	
  to	
  wildlife,	
  I	
  
would	
  encourage	
  all	
  efforts	
  to	
  preserve	
  this	
  unusual	
  tree	
  in	
  the	
  Richmond	
  District.	
  	
  	
  
	
  
Sincerely,	
  

	
  
Ravinder	
  Sehgal,	
  PhD.	
  	
  

1	
  Le	
  Roux,	
  Darren	
  S.,	
  et	
  al.	
  "The	
  future	
  of	
  large	
  old	
  trees	
  in	
  urban	
  landscapes."	
  (2014)	
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  e99403.	
  
	
  

The California State University: Bakersfield, Channel Islands, Chico, Dominguez Hills, East Bay, Fresno, Fullerton, Hayward, Humboldt, Long Beach, Los Angeles,
Maritime Academy, Monterey Bay, Northridge, Pomona, Sacramento, San Bernardino, San Diego, San Francisco, San Luis Obispo, San Marcos, Sonoma, Stanislaus

Vanessa -Would you please convey my concern to the committee deciding the matter of
land marking the Cook Pine tree at 46 Cook Street? A tree like that very likely is
a long-standing navigational reference for many birds, even local ones, moving
back and forth through the region, the way a lighthouse is for coastal sailors.
Removing it is tantamount to taking away a natural channel marker, in this case
one that has been there year after year, one that the look-alike roofs of houses
simply cannot match. Beyond that, big trees provide shelter for surprisingly many
migrating birds when they settle down temporarily to rest on their travels. The
birds in that foliage may not be noticeable to us as we pass by, but of course that
is part of such a tree's value as a refuge. We make a lot of protecting birds'
nesting places; preserving their scattered (and decreasing) non-nest refuges is
just as important for most of the year when birds are on the move. I hope the city
keeps this biologically notable tree.
Todd Newberry
Professor Emeritus, Biology
UC Santa Cruz
tax@ucsc.edu

HITORIC RESOURCE DOCUMENT SUPPLEMENT FOR 46 COOK STREET
Vanessa Ruotolo
February 20, 2016
After reviewing the minutes of the many meetings regarding the landmarking of the
Pine on Cook Street, I believe its historic significance has not been considered
adequately.
In John Swae’s July 2, 2015 Landmark Nomination Case Report to the SF Planning
Commission, he brought attention to the fact that the Planning Department’s
Property Information Map indicates the building located at 46 Cook is a Type A Historic Resource. In this document he also stated that San Francisco’s practice of
historic preservation would traditionally protect landscaping on properties
identified as known historic resources where the landscaping is determined to be a
significant feature of the property or significant to the setting of the property.
On page 2 of this document, Mr. Swae references the book Here Today, where the
property of 46 Cook is mentioned. Here Today is a book published in 1968 by the
Junior League of San Francisco. “The findings of the Junior League survey were
adopted by the Board of Supervisors on May 11, 1970; Resolution No. 268‐70. It is,
therefore, an adopted local register under CEQA.”
In July, Mr. Swae acknowledged the book’s references to George J. Smith, the original
owner of 46 Cook Street properties, who was “ a director of the Odd Fellows, planted
his estate with many trees which he obtained from the cemetery. Today all that
remains on his property is a one-story Italianate home and carriage house.” Mr. Swae
believed back in July that further research was needed to determine a connection of
the trees to Mr. Smith.
Below you will find evidence of our further research: the research notes and photos
taken by the Junior League of San Francisco, Inc. for the Here Today book. These
were found in the archives of the SF Public library in August. The notes state that
some of the trees Mr. Smith obtained from the cemetery and planted on his estate
“still surround the house.” In addition, the file included photos of the property taken
at the time of their research. These photos include the trees on the 46 Cook. The
photos clearly document the existence of the subject nominated Cook Pine as well as
the Norfolk and Palms removed in April.
The Planning Department’s Review Procedures for Historic Resources includes
reference to the San Francisco Preservation Bulletin No. 16 that describes the steps
for evaluating properties as historical resources for purposes of CEQA. For Category
A.2 (for 46 Cook Street) the Bulletin states: “Only a preponderance of the evidence
demonstrating that the resource is not historically or culturally significant will
preclude evaluation of the property as an historical resource.“
The trees have been historically documented by the same resource (HERE TODAY)
that the San Francisco Planning Department and San Francisco Board of Supervisors
adopted to determine the historic eligibility of buildings, structures, districts,
objects or sites.
In compliance with Preservation Bulletin 16, it is clear that 46 Cook Street is an
historic site and there is every reason to believe that this tree is part of the original
landscape.

All of the following notes and photographs were found in the file found in the San
Francisco Public Library: notes by the Junior League of San Francisco for the
publication of HERE TODAY (“The findings of the Junior League survey were
adopted by the Board of Supervisors on May 11, 1970; Resolution No. 268‐70. It is,
therefore, an adopted local register under CEQA.”)

“He was prominent in the Odd Fellows Lodge and a director of their cemetery…This
gave him access to the trees and shrubs with which he planted his estate, some of
which still surround the house.”

“Trees are large and old.”

“He was an Odd Fellow and Director of the Odd Fellow’s Cemetery where he is
buried. As such he could get marvelous trees, etc. on property and did.”

Picture of Norfolk and Palm to the left of house

Picture of Cook Pine to the right of house.

Valdez, Anthony E (ENV)
From:
Sent:
Cc:
Subject:
Attachments:

Valdez, Anthony E (ENV)
Monday, March 21, 2016 7:07 PM
Hui, Mei Ling (ENV)
Public Comment: supplemental documents for 3/25
wnp_letter_of_support.pdf; Sehgal report.pdf; Newberry letter.docx; HERE TODAY.docx;
PastedGraphic-2.pdf; PastedGraphic-3.pdf

Council Members:
Additional public comment regarding the landmark tree item being discussed at the March 25, 2016 UFC meeting.
Thanks,
Anthony
Anthony E. Valdez
Commission Affairs Manager
San Francisco Department of the Environment
1455 Market Street, Suite 1200, San Francisco, CA 94103
anthony.e.valdez@sfgov.org T: (415) 355-3709

SFEnvironment.org
Facebook

Newsletter
Twitter

Please consider the environment before printing this email.

From: vanessa ruotolo [mailto:vanessa123@earthlink.net]
Sent: Saturday, March 19, 2016 12:15 PM
To: Hui, Mei Ling (ENV) <meiling.hui@sfgov.org>
Cc: Valdez, Anthony E (ENV) <anthony.e.valdez@sfgov.org>
Subject: Fwd: supplemental documents for 3/25
Dear Mei Ling,
Would you please email the announcement of the rescheduled 3/25 meeting? We never received the email.
Also, creating a new packet proves too difficult so please forward the following additional information to the members of the UFC.
There has been an addition to #3 - Supplemental historic documents. Also, NUMBERS 5, 6, 7 & 8 are additional to the email sent last
month.
Please confirm by Monday that you have sent each member these documents.
Thank you.
Vanessa
>
>
1

> ++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++
>
> 1) Letter of support from Woody LaBounty, Director of Western Neighborhoods Project
> 2) Environmental support letters from San Francisco State Associate Professor Ravinder Sehgal, PhD. and Todd Newberry,
> 3) Supplemental historic documentation (including historic photos) by Vanessa Ruotolo
> 4) Photo of children at Laurel Hill Playground (February, 14, 2016)
> 5) Photos of tree from same perspective: (1946-1951 assessors office photo/present day)
> 6) Photo of community members who came to 2/23 UFC meeting - (due to the last minute cancellation there was no way of
contacting them)
> 7) Additional photos of tree/community
> 8) Photo of Laurel Hill Nursery School Director, Maria Chew (standing on campus of LH Nursery School with tree in background).
> She had planned to speak in support of Landmarking at the February meeting.
>
>
>
>
> 1)
>
> 2)
>
>
>
>
>
> 3)
>
> 4)

>
> 5)
> 6)

>
> 7)
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> 8)

>
>

3

Report: Sea Levels Could Rise Several
Meters This Century, Drowning Cities
March 22, 2016
Headlines

Scientists have published a major new paper warning climate change
could cause catastrophic storms beyond any seen in modern times
and the loss of swaths of the polar ice sheets. While countries around
the world have agreed on 2 degrees Celsius of warming above
pre-industrial levels as a limit for global warming, the paper warns
such a rise would be “dangerous.” The world is already halfway to the
2-degree mark. Former NASA scientist and leading climatologist
James Hansen was one of 19 co-authors. He spoke in a video
accompanying the report.
James Hansen: “These feedbacks raise questions about how soon we
will pass points of no return in which we lock in consequences that
cannot be reversed on any time scale that people care about.
Consequences include sea level rise of several meters, which we
estimate could occur this century or at latest next century if fossil fuel
emissions continue at a high level. That would mean loss of all
coastal cities, most of the world’s large cities and all their history.”
The report comes after last month shattered climate records,
becoming the warmest month in recorded history, surpassing the
previous record—set in December.

Ho Chi Minh City to uproot, axe 300 trees for major
projects
TUOI TRE NEWS
Updated:

03/24/2016 14:21 GMT

-I-

7

Trees on Ton Duc Thang Avenue in District 1, Ho Chi Minh City
Tuoi Tre

Three hundred trees on a riverside avenue in Ho Chi Minh City are to be
uprooted and chopped down to make way for a metro station and new bridge,
authorities announced on Wednesday.
The clearance plan was unveiled in a press conference by Hoang Nhu
Cuong, deputy chief of the city’s Management Authority for Urban Railways
(MAUR).
Cuong said around 300 trees on Ton Duc Thang Avenue, which runs along
the Saigon River in District 1, will either be uprooted and replanted elsewhere or
felled to clear the area for the construction of the Thu Thiem 2 Bridge, which will
connect District I and District 2, and Ba Son Station which will be part of Ho Chi
Minh City’s first metro line.
According to Cuong, only 16 of the 300 trees are to be cleared in the next
two months to give way to Ba Son Station while the remaining plants will be
handled at a later date for the building of the Thu Thiem 2 Bridge.
The clearance plan for those 284 trees will be drafted by a procuring
agency and submitted to the municipal People’s Committee by the end of April,
Cuong said. Only four out of the 16 trees cleared in this phase will be relocated,
while the other 12 are to be chopped down from March 26 to May 7, said Chu Son

Binh, deputy director of the Management Authority for the First Project under
MAUR.
The cleared area will be reserved for the entrance and exit of the upcoming
metro station, Binh said.
He explained that only straight, proportional, and healthy trees with trunk
diameters measured at I .3m from the ground no greater than 50cm will be
uprooted for replanting elsewhere, in answering questions regarding the reason
for not saving all 16 trees.
Ho Chi Minh City Parks and Greenery One Member Co. Ltd. said at the
press conference that the company had conducted thorough evaluation on the
condition of each tree and had reached an agreement with the procuring agency
of the first metro line on the handling plans for those 16 trees.
Dong Van Khiem, vice chairman of the Reviewers Council for the plan, said
all trees on Ton Duc Thang Avenue are African mahoganies (khaya senegalensis)
mostly planted about 100 years ago during the French colonial.
The species has been listed by the People’s Committee among the trees
banned from being grown on public streets due the unique feature that their root
system grows just as large as their canopy and can potentially damage nearby
buildings and roads, Khiem added.
African mahoganies have already been cleared off the streets of Vietnam’s
capital, Hanoi, he said.
The contractor of Ba Son Station said the expense for felling the trees is
estimated at around VND3-5 million (US$134-223) per tree depending on its size,
while the cost for uprooting the plants increases fourfold to approximately VND2O
million ($900) per tree.
Khiem noted that in reality the cost of uprooting and replanting each tree
could reach VND4O million ($1,800) apiece due to the fact that only half of the
uprooted trees are expected to survive and thrive.
At such a high cost, Khiem said, many people would now prefer growing
trees with trunk diameters of 10cm or less to lower the expense.
However, the People’s Committee demanded every effort be taken to save
as many trees as possible, as is the wish of most citizens.
According to Hoang Nhu Cuong, the uprooted trees will be replanted in
parks across the city, while the wood collected from chopping the trees will be
used as building materials for future public constructions.
The Reviewers Council agreed that clearing the trees is necessary for the
greater good of the city and its people but requested that new and more beautiful
trees be planted in the area after the construction on each project is completed.

Austin’s trees worth more than $16 billion,
researchers say
Local
By Asher Price American-Statesman Staff
33
-

Posted: 4:38 p.m. Monday, March 21, 2016

Highlights
—

Austin’s trees make up nearly a third of the city’s footprint.
The trees capture nearly 2 million tons of carbon dioxide annually.
Researchers say study is meant to help policymakers.
Austin’s trees, long valued for their shade and their looks, now have a price tag: $16 billion.
That’s what a team of U.S. Forest Service and Texas A&M Forest Service researchers has
deemed the “compensatory value” of the roughly 33.8 million trees found in Austin.
That’s about $480, on average, per tree.
The report is the first in a series by the U.S. Forest Service looking at the value of urban forests
around the country, to help policymakers make decisions about their trees.
“It’s hard to manage a grocery store if you don’t know what’s on your shelves,” said David
Nowak, the lead author and a research forester with the U.S. Forest Service’s Northern
Research Station in Syracuse, N.Y. “There are risks of changes to that forest: How would you
want it better in the future? Where does Austin want to be 30 or 40 years from now? Does it
want more trees or less trees?”
-

—

-

Laura Skelding
Ember Moon, right, and Jordan Phillips share a kiss in a magnolia tree on the Capitol grounds.

±1

Austin has a relatively protective tree ordinance that has been in the cross hairs of Gov. Greg
Abbott and key lawmakers.
For more than 30 years, Austin has required owners of public and private land to get the city’s
permission to fell trees with trunk diameters of 19 inches or more
regardless of variety. In
exchange, owners must plant new trees or pay into a tree-planting fund.
In 2010, Austin added a stricter rule. It said owners couldn’t cut down so-called heritage trees
those of certain species with trunk diameters of 24 inches or greater
unless they prove that
the tree is diseased or a safety risk or that keepir I it would prevent a reasonable use of land.
—

—

—

JOHN GUTIERREZ
Giant tree roots form a tangle at Red Bud Isle Park beneath the Tom Miller Dam.
Since 2011, Austin’s tree ordinance has led to the preservation of more than 13,300 trees, at
least 7,950 have been allowed to be removed, and the ordinance has required that more than
31,500 be planted.
It hasn’t always gone smoothly: In 2011, a 57-foot-tall pecan tree on a private lot by Bowie and
West Fifth streets stood between developers and a new residential tower. City rules forced the
developers to save the tree, and they ended up moving it nearby, at a cost of more than
$200,000.
That tree is still alive, said Michael Embesi, who manages the community trees division for the
city, which helped with the study.

Variety of trees spring up in Austin
Roughly 90 percent of Austin trees are native to
Texas. say experts.
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Researchers examined 200 randomly selected plots, each about a sixth of an acre, to estimate
the makeup of Austin’s forest.
Among the findings of the report, titled “Austin’s Urban Forest, 2014”:
• Trees cover 30.8 percent of the city’s land. Nowak said the size of Austin’s tree canopy is in
keeping with cities nationally, though the canopy naturally decreases in drier climates.
• The most abundant species are ashe juniper, cedar elm and live oak.
• About 60 percent of trees are less than 5 inches in diameter.
• The trees capture about 1.9 million tons of carbon dioxide annually.
• About 90 percent of Austin’s trees are native to Texas.
The compensatory value of a tree is based on trunk size, species, condition and location. It
includes the replacement cost of a similar tree and is an estimate of the amount of money the
tree owner should be compensated for a tree’s loss.
Austin was selected by the Texas A&M Forest Service partly because there’s a “general
impression people care about trees in Austin,” said Christopher Edgar, a forest resource analyst
with the Texas A&M Forest Service.
Researchers will return in coming years to monitor how Austin’s forest is changing.
“We’ve got some statistics that will help us understand what kind of forest we have and help us
manage it better,” Embesi said.

Comments, Item 7, Biodiversity Destroying Forest To Save It & Carbon Emissions 3/22/2016
-

Hi Commissioners,
It is imperative that we immediately end the practice of the removal of trees solely in efforts to
‘conserve’ or ‘restore’ biodiversity. It is self evident that large older forests like those in Sharp
Park and other parks in San Francisco which are slated for large scale ‘non-native’ tree
removals are highly biodiverse ecosystems in which biodiversity would be deeply devastated by
the destruction of these forest habitats, which currently house hundreds of thousands of living
beings. The idea that it serves biodiversity to engage in such massive destruction is patently
absurd and is akin to attitude of the Vietnam Major who stated “We had to destroy the village to
save it.” This insane policy has even led to the proposal that over 400,000 trees should be
removed from the East Bay Hills over a 20 year period, It is unacceptable for San Francisco
Environment Department staff to continue validating this egregiously wrongheaded policy in the
supposed name of ‘biodiversity’.
Key Carbon Emissions Factor
Most importantly, such mass removal and chipping of trees and the disturbance of their forest
soils results in a mass release of greenhouse gasses which is not recouped for at least 100
years (see study links below). The planet faces immediate and extremely hazardous climate
crisis tipping points, on which James Hansen and other climate scientists have just today
released a peer reviewed study which states emphatically that the crisis is far worse than
previously believed and must now be classified as a planetary emergency. See:
http://thinkprogress.org/climate/2016/03/22/3762111 /climate-scientists-global-emergency
In a time of such a dire climate emergency when we need to drastically reduce emissions now,
not 100 years from now, for San Francisco and other cities to engage in forest management
practices which remove large numbers of trees, thereby creating a net release of carbon from
the trees and soils, and eliminating vital carbon sinks, is likewise a patently insane policy.
To get a sense of the increased atmospheric carbon burden that results from the mass removal
of mature trees see page 20 of the Forest Ethics report at
http://www.g reenrressinitiative.org/documents/newspaperreport. pdf
I

On that page you will see a graph which charts just forest carbon benefits in Canada forests
(not the direct releases from logging see other studies below on direct releases). If you adapt
those numbers tocorrelate them to carbon storage benefit of just the1 5,000 mature trees slated
for removal at Sharp Park, the numbers show that the removal would eliminate a forest
sequestration capacity of over 6 million pounds of carbon, the equivalent of putting 555 more
cars onto California roads. And as I noted, those numbers don’t even include the carbon
immediately released from the chipped trees and disturbed soils themselves.
-

Here are links which show that mature forests (like the eucalyptus, acacia and Monterey pine
forests in the Bay Area) store far more carbon than younger forests planted to replace them
after removal, and that it takes at least 100 years for such disturbed forests to return to creating
a net reduction of carbon in the atmosphere.
First, here is the link to an article on a key, very large global study of the superior carbon
storage capacity of older and old growth forests:
http://www.sciencedaily.com/releases/2008/09/080910133934.htm
And here is the link to another study that explains the importance of older forests compared to
younger ones in carbon sequestration:
htt://www.ecy.wa.qov/climatechange/2008FAdocs/820 08_harmonforestcarbonbasicsv2. pdf
Conclusion
Commissioners, the single largest threat to biodiversity on this planet is the climate crisis, which
is now threatening to bring about a mass extinction of 50% to more than 90% of all life on Earth.
To engage in incredibly misguided attempts to increase biodiversity which actually dramatically
contribute to carbon emissions, makes absolutely no sense in the face of this dire climate threat
to biodiversity.
We must change our urban forest management policies to address the drastic climate realities
we now face. And this means that the Department, and Commission on the Environment must
stop supporting and enabling mass tree removal in parks management and in the Natural Areas
Program.
The only trees that should be removed from our urban forests are trees which pose a clear
public safety hazard of falling or losing large branches and thereby causing serious injuries.
All of the rest of our urban forests -must- be left intact in order to provide crucial ecosystem
services and carbon sequestration.
Sincerely,
Eric Brooks
Our City San Francisco
San Francisco Clean Energy Advocates
Sustainability Chair, San Francisco Green Party
415-756-8844

:)
From:
Sent:
Subject:

Hui, Mel Ling (ENV) <meiling.hui@sfgov.org>
Tuesday, September 1,201509:35
FW: please forward to Landmark Tree committee members

Committee members, please see information below from Carla.
-Mel Ling
From: Short, Carla (DPW)
Sent: Tuesday, September 01, 2015 7:47 AM
To: Hui, Mel Ling (ENV) <meiling.hui@sfgov.org>
Subject: please forward to Landmark Tree committee members

Hi Mei Ling,
Here is the information I got back from Dr. Matt Ritter regarding the Norfolk vs. Cook Pine:

I can tell from the images that this is hybrid between Araucaria columnaris and A. heterophylla. It sounds from your
description as well that it is demonstrating characters between the two. There are many hybrids of those two species in
California. One of my graduate students is studying the population genetics and lean of these trees and we’re hoping to
find the markers necessary to clarify which trees are hybrids in California and which trees are just demonstrating within
species variation. I’d call this one a hybrid based on the images though. The bark and leaves of both species are virtually
identical and the only reliable character to tell them apart in cultivation is the shape of the canopy and the lean.
Hybrids are common in California, in that they are around, by not everywhere. I have personal knowledge of about 10 of
them, I’m sure Jason (my graduate student) knows of more. I don’t know of any in San Francisco and they are way, way
less common than A. heterophylla. I don’t think they have a name. Most hybrids that only occur in cultivation are not
named, for the most part, and these two trees do not have overlapping ranges in the wild.

Thanks,
Carla

SAN FNN’ tACO

PUBLIC

Carla Short
Deputy Bureau Manager

WORKS
Bureau of Street Use and Mapping
1155 Market St., 3rd Fl. I San Francisco, CA 94103

I

San Francisco Public Works I City and County of San Francisco
sfpublicworks.org twitter.com/sfpublicworks

I (415) 554-5349 I
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Urban Forest Council
1455 Market St., Ste 1200
San Francisco, CA 94103
March 24, 2016
Dear Urban Forestry Council Members,
My name is Martin Singer and I am a homeowner in San Francisco, Oregon and Europe. I love gardens,
flowers and trees and all of my properties have beautiful green areas, flowers and gardens. As a property
owner, in all cases, I, personally decide what plants and trees grow and which ones don’t grow or need to
be cut down on my properties. Local governments in the United States of America don’t decide what plants,
flowers or trees grow in private gardens.
Consequently, I strongly oppose the nomination for historical landmark of the 46A Cook Street, SF, CA
94118 massive, aesthetically displeasing, dangerously high and rather common pine tree. The Norfolk
Island common pine tree is not a historical landmark, as it grows, more or less like a weed and belongs to
the owner of the property and not to the local government.
In addition, the 80 foot- and growing- tree is an extreme danger to the adjacent houses and several
neighborhood properties. The massive pine tree is a private property of the owner of the parcel, who has
every right (provided by the Fifth Amendment) to remove it or keep it at his or her will. Should this tree fall
down, it will destroy at least 3 other houses, not to mention the danger to humans and other private
properties. The pine tree discussed is a serious safety hazard and needs to be removed.
The purpose of this communication is to remind you that no local entity, city or county, has any legal
authority to impose any directives on purchased and deeded private properties. Decisions on color
selections, types of flowers grown, tree or plant preservation all remain in the hands of property owners and
not the local authorities.
I am happy to discuss this truly absurd issue in person anytime.

Martin Singer

8300 Oceanview Terrace #211
San Francisco, CA 94132

Urban Forestry Council
1455 Market St., Ste 1200
San Francisco, CA 94103
March 24, 2016

Dear Urban Forestry Council Members,
I have been a resident in San Francisco for 25 years and I am writing you to state that I oppose the
nomination for historical landmark of the 46A Cook Street San Francisco, CA 94118 “Norfolk Island Pine’
tree proposed by the Urban Forestry Council and I support the Homeowner’s right to landscape their
private property as they chose fit.
As a San Francisco homeowner for 17 years I believe it is important to ensure the private property rights
provided by the Fifth Amendment are upheld. That is no local, city, county, state, or federal government
has the authority to impose directives, ordinances, fees, or fines regarding aesthetic landscaping, color
selections, tree and plant preservation, or open spaces on legally purchased/deeded private property.
Moreover after having the opportunity to visit the 46A Cook Street property and see the Norfolk pine tree
standing at over 80 feet tall I have great concern with the recent weather storms that the tree is a
potential safety hazard. If the tree or any part of the tree were to come down during a storm it surely
would injure individuals and/or severely damage property. Knowing that there are several small children
living in the 46A Cook vicinity this imposing tree is of great safety concern.

(

Sincerely,
/
7 Evelyn Sclora

60 Nebraska Street San Francisco, CA 94110
(415) 816-0667

.

..

* * *

LANDMARK TREE COMMITTEE EVALUATIONS (For 3/25/2016 UFC Meeting)

--

by Rose Hillson

* * *

RARITY: Yes (1), Partially (2) No (2)
Unusual species in San Francisco or other geographic regions
Rare (2), Uncommon (3), Common (2), Other (I)
PHYSICAL: Yes (2), Partially (3), No (I)
SIZE: Lg. (5), Medium (1), Small (I)
AGE: Significantly advanced age for species
Yes (3), No (3)
DISTINGUISHED FORM: Tree is an example of good form for its species, has a majestic quality or otherwise
unique structure
Yes (6), No (I)
TREE CONDITION: Consider overall tree health and structure, and whether or not tree poses a hazard
Good (5), Poor (I), Hazard (I)
HISTORICAL: Yes (4), Partially (2), No (I)
HISTORICAL ASSOCIATION: Related to a historic or cultural building, site, street, person, event, etc.
Yes (3), None apparent (1)
ENVIRONMENTAL: Yes (3), Partially (1), No (1)
PROMINENT LANDSCAPE FEATURE: A striking and outstanding natural feature.
Yes (6), No (I)
LOW TREE DENSITY: Tree exists in a neighborhood with very few trees.
Low (2), Moderate (4), High (/)
INTERDEPENDENT GROUP OF TREES: This tree is an integral member of a group of trees and removing it
may have an adverse impact on adjacent trees
Yes (I), No (6)
VISIBLE OR ACCESSIBLE FROM PUBLIC RIGHT-OF-WAY: High visibility and/or accessible from public property
Yes (5), No (1)
HIGH TRAFFIC AREA: Tree is located in an area that has a high volume of vehicle, pedestrian or bike traffic
and has a potential traffic calming effect
Yes (1), No (5)
Important wldlife habitat: Species has a known relationship with a particular local wildlife species or it
provides food, shelter, or nesting to specific known wildlife individuals.
Yes (3), No (3)
EROSION CONTROL: Tree prevents soil erosion
Yes (/), No (6)
WIND AND OR SOUND BARRIER: Tree reduces wind speed or mitigates undesirable noise.
Yes (2), No (3)
CULTURAL: Yes (5), Partially (/), No (/)
NEIGHBORHOOD APPRECIATION: Multiple indicators such as lettters of support, petition, outdoor gatherings,
celebrations adjacent or elated to tree, etc.
Yes (6), None apparent (/)
CULTURAL APPRECIATION: Particular value to certain cultural or ethnic groups in the city.
Yes (2), None apparent (4)
PLANTING CONTRIBUTES TONEIGHBORHOOD CHARACTER: Tree contributes significantly to, or represents,
neighborhood aesthetic.
Yes (3), No (1)
PROFILED IN A PUBLICATION OR OTHER MEDIA: Tree has received coverage in print, internet, video media, etc.
Yes (1), unknown (5)
PROMINENT LANDSCAPE FEATURE: A striking and outstanding natural feature.
Yes (6), No (/)
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Norf IP-Unc/rare
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Yes
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Common
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Yes

***

Yes
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Yes
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Cook-Rare

/ Cook Pine at
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Yes
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No
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Partially
Unknown
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Medium/Lg for SF
No
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KIDA
Cook-Uncommon

LTC-08/06/2015 SUMMARY OF RESPONSES from Nomination Forms (Landmark Criteria) for Norfolk Island
Nominator/Evaluator
* *
RARITY * * *
* * *
PHYSICAL * * *
Size
Advanced ageforspecies
Distinguished Form
Condition
* * *
HISTORICAL * * *
Historical association
Media or print
ENVIRONMENTAL ***
Prominent landscape feature
Low tree density
lnterdepn’tgroupoftrees
Visible/access. fr/ Public ROW
High traffic area
Important wildlife habitat
Erosion control
Wind or sound barrier
* * * CULTURAL* * *

Neighborhood appreciation
Cultural appreciation
Contribution to nghrhd character
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SHORT

46A’ Cook St.
1
T

Common

Large
Yes
Yes
Good

Yes
Yes

Yes
Moderate
No
Yes
No
Yes
No
left blank

Yes
None apparent
left blank

***

SWAE
Uncommon

***

Large(forSF)
No per ownr’s arbrst
Yes
Good

***

***

None apparent
Unknown
Yes
Moderate
No
Yes
No
No
No
No
left blank
Yes/none apparent
left blank

***

Arbrst McNair (PropOwnr)
NorflslndPine-Common
85’tall
No
No
Good health
None apparent
***

No, perprop owner
Moderate
No
Low visibility
No
Perch for birds
No
No
Prop owner...*

Arbrst Costello (PropOwnr)
Agrees Norfolk per McNair

Page 2 of 2

***
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***

Attorney for PropOwn
See** + McNair’s opinion

***

***

Arbrst Leggitt (Nomntr)
CookPine (+Mr. Hummer)
100’tall
Mature
Yes
Good

Yes

Yes

WRITTEN SUMMARY

--

8/6 & 10/1 LTC MEETINGS for 46A COOK ST. “PINE” TREE
Prepared for Oct. 27, 2015 UFC Meeting
Rose Hilison

One Norfolk Island Pine Araucaria heterophvlla) was nominated by Mr. Richard Worn at 60 Cook St. A Landmark
Tree Nomination Form for a tree at 46A Cook was submitted to the Planning Commission for intent to nominate and
a resolution was passed. In addition, the Director of the Department of Public Works issued an Emergency Protection
Order temporarily protecting the tree. Refer to LTC members’ and staff’s evaluation reports as they pertain to the
requisite criteria RARITY, PHYSICAL. HISTORICAL, ENVIRONMENTAL, and/or CULTURAL to determine
tree as landmark by ordinance.
Refer to:
** ADOPTED 8/6/15 LTC minutes (separate document)
** 46A Cook St. LTC Summary Spreadsheets” (separate document)
--

—

Summary of AUG. 6, 2015 ETC Meeting
Written documents used at meeting:
Planning Department’s July 2, 2015 Case Report on property information and tree xv! Resolution
* All LTC member & staff reports
* Property
arborist’s report (James McNair)
* Landmark Tree Nomination Form (by Richard Worn, 60 Cook St.)
* Nominator’s arborist’s reports (Remy Hummer & Roy C. Leggilt. III
* Property owners’ 2 arborists stated unequivocally tree is Norfolk Island Pine (Araucciria heierophvlla).
* Nominator’s 2 arborists stated tree is Cook Pine (Araiicaria columnaris).
*

owner’s

LTC & Staff agreed on:
* Good condition
* Distinguished form
* No erosion control
* Not part of interdependent group of trees
* Neighborhood appreciation
* Prominent landscape feature
LTC & Staff responses that were more for ‘yes” or ‘no” vs. mixed:
* Size: large (4): large for SF (2)
* 1-iistorical association: Yes (4), Partially (1), None apparent (1)
* Visible/accessible from public right-of-way: Yes (5). No (I)
Staff Member Hui referred to Planning Commission’s packet of information. She stated the tree as a Cook pine, not
common but not uncommon in SF. She also opined tree is large, of advanced age. of distinguished form, in good
condition. some historical association with Mr. George Smith, director of Odd Fellows, house the tree is adjacent to is
historic resource “Type A,” provides environmental benefits, prominent as landscape feature. tallest tree around.
visible from public right of way. may provide habitat source. no erosion control, possible wind/sound barrier, cultural
appreciation with petitions from neighbors, contributes to neighborhood character, unknown for being in publication.
Ms. Bonaparte, attorney for 46 Cook property owner, opined on neighbors’ petitions by neighbors, historic nature of
property. whether tree planted by original owner, arborist McNair states the tree does not fit the criteria for landmark
status and tree if definitively a Norfolk Island Pine. She read from the Here Today excerpt of 46 Cook description.

WRITTEN SUMMARY 8/6 & 10/1 LTC MEETINGS for 46A COOK ST. “PINE” TREE
Prepared for Oct. 27, 2015 UFC Meeting
Page 3 of 5
--

Member Hillan stated tree was not rare, common as many Norfolk Islands in SF, it was a fine tree, continue meeting
to determine if Cook Pine, connection with name of street, and rarity of Cook Pine in SF, sees no documentation
house being certified historic so tree being remarkable tied to historic structure and overall history of planting,
recognized planting of palms surrounding the house in that relationship and if this tree is only remaining evidence of
that, feels it more landmarkable.
Member Hillson evaluated as Norfolk Island Pine. rarity status on International Union for the Conservation of
Nature’s Red List, whether Cook or Norfolk there is some rarity, referred to 120 years count for age. large, majestic.
not all trees unique landmarked. referred to George Smith and his history as painter and Director of Odd Fellows
Cemetery, member of Independent Order of Odd Fellows (IOOF). history of area of “Big Four” cemeteries, the
original 46 Cook 75-foot-wide lot, 1885 photo from Bancroft Library, history of dwellings west of Divisadero back in
those days.
Staff Member Hui stated the Council has had trees with indeterminate species and is not an issue in terms of process.
After LTC discussion, with not enough information, meeting continued to Oct. 1 for further historical & species
clarification.
Summary of OCT. 1,2015 LTC Mectin
Written documents used at meeting (includes Aug. 6, 2015 LTC meeting documents):
* Nominator’s summary document of attributes for Cook vs. Norfolk Island Pine
* Nominator’s Evidential Timel inc document
* Property owner’s arborist’s addendum (dated 9/30/15)
Refer to:
** DRAFT 10/1/15 LTC minutes (separate document)
** “46A Cook St. LTC Summary Spreadsheets” (separate document)
No representative from the Sponsor of the Nomination, the Planning Commission, was present to comment, and with
no time ceded to nominator from Sponsor of the Nomination, Coordinator Hui presented. She stated that although the
species was still unclear, the tree was nice-looking, has some potential historic, environmental and cultural value.
Property owner representative commented on historical viewpoint of tree in relation to any figures.or the property.
Other property owner representatives brought up issues on tree comparing historical 1885 photo and 1946/5 1 photos.
Here Today book description and the tree in photos is a hybrid per Dr. Ritter.
Nominator spoke about tree shown in 1946/5 1 photo and today’s tree and a letter from herbal medicine instructor
regarding species and Hortus Third book.
Nominator supporters referenced SF Heritage letter and for committee to look at criteria for landmarking and to the
historical timeline for evidence.
Nominator supporters state their arborists say tree is a Cook Pine and referenced the “Flora” (Tropical Garden Flora)
document and environmental benefit of large tree and contribution to biodiversity.
Member Short stated she consulted with Dr. Ritter and is convinced he knows better though he indicated to her that
while it is not uncommon. he was not aware of a huge quantity of them in San Francisco.
Chair Hillson stated LTC decided in prior meeting tree was in good condition, had distinguished form, does not
provide erosion control, not part of interdependent group of trees but had neighborhood appreciation: not all LM

WRITTEN SUMMARY 8/6 & 10/1 LTC MEETINGS for 46A COOK ST. “PINE” TREE
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SEC. 810. LANDMARK TREES.
(a) Designation Criteria. The Board of Supervisors in Resolution No. 440-06. Clerk of the Board
of Supervisors File No. 060487, adopted uniform criteria for the designation of landmark trees.
which included consideration of the age, size, shape. species, location, historical association, visual
quality, and other contribution to the City’s character, as set forth Section 810(f) (4) (A)-(E) below.

(f)
(4) Required Findings. As part of any determination that authorizes removal of any landmark tree,
the City entity making such determination shall, in addition to the adopted removal criteria, consider
and make written findings on each of the following factors related to the tree:
(A) Size, age, and species;
(B) Visual characteristics, including the tree’s form and whether it is a prominent landscape
feature;
(C) Cultural or historic characteristics, including whether the tree has significant ethnic
appreciation or historical association or whether the tree was part of a historic planting program that
defines neighborhood character;
(D) Ecological characteristics, including whether the tree provides important wildlife habitat.
is part of a group of interdependent trees, provides erosion control, or acts as a wind or sound barrier;
(E) Locational characteristics, including whether the tree is in a high traffic area or low tree
density area, provides shade or other benefits to multiple properties, and is visually accessible from
the public right-of-way; and
(F) One or more criteria that qualify the tree as a hazard tree pursuant to Section (o).
“46A Cook St. LTC Summary Spreadsheets” (see separate 2-page doc)

Landmark Tree (IT) Nomination Process Flowchart
LT Nomination Form:
Property owner, Board of Supervisors
(BOS), Historic Preservation
Commission (HPC), Planning
Commission (PC), Director of Agency
or Dept. Head, Member of Public

LT Nomination
Form is
completed &
sent to Urban
Forestry Council
(UFC) address
on form

-,

Tree Nomination Sources*: Property
Owner, BOS, HPC, PC, Director of
Agency or Dept. Head
(A Member of the Public must have a
“source” to officially initiate the tree for
nomination.)
*See Page 3 for details.

‘I,
UFC Staff notifies Public Works (PW), Planning, Building, & UFC & includes parcel information
1

L

Landmark Tree Committee (LTC) & UFC Staff:
• Perform site visit
• Complete & submit Landmark Tree Evaluation Forms (with any additional research) to UFC Staff

1

UFC Staff sets LTC hearing date with a minimum 15-day notification period. (Standard notifications
made by Staff.)

‘I,
LTC Meeting: Discussion/Action per criteria in ordinance:
Nominator, Property Owner, Public, Any Other Interested Parties comment /
present here before LTC makes decision.

4,
Majority to
support

I

No majority to
support

Yes
criteria for landmar

Split vote (tie), no majority, no recommendation

To full UFC Meeting

NOTE: LT process flow charts intended as a graphic guide, not exhaustive. Refer
to LT Ordinance (PW Code Sec. 810). 1 File of nominations kept with UFC Staff.

O3O3LTCchanges
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Landmark Tree (LT) Nomination Process Flowchart (continued)

UFC Meeting:
• LTC Chair gives verbal report on written summary
• Discussion/Action per criteria in ordinance:
Nominator, Property Owner, Public attend/present before UFC makes decision.
‘Jr

Majority to
support &
adopt resolution

]4

No majority to
support

Does the tree meet the
eria for landmarking?

I

Tree temporarily
designated (protected)
for Director of Agency
or Department Head,
Property Owner, Mayor

Split vote (tie), no recommendation

I

1
UFC Staff sends
information packet with
resolution stating findings
& vote result to BOS

C

BOS process

End2

No

the tree be

End

Yes
Appropriate notifications & updates to lists made, tree
recorded in “Landmark Trees” book (PW), tree
permanently protected

2

If tree is protected (i.e. “temporary designation”), protection ends. Tree cannot be nominated again for
3 years.
NOTE: LT process flow charts intended as a graphic guide, not
exhaustive, Refer to LT Ordinance (PW code Sec. 81O.

o3O3LTcchanges
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Landmark Tree (IT) Nomination Process Flowchart (continued)
*

1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.

Sources for tree nomination (See top right box on Page 1):
Historic Preservation Commission (HPC)
Planning Commission (PC)
Board of Supervisors (BOS)
Mayor
Director of Public Works (PW); Dir. of City Agency, Commission or Dept. Head
Property Owner
1. (HPC) or 2. (PC) Adopts resolution of intent to initiate nomination to UFC

4,
• Tree temporarily designated (protected) as LT at resolution adoption
• Commission informs Director of PW who notices Department or Property Owner

3. Member of BOS introduces resolution of intent to initiate

Tree temporarily designated (protected) as LT at resolution introduction

1 or 6.
4. Mayor or 5. Director of PW, Director of City Agency Commission or Dept. Head
Property Owner initiates LT designation

Temporary designation (protection) occurs when UFC adopts resolution that tree qualifies for LT designation

OPTIONAL: Director of PW issues EMERGENCY ORDER temporarily designating tree on property under its
jurisdiction to prevent immediate removal of tree

NOTE: LT process flow charts intended as a graphic guide, not exhaustive.
Refer to LT Ordinance (PW code Sec. 810). 1
Nominations via letter directly to
UFc staff.
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