December 2, 2016
San Francisco Urban Forestry Council
C/O Mei Ling Hui (meiling.hui@sfgov.org)
City Hall, Room 421
One Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett, Jr. Place
San Francisco, CA 94102
Re:

Objection to Landmark Tree Nomination of 4 Montclair Terrace Coastal Redwood

Dear Chairman and Members of the Urban Forestry Council:
I write to voice my opposition to the nomination for Landmark status of the coastal redwood tree
located at 4 Montclair Terrace. I live next door to 4 Montclair Terrace. This massive tree sits just
25-30 feet from my property line, and towers more than 90 feet over my home. I oppose the
landmarking nomination because the tree: (1) does not meet the criteria for landmark status, (2)
poses a serious and obvious threat to the public safety of neighboring residents, visitors and
tourists visiting the Lombard Crooked Street, and (3) will inevitably inflict costly structural
damage to nearby homes and public roadways over time. This tree is unfit for landmarking by any
measure.
As a preliminary matter, this landmarking nomination is not even properly before the Urban
Forestry Council (“UFC”). The 4 Montclair Tree straddles several private properties via its
expansive, 100+ feet-wide root system (including my adjacent property at 40 Montclair Terrace),
yet only one of those properties has advanced this nomination – the homeowner at 4 Montclair
Terrace. The UFC has dealt with this precise issue before, in connection with the landmarking
consideration of the 455 Chenery Street redwood, and is well-aware of the requirement that all
homeowners whose properties “contain” the subject tree must advance the nomination. Indeed,
the UFC ultimately rejected the 455 Chenery Redwood nomination after the neighboring
homeowner at 461 Chenery voiced this argument in opposition. The same result is warranted
here. Because several homeowners whose properties “contain” this tree and would be directly and
adversely impacted by this decision (including mine) do not consent to and in fact oppose this
nomination, this matter is not properly before the UFC and the UFC has no jurisdictional basis to
consider it. The nomination should be summarily rejected for this reason alone.1
Even if the UFC elects to consider the merits of this improperly-submitted nomination, it fails.
The landmark tree designation is intended to identify trees “because of their unusual size, historic
or cultural significance, critical habitat, and other ecological factors or unique characteristics.” See
FAQ Page SF Landmark Tree Program, http://sfenvironment.org/article/landmark-treeprogram/frequently-asked-questions-for-the-landmark-tree-program. The Board of Supervisors
Detailed legal support for this argument is set forth in the December 2, 2016 Objection Letter
from the Montclair Terrace Association. I concur in all of the arguments made in opposition to
this nomination by the Montclair Terrace Association via their submission, and also in the points
in opposition made by the Lombard Hill Improvement Association via their submission. I hereby
incorporate both submissions herein by reference.
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adopted a set of uniform criteria for the designation of landmark trees, which includes
consideration of the age, size, shape, species, location, historical association, visual quality and
other contribution to the City’s character, and presence or absence of hazard characteristics, as set
forth in Title 16, Sections 810(f)(4)(A)-(E) of the Public Works Code. As demonstrated below,
the 4 Montclair Terrace Tree does not meet any of the required elements, let alone most or all of
them. The landmarking nomination should be rejected.
I.

Section 810(f)(4)(A): Size, age, and species

The 4 Montclair Terrace Tree is just 50 years old – the equivalent of a toddler in human years.
Coastal Redwoods typically live up to 1,200-1,800 years, some specimens living to be over 2,000
years old. See https://www.savetheredwoods.org/redwoods/coast-redwoods/ There is nothing
special about the age of this young tree.
Additionally, the 4 Montclair Terrace Tree is on the small side for its species, standing at 96 feet
tall. Coastal redwoods regularly reach 200-350 feet in height. See
http://www.shannontech.com/ParkVision/Redwood/Redwood3.html (“Between 100 and 200
years, the tree typically reaches 200 to 350 feet in height.”). Coastal redwoods have a potential to
grow well over 370 feet tall. See https://www.savetheredwoods.org/redwoods/coast-redwoods/;
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Sequoia_sempervirens. There is nothing special about the height of
this tree.
This species is common in this area. Coast Redwoods are native to the Pacific Coast, where they
are commonly found from southern Oregon through Central California. There are nearly
1,800,000 acres of Coastal Redwoods growing in this region. See
https://www.savetheredwoods.org/redwoods/coast-redwoods/;
http://www.buyredwood.com/sites/buyredwood/files/redwood-environ_book.pdf There is nothing
rare or unusual regarding this tree species.
The UFC members have confirmed in connection with prior landmarking nominations, such as the
455 Chenery Redwood, that Coastal Redwoods are not rare. And, the fact that a 96-foot redwood
might be uncommon in a dense urban neighborhood is for very good reason—because such a tree
is inappropriate and dangerous in such a setting. Trees of such stature and girth are poorly suited
to San Francisco’s typical lot pattern of intensively developed long, narrow lots. Where a specific
tree’s rarity is attributable to the fact that it is incompatible with San Francisco’s prevalent
development pattern, this factor should not weigh in favor of a landmark designation.
II.

810(f)(4)(B): Visual characteristics, including the tree’s form and whether it is a
prominent landscape feature

The visual characteristics of the 4 Montclair Tree are unremarkable. The tree has been trimmed,
pruned and topped so it lacks the natural shape of a Coastal Redwood. In addition, the tree is
visibly leaning downhill, in a northeasterly direction, as can be seen in the attached photos 1
and 2. Redwoods are known for growing straight as an arrow. The 4 Montclair Tree is not even
close to being a pristine specimen.
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The tree also casts excessive shade on our home for several hours each day, depriving us of
precious sunlight that is so valuable and important in San Francisco’s cool climate, especially in
the winter months. The tree also sheds massive amounts of detritus on our roof, blocking our
gutters and roof drains. These blockages create a “waterfall” effect along our roofline during
rainstorms, keeping us awake at night as water pours over the gutters and lands two stories below
on our driveway. As a result, we are forced to access our roof and hang precariously over the edge
of our roofline to clean out the gutters several times a month during rainy season. The tree’s
detritus also covers the road, which is a “non-conforming road” for the City’s Public Works
Department that does not get the benefit of a city street sweeper cleaning. The detritus also covers
our driveway and walkways, requiring us to sweep and clean frequently. Submitted with this
letter are photos 3 to 8 illustrating the nuisance this tree has created for the public roadway and our
home.
III.

810(f)(4)(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

There are no cultural, ethnic or historical associations with the 4 Montclair Tree, whatsoever. This
tree was planted for personal reasons by a private homeowner in her private backyard, in a densely
populated city setting. The backyard in which the tree sits is surrounded by a tall cinder block
wall and no one but the homeowner has access to it. The tree is 50 years old, allegedly planted in
the early 1960’s, and has no historical associations other than the fact that the surrounding
neighborhood, the Crooked Street in Russian Hill, is well known. But it is not well known for the
4 Montclair Tree – it is well known for the Crooked Street.
The tree does not define neighborhood character in the slightest. There is no neighborhood
support for this landmarking nomination. Every single neighbor on Montclair Terrace and
Lombard Street who has voiced an opinion has come out against the landmarking of this tree.
This tree, and the way the homeowner has handled her personal landmarking quest, has created a
divisive atmosphere amongst the immediate neighbors.
Nor do the neighbors “appreciate” the tree. The homeowner has responded with anger and
hostility to any neighbor requests to thin the tree over the years. She also refused to consult with
her neighbors before nominating the tree for landmarking. And after she nominated it and
neighbors reached out to share their concerns with her, the homeowner refused to speak with them
about it.
Though the homeowner claims that children frequently visit the tree, I have never seen a single
child in her backyard, and my home looks directly into it. Nor has the homeowner’s next door
neighbor Mrs. Kahr at 1040 Lombard ever, in her 40 years of living next door, seen any children
in the 4 Montclair homeowner’s backyard. Indeed, Mrs. Kahr raised her three children in that
home, and neither she, nor any of her three children, have ever been invited into the 4 Montclair
homeowner’s backyard – not once in 40 years. My children have not been invited to come visit
her tree either. Nor has Ms. Jaye invited any of the children of the young families now on
Montclair Terrace, as far as I am aware.
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IV.

810(f)(4)(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

The tree does not provide an important wildlife habitat. It sits amongst a greenbelt of lush gardens
and backyards, with other trees and foliage nearby, and birds hop from tree to tree in this greenbelt
area. If this particular tree was no longer there, the birds would still inhabit this greenbelt area.
The tree is not part of a group of interdependent redwoods in the backyard or neighborhood. And,
that fact makes it a more hazardous tree, because redwoods need to be planted near other
redwoods so that they can interlock their roots for increased stability during storms. See
https://www.parks.ca.gov/?page_id=22257;
http://www.shannontech.com/ParkVision/Redwood/Redwood2.html. With this tree being in
isolation from other redwoods and leaning downhill (towering over several homes), it is highly
likely that this tree can and will fall, taking out several homes and the people living in those
homes.
The tree does not appear to provide any erosion control, nor is there any evidence that it acts as a
wind or sound barrier for the neighborhood.
V.

810(f)(4)(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

The location of the tree, planted by itself along the property boundary in a small urban backyard
just a few feet from a public roadway and amongst a high-density neighborhood, is terrible for a
fast growing and giant redwood. The tree is planted immediately next to a fence and a garage and
will obviously harm both structures. According to the Kielty and Ingalls arborist reports, the tree
has already cracked and tilted the curb, retaining wall and nearby garden wall.
The tree is also planted just a few dozen feet from several other private residential properties,
creating a nuisance for them. Coastal Redwoods do not have a single taproot. Instead, they form a
shallow network of roots that extend radially, within 4-6 feet of the surface, and up to 50-100 feet
from the base. See http://arboretum.ucdavis.edu/downloads/redwood_exhibits.pdf;
http://www.shannontech.com/ParkVision/Redwood/Redwood2.html;
https://fs.usda.gov/Internet/FSE_DOCUMENTS/fsbdev3_058856.pdf.
According to the Kielty and Ingalls arborist reports, the root system for the 4 Montclair Tree
extends approximately 60 feet in every direction from the trunk of the tree. Yet, the 4 Montclair
Tree is located just a 25-50 feet from several other private neighboring properties, including 1040
Lombard, 40 Montclair Terrace, 15 Montclair Terrace, 25 Montclair Terrace, 33 Montclair
Terrace, 44 Montclair Terrace and 45 Montclair Terrace. The root system of the 4 Montclair Tree
clearly extends beyond the property lines of 4 Montclair Terrace. Those roots can and will
damage other home foundations, sewer lines, and the adjacent roadway, Montclair Terrace, over
time. The tree has already cracked and damaged the curb adjacent to the tree, and it is just a
matter of time before it starts damaging the public roadway. And, if any of the neighboring homes
need to upgrade their foundations or driveways, add structural reinforcements for earthquake
safety, renovate/improve their lower floors or add a basement, their efforts will be hampered by
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the tree’s roots. Landmarking of a tree should never be approved when doing so would adversely
impact the legal and property rights of the adjacent and nearby property owners.
The tree also drops detritus on neighboring homes and drain gutters, blocking the gutters and
requiring extra roof maintenance to ensure proper drainage. The tree poses a clear structural threat
to many homes in this densely populated neighborhood. The tree also poses an obvious threat to
the thousands of tourists and passerby attracted to the Crooked Street, as heavy limbs hang over
the street and could break, at any time, without warning, landing on a passing tourist, resident or
car. Photo 3 attached to this letter shows the tree’s large, heavy limbs hanging over the street.
Neighborhood occupants and neighborhood associations are unanimously opposed to the
landmarking of this tree. The homeowner failed to notify and solicit views of adjacent neighbors,
like me, before submitting the landmarking nomination.
Finally, the steep topography and wind appears to have led to the tree leaning downhill per
attached photos 1 and 2 instead of growing straight up like most redwoods. A leaning tree won’t
straighten itself – the lean will only get worse over time, with the impact of wind and gravity. See
http://www.conifers.org/cu/Sequoia.php (“gravity kills Coast Redwood trees when they develop a
lean, which never gets better and usually gets worse, eventually breaking or uprooting the tree,
often during a big storm when winds stress the crown and flooded soils reduce friction between
roots and soil.”) With a tree of this massive size (nearly 100 feet) and weight (hundreds of
thousands of pounds), even a slight lean poses a serious threat to public safety.2 Several private
homes are directly in the tree’s “fall line.” The UFC must not underestimate the catastrophic
consequences that would flow from landmarking a tree that will crush several occupied private
dwellings when it (inevitably) falls – whether in 10 years or 100 years. The UFC cannot
guarantee that such a tragic outcome will not happen. Landmarking an obviously dangerous tree
would be an abuse of the UFC’s discretion, and I urge the UFC not to do so.
VI.

810(f)(4)(F): One or more criteria that qualify the tree as a hazard tree pursuant to
Section 802(0)

Public Works code Section 802(0) states: “‘Hazard Tree’ shall mean any tree that poses an
imminent hazard to person or property. The Director may determine that a tree is a hazard if it or
any part of it: (1) appears dead, dangerous, or likely to fall, even after proper maintenance
activities are performed to eliminate dead or dangerous parts; (2) obstructs or damages a street,
sidewalk, or other existing structure; (3) harbors a serious disease or infestation threatening the
health of other trees; (4) interferes with vehicular or pedestrian traffic; or (5) poses any other
significant hazard or potential hazard, as determined by the Director; provided, however, that
feasible measures have been applied to abate any such hazard, such as applicable maintenance
activities listed in Section 802(l) of this Article. The Director’s determination shall be in writing.”
The 4 Montclair Tree has several “hazard” characteristics.
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Coastal redwoods can weigh up to 1.6 million pounds. See
http://www.redwoods.info/showrecord.asp?id=3950 Assuming the 4 Montclair Tree is 1/3 the size
of the largest redwoods at this time, that still means a weight of more than 500,000 pounds.
5

First, the tree has browning/dying branches that hang over a very popular city street—putting the
general public at risk. These branches are 10-20 feet long, and weigh hundreds of pounds. One
falling branch could easily maim or kill a passing pedestrian, or severely damage a passing car.
As the UFC knows, a large branch recently fell from a city-maintained tree in Washington Square
Park, just a mile or so from Montclair Terrace. Tragically, that branch struck and paralyzed a
young mother who was watching her daughters play in the park when the tree branch hit her. She
is now suing the City of San Francisco, and likely will recover millions of dollars for her injuries
and her family’s loss of enjoyment of their previously-healthy mother.
http://www.sfgate.com/bayarea/article/Woman-paralyzed-by-falling-tree-limb-sues-SF10641381.php. If the UFC landmarks this tree, and a branch falls and injures or kills someone, the
UFC will be inviting liability upon the City of San Francisco for the resulting damages.
Second, the 4 Montclair Tree has already cracked and damaged a public curb, a retaining wall and
a cinder block garden wall. This too is a hazard element.
Third, the status of this tree as lone redwood creates an additional hazard. It is commonly known
that redwoods “have shallow root systems that extend over one hundred feet from the base,
intertwining with the roots of other redwoods. This increases their stability during strong winds
and floods.” See https://www.parks.ca.gov/?page_id=22257. This tree, by contrast, stands alone,
adjacent to a retaining wall, and boxed in by various private home foundations that are located just
a few dozen feet away. With no other redwood tree roots to interlock with, this tree’s stability is
compromised. Perhaps that is why the tree is leaning in a Northeast/downhill direction. It poses a
clear and obvious threat to adjacent homes, which would be crushed to bits if this massive,
500,000-pound tree uprooted and came down during a storm. It is well-known that “gravity kills
Coast Redwood trees when they develop a lean, which never gets better and usually gets worse,
eventually breaking or uprooting the tree, often during a big storm when winds stress the crown
and flooded soils reduce friction between roots and soil.” See
http://www.conifers.org/cu/Sequoia.php. Let us not forget the windstorm of December 12, 1995,
in which thousands of trees were blown over when San Francisco clocked wind gusts of 85-103
MPH, accompanied by several inches of rain. See
http://www.climate.washington.edu/stormking/December1995.html Storms like this can and do
happen, and with a 100 foot (and growing) tree sticking out like a sore thumb atop Russian Hill,
we will never know when a tree like this with its compromised root system might blow over. As
the tree gets taller, bushier and older, it will need a larger root system for stability than its current
location allows. This is a disaster waiting to happen.
I must stress to the UFC that my home, my bedroom, and my children’s bedroom where they
sleep every night, lies just 30 feet from and directly in the potential fall path of this massive
96-foot tall tree. Our home also sits in the general direction of where the tree is already visibly
leaning. I urge the UFC to give careful consideration to the serious public safety consequences
that are implicated by this landmarking nomination. Please think carefully about how your
actions might, even if unintentionally, inflict catastrophic harm upon those living in the
shadow of this huge tree. Even if this tree did satisfy some of the landmarking criteria—which it
does not—landmarking this tree should nevertheless be rejected out of hand due to the poor
locational characteristics, hazard elements and safety considerations described above. It is
scientifically inevitable that this tree will fail at some point—either its roots, its branches or its
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trunk. Every tree not cut down will eventually fall down. No one can predict when that will
happen, but we do know that it will happen. And even if the UFC feels that the statistical odds of a
branch, root or trunk failure in the near future are small, the catastrophic consequences of any such
failure indisputably outweigh any marginal benefit the City may obtain from landmarking one
tree.
No tree is worth more than a human life.
Given the 4 Montclair Tree’s failure to meet even a single one of the landmarking criteria, one
may wonder how it was given provisional approval for landmarking status at the October 6, 2016
Landmark Tree subcommittee hearing. It appears that at least two factors let to this misguided
result.
First, the subcommittee was provided with inaccurate and incomplete information by the
4 Montclair homeowner and her supporters. Given the short notice period the neighbors had
regarding that meeting, most of us (including myself) were unable to attend that meeting to correct
the mis-information the subcommittee was given. I hope the neighbors’ recent submissions in
connection with the December 9, 2016 hearing have now cleared up the misimpression left with
the subcommittee.
Second, despite the uniform criteria for landmark designation which are supposed to be
determinative of a landmarking nomination,3 it appears that the subcommittee instead gave
enormous weight to the 4 Montclair homeowner’s personal story. The subcommittee members
who evaluated the tree were very moved on an emotional level by the homeowner’s story, with
one of the members, Ms. Short, even expressing that she was fighting back tears in thinking about
the homeowner’s story. But a homeowner’s personal attachment to a tree is not relevant to the
landmarking decision. It is regrettable that the subcommittee members allowed their personal
emotions to interfere with their responsibilities in giving careful consideration to the objective
criteria.
Without question, the safety issues implicated by the landmarking nomination of the giant tree
were not addressed properly by the Landmark Tree Committee. Instead, they were glossed over.
“The tree looks fine to me” was about as deep as the discussion got. No one mentioned that the
tree is leaning downhill and will take out several homes when it falls some day. No one
mentioned that the roots of this 96 foot tall tree obviously extend onto others’ properties and
threaten foundations, sewer lines, public roadways, and the like. No one mentioned that the large
branches hang over a public street, and could easily fall and kill someone or damage a passing car.
Though Mr. Kida stated that he noticed some “browning of the limbs” and observed that “[t]hey
slough off their limbs and so yeah, you could get some limb failures from, from the tree,” the
subcommittee apparently chose to give greater weight to the homeowner’s story than to this
serious public safety issue. Ms. Short also stated, “I do have a little bit of concern. It’s, it’s
planted quite close to the fence which has a structural component and if things go the way it looks
3

The factors can be found here:
http://sfenvironment.org/sites/default/files/policy/ufc_landmark_trees_ord.pdf (Section
810(f)(4)(A)– (E)).
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to be, it will get much bigger over time and so I’m always concerned if we’re going to landmark a
tree and there’s potential for structural damage. So for me, that’s a – something to be aware of, at
least.” Ms. Short further commented, “But yeah, neighbors absolutely live with the consequences
and I think we are aware of that.” Of course, subcommittee members should be more than just
“aware” of these obvious dangers and adverse consequences—they should have based their
decisions on these factors, rather than focusing on the homeowner’s personal story of attachment
to this tree. No meaningful and thorough discussion regarding public safety occurred during the
Committee’s meeting, and thus, little or no weight should be given to the subcommittee’s
provisional decision. When proper weight is given to the objective criteria, the right answer is
clear – this nomination must be rejected.
The homeowner’s story is unfortunate. But her election to plant a species of redwood considered
the largest tree in the world in a small backyard within a densely populated city neighborhood was
a misguided decision—one that should not be sanctioned or endorsed by the City via landmarking.
There are more appropriate venues where one can plant such a large tree in memory of loved ones,
including: https://sempervirens.org/ways-to-give/dedicate-a-tree/ and http://www.rffi.org/Plant-aRedwood.html to name just a few. These locations are much more appropriate and tremendously
enhance the survival of such a giant tree whose proper growth, structure and survival rely on other
redwoods.
For all of the foregoing reasons, I urge the UFC to reject this landmark tree nomination.

Kassabian

Enclosures:
cc:

Photos

Anthony E. Valdez
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MONTCLAIR TERRACE ASSOCIATION
December 2, 2016
Dan Kida, Chair
Mei Ling Hui, Staff
Urban Forestry Council
San Francisco Department of the Environment
1455 Market Street, Ste. 1200
San Francisco, CA 94103
meiling.hui@sfgov.org
Re:

Landmark Tree Application for Sequoia Sempervirens at 4 Montclair Terrace

Dear Ms. Hui:
The Montclair Terrace Association, Inc. (#C0734477) is a non-profit neighborhood association
formed in 1975 by the residents of Montclair Terrace to address property issues that affect that
street. We write to inform the Urban Forestry Council that, at the last meeting of its members
held on October 17, 2016, the Montclair Terrace Association passed a resolution to oppose the
landmark tree application by Meri Jaye for the Sequoia Sempervirens, commonly known as a
coastal redwood, that she planted in the backyard of 4 Montclair Terrace.
We further write to explain that the Council should reject that application because Ms. Jaye’s
coastal redwood fails to meet the requirements for the designation of a landmark tree set forth in
Section 810(a)/(f) of Article 16 of the Public Works Code. Critically, per the report attached
hereto as Exhibit A from Kielty Arborist Services, an independent arborist, the tree presents a
hazard and encroaches on other properties and the public street, an issue that was overlooked or
intentionally ignored by Ms. Jaye’s retained arborist, Tree Management Experts. That
encroachment also means that Ms. Jaye alone cannot nominate the tree because it is not
contained within her property, as explained in the legal advice raising this issue for another
coastal redwood tree’s nomination, per Exhibit B attached hereto. Thereafter, we address Ms.
Jaye’s motivation to have the tree landmarks in memory of her family that, although having
emotional appeal, is not a proper matter for consideration under Section 810(a)/(f).
We have reviewed the evaluations by the Council’s staff and Landmark Tree Committee
members, and listened to the recording of that Committee’s meeting where they approved the
nomination. We were disheartened by the wholesale adoption of many of Ms. Jaye’s assertions
with little to no critical evaluation, especially in the area of neighborhood appreciation, which is
non-existent. Many of those adopted assertions were unfounded, per Exhibit C attached hereto.
Now that it has the neighborhood’s input, however, we trust that the Council will follow its
Bylaws and “refrain from using their official positions to secure special advantage or benefit for
themselves or others,” such as Ms. Jaye. We ask that each Council member honor that trust and
critically evaluate Ms. Jaye’s application in order to reach the proper conclusion that this
particular coastal redwood in this particular location is not appropriate for landmark tree status.
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Finally, we ask that, at the upcoming hearing on December 9 on this issue, each resident/property
owner at Montclair Terrace be allowed to present for up to 8 minutes and be provided 5 minutes
collectively for rebuttal, in light of the Council allotting Ms. Jaye 8 minutes as the sponsor,
another 8 minutes as the property owner, and another 5 minutes for property owner rebuttal. It
would be grossly unfair for the Council to provide any less time for those property owners who
are directly impacted by the Council’s decision.
Section 810(a)/(f)(4)(A)-(B): Size, Age, Species & Visual characteristics:
Ms. Jaye’s coastal redwood is a common species in the San Francisco Bay Area. There are
several public spaces that host multiple coastal redwoods a mile or less from Ms. Jaye’s tree,
including Transamerica Redwood Park, Allyne Park, and two coastal redwoods at the base of
Greenwich Terrace a block away.
Ms. Jaye’s application states that this coastal redwood is 85 feet tall and also is noted as being
“Large.” The report from her arborist, Tree Management Experts, states that the tree is 96 feet
tall. It is not relatively large or tall, however, for the same species in San Francisco—this fact is
demonstrated by another coastal redwood that is of equal height across the street at 15 Montclair
Terrace and elsewhere in the City. Thus, the criteria of its size weighs against landmark status.
Ms. Jaye’s coastal redwood also is relatively young because it was planted by Ms. Jaye after she
acquired 4 Montclair Terrace. She conceded to Council staff, Ms. Hui, that the tree was planted
no earlier than 1962, making it 54 years young. Per the application form, a tree must be
“Significantly advanced age for the species.” Thus, its age also weighs against landmark status.
At the same time, however, the potential for this coastal redwood to grow presents a future
problem that also weighs against landmark status because of its particular location. Coastal
redwoods have the potential to grow extremely tall:

UC Davis Arboretum’s Redwood Exhibits at http://arboretum.ucdavis.edu/downloads/redwood_exhibits.pdf
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It is questionable whether a tree with that growth potential—let alone its current size—is
appropriate for the backyard area less than 200 square feet at 4 Montclair Terrace. Moreover,
Ms. Jaye chose to plant this particular redwood at the edge of her property right next to her
garage, and closer to neighboring lots than her own home. This poor decision has resulted in
several factors that disfavor landmark status. First, rather than having a “Distinguished form” as
suggested by Ms. Jaye’s application, any “majestic quality” in this tree type is lost because of its
placement—it is impossible to walk around it and appreciate it. Worse, her placement has
ensured that the tree’s canopy and root system now presents a hazard to the street and
neighboring properties, and that hazard will continue to worsen as the tree matures. Given its
size, age, and species in this particular location, it was not planted with foresight and not
appropriate for landmark status so as to create a nuisance as it continues to grow.
Section 810(a)/(f)(4)(C) Cultural or Historic Characteristics
This coastal redwood is near the world famous stretch of Lombard Street known as the Most
Crooked Street in the World. Its planting post-dated the creation of Lombard’s zig-zags in 1922
and Montclair Terrace in 1936. This is verified in the 1938 image of the area below. The spot
where the coastal redwood currently stands is circled in red—there was no such tree at that time.

July 1938 Image of 4 Montclair Terrace from Google Earth program’s historical imagery feature

Ms. Jaye’s planting obviously was not “part of a historic planting program that defines
neighborhood character” that would favor landmark status. To the contrary, it has no historical
or other significant appreciation. This is further evidenced by the fact that, while there are
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millions of pictures of Lombard Street and its
surroundings on the Internet, this coastal redwood is
missing from most of them.

Not Ms. Jaye’s tree;
it is
behind 15
Montclair
Terrace

As can be seen by the photo to the left at
https://www.tripadvisor.com/ShowUserReviewsg60713-d106232-r439596143-Lombard_StreetSan_Francisco_California.html on TripAdvisor.com,
the only coastal redwood that appears in pictures of
Lombard is the one at 15 Montclair Terrace because
it is taller (sitting at a higher elevation) and closer to
Lombard Street. That tree also is more prominent
since the removal of the failing Cypress tree behind it
last year. Accordingly, the statement in the report by
Tree Management Experts that it “provid[es] a visual
extension and enhancement of the garden along the
crooked street block of Lombard Street,” is false and
unsupported by any documentation or photos. This
falsity is further demonstrated by looking at the
photo below found on TripAdvisor to which Tree
Management Experts’ report points at
https://www.tripadvisor.ca/LocationPhotoDirectLink-g60713d106232-i219933063-Lombard_Street-San_Francisco_California.html. Like the above photo,
this photo shows the tree behind 15
This tree in this
Montclair Terrace. To the right of the light
photo included in the
post in the photo, out of view, is 4 Montclair
landmark application
Terrace, as is readily verified by its different
home style shown in photo 2 submitted with
is not Ms. Jaye’s tree.
the same arborist’s report. The Wikipedia
Its base is behind
page for Lombard Street in the arborist’s
15 Montclair Terrace
report also does not include any photo of
Ms. Jaye’s tree, and even the report
concedes that: “This tree is just out of view
to the right of this image” on Wikipedia.
Thus, statements in the arborist’s report that
attempts to associate Ms. Jaye’s coastal
redwood to the flowers and other
vegetation—the maintenance of which is
funded by those who reside on Lombard
Street and Montclair Terrace (except for Ms.
Jaye)—do not withstand scrutiny.
That Ms. Jaye’s coastal redwood has
achieved no notoriety as an attraction in
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Russian Hill is further evidenced by the Russian Hill Neighbors Association’s website that sets
forth, in great detail, the various aspects of the area worth visiting. Its website includes a
description of walking tours, and specifically notes two publicly accessible coastal redwoods at
Greenwich Terrace, one block south of the Most Crooked Street in the World. See
http://rhnsf.org/history/walks/russian-hill-ii-the-north-slope . That website does not even
mention Ms. Jaye’s tree. See generally http://rhnsf.org/history/ .
As yet another example of the lack of notoriety of Ms. Jaye’s particular redwood, in 2014 the
Friends of the Urban Forest toured the west slope of Russian Hill including a publicly accessible
80-foot redwood, which was not Ms. Jaye’s tree, as Montclair Terrace is on the east slope of the
hill. See http://www.fuf.net/get-involved/events/tree-tour-of-russian-hills-west-slope/ .
Efforts to draw any association between Ms. Jaye’s tree to the Most Crooked Street necessarily
are limited to wide angles of the entire Russian Hill that capture several trees, including other,
publicly accessible coastal redwoods. As shown below, a novelty place mat passed down with
the home of one her neighbors demonstrates that these types of photos exist regardless of the
existence of Ms. Jaye’s tree, which is notably absent from the historical photo in that place mat:

Ms. Jaye’s application, the Tree Management Experts’ report commissioned by her, and other
sources provide details about the formation of the Most Crooked Street and Montclair Terrace.
But, obvious in those descriptions is that Ms. Jaye’s tree has no connection to that history. And,
some of those details in her arborist’s report are flat wrong. While the Hearst family owned land
that is now Montclair Terrace, it was subsequently acquired and developed by Carl Henry. See
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http://rhnsf.org/history/walks/russian-hill-ii-the-north-slope . Consistent with that stated history,
the recorded property documents for the majority of the properties on Montclair Terrace show
that the street was formed around 1936 as part of The Henry Estate Company’s development.
See, e.g., San Francisco Recorder’s Office book 3053 page 33. But those documents, the above
Google Earth image from 1936, and the place mat photo show that Ms. Jaye’s property was not
part of the Henry estate. Her coastal redwood tree had no connection with the large tree grove
on that estate, which was subsequently developed over the Montclair Terrace Association’s
objection. Other statements by her arborist as to the history of Ms. Jaye’s coastal redwood are
unsupported hearsay—they are attempts to fabricate any historical association where none exists.
As should be clear from this letter and other letters of residents, no one in the neighborhood
ascribes any significant positive feelings with this coastal redwood. To the contrary, that tree has
become a sore spot between Ms. Jaye and some of her neighbors due to her decision to tend to it
in such a way that it obstructed many neighbors’ significant views of Coit Tower and other San
Francisco icons. Critically, she has rebuffed efforts from those neighbors to come to a workable
tree management plan, causing neighbors to forcibly seek relief by raising the San Francisco
Tree Dispute Resolution Ordinance in Article 16.1 of the Public Works Code. It is no surprise
then, that Ms. Jaye purposely did not seek any Montclair neighbor’s input except for the furthest
one, James Ludwig, who has since withdrawn his support upon learning that Ms. Jaye sought to
circumvent the neighborhood’s input. Per the assessor’s parcel map for City Block 068, of
which 4 Montclair Terrace (Lot No. 11) is a part, all the owners of the red colored properties
oppose landmark status for Ms. Jaye’s redwood, which is denoted by the green circle:

60 Feet

Owner Name
Lot #
Georgina Cronin
16
Kathleen Vanier & Vance Vanier
21
Christina Zimbardo & Philip Zimbardo
14
Heidi Bioski & Nathan Allen
13
418 Ventures LLC
18B
James Ludwig
19
Hartley Cravens
19A
Barcelona LLC
19B
Kassabian Family Trust
19C
Catherina Paolino & Jawahar Gidwani
5
James Hickman & Joanne Hickman
9/45
Andrew Kahr & Joan Kahr
10
Nominated Tree
Critical Root Zone
Opposed Properties
Sadly, Ms. Jaye has now resorted to
exaggerations about opening her backyard to
others so they can observe the tree. She has
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claimed that her “door is open for the school children, for the tourists” to see it, but her neighbors
have never observed any such group visit her backyard. It also strains credulity that a school
visited Ms. Jaye’s privately owned redwood tree when there are publicly accessible redwood
trees so close by. Should the Council seek to confirm this, it need only ask the principal at Yick
Wo Elementary one block east on Lombard. Surely, if school children frequent Ms. Jaye’s
home, those that attend the school closest to it would be among them. And contrary to her claim,
she does not answer her door for tourists. She only answers for expected guests, which makes
sense in such a high traffic and crime area—to do otherwise would put herself at risk.
Ms. Jaye also has resorted to outreach efforts beyond those of her immediate neighbors who are
actually impacted by her application. She has started a campaign on change.org that she will
undoubtedly tout as demonstrative of community support. In reality, however, a thorough
review of that purported support demonstrates the fallacy of her reliance on it in lieu of actual
community support. Most entries come from outside San Francisco, and outside of California.
The supporting comments, such as “I love trees” and “I like trees” provide no persuasive force as
they indicate no awareness of the criteria for landmark status. And, these supporters number less
than 400—a poor showing for an online petition with a worldwide audience in any event.
Section 810(a)/(f)(4)(D)-(E) Ecological and Locational Characteristics
Mrs. Jaye’s coastal redwood has no significant ecological characteristics. While this coastal
redwood is prominent due its placement in a city backyard, that very prominence makes it a
hazard as discussed below. This coastal redwood is not part of a group of interdependent trees—
and never has been. It provides no appreciable erosion control because Ms. Jaye has put stone in
the remainder of her yard. It also provides no demonstrable wind or sound barrier. Ms. Jaye’s
application claims otherwise in all these respects, including the bald assertion that it is a habitat
for “at least 7 species of birds.” But neighbors have observed no wildlife permanently inhabiting
the tree or visiting it. Ms. Jaye’s arborist asserts that the tree is the home of Anna’s
hummingbird. That is contrary to observations of hummingbirds gravitating to other, nearby
flowering trees, and not Ms. Jaye’s coastal redwood. Coastal redwoods are not known to attract
hummingbirds. See http://www.audubon.org/content/how-create-hummingbird-friendly-yard .
Her arborist’s report also notes that another one of those species
is the “red-masked parakeet”—i.e., the Wild Parrots of Telegraph
Hill. Neighbors have observed that the Wild Parrots often
frequent other the trees in the backyards of this block—not this
coastal redwood—because those trees bear fruit and have edible
leaves, unlike the coastal redwood. Thus, Ms. Jaye’s assertion,
and her arborist’s adoption thereof, do not survive scrutiny.
Sadly, after the lack of evidence of a habitat was raised at the
Landmark Tree Committee’s meeting, Ms. Jaye hung a bird
feeder from the nominated tree per the photo here. Clearly, such
a tactic does not turn the tree into a wildlife habitat.
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In terms of its location, the coastal redwood is near the Most Crooked Street in the World, and
thus it is near a high traffic area. It also is in a low tree density block, although a high density
tree block is less than 250 feet away at the George Sterling Park at Lombard and Hyde Streets.
Ms. Jaye’s coastal redwood is inaccessible to the public, and most of its base buts up against Ms.
Jaye’s garage and fence, and thus is even partially inaccessible to her. It provides no public
shade as there is no sidewalk near it. It provides no benefit to any other property, and is a hazard
to other properties and the public right of way as described further below.
Section 810(a)/(f)(4)(F) Hazard Tree
There are many circumstances that result in Ms. Jaye’s coastal redwood being a hazard pursuant
to Section 802(o) as noted in report by certified arborist Kevin R. Kielty attached as Exhibit A.
First, due to Ms. Jaye’s planting of this tree right next to her property line, the trees roots—
which “under normal site conditions the roots would extend up to 60 feet from the trunk”—have
extended onto the roadway and caused damage to the street curb, as well as the retaining wall for
the street. That 60-foot radius is also known as the “critical root zone,” as diagramed on page 6
above. See https://nature.berkeley.edu/garbelottowp/?qa_faqs=what-is-the-critical-root-zone.
Thus, the critical roots for this tree likely extend across the street and into at least 4 neighboring
properties, and can potentially damage home foundations or other structures thereon.
Second, because this coastal redwood encroaches on private properties, it is improper for Ms.
Jaye alone to sponsor its nomination. This very same issue was raised when another coastal
redwood at 455 Chenery Street was nominated back in 2006, when there were different Council
members. Notably, legal analysis attached hereto as Exhibit B was provided to the Landmark
Tree Subcommittee, and that analysis concluded that, because the Ordinance that requires that
the subject tree be nominated by the “property owner whose property contains the subject tree”
and in light of California law regarding tree ownership, the nomination of a tree with roots across
multiple properties requires the nomination by all those owners of the tree. Notably, the
application for the redwood at 455 Chenery was rejected by the Committee. Its report on the
application stated that “Resolution of this [nomination] issue is beyond the legal expertise of the
committee.” Even if that analysis is not adopted by the City Attorney if further advice is sought
by the Council this time around, a further approval of Ms. Jaye’s tree by this Council taking the
contrary view would then invite wasteful litigation on this issue. Critically, while that analysis
presented in 2006 was limited to California law, a similar conclusion regarding the use of the
landmark process for a tree across multiple properties, but only supported by one owner, can be
reached under federal constitutional law. The adjacent property owners have a right to the use,
enjoyment and value in their properties, including the right to let this coastal redwood’s roots
persist. Because Ms. Jaye’s application seeks government action takes away that choice to
significantly burden their properties, such action taken by the City by approving the tree as a
landmark is in violation of the U.S. Constitution’s Fifth and Fourteenth Amendment’s Taking
and Due Process Clauses. Approving this nomination could subject the City to liability,
including claimants’ attorneys’ fees to enforce their civil rights pursuant to 42 U.S.C. § 1983.
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Third, the tree’s limbs overhang onto Montclair Terrace, creating a potential falling hazard on
the road, especially because it has “heavier than normal lateral limbs” that are “prone to failure”
per Mr. Kielty’s report. Those branches also block light from a street light post that is within
5 feet of the tree. That results in a security concern at night, and also is a potential fire hazard as
the tree grows and starts to touch that lighting. Likewise, the height and existing branches of the
coastal redwood results in detritus constantly landing on most of the street and on the roof of the
neighboring home at 40 Montclair Terrace. The detritus on that roof then gathers and blocks
gutters. The detritus must be cleaned constantly by neighboring owners to the detriment of their
own safety because of the gutters’ location at the side of their home. The drainage block caused
by the detritus has contributed to a leaking roof and damage to the side of that neighboring home.
Fourth, the tree is not upright: “it has a slight tilt to the northeast” and has “trunk lean” per Mr.
Kielty’s report, and this tilt and lean is significant enough that is readily observable to the naked
eye. The tilt is down with the slope, creating the potential that it will fall onto other properties.
Worse, there is root damage and the tree has a limited ability to establish critical roots south and
eastward due to Ms. Jaye’s garage and the street’s retaining wall structures right next to it in
those directions. Thus, the tree’s anchoring to prevent further tilt or a fall in the northeast
direction is questionable. And a fall in that direction likely will reach homes on neighboring
properties—with catastrophic results! High winds and rain can cause large, stand-alone trees
like Ms. Jaye’s to fall, and a tilt can only increase that potential. This was the case with a large
Monterey Cypress tree between Hyde Street and Montclair Street, which was older and larger
than Ms. Jaye’s redwood—and likely was part of the Hearst estate described above as it is part of
the tree line that can be seen in the placemat photo on page 5 above, in which Ms. Jaye’s tree is
not present. That older and larger Monterey Cypress fell in part during the El Niño storms in
November 2015, and subsequently had to be removed because of the continuing hazard that the
remainder then posed. See Kron 4 Report at http://kron4.com/2015/11/04/video-preventingdowned-trees-during-el-nino/. Luckily no one was hurt from that incident. But, it serves as a
recent warning as to the potential harm of Ms. Jaye’s tree. Ironically, the arborist’s report by
Tree Management Experts notes that the “[r]ecent removal of a large tree from a nearby property
has reduced the tree density in this area” but fails to provide the critical circumstances for its
removal that support the rejection of Ms. Jaye’s application.
Given all these concerns, it is very troubling to us that the Tree Management Experts, as
commissioned by Ms. Jaye, fails to analyze any of these issues, and only provides the conclusory
assertion that: “This coast redwood . . . is not a hazardous tree, and is in a site where it can
sustain growth for many years to come.” It is deficient in this respect.
Ms. Jaye’s Motivations for Tree Nomination
Ms. Jaye’s application states that the tree was planted “in honor of my late husband and
children.” During the Landmark Tree Committee’s passing on her application, she again raised
that the tree is a “memorial of her husband and their children who tragically left our world,”
which she has never identified by name. While her personal motivations might raise emotions,
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they are not criteria for consideration under the Landmark Tree Ordinance. The nominated tree
itself must contribute to the beauty of our City.
When the Council is asked to stray beyond the criteria of the Landmark Tree Ordinance, as
requested by Ms. Jaye here, it necessarily must use in subjectivity in evaluating the merits of the
particular purpose of the applicant. Such a process loses all controls and bounds. The stated
criteria of the Landmark Tree Ordinance, like any rule of law, is to give the community a
framework for governance. That Ordinance was adopted after deliberation and legislative
process. The Council is now trusted to execute its requirements faithfully. To do otherwise, by
interjecting other criteria, is to cause the community to lose faith in the political process and act
as rogues, following the example of their civic leaders.
Worse, when officials act in a way that is untethered from the laws they are entrusted to enforce,
they invite their implicit biases to take over decision-making that is contrary to rational and
critical evaluation. They run the risk of violating their ethical duties and playing favorites to
those like Ms. Jaye. The rest of this neighborhood consists of other elderly folk, as well as new
families with children that call Montclair Terrace home and will play on this street for years to
come. Should this Council be any more swayed by Ms. Jaye than those factions, likewise weak
from age, or the cute, bright-eyed toddlers who risk branches from Ms. Jaye’s tree falling on
them when they play on the street? This balancing act is a tough one, which is why the
Ordinance does not call for the Council to evaluate and consider personal stories in connection
with or opposition to landmark status.
It is for these reasons that Ms. Jaye’s personal story should not be considered by the full Council,
especially since its powerful emotional sway already led the Landmark Tree Committee to rely
on it in passing the application. We ask that the full Council not engage in the same mistake. As
said by our Founding Father John Adams, we are “republic to be a government of laws, and not
of men.” This Council is charged with applying the Ordinance to Ms. Jaye’s application. Her
main thrust is the emotion of her personal story. But, that story is not proper for consideration
under the Ordinance. The Council should focus instead on the factors that are.
We trust that looking at all the relevant evidence carefully per the Ordinance’s criteria will result
in Ms. Jaye’s application being rejected by the Council. Thank you for your consideration of this
letter.
Best regards,

Kassabian, President
cc:

Anthony E. Valdez

EXHIBIT A

Kielty Arborist Services LLC
Certified Arborist WE#0476A
P.O. Box 6187
San Mateo, CA 94403
650-515-9783

November 9, 2016
Montclair Terrace Association
c/o Ms. Heidi Bioki

Site: #4 Montclair Terrace, San Francisco, CA
Dear Ms. Bioki,
As requested on Wednesday, October 9, 2016, I visited the above site to inspect and comment on
a large redwood tree near the street. The tree is being nominated as a landmark tree and the
neighborhood’s concern as to this nomination has prompted this visit.
Method:
Permission from the owner of the tree was granted to inspect the tree. All inspections were made
from the ground; the tree was not climbed for this inspection. The tree in question was located
on a “Not- to-Scale” map provided by me. The tree was then measured for diameter at 54 inches
above ground level (DBH or diameter at breast height).
The tree was given a condition rating for form and
vitality. The trees’ condition rating is based on 50 percent
vitality and 50 percent form, using the following scale.
1 - 29 Very Poor
30 - 49 Poor
50 - 69 Fair
70 - 89 Good
90 - 100 Excellent
The height of the tree was estimated and the spread was
paced off. Comments and recommendations for future
maintenance are provided.
Large redwood as seen from the window across the
street. The tree blocks the view of the bay and many
of the San Francisco landmarks. A designation of a
landmark tree would restrict the ability to repair
infrastructure or to improve the valuable view from
the neighboring properties.

4 Montclair/11/9/16

(2)
Observations:
The tree in question is a redwood (Sequoia
sempervirens) with a diameter at breast
height of 64.9 inches. The tree is located on
the side rear of # 4 Montclair terrace against
the retaining wall below the street. The
estimated height of the redwood is 90 feet
with a total crown spread of 50 feet. The
vigor of the redwood is good to fair with
normal shoot growth for the species. The
form of the redwood is poor the tree being
topped in the past.

The large trunked redwood with a retaining wall against the trunk.
The redwood has codominant leaders from the topping point and long lateral limbs as a result of
the topping. The poorly attached codominant tops and the heavier than normal lateral limbs are
prone to failure. The tree has a slight lean to the northeast. A large bulbous base of the tree is
pressing on the retaining wall at the street. The curb on the street is separated near the trunk of
the tree. The condition rating of the tree is 55 on a 1-100 scale (poor-fair condition)
The redwood has a restricted root zone with a
retaining wall at the base of the street restricting
root growth. The retaining wall has been damaged
with a large crack six feet northwest of the trunk of
the tree. Large surface roots are located on the
north and west side of the tree with a 12 inch root
being visible 8 feet from the trunk.

Large crack in retaining wall from obvious root
damage. The retaining wall helps support the
street above.
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Site Observations:
The site is well maintained with a brick patio and landscape plants. The landscape area is 60 feet
by 25 feet divided into two areas by a wall 10 feet from the tree. The property is 2-4 feet below
the street curb and retaining wall. Under normal site conditions the roots would extend up to 60
feet from the trunk (calculated drip line 10xDBH). The tree was not well maintained in the past
as a topping event has structurally compromised the tree with poorly attached codominant
leaders and heavier than normal lateral limbs.
Summary:
The large redwood is in fair overall
condition. The tree has good vigor, but poor
form from a past topping. The longer than
normal lateral limbs and codominant leaders
are prone to failure (common for topped
trees). The trunk and large surface roots are
damaging the hardscape on the property and
the large retaining wall helping to support
the street. As the tree increases in size
damage from the large bulbous trunk and
surface roots will increase. The structural
integrity of the retaining wall will continue
to be destroyed the roots. The retaining wall
may be a significant element in supporting
the roadbed above.
The tree is a poor to average redwood and
not a good candidate for a designation of a
Landmark Tree.

Poorly located redwood tree with large
buttress roots pressing on the retaining wall which helps support Montclair Terrace above.
A designation of a Landmark Tree may restrict the city’s ability to make repairs to the
road and curb.
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Nomination for Landmark Tree:
I do not support the nomination of the redwood tree for the following reasons:
• This tree is neither a unique species (Sequoia sempervirens being exceedingly common in
the Bay Area) nor a great example of that species. Ms. Jaye mentioned her belief that the
bark was special at the time of our visit, but this is not the case. The bark is very
average for this type of tree.
• The condition of the redwood is in the lower range of fair. The past topping, trunk lean
and heavier than normal lateral limbs contributed to the poor-fair condition rating.
• Making the tree a landmark tree will restrict the future owner’s ability to heavily prune or
replace the tree as it damages property or failure becomes more evident. Furthermore,
the size and close proximity of the tree to homes and pedestrian traffic means that even a
partial failure is likely to result in catastrophic damage or even serious injury given that
the limbs extend over the narrow street.
•

•
•

•

The tree blocks the view of the bay including landmarks such as Coit Tower and detracts
from the Character of the neighborhood as a view neighborhood where tourists flock to
admire the flowers on twisty Lombard and take photos of Coit Tower, the Bay, Trans
America Pyramid and the Bay Bridge. A landmark tree designation would restrict the
owner or future owner’s ability to improve the view for the neighbors in the
neighborhood.
The location of the tree is poor with the trunk damaging the retaining wall below the
street.
A landmark tree would restrict the city’s ability to perform repairs to the street and curb.
As such, it seems that the tree could be classified as a “Hazard Tree” under Article 16,
Section 802(o) of the San Francisco Public Works Code (“(2) obstructs or damages a
street, sidewalk, or other existing structure”).
The lengthy root system of the tree is likely already causing damage to pipes and other
infrastructure located under the street and possibly to neighboring foundations. It is only
a matter of time until the situation becomes more evident as the roots continue to grow.
More specific review is not possible given the costly nature of ripping up the road to see
where infrastructure is located and what damage is already being caused by the large tree
on this narrow street.

The information included in this report is believed to be true and based on sound arboricultural
principles and practices.
Sincerely,

Kevin R. Kielty
Certified Arborist WE#0476A

4 Montclair/11/9/16
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Definition of Landmark Trees (San Francisco Environmental):
The Landmark Tree program identifies and preserves the City’s best trees. Trees are evaluated
individually using a set of criteria that includes the tree’s rarity as well as its ecological,
historical, social, or aesthetic contributions to San Francisco’s landscape. Due to their
exceptional contributions, those deemed the best trees receive the highest level of protection
afforded to San Francisco trees.
Hand Drawn (not to Scale) Map of Site:

EXHIBIT B

11/09/06

002

REUBEN & JUNItIS

14:40 FAX 3999480

flfl REUBEN

November

Via E—Mail

.iemus A. Rnubea

etlLIIiYY

-

Landmark Tree Subcommittee
Urban Forestry Council
11 Grove Street
San Francisco, CA 94102
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for landnnrk status By this letter, we respectfully assert that the landmark nomination is
not properly before the Landmark Tree Subcommittee ("Subcommittee") and cannot be
acted upon- Alternatively, we respectfully request that you recommend denial of the
nomination, because the tree does not satisfr the criteria for a landmark designation.
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Opposition to Landmark Tree Nomination at 455 Chenery St.
Hearing Date: November 14, 2006
Our File No.: 5732.01
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BACKGROUND
Ms. Maya

Dhillon,

owner of

submitted a landmark tree

form ("Nomination") to the Urban Tree Council on October 13, 2006.' The
subject tree of the Nomination ("Tree"), a coastal redwood (Sequoia seinpervirens) is
located in the yard at the rear of Ms. DhiI ion's house. Mr. Gillies owns the property at
461 Chenery Street, which is adjacent to Ms. Dhillon's property and contains portions of
the Tree.

nomination
4/au

adnmilludthNvw

To date, this office has received and reviewed written observations prepared by
three different free professionals; (I) a report prepared by Mr. John Bryan, a consulting
arborist registered with the American Society of Consulting Arborists ("Arborist
Report"); (2) an evaluation form completed by Ms. Grace Ma of your staff
("Evaluation"); and (3) a brief letter prepared by Mr. Ted Kipping of Tree Shapers, LLC,

'The Nomination is attached hcrcto
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as Exhibit A.
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(cKipping Letter") and submitted by Ms. Dhillon with the Nomination.2 According to
these documents, the characteristics of the Tree are as follows:
•

The main trunk of the Tree is on Ms Dhillon's property (Arborist Report,
Evaluation, Kipping Letter);

•

The trunk is located approximately eight feet from the southeast corner of Mr.
Gillies' building at 461 Chenery (Arborist Report);

•

Sucker shoots at the base of the Tree, measuring six to eight feet in width and
five to six feet in height, are pushing over the property line fence and
encroaching onto Mr. Gillies' property (Arborist Report);

•

The Tree is approximately 45-feet Ui height with a trunk diameter of
approximately 35-inches and a canopy spread ranging from 16 to 24 feet
(Arborist Report, Evaluation, Kipping Letter);

•

The branches of the Tree extend nine to twelve feet above the roof of Mr.
Gillies' building (Arborist Report);

•

Three side branches, arising roughly nine feet above the round, extend into
and crowd the upper growth of the Tree (Arhorist Report);

•

Substantial amounts of detritus, including ivy and deadwood, has accumulated
in the portions of the Tree greater than 8-feet above the ground, providing
potential habitat for vennin and insects, increasing the Tree's wind resistance,
and impeding the flow of light and air (Arborist Report);
1

The Subcommittee should also be aware that the Planning Commission, after a
duly noticed public hearing, approved an addition to the single-family home at 461
Chenery Street.3 In response to concerns raised by Ms. Dhillon at that hearing, Mr.
Gillies agreed to hire a consulting arborist to advise him regarding construction
techniques that will minimize the impact of construction on the free and to replace the
tree if it cannot be retained
This agreement is memoriali2ed in the Planning
Commission's approval Notably, the Planning Commission did not state that it
considered the Tree worthy of landmark status.

2

The Arborist Report arid Evaluation are attached hereto as Exhibit B. The Kipping Letter is appended to
the Nomination in Exhibit A.

The Planning Coinmiss ion approval is attached hereto as Exhibit C.
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B. THE NOMINATION IS NOT PROPERLY BEFORE

TIlE SUBCOMMITTEE.

The Urban Forestry Ordinance ("Ordinance") restricts the manner in which trees
may be nominated Private owners may oniy nominate trees that are contained on their
property.
The Ordinance and analogous local laws related to landmark buildings
indicate that all property owners subject to a landmark designation—not just a portion of
it—must subscribe to privately initiated nomination requests.
Under state law,
overhanging branches and underlying roots belong to the owner of property they
encroach upon. Because portions of the Tree's branches and roots are located on Mr.
(fillies property, portions of the Tree are contained on Mr. Gillies property for purposes
of the Ordinance and belong to him under state law. Therefore, ML (fillies must
subscribe to the Nomination for it to be valid. Because he has not done this, the
Nomination is not properly before the Subcommittee and should not be acted upon
1.

Privately Initiated Nominations Require the Property Owner's
Consent.

The Ordinance sets out three methods by which a free may be nominated for a
landmark designation: (1) the Board of Supervisors, Planning Commission or Landmarks
Preservation Advisory Board may nominate a free by resolution; (2) the director of any
City agency or department may submit a written nomination; or (3) the property owner
whose property contains the subject tree may nominate a tree Public Works Code §
8l0(b)(1).
The Ordinance does not further define the term "contains." According to
Webster's Unabridged Dictionary, "contain" means to "hold or include within its volume
or area." Thus, private persons whose property does not bold or include a tree, may not
nominate a tree. The power to nominate trees without a property owner's consent rests
solely with designated public bodies and public officials.
The Ordinance does not set out a specific procedure for nomination where a tree
jointly owned or where its branches are roots are contained on multiple properties
rather than one. However, its general approach to privately initiated nominations
indicates that the owners of all property containing the free must request the nomination.
The alternative would allow one private party to initiate a process that culminates in a
restriction on another private party's ownership interests. The Ordinance clearly reserves
this power to public bodies and public officials.
is

2.

Landmark Building Dcsignations not Initiated by a Public Eody
Require the Consent of a Property Owner'.

Analogous procedures governing the designation of landmark buildings suggest
the above interpretation of the Ordinance is correct. Under the Planning Code, the
process to landmark a building may be initiated by the Board of Supervisors, the
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Planning Commission, the Art Commission, the Landmarks Preservation Advisory
Board, or "on the verified application of owners of the property to be designated or their
authorized agents." San Francisco Planning Code § 004
The Planning Code does
allow
property
owner
not
one
to initiate the landmark process for a building, or portions
of a building, on another's property. Rather, initiation without an owner's consent is
entrusted to desigiiated public bodies.
1

1

3.

Encroaching Branches and Roots belong to Mr. Gillies under State
Law.

California law recognizes that trees whose trunks are wholly upon the land of
one owner belong exclusively to him." Cal.Civ. Code § 833. However, countervailing
principles of state law recognize that a landowner has the right to the surface of the land
and to anything situated beneath or above it. Cal. Civ. Code § 829. The California
Supreme Court has reconciled these two principles by stating that encroaching free
branches "belong" to the owner of the property on which they encroach, not to the owner
of the land on which the trunk is located. Grandona v. LovdaL, (1889)78 CaL 611, 618.
An adjacent property owner therefore has a right to remove encroaching tree branches
and roots. 1±; See also Booska v Pate], (1& DiaL 1994) 30 CaL Rptr. 2d 241 (holding an
adjoining owncr has a right to remove the encroaching roots of an adjoining free so long
as the right is reasonably exercised); Fick v. Nilson,
Dist. 1950) 98 C.A 2d 683
(holding an adjoining owner has a right to remove encroaching limbs and roots but not to
enter neighbor's property and cut down an entire tree); Stevens v Moon
Dist. 1922)
54 CaL App 737 (holding. adjoining owner has a right to remove encroaching roots
which interfered with use and enjoyment of property); Bonde v. Bishop, (Pt Dist. 1952)
112 Cal. App. 2d 1, 5 (stating encroaching limbs and roots may be removed to the extent
of the encroachment), Thus, state law clearly establishes that any overhanging branches
and underlying roots of the Tree belong to Mr. Gillies and may be removed by him to the
extent that they encroach on his property.

(4

(2

The Roots and Branches of the Tree are not Contained on 455
Chen cry Street.

4.

It is undisputed that a substantial portion of the Tree, its roots, and branches
encroach on Mr. Gillie's property. According to the Arborist Report, numerous "sucker
shoots" from the Tree are located on Mr. Gillies' property. Arborist Report at p. 1.
These shoots are damaging the property line fence and impeding access to the garden at
the rear of his property. Arborist Report at 3. The branches of the tree extend up to 12
feet over Mr. Gillies' roof, and its roots extend underneath Mr. Gillies land. Arborist
Report at 2-3. The encroachment is confirmed by the Kipping Letter submitted with the

Planning Code

§

1004J

is

attached hereto as Exhibit

ti
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Nomination. Thus, substantial portions of the Tree are contained not on Ms. Dhillon's
property but on Mm Gillies'.
5.

A Landmark Designation could Deprive Mr. Gillies' of Substantial

Property Rights.
The overhanging branches of the Tree not only encroach onto Mt Gillies'
property, they could also interfere with the construction work reviewed and approved by
the Planiiing Commission afler a public hearing? Designating the Tree a landmark would
restrict Mr. Gillies' right to remove encroaching branches and roots, and could potentially
impair his right to build on his property in accordance with project approvals granted by
the Plamiing Commission.
6.

The Nomination is not Properly before the Subcommittee.

By the terms of the Ordinance, the nomination is not properly before the
Subcommittee. No designated city body or official has nominated the Tree. Rather, the
Nomination was filed by Ms. Dhillon, whose property at
contains
only a portion of the Tree. According to the documents Ms. Dhillon submitted herseff,
substantial portions of the tree, its roots, and branches, encroach onto Mr. Gillies
property. Kipping Letter. Under state law, encroaching portions of the tree belong to
Mr. Gillies, who has a right to remove them. Landmarking the free could deprive Mr.
Gillies of both his ability to remove the encroaching branches arid roots and to construct
the approved addition on his house.
The Ordinance does not provide that a private property owner may nominate a
tree, or portions thereof, located on the property of another and thereby initiate a process
that may ultimately deny that ptoperty owner of substantial property rights. The only
mechanisms available to initiate a nomination without the consent of the affected
property owners requires action by a designated city official or body. No such action was
taken here, and Mr. Gillies consent is therefore required for the Nomination to be valid
and to proceed. Mr. Gillies has not supplied his consent, and we therefore respectfblly
urge that the Subcommittee refrain froni considering the Nomination.
C.

THE TREE DOES NOT MERIT A LANDMARK DESIGNATiON.

The criteria for determining whether a free is worthy of landmark status are set
out in Section 810(f)(4)(A)-(E) of the Ordinance. Public Works Code § 810(a).
Specifically, the Subcommittee and the Urban Tree Council shall consider the following
factors:
The tree's size, age, and species;
Thc Planning Cornniission authorized a vertical addition to the building.
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•

Visual characteristics, including the tree's form and whether it is a prominent
landscape feature;

•

Cultural or historic characteristics, including whether the ti-ce has sigiificant
ethnic appreciation or historical association or whether the tree was part of a
historic planting program that defines neighborhood character;

•

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; and

•

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.

We respectfully submit that the materials submitted to the Urban Forestry
Council, including the Nomination, do not establish that the Tree merits landmark status
Rather, they indicate that the Tree is poorly maintained, inappropriate for its location, and
insignificant as a cultural, historical, ecological or aesthetic resource. The Tree cannot be
designated as a landmark tree since the relevant criteria have not been satisfied.
1.

Size, Age and Species

The Tree is unexceptional in terms of its size age and species. According to the
Evaluation, the tree is not "greater than typical mature size or age." Ms. Dhillon has
asserted that the Tree is notable for its size and age. Nomination. However, Ms.
Dhillon's claim is contradicted by the Kipping Letter, which she submitted in support of
the Nomination. The Kipping Letter indicates only that the Tree is a "mature" specimen,
which is "constrained in height by the wind." Kipping Lettet Thus, the only support for
the Tree being atypically old or large is Ms. Dhillon's lay opinion—an opinion directly
contradicted by thc letter allegedly supporting the Nomination.
The Evaluation and the Nomination both indicate that the tree, a coastal redwood, is a
rare species for San Francisco. However, rarity is not one of the criteria set forth in the
Ordinance and should not qualify a tree for landmark status when the rarity is attributable
to a species' inappropriateness for San Francisco's dense urban neighborhoods. Here, the
Tree in question can grow to heights in excess of 200 feet and its trnnk can grow to over
20-feet in diameter.6 Trees of such stature and girth are poorly suited to San Francisco's
typical lot pattern of intensively developed 25-foot-by-100-foot lots. Where a tree's
rarity is attributable to the fact that it is largely incompatible with San Francisco's
o

This inforrnadon is taken front the Columbia Electronic Encyclopedia, avaithble online at

W%'W.CI) cyclope4ia.corn.
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prevalent development pattern, this factor should not weigh in favor of a landmark
designation.
1.

Visual Characteristics

The visual characteristics of the Tree do not support a landmark designation. Its
outward appearance reflects an ongoing pattern of poor care and maintenance. For
example, the side branches are crowding the upper growth. Arborist Report at 2. Until
recently, lower portions of the Tree were covered in ivy.7 Although the ivy has been
removed from the bottom 18-feet of the Tree, it remains attached above this height.
Arborist Report at 2
Considerable dead wood and debris has been allowed to
accumulate in the upper portions of the Tree, and several stubs of branches evidence
incorrect pnining. Id.; See also Evaluation. Because of the Tree's poorly maintained
condition, it is not visually outstanding and does not meet this criteria for designation as a
landmark.

Second, the Tree's height is constrained by wind in its location, and it therefore
does not represent a particularly well-fornicd tree of its type. See Kipping Letter The
combination of this relatively low height and location in a sloping yard behind a building
make it difficult to see the Tree from the sidewallc. Evaluation. Notwithstanding Ms
Dhillon's wholly unsupported assertion to the contrary, the Tree is not a "prominent
landscape feature." See Evaluation.
2.

Cultural and Historic Characteristics

The record is devoid of any evidence that the Tree is culturally or historically
significant. Neither the Evaluation nor the Nomination identify a single relevant
characteristic that would establish the Tree as a historic or cultural resource.

Ms. Dhillon asserts that the Tree is culturally and historically significant, an
object of neighborhood and ethnic appreciation, and part of a planting that defines
neighborhood character There is no support for these claims. In the Nomination, Ms.
Dhillon relabels her personal appreciation for the Tree, along with her own ethnicity and
religious practices, as cultural or historical significance. This mischaracterization does
not establish that the Tree has any broader historic or cultural importance.
The Tree is not a defining aspect of neighborhood character, either taken individually
or as part of a historic planting. As noted in the Evaluation, the Tree is not easily visible
from the street. There is also no evidence that the Tree, along with others of like species,
size, and age, are a defining feature of the neighborhood.

Photographs of the Tree are attached hereto as Exhibit E mease note that the Tree is identified as the
"DR Requestor's Tree" in the photographs, which werc annotated for the Planning Comniission's review
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3.

Ecological Characteristics

The Tree's ecological characteristics may, on balance, be detrimental. Although
this Tree, like virtually any other mature tree, provides potential habitat for various types
of wildlife, there is nothing to indicate that this habitat is cimportant or that the type of
wildlife that would use it is appropriate or desirable. In particular, the accumulation of
deadwood arid ivy in the upper branches provides an attractive locale for vermin and
insects. Arborist Report at 2. An infestation by vermin or insects would clearly
underniine the Tree's value as wildlife habitat for more desirable species and pose a
potential health risk for neighborhood residents.
M& Dhillon asserts that the Tree acts as a wind or sound barrier, but has not presented

any supporting evidence. The Evaluation noted no such benefits. Because the Tree is
located in the relatively low-noise environment of a residential back yard, it is doubtful
that there is a great deal of noise to be screened in the first place.

The benefits, if any, that the Tree provides as a wind block are more appropriately
characterized as unfavorable impacts. Because detritus has been allowed to accumulate
in the Tree and the foliage in its upper branches is overly dense, the Tree impedes the
circulation of light and air. Arborist Report at 2 By making the tree more resistant to
wind, these same features may present a safety risk 1d

Finally, Ms. Ma, the author of the Evaluation, and Ms. Dhillon assert the Tree
provides erosion control. However, there is no evidence that erosion problems would
occur in the Tree's absence, that the erosion control is not attributable to other plants and
structures on the site, or that the asserted benefits exceed the damage caused by the
Tree's uncontrolled growth Mt Bryan has observed the Tree and ddes not believe it
provides significant erosion cont-rol.8
In contrast to the poorly documented erosion control benefits, the damage caused
by the Tree may be readily observed The Tree's sucker shoots are pushing over the
property line fence, encroaching on and impeding access to Mr. Gillies' garden. Arborist
Report at 3; Ripping Letter. The roots are also lifting the bricks in Ms. Dhillon's garden.
Evaluation. No investigation was made of the extent to which the roots may be damaging
the foundations of the buildings at either 455 or 461 Chenery Street, though the proximity
of the Tree to the Mm Gillies' building makes such damage a distinct possibility.9 These
existing and potential impacts clearly outweigh the purported erosion control benefits of
the Tree, which, if they exist at all, are marginal at best.

Conversation with Mr. Bryan on November 8, 2006.
The tree is located approximately eight feet from the southeast corner of Mr.

Gitlie' building.
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Taken together, all of this indicates the Tree is not important as wildlife habitat,
provides few—if any—noise, wind or erosion benefits. In its present, poorly maintained
condition, the Tree constitutes a potential habitat for vermin and insects, is caising
damage to property, and may pose a safety risk when exposed to high winds. Overall, its
ecological characteristics weigh against a landmark designation.
4.

Locational Characteristics.

The locational characteristics of the Tree do not warrant a landmark designation
First, the Tree is not in a high traffic area. It is located at the rear of the property and is
difficult to observe from the street. As noted above, this location is not prominent The
Tree's location makes it a private asset, not a public one.

many respects, the location of the Tree is inappropriate. Because the sucker
shoots have been allowed to grow freely, they are pushing over the property-line fence
onto Mr. ChIlies' property and impeding access to his garden. The branches of the Tree
encroach some 12-feet above the roof of Mr. Cillies' building, into the area approved for
an addition by the Planning Commission. The roots and branches of the Tree are
growing onto Mr. Chilies' property, and are likely to increase the cost and difficulty of
any construction on his property. These factors indicate that the Tree's extension onto
several properties is not beneficial. Rather, the location of the Tree in close proximity to
neighboring structures is problematic and is causing damage to Mr. Gullies' property
Ju

Finally, the information submitted by Ms. Dhillon indicates that the Tree is poorly
suited for its location. The Kipping Letter states that "[r]edwoods this size in a windy
location like this require a lot of water to stay healthy and successfhlly resist Branch
Dieback Disease." Thus, the location of the Tree increases its proneness to disease.
While the neighborhood may be a "low tree-density area," this does not justify
protecting a Tree that is, in other respects, poorly located.

B.

CONCLUSION

Based on the foregoing, we respectfully request that you decline to consider the
Nomination. By the terms of the Ordinance, nominations not initiated by a designated
public body or official must be subscribed to by the owners of all the property containing
the subject tree. Here, substantial portions of the Tree encroach on Mr. Gullies property.
Under state law, these portions of the tree belong to Mr. Gillies. Designating the tree a
landmark through this privately initiated Nomination could deprive Mi. Gillies of
significant property rights without his consent. This violates the Urban Forestry
Ordinance
Alternativeiy, although the Nomination is not properly before the Subcommittee,
should the Subcommittee decide to consider the Nomination on its merits, we
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respectthlly request a recommendation that the Tree does not qualify for landmark status
As set out above, the criteria for designating the Tree a landmark have not been satisfied.
The Tree is neither exceptionally 01(1 or large, and the rarity of the species in San
Francisco is attributable to the fact that it is often an inappropriate tree for planting in San
Francisco's dense urban neighborhoods. A history of poor maintenance has diminished
the visual quality of the tree, and accumulations of detritus in its branches make it a
potential habitat for vermin and insects. There is nothing to indicate the Tree is culturally
or historically significant, or that is a character-defining feature of the neighborhood.
Rather, it is difficult to see from the sidewalk and its location on multiple properties is a
detriment, not a benefit, to the adjacent owner. For all these reasons, the Tree does not
satisfy the criteria set forth in the Ordinance, and thus the tree is ineligible for landmark
status.

Very truly yours,
& JUNIUS, LLP

Daniel A. Frattin

Enclosures
cc:

Ms. Carolyn Blair, Urban Forestry Council
Mr. Mike Boss, Urban Forestry Council
Mt Steve Griswold, Urban Forestry Council
Mr. David Flabert, Urban Forestry Council
Mr. Mark Sustarich, Urban Forestry Council
Ms. Grace Ma, Urban Forestry Associate
Ms. Monica Fish, Council Secretary
Ms. Alicia Cabrera, Deputy City Attorney
Ms. Maya Dlii lIon, Nomination Requestor
Mr. Doug Gillies, Property Owner
Mr. John Bryan, Consulting Arborist

EXHIBIT C

Incorrect Statements Made by Attendees
at 10/6/16 Landmark Tree Committee
Hearing
(Transcribed from Audio Recording)
(1) “The tree I find to be not particularly
common” (Hui)
(2) “it is still rare to northern California and
southern Oregon. So you know if you’re
talking about in regards to context of the
world, it’s a pretty rare tree” (Kida)
(3) “I don’t think this is a common tree in
San Francisco” (Short)

Rebuttal / Correction
This tree is common in San Francisco (Transamerica
Redwood Park, Yerba Buena Gardens, Golden Gate
Park, etc.) and is a native tree that flourishes from
southern Oregon to the Big Sur Coast. There are
approximately 1,800,000 acres of Coast Redwood
rangelands in California and southern Oregon.
https://www.savetheredwoods.org/redwoods/coastredwoods/;
http://www.buyredwood.com/sites/buyredwood/files/re
dwood-environ_book.pdf

(4) “I believe that it is an endangered and rare The nominated tree is not in a different part of the
tree.” (Hillson)
world – it is right here in San Francisco, where such
trees are native and common.
(5) “The tree is a reminder of the importance
Coast Redwoods are not rare here in their natural
of this species” (Hillson)
habitat of Northern California. Only old growth
coastal redwoods are vulnerable or endangered. The 4
Montclair Terrace tree is not Old Growth – it is 50
years old, the equivalent of a toddler in human years.
The particular tree that is being nominated is not an
ancient “old growth” Coast Redwood. It does not
create a special rainforest-like ecosystem that Coastal
Redwoods are known for.
(6) “In neighborhood appreciation I marked There is no neighborhood support for this landmarking
this as yes” (Hui)
nomination. Every neighbor on Montclair Terrace and
Lombard Street who has voiced an opinion has come
out against the landmarking of this tree. This tree, and
the way Ms. Jaye has handled her personal
landmarking quest, has created a divisive atmosphere
amongst the immediate neighbors.
(7) “Cultural/neighborhood appreciation: yes.
Neighbors appreciate the tree and activities
associated as was relayed to me. Cultural
appreciation:
yes.
Native species of
California associated with Native American
Indians including the Miwok and Ohlone, who
lived in the city. ” (Hillson)

Nor do the neighbors “appreciate” the tree. Ms. Jaye
has responded with anger and hostility to any neighbor
requests to thin or top the tree over the years. She also
refused to consult with her neighbors before
nominating the tree for landmarking. And after she
nominated it and neighbors reached out to share their
concerns with her, Ms. Jaye refused to speak with
them about it.
There is no cultural association with this tree. The 4
Montclair Tree was not used by the Native American
Indian tribes, the Miwok and the Ohlone. It is 50 years

old and was planted by a Caucasian female
homeowner in her backyard for her personal
enjoyment.

(8) “I wished the pictures could capture for
each of you the school children that visit me
frequently mainly primary school and they
are show alert, so bright, they take hands and
they hold each other [plane flight] try to
encompass with their little short arms this
extraordinary girth - think of 25 feet
encircling the bark” (Mrs. Jaye)
(9)“The door is open for the school children,
for the tourists” (Mrs. Jaye)
(10) “The tree is periodically made available
to the public and as Mrs. Jaye attested it was
visited by many school kids.” (Hillson)

Adjacent neighbors have not seen Ms. Jaye hosting
school children in her backyard for several decades.
Adjacent neighbors have never seen Ms. Jaye invite
tourists into her backyard to visit the tree. Indeed, Ms.
Jaye has not even invited her own neighbors into her
backyard for at least three decades.

(11) “It's my opinion that this tree is in The tree is not in excellent structural condition. It has
excellent structural condition and in excellent been trimmed, pruned and topped such that it is not a
health” (Leggit)
pristine specimen. Topping a tree makes it more
dangerous.
(12) “I was so pleased to hear that the tree is
healthy and presents no danger” (Tudor)
The tree is visibly leaning downhill, to the northeast, in
the direction of several private homes. It is well(13) “we didn’t have a lot of time to you known that “gravity kills Coast Redwood trees when
know, to go through tree health, but I they develop a lean, which never gets better and
thought it was in pretty good condition” usually gets worse, eventually breaking or uprooting
(Kida)
the tree, often during a big storm when winds stress the
crown and flooded soils reduce friction between roots
(14) “It has very good structure, very healthy and soil.” See
http://www.conifers.org/cu/Sequoia.php.
canopy” (Short)
(15) “I don’t think there’s any concern that
this tree would be a hazard, certainly not at
this point in time. The tree condition is
good. Again, very good structure, good
canopy vigor.” (Short)

In their native range, Coast Redwoods depend on other
redwoods for stability and proper growth because they
intertwine their roots with one another forming a solid
“foundation.” With this tree being in isolation from
other redwoods and leaning downhill (towering over
several homes), it is highly likely that this tree can and
will fall, taking out several homes and the people
(16) “I didn’t see signs of topping.” (Short)
living in those homes.
(17) “For condition: tree appears sound and http://www.shannontech.com/ParkVision/Redwood/Re
little hazard potential, considering the dwood2.html
density of the setting.” (Owens)
There are also large branches that hang over a public
(18) “I would just say again, I am an arborist street, which could easily break and kill someone or
and there’s nothing about this tree that damage a passing car. One committee member actually
pointed out that some of the branches appeared to be
suggests it’s a hazard.” (Short)
“browning” or dying, and another member pointed out
(19) “looking at the tree, there is nothing to that this tree will not live as long in the city as it would
in the wilderness even in the best growing conditions.
suggest that it is a hazard” (Short)
This creates a hazard for passing cars and tourists, and
a major liability for the City of San Francisco, should
the UFC elect to landmark the tree.
In addition, the tree is planted less than ten feet from a
fence, a garage and a public street. The property line
of the neighboring home at 40 Montclair Terrace is
less than 25 feet away from the tree. The roots of this
96 feet tall tree (and growing) obviously extend under
the public street, and onto the adjacent properties.
The roots of coastal redwood trees extend as much as
50 – 100 feet from the trunk of the tree. See
http://arboretum.ucdavis.edu/downloads/redwood_exhi
bits.pdf;
http://www.shannontech.com/ParkVision/Redwood/Re
dwood2.html;
https://fs.usda.gov/Internet/FSE_DOCUMENTS/fsbde

v3_058856.pdf
The tree’s roots thus threaten the foundations of these
private homes, sewer lines, the public street, and more.
Safety issues were merely glossed over during the
October 6 Landmark Tree Committee hearing. “The
tree looks fine to me” was about as deep as the
discussion got.
All of these “concerns and hazards” need to be
addressed and not just brushed off as if they are not
important at this point in time. When will they become
important -- when the tree falls, or a branch breaks,
and someone gets hurt?

(20) “Montclair being a nice level block” Montclair is not a level block. The topography is
(Leggit)
moderately sloping along the street, and steeply
sloping on either side of the street. Indeed, this area is
one of the steepest in San Francisco, which is why
Lombard Street was designed as a zig zag.
(21) “Though I didn’t see any obvious signs of Speculation aside, this tree provides no special or
wildlife, I am confident that it does provide important habitat. The committee members who
habitat as a native species and because it is visited observed no nests or wildlife in the tree. And,
a century tree for sure in that area, it’s one the tree is located in a greenbelt area with several lush
of the largest trees around.” (Short)
gardens and landscaped backyards nearby. There are
plenty of trees for the birds to land in.
(22)“Many species of birds are apparently
nesting in the tree” (Hillson)
(23) “I believe there is historical association” There is no cultural or historical significance to the
(Hillson)
tree. The references to Robert Louis Stevenson, the
Hearst family and etc… are all irrelevant to this tree,
(24) “Refer again to the Hearst family which was planted long after these people died. The
connection to neighborhood character.” fact that our neighborhood is historical and famous
(Hillson)
does NOT make this tree historical and famous.

December 4, 2016
San Francisco Urban Forestry Council
C/O Mei Ling Hui
meiling.hui@sfgov.org
City Hall, Room 421
One Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett, Jr. Place
San Francisco, CA 94102
Re:

Objection to Landmark Tree Nomination of 4 Montclair Terrace Coastal Redwood

Dear Chairman and Members of the Urban Forestry Council:
I write to oppose the nomination for Landmark status of the coastal redwood tree located at 4
Montclair Terrace. I live at 1040 Lombard Street -- directly next door to 4 Montclair Terrace. My
home is the famous blue house with pink bougainvillea on the “Crooked” stretch of Lombard that
is prominently featured in many of the pictures and postcards of The Crooked Street. There are
many photos featuring my house on the internet -- see, for example,
http://www.traveljournals.net/pictures/134374.html (attached). My home has cultural and historical
significance in that it was built in 1907, it fronts the Crooked Street, and it was renovated and
remodeled by famed architect Julia Morgan. To my knowledge this home has had only three
owners, with my family being one of them. I have lived here for 40 years. When I moved into
1040 Lombard, the 4 Montclair Terrace Tree was much, much smaller than it is now -- hardly
noticeable from outside the 4 Montclair backyard.
I oppose the landmarking of the 4 Montclair Terrace Tree because it is a danger to my home and my
family’s personal safety. The 4 Montclair Terrace tree looms nearly 100 feet over my property, and
sits just 30 feet away from my property, and uphill from it. It is a matter of simple common sense
that the Tree will fall some day. It is very tall and has a bushy crown due to topping, which is
exposed to the prevailing winds that blow across Russian Hill. And it is growing taller and taller
with each passing year. It could blow over in a windstorm and crush my home, which again has
historical significance. I think it would be irresponsible and reckless for the Urban Forestry Council
to use its Landmarking powers to “immortalize” a tree that quite obviously will fall some day and
crush several homes in the process due to its poor location in a small garden of a home located in a
densely populated urban neighborhood.
The tree also casts excessive shade on my property, and sheds massive amounts of detritus on my
property. Landmarking this tree would have a permanent adverse impact on my property. The
Urban Forestry Council should not exercise its powers to hurt San Francisco property owners or
deprive them of their property rights.
Also, I oppose the landmarking because the 4 Montclair tree does not meet the landmarking criteria.
There is no historical, cultural or neighborhood appreciation for the 4 Montclair Terrace Tree. The
tree does not define neighborhood character in the slightest. There is no neighborhood support for
this landmarking nomination. Every single neighbor on Montclair Terrace and Lombard Street who
has voiced an opinion has come out against the landmarking of this tree. It’s just a tree that was
planted by the homeowner Mrs. Jaye for her own personal reasons and enjoyment. At the October
1

6, 2016 hearing of the Landmark Tree Committee, which I attended, I heard Mrs. Jaye claim that
school children regularly visit her tree. I disagree. I have lived at 1040 Lombard for 40 years. My
husband and I raised three children while living here. Never in my 40 years here has the
homeowner at 4 Montclair Terrace, Mrs. Jaye, invited me or any of my children over to visit her
backyard. Nor have I ever seen or heard any schoolchildren in Mrs. Jaye’s backyard. Mrs. Jaye
also claimed that she invited tourists in to visit the tree. That too is inaccurate, as neither I nor any
of my neighbors have ever seen Ms. Jaye so much as talk to a tourist, let alone invite them into her
backyard to visit the tree. Because the Landmark Tree Committee based its preliminary decision at
least in part on this claim that schoolchildren and tourists get to visit the tree, that preliminary
decision should be disregarded.
The tree also provides no critical habitat for birds or animals. The Landmark Tree Committee
acknowledged this fact at the October 6 hearing, but then improperly disregarded it. My backyard
is a large and lush garden with several large trees in it. My downhill neighbors’ yards are similar.
There is a lovely greenbelt amongst these backyards that provides many branches, flowers and tree
fruits for the birds to enjoy. The presence or absence of the 4 Montclair Tree won’t make a
difference as far as providing habitat for birds.
The 4 Montclair Tree is a coastal redwood, and this species is not rare in this area. In fact they are
quite common. And while it might be uncommon to find a 96-foot tall specimen of this species in a
dense urban neighborhood, that doesn’t support landmarking – it actually counsels against
landmarking. Trees like this are uncommon in small backyards for the very good reason that such
trees are inappropriate and dangerous in such a setting. And, this particular tree is not a good
specimen – it is leaning over, and it has been pruned and topped in a way that has changed it shape
from what a typical coastal redwood looks like.
I also want to note that I object to the landmarking because this tree’s roots extend approximately
60 feet in every direction (according to the professional arborists), and thus, the roots obviously are
on my property, which is located just 30 feet from the tree. I think Mrs. Jaye needs my consent in
order to offer this Tree up for landmarking status, since the tree’s roots are located on my property
too. She has not even attempted to obtain my consent. And since I oppose the landmarking, I think
the committee has no choice but to reject the nomination.
I urge the UFC to give careful consideration to the serious public safety consequences and nuisance
issues that are implicated by this landmarking nomination. Please do not deprive me of my property
rights by landmarking a tree that I did not plant, whose roots extend onto my property, whose
needles fall all over my yard, and which will crush my home and possibly injure me or my family
when it falls over some day. Please base your decision on the relevant landmarking factors, rather
than focusing on the homeowner’s personal story of attachment to this tree, which simply is not
relevant to the landmarking decision. I urge the Urban Forestry Council to reject this landmark tree
nomination.
Sincerely,

Joan & Andrew Kahr
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December 5, 2016
San Francisco Urban Forestry Council
C/O Mei Ling Hui (meiling.hui@sfgov.org)
Anthony E. Valdez (anthony.e.valdez@sfgov.org)
City Hall, Room 421
One Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett, Jr. Place
San Francisco, CA 94102
Re:

Objection to Landmark Tree Nomination of 4 Montclair Terrace Coastal Redwood

Dear Chairman and Members of the Urban Forestry Council:
I to oppose the nomination for Landmark status of the coastal redwood tree located at 4 Montclair
Terrace. I live in the Russian Hill neighborhood. I oppose the landmarking nomination because
the tree: (1) does not meet the criteria for landmark status, (2) poses a serious and obvious threat to
the public safety of neighboring residents, visitors and tourists visiting the Crookedest Street in the
World, and (3) will inevitably damage the nearby public roadway over time. In sum, this tree is
not a proper candidate form landmark status.
I have read the various letters of local neighborhood groups, such as the Montclair Terrace
Association and Lombard Hill Improvement Association. I agree with their analysis and urge the
Urban Forestry Council to reject this nomination for the reasons explained on those letters.
This tree species is not unique or special for this area, nor is this tree specimen special in any way.
Neither the homeowner nor the City maintains the branches that hang over a public to ensure
public safety. This danger will only get worse as the tree grows and ages. I am not aware any
historical or cultural associations with this tree, nor any neighborhood appreciation for this tree.
I have lived in this area for 15 years, and have not once visited this tree or noted anything special
about it. If anything, it appears to be excessively large and inappropriate for the private backyard
in which it sits. This private homeowner may love her tree, but that is not a reason to use public
power and resources to landmark it.
Thank you to the Council for its consideration. I look forward to hearing that the Council reached
the appropriate conclusion in rejecting this nomination.
Regards,
Brian and Chip Steele

DocuSign Envelope ID: A22D017A-12E4-4DD2-ADF8-60D0899EC04A
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December 4, 2016
San Francisco Urban Forestry Council
C/O Mei Ling Hui (meiling.hui@sfgov.org)
Anthony E. Valdez (anthony.e.valdez@sfgov.org)
City Hall, Room 421
One Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett, Jr. Place
San Francisco, CA 94102
Re:

Objection to Landmark Tree Nomination of 4 Montclair Terrace Coastal Redwood

Dear Chairman and Members of the Urban Forestry Council:
I oppose the nomination for Landmark status of the coastal redwood tree located at 4 Montclair
Terrace. I live in the Russian Hill neighborhood. I oppose the landmarking nomination because
the tree: (1) does not meet the criteria for landmark status, (2) poses a serious and obvious threat to
the public safety of neighboring residents, and tourists visiting the Crookedest Street in the World,
and (3) will inevitably damage the nearby public roadway over time. In sum, this tree is not a
proper candidate for landmark status.
I have read the various letters of local neighborhood groups, such as the Montclair Terrace
Association and Lombard Hill Improvement Association. I agree with their analysis and urge the
Urban Forestry Council to reject this nomination for the reasons explained on those letters.
This tree species is not unique or special for this area, nor is this tree specimen special in any way.
Neither the homeowner nor the City maintains the branches that hang over the public roadway to
ensure public safety. This danger will only get worse as the tree grows and ages. I am not aware
of any historical or cultural associations with this tree, nor any neighborhood appreciation for this
tree. I have lived in this area for ____years, and have not once visited this tree or noted anything
special about it. If anything, it appears to be excessively large and inappropriate for the private
backyard in which it sits. This private homeowner may love her tree, but that is not a reason to
use public power and resources to landmark it.
Thank you to the Council for its consideration. I look forward to hearing that the Council reached
the appropriate conclusion in rejecting this nomination.
Regards,

December 4, 2016
San Francisco Urban Forestry Council
C/O Mei Ling Hui (meiling.hui@sfgov.org)
Anthony E. Valdez (anthony.e.valdez@sfgov.org)
City Hall, Room 421
One Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett, Jr. Place
San Francisco, CA 94102
Re:

Objection to Landmark Tree Nomination of 4 Montclair Terrace Coastal Redwood

Dear Chairman and Members of the Urban Forestry Council:
I oppose the nomination for Landmark status of the coastal redwood tree located at 4 Montclair
Terrace. I live in the Russian Hill neighborhood. I oppose the landmarking nomination because
the tree: (1) does not meet the criteria for landmark status, (2) poses a serious and obvious threat to
the public safety of neighboring residents, and tourists visiting the Crookedest Street in the World,
and (3) will inevitably damage the nearby public roadway over time. In sum, this tree is not a
proper candidate for landmark status.
I have read the various letters of local neighborhood groups, such as the Montclair Terrace
Association and Lombard Hill Improvement Association. I agree with their analysis and urge the
Urban Forestry Council to reject this nomination for the reasons explained in those letters.
This tree species is not unique or special for this area, nor is this tree specimen special in any way.
Neither the homeowner nor the City maintains the branches that hang over the public roadway to
ensure public safety. This danger will only get worse as the tree grows and ages. I am not aware
of any historical or cultural associations with this tree, nor any neighborhood appreciation for this
tree. I have lived in this area for 5 years, and have not once visited this tree or noted anything
special about it. If anything, it appears to be excessively large and inappropriate for the private
backyard in which it sits. This private homeowner may love her tree, but that is not a reason to
use public power and resources to landmark it.
Thank you to the Council for its consideration. I look forward to hearing that the Council reached
the appropriate conclusion in rejecting this nomination.
Regards,
Mariana & Eduardo Marques

Harmeet K. Dhillon

December 2, 2016
Dan Kida
Mei Ling Hui
San Francisco Urban Forestry Council
City Hall, Room 421
One Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett, Jr. Place
San Francisco, CA 94102
Re:

Objection to Landmark Tree Nomination of Coastal Redwood at
4 Montclair Terrace

Dear Chairman and Members of the Urban Forestry Council:
We are writing to voice our opposition to the nomination for Landmark status of the coastal
redwood tree located at 4 Montclair Terrace. We are residents in same neighborhood as 4
Montclair Terrace. We oppose the landmarking nomination because the tree 1) does not meet
the criteria for landmark status 2) poses a serious and obvious threat to the public safety of
neighboring residents, visitors, and tourists to the Lombard Crooked Street, and 3) will inevitably
inflict costly structural damage to nearby homes and public roadways over time. This tree is
unfit for landmarking by any measure.
The landmark tree designation is designed to identify trees “because of their unusual size,
historic or cultural significance, critical habitat, and other ecological factors or unique
characteristics.” See FAQ Page SF Landmark Tree
Program, http://sfenvironment.org/article/landmark-tree-program/frequently-asked-questionsfor-the-landmark-tree-program. The Board of Supervisors adopted a set of 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 in Title 16, Sections 810(f)(4)(A)-(E) of the Public Works Code.
As demonstrated below, the 4 Montclair Terrace Tree does not meet even a single one of the
required elements, let alone most or all of them. The landmarking nomination should be
rejected.
I.

Section 810(f)(4)(A): Size, age, and species

The 4 Montclair Terrace Tree is just 50 years old. Coastal Redwoods typically live up to 1,2001,800 years, some specimens living to be over 2,000 years old.
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See https://www.savetheredwoods.org/redwoods/coast-redwoods/. There is nothing special about
the age of this young tree.
Additionally, the 4 Montclair Terrace Tree is on the small side for its species, standing at 96 feet
tall. Coastal redwoods regularly reach 200-350 feet in height.
See http://www.shannontech.com/ParkVision/Redwood/Redwood3.html (“Between 100 and 200
years, the tree typically reaches 200 to 350 feet in height.”). Coastal redwoods have a potential
to grow well over 370 feet tall. See https://www.savetheredwoods.org/redwoods/coastredwoods/; https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Sequoia_sempervirens. There is nothing special about
the height of this tree.
This species is common in this area. Coast Redwoods are native to the Pacific Coast, where they
are commonly found from southern Oregon through Central California. There are nearly
1,800,000 acres of Coastal Redwoods growing in this region.
See https://www.savetheredwoods.org/redwoods/coastredwoods/; http://www.buyredwood.com/sites/buyredwood/files/redwood-environ_book.pdf.
There is nothing rare or unusual regarding this tree species. The UFC members have confirmed
in connection with prior landmarking nominations, such as the 455 Chenery Redwood, that
Coastal Redwoods are not rare. And, the fact that a 96-foot redwood might be uncommon in a
dense urban neighborhood is for very good reason – because such a tree is inappropriate and
dangerous in such a setting. Trees of such stature and girth are poorly suited to San Francisco's
typical lot pattern of intensively developed long, narrow lots. Where a tree’s rarity is attributable
to the fact that it is largely incompatible with San Francisco’s prevalent development pattern, this
factor should not weigh in favor of a landmark designation.
II.

810(f)(4)(B): Visual characteristics, including the tree’s form and whether it is a
prominent landscape feature

The visual characteristics of the 4 Montclair Tree are unremarkable. The tree has been trimmed,
pruned and topped so it lacks the natural shape of a Coastal Redwood. In addition the tree is
visibly leaning downhill, in a northeasterly direction. Redwoods are known for growing straight
as an arrow. The 4 Montclair Tree is not a pristine specimen.
III.

810(f)(4)(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

There are no cultural, ethnic or historical associations with the 4 Montclair Tree. This tree was
planted for personal reasons by a private homeowner in her private backyard, in a densely
populated city setting. The backyard in which the tree sits is surrounded by a tall cinder block
wall and no one but the homeowner has access to it. The tree is 50 years old, allegedly planted
in the early 1960’s, and has no historical associations other than the fact that the surrounding
neighborhood (the Lombard Crooked street in Russian Hill ) is well known. But it is not well
known for the 4 Montclair Tree – it is well known for the Crooked Street.
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The tree does not define neighborhood character in the slightest. Neighbors on Montclair Terrace
and Lombard Street who have voiced an opinion has come out against the landmarking of this
tree. This tree, and the way Ms. Jaye has handled her personal landmarking quest, has created a
divisive atmosphere amongst the immediate neighbors.
IV.

810(f)(4)(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

The tree does not provide an important wildlife habitat. It sits amongst a greenbelt of lush
gardens and backyards, with other trees and foliage nearby, and birds hop from tree to tree in this
greenbelt area. If this particular tree was no longer there, the birds would still inhabit this
greenbelt area. The tree is not part of a group of interdependent redwoods in the backyard or
neighborhood. And, that fact makes it a more hazardous tree, because redwoods need to be
planted near other redwoods so that they can interlock their roots for increased stability during
storms.
See https://www.parks.ca.gov/?page_id=22257; http://www.shannontech.com/ParkVision/Redw
ood/Redwood2.html. With this tree being in isolation from other redwoods and leaning downhill
(towering over several homes), it is highly likely that this tree can and will fall, taking out
several homes and the people living in those homes.
The tree does not appear to provide any erosion control, nor is there any evidence that it acts as a
wind or sound barrier for the neighborhood.
V.

810(f)(4)(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

The location of the tree, planted by itself along the property boundary in a small urban backyard
just a few feet from a public roadway and amongst a high-density neighborhood, is terrible for a
fast growing and giant redwood. The tree is planted immediately next to a fence and a garage
and will obviously harm both structures. According to the Kielty and Ingalls arborist reports, the
tree has already cracked and tilted the curb, retaining wall and nearby garden wall.
The tree is also planted just a few dozen feet from several other private residential properties,
creating a nuisance for them. Coastal Redwoods do not have a single taproot. Instead, they form
a shallow network of roots that extend radially, within 4-6 feet of the surface, and up to 50-100
feet from the base.
See http://arboretum.ucdavis.edu/downloads/redwood_exhibits.pdf; http://www.shannontech.co
m/ParkVision/Redwood/Redwood2.html; https://fs.usda.gov/Internet/FSE_DOCUMENTS/fsbde
v3_058856.pdf.
According to the Kielty and Ingalls arborist reports, the root system for the 4 Montclair Tree
extends approximately 60 feet in every direction from the trunk of the tree. Yet, the 4 Montclair
Tree is located just a 25-50 feet from several other private neighboring properties, including
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1040 Lombard, 40 Montclair Terrace, 15 Montclair Terrace, 25 Montclair Terrace, 33 Montclair
Terrace, 44 Montclair Terrace and 45 Montclair Terrace. The root system of the 4 Montclair
Tree clearly extends beyond the property lines of 4 Montclair Terrace. Those roots will damage
other home foundations, sewer lines, and the adjacent roadway, Montclair Terrace, over
time. The tree has already cracked and damaged the curb adjacent to the tree, and it is just a
matter of time before it starts damaging the public roadway. And, if any of the neighboring
homes need to upgrade their foundations or driveways, add structural reinforcements for
earthquake safety, renovate/improve their lower floors or add a basement, their efforts will be
hampered by the tree’s roots. Landmarking of a tree should never be approved when doing so
would adversely impact the legal and property rights of the adjacent and nearby property owners.
Finally, damage to pipelines underneath the streets and the sewer system could drastically drive
down property values in the neighborhood, directly influencing all homeowners in the area.
The tree also poses an obvious threat to the thousands of tourists and passerby attracted to the
Crooked Street, as heavy limbs hang over the street and could break, at any time, without
warning, landing on a passing tourist, resident or car.
Finally, the steep topography and wind appears to have led to the tree leaning downhill instead of
growing straight up like most redwoods. A leaning tree won’t straighten itself – the lean will
only get worse over time, with the impact of wind and gravity.
See http://www.conifers.org/cu/Sequoia.php (“gravity kills Coast Redwood trees when they
develop a lean, which never gets better and usually gets worse, eventually breaking or uprooting
the tree, often during a big storm when winds stress the crown and flooded soils reduce friction
between roots and soil.”) And with a tree of this massive size (nearly 100 feet) and weight
(hundreds of thousands of pounds), even a slight lean poses a serious threat to public safety. 1
Several private homes are directly in the “fall line” of this tree. The Urban Forestry Counsel
(“UFC”) must not underestimate the catastrophic consequences that would flow from
landmarking a tree that will crush several occupied private dwellings when it (inevitably) falls –
whether in 10 years or 100 years. No member of the UFC can guarantee the adjacent neighbors
that such a tragic outcome will not happen. Landmarking an obviously dangerous tree would be
a reckless abuse of the UFC’s discretion, and I urge the UFC not to do so.
VI.

810(f)(4)(F): One or more criteria that qualify the tree as a hazard tree pursuant to
Section 802(0)

Public Works code Section 802(0) states: “‘Hazard Tree’ shall mean any tree that poses an
imminent hazard to person or property. The Director may determine that a tree is a hazard if it or
any part of it: (1) appears dead, dangerous, or likely to fall, even after proper maintenance
activities are performed to eliminate dead or dangerous parts; (2) obstructs or damages a street,
1

Coastal redwoods can weigh up to 1.6 million pounds. See
http://www.redwoods.info/showrecord.asp?id=3950 Even assuming the 4 Montclair Tree is just
1/3 the size of the largest redwoods at this time, that still means a weight of more than 500,000
pounds.
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sidewalk, or other existing structure; (3) harbors a serious disease or infestation threatening the
health of other trees; (4) interferes with vehicular or pedestrian traffic; or (5) poses any other
significant hazard or potential hazard, as determined by the Director; provided, however, that
feasible measures have been applied to abate any such hazard, such as applicable maintenance
activities listed in Section 802(l) of this Article. The Director’s determination shall be in
writing.”
The 4 Montclair Tree has several “hazard” characteristics, which poses a threat to the residence
and by passers in the area.
First, the tree has browning/dying branches that hang over a very popular city street -- putting the
general public at risk. These branches are 10-20 feet long, and weigh hundreds of pounds. One
falling branch could easily maim or kill a passing pedestrian, or severely damage a passing car.
As the UFC knows, a large branch recently fell from a city-maintained tree in Washington
Square Park, just a mile or so from Montclair Terrace. Tragically, that branch struck and
paralyzed a young mother who was watching her daughters play in the park when the tree branch
hit her. She is now suing the City of San Francisco, and likely will recover millions of dollars
for her injuries and her family’s loss of enjoyment of their previously-healthy
mother. http://www.sfgate.com/bayarea/article/Woman-paralyzed-by-falling-tree-limb-sues-SF10641381.php. If the UFC landmarks this tree, and a branch falls and seriously injures or kills
someone, the UFC will be inviting liability upon the City of San Francisco for the resulting
damages.
Second, the 4 Montclair Tree has already cracked and damaged a public curb, a retaining wall
and a cinder block garden wall. This too is a hazard element.
Third, the status of this tree as lone redwood creates an additional hazard. It is commonly known
that redwoods “have shallow root systems that extend over one hundred feet from the base,
intertwining with the roots of other redwoods. This increases their stability during strong winds
and floods.” See https://www.parks.ca.gov/?page_id=22257. This tree, by contrast, stands alone,
adjacent to a retaining wall, and boxed in by various private home foundations that are located
just a few dozen feet away. With no other redwood tree roots to interlock with, this tree’s
stability is compromised. Perhaps that is why the tree is leaning in a Northeast/downhill
direction. It poses a clear and obvious threat to adjacent homes, which would be crushed to bits
if this massive, 500,000 pound tree uprooted and came down during a storm. It is well-known
that “gravity kills Coast Redwood trees when they develop a lean, which never gets better and
usually gets worse, eventually breaking or uprooting the tree, often during a big storm when
winds stress the crown and flooded soils reduce friction between roots and soil.”
See http://www.conifers.org/cu/Sequoia.php. Let us not forget the windstorm of December 12,
1995, in which thousands of trees were blown over when San Francisco clocked wind gusts of
85-103 MPH, accompanied by several inches of rain.
See http://www.climate.washington.edu/stormking/December1995.html Storms like this can
and do happen, and with a 100 foot (and growing) tree sticking out like a sore thumb atop
Russian Hill, we will never know when a tree like this with its compromised root system might
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blow over. As the tree gets taller, bushier and older, it will need a larger root system for stability
than its current location allows. This is a disaster waiting to happen.
We urge the UFC to give careful consideration to the serious public safety consequences that are
implicated by this landmarking nomination. Please think carefully about how your actions might
inflict catastrophic harm upon those living in the shadow of this huge tree. Even if this tree did
satisfy some of the landmarking criteria – which it does not – landmarking this tree should
nevertheless be rejected out of hand due to the poor locational characteristics, hazard elements,
and safety considerations described above. Every tree not cut down will eventually fall down.
And even if the UFC feels that the statistical odds of a branch, root or trunk failure in the near
future are small, the catastrophic consequences of any such failure indisputably outweigh any
marginal benefit the City may obtain from landmarking one tree.
For all of the foregoing reasons, I urge the UFC to reject this landmark tree nomination.
Best regards,

Harmeet K. Dhillon and Sarvjit Randhawa
t
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Hui, Mei Ling (ENV)
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Agustin Huneeus
Sunday, December 04, 2016 12:52 PM
Hui, Mei Ling (ENV)
Tree: Montclare Terrace:

I am a resident of the “crooked street” (Lombard) since 1985, and after considering the information, opinions and
requests of my neighbors, I urge you to deny giving the tree in question the protected status being sought for it.
The Street will be better served by not acceding to the absurd request.
Thank you,\Agustin Huneeus

1

Hui, Mei Ling (ENV)
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Nathan Allen
Tuesday, October 11, 2016 4:54 PM
Hui, Mei Ling (ENV)
Landmark tree hearing (4 Montclair Terrace)

Dear Ms. Hui,
I live on Montclair Terrace, and I understand that there are plans to hold a hearing on the landmarking of the
redwood at 4 Montclair on the 26th. Would it be possible to move the discussion to the next meeting (which I
believe is in February)? After speaking with several neighbors, we need more time to engage and arborist and
make sure all relevant parties have had a chance to weigh in.
Thanks for your help!
Nathan Allen
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Hui, Mei Ling (ENV)
From:
Sent:
To:
Cc:
Subject:

Amy Wiseman Clarke
Tuesday, December 06, 2016 4:39 PM
Hui, Mei Ling (ENV)
Valdez, Anthony E (ENV)
Re: Regarding Landmark Nomination of Giant Redwood @ 4 Monclair Terrace

Definitely. Please see below:
December 4, 2016
San Francisco Urban Forestry Council
C/O Mei Ling Hui (meiling.hui@sfgov.org)
Anthony E. Valdez (anthony.e.valdez@sfgov.org)
City Hall, Room 421
One Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett, Jr. Place
San Francisco, CA 94102

Re: Objection to Landmark Tree Nomination of 4 Montclair Terrace Coastal Redwood
Dear Chairman and Members of the Urban Forestry Council:
I oppose the nomination for Landmark status of the coastal redwood tree located at 4 Montclair Terrace. I live
in the Russian Hill neighborhood. I oppose the landmarking nomination because the tree: (1) does not meet the
criteria for landmark status, (2) poses a serious and obvious threat to the public safety of neighboring residents,
and tourists visiting the Crookedest Street in the World, and (3) will inevitably damage the nearby public
roadway over time. In sum, this tree is not a proper candidate for landmark status.
I have read the various letters of local neighborhood groups, such as the Montclair Terrace Association and
Lombard Hill Improvement Association. I agree with their analysis and urge the Urban Forestry Council to
reject this nomination for the reasons explained on those letters.
This tree species is not unique or special for this area, nor is this tree specimen special in any way. Neither the
homeowner nor the City maintains the branches that hang over the public roadway to ensure public safety. This
danger will only get worse as the tree grows and ages. I am not aware of any historical or cultural associations
with this tree, nor any neighborhood appreciation for this tree. I have lived in this area for four years, and have
not once visited this tree or noted anything special about it. If anything, it appears to be excessively large and
inappropriate for the private backyard in which it sits. This private homeowner may love her tree, but that is not
a reason to use public power and resources to landmark it.
Thank you to the Council for its consideration. I look forward to hearing that the Council reached the
appropriate conclusion in rejecting this nomination.
Regards,
Amy Clarke
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Hui, Mei Ling (ENV)
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Heidi
Monday, October 10, 2016 2:31 PM
Hui, Mei Ling (ENV)
4 Montclair Request to give Redwood as Landmark Status

Dear Meiling,

I just purchased
and was surprised to learn a few days prior to the closing that our
neighbor was trying to gain Landmark status for the giant redwood tree she planted in a residential
neighborhood without thinking of the consequences. The tree is already so large and leaning and looks as it
hasn't been trimmed. It is surely a hazard at the current height and will only grow taller. Our neighbors on
Montclair already suffered significant damage when a previously Landmarked tree fell on their home within the
last few months. We have three children- 2,4,&6- and would not want to see branches falling on them as
happened recently in union square as the tree boughs hang into the tiny Montclair street. In addition the tree
blocks views and light for us and many neighbors and will only continue to obstruct. It's shocking that someone
could decide to plant a tree like that in their tiny yard and not think of the effects on neighbors, and then also
apply for Landmark to restrict future owners of that property.

I wish to document our opposition to the nomination, by Mrs. Méri Jaye of 4 Montclair Terrace, for Landmark
status of the redwood tree and request that the counsel meeting be delayed from October 25th to the
next evening Council hearing, which I believe is Feb 28, 2017. We simply need more time to engage an
arborist, have a meeting of the Montclair association and Lombard Street Association as everyone we have met
or spoken to on this issue strongly opposes the designation. We have just moved in this weekend and need to do
our diligence and see if Mrs. Jaye will allow our arborist to inspect the tree and give an opinion on the situation.
I'm told from other neighbors that she has not been responsive to their requests.

Please consider our request to delay this preceding as we have only just moved in to our home and need time to
investigate this matter.

Best,

Heidi Bioski

Sent from my iPhone
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Hui, Mei Ling (ENV)
Kassabian
Friday, October 14, 2016 12:12 PM
Hui, Mei Ling (ENV)
Re: Montclair Terrace Association's Request to have Urban Forestry Council postpone
Hearing on Tree Nomination scheduled for 10/25/16

From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Ms. Hui,
Thank you for your response.
I do not believe Ms. Jaye's unavailability during the Council's next meeting within the 120 day period is good
cause to move forward absent neighborhood input. Instead, I again request that the Council chairperson
postpone the decision to the next meeting, December 9, so that input can be provided. While not ideal,
Montclair Terrace Association will accommodate the Council's timeline and provide information before then. If
Ms. Jaye cannot be present at the next meeting date, then she can withdraw and re-submit her application at a
later date without prejudice. As I noted before, this tree is not in any danger of removal or other harm. Ms.
Jaye's schedule should accommodate the Council's schedule especially because her nomination form failed to
provide the complete set of information that the Council needs.
I am very concerned that the Council would consider forgoing neighborhood input by Associations formed for
the very purpose of providing the neighborhood's opinion. Doing so would be inconsistent with the very
adoption of the nomination form that requires that input, and the Municipal Code sections 810(f)(4) requirement
too. I fear Ms. Jaye's nomination puts the Council at risk of violating its mandate to "refrain form using their
official position to secure special advantage or benefit for ... others" such as Ms. Jaye. (Council Bylaw Article
X.)
I request that the UFC chairperson reconsider his/her current position in light of these considerations so that all
the people of San Francisco affected by the Council's decision-- and not just Ms. Jaye -- are given the
opportunity to be heard.
Please supplementing the official record with this further response / request.
Finally, the Council's Bylaw Section 6 specifically states that: "The Landmark Tree Ad Hoc Committee shall
make preliminary recommendations to the Council on nominated trees proposed for landmark status. The
Committee shall conduct individual site visits, complete evaluation forms to review at regular monthly
meetings as nominations are received, and vote on landmark tree nominations to present to the full Council for
their consideration and adoption."
I would appreciate you replying to me with a confirmation that the Landmark Tree Ad Hoc Committee visited
the site prior to its recommendation to the Council. Please include information about when the visit happened
and who from the Committee visited the site. I would hate for the Council to consider a nomination that was
not fully vetted with the required site visit due to the apparent unavailability of Ms. Jaye.
Regards,
Kassabian
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Hui, Mei Ling (ENV)
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Kassabian
Friday, October 14, 2016 10:18 AM
Hui, Mei Ling (ENV)
Montclair Terrace Association's Request to have Urban Forestry Council postpone
Hearing on Tree Nomination scheduled for 10/25/16

Importance:

High

Dear Ms. Hui,
I am the acting president of the Montclair Terrace Association, Inc. (corp #C0734477), which is a non-profit
neighborhood association formed in 1975 by the residents of Montclair Terrace to address property issues that
affect that street.
I was recently made aware of a nomination by Meri Jaye at 4 Montclair Terrace to have the Urban Forestry
Council grant a tree on her property "landmark" status. I understand that one of the criteria that the Council is
required to consider is the neighborhood's appreciation for the tree and the neighborhood's desire to have
landmark status granted.
Consequently, on behalf of Montclair Terrance Association, I am asking the Urban Forestry Council to
postpone the current hearing for at least three months to ensure that the Association's members can hold a
hearing to discuss this issue and provide necessary feedback to the Council on Ms. Jaye's nomination.
Please confirm that this request for postponement been has forwarded to the Counsel's chairperson as soon as
possible for consideration. Please also include this request n the official packet of documents collected and
presented to Council members and kept by the City of San Francisco as to Ms. Jaye's nomination.
I am disheartened that Ms. Jaye did not bring her nomination to the Association's attention before submitting it
to the Council. Unfortunately, Ms. Jaye's decision not to seek neighborhood input has necessitated this request
for postponement so that the Association can provide the Council the required information on the
neighborhood's behalf. I do not believe that a postponement prejudices Ms. Jaye's nomination in any way. Ms.
Jaye, the proponent, is the property owner and there is no plan to remove the tree. I am confident that Ms.
Jaye's application can be heard at a future date that is mutually acceptable to Ms. Jaye, the Council, and that
allows the Association to provide critical input. The tree will be there whether the nomination is heard on
October 25 or at a later date.
Regards,
N. Kassabian
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Hui, Mei Ling (ENV)
From:
Sent:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Attachments:

Hui, Mei Ling (ENV)
Thursday, October 13, 2016 2:29 PM
'Kathy Hoang'
Valdez, Anthony E (ENV)
RE: Opposing Landmark status for redwood tree on my street (Montclair Terrace)
Noticing Letter for 4 Montclair Terrace.pdf

Hi Kathy,
Thank you for this information. We will add these comments to the public record.
Please note that I am unable to change the meeting date on the UFC’s behalf.
I see below that you identify your address is
I did send a notification letter for this address; a
digital copy is attached here. The letter was mailed on September 21, 2016. The Assessor-Recorder provided the lot and
block number and mailing address for the property physically located at
as:

We must use the information that the Assessor-Recorder Office provides for notification. If the information that they
have on file is not correct, you may want to update your information with them. Here’s the website for that office:
http://www.sfassessor.org/
I hope this helps. Please let me know if you have any other questions,
Mei Ling
Mei Ling Hui
Urban Forest and Agriculture
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: Kathy Hoang [mailto
Sent: Thursday, October 13, 2016 2:00 PM
To: Hui, Mei Ling (ENV) <meiling.hui@sfgov.org>
Cc: Valdez, Anthony E (ENV) <anthony.e.valdez@sfgov.org>
Subject: Re: Opposing Landmark status for redwood tree on my street (Montclair Terrace)
1

Hi Mei Ling,
Thanks for your reply.
I've just reviewed the Landmark Tree Nomination form that was submitted by Ms. Meri Jaye (4 Montclair
Terrace) and definitely am NOT reassured by this report.

The accompanying arborist report (submitted by Roy Legget) appears to be only a very superficial inspection of
the tree (just a check box saying "Good Condition" without any detail on how this study is performed. For
example, there is no consideration for the root structure of the tree and how it could impact the neighboring
properties. At the existing size and growth rate of this tree so far, there is no doubt that the roots are not only
sitting below the home at 4 Montclair but also under 40 Montclair Terrace as well (neighboring house to the
north).
I was just across the street from my neighbor's house at 25 Montclair Terrace last year when the tree crashed
upon their roof and shattered their glass skylight. I only hope that no one else on our street will experience such
a terrifying (and costly) event. Furthermore, it doesn't alleviate any concern knowing how tree roots can be
greatly weakened when you have periods of severe drought (like we've had) making them only that much more
dangerous when the rains occur.

All that said, there clearly is a need for further discussion on this nomination. I am proposing that we reschedule
the October 25th meeting:

(1) Until we can get a more sufficient assessment of the tree's overall condition, including a look at the health of
its root structure, and

(2) So that the other residents (who are directly impacted) can have a chance to participate and voice their
concerns. I only learned about this October 25th meeting a little over a week ago (I did NOT receive any formal
notification other than hearing from a neighbor). Therefore it has been very difficult for me to rearrange my
schedule to accommodate this meeting time. Would have appreciated more advanced notice in order to make
arrangements.

Please let me know how best to get my concerns heard and considered as part of the decision making process.

Thanks,
Kathy
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On Wednesday, October 12, 2016 2:18 PM, "Hui, Mei Ling (ENV)" <meiling.hui@sfgov.org> wrote:

Hi Kathy,
Thank you for writing in with these comments. We will add your email below to the public record.
The Urban Forestry Council is required to complete review of trees nominated for landmark status within 120 days of
receipt of the nomination. The UFC has only one other meeting within this 120 day period and the property owner of 4
Montclair, who is also the tree nominator, is not able to attend this other meeting date. As such, the UFC Chair has opted
to keep the originally planned meeting date of Oct 25th.
Because you note concerns about the tree health, I hope it may help you to know that the arborist report submitted with
the nomination found the tree to be in good health, as did the UFC’s Landmark Tree Committee members who all
performed site visits to evaluate the tree.
Please let me know if you have any questions,
Mei Ling
Mei Ling Hui
Urban Forest and Agriculture
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: Kathy Hoang
Sent: Tuesday, October 11, 2016 10:39 PM
To: Hui, Mei Ling (ENV) <meiling.hui@sfgov.org>
Subject: Opposing Landmark status for redwood tree on my street (Montclair Terrace)

Dear Meiling,
My husband and I own property at
in Russian Hill. It has been recently brought to our
attention that there has been a recommendation submitted to the Urban Forestry Council to assign "Landmark
status" to a redwood tree located on our street (just two homes away from our home). The request was
submitted by our neighbor, Ms. Meri Jaye of 4 Montclair Terrace. We are extremely concerned about the
condition of this tree and how it poses a very serious threat to our safety.
Even from the naked eye's view, were this tree to fall over, it would no doubt cause massive damage to the
house directly bordering its property to the north (40 Montclair Terrace) as well as damage to our property at 44
Montclair (which is just two homes away). Not only did we have an incident late last year on our street where
3

part of a (different) tree collapsed onto our neighbor's roof, there was a tragic story in the news earlier this
summer when part of a tree collapsed onto a mother in Washington Park causing her to become paralyzed.
Tree branch falls on woman in SF park causing severe injuries

Tree branch falls on woman in SF park causing
severe injuries
A chainsaw tears up the large tree limb that suddenly came crashing
down on a mother at a popular San Francisco ...

I think about these incidents (especially as I often take my son to Washington Square Park) and it worries me
that we could possibly have a similar incident occurring on our street.
I am aware that there is a meeting currently scheduled to take place on October 25 at City Hall to discuss the
matter? However, I'd like to request that this meeting be rescheduled to a later date since currently my husband
and I are both unable to attend (I have not yet been able to confirm child care for that evening and my husband
is already scheduled to be traveling for work during that week). We would very much like to attend this meeting
to share our concerns.
I hope that the Urban Forestry Council will accommodate our request. In the meantime, I would like to get on
record that as owners of
(two homes away from the property where the redwood tree
resides), we firmly oppose the assignment of Landmark status to this tree.
4

If you have any questions, please feel free to contact me either by email or phone
Thanks and best,
Kathy Hoang
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Hui, Mei Ling (ENV)
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Kathy Hoang
Tuesday, October 11, 2016 10:39 PM
Hui, Mei Ling (ENV)
Opposing Landmark status for redwood tree on my street (Montclair Terrace)

Dear Meiling,
My husband and I own property at
in Russian Hill. It has been recently brought to our
attention that there has been a recommendation submitted to the Urban Forestry Council to assign "Landmark
status" to a redwood tree located on our street (just two homes away from our home). The request was
submitted by our neighbor, Ms. Meri Jaye of 4 Montclair Terrace. We are extremely concerned about the
condition of this tree and how it poses a very serious threat to our safety.
Even from the naked eye's view, were this tree to fall over, it would no doubt cause massive damage to the
house directly bordering its property to the north (
) as well as damage to our property at
(which is just two homes away). Not only did we have an incident late last year on our street where
part of a (different) tree collapsed onto our neighbor's roof, there was a tragic story in the news earlier this
summer when part of a tree collapsed onto a mother in Washington Park causing her to become paralyzed.
Tree branch falls on woman in SF park causing severe injuries

Tree branch falls on woman in SF park causing
severe injuries
A chainsaw tears up the large tree limb that suddenly came crashing
down on a mother at a popular San Francisco ...

I think about these incidents (especially as I often take my son to Washington Square Park) and it worries me
that we could possibly have a similar incident occurring on our street.
I am aware that there is a meeting currently scheduled to take place on October 25 at City Hall to discuss the
matter? However, I'd like to request that this meeting be rescheduled to a later date since currently my husband
and I are both unable to attend (I have not yet been able to confirm child care for that evening and my husband
1

is already scheduled to be traveling for work during that week). We would very much like to attend this meeting
to share our concerns.

I hope that the Urban Forestry Council will accommodate our request. In the meantime, I would like to get on
record that as owners of
(two homes away from the property where the redwood tree
resides), we firmly oppose the assignment of Landmark status to this tree.
If you have any questions, please feel free to contact me either by email or phone
Thanks and best,
Kathy Hoang
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Hui, Mei Ling (ENV)
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

John Bronson
Wednesday, December 07, 2016 9:53 AM
Valdez, Anthony E (ENV); Hui, Mei Ling (ENV)
Opposition to Landmark Status: 4 Montclair Terrace

Dear Chairman and members of the Urban Forestry Council:

This letter is to express the concerns that both my wife and I have regarding the nomination to Landmark a tree
at 4 Montclair Terrace.
My wife and I oppose the nomination for Landmark status of the coastal redwood tree. We live in a house on
Leavenworth Street, east of Montclair Terrace. We are part of the Russian Hill community, and are well aware
of how serious a safety issue this matter has become to the neighbors who are closest to potential
jeopardy. What strikes us is that the owners in the neighborhood are not militating to remove the tree, they just
don’t want unnecessary limitations to be place their future ability to address potential safety issues that quite
predictably may occur as the tree grows to maturity. This is an issue of the safety of homeowners, their
children, and the many, many visitors to the “crookedest street”. We all wish the Oakland Building
Inspectors and Fire Marshalls had exercised this level of vigilance regarding the “Ghost Ship Warehouse”.
Beyond the expressed safety issues homeowners have for themselves and their children, the nomination does
not meet the standards for landmark status, which I understand has been communicated to you in other
correspondence.
We have read the various letters of local neighborhood groups, such as the Montclair Terrace Association and
Lombard Hill Improvement Association. We agree with their analysis and urge the Urban Forestry Council to
reject this nomination for the reasons provided.
Thank you to the Council for its consideration. We look forward to hearing that the Council reached the
appropriate conclusion in rejecting this nomination.
Sincerely,

John Bronson and Carol Korn-Bronson
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Hui, Mei Ling (ENV)
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Jae Clarke
Monday, December 05, 2016 9:56 PM
Valdez, Anthony E (ENV); Hui, Mei Ling (ENV)
Opposition to landmark nomination

Dear Chairman and Members of the Urban Forestry Council:
I oppose the nomination for Landmark status of the coastal redwood tree located at 4 Montclair Terrace. I live
in the Russian Hill neighborhood. I oppose the landmarking nomination because the tree: (1) does not meet the
criteria for landmark status, (2) poses a serious and obvious threat to the public safety of neighboring residents,
and tourists visiting the Crookedest Street in the World, and (3) will inevitably damage the nearby public
roadway over time. In sum, this tree is not a proper candidate for landmark status.
I have read the various letters of local neighborhood groups, such as the Montclair Terrace Association and
Lombard Hill Improvement Association. I agree with their analysis and urge the Urban Forestry Council to
reject this nomination for the reasons explained on those letters.
This tree species is not unique or special for this area, nor is this tree specimen special in any way. Neither the
homeowner nor the City maintains the branches that hang over the public roadway to ensure public safety. This
danger will only get worse as the tree grows and ages. I am not aware of any historical or cultural associations
with this tree, nor any neighborhood appreciation for this tree. I have lived in this area for 4 years, and have not
once visited this tree or noted anything special about it. If anything, it appears to be excessively large and
inappropriate for the private backyard in which it sits. This private homeowner may love her tree, but that is not
a reason to use public power and resources to landmark it.
Thank you to the Council for its consideration. I look forward to hearing that the Council reached the
appropriate conclusion in rejecting this nomination.

Regards,

Jae Clarke
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Hui, Mei Ling (ENV)
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Jawahar Gidwani
Thursday, December 08, 2016 4:57 PM
Valdez, Anthony E (ENV); Hui, Mei Ling (ENV)
Landmark Nomination of Tree in our Neiborhood

Dear Chairman and Members of the Urban Forestry Council

We oppose the nomination for Landmark status of the coastal redwood tree located at 4 Montclair Terrace (“Tree”). My
wife and I have been the property owners of
for over 30 years. Our home is located just a
short distance from the Tree in question. At the current time, if the Tree fell in the direction of our home it would
certainly cause damage to our property. However, if the Tree receives Landmark status and continues to grow, within
only a few years it will threaten our physical safety or potentially our lives. For that reason, we oppose the Tree’s
nomination. In addition, as long-time residents of the neighborhood, we can attest that the prospect of the Tree’s
designation has galvanized the neighborhood like few issues in the past. Indeed, we can vouch that there is an
overwhelming opposition amongst our neighbors to granting Landmark status to the Tree.

Thank you.
Jawahar M. Gidwani
Catherina M. Paolino

*********************Privacy and ConfidentialityNotice***************************
The information contained in this communication is proprietary, confidential,
copyright, trade secret. It is intended solely for the use of the individual or
entity to whom it is addressed and others authorized to receive it. If you are
not the intended recipient, you are hereby notified that any disclosure, copying,
distribution or taking any action in reliance to the contents of this information
is strictly prohibited.
***************************************************************************
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Hui, Mei Ling (ENV)
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Kassabian
Monday, October 10, 2016 12:47 PM
Hui, Mei Ling (ENV)
Request for continuance of Montclair Terrace Landmark Tree Nomination

Dear Mei Ling Hui:
Kassabian and I live directly next door to the coastal redwood tree being nominated for landmark
My name is
status, located at 4 Montclair Terrace. Specifically, the tree is located approximately 20 feet from my home, which abuts
the backyard of 4 Montclair Terrace. I understand there is a hearing coming up on October 25 at 6 pm, at which the
Urban Forestry Council will consider this nomination. I am unable to attend this hearing, due to a business trip to Los
Angeles followed by another work commitment in Palo Alto. As an interested party whose property may be impacted
by the Council’s decision, I hereby request that this nomination agenda item be continued to the Urban Forestry
Council’s next evening meeting, which I understand is on February 28, 2017 at 6 pm. Please reply to this email and let
me know if the Council will honor my request.
Regards,

Kassabian

in this e-mail message is intended only for the personal and confidential use of the recipient(s) named above. This message
may be an attorney-client communication and/or work product and as such is privileged and confidential. If the reader of this message is not the intended
recipient or agent responsible for delivering it to the intended recipient, you are hereby notified that you have received this document in error and that any
review, dissemination, distribution, or copying of this message is strictly prohibited. If you have received this communication in error, please notify us immediately
by e-mail, and delete the original message.
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Hui, Mei Ling (ENV)
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Mal Knox
Tuesday, October 11, 2016 3:39 PM
Hui, Mei Ling (ENV)
Continuance requested: landmark status of redwood tree @ 4 Montclair Terrace

Dear Ms. Hui,
I would like to to inform you of our opposition to the nomination, by Mrs. Méri Jaye of 4 Montclair Terrace, for
Landmark status of the redwood tree in her yard. I would also like to request that the hearing on this matter be
delayed from October 25th to the next evening Council hearing, on Feb 28, 2017. More information should be
shared with the community, and more voices should be heard.

The neighborhood has had many issues with our lovely, but large redwoods including sewer pipe ruptures from
root systems, falling debris, and difficult/costly maintenance (that often ends up being necessary but very
unhealthy for our trees).
It seems the original hearing took place hastily without adequate outreach and information sharing amongst the
relevant parties and residents. Please grant a continuance so that the proper steps can be taken to include all
interested parties. If not, I fear we may risk some individuals or groups taking more drastic steps and/or legal
action.
Thank you for your consideration.
Mal Knox
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Dan Kida
Mei Ling Hui
San Francisco Urban Forestry Council
City Hall, Room 421
One Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett, Jr. Place
San Francisco, CA 94102

Re:

Objection to Landmark Tree Nomination of Coastal Redwood at
4 Montclair Terrace

Dear Chairman and Members of the Urban Forestry Council:
We are writing to voice our opposition to the nomination for Landmark status of the coastal redwood
tree located at 4 Montclair Terrace. We have read the various letters of local neighborhood groups, such
as the Montclair Terrace Association and Lombard Hill Improvement Association. We agree with their
analysis and urge the Urban Forestry Council to reject this nomination for the reasons explained in those
letters.
We live directly across Lombard Street from the property with the tree and pass by the home every day.
We have owned our home for three years and have not once visited this tree or noted anything special
about it, except to note that its size makes it a potential risk to the surrounding homes and visitors.
We oppose land marking this tree for reasons outlined by the Montclair Terrace Association and
Lombard Hill Improvement Association but, most importantly, because of its threat to safety of
neighboring residents, visitors and tourists to the neighborhood. Our home has a lovely outlook on the
green space created between Lombard, Greenwich, Hyde, and Leavenworth Streets. Our neighbors have
experienced devastating consequences of large trees succumbing to age and extreme weather conditions,
including recently when our back yard neighbors were narrowly missed by a falling cypress tree that
smashed through their bedroom roof and wall in the early morning hours (see details here:
http://sanfrancisco.cbslocal.com/2012/12/05/tree-smashes-into-home-in-san-francisco-russian-hillneighborhood/). While we understand the applicant home owner’s attachment to this tree, having
planted it herself many years ago, this is not a reason to put so many neighbors and visitors in potential
danger.
Thank you to the Council for its consideration.
Sincerely,

Megan Hanley and Ryan Miller
Megan Hanley and Ryan Miller

Heidi Bioski!

!

December 1, 2016!

Dan Kida!
Mei Ling Hui!
San Francisco Urban Forestry Council!
City Hall, Room 421!
One Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett, Jr. Place!
San Francisco, CA 94102!

!
!

Re:!

Objection to Landmark Tree Nomination of Coastal Redwood at !
4 Montclair Terrace!

!

!
Dear Chairman and Members of the Urban Forestry Council:!
!
!

I am writing to oppose the nomination for Landmark status of the coastal redwood tree
located at 4 Montclair Terrace. I live across the street from 4 Montclair Terrace at
This massive tree is more than 90 feet high towering above our
crowded neighborhood and is less than 30 feet from my property. I oppose the
landmarking nomination because the tree (1) does not meet the criteria for landmark
status set forth in Article 16 of the Urban Forestry Ordinance, (2) the tree meets several
“Hazard” criteria in that it (a) has and will continue to cause significant and costly
damage to the side walk, street and other infrastructure/foundations as the tree and its
roots continue to grow and (b) poses a serious threat to the safety of neighboring
residents (including many children who play on the street below the massive limbs
outstretched over the road), visitors and tourists to the Lombard Crooked Street and (3)
there is no neighborhood support for the designation as members of the Montclair
Association, Lombard Hill Improvement Association, and Castle Court Association all
unanimously passed a resolution on October 17th 2016 opposing designation of the
tree for Landmark status. !

!
!

There are many reasons why I oppose granting Landmark status. First, the tree does
not meet any of the qualifications set forth in Article 16 of the Urban Forestry
Ordinance :!

!

1. AGE/SIZE/SPECIES: The tree is a redwood (Sequoia Sempervirens). This is a very
common tree in the Bay area and is over 90 feet tall while redwoods of this type can
grow up to 350 feet. We understand that it was planted in the early 1960s making
the tree only about 50-55 years old while redwoods can live up to 1800 years.
There is nothing special about the age or species of this redwood that merits

Landmark status. Arborists from Mayne Tree as well as Kielty Arborists inspected
the tree and both opined that the tree had been previously topped making the tree
weaker, the bark was average and the roots had been previously cut near the
retaining wall, also weakening the tree. The tree’s condition is only fair and it is not a
pristine subject by any measure. Both Kielty and Mayne Tree Arborists rated the
tree condition at only 50%.!
2. LOCATION: The tree does not provide any location benefits to the neighbors or
neighborhood. The tree is located on a narrow side street off of the twisty part of
Lombard Street. This is a neighborhood where tourists flock to view the flowers and
twisty curves of Lombard while taking photos of breathtaking views of Coit Tower,
the Bay Bridge, TransAmerica building, and the Bay. The neighborhood is all about
the views and has been since it was developed. In fact, the title report to my home
mentions that when this area was developed in 1936 that there were strict
restrictions on heights for all of the homes as well as any trees or shrubs in order to
prevent obstruction of critical views for other landowners. The character of this
neighborhood has always been about the views and protection them. People climb
the steep hills to have unobstructed views of these historic landmarks. I have never
seen any of the thousands of tourists who come to Lombard each day stop to look at
this tree. A few Saturdays ago, I played with children on our street all afternoon and
again confirm that no one stops to view this tree. Instead tourists congregate on
Lombard Street to take photos of Coit Tower and the beautiful flowers and walk up
the stairs along the crooked street. In addition the root system of the 4 Montclair
Tree clearly extends beyond the property lines of 4 Montclair Terrace. Those roots
can and will damage other home foundations, sewer lines, and the adjacent
roadway, Montclair Terrace, over time. The tree has already cracked and damaged
the curb adjacent to the tree, and it is just a matter of time before it starts damaging
the public roadway. And, if any of the neighboring homes need to upgrade their
foundations or driveways, add structural reinforcements for earthquake safety,
renovate/improve their lower floors or add a basement, their efforts will be hampered
by the tree’s roots. Landmarking of a tree should never be approved when doing so
would adversely impact the legal and property rights of the adjacent and nearby
property owners.!

!

3. HISTORICAL/CULTURAL SIGNIFICANCE: There is no historical or cultural
significance associated with this tree. The tree was merely planted by the
landowner as she has stated in the early 1960s. It is completely false to associate
this tree with any of the Hearst family as the tree didn’t exist in the 1800s. While the
Lombard neighborhood may have historical significance, the tree itself absolutely
does not. In fact, the tree is completely out of place in the quaint neighborhood. I
submit that it was an extremely misguided act on the part of Meri Jaye to plant what
she knew would become a 300 plus foot tree someday in a tiny crowded residential
neighborhood and knowingly expose her neighbors and the public to significant
danger from a giant tree all while thoughtlessly taking away their previously
unobstructed views. I am aware that the Tunnells (previous owners of 33 Montclair
Terrace (in their 70s and residents on the street for 27 years) and the Zimbardos
(residents on the street for over 40 years) urged Meri Jaye to keep the tree well

!

under 40 feet to prevent view blockage and growth of the redwood, but Meri Jaye
ignored their letters and requests to keep the tree in check. The Tunnells were near
litigation with Ms. Jaye over the matter, but felt exhausted in their elderly state over
the matter. In fact, all of the neighbors on Montclair Terrace are unanimous in
voicing their opposition to the Landmarking request. In addition, the tree is located
behind a huge gate and is not accessible to the public. None of the neighbors or
their children have been invited inside the garden to view the tree. I was only
allowed to enter recently so that the arborists could inspect the tree. !

4. Visual Quality: The tree is certainly an imposing figure towering 90 plus feet above
the neighborhood, blocking light and dropping debris on all of the surrounding
properties clogging gutters and drains. It has been topped, looks to have suffered
from the effects of drought and is by no means a pristine specimen. It doesn’t fit into
the neighborhood at all and looks completely out of place. It should have been
planted in a forest or at least the presidio where it could have grown without risking
human life and causing structural damage.!

!

5. Ecological Characteristics: The tree does not provide an important wildlife habitat.
It sits amongst a greenbelt of lush gardens and backyards, with other trees and
foliage nearby, and birds hop from tree to tree in this greenbelt area. If this particular
tree was no longer there, the birds would still inhabit this greenbelt area. !

!

6. I also oppose Landmarking status of this Coastal Redwood tree because it has
several “Hazard” characteristics:!

!

A. It’s Dangerous: Its 10-20 foot heavy limbs stretch over Montclair street as it is
located right near the street and poses a real risk of catastrophic incident if one of
the limbs were to fall or the entire tree (which is visibly leaning) were to fall over.
There are many children on the street, including my three (ages 2,4,6), two (ages 5)
at 40 Montclair and three more young children on the street. If the entire tree were
to fall, damage and loss of life would certainly result, and there is a strong chance
that severe injury would occur if any of the limbs were to fall. No one can say for
sure that the tree will not fall over in a wind storm. The tree is located on a hill where
it is exposed to wind, already leaning and weakened by the topping and cut roots. A
failure of any of the limbs of the tree could be devastating to my family, any of the
Montclair residents or one of the thousands of tourists who come to twisty Lombard
each day. As you are aware, a young mother was recently struck by a falling tree
branch in Washington Square Park resulting in paralysis and a costly law suit
against the city despite the fact that the particular tree was deemed safe before the
horrific incident. Human life should be prioritized and this Landmarking request
denied.!

!

B. It’s Causing Structural Damage to the side walk/street: As per the Mayne Tree
and Keilty arborist reports, the tree is causing structural damage and cracks to the
retaining wall and street. Since the roots also extend 60 feet from a tree of that size,
the tree is likely causing structural damage to underground infrastructure such as

!

foundations, pipes and sewer lines. In order to determine the extent of the damage,
one would need to dig up the street-something that isn’t feasible. There are multiple
homes that would be affected by these roots as the tree continues to grow. More and
more structural damage will only occur if the tree is required to be left to grow
indefinitely.!

Finally, I reiterate that I oppose the Landmarking request as there is no neighborhood
support. In fact, all of the neighbors are unanimous in their opposition to Landmarking
the Coastal Redwood tree at 4 Montclair Terrace. One neighbor’s misguided decision to
plant what would become a dangerous and damaging tree in an otherwise quaint and
crowded neighborhood should not be protected no matter what the personal motivations
were for planting the tree. Again, human life should be prioritized and the Landmarking
request denied.!

!
Sincerely,!
!

Heidi Bioski

December 7, 2016
San Francisco Urban Forestry Council
C/O Mei Ling Hui (meiling.hui@sfgov.org)
Anthony E. Valdez (anthony.e.valdez@sfgov.org)
City Hall, Room 421
One Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett, Jr. Place
San Francisco, CA 94102
Re:

Objection to Landmark Tree Nomination of 4 Montclair Terrace Coastal Redwood

Dear Chairman and Members of the Urban Forestry Council:
We oppose the nomination for Landmark status of the coastal redwood tree located at 4 Montclair
Terrace. We live in the Russian Hill neighborhood at
We oppose the
landmarking nomination because the tree: (1) does not meet the criteria for landmark status, (2)
poses a serious and obvious threat to the public safety of neighboring residents, visitors and
tourists visiting the Crookedest Street in the World, and (3) will inevitably damage the nearby
public roadway over time. In sum, this tree is not a proper candidate form landmark status.
While the tree does not meet the criteria for landmark status, we believe that the Council
can take comfort knowing that the tree is already protected under the Urban Forestry Code
given its’ distance from the street and its’ height. Furthermore, earlier this year, we worked
with Ms. Jaye to find additional mechanisms to help protect her tree, including the potential
for no-build easements for her garden. Hence, the tree already enjoys protection under the
Code and there are other mechanisms Ms. Jaye could pursue in the absence of landmark
status.
We have read the various letters of local neighborhood groups, such as the Montclair Terrace
Association and Lombard Hill Improvement Association. We agree with their analysis and urge
the Urban Forestry Council to reject this nomination for the reasons explained on those letters.
This tree species is not unique or special for this area, nor is this tree specimen special in any way.
Neither the homeowner nor the City maintains the branches that hang over a public to ensure
public safety. This danger will only get worse as the tree grows and ages. We are not aware of
any historical or cultural associations with this tree, nor any neighborhood appreciation for this
tree. If anything, it appears to be excessively large and inappropriate for the private backyard in
which it sits. Ms. Jaye may love her tree, but that is not a reason to use public power and
resources to landmark it.
Thank you to the Council for its consideration. I look forward to hearing that the Council reached
the appropriate conclusion in rejecting this nomination.
Regards,
The Vanier Family

December 4, 2016
San Francisco Urban Forestry Council
C/O Mei Ling Hui (meiling.hui@sfgov.org)
Anthony E. Valdez (anthony.e.valdez@sfgov.org)
City Hall, Room 421
One Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett, Jr. Place
San Francisco, CA 94102
Re:

Objection to Landmark Tree Nomination of 4 Montclair Terrace Coastal Redwood

Dear Chairman and Members of the Urban Forestry Council:
I oppose the nomination for Landmark status of the coastal redwood tree located at 4 Montclair
Terrace. I live in the Russian Hill neighborhood. I oppose the landmarking nomination because
the tree: (1) does not meet the criteria for landmark status, (2) poses a serious and obvious threat to
the public safety of neighboring residents, and tourists visiting the Crookedest Street in the World,
and (3) will inevitably damage the nearby public roadway over time. In sum, this tree is not a
proper candidate for landmark status.
I have read the various letters of local neighborhood groups, such as the Montclair Terrace
Association and Lombard Hill Improvement Association. I agree with their analysis and urge the
Urban Forestry Council to reject this nomination for the reasons explained on those letters.
This tree species is not unique or special for this area, nor is this tree specimen special in any way.
Neither the homeowner nor the City maintains the branches that hang over the public roadway to
ensure public safety. This danger will only get worse as the tree grows and ages. I am not aware
of any historical or cultural associations with this tree, nor any neighborhood appreciation for this
tree. I have lived in this area for 4 years, and have not once visited this tree or noted anything
special about it. If anything, it appears to be excessively large and inappropriate for the private
backyard in which it sits. This private homeowner may love her tree, but that is not a reason to
use public power and resources to landmark it.
Thank you to the Council for its consideration. I look forward to hearing that the Council reached
the appropriate conclusion in rejecting this nomination.
Regards,

Eleonora Yashiro

December 2, 2016
San Francisco Urban Forestry Council
C/O Mei Ling Hui (meiling.hui@sfgov.org)
Anthony E. Valdez (anthony.e.valdez@sfgov.org)
City Hall, Room 421
One Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett, Jr. Place
San Francisco, CA 94102
Re:

Objection to Landmark Tree Nomination of 4 Montclair Terrace Coastal Redwood

Dear Chairman and Members of the Urban Forestry Council:
I to oppose the nomination for Landmark status of the coastal redwood tree located at 4 Montclair
Terrace. I live in the Russian Hill neighborhood. I oppose the landmarking nomination because
the tree: (1) does not meet the criteria for landmark status, (2) poses a serious and obvious threat to
the public safety of neighboring residents, visitors and tourists visiting the Crookedest Street in the
World, and (3) will inevitably damage the nearby public roadway over time. In sum, this tree is
not a proper candidate form landmark status.
I have read the various letters of local neighborhood groups, such as the Montclair Terrace
Association and Lombard Hill Improvement Association. I agree with their analysis and urge the
Urban Forestry Council to reject this nomination for the reasons explained on those letters.
This tree species is not unique or special for this area, nor is this tree specimen special in any way.
Neither the homeowner nor the City maintains the branches that hang over a public to ensure
public safety. This danger will only get worse as the tree grows and ages. I am not aware any
historical or cultural associations with this tree, nor any neighborhood appreciation for this tree.
I have lived in this area for 14 years, and have not once visited this tree or noted anything special
about it. If anything, it appears to be excessively large and inappropriate for the private backyard
in which it sits. This private homeowner may love her tree, but that is not a reason to use public
power and resources to landmark it.
Thank you to the Council for its consideration. I look forward to hearing that the Council reached
the appropriate conclusion in rejecting this nomination.
Regards,

Christina C. Saveri

Nathan Allen

12/1/2016

Dan Kida
Mei Ling Hui
San Francisco Urban Forestry Council
City Hall, Room 421
One Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Jr. Place
San Francisco, CA 94102
Dear Members of the Urban Forestry Council,
I am writing to express my opposition to granting Landmark Tree status to the
redwood tree located at 4 Montclair Terrace. I live directly across from the tree at
I would submit that the tree in question does not meet the
requirements as stipulated in Article 16 Section 810. This species of tree (sequoia
sempervirens) is very common in the Bay Area. And this is not even a notable example
of a redwood. At less than 100 feet tall and less than 60 years old, it is neither
particularly tall nor old for a redwood, which commonly reach 200+ feet tall and 600+
years old, with some examples topping 300 feet and over a thousand years
old. Furthermore, the condition of the tree seems fair at best, having been topped in the
past and with it roots constrained by its location.
The tree also lacks any meaningful cultural or historical characteristics, having
been planted by Ms. Jaye exclusively for her own enjoyment rather than as part of any
historic planting program. Rather, longtime neighbors both below and above the tree
have confirmed that they have repeated voiced objections to its disruptive presence.
The tree also does not seem to provide any special ecological benefits. I have never
seen more than a bird or two in the tree at once, and certainly not more than in any of
the other trees in the area (during the airshows of Fleet Week, we specifically watched
to see how many birds would alight from it when the jets flew overhead, and there were
very few). The tree is not part of a group of interdependent trees, nor does it serve any
other beneficial function such as a wind or sound barrier.
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In fact, it seems more likely to be the cause of potentially serious problems. For
example, the proximity of the tree to the retaining wall supporting the street makes it
inevitable that it will damage the road eventually, particularly given that it’s already
cracking that retaining wall. It’s worrying that should a major storm (or anything else)
fell the tree, multiple houses could be severely damaged and residents injured in their
homes. And perhaps more concerning is that even a single branch falling could maim
or kill someone walking along Montclair Terrace given that its branches spread well over
the street. Unlikely though it may seem, these sorts of things do happen. As a pre-teen,
a sizeable branch from a seemingly healthy tree fell on me while I was playing whiffle
ball in a friend’s backyard. I was lucky that only the thinner, leafy section hit me and I
only suffered some cuts and bruises, but had I been standing a mere meter in the wrong
direction, I could have suffered a concussion or worse. This has stuck with me enough
that I make sure to keep my three young children away from walking under Ms. Jaye’s
redwood, especially after learning that the past topping has left some of the upper limbs
unnaturally heavy and therefore more vulnerable to breakage. Thankfully this hasn’t
happened yet, but it seems misguided to afford special protection to a tree with so much
potential to do harm.
In summary, I strongly recommend that this tree not be given landmark status: it
is not unique or historic; it does not provide any specific benefit to anyone other than
Ms. Jaye (and could pose a hazard); and it is viewed very negatively by virtually all
residents.

Sincerely,
Nathan Allen

December 1, 2016
Mr. Dan Kida
Ms. Mei Ling Hui
San Francisco Urban Forestry Council
City Hall, Room 421
One Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett, Jr. Place
San Francisco, CA 94102
Meiling.hui@sfgov.org
RE: Opposition to Landmark Tree Nomination of Coastal Redwood at 4 Montclair
Terrace
I am writing this letter to express my opposition to nomination of the Landmark status of
the redwood tree located at 4 Montclair Terrace (submitted by owner, Ms. Meri Jaye).
There are several reasons for which I am strongly opposed which I will list below:
(1) It is a safety issue (period).
(2) There was more consideration given to a personal story rather than objective criteria
(3) The lack of notification for residents on Montclair Terrace (who are directly impacted)
This tree poses an EXTREMELY dangerous threat to our neighborhood.
I am greatly concerned about the safety hazard that this tree presents on our small
stretch of homes on Montclair Terrace. The tree is currently 50 years old. However, this
type of redwood is known to potentially reach 200-300 feet in height during its lifetime.
See http://www.shannontech.com/ParkVision/Redwood/Redwood3.html (“Between 100
and 200 years, the tree typically reaches 200 to 350 feet in height.”).
In addition, the tree is ALREADY leaning downhill
(see photo on the right). Considering that the tree
will only get taller (and heavier), the probability of
that tree falling over and seriously doing harm to
the surrounding homes and its inhabitants is
inevitable, especially given the steep topography of
the hill on which it stands. Although this tree can be
a wonderful blessing in the wilderness, it is a curse
when it’s in a tiny backyard looming over many
occupied homes. Our home (located about 70 feet
away from the base of the tree) is among the
homes that would potentially lie in its path were it to
fall over, which is an inevitable outcome if the tree
were to be allowed to grow to its full height.

A personal story (rather than objective criteria) was heavily weighted in
consideration for this nomination
Despite the objective criteria that is supposed to be evaluated as part of the nomination
process, it appears that much of the weight was given to the owner’s personal story.
There was at least one member of the sub-committee that seemed to be emotionally
moved by the homeowner’s story expressing that she had to “…fight back the tears”
when hearing the homeowner’s story. A personal attachment to the tree should not
have been relevant in the decision for the nomination.
There is zero support from our neighborhood for this nomination.
My husband and I only became aware of the scheduled public meetings a week before
they commenced (with the first meeting scheduled on October 6th, 2016). After speaking
with all of the neighbors on Montclair Terrace, we came to learn that there was not ONE
among us who was in favor of this nomination. We also learned that none of us had
been contacted by Ms. Jaye to discuss this nomination. In fact, Ms. Jaye refused to
make herself available to speak to any of us when we attempted to contact her. Since
first becoming aware of this nomination in late September, we’ve held at least two
formal meetings among the Lombard Hill Association as well as the Montclair Terrace
Association to discuss. Each time we extended an invitation for Ms. Jaye to join us to
discuss. She refused every time.
Furthermore, Ms. Jaye has been anything but forthcoming in her approach to get this
nomination granted. She did not seek any feedback from the other residents on
Montclair Terrace and in particular did not even contact the neighboring homes who are
directly impacted (40 Montclair Terrace, 44 Montclair Terrace and 1040 Lombard). It is
unfortunate the how Ms. Jaye decided to handle this matter.
For the reasons above, I strongly urge that the nomination for Landmark Tree status be
denied.
Sincerely,

Kathy Hoang
c/o Barcelona LLC

Hui, Mei Ling (ENV)
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Saturday, October 15, 2016 8 1 AM
Hui, Mei Ling (ENV)
IMPORTANT: Letter concerning redwood tree on montclair terrace

Dear Mei Ling Hui,
Previously I wrote a letter for the preservation of the Redwood tree on Montclair
Terrace. After talking to my neighbors, I agree that the tree should be removed for the
safety of the houses and also the many pedestrians who frequent Lombard
Street. Please remove my original letter sent about 2 weeks ago.
Thank you.
James J. Ludwig
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Hui, Mei Ling (ENV)
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

vance_vanier
Tuesday, October 11, 2016 3:50 PM
Hui, Mei Ling (ENV); Rachel Kassabian
Request for continuance of 4 Montclair landmark tree hearing

Dear Mei Ling
I am the owner of
I would like to join my neighbors in asking that the council's
discussion for landmark status for the tree on 4 Montclair be moved to your February 2017 meeting. This is an
exceptionally important issue to every neighbor on our street. The vast majority of our neighbors would like to
attend the meeting and have the time to prepare and submit studies on this issue. There are also two
neighborhood associations that would like the time to convene as well, so that those viewpoints can be shared
with council as well.
Sincerely,
Vance Vanier

Sent from my Verizon, Samsung Galaxy smartphone

1

Hui, Mei Ling (ENV)
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Christina Zimbardo
Friday, October 07, 2016 11:02 AM
Hui, Mei Ling (ENV)
questions about materials for Urban Forestry Council

Dear Mei Ling,
I am the Montclair resident who spoke yesterday in opposition to the landmark nomination for the
redwood tree at 4 Montclair Terrace.
First, the notice that I had received about the meeting did not say anything about providing materials
in advance, but did say that members of the public were encouraged to attend. So I was very
concerned, when I discovered during the meeting that the Committee did not have access to anything
in advance that would have shown them how much neighborhood opposition there actually is. I was
only one person, but I was actually representing NINE households that are all adjacent to 4
Montclair. I am not sure that the Committee was able to fully appreciate just how many neighborhood
residents are opposed to the landmarking nomination (given some of their comments about
"neighborhood support").
I gave you our letter (with signature pages attached), and you indicated that it would be included in
the materials that would go forward to the Council. To avoid any confusion about how many
residents are involved (beyond myself), could you please add the following statement to the letter?
"This letter states the neighborhood opposition to the landmarking nomination, and has been signed
by the owners of the following nine residences, all of which are adjacent to 4 Montclair Terrace:
In the past, prior owners of some of these homes have also expressed
negative viewpoints about this particular redwood tree, so this fairly broad neighborhood opposition is
not a new one."
Second, I have a question about the UFC meeting of October 25, because all of my neighbors want
to make sure that our opposition to landmarking will appear in the materials prepared for the Council
members. What is the due date for any letters, photos, and other materials, which we would like to
present to the Council? Should we send these materials directly to you, or to the email address for
the Urban Forestry Council?
Thank you for your assistance in this matter.
Sincerely,
Christina Zimbardo
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Hui, Mei Ling (ENV)
From:
Sent:
To:
Cc:
Subject:

Christina Zimbardo
Monday, October 17, 2016 6:41 AM
Hui, Mei Ling (ENV); Valdez, Anthony E (ENV)
Karunaratne, Kanishka (BOS)
Letter for 10/25 meeting of SF Urban Forestry Council

I am working overseas right now, but plan to be back in time to attend the meeting of the Urban Forestry Council. But
here is a letter that I would like to be included in the information package given in advance to the Council members.
Thanks,
Christina Zimbardo
_____________________________________________
October 17, 2016
To:
San Francisco Urban Forestry Council
From: Christina Zimbardo
Re:
Request to landmark a tree at 4 Montclair Terrace
My husband, Philip, and I have lived at
since 1973, and have known Mrs. Meri Jaye as our neighbor
during the past 43 years. Our home is on the west, upper side of Montclair, directly across from Mrs. Jaye's garden and
garage.
The main windows of our home face east, so that our primary views are of Telegraph Hill and the East Bay beyond.
When we first moved in to our home, that view was fairly unobstructed, but now it is largely blocked by the redwood
tree that Mrs. Jaye decided to plant many years ago. The tree is now taller than our house, as well as the other homes
on Montclair, and many of the neighbors over the years have faced similar intrusions of the tree into their views. Mrs.
Jaye has not been very responsive to neighbors' concerns, except when some of them said that they would take the
issue to court. Although she then did arrange for some pruning of the tree, it has continued to grow ever higher and
wider.
We have been increasingly worried about the continued growth of such large trees in our neighborhood. Last year, an
extremely tall and wide cypress tree (on the property behind us), broke apart without warning, and a huge tree stem
came crashing down on to our house and the one next door at 33 Montclair. Fortunately, no one was hurt, but there
was damage to our home. I want to point out that the cypress tree had been regularly checked by arborists, but no one
had predicted that the tree would fall. Similarly, a tall pine tree in Washington Square Park had been checked and
evaluated as healthy, but recently it suddenly dropped a large branch that struck and seriously injured a young mother.
Incidents such as these point to the fact that these big trees can pose a real hazard, to both people and property, and
that our current state of knowledge and preparation can not prevent such accidents from happening.
I attended the hearing of the Landmark Tree Committee on October 6, bringing a letter of opposition signed by the
residents of nine homes adjacent to 4 Montclair. Mrs. Jaye presented her case for landmarking her tree. I wish to point
out some of the shortcomings of her arguments. She spoke about little school children coming to see the tree and hold
hands around it. That may have happened once or twice almost 40 years ago, but there have been no regular visits by
school classes since then. Even the children living on Montclair have not been invited to visit the tree in her garden. She
spoke of all the tourists who come to our Lombard Hill neighborhood, but they rarely come down Montclair, and they
rarely come to see a tree -- rather, the vast majority of visitors want to take photos of flowers on the crooked street.
1

She spoke about visits by a mother and baby racoons, but racoons and other wildlife make visits to all of our gardens, so
there is nothing special about her redwood tree in this regard. She invited the Committee members to come visit her
garden and stand under the tree, but very few people ever receive such an invitation -- basically, this is a fenced-in,
locked garden, whose huge tree only serves to obstruct views and dump debris on neighboring houses. Mrs. Jaye has
said that she planted the tree in memory of her husband and child (children?), but these unnamed and unknown people
do not provide the same meaning for the neighborhood as they do for her.
In sum, the presence of this huge tree within our small hillside neighborhood has occurred for very private and personal
reasons, and has been maintained in that way, by a single individual. The public effect of that private decison, with
regard to the surrounding neighbors, seems to have never been a primary concern, and has not been acknowledged.
Thus, it should come as no surprise that the surrounding neighbors do not agree that there is anything special or
noteworthy about this particular tree, and that we are strongly opposed to the request that it be landmarked.

Sent from my iPad
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October 20, 2016

Dear Supervisor Farrell and Landmark Tree Council Members,
I am writing in support of the designation of landmark status for the redwood tree
located on the property of Mrs. Meri Jaye, located at #4 Montclair Terrace in San
Francisco.
In my culture a significant tree is called kumu. It describes the fullness of knowledge of
the ages. It defines the main stalk of a tree or sapling, the trunk, the base, the
foundation, the basis of, title (as to land), hereditary and fundamental connection to
our past. It also defines the holder of knowledge, a teacher, a tutor, a model, a pattern
and a guide.
I believe that it is very important to protect such a beautiful creation and therefore
request that you support this nomination as a City Landmark Tree.
I look forward to this decree and thank you for all that you do for the City of San
Francisco.
Best regards,
Darvette Abbate

October 27, 2016
In 2006 the City of San Francisco had the tremendous foresight to create a
Landmark Tree Program to protect our City’s most important trees.
Redwood trees are native to our bioregion and emblematic of the area’s unique
natural history and remarkably specialized biodiversity.
For city residents and the countless tourists who come to the iconic crooked section
of Lombard street, native California trees like this one are touchstones to the rich
natural history and stories that form the backdrop to our fair city.
Builders have always coveted the long lasting, rot resistant wood of Redwood trees.
This one is a mere 96 feet tall and 54 years old, just entering the prime of life.
The story of this redwood reaches far beyond this one tree. It is literally and
figuratively a stepping-stone for creatures and people that come from far and near.
It connects us all to places, processes and stories that are bigger than us.
There are new and amusing relationships between this tree and newly established
city residents, like these Parrots from nearby Telegraph Hill.
But far more profound and important is preserving the old relationships and local
biodiversity that exist within this tree and its surroundings.
Redwoods are a familiar and widely used resource by birds like American Robins,
which nest and forage for insects among the foliage. Similarly Chestnut-backed
Chickadee, Dark-eyed Junco and Anna’s Hummingbird are resident native bird
species of coastal redwoods. They are fixtures in this tree.
Also migrant birds from the mountains and far north traverse there way through
the city, species like Northern Flicker and Townsend’s Warbler find familiar refuge,
foraging areas and vantage points atop this conifer, located atop a hill.
But for me the story of preservation goes beyond this one tree. It is a story that pits
views of the city against views of canopy.
It contrasts the value of nature we all share against the value of real estate, which is
held by only few.
And it forces us all to stand up for the values of the city we want to live in, and
believe in.
Unfortunately not every tree in this city can be, or should be saved.
There are lots of reasons this one should be preserved. So I ask you to join us in the
effort to LandMark this Tree.
Josiah Clark, Consulting Ecologist

From:
Subject:
Date:
To:

Lawrence Dillon
Re: Mrs. Jaye
October 19, 2016 at 12:44 PM
Roland Jadryev r

Dear Sirs:
I wish to express my full support for granting Landmark Status to the giant sequoia tree located on the property of Mrs Meri Jaye at 4
Montclair Terrace, San Francisco California.
Respectfully,
Lawrence

From: Linda Klemczak
Subject: Redwood Tree on Lombard st
Date: October 16, 2016 at 2:33 PM
To:

Date: 10/16/16

Dear Supervisor Farrell and Landmark Tree Council Members,

I am writing in support of the majestic giant Redwood Tree in your district located just off Lombard’s crooked street on Montclair
Terrace.

We ask that you support the nomination for this special tree to become a City Landmark Tree.

It is important to protect and preserve this great symbol for the future.

Thank you for your consideration.

Sincerely,

Name: Linda Klemczak

Email:

From:
Subject:
Date:
To:

Jim Lawrence
redwood tree landmark designation oc
October 12, 2016 at 10:54 AM
Roland Jadryev

Roland, attached per your request is my letter in support of landmark designation for the tree on Montclair terrace.
Please leme know if there is anything else you need.
Jim Lawrence

James S. Lawrence

October 12, 2016

Mr. Mark Farrell
Supervisor District 2
San Francisco City Hall
1 Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 244
San Francisco, CA 94102-4689
Re: Landmark Designation for the Redwood Tree at Montclair Terrace
Dear Supervisor Farrell and other Members of the Landmark Tree Council:
I am writing to support the designation of the majestic Giant Sequoia
(Redwood Tree) which is located near the crooked section of Lombard Street
on Montclair Terrace. I ask for your support in ensuring that this special tree,
a valuable asset to the neighborhood and indeed to the City, be designated as
a City Landmark Tree. Such a designation will serve to ensure the
preservation of this magnificent tree for the enjoyment of future generations
of San Franciscans and visitors alike.
It is important to protect and preserve this great symbol of our city’s respect
for the importance of and accessibility to nature.

for the importance of and accessibility to nature.
Sincerely,
James S. Lawrence

From:
Subject: make Montclair Terrace redw od a Landmark Tree
Date: October 12, 2016 at 1:03 PM
To: r
Dear Supervisor Farrell and Landmark Tree Council Members,
I am writing in support of all those who want to preserve, protect, honor and revere the beautiful Redwood Tree in your district located
just off Lombard’s crooked street on Montclair Terrace.
I join in asking you to support the nomination for this redwood tree to become a City Landmark Tree.
It is important to protect and preserve this great, living symbol of a healthy, green, treed future. San Francisco can take the right,
green, environmentally sounds action here.
Thank you for your consideration.
Sincerely,
Jack Gescheidt, Founder
The TreeSpirit Project

Montclair Terrace Sales History

Address
15 Montclair Terrace

Date of Purchase
6/11/15

25 Montclair Terrace

1/6/75

33 Montclair Terrace

10/6/16

40 Montclair

2/19/14

44 Montclair

11/2/12

65 Montclair

8/21/15

Tree roughly same height
as now; paid over asking
price in competition
Tree at or above roof
height as shown in
postcard photo submitted
in package dated 1978
Tree roughly same height
as now; paid over asking
price in competition
Tree roughly same height
as now; paid over asking
price in competition
Tree roughly same height
as now; paid over asking
price in competition
Tree roughly same height
as now

THIS IS A PARTIAL LIST FROM CHANGE.ORG PETITION TO SUPERVISOR
FARRELL, ASKING FOR HIS SUPPORT TO COMPLETE THE PROCESS TO
LANDMARK THIS MAJESTIC REDWOOD TREE.
393 TOTAL SIGNATURES (and rising) AS OF 9AM 12/8/16
PETITION WEBSITE (Change.org) URL: https://www.change.org/p/sfsupervisor-mark-farrell-help-landmark-this-san-francisco-redwood-tree-in-theheart-of-the-city
TREE WEBSITE: http://www.HelpLandmarkThisRedwood.com
We are the neighbors on Leavenworth Street who enjoy and see the tree
everyday for inspiration.
Kindly give landmark status to the Montclair Giant Redwood.
Alfred & Val Young, San Francisco, CA
This tree is a cherished part of the neighborhood where I grew up. Landmark
trees are part of our civic heritage. We as residents have a claim on their
continuing to thrive that overlaps with property rights of the trees' stewards. San
Francisco’s place in nature is cemented by the place of nature in the city.
Jason Dewees, San Francisco, CA
Bad SF policy recently - cutting down trees. Poor maintenance
Russian Hill lost 3 prime giant sequoias in favor of enlarged single unit real estate
development.
Katherine Koelschkriken, San Francisco, CA
I have studied this issue and the very strong documentation in support of granting
landmark status to this tree. I am at a loss as to what possible (rational) objection
could be made to landmarking it. It has been found to be sound and not
hazardous. Its presence is a gift of great natural beauty to the city and to all who
see it. It must be protected for the wonder that it is and as a continuing reminder
of our obligation as stewards of nature in a San Francisco that is now
disappearing all too fast into a warren of towers and pavement.
Robert Laws, San Francisco, CA
This woman is right! My parent’s weren’t very “outdoorsey” and if I hadn’t been a
girl shout as a child (I grew up and still live in The City) I NEVER would have
gone camping or maybe never even seen a forest as a child. I may never have
developed a love of nature. The kids who have been taken to see and touch this
tree will always remember it. It could spark an appreciation of nature in them as

well, and that can lead a person’s life in a completely different direction - one of
responsibility for the environment, conservation and creativity. Plus we need all
the carbon-sinks we can get to absorb the pollutants in the City’s carbon
monoxide-filled air.
Please save this tree!
LaVive Kiely, San Francisco, CA
From a former resident of San Francisco with a view of the tree from
Suzanne L Erving, Bainbridge Island, WA
Trees such as this are a huge benefit to all citizens of our state and visitors from
across the world. I would hope the Landmark Tree Committe will due all in its
power to protect this tree for the decades that come. It is a treasure to have such
a magnificent tree in SF.
Betsy Holzhauer
St. Helena, CA
I am signing it because I work near by and want to preserve nature.
Martin Annush, Oakland, CA
“The redwoods, once seen, leave a mark or create a vision that stays with you
always...States and governments could not buy and protect these holy trees. This
being so, clubs, organizations, even individuals, bought them and dedicated them
to the future. I don’t know any other similar case. Such is the impact of the
Sequoias on the human mind.” (Steinbeck, Travels with Charlie, 1961)
Maria Santangelo, San Mateo, CA
San Francisco needs to preserve all of its trees for a better environment, but
especially this one for its beauty and spiritual importance.
Linda Feldman, San Francisco, CA
When I first moved to my neighborhood near Park Presidio Blvd, Urban Forestry
wanted to remove the redwood(s) that had been planted on the 14th Ave side. I
opposed that removal and I oppose this one, too.
Karen Cleek, San Francisco, CA
This tree IS the view! The life of a tree of this longevity and stature is more
significant than the long-distance views of a few humans who will come and go!
Diana Goldstein, San Francisco, CA

In the middle of a heart of concrete, a little green can go a long way.
We need to keep this as a reminder of what the environment can provide.
Harrison Newkirtk, Menlo Park, CA
I stand with redwoods and this marvelous citizen who so eloquently wants to
preserve them.
Lynne Burwell, San Francisco, CA
This city needs every tree it can get, especially a redwood like this one.
Ian Berke, San Francisco, CA
San Francisco needs to protect every healthy tree. Trees are the lungs and
beauty of the city.
Jacqueline Proctor, San Francisco, CA
Our city deserves the beauty of trees throughout its urban landscape, and this
majestic Redwood is a treasure that needs to be protected.
Pamela Tudor, San Francisco, CA
This gorgeous redwood has earned its place and right to continue beautifying
San Francisco for hundreds more years. We must, San Francisco MUST wisely
appreciate this living treasure as a dear, contributing, living neighbor and friend to
all residents and millions of annual Lombard St. area visitors, too.
Jack Gescheidt, San Geronimo, CA
I am signing because I also have three Giant Sequoias in my backyard that were
planted in memory of loved ones I have lost. Watching them grow to their current
majestic sizes over the past 40 years has given me great joy, and so have birds
and other wildlife that has taken up residence in these magnificent trees.
Lawrence, San Francisco, CA
Access to nature has a proven benefit to mental health and keeping such a
magnificent example in the heart of the city is a great demonstration of putting
the benefit of the many ahead of the benefit of the few
Christopher McAtominey, London, United Kingdom

We have to save our urban forest to persevere the bird sanctuary and other eco
systems that thrive because of an urban forest. This spectacular specimen
represents a living monument to the neighborhood it oversees. Redwoods are
strong trees that can thrive in the city and this redwood must be protected. Is
federal protection an option?
Stan Anderson, Seattle, WA
I agree with Theodore Roosevelt who said “our people should see to it that they
are preserved for their children and their children’s children forever, with their
majestic beauty all unmarried.”
Susan Chauncy, Reno, NV
Living in the mountains above he Napa Valley, I am surrounded by natural
beauty that those who live in San Francisco may never see. Please sign this
petition to protect a giant, majestic sequoia tree that my moms dear, old friend
Meri Jaye planted many years ago in memory of her husband and two sons that
died in a plane crash. This tree provides home to wildlife and also acts as a
diamond in the rough amidst the concrete.
Kathryn Chauncy, Angwin, CA
San Francisco is the best city in the world and I am proud to have once called it
my home, and hope to once again call it my home in the near future. Please
landmark this beautiful tree, as it holds a special place in history, not only to Mrs.
Jaye but to the city of San Francisco. Thank you. Amy D, Buffalo, NY
Keep this beacon of history and strength where it is.
Diane Ireland, San Francisco, CA
Because we need as many trees as we can get! Especially Redwoods!!
Sally Kassoff, Fountain Valley, CA
It is a mature beautiful tree in a more and more concrete environment... It seems
to be on the wind protected side of the hill and doesn't apparently have branches
acting as 'sails'. It doesn't block the opposite neighbors views and softens the
view of all the “ungreened” roofs below so one isn't just looking at stacks of roof
equipment
Dat Pham, San Francisco, CA
It’s a majestic memorial redwood tree.
What could be a good enough reason to cut it down?
Pamela Wells, SAN JOSE, CA

Our city deserves the beauty of trees throughout its urban landscape, and this
majestic Redwood is a treasure that needs to be protected.
Pamela Tudor, San Francisco, CA
The city needs anti-pollution trees to protect and help with global warming.
Aurelio Silva jr., san francisco, CA
Trees deserve standing.
Frank Joseph Butler, San Francisco, CA
We need redwood trees, not more development.
Lee Collins, Palo Alto, CA
Meri Jaye is my very dear friend and I have shared some wonderful memories in
her beautiful garden next to this massive Redwood tree. I am an Audubon
member and an avid birder. This tree is home and a resting place for many of our
local birds, hummingbirds and our parrots of Telegraph Hill. Please landmark this
magnificent tree for all of us to enjoy for MANY years to come.
Kimberly Goodhope, El Cerrito, CA
To support my mother’s dear friend, Mrs. Jaye and to perserve a beautiful tree in
my favorite city.
Kim Perez, Palm Harbor, FL
Because SanFrancisco is way too cool to cut down this magical tree! Let there be
cool green, clean air, beautiful shade and kind neighbors! Save the Red Wood
tree!
Kellie Anderson, Angwin, CA
The tree is healthy and a landmark!
Gary Goss, San Francisco
I support Meri in her quest to keep this landmark tree. If the tree is maintained,
there will be no danger to others. I live in a Redwood / Douglas Fir forest and
cannot imagine my life without the peace and beauty of the Redwood trees.
Because of the special reason Meri planted this tree, it is absolutely and
unequivocally imperative this tree is saved.
Roberta Duggan, Arcata, CA

The landmark street also needs the landmark tree!
Gail Holmes, Santa Rosa, CA
This can NOT be replaced!
Elaine Becker, Roanoke, VA
I support designating this Redwood as a landmark tree. I do so because of the
significance of its past and to serve as a reminder and inspiration in the future.
Kim Windsor, McKinleyville, CA
Let us pay appropriate regard to a landmark tree growing without disruption for
the last 54 years in a historic neighborhood of San Francisco. The life of this tree,
and the memorial it has stood for should not be disregarded and dispensed of
due to a more contemporary desire to better a view. This is an old historic
neighborhood, Herb Caen, and Louise Jorgorian lived on Lombard Street. The
history of this street is worth preserving. Let’s think about doing the right thing.
Elaine Powell, Aptos, CA
I have admired this Redwood tree for many years. I am sure that this beautiful
tree has also caught the eyes of many of the visitors to the crooked block of
Lombard Street. It also is greatly appreciated by the many birds I have seen in
and around the tree. This Redwood needs to be preserved for our City.
Laura Hall, San Francisco, CA
I’m signing because the sighting of this majestic redwood means I’m close to
seeing my dear friend Meri. This beautiful tree is as lovely as the lady who
planted it. It was planted with great love, and should be treated with the landmark
status it deserves.
Nancy Fees, Cody, WY
I grew up in and around the Bay Area. The love that people have for San
Francisco resides in its own love for things which endure and resonate with a
sense of unexpected beauty and care; but which, because San Francisco is
special, feel obvious. It makes San Francisco special.
Craig Fees, Wormington, United Kingdom
Our Redwoods are an ancient and inportant part of our ecosystem. This tree has
been around much longer that we have we need to learn to respect the native
plant and animal species and co exist instead of killing everything like a virus
when we live somewhere.
Shannon Staudt, Powell, WY

I’m a believer in Urban Forests, Coast Redwoods, Mrs. Jaye, and Justice!
Matthew Gluck, San Francisco, CA
I know the power of the redwoods to connect us to the natural world. This tree
has an important role for so many who don’t have the opportunity to go to the
forest, but can find a representative in the heart of the city.
Linda Harvey-Hoody, Descanso, CA
Trees are the past and future
Maya Matsumoto, Eureka, CA
I’m a believer in Urban Forests, Coast Redwoods, Mrs. Jaye, and Justice!
Matthew Gluck, San Francisco, CA
I have admired this tree for many years and feel that it deserves to stand on
Montclair to remind us all of our responsibility as caretakers of the natural world.
Eric Noyes, Bzn, MT
I have known Mrs. Meri Jaye for 10 years and have enjoyed this magnificent tree
in her garden for just as long. It is spiritual experience to encounter such a
magnificent tree in the city. I strongly recommend it be preserved for future
generations.
Respectfully submitted, Lawrence Dillon, San Francisco, CA
Meri Jaye is speaking on behalf of the 7 generations yet to be born. She is a
guardian caretaker of this magnificent Sequoia, she understands the Circle of
Life and our relationship with all living beings. This tree is not an inconvenience; it
is a symbol of timeless knowledge, of the continuance of life across generations.
Please honor the generations of life that have coexisted peacefully with this giant
and have the foresight to save it for the generations that will follow us.
Lisa Smith, Lincoln, MT
I’m signing because I support the preservation of historic trees in San Francisco.
Maria Mana, San Francisco, CA
This tree must be respected and saved!!
Gloria Lambert, Wickenburg, AZ
Trees are living beings with a right to exist
Chris Drury, Lewes, United Kingdom

I am signing because trees are an important part of San Francisco and this one,
with its sentimental roots, deserves to be preserved for all.
Meredith Tennent, San Francisco, CA
This precious living thing should be preserved as a gem of the city.
Edward Basham-Witherington, Oakland, CA
I love visiting S.F. and seeing this beautiful tree near Lombard.
Shane Giese, Missoula, MT
This tree is so needed in San Francisco... keep natural beauty, this won’t just
grow again!
Carmen Baraka, Arcata, CA
This tree is a Landmark. It is not ill, nor is it a hazard. It contributes greatly to the
famed beauty of Lombard Street and to the maintenance of urban wildlife. Also,
every tree contributes to combatting global warming and the urban temperature
anomaly problem, and no mature tree should be removed without good reason.
Kathleen Burnham, Piedmont, CA
I love Ms. Jaye; her passion to protect this tree is well placed!
Dustin Riley Nicholson, San Francisco, CA
It is imperative that we save this incredible wonder of nature, that was planted by
an incredible Meria Jaye to honor her family and bring a majestic sense of beauty
of San Francisco. I am honored to support this effort, and encourage each reader
to do the same.
Celia Waters, Atherton, CA
Please approve the request to landmark this wonderful Redwood tree located on
Montclair Terrace. My dear friend, Meri Jaye, planted this tree 54 years ago to
memorialize the tragic loss of her family. She has witnessed this tree grow into
the magnificent beacon of hope, faith and comfort that it provides to everyone
who visits Lombard Street. Permit this grand Redwood to continue to live within
the spirit of love, dignity and grace placed by her caretaker for future generations.
Thank you, Mary Franco, Colorado

San Francisco needs to support this lovely tree and its legacy in their city. Trees
are rare enough especially at this age and size let alone in an urban setting.
Keep this tree alive with love!
Laura Ladendorf, Asheville, NC
Please people stop cutting trees down! The tree was there first! You moved into
this home knowing there was a tree there! If it bothered you, you should have
bought another home! It’s like moving in next to an airport...then trying to get the
airport to be moved????? Really!!! If it bothers you then move!
Bernard St Croix, San Francisco, CA
This tree is history and we need to protect our history.
Martin Gould, San Francisco, CA
Every life form is precious! I can’t believe people are asking for REASONS why
someone tries to save life!
Ljubomir Samardzic, Santa Clara, CA
This regal Redwood is a home and a symbol.
It is history. An ecosystem has developed within and it has provided shelter for
decades. It symbolizes strength and promise for the future. This tree is important
to many species of birds, is integral to the iconic local landscape and to the City.
It has been deemed very healthy by multiple experts and is just entering its prime
of life. San Francisco wisely created a Landmark Tree Program for trees like this
to be identified and preserved.
Supervisor Farrell, we ask that you support the completion of the process to
landmark this tree. Thank you.
Roland Jadryev, San Francisco, CA
A redwood as old as this on is part of the flavor and face of the city. Beyond that,
it is irreplacable as part of the urban ecosystem.
John Hanna, Benicia, CA
I support 110% making this and other important trees “Landmark “ status. It has
value to both avian and humankind. By preserving our trees we protect our
future.
Roberta Weisenburg, Makawao,, HI
Let’s safe keep our environment for us and our future generations, one tree at a
time, let this landmark be proof that we care.
John Swartz, San Francisco, CA

Good evening I am happily signing this petition for a tree that honors Mrs. J’s
family and California. The redwood tree is a symbol of California’s connection
with nature. I have spent many days in her garden admiring the grandeur of this
massive tree and the delicate beautify birds I’ve seen (parakeets, woodpeckers,
robins and other birds). I am sad to think of where those birds would go if they did
not have her tree.
Diana Vergil, richmond, CA
I believe that having the tree there consolidates the sense of history, that people
are about their neighborhoods, and would a living testament to a lovely warmhearted lady. (until recently a buena-vista-north resident).
Keith Sklower, El Cerrito, CA
I saw at least two such trees in the middle of Portland, Oregon. Residents there
love and cherish them and tourists photograph them.
Dominique Jullien, Goleta, CA
The more trees in the city the better. Especially in historic neighborhoods. It very
easy to cut a tree down for short term property value gains, but takes a lot of
years to get something so beautiful to grow back.
Bo Rhyne, San Francisco, CA
We need more trees in San Francisco, and preserving all existing Redwoods
should be everyone’s priority!
Peter Gerhaeuser, San Francisco, CA
I strongly support landmark status for this tree. In our dense urban area, with 2
million visitors annually, this majestic redwood tree provides a beautiful and much
needed glimpse of nature.
Anne Grawemeyer, San Francisco, CA
To me a tree is a life, its a home for many other living creatures and give so
many things to all of us, oxygen, shade, and went he dies we get a use of his
wood, and this case it means so much for this person who planted it in honor to
her beloved family we should consider what this means to her, she is a very kind
person and a lovely lady, Mrs. Lady J, that’s how I call her since I met her she is
always with a smile on her face..
Remberto Rivas, Richmond, CA

The tree “is” the view! It must stay!
Patrick Gaul, Vallejo, CA
This tree honors past lives and should be here for the citizens of the future to
enjoy.
David Arrick, San Francisco, CA
I live in the neighborhood and love old growth.
Will Spendlove, San Francisco, CA
This redwood tree is a living legacy to a woman’s husband and sons and
deserves to be saved for future generations to know love endures!
Liza Reavis, San Francisco, CA
Please give this tree the landmark status that it deserves.
David Prescott, San Francisco, CA
Some things need to remain sacred.
James Rea, San Francisco, CA
Honoring the past while securing the future’s oxygen...
Michael Vanni, San Francisco, CA
I love Mrs. Jaye and her amazing redwood. Please save this beautiful living
healthy tree!
Laird Rodet, San Francisco, CA
This is a truly historic tree and deserves to be enjoyed by future generations.
John Shoemaker, Los Altos, CA
Trees, and especially redwoods, are important to the unique look and feel of San
Francisco
Kevin Bentley, San Francisco, CA
Outstanding exclamation point in our world!
Quock Fong, Saint Helena, CA
What an amazing experience to visit a great Redwood tree right in the middle of
our city!
Christina Hellmich, San Francisco, CA

I have admired this tree for many years. It’s a healthy and stately tree, and adds
so much to the beauty of the neighborhood. For many of the tens of thousands of
tourists who visit the ‘crookedest street’, it may well be the only redwood, or one
of the few redwoods, that they encounter during their brief visit to San Francisco
and California. Save this tree and give it the landmark status it deserves.
Ron Henggeler, San Francisco, CA
This is an irreplaceable landmark and a tribute to Meri Jaye’s family. Please save
a beautiful redwood in the midst of San Francisco.
Barney Jette, Missoula, MT
This exiled San Franciscan (priced out in 2007 after 44 years in The City)
wholeheartedly supports retention of the tree. SF, queen of the Golden West, is
scarcely recognizable now due to the dense, excessive building of past decades.
Let this treasure stand!
Jane Cryan, Oshkosh, WI
We must do everything in our power to preserve this treasure of the Pacific
Northwest.
Ronald Montez, San Francisco, CA
I support the Landmark Tree Program and those people willing to take the time to
protect a valued tree!
nancy wuerfel, san francisco, CA
This tree is magnificent and an integral part of our California landscape; coupled
with the memories that it represents makes this tree cherished by many.
Sally Nordlund, Palo Alto, CA
I lived in the San Francisco area for over 40 years before moving to Reno, and
believe this tree should be preserved for future generations.
Mary Robinson, Reno NV
I care about the preservation of healthy trees in San Francisco.
Nancy Lewis, San Francisco, CA
Coastal redwoods part of the identity of Northern California. They need to be
preserved.
Rob Hayden, San Francisco, CA

Let us all join the neighbors in honoring this magnificent tree with landmark
status! Our support keeps this tree available to be appreciated by present and
future admirers, and respects those who came before us who had the wisdom to
plant this gift of beauty.
nancy wuerfel, san francisco, CA
It is so important to recognize those elements that make our City "livable." That's
why I support this petition
Kathleen Courtney, San Francisco, CA
" I speak for the trees, for the trees have no tongues!" -Dr. Suess
Erin Erickson, Roseburg, OR
I care about the natural environment, the balance between the built and natural
environment, and the soul of the City. There are ALWAYS options available to
make construction projects work within an important existing context.
Mary Gallagher, Daly City, CA
Please landmark this tree for future generations. Thank you.
Chris Parkes, San Francisco, CA
Please preserve our city trees.
Jared Braiterman, San Francisco, CA
I am signing this petition to save the tree because
"A tree that looks at God all day and lifts her leafy arms to pray, a tree that may in
summer wear a nest of robins in her hair" .... but only God can make a tree "
Leave a gift of Nature alone.
Eleanor Martinez, San Jose, CA
Landmark this magnificent specimen on historic Russian Hill so its long story can
be told to generations and it is protected for as long as it lives.
JAN BLUM, San Francisco, CA
This tree is very majestic, along with her elderly homeowner/caretaker. Let's save
this tree for our progeny, and their children.
Alvin Cruz, South San Francisco, CA

This is not only a memorial to the family for whom it was planted, but a living
memorial to remind all who pass it jus how precious it is to share life with a tree
who gives so much and asks for nothing in return.
Jhoanne Loube, San Francisco, CA
This is a landmark tree!
Alan Martinez, San Francisco, CA
This is a beautiful tree.
Daniel Perez, San Francisco, CA
I am signing this petition because I believe this variety of tree needs protection
for survival, and the wildlife that this tree supports is also worthy of protection.
Landmark trees are just as important as landmark buildings. San Francisco is a
leader in supporting worthy causes, and this petition supports the whole idea of
"going green". I lived in San Francisco for many years, on the Panhandle near
Golden Gate Park, and at Gramercy Towers on Nob Hill. My spiritual wellbeing
was enhanced by the green of trees and grounds, not by concrete and housing. I
fully support and trust my friend Mrs. Meri Jaye in preserving this Majestic
Redwood Tree in the heart of the City of San Francisco.
martha bowen, Gloucester, MA
Because I am a huge proponent of trees and green spaces in our City. As hard
as we try to preserve what we have, green spaces and trees continue to shrink
among the asphalt. Please landmark this beautiful redwood.
Robyn Tucker, San Francisco, CA
This is a landmark tree!
Pamela Owen, Manchester, MA
Any Redwood tree should be saved & this one in particular due to it's reason for
planted in memory of loved ones!
karen lazzarini, Tallahassee, FL
Deforestation is the death of Mother Earth. keep this as a sign we care for Mother
Earth
CHERANE PEFLEY, Loxahatchee Groves, FL
I support this cause
Marilyn Robertson, San Francisco, CA

I was in SF this past July and so loved seeing this tree, especially after I visited
so many of the Redwoods & Sequoias trees throughout California. This tree is a
big honor for SF to have, and so amazing to it thriving in a City.
Yes, this is a Landmark Tree!
Alan Martinez, San Francisco, CA
There are so much things happening in the world, that we tend to forgot to keep
what mother nature gave us. This tree is also alive and is not doing anything to
hurt no one but to witness history all these years. Secondly it was of from a
memory of a husband/father that makes this property special.
Angelica Martinez, Millbrae, CA
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Meri Jaye

RE:

Landmark Tree Nomination
Coast Redwood (Sequoia sempervirens)

Date: 9/27/16

ARBORIST REPORT
Assignment
•
•
•
•

Attend a meeting with Mrs. Jaye at 4 Montclair Terrace to discuss the coast redwood
and Landmark Tree Nomination Form (the Nomination form).
Inspect the tree to evaluate health, structure and sustainability.
Evaluate tree, site and cultural factors as related to the Nomination form.
Provide a supplemental Nomination form and an Arborist Report with photographs.

Background
Mrs. Jaye has owned and lived at this property since the early 1960’s, and has treasured
her garden for over 50 years. This tree was planted by her shortly after purchase of the
property, and has significant cultural connections and importance.
The Nomination form has been filled out by her with some assistance, and contains much of
the fundamental information, but is missing some additional facts and historic connections.
Further, the Nomination form does not have an analysis by a Certified Arborist. It is my
intention to provide this Arborist Report to close those information gaps.
A total of 14 photographs are supplied and attached to this Arborist Report. I took most of
these photos, and Roland Jadryev took the others. Although limited web research has been
done, a few prominent sites feature photographs of Lombard Street gardens, and some
show this tree. Some of web pages are attached to this report.
To keep information clear and easily applied to the Nomination, the Arborist Report subheadings are the same as on the Nomination form. It is my intention that this Arborist
Report and attachments be provided to the Urban Forestry Council, City Staff and the Board
of Supervisors for consideration of this Landmark Tree nomination, and thereby will become
part of the public record.

Contractor’s License #885953

www.treemanagementexperts.blogspot.com

Page 1 of 8

Tree Management Experts
Consulting Arborists
3109 Sacramento Street
San Francisco, CA 94115
Member, American Society of Consulting Arborists
Certified Arborists, Tree Risk Assessment Qualified
cell/voicemail 415.606.3610

office 415.921.3610

fax 415.921.7711

email RCL3@mindspring.com

Tree Description
Tree name (species and common name): Coast Redwood (Sequoia sempervirens)
Number of trees: One
Street address: 4 Montclair Terrace, between Lombard and Chestnut Streets
Location of tree: The nomination form indicates “Other: Back Yard”. The property is a
corner lot with the yard or garden along Montclair. This would perhaps be better thought
of as a “Corner-side yard”.
This tree is only on the Jaye property.
GPS units are not available.
Height was measured as 96 feet. This was done by measuring an angle from a know
distance from the tree. An angle of 54 degrees was measured using a Suunto
Clinometer at 70 feet. Because of the sloping street, my eye elevation was level with the
base of the tree. The Forestry Forum website provides the following on line calculator
results:

Average canopy width was measured as 19 feet radius, for a total canopy width of 38 feet.
Circumference at chest level is 203.6 inches (or a DBH of 64.8 inches).
Circumference at ground level is 290.0 inches (92.3 diameter inches X pi).
Rarity
This is a common species in San Francisco, but is uncommon in a residential setting,
particularly at this maturity point.

Contractor’s License #885953

www.treemanagementexperts.blogspot.com

Page 2 of 8

Tree Management Experts
Consulting Arborists
3109 Sacramento Street
San Francisco, CA 94115
Member, American Society of Consulting Arborists
Certified Arborists, Tree Risk Assessment Qualified
cell/voicemail 415.606.3610

office 415.921.3610

fax 415.921.7711

email RCL3@mindspring.com

Physical
Size: The size is large for this species in San Francisco. The species can become much
larger in native, old-growth stands, but those trees are not found in San Francisco.
Age: This tree is 53 to 54 years old. This is not a significantly advanced age for this species
in old-growth stands, but is moderately old for a landscape tree in San Francisco. The
tree was planted either late 1962 or early 1963.
Distinguished form: This tree has a classic form for a mature coast redwood. There are
well-developed burls at the base. The trunk has a massive and sculptural tapering form,
and the limb structure radiates evenly in all directions and throughout the upper 75 feet
of the tree.
Tree condition: The tree is in excellent health and excellent structural condition. There are
no elevated or unusual hazards posed by this tree. The condition is good.
Historical
Historical Association: Yes.
Montclair was originally the street with the Hearst family stables. This street is likely
named Montclair due to the family connections to Montclair, New Jersey, still a
stronghold for Hearst family members and the Hearst Corporation. George Hearst, the
father of William Randolph Hearst, United States Senator and mining magnate, used
these stables during the 1800’s. His wife met in this garden with the French author
Madame Soleil, and a Le Franchise variety rose was exchanged and planted in this
garden.
This tree was planted in late 1962 in memory of Mrs. Jaye’s late husband and children.
Another sister tree or companion tree of the same species was planted in about 1964 for
Peace, and still stands in a small village outside of Hiroshima, Japan. This companion
tree is revered by the local community in Japan as a symbol of Peace, and for the
connection to the sister tree in San Francisco.
In 2013 the Lakota Chief, Chief Miller blessed this tree with sweetgrass. The record of
this blessing is maintained in the Amreican Indian Institute. Further details will be
provided directly by Mrs. Jaye.
Profiled in a publication or other media: No.
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Environmental
Prominent landscape feature: Yes. This tree is 96 feet tall and is visible, providing a visual
extension and enhancement of the garden along the crooked street block of Lombard
Street.
Low tree density: Low. This neighborhood has few trees because of high-density
development. Recent removal of a large tree from a nearby property has reduced the
tree density in this area, and other large trees have recently been removed on Chestnut
Street properties.
Interdependent group of trees: No.
Visible or Accessible from public right-of-way. Yes. The tree is behind a property boundary
fence, but extends for about 85 feet above this fence, and overhangs Montclair Terrace.
High traffic area: Yes. The crooked block of Lombard Street is extremely heavily used all
year long. This tree is on a property with frontage on this block of Lombard Street.
Important wildlife habitat: Yes. A minimum of 7 species of birds have been documented,
including dark-eyed junco, Anna’s hummingbird, American robin, white-crowned
sparrow, American crow, Townsend’s warbler, and red-masked parakeets.
The dark-eyed junco, white-crowned sparrow and Townsend’s warbler are migrant
species and are protected under Federal law under the Migratory Species Protection
Act, and are further protected under State law. This tree is apparently providing habitat
for migratory species as a part of the Pacific Flyway.
The red-masked parakeets (also known as cherry-headed conures) are the birds
featured in the book titled “The Wild Parrots of Telegraph Hill” by Mark Bittner, and the
film by the same title by Judy Irving. These iconic birds are free to roam throughout San
Francisco, but have chosen this very tree as a favorite stopping point. Many tourists and
locals alike appreciate having these birds in this tree, making for a rare and unique
experience.
Erosion control: No. All trees send roots into surrounding soil to interlock and stabilize the
surrounding area, but this tree is not planted for that purpose and is not in an erosionprone location such as a drainage channel or ravine.
Wind or sound barrier: Yes. The lower limbs provide wind and sound benefits to the upper
floors of the Jaye residence.
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Cultural
Neighborhood appreciation: Yes. The tourists along Lombard Street are drawn to the tree
because of the easy access on a level street, the connecting Montclair Terrace stairs to
Chestnut Street, the majesty of the tree and dominance on this street, and due to the
parakeets. Tourists regularly photograph the birds and the tree.
Cultural appreciation: None apparent.
Planting contributes to neighborhood character: Yes. The tree is a prominent landscape
feature that is 96 feet tall, and is on a property that has frontage on the crooked block of
Lombard Street. The crookedness of Lombard is only part of the appeal of the street; it
is also beautifully landscaped, and this tree expands the landscaped feeling onto
Montclair Terrace and toward the north. Because of one of the turns on Lombard Street
lining up with the entry point to Montclair Terrace, there is an established view corridor
that is directly aligned with this tree and frames it perfectly. Every visitor traveling down
Lombard Street has this special view that enhances the neighborhood character.
Profiled in a publication or other media: Yes.
The Wikipedia page for Lombard Street (San Francisco) features a prominent
photograph of the crooked block of Lombard Street as seen from Coit Tower. This tree
is just out of view to the right of this image.
TripAdvisor features an image for Segway tours with Lombard Street, the Jaye home
and this tree shown (https://www.tripadvisor.ca/LocationPhotoDirectLink-g60713d106232-i219933063-Lombard_Street-San_Francisco_California.html).
MyEscapeDestinations (in Russian) also features a view of this block of Lombard Street.
A copy of this web page is attached.
These prominent websites illustrate the importance of the Lombard Street landscape,
and this tree is connected to and an extension of that landscape. Although the Lombard
Street landscape is the feature or focus of these images, neither Lombard Street, the
tree, or the neighborhood would be as appealing without this tree present.
Prominent landscape feature: Yes. This is a large tree in a very prominent location, and the
tree is easily seen and appreciated from many angles, from up close and from afar.
Prominence is apparent from several neighborhoods, including Russian Hill, Telegraph
Hill, Chinatown and North Beach.
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Tree Management Experts
Consulting Arborists
3109 Sacramento Street
San Francisco, CA 94115
Member, American Society of Consulting Arborists
Certified Arborists, Tree Risk Assessment Qualified
cell/voicemail 415.606.3610

office 415.921.3610

fax 415.921.7711

email RCL3@mindspring.com

Recommendations
This coast redwood is in excellent condition, is not a hazardous tree, and is in a site where it
can sustain growth for many years to come. The tree is notable, has important connections
to the past, and is enjoyed and appreciated by thousands of visitors each year.
This tree is of tremendous value to the Citizens of San Francisco, and it is a privilege to
have the opportunity to grant Landmark Tree recognition and protection.
I recommend that this tree be granted Landmark Tree status.
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3109 Sacramento Street
San Francisco, CA 94115
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Certified Arborists, Tree Risk Assessment Qualified
cell/voicemail 415.606.3610

office 415.921.3610

fax 415.921.7711

email RCL3@mindspring.com

Assumptions and Limiting Conditions
1. Any legal description provided to the consultant is assumed to be correct. Title and ownership of all
property considered are assumed to be good and marketable. No responsibility is assumed for
matters legal in character. Any and all property is appraised or evaluated as though free and clear,
under responsible ownership and competent management.
2. It is assumed that any property is not in violation of any applicable codes, ordinances, statutes or
other governmental regulations.
3. Care has been taken to obtain all information from reliable sources. All data has been verified insofar
as possible. The consultant can neither guarantee nor be responsible for the accuracy of information
provided by others.
4. Various diagrams, sketches and photographs in this report are intended as visual aids and are not to
scale, unless specifically stated as such on the drawing. These communication tools in no way
substitute for nor should be construed as surveys, architectural or engineering drawings.
5. Loss or alteration of any part of this report invalidates the entire report.
6. Possession of this report or a copy thereof does not imply right of publication or use for any purpose
by any other than the person to whom it is addressed, without the prior written or verbal consent of
the consultant.
7. This report is confidential and to be distributed only to the individual or entity to whom it is addressed.
Any or all of the contents of this report may be conveyed to another party only with the express prior
written or verbal consent of the consultant. Such limitations apply to the original report, a copy,
facsimile, scanned image or digital version thereof.
8. This report represents the opinion of the consultant. In no way is the consultant’s fee contingent upon
a stipulated result, the occurrence of a subsequent event, nor upon any finding to be reported.
9. The consultant shall not be required to give testimony or to attend court by reason of this report
unless subsequent contractual arrangements are made, including payment of an additional fee for
such services as described in the fee schedule, an agreement or a contract.
10. Information contained in this report reflects observations made only to those items described and only
reflects the condition of those items at the time of the site visit. Furthermore, the inspection is limited
to visual examination of items and elements at the site, unless expressly stated otherwise. There is
no expressed or implied warranty or guarantee that problems or deficiencies of the plants or property
inspected may not arise in the future.

Disclosure Statement
Arborists are tree specialists who use their education, knowledge, training, and experience to examine
trees, recommend measures to enhance the beauty and health of trees, and attempt to reduce the risk of
living near trees. Clients may choose to accept or disregard the recommendations of the arborist, or to
seek additional advice.
Arborists cannot detect every condition that could possibly lead to the structural failure of a tree. Trees
are living organisms that fail in ways we do not fully understand. Conditions are often hidden within trees
and below ground. Arborists cannot guarantee that a tree will be healthy or safe under all circumstances,
or for a specified period of time. Likewise, remedial treatments, like any medicine, cannot be guaranteed.
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3109 Sacramento Street
San Francisco, CA 94115
Member, American Society of Consulting Arborists
Certified Arborists, Tree Risk Assessment Qualified
cell/voicemail 415.606.3610

office 415.921.3610
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email RCL3@mindspring.com

Treatment, pruning, and removal of trees may involve considerations beyond the scope of the arborist’s
services such as property boundaries, property ownership, site lines, disputes between neighbors, and
other issues. An arborist cannot take such considerations into account unless complete and accurate
information is disclosed to the arborist. An arborist should then be expected to reasonably rely upon the
completeness and accuracy of the information provided.
Trees can be managed, but they cannot be controlled. To live near trees is to accept some degree of
risk. The only way to eliminate all risk associated with trees is to eliminate the trees.

Certification of Performance
I, Roy C. Leggitt, III, Certify:

•

That we have inspected the trees and/or property evaluated in this report. We have stated findings
accurately, insofar as the limitations of the Assignment and within the extent and context identified by
this report;

•

That we have no current or prospective interest in the vegetation or any real estate that is the subject
of this report, and have no personal interest or bias with respect to the parties involved;

•

That the analysis, opinions and conclusions stated herein are original and are based on current
scientific procedures and facts and according to commonly accepted arboricultural practices;

•

That no significant professional assistance was provided, except as indicated by the inclusion of
another professional report within this report;

•

That compensation is not contingent upon the reporting of a predetermined conclusion that favors the
cause of the client or any other party.

I am a member in good standing of the American Society of Consulting Arborists and a member and
Certified Arborist with the International Society of Arboriculture.
I have attained professional training in all areas of knowledge asserted through this report by completion
of a Bachelor of Science degree in Plant Science, by routinely attending pertinent professional
conferences and by reading current research from professional journals, books and other media.
I have rendered professional services in a full time capacity in the field of horticulture and arboriculture for
more than 25 years.

Signed:
Date:

9/27/16
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Lombard Street (San Francisco)
From Wikipedia, the free encyclopedia

Lombard Street is an east–west street in San Francisco, California that is famous for a steep,
one-block section with eight hairpin turns. Stretching from The Presidio east to The Embarcadero
(with a gap on Telegraph Hill), most of the street's western segment is a major thoroughfare
designated as part of U.S. Route 101. The famous one-block section, claimed as "the most crooked
street in the world", is located along the eastern segment in the Russian Hill neighborhood. The street
was named after Lombard Street in Philadelphia by San Francisco surveyor Jasper O'Farrell.[1]

Lombard Street
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Route description
Lombard Street's west end is at Presidio Boulevard
inside The Presidio; it then heads east through the
Cow Hollow neighborhood. For twelve blocks, between
Broderick Street and Van Ness Avenue, it is an arterial
road that is co-signed as U.S. Route 101. Lombard
Street continues through the Russian Hill
neighborhood and to the Telegraph Hill neighborhood.
At Telegraph Hill it turns south, becoming Telegraph
Hill Boulevard to Pioneer Park and Coit Tower.
Lombard Street starts again at Winthrop Street and
ends at The Embarcadero as a collector road.[2]

Looking east down the curvy block of
Lombard Street, with the straight section
continuing towards Telegraph Hill and Coit
Tower

Lombard Street seen from Coit Tower
Maintained by

San Francisco DPW
Caltrans (US 101 portion)

Coordinates

37°48′07″N 122°25′08″W

West end

Presidio Boulevard

Major

US 101

junctions
Lombard Street is known for the one-way block on
Russian Hill between Hyde and Leavenworth Streets,
East end
The Embarcadero
where eight sharp turns are said to make it the most
crooked street in the world. The design, first suggested
by property owner Carl Henry[3] and built in 1922,[4] was intended to reduce the hill's natural 27%
grade,[5] which was too steep for most vehicles. It is also a hazard to pedestrians, who are accustomed
to shallow inclines, up to 4.86° because of wheel chair navigability concerns. The crooked block is
perhaps 600 feet (180 m) long (412.5 feet (125.7 m) straightline), is one-way (downhill) and is paved with
red bricks. The sign at the top recommends 5 mph (8 km/h).

The Powell-Hyde cable car stops at the top of the block on Hyde Street.[6]
Past residents of Lombard Street include Rowena Meeks Abdy,[7] an early California painter who worked
in the style of Impressionism.

Gallery

Looking up Lombard Street
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Traffic caution sign at top of switchbacks recommends a top speed
of 5 miles per hour (8.0 km/h)

9/27/16 4:48 PM

Lombard Street (San Francisco) - Wikipedia, the free encyclopedia

Lombard Street's famed route
twists past flower beds in full
bloom

https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Lombard_Street_(San_Francisco)

Cars exit from lowest switchback section

Lombard Street from bottom

Time-exposure
photo at night
clearly shows the 8
switchbacks

Sign for Lombard
Street at intersection
with Leavenworth
Street

A panoramic view of Lombard Street

See also
49-Mile Scenic Drive
Vermont Street, the other San Francisco street claimed to be the "most crooked"[8] has seven turns instead of eight, but its hill is steeper than
Lombard's
Snake Alley in Burlington, Iowa, once recognized by Ripley's Believe It or Not! as "The Crookedest Street in the World". Like Lombard Street it
has eight turns but over a shorter distance.
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External links
Media related to Lombard Street at Wikimedia Commons
Tourist Trapped: The Crookedest Street In The World (http://www.sfgate.com/cgi-bin/blogs/culture
/detail?entry_id=90856), SFGate Culture Blog
Lombard Street (http://www.sftodo.com/lomabardcrookedstreet.html) on San Francisco To Do
Lombard Street, SF GuideLines (http://www.sfcityguides.org
/public_guidelines.html?article=1012&submitted=TRUE)

External media
Images
This early image shows Lombard Street
in 1933, before the hydrangeas were planted.
(http://www.sfcityguides.org/images/guidelines
/lombardAAB-4398.jpg)

Retrieved from "https://en.wikipedia.org/w/index.php?title=Lombard_Street_(San_Francisco)&
oldid=731568802"
Categories: Landmarks in San Francisco, California Russian Hill, San Francisco
Streets in San Francisco, California U.S. Route 101

This early image shows the houses on
the south side of the block were destroyed to
create a fire break during the 1906
Earthquake and Fire. In this photo taken
during street construction, the south side is
still not built up. (http://www.sfcityguides.org

This page was last modified on 26 July 2016, at 05:25.
Text is available under the Creative Commons Attribution-ShareAlike License; additional terms
may apply. By using this site, you agree to the Terms of Use and Privacy Policy. Wikipedia® is a
registered trademark of the Wikimedia Foundation, Inc., a non-profit organization.

/images/guidelines/lombardAAB-4365.jpg)
Lombard Street view from Telegraph Hill,
with Candyland promotional striping, August
2009 (https://secure.flickr.com/photos
/schuberts/3837718597/) on Flickr
Video
Down Lombard Street view in Video with
interactive map (http://www.kinomap.com
/#km-ydqfvs) on Kinomap
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Lombard Street
8,510 Reviews
Website

415-391-2000

#18 of 525 things to do in San Francisco

Certificate of Excellence

San Francisco, CA 94109

See all 8,510 reviews

Description: Known as the "crookedest" street in the world, the steep... read more

Book In Advance

Advanced Lombard Street Segway Tour
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See All Tours on Viator
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Read all 8,510 reviews
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Been to Lombard Street? Share your experience!
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You can do it all on TripAdvisor.

1 of 1

Find Hotels
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Book it here.
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savvy travellers.

We search 200+ sites to find
the best hotel prices, so you
don’t have to.

It's easy, secure – and you'l
know you booked the best
trip.
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Montclair Redwood Tree- Observations and Ecological Value
Observations and report by Josiah Clark, Consulting Ecologist 11/4/16
Introduction
The Coastal Redwood Tree located at 4 Montclair is one of the largest trees in the
neighborhood, and as such is a locally significant habitat resource. This redwood
tree is the habitat of dozens of species of birds and a hundred or more species of
invertebrates including insects and spiders. “Cover” is a primary habitat component
in any urban area, and this is perhaps the biggest piece of cover in the
neighborhood.
Methods
At the request of the owner a total of four visits were made to this tree, with
observation periods lasting between one and two hours. During each observation
period efforts were made to note all species that entered the tree.
Observations
The boughs provide layers of foliage and the bark and trunk serve as foraging areas
for many species of songbirds. During my visits migrant birds to the tree included
Townsend’s Warbler, Yellow-rumped Warbler and Orange-crowned Warbler.
Resident birds that were regularly seen using the tree include Chestnut-backed
Chickadee, Dark-eyed Junco and Anna’s Hummingbird. There are also native species
that eat the redwood seeds.
Local Ecological Significance
There is a general rule that plant species from a bioregion have more relationships
with native insect and animal species than they do with non-native plants. This is a
theme we see with redwoods and other native conifers in the urban forest of San
Francisco and is true with this tree.
The canopy of a large tree in a neighborhood like this one provides a suspended
refuge of native biomass for wildlife to visit and inhabit. Raptors and other birds use
this high point as a strategic hunting spot and vantage point to observe the skyline.
Smaller birds including American Robin and Anna’s Hummingbird use the dense
foliage of redwoods like this one to hide their nests.
Conclusion
This Coast Redwood does play a significant role in the ecology of the neighborhood
as a habitat feature for birds, insects and other local wildlife. It is a tree species that
is native to the bioregion and facilitates beneficial processes between native flora
and fauna.
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(Continued)
Following is a list of the species I observed using the tree.
Table 1: Native Bird Species observed using the Montclair Redwood
Mourning Dove

Anna’s Hummingbird
Downy Woodpecker
Northern Flicker

American Crow

American Robin

Orange-crowned
Warbler

Western Scrub Jay

Hermit Thrush

Dark-eyed Junco

Chestnut-backed
Chickadee
Pygmy Nuthatch

Townsend’s Warbler

White-crowned
Sparrow
Lesser Goldfinch

Yellow-rumped
warbler

Table 2: Introduced, non-native birds observed using Montclair Redwood
Red-masked Parakeet

European Starling
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TO:
San Francisco Urban Forestry Council
Mei Ling Hui (meiling.hui@sfgov.org)
Anthony E. Valdez (anthony.e.valdez@sfgov.org)
City Hall, Room 421
One Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett, Jr. Place
San Francisco, CA 94102
Re:

FROM:
Andrew & Elisabeth Smith
o
December 7th, 2016

Objection to Landmark Tree Nomination of 4 Montclair Terrace - Coastal Redwood

Dear Chairman and Members of the Urban Forestry Council:
We write to oppose the nomination for Landmark status of the coastal redwood tree located at 4
Montclair Terrace. Our family lives and owns our home within 1 block of this location. We
oppose the landmarking nomination because the tree does not meet the criteria for landmark
status, poses a serious and obvious threat to the safety of neighboring residents, visitors and
tourists visiting the Crookedest Street in the World, and has already and will continue to damage
the nearby public roadway over time: these threats to safety and damage will come back at the
expense of the taxpayers of this City and it is inappropriate for this Council to advance landmark
designations in these situations. In sum, this tree is not a proper candidate for landmark status.
I have read the various letters of local neighborhood groups, such as the Montclair Terrace
Association and Lombard Hill Improvement Association. I agree with their analysis and urge the
Urban Forestry Council to reject this nomination for the reasons explained on those letters.
This tree species is not unique or special for this area, nor is this tree specimen special in any way.
Neither the homeowner nor the City maintains the branches that hang over a public to ensure
public safety. This danger will only get worse as the tree grows and ages. I am not aware any
historical or cultural associations with this tree, nor any neighborhood appreciation for this tree.
I have lived in this area for 16 years, and have not once visited this tree or noted anything special
about it.
This private homeowner may love her tree, even though that is not evidenced by her lack of care
of the tree to date, but that is not a reason to use public power and resources to landmark it: the
property owner is allowed to do all she wants to preserve the portions of her tree that lie on or over
her property but the government must not place undue burdens on neighbors to do the same
against their will – to do so is a “taking” and will need to be compensated by the government in
future.
We thank the Council for its consideration of the neighbors’ viewpoints as well as those of one
property owner where the trunk of the tree is located.
Sincerely,

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Agustin Huneeus
Valdez, Anthony E (ENV)
Montclare terrace tree
Monday, December 05, 2016 4:07:22 AM

Dear Sir:
I live on Lombard 1010 (crooked street) since 1985 and have never even noticed the "tree of discord".
Please do not turn it into a “protected “ tree against the request and wise recommendation of all neighbors who truly
care for the street and environment.
Thank you,
Agustin Huneeus

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

jennifer board
Valdez, Anthony E (ENV)
Opposition to Landmark Status
Monday, December 05, 2016 2:46:26 PM

Good afternoon,
I am writing

Jennifer Board
Lombard Street Gardener
Sent from my iPhone

James]. Ludwig

September 30, 2016

Urban Forestry Council
1455 Market Street, Suite 1 200
San Francisco, CA 94103

Dear Urban Forestry Council Members,
I am 91 years old, and I am the longest residing resident of Montclair Terrace
since purchasing my house at
in 1 957. I have seen our
small Street over the years change and grow as neighbors come and go, and the
one feature that stands out as the most significant and beautiful addition is the
Redwood tree planted by Men Jaye at 4 Montclair Terrace. It is a beautiful tree
in the middle of our busy, urban world, and was planted as a memorial to her
husband and young children who tragically left our world. The view of the tree
and all of its wonderful winged inhabitants is a joy to behold and gets more
grand as I get older and greyer. It should be protected for generations, and
should not be subject to removal by those who might dismiss its importance to
the neighborhood or are blind to its majestic beauty.
I am pleased to submit to the Council my support of the nomination for
landmarking the Redwood tree at 4 Montclair Terrace. I am sending my Personal
Assistant, Angie Brown, to the Landmark Tree Committee hearing, as my proxy
to speak on my behalf as I cannot attend the hearing. Should you have any
questions, I am at your service by email or telephone (contact information
below).
Respectfully yours,

James J. Ludwig

December 9, 2016 UFC Meeting
For today’s agenda Item #4, my report, turned in 10/7/2016, was omitted in the item description even
though all the other LTC’s members’ evaluation reports are itemized and mine was also the only one
not posted on the department website for this UFC meeting as of 07:22am today though the others’
were. The public may not know to ask for my report as it appears my report is nonexistent as far as
full disclosure.
Rose Hillson
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Re: [sfforesteadership] Re: Notice: Urban Forestry Council meeting Dec 9, 2016
Torn Borden
To:

Tue, Dcc 6, 2016 at 9:44 AM

It will be hard for me to make the Friday meeting.
I suggest you read the attached paper. Be sure to read all the way to the end, skipping Lisa’s plant inventory. NAP

supporters reallze they have a problem with greenhouse gas releases. They are trying to strengthen their position with
this newfound concern about trees.
Be sure to read Liss memo and the HortScience one at the end.
Lisa says all trees proposed for removal would be replaced, but does not say the replacements will be in N.A.
Her language says replacements would be primarily native trees but she does not commit that all replacements would be
trees.
The HortScience one cites McBride, claims the eucalyptus groves are not expanding and that there are no young
eucalyptus trees.
Also, I suggest printing out cdor copies of the attached McLaren Paii maps. These are the maps used by the NAP to
calculate how many trees would be removed from the perk. It took many sunshine requests to get them- They surely
exist for all parks but RPD claims they could only find a few. Lisa lied to my face when I first asked for them right in
front of Phil. The map demonstrates the intent of the SNRAMP, before this charm offensive on trees. They are
removing trees to promote grasslands, not to improve forest health.
The UFC resolution:
-reports RPD historically plants 550 trees per year.
-RPD does not report how many trees per year die or are purposefully removed.
it ignores the 15,000 trees to be clear cut in Pacifica. Doesn’t the UFC care?
-assumes SF NAP tree removals will be at a steady rate of 170 per year
-says RPD commits to replant 1 tree for each removed. Where is this commitment documented? ft did not exist
when the BdGrI ..naiet .R WU firwIlLed.
-Says RPD must plant at least 550 + 170 = 720 trees per year.
-asks RPD to “provide reporting information on the number of trees removed, and the replacement tree plantings within
San Francisco above RPD’s system-wide current planting levels, in their annual reporting to the Urban Forestry Council
forthe AnnualUrban Forest Report’. This is rmtspeciflc to NAP activities. Whatdoes itmean? In the EIR itsays
trees removed from Natural Areas will be replaced with trees plailted in Natural Areas.
We want recording of size, species, date and GPS coordinates of trees removed and the same for trees planted. The.
suMval and growth of planted trees must be monitored for the plantings to have meaning.
This is not an undue burden. There are only 14 removals and 14 plantings per month to record. There are many phone
apps that will record coordinates, notes and photos. For removals, all they need to do is wrap a measuring tape around
the tree and take. a picture close enough you can read the tape. and a second one a little farther away. This would
instantly record date, Iocationsize and species. It would take less than a minute. The photos could be sent in and
stored. Plantings could use an app to record location, time and notes on species and size of what was planted. The
data could be exported as a CSV file and easily added to an Excel database. This information would be invaluable for
maintenance of the trees and to collect survival data.

Torn Borden

To: Urban Forestry Council
From: Tom Borden, San Francisco Forest Alliance
Date: 12/9/2016
Subject: Resolution endorsing the Natural Resource Areas Management Plan
We are shocked the Urban Forestry Council would endorse the Natural Resource Areas Management
Plan. Why would the UFC endorse a program, the intent of which is to reduce the number of trees in
the parkiand it controls? Why would the UFC condone the removal of 11,920 Saplings with no
replacement? Why would the UFC condone a plan to clear cut a forest of 15,000 trees in Pacifica
with no tree replacement? Why would the UFC endorse a program that will cut down large healthy
trees in Natural Areas and replace them with seedlings or saplings in other park areas? Why would
the UFC accept just 1:1 replacement by RPD for trees removed from our Natural Areas? Why does
the resolution ignore the attrition of new plantings?
The document starts out by identifying our forests as “afforested areas” to create the impression they
are unnatural. Why?
The SNRAMP calls for the removal of 18,344 trees. It does not make a commitment to replace any of
them. The SNRAMP’s primary intent with regard to trees is to remove trees from specific areas to
create grassland. The program would be happy to remove additional trees that are unhealthy or
dangerous. See a discussion of this issue on pages 10-11 and pages 42-45 of this document:
https://sfforest.files.wordpress.com/201 6/1 2/arquments-against-certification-of-snramp-eir. pdf
The resolution recognizes that the SN RAMP is the source of tree removals and places the
“responsibility” of tree replacement on other RPD operations. It does not call for the NRD to replace
the removed trees. Rather it “urges the Recreation and Park Department to set a goal of planting
720 trees per year (550 current planting 20 average, plus 170 new estimated annual tree removals
within San Francisco) to ensure that the goals of the City’s General Plan to maintain and expand the
urban forest is met”. RPD has not made the commitment called for in this resolution. See the
discussion of the Beach Chalet EIR for proof of this on page 6 on the document referenced above.
RPD tree removal and planting records are almost non-existent. Only the Urban Forestry group
within RPD operations keeps any records at all. They do not know what they cut or where and they
do not know what they planted or where. The NRD, which can cut trees up to 6” diameter at breast
height, keeps no records of tree cutting or tree planting. The attached document was obtained from
RPD in response to a Sunshine request, “RPD must have a record keeping system to track trees that
have been removed and trees that have been planted. I would like RPD to provide a copy of tree
removal and tree planting records for the past 5 years.” As you can see, the records are minimal and
impossible to audit.
The SNRAMP gives the NAP a license to cut 11,920 Saplings with no restrictions or recording
required. This is a loss of 28,600 metric tons of future carbon dioxide sequestration. See the
calculations on page 9 of this document:
https://sfforest.files.wordpress.com/201 6/1 2/arquments-aqainst-certification-of-snramp-eir.pdf
Additionally, the Natural Areas contain approximately 27,100 Trees that are larger than Saplings but
less than 6” DBH. Those are to be included in the tally of tree removals identified in the
SNRAMP. However, nowhere is there an actual requirement or a commitment to maintain a log of
those trees felled by the NAP.
RPD has no system to track the survival of trees planted. This is true of the Urban Forestry group

and the NAP.
Francisco
It is shocking that the UFC does not care about the clear cutting 0115,000 trees on San
of
land in Pacifica. Out of sight out of mind? Global warming is a local issue? Consider the loss
carbon sequestration due to this.
in the
56 acres of forest in Sharp Park is to be converted from forest into grassland. The values used
net
The
grassland.
for
CaIEEMod calculation are 111 MT 002/ acre for forest and 4.31 MT C02/ acre
emission of GHG due to this part of the SNRAMP would be:
Forest removed
56x111
6216

new grassland
56x4.31
5,975 metric tons of C02 released
=
241

-

-

This is a number for an average forest. It is based on trees with a sequestration rate of 0.035 MT
C02/year and a tree density of about 158 trees /acre. However blue gum eucalyptus is not
average. According to the SNRAMP (page 3-1 1), blue gum eucalyptus “is one of the fastest growing
trees in the world”. A growth tate for eucalyptus is not published in the CaIEEMoU. Fortunately, the
ESA technical memorandum prepared for the EIR, “Sequestration Study of Greenhouse Gases for
SNRAMP” does provide a value, 0.12 MT/year/tree. (see page 5 of the memo) Note this
sequestration rate is 3.4 times higher than the average CaIEEMod tree species.
We can redo the calculation using the information specific to eucalyptus. 15,000 trees will be
removed from the 56 acres in Sharp Park, that essentially all are Eucalyptus and (supposedly) most
at least 20 years old.(see page 5 of the memo) So, the stored carbon in the trees that would be
removed is:
15,000 X 0.12 X 20

=

36,000 MI

This means that the SNRAMP activity in Sharp Park would produce a net release of 36,000
241 = 35760 MT of 002. This does not even include the emissions from all of the vehicles and
equipment used for the logging and for the planting of new grass covet.
—

The SNRAMP is not a program that forwards the stated objectives of the Urban Forestry
Council. Please do not adopt this resolution.
Sincerely,
Tom Borden
SF Forest Alliance

‘C

Mayor Gavin Newsom
Philip A. Ginsburg, General Manager

Tree count July 2015 to Dec 2015

Pruned

Removed

27
12
45
22
27
49

10
12
18
18
21
11

Total- 182

Total- 90

McLaren Lodge, Golden Gate Park 501 Stanyan Streetl San Francisco, CA 94117

Planted

27
17
24
30
15
21

Total- 1 34

Vandalized or Stolen

1
6
0
0
0
0

July15
August 15
September 15
October15
November15
December 15

Totat-7
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