BOARD OF APPEALS, CITY & COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO

Appeal of Appeal No. 06-132
RUSSIAN HILL NEIGHBORS, )
Appellant(s) )
)
VS, )
)
DEPT. OF PUBLIC WORKS )
BUREAU OF URBAN FORESTRY, )
Respondent
NOTICE OF APPEAL

NOTICE IS HEREBY GIVEN THAT the above named appellant(s) appeals to the Board of Appeals of the City and County of
San Francisco from the decision or order of the above named department(s), commission, or officer.

The substance or effect of the decision or order appealed from is the issuance on August 7, 2006, to Charles Mosser, Permit
to Remove One (1) Tree at 1045-1059 Broadway.

ORDER NO. 176,056

Address & Tel. of Appellant(s): Address & Tel. of Permit Holder(s):

Russian Hill Neighbors, Appellant(s) ' Charles Mosser, Permit Holder(s)

c/o Katherine Garrison, Agent for Appellant(s) 308 Jessie Street

1819 Polk Street #221 SF, CA 94103

SF, CA 94109 415.720.3645

415.267.0575 (tel) :

1, Steve Kendrick declare under penalty of perjury that the foregoing is true and correct.
Entered on Aug. 21, 2006 at San Francisco, California.

FOR HEARING ON Oct. 18, 2006 . chen.. 1}11{5"’3"““ ............ S

Appellant or Agent



BOARD OF APPEALS, CITY & COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO

Appeal of Appeal No. 06-133
RUSSIAN HILL NEIGHBORS, )
Appellant(s) )
)
VS. }
)
DEPT. OF PUBLIC WORKS )
BUREAU OF URBAN FORESTRY, _ )
Respondent
NOTICE OF APPEAL

NOTICE IS HEREBRY GIVEN THAT the above named appellant(s) appeals to the Board of Appeals of the City and County of
San Francisco from the decision or order of the above named department(s), commission, or officer.

The substance or effect of the decision or order appealed from is the issuance on August 7, 2006, to Charles Mosser, Aaron
Buchanan & Pat Milazzo, Joel Camarda, and Jose Gatchalian, Permit to Remove One (1) Tree at 1045-1059 Broadway, and
1061 Broadway #1,2, and 3.

ORDER NO. 176, 057

Address & Tel. of Appellant{s): Address & Tel. of Permit Holder(s):

Russian Hill Neighbors, Appellant(s) Charles Mosser, Aaron Buchanan & Pat Milazzo,
c/o Katherine Garrison, Agent for Appellant(s) Joel Camarda, and Jose Gatchalian, Permit Holder(s)

1819 Polk Street #221 : Various Addresses

SF, CA 94109 SF, CA 94133

415.267.0575 (tel)

I, Steve Kendrick declare under penalty of perjury that the foregoing is true and correct.
Entered on Aug. 21, 2006 at San Francisco, California

FOR HEARING ON Qct. 18, 2006 [ T € £ ¥ O T A P

Appellant or Agent



BOARD OF APPEALS, CITY & COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO

Appeal of Appeal No. 06-134
RUSSIAN HILL NEIGHBORS, )
Appellant(s) )
)
vS. )
)
DEPT. OF PUBLIC WORKS )
BUREAU OF URBAN FORESTRY, )
Respondent
NOTICE OF APPEAL

NOTICE IS HEREBY GIVEN THAT the above named appellant(s) appeals to the Board of Appeals of the City and County of
San Francisco from the decision or order of the above named department(s), commission, or officer.

The substance or effect of the decision or order appealed from is the issuance on August 7, 2006, to Charles Mosser, Permit
to Remove Two (2) Trees at 1041Broadway.

ORDER NO. 178, 055

Address & Tel. of Appellant(s): Address & Tel. of Permit Holder(s):

Russian Hill Neighbors, Appellant(s) Charles Mosser, Permit Holder(s)

c/o Katherine Garrison, Agent for Appellant(s) 308 Jessie Street

1819 Polk Street #221 SF, CA 94103

SF, CA 94109 415.720.3645 (tel)

415.267.0575 (tel)

1, Steve Kendrick declare under penalty of perjury that the foregoing is true and correct.
Entered on Aug. 21, 2008 at San Francisco, California.

FORHEARING O ____0ct 1. 200 - e b edres..........

Appellant or Agent



BOARD GF APREALS, CITY & COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO BOARD OF APPEALS
PRELIMINARY STATEMENT OF APPEAL Date  AUG 2 1 2006

Filed:
APPEAL #_gf - (3%
1/ We, Pzw (L , hereby appeal the following

departmental action:_1/] vt of Braed Ao Fopicope doced Lyed ., which was
(Building Permit Application No.; detannlnatr'on or variance decision; Dept. of Public Works Order No. etc...)
issued / became effective on: ___ ) 2o0f, for the property at _ /0¥ ¢~ /0O ) .

Briefing Schedule (Based n date appeal filed):

Note: If any of the following submittal deadlines fall on a weekend or holiday, staff will adjust the date to the next business day.

Appellant’s Brief is due (15) days after date of filing on or before év,,ﬁz . S, m{ .
12 pages maximum, double-spaced, with unlimited exhibits, with original and 1@ copies délivered to the
Board office by 4 p.m., and with additional copies delivered to the other parties the same day.

Permit H?er’s Brief, Respondent’s Brief & Other Parties’ Brief are due (7) days later on or
before ; 12,2506 . 12 pages maximum, double-spaced, with unlimited exhibits (including
a set of reduéed plans’ for the permit holder's brief), with original and 10 copies delivered to the Board
office by 4 p.m., and with additional copies delivered to the other parties the same day.

Appellant's Reply is due (10) days later on or before %,»‘ 32 . 2006
6 pages maximum, double-spaced, with unlimited exhibits, with original and 19 copies delivered to the
Board office by 4 p.m., and with additional copies delivered to the other parties the same day.

Hearing Date: Wednesday, ((,()J (&, 2606

Place: City Hall, Room 4186, One Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place (formerly 301 Polk Street)
Time: 5:00 p.m. (Everyone is required to arrive no later than 5:00 p.m., no matter which item their
appeal is on the agenda because cases are often withdrawn, rescheduled, and taken out of order)

All parties to an appeal must adhere to the briefing schedule above, unless a briefing schedule extension
request is granted. Members of the public and other non-parties, however, may submit letters of
support/opposition no later than the Thursday prior to hearing by 4 p.m., with an original and 10 copies
required of all documents submitted. Only photographs or drawings may be submitted at hearing. If you
have any questions or problems, please call this office as soon as possible at 415-575-6880.

DO NOT WRITE ABOVE THIS LINE. FOR STAFF USE ONLY.

The reasons or grounds for this appeal are as follows (please summarize, or continue on 2" page):
THs 1052 14 Mo Towgound” 44 gusded

AN PVRABLY SN NIFIL PO Tesr yo  ferepMiNe TRAgS Lopdimisd
P por BESP PBRFnMED Rvsgan MU W lgibals  jpe  oFFERE) 7o
PEY Fol- Fihts Thet o Sl W leadnae

Signature of Appellant or Agent

C&C of SF, BOA, DEPT. 37, APPROVED SEPT. 2005
Boilerplates, General/Preliminary Statement of Appeal (Stamp Version)

-~
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City and County of San Francisco . (415) 554-6920
FAX (415) 554-6944
http:/iwww.sfdpw.com

Department of Public Works

Office of the Director

. City Hall, Room 348
Gavin_Newsom, Mayor 1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place
Fred V. Abadi, Ph.D., Director San Francisco, CA 941 02-4645

Order No. 176,056

The Director of Public Works held a Public Hearing on Monday, May 22, 2006, at 5:30 p.m., in
City Hall, Room 416. The hearing was to conslider a request for a tree removal and/or
replacement permit for the following:

Removal of one (1) privately malntained tree at 1045 - 1059 Broadway

Based upon the facts submitted at the hearing, the decision of the Director was to approve the
request for the removal of subject tree, contingent upon the following: '

¢ The tree must be replaced as follows:

o Two 48" box trees shall be planted fronting the property of 1045 — 1059 Broadway and
shall be the responsibility of the property owner at 1045 — 1059 Broadway to maintain.

e The replacement tree species shall be a larger growing species, such as the tristania conferta,
magnolia grandiflora, or eucalyptus ficifolla. The final tree species shall be approved by the
Department’s Urban Forester.

e The two replacement trees shall be planted in newly located basin locations identified by the
Department's Urban Forester. They shall be set back from the curb to protect the trees from
parking vehicles.

¢ The replacement trees shall have bollards installed at locations approved by the Department’s
Urban Forester to protect the trees from parking vehicles.

APPEAL: This Order may be appealed to the Board of Appeals within 15 days of August 7, 2008,
at 1660 Mission Street, Room 3036 (575-6880).

e Pépd >

Fred V. Abadl, Ph.D.
Director of Public Works

cc: Department Files (2)
Bureau of Urban Forestry
Applicant
Hearing Officer - Olga Ryerson

Approved: May 22, 2006

“IMPROVING THE QUALITY OF LIFE IN SAN FRANCISCO" We are dadicated individuals committed o teamwork, custormer
service and continuous improvement In partnership with the community.

Customer Service Teamwork -Continuous Improvement



Report of 1041, 1045-1059 and 1061 Broadway Street Trees

Background:

Applications were received from the property owners fronting 1041, 1045-1059, and 1061 Broadway Street for
the removal and replacement of four. privately maintained Blackwood Acacia trees located on the right-of-way
fronting subject properties. A hearing was held on May 22, 2006 to consider the removal of subject trees.

Address Bilock/Lot | Property Owner of Record Application Received | Number of
. 7 ‘ Trees
1041 Broadway 0157/056 | Charles W. Mosser By rep Steve Collins | 2trees
1045-1059 Broadway | 1057/055 | Charles W. Mosser _ By rep Steve Collins | 1 4 trees
1061 Broadway, #1. 0157/G72 | Aaron Buchanan & Pat Milazzo | Yes Y2 tree
1061 Broadway, #2 0157/073 | Joel Camarda & Valerie A. Yes '
.| 1061 Broadway, #3 01571074 | Jose Gatchalian : Yes

Department of Public Works Urban Forester Testimony:

The Department’s Urban Forester, Ms. Carla Short, reported that all four trees have sustained significant trunk
wounds from being repeatedly hit by vehicles parking at 90° angles, have areas of decay, and significant areas
of included bark. Ms. Short testified that in trying to assess the potential for tree failure, the Bureau of Urban
Forestry (BUF) looks at the' defects the trees may have and determines the significance of those defects and
any additional aggravating factors. She testified that each of these trees has multiple defects in addition to the
aggravating factors. Further, she reported that the Blackwood Acacia is a species that Is fast growing, tends to
be brittle, and that she sees failure of these tree species even when they do not have these defects.

Ms. Short testified that the Blackwood Acacia species does not take well to root-pruning and sees tree fallures
as a result of root pruning. Further she tesfified that there Is sidewalk lift around these frees and that at least
one of the trees’ sidewalks had already been previously repaired.

Ms. Short testified that her Bureau felt the removal of these trees was appropriate.

Regarding the installation of bollards to protect the trees, Ms. Short testified that installation of the bollards
would not change-the fact that the trees have decay, included bark and significant trunk damage. It would only
prevent further impact wounds. If bollards were installed, Ms. Short suggested that they not be placed in the
tree basin, but as close as possible to the sidewalk flags due to the possibility of damaging the trees’ roots. ..

Property Owner/Applicant Testimony:

Mr. Roy Leggitt, consultant arborist, spoke on behalf of the property owners. Following is a summary of his
testimony.

* Tree A-The tree fronting 1061 Broadway and 1049 Broadway. Mr. Leggitt reported that a sewer line runs
immediately adjacent to the trunk of the tree. The concrete sidewalk and stairway are badly damaged and
correcting the sidewalk damage would cause extensive root loss.

e Tree B — 1049 Broadway — Mr. Leggitt reported that the tree regrew from a stump. There is a Water
Department vault adjacent to the trunk, a lean the trunk and decay associated with the old trunk. Sidewalk
repair is required.

o Tree C— 1041 Broadway. Mr. Leggitt reported that he found evidence of a lot of bark loss on the street side
and areas that are decayed. Quite extensive decay. A lot of concrete is lifted between the tree and the
stairway. Looking uphill from.the tree, the roots are elevated between 3"-4". The tree has a lean of
approximately 20° in the opposite direction, indicating that it was uprooted at ocne time.

¢ Tree D - 1041-1043 Broadway — The base of the free has lost a lot of bark, has a very large wound on the
street side, and has good-sized decayed roots at the base of the tree. There is & lot'of damaged concrete
around this tree and part of the stairway has been lifted due to the roots.



Broadway Street Trees
July 25, 2006
Page2 -

Mr. Leggitt concluded that all four trees should be removed. He further testified that if the removals are
approved, the property owners would replant with five new large trees, with new tree basins being placed cioser
to the buildings and further away from the curbs to prevent vehicle bumper damage.

Mr. Neveo Mosser (1041- 1059 Broadway) testimony:

® Mr. Mosser testified that he has owned the property since the late 60's/early 70's and has lived in the
building for ten years. He has had a lot of problems with these trees - two years ago spending $21,000 to
repair sewers damaged by the two upper trees and five years prior, spending approximately $11,000 on the
sewers in the lower building.

® Ms. Mosser was concerned over liability with trip and fall hazards from the sidewalks and stated that he
wanted to make It safer for everyone involved. He also wants to improve the neighborhood by removing the
trees-and replanting them with healthy 36" box trees.

® Mr. Mosser further testified that he has constantly replaced sidewatk squares throughout the years due to
damage from tree roots. He did not know if the roots had been previously pruned.

¢ Mr. Mosser submitted a document from Grand Industries, Inc., a concrete contractor, stating that they felt
that removing the roots would compromise the stability of the trees at 1041 - 1061 Grandview and that they
would not take the responsibility for doing so. In addition, Mr. Mosser submitted an arborist's proposal for
the replacement trees. '

Valerle Camarda (1061 Broadway, #2):

® One of the original owners {for 18 years)

e Major concern is the liability issue. Concerned because there Is a lot of foot traffic. Have seen many people
trip; however, there have been no cl‘aims_.

Patricia Milazzo, 1061 Broadway.

* Major concem is liability. These trees have serious damage; they are sick and need to be replaced. Ms.
Milazzo testified that she has a beautiful canopy from her window but she carries a tremendous liability.
The trees will fall down some day and the sidewalk is very dangerous. '

Public Testimony:

Fourteen speakers spoke in opposition to the removal of the trees. Except for Ted Kipping, a certified arborist
obtained by opposing residents, all reside in the neighborhood. Following is a summary of the public testimony:

* Mr. Ted Kipping, certified arborist, testified that the Blackwood Acacias were first put into the City because
they were tough trees. The trees’ canopies are vigorous. The trees have problems as do most of our street
trees. The trees are healthy. Believes that with mechanical work, the trees would get many more years. It
is not going to be easy to establish anything on that steep slope. -

Mr. Kipping suggested the use of a new test used in Germany to find out how stable the trees are. The test
involves putting a tensiometer on the trunk that pulls on the tree to measure how much deviation is
occurring. Mr. Kipping stated that it would be a way to determine whether these trees have enough strong
fibers left in them to make it and that there are people in the Bay Area that would do these tests: .

Further, Mr, Kipping advised that if the basin was enlarged, and if root pruning was done thoughtfully and
intelligently, with the basins closer to the houses, that the trees could sustain the root pruning.

® Katherine Kendrick - Lived entire life across the street from the trees.” Trees are integral part of the
neighborheod and its history and should remain. o

® Nielsen Rogers - The driveway for 1061 Broadway was built 18 years ago. There is no structural root
damage on the driveway within five inches of the tree and that if the current sidewalk lift was repaired as
good as the sidewalk that was installed 18 years ago, it would give the trees another 18-20 years.
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Marge - These trees are very special treasures. .They are situated at the top of Broadway. You can see
them from the Bay Bridge, the Embarcadero, etc. The foliage Is lush. It would be a horrible fravesty for the
neighborhood to lose these trees. They are not perfect but we want to keep them as long as we can.

Katherine Garrison, President of Russian Hili Neighbors Assoclation - Want to preserve the natural beauty
that exists in San Francisco. The Assoclation works really hard to bring young trees and keep them in the
City. At best, the lifespan of new trees is 7 years. These trees are an absolute treasure in our
neighborhood. Its’ our responsibility to do whatever we can to keep them, -

Note - The Hearing Officer asked Ms. Garrison, President of the Russian Hill Neighborhoods Association, if
they would be willing to assist financially if the Hearing Officer decided that the use of the tensiometer would
be helpful in this case. Ms. Garrison responded that she would go to her membership to inquire if people
could contribute and that she would speak to her board. :

Daniel Detorie - Property owners have some responsibility. There is always garbage in front of those trees
and suckers at their base. Speaker advised that he spoke to Jocelyn Cohen who suggested the use of a
resistograph to check the damage to the trees. '

Carol Ann Rogers - Directly across the street from the line of trees is the Vallejo Crest Historic District which
Is on the national register of historic places. City should-go the extra mile to preserve historic resources.
The landscaping and things like trees are important; add to the fabric of the City scape. We should go the
extra mile to preserve these trees as rasources to the City. ‘

Nancy Rosenthal - Speaker has seen cars hit the trunks, but the trees are still green, still growing, and are
vital to the neighborhood. The steps on Broadway are worse in other areas of Broadway than at this
location. The neighborhood has so few trees. Tourists come up and down that street all the time.

Rockwell Townsend - There shouid be no reason to take down any tree In this City unless there are
compelling reasons to do so. Speaker stated that he did not believe that there were compelling reasons in
this case. The trees have all survived this winter's storm season. They have large healthy crowns. There
are reasons to take them out, but they are not compelling. Any tree contributes in a small way to a solution
to global warming problem. When you put in replacement trees, how many gallons of fossit fuel will you
burn to bring in the new trees and to take out the old trees to take them to wherever they are going fo go?

Horace Kampschulte - Trim the trees instead of removing them. The speaker strongly requested that if
approval was granted to remove the trees, that the species of the replacement tree be identified. When
these trees are trimmed there will be less danger. These trees are enormously durable. -

Joe Murray - If they are doing damage 1o property, that should be considered. One fell down in a storm and
knocked out some cars and the roots grew back. The trees seem to be healthy. They are absolutely
fantastic. People have to watch their way down the hill. The sidewalk is abrupt down Broadway too. Would
hate to see them go, but if it comes down to improving the property. Thers's no reason to take a healthy
tree out unless it's going to be replaced with something more healthy and beautiful.

Steve Kendrick - Speaker’s family has lived across the street from these trees for 30 years. A little overa
year ago, a truck pulled up to remove the same trees. They left after the speaker asked for their permit and
came back later with an application to remove the trees. The tree at 1061 Broadway was there long before
the building was built. The speaker reported that he did not know why the three owners have joined on the
removals but strongly suspects that they want to improve their views.

Elsa Townsend - If there is damage to the sidewalks and sewer pipes, the trees can be judged to deal with
the root excavation that might have to happen in terms of how deep the roots are. The areas of complaint
that cause the liability can be repaired. '

Judy Junghans - Lived in neighborhood since late 70’s. Past President of Russian Hill Neighborhoods. The
speaker had questions regarding the relocation of the basins, and asked about a requirement she heard
about that there must be four replacement trees planted for each tree removed. The speaker was informed
that the. proposed relocated basins would be in line with the basins down the hill. Additionally, she was

Iinformed that there-is no requirement for four replantings to every removal. The speaker strongly suggested

that we try to do something with the roots and repair with the sidewalk. Further, she suggested that the pull
test be performed.
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Final Statements from Department of Public Works Urban Forester:

Ms. Short responded to the public’s testimony that there should be a compelling reason to remove a tree
and that these trees are healthy and that there is no reason to remove them. Mr. Short stated that BUF
exists to protect and grow the urban forest and that the Bureau takes this mandate  very seriously. “We do
not approve removals of frees unless we do feel that there is a compelling reason.”

Given the species, the trunk damage. the signs of decay on these trees, and given the amount of roots that
would be pruned in order to repair the sidewalk, Ms. Short stated that she feit those were compelling
reasons to remove the trees. Ms. Short agreed that the canopies of these trees are dramatic, but that every
time a tree comes down, it is BUF that has to come out when there are free emergencies. She said that
public safety has to be their number one priority.

Ms. Short reiterated that three ceriified arborists from the office inspected these trees and came to the same
conclusion. These trees have pretty significant issues. Blackwood Acacias can be very resilient, but they
are also the number one tree species that comes down during storms.

Ms. Short reported that BUF does not have the equipment that Mr. Kipping discussed.

Final testimony from Mr. Leggitt:

The test that Mr. Kipping referred to is the “pull” test. It pulls tension on a tree and detects movement in it.
The instrumentation Is extremely expensive and not widely used in this country. It has been used for a long

-time in Germany. The data as it relates to tree specles and local conditions are not statistically well

supported because we do not have the experience with the equipment. It s a costly experimental process.
Would expect in the $1,000/tree range.

Mr. Leggitt further stated that he does not see the problem as being resoived by knowmg the extent of
internal decay when we know that there are so many external defects already present. . It would be adding
information that really is not relevant. Mr. Leggitt stressed that we know there are so much external defects
with the trees, that if there were Internal defects as well, it would only help him to change his
recommendation from one for removal of the tree through the hearing process to the immediate removal of
an imminent hazard.

Letters received from the Public:

Twenty-nine letters were received from the public opposing the removal of the trees. One letter was received
supporting the removal of the trees.

Hearing Officer Investigation:

At the hearing, the Hearing Officer stated that she has been holding these hearings for many years and
values mature trees, however, has concerns when cases are brought to her with trees that are potentially
hazardous and can cause injuries. In this case, there are four trees that are identified by the Department of
Public Works' Urban Forester, and two additional certified arborists on BUF staff, to be potentially
hazardous. The Hearing Officer stated that based on the evidence she heard at the hearing, she believed
that these trees were potentially hazardous; however, due to the public's overwhelming concerns over the
loss of these threes, she would explore the possible use of the tensiometer in this case.

Tensiometer — Mr, Ted Kipping referred BUF to Mr. Gordon Mann, Superintendent, Public Works Services,
City of Redwood City. Mr. Mann stated he could not perform the tests himself but generously agreed to lend
the Bureau of Urban Forestry Redwood City's tensiometer for use to perform the pull test on these four
trees. The pull test is performed by attaching a cable with a winch to a vehicle (pick-up or car) or ancther
similarly weighted object. The other side of the cable is attached to the tree’s trunk. Pressure is applied

and the free is incrementally pulled towards the weighted object, with several people watching the tree for
signs of movement. Mr. Mann performs the test on several sides of the tree.
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A threshold has not yet been developed as to what is enough pull to determine if a tree is sound. Mr. Mann
reported that he would put more weight and pull on the tree and once he sees movement, he stops. Once
he starts seeing a shift, it tells him what he needs to know. Mr. Mann reported that on those tests he has
performed, trees that were not removed because he felt they were strong enough to remain, have not failed,

Mr. Mann noted he has not seen the trees and was not able to verify the extent of the defects to the trees.
Mr. Mann did agree that Biackwood Acacia’s were prone to tree failure after root-pruning. Following is an
excerpt from an article in “The Westemn Arborist, Lead Article - Summer 2005 issue, Volume 31, Number 3;
Significance of root severance on performance of established trees, W. Douglas Hamilton: “Gordon Mann
in Redwood City cites several stonn-damage problems to the following trees which had been root pruned:
Acacia melanoxylon (black acacia)...

Mr. Steven Kendrick forwarded information from Mr. Philip van Wassenaer, B.Sc., MFC, Consulting Arborist,
who is willing to perform the tests on the four trees at a cost of $2,500 - $3,000, plus car rental and hotel
(Mr. Van Wassenaer would be fiying in from Canada).

The Hearing Officer found little information on the use of the tensiometer/pull test in the United States.

An excerpt from the Horticulture Home Pest News, Sidewalk and Trees, prepared by Sherry Rindels,
Department of Horticulture, lowa State University, Ames, lowa on March 3, 1995, states “Whenever trees
are root-pruned, there is always some risk of tree failure. Many factors are involved. Tree species, age, .
size, site conditions, existing problems, vigor and extent of pruning are just some of the factors. Mature
trees are less tolerant of root pruning than young trees, trees on sites exposed to high winds are less
tolerant than sheltered trees, and trees with defects or poor general health are not good candidates for root
pruning.”

Hearing Officer Findings:

1.

Tree removal applications were received from all property owners fronting the trees of 1041, 1045-1059,

and 1061 Broadway Street due to liability concerns. However, Mr. Mosser also stated expenses as a part

of the reason why he was applying for the removal of the trees and provided evidence of recent sewer,

;idewalk and stair work for the properties at 1043, 1041, and 1051 Broadway, totaling approximately
25,000

Compelling arguments were received by Ms. Carla Short that the four trees in question exhibit significant
defects and pose a hazard to public safety due to a significant amount of trunk damage, decay, and areas
of included bark. Additionally, Ms. Short has the concurrence of two ceriified arborists on BUF staff and
Mr. Roy Leggitt, a private certified arborist.

The significant defects on the trees cause a risk to public safety_ ~ the strong evidence of decay, trunk
damage, and included bark. Compounded with the reot-pruning that will be required In order to perform
the required sidewalk repair, and the species’ prone to failure as a result of root pruning, the Hearing
‘Officer finds that there s substantial evidence, without the pull-test, that the trees pose a potential hazard
to public safety. Additionally, the hearing officer is convinced that the conditions surrounding the trees are
not desirable for the puli test.

a) The pull test should be performed on all sides of the trees. 1t would be very difficult to perform the pul!
test towards the buildings due to the grade, the steps, and thelr proximity to the trees. As noted on
the attached grade map, the street grade at the site where three of the four Blackwood Acaclas are
located is. 30.74%. Per the Department's Bureau of Street-Use and Mapping, 31.5% is the steepest
drivable street in San Francisco.

b) Pulling on the trees trunks with significant defects may be unsafe. In an attempt to fry to preserve
these trees, a more hazardous situation may be created.

c¢) If the Bureau of Urban Forestry performed the pull test with the use of loaned equipment, it-would be
doing so without ever having performed this test, or withessing the test being performed.
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4. Urban trees are a great benefit to San Francisco neighborhoods and the public at large. However, these
four trees pose a potential hazard to public safety. Pruning the trees, installing bollards, opening up the
tree basins in order to require less root-pruning, aid and protect trees in general; however, taking these
steps to preserve these trees at this time would not.bring them back to good health and make them safe.
While the Hearing Officer believes these are good suggestions to reduce the risks of injury to the public

and to the trees, they do not reduce the risks significantly.

5.  An unsafe situation has been brought to the attention of the City and now is the City's responsibility to

take the necessary steps to make the situation safe.

Hearing Officer Recommendation:

Based on the above findings, the Hearing Officer recommends the approval of the removal of subject four trees

contingent upon their replacement with five trees as follows:

Address Block/Lot Number of Replacement Trees
1041 Broadway 0157/056 2 trees
| 1045-1059 Broadway 1057/055 2 trees
1061 Broadway, #1 01571072
1061 Broadway, #2 Q157/073 1 tree
1061 Broadway, #3 0157/074 '

The replacement trees shall be 48” box trees and they shall be a larger growing tree species, such as the
tristania conferta, magnolia grandiflora, or eucalyptus ficifolia. The final tree species shall be approved by the
Department's Urban Forester. Further, the replacement tree basins shall be relocated further away from the
curb, as directed by the Department’s Urban Forester, to prevent vehicle bumpers from hitting the trees and
bollards shall be installed at appropriate locations.

Olga A. Ryerson
Hearing Officer

Date: July 25, 2006
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City and County of San Francisco (415) 554-6920
FAX (415) 554-6944
hitp:/ivww.sfdpw.com

Department of Publlc Works
Office of the Director

City Hall, Room 348

. Gavin Newsom, Mayor 1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place
"Fred V. Abadi, Ph.D., Director San Francisco, CA 94102-4645

Order No. 176,057

The Director of Public Works hald a Public Hearing on Monday, May 22, 2006, at 5:30 p.m., in
City Hall, Room 416. The hearing was to consider a request for a tree removal and/or
replacement permit for the following:

Removal of one (1) privately maintained tree between the properties
of 1045 — 1059 Broadway and 1061 Broadway, Units #1, #2, and #3

Based upon the facts submitted at the hearing, the decision of the Director was to approve the
request for the removal of subject tree, contingent upon the following:

s The tree must be replaced as follows:

o One 48" box tree shall be planted fronting the property of 1061 Broadway, Units #1, #2,
and #3 and shall be the responsibllity of the property owners at 1061 Broadway to
maintain, '

e The replacement tree species shall be a larger growing species, such as the fristania conferta,
magnolia grandifiora, or eucalyptus ficifolia.. The final tree species shall be approved by the
Department’s Urban Forester.

e The replacemeht treo shall be planted In a newly located basin location identified by the
Department’s Urban Forester. It shall be set back from the curb to protect the trees from
parking vehicles. '

e The replacement tree shall have boilards instalied at locations approved by the Department’s
Ur@ Forester to protect the trees from parking vehicles.

APPEAL: This Order mdy be appealed to the Board of Appeals within 15 days of August 7, 2006,
at 1660 Mission Street, Room 3036 (575-6880).

Frvee/ Héad, =

Fred V. Abadi, Ph.D.
Director of Public Works

cc: Department Files (2)
Bureau of Urban Forestry
Applicant
Hearing Officer — Olga Ryerson

Approved: May 22, 2006

MPROVING THE QUALITY OF LIFE IN SAN FRANCISCO™ We are dedicated indlviduals cormitled to teamwork, custormer
service and continuous improvement in partnership with the communily. )
Customer Service Teamwork Continuous Improvement



Report of 1041, 1045-1059 and 1061 Broadway Street Trees

Background:

Applications were received from the property owners fronting 1041, 1045-1059, and 1081 Broadway Street for
the removal and replacement of four privately maintained Blackwood Acacia trees located on the right-of-way
fronting subject properties. A hearing was held on May 22, 2006 to consider the removal of subject trees.

Address - Block/Lot | Property Owner of Record Application Received | Number of
Trees

1041 Broadway . 0157/056 | Charles W. Mosser By rep Steve Collins | 2trees

1045-1059 Broadway | 1057/055 | Charles W. Mosser By rep Steve Collins | 1 ¥, trees

1061 Broadway, #1. 0157/072 | Aaron Buchanan & Pat Milazzo | Yes Yatree

1061 Broadway, #2 0157/073 | Joel Camarda & Valerie A. Yes

1061 Broadway, #3 0157/074 | Jose Gatchalian - Yes

Department of Public Works Urban Forester Testimony:

The Department’s Urban Forester, Ms. Carla Short, reported that all four trees have sustained significant trunk
wounds from being repeatedly hit by vehicles parking at 90° angles, have areas of decay, and significant areas
of included bark. Ms. Short testified that in trying to assess the potential for tree failure, the Bureau of Urban
Forestry (BUF) looks at the defects the trees may have and determines the significance of those defects and
any additional aggravating factors. She testified that each of these trees has multiple defects in addition to the
aggravating factors. Further, she reported that the Blackwood Acacia is a species that is fast growing, tends to
be brittle, and that she sees failure of these tree species even when they do not have these defects.

Ms. Short testified that the Blackwood Acacia species does not take well to root-pruning and sees tree failures
as a result of root pruning. Further she testified that there is sidewalk lift around these trees and that at least
one of the trees’ sidewalks had already been previously repaired.

Ms. Short testified that her Bureau felt the removal of these trees was appropriate.

Regarding the installation of bollards to protect the trees, Ms. Short testified that installation of the bollards
would not change-the fact that the trees have decay, included bark and significant trunk damage. It would only
prevent further impact wounds. If bollards were installed, Ms. Short suggested that they not be placed in the
tree basin, but as close as possible to the sidewalk flags due to the possibility of damaging the trees’ roots. ..

Property Owner/Applicant Testimony:

Mr. Roy Leggitt, consultant arborist, spoke on behalf of the property owners. Following Is a summary of his
testimony.

e Tree A~ The tree fronting 1061 Broadway and 1049 Broadway. Mr. Leggitt reported that a sewer line runs
immediately adjacent to the trunk of the tree. The concrete sidewalk and stairway are badly damaged and
correcting the sidewalk damage would cause extensive root loss.

e Tree B-1049 Broadway — Mr. Leggiit reported that the tree regrew from a stump. There is a Water
Department vault adjacent to the trunk, a lean the trunk and decay associated with the old trunk. Sidewalk
repair is required.

* Tree C— 1041 Broadway. Mr. Leggitt reported that he found evidence of a lot of bark loss on the street side
and areas that are decayed. Quite extensive decay. A lot of concrete is lifted between the tree and the
stairway. Looking uphill from.the tree, the roots are elevated between 3"-4", The tree has a lean of
approximately 20° in the opposite direction, indicating that it was uprooted at one time.

e Tree D - 1041-1043 Broadway — The base of the tree has lost a lot of bark, has a very large wound on the
street side, and has good-sized decayed roots at the base of the tree. There is a lot'of damaged concrete
around this tree and part of the stairway has been lifted due to the roots.
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Mr. Leggitt concluded that all four trees should be removed. He further testified that if the removals are
approved, the property owners would replant with five new large trees, with new tree basins being placed closer
to the buildings and further away from the curbs to prevent vehicle bumper damage.

Mr. Neveo Mosser (1041- 1059 Broadway) testimony:

e Mr. Mosser testified that he has owned the property since the late 60's/early 70's and has lived in the
building for ten years. He has had a lot of problems with these trees - two years ago spending $21,000 to
repair sewers damaged by the two upper trees and five years prior, spending approxlmately $11,000 on the
sewers in the lower building.

e Ms. Mosser was concerned over liability with trip and fall hazards from the sidewalks and stated that he
wanted to make it safer for everyone involved, He also wants to improve the neighborhood by removing the
trees and replanting them with healthy 36" box trees.

¢ Mr. Mosser further testified that he has constantly replaced sidewalk squares throughout the years due to
damage from tree roots. He did not know if the roots had been previously pruned.

e Mr Mosser submitted a document from Grand Industries, Inc., a concrete contractor, stating that they felt
that removing the roots would compromise the stability of the trees at 1041 — 1061 Grandview and that they
would not take the responsibility for doing so. In addition, Mr. Mosser submitted an arborist's proposal for
the replacement trees.

Valerie Camarda (1061 Broadway, #2):

e One of the original owners {for 18 years)

& Major concemn is the liability issue. Concemed because there is a lot of foot traffic. Have seen many people
trip; however, there have been no claims.

Patricia Milazzo, 1061 Broadway.

* Major concern is liability. These trees have serious damage; they are sick and need to be replaced. Ms.
Milazzo testified that she has a beautiful canopy from her window but she carries a tremendous liability.
The trees will fall down some day and the sidewalk is very dangerous.

Public Testimony:

Fourteen speakers spoke in opposition to the removal of the trees. Except for Ted Kipping, a certified arborist
obtained by opposing residents, all reside in the neighborhood. Following is a summary of the public testimony:

e Mr. Ted Kipping, certified arborist, testified that the Blackwood Acacias were first put into the City because
they were tough trees: The trees’ canopies are vigorous. The trees have problems as do most of our street
trees. The trees are heaithy. Believes that with mechanical work, the trees would get many more years. It
is not going to be easy to establish anything on that steep siope. -

Mr. Kipping suggested the use of a new test used in Germany fo find out how stable the trees are, The test
Involves putting a tensiometer on the trunk that pulls on the tree to measure how much deviation is
occurring. Mr. Kipping stated that it would be a way to determine whether these trees have enough strong
fibers left in them to make it and that there are people in the Bay Area that would do these fests. .

Further, Mr. Kipping advised that if the basin was enlarged, and if root pruning was done thoughtfully and
intelligently, with the basins closer to the houses, that the trees could sustain the root pruning.

e Katherine Kendrick - Lived entire life across the strest from the trees. Trees are mtegral part of the
neighborhood and its history and should remain.

* Nielsen Rogers - The driveway for 1061 Broadway was built 18 years ago. There is no structural root
damage on the driveway within five inches of the tree and that if the current sidewalk lift was repaired as
good as the sidewalk that was instalied 18 years ago, it would give the trees another 18-20 years.
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Marge - These trees are very special treasures. They are situated at the top of Broadway. You can see
them from the Bay Bridge, the Embarcadero, etc. The foliage is lush. It would be a horrible travesty for the
neighborhood to lose these trees. They are not perfect but we want to keep them as long as we can.

Katherine Garrison, President of Russian Hill Neighbors Association - Want to preserve the natural beauty
that exists in San Francisco. The Association works really hard to bring young trees and keep them in the
City. At best, the lifespan of new trees is 7 years. These trees are an absolute treasure in our
neighborhood. Its’ our responsibility to do whatever we can to keep them.

Note - The Hearing Officer asked Ms. Garrison, President of the Russian Hill Neighborhoods Association, if
they wouid be willing to assist financiallyTthe-Hearing Officer decided that the use of the tensiometer would
be helpful in this case. Ms. Garrison responded that she would go to her membership to inquire if pecple
could contribute and that she would speak to her board.

Danief Detorle - Property owners have some responsibility. There is always garbage in front of those trees
and suckers at their base. Speaker advised that he spoke to Jocelyn Cohen who suggested the use of a
resistograph to check the damage to the trees.

Carol Ann Rogers - Directly across the street from the line of trees is the Vallejo Crest Historic District which
is on the national register of historic places. City should-go the extra mile to preserve historic resources.
The landscaping and things like trees are important; add to the fabric of the City scape. We should go the
extra mile to preserve these trees as resources to the City.

Nancy Rosenthal - Speéker has seen cars hit the trunks, but the trees are still green, still growing, and are
vital to the neighborhood. The steps on Broadway are worse in other areas of Broadway than at this
location. The neighborhood has so few trees. Tourists come up and down that street all the time.

Rockwell Townsend - There should be no reason to take down any tree in this City unless there are
compelling reasons to do so. Speaker stated that he did not believe that there were compelling reasons in
this case.. The trees have all survived this winter's storm season. They have large healthy crowns. There
are reasons to take them out, but they are not compelling. Any tree contributes in a small way %o a solution
to global warming problem. When you put in replacement trees, how many gallons of fossil fuel will you
burn to bring in the new trees and to take out the old treées to take them to wherever they are going to go?

Horace Kampschulte - Trim the trees instead of removing them. The speaker strongly requested that if
approval was granted to remove the trees, that the species of the replacement tree be identified. When
these trees are trimmed there will be less danger. These trees are enormously durable.

Joe Murray - If they are doing damage to property, that should be considered. One fell down in a storm and
knocked out some cars and the roots grew back. The trees seem to be healthy. They are absolutely
fantastic. People have to watch their way down the hill. The sidewalk is abrupt down Broadway too. Would
hate to see them go, but if it comes down to improving the property. There's no reason to take a heaithy
tree out unless it's going to be replaced with something more heaithy and beautiful.

Steve Kendrick - Speaker’s family has lived across the street from these trees for 30 years. A litle over a
year ago, a truck pulled up to remove the same frees. They left after the speaker asked for their permit and
came back later with an application to remove the trees. The tree at 1061 Broadway was there long before
the building was built. The speaker reported that he did not know why the three owners have jomed on the
removals but strongly suspects that they want to improve thelr views.

Elsa Townsend - If there is damage to the sidewalks and sewer pipes, the trees can be judged to deal with
the root excavation that might have to happen in terms of how deep the roots are. The areas of complaint
that cause the liability can be repaired.

Judy Junghans - Lived in neighborhood since late 70's. Past President of Russian Hill Neighborhoods. The
speaker had questions regarding the relocation of the basins, and asked about a requirement she heard -
about that there must be four replacement trees planted for each tree removed. The speaker was informed
that the proposed relocated basins would be in line with the basins down the hill. Additionally, she was

informed that there is no requirement for four replantings to every removal. The speaker strongly suggested

that we try to do something with the roots and repair with the sidewalk. Further, she suggested that the pull
test be performed.
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Final Statements from Department of Public Works Urban Forester:

Ms. Short responded to the public’s testimony that there should be a compelling reason to remove a tree

and that these frees are healthy and that there is no reason to remove them. Mr. Short stated that BUF

exists to protect and grow the urban forest and that the Bureau takes this mandate very seriously. “We do
not approve removals of trees unless we do feel that there is a compelling reason.”

Given the species, the trunk damage, the signs of decay on these trees, and given the amount of roots that
would be pruned in order to repair the sidewalk, Ms. Short stated that she felt those were compelling
reasons to remove the trees. Ms. Short agreed that the canopies of these trees are dramatic, but that every
time a tree comes down, it is BUF that has to come out when there are tree emergencies. She said that
public safety has to be their number one priority.

Ms. Short reiterated that three certified arborists from the office inspected thess trees and came to the same
conclusion. These trees have pretty significant issues. Blackwood Acacias can be very resilient, but they
are also the number one tree species that comes down during storms.

Ms. Short reported that BUF does not have the equipment that Mr. Kipping discussed.

Final testimony from Mr. Leggitt:

The test that Mr. Kipping referred to is the “pull” test. it pulls tension on a tree and detects movement In it.
The instrumentation is extremely expensive and not mdely used in this country. It has been used for a long

fime in Germany. The data as it relates to free species and local conditions are not statistically well

supported because we do not have the experience with the equipment. It is a costly experimental process.
Would expect in the $1,000/ree range.

Mr. Leggitt further stated that he does not see the problem as being resolved by knowmg the extent of
intemal decay when we know that there are so many external defects already present. . It would be adding
information that really is not relevant. Mr. Leggitt stressed that we know there are so much external defects
with the trees, that if there were internal defects as well, it would only heip him to change his
recommendation from one for removal of the tree through the hearing process to the immediate removal of
an imminent hazard. i

Letters recelved from the Public:

Twenty-nine letters were recelved from the public opposing the removal of the frees. One letter was received
supporting the removal of the trees.

Hearing Officer Investigation:

At the hearing, the Hearing Officer stated that she has been hoiding these hearings for many years and
values mature trees, however, has concems when cases are brought to her with trees that are potentially
hazardous and can cause injuries. In this case, there are four trees that are identified by the Department of
Public Works’ Urban Forester, and two additional certified arborists on BUF staff, to be potentially
hazardous. The Hearing Officer stated that based on the evidence she heard at the hearing, she believed
that these trees were potentially hazardous; however, due to the public’s overwhelming concems over the
loss of these threes, she would explore the possible use of the tensiometer In this case.

Tensiometer — Mr. Ted Kipping referred BUF to Mr. Gordon Mann, Superintendent, Public Works Services,
City of Redwood City.- Mr. Mann stated he could not perform the tests himself but generously agreed fo lend
the Bureau of Urban Forestry Redwood City’s tenslometer for use to perform the pull test on these four
trees. The pull test is performed by attaching a cable with a winch to a vehicle (pick-up or car) or another
similarly weighted object. The other side of the cable Is attached to the tree’s trunk. Pressure is applied

and the tree is incrementally pulled towards the weighted object, with several people watching the tree for
signs of movement. Mr. Mann performs the test on several sides of the tree.
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A threshold has not yet been developed as to what is enough pull to determine if a tree is sound. Mr. Mann
reported that he would put mere weight and pull on the tree and once he sees movement, he stops. Oncs
he starts seeing a shift, it tells him what he needs to know. Mr. Mann reported that on those tests he has
performed, trees that were not removed because he felt they were strong enough, to remaln, have not failed.

Mr. Mann noted he has not seen the trees and was not able to verify the extent of the defects to the trees.
Mr. Mann did agree that Blackwood Acacia's were prone to tree failure after root-pruning. Following is an
excerpt from an article in “The Western Arborist, Lead Article - Summer 2005 issue, Volume 31, Number 3;
Significance of root severance on performance of established trees, W. Douglas Hamilton: “Gordon Mann
in Redwood Cily cites several storm-damage problems to the following trees which had been root pruned:
Acacia melanoxylon (black acacia)...”

Mr. Steven Kendrick forwarded information from Mr. Philip van Wassenaer, B.Sc., MFC, Consuiting Arborist,
who is willing to perform the tests on the four trees at a cost of $2 500 - $3,000, plus car rental and hotel
(Mr. Van Wassenaer would be flying in from Canada).

‘The Hearing Officer found little information on the use of the tensiometer/pull test in the United States.

An excerpt from the Horticulture Home Pest News, Sidewalk and Trees, prepared by Sherry Rindels,
Department of Horticulture, lowa State University, Ames, lowa on March 3, 1995, states “Whenever trees
are root-pruned, there is always some risk of tree failure. Many factors are involved. Tree species, age, .
size, site conditions, existing problems, viger and extent of pruning are just some of the factors, Mature
trees are less tolerant of root pruning than young trees, trees on sites exposed to high winds are less
tolerant than sheltered trees, and trees with defects or poor general health are not good candidates for root
pruning.”

Hearing Officer Findings:

1.

Tree removal applications were received from all property owners fronting the trees of 1041, 1045-1059,

and 1061 Broadway Street due to liability concems. However, Mr. Mosser also stated expenses as a part

of the reason why he was applying for the removal of the trees and provided evidence of recent sewer,

;idewalk, and stair work for the properties at 1043, 1041, and 1051 Broadway, totaling approximately
25,000.

Compelling arguments were received by Ms. Carla Short that the four trees in question exhibit significant
defects and pose a hazard to public safety due to a significant amount of tunk damage, decay, and areas
of included bark. Additionally, Ms. Short has the concurrence of two certified arborists on BUF staff and
Mr. Roy Leggitt, a private certified arborist.

The significant defects on the trees cause a risk to public safety - the strong evidence of decay, trunk
damagse, and included bark. Gompounded with the root-pruning that will be required in order o perform
the required sidewalk repair, and the species’ prone to failure as a result of root pruning, the Hearing
‘Officer finds that there Is substantial evidence, without the pull-test, that the trees pose a potential hazard
to public safety. Additionally, the hearing officer is convinced that the conditions surrounding the trees are
not desirable for the pull test.

a) The pull test should be performed on all sides of the trees. It would be very difficult to perform the pull
test towards the buildings due to the grade, the steps, and their proximity to the trees. As noted on
the attached grade map, the street grade at the site where three of the four Blackwood Acacias are
located is.30.74%. Per the Depariment's Bureau of Street-Use and Mapping, 31.5% is the steepest
drivable street In San Francisco.

b) Pulling on the trees trunks with significant defects may be unsafe. In an attempt to try to preserve
these trees, a more hazardous situation may be created.

c) I the Buréau of Urban Forestry performed the pull test with the use of loaned equipment, it would be
doing so without ever having performed this test, or witnessing the test being performed.
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4,  Urban trees are a great benefit to San Francisco neighborhoods and the public at large. However, these
four trees pose a potential hazard to public safety. Pruning the trees, installing bollards, opening up the
free basins in order to require less root-pruning, aid and protect trees in general; however, taking these
steps to preserve fhese trees at this time would not bring them back to good health and make them safe.
While the Hearing Officer believes these are good suggestions to reduce the risks of injury to the public
and to the trees, they do not reduce the risks significantly.

5.  Anunsafe situation has been brought to the attention of the City and now is the City’s responsibility to
take the necessary steps to make the situation safe.

Hearing Officer Recommendation:

Based on the above findings, the Hearing Officer recommends the approval of the removal of subject four trees
contingent upon their replacement with five trees as follows:

Address Block/Lot Number of Replacement Trees
1041 Broadway 0157/056 2 treas

1045-1059 Broadway 1057/055 2 trees

1061 Broadway, #1 -0157/072

1061 Broadway, #2 0157/073 1 tree

1061 Broadway, #3 . 0157/074 '

The replacement trees shall be 48" box frees and they shal! be a larger growing tree species, such as the
tristania conferta, magnolia grandifiora, or eucalyptus ficifolia. The final tree species shall be approved by the
Department’s Urban Forester. Further, the replacement tree basins shall be relocated further away from the
curb, as directed by the Department's Urban Forester, to prevent vehicle bumpers from hitting the trees and’
bollards shali be installed at appropriate locations.

QOlga A. Ryerson
Hearing Officer

Date: July 25, 2006
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Department of Public Works

Office of the Director

_ City Hall, Room 348

Gavin Newsom, Mayor - 1 Dr. Cartton B. Goodlett Place
Fred V. Abadl, Ph.D., Director San Francisco, CA 94102-4645

Order No. 176,055

The Director of Public Works held a Public Hearing on Monday, May 22, 2006, at
5:30 p.m., in City Hall, Room 416. The hearing was to consider a request for a tree
removal and/or replacement permit for the following: .

Removal of two (2) privately maintained trees at 1041 Broadway

Based upon the facts submitted at the hearing, the decislon of the Director was to
approve the request for the removal of subject trees contingent upon the following:

® The trees must be replaced with two 48” box trees. The replacement tree species
shall be a larger growing species, such as the tristania conferta, magnolia grandiflora,
or eucalyptus ficifolia. The final tree species shall be approved by the Department’s
Urban Forester.

e The trees shall be planted in newly located basin locations identified by the
Department’s Urban Forester. They shall be set in from the curb to protect the trees
from parking vehicles.

¢ Bollards shall be placed at locations approved by the Department’s Urban Forester to
protect the trees from parking vehicles.

APPEAL This Order may be appealed to the Board of Appeals within 15 days of
August 7, 2006, at 1660 Mission Street, Room 3036 (575-6880).

Fred bl >

Fred V. Abadi, Ph.D.
Director of Public Works

cc: Department Files (2)
Bureau of Urban Forestry
Applicant
Hearing Officer ~ Olga Ryerson

Approved: May 22, 2006

“MPROVING THE QUALITY OF LIFE IN SAN FRANCISCO" We ars dedicated individuals committed to teamwork, custormer
service and conﬁnuous improvement in partnership with the community.
P SR S S Tonmumnrk Continuous imorovement



Report of 1041, 1045-1059 and 1061 Broadway Street Trees

Background:

Applications were received from the property owners fronting 1041, 1045-1059, and 1061 Broadway Street for
the removal and replacement of four privately maintained Blackwood Acacia trees located on the right-of-way
fronting subject properties. A hearing was held on May 22, 2006 to consider the removal of subject trees.

Address Block/Lot | Property Owner of Record " | Application Received | Number of
‘ Trees

1041 Broadway 0157/056 | Charles W. Mosser By rep Steve Collins | 2 frees

1045-1059 Broadway | 1057/055 | Charles W. Mosser By rep Steve Collins | 1 %2 frees

1061 Broadway, #1. 0157/072 | Aaron Buchanan & Pat Milazzo | Yes 14 tree

1061 Broadway, #2 | 0157/073 | Joel Camarda & Valerie A. Yes

1061 Broadway, #3 0157/074 | Jose Gatchalian . : Yes

Department of Public Works Urban Forester Testimony:

The Department’s Urban Forester, Ms. Carta Short, reported that all four trees have sustained significant trunk
wounds from being repeatedly hit by vehicles parking at 90° angles, have areas of decay, and significant areas
of Included bark. Ms. Short testified that In trying to assess the potential for tree failure, the Bureau of Urban
Forestry (BUF) looks at the defects the trees may have and determines the significance of those defects and
any additional aggravating factors. She testified that each of these trees has mu!tlple defects in addition to the
aggravating factors. Further, she reported that the Blackwood Acacia is a species that is fast growing, tends to
be brittle, and that she sees failure of these tree species even when they do not have these defects.

Ms. Short testified that the Blackwood Acacia species does not take well to root-pruning and sees tree failures
as a result of root pruning. - Further she testified that there Is sidewalk lift around these trees and that at least
one of the trees’ sidewalks had already been previously repaired.

Ms. Short testified that her Bureau felt the removal of these trees was appropriate.

Regarding the installation of bollards to protect the trees, Ms. Short testified that installation of the bollards .
would not change-the fact that the trees have decay, included bark and significant trunk damage. 1t would only
prevent further impact wounds. If boliards were installed, Ms. Short suggested that they not be placed in the
tree basin, but as close as possible to the sidewalk flags due to the possibility of damaging the trees’ roots. ..

Property Ownear/Applicant Testimony:

Mr. Roy Leggitt, consultant arborist, spoke on behalf of the property owners. Following is @ summary of his
testimony.

e Tree A—The tree fronting 1061 Broadway and 1049 Broadway. Mr. Leggitt reported that a sewer line runs
immediately adjacent to the trunk of the tree. The concrete sidewalk and stairway are badly damaged and
correcting the sidewalk damage would cause extensive root loss.

¢ Tree B — 1049 Broadway — Mr. Leggitt reported that the tree regrew from a stump. There is a Water
Department vault adjacent to the frunk, a leani the trunk and decay associated with the old trunk. Sidewalk
repair Is required.

¢ Tree C- 1041 Broadway. Mr. Leggitt reported that he found evidence of a lot of bark loss on the street side
and areas that are decayed. Quite extensive decay. A lot of concrete is lifted between the tree and the
stairway. Looking uphill from the tree, the roots are elevated between 3"-4". The tree has a lean of
approximately 20° in the opposite direction, indicating that it was uprooted at one time.

e Tree D - 1041-1043 Broadway — The base of the tree has lost a lot of bark, has a very large wound on the
street side, and has good-sized decayed roots at the base of the tree. There is a lot'of damaged concrete
around this tree and part of the stairway has been lifted due to the roots.
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Mr. Leggitt concluded that all four trees should be removed. He further testified that if the removals are
approved, the property owners would replant with five new large trees, with new tree basins being placed closer
to the buildings and further away from the curbs to prevent vehicle bumper damage.

Mr. Neveo Mosser (1041- 1059 Broadway) testimony:

e Mr. Mosser testified that he has owned the property since the late 60's/early 70’s and has lived in the
building for ten years. He has had a lot of problems with these trees - two years ago spending $21,000 to
repalr sewers damaged by the two upper trees and five years prior, spending approximately $11,000 on the
sewers in the lower building.

e Ms. Mosser was concerned over liability with trip and fall hazards from the sidewalks and stated that he
wanted to make it safer for everyone involved. He also wants to improve the neighborhood by removing the
trees and replanting them with healthy 36" box trees.

e Mr. Mosser further testified that he has constantly replaced sidewalk squares throughout the years due to
damage from tree roots. He did not know if the roots had been previously pruned.

® Mr. Mosser submitted a document from Grand Industries, Inc., a concrete contractor, stating that they felt
that removing the roots would compromise the stability of the trees at 1041 — 1061 Grandview and that they
would not take the responsibility for doing so. In addition, Mr. Mosser submitted an arborist's proposal for
the replacement trees. ‘

Valerie Camarda (1081 Broadway, #2):

e One of the original owners (for 18 years)

¢ Major concern is the liability issue. Concemed because there is a lot of foot traffic. Have seen many people
trip; however, there have been no claims.

Patricia Milazzo, 1061 Broadway.

¢ Major concemn is liability. These trees have serious damage; they are sick and need to be replaced. Ms.
Milazzo testified that she has a beautiful canopy from her window but she carries a tremendous liability.
The frees will fall down some day and the sidewalk is very dangerous.

Public Testimony:

Fourteen speakers spoke in opposition to the removal of the trees. Except for Ted Kipping, a certified arborist
obtained by opposing residents, all reside in the neighborhood. Following is a summary of the public testimony:

e Mr. Ted Kipping, certified arborist, testified that the-Blackwood Acacias were first put into the City because
they were tough trees. The trees’ canopies are vigorous. The frees have problems as do most of our street
trees. The trees are healthy. Believes that with mechanical work, the trees wouid get many more years. It
is not going to be easy to establish anything on that steep slope. -

Mr. Kipping suggested the use of a new test used in Germany to find out how stable the trees are. The test
involves putting a tensiometer on the trunk that pulls on the tree to measure how much deviation is
occurring. Mr. Kipping stated that it would be a way to determine whether these trees have enough strong
fibers left in them to make it and that there are people in the Bay Area that would do these tests. .

Further, Mr. Kipping advised that if the basin was enlarged, and if root pruning was done thoughtfully and
intelligently, with the basins closer to the houses, that the trees could sustain the root pruning.

e Katherine Kendrick - Lived entira life across the street from the trees. Trees are integral part of the
neighborhood and its history and should remain. . '

¢ Nielsen Rogers - The driveway for 1061 Broadway was built 18 years ago. There Is no structural root
damage on the driveway within five inches of the tree and that if the current sidewalk lift was repaired as
good as the sidewalk that was installed 18 years ago, it would give the trees another 18-20 years.
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Marge - These trees are very special treasures. They are situated at the top of Broadway. You can see
them from the Bay Bridge, the Embarcadero, eic. The foliage is lush. It would be a horrible travesty for the
neighborhood to lose these trees. They are not perfect but we want to keep them as long as we can.

Katherine Gamison, President of Russian Hill Neighbors Association - Want to preserve the natural beality
that exists in San Francisco. The Association works really hard to bring young trees and keep them in the
City. At best, the lifespan of new trees is 7 years. These trees are an absolute treasure in our
neighborhood. is' our responsibility to do whatever we can to keep them.

Note - The Hearing Officer asked Ms. Garrison, President of the Russian Hill Neighborhoods Association, if
they would be willing to assist financially if the Hearing Officer decided that the use of the tensiometer would
be helpful in this case. Ms. Garrison responded that she would go to her membership to inquire if people
could contribute and that she would speak to her board.

Daniel Detorie - Property owners have some responsibility. There is always garbage in front of those trees
and suckers at their base. Speaker advised that he spoke to Jocelyn Cchen who suggested the use of a
resistograph to check the damage to the trees.

Carol Ann Rogers - Directly across the street from the line of trees is the Vallejo Crest Historic District which
is on the national register of historic places. City should-go the extra mile to preserve historic resources,
The landscaping and things like trees are important; add to the fabric of the City scape. We shouid go the
extra mile to preserve these frees as resources to the City.

Nancy Rosenthal - Speéker has seen cars hit the trunks, but the trees are still green, still growing, and are
vital to the neighborhood. The steps on Broadway are worse in other areas of Broadway than at this
location. The neighborhood has so few trees. Tourists come up and down that street all the time.

Rockwell Townsend - There should be no reason to take down any tree in this City unless there are:
compelling reasons to do so. Speaker stated that he did not believe that there were compelling reasons in
this case. The trees have all survived this winter's storm season. They have large healthy crowns. There
are reasons to take them out, but they are not compelling. Any tree contributes in a smalt way to a solution
to global warming problem. When you put in replacement trees, how many galicns of fossil fuel will you
burn to bring in the new trees and {o take out the old trees to take them to wherever they are going to go?

Horace Kampschulte - Trim the fress instead of removing them. The speaker strongly requested that if
approval was granted o remove the trees, that the species of the replacement tree be identified. When
these trees are frimmed there will be less danger. These trees are enormously durable.

Joe Murray - If they are doing damage to property, that should be considered. One fell down in a storm and
knocked out some cars and the roots grew back. The trees seem to be healthy. They are absolutely
fantastic. People have to watch their way down the hill. The sidewalk is abrupt down Broadway too. Would
hate to see them go, but if it comes down to improving the property. There's no reason to take a healthy
tree out unless it's going to be replaced with something more healthy and beautiful.

Steve Kendrick - Speaker’s family has lived across the street from these trees for 30 years. A little overa
year ago, a truck pulled up to remove the same trees. They left after the speaker asked for their permit and
came back iater with an application to remove the trees. The tree at 1061 Broadway was there long before
the building was built. The speaker reported that he did not know why the three owners have joined on the
removals but strongly suspects that they want to |mprove thelr views.

Elsa Townsend - If there is damage to the sidewalks and sewer pipes, the trees can be judged to deal with
the root excavation that might have to happen in terms of how deep the roots are. The areas of complaint
that cause the liability can be repaired.

Judy Junghans - Lived in neighborhood since late 70's. Past President of Russian Hill Neighborhoods. The

speaker had questions regarding the relocation of the basins, and asked about a requirement she heard
about that there must be four replacement trees planted for each tree removed. The speaker was informed
that the proposed relocated basins would be in line with the basins down the hill. Additionally, she was

informed that there Is no requirement for four replantings to every removal. The speaker strongly suggested

that we fry to do something with the roots and repair with the sidewalk. Further, she suggested that the pull
test be performed.
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Final Statements from Department of Public Works Urban Forester:

Ms. Short responded to the public’s testimony that there should be a compelling reason to remove a tree
and that these trees are healthy and that there is no reason to remove them. Mr. Short stated that BUF
exists to protect and grow the urban forest and that the Bureau takes this mandate  very seriously. “We do
not approve removals of trees unless we do feel that there is a compelling reason.’

Given the species, the trunk damage, the signs of decay on these trees, and given the amount of roots that
would be pruned in order to repair the sidewalk, Ms. Short stated that she felt those were compelling
reasons o remove the trees. Ms. Short agreed that the canopies of these trees are dramatic, but that every
time a tree comes down, it is BUF that has to come out when there are tree emergencies. She said that
public safety has to be their number one priority.

Ms. Short reiterated that three certified arborists from the office inspected these trees and came to the same
conclusion. These trees have preity significant issues. Blackwood Acacias can ba very resilient, but they
are also the number one tree species that comes down during storms.

Ms. Short reported that BUF does not have the equipment that Mr. Kipping discussed.

Final testimony from Mr. Leggltt:

The test that Mr. Kipplng referred to is the “pull” test. It pulls tension on a free and detects movement in it.
The instrumentation is extremely expensive and not widely used in this country. It has been used for a long

-time in Germany. The data as it relates to tree species and local conditions are not statistically well

supported because we do not have the experience with the equipment. Itis a costly experimental process.
Would expect in the $1,000/tree range.

Mr. Leggitt further stated that he does not see the problem as belng resolved by knowmg the extent of
internal decay when we know that there are so many external defects already present.. It would be adding
information that really is not relevant. Mr. Leggitt stressed that we know there are so much external defects
with the frees, that if there were internal defects as well, it would only help him to change his
recommendation from one for removal of the tree through the hearing process to the inmediate removal of
an imminent hazard.

Letters received from the Public:

Twenty-nine letters were received from the public opposing the removal of the frees. One letter was received
supporiing the removal of the trees.

Hearing Officer Investigation:

At the hearing, the Hearing Officer stated that she has been holding these hearings for many years and
values mature trees, however, has concems when cases are brought to her with trees that are potentially
hazardous and can cause injuries. In this cass, there are four trees that are identified by the Department of
Public Works' Urban Forester, and two additional certified arborists on BUF staff, to be potentially
hazardous. The Hearing Officer stated that based on the evidence she heard at the hearing, she believed
that these trees were potentially hazardous; however, due to the public’s overwhelming concerns over the
loss of these threes, she would explore the possible use of the tensiometer in this case.

Tensiometer — Mr. Ted Kipping referred BUF to Mr. Gordon Mann, Superintendent, Public Works Services,
City of Redwood City. Mr. Mann stated he could not perform the tests himself but generously agreed to lend
the Bureau of Urban Forestry Redwood City's tensiometer for use to perform the pull test on these four
trees. The pull test is performed by attaching a cable with a winch to a vehicle (pick-up or car) or another
similarly weighted object. The other side of the cable is attached to the tree’s trunk. Pressure is applied

and the tree is incrementally pulled towards the weighted object, with several people watching the tres for
signs of movement. Mr. Mann performs the test on several sides of the tree.
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A threshold has not yet been developed as to what is enough pull to determine if a tree is sound. Mr. Mann
reported that he would put more weight and pull on the tree and once he sees movement, he stops. Once
he starts seeing a shift, it tells him what he needs to know. Mr. Mann reported that on those tests he has
performed, trees that were not removed because he felt they were strong enough to remain, have not failed.

Mr. Mann noted he has not seen the trees and was not able to verify the extent of the defects to the trees.
Mr. Mann did agree that Blackwood Acacia's were prone to free failure after root-pruning. Following is an
excerpt from an article in “The Western Arborist, Lead Article - Summer 2005 issue, Volume 31, Number 3;-
Significance of root severance on performance of established trees, W. Douglas Hamilton: “Gordon Mann
In Redwood City cites several storm-damage problems to the following trees which had been root pruned:
Acacia melancxylon (black acacia)...” -

Mr. Steven Kendrick forwarded information from Mr. Philip van Wassenaer, B.Sc., MFC, Consulting Arborist,
who is willing to perform the tests on the four trees at a cost of $2,500 - $3,000, plus car rental and hotel
{(Mr. Van Wassenaer would be flying in from Canada). ' '

The Hearing Officer found little information on the use of the tensiometer/pull test in the United States.

An excerpt from the Horficulture Home Pest News, Sidewalk and Trees, prepared by Sherry Rindels,
Department of Horticulture, lowa State University, Ames, lowa on March 3, 1995, states “Whenever trees
are root-pruned, there is always some risk of tree failure. Many factors are involved. Tree species, age, .
size; site conditions, existing problems, vigor and extent of pruning are just some of the factors. Mature
rees are less tolerant of root pruning than young trees, trees on sltes exposed to high winds are less
tolerant than sheltered trees, and trees with defects or poor general health are not good candidates for root
pruning.” '

Hearing Officer Findings:

1.

Tree removal applications were received from all property owners fronting the trees of 1041, 1045-1059,
and 1061 Broadway Street due to liability concerns. However, Mr. Mosser also stated expenses as a part
of the reason why he was applying for the removal of the trees and provided evidence of recent sewer,
sidewalk, and stair work for the properties at 1043, 1041, and 1051 Broadway, totaling approximately
$25,000. '

Compelling arguments were received by Ms. Carla Short that the four trees in question exhibit significant
defects and pose a hazard to public safety due to a significant amount of frunk damage, decay, and areas
of inctuded bark. Additionally, Ms. Short has ttie concurrence of two certified arborists on BUF staff and
Mr. Roy Leggitt, a private certified arborist.

The significant defects on the trees cause a risk to public safety - the strong evidence of decay, trunk
damage, and included bark. Compounded with the root-pruning that will be required in order to perform
the required sidewalk repair, and the species’ prone to failure as a result of root pruning, the Hearing
‘Officer finds that there is substantial evidence, without the pull-test, that the trees pose a potential hazard
to public safety. Additionally, the hearing officer is convinced that the conditions surrounding the trees are
not desirable for the pull test.

a) The pull test should be performed on all sides of the trees. It would be very difficult to perform the puill
test towards the buildings due to the grade, the steps, and their proximity to the trees. As noted on
the attached grade map, the street grade at the site where three of the four Blackwood Acacias are
located is.30.74%. Per the Department's Bureau of Street-Use and Mapping, 31.5% is the steepest
drivable street in San Francisco. '

b) Pulling on the trees trunks with significant defects may be unsafe. In an attempt to try to preserve
these trees, a more hazardous situation may be created. '

c) If the Buréau of Urban Forestry performed the pull test with the use of loaned equipment, it would be
doing so without ever having performed this test, or witnessing the test being performed.
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4.  Urban trees are a great benefit to San Francisco neighborhoods and the public at large. However, these
four frees pose a potential hazard to public safety. Pruning the trees, installing bollards, opening up the
tree: basins in order to require less root-pruning, aid and protect trees in general; however, taking these
steps to preserve these trees at this time would not bring them back to good health and make them safe.
While the Hearing Officer believes these are good suggestions to reduce the risks of injury to the public
and to the trees, they do not reduce the risks significantly.

5.  Anunsafe situation has been brought to the attention of the City and now is the City’s responsibility to
take the necessary steps to make the situation safe.

Hearing Officer Recommendation:

Based on the above findings, the Hearing Officer recommends the approval of the removal of subject four trees
contingent upon their replacement with five trees as follows: '

Address Block/Lot Number of Replacement Trees
1041 Broadway 0157/056 2 trees '

1045-1059 Broadway 1057/055 2 frees

1061 Broadway, #1 -01671072

1061 Broadway, #2 0157/073 1 tree

1061 Broadway, #3 | 01571074 '

The replacement trees shall be 48” box trees and they shall be a larger growing tree species, such as the
tristania conferta, magnolia grandiflora, or eucalyptus ficifolia. The final tree species shall be approved by the
Department's Urban Forester. Further, the replacement tree basins shall be relocated further away from the
curb, as directed by the Department's Urban Forester, to prevent vehicle bumpers from hitting the trees and
bollards shall be installed at appropriate locations.

! s 7l A C-G\.—b
Olga A Ryerson
Hearing Officer

Date: July 25, 2006
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APPEAL #0b - 132133 } 8y

BRIEF FROM APPELLANT RUSSIAN HILL NEIGHBORS
PROTESTING PERMIT TO REMOVE

FOUR (4) MATURE TREES IN FRONT OF 1041-1061 BROADWAY

Reference: Appeals no. 06-132, 06-133, 06-134
BACKGROUND

Eight years ago the owners of 1041-1059 and 1061 Broadway filed for
permits to remove four mature trees from in front of their respective
properties. When the permit was granted, Russian Hill Neighbors, a nonprofit
organization serving the neighborhood since the early 1980s, appealed. Briefs
were filed and extensive public testimony taken. Because there were
conflicting expert opinions on the vigor of the trees, a decision was deferred
pending the performance of a pull test that has been successfully used in
other jurisdictions, Russian Hill Neighbors offered to fund the $2000
required to pay for an expert to perform this test. The test was not performed.
The property owners requested that the City assume responsibility for the
trees, which it did not. Russian Hill Neighbors reaffirmed its protest of the
removal of the trees, while offering its assistance toward resolution. This
stalemate situation continued for 8 years until the property owners recently
renewed their demand for the removal of the trees.

THE ISSUES

Since extensive testimony exists and has undoubtedly already been read by
the Board, Russian Hill Neighbors highlights the following salient points for
consideration:

1) Inthe 179 pages contained in the 2006 record, no party stated that
the four trees presented any immediate danger to persons or
property. The fact that the trees remain without deterioration eight
years later validates Russian Hill Neighbors® position that the
arguments presented by the property owners do not warrant the

removal of four mature trees that contribute significantly to an important historic street and
micro-neighborhood.

1819 POLK STREET, No. 221, SAN FRANCISCO 94109
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2) Two reasons were put forward by the property owners to justify the trees’ removal: one was a
maintenance issue and the other a liability issue. In 2005, the owner of 1041-1059 attempted to remove
the trees without a permit. At the time their maintenance director stated that the owner “had Just had to
spend a lot of money o replace a sewer pipe running under the sidewalk and out to the street, and
that they did not want to spend that kind of money again.” The owners of 1061 Broadway do not wish
to assume the liability that current city policy ascribes to them and in a letter of September 14, 2006
wrote: “Therefore we are requesting that this liability be transferred to the City and County of San
Francisco by the assumed maintenance of the tree by the Bureau of Urban Forestry. 1061 HOA will
not be attempting to remove the tree on our property or to repair the respective sidewalk until this
request is duly reviewed by the City and the Bureau.” 1t is Russian Hill Neighbors’ position that neither
of these reasons are legal justification for removing mature trees of historic importance to the streetscape
and the nearby National Historic District. Furthermore, if potential liability from a sidewalk tree were a
reason to aliow property owners to remove trees, there might be few if any privately maintained trees
left in the city.

3) At the time of the 2006 hearing, Ted Kipping, a leading arborist retained for evaluation of the trees by
Russian Hill Neighbors stated “In spite of their many wounds, these are tough and well established
trees. Please do not try to replace them. National statistics reveal that NEW city irees have an average
lifespan of only seven years. These trees are much older. What these numbers really mean is that
mortality of young street <sic> is very high! KEEP what you have got until <sic> is apparent that they
are truly hazardous.” As exhibits to his report, Kipping provided comparison photos of the four trees in
question with other trees in the City of the same species which are being maintained by local
government agencies.

4) Order No. 176,056 granting the tree removal of one tree at 1045-1059 requires its replacement by two
48” box trees of a larger growing species with bollards, etc. Similarly, Order No. 176,055 granting the
removal of two trees at 1041 Broadway requires its replacement by two 48” box trees of a larger
growing species, with bollards, etc. And Order No. 176,057 granting the removal of one tree between
1045-1059 and 1061 Broadway be replaced by one 48” box tree of a larger growing species, with
bollards, etc. Russian Hill Neighbors is concerned that the property owners do not understand that
the granting of the tree removals is contingent on their costly replacement with very large trees
and the owners’ assumption of all responsibility for their ongoing and future maintenance. In his
letter of September 19, 2006, Mr. Mosser, owner of 1045-1059 Broadway, stated “the cost due to the
increased size of the replacement trees along with the slope of the street might make it prohibitive for
me to move forward.” What guarantees do the appellants have that the removed trees would be
promptly replaced and cared for?

5) In Ted Kipping’s report of 2006, he recommended “replacing the sidewalks where necessary and
when doing so, expand the tree wells to accommodate the enlarged tree bases, At the same time,

1819 POLK STREET, No. 221, SAN FRANCISCO 94109
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perhaps the bollards could be reconfigured to afford better protection to the tree trunks.” As far as we
know, none of these recommendations has been followed in the 8 years since the appeal, nor is there
evidence of regular maintenance of the trees that are currently in need of thinning (with the exception of
the tree in front of 1061 Broadway which has been well pruned and thinned.)

6) At the time of the hearing, 13 immediate neighbors spoke in opposition to the removal of these trees
and many letters in opposition were received. Please be sure to review these statements as their
testimony underlines the importance of these trees to the special character of their neighborhood. Over
recent months Russian Hill Neighbors has attempted to reach out to the property owners of 1045-1059
Broadway but has received no response. The owners of 1061 Broadway responded that they did not
wish to meet with us until after the trees had been removed. We urge the Board of Appeal to reverse
Orders176,055 through 176,057 granting removal of these four trees. Should the Board decide to grant
the orders, we respectfully request that an enforceable mechanism be additionally ordered to ensure the
simultaneous or prompt (within 30 days of removal) replacement of these trees with 48” box trees with
all of the protections outiined, and with the additional requirement of an underground irrigation
system to ensure their vigorous and quick growth to a size equal to the other trees on the block.

Thank you for your consideration.

Sincerely,

Dan Holligan, President
Russian Hill Neighbors
Attachments: (Prior appeal documents, exhibits)
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May 6%, 2014

Cynthia G. Goldstein

Executive Director

San Francisco Beard of Appeals
1650 Mission Street, Suite 304
San Francisco, CA 94103
Phone: 415-575-6881

Email:-cynthia.goldstein@sfgov.org
Dear Ms. Goldstein,

An important part of the mission of Russian Hill Neighbors is “to preserve and
advance neighborhood character.” That special character is enhanced by 2 number
of things, notably the pockets of green in such a dense urban area, and the many
mature trees that line some of the neighborhood’s important streets. For this reason,
it is the policy of RHN not only to encourage the planting of new trees, but to
protect existing trees from removal by individual residents who may not share the
commitment of the vast majority of Russian Hil} residents to maintaining them.

Eight years ago, RHN appealed a permit issued to remove 4 mature trees that are
part of a set of similar species and size trees that line the south side of Broadway
Street near the crest of Russian Hill. Because of their location at the top of the hill
and directly across from the National Register of Historic Places listed Vallejo Crest
Histaric District, this set of trees is an important part of numerous view lines from
Telegraph Hill, North Beach, the Embarcadero, Chinatown and the Financial
District, not to mention their essential contribution to the special character of that
block.

At the time, RHN representatives vigorously disagreed with the permit holders’
contention that the trees were diseased, dying and subject to falling over. Since
none of the things predicted by the permit holders have occurred in the many years
since the original permit to which we objected was filed, we suggest that the basis of
the original permit is no longer valid and shouid be considered expired. Should the
property owners who proposed to remove the trees still wish to do so, they should be
required to file for a new permit justifying their current reasons for removal, as well
as present a plan for how they propose to replace these mature trees with trees of an
equivalent size and species complementary to the remaining trees lining that biock.

Another option would be to allow RHN to work with the neighbors who have
recently re-initiated their removal efforts in order to reach a mutually agreeable plan.
Although efforts were made years ago in this direction, that was eight years ago.
Parties may have changed and there may be new arboreal options. This would save
the time and expense of another hearing.

1319 POLK STREET, No. 221, SAN FRANCISCO 94108
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In any case, RHN does not intend to withdraw its objections to the permit issued in
2006.

Thank you for your consideration.

Sin \

Dan Holligan
President

1319 POLK STREET, No, 221, SAN FRANCISCO 94109
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By Messenger

President Ann Lazarus and Commissioners
San Francisco Board of Appeals

1650 Mission Street, Room 304

San Francisco, CA 94103

Re:  Opposition to Appeal No. 06-133
Hearing Date: October 29, 2014
Property: 1061 Broadway
Department of Public Works ("DPW'") Order No. 176057
Our File No.: 8581.01

Dear President Lazarus and Commissioners:

On behalf of 1061 Broadway Homeowners Association (“Permit Holder”), the
owners of the property located at 1061 Broadway (“Property”), we are writing to oppose the
appeal of the Russian Hill Neighbors (“Appellant”), of Department of Public Works Order
No. 176057, which authorized the removal of a damaged acacia tree at the Property. (See
photographs attached as Exhibit D.) Order No. 176057 authorizing the tree removal was
issued by the Director of Public Works after a public hearing in 2006. (See Exhibit A, DPW
Order No. 176057.)

Appellant filed this appeal more than eight years ago, in June 2006. Having failed to
pursue its appeal for more than eight years, Appellant has unduly delayed the appeal process
and may be barred from further action under California Civil Code Section 583.310 ("An
Action shall be brought to trial within five years after the action is commenced against the

One Bush Strest, Suite 400

James A. Reuben | Andrew J. Junius | Kevin H. Rose | Daniel A, Frattin San Francisco, CA 94104

Sheryl Reuben' | David Sitverman | Thomas Tunny | Jay F. Drake | John Kevlin tel: 415-567-9000
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Defendant”) The California Court of Appeal has held that where the record failed to
establish an excuse for not having brought the action to trial within five years after it was
filed, the action shall be dismissed. (Continental Pacific Lines v. Superior Court of
California (Third Dist. (1956) 142 Cal. App. 2d 744). The statute is mandatory where
applicable. Id. at 749. Its purpose is to prevent avoidable delay. (Id.). "The sole question
necessary for us to determine is whether petitioners have established that the evidence...was
insufficient to (establish) that it was...impossible or impractical and futile, either in an
objective sense or due to excessive and unreasonable difficulty or expense..." to allow timely
pursuit of the action. (Id.)

The appeal is stale and should be dismissed by the Board. See California Civil Code
Section 3527 ("The law helps the vigilant, before those who sleep on their rights.") In
addition, the Appellant has failed to assert any compelling reason to overturn the
determination of the Director of Public Works authorizing removal of the damaged acacia
iree.

In 2006, the San Francisco Bureau of Urban Forestry determined that the black acacia
at the Property was a true danger to public safety and inappropriate in an urban setting. An
email from Carla Short, Director of the Bureau of Urban Forestry, attached as Exhibit B,
provides a clear and compelling explanation of why the Permit Holder's petition to remove
the tree was granted and why many similar requests are not granted by the Bureau of Urban

Forestry. According to Director Carla Short, the Bureau of Urban Forestry has "a concern

for public safety that compelled us to approve the request for removal... The trees have been

One Bush Street, Suite 600
San Francisco, CA 94104

tel: 415-547-9000
fax: 415-379-9480
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significantly damaged, and they have many structural defects...The damage and structural
defects are verifiable data...Blackwood acacia is a species that does not respond well to root
pruning, and many of the tree failures that we see every year are this species after the roots
have been cut...". (See Email from Carla Short attached as Exhibit B.)

Ms. Short described in detail the dangers of inappropriate trees and in particular
damaged, sick acacias. She also assured that the Bureau of Urban Forestry made their
decision independent of owners' liability concerns.

A summary of a conversation between a Russian Hill neighbor and Chris Buck, the
Bureau of Urban Forestry inspector who approved the tree removal permit, is attached as
Exhibit C. ("The 4 Blackwood Acacias had significant injury and decay at the base of the
trunk due to the 90 degree parking. In the past we have seen several of this species fail at the

base of the trunk even with no sign of decay. We make this decision on the side of caution
and public safety. .. The property owner is responsible for any liability should the trees fail.")

Of five arborists involved at the time the Appellant filed this appeal in 2006, four
supported the assessment that the acacia tree was dangerous (three City arborists and an
arborist consulted by the Permit Holder, Roy Leggett); only the Appellant's arborist, Ted
Kipping, disagreed with these four arborists. The Board of Appeals decided in 2006 to allow
the Appellant to test Mr. Kipping's claim that the tree was "sound" by permitting him to
perform a pull test on the trees. The Appellant and Mr. Kipping exhausted several extensions

of the appeal hearing granted to them by the Board, but never performed this test.

One Bush Street, Suite 600
San Francisco, CA 94104

tel: 415-567-9000
fax: 415-399-9480
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Private homeowners should not have to battle their neighbors in order to do the right
thing with respect to public safety. The Permit Holders have received a judgment from the
City's Director of Public Works which determined that the tree in question was a danger to
public safety. In the past several years, the City has done significant street maintenance in
the area around the damaged black acacia tree roots, which may have compromised the tree
even more than it was eight years ago.

The Appellant’s brief fails to sufficiently allege any basis or justification for
overturning the tree removal permit. The permit was properly reviewed and re-affirmed by
the Director of Public Works after a public hearing which resulted in the issuance of DPW
Order No. 176057 (attached as Exhibit A) affirming the issuance of the tree removal permit.

Accordingly, we respectfully request that you deny the appeal.

Thank you for your consideration.

Respectfully submitted,

REUBE}I{UNIUS&RO i
By: . { - A

Pa

Attorneys for the Permit Holder
1061 Broadway Homeowners Association

cc: Arcelia Hurtado, Vice President
Commissioner Frank Fung
Commissioner Darryl Honda
Commissioner Bobbie Wilson
Russian Hill Neighbors, Appellant

One Bush Street, Suite 600
San Francisco, CA 74104

tel: 415-547-9000
fax: 415-399-9480

[\R&a2\858101\Board of Appeals\L TR - President Lazarus 10-22-14.doc REUBEN, JUNIUS & ROSE . w» waww,re Lbenlaw.com



President Ann Lazarus and Commissioners

Board of Appeals
October 22, 2014
Page 5
LIST OF EXHIBITS
Exhibit A - Department of Public Works Order No. 176057
Exhibit B - Email from Carla Short, Bureau of Urban
Forestry
Exhibit C - Email Regarding Conversation with Chris Buck,
Bureau of Urban Forestry
ExhibitD - Photographs of major injuries and decay of the
subject acacia trees located at 1041-1061 Broadway.
Exhibit E - Opposition Brief Filed by Permit Holder on
September 14, 2006
Exhibit F - Brief Filed by Neveo Mosser, owner of 1041-1059
Broadway, on September 18, 2006
Exhibit G - Report from Department of Public Works Hearing
Officer Olga A. Ryerson, dated July 25, 2006
ExhibitH - Letter to Board of Appeals from Carla Short, Bureau of

Urban Forestry, dated January 17, 2007

One Bush Street, Suite 600
San Francisco, CA 94104

tel: 415-567-9000
fax: 415-399-9480
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City and County of San Francisco . (415) 554-8920
FAX (415) 554-8944
http:/vww. sfdpw.com

Dapartment of Public Works
Office of the Director

City Hall, Room 348

Gavin Newsom, Mayor 1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place
Fred V. Abadi, Ph.D., Director San Francisco, CA 94102-4645

Order No. 176,057

The Director of Public Works held a Public Hearing on Monday, May 22, 2006, at 5:30 p.m., in
City Hall, Room 416. The hearing was to consider a request for a tree removal and/or
replacement permit for the following:

Removal of one (1) privately maintained tree betwean the properties
of 1045 — 1059 Broadway and 1061 Broadway, Units #1, #2, and #3

Based upon the facts submitted at the hearing, the decision of the Director was to approve the
request for the removal of subject tree, contingent upen the following:

* The tree must be replaced as follows:

o One 48" box tree shall be planted fronting the property of 1061 Broadway, Units #1, #2,
and #3 and shall be the responsibility of the property owrlers at 1061 Broadway to
maintain. - :

¢ The replacement tree species shall be a larger growing species, such as the tristanla confarta,
magnolia grandifiora, or eucalyptus ficifolla. The final tree species shall be approved by the
. Department’s Urban Forester.

» The replacement tree shall be planted in a newly located basin location identified by the
Department's Urban Forester. It shall be set back from the curb to protect the trees from
parking vehicles.

* The replacément tree shall have bollards installed at locations approved by the Departiment's
Urh?-n Forester to protect the trees from parking vehicles.

APPEAL: This Order may be appealed to the Board of Appeils within 15 days of A 20086,
at 1660 Misslon Street, Room{30364575-6880 y

Fred V. Abadi, Ph.D.
Director of Public Works

FHveel Bbad = J“C’\

cc: Department Files (2)
Bureau of Urban Forestry
Applicant
Hearing Officer — Olga Ryerson

Appréyed g May 22, 2006

"MPROVING THE QUALITY OF LIFE IN SAN FRANCISCO" We are dedicaled individuals commitied fo teammwark, customer

service and confinuaus improvement in partnership with the communlly.
Custonmer Serviee Teamwork Conlinwons mprovement
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To

Olga - .
Ryerson/ADMSVC/SFGOV ce

07/27/2006 11:35 AM
bee

Subiect Fw: Tree Removal on Russian Hill

-—--Qriginal Message-----

.From: Short, Carla . Poreze 96’ Y70 P /\a/es*/rr
Sent: Friday, May 26, 2006 6:13 PM
To: 'Rogers'

Subject: RE: Tree Removal on Russian Hill

Dear Mr. and Mrs. Rogers,

| have forwarded your letter to the hearing officer. Thank you for taking the time to attend the hearing,
and to write me with your additional comments and concerns.

. { would like to respond to some of your questions and comments.

1) Unfortunately, the fife of an urban strest tree is often very difficult and many of them do have wounds
and sometimes fean. Depending on the age of the tree, the species, and the extent of the damage, we
would evaluate whether or not the trees may really be hazardous. If you are genuinely concerned about
any of the trees you noticed after the hearing, please do send me an email or call with specific locations,
and | can have an arborist evaluate them.

3) The City is concerned about public safety. Again, if you really believe some of those trees may be
hazardous, | would appreciate more specific information so that | can have an arborist evaluate them.

4) Unfortunately, our society is very litigious, but } want to reiterate that it is not just a fear of being sued,
but a concern for public safety that compelled us to approve the request for removal. , ’

5) | must disagree with your assertion that all of the risks are hypothetical. Risks are by definition a
possibliity, and not a certainty, but there is a good deal of hard science to support our concems. The
trees have been significantly damaged, and théy have many structyral defects. In additlon, the risk is

compounded by the need to cut roots in order to repalr the sidewalk. While the trees have withstood
many years and an unfortunate amount of abuse, the damage and structural defects are verifiable data.

6) | cannot comment on the motivations of the property owners 18 years ago, but | want to reiterate that
the Department would not approve removal of any tree based on a property owner's stated liability
concern; we evaluate each tree separately and base our approval or recommendation on our assessment

. of the free. 1here are many frustrated property owners around fhe Clty who will verify thaf their liability
concem was not supported by our evaluation and their removal permit was denied.

7} | do agree thatthe sidewalk repair is a liabllity, which contributes greatly to my concern over the
condition of the tree. In addition to the damage and structural defects that have been noted, the
Blackwood acacia is a species that does not respond well to root pruning, and many of the tree failur
af we see every year are this specles after the roots have been cut. In order to repalr the sidewalk,
Which you agree is a liability, the roots of the trees will have to be cut, and that can contribute to their
instability.




C_’__ 1 do want to thank you for taking the time fo write. | wish | could convirice you that we do not take

o removal of large trees lightly, and that | spend far more oftay time defen o Uscisionsterdeny.. R
people the right to remove trees fronting their property, thap arguing forteg erdow 1 7
much these trees.contribute to your neighborhood, and | gegainly sgres theblnete- ﬁemmmmmd . i
dramatic and significant impact. | appreciate that you do T€Cognize my commitment to the missiog T T
protecting and growing tH& bR fGrestsbutifatenist'also®eBalanced wift pablic safety concerns
sometimes they are at odds with our goals.

5

Sincerely,
Carta Short D <}

‘ Urban Forester
Bureau of Urban Ferestry CL R e g
Department of Public Works -
415.641.2674

?Wmﬂf@%, e R TR T R N
From: Rogers [miailto: camrannrogerw.h_._...:_. Fen e e e
Sent: Wednesday, May 24, 2006 10: 49 | o U Con T e e

Tos Short, Carla T o
Subject Tree Removal on Russfan Hill ST et

Pnﬁ'.-'..\. = e ‘- d.rr ) 5 T okl

1 sE%rnaa%lr’““- 1‘e'&arw‘fh ﬁﬁﬁﬁr ewmm&mgwme ﬁfdﬁaay my
iz JGEURG O fET{’ﬁi il ﬂ?l‘éwatﬂfg %ﬁjﬂﬂ ' Wa@%ﬁ f’f&mé?ah’ﬁ‘?m ’Wé&kﬁ%ﬁé» :
et méanfaébnﬁiﬂ -of o oGS KEWe d¥° nﬁth»éém%eﬁl%?l“aﬁﬂre‘s%ﬁéémg
- Offiger, would you be kind enough to forward our ietter to héramid to dflyerieelsé whs' shoilg -
_receive it? Tharik you.
@a?of%n%ﬁdmlﬁﬁﬁ*ﬁaﬁerg
Wbigﬁbwrs T
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mist _Cmr,(,g‘rooﬂdﬂM% :

Buck, Chris }
{

From: Elyn sheag D
Sent:  Tuesday, March 21, 2006 11:09 AM

To:  JudydunghansQ D Nancyrosentha (TR shkendric fian—

Cc: Buck, Chris; 'Kelly Quirke'
Subject: RE: The four big trees on Broadway/Jones

Dear Russian Hill Neighbors,

1 spoke with the city inspector, Chris Buck, who approved the removal permit for these trees, I'll
preface his remarks by saying that the Bureau of Urban Forestry does not just "rubber stamp" or "go
along to get along" on these things. They really do assess each tree removal request with an éye towards
saving the tree if possible. I'll paraphrase his comments below: '

"The 4 Blackwood Acacias had significant injury and decay at the base of the trunk due to the 90 degree
parking. In the past we have seeh several of this species fail at the base of the trunk even with no sign
of decay, We make this decision on the side of caution and public safety." '

JE—————

The property owner is responsible for any liabilit should the trees fail. . . :

e peperty ownr < e5p y iy s " sy i ) M
- — /- (]

Of course as citizens you have every right to protest. But to to be taken seriously, RHN might consider -

offering o put some funds towards either maintenance of The existing trees or fowards a good plan for
replacements.

Let's look at The options: maintenance of the existing frees might include yearly or every other year

. pruning fo keep the weight down. You might be able to install protective bollards (metal poles like the
ones in between the trees) in some of the tree wells, but this will cause damage fo the roots, and in some’

cases, the lean of the free is such that the bollard would also damage the frunk. Ultimately non of this

will completely make the trees non-hazardous, and ih some cases could increase the hazard.

Alternatively, once the trees are removed the owner will be required by the city to replace. RHN could,
at the public hearing; ask fhat certain condifions apply to the replacement such as:

1) trees go In further back from the curb, a whole flag back if possible (this depends on width of
sidewalk - I can't tell if all that concrete is public sidewalk or if some of it is private property)

2) bollards installed prior fo planting in the tree basins or, if the basin ¢an be set back, in the flag
closest to the curb, '

3) 24" box frees or larger should be installed where possibie, and not the same species.

4) The property ownher agrees o properly maintain the trees into perpetuity according fo law, and to
notify new owners of the property of their responsibility.

5) and o sweeten the pot, RHN offers to help out financially since the trees are such an important part
of their community. This will give your protest much more credibility.

Hope this helps.

LR aS et laVe



EXHIBIT D












0
LLJ
&
-

|
=
i

AND LEAN







- - R
gl T H

DNINVI]

O 334l




N
.S
3
IRINLN
NT

_ d
ory
n










EXHIBIT E



Brief From 1061 Broadway Home Owners Association
1061 Broadway
San Francisco, CA 94133

September 14, 2006

Reference:
1. Permit to remove tree at 1061 Broadway
2. Appeal no. 06-133, Subject 1061 Broadway #1 #2 #3

There appears to be nothing new in this latest appeal from RHN. The 1061 Broadway HOA
owners value the aesthetics of a properly sized tree on the site that will not cause harm to the
property. Our Association has become involved because this tree is not public property. The
city has ruled that this free is privately owned——by our Association, We pay to have this tree
trimmed every year, to maintain is attractiveness, and (hopefully) heaith. However, after many
years of growth the tree roots have caused serious damage to the sidewalk, and threaten the
sewer drain plumbing below.

Given the visible damage to the tree and an apparently hazardous sidewalk, the 1061 Broadway
HOA retained a private, certified arborist, who is a respected member of the American Soclety
of Consulting Arborists, to provide an expert independent opinion. Mosserco engaged the same
consultant to inspect three trees on that property, east of 1061. The consultant's conclusion is
that the trees, on the Mosserco property and at 1061, are a hazard. The evaluation of the City
of San Francisco produced the same conclusion. A few years ago, a tree-at one of these
positions on the Mosserco property fell on two parked cars.

Bare in mind, as per the legal requirements of San Francisco, and the intent of 1061 HOA, (and
Mosserco), any tree removed must be replaced with another tree.

Members of 1061 Broadway Homeowners Association, who all live at 1061 Broadway, have
been supporting members of RHN for many years, yet no attempt was made by RHN fo
personally communicate with us within the membership framework. The 1061 HOA never
anticipated such opposition from RHN, and we do not desire to generate such disharmony with
our neighbors. However, it is not fair for our owner-residents to be caught in a conflict between
liability, expensive repair costs, and the opposition of our neighbors (who have no fiscal
responsibility here). Therefore, we are requesting that this liability be transferred to the City and
County of San Francisco by the assumed maintenance of the tree by the Bureau of Urban
Forestry. 10681 HOA will not be attempting to remove the free on our property or to repair the
respective sidewalk until this request is duly reviewed by the City and the Bureau.

Aftached is the letter of May 27, 2006, to Cara Short of the DPW Bureau of Urban Forestry,
from Roy C. Leggitt lll, consulting arborist, summarizing his concerns regarding the puli strength
test, and suggesting that there is precedent for the City and County of San Francisco fo assume
maintenance of the trees.

Submitted by Patricia Milazzo
President
1061 Broadway HOA

Copy: Nevio Mosser, Mosserco
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_ BOARD OF /APPEALS |
BOARD OF APPEALS  Brief From Neveo Mosser

1041 through 1059 Broadway APPEAL # 0 —/B P --/34.

APPEAL # San Francisco, CA 94133

September 186, zgo%ARD OF APPEALS LF -
SEP 192006 § SR
Reference: AL #Of — 187 ~ /84—
1. Permit to remove trees at 1041-1059 d“rolzp:ﬁvay

2. Appeal no. 06-132 through 06-134 Subject 1041-1059 Broadway

In my opinion there is no substantial new expert or scientific information in
the Appeal brief and supporting documents submitted by the Russian Hilll
Neighbors that should justify reversing the decision by the Dapariment of
Public Works Bureau of Urban Forestry.

I must say that | was taken aback that the appellants did not aftempt to

discuss the issues of these trees with me personally prior to the hearing. |
am a resident of San Francisco and lived in the property for almost 10
years. | currently reside a few blocke away on Vallejo Street and proactively
maintain the properties on Broadway as if | sfill live there. We routinely
have the trees trimmed. | have repaired my sidewalks on numerous
occasions from root damage and have replaced several of the oid clay
sewer lines out to the street that were damaged from their roots.

During this process | have had my properties posted with flyers, some
containing erroneous information, been personally attacked as some sort of
Simon Legree villainous absentee property owner out to harm the city and
even desiroy the Earth. | am a very easy person to reach by telephone and
or by mail. Had they inquired they would have found out that | am
reasonable resident of this city and that 1 am in agreement with the
sentiment of the Russian Hill Neighbors in protecting the flora of this
beautiful city and this particular street. They also would become aware that
over the past 4 years my family has donated and planted over 3 million
trees on the island of Negros in the Philippines in an effort to reforest a
denuded forest. What differentiates the owners of 1061 Broadway and
myself from the Russian Hill Neighbors is that ‘we as the owners of these
properties including these trees assume all of the Habilities that these trees
create. We have been informed in writing by two experts in ray copinion
being the Bureau of Urban Forestry and Roy C. Leggitt Ill a certified
arborist and a member of the American society of Consulting Arborists that
these frees are a hazard. With that information we have knowledge of their
hazard to the public and with that the duty to protect the public from the



gep 19 06 12:10p

potential denger of these ireee. | expose myself to great risk if | do not take
the advice of these experts.

it has always been my intention to replace these hazardous trees with new
trees approved for cily use by the Bureau of Urban Forestry. | originally
requested to put in 24 gallon trees and at the time of the hearing offered to
replace them with 36 gallon size trees arci to plant more trees than |
requested to remove. The decision required that | replace them with 48-
gallon frees. At this time | am still ascertaining the cost of their placement
under these conditions, as the portion of the: block where my buildings are
situated is one of the steepest streets in San Francisco. 1 will need to find
out if it is possible to bring in a crane from the western part of the street
which is the flat portion of the street and be able to reach the trees in front
of the easternmost building | own there. The cost due to the increased size
of the replacement trees along with the slope of the street might make it
prohibitive for me to move forward. As with my neighbors at 1061
Broadway | care not to be at war with my neighbors and do appreciate the
greenbelt on this block.’

| would request that the City and County of San Francisco take ownership
of these trees and that the Bureau of Urban Forestry then maintain these
trees. In light of the previous ruling and determination along with the letter
of May 27,2006 to Carla Short of the DPW Bureau of Urban Forestry from
Roy C. Leggitt HI regarding pull strength testing | do not believe | have any
choice other than too remove the trees. | believe that the City originally
planted these trees as with the other trees on this block. If the City resumes
ownership of these trees then it can decide to change it's position, assume
any risks, and leave the trees in place. i too will not look to remove the
trees and or to replace the damaged sidewalk while the City and County of
San Francisco reviews this request. { would agree fo continue the hearing
for some reasonable period of time if it is agreeable to the owners of 1061
Broadway and the Russian Hill Neighbors to work toward this reasonable
solution. | believe that this would be a fair way fo continue to protect the
intergsts of all of the parties involved. | thank you for your consideration
coopération in this effort.

AL

lly Submitted
a4 —1059 roadway |

CC. 10681 Broadway HOA
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Report of 1041, 1045-1059 and 1061 Broadway Street Trees

Backpround:

Applications were received from the property owners fronting 1041, 1045-1058, and 1061 Broadway Street for
the removal and replacement of four privately maintained Blackwood Acacia trees located on the right-of-way
fronting subject properties A hearing was held on May 22, 2008 to consider the removal of subject trees.

Address - Block/Lot Properly Ouwner of Record Appllc:atlon Received | Number of
: | Trees

1041 Broadway . 0157/056 Chaﬂes W, Mosser By rep Steve Collins | 2trees

1045-1059 Brogdway | 1057/055 | Charies W. Mosser _ By rep Steve Collins | 1 % frees

1061 Bmadwg, #1. 0157!072 Aaron Buchanan & Pat Mllazzo | Yes Yatree

1061 Broadway, #2 ' 0157/073 | Joel Camarda & Valerie A. Yes ' .

1061 Broadway, #3___| 0157/074 | Jose Gatchallan ; Yes

Department of Public Works Urban Forester Testimony:

The Department’s Urban Forester, Ms. Garla Short, reported that all four trees have sustained significant trunk
wounds from baing repeatedly hit by vehicles paridng at 90° angles, have areas of decay, and significant areas
of included bark. Ms. Short testified that in trying to assess the potential for tres failure, the Bureau of Urban
Forestry (BUF) looks at the defects the trees may hava and determines the significance of those defects and
any additional aggravating factors. She testified that each of these trees has multiple defects in addition to the
aggravating faclors. Further; she reporied that the Blackwood Acacia Is a species thet Is fast growing, tends to
be britle, and that she sees failure of these free species even when they do not have these defects.

" Ms. Short testified that the Blackwoot Acacia species does not take well to root-pruning and sees tree failures
as a result of root pruning. Further she testified that there is sidewalk Iift around these treos and that at least
one of the frees’ sidewalks had already been previously repaired.

Ms. Short testified that her Bureau felt the removal of these trees was appropriate.

Regarding the installation of bollards tc protect the trees, Ms. Short testified that Installation of the bollards
would not change-the fact that the trees have decay, included bark and significant trunk damage. It would only
prevent further impact wounds. If bollards were installed, Ms. Short suggested that they not be placad in the
free basin, but as close as possible to the sidewalk fiags due to the possibliitty of damaging the trees’ roots. ._

Proparty Owner/Applicant Testimony:

Mr. Roy Leggltt, consultant arborist, spoke on behalf of the property owners. Following is a summary of his
testimony.

s Tree A-The tree fronting 1061 Broadway and 1049 Broadway. Mr. Leggitt reported that a sewer line runs
immediately adjacent to the trunk of the tree. The concrete sidewalk and stairway are badly damaged and
carrecting the sidewalk damage would cause extensive root loss.

® Tres B~ 1(M8 Broadway ~ Mr. Leggitt reporied that the free regrew from a stump. There is a Water '
Department vlau(l,t edjacent to the trunk, a lean the trunk and decay associated with the old trunk. Sidewalk
repalr Is required,

s Tree C- 1041 Broadway. Mr. Legglit reported that he found evidence of a lot of bark loss on the street side
and arsas that are decayed. Quite extensive decay. A lot of concrete Is lifted between the tree and the
stalrway. Looking uphill from.the tree, the roots are elevated between 34", The ree has a lean of
approximately 20° in the opposite direction, Indicating that it was uprootad at one time.

® Tres D - 1041-1043 Broadway — The base of the free has lost a lot of bark, has a very large wound on the
strest side, and has good-sized decayed roots at the base of the tree. There Is & lot'of damaged concrete
around this tree and part of the stairway has basn kfted due to the roots.
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Mr. Leggitt concluded that all four trees should be removed. He further testified that if the removals are
approved, the property owners would replant with five new large trees, with new tres basins being placed closer
to the buildings and further away from the curbs to prevent vehicle bumper damage.

Mr. Neveo Mosser {1041- 1059 Broadway) testimony:

* Mr. Mosser festified that he has owned the property since the late 60's/early 70's and has lived In the
bullding for ten years. He has had a lot of problems with these trees - two years ago spending $21,000 to

repalr sewers damaged by the two upper trees and five years prior, spending approximately $11,000 on the
sewers In the lower bullding. -

s Ms. Mosser was concemed over liabiitty with trip and fall hazards from the sidewalks and stated that he
wanted to make It safer for everyone Involved. He also wants to Improve the nelghborhood by removing the
trees-and replanting them with healthy 36" box trees.

® Mr. Mosser further testified that he has constantly replaced sidewalk squares throughout the years dus to
damage from tree roots. He did not know if the roots had been previously pruned.

® Mr. Mosser submitted a document from Grand Industries, Inc., a concrets contractor, stating that thay felt
that removing the roots would compromise the stabliity of the trees at 1041 — 1061 Grandview and that thay
wauld not take the responeibility for doing so. In addition, Mr. Mosser submitied an arberist's proposal for
the replacement trees, |

Valerie Camarda (1061 Broadway, #2):

o One of the original owners (for 18 years)

¢ Major concam Is the lfabliilty issue. Concemed bacause there Is a lot of foot traffic. Have seen many people
trip; however, there have been no claims, ‘

Pafricia Mliiazzo, 1081 Broadway.

e Maljor concem Is liability. These trees have serlous damage; they#ra sick and need to be replaced. Ms.
Milazzo testifled that she has a beautiful cancpy from her window but she carries a tremendous liabilHy.,
The frees will fall down some day end the sidewalk Is very dangerous.

Public Testimony: .

Fourteen speakers spoke in cpposition to the removal of the trees. Except for Ted Kipping, a certified arborist
obteined by opposing residents, all reside in the neighborhood. Following is a summary of the public testimony:

® Mr. Ted Kipping, certified arborist, testified that the-Blackwood Acacias were first put into the City because
they were tough frees. The irees’ canoples are vigorous. The trees have problems as do most of our street
trees. The frees are healthy. Belleves that with mechanical work, the trees would get many more years. it
Is not going to be easy to esiablish anything on that steep slope.

Mr. Kipping suggested the use of a new test used in Germany to find out How stable the trees are. The test
involves putling a tenslomeéter on the trunk that pulls on the tree to measure how much deviation is
occurring. Mr. Kipping statad that it would be.a way 1o determine whether these trees have eriough strong
fibers left In them to make it and that thers are peaple in the Bay Area that would do these tests; .

Further, Mr. Kipping advised that If the basin was enlarged, and if root pruning was done thoughtfully and
Intelligently, with the basins closer to the houses, that the trees coukd sustain the root pruning.

* Katherine Kendrick - Lived entire life across the sireet from the tress.” Trees are integral part of the
neighborhood and its history and should remain, . - -

* Nielsen Rogers - The driveway for 1061 Broadway was bullt 18 years ago. There ks no structural root
damage on the driveway within five inches of the tres and that if the current sidewalk lift was regaired as
good as the sidewalk that was installed 18 years ago, it would give the trees another 18-20 years.
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Marge - These trees are very special treasures. They are situated at the top of Broadway. You can see
them from the Bay Bridge, theé Embarcadero, efc. The foliage Ie lush. It would be a.hormrible fravesty for the
nelghborhood to lose these irees. They are not perfect but we want o keep them as long as we can.

Katherine Garrison, President of Russlan Hill Nelghbors Association - Want to preserve the natural beauty
that exists in San Franclsco. The Association works really hard to bring young trees and keep them in the
City. At best, the lifespan of new trees is 7 years. These trees are an absolutetreasure in our
neighborhood. Its’ our responsibility to do whatever we can to kesp them. -

Note - The Hearing Officer asked Ms. Garrison, President of the Russlan Hill Nelghboﬂmods Assoclation, If
they would be willing to assist financlally if the Hearing Officer decided that the use of the tensiometer would
be helpful in this case. Ms. Garrison responded that she would go to her membership to Inquire If people
could contribute and that she would speak to her board.

Danle! Detorie - Property owners have some responsibility. There is always garbage in front of those trees
and suckers at their base. Speaker advised that he spoke to Jocelyn Cohen who supgested the use of a
resistograph to check the damage to the trees.

Carol Ann Rogers - Directly across the strest from the line of trees Is the Vallejo Crest Historic District which
Is on the national register of historic places. Cily should-go the extra mile to preserve historic resources.
The landscaping and things ke trees are Important; add to the fabric of the City scape. We should go the
extra mile to preserve these frees as resources to the City.

Nancy Rosenthal - Speaker has seen cars hit the trunks, but the trees are siill green still growing, and are
vitel to the neighborhood. The steps on Broadway are worse in other arees of Broadway than at this
location. The neighborhood has so few trees. Tourlsts come up and down that street all the time.

Rockwell Townsend - There shouid be no reason to tuke down any tree in this City unless there are:
compelling reasons to do s0. Speoaker stated that he did not belleve that there were compelling reasons in
this case.. The trees have all survived this winter’s storm season. They have large healthy crowns. There
are reasons to take them out, but they are not compelling. Any tree contributes In a small way 1o a solution
to global warming problem. When you put in replacement tress, how many gallons of fossll fuel will you
bum to bnng In the new trees and to take out the old trees to take them to wherever they are going fo go?

Horace Kampsehulte Trim the trees Instead of removing them. The speaker strongly requested that if
approval was granted to remove the trees, that the species of the replacement tree be Identified. When
thesa trees are trimmed there will be less danger. Theee trees are enormously durable. -

Joe Mumay - if they are doing damage to property, that should be considered. One fell down In a storm and
knocked out some cars and the roots grew back, The trees seem 1o be healthy. They are absolutely
fantastic. People have to watch their way down the hill. The sidewalk is abrupt down Broadway foo. Would
hate to see them go, but If k comes down to Improving the properly. Thera’s no reason to take a healthy
tree out unless It's going to be replaced with somsthing more healthy and beautiful.

Steve Kendrick - Speaker's famlly has lived across the street from these trees for 30 years. A litle overa
year ago, a truck pufied up to remove the same trees. Thay left after.the speaker asked for thelr permit and
came back [ater with an application'to remove the trees. The tree at 1081 Broadway was there long before
the bullding was built. Thespeakerreporled that he did not know why the three owners have joined on the
removais but strongly suspects that they want to improve their views.

Elsa Townsend - If there is damage to the sidewalics and sewer pipes, the trees can be judged to deal with
the root excavation that might have to happen in terms of how deep the roots are. The areas of complaint
that cause the liability can be repaired.

Judy Junghans - Lived in neighborhood since late 70's. Past President of Russian Hill Neighborhoods. The
speaker had questions regarding the relocation of the basins, and asked about a requirement she heard
aboutthatﬂ\enemuslbefour replacement trees planted for each tree remioved. The speaker was informed
that the. proposed relocated basins woulkd be in line with the basins down the hill.. Additionally, she was

Informed that there-Is no requirement for four-replantings to every removal. The speaker strongly suggested

that we try to do something with the roots and repalr with the sidewalk. Further, she suggested that the pull
test be performed.
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Final Statements from Department of Public Works Urban Forester:

Ms. Short respanded to the public's testimony that there should be a compelling reason to remove a tree
and that these frees are healthy and that there Is no reason to remove them.. Mr. Short stated that BUF
exists to protect and grow the urban forest and that the Bureau takes this mandate very seriously. “We do
not approve removals of trees unless we do feel that there is a compelling reason.” |

Glven the species, the trunk damage, the signs of decay on these trees, and given the amount of roots that
would be pruned in order to repair the sidewalk, Ms. Short stated that she feit those were compelling
reasons to remove the trees. Ms. Short agreed that the canopies of these trees are dramatic, but that every
time a tree comes down, it Is BUF that has to come out when there are tree emergencies. She sald that
public safety has to be their number one priority.

Ms. Short relierated that three ceriified arborists from the office inspected these trees and came to the same
conclusion. These trees have pretly significant issues. Blackwood Acaclas can be very resiiient, but they
are also the number one tree specles that comes down during storms.

Ms. Short reportad that BUF does not have the equipment that Mr. Kipping discussed.

Final testimony from Mr. Leggltt:

The test that Mr. Kipping referred to is the "pull® test. [t pulls tension on a tree and detects movement in it.
The Instrumentation Is extremely expensive and not widely used In this country. i has been used for a long

-ime In Germany. The data as It relates to fres spacies and local conditions are not statistically well

supported because we do not have the experience with the equipment. 1t Is a costly experimental process.
Would expect in the $1,000/tree range. :

Mr. Leggitt further stated that he doas not see the problem as being resolved by knowing the extent of
Internal decay when we know that there are so many external defects already present. . it would be adding
Information that really is not relevant. Mr. Legglitt stressed that we know there are so much external defacts
with the trees, that If there were internal defects as well, It would only help him fo change his
recommendation from one for remrioval of the free through the hearing process to the immediate removal of
an imminent hazard.

Letters recaived from the Public:

Twenty-nine Jetters were received from the public opposing the removal of the trees. One letter was recsived
supporiing the removal of the trees. |

Hearing Officer Investigation:

*

At the hearing, the Hearing Officer stated that she has been holding thesa hearings for many years and
values mafure trees, however, has concemns when cases are brought to her with trees that are potentially
hazardous and can cause injurles. In this case, there are four trees that are Identified by the Dapartment of
Public Works' Urban Forester, and two additional cartified arborists cn BUF staff, to be .
hazardous. The Hearing Officer steted thet based on the evidence she heard at the hearing, she belleved
thet these trees were potentially hazardous; however, due to the public’s overwhelming concems over the
loss of these threes, she woukl explere the possible use of the tensiometer in this casa. :

Tenslometer — Mr. Ted Kipping referred BUF to Mr. Gordon Mann, Superintendent, Public Works Services,
City of Redwood City. Mr. Mann stated he could not perform the tests himself but gensrously egreed to lend
the Bureau of Urban Forestry Redwood Cly's tensiometer for use 1o parform the pull test on these four
trees. The pull test Is performed by atieching a cable with a winch fo a vehicls (pick-up or car) or another
similarty weighted object. The other skde of the cable Is attached fo the tree’s trunk. Pressure is applied

and the iree is incrementally pulled towards the weighted object, with several people watching the tree for
signs of movement. Mr. Mann performs the test on several sides of the tree.
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A threshold has not yet been developed as to what is enough pull to determine if a tree Is sound. Mr. Mann
reported that he would put more weight and pull on the tree and once he sees movement, he stops. Once
he starts seeing a shift, it tells him what he needs to know. Mr. Mann reported that on those tests he has
performed, trees that were not removed becauss he felt they were strong encugh to remain, have not failed.

Mr. Mann noted he has not seen the trees and was not able to verify the extent of the defects to the trees.
Mr. Mann did agree that Blackwood Acacia's were prone fo tree fallure after root-pruning. Following Is an
excsrpt from an article In “The Westem Arborist, Lead Article ~ Summer 2005 issue, Volume 31, Number 3;°
Signlificance of root severance on parformance of established trees, W. Douglas Hamilton: “Gordon Mann
In Redwood Cly cites several storm-damage problems fo the following trees which had been root pruned:
Acacia melanoxylon (black acacia)...” .

Mr. Steven Kendrick forwarded information froni Mr. Philip van Wassenaer, B.Sc., MFC, Consulting Arborist,
who is willing to perform the tests on the four trees af a cost of $2,500 - $3,000, plus car rental and hotel
(Mr. Van Wassenaer would be fiying in from Canada). ‘ T

The Hearing Officer found little information on the use of the tensiometer/pull test in the United States.

An excerpt from the Horticulture Home Pest News, Sidewalk and Trees, prepared by Sherry Rindels,
Department of Horticuliure, lowa State University, Ames, lowa on March 3, 1995, slates “Whenever trees
are root-pruned, there is always soma risk of tree failure. Many factors are involved. Tree species, age, -
size; site conditions, existing problems, vigor and extent of pruning are Just some of the factors. Mature
treee are less tolerant of root pruning than young frees, trees on sites exposed fo high winds are less
tolerant than sheltered trees, and trees with defects or poor general health are not good candidates for root

pruning.”

Hearing Officer Findings:

1.

Tree removal applications were received from all property owniers fronting the trees of 1041, 1045-1059,
and 1081 Broadway Streat due to liabliity concems. However, Mr. Mosser also stated expenses as a part
of the reason why he was applying for the removal of the trees and provided evidence of recent sewer,
sidewalk, and stair work for the properties at 1043, 1041, and 1051 Broadway, totaling approximately
$25,000. '

Compelling argumenits were received by Ms. Carla Short that the four trees in question exhibit significant
defects and pose a hazard fo public safety due to a significant amount of trunk damage, decay, and areas
of included bark. Additionally, Ms. Short hias the concurrence of two ceriifled arborists on BUF staff and
Mr. Roy Legyift, a private certified arborist.

Ths slgnificant defects on the trees cause a risk to public safety - the strong evidence of decay, trunk
damage, and included bark. Compounded with the root-pruning that will be required in order to perform
the required sidewalk repalr, and the specles’ prone to fallure as a result of root pruning, the Hearing
-Officer finds that there Is substantial svidence, without the pull-test, that the trees pose a potential hazard
to public safety. Addifionalty, the hearing officer is convinced that the conditions surrounding the trees are
not deslrable for the pull test.

a) The puil test should be performed on all eides of the trees. 1t would be very difficult to perform the pull
test towards the buildings due to the grads, ‘the steps, and thelr proximity to the trees. As noted on
the attached grade map, the strest grade at the site where three of the four Blackwood Acaclas are
located is.30.74%. Per the Department's Bureau of Street-Use and Mapping, 31.5% is the steepest
drivable street in San Francisco. )

b) Pulling on the trees trunks with significant defects may be unsafe. In an attempt to try to preserve
these tress, a more hazardous sltuation may be created.

¢) If the Buréau of Urban Forestry performed the pull test with the use of loaned equipment, it would be
doing so without ever having performed this test, or witnessing the test being performed.
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4. Urban trees are a great benefit 1o San Francisco nelghborhoods and the public at large. However, these
four trees pose a potential hazard to public safety. Pruning the frees, installing bollards, opéning up the
tree basins In order to require less root-pruning, aid and protect trees in general; howsver, taking these
steps to preserve these trees at this time would not bring them back to ggod health and make them safe.
Whie the Hearing Officer believes these are good suggestions to reduce the risks of injury to the public

and to the trees, they do not reduce the risks significantly.

5.  Anunsafe situation has been brought to the attention of the City and now is the City's responsiblilty to

take the necessary sieps to make the siuation safe.

Hearing Officer Recommendation:

Based on the above findings, the Hearing Officer recommends the approval of the removal of subject four trees

contingent upon thelr replacement with five trees as follows:

Address Block/l.ot Number of Repfacement Treas
1041 Broadway 0157/058 | 2trees
{ 1045-1059 Broadway 1067/055 2 trees
{ 1061 Broadway, #1 -0167/072
1081 Broadway, #2 0157/073 1treo
1081 Broadway, #3 0157/074 '

The replacement irees shall be 48" box trees and they shall be a larger growing tree specles, such as the
tristania conferta, magnolla grandiflora, or eucalyptus ficifolia. The final free species shall be approved by the
Department’s Urban Forester. Further, the replacement free basins shall be relocated further away from the
curb, as directad by the Department's Urban Forester, to prevent vehicle bumpers from hitting the trees and

bollards shall be Installed at appropriate locations.

WA B

Olga A. Ryarson
Hearing Officer

Date: July 25, 2008
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BOARD OF APPEALS

Board of Appeals Case No. 06-132-134
Subject Property: 1041-1061 Broadway Street
Hearing Date: 17 January 2007

The Bureau of Urban Forestry approved the permit application for removal of four Acacia
melanoxylon trees adjacent to the properties of 1041, 1045-59 and 1061 Broadway. Qur
determination of whether or not to grant a tree removal permit is always based on the health
and condition of the trees. The Bureau of Urban Forestry has certified arborists on staff who
perform an evaluation of any tree for which a removal permit application hag been received.
While the property owners have their own reasons for removal, these are not necessarily
reasons that the Bureau would consider just cause. In this case, the trees have all sustained
trunk injuries, and were topped in the past, which results in weakly attached limbs.

The Rugsian Hill Neighbors, who oppose the removal, have requested that a test developed in
Germany, called a “pull test” be performed, to have a more “scientific® approach to the
evaluation of the frees. While we are interested in this type of evaluation, the science behind
the test is only as good as the data in comparable conditions. Since the test has not been used
at all in San Francisco, the data would be from only one test, and the sample size would be four.
This is not a scientifically sound sample size. This is not to suggest that the pull test is not a
good tool, but to imply that it would be the most scientifically credible answer is not sound.

The City of San Francisco has no experience using the pull test. After discussing the test with
Gordon Mann, the Public Works Superintendent of Redwood City, who uses the test in some
hazard evaluations, | am still not sure that in this case it would resolve the Bureau's concems.
The pull test can determine the presence of support roots, in the direction opposite the pull, In
order for the pull test 1o glve some levei of confidence that the trees would not fail at the roots,
the Bureau feels that the test should only be performed after any sidewalk repairs are made.
Performing this test before sidewalk work would not assess the roots after any root pruning, or
damage caused as part of the sidewalk repair. In addition, we believe It is important to have the
test performed fram all sides, to ensure that there are supporting roots on all sides of the tree.
While the Bureau has no experience administering this test, it is our understanding that the test
could not be performed in the direction of the homes, because there would not be room to pull in
that direction. Therefore the test would only evaluate the stability of the tree at the roots in one
or two directions.

In addition, the test only determines the stability of the tree from a fuil raot failure. While this is
the Bureau's greatest worry, because root pruning would be required in order to repair the
sidewalk, the trees also have some structural concems in the trunk and limbs. These trees
have potential for limb failure, due to the previous topping damage and weak attachments,
which can also cause serious damage or harm.

"WMPROVING THE QUALITY OF LIFE IN SAN FRANCISCO” We are dedicaled individuals commitied to feamwork, customer
service and conlinuous improvement in parinership with the communify.
Customer Service Teamwork Continuous Improvement



Based on these concerns, the Department approved the removal of these four trees contingent
on their replacement with 48" box trees, and bollards to prevent trunk damage to the new trees.
While this would not match the stature of the existing trees, they are the largest commonly
available replacement tree, and would provide a march larger starting point than the 15 gallon
size tree that is required by code. Attached please find a copy of the Hearing officer's findings.

Carla Short * -~

Urban Forester

Bureau of Urban Forestry
Department of Public Works
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APPEAL #0p—~ 182 —~
(232, 34
4 MATURE STREET TREES IN FRONT OF 1041-1061 BROADWAY

Reference: Appeals no. 06-132, 06-133, 06-134

BACKGROUND

A year and a half ago, an alert neighbor observed a truck for of chainsaw operators pull
up in front of a stand of public street trees and make preparations to cut them down. She
called Steve Kendrick, a Russian Hill Neighbors board member, who quickly arrived on
the scene and asked the cutters who had commissioned them to destroy these trees. The
cutters said they had been sent by Mosserco, the absentee owner of the adjacent
apartment buildings (1041-1059 Broadway). Kendrick then demanded to see the cutters

permit, upon which they fled.

Kendrick then phoned Mosserco to ask why they were seeking to cut down these street
trees located on the public sidewalk. He was referred to their maintenance director, who
complained that Mosserco had just had to spend a lot of money to replace a sewer pipe
running under the sidewalk and out to the street, and that they did not want to spend that

kind of money again.



Blocked in their first illegal attempt at destruction by alert neighbors, Mosserco
subsequently applied to DPW’s Bureau of Urban Forestry for a permit to remove the four
trees in question from the sidewalk, giving sewer pipe damage as a reason. When
informed that sewer pipe damage was not an authorized reason for removing street trees,
Mosserco then applied on the basis of the trees being “unsafe”, which is one of the
authorized justifications for street tree removal. (It is worth noting that a BUF staff
member later commented that since Mosserco’s 100 year old clay sewer pipe had now
been replaced per current code with cast iron sewer pipe, that root damage should no

longer be a problem).

BUF determined that half of one of the trees was situated in front of 1061 Broadway, at
which point Mosserco persuaded the owners of the three condominiums at that address to

join his petition. Presumably they seek to improve their views.

REPORT FROM LEADING ARBORIST

Russian Hill Neighbors sought an evaluation by Ted Kipping, one of America’s leading
arborists. Kipping’s repott, attached as exhibit 1 hereto, indicated that all four trees are
sound, and are in fact thriving. Upon reviewing Kipping’s report, plus their own field
examination, Russian Hill Neighbors board voted unanimously to formally oppose the

removal of these four large street trees.



These four trees are an integral part of a stand of nine identical street trees, one of the
finest stands of mature street trees on all of Russian Hill. The aerial photograph,
attached as exhibit 2 hereto, shows how vitally important these trees are to the entire
surrounding neighborhood. Denuded of these trees, the neighborhood will lose much of
its character and charm. The only beneficiary will be further global warming. Given the
statistical mortality rate of newly planted street trees, ultimately 16 new trees must be
planted to end up with 4 survivors. These trees have survived, are well established and
thriving. It would take many decades for new trees to achieve their stature and the broad
canopies that hundreds of residents currently enjoy. Recently, the San Francisco
Examiner ran a front page story on the crisis of San Francisco’s rapidly diminishing tree
stock. Why then would the city even consider permitting the destruction of these four

well established trees?

Mosserco has also cited sidewalk damage as an additional justification for removing
these trees. The sidewalk warping is minor, and no different from what is seen
throughout the city. It can be easily remedied simply by enlarging the tree cutouts to the
now standard size (the existing tree cutouts are exceptionally small). Since DPW’s order
would require Mosserco to make new, standard-sized cutouts for new trees anyway,
enlarging the existing cutouts instead would cause Mosserco no additional financial
hardship. Such cutout enlargement would also eliminate the need for any root pruning.
DPW’s order also would require that the new trees planted be protected with bollards.

Why not simply install bollards appropriately designed to protect the existing trees?



DPW HEARING

On May 22, 2006 a hearing was held by DPW. More than 20 neighbors spoke in protest
of the proposed removal of these very mature, very large and significant street trees. Ted
Kipping also spoke, as well as an arborist recruited at the last minute by Mosserco. As
the issue of the trees’ soundness was discussed, Kipping mentioned a strength test which
is the current state of the art in this regard. The test was developed in Europe and is now
in increasing use in the United States. Mosserco’s arborist granted that this test now
existed, but questioned whether the test’s data base would include this particular species
of tree. Russian Hill Neighbor’s President, Katharine Garrison, was asked whether
Russian Hill Neighbors would contribute the money to pay for this test. She confirmed
that RHN had raised money for much greater neighborhood needs often and was
confident that the money could be raised. RHN later confirmed in writing to DPW that it
would fund the $2000 required to pay an expert to perform this strength test on all four
trees. The test is a strength pull test known as the elasto-inclino method. A scientific

paper describing this test is attached as exhibit 3 hereto.

SOURCES TO PERFORM THE TEST REFERRED TO DPW

Subsequent to the hearing, RHN provided DPW and the hearing officer with the names of
two experts, each of whom confirmed a willingness to come to San Francisco to perform
the test. One is Philip van Wassenaer, the leading expert in this test in North America.

Van Wassenaer confirmed that the strength/deflection characteristics of the species in



question are in the test’s data base. He also confirmed that the test could be performed
safely notwithstanding the steep slope and other site characteristics. The other is Gordon
Mann, chief arborist for the Redwood City and also now their DPW superintendent.
Redwood City uses this test extensively check street tree safety, with excellent results.
Mann volunteered to bring his equipment to San Francisco (at no charge) and work with

BUF to help them make a determination.

ACTION SOUGHT BY APPELLANT

Russian Hill Neighbors is disappointed in the extreme that DPW has not elected to take

advantage of the availability of this current state of the art test to enable them to

determine scientifically whether Mosserco’s claim that the trees are unsafe has any

validity.

Russian Hill Neighbors requests that Board of Appeal order that a final decision be

staved until this test can be performed, so that any decision to terminate the life of these

four major street trees can be made on the basis of data and facts rather than conjecture.

If the elasto-inclino test determines that any of the trees is indeed unsafe, Russian Hill

Neighbors will make no further opposition to removal of those trees.

K i T P % C-MLp1 500
PR pENT BY Supn J Mosnd2to

Juossuar L PE 6 bo L



EXHIBIT 1



TREE SHAPERS, LLC

TED KIPPING (WC-ISA #0301) and PHIL DANIELSON (WC-ISA #5021) Certified Arborists
Members, Bay Area Arborist Cooperative, Inc, *» License No. 707545
257 Joost Avenue, San Francisco, CA 94131 « (415)239-2420 e {415) 239-7465 FAX

Russian Hill Neighbors

1819 Polk Street, #221

San Francisco, Ca 94109 1May 2006

Re: Acacia street trees at #1041,418, 1051-53, 1063 Broadway

Per your request on, | visited the site on March 21,2006 to visually inspect four

street Blackwood Acacias /A. melanoxylon at the above addresses. The purpose of our

meeting was to determine the viability of the four trees. No drilling, coring or invasive

inspections were performed.

OBSERVATIONS: This part of Broadway is quite steep ( perhaps 15-17
degrees? Of siope) which means that the canopy clearances vary considerably
between the uphill and downhill sides. All of the trunks have been damaged by
vehicles -as seems to be the fate of all our street trees. fill exhibited visual
evidence of columns of decay but appear to be healthy. Acacias are a tough
enus.

The tree at #1841 has a diameter (when measured at 52”above the
sidewalk -the standard height for such measurements) of 14”417” and a
height of 25-28 feet and a canopy width of 17 feet. The tree is healthy despite
its adventurous past. RECOMMENDATION: REBUCE IJINDSAIL AND ENDIWE IGHT

The tree at #1841-B has a diameter of 14”%13%, an approiimate height of
35 feet and width of 15 feet. = RECOMMENDATION: THE SAME.

The tree at #1831-53 has a diameter of 7%¥8”, an approximate height of
23 feet, and a canopy width of 18 feet, RECOMMENDRATION: THE SAME.

The tree at#10861 Has a diameter of 15%14”, an approxdimate canopy
height of 18 feet and spread of 22 feet. RECOMMENDATIDN: THE SRME.

Please view accompanying photos and compare with similar Acacias
maintained by government agencies.

Consultations ’ Topiary . Shaping . Thinning . Removals » Insured
wwhw.treeshapers.com



TREE SHAPERS, LLC

TED KIPPING (WC-ISA #0301) and PHIL DANIELSON (WC-ISA #5021) Certified Arborists
Members, Bay Area Arborist Cooperative, Inc. « License No. 707545
257 Joost Avenue, San Francisco, CA 94131 « (415) 239-2420 * (415) 239-7465 FAX

|1 further recommend replacing the sidewalks where necessary and when
doing so, expand the tree wells to accommodate the enlarged tree bases. At
the same time, perhaps the bollards could be reconfigured to afford better
protection to the tree trunks. In spite of their many wounds, these are tough
and well established trees. Please do not try to replace them. National
statistics reveal that NEW city Trees have an average lifespan of only seven
years! These tress are much older. What these numbers really meanis that
mortality of young street is very high! KEEP what you have got until is
apparent that they are truly hazardous.

Respectfully,
Ted Kipping

Je&xﬁ' ;
Certifie rborist ISA-LJC #3081

Consultations . Topiary . Shaping . Thinning . Removals . Insured
www.treeshapers.com
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Trees and Statics: Non-Destructive Failure

Analysis
Erk Brudi/ Philip van Wassenaer

Traditional tree risk assessment is focussed on determining the extent of cavities or hollowness in tree
trunks by boring holes. Using these invasive tree assessment methods can not only damage living cells but
may also encourage fungal growth (LIESE, DUJESIEFKEN, 1996} and the spread of decay.

New engincering based statics integrating methods (SIM) developed by WESSOLLY and SINN at the
University of Stuttgart allow for non-invasive and precise assessments of a tree 's breaking and uprooting
safety. Statics integrating inspections are carried out with pulling tests (elasto-inclino method) that exert a
wind substituting load on the iree using a winch and a steel cable. The reaction of the stressed trees under
a defined load is measured with high resolution devices (elastometer and inclinometer) and the data
obtained are compared with those of sound trees. In all safety calculations using the SIM, three major
components are considered: wind-load, material properties of green wood and the surface of the load
bearing structure (trunk diameter, extent of hollowness). Tree inspectors and practitioners may use a more
simplified variation, the SIA method (statics integrating assessment) which also follows imternational
engineering conventions and allows for quick on-site-assessment at little cost.

Urban trees are exposed to a variety of different stress factors such as: road salt in winter, vibrations caused
by traffic, soil compaction and dust and heat emissions from asphalt and buildings. The root system is often
affected by limited space, shallow soils, and soil excavations for utility installations.

Lopping of roots not only leads to decay in the root system but may also causc damage to the trunk
wood by reducing the breaking and tipping (uprooting) safety. Several methods have been developed for
tree inspection to calculate and predict the danger of failure. Most of these methods focus on the residual
walls of the trunk, often neglecting the material properties of the tree species and wind loads that occur
during storms.

This paper presents an engineering-based approach to the problem of tree safety assessment, rather than
an appreach based on traditional boring methods. The term free statics was created in the early 1980s when
Lothar Wessolly, the leading engineer of a project on lightweight constructions in nature at the University
of Stuttgart, and Giinter Sinn, a landscape architect, were working on a tree-friendly, noninvasive method
1o help determine the safety of trees without causing severe destruction. Now, 15 years later, a group of 25
specially trained, court-certified tree consultants in different European countries are using the tree-friendly
elasto-inclino method (pulling test) that was derived from the results of Wessolly’s and Sinn’s research
{WESSOLLY 1998, SINN 1983).

Data from more than 3,000 static inspections on trees throughout Europe were collected and statistically
evaluated. As a result of this work, practitioners, supplied only with an altimeter and a measuring tape, are
able to obtain 2 quick overview of the breaking safety of a tree at a reasonable cost, using the statics
integrated assessment (SIA) method.

WHAT IS STATICS?

The following definition is from the Columbia Encyclopedia (6th edition, 2001) on the Internet

(www bartleby.com/65/st/statics.html). Statics is defined as “a branch of mechanics concerned with the
maintenance of equilibrium in bodies by the interaction of forces upon them. It incorporates the study of
the center of gravity and the moment of inertia. In a state of equilibrium, all the forces acting on a body are
exacily counterbalanced by equal and opposite forces, thus keeping the body at rest. The principles of
statics are widely applied in the design and construction of buildings and machinery.”



Tree statics deals with the breaking safety of tree trunks and the tipping (uprooting) safety that describes
the anchoring potential of the root system.

Trees are loaded primarily by wind gusts but also by snow, ice, and their own weight (dead weight). As
tree height and wind sail increase, greater loads are exerted on the crown during storms and transferred into
the trunk. As the trunk moves in a storm, its marginal fibers extend on the tensile side and shorten on the
compressive side. These alterations in length can be measured with a sensitive instrument called an
elastometer (extensometer).

In tree statics, the ability of a tree to withstand wind loads of gale force is calculated by including the

shape of the load-bearing structure (trunk and crown), the properties of green wood, and the forces that
occeur in a gale-force wind gust (Figure 1).

The triangle of statics

(Wind) load

Material properties

Geometry of load bearing structure/ of green wood

Degree of hollowness

Figure 1. The triangle of statics. According to international engineering agreements three major components and the
interactions amongst them must be incorporated in any safety calculation: load, load bearing surface (= resistive bending moment) and
the individual material properties. If the load impact on a structure is high, strong materials are required in order to avoid massive
material waste, The shape or the form of the load-bearing material must be optimized to increase the load bearing capacity, A good
example is the Eiffel tower in Parig, France. This is a hollow structure constructed with steel struts. Near the ground, its diameter
increases significantly, raising the resistive bending moment and increasing the breaking safety by optimizing the load bearing
geometry. If the load is low, the material does not need to be as strong, and the load-bearing structure, which is the tree trunk in this
case, tan be hollow. The interaction of the three componenis: load or effective wind force, material properties, and shape of the load-
bearing structure, must be part of a correct stability or safety calculation.

When boring into a trunk to detect the residual wall thickness or the load bearing geometry, it should not
be forgotten that only an infinitesimally small part (hole diameter 2-10 mm) of the load-bearing geometry
can be inspected with one single hole and that marny holes may severely damage the tree through potential
fungal infection and decay. It becomes obvious that boring only provides partial information and may lead
to the destruction of the tree. Therefore it is imperative that serious engineering based safety assessments
{e.g. SIM) also incorporate the predicted loads affecting the tree. These loads can be determined based on
data available from local weather stations and the individual characteristics of the tree inspected (crown
surface area, tree height, and acrodynamic drag factor of the tree crown).

Calculaticns based solely on a constant ratio between residual wall thickness and trunk diameter may
significantly err if they do not take into account the geographical and environmental conditions that the tree
is subjected to. A smaller and more protected tree in a suburban area will tolerate more hollowness inside
the trunk before it fails in a storm than a larger, taller tree of the same residual wall thickness in an exposed
area on a coastline. The determination of the extent of decay (residual wall detection) makes sense only
when the load impact has been previously determined.



LOADS OCCURRING ON TREES

The dead weight of a tree is negligible because on average wood can resist a compressive load of 20
N/mm2 (2,901 psi). The weight of a 10-tonne (11-ton) tree can be borne on a surface of only 50 cm? (7.75
in?). However, snow loads often affect the breaking safety of branches more severely than short gusts
because green wood tends to creep and form cracks when constantly stressed.

The strongest influences on a tree’s stability are wind and storm gusts. Slight winds cause swaying that
stimulate the creation of self-supporting reaction wood. However, wind does not generally blow steadily
and continuously. The air stream pulsates and rotates and is capable of stimulating a tree at its natural
frequency and feeding energy into the tree’s swaying system up to the point where it ruptures. Such
dynamic effects occur primarily on isolated forest trees or on trees that have been pruned incorrectly (e.g.,
by crown raising- pruning off too many of the lower branches). Solitary trees, with branches almost
touching the ground, are not as affected by dynamic loading in their trunks because the flexible leaves,
twigs, and branches help to dampen oscillations.

Tall trees with large crowns have a greater crown surface area exposed to higher wind forces. The wind
forces increase as the distance from the ground increases. In a storm tall, large trees are exposed to
exponentially higher wind loads than smaller trees.

WIND SPEED AND WIND PRESSURE
Wind speed and wind pressure depend on severat factors:

1. Geographical situation: Wind loads are different everywhere. Wind charts are available for
estimating the expected maximum wind force for a given period of time. Weather stations have
comprehensive documents on prevailing wind directions.

2. Topographical situation: The second factor influencing wind speed is the location of a tree.
Wind loads are significantly different between trees located on flat lowland or close to the
ocean where they are subjected to heavy gusts and trees located on a site that is protected by the
brow of a hill or on the leeward side of a mountain chain.

3. Seasonal and meteorological influences: In cold weather, the air density increases and causes
higher wind pressure. Some trees may be in full leaf when fall or spring storms occur. A
combination of cold weather and storms may lead to a high wind pressure on a tree’s crown.
Proper safety statements have to include this information (WESSOLLY, SINN, 1989).

Wind profiles over different topographies show that storm gusts in exposed areas without any protection
reach their full speed at a height of about 250 m (820 ft) (Figure 2). Terrains with a rougher surface, such as
suburban areas with flat, one to two-storey buildings, cause turbulence in the boundary layer that leads to a
slowdown of the wind speed (KAMEI, MARUTA, 1979, STATHOPOULOS, 1985) and a decrease of the
resulting wind pressure on tree crowns. With higher buildings, more disturbance occurs in the boundary
layer, which reduces the velocity of the air stream. Over an extremely rough surface area with tall buildings
{e.g., downtown areas of cities), the wind reaches its full undisturbed force at heights of about 600 m (1,969
ft). Therefore, trees in exposed, open countryside sites or near the ocean need to have thicker stems than
those in more sheltered areas.

Although rough surfaces slow down the wind speed in the boundary layer, tall buildings (with their even
surfaces) and mountain chains can cause blast pipe (wind tunnel) effects that stress a tree as much or even
more than if it were positioned in an exposed, unprotected site on a field (ECCS, 1978; HIRTZ, 1981,
STATHOPOULOS, STORMS, 1986, WESSOLLY,1998). A serious load analysis must take these facts
into consideration.
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The surface roughness of different terrains influences the wind speed at greater heights

Figure 2. Increased wind speed with height above ground level (Davenport, 1965), The surface roughness of different terrains
influences the wind speed to greater heights.
A doubling of the wind speed increases the pressure on tree crowns by a factor of 4, according to:

q=p/2*a2

where g = wind pressure, o= air density, and 4 = wind speed (Figure 3)
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Figure 3. Wind resistance of tree crowns and the aerodynamic drag factor (cy) (Davenport, 1965). During a storm, leaves,

twigs, and branches are bent by the strong air stream. This reduces the amount of wind-exposed surface (MAYHEAD, 1973) and in
turn reduces energy inputs into the trunk and root system, This situation is comparable to a heavy storm on a sailing boat when the
skipper strikes the sails. In a permanent research project on the stormy northern edge of the island of Corsica in the Mediterranean, it
could be found that the aerodynamic drag factor (cy, value), even of the stiffest oaks, decreases to as low as 0.3-—a value that is

striven for in the car industry. The latest high mileage car developed by Volkswagen using only 1 litre of fuel for a distance of 100 km
{237 mi/ gallon) has an aerodynamic drag factor of 0.14, which comes close to a birch {Betula pendula) or a weeping willow (Salix
alba “Tristis”) with their flexible twigs.

It was also found that trees exposed to a wind speed of more than 40 mph {equaling wind force 8 on the Beaufort scale) have
reached their maximum elasticity and cannot further reduce their exposed surfaces. Higher wind velocities will only cause negligible
reductions of crown surfaces. It is important to include the wind resistance of tree crowns into tree safety calculations. (Table 1
provides proposed aerodynamic drag factors.)

GROWTH FORM AND LEVER EFFECT

Wind speed increases rapidly with increasing height above the ground. This fact leads to the conclusion
that tall trees receive higher loads in a gale than smaller ones. In taller trees, more surface area in the upper
crown is exposed to higher wind speeds. Therefore, the wind pressure is notably higher. Tall trees need
larger trunk diameters than smaller ones or, in other words, taller trees need thicker residual walls.

Improper pruning in which the lower branches are cut off may lead to compensatory growth and taller
trees. Taller trees with a load center high above the ground effectively become long levers and are exposed
to higher wind pressure (M,) according to:

My=F*1,

where F= force and h= height of load center.
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Bending moment: M= Fx L
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Figure 4. Statical influence of crown raising on trees. In this example the taller tree (right) has the same crown surface as the
smaller one. Due to the difference of height the taller tree is exposed to twice as high bending moments than the smaller. Experienced
arborists should consider these facts before pnming,

Table 1. Stuttgart table of wood strength (Wessolly and Erb 1998).

Comparable
Modulus of  strength in Proposed
elasticity longitude  Elastic Aerodynamic

Specics (N/mm?) (N/mm?) limit (%)  drag factor (c,)
Abies alba 9500 15 0.16 0.20
Acer pseudoplatanus 8500 25 0.29 0.25
Acer negundo 5600 20 0.36 025

Acer campestre 6000 255 043 0.25
Acer saccharinum 6000 20 0.33 0.25
Acer saccharum 5450 20 0.37 0.25
Aesculus hippocastanum 5250 14 0.26 0.35
Ailanthus altissima 6400 16 0.25 0.15
Betula pendula 7050 22 0.31 0.12
Chamaecyparis lawsonia 7350 20 0.27 0.20
Cedrus deodora 7650 15 0.20 0.20
Fagus sylvatica 8500 225 0.26 0.25-0.30
Alnus glutinosa 8000 20 0.25 0.25
Fraxinus excelsior 6250 26 0.42 0.20
Picea abies 9000 21 0.23 0.20
Picea omorika 9000 16 0.18 0.20
Carpinus betulus 8800 16 0.13 025
Castanea sativa 6000 25 0.42 0.25
Cercis siliguastrum 0 15 — 0.20



Larix decidua 5035 17 0.32 0.15

Liriodendron tulipifera 5000 17 0.34 0.25
Pinus pinaster 8500 18 0.21 0.20
Pinus sylvestris 5800 17 0.29 0.15
Platanus x hybrid 6250 27 0.43 0.25
Populus x canescens 6050 20 0.33 0.2-0.25
Populus nigra ‘Italica® 6800 16 0.24 0.30
Populus nigra 6520 20 0.31 02
Populus alba 6400 20 0.31 0.2
Pseudotsuga menziesii 1000 20 0.20 0.20
Pyrus communis 5800 17 029 0.30
Quercus robur 6900 28 0.41 0.25
Quercus rubra 7200 20 0.28 0.25
Robinia pseudoacacia 7050 20 0.28 0.15
Robinia monophyla 5200 20 0.38 0.15-0.20
Salix alba 7750 16 0.21 0.20
Salix alba “Tristis’ 7000 16 0.23 0.20
Sequoiadendron gigantum 4550 18 0.40 0.20
Sophora japonica 6450 20 0.31 0.15
Sorbus aria 6000 16 0.27 0.25
Tilia x hollandica 4500 17 0.38 0.25
Tilia euchlora 7000 17.5 0.25 0.25
Tilia tomentosa 8350 20 024 0.25-0.30
Tilia platyphyllos 8000 20 0.25 025
Tilia cordata 8300 20 0.24 025
Ulmus glabra 5700 20 0.35 0.25
MATERIAL PROPERTIES

Wood Strength

1t is obvious that the material properties of green, moist wood are not relevant to the forestry industry.
Therefore only a few reports regarding the material properties of green wood can be found in the literature.
To determine and study the material properties of green wood, WESSOLLY and his team modified testing
methods and collected data on all tree species available from the Stuttgart City Council’s tree unit
(WESSOLLY, ERB 1998). The resuit was the Stuttgart Strength Catalog in which compressive and
shearing strengths in all anatomical directions were reported. It was found that the compressive properties
of green wood of Central European tree species vary between 14 N/mm? (2,031 psi) for Horsechestnut (
Aesculus hippocastanum) and 28 N/mm?2 (4,068 psi) for English oak (Quercus robur). The mean value for
compressive strength of Central European tree species is 20 N/mm? (2,900 psi). Since the variation of
material properties of Central European tree species is rather small they enter safety calculations as an
almost constant factor. Therefore, the differences in material properties between the tree species of Central
Europe can almost be neglected.

Tree safety calculations (SIM) in other climatic zones need to be based on the material properties of the
local vegetation. Green wood material testing carried out by LAVERS (LAVERS, 1983) showed that trees
of the tropical regions can reach compressive strength values of up to 120 N/mm?. The variation of material
properties in those regions may differ quite significantly from those of Central Eurape, This emphasizes the
need to increase material property research in different climatic zones.



Elastic Limit and Elasticity

According to Hooke’s law, the stress (o) created in an elastic material is proportional to strain (), within
the elastic limit.

Every material, including wood, has an individual elastic limit, which is defined as the compressive
strength divided by the modulus of elasticity or € = Gpax/E. If the elastic limit is exceeded permanent
deformation occurs.

In classical material testing, specimens of wood are cut to defined sizes (2 x 2 x 6 cm) and stressed until
rupturing of the fibers occurs. A measured force is exerted via a load cell connected to a cross-beam
(INSTRON INC.) and the shortening of the fibers is recorded at a rate of 10-50 values per second, thus
providing dense reliable data. In the first stage of such compressive testing the fibers remain elastic and
will return to their original position when the introduced force is reduced {Figure 5; also Table 1, elastic
limit column). This situation is comparable to trees swaying in moderate storm gusts where the fibers will
be loaded and stressed only within their elastic limits. If the force on a wood specimen is continuously
increased, the fibers begin to creep (= primary failure, the stress - strain curve flattens) and finally collapse
(=secondary failure). The same situation can occur with healthy trees of sound wood during gusts of gale
force or even in tornados. In such extreme weather conditions the fibers of a tree are overstressed and over
bent for a short period of time followed by fiber buckling on the compressive side of the trunk and finally
the rupture of the whole trunk.

Consequently, tree safety engineers measure the alterations in fiber length during a pulling test. These
alterations are directly related to the elastic limit and knowledge of these values allows for the assessment
of the breaking safety. The alterations in the marginal fibers are measured with an elastometer
(extensometer) at a resolution of 1/1000mm.

Sound, healthy trunks can be quickly distinguished from those with thin residual walls by obtaining
relatively higher strains in the marginal fibers. Damage during the pulling tests is avoidable if the elastic
limits given in the Stuttgart Strength Catalog are observed.
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Figure 5.

Despite the fact that material properties (compressive strength and E-modulus) can differ quite significantly within the same trunk,
the elastic limit is fairly constant with only a small deviation of 0.2% around the mean (WESSOLLY, 1988a, 1988b) .
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Figure 6, The green wood of European Beech (Fagus splvatica) is significantly stiffer (Exca = 8000 N/mm?®) and stronger (22
N/min®) than that of Horsechestnut (descuttes hippocastanum) (Epe = 5250 N/mm?; 14 Nfmm?). Obviously Aesculus hipp.

compensates its low compressive strength with high clasticity. Nevertheless, the value for the efastic limit for both specics is the same
(0.26%). The variation of material propertics between tree species of Central Europe is rather small.

GEOMETRY OF THE LOAD-BEARING TRUNK

Hollow constructions are not necessarily unsafe. Sail boat masts and telescopic car antennae are both
holtow structures designed to withstand certain wind pressures. To obtain a stable and lightweight
construction, an optimal relationship between the load-bearing capacity and the thickness of the residual
wall has to be determined. The resistive force that withstands bending forces is called the resistive bending

moment. It is defined as:

A short example demonstrates the influence of the trunk diameter on load-bearing capacity. An oak tree
with a 100 ¢m diameter (100° x 3.1415/32 = 98,174.8 cm®) has a resistive bending moment of 98,175 cm?®.
A more protected oak tree nearby with a smaller diameter of 75cm will only have a resistive bending
moment of 41,416 cm’. The difference of just 25 cm in diameter causes a 58 % decrease in bending

resistance of the thinner tree. It can therefore be concluded that the thicker the trunk, the higher the safety

TeSCTVES.

When calculating strength losses due to cavity size on a purely geometrical level (CLARK & MATHENY,
1994), it is important to know the basic strength of an individual trunk with its wind resisting crown as a
reference, otherwise the question will be “strength loss of what?”. Geometrical analysis alone cannot

provide sufficient results, if the load situation is unclear.
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DIAMETER GROWTH AND FUNGUS DECAY

Healthy trees increase in diameter every year (annual ring growth), The annual growth of the trunk leads to
a continuous increase in the resistive bending moment of the tree. Provided an old tree is healthy and
vigorous, the annual growth can compensate for the strength loss caused by large cavities. An increase of 5
mm (0.2 in.) radial growth can compensate for a 30cm (12in.) diameter central hollow spot in the trunk.
Especially when dealing with old trees, it is important not to disturb the fragile fluxing balance between
decay, rot, and wood destruction inside the trunk, and wood growth around the circumference.

TIPPING SAFETY

The assessment of the tipping safety of trees is impossible using only visual assessment methods. Root
excavations also provide insufficient information and cause significant disturbance to the rhizosphere.

A reliable determination of the tipping safety of trees can only be achieved by stressing a tree under similar
conditions created by wind gusts (Inclino Method, SINN, 1983). Scientific research (BADER 2000,
WESSOLLY 1998, SINN, 1985b, SINN 1985c) has shown that only roots near the trunk were stressed
when the tree was subjected to pulling forces, A severe uprooting danger occurred when the roots were
severed within approximately 1 to 1.3 m of the trunk of the tree.

The generalized tipping curve was derived from scientifically based destructive pulling tests of more than
400 trees of different species under different soil conditions. Tt shows that the primary failure of the
uprooting process already occurs at 2.5 to 4 degrees of lean. From 4 degrees of lean onwards no further
increase in pulling force is necessary until a lean of 45 to 60 degrees’ inclination is reached (WESSOLLY,
1998). From 45 to 60 degrees onwards, the dead weight of the tree supports the falling process (secondary
failure).The influence of root rot or lopping on the tree’s stability can be determined using the mathematical
function of this curve (Figure 8) in mathematical calculations.

11
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Figure 7: Stability as generalized from a tipping curve of 400 trees (Wessolly and Erb 1998).




LOAD ANALYSIS

Load analysis begins with a photograph of the tree. The image of the crown is digitized and the exposed
surface of the crown is calculated. Other influencing factors such as wind velocity, air density at a certain
temperature, the roughness of the topography, the aerodynamic drag factor, and the tree height have to be
incorporated in an engineering based load analysis (SINN, 1985a, WESSOLLY, 1998).

Wind force on the tree:
F= fx ¢y x p/2 x Z(u (2 x A (h (2)))

Bending/tipping moment;
M, =M= £x¢, % p/2 x Z(u(z)® x h(z) x Ah(z)))

where:

= tipping/uprooting moment (Inclino method)
= bending moment (Elasto method)

= force

= natural frequency factor

= air density

= wind velocity

= height of specific area unit in crown surface
= crown surface in m? at respective height

= aerodynamic drag factor

FrFERmTZE
§

ELASTO-INCLINO METHOD (PULLING TEST METHOD)

The elasto-inclino method helps to determine the breaking and tipping safety of a tree by pulling it with a
steel cable attached to a winch and simultaneously recording its reaction under a measured load (using a
dynamometer} (Figure 9). The method follows strict principles used in engineering by integrating load
input, material properties, and the load-bearing geometry in all calculations (c.f. Fig.1, triangle of statics).

Breaking Safety (Elasto Method)

The elastometer measures alterations in length of the marginal fibers at a resolution of 0.001 mm. The
elastometer pins are positioned in the marginal fibers of a trunk on either the tension or compression side.
Pulling the tree with a certain force causes an extension (tensile side) or a compression (compressive side)
in the marginal fibers. Hidden hollow spots in a trunk can be detected by high alteration recordings of the
elastometer. To avoid damage to the fibers, the pulling test can be stopped shortly before reaching the
specific elastic limit of the particular species. In the daily practice of pulling tests, tensile forces of 1-2
metric tons (10-20 kN) are necessary to deliver sufficient results. To avoid damage during testing, the first
measurements are always taken at or near the obvious weakest point identified through visual assessments.

Tipping Safety (Inclino Method)

The inclinometer pins are positioned in the bark at the base of the trunk to avoid bending influences. Due to
the inclinometer’s resolution of .01 degrees, the reaction of the statically effective trunk near root system
can be recorded. Decay in the root system, cut roots, and poor root development can be detected clearly
when high inclination readings are recorded. To avoid damage in the root system, the pulling procedure is
always stopped at 2 maximum value of 0.25 degrees (regardless of the tensile stress) because at this trunk
lean, 40% of a gale load (40% = wind force 8) is already reached.

Before the measurements a photograph of the entire tree is taken and digitized to determine the exposed
surface area and the symmetry of the crown. Afier the measurements, a load analysis is performed to
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provide data regarding the wind pressure and bending moments occurring at the bottom of a trunk in a gale.
The inclinometer values and the pulling force values together with the results of the load analysis are
compared with the values of the generalized tipping curve. So far, the inclino method is the only method
that provides reliable information about the anchoring potential of a tree.

Elasto-Inclino Method and Load Analysls

The SIM methods can only be used on solitary trees (e.g., road trees, trees in parks). A load analysis for
forest trees has not yet been developed and load analysis for single branches does not work. Wind speed
and site conditions, as well as the flexibility of the branches (aerodynamic behavior) and the exposed
surface area, are important factors for tree safety calculations using the elasto-inclino method.

Data on impacting forces and effective moments are generated by a computer model that simulates the
wind forces occurring during a gust of 33 m/s (76. mph, 118km/h, gale force 12). Simultaneously, data
from pulling tests and of sound trunk wood are adjusted and compared with the loads, thus leading to a
safety value given in per cent (%0). Trees should have a safety factor of at least 100 % under these
conditions. Engineers always tend to calculate on the “safe side,” using a safety factor of at least 1.5 (=150
%). A tree with safety values > 150 % has significant reserve strength and is regarded as safe.

14



pulling direction

steel cable

Dynamometer

Winch

Height H

- = A= q Height of elastometer

distance a

v

neutral axis

Fig 8. Amrangement of pulling test procedure. The dynamometer serves to determine the tensile force F, which is raised constantly
during the fest to a maximum value of 20 -30 kN. In a bending process the outermost marginal {ibers are stressed highest and have to
withstand strains, whereas the center of a trunk (ueutral axis) remains stress free. These alterations in length (Al) in the marginal fibers
are proportional to stresses (Hooke's law) and can be measured during the pulling test using the elastometer. Because stress (o) can be
understood as an effective force exerted on an area, it can be said that a certain moment of force is exerted on the resistive cross-
section of the tree. High alterations in length can be obtained from hollow trees with a smaller resistive bending moment due to
material loss in the center caused by decay.

o= Mb {bending moment) /W (crass section modulus)

where: M,=F*(H-S)*coso and W= dlz *d, x /32
with:

c stress in N/mm’

F force in N (dynamometer)

H height of cable attachment

S height of elastometer, measuring plane

o angle of steel cable

d; trunk diameter, 1 m above ground

dy trunk diameter perpendicular to d;, 1 m above ground
The distance between winch attachment point and tree is a; H is the distance between anchor
point and ground level. Consequently, the load angle ¢ can be calculated according to:

cos o = H/ VaZ+ H2?

According to Hooke's law, stress is proportional to strain. From this fact it can be concluded that the E-
modulus stays constant within the range of elastic deformation. Consequently, the E-modulus can be
determined by

E=c/¢, where &£=Al/l
with:
G = stress
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E= modulus of elasticity

&= strain

Al from measured value (elastometer)

1 for reference length of elastometer. L = 200 mm

SUMMARY

Following international engineering standards, serious tree safety analysis has to incorporate the
interrelation of occurring loads, material properties of green wood and the load bearing geometry. Boring
into a tree’s trunk to determine the thickness of the residual wall (= load bearing geometry), while
negiecting wind load and material properties, could lead to wrong results and may be harmful to the health
of a tree.

Tree inspectors should consider that smaller trees with thick trunks have higher safety reserves than
taller and larger ones and therefore may tolerate larger cavities without being unsafe. The local topography
and exposure also have a significant influence on tree safety assessment. Despite the fact that trees in cities
seem to be more sheltered than those on a coast line, both locations can expose a tree to the same wind
loads. This is due to the fact that the even surfaces of long and tall buildings or mountain chains may create
wind tunnel effects that often lead to increased gust speeds.

Compressive tests on green wood have shown that the differences between Central European tree
species show only little variation with a mean value of 20 N/mm?. In subtropical and tropical regions the
strength properties differ significantly from those of Central European trees (Lavers, 1983). Therefore
further research in this field is required if the SIM are to be used outside Central Europe.

Using the pulling test method, which integrates load, material and load bearing geometry and simulates
wind loads, the uprooting and breaking safety of trees can be determined without severe damage of the
wood tissues.

The new statics integrating methods (SIM) provide a significant move forward because they minimize
the boring/drilling into trees and provide a scientific approach to tree failure analysis based on sound

engineering principles.

Erk Brudi, MSc.

Tree Consultant, Court Certified Tree Consultants
Berengariastr.7

D-82152 Gauting

Germany

e-mail: treesafe(@t-online.de

Philip van Wassenaer, B. Sc., MFC
Consulting Arborist, ASCA

ISA Certified Arborist

544 Exbury Crescent

Mississauga, Ontario

L35G 2P4

Canada

e-mail: pwassenaerl022(@rogers.com
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BOARD OF APPEALS
BOARD OF APPEALS Brief From Neveo Mosser

1041 through 1059 Broaudway . ot —EP —IBdl—
San Francisco, CA 94133 APPEAL #Z% 77 7

APPEAL # ,
September 18, Z%O%AHD OF APPEALS
SEP 19 2006 e
Reference: PPEAL #OL = /@f 2 /BY—

1. Permit to remove trees at 1041-1059 Broadway
2. Appeal no. 06-132 through 06-134 Subject 1041-1059 Broadway

In my opinion there is no substantial new expert or scientific information in
the Appeal brief and supporting documents submitted by the Russian Hilli
Neighbors that should justify reversing the decision by the Department of
Public Works Bureau of Urban Forestry.

i must say that | was taken aback that the appeliants did not attempt to
discuss the issues of these trees with me personally prior to the hearing. |
am a resident of San Francisco and lived in the property for almost 10
years. | currently reside a few blocks away on Vallejo Street and proactively
maintain the properties on Broadway as if | stili live there. We routinely
have the trees trimmed. | have repaired my sidewalks on numerous
occasions from root damage and have replacad several of the old clay
sewer lines out to the street that were damaged from their roots.

During this process | have had my properties posted with flyers, some
containing erroneous information, been personally attacked as some sort of
Simon Legree villainous absentee property cwner out to harm the city and
even destroy the Earth. | am a very easy person to reach by telephone and
or by mail. Had they inquired they would have found out that | am
reasonable resident of this city and that | am in agreement with the
sentiment of the Russian Hill Neighbors in protecting the flora of this
beautiful city and this particular street. They also would become aware that
over the past 4 years my family has donated and planted over 3 million
trees on the island of Negros in the Philippines in an effort to reforest a
denuded forest. What differentiates the owners of 1061 Broadway and
myself from the Russian Hill Neighbors is that ‘we as the owners of these
properties including these trees assume ali of the liabilities that these trees
create. We have been informed in writing by two experts in rny opinion
being the Bureau of Urban Forestry and Roy C. Leggitt Il a certified
arborist and a member of the American socieiy of Consulting Arborists that
these trees are a hazard. With that information we have knowledge of their
hazard to the public and with that the duty to protect the public from the
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potential danger of these trees. | expose myself to great risk if | do not take
the advice of these experts.

it has always been my intention to replace these hazardous trees with new
trees approved for city use by the Bureau of Urban Forestry. | originally
requested to put in 24 gallon trees and at the time of the hearing offered to
replace them with 36 gallon size trees and to plant more trees than 1
requested to remove. The decision required that | replace them with 48-
gallon trees. At this time | am still ascertaining the cost of their placement
under these conditions, as the portion of the: block where my buildings are
situated is one of the steepest streets in San Francisco. | will need to find
out if it is possible to bring in a crane from the western part of the street
which is the flat portion of the street and be abla to reach the trees in front
of the easternmost building | own there. The cost due to the increased size
of the replacement trees along with the slope of the street might make it
prohibitive for me to move forward. As with my neighbors at 1061
Broadway | care not to be at war with my neighbors and do appreciate the
greenbelt on this biock.

| would request that the City and County of San Francisco take ownership
of these trees and that the Bureau of Urban Forestry then maintain these
trees. In light of the previous ruling and determination along with the letter
of May 27,2006 to Carla Short of the DPW Bureau of Urban Forestry from
Roy C. Leggitt lll regarding pull strength testing [ do not believe | have any
choice other than too remove the trees. | believe that the City originally
planted these trees as with the other trees on this block. If the City resumes
ownership of these trees then it can decide to change it's position, assume
any risks, and leave the trees in place. | too will not look to remove the
trees and or to replace the damaged sidewalk while the City and County of
San Francisco reviews this request. | would agree to continue the hearing
for some reasonable period of time if it is agrseable to the owners of 1061
Broadway and the Russian Hill Neighbors to work toward this reasonabie
solution. | believe that this would be a fair way to continue to protect the
interests of all of the parties involved. | thank you for your consideration
and cooperation in this effort.

CC. 1061 Broadway HOA
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Brief From 1061 Broadway Home Owners Association o l ; X/é)
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San Francisco, CA 94133
September 14, 2006 BOARD OF APPEALS

i SEP 2 0 2006

Reference: APPEAL #9672
1. Permit to remove tree at 1061 Broadway _——
2. Appeal no. 06-133, Subject 1061 Broadway #1 #2 #3

There appears to be nothing new in this latest appeal from RHN. The 1061 Broadway HOA
owners value the aesthetics of a properly sized tree on the site that will not cause harm to the
property. Our Association has become involved because this tree is not public property. The
city has ruled that this tree is privately owned—by our Association. We pay to have this tree
trimmed every year, to maintain its attractiveness, and (hopefully) health. However, after many
years of growth the tree roots have caused serious damage to the sidewalk, and threaten the
sewer drain plumbing below.

Given the visible damage to the tree and an apparently hazardous sidewalk, the 1061 Broadway
HOA retained a private, certified arborist, who is a respected member of the American Society
of Consulting Arborists, to provide an expert independent opinion. Mosserco engaged the same
consultant to inspect three trees on that property, east of 1061. The consultant’'s conclusion is
that the trees, on the Mosserco property and at 1061, are a hazard. The evaluation of the City
of San Francisco produced the same conciusion. A few years ago, a tree at one of these
positions on the Mosserco property fell on two parked cars.

Bare in mind, as per the legal requirements of San Francisco, and the intent of 1061 HOA, (and
Mosserco), any tree removed must be replaced with ancther tree.

Members of 1061 Broadway Homeowners Association, who all live at 1061 Broadway, have
been supporting members of RHN for many years, yet no attempt was made by RHN to
personally communicate with us within the membership framework. The 1061 HOA never
anticipated such opposition from RHN, and we do not desire to generate such disharmony with
our neighbors. However, it is not fair for our owner-residents to be caught in a conflict between
liability, expensive repair costs, and the opposition of our neighbors (who have no fiscal
responsibility here). Therefore, we are requesting that this liability be transferred to the City and
County of San Francisco by the assumed maintenance of the tree by the Bureau of Urban
Forestry. 1061 HOA will not be attempting to remove the tree on our property or to repair the
respective sidewalk until this request is duly reviewed by the City and the Bureau.

Attached is the letter of May 27, 2006, to Carla Short of the DPW Bureau of Urban Forestry,
from Roy C. Leggitt Ill, consulting arborist, summarizing his concerns regarding the pull strength
test, and suggesting that there is precedent for the City and County of San Francisco to assume
maintenance of the trees.

W“/
Submitted by Patricia Milazzo}ﬁ
President
1061 Broadway HOA

Copy: Nevio Mosser, Mosserco



Roy C. Leggitt, lli

Consuiting Arborist

3109 Sacramento Street
San Francisco, CA 94115

Member, American Society of Consulting Arborists
Certified Arborist, Intemational Saciety of Arboriculture

cell/vm 415.606.3610 . office 415.921.3610 fax 416.921.7711

City and County of San Francisco
Department of Public Works
Bureau of Urban Forestry

Attn: Carla Short
May 27, 2006
Dear Ms Short,

I am hereby providing your Department with a summary of my professional concemns regarding
the limitations and proper applications of “pull testing” on trees. My perspective and concems
are in response to recent public comment regarding this test that was provided by another
Arborist and that | believe was misleading and incomplete. '

Although the applicants in this matter hired me, 1 am not being compensated for my time to
create this letter, nor am | writing this with their knowledge or consent. My opinions stated
herein are meant to assist in the public process by contributing expertise, not to advocate for
preservation or removal of the specific trees in question.

1. The pull test is simply a means to detemmine the presence of mechanically supportive roots
on the side opposite the pulling direction. This test therefore is useful in identifying the trees
that are most likely to fail due to uprooting under forces in that specific direction.

a. This test does not account for forces from any other direction other than that of the
puill.

b. This test does not account for forces that exert torsion (rotation) on a tree, a very
common phenomenon with urban trees and very often associated with failures.

c. This test only identifies root losses, and does not identify root that are compromised
due to weak attachments or decay.

d. A pulltest cannot be performed in the direction of buildings, only where over
roadways that can accommodate placement of anchor points. The pull test is not
therefore able to identify root losses on the street side of the tree that would cause
buildings to be the most likely or primary target. :

2. Tree risk assessment requires that a complex of many factors be evaluated, only a few of
these being measurable in some way. To properly evaluate risk in a tree it is essential that
alt parts of the tree be considered, not just roots under a tension load from one direction.

a. Standard practices for risk assessment rely on visual tree assessment criteria with
some type of testing being prescriptive only when visual assessment is inconclusive.

b. Risk assessment is the outcome of professional judgment and is not the result of any
one specific observation or test. Judgment requires both observations and
experience.

Page 1of 2




Roy C. Leggitt, 11l
Consulting Arborist

3109 Sacramento Street
San Francisqo, CA 94115

Member, American Soclety of Consulting Arborists
Ceriified Arborist, Intemational Socisty of Arboriculture

cellvm 415.606.3610 office 415.921.3610 fax 415.921.7711 emall RCL3@mindspring.com

3. To the best of my knowledge, Gordon Mann in the City of Redwood City is carrying out the
only municipal application of pull testing in the Bay Area.

a. This City is not applying pull testing as a substitute to visual risk assessment.

b. This City is not using pull testing on every tree prior to removal.

¢. This City is only using this test on trees that they have maintenance responsibilities
for, and where they have previously done extensive root cutting to install root
barriers.

d. This City does not require or suggest pull testing for any privately owned and City-
regulated tree as a requirement for being granted a removal permit.

4. The pull test is not a standard test for this area. The test has not been performed with
sufficient regularity fo estabiish data for the species we grow, for our soils, for our rainfall
patterns or for our wind patterns. Without local data, statistical modeling is not possible, and
the test is, at best, experimental.

5. It seems to be an unfair burden to place continued indefinite liability on any abutting property
owner on the basis of a single test that is experimental and is not scientifically supportable;
there is precedent, however, for this liability to be transferred to the City and County of San
Francisco by the assumed maintenance of the {rees by the Bureau of Urban Forestry,
provided that the City is prepared to rely on experimental testing such as this.

Sincerely,

b4t

Roy C. Leggitt, {l|

Consuilting Arborist
1.S.A. Certified Arborist WE-0564A
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g
REGARDING APPLICANT’S REQUEST TO REMOVE
4 MATURE STREET TREES IN FRONT OF 1041-1061 BROADWAY

Reference: Appeals no. 06-132, 06-133, 06-134
I. REPLY TO POINTS RAISED IN BRIEF FROM NEVEQ MOSSER

1. “[Appellant} did not discuss the issues with property owner before prior to the

hearing”.

In fact, Russian Hill Neighbor’s representative phoned Mosserco on the day Mosserco
first attempted (illegally) to cut down these trees. RHN’s representative was referred to
Mosserco’s maintenance director, and volunteered to contribute to the cost of resolving
any problems related to the trees in return for Mosserco relenting, The maintenance
director promised to get back to him. Despite two follow up phone calls by RHN, as well

as a number of Mosserco’s alarmed tenants, the maintenance director never did.
2. [Appellants] “are owners of these properties including these trees”.
This is incorrect. These trees were planted by the city on a public sidewalk. An adjacent

property owner is responsible for maintaining the sidewalk in front of his building. That

does not mean he owns the sidewalk. The same is frue for street trees. These trees



belong to the public, which is why the law provides for a lengthy due process procedure

governing any request to remove them.

3. [Appellant] has been “informed in writing these trees a hazard”.

Appellant originally justified their request for removal based on sewer pipe damage.
When informed by DPW that sewer pipe damage was not one of the four legally valid
reasons for requesting street tree removal, Appellant only then argued that the trees are
unsafe (which is one of the legally valid reasons). Only when neighbors demanded a
DPW hearing did appellant hire and pay an arborist to support his contention that the
trees are unsafe. Now Appellant is using the letter which they requested from their own
hired gun to make it appear that they are “responding” to being “informed in writing that

these trees are a hazard”.

4. “Letter from Leggitt re pull testing leaves me no choice™.

By his own admission at the DPW hearing, Leggitt has no first hand experience with the
pull test. By contrast, Philip van Wassenaer, North America’s leading expert in this test,
has confirmed that the test can be performed reliably and safely on this site and on this
species of trees. We have requested Mr. van Wassenaer to write a response to Mr.
Leggitt’s recent letter challenging the applicability of the pull test to this situation. Mr.

van Wassenaer’s letter will be provided to Board of Appeals.



5. “Request that the city undertake responsibility”.

Russian Hill Neighbors very much appreciates this constructive proposal on the part of
Neveo Mosser, and is in full support of a continuance of the hearing in order to jointly
explore with the city this potential win-win solution. As part of this, RHN is prepared to
contribute to the cost of putting these trees in first class condition prior to their

transference to city responsibility.

[. REPLY TO POINTS RAISED IN BRIEF FROM 1061 BROADWAY HOA

1. “The tree is not public property...the city has ruled that this tree is privately owned”.

This is incorrect. These trees were planted by the city on a public sidewalk. An adjacent
property owner is responsible for maintaining the sidewalk in front of his building. That
does not mean he owns the sidewalk. The same is true for street trees. These trees
belong to the public, which is why the law provides for a lengthy due process procedure
governing any request to remove them. Nowhere has the city “ruled that this tree is

privately owned [sic]”.

2. “Threatens sewer plumbing.”

DPW’s regulations and past precedents make it very clear that concern over potential

damage to sewer pipes is not a valid reason for removing a street tree.



3. “[1061 Broadway HOA’s hired consultant’s] conclusion is that the trees ...are a

hazard”

Theodore Kipping, an arborist of far greater reknown, has written and testified that these
trees are thriving. In order to provide conclusive scientific evidence to resolve these
divergent opinions, the elasto-incline method pull test should be performed prior to any
decision to remove these trees. Russian Hill Neighbors has offered to donate the cost of
having this state of the art elasto-inclino method pull test performed by a neutral expert,

so that a final decision can be made on the basis of scientific facts, not conjecture.
4. “We are requesting that liability be transferred to the city”.

Russian Hill Neighbors very much appreciates 1061 Broadway HOAs offer to support
this compromise, which we endorse. It is entirely appropriate for the city to assume
responsibility for these trees, as they do, for example, for the trees a few blocks away on
Hyde. Broadway is also a major artery, these trees were planted by the city, and are part
of nine trees which form perhaps the finest stand of street trees on Russian Hill.
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Katherine (Garrison

President

Russian Hill Neighbors
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BOARD OF APPEALS P
Department of Public Works
JAN 17 2007 Bureau of Urban Forestry
. 2323 Cesar Chavez, Bldg. A
- [ 327 E//?f[ San Francisco, CA 94124

Gavin Newsom, Mayor APPEAL #—@L—i[ 3 I

Fred V. Abadi P.h.D, Director Paul Sacamano, Superintendent

Board of Appeals Case No. 06-132-134
Subject Property: 1041-1061 Broadway Street
Hearing Date: 17 January 2007

The Bureau of Urban Forestry approved the permit application for removal of four Acacia
melanoxylon trees adjacent to the properties of 1041, 1045-59 and 1061 Broadway. Our
determination of whether or not to grant a tree removal permit is always based on the health
and condition of the trees. The Bureau of Urban Forestry has certified arborists on staff who
perform an evaluation of any tree for which a removal permit application has been received.
While the property owners have their own reasons for removal, these are not necessarily
reasons that the Bureau would consider just cause. In this case, the trees have all sustained
trunk injuries, and were topped in the past, which results in weakly attached limbs.

The Russian Hill Neighbors, who oppose the removal, have requested that a test developed in
Germany, called a “pull test” be performed, to have a more “scientific” approach to the
evaluation of the trees. While we are interested in this type of evaluation, the science behind
the test is only as good as the data in comparable conditions. Since the test has not been used
at all in San Francisco, the data would be from only one test, and the sample size would be four.
This is not a scientifically sound sample size. This is not to suggest that the pull test is not a
good tool, but to imply that it would be the most scientifically credible answer is not sound.

The City of San Francisco has no experience using the pull test. After discussing the test with
Gordon Mann, the Public Works Superintendent of Redwood City, who uses the test in some
hazard evaluations, | am still not sure that in this case it would resolve the Bureau's concerns.
The pull test can determine the presence of support roots, in the direction opposite the pull. In
order for the pull test to give some level of confidence that the trees would not fail at the roots,
the Bureau feels that the test should only be performed after any sidewalk repairs are made.
Performing this test before sidewalk work would not assess the roots after any root pruning, or
damage caused as part of the sidewalk repair. In addition, we believe it is important to have the
test performed from all sides, to ensure that there are supporting roots on all sides of the tree.
While the Bureau has no experience administering this test, it is our understanding that the test
could not be performed in the direction of the homes, because there would not be room to pull in
that direction. Therefore the test would only evaluate the stability of the tree at the roots in one
or two directions.

In addition, the test only determines the stability of the tree from a full root failure. While this is
the Bureau's greatest worry, because root pruning would be required in order to repair the
sidewalk, the trees also have some structural concerns in the trunk and limbs. These trees
have potential for limb failure, due to the previous topping damage and weak attachments,
which can also cause serious damage or harm.

IMPROVING THE QUALITY OF LIFE IN SAN FRANCISCO” We are dedicated individuals committed to teamwork, custormer
service and continuous improvement in partnership with the community.
Customer Service Teamwork Continuous Improvement



Based on these concerns, the Department approved the removal of these four trees contingent
on their replacement with 48” box trees, and bollards to prevent trunk damage to the new trees.
While this would not match the stature of the existing trees, they are the largest commonly
available replacement tree, and would provide a march larger starting point than the 15 gallon
size free that is required by code. Attached please find a copy of the Hearing officer's findings.

Carla Short %~

Urban Forester

Bureau of Urban Forestry
Department of Public Works
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City and County of San Francisco (415) 554-6920
FAX (415) 554-6944
hitp:/Awww.sfdpw.com

Department of Public Works

Office of the Director

. . City Hall, Room 348

Gavin Newsom, Mayor 1 Dr. Cariton B. Goodlett Piace
Fred V. Abadi, Ph.D., Director San Francisco, CA 94102-4645

Order No. 176,055

The Director of Public Works held a Public Hearing on Monday, May 22, 2008, at
5:30 p.m., in City Hall, Room 416. The hearing was to conslder a request for a tree
removal and/or replacement permit for the following:

Removal of two (2) privately maintained trees at 1041 Broadway

Based upon the facts submitted at the hearing, the decision of the Director was to
approve the request for the removal of subject trees contingent upon the following:

e The trees must be replaced with two 48" box trees. The replacement tree species
shall be a larger growing species, such as the tristania conferta, magnolia grandiflora,

or eucalyptus ficifolia. The final tree species shall be approved by the Department’s
Urban Forester. '

s The trees shall be planted in newly located basin locatlons identified by the
Department’s Urban Forester. They shall be set in from the curb to protect the trees
from parking vehicles.

e Bollards shall be placed at locations approved by the Department’s Urban Forester to
protect the trees from parking vehicles.

APPEAL: This Order may be appealed to the Board of Appeals within 15 days of
August 7, 2006, at 1660 Mission Street, Room 3036 (575-6880).

Freo dtugl >

Fred V. Abadi, Ph.D.
Director of Pupblic Works

cc: Department Files (2)
Bureau of Urban Forestry

Applicant
Hearing Officer — Olga Ryerson

Approved: May 22, 2006

IMPROVING THE QUALITY OF LIFE IN SAN FRANCISCQ” We are dedicated Individuals committed to teamwork, customer
service and continuous improvement in partnership with the community.

[ SYS— X Fantimnre Forrnmioment

- -



City and County of San Francisco (415) 554-6920
FAX {415) 554-6944
htt_p:!lwww.sfdpw.com

Department of Public Works
Qffice of the Director

: City Hall, Room 348

~ Gavin Newsom, Mayor 1 Dr. Cariton B. Goodlett Place
Fred V. Abadi, Ph.D., Director San Francisco, CA 94102-4645

Order No. 176,056

The Director of Public Works held a Public Hearing on Monday, May 22, 2006, at 5:30 p.m,, in
Clty Hall, Room 416. The hearing was to consider a request for a tree removal and/or
replacement permit for the followIng:

Removal of one (1) privately maintained tree at 1045 - 1059 Broadway

Based upon the facts submitted at the hearing, the decision of the Director was to approve the
request for the removal of subject tree, contingent upon the following:

¢ The tree must be replaced as foliows:

o Two 48" box trees shall be planted fronting the property of 1045 ~ 1059 Broadway and
shall be the responsibility of the property owner at 1045 — 1059 Broadway to maintain.

e The replacement tree species shall be a larger growing species, such as the tristania conferta,
magnolia grandifiora, or eucalyptus ficifolia. The final tree species shall be approved by the
Department’s Urban Forester.

e The two replacement trees shali be planted in newly located basin locations Identified by the

Department’s Urban Forester. They shall be set back from the curb to protect the trees from
parking vehicles.

¢ The replacement trees shall have bollards instalied at locations approved by the Department’s
Urban Foraster to protect the trees from parking vehicles.

APPEAL: This Order may be appealed to the Board of Appeals within 15 days of August 7, 2006,
at 1660 Mission Street, Room 3036 (575-6880).

Fre. Pbad >

Fred V. Abadli, Ph.D.
Diractor of Public Works

cc: Department Files (2)
Bureau of Urban Forestry

Applicant
Hearing Officer - Olga Ryerson

Approved: May 22, 2006

4MPROVING THE QUALITY OF LIFE IN SAN FRANCISCO™ We are dedicated individuals committed to teamwork, cusfomer
service and continuous improvement in partnership with the community.

[ S §

Camtinurae mnrnvement



City and County of San Francisco {415) 554-6920
FAX (415) 554-6844
http:/fwww.sfdpw.com

Department of Public Works

Office of the Director

Ciiy Hall, Room 348

Gavin Newsom, Mayor 1 Dr. Cariton B. Goodlett Place
‘Frad V. Abadi, Ph.D., Director San Francisco, CA 94102-4645

Order No. 176,057

The Director of Public Works held a Public Hearing on Monday, May 22, 2008, at 5:30 p.m,, In
City Hall, Room 418. The hearing was to consider a request for a tree removal and/or
replacement permit for the following:

Removal of one (1) privately maintained tree between the properties
of 1045 - 1059 Broadway and 1061 Broadway, Units #1, #2, and #3

Based upon the facts submitted at the hearing, the decision of the Director was to approve the
request for the removal of subject tree, contingent upon the following: ‘

® The tree must be replaced as follows:

o One 48" box tree shall be planted fronting the property of 1061 Broadway, Units #1, #2,
and #3 and shall be the responsibility of the property owners at 1061 Broadway to
malntain.

e The replacement tree species shall be a larger growing species, such as the tristania conferta,
magnolia grandiflora, or eucalyptus ficifolia. The final tree species shall be approved by the
Department's Urban Forester.

¢ The replacement tree shall be planted in a newly located basin location identified by the
Department’s Urban Forester. It shall be set back from the curb to protect the trees from
parking vehicles.

e The replacement tree shall have bollards Installed at locations approved by the Department’s
Ur@ Forester to protect the trees from parking vehicles.

APPEAL: This Order may be appealed to the Board of Appeals within 15 days of August 7, 2006,
at 1660 Mission Street, Roorn 3036 (575-6880).

Fvee/ Péad, =
Fred V. Abadi, Ph.D.
Director of Public Works

cc: Department Files (2)
Bureau of Urban Forestry
Applicant
Hearing Officer — Olga Ryerson

Approved: May 22, 2006

“IMPROVING THE QUAL!TY OF LIFE IN SAN FRANCISCO” We are dedicated individuals committed to teamwork, customer
) service and continuous improvement in parinership with the community. . -

FCantinunue Fomravement



Report of 1041, 1045-1059 and 1061 Broadway Street Trees

Background:

Appli'cations were received from the property owners fronting 1041, 1045-1058, and 1061 Broadway Street for
the removal and replacement of four privately maintained Blackwood Acacia {rees located on the right-of-way
fronting subject properties. A hearing was held on May 22, 2006 to consider the removal of subject trees.

Address Block/Lot | Property Owner of Record Application Received | Number of
_ Trees

1041 Broadway Q157/056 | Charles W, Mosser By rep Steve Collins 2irees

1045-1059 Broadway | 1057/055 | Charles W. Mosser By rep Steve Colling | 1 Y frees

1061 Broadway, #1. 0157/072 | Aaron Buchanan & Pat Milazzo | Yes % tree

1061 Broadway, #2 0157/073 | Joel Camarda & Valerie A. - Yes

1061 Broadway, #3 0157/074 | Jose Gatchalian Yes

Department of Public Works Urban Forester Testimony:

The Department’s Urban Forester, Ms. Carla Short, reported that all four trees have sustained significant trunk
wounds from being repeatedly hit by vehicles parking at 90° angles, have areas of decay, and significant areas
of included bark. Ms. Short testified that in trying to assess the potential for tree failure, the Bureau of Urban
Forestry (BUF) looks at the defects the trees may have and determines the significance of those defects and
any additional aggravating factors. She testified that each of these trees has multiple defects in addition to the
aggravating factors. Further, she reported that the Blackwood Acacia is a species that is fast growing, tends to
be brittle, and that she sees failure of these tree species even when they do not have these defects.

Ms, Short testified that the Blackwood Acacia species does not take well to root-pruning and sees tree failures
as a result of root pruning. Further she testified that there is sidewalk lift around these trees and that at least
one of the trees’ sidewalks had already been previously repaired.

Ms. Short testified that her Bureau felt the removal of these trees was appropriate.

Regarding the installation of bollards to protect the trees, Ms. Short testified that installation of the bollards
would not change-the fact that the trees have decay, included bark and significant trunk damage. it would only
prevent further impact wounds. If bollards were installed, Ms. Short suggested that they not be placed in the
tree basin, but as close as possible to the sidewalk flags due to the possibility of damaging the trees’ roots.

Property Owner/Applicant Testimony:

Mr. Roy Leggitt, consuitant arborist, spoke on behalf of the property owners, Following is a summary of his
testimony.

e Tree A~ The tree fronting 1061 Broadway and 1049 Broadway. Mr. Leggitt reported that a sewer line runs
immediately adjacent to the trunk of the tree. The concrete sidewalk and stairway are badly damaged and
correcting the sidewalk damage would ¢ause extensive root loss,

s Tree B — 1049 Broadway ~ Mr. Leggitt reported that the tree regrew from a stump. There is a Water
Department vauit adjacent to the trunk, a lean the trunk and decay associated with the old trunk. Sidewalk
repair is required.

e Tree C - 1041 Broadway. Mr. Leggitt reported that he found evidence of a lot of bark loss on the street side
and areas that are decayed. Quite extensive decay. A lot of concrete is lifted between the tree and the
stairway. Looking uphill from the free, the roots are elevated between 3°-4". The tree has a lean of
approximately 20° in the opposite direction, indicating that it was uprooted at one time.

e Tree D - 1041-1043 Broadway — The base of the tree has lost a lot of bark, has a very large wound on the
sireet side, and has good-sized decayed roots at the base of the tree. There is a lot of damaged concrete
around this tree and part of the stairway has been lifted due to the roots.




Broadway Street Trees
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Mr. Leggitt concluded that all four trees should be removed. He further testified that if the removals are
approved, the property owners would replant with five new large trees, with new tree basins being placed closer
fo the buildings and further away from the curbs to prevent vehicle bumper damage.

Mr. Neveo Mosser (1041- 1059 Broadway) testimony:

e Mr. Mosser testified that he has owned the property since the late 60's/early 70’s and has lived in the
building for ten years. He has had a lot of problems with these trees - two years ago spending $21,000 to
repair sewers damaged by the two upper trees and five years prior, spending approximately $11,000 on the
sewers in the lower building.

e Ms. Mosser was concerned over liability with trip and fall hazards from the sidewalks and stated that he
wanted to make it safer for everyone involved. He also wants to improve the neighborhood by removing the
trees and replanting them with healthy 36" box trees.

¢ Mr. Mosser further testified that he has constantly replaced sidewalk squares throughout the years due to
damage from tree roots. He did not know if the roots had been previously pruned.

e Mr. Mosser submitted a document from Grand Industries, Inc., a concrete contractor, stating that they felt
that removing the roots would compromise the stability of the trees at 1041 — 1061 Grandview and that they
would not take the responsibility for doing so. In addition, Mr. Mosser submitted an arborist's proposal for
the replacement trees. '

Valerie Camarda (1061 Broadway, #2):

s One of the original owners (for 18 years)

e Major concem is the liability issue. Concerned because there is a lot of foot traffic. Have seen many people
trip; however, there have been no claims.

Patricia Milazzo, 1061 Broadway.

e Major concern is liability. These trees have serious damage; they are sick and need to be replaced. Ms.
Milazzo testified that she has a beautiful canopy from her window but she carries a tremendous liability,
The trees will fall down some day and the sidewalk is very dangerous.

Public Testimony:

Fourteen speakers spoke in opposition to the removal of the trees. Except for Ted Kipping, a certified arborist
obtained by opposing residents, all reside in the neighborhood. Following is a summary of the public testimony:

e Mr. Ted Kipping, certified arborist, testified that the Blackwood Acacias were first put into the City because
they were tough trees. The trees’ canopies are vigorous. The trees have problems as do most of our street
trees. The trees are healthy. Believes that with mechanical work, the trees would get many more years, It
is not going to be easy to establish anything on that steep slope.

Mr. Kipping suggested the use of a new test used in Germany to find out how stable the trees are. The test
involves putting a tensiometer on the trunk that pulls on the tree to measure how much deviation is
occurming. Mr. Kipping stated that it would be a way to determine whether these trees have enough strong
fibers left in them to make it and that there are people in the Bay Area that would do these tests.

Further, Mr. Kipping advised that if the basin was enlarged, and if root pruning was done thoughtfully and
intelligently, with the basins closer to the houses, that the trees could sustain the root pruning.

e Katherine Kendrick - Lived entire life across the street from the trees. Trees are integral part of the
neighborhood and its history and should remain. '

e Nielsen Rogers - The driveway for 1061 Broadway was built 18 years ago. There is no structural root
damage on the driveway within five inches of the tree and that if the current sidewalk lift was repaired as
good as the sidewalk that was installed 18 years ago, it would give the trees another 18-20 years,
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Marge - These trees are very special treasures. They are situated at the top of Breadway. You can see
them from the Bay Bridge, the Embarcadero, etc. The foliage is lush. it would be a horrible travesty for the
neighborhood to lose these trees. They are not perfect but we want to keep them as long as we can.

Katherine Garrison, President of Russian Hill Neighbors Association - Want to preserve the natural beauty
that exists in San Francisco. The Association works really hard to bring young trees and keep them in the
City. At best, the lifespan of new trees is 7 years. These trees are an absolute treasure in our
neighborhood. Its’ our responsibility to do whatever we can to keep them.

Note - The Hearing Officer asked Ms. Garrison, President of the Russian Hill Neighborhoods Association, if
they would be willing to assist financially if the Hearing Officer decided that the use of the tensiometer would
be helpful in this case. Ms. Garrison responded that she would go to her membership to inquire if people
could contribute and that she would speak to her board.

Daniel Detorie - Property owners have some responsibility. There is always garbage in front of those trees
and suckers at their base. Speaker advised that he spoke to Jocelyn Cohen who suggested the use of a
resistograph to check the damage to the trees. '

Carol Ann Rogers - Directly across the street from the line of trees is the Vallejo Crest Historic District which
is on the national register of historic piaces. City should go the extra mile to preserve historic resources.
The landscaping and things like trees are important; add to the fabric of the City scape. We should go the
extra mile {o preserve these trees as resources to the City.

Nancy Rosenthal - Speaker has seen cars hit the trunks, but the trees are still green, still growing, and are
vital to the neighborhood. The steps on Broadway are worse in other areas of Broadway than at this
location. The neighborhood has so few trees. Tourists come up and down that street all the time.

Rockwell Townsend - There should be no reason to take down any tree in this City unless there are
compelling reasons to do so. Speaker stated that he did not believe that there were compelling reasons in
this case. The trees have all survived this winter's storm season. They have large healthy crowns. There
are reasons to take them out, but they are not compelling. Any tree contributes in a small way to a solution
to global warming problem. When you put in replacement trees, how many gallons of fossil fuel will you
bum to bring in the new trees and to take out the old trees to take them to wherever they are going to go?

Horace Kampschulte - Trim the trees instead of removing them. The speaker strongly requested that if
approval was granted to remove the trees, that the species of the replacement tree be identified. When
these trees are trimmed there will be less danger. These trees are enormously durable.

Joe Murray - If they are doing damage to property, that should be considered. One fell down in a storm and
knocked out some cars and the roots grew back. The trees seem to be healthy. They are absolutely
fantastic. People have to watch their way down the hill. The sidewalk is abrupt down Broadway too. Would
hate to see them go, but if it comes down to improving the property. There's no reason to take a healthy
tree out unless it's going to be replaced with something more healthy and beautiful.

Steve Kendrick - Speaker's family has lived across the street from these trees for 30 years. A little over a
year ago, a truck pulled up to remove the same trees. They left after the speaker asked for their permit and
came back later with an application to remove the trees. The tree at 1061 Broadway was there long before
the building was built. The speaker reported that he did not know why the three owners have joined on the
removals but strongly suspects that they want to improve their views.

Elsa Townsend - If there is damage to the sidewalks and sewer pipes, the trees can be judged to deal with
the root excavation that might have to happen in terms of how deep the roots are. The areas of complaint
that cause the liabiiity can be repaired.

Judy Junghans - Lived in neighborhood since late 70's. Past President of Russian Hill Neighborhoods. The
speaker had questions regarding the relocation of the basins, and asked about a requirement she heard
about that there must be four replacement trees planted for each tree removed. The speaker was informed
that the proposed relocated basins would be in line with the basins down the hill. Additionally, she was
informed that there is no requirement for four replantings to every removal. The speaker strongly suggested
that we try to do something with the roots and repair with the sidewalk. Further, she suggested that the pull
test be performed.
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Final Statements from Department of Public Works Urban Forester:

Ms. Short responded to the public’s testimony that there should be a compelling reason to remove a tree
and that these trees are healthy and that there is no reason to remove them. Mr. Short stated that BUF
exists to protect and grow the urban forest and that the Bureau takes this mandate very seriously. “We do
not approve removals of trees unless we do feel that there is a compelling reason.” '

Given the species, the trunk damage, the signs of decay on these trees, and given the amount of roots that
would be pruned in order to repair the sidewalk, Ms. Short stated that she felt those were compelling
reasons to remove the trees. Ms. Short agreed that the canopies of these trees are dramatic, but that every
time a tree comes down, it is BUF that has to come out when there are tree emergencies. She said that
public safety has to be their number one priority. '

Ms. Short reiterated that three certified arborists from the office inspected these trees and came to the same
conclusion. These trees have pretty significant issues. Blackwood Acacias can be very resilient, but they
are also the number one free species that comes down during storms.

Ms. Short reported that BUF does not have the equipment that Mr. Kipbing discussed.

Final testimony from Mr. Leggitt:

The test that Mr. Kipping referred to is the “pull” test. It pulls tension on a tree and detects movement in it.
The instrumentation is extremely expensive and not widely used in this country. It has been used for a long
time in Germany. The data as it relates to tree species and local conditions are not statistically well
supported because we do not have the experience with the equipment. It is a costly experimental process.
Would expect in the $1,000/tree range.

Mr. Leggitt further stated that he does not see the problem as being resolved by knowing the extent of
internal decay when we know that there are so many external defects already present. It would be adding
information that really is not relevant. Mr. Leggiit stressed that we know there are so much external defects
with the trees, that if there were internal defects as well, it would only help him to change his
recommendation from one for removal of the tree through the hearing process to the immediate removal of
an imminent hazard.

Letters received from the Public:

Twenty-nine letters were received from the public opposing the removal of the trees. One letter was received
supporting the removal of the trees.

Hearing Officer Investigation:

At the hearing, the Hearing Officer stated that she has been holding these hearings for many years and
values mature trees, however, has concerns when cases are brought to her with trees that are potentially
hazardous and can cause injuries. In this case, there are four trees that are identified by the Department of
Public Works' Urban Forester, and two additional certified arborists on BUF staff, to be potentially
hazardous. The Hearing Officer stated that based on the evidence she heard at the hearing, she believed
that these trees were potentially hazardous; however, due to the public's overwhelming concemns over the
loss of these threses, she would explore the possible use of the tensiometer in this case.

Tensiometer — Mr. Ted Kipping referred BUF to Mr. Gordon. Mann, Superintendent, Public Works Services,
City of Redwood City. Mr. Mann stated he could not perform the tests himself but generously agreed to lend
the Bureau of Urban Forestry Redwood City's tensiometer for use to perform the pull test on these four
trees. The pull test is performed by attaching a cable with a winch to a vehicle (pick-up or car) or another
similarly weighted object. The other side of the cable is attached to the tree’s trunk. Pressure is applied
and the tree is incrementally pulled towards the weighted object, with several people watching the tree for
signs of movement. Mr. Mann performs the test on several sides of the tree.
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A threshold has not yet been developed as to what is enough pull to determine if a tree is sound. Mr. Mann
reported that he would put more weight and pull on the tree and once he sees movement, he stops. Once
he starts seeing a shift, it tells him what he needs to know. Mr. Mann reported that on those tests he has
performed, trees that were not removed because he felt they were strong enough to remain, have not failed.

Mr. Mann noted he has not seen the trees and was not able to verify the extent of the defects to the trees.
Mr. Mann did agree that Biackwood Acacia’s were prone to tree fallure after root-pruning. Following is an
excerpt from an article in “The Western Arborist, Lead Article - Summer 2005 issue, Volume 31, Number 3;
Significance of root severance on performance of established trees, W. Douglas Hamilton: “Gordon Mann
in Redwood City cites several storm-damage problems to the following trees which had been root pruned:
Acacia melanoxylon (black acacia)...”

Mr. Steven Kendrick forwarded information from Mr. Philip van Wassenaer, B.Sc., MFC, Consulting Arborist,
who is willing to perform the tests on the four trees at a cost of $2,500 - $3,000, plus car rental and hotel
(Mr. Van Wassenaer would be flying in from Canada). '

The Hearing Officer found little information on the use of the tensiometer/pull test in the United States.

An excerpt from the Horticulture Home Pest News, Sidewalk and Trees, prepared by Sherry Rindels,
Department of Horticulture, lowa State University, Ames, lowa on March 3, 1995, states “Whenever trees
are root-pruned, there is always some risk of tree failure. Many factors are involved. Tree species, age, .
size; site conditions, existing problemns, vigor and extent of pruning are just some of the factors. Mature
trees are less tolerant of root pruning than young trees, trees on sites exposed to high winds are less
tolerant than sheltered trees, and trees with defects or poor general health are not good candidates for root
pruning.”

Hearing Officer Findings:

1.

Tree removal applications were received from all property owners fronting the trees of 1041, 1045-1059,
and 1061 Broadway Street due to liability concems. However, Mr. Mosser also stated expenses as a part
of the reason why he was applying for the removal of the trees and provided evidence of recent sewer,
sidewalk, and stair work for the properties at 1043, 1041, and 1051 Broadway, totaling approximately
$25,000.

Compelling arguments were received by Ms. Carla Short that the four trees in question exhibit significant
defects and pose a hazard to public safety due to a significant amount of trunk damage, decay, and areas
of included bark. Additionally, Ms. Short has thie concurrence of two certified arbotists on BUF staff and
Mr. Roy Leggitt, a private certified arborist.

The significant defects on the trees cause a risk to public safety - the strong evidence of decay, trunk
damage, and included bark. Compounded with the root-pruning that will be required in order to perform
the required sidewalk repair, and the species’ prone to failure as a result of root pruning, the Hearing
Officer finds that there is substantial evidence, without the pull-test, that the trees pose a potential hazard
to public safety. Additionally, the hearing officer is convinced that the conditions surrounding the trees are
not desirable for the pull test.

a) The pull test should be performed on all sides of the trees. It would be very difficult to perform the pull
test towards the buildings due to the grade, the steps, and their proximity to the trees. As noted on
the attached grade map, the street grade at the site where three of the four Blackwood Acacias are
located is 30.74%. Per the Department’s Bureau of Street-Use and Mapping, 31.5% is the steepest
drivable street in San Francisco.

b) Pulling on the trees trunks with significant defects may be unsafe. In an attempt to try to preserve
these trees, a more hazardous situation may be created.

¢) If the Bureau of Urban Forestry performed the pull test with the use of loaned equipment, it would be
doing so without ever having performed this test, or witnessing the test being performed.
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4, Urban trees are a great benefit to San Francisco neighborhocods and the public at large. However, these
four trees pose a potential hazard to public safety. Pruning the trees, installing bollards, opening up the
tree basins in order to require less root-pruning, aid and protect trees in general; however, taking these
steps to preserve these trees at this time would not bring them back to good health and make them safe.
While the Hearing Officer believes these are good suggestions to reduce the risks of injury to the public
and to the trees, they do not reduce the risks significantly.

5. An unsafe situation has been brought to the attention of the City and now is the City's responsibility to
take the necessary steps to make the situation safe.
Hearing Officer Recommendation:

Based on the above findings, the Hearing Officer recommends the approval of the removal of subject four trees
contingent upon their replacement with five trees as follows:

Address ' Block/Lot Number of Replacement Trees
1041 Broadway 0157/056 2 trees

1045-1059 Broadway 1057/055 2 frees

1061 Broadway, #1 0157/072

1061 Broadway, #2 0157/073 1 tree

1061 Broadway, #3 0157/074

The replacement trees shall be 48" box trees and they shall be a larger growing tree species, such as the
tristania ccnferta, magnolia grandiflora, or eucalyptus ficifolia. The final tree species shall be approved by the
Department's Urban Forester. Further, the replacement tree basins shall be relocated further away from the
curb, as directed by the Department’s Urban Forester, to prevent vehicle bumpers from hitting the trees and
bollards shall be installed at appropriate locations.

Qlga A, Ryerson
Hearing Officer

Date: July 25, 2006
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TREE REMOVAL APPLICATION
NON REFUNDABLE PROCESSING FEE OF $100.00 IS DUE UPON RECEIPT OF THIS APPLICATION

L CCSF - DPW - BUREAU OF URBAN FORESTRY Vool d  [0/ao
— 2323 CESAR CHAVEZ STREET SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94124 G )
TEL. NO.(415) 841-2677 FAX NO, {415) 695-2147 C k— -t(: 7 K
For Bureau use only Approvedby - Date ’ PERMIT # '
Nunterta remove ._Number 1o plant Species

y.l

Send completed application 1o address shown above, incomplete application will be retu .
Application is hereby made under provision of Article 16 of the Pubiic Works Code for permission to plant, mq,p A
remave sireet trees in or on ﬂ'ne sidewalk adjacent to the premises located at;

1. TREE(S} TO BE REMOVED

Number Speties (AC CLe it ,
. | /O‘LHO?: |
2. TREE LOCATION _
sweatpandNamel/ [0 14 |/ | = |/ |©1&6Y | 1B1r 1019 1 /) 1\/ | |§7(
(SL,Ave Bhwd., Ct,, etc.) (ADL#!
ZpCode| | [ | | |- | | [ | -

Cosssweet Sl lodle 7 | | 1 | 1 1 | | |1 | | { | | |

3. REASON FOR REMOVAL

reey  rools  fo.e ri/amcwc*(’op oul sewref /;Nf
aud _rhe f}rr,/eu/a(ﬁ f: (4 f-"h"‘ _F29, P
BLLI /g & € (€ IWEX T -

7
[ |Check here if construction retated. Site plans or diagrams are required.
Buikding permit number if appiicabile

4, REPLACEMENT TREE(S}
The Public Warks Coda ‘requires that anothey straet tree be planted In placs of thg remavag tree”,

Number Q Spacies: ﬁ‘@ﬂ Zf’/ L %(A A , )

I
!:]Check here if Friends of the Urban Forest Planting
5. OWNER INFO ‘I___‘Ker Ms.
LastNamel/ o 1 15 e |{) |\ 4 | | |y o4 o
\ Fsthame{ C LA o (N1 1€lg) | | | | | | | | | | | | |
Sl swesmdtame| 7 O] [ Tlelglgl/ el 15150 L1 1 1 ] | |
" " (St, Ave., BN, CL, ) 1AL, #) _
o —=> wZla Al |Fife e Sicio) | )
state| (* |y | 9‘-//!0 o3 I A I
Phone Number - 8 / | - | IOIC?IO]
Fax Number|S/ | 7 15’| . 8141 -1711210
;‘mb‘f 6. CONTACT PERSON Chack hore If same as above
tastNamelC 10170/ 10 @171 1 1 1 L Ll Lt i 1 1 | |
.r_smame|6|f:e. y/ el L LT |
companyagencyior.| 1 | |- | IMIGI?WIEII‘ICE@:I L

Phone Number| </ | [ [ | - |2 |2 |€] - &
FaxNumber|&/ | [ |S™ | - |Q 120/ | -/ 1/ 13 17]

| agree to hold harmless the City and County of San Francisco, rts agents, officars. and employees from any damage or
injury caused by reason of planting, placement, maintenance, or removal of the t op-plants. The -
the respective property shall ba solely liablé for any damages

%/ orowngesof -
“Signature: Property owner or nQent. cl:ﬂ:é;?
Revised 05.16.05

Jatree\applicationsiremoval application y Date: -2~

A o




" LI
JSSa TREE REMOVAL APPLICATION fj WOJ/&Q
- NON REFUNDABLE PROCESSING FEE OF $100.00 1S DUE UPON RECEIPT THIS APPLICATIO
CCSF - DPW - BUREAU OF URBAN FORESTRY

2323 CESAR CHAVEZ STREET SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94124 Q'&z{t’ é
TEL. NO.{415) 641-2677. FAX NO. (415) 695-2147

For Bureau use only Approved by

Date PERMIT #
Mumber to remove Number 1o plant Specles

Applicatior'is hereby made under provision of Article 16 of the Publj

c Works Code for permission to plant, maintain o
femave sireel Irees in or on the sidewalk adjacent to the premises located at: o Ee‘gueg .
1. TREE(S) TOBEREMOVED ~ ,( * - e
Number__ Species Cq q _ /{; £ ] a ’ DS
oy /2757857
2. TREE LOCATIO - ' : .
Sueat#and Name| [ |15 13| <= |/ D19 bir o161 1o LV |
o (St, Ave,, Bivd,, Ct, atc.) f
ZpCode| | | | | ||| | [ | 7
Cosssueetl JI@I R 1o | |1 [ | 1| | g | |

L1 ]
3. REASON FOR REMOVAL :
Goee, 12000 clomaging giplecvall auo cep-er

[Jcheck here if construction felated. Site plans or diagrams are required.
Bullding permit number if applicable

4. REPLACEMENT TREE(S)
The Public Works Code “requires that another strest tres he planted in place of the removed trae".
Number Z Species: 2 nze e 4 A 7"

' F 24

[IChack hera if Friends of the Urban Forest Planting
6. OWNERINFO [ mr [ [ _ws.

LastName| /£ o> | ( | 1o 1y | AT, [Lelp | Ve l&.'I__CJ L]
FirstName| _ | | | | 1 ] ‘I | I L P 1 1 |
Sweat#andNams| 2 |&2 | 62| (T | &|5 Gl rlel 1405 | 1 |
: -J (St, Ave., Bivd., Ct, etc) (ApL®
cuylg:la‘l"/l r JFHQ/ IC/""IVZ |c% V1Z1€18 | | | | |
Sae|C A |zl ] 1015 - | | 1 1
Phone Number &} 7 ’SJHI -2 8 Y | - &
FaxNumber|of | { |4 | - |28 [{ | - !% [O I~ | |
6. CONTACT PERSON ' [ Jchack heyo if same as apove

LasthamelC || ) 1 { |/ 81F ] | | | | | | | ||

FistName| 7 | | [/ (€| | | | AL T
Companyidgencyiorg.] | | | | | | | e | I |
PhoneNumber[q | { [5‘[ -7 | &|@| - ) :

FaxNumber| & | [ |57 ] - |2 1@ (¢ | - [ |F 155 oy
| agree to hold harmiess the City and County of San Francisco, its agents, officers and em

es from any damage or .
injury caused by reason of planting, placement, maintenance, or remaval of the &Pplants. The owner 6r ers
the respective property shall be solely liable for any damages. - /

Revised 05.18.05
Jliree\applications\reraval application

/

I I
(ApL. %)

L LLL




' EE REMOVAL APPLICATION

~€ PROCESSING FEE OF $100.00 IS DUE UPON RECEIPT OF THIS APPLICATIDN
_CCSF - DPW - BUREAU OF URBAN FORESTRY '

2323 CESAR CHAVEZ STREET SAN FRANCISCO, CA 84124 A TT
' 1:2677

TEL_NO.(418) & ___FAXNO. (418) 698.2147 0"7’@/5 N

PERMIT #

remava siraeet tfrees In or on the sidewalk adjacent i the premisea located at: -
1. TREE(8) TO BE REMOVED -

Number Z Species Ac-ﬂﬁlk_

’E&iﬁtﬁiﬂfﬁm.é:/'nBrfmw-Lwal\/rﬂJﬁi .%‘ .* L

(St. Ave., Bivd., &1 sz - lADL#)
2ip Code %Lflll'

CosSm SIOINIELS] || |||

3. REASON FOR REMOVAL M
Tree 1 5 m-lty__’{/(ﬂaqd&g

["Ichack here i construction reiated., Site plans of diagrams are require.
Bullding permit numbser if applicahle

4. REPLACEMENT TREE(S)
Tha Public Works Codd 'Tequires that anomor strae1 trea bie planted It place of tha removed treg*
Numbar Z Species; m ﬂ“a Nad ﬁ)x.g
[:]check here.f Fends of the Lirban Forest Planting
6. OWNER INFO [ 7 |Mr

S H |/Vr FR li‘? Y |€ u JS |€’,|\2\)ﬂ|w'ﬂij L

[ s / . _
aName3_|1 |%1H‘I/4-IA/I/4- W) My b2z, |
l:rs:NamaLﬁ”' QINI_| | 7/ F ;m‘ IR E A |
Svest¥andNamel | | A\ ) | [ | AR D A LD rwrﬁ Lt 141 L#J/ |
|

|
State p‘ ] [
FhoneNumherLC/ |/ l§ | - 71<1 )
Fax Number| 1l 11 "I Ll 1 11 1 |
8. CONTACT PERSON mnmmmms ,
bastName| | | 1 | | | 4 | | N |
FestName| | | | | | N L1 |
Comoaryfdgeneyiorg| | | | 4 | | | | | I I I I R l_ | |
PhanaNumber| | | { - | "} | A T '
FaxNumbar| _ | | 1 -L | | |+ 1§ |

| agree o hold harmiess the City and County of San Francizce, its agents. officars and employees from any damags or
injury causad by reason o Iammg. K;aeement maintenance, or ramaval of lanter or pla)w; Th owher or owhers/of-)

the respectiva property shall be adlely liable for any dnmagas 4 / 2 ',, :Da ![;Mgh

Revised 05.18.05
Jwashapplieationaremeval sppl-cation




. .
- TREE REMOVAL APPLICATION ﬁ@ ; W&Q
=== NON REFUNDABLE PRocesmnq':Egg;b};g 0.004S.DUE UPON RECEIPT OF THIS APPLICATION

- __—  CCSF-DPW-BUREAU OF URBAN FORESTRY -

2323 CESAR CHAVEZ STREET SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94124 O/P« ‘ﬂt%:,lr L’_Da\

TEL. NO.(415) 841-2677 FAX NO. (415) 695-2147

For Bureau use only Agprovedby " Das - ‘
Number to removs Number to plant Speclas

PERMIT #

‘ Send completed appiication to address shown above, incomplete a lication will be returned.
Application is hereby made under provision of Articie 16 of the Public Works Code for permission to plant, maintain or
remove street traes in or on the sidewalk adjacant to the premises located at: -

‘ fie wfioss-105
1. TREE(8) TO BE REMOVED 1 Are .ﬂ'WFIM,’M ""ﬁ" 5-1059
" Number__/ Specias A f& ot 1'0! -

S e oCATIO 16 L I&Ifl'cm'qlc?ffwrm\/l 1 )IVI/I L1

ZocolZ(H |/ 305 oy y oy 0 SAmEEAEET s
Crosssweet Ji @Iyl @151 | | | | | | | | | | | | | | |
3. REASON FOR REMOVAL | : . 1 , :
Ef‘rﬁ‘e [ & aﬁmayﬁ? ' %m/_c_LLVOJ//j

[ JCheck hére if construction refated, Site plans or diagrams are required.
Buikling permit number if applicable

4. REPLACEMENT TREE(S)
" The Public ‘Works Code “requires that another street trge be planted In piace of the removed treg™.

Number__ | sSpacies:;, A€aci'a or Pine ‘ ( _‘Ea‘)
[_Check here if Friends of the Urban Forest Planting o :
§.OWNERINFO  [>w. [ Jms. |
LastName| C | A IM AJRIDIA| | | | 1 | |

|
FistNamel T ol el ]l | | | | || [ 1 | I
Strest#andName| | [O e | V] [RIR I A D AN L

|
|
|
(5L, Ave., B, C¥, o)
I

City| S [ A [N | [FEIRIAINICY |QE Joo| |
Sae| CIA|  Zel A4 ({23 1-L | | | |

PhoneNumber| 4 | | |5 - |12 ]\ | - L6]S |7 (7] (
FaxNumber|d || | S| - [S| 2] | - 16 13 13 ] 69‘»

I
1 |
[ |
I |

6. CONTACT PERSON  [<-7]chack here if same as above
LastName| | | | | | | |
FirstName| | | |

CompanyfAgency/Org.| | |
PhoneNumber| | |
FaxNumber| | |

[
I I
|-

[ |
|
| 1 ]
I
I

| 1 ]
| L1 |
I |
| - [ 1 |
[ - |

| agree to hold harmless the City and County of San Francisco, its agents, officers and employees from any damage or

injury caused by reason of planting, placement, maintenancs, or removal of the piajter or plan T%
Revissd DS.18.05

the respactive proparly shall ba solely liabie for any damages.
Liresapplicationsiremoval apphication Date: ' ,Débe -\ Qe 2




E REMOVAL APPLICATION

OCESSING FEE OF $100,00 IS DUE UPON RECEPT OF THIS APPLICATION
CCSF - DPW - BUREAU OF URBAN FORESTRY

. 2323CESAR CHAVEZ STREET SAN FRANCISCO. CA 94124

" TEL NO.{415) 641-2677 _FAX NO. (415) 608-2147 |

.81

U uam only  Approvadby - Dota PERMIT #
. Muinbarto ramove MNutrber o oot Specios _

_Send completed application o address shown above, incomplete a lication will be returned.

. Apphgation is hareby made under provision of Aricle 16 of the Public Works Coda far permiasion to plant, maintain or
remave sirest trees in or on the sidewalk adjacent to the pranuisas Incatad at: ‘

1. TREE(S) TO BE REMOVED

Number j Species nﬁﬂf« ) ‘Q

2. TREE LOCATION WS

Street # and Nama 161t BIRIOIAD WAL | (70 1 [ |

{5, Ave., BIvd.. Gt 6tc.)

oo (4111313, | ;| | | o
Cowsret JIOINVETS | | | | | | | | | | | | { | |

3. REASON FORREMOVAL . .
Tt Lg_d_m;a% 5?%;{1',

Ecnéek here If construczion relatad, Site plarta or ciagrams are required.
Bullding permit number If aplicalile

4. REPLACEMENT TREE(S)
- .The Public Wnrks Cods “requims that another straet trae be plantad in pizce of ine remaved iree”

Numbar Spucies: . AC,@ A B ﬁr)'p,

[—_]Check here if Fends of the Urban Forest Planting
5. OWNERINFO  [w.

Ms.
LastName G [A | TIC |HUA [LICIAINT | (1 | | |
|

| |
FratNamel JIQ ISIE) | | | | | | | 1 1 1 1 |
SuestsandNamel [ 1 0161 11 1B|R0 (A DIWIAIYL | 1 1 | ]

_ ] {8t- Ave., Blwd.. Ot , mtc) (ApL. #)
el SLAINT (R IRIAINICII1S 16101 | W
o sani LA | ze| 1A 1B (B - | 11
Phone Number| 4 | | 15 ] - | 61713 (-8B 14120 |
Faxtumbarl 4| { | &) - | 61T 14| - L] 110
6. CONTACT PERSON Check hene if same a8 above
bassName| ) | | 1 1 | 4 1 [ 4 | | ¢ | .
PrstName| | 1 | | | 1 14 ¢t 1 1 1 1 1 [ S
CompanyiAgenyorm] | | | 1 [ | | | | | ¢ [ |1 11 L[ ]
PhoneNumber| | | [ -] | 1 |- i N
FaxNumber | | |- 1 | |-L_f 1 1 |

| agree to hold harmiass the City and Caunty of San Francisca, its agents, efficers and employees from any damage or

injury caused by reason of planting, placement, maintanance, ar removal of the Alds jps or plants, The ewnsr or ewners of

the respaciive proparty shall be solely liable far any damages. P
: rerd daladZali?,

fuite: Property owner or agent, circle one

Revised 05.15.08
J'mepl!ﬂmmﬂ !m’ﬁl'ﬂﬂ D Pt

e




FROM : FAX ND. :51B5335413 My, 1V 2096 83:50AM P1

GRAND INDUSTRIES, INC.

SHVFI3-6413 vAX
Lecaesn 8777515
DaTE: May 17, 2006
To: MossEr Co.
ATTN; STEVE COLLINS
Fax: (415)921-1137
From: GRAND INDUSTRIES INC.
PACES: 2 (INCIUTING COVER SHHET)
Nores:
"
To WHOM I'T MAY CONCERN?

GRAND INDUSTRIES INC. DEMOPLISHED CONCRETE ANTY EXCAVATED FOR SEWER
REPLACEMENT @ 1081 - 1041 BROADWAY STREET N SAN FRANCISCO, CA. TO PROFERLY
REPLACE THE CONCRETE WOULD REQUIRE THAT TRED RO(TS BE REMOVED. THE ROOTS IN
QUESTION ARE ATATCHET) TO LARGE TRELS TRAT ARE ALREADY LEANMNG. IT 18 THE
OPINION OF GRAND INDUSTRIES INC. TEHAT TO REMOVE OR DAMAGE THESE ROOTS WOULD
COMPROMIBE THE STABILITY OF THE TREES, GRAND INDUSTRIBS INC WILL NOT TAKE THE
RESPONSTBILITY FOR DOING 80,




HOLIDAY G,

March 2,

DOLL

AMOUNT
12449 55

12449.55

TOTAL
AMOUNT

2005

MO25FA04935

.6._‘6.-2"-6,:3:':;, 5

6626

T MERCHANDISE
_ DaTE DESCRIPTION ACCOUNT
11-26-04 112604 Summers Plumbin 300-100-15020.000
3-02-05 6626 12449, 55
. TO REORDER, CALL YOUR lOEA.LSAFEGUARD DISTRIBUTOR AT 415-431-2700
'HOLIDAY GROUP BASNKF OF 1:‘MSERICA
PROPERTY MI-\SIBIBAI\J?{55{\Ellsli!"?‘ll';l;E _pIIEFIGHANDISE San Fratann Strest
Pay: Fhkkkkdkkkk*Pyalve thousand four hundred forty-nine dollars and 55 cents
TO THE
ORDER
OF

SUMMERS PLUMBING & HEATING
100 S.MAGNOLIA AVE.

SO.SAN FRANCISC, CA 94080

MOOER 26 10120003581 37 2:0=00058mM

AMOUNT

$k*kxx]1D 449 55



#

Swimeds ating, Ine. CONTRACTORS INVOICE

700 §. Maght: Le

Sou.th. San F/Lan.c_(.-écC" CA 94080 Invo-ice #7726045
(650).992-%127

License #738391 WORK PERFORMED AT:

5%,

308 Jessie Stnesd . iU

San Francisco

O G e T o YOUHWORKoﬁfEFTNO
11/26/04 - PR e 4]

W afz,oaawa.ry Lw.e.ca

2 ,C.Zeaa :Uvzee (3) 4.0_.’»2/: A.toppagea azﬁ 70*’5?‘ Baoadwy._

o) ‘41- . and lace the ind " beuwen pltp q:f 7047 B,zna_dm
LI .‘”_r-;t/w. zude d!ooxz. f_b i.fm new ﬁ.ou.&g iaﬁa/;. SR L L S ;

ll".'-pbmzl pa_mana a:‘ 7@57 Bﬂnﬂaﬁmau £ﬂm

.'._nt‘./ze cfaanou.t ai 7043 Baoadwag ;f_o iﬁg new. .&,o_u,g,g i/:,gp_. X

b, ctum. Toei sy

- fOZLa.»e: L,_a-ari T2 %%

L iy A e TR i e R

All Material 1s guaranteed to be as specified, and the above work was performed in accordance with the dra'?wlngs_ and specifications
prov:ded tor the above work and was completed in a substantial workmanlike manner for the agreed sum of

2elve Thousand Four Hundred Forty-Nine and 55/700 Dollars($ 7.2, 449, 55 ).
Thisisa [ Partial ({1 Full invoice due and payable by: 1= 1.0 Y
Month . Day Year
in accordance with our X Agreement [ Proposal - No, Dated

Day Year

NCae22 CONTRACTORS INVOICF



FROM sGRAND INDUSTRIES BMI FRX MNO. : Mar., 18 2005 @5:36PM P1

|' »

v == GRAND INDUSTRIES, INC.

136 - S AviNtiK
DIAKLAND, CALIRGIRNIA P4A0T
$10/534-6502

SL0/533-6413 FAX

ficonea 771518 .

o CONCRETE REPLACEMENT, FORMING OF NEW CONCRETE STAIRS, POURING
AND FINISHING OF § YARDS OF CONCRETE.

LABORERS 16 HOURS @ § 42.41 PER HOUR § 678.56
CONCRETE FINISHERS § HOURS @ $ 49.54 PER HOUR $ 396.32
CARPENTERS 4 HOURS @ § 55.70 PER HOUR $ 222.80
6 YArDs CONCRETE $ 596.84

Sus Torav: ¥ 1,894.52
o PERMITS
[ TOTAL . ‘ — $927693 |

PAYMENT DUE UPON RECEIPT

CONTRACTURS ARE REQUIRTD TO DX LICENAED & REGULATED 8Y THE CONTRACTURS STAVT LICENRING THOARD.  ARY O1EKTIONS
CONCRRKING A COMTRACTOR MAY N REFERRED T0) REQINTRAR OF THE BOALD.
CONTRACTORS 3TATE LiCENST, HOARD
A1 32 PraDsHAW ROAD
SACRAMINTO, CA 95827

20000

PAGE2

rest 19020 3469.1(
Acct

Acct
Acct

“Acct _
Date : /ﬂ
Auth: - 27/ ,
Vi

69@-6&




FRUIFL « QRKPMND INAVYDIRLED DLl [Be BN TN 1TV, Cd St g s e |

GRAND INDUSTRIES, INC,

1362 - 53" Aynnvug
OARLANY, CALIFORNIA 94601
510/534-6502

510/523-0413 FAX

LICENSE #777515

NOVEMBER 23, 2004
Mosser Co.
ATTN: STEVE COLLINS
308 JESSIE STREET
SAN FRANCISCO, CA.

RE: BILLING FOR WORK PERFORMED @ 1041 & 1043 BROADWAY STRERT, SAN
FRraNCISCO, CA.

» DEMOLITION, EXCAVATION AND REMOVAL OF EXISTING CONCRETH NECESSARY TO
EXPOSE WASTE LINE. BACKFILLED AND REPLACED CONCRETE. ALL WORK
PERFORMEED IN CONJUNCTION WITH SUMMERS PLUMBING & HEATING.

o DAY 1, EXPLORATORY EXCAVATION AND CONCRETE DEMOLITION
'NECESSARY TO FIND EXSITING WASTE LINE.
LABORERS 16 HOURS @ $ 42.41 PER HOUR 5 678.56
COMPRESSOR 1 DAY @ § 165.00 PER DAY $ 165.00
90LB JACKHAMMER 1 pay @ $ 102.00 PRR DAY $ 102.00
CONCRETE WETSAW % DAY @ § 165.00 PERDAY §. 82.50

Sus TOTAL: $ 1,028.06
o DAY 2, Dav3 & Day 4, SAWCUT & DEMOLITION OF EXSITING CONCRETE,
HAND EXCAVATION FOR THE REPLACEMENT OF 2 WASTE LINES. REMOVAL &
DISPOSAL OF EXSITING WASTE PIPES & DISPOSAL OF UNCOVHRED RUBALE.
CLEAN FILL BROUGHT BACK IN, BACKFILL & COMPACTION AFTER
INSTALLATION OF NEW WASTE LINE.
LABORERS 104 HOURS @ $ 42.41 PER HOUR $4,410.64

COMPRESSOR 2 DAY @ $165.00 PER DAY $ 330.00

RIVET BUSTER 2 DAY @ $102.00 PER DAY $. 204.00

60LD. JACK HAMMER 2 DAYS @ $102.00 PER DAY §  204.00

VIBRATORY-PLATE | DAY @ $65.00 PRk DAY $ 6500

5-YARD CONTAMMINATED LOAD TO OX MOUNTAIN ~ §  250.00

5 YARDS SOIL FOR PILL ¥ 175.00

4-8x4 PLYWOOD @ $ 42.28 BACH TO COVER TRENCHES

$ 169.12

Sus TOTALM 200! JOO. e $ 5,807.76
*mﬂl_qu s TR ) N i

.-:::.l'-')"lﬂ ¥ . e it MUM‘T PAGE 1
fl ..: ,_.._....--«--—*—*“ R
P AT B i e o AMO 7 ‘}'

A ___,,,,_. e ; - e
or i (SO MIOUNT 2 N F%g EEH
NIRY #: e

,\PPH(JVED BY:

eavm

ST




LW Lo L

|. E Aitachments can contain viruses that may harm your computer. Attachments may not display correctiy. ]

Steve J. Collins :
1 m: Robert Cowger [r.greendesigns@earthiink.net] Sent: Fri 5/19/2006 12:15 AM -

To: Steve J. Collins '

Cc:

Subject: emailing: Ericbotrya deflexa 24 3

Attachments: [ ponotrva defiexa 24 3.ipa(61KB

Steve,

iy is with the cement sidewalk already removed in planting area)

(R Green Designs)
cell 707 495-5472
r.greendesigns@earthiink.net

http://exchange]l themosser.com/exchange/steve/Inbox/emailing:%20Eriobotrya%20deflexa%2024%203.... 5/22/2006
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EXHIBIT 3
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_ . Beatrice Bowles
1629 Taylor Street, San Francisco, CA 94133, (415)776-3010
. email; spideri@linex.com _

March 28, 2006
eceiveg
PL2 [Z”
Carla Short - |

Bureau of Urban Forests
Department of Public Works
2323 Cesar Chavez

San Francisco, CA 94124

| hope you will reconsider the permit to remove the trees at 1041-1061:5."
Broadway:: Removing these trees would be a disaster as they are an important
bit of greenat the top of Russian Hill's most filmed, photographed and

photographed-from site.

According to our city’s best arborist, Ted Kipping, (his written report is
forthcoming) the trees have no problem — except for the landlord who tried to cut
them down several months ago and was stopped by a vigilant neighbor, This
landlord apparently doesn't want to do the normal tree maintenance on his multi-
million dollar property.

Please, please reconsider the permit to remove these trees—we would be all be
very grateful. '

Thank you,

Beatrice Bowles




5 April 2006

To: Bureau of Urban Fore'stry

Re: Proposal to remove 4 trees at 1041-43, 1045-59, 1061 Broadway

There is no good reason to remove these trees. They are good, heal’;hy trees and
they are an asset to our neighborhood and to the environment in general. One in
particular, at 1061 Broadway, is a very beautiful mature specimen, with a lovely
high crown and very solid wood. It is everything a mature tree should be,

Please hold heérings so those of us in the neighso_rhood can express ourselves on

this matter. THESE TREES SHOULD NOT BE REMOVED1

Rockwell Townsend
1650 Jones Street
SF CA 94109
415-771-8065
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CAROL ANN & NIELSEN ROGERS

1019 VALLE)JO STREET « SAN FRANCISCO, CA » 94133
PHONE: 415-885-0802 « FAX: 415-776-8554

April 7, 2006

Department of Public Works — Burean of Urban Forestry
2323 Cesar Chavez Street
San Francisco, CA 94124

Dear Sir/Madam:

We are writing to protest the Department’s posted approval of the removal of 4 mature
trees in the 1000 block of Broadway between Jones and Taylor on Russian Hill (1041-43,
1045-1059 Broadway). We own property within a block of the proposed removal site
and have lived here for more than 35 years, during which time we have been very active
in mumerous neighborhood improvement efforts, including tree plantings, support of the
Vallejo Stairway Garden, and nominating the Vallejo Crest Historic District to the
National Register of Historic Places.

Mature trees are an important asset to any neighborhood, but particularly one that is as
densely urban as ours. The decision 1o remove them should not be for any particular
owner’s convenience. There are ways to address the frunk damage and sidewalk damage
posted as the Owner’s Reasons other than complete removal. Replacement trees will take
many years to reach the size and maturity of those proposed for removal.

Please hold a public hearing on this issue so that the views of the entire neighborhood can
be heard. Thank you for yaur consideration.

Sincerely,

Carol Ann ieisen Rogers
Interested Neighbors
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March 16, 2006

Department of Public Works
Bureau of Urban. Forestry
2323 Cesar Chavez Street
SF, CA 94124

Daniel N, Detorie- ,r

1650 Jones Street, #1 -

SF, CA 94109-2727 5“?;2

To Whom It May Concern, ‘7227

I as well as many of my neighbors would like to strongly protest
the cutting down as well as the cities recommendation of the trees
at 1041-1043., -1045-1059" 4nd 1061 Broadway on beautiful Russian Hill,
We request a hearlng on this me-tter,

Sincerely,

L/—

Daniel N, Detorie
415 5A3 5409

Please send acknowledeement of this protest,



Verna Shaheen

1600 Vallejo Street, Apt. #1

" (415) 771-3544 | 1600 Vallcjo St
an Francisco, CA 94123
Crnmred 33, A00¢
ieceived

Stpt . 1) Al Wrke eceiveg
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8 April 2006
Carla Short

Bureau of Urban Forests
Department of Public Works
2323 Cesar Chavez

San Francisco, CA 94124

Dear Ms. Carla Short,

I'am also writing with the mutual concem of my neighbor, Dian Blomquist, 1632
Taylor Street, regarding our Taylor / Broadway corners in San Francisco. [ reside at 1637
Taylor Street. a

As Dian Blomquist’s letter states the following; .

“Please reconsider the permit to remove the trees at 1041-1061 Broadway.
Removing these trees would be a disaster. Part of San Francisco's charm is that among the
buildings there are bits of green—this is an important bit of green that needs to be saved.
The trees can be seen from the Embarcadero, the Bay and from the air. .

You may recall that we met at Mayor Newsom's Green and Clean Summit, and to
me, these trees signify the very essence of his vision for the City. They are an important
part of the street and the surrounding neighborhood.

In center city, mature trees aren't always perfect—they have chamcter and should be
treasured. It seems strange that all four trees on this landowner's property have problems.
He tried to cut them down several months ago only-to be saved by a vigilant neighbor—he
just doesn't want to do repair and maintenance on his multi-million dotlar property.

A neighbor had Ted Kipping, a highly respected arborist, look at the trees (his
written report is forthcoming) and Kipping feels the trees have plenty of healthy fiber and
that one only need to look at their canopies to see that they are thriving.

, In January, I coordinated a tree planting in this area of the city with the Friends of
the Urban Forest. It is very discouraging to put so much effort into planting trees only to
find thiat the city grants permits for their removal only because the property owner does not
want to do his civic responsibility. .

_ Please, please reconsider the permit to remove these trees—we would be all be very
grateful.

Thank you,

Dian Blomquist”

-1 also verify her points and request that you comsider the beauty of our
neighborhood and its history, being part of the oldest areas of San Francisco.

Yours truly,

'{:fh CU t,CC ¢



STEPHEN H. KENDRICK | A RLS
580 CALIFORNIA STREET, SUITE 500 APJ( "
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94104 op 18 o,
shkendrick@msn.com ?-o%ty
(415) 440-8166 fax (415) 520-6002 qua,%g:ec,o,

April 7, 2006

The Director of Public Works
Department of Public Works
Bureau of Urban Forestry
2323 Cesar Chavez Street
San Francisco, CA 94124

Reference:
Proposed removal of four street trees in front of 1041 -1043, 1045-1058%, 1061 Broadway.

Dear Director,

I am writing to protest in the strongest terms the proposed removal of four very large and mature
and healthy street trees in front of 1041-1061 Broadway St. My family owns the propeity across

the street and slightly east of these trees, on the NW cornér of Broadway and Taylor {lot 150,
block 54).

Over the years | have been involved in the ongoing.-effort to green Russian Hill by planting street
trees. Recently | and a group of neighborhood volunteers planted seven new trees just around
the corner on Taylor St. It will take decades, however, for these new trees to grow to the maturity
and magnificence of the trees which the absentee landlord who owns the two buildings at 1041-
1052 Broadway is attempting to remove.

Last year this absentee landlord sent a tree crew out to chop down these trees. Only the alert .
observation of one of my family members saved them. | got a call at work, raced to the scene,
asked the tree-cutters to see their removal permit, and they fled. 1talked to the tenants of the
landlord’s building. None of them had received any notice of the removal. All were appalled, and
at least two phoned the landlord to plead that the trees be spared. They were given the .

impression that the landlord would relent. Unfortunately has not abided by those assurances.

| personally attempted to phone the landlord at that time, and was referred to his maintenance
director (these two buildings are only two of many that this landlord owns). | asked the
maintenance director why they wanted to take down the trees. His answer was that théy had
recently had to replace the sewer pipe under the sidewalk, and found roots in the old pipe, and,
that it had been very expensive, and that he did not want to have to incur that expense in the
future, and therefore was removing the trees.

If the maintenance director’s justification has merit, then every street tree in San Francisco shouid
.be removed without further delay.

| am writing to request (1) that a hearing be held and (2) that the application to remove these trees
be denied.

Thank you for your cqnsiderati_dn.'
Greoe eadnac

Steve Kendrick
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Stephen T. McClellan, C.EA.

May 22, 2006

DPW — Bureau of Urban Forestry
2323 Cesar Chavez

San Francisco, CA 94124

Fax: 415-695-2147

SUBJECT: Public Hearing May 22™, 1041-1059 Broadway Trees

This is a letter supporting the residents of the 1041-1059 Broadway area.
who seek to save the four blackwood acacia trees on the street outside their
homes. I walk down these steps a few times each week and have observed
those trees in. different seasons, recently flowering, full and healthy in
appearance. They are mature and beautiful. I have noticed Friends of the
Urban Forest planting new trees all over the city, spending considerable time
and effort, actively raising funds to beautify San Francisco.  Here is a case
‘where we already have four fabulous trees and the absentee owner desires to
eliminate them, it’s [udicrous. I’'m in favor of saving all the healthy trees in
the neighborhood. So this is my vote as a neighbor nearby those trees to
‘hopefully save them.

Regards,

[~

| Sféphen T. McClellan

Golden Gate Advisors 1750 Taylor Street #905  San Frandisco, California 94133 415.931.0311  Fax 415.95i.1717 Cell 415.515.5009
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415 6734997 p.1

DPW — Bureau of Urban Forestry
San Francisco, CA 94124
Fax: (415) 695-2147

Pubhc Hearmg, DPW / Dept. of Urban Forestry..
-+ Monday, May.22, 530pm
-.. ..., City Hall, Room 416 "
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DPW Bureau of Urban Forestry
2323 Cesar Chavez St.
San Francisco, CA 94124

May 19, 2006
Dear DPW/ Urban Forestry Representative,
Please Save our Trees on 1000 Block of Broadway!

It has come to our attention 4 beautiful trees between 1041 and 1059
Broadway in San Francisco will be cut down. These trees are old -and
perfectly healthy and help make this a beautiful street In San
Francisco. Trees of this size are not common in cities and to remove
them would be tragic. They contribute to the aesthetics, often host
the famous Wild Parrots of Telegraph Hill, provide privacy for tenants,
absorb CO2 critical to preventing global warmirig and make SF the.
beautiful city it is today. There is no reason to remove these trees we
cannot live in a city devoid of trees especially healthy old growth.
These trees are not blocking anything and are not causing any damage
on the street. We will do anything to prevent this from happening.
We live here and we really care about out neighborhood and need to
protect. this neighborhood from urban blight.

Please consider such an act and please work with the tenants of
Broadway to do what it takes to keep these trees alive and where they
are in the ground.

Best regards,

Jacquelin€ Fidanza

1043 Broadway

San Francisco, CA 94133
414-771-2252

272
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DPW, Divislon of Urban Forestry
2323 Cesar Chavez Priver
San Francisco, CA 94124 .

$irs, Mmes,

A hearing Is schediiled for May 22, 2
that four trees on ¢ity property bb
of Broadway.

These are perfectly healthy blaekw
greatly to the baauty of their suri'ou
what the SF Bay G.uardlan, in its pol
has called one of the bast view s:ta

We urge you hiot:t6 grant the petiti
are welcome additions to our neigh
best place to live in the world!

Sincerely,

et
Beth Burstein
(Sent by FAX)

v ieal s eval o= 31 b
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oﬁ;o remove these trees. They
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20 May 2006

R_E:_ Tree removal
1000 block, Broadway

6 In résponse to a request

0
rﬁnoved from the 1000 block
.

bd acacias which add

Idmgs. They are adjacent to
|uf the Best of the Bay, 2008,
mf our city..

rhood and help beautify the

.,.A%

Sandor Burstein




-~ BARBARA KECK

1711 Jones St. ~ San Francisco, CA ~ 94109 USA
Phone: (415) 6732844 ~ Cell (650) 222 4342 ~ E-Fax (415) 294 5261
' E-mail: bkeck@mba1976.hbs.edu

5/15/2006

re: Removal of trees at 1041-1059 Broadway: OPPOSED

DPW — Bureau of Urban Forestry
2323 Cesar Chavez St.
San Francisco, CA 94124

Dear Sirs,

I am a resident of the neighborhood which will be affected by the removal of the
mature blackwood acacias at 1041-1059 Broadway. As you know, these are four of
nine large trees making up one of the finest stands of street trees on Russian Hill. T
understand from neighbors that an independent arborist has examined these trees and
determined that they are in perfectly good health.

One of the abiding charms of this neighborhood is the foliage here. It captures the
moisture from fog and creates an excellent microenvironment that cuts down on our

need to use valuable water and energy resources from the outside. It provides harbor for
many species of songbirds.

Removal of these trees would be a detriment to this neighborhood, and thus to the city
as a whole.

Please do not provide permission to remove these trees at 1041-1059 Broadway.

Thank you,

Barbara Keck
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To: DPW - Bureau of Urban Forestry
2323 Cesar Chavez St.

San Francisco, CA 94124

Fax: 415 -695-2147

From: Sharon Yoerg
1700 Jones St.
San Francisco, CA 94109

Date: May 16, 2006

As a neighbor on Jones Street, I strongly oppose granting péxmission to remove the trees as

requested at 1041- 1059 Broadway. I will be out of town or
appear on May 22,

Reasons to deny request:

1. There needs to be an extreme necessity ( danger to people or buildings, dying trees) to
remove one or any of them. Thave heen made award of no good reason, The owner
does not cven live in the buildings. He is an absentek landlord.

2. The trees are in good health and are beautiful. Thea;ladd value to the neighborhood.

They take many years to grow and will probably o
to flourish,

3. Urban Forestry should protect our environment. ‘Wi
to keep healthy living things. The onus is on the apﬁ
serious danger in allowing ther to live.

This petition should be denied. He has the option to sell his
way a burden to him,

PAGE B1

otherwise I would definitely

ive the absentee landlord if [eft

should not have to give reasons
licant to prove that there is a

properties if the trees are in any
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To: DPW- Bureau of Urban Forestry
415-695-2147

From: Mary Reid
#2 Fallon Place
San Francisco CA 94133

RE: Proposed Tree Cutting At 1041-1059 Broadway

Please do pot grant permission to cut down these trees. They are a much needed amenity

to a neighborhood which has too few trees as it is,
trees in that they take the wind, use little water and
our neighborhood.

Thank you,

Mary Reid

W@%W

Blackwood acacias are the ideal street
provide important shelter and scale to
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Aisha Barbeau & Matthew Wynne

1610 Taylor St., Apt. 2

San Francisco, CA 94133 i
(415) 771-3442 ace|ve

DPW — Bureau of Urban Forestry 5‘]‘"[@7-‘; [U
2323 Cesar Chavez St. - :

San Francisco, CA 94127

Fax: (415) 695-2147

To Whom It May Concern,

We are writing to protest the permission the city has granted to cut down four trees
viewable from our front window. The trees are located in front of 1041-1059 Broadway
St.

This city is already very urban, and there are precious few mature street trees. Trees
make the city livable for residents and make it 2 more enjoyable place for tourists to visit.
If every landlord in this city were allowed to cut down healthy, mature trees in front of
his or her property, this city would become even more a concrete jungle.

The Russian Hill neighborhood is especially important to the financial prosperity of this
city; it is a common tourist destination and a popular shot location for the film industry.
Most days we leave our apartment to see a car parked nearby with tourists snapping
pictures of the view of downtown. Often the whole area in question is blocked by a
Hollywood film crew filming a movie. If there were no trees in the area, it would not be
as appealing for tourists or film crews. It is for these reasons that we ask you to withdraw
your permission to cut down the trees at 1041-1059 Broadway.

Thanks you for your consideration,
Aisha Barbeau

Matthefvy Wynne
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_ Writer's Direct Contact
May 17, 2006 415.292,3430
PhilipRoice@comeast.com

By Telefacsimile (415) 695-2147

DPW = Bureau of Urban Forestry
2323 Cesar Chavez Street
San Francisco, CA 94124

Re: 1041 - 1059 Broadway
Dear Sir or Madam:

I am writing to cxpress my disappointment at the news that a petition bas been filed by an
abscntee landlord to destroy a series of trees Jocated before the address referenced above.

At a time in the City’s history, when our mayor is actively working to ensure that several
thousand new trees are planted in various neighborhoods, I can’t imagine the logic behind
wanting to remove four trees that have already reached beautiful maturity. Russian Hill has
long been regarded as one of the most beautiful residential areas of San Francisco. This is
duc in large part to the loving dedication of its residents to maintain the beauty of our hili.
‘The trees that thrive on Russian Hill help to make it beautiful. Requesting that a series of
trees be removed is the samc as asking that a beautiful row of centuty old homes be
destroyed. That wouldn’t be allowed, and ncither should this.

Please deny the absentee landlord his petition to destroy the publicly owned trees,

I will be present with my neighbors at the public hearing on this matter on Monday, May 22,
2006.

Very truly yours,

Philip Roice
2 Fallon Place, #6
San Francisco, CA 94133-3630

% TOTAL PRGE.@B1 *xx



May 17 06 03:59p LTP 650-560-9336

Robert La Mar
' 2 Fallon Place
San Francisco, CA 94133
415-563-3080

FAX 650-560-9336/EMail rlamar@pobox.com

May 16, 2006 IMPORTANT MESSAGE FOR
MAY 22,2006 HEARING

Departinent of Public Works

Bureau of Urban Foresiry

2323 Cesar Chavez Street

San Francisco, Ca 94124

FAX TO: 415-695-2147
1 Page

re:  Proposed Tree Removal
1041-1059 Broadway
San Francisco

Dear Sir/Madam:

As a resident of San Francisco I must strongly urge you not to approve the
arbitrary removal of the mature Blackwood Acacia trees at the above address.

The trees are on City property, mature and, according to a certified Arborist, very
healthy. As a layman I have inspected these trees and to me they seem to be ideal for
their location, i.e. not overgrown, not damaging the surrounding area, and certainly
making a wonderful contribution to the ambience of that part of Russian Hill.

We live in such a congested, automobile and cement dominated environment, we must

take every opportunity to maintain and add to what little natural green we have outside
of our parks.

Please act for the greater good for all San Franciscans and its visitors and preserve
-these beautiful, healthy and well established trees. You only have one chance.




May 18 06 08:31p Sharon Art Studio (415)753-7005. P.

Vesta Kirby 1616 Taylor St. apt7 San Francisco CA 94133 415-771-4491
17 May 2006

DPW- Bureau of Urban Forestry
2323 Cesar Chavez St

San Francisco, CA 94124

Fax: (415) 695-2147

Re: Save Our Street Trees

Property 1041-1059 Broadway is very near my apartment. [ often walk on upper
Broadway and have always enjoyed the beautiful fully grown blackwood acacia trees
located there.

Mature heaithy, trees are rare in our neighborhood. Such mature trees also contribute to
good air quality. Since an arborist finds the trees in perfectly good health | strongly urge
that you protect them by not granting the absentee landlord permission to cut them
down. We, who live here, will be the Josers.

Unfortunately, Doctors’ appointments will prevent me from attending the hearing.
| am adamantly against removal of the blackwood acacia trees.

With all due respect, please save these trees.

Sincerely yours,
L e
T4
vesta Kioy / /7
114 _f”

e
d

£



DPW - BUREAU OF URBAN FORESTRY
2323 CESAR CHAVEZ STREET
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94124

Attn: HEARING OFFICER
RE: SAVING TREES CONSIDERED TO BE REMOVED AT
1041 - 1059 BROADWAY, SAN FRANCISCO

DEAR SIR/MADAM,

WE HAVE SO FEW TREES IN SAN FRANCISCO AS IT IS, AND
THESE TREES ARE AN AMENITY TO OUR NEIGHBORHOOD.

| AM UNABLE TO ATTEND THE HEARING, BUT | WOULD
LIKE TO STATE MY OPPOSITION TO THE CUTTING OF THESE
TREES. THEY ARE PEFECTLY HEALTHY TREES, AND
-JUST TO.SAVE MONEY ON UPKEEP AND MAINTENANCE IS
NOT A JUSTIFICATION FOR A PROPERTY OWNER TO
REMOVE THEM, ESPECIALLY SINCE THIS IS AN ABSENTEE

LANDLORD. THESE ARE ON PUBLIC PROPERTY.

THANK YOU,

e

KEN KNIGHT

RESIDENT OF THE NEIGHBORHOOD
999 BROADWAY, # 4

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94133

(415) 440-6344



—
16 May 2006

5T,

REGARDING THE CUTTING DOWN OF FOUR STREET TREES AT
1041 to 1059 BROADWAY

Please save our street trees as they are city property and belong to the public.

We are fast destroying the beauty of our old neighborhood The summit of Russian
Hill has become an island of relative serenity surrounded by urban traffic. The four
blackwood acacias trees enhance the beauty of the Broadway summit,

Thank you for supporting Russian Hill Neighbors efforts to maintain the old charm
and serenity of the Broadway summit.

Sincerely,

Pl i
M.J. Duchene -
1075 Broadway @ Jone
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Nancy Rosenthal

1616 Taylor St., #3

San Francisco, CA 84133-3635
Sl 415 928-2690 -

nancyrosenthal24@aol.com

March 14, 2006

RE: Tree Removais on Broadway near Jones by the addresses 1041, 1043, 1045, 1059, and 1081 Broadway

Department of Public Works

Bureau of Urban Forests : .

2323 Cesar Chavez St. jeceived
San Francisco, CA 94123

= -
To Whom It May Concem: _2/ 9— é)' 22 0

I have noticed the signs that four mature Black Acacia trees are to be removed at the top of Broadway near Jones. The
reasons given are: decayed trunk, hit by cars, and sidewalk damaged. | have lived in this area for 25 years and walk by
these trees frequently. They have not changed much in the years | have lived here and appear healthy and green. They
do not show decayed trunks, structural defects, or significant damage. The trunks are twisted and gnarly, but no more so
than many in the area. Walk south on Califomiar Street and you will see many trees with twisted and bent trunks. Walk
west on Sacramento and you will see uneven pavement around mature trees. | believe their appearance has more to do
with.the strong winds that accelerate over the hill than being hit by cars.

A perfect example of sick or dying trees with damaged trunks, due to being hit by cars, are in front of my apartment.
Planted over 10 years ago they look brown, thin, and their trunks show obvious damage. Cars that park on Broadway near
‘the trees slated for removal have not damaged them to the extenit that removal is warranted. In fact, the trunks are bent
away from where cars park close to them. | myself have parked near these trees and my car does not touch the trees.

These four trees enhance an area already sorely short on mature trees, in the most densely inhabited section of the city.
The Vallejo steps to the north are lush with natural beauty. This beauty should be expanded, not contracted. Is it possible
that the request by the property owner for removing them and planting young trees is so that the property owner can rent
the units for more money by advertising an unimpeded “Bay View?"

If you attempt to plant young trees there, be prepared to have them fall over, possibly on parked cars, during the first big
storm with significant wind. The original new tree planted across the street from 1061 Broadway was blown over several
times in the first few years, and eventually was replaced with the current tree. The current tree has had to be restaked due
to the high winds that accelerate eastward and down from the top of the hill.

As for the sidewalk damage, | have seen similar damage to many sidewalks around mature trees in the city. Most of the
uplift has been corrected by repaving the affected areas in a slanting position, to allow room for the tree’s roots.

If these trees are removed, the entire ambiance of the hill will diminish. It will become barren and uninviting. Those four
trees are part of the character of the hill and 1 strongly protest their removal/repiacement.

I am copying this letter to the Director of Public Works and Supervisor Aaron Peskin, In the hope that they will take a look
at and respond to the removal/replacement of these trees.

Respectfully, %W/W’M dé

Nancy Rosenthal



Amanda Hamilton

——
846 Green St.

San Francisco, CA 94133

Carla Short |

Bureau of Urban Forestry

Dept. of Public Works

2323 Cesar Chavez Street

San Francisco, CA 94124 30 March, 2006

Dear Ms. Short,

Ilive in the eastern Russian Hill neighborhood, and work on Ina Coolbrith Park with
other residents, and am very interested in keeping this very densely populated area
of the City green.

It has come to my attention that there is a chance that the trees at 1Qd1s:

L1E1061.
Broadway.might be removed. Idon’t understand why. They are a large swath _gf
mature tree greenery for both citizens and birds to enjoy. It would seem to me that if
the trees are a problem, one could prune them and deal with the severely ailing ones
one at a time, and not do a whole-sale removal of the lot of them?

The trees look healthy to my somewhat practiced eye. Surely they aren’t to be taken
down without lots of thought as to why and with what to replace their canopy?

We who live and walk and enjoy the wildlife in our neighborhood aren’t
unreasonable about tree removal when such a thing is necessary, but we aren’t
eager to see such a project get a permit without understanding why.

Please reconsider your decision to give a permit for the removal of these trees. If one
of them is a risk to safety, then give a permit on a case-by-case level,

Thank you for your ear.

Sincerely, .

Amanda M. Hamilton



———
Kathatine Rose Lomia
1020 BROADWAY
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94133
April 6, 2006

The Director of Public Works

Department of Public Works

Burean of Urban Forestry

2323 Cesar Chavez Street

San Francisco, California 94124

Re: Application to remove 4 street trees-at 1041-1061 Broadway.
Dear Director of Public Works,

I have lived directly across the street from these beautiful trees for 30 years now. 1would be personally
DEVASTATED if these trees were cut down. These are very large trees. Even if new trees were planted,
they would not achieve anywhere near the same stature in my lifetime,

This row of large trees defines the character of our block. Our neighborhood’s ambience will be ruined if

they are cut down. They are perfectly healthy and strong: just look at their robust foliage as evidence of
that fact.

Why at a time when the world is struggling to reverse the effects of green house gases would the city even
consider allowing anyone fo cut down these mature trees with their broad green canopies?

PLEASE, PLEASE don’t let this happen.

Sincerely,
Kooy Ao
Katharine Lewis



Dian Blomquist
1632 Tavler St
San Franeiseo 91133

(418) 770 2TH)

March 23, 2006

.y : e i! [§=: L]
Carla Short : ot
Bureau of Urban Forests 57 1y ; q _
Department of Public Works ' 0_(0
2323 Cesar Chavez

San Francisco, CA 94124

Please reconsider the permit to remove the trees at 1041-1061 Broadway.
Removing these frees would be a disaster. Part of San Francisco's charm is that
among the buildings there are bits of green—this is an important bit of green that
needs to be saved. The trees can be seen from the Embarcadero, the Bay and
from the air.

You may recall that we met at Mayor Newsom's Green and Clean Summit, and to
me, these trees signify the very essence of his vision for the City. They are an
important part of the street and the surrounding neighborhood.

In center city, mature trees aren't always perfect~—they have character and
should be treasured. It seems strange that all four trees on this landowner's
property have problems. He tried to cut them down several months ago cnly to
be saved by a vigilant neighbor—he just doesn't want to do repair and
maintenance on his multi-million dollar property.

A neighbor had Ted Kipping, a highly respected arborist, look at the trees (his
written report is forthcoming) and Kipping feels the trees have plenty of healthy
fiber and that one only need to look at their canopies to see that they are thriving.

In January, | coordinated a tree planting in this area of the city with the Friends of
the Urban Forest. It is very discouraging to put so much effort into planting trees
only to find that the city grants permits for their removal only because the
property owner does not want to do his civic responsibility.

Please, please reconsider the permit to remove these trees——we would be all.be
very grateful,

cc. Marshall Foster



PRESIDENT
Katherine Garrison

VICE PRESIDENT
Michele Borges
Bemie Burke

SECRETARY
Judy Junghans

TREASURER
Bemie Burke

PAST PRESIDENT
Judy Junghans

DIRECTORS
Phoebe Douglass
Deborah Garofalo
-Steve Kendrick
Topher Newman
Laurie Petipas
Lydia Pugliese
Jovanne Reilly
Tage Soderquist

COMMITTEE
CHAIRS
Design & Zoning
Penelope Clark
Laurie Petipas
History
Al Greening
Membership
 Sandy Cobb
Communications
Ryan Chamberlain
CSFN
Bob D’Arcy
RH Improvement
Lydia Pugliese
NERT
Kathryn Newberg
Nominating Committee
~ Judy Junghans
Safety/Homeless Issues
Deborah Garofalo
Social
Lucretia Rauh
Traffic & Transport.
Tage Soderquist

ADVISORS

Elizabeth Wright-Chair
Dian Blomaquist

Tim Covington

Beate Boltinhonse
Linda Peterson

Ben Tom

RUSSIAN HILL
NEIGHBORS

May 18, 2006

DPW—Bureau of Urban Forestry
2323 Cesar Chavez Street
San Francisco CA 94124

re. Trees at 1041-1059 Broadway

Attn. Bureau of Urban Forestry:

Russian Hill Neighbors strongly objects to the removal of the four stately
blackwood acacia trees located in front of the property at 1041-1059 Broadway.
These four trees are part of a nine tree stand located on city property. These
trees belong to the public, and we wish for them to continue to remain a part of
our neighborhood.

It is imperative that we preserve the mature areas of nature in our beautiful city.
Mature trees contribute greatly to our neighborhood, and the street trees on .
Broadway are a stunning example. An independent arborist has examined these
trees and determined that they are in perfectly good health.

This is our neighborhood, and we strongly encourage you-to deny the petition to
remove these treasured trees. ' '

O@m‘mﬂ,_

Sincerely,

Katherine Garrison
President

1819 POLK STREET, No. 221, SAN FRANCISCO 94109 s 415-267-0575
EMAIL: SFRHN@RHN.ORG  WEB SITE: WWW.RHN.ORG
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May 18, 2006

DPW—Bureau of Urban Forestry
2323 Cesar Chavez Street
San Francisco CA 94124

re: Trees at 1041-1059 Broadway

Attn. Bureau of Urban Forestry:

I am a full time resident living at Jones and Filbert. My famtly has lived in San Francigco since
the late 1940s, and in this neighborhood well over 40 years. | enjoy living in a city and 1 very
much appreciate the areas of nature that have been preserved and created. The trees, gardens,
stairway gardens, and other bits of nature found in the nooks and crannies of Russian Hill and
Nob Hill are what make our neighborhood unlike any other in San Francisco.

itis imperative that we preserve the mature areas of nature in our beautiful city. Mature trees
contribute greatly to our naighborhood, and the street trees on Broadway are & stunning stand of
nine frees. This is my neighborhood, and | strongly encourage you to deny the petition to remove
these majestic blackwood acacias.

Mast sincerely,
N
erine Garrisoh
1004 Filbert Street
San Francisco CA 94133
415.440.4156 —
+ov | ,gf
"Bwaclwﬁ
Hle
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Judy Junghans — 1575 Broadway #4, San Vrancisco, CA 94109 885-0293

May 17, 2006

DPW - Bureau of Urban Forestry
2323 Cesar Chavez St.

S5an Francisco, CA 94124

Fax: (415) 695-2147

Re: Tree removal 1041-1 059 Broadway

Gentlemen:

As past president of Russian Hill Neighbors and a member of the
Friends of the Urban Forest (FUF), | have been involved in many tree
plantings around Russian Hill. The valuc of trees can not be
underestimated.

I oppose the destruction of the trees for the following reasons:

1) An arborist has determined that the tiees are in good health and

will remain so with pruning. There is no physical reason to cut them
down. |

2) These trees are in the middle of a row of trees. To cut these trees
down will greatly upset the look and feel of that block.

3) It is my understanding that these tree:; are on City property and
belong to the public. This is not a decision for the property owner to
make. ‘

Please do not grant permission to cut the se trees. Thank you for
your consideration.

Sincerely ydilys,

dy jurighéans
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April 4, 2006

Carla Short

Bureau of Urban Forests
Department of Public Works
2323 Cesar Chavez

San Francisco, CA 94124

Re: Removal of Trees on Broadway/Jones

Dear Ms. Short:

We oppose the removal of the four Blackwood acacia trees at 1041-1061 Broadway for
the following reasons:

1. The trees will not fail if they are properly prunéd and protected. Such maintenance is
the responsibility of the property owner, not the neighborhood organization.

2. Replacement trees will take many years to grow to the size of the other trees on the
block. The removal of some of the trees will greatly upset the character of the street.

3. A respected arborist, Ted Kipping, has checked the trees and feels that they are not
failing, that-they have plenty of healthy fiber and they are thriving.

We ask that proper maintenance be done on the trees by the owner and that barriers be
installed by the City to protect the trunks from cars. We do not feel it is our
responsibility to maintain trees, and we do not want to set precedence with these trees.
We do our part in organizing tree plantings and protecting neighborhood character.

Please reconsider the permit to remove these trees! Thank you.

Tt

Judy Junghans, President

cc: Edwin M. Lee, Director of Public Works
Room 348, City Hall, SF 94102

Supervisor Aaron Peskin,
Room 244, City Hall, SF 94102-4689.

1819 POLK STREET, No. 221, SAN FRANCISCO 94109 » 415-267-0575
EMAIL: SFRHN@RHN.ORG WEB SITE: WWW.RHN.ORG
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From: Elyn Shea [ellyn@fuf.net]
Sent: Tuesday, March 21, 2008 11:09 AM

To: JudyJunghans@aol.com; Nancyrosenthal24@aol.com; shkendrick@msn.com, ﬁam@fuf.net
Cc: Buck, Chris; 'Kelly Quirke'

Subject: RE: The four big trees on Broadway/Jones

Dear Russian Hill Neighbors,

I spoke with the city inspector, Chris Buck, who approved the removal permit for these trees. '
preface his remarks by saying that the Bureau of Urban Forestry does not just "rubber stamp" or "go
along to get along"” on these things. They really do assess each tree removal request with an eye fowards
saving the tree if possible. I'li paraphrase his comments below:

"The 4 Blackwood Acacias had significant injury and decay af the base of the trunk due to the 30 degree
parking. In the past we have seen several of this species fail at the base of the trunk even with no sign_
of decay. We make this decision on the side of caution and public safety.”

The property owner is responsible for any liability should the trees fail.

Of course as citizens you have every right to protest. But Yo fo be taken seriously, RHN might consider

of fering to put some funds towards either maintenance of the existing frees or towards a good plan for
replacements. '

Let's look at the options: maintenance of the existing trees might include yearly or every other year
pruning o keep the weight down. You might be able to install protective bollards (metal poles like the
ones in between the trees) in some of the tree wells, but this will cause damage to the roots, and in some
cases, the lean of the tree is such that the bollard would also damage the trunk. Ultimately non of this
will completely make the trees hon-hazardous, and in some cases could increase the hazard.

Alternatively, once the trees are removed the owner will be required by the city to replace. RHN could,

at the public hearing; ask that certain conditions apply to the replacement such as:

1) trees go in further back from the curb, a whole flag back if possible (this depends on width of
sidewalk - T can't tell if all that concrete is public sidewalk or if some of it is private property)

2) bollards installed prior to planting in the tree basins or, if the basin can be set back, in the flag
closest to the curb.

3) 24" box trees or larger should be instafled where possible, and not the same species.

4) The property owner agrees to properly maintain the trees into perpetuity according fo law, and to
notify new owners of the property of their responsibility.

5) and to sweeten the pot, RHN offers to help out financially since the trees are such an important part
of their community. This will give your protest much more credibility.

Hope this helps.

T s e



‘ Page 2 of 2

Ellyn Shea, Tree Care Coaordinator,

I1SA Certified Arborist

Friends of the Urban Forest

P.O. Box 29456 (for U.S. Mail)

1007 General Kennedy Ave, 1st Fir (UPS & FedEX)
San Francisco, CA 94129

415/561-6890 x102

fax 415/561-6899

e o —

From: Judylunghans@aol.com [mailto:JudyJunghans@aol.oom]
Sent: Friday, March 17, 2006 11:22 AM

To: Nancyrosenthal24@aol.com; shkendrick@msn.com; llam@fuf.net; ellyn@fuf.net
Subject: Fwd: The four big trees on Broadway/Jones

Dear all,

I am forwarding Al's e-mail showing the line of trees on Broadway slated te be removed,
(Please advise if the photos do not transfer.)

Russian Hill Neighbors would appreciate a written response from FUF regarding your opinion of the
trees. I have asked neighbors to write on their own behalf and RHN will send out an official letter after
a vote at our next board meeting, which is April 3rd.

Could a barrier be built to protect the trees? Maybe a good pruning of all the trees on that block is in
order to keep them all uniform in size and shape. I look forward to your respaonse.

Judy Junghans, President
Russian Hili Neighbors
1819 Polk St. #221

San Francisco, CA 94109
415-267-0575 Voice
415-981-2222 Office

hEaRWal,late
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April 4, 2006 lhieb

Carla Short

Bureau of Urban Forests

Department of Public Works

2323 Cesar Chavez

San Francisco, CA 94124

Re: Removal of Trees on Broadway/Jones
Dear Ms. Short:

We oppose the removal of the four Blackwood acacia trees at 1041-1061 Broadway for
the following reasons:

1. The trees will not fail if they are properly pruned and protected. Such maintenance is
the responsibility of the property owner, not the neighborhood organization.

2. Replacement trees will take many vears to grow to the size of the other trees on the
block. The removal of some of the trees will greatly upset the character of the street.

3. A respected arborist, Ted Kipping, has checked the trees and feels that they are not
failing, that they have plenty of healthy fiber and they are thriving.

We ask that proper maintenance be done on the trees by the owner and that barriers be
installed by the City to protect the trunks from cars. We do not feel it is our
responsibility to maintain trees, and we do not want to set precedence with these trees.
We do our part in organizing tree plantings and protecting neighborhood character.

Please reconsider the permit to remove these trees! Thank you.

Si;erez,

Judy Junghans, PreSident

Elizabeth Wright-Chair ‘ ] . )
Dian Blomaquist cc: Edwin M., Lee, Director of Public Works

Tim Covington
Katherine Garrison
Linda Peterson
Ben Tom

Room 348, City Hall, SF 94102

Supervisor Aaron Peskin,
Room 244, City Hall, SF 94102-4689.

1819 POLK STREET, No. 221, SAN FRANCISCO 94109 » 415-267-0575
EMAIL: SFRHN(@RHN.ORG WEB SITE: WWW.RHN.ORG



TREE SHAPERS, LLC

TED KIPPING (WC-ISA #0301) and PHIL DANIELSON (WC-ISA #5021) Certifted Arborists
Members, Bay Area Arborist Cooperative, Inc. * License No. 707545
257 Joost Avenue, San Francisco, CA 94131 « (415) 239-2420 * (415) 239-7465 FAX

Russian Hill Neighbors
1819 Polk Street, #221
San Francisco, Ca 94109 1May 2006
Re: Acacia street trees at #1041,41B, 1051-53, 1063 Broadway
Per your request on, | visited the site on March 21,2006 to visually inspect four
street Blackwood Acacias /A. melanoxylon at the above addresses. The purpose of our

meeting was to determine the viability of the four trees. No drilling, coring or invasive
inspections were performed.

OBSERVATIONS: This part of Brdadwag is quite steep ( perhaps 15-17
degrees? Of slope) which means that the canopy clearances vary considerably
between the uphill and downhill sides. All of the trunks have been damaged by
vehicles -as seems to be the fate of all our street trees. fill exhibited visual

‘evidence of columns of decay but appear to be healthy. Acacias are a tough
enus.

The tree at #1841 has a diameter {when measured at 52”above the
sidewalk -the standard height for such measurements) of 14”417” and a
height of 25-28 feet and a canopy width of 17 feet. The tree is healthy despite
its adventurous past. RECOMMENDATION: REBUCE WINDSRIL AND ENDIWEIGHT

The tree at'#l4l—B has a diameter of 147813%, an approximate height of
35 feet and width of 13 feet. RECOMMENDATION: THE SRME.

The tree at #1@851-53 has a diameter of 7%8”, an approximate height of
23 feet, and a canopy width of 18 feet. HECOMMENDHTIUN: THE SAME.

The tree at#1861 Has a diameter of 13%14”, an approximate canopy
height of 18 feet and spread of 22 feet. RECOMMENDATION: THE SRME.

~ Please view accompanying photos and compare with similar Acacias
maintained by government agencies.

Consultations * Topiary = Shaping . Thinning . Removals . Insured
‘ www.treeshapers.com



TREE SHAPERS, LL.C

TED KIPPING (WC-ISA #0301) and PHIL DANIELS_ON (WC—[SA #5021) Certified Arborists
Members, Bay Area Arborist Cooperative, Inc. » License No. 707545
257 Joost Avenue, San Francisco, CA 94131 « (415) 239-2420 » (415)239-7465 FAX

| further recommend replacing the sidewalks where necessary and when
doing so, expand the tree welis to accommodate the enlarged tree bases. At
the same time, perhaps the bollards could be reconfigured to afford better
protection to the tree trunks. In spite of their many wounds, these are tough
and well established trees. Please do not try to replace them. National
statistics reveal that NELD city Trees have an average lifespan of only seven
years! These tress are much older. What these numbers really meanis that
mortality of young street is very highl KEEP what you have got until is
apparent that they are truly hazardous.

Respectfully,
Ted Kipping

Certiniel edbrist 15
Certified Rrbbrist ISA-WC #381

Consultations . Topiary . Shaping . Thinning * Removals . Insured
www.treeshapers.com



Te g |-53 Bﬁomsww



Bla e iends, o 1062 Brooduny



T e
L .
B L1 S




Roy C. Leggitt, III

Consulting Arborist - "

3109 Sacramento Stree.t,

San Francisco, CA 94115~ _

Member, American Society of Consuitlng Arborists .
Certified Arborist, !ntematlonal Somety of Arbor!culture

cell’ivm 415.606.3610 . ofﬁce 415,921. 3610 fax 415.921.7711 email RCL3@' mfhdsgring’ com ="

City and County of San Francisco
Department of Public Works
Bureau of Urban Forestry

Attn: Carla Short
May 27, 2006
Dear Ms Short,

| am hereby providing your Department with a summary of my professional concerns regarding
the limitations and proper applications of “pull testing” on trees. My perspective and concerns
are in response to recent public comment regarding this test that was provided by another
Arborist and that | believe was misleading and incomplete. '

Although the applicants in this matter hired me, | am not being compensated for my time to
create this letter, nor am | writing this with their knowledge or consent. My opinions stated
herein are meant to assist in the public process by contributing expertise, not to advocate for
preservation or removal of the specific trees in question. '

1. The pull test is simply a means to determine the presence of mechanically supportive roots
on the side opposite the pulling direction. This test therefore is useful in identifying the trees
that are most likely to fail due to uprooting under forces in that specific direction.

a. This test does not account for forces from any other direction other than that of the
puli.

b. This test does not account for forces that exert torsion (rotation) on a tree, a very
common phenomenon with urban trees and very often associated with failures.

¢. This test only identifies root losses, and does not identify root that are compromised
due to weak attachments or decay.

d. A pull test cannot be performed in the direction of buildings, only where over
roadways that can accommodate placement of anchor points. The pull test is not
therefore able to identify root losses on the street side of the tree that would cause
buildings to be the most likely or primary target.

2. Tree risk assessment requires that a complex of many factors be evaluated, only a few of
these being measurable in some way. To properly evaluate risk in a tree it is essential that
all parts of the tree be considered, not just roots under a tension load from one direction.

a. Standard practices for risk assessment rely on visual tree assessment criteria with.
some type of testlng being prescriptive only when visual assessment is inconclusive.

b. Risk assessment is the outcome of professional judgment and is not the result of any
one specific observation or test. Judgment requires both obsewatlons and
experience.

Page 10of 2




Roy C. Leggitt,

‘Consulting Arborist -

3109 Sacramento Street
San Francisco CA 94115

Member, American Society of Consultmg Arborists
Certified Arborist, Internationat Saciety of Arboricuiture

cellivm 415.606.3610 -office 415.921.3610 fax 415.921.7711 email RCL3@mindspring.com

3. To the best of my knowledge, Gordon Mann in the City of Redwood City is carrying out the
only municipal application of pull testing in the Bay Area.

a. This City is not applying pul! testing as a substitute to visual risk assessment.

b. This City is not using pull testing on every tree prior to removal.

c. This City is only using this test on trees that they have maintenance responsibilities
for, and where they have previously done extensive root cutting to install root
barriers.

d. This City does not require or suggest pull testing for any privately owned and City-
regulated tree as a requirement for being granted a removal permit.

4. The pull test is not a standard test for this area. The test has not been performed with
sufficient regularity to establish data for the species we grow, for our soils, for our rainfall
patterns or for our wind patterns. Without local data, statistical modeling is not possible, and
the test is, at best, experimental.

5. It seems to be an unfair burden to place continued indefinite liability on any abutting property
owner on the basis of a single test that is experimental and is not scientifically supportable;
there is precedent, however, for this liability to be transferred to the City and County of San
Francisco by the assumed maintenance of the trees by the Bureau of Urban Forestry,
provided that the City is prepared to rely on experimental testing such as this.

Sincerely,

e

Roy C. Leggitt, ill

Consuilting Arborist
1.S.A. Certified Arborist WE-0564A

Page 2 of 2




- Olga ) To
Ryerson/ADMSVC/SFGOV -
‘h 07/27/2006 11:35 AM .

Subject Fw: Tree Removal on Russian Hill

----- Original Message-----

From: Short, Carla

Sent: Friday, May 26, 2006 6:13 PM

To: 'Rogers'

Subject: RE: Tree Removal on Russian Hill

Dear Mr. and Mrs. Rogers,

1 have forwarded your letter to the hearing officer. Thank you for taking the time to attend the hearing,
and to write me with your additional comments and concerns.

{ would like to respond to some of your questions and comments.

1) Unfortunately, the life of an urban street tree is often very difficult and many of them do have wounds
and sometimes lean. Depending on the age of the tree, the species, and the extent of the damage, we
would evaluate whether or not the trees may really be hazardous. If you are genuinely concerned about
any of the trees you noticed after the hearing, please do send me an email or call with specific locations,
and | can have an arborist evaluate them.

3) The City is concerned about public safety. Again, if you really believe some of those trees may be
hazardous, | would appreciate more specific information so that I can have an arborist evaluate them.

4) Unfortunately, our society is very litigious, but | want to reiterate that it is not just a fear of being sued,
but a concern for public safety that compelled us fo approve the request for removal.

5) | must disagree with your assertion that all of the risks are hypothetical. Risks are by definition a
possibility, and not a certainty, but there is a good deal of hard science to support our concerns. The
trees have been significantly damaged, and they have many structural defects. In addition, the risk is
compounded by the need to cut roots in order to repair the sidewalk. While the trees have withstood
many years and an unfortunate amount of abuse, the damage and structural defects are verifiable data.

6) | cannot comment on the motivations of the property owners 18 years ago, but | want to reiterate that
the Department would not approve removal of any tree based on a property owner's stated liability
concern; we evaluate each tree separately and base our approval or recommendation on our assessment
of the free. There are many frustrated property owners around the City who will verify that their liability
concern was not supported by our evaluation and their removal permit was denied.

7) 1do agree that the sidewalk repair is a liability, which contributes greatly to my concern over the
condition of the tree. In addition to the damage and sfructural defects that have been noted, the
Blackwood acacia is a species that does not respond well te root pruning, and many of the tree failures
that we see every year are this species after the roots have been cut. In order to repair the sidewalk,
which you agree is a liability, the roots of the trees will have to be cut, and that can contribute to their
instability.



| do want to thank you for taking the time to write. 1 wish | could convince you that we do not take
removal of large trees lightly, and that | spend far more of my time defending our decisions to deny
people the right to remove trees fronting their property, than arguing for tree removal. | understand how
much these trees contribute to your neighborhood, and | certainly agree that their removal would be a
dramatic and significant impact. | appreciate that you do recognize my commitment to the mission of
protecting and growing the urban forest, but that must also be balanced with public safety concerns, and
somefimes they are at odds with our goals.

Sincerely,

Carla Short

Urban Forester

Bureau of Urban Forestry
Department of Public Works
415.641.2674

----- Original Message-----

From: Rogers [mailto:carolannrogers@prodigy.net]
Sent: Wednesday, May 24, 2006 10:4% PM

To: Short, Carla

Subject: Tree Removal on Russian Hill

Dear Ms, Short,

Attached please find a follow-up letter with additional comments following the Monday, May 22
hearing on the removal of five mature frees on Broadway Street, Russian Hill. We appreciate
your time and consideration of our thoughts. As we do not have the email address of the Hearing
Officer, would you be kind enough to forward our letter to her and to anyone else who should
receive it? Thank you.

Carol Ann and Nielsen Rogers

Neighbors



CAROL ANN & NIELSEN ROGERS

1019 VALLEJO STREET ¢ SAN FRANCISCO, CA » 94133
PHONE: 415-885-0802 ¢ FAX: 415-776-8554

May 24, 2006

Ms. Carla Short

Department of Public Works — Bureau of Urban Forestry
2323 Cesar Chavez Street

San Francisco, CA 94124

Dear Ms. Short:

As long-time residents of the neighborhood where five mature trees are being considered
for removal on Broadway Street on Russian Hill, both of us attended Monday evening’s
hearing to consider this permanent and serious action applied for by the property owners
and recommended by you and some of your staff. ‘

We appreciate the time and consideration given on Monday evening to the many of us
who are deeply concerned about this proposed action, and we are grateful that the
Hearing Officer has decided appropriately to take the extra time to allow for additional
testing and the acquisition of other data before making her decision.

We respectfully submit the following additional comments:

1) Upon leaving City Hall and walking to our car, we looked at all of the
sidewalk trees we passed with a new eye, given the education we received
largely from your own testimony at the hearing. What we saw was
astounding, and, if we follow the frain of thought to its logical conclusion,
very alarming. Tree after tree that we passed, within blocks of the heart of our
City Government, showed obvious signs of trunk and bark damage, leaning,
and some sidewalk lifting, etc. None of them, frankly, exhibited the kind of
healthy and vigorous canopies that the Broadway Street trees have. Should
we have been concerned for our personal safety as we walked along?

2) After getting to our car, we drove across Market Street to the Giants® stadium
for a baseball game. On many blocks we found continued examples of
dramatically leaning trees with no evidence of attempts to support them.

3) If the concern of the City is that once it has been notified of a tree deficiency
it is legally responsible to address the liability, is your Department now
responsible for any injury or damages caused by a failure of those trees which
my husband and I identified on our Monday evening walk?

4) In our litigious society, it is very easy to use “liability” to support whatever
personal agenda one wishes to advocate. It appears to us from the comments
made at the hearing that those who wish to see these trees removed are
inappropriately manipulating the City’s worries about liability.

Tree Removal Letter - 1
6/9/2006



5) All of the risks mentioned on Monday night are hypothetical. The real data
suggest that these five trees have survived many, many years of storms
(including a very stormy and wet year in 2006) without serious harm to any
property or person,

6) The owners of the property at 1061 wanted to remove the tree directly in front
of their property 18 years age when their units were first built. By our
recollection, they claimed that the tree was a liability at that time. Eighteen
years have not supported their initial claim. The issue of liability is 2 red
herring. _

7 The real liability is the fact that the sidewalk is in need of repair, as it has been
for some time. The proper action would be to repair the sidewalk, prune the
trees, and let Time demonstrate who is correct in their hypothetical
predictions.

We appreciate that your job is to protect our City trees, and we are confident that you are
very committed to that goal. We ask that you consider the fact, however, that your
perspective, while genuine, is based on a very short-term assessment of the trees. Your
recommendation does not really take into account the long history of these trees and their
very apparent health and ability to survive despite what any textbook may say. What is
the real harm in spending additional resources to see if these trees can survive rather than
asking our neighborhood to bear the burden of waiting decades before new trees can
provide the same kind of wonderful greenery that these existing trees have provided to us
for so many years?

Sincerely,
Carol Ann and Nielsen Rogers
Interested Neighbors

Tree Removal Letter - 2
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Property Owner Information for 1041 Broadway
1045 — 1059 Broadway
1061 Broadway, #1, #2, and #3

‘Dlock/lot . situs address  lowner name address 1 = Cele T T T T
[0157 056 (1041 BROADWAY IMOSSER CHARLES W |MOSSER CHARLES W | -
biockiiot ~ situsaddress " ‘lownername = jaddress1 lcto 7 il
0157055 [1045-1059 BROADWAY IMOSSER CHARLES W 'IMOSSER CHARLES W | )
lbiock/iot ~ isitus address ' jowner name  |address1 o
o157 o7z 1061 BROADWAY — ~ IBUCHANAN AARON D [BUCHANAN AARON D & -

_ 140001 l& MILAZZO PAT ~ IMILAZZO
bloci/iot ~ situs address " lownetname  |address1 o
0157 073 1061 BROADWAY — [CAMARDA JOEL J & ICAMARDA JOEL J &
E #0002 VALERIE A VALERIE A
biockilot " sitis address " ‘ownername  addressi Tkl T

!
0157 074 145003 IREVOC TRUST IREVOC TRU

ITRUSTEE

11061 BROADWAY  LJOSE A GATCHALIAN [JOSE A GATCHALIAN . |JOSE A GATCHALIAN




Orthophoto - Broadway, Taylor to Jones
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"Steve Kendrick” To ™Short, Carla™ <Carla.Short@sfdpw.org>

p Yo _ ,

<shkendnck@msn com cC "Buck, Chris™ <Chris.Buck@sfdpw.org>, “Ryerson, Olga™

05/24/2006 01:05 PM <Olga.Ryerson@sfgov.org> '
bcc

Subject FW: information re San Francisco tree pulling test needs

Carla,

Here's a second option regarding the tree pulling test. The leading experts in this test are reportedly Erk
Brudi, a German, and his North American collaborator Philip van Wassenaer, a Canadian. | am
forwarding to you an email received from Philip van Wassenaer. Attached to it is a paper on this test
delivered at an arborists symposium in Atlanta that | think you and your staff will find very interesting.
The costs quoted are within a realistic range for the neighborhood to fund (although the alternative of
working withi Gordon Mann out of Redwood City DPW would free such neighborhood resources to fund

‘other projects (such as ongoing tree planting efforts on Russian Hill)).

Please let me know how your department, and the hearing officer, wish to proceed.
Thanks,

Steve Kendrick

From: Philip van Wassenaer [mailto:pwassenaer1022@rogers.com]
Sent: Wednesday, May 24, 2006 12:31 PM

To: 'Steve Kendrick'

Subject: RE: information re San Francisco tree pulling test needs

Hi Steve,

| have attached an article for you to read about the tree pulling analysis. It should have
ail the specifics you need for now. 1 still need to figure out some more details from this
end but looking at flights, time to do the tests, costs for analysis and report writing time ,
it looks like the cost would be between 2500 and 3000.00 to test all the four trees. |
would try to basically fly in one night , do the work and fly out the next night or the
following morning...I would probably need a car unless someone was going to chauffeur

‘'me around!! | would also need to find a place to stay.

Is this figure anywhere in the realm of doable? This is not fixed but would be a
reasonably fair compensation for the time | would have to take to do the work....

| think that there are some possibilities for certain for the future training of municipal
staff. As | said it is a little out of my control but | am actively advocating for a scheme to
be devised to accommodate the training of interested individuals. . .this is a work in
progress. [ would welcome the opportunity to expose more folks to the methods afAd
show their validity for just these kinds of trees where we otherwise have a really tough
time making decisions.



Let me know what you think about these projected costs and we will talk soon.

Thanks

Philip van Wassenaer, B. Sc., MFC
Urban Forest Innovations Inc.
1253 Crossfield Bend

Mississauga, Ontario

L5G 3P5

Tel:905 2741022

Fax: 905 274 2170

Cell: 647 221 3046 Savannah SIA pdf



Trees and Statics: Non-Destructive Failure

Analysis
Erk Brudi/ Phillp van Wassenaer

Traditional tree tisk assessment is focussed on determining the extent of cavities or hollowness in tree
trunks by boring holes. Using these invasive tree assessment methods can not only damage living cells but
may also encourage fungal growth (LIESE, DUJESIEFKEN, 1996) and the spread of decay.

New engineering based statics integrating methods (SIM) developed by WESSOLLY and SINN at the
University of Stuttgart allow for non-invasive and precise assessments of a tree "s breaking and uprooting
safety. Statics integrating inspections are carried out with pulling tests (elasto-inclino method) that exert a
wind substituting load on the tree using a winch and a steel cable. The reaction of the stressed trees under
a defined load is measured with high resolution devices (elastometer and inclinometer) and the data
obtained are compared with those of sound trees. In all safety calculations using the SIM, three major
components are considered: wind-load, material properties of green wood and the surface of the load
bearing structure (trunk diameter, extent of holiowness). Tree inspectors and practitioners may use a more
simplified variation, the SIA method (statics integrating assessment) which also follows international
engineering conventions and allows for quick on-site-assessment at little cost.

Urban trees are exposed to a variety of different stress factors such as: road salt in winter, vibrations caused
by traffic, soil compaction and dust and heat emissions from asphalt and buildings. The root system is often
affected by limited space, shallow soils, and soil excavations for utility installations.

Lopping of roots not only leads to decay in the root system but may also cause damage to the trunk
wood by reducing the breaking and tipping (uprooting) safety. Several methods have been developed for
tree inspection to calculate and predict the danger of failure. Most of these metheds focus on the residual
walls of the trunk, often neglecting the material properties of the tree species and wind loads that occur
during stortns. -

This paper presents an engineering-based approach to the problem of tree safety assessment, rather than
an approach based on traditional boring methods. The term tree statics was created in the early 1980s when
Lothar Wessolly, the leading engineer of a project on lightweight constructions in nature at the University
of Stuttgart, and Gilnter Sinn, a landscape architect, were working on a tree-friendly, noninvasive method
to help determine the safety of trees without causing severe destruction. Now, 15 years later, a group of 25
specially trained, court-certified tree consultants in different European countries are using the tree-friendly
elasto-inclino method (pulling test) that was derived from the results of Wessolly’s and Sinn’s research
(WESSOLLY 1998, SINN 1983).

Data from more than 3,000 static inspections on trees throughout Europe were collected and statistically
evaluated. As a result of this work, practitioners, supplied only with an altimeter and a measuring tape, are
able to obtain a quick overview of the breaking safety of a tree at a reasonable cost, using the statics
integrated assessment (SIA) method.

WHAT {8 STATICS?

The following definition is from the Columbia Encyclopedia (6th edition, 2001) on the Internet
(www.bartleby.com/65/st/statics.html). Statics is defined as “a branch of mechanics concerned with the
maintenance of equilibrium in bodies by the interaction of forces upon them. It incorporates the study of
the center of gravity and the moment of inertia. In a state of equilibrium, all the forces acting on a body are
exactly counterbalanced by equal and opposite forces, thus keeping the body at rest. The principles of
statics are widely applied in the design and construction of buildings and machinery.”



Tree statics deals with the breaking safety of tree trunks and the tipping (uprooting) safety that describes
the anchoring potential of the root system.

Trees are loaded primarily by wind gusts but also by snow, ice, and their own weight (dead weight). As
tree height and wind sail increase, greater loads are exerted on the crown during storms and transferred into
the trunk. As the trunk moves in a storm, its marginal fibers extend on the tensile side and shorten on the
compressive side. These alterations in length can be measured with a sensitive instrument called an
elastometer (extensometer).

In tree statics, the ability of a tree to withstand wind loads of gale force is calculated by including the

shape of the load-bearing structure (trunk and crown), the properties of green wood, and the forces that
occur in a gale-force wind gust (Figure 1).

The triangle of statics

(Wind) load

Material properties

Geometry of load bearing structure/ of green wood

Degree of hollowness

Figure 1. The triangle of statics. According to international engineering agreements three major components and the
interactions amongst them must be incorporated in any safety calculation: load, load bearing surface (= resistive bending moment) and
the individual material properties, If the load impact on a structure is high, strong materials are required in order to avoid massive
materizl waste, The shape or the form of the load-bearing material must be optimized to increase the load bearing capacity. A good
example is the Eiffel tower in Paris, France, This is a hollow structure constructed with steel struts. Near the ground, its diameter
increases significantly, raising the resistive bending moment and increasing the breaking safety by optimizing the load bearing
geometry. If the load is low, the material does not need to be as strong, and the load-bearing structure, which is the tree trunk in this
case, can be hollow. The interaction of the three components: load or effective wind force, material propertics, and shape of the load-
bearing structure, must be part of a correct stability or safety caloulation.

When boring into a trunk to detect the residual wall thickness or the load bearing geometry, it should not
be forgotten that only an infinitesimally small part (hole diameter 2-10 mm) of the load-bearing geometry
can be inspected with one single hole and that many holes may severely damage the tree throngh potential
fungal infection and decay. It becomes obvious that boring only provides partial information and may lead
to the destruction of the tree. Therefore it is imperative that serious engineering based safety assessments
(e.g. SIM) also incorporate the predicted loads affecting the tree. These loads can be determined based on
data available from local weather stations and the individual characteristics of the tree inspected (crown
surface area, tree height, and aerodynamic drag factor of the tree crown).

Calculations based solely on a constant ratio between residual wall thickness and trunk diameter may
significantly err if they do not take into account the geographical and environmental conditions that the tree
is subjected to. A smaller and more protected tree in a suburban area will tolerate more hollowness inside
the trunk before it fails in a storm than a larger, taller tree of the same residual wall thickness in an exposed
area on a coastline. The determination of the extent of decay (residual wall detection) makes sense only
when the load impact has been previously determined,



LOADS OCCURRING ON TREES

The dead weight of a tree is negligible because on average wood can resist a compressive load of 20
N/mm2 (2,901 psi}. The weight of a 10-tonne (11-ton) tree can be borne on a surface of only 50 em2 (7.75
in?). However, snow loads often affect the breaking safety of branches more severely than short gusts
because green wood tends to creep and form cracks when constantly stressed.

The strongest influences on a tree’s stability are wind and storm gusts. Slight winds cause swaying that
stimulate the creation of self-supporting reaction wood. However, wind does not generally blow steadily
and continuously. The air stream pulsates and rotates and is capable of stimulating a tree at its natural
frequency and feeding energy into the tree’s swaying system up to the point where it ruptures. Such
dynamic effects occur primarily on isolated forest trees or on trees that have been pruned incorrectly (e.g.,
by crown raising- pruning off too many of the lower branches). Solitary trees, with branches almost
touching the ground, are not as affected by dynamiic loading in their trunks because the flexible leaves,
twigs, and branches help to dampen oscillations. .

Tall trees with large crowns have a greater crown surface area exposed to higher wind forces. The wind
forces increase as the distance from the ground increases. In a storm tall, large trees are exposed to
exponentially higher wind loads than smaller trees.

WIND SPEED AND WIND PRESSURE
Wind speed and wind pressure depend on several factors:

1. Geographical situation: Wind loads are different everywhere. Wind charts are available for
estimating the expected maximum wind force for a given period of time. Weather stations have
comprehensive documents on prevailing wind directions.

2. Topographical sitnation: The second factor influencing wind speed is the location of a tree.
Wind Ioads are significantly different between trees located on flat lowland or close to the
ocean where they are subjected to heavy gusts and trees located on a site that is protected by the
brow of a hill or on the leeward side of a mountain chain.

3. Seasonal and meteorological infiuences: In cold weather, the air density increases and causes
higher wind pressure. Some trees may be in full leaf when fall or spring storms occur. A
combination of cold weather and storms may lead to a high wind pressure on a tree’s crown.
Proper safety statements have to include this information (WESSOLLY, SINN, 1989).

Wind profiles over different topographies show that storm gusts in exposed areas without any protection
reach their full speed at a height of about 250 m (820 ft) (Figure 2). Terrains with a rougher surface, such as
suburban areas with flat, one to two-storey buildings, cause turbulence in the boundary layer that leads to a
slowdown of the wind speed (KAMEI, MARUTA, 1979, STATHOPQULOS, 1985) and a decrease of the
resulting wind pressure on tree crowns. With higher buildings, more disturbance occurs in the boundary
layer, which reduces the velocity of the air stream. Over an extremely rough surface area with tall buildings
(e.g., downtown areas of cities), the wind reaches its full undisturbed force at heights of about 600 m (1,969
ft). Therefore, trees in exposed, open countryside sites or near the ocean need to have thicker stems than
those in more sheltered areas.

Although rough surfaces slow down the wind speed in the boundary layer, tall buildings (with their even
surfaces) and mountain chains can cause blast pipe (wind tunnel) effects that stress a tree as much or even
more than if it were positioned in an exposed, unprotected site on a field (ECCS, 1978; HIRTZ, 1981,
STATHOPOULOS, STORMS, 1986, WESSOLLY,1998). A serious load analysis must take these facts
into consideration.
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The surface roughness of different terrains influences the wind speed at greater heights
Figure 2. Increased wind speed with height above ground level (Davenport, 1965). The surface roughness of different terrains
influences the wind speed to greater heights. .
A doubling of the wind speed increases the pressure on tree crowns by a factor of 4, according to:

q=p/2*u2

where g = wind pressure, p= air density, and ¥ = wind speed (Figure 3)
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Figure 3. Wind resistance of tree crowns and the aerodynamic drag factor (cw) (Davenport, 1965). During a storm, leaves,

twigs, and branches are bent by the strong air stream. This reduces the amount of wind-exposed surface (MAYHEAD, 1973) and in
turn reduces energy inputs into the trunk and root system, This situation is comparable to 2 heavy storm on a sailing boat when the
skipper strikes the sails. In a permanent research project on the stormy northemn edge of the island of Corsica in the Mediterranean, it
could be found that the serodynamic drag factor (cy, value), even of the stiffest oaks, decreases to as low as 0.3—a value that is
striven for in the car industry. The latest high mileage car developed by Volkswagen using only 1 litre of fuel for a distance of 100 km
(237 mi/ gallon) has an aerodynamic drag factor of 0.14, which comes close to a birch (Betula pendula) or a weeping willow (Salix
aiba “Tristis™) with their flexible twigs.

It was also found that trees exposed to a wind speed of more than 40 mph {equaling wind force 8 on the Beaufort scale) have
reached their maximum elasticity and cannot further reduce their exposed surfaces. Higher wind velocities will only cause negligible
reductions of crown surfaces. It is important to include the wind resistance of trée crowns into tree safety calculations. (Table 1
provides proposed aerodynamic drag factors.)

GROWTH FORM AND LEVER EFFECT

Wind speed increases rapidly with increasing height above the ground. This fact leads to the conclusion
that tall trees receive higher loads in a gale than smaller ones. In taller trees, more surface area in the upper
crown is exposed to higher wind speeds. Therefore, the wind pressure is notably higher, Tall trees need
larger trunk diameters than smaller ones or, in other words, taller trees need thicker residual walls.

Improper pruning in which the lower branches are cut off may lead to compensatory growth and taller
trees. Taller trees with a load center high above the ground effectively become long levers and are exposed
to higher wind pressure (M} according to:

' My=F*1I,

where F= force and h=height of load center.



from Wessolly 1998

Bending moment: M= Fx L
320 kNm 640 kNm

Figure 4. Statical influence of crown raising on trees. In this example the taller tree (right) has the same crown surface as the
smaller one. Due to the difference of height the taller tree is exposed to twice as high bending moments than the smaller, Experienced
arborists should consider these facts before pruning, -

Table 1. Stuttgart table of wood strength (Wessolly and Erb 1998).

Comparable
Modutus of  strength in Proposed
elasticity longitude  Elastic Acrodynamic

Species (N/mm?) (N/mm?)  limit (%) drag factor (c,)
Abies alba 9500 15 0.16 0.20
Acer pseudoplatanus 8500 25 0.29 0.25
Acer negundo 5600 20 0.36 0.25
Acer campestre 6000 25.5 0.43 0.25
Acer saccharinum 6000 20 0.33 0.25
Acer saccharum 5450 20 0.37 0.25
Aesculus hippocastanum 5250 14 0.26 0.35
Ailanthus altissima 6400 16 0.25 0.15
Betula penduia 7050 22 0.31 0.12
Chamaecyparis lawsonia 7350 20 0.27 0.20
Cedrus deodora 7650 15 0.20 0.20
Fagus sylvatica 8500 225 0.26 0.25-0.30
Alnus glutinosa 8000 20 0.25 0.25
Fraxinus excelsior 6250 26 0.42 0.20
Picea abies 9000 21 0.23 0.20
Picea omorika 9000 16 0.18 0.20
Carpinus betulus 8800 16 0.18 0.25
Castanea sativa 6000 25 0.42 0.25
Cercis siliquastrum 0 15 — 020



Larix decidua 5035 17 0.32 0.15

Liriodendron tulipifera 5000 17 0.34 0.25
Pinus pinaster 8500 18 021 0.20-
Pinus sylvestris 5800 17 0.29 0.15
Platanus x hybrid 6250 27 0.43 0.25
Populus x canescens 6050 20 0.33 0.2-0.25
Populus nigra ‘Italica” 6800 16 0.24 0.30
Populus nigra 6520 20 0.31 0.2
Populus alba 6400 20 0.31 0.2
Pseudotsuga menziesii 1000 20 0.20 0.20
Pyruis communis 5800 17 0.29 0.30
Quercus robur 6900 28 0.41 0.25
Quercus rubra 7200 20 0.28 0.25
Robinia pseudoacacia 7050 20 0.28 0.15
Robinia monophyla 5200 20 0.38 0.15-0.20
Salix alba 7750 16 0.21 0.20
Salix alba ‘Tristis’ 7000 16 0.23 0.20
Sequoiadendron giganfum 4550 18 0.40 0.20
Sophora japonica 6450 20 0.31 0.15
Sorbus aria 6000 16 027 0.25
Tilia x hollandica 4500 17 0.38 0.25
Tilia euchlora 7000 17.5 0.25 0.25
Tilia tomentosa 8350 20 0.24 0.25-0.30
Tilia platyphylios 8000 20 0.25 0.25
Tilia cordata 8300 20 0.24 0.25
Ulmus glabra 5700 20 0.35 0.25
MATERIAL PROPERTIES

Wood Strength

It is obvious that the material properties of green, moist wood are not relevant to the forestry industry.
Therefore only a few reports regarding the material properties of green wood can be found in the literature.
To determine and study the material properties of green wood, WESSOLLY and his team modified testing
methods and collected data on all tree species available from the Stuttgart City Council’s tree unit
(WESSOLLY, ERB 1998). The result was the Stuttgart Strength Catalog in which compressive and
shearing strengths in all anatomical directions were reported. It was found that the compressive properties
of green wood of Central European tree species vary between 14 N/mm? (2,031 psi) for Horsechestnut (
Aesculus hippocastanum) and 28 N/mm? (4,068 psi) for English oak (Quercus robur). The mean value for
compressive strength of Central European tree species is 20 N/mm? (2,900 psi). Since the variation of
material properties of Central European tree species is rather small they enter safety calculations as an
almost constant factor. Therefore, the differences in material properties between the tree species of Central
Europe can almost be neglected,

Tree safety calculations (SIM) in other climatic zones need to be based on the material properties of the
local vegetation, Green wood material testing carried out by LAVERS (LAVERS, 1983) showed that trees
of the tropical regions can reach compressive strength values of up to 120 N/mm? The variation of material
properties in those regions may differ quite significantly from those of Central Europe. This emphasizes the
need to increase material property research in different climatic zones.



Elastic Limit and Efasticity

According to Hooke's law, the stress (c) created in an elastic material is proportional to strain (&), within
the elastic limit.

Every material, including wood, has an individual elastic limit, which is defined as the compressive
strength divided by the modulus of elasticity or & = Ginay/E. If the elastic limit is exceeded permanent
deformation occurs. ]

In classical material testing, specimens of wood are cut to defined sizes (2x 2 x 6 cm) and stressed until
rupturing of the fibers occurs. A measured force is exerted via a load cell connected to a cross-beam
(INSTRON INC.) and the shortening of the fibers is recorded at a rate of 10-50 values per second, thus
providing dense reliable data. In the first stage of such compressive testing the fibers remain elastic and
will return to their original position when the introduced force is reduced (Figure 5; also Table 1, elastic
limit column). This sitation is comparable to trees swaying in moderate storm gusts where the fibers will
be loaded and stressed only within their elastic limits. If the force on a wood specimen is continuously
increased, the fibers begin to creep (= primary failure, the stress - strain curve flattens) and finally collapse
(=secondary failure). The same situation can occur with healthy trees of sound wood during gusts of gale
force or even in tornados. In such extreme weather conditions the fibers of a tree are overstressed and over
bent for a short period of time followed by fiber buckling on the compressive side of the trunk and finally
the rupture of the whole trunk.

Consequently, tree safety engineers measure the alterations in fiber length during a pulling test. These
alterations are directly related to the elastic limit and knowledge of these values allows for the assessment
of the breaking safety. The alterations in the marginal fibers are measured with an elastometer
(extensometer) at a resolution of 1/1000mm.

Sound, healthy trunks can be quickly distinguished from those with thin residual walls by obtaining
relatively higher strains in the marginal fibers. Damage during the pulling tests is avoidable if the elastic
limits given in the Stuttgart Strength Catalog are observed.
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Despite the fact that material properties (compressive strength and E-modulus) can differ quite significantly within the same trunk,
the elastic limit is fairly constant with only a small deviation of 0.2% around the mean (WESSOLLY, 1988z, 1988b) .
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Figure 6. The green wood of European Beech (Fagus syivatica) is significantly stiffer (Eyes = 8000 N/mm?) and stronger (22
N/mm?) than that of Horsechestut (desculus hippocastamem) (Eneq = 5250 N/mm?; 14 N/mm?). Obviously Aeseulus hipp,
compensates its low compressive strength with high elasticity. Nevertheless, the value for the elastic Emit for both species is the same
(0-26%). The variation of material properties between tree species of Central Europe is rather small,

GEOMETRY OF THE LOAD-BEARING TRUNK

Hollow constructions are not necessarily unsafe. Sail boat masts and telescopic car antennae are both
hollow structures designed to withstand certain wind pressures. To obtain a stable and lightweight
construction, an optimal relationship between the load-bearing capacity and the thickness of the residual
well has to be determined. The resistive force that withstands bending forces is called the resistive bending
moment. It is defined as:

A short example demonstrates the influence of the frunk diameter on load-bearing capacity. An oak tree
with a 100 cm diameter (100° x 3.1415/32 = 98,174.8 cm®) has a resistive bending moment of 98,175 cm?.
A more protected oak tree nearby with a smaller diameter of 75cm will only have a resistive bending
moment of 41,416 cm®. The difference of just 25 cm in diameter causes a 58 % decrease in bending
resistance of the thinner tree. It can therefore be concluded that the thicker the trunk, the higher the safety
reserves.

When calculating strength losses due to cavity size on a purely geometrical level (CLARK & MATHENY,
1994), it is important to know the basic strength of an individual trunk with its wind resisting crown as a
reference, otherwise the question will be “strength loss of what?”. Geometrical analysis alone cannot
provide sufficient results, if the load situation is unclear.
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DIAMETER GROWTH AND FUNGUS DECAY

Healthy trees increase in diameter every year (annual ring growth). The annual growth of the trunk leads to
a continuous increase in the resistive bending moment of the tree. Provided an old tree is healthy and
vigorous, the annual growth can compensate for the strength loss caused by large cavities. An increase of 5
mm (0.2 in.) radial growth can compensate for a 30cm (12in.) diameter central hollow spot in the trunk.
Especially when dealing with old trees, it is important not to disturb the fragile fluxing balance between
decay, rot, and wood destruction inside the trunk, and wood growth around the circumference.

TIPPING SAFETY

The assessment of the tipping safety of trees is impossible using only visual assessment methods. Root
excavations also provide insufficient information and cause significant disturbance to the rhizosphere.

A reliable determination of the tipping safety of trees can only be achieved by stressing a tree under similar
conditions created by wind gusts (Inclino Method, SINN, 1983). Scientific research (BADER. 2000,
WESSOLLY 1998, SINN, 1985b, SINN 1985c¢) has shown that only roots near the trunk were stressed
when the tree was subjected to pulling forces. A severe uprooting danger occurred when the roots were
severed within approximately 1 to 1.3 m of the trunk of the tree.

The generalized tipping curve was derived from scientifically based destructive pulling tests of more than
400 trees of different species under different soil conditions. It shows that the primary failure of the
uprooting process already occurs at 2.5 to 4 degrees of lean. From 4 degrees of lean onwards no further
increase in pulling force is necessary until a lean of 45 to 60 degrees’ inclination is reached (WESSOLLY,
1998). From 45 to 60 degrees onwards, the dead weight of the tree supports the falling process (secondary
failure).The influence of root rot or lopping on the tree’s stability can be determined using the mathematical
function of this curve (Figure 8) in mathematical calculations.
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Figure 7: Stability as generalized from a fipping curve of 400 trees (Wessolly and Erb 1998).




LOAD ANALYSIS

Load analysis begins with a photograph of the tree. The image of the crown is digitized and the exposed
surface of the crown is calculated. Other influencing factors such as wind velocity, air density at a certain
temperature, the roughness of the topography, the aerodynamic drag factor, and the tree height have to be
incorporated in an engineering based load analysis (SINN, 1985a, WESSOLLY, 1998).

Wind force on the tree:

F= £x oy x pf2 xE(u (2 x A (@)
Bending/tipping moment:

Mc=Moau=  ©xCyxp/2 x E(ua(z)? x h(z) x A(())
where:
M, = tipping/uprooting moment (Inclino method)
Mb max = bending moment (Elasto method)
F = force
f = natural frequency factor
p = air density
u, = wind velocity
h, =height of specific area unit in crown surface
A = crown surface in m? at respective height
Cw = aerodynamic drag factor

ELASTO-INCLINO METHOD (PULLING TEST METHOD)

The elasto-inclino method helps to determine the breaking and tipping safety of a tree by pulling it with a
steel cable attached to a winch and simultaneously recording its reaction under a measured load (using a
dynamometer) (Figure 9). The method follows strict principles used in engineering by integrating load
input, material properties, and the load-bearing geometry in all calculations (c.f. Fig.1, triangle of statics).

Breaking Safety (Elasto Method)

The elastometer measures alterations in length of the marginal fibers at a resolution of 0.001 mm. The
elastometer pins are positioned in the marginal fibers of a trunk on either the tension or compression side.
Pulling the tree with a certain force causes an extension. (tensile side) or a compression (compressive side)
in the marginal fibers. Hidden hollow spots in a trunk can be detected by high alteration recordings of the
elastometer. To avoid damage to the fibers, the pulling test can be stopped shortly before reaching the
specific elastic limit of the particular species. In the daily practice of pulling tests, tensile forces of 1-2
metric tons (10-20 kN) are necessary to deliver sufficient results. To avoid damage during testing, the first
measurements are always taken at or near the obvious weakest point identified through visual assessments.

Tipping Safety (Inclino Method)

The inclinometer pins are positioned in the bark at the base of the trunk to avoid bending influences. Due to
the inclinometer’s resolution of 0.01 degrees, the reaction of the statically effective trunk near root system
can be recorded. Decay in the root system, cut roots, and poor root development can be detected clearly
when high inclination readings are recorded. To avoid damage in the root system, the pulling procedure is
always stopped at a maximum value of 0.25 degrees (regardless of the tensile stress) because at this trumk
lean, 40% of a gale load (40% = wind force 8) is already reached.

Before the measurements a photograph of the entire tree is taken and digitized to determine the eﬁposed
surface area and the symmetry of the crown. After the measurements, a load analysis is performed to
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provide data regarding the wind pressure and bending moments occurring at the bottom of a trunk in a gale.
The inclinometer values and the pulling force values together with the results of the load analysis are
compared with the values of the generalized tipping curve. So far, the inclino method is the only method
that provides reliable information about the anchoring potential of a tree.

Elasto-Inclino Method and Load Analysis

The SIM methods can only be used on solitary trees (e.g., road trees, trees in parks). A load analysis for
forest trees has not yet been developed and load analysis for single branches does not work, Wind speed
and site conditions, as well as the flexibility of the branches (aerodynamic behavior) and the exposed
surface area, are important factors for tree safety calculations using the elasto-inclino method.

Data on impacting forces and effective moments are generated by a computer model that simulates the
wind forces occurring during a gust of 33 m/s (76. mph, 118km/h, gale force 12). Simultaneously, data
from pulling tests and of sound trunk wood are adjusted and compared with the loads, thus leading to a
safety value given in per cent (%). Trees should have a safety factor of at least 100 % under these
conditions. Engineers always tend to calculate on the “safe side,” using a safety factor of at least 1.5 (=150
%). A tree with safety values > 150 % has significant reserve strength and is regarded as safe.
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Fig 8. Arrangement of pulling test procedure. The dynamometer serves to determine the tensile force F, which is reised constantly
duririg the test to a maximum value of 20 -30 kN. In a bending process the outermost marginal fibers arc strogsed highest and have to
withstand strains, whereas the center of a trunk (neutral axis) remains stress free. These alterations in length (Al) in the marginal fibers
are proportional to stresses (Hooke's law) and can be measured during the pulfing test using the elastometer. Because stress (o) can be
understood as an effective force exerted on an area, it can be said that a certain moment of force is exerted on the resistive cross-

section of the tree. High alterations in length can be obtained from hollow trees with a smaller resistive bending moment due to
material loss in the center caused by decay.

G b Mb {hending moment) /W {croas section modulus)

where: M, =F* (H-S)* cos o and W=d; *d, x /32
with:

o stress in N/mm’

F force in N (dynamometer)

H height of cable attachment

S height of elastometer, measuring plane

o angle of steel cable

d; trunk diameter, 1 m above ground

d; trunk diameter perpendicular to d,, 1 m above ground

The distance between winch attachment point and tree is a; H is the distance between anchor
point and ground level. Consequently, the load angle o can be calculated according to:

cos cr.=]E[.l"\Ia’n+I-]i2

According to Hooke's law, stress is proportional to strain. From this fact it can be concluded that the E-

modulus stays constant within the range of elastic deformation. Consequently, the E-modulus can be
determined by

E=olsg, where e=All
with:
o = stress
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E= modulus of elasticity
:§= sirain )
Al from measured value {elastometer)
1 for reference ltength of elastometer. L = 200 mm

SUMMARY

Following international engineering standards, serious tree safety analysis has to incorporate the
interrelation of occurring loads, material properties of green wood and the load bearing geometry. Boring
into a tree’s trunk to determine the thickness of the residual wall (= load bearing geometry), while
neglecting wind load and material properties, could lead to wrong results and may be harmful to the health
of a tree.

Tree inspectors should consider that smaller trees with thick trunks have higher safety reserves than
taller and larger ones and therefore may tolerate larger cavities without being unsafe. The local topography
and exposure also have a significant influence on tree safety assessment. Despite the fact that trees in cities
seem to be more sheltered than those on a coast line, both locations can expose a tree to the same wind
loads. This is due to the fact that the even surfaces of long and tall buildings or mountain chains may create
wind tunnel effects that often lead to increased gust speeds.

Compressive tests on green wood have shown that the differences between Central European tree
species show only little variation with a mean value of 20 N/mm?. In subtropical and tropical regions the
strength properties differ significantly from those of Central European trees (Lavers, 1983). Therefore
further research in this field is-required if the SIM are to be used outside Central Europe.

Using the pulling test method, which‘integrates load, material and load bearing geometry and simulates
wind loads, the uprooting and breaking safety of trees can be determined without severe damage of the
wood tissues. ’

The new statics integrating methods (SIM) provide a significant move forward because they minimize
the boring/drilling into trees and provide a scientific approach to tree failure analysis based on sound
engineering principles.
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