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Discretionary Review 
Abbreviated Analysis 

HEARING DATE: APRIL 25, 2019 
 

 
Date: April 15, 2019 
Case No.: 2016-000240DRP 
Project Address: 1322 Wawona Street 
Permit Application: 2014.1126.2656 
Zoning: RH-1 [Residential House, One-Family] 
 40-X Height and Bulk District 
Block/Lot: 2472/003G 
Project Sponsor: Luis Robles  
 PO Box 1006 
 Pacifica, CA 94044 
Staff Contact: David Winslow – (415) 575-9159 
 David.Winslow@sfgov.org 
Recommendation: Do not take DR and approve  
 

PROJECT DESCRIPTION 
The project consists of construction of a 265 s.f. rear horizontal addition; basement excavation to 
accommodate a garage; and reconfiguration of exterior entry stairs of an existing 2-story over basement 
single-family house. The project requires a variance for the front setback. 
 
SITE DESCRIPTION AND PRESENT USE  
The site is a 30’-0” x 100’ lateral and steep upsloping key lot with an existing 2-story over basement, one- 
family house built in 1916. The building is listed as a category ‘C’ historic resource. 
 
SURROUNDING PROPERTIES AND NEIGHBORHOOD 
This block of Wawona Street has a landscaped strip adjacent to the front property line that is part of the 
street right of way.  
 
 
BUILDING PERMIT NOTIFICATION 
 

TYPE 
REQUIRED 

PERIOD 
NOTIFICATION 

DATES 
DR FILE DATE DR HEARING DATE FILING TO HEARING TIME 

311 
Notice 

30 days 
December 17, 
2018 – January 

16, 2019 
1.15. 2019 4.25.2019 100 days 

 
 

mailto:David.Winslow@sfgov.org
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CASE NO. 2016-000249DRP 
1322 Wawona Street 

 
HEARING NOTIFICATION 
 

TYPE 
REQUIRED 

PERIOD 
REQUIRED NOTICE DATE ACTUAL NOTICE DATE 

ACTUAL 
PERIOD 

Posted Notice 20 days April 6, 2019 April 6, 2019 20 days 
Mailed Notice 20 days April 6, 2019 April 6, 2019 20 days 
Newspaper Notice 20 days April 6, 2019 April 6, 2019 20 days 

 
 
PUBLIC COMMENT 
 

 SUPPORT OPPOSED NO POSITION 

Adjacent neighbor(s) 0 0 0 
Other neighbors on the 
block or directly across 
the street 

0 0 0 

Neighborhood groups 0 0 0 
 
 
DR REQUESTOR 
Fred Morales and Lynn Samuels of 2695 24th avenue, adjacent neighbors to the East of the proposed project. 
 
DR REQUESTORS’ CONCERNS AND PROPOSED ALTERNATIVES 

1. Excavation from the garage addition will endanger two existing trees: a Redwood in the public 
right of way, and a mature significant Douglas Fir in the DR requestors’ back yard.  

2. Excavation from the garage addition will compromise the slope stability between the Dr 
requestors’ property and the project sponsor’s property.  
 
Proposed alternatives: 
1. Perform a geotechnical evaluation to determine the suitability of excavation to ensure slope 

stability. 
2. Conduct an independent inspection and evaluation of the trees and provide a tree protection 

plan to ensure the risk to the trees is minimal. If adequate measure cannot be taken to 
ameliorate risks and protect the trees and the slope, then redesign the project to eliminate the 
garage.  

 
See attached Discretionary Review Application, dated January 15, 2019.   
 
PROJECT SPONSOR’S RESPONSE TO DR APPLICATION 
The sponsor has complied with the Residential Design Team (RDAT) guidelines in relation to building 
massing at the rear and building scale at the street front. The sponsor had also responded to the DR 
requestors’ concerns related to the potential impact the construction could have on the slope and trees. 

See attached Response to Discretionary Review, dated April 15, 2019.   
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CASE NO. 2016-000249DRP 
1322 Wawona Street 

 
ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW 
The Department has determined that the proposed project is exempt/excluded from environmental review, 
pursuant to CEQA Guideline Section 15301 (Class One - Minor Alteration of Existing Facility, (e) Additions 
to existing structures provided that the addition will not result in an increase of more than 10,000 square 
feet).  
 
DEPARTMENT AND CITY REVIEW 
Due to the grade of the site both the Douglas fir and the redwood tree is approximately 7’ above and the 
Douglas fir is approximately 13’ , respectively, above the proposed excavation, as well as approximately 
10’ feet to the east and 2’ to the east, respectively, from the project sponsors’ property line.  
 
Chris Buck from SF Public Works Urban Forestry division visited the site and surveyed the trees. He noted 
that the redwood is on public property and is therefore responsibility of the City. Nevertheless, he believes 
the redwood can be protected during construction, along with the Douglas fir.  His opinion is that both 
trees can be more than adequately protected if protection measures are adhered to. (See attached email) 
 
Slope stability is related to maintaining and shoring existing retaining wall structures during construction, 
which would be standard structural design criteria and construction practices for the maintenance of the 
project sponsor’s building during excavation and construction of the garage and reviewed by the SF 
Department of Building Inspection (DBI). Since then proposed excavation is greater than 50 cubic yards of 
soil, a geotechnical report is required. 
 
Since the redwood is a street tree, Public Works will require that the property owner/applicant hire an 
ISA Certified Arborist who is also a Registered Consulting Arborist (RCA) with the American Society of 
Consulting Arborists (ASCA), to write a very detailed tree protection plan, and be required to be on site 
during key/critical work moments during construction. 
 
Based on the above information staff is confidant that the trees will be adequately and reasonably 
protected during the construction of the proposed project.  
 

RECOMMENDATION: Do not take DR and approve  

Attachments: 
Block Book Map  
Sanborn Map 
Zoning Map 
Aerial Photographs  
Context Photographs 
Section 311 Notice 
CEQA Determination 
DR Application 
Response to DR Application dated April 15, 2019 
Reduced Plans 
Diagrammatic analysis 
 



Exhibits

Discretionary Review Hearing
Case Number 2016-000240DRP
1322 Wawona Street



Parcel Map

Discretionary Review Hearing
Case Number 2016-000240DRP
1322 Wawona Street

SUBJECT PROPERTY
DR REQUESTOR’S 

PROPERTY



*The Sanborn Maps in San Francisco have not been updated since 1998, and  this map may not accurately reflect existing conditions.

Sanborn Map*
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Zoning Map

Discretionary Review Hearing
Case Number 2016-000240DRP
1322 Wawona Street



Aerial Photo

SUBJECT PROPERTY
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Aerial Photo

SUBJECT PROPERTY
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Aerial Photo

SUBJECT PROPERTY
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Aerial Photo

SUBJECT PROPERTY
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Site Photo

Discretionary Review Hearing
Case Number 2016-000240DRP
1322 Wawona Street

SUBJECT PROPERTY
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1650 Miss ion Street Suite 400   San Franc isco,  CA 94103 

NOTICE OF BUILDING PERMIT APPLICATION   (SECTION 311) 
 

On November 26, 2014, the Applicant named below filed Building Permit Application No. 2014.11.26.2656 with the City 
and County of San Francisco. 
 

P R O J E C T  I N F O R M A T I O N  A P P L I C A N T  I N F O R M A T I O N  
Project Address: 1322 Wawona Street Applicant: Luis Robles 
Cross Street(s): 24th Avenue and 25th Avenue Address: P.O. Box 1006 
Block/Lot No.: 2472/003G City, State: Pacifica, CA 94044 
Zoning District(s): RH-1 / 40-X Telephone: (650)219-4668 
Record No.: 2016-000240PRJ Email: purearch@cs.com  

You are receiving this notice as a property owner or resident within 150 feet of the proposed project. You are not required 
to take any action. For more information about the proposed project, or to express concerns about the project, please 
contact the Applicant listed above or the Planner named below as soon as possible. If you believe that there are 
exceptional or extraordinary circumstances associated with the project, you may request the Planning Commission to use 
its discretionary powers to review this application at a public hearing. Applications requesting a Discretionary Review 
hearing must be filed during the 30-day review period, prior to the close of business on the Expiration Date shown below, 
or the next business day if that date is on a week-end or a legal holiday. If no Requests for Discretionary Review are filed, 
this project will be approved by the Planning Department after the Expiration Date. 

Members of the public are not required to provide personal identifying information when they communicate with the 
Commission or the Department. All written or oral communications, including submitted personal contact information, may 
be made available to the public for inspection and copying upon request and may appear on the Department’s website or 
in other public documents. 
 

P R O J E C T  S C O P E  
  Demolition   New Construction   Alteration 
  Change of Use   Façade Alteration(s)   Front Addition 
  Rear Addition   Side Addition   Vertical Addition 
PROJ ECT F EATU RES  EXISTING  PROPOSED  
Building Use Residential No change 
Side Setback 3’-0” No change 
Building Depth 39’-6” 50’-0” 
Rear Yard 60’-6” 50’-0” 
Building Height 36’-10” No change  
Number of Stories 3 No change  
Number of Dwelling Units 1 No change  
Number of Parking Spaces 0 1 

P R O J E C T  D E S C R I P T I O N  
The project proposes to alter an existing two-story, single family residence by constructing a horizontal addition and  
excavating below the existing building to accommodate a one-car garage. The project also proposes various alterations 
to the front of the property, including the reconfiguration of front entry stairs and a two-story bay window expansion on 
the front façade. The proposal requires a Variance for front setback requirements. A public hearing on the Variance has 
been tentatively scheduled for January 23, 2019. See attached plans. 
 
The issuance of the building permit by the Department of Building Inspection or the Planning Commission project 
approval at a discretionary review hearing would constitute as the Approval Action for the project for the purposes of 
CEQA, pursuant to Section 31.04(h) of the San Francisco Administrative Code. 

For more information, please contact Planning Department staff: 
Planner:  Sylvia Jimenez 
Telephone: (415) 575-9187      Notice Date:   12/17/18  
E-mail:  sylvia.jimenez@sfgov.org     Expiration Date:   1/16/19 
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CEQA Categorical Exemption Determination
PROPERTY INFORMATIONIPROJECT DESCRIPTION

Project Address Block/Lot(s)

1322 Wawona Street 2472/003G
Case No. Permit No. Plans Dated

2016-000240ENV 08/04/2016

Q Addition/

Alteration

Demolition

(requires HRER if over 45 years old)

New

Construction

~ Project Modification

(GO TO STEP 7)

Project description for Planning Department approval.

Interior renovation and modification to an existing two-story single-family home. Addition of a
new garage and excavation to create a new basement level.

STEP 1: EXEMPTION CLASS
TO BE COMPLETED BY PROJECT PLANNER

*Note: If neither class applies, an Environmental Evaluation Application is required.*

Class 1 —Existing Facilities. Interior and exterior alterations; additions under 10,000 sq. ft.

Class 3 —New Construction/ Conversion of Small Structures. Up to three (3) new single-family

residences or six (6) dwelling units in one building; commercial/office structures; utility extensions.; .;

change of use under 10,000 sq. ft. if principally permitted or with a CU. Change of use under 10,000

s . ft. if rind all ermitted or with a CU.

Class_❑

STEP 2: CEQA IMPACTS
TO BE COMPLETED BY PROJECT PLANNER

If any box is checked below, an Environmental Evaluation Application is required.

Air Quality: Would the project add new sensitive receptors (specifically, schools, day care facilities,

hospitals, residential dwellings, and senior-care facilities) within an Air Pollution Exposure Zone?

Does the project have the potential to emit substantial pollutant concentrations (e.g., backup diesel

generators, heavy industry, diesel trucks)? Exceptions: do not check box if the applicant presents

documentation of enrollment in the San Francisco Department of Public Health (DPH) Article 38 program and

the project would not have the potential to emit substantial pollutant concentrations. (refer to EP ArcMap >
CEQA Catex Determination Layers > Air Pollutant Exposure Zone)

Hazardous Materials: If the project site is located on the Maher map or is suspected of containing

hazardous materials (based on a previous use such as gas station, auto repair, dry cleaners, or heavy

manufacturing, or a site with underground storage tanks): Would the project involve 50 cubic yards

or more of soil disturbance - or a change of use from industrial to residential? If yes, this box must be

checked and the project applicant must submit an Environmental Application with a Phase I

Environmental Site Assessment. Exceptions: do not check box if the applicant presents documentation of

enrollment in the San Francisco Department o Public Health (DPH) Maher ro ram, a DPH waiver om the

SAN FRANCISCO
PLANNING DEPARTMENT
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Maher program, or other documentation from Environmental Planning staff that hazardous material effects

would be less than significant (refer to EP_ArcMap > Maher layer).

Transportation: Does the project create six (6) or more net new parking spaces or residential units?

Does the project have the potential to adversely affect transit, pedestrian and/or bicycle safety

(hazards) or the adequacy of nearby transit, pedestrian and/ar bicycle facilities?

Archeological Resources: Would the project result in soil disturbance/modification greater than two

(2) feet below grade in an archeological sensitive area or eight (8) feet in anon-archeological sensitive

area? (refer to EP ArcMap > CEQA Catex Determination Layers > Archeological Sensitive Area)

Subdivision/Lot Line Adjustment: Does the project site involve a subdivision or lot line adjustment

on a lot with a slope average of 20% or more? (refer to EP ArcMap > CEQA Catex Determination Layers >

Topography)

Slope = or > 20%: Does the project involve any of the following: (1) square footage expansion greater

than 1,000 sq. ft. outside of the existing building footprint, (2) excavation of 50 cubic yards or more of

soil, (3) new construction? (refer to EP ArcMap > CEQA Catex Determination Layers > Topography) If box is

checked, a geotechnical report is required.

Seismic: Landslide Zone: Does the project involve any of the following: (1) square footage expansion

❑ greater than 1,000 sq. ft. outside of the existing building footprint, (2) excavation of 50 cubic yards or

more of soil, (3) new construction? (refer to EP ArcMap > CEQA Catex Determination Layers > Seismic Hazard

Zones) If box is checked, a geotechnical report is required.

Seismic: Liquefaction Zone: Does the project involve any of the following: (1) square footage

❑ expansion greater than 1,000 sq. ft. outside of the existing building footprint, (2) excavation of 50

cubic yards or more of soil, (3) new construction? (refer to EP ArcMap > CEQA Catex Determination Layers >

Seismic Hazard Zones) If box is checked, a geotechnical report will likely be required.

If no boxes are checked above, GO TO STEP 3. If one or more boxes are checked above, an Environmental

Evaluation Application is required, unless reviewed by an Environmental Planner.

Project can proceed with categorical exemption review. The project does not trigger any of the

CEQA impacts listed above.

Comments and Planner Si ature (o tional): Digitally signed by Jean Poling~ p c a n O I C~I g Date: 2017.0327 14:0420 -07'00'

No archeological effects. Project will follow recommendations of 10/19/16 P. Whitehead and
Associates geotechnical report.

STEP 3: PROPERTY STATUS -HISTORIC RESOURCE
TO BE COMPLETED BY PROJECT PLANNER

PROPERTY IS ONE OF THE FOLLOWING: (re er to Parcel In ormation Ma)

Category A: Known Historical Resource. GO TO STEP 5.

✓ Category B: Potential Historical Resource (over 45 years of age). GO TO STEP 4.

Category C: Not a Historical Resource or Not Age Eligible (under 45 years of age). GO TO STEP 6.

SAN FRANCISCO
PLANNING DEPAFITMENT
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STEP 4: PROPOSED WORK CHECKLIST
TO BE COMPLETED BY PROJECT PLANNER

Check all that apply to the project.

1. Change of use and new construction. Tenant improvements not included.

2. Regular maintenance or repair to correct or repair deterioration, decay, or damage to building.

❑ 1 3. Window replacement that meets the Department's Window Replacement Standards. Does not includestorefront window alterations.

❑ 4. Garage work. A new opening that meets the Guidelines for Adding Garages and Curb Cuts, and/or
replacement of a garage door in an existing opening that meets the Residential Design Guidelines.

5. Deck, terrace construction, or fences not visible from any immediately adjacent public right-of-way.

❑ 6. Mechanical equipment installation that is not visible from any immediately adjacent public right-of-

way.

❑ 1 7 Dormer installation that meets the requirements for exemption from public notification under ZoningAdministrator Bulletin No. 3: Dormer Windows.

8. Additions) that are not visible from any immediately adjacent public right-of-way for 150 feet in each

❑ direction; does not extend vertically beyond the floor level of the top story of the structure ar is only a
single story in height; does not have a footprint that is more than 50% larger than that of the original
building; and does not cause the removal of architectural significant roofing features.

~ Note: Project Planner must check box below before proceeding. ~

Proiect is not listed. GO TO STEP 5.

U Project does not conform to the scopes of work. GO TO STEP 5.

Project involves four or more work descriptions. GO TO STEP 5.

Project involves less than four work descriptions. GO TO STEP 6.

STEP 5: CEQA IMPACTS -ADVANCED HISTORICAL REVIEW
TO BE COMPLETED BY PRESERVATION PLANNER

Check all that apply to the project.

1. Project involves a known historical resource (CEQA Category A) as determined by Step 3 and

conforms entirely to proposed work checklist in Step 4.

2. Interior alterations to publicly accessible spaces.

❑ 3. Window replacement of original/historic windows that are not "in-kind" but are consistent with

existing historic character.

4. Facade/storefront alterations that do not remove, alter, or obscure character-defining features.

❑ 5. Raising the building in a manner that does not remove, alter, or obscure character-defining

features.

❑ 6. Restoration based upon documented evidence of a building's historic condition, such as historic
photographs, plans, physical evidence, or similar buildings.

❑ 7. Addition(s), including mechanical equipment that are minimally visible from a public right-of-way

and meet the Secretary of the Interior's Standards for Rehabilitation.

8. Other work consistent with the Secretary of the Interior Standards for the Treatment of Historic Properties
❑ (specify or add comments):

SAN FRANCISCO
PLANNING DEPARTMENT

1/1~



9. Other work that would not materially impair a historic district (specify or add comments):

(Requires approval by Senior Preservation Planner/Preservation Coordinator)

10. Reclassification of property status. (Requires approval by Senior Preservation Planner/Preservation

Coordinator)

Reclassify to Category A Q Reclassify to Category C

a. Per HRER dated: (attach HRER)

b. Other (specify): Per PTR Form signed March 20, 2017.

Note: If ANY box in STEP 5 above is checked, a Preservation Planner MUST check one box below.

❑ Further environmental review required. Based on the information provided, the project requires an

Environmental Evaluation Application to be submitted. GO TO STEP 6.

Project can proceed with categorical exemption review. The project has been reviewed by the

Preservation Planner and can proceed with categorical exemption review. GO TO STEP 6.

Comments (optional):

Preservation Planner Signature: Elizabeth Gordon Jonckheer ~° °~°~°~~ ~. a~.w "'—°~'^

STEP 6: CATEGORICAL EXEMPTION DETERMINATION
TO BE COMPLETED BY PROTECT PLANNER

Further environmental review required. Proposed project does not meet scopes of work in either (check

all that apply):

Step 2 — CEQA Impacts

❑ Step 5 —Advanced Historical Review

STOP! Must file an Environmental Evaluation Application.

Q Nofurther environmental review is required. The project is categorically exempt under CEQA.

Planner Name: Signature:

Digitally signedProject Approval Action: J ea by Jean Poling
~

Building Permit Date:2017.03.27Pol iIf Discretionar Review before the Plannin Commission is re uested,y g q n 14:04:46 -07 00the Discretionary Review hearing is the Approval Action for the

project.

Once signed or stamped and dated, this document constitutes a categorical exemption pursuant to CEQA Guidelines and Chapter 31

of the Administrative Code.

In accordance with Chapter 31 of the San Francisco.Administrative Code, an appeal of an exemption determination can only be filed

within 30 days of the project receiving the first approval action.

SAN FRANCISCO
PLANNING DEPARTMENT

16



STEP 7: MODIFICATION OF A CEQA EXEMPT PROJECT
TO BE COMPLETED BY PROJECT PLANNER

In accordance with Chapter 31 of the San Francisco Administrative Code, when a California Environmental

Quality Act (CEQA) exempt project changes after the Approval Action and requires a subsequent approval, the

Environmental Review Officer (or his or her designee) must determine whether the proposed change constitutes

a substantial modification of that project. This checklist shall be used to determine whether the proposed

changes to the approved project would constitute a "substantial modification' and, therefore, be subject to

additional environmental review pursuant to CEQA.

PROPERTY INFORMATIONIPROJECT DESCRIPTION

Project Address (If different than front page) Block/Lot(s) (If different than

front page)

Case No. Previous Building Permit No. New Building Permit No.

Plans Dated Previous Approval Action New Approval Action

Modified Project Description:

DETERMINATION IF PROJECT CONSTITUTES SUBSTANTIAL MODIFICATION

Compared to the approved project, would the modified project:

Result in expansion of the building envelope, as defined in the Planning Code;

❑ Result in the change of use that would require public notice under Planning Code

Sections 311 or 312;

❑ Result in demolition as defined under Planning Code Section 317 or 190050?

Is any information being presented that was not known and could not have been known

❑ at the time of the original determination, that shows the originally approved project may

no longer qualify for the exemption?

If at least one of the above boxes is checked, further environmental review is required.ATEX FO_RI1'

DETERMINATION OF NO SUBSTANTIAL MODIFICATION

The proposed modification would not result in any of the above changes.
If this box is checked, the proposed modifications are categorically exempt under CEQA, in accordance with prior project

approval and no additional environmental review is required. This determination shall be posted on the Planning

Department website and office and mailed to the applicant, City approving entities, and anyone requesting written notice.

Planner Name: Signature or Stamp:

SAN FRANCISCO
PLANNING DEPARTMENT
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PRESERVATION TEAM REVIEW FORM

Preservation Team Meeting Date: 3/1 /2017 Date of Form Completion 3/1 /2017

PROJECT INFORMATION:

Planner: Address:

Elizabeth Jonckheer 1322 Wawona Street

Block/Lot: Cross Streets;

2472/003G 24th and 2 ,th Avenues

CEQA Category: Art. 10/11: BPA/Case No.:

B n/a 2016-000240ENV

PURPOSE OF REVIEW: PROJECT DESCRIPTION:

~CEQA (` Article 10/11 (` Preliminary/PIC (: Alteration (' Demo/New Construction

DATE OF PLANS UNDER REVIEW: November 21, 2016

PROJECT ISSUES:

~ Is the subject Property an eligible historic resource?

If so, are the proposed changes a significant impact?

Additional Notes:

Submitted Supplemental Information for Historic Resource Determination prepared by
Sean and Edissa Cunningham (August 25, 2016).

Proposed Project: Interior renovation and modification to an existing 2-story single
family home. Addition of a new garage and excavation to create a new basement level.

PRESERVATION TEAM REVIEW:

Category: (' A (' B (: C

Individual Historic District/Context

Property is individually eligible for inclusion in a Property is in an eligible California Register
California Register under one or more of the Historic District/Context under one or more of
following Criteria: the following Criteria:

Criterion 1 -Event: (' Yes (: No Criterion 1 -Event: (' Yes (: No

Criterion 2 -Persons: C' Yes (: No Criterion 2 -Persons: (' Yes (: No

Criterion 3 -Architecture: (" Yes (: No Criterion 3 -Architecture: (' Yes (: No

Criterion 4 -Info. Potential: ('' Yes (: No Criterion 4 -Info. Potential: (' Yes (: No

Period of Significance: n~a ~ Period of Significance: n/a

(' Contributor (' Non-Contributor

1650 Mission St.
Suite 400
San Francisco,
CA 94103-2479

Reception:
415.558.6378

Fax:
415.558.6409

Planning
Information:
415.558.6377



Complies with the Secretary's 5tandards~Art 10/Art 11: (~ Yes (1 No (: N/A

CEQA Material Impairment to the individual historic resource: C' Yes C No

CEQA Material Impairment to the historic district: C` Yes (: No

Requires Design Revisions: (' Yes (: No

Defer to Residential Design Team: C~` Yes (` No

(PRESERVATION TEAM COMMENTS:

According to the Supplemental Information for Historic Resource Determination prepared
by Sean and Edissa Cunningham (August 25, 2016) and information found in the Planning
Department files, the subject property at 1322 Wawona Street, is asingle-family residence
designed in the Craftsman style. The building was constructed as a 3-room house in 1917
(source: original building permit) by original owner and builder Antone Kalasch. Antone
Kalasch sold the house to Italian born William Spaggiari (a tailor) and wife Marie in 1918.
The house remained in the Spaggiari name until 1962 when it was sold to daughter Rosina
(Rose) and her husband Dominic Busalak. Realtor Russel G. Cadwell held the property for
10 days in August of 1965, and then sold it to Marion and Hugh Winslow. The Winslows
sold the property to Sheriff Samuel Cornell and his wife Mary in 1973. The Cornelis sold
the property to the current owners, Sean and Maria Edissa Cunningham in 2010. Known
exterior alterations to the property include: repair of foundation work, construction of a
front concrete wall, stairs and atwo-story addition at front (1940); interior bath kitchen
remodel (1965); legalization of windows on the west side of the home (1966); replacement
of windows (1986 & 1990); and removal of sheetrock to expose wiring and other wiring
work (2010). The 1928 Sanborn Map shows a one story over basement rectangular
structure (with a rear dormer) set back from the street, and two one-story out buildings at
the rear of the parcel --immediately surrounding parcels are vacant. The 1938 Harrison
Ryker aerial photograph shows the subject structure as depicted on the 1928 Sanborn Map
with adjacent development on the corner lot to the east. Despite a front addition
referenced in the building permit history, the 1950 Sanborn Map shows the subject parcel
as similar to the 1928 Sanborn Map with higher density along both 24th and 25th Avenues;
however the large parcel directly to the west is still vacant. The existing structure is clad in
1 x 8 rustic cove siding with a side gable roof with typical exposed rafter ends. The 1940s
front addition sits atop a concrete retaining wall at the front property line. The addition
has similar rustic cove siding with a hip roof. The house features exterior shudders at the
front facade windows not depicted in the historic photographs. Front and side fa4ade
windows have been altered from wood double-hung window to sliders.

No known historic events occurred at the subject property (Criterion 1). None of the
owners or occupants have been identified as important to history (Criterion 2).

- continued -

Signature of a Senior Preservation Planner /Preservation Coordinator: Date:

~r~ ~~~ns~vcc~
~~



Although one of the earliest developed parcels in the immediate area, the subject building is not

architecturally distinct such that it would qualify individually for listing in the California Register under

Criterion 3. The subject property is an unexceptional example of a Craftsman style single-family

residence. The subject property is not located within the boundaries of any identified historic district.

The subject property is located in the Parkside neighborhood within blocks that features buildings built

in architectural styles from the 1930s to the east (along Wawona Street and off of 24th Avenue) and the

1960s to the west (along Wawona Street at the dead end extension of 25th Avenue). Across the street

is Stern Grove. The area surrounding the subject property does not contain a significant concentration

of historically or aesthetically unified buildings. Therefore, the subject property is not eligible for listing

in the California Register under any criteria individually or as part of a historic district.
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DISCRETIONARY REUIEIN PUBLIC (DRP~
APPLICA714N
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RECEIVED

JAN 15 2019

CITY &COUNTY OF S.F.
PLANNING PIECPARTMENf

Discretionary Review Requestor's Information

name: Fred Morales, Jr. &Lynn S. Samuels

Address: 2695 24th Avenue
San Francisco, CA 94116

E~~i address: LSSamuels LcDaol.com

Telephone: (415) 566-5767

Information on the Owner of the Property Being Developed

Na~„~: Sean 8~ Edessa Cunningham

Company/Organization: N//~

Address: 1322 Wawona Street E~„a~~ nad~~s: seanncunningham LcDyahoo.com

San Francisco, CA 94116 Te~ephone: (415) 509-4295

Property Information and Related Applications

Pro~e~t ndd~ess: 1322 Wawona Street

B~o~w~o~cs~: 2472/3G

Building Pem►it Application No(s): 2O ~ 4. ~ ~ .26.2656

ACTIONS PRIOR TO A DISCRETIONARY REVIEW REQUEST

PRIOR ACT10N YES NO

Have you discussed this project with the permit applicant? X

Did you discuss the project with the Planning Department permit review planner? X

Did you participate in outside mediation on this case? (including Community Boards) X

?AGElI ~~pNNING IIPPLICq"lON-DISCftElIONARY REVIEW PVBLIC V.07.013o195AN FRAIVC~SCO PLANNING DE~AFliMEN~



DISCRETIONARY REVIEW REQUEST

In the space below and on seperate paper, if necessary, please present facts sufficient to answer each question.

1. What are the reasons for requesting Discretionary Review? The project meets the standards of the Planning Code and the

Residential Design Guidelines. What are the exceptional and extraordinary circumstances that justify Discretionary Review of

the project? How does the project conflict with the City's General Plan or the Planning Code's Priority Policies or Residential

Design Guidelinesl Please be specific and site specific sections of the Residential Design Guidelines.

See attached (pages 1 ~- IU. )

2. The Residential Design Guidelines assume some impacts to be reasonable and expelled as part of construction. Please

explain how this project would cause unreasonable impacts. If you believe your property, the property of others or the

neighborhood world be unreasonably affected, please state who would be affected, and how.

See attached (pages i ~ - i ~ . )

3. What alternatives or changes to the proposed project, beyond the changes (if any) already made would respond to the

exceptional and extraordinary circumstances and reduce the adverse effects noted above in question #1?

See attached (paged I 1 . )

PAGE 7 I FLAN WNG APPLKII?ION - DISCRETIONARY pEVIEW PUBLK V. 01.01101 9 SAN FNANCIXO PLANNING OEpANi7NEN~



DISCRETIONARY REVIEW REQUESTUR'S AFFIDAVIT
Under penalty of perjury the following declarations are made:

a) The information presented is true and correct to the best of my knowledge.

b) Other information or applications may be required.

3" ~ d-z~,.. ~ ~• U Cc..~t,Y~s,~/~ r2 E D I~At~('~L~ S , JR _ ~, ~`E N N 5 , 5-A M u £Lf

Signatur Name (Printed)

Adjacent property owner (415) 566-5767 LSSamuels@aol.com

Relationship to Project Phone Email
(i.e.Owner, Mchitect, Mc)

PAGE 4 ~ PI~NMNG ~PPLIGi10N- pSC0.ET10NARY NEV~EW PUB~K V. 01.012079 511N FRAnC~XO PLANNIf/f. DEPARTMEpT



Project Address: 1322 Wawana Street
Crass Street(s): 24" Avenue and 2S'" Avenue
BIacWLot 4~0. 2472f3G

1. F,xceptianal acrd ~xtra~rdenary Cic~umst~n~ces Juskif~ins
Discretianary ~eFiew

We are the owners of the single-family residence located at 2695 24`" Avenue, which is
the property at the corner of 24`~ Avenue and Waw€►na Street, di~+ectty adjacent to and uphill from
the project address (1322 Wawona Street)* awned by the Cunninghams. T'he project involves
constructing a horizontal addition and excavating IQ feet below the Cunningham property to
accommodate a Qne-car garage. (See Notice of Building Permit Application and site plans,
attached as exhibit A).

W~ have serious concerns about the potential impacts of excavating I Q feet taetaw the
Cunningham gra~erty and constructing a ~ara~e below tie existing building an: 1 }the massive
(50-6d foot toff), old-growth Heritage Redwood Tree perched on a steep embankment in the
public right-of-way next to Wawona Street bctwe,~n our property and the Cunningham Property,
inclose proximity to the proposed exca~~ation site; 2) a mature (50-60 foot toff} Douglas Fir pine
tc+ce located behind the Redv~ood Tree near the bactc fence separating our property from tk~e
Cunningham property; and 3}the stability of the slope on which our home, the Cunningham
home, and ttte home located on the west side of the Cunningham property (1328 Wawona) are
located (See photos of the Redwood Tree, Qauglas Fir pine tree, Cunningham property, and our
ProP~~Y taken between December 2Q, 20I 8 and .tanuary 12, 2019, and an aerial photo from
Gaogle Maps, attached as Exhibit B},

We expressed our concerns regarding the potential impacts Qf the pro~.~asai garage
excavation on the Redwaad Trey, Douglas Fir, and the stability of the slope an which oar home
is located at the Pre-Application Meeting wiEh the Cunninghams and their architect in 2014, and
reiterated our concerns aver we received the Notice of Building Permit Application an December
19, 241$. (S~e e-mail cornespc~ndence to Alarming ~?epartm~nt, Public Works Department, and
Bureau of Urban Forestry Department staff nnembers, and to Sean Curutingham attached as
Exhibit C). To au~ knowledge, no Gity personnel have inspected tt~ Redwood and Douglas Fir
Unxs, ox evaluated the stability of the slope, in connection with the propc>s~ed project since we
rais~ad our initial concerns in 2014.

As discussed further belawr, the excavation and construction of a ~ara~e underneath the
existing, building at the project site poses serioeis risks to public safety and property, and should
nQt bt permitted absent ~ full and independent evaluation of the geotechr~ical risks of excavating
an a slope in sandy soi[ conditions, as well as a thorough evaluation of the potential risks to the
critical root system of the trees, which could collapse during construction or in an earthquake or
storm if they are compromised, r~sul~in~ in pgteatiatly catastrophic lass of loft, personal injury,
ancUor property damage.

-1-



irsizu i a rwa: Nonce of t~uuging rermit Application for 1322 Wawona -Building Permit Application No. 2Q14.11.26.2656 - RedwoodTree

also advised me that any excavation within 15 feet of the trunk could impact the stability of the
tree.

You might want to consider contacting John Lichter for additional information regarding mapping the root systems and his
availability.

Finally, I understand that you have not completed the Tree Protection Plan yet and that the City has processes and
procedures that need to be followed. Because page 1 of the Checklist states that it must be completed and submitted to
the Planning Department along with the building permit or other applications required for the project, and we received the
Notice of Building Permit Application for the project on December 19, I thought that the Checklist, at least, should have
been completed and submitted with the Application. However, we'll defer to the City regarding the completion and
submission of any forms required during the process.

Sincerely,

Lynn Samuels and Fred Morales, Jr.
2695 24th Avenue
San Francisco, CA 94116
(415) 566-5767
LSSamuels@aol.com

-----Original Message-----
From: Sean Cunningham <seanncunningham@yahoo.com>
To: Issamuels@aol.com <Issamuels@aol.com>
Cc: sylvia.jimenez@sfgov.org <sylvia.jimenez@sfgov.org>; carla.short@sfdpw.org <carta.short@sfdpw.org>;
purearch@cs.com <purearch@cs.com>; fredmorales.sf@gmail.com <fredmorales.sf@gmail.com>
Sent: Wed, Jan 2, 2019 10:40 pm
Subject: RE: Notice of Building Permit Application for 1322 Wawona -Building Permit Application No. 2014.11.26.2656 -
RedwoodTree

Lynn,

think that might be better to meet next week as 1 am still working on scheduling an arborist. As I indicated in
my earlier email I am trying to get a arborist out to get a professional's opinion as neither of us are tree experts.
think it would probably be better to meet after the arborist has had a chance to look at the tree and write up his

report. Additionally this will give you some time to see if DPW is going to send out an inspector as you
requested.

As for your request on the Tree Protection Plan, we have not completed it yet. The city has processes and
procedures that we need to follow and an order of when they need each form completed. The city does not
require the tree protection plan at this time and we will not be prepared until after we talk to the arborist. The
permit process has already been going on for several years and we still have a way to go till we complete that
paperwork. As our application processes through the system, other checklists and forms will be requested. We
are expecting that DPW will want us to complete the tree protection plan at some time but it is not required at
this stage.

Sincerely,
Sean

P.S. As you have already determined you did not get my email address correct when you sent the original email
on the 19th which explains why I did not receive it. I know you had my email before but just to be clear it is
SeanNCunningham@yahoo.com.

From: Issamuels@aol.com
Sent: Monday, December 31, 2018 2:28 PM
To: seanncunningham@yahoo.com
Cc: sylvia.jimenez@sfgov.org; carla.short@sfdpw.org; purearch@cs.com; fredmorales.sf@gmail.com
Subject: Re: Notice of Building Permit Application for 1322 Wawona -Building Permit Application No.
2014.11.26.2656 - RedwoodTree

https:l/mail.aol.com/webmail-std/en-us/PrintMessage (~ Z ~ ~ ~ ~ ~C1q,~L_ 2/5



Project Address: 1.322 ~swon~ street
Gross Stteet(s): 24~` Aveeue ~c~d 2S'" Avenue
~14ckfLat No. 2472J~~

Exeeptian~t and extraordinary circumstances justify discretionary view where, ~s here,
tie app{ication of adopted design standards to a proj~t and the project arr~rn~res' right to dev~Iop
the property are outweighed by the risk to public safety and the potential impacts of the p%}ect
ort two sin close proximity to tkte project that ire protected under Article 16, Section 808 (c}

of the fan Francisco Public Works Code, and o~ nearby pmpe~ies and oceup~nts.

The City has a rrundelegabt~ duty to conduct a tharc~u~h and independent exaimination of
the ~utential impacts of the pr~j~t can the R~dwvod Tree, Douglas Fir treat ~d stabilil~ ofthe
slope supporting our pr+~perty;, ar~d tea implement. measures to insure that public safety, the trees,
and adjacent properties are pratectcd.

a. Irn act f +C'ara e Exca~~ttian ors ~t w Tr
Tree

As noted above, two tries in close proximity to the project site acre potentially irn~actcd
by the project: a wive 50-6U ftx~t tall old-grc>r~vth Heritage Redwood Tie that appears ~o be
approxirt~ately I OQ ears 41d, and ~ mature, SQ•fit~ fiwt tall I?cruglas fir trey located near the back
Fence se~aratin~, our property from the Cunningham prapcRy. °T'he Redwac►d Tree is perched on
a sEeep embankment in the public-right of way next to Wawor~a Street: t~etw~en our prapet~tyy and
the Gunningharn pmgerty, ar~d is l~a~ated approac~rnateCy 10 feet from the cons~ctian site end
propase+d aria of ex~aivativn.

The Douglas Fir tree is lacatcd 2 feet fmm the backyard fence sep Ling our property
from the Cunningk~am property, 6 feet from the ~cebiic right-af-way, and approximately eve feet
from the proposed aria of excavatican. (See photos attached a~ ~~ch. S). As the attached photos

The site plans includes with the Notice of Buifdin~ Permit Application do not accurately
depict the location of the Redwac~ Tree. As the photos attached ~s ~chibit B show, the Re~woc~d Trce
is closer to the Cunningham prap~~rty I~ne than is d~pict~d in the pions. The T3o~cgtas Fit tree is nc~t
dcpict~d i~t the sift plans at all. (See Each. A~ attacit~d}. Applic~nt~ far budding permits that i~~vcrtr~e the
addition afa garage are required tts complete the Panning Department's Required Checklist for Tree
Planting artd Protection and submit it to the Planning Department along with the k~uiyding permit ar other
applications roquirod for the project. Vde did not receive a Dopy of the completed Checklist and it does
r at appear ta have been submitted hem, The Gheck[isi states thae "full-size site pans submitted along
with the assckiated construGt~an project must clearty indicate ...the ic~catiQns c~f~l[ Prate~cted "gees and
non-prvt~cced trees. Pr~tect~i Trees must alas tic shown to include acau~te tree E~ei~t. accura~t~ canopy
dripline and trunk and canopy diameter. The plans must graphically depict imptementatioa of aE[
measures called far in the Tree Protection Plan. Additionally, the Tree Prote~tiart P1~n itself atc~n~ with
the written declaratipn must be reprpduced an fult•siz~ plans." (See Required Checklist for Tree Planting
and Prate~eian, att~c~~d as ~xh. D). The site plans included with the ?~Eotice e~f ~ui[ding PcrnK►It
Applicat~i~n do not ~naet C~es~c rcqui e~nts.



Proj~t Address: 1322 V4°~wana Streit
Cross Street(~~t 24"` Avenue and ~5`" Avenue
BlaciclLot Na. Z4?2/3G

show, the eano~~~sldripl nos of both th+c R+~dwood Tree end the Uuugl~s Fir trey attend over the
Cunninghams' property aFtd directly above the exca~ation/construction zone.

Because the t~ are rnassiv~, and aze lc~ca~ sv cFc~~e to the pr~pr~s~d ~~tcav~iion and

construction zc:nes, we have serious concerns that the proposed excavation of a garage
underc~eath the Cunningham prapeety might impact their critical root ~~tstems and impact tt~ir

stabilit y rend~r'~n~ them ~°~,ttnerab(+e to c~ailapse cfwring con tcuct on, ~n e~rthq~~ ar a st~rr~n,
with potential catastrophic injury to persons aredfQr damage tc~ property. Wawona is a busy street

and the project site is dic~ectly across from Stern Gmve Park, with summertime cccrncerts, dog
watltet~t jogger, and rn~~t~' ears picked ~~ a~i tirr~es of the day ar~d night on bath. sides oft o
street.

San Fraczcisco Fut~tic Works Cade, Article lb, Urban Forestry C?rdinanc~, defines a
<̀ Stre~ Tree►, ~s "any tree growing within the public right-o way, including unimproved }public
streets attd sidewalks, ar~d any tree grar~ing upon land under the jaris+diction of the Department."
"Significant Tees" are defined as "a tree (1) an propert~r under the jurisdiction of the Depart~ient
of Fut~lic Works or (2) on privately-owned property with and portion c►f its trunk. within 1(} fret
of tht public right-of-way, and {~}that satisfies at least one of tt►e fa~lc~wing criteria: (a) a
d~amet~ec at bast height (DBH} in excess of twelve (12} irtcttesx (b) a height i~ e~ccess 4f tw+enty
(2f}} fit, ar {c~ a canopy in excess off" fi fteen ((S} fit "

'Thy R~ti~road Try r»eets the d~~anitian cif a "Street Try"' as defined by the Public Works
Cade. It has a diameter of approximately 62 inches (> 5 feet) and is ta~ated acs tt~e sloping publec
right-of-wad next to W'~awona Street. The Uougla~s Fir meets the definition of s "Significant
Treae'* a~ defined by the Code, It ~s l~catcd within l0 ~ee~ c}~'the public right-of-way, has a DB~i
of ap~mxxmace~y 19 inc ~ ~nnd, as the attached photos stwv~, exceeds Q feet in height.

The 1]epartment of Public Works Code Sections 8.4~-8.11 requires discic~sure and
prott~tion of C.~nc~m~rk, Significant, artd street tr~c [acat~d on pr ~aat~ and pub is property. A
completed disclosure statement must accompany all building permit ~ppticatians that inclttt~e
building envelap~ expa~saan, ne~v ,garages, and ali demolition ar grading permit applications.
Bath trees are subject to protection pursuant to ~ectian 80$ (c}of the Public Vi~c~rks Code, which
states,. as follows:

(c) Con~tractit~n Work: Protection a~Trees Required:'

(1) Tt shat 1 ba anlauvfiil far any ~rsan to engage in any coc~structipn work
are private or public property without first taking steps to protect

',; Street Trees,. Significant Trees, and LFartdmark Trees from damage,
including damage... cawed try sail campactic~t or contaminatiar~,



Prnject Address: 1322 Wawona Strect
Crass Streets}: 24'' Avenue aad 2S`" Avenue
BlocklLot No, 2472/3G

exc~~~tion, or placement of concrete or other pavement or ~'aundation

material. Ifexcavation, construction, or Street work is ptanned within

the driptine of a Significant Tree, Landmark Tree, or ~ Tree on any
Strcet ar other publicly o~rned pmp~rty said Trees) shall try
adequately protected. Tf any construction work results in the Injury
or damage Ca such Trees, the r~spansib~e party(ies} may be subject to
the penalties set. forth in Section 81 t of this A,rticfe.

(2) Prior to Department of Building [nspeetion issuance of a building
permit or site permit, the applicant for a project that may damage ane
or more Street Tc+ees, Significant Trees, andtor Landmark Trees shall
submit a Tree protection plan to the Director for review and approval.

(3) Friar to the issua~tce of a Public Wt~cks permit for excavation,
canstructian, or Street work that will occur within the dripline of a
Significant Tree, a L,~r~dmack Tree, ar a Tree can any Street ar other
publicly owned property} the applicant shall submit a Tree protection
plan tc~ the Director far review and approval

. * * «

(5) The Tree protection plan referenced above in Subsection (2)-(4) shalE
be pr~paxed by a certified arbonst. ,... ~, . ,~. ~.., _r- . , ,,,~, ~ .. ,. ,. ..

The site plans colt for excavation of 93 cubic yards of soil underneath the existing
building, to construct a 14 foot deep, 24 foot wide, and 21 foot long ~~rage underneath the
Cunningham property. (See Exh. A, attached}. Based on the site glans, ~t~g gxcavated ores is

N n' t '1 to ex owi r m ur

b►ra., ~erty line —~ is ~s a huge ~res~ to be excavated.

in Qrdcr to perform the excavation and construct a garage underneath the existing
building an the project site, contractors would be working directly under the driplin~s of the
Redwood Tree and Douglas fir tree and in etas~e proximity to their trunks. (As noted above, the
trunk of the Redwood Tree sits on a steep embankment in a sloping public right-af-way}. The
gropc~sed sail disturbance is unclear from the site pions, and no one has mapped the critical root
systems of the trees, which may extend we11 into the excavati€~n zone.` if the tries' critical roots

a Redwood trees do not have a ceatrai tap roc7t end their root systems can extend 100 feet
from the trunk. The coat system is shallow, and mad reach only G•12 feet deep. (Sep California
Department of Parks and R~reation, "About Coast Redwaads,,' h~~s.ltwww.park~.ca.,~,ov, ar~d Park

T4 ,~



Pro,~ect Addy » 1322 V~~~wc~aa Stmt
Grass Strcet(sj: 24`" A~~enue and 2~'~ Avec~ue
Btocir/Lot No. 24?2/3G

aze co~tpromised by the exca~vatic~n andiar canstructicrn, the trees cc~uf fait during construction

ar in apt earthquake car storms causing ~te~tiat catastrophic personal i~jtuy andf~r property

da~tage. (See ~lctaber 1 I~ 2012 article fin Berkeleyside, Berkeley, California's independent

news site titled "~untractar rnistak~ d~mag~s lane redv~ood at Iibrat}r,'>and ~iBC Bay^ Ares n~wws

report ~ublish~ 3anuary ?, 2t?19 titled "Storm May Have Caused Massive Tree to Fall on Gar,

Killing Novato avian at t~C Berkeley Campus" attached as Exhibit F~. And tie etie~ts from

~~lll~k~~.1~Y~ !.f+ ~ f~~r several vear~.~

We contacted consulting arbcrrist John It~1. ~.ichterk M.~., owner of Tree Assr►ciates, Inc.
and an TSA Certified Arbvrist and ISM Q~alifi~d Tree R.~sk Akssesso~°, to discuss the project and
the potential impact of excavating; and constructing a gaca~~ in such close proximity to the
Raiwaad Tree and 13ouglas Fir tree. heir. I.ichter informed us that any excavation within 1 S feet
of the trees could impact the stabitity of the tr~~s and recommended certaiM procedures to
arneliarate any detrirn~ntal impact on tt►e trees. (H~re, tt~ase cc}ncerns are exascerbated by the
locatic~~► ofthe Redwood Tree on a steep emban~Crnent.~ ~`irst, because the limits of st~il
disturb~»»ce one unclear based on the site plans Mr. Lichter advised that the proximity of sail
distwbance and e~ccavation to the tries should be clarified. NextT Mr. Lichter statcxi that tho sizt
artd laeation off'soots which would need to be cud should be d~terrnin~d during the planning
stakes rsf t~~ project because this infa~nmatior~ is cif critical irnportanc~ to determinic~ the
potential impact of the proposed construction an the trees. 'T'his would involve safely exposing
the roots at the location of the prapc~s~ci sail disturbance closest t~ the des using ~ornpressec! air
ar water co excavate the sc►il in ~ t~,arrc~w trench {pneumatic err h~drau~ c excavation} to expose
roots without damaging them. Mr. Lichter concluded that vv~n~ith this infornlatian, if the patentiai
impact to the trees is significant, the ~Sroject would need to t~ redesig~r~~d or abandarted in ordar
to imp~+ove th►e prag~osis far sundival caf tt~ tr~~s aid reduce their risk. (See Januar~r 14, 2Q19
Memo from Iohn I,ichter to Lynn Samuels, attached as Exhibit G).

Mr. Lichter's conclusions and recommendations are supported by other artwrists. In

Vision, Redwood I~tationat Park, ht~/lwww.shannc~ntech.camlPackVisianlRedwood!l~edwad2.htmt,
attached ~s ExE►ibit ~}. White pine trees typieaily have strong taproots, they also can grow far-ranging
lateral roots that ire hclpfu[ for keeping tie tree st~bilia~ed and finding rater.

s The site plans also ca~U Car plsntin~ two Street TrE~s in frost Qf the C~neingham
property. The location of one of these trues is under tk~e driptine of the Redwood Tree (See site plans
a~t~tached as Exhibit. A and p~~atas of the Redwood Try and C~nningl►am p perry att~;ched ax exhibit Hj.
Planting another Str~eE Tree inclose proximity to tie Redwoc~rl Tree is clearly ill-advised and would only
furthtr comprarrtise the root system of the Redwood Tree. 7'tre Planning Degartm~nt'~ Tret PEar~ting at~d
Protection checklist states that one Street Trc~ is required for each 20 feet of street frontage of the
subject prope~rtys ItQW~YCt"a GI'f~'t~ IS ~,►Y~Ct ~C)f 4'JC1St1(48' SiL~C~ TC~S, such as tt~e Redr~voad Tree. 7'he plans
should be cevis~d to ~limir~ate the Street Tree ~cic~s~st tee the Redavc~ad Trey.



Frc~ject Adds: i~22 W~r~orna Street
Gross Street(s): 24`~ Avenue and 25" Avenue
BlocklLat No. 2472/3G

•̀Getting W ~e Roat of Tree Stability and Construction,"' Scott Jamieson recammeads that ̀ Well
before excavation t~~ins, everyarne involved in the project shautd know where tree roots are."
He stags that.

'Chis can and should be done duri~~ the trr~-inventory phase at the beginning
of the project. Thin piannecs can map out not only trtc-truz~2c locations but
also critical root zones* which makes the inventory much mare r~sluablc fc~r
grescrvir~~ trees. to overlay n~ ~ c~cica! root zone map on a canstructivn
dacume~tt, xt is possibly to see where changes in elevatit~n, paths or trrench
will come into cvr~tact with roots. A map depicting critical root zones
provides sa much more infarmaticrn than the traditional plan that simply uses
dots tv mark Ic~catians of tree trunks:' (Sep ~[.CA, "Getting to the Root of
Tree Stability ~ d Gu~s~ructie~n,~, by Scott J~miesQr~.
ww~v. rtl t.corn~ flit ndC nstcuctia . attached as
Exhibit H).

Mr. Jamieson also notes that th~rc is a m~asucable change in tree stability when roots are
cut closer t~ the trunk and that it is ixnpc~rtant t6 tie mare conservative vraith respect to Iaz~er and
mare imatur~ trc~s, which are mare prone to root decay follcawin~; injury to the root system.
(Exhibit H, p. 34.E The article states that with respect to alder and larger trees, "Gutting roots at
a distance of five times the trurnk diameter is betterk from a stability standpairtt, than cuCtirtig
closer. This distance sh+~ut~i ~Iso a ~n cniz~ inf taan by root d~~ay fi~gi. '~"he best ply tp cut
tree roots is outside the dripiine c~fthe tree. At this distance, therm are many roots needed for
water and nutrient uptake. but fewer roots tt~eded for scabitity.'~ !d.

As Hated abo~~e, the diarrteter ofthe Redwood Tree is apprt~ximate~y 5 feet and the
diameter of the I~au~las Fir trice is ~pproximate~~ 19 inches. Therefor, cutting tk~~ R~clwood
Tree's rants any closer than 25 fit from the trunk or the Douglas Fir tome's roots any el4ser than
8 fcet fmm its tivnk, may damage the trees and cause them to b~c4rne unstable. The ~xcavatiQn
end constructit►n atlas derricted rn the sits n[~ns arg well wethin these r~,n~ext~

Mr. Janniesctn alscf discusses the equipment that shc~uid be used during excavation to
minimize any damag~c.

~` As the sib plans shcs~, there is tt ret~ n~n~, wal I s+cp~r~acing our property from a portion of
the Cunningham property. The depth ofthe retaining wall does not appear to be indicated in the pEaas,
but we believe that it does not extend very far below ground IeveL Therefore, it would not prevent the
I?ougtas Fir tree's roots from extend►ng into the ex~avatiea~ vane, ~v1ar~Qver, there is na retaining wail to
the wesE oc south of the Ret*ciwood Tree. Therefore, the retaining 1) aiso will na~t protect the R~dwovd
Tr+ce's rtxats from being irnpactc~l by the constructic~~,
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Key tc~ cutting roots is using the right equipment. Backho~s are intended
far digging, not cutting roots. Don't make the r~tistake of assexming that,
by excavating;, you can simply cut the roots by breaking them with the
backh~e. A b ichc~ rips roots ar~d can tsar th~~a att the ways back to the
trunk, even pulling the trunk ~p~axt. (tee ~xhit~it H, p, 34~ a~ta~h~d).

C}n January 14, 2Q19, over four years after we initially raised our concerns at the Pr~-
Application M~etir aan arbacist retained by the Cunninghan~s came out to inspect the Redvvtyod
Tree. "tdi~'e were at ~~m~ at the time. We asked tote Cunningharans a ̀v~ett before the inspection if
we could t~ included in the meeting, but we wveren't notified of the date of the inspecctio or
invited to meet with the arbo~ist. The arbc~rist cnet with the Cunninghams for approximately 20
minutes and didn't. appear to have a copy o~ the site plans. He also didn't request access tc> our
back~art~ to inspect the I~~au~las ~~r trce~ ~rohich is loc~t~d in crux backyard, We overheard gum
say to ~Ze +Gunninghanns "['m not going to bc~th~r to knack ors her door to inspect the ~'ir fret."

It is dif~ieult w understand how an arbocist who didn't bother w inspect ar mca~ure one
of the trees patentiallX impacted by the project can prepare a Tree Protcctiorr Plan that satisfies
the Pl ug De~ent's rcquire~a~e~ts. "E'hc~~~ require ~~t~ specify €hat Frot~cied ~'r~s must

be shown to include accurate tree height, accurate canopy dri~tinef and treuttc and canaF~
diameters. (See E~cl~ibit D, p. 5, attacEt~i.} Mc~c~eover, we heiieve that a mere visual inspection

of the trees is insufficient under these c rcurnsta~ces. As tree eaiperts have opined, in order to
d~etermi~e if the prc~~osed excavation ar construction in such ~ic~s~ proximity to the s wi11
~dversety impact their root s~stc~ns, it is necessary to identify tl~~ taca~ion end depth of the trees'
critical. rootsr which carutat b~ accomplished by a mere vis~i inspection. (~e~ exhibits ~r and H,
attached).

We rxeiveti a copy cif the arbaris~~s T P~tecti~an Phan {TFP} on .~anuaxyy t4, ~Q1~.
(See E~ibit ~, attached). The TPP states that the Recir~axi "Tree's critical root zone (CRZj is
53{?" ar 44.1 feet, which is t5 feet greater than the eritie~l root zone we calculated under
Mr. J~rnieson*s formula, The critical root zone of the Douglas Eir trc~ is not evtn iadicatcd

in ttte ~epQrt,

Despite acknowledging the Redwood Tae's CRZ tQ Eae 44. t fit, end nit including the

GRZ afthe Douglas fir tree in the TPP at all (a(thou$h opining that the I}onglas Fir is SS' tall,
which is even falter than the Redwood Tree, Mr. Braden concludes that ""~`he chances of
encountering or dar a wing either c~n~ of these tea tries' moots witk~ the gtana~ed develapmer~t acre
very low, if any." (Exhibit I, p. 2}.

Mr, Braden's cc~nclusian contradicts other statements in his report and the facts critical to

such a ~onctusion arr~ not provided. The premise of Mr. Braden's conclusion is that "tt~e ~toject
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includes cQ~tstr~ucting a retaining waU outside the existing reta~ini~rg wa11 i~a c~rd~r to build a new
garage etlitian." But Mr. Braden stFtte»s that "The footing far this watt is nit glanr~ing on going
deeper than [the existing retaining] wall," which is nat indicated in the TPP.

The depth of the existing retaining malt and proposed new retaznin~ walk sre critical to
whither the retaining walls wiU provide any gmt~ction fr~r the trees' raQts from the proposed
excavation. Thy depth of the existing retaining Bali is not indicated in the site plans, nor does the
depth of the proposed new retaining wall appear to be ir~dicat d. (The plans are unclear and
dit~icult tc~ decipher). As noted abt>ve, the e~xist~ng retaining ~rai~ dais not appear to +extend r~~ry
far below gmunc3 level. (The p~ta~o~ of the conc~te stair entranceway to t~~ Gunninghaln
residence do not accwrately depict the depth of the retaining waU at the Iev~I of our backyard,
which is where the I~uglas Fir is located. Moreover, the portion of ttie retaining wal! next to the
Douglas Fir in our backyard is not even visible in the pk~otas). Because Ma. Br~dcn didn~t bother
to came into our backyazd in insp~t the Douglas fir tree, the base of which is only accessible
from our backyard, and the TPP doesn't indicate the depth o 'the retaining wall underneath the
fence ict our backyard, he is unable to c~gine ~vh~thex the r~ta~~ing wall provides any protection
foot tk~c T?auglas Fir tree's roots. Neither the existir►g retaining wall, nor the proposed new
rei~ini~~ wall, v~itl provide adequate prot~etio~ if the nougla Fir trecas c~ ticat roots ~xt~nd
harizantally beneath. the fence and retaining walls and inttr the propo~d excavation zone. And,
most unports~ntly, us the photos attached as Exhibit B depict, there is ego existing ar
plgnaed retaining wall to the west or youth of the Redwood Tree's truck, which sits
p~~cs~riousty o~ a steed► $tape.

In ~dditic~n, the TPP fails to sp~eify th+~ canopy diameter or canopy dr~pline of the
I?ouglas Fir as required by the Tree PPanting and Pmtectian Checklist. Nor does it incic~ any
recommendations speaif~c to proEecting the Douglas Fu tree.

Irrir. Braden acicanawledges that sail co p~ctic~n and r+~ot injury that. stems from
construction activity near trees is very difficult to mitigate and that protecting the root area from
impacts is best accompl~sh~d by ~st~blishiexg ~: tree protection zone (TP'Z} ~rt~und the ~ in
which no grading or canstructian activity may ~ceur. The TPP states that "A six-foot chain link
fence v~ith fists sunk into the ground shall be +~cected to enclose thG TPZ.~' Yet he atsca
acknowledges that ~m~ of the canstructia~ work will ta.~c~ p~aee within the TPZ. Given the
location of the Redwood Tree on an embankment scf close to the canstniction site, it is difficult
to see how a TPZ can be established here, yr what, if any, protections it would provide.

The TPF also states that "Tree Survival depends on l ow it's treated during the
eanstruction ph~rse. Rather than dying quickly, the tree may d+~cline gradua~ty end eventually
reach the point that removal is required. This iS tygical wY~~re impacts are indirect and cause
chmnic stress to which the tree never adapts." ~vtr. Araden cites soil compaction, restrictions in
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the sai! area available for root develppment, direct injur~t to chc root system, and poor or heavy
root pruning as e~mples afsite changes that can cause such chronic stress.

These are precisely the adverse impacts posed by the project. Many of the trees in the
Bay Area are distressed due tc~ the five-year long drought ~ondiiions. Construction activity
underneath the drip tiny of ttre Redwood Trey and I~oug(as Fir will only exacerbate the impact of
these conditions.

b. import of Garage Ex~vAtion on St~~pg ,~t~bili nd Onr Pra,~ert~
Uphill ~f the ~xcavatioe

As noted above, the site pions call far excavating 93 cubic yards of soil underneath the
existing building tQ construct a IQ foot deep, 24 foot wide, 21 foot tong garage, an area
practically the entire width of the Cunningk~ann's lot. The excavation ~azte extends to within 3
feet of our property line to the east.

Qur house is adjacent to, and directly uphill from the excavation site, in the Parkside
District of Sari Francisco, which is in the Quter Sunset, approximatcty t.5 miles from Ocean

~' Beach. Tire Outer Sansei District vas built on sAnd dunes. Therefor, the soil underneath
and supporting nor Etome and the Cunningham home is likely of sandy cc~mpasition, which raises
issues as to the propriety of such an extensive exca~atian and whether adequate safeguards are in
place to ensure the structural. integrity of the slope and adjacent prope~ies. As Hated above, there
is an existing retaining wall separating our property fmm a portion of the Gunningham property,
but it extends only a portion of the length of the eastern side of the prapos~d garage and does not
appear to extend. very far below gxt~und level, nowk~ere near the pmpased excavation depth of l0
feet. Vie understand the proposed footing for the new retaining wall is sot going to be duper
than the existing retaining wall. Therefore, neither the existing, oc proposed new retaining wall
wilt provide adequate protection fmrn slope slippage downhill towards the excavation site. Any
slippage of the sail underneath our backyaxd anct home could damage our backyard landscaping
and foundation.

We raised the issue of slope stability to the Cunnin~harns and their architect at the Pre-
Application meeting in 2014. To our knawl0dge, na geatechnical or civil engineer has inspected
the site ar evaluated the sot! conditions in order to identify and eval~te the potential impacts of
excavating ~3 cuE~ic yards of sot! on the slope, our property, and the property to the west of tha
Cwtningharns (3I2$ Wawana).

The problems that sails can pose for foundations and the structural tntcgrity of a building
can be the mast severe faced. by any property t~vv~ter. Therefore, before any building permit is

+~~
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the project site; evaluate the site plans, soil conditions, and stability of the slope; and assess any
risks nresented by the nroaosed excavation of 93 cubic yards of sail acid constcucti~tn of ~ 10 foot

Safety and Enviruttmet~tal Protection Flements of the City's Genernl
Plan and E~tannin¢ Code Priority ~'glirie~

' ''" '`~ In addition to posing ~ serious risk to public safety and to the adjacent peoperties,
excavation and canstructi~an of a 10'dc~p garage at the project site conflicts with the Cammuniry

'"~ Safety and Environmental Protection elements of the City's General Plan and Priority Policy No.
'~ 8 -that our open spaces tx prattcted from development.

,..
The purpose of the Community Safety Element is to reduce future foss of life, injuries,

property lass, envirarux►entat damage, and sc>ciat and economic disruption from natw-al disasters.
Althau~,h the Community Safety dement focuses an seismic hazards, other hazards such as
ground failure snd landslides, as well as man-made ha~.ards that Bose threats to the City's health
aryd welfare, are consicier~d.

~` Tho Envirortmentai Element of the Ciiy's GtneraI Plan and Priority Policy No. 8 are
concerned with protectir►g and conserving the nakura~ environment, es~ecialty plant and animal
life, and achieving a proper balance among the conservation, utilization, and development of San
Francisco"s natural resources. Reciwaod trees are an endangered species and the Redwood Tree
located in the public right-of-way next to the Cunningham property is over l OQ years old and a
focal point of the nei~hbarfiaod. lvlany of the xrees in the Bay Area are distressed due to the five>
year long drought conditions. Construction activity underneath the drip line of the Redwood
Tree will only exacerbate the impact of these conditions.

As discussed above, if the critical root systems of the Redwood Tree andlar Douglas Fir
tree are damaged during the ~xcavatian andfor construction, the tr~eees could be rendered unstable,
causing them to collapse in an earthquake ar storm, causing potentially catastmghic personal
injury or property damage. Smilarlyr community safety and the environment are at risk if the
structural int~grit~ of t!►e slope on which our property sits is impacted by the proposed

Z.

The Residential Guidelines da not address ttte impacts pc}tentialty presented by the
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upon ttt~ st~bitity of the slope, discussed in c►ur t~spc~~nse to Queseion ~1Ca. I . Thcse impacts are
nat the r~arm~I or reasonable impacts typically associated with most residential canstru~tioa
projects.

Our property and tih~ neighborhaad wi11 be unreasonabig impacted if the Ft~c~wo~od Tcr~e
andlar Douglas tic "free's root systems are compram~sed or the ~re~s are injurer! dur~~~
c~anstructie~n. A.s ant news r~ge7rts demon~tcate, persons have bin maimed and i~ilied, and
vehicles au~d other property damaged or destroyec~~ when massive trees collapse in t}~e Bay Area.
Our property, ttm property to the west of the Cunningham property, and the neighborhood, will
also be unre~san~bl}~ impacted if there is any degradation or slippage of the slaps and.
consequential damage to our propertyf during excav~tian and canstructian.

3. ~Eternat~v~, or Changes to t~,~ ~raject that ~[~~Reduce A~~r Ad~~rse
~~~~

Given tie substantial and serious risks tea public safety, the environment, and the adjacent
properties, we believe the City shcfuld conduct an independent and. thorough investi~atian of the
impacts of the project, including t ~ excavation of a 93 cubic yams c~fsoil an a slope to construct
a 3 Q feat d~cep, 24 fit wideA and 2l fc~Qt long gar~~~ undern~at~ the subject property. At a
minimum, the project sponsors should be required to obtain a geatechnical evaluation of the soil
conditions and slope to ensure that our property, and the adjoining pmperty to the west of the
their propert~r, are not adversely affected by the excavation and consicuctian of the pzapRased
garage.

In additions an ISA-~~tifi~d art~ri~t employed by the City should inspect the Redwaaoct
Tree and Dt~uglas Fir and render an independent opinion regarding the potential impacts of the
grajtxt an the riot systems of ttt~ trees. If the City determines that the project can ~o forward
without ci~mag n~ the trees and potentially rendering them vulnerable to collapse during
cor►struciion, an earthquake, car a ~torrn, the pra,~~ct sponsors should. be requirEd to provide a Tree
Protection ~'~a~n by an ISA-c~rti~eci acbciri~t that addresses bc~ih trams ~nnd fully cc~~npli~s Frith ~Il
Planning Department rec~uirernents. The recommendations auc~ined by ISA-certified arbacist anc~
ISA-qualified Tree Risk Assessor John Cichter ire exhibit G should also be implemented before
any excavation or eonstructio~t commences.

Ifx aver further in~estiga~t~an, it is deternsined that adequateu me~sur~s can not be
implement~et t~ ameli+~race the potential risks, protest the trees, and. en~ur~ the ~abitiry of the
sloe, the project should be redesigned to eliminate the garage.

_ ~1_



1
3
2
 V
~'
av
v~
r~
a

tr
~~

t

J 1 ~
' .
~



p 

b `}~ ~:~

~h ~ ~i J~~ 
,s X k

1

4+y rf ~.,, k4~,~ . g. f ti

x ~ j ¢F ~' a yzf ~ :. "7

~ ..
y

tI. ' ♦ 9.., ~J~ T }. i..A
"q~" r.

µ~~ ~

~~ ~, _

. ~N F~ ~ T M1 b ~ `

~

f - 6

~.r~ . 
A ~,

:b.. ~ '.J

l .wK 
,~ 

~. 
~~~-,,, ,ti;~r. ~«

~~~~i~~ ~ ~ , a .~

♦
7 +56 ~.'~ba (~.~,~, ~y Y >,~r

F

z t f

N

~.+P.~ A~' ~ a~ 7 R ~ ~1 '' b ~
~

b .

F 
~,"4 ~

Jn r @ y~ 
tl,

f `~C ,~ y~ n ~ ~p : 6 ~ i ~>si' +,.' ~. y 8~ swk ~ i ~ ~ , r ~.f'

~

r '~

~ ~,~~ ~a

~ ~ ~ `

c

, i~. ~
n s.~ aa'~~i~~~f I ~

i-~

1 ~ ~ ~k~'

~ s ~YT'
i tM 1

-y„ ~;~
F M~

af f'Y~S e f Y ~
t ~.~. W~.~T2 v0. ~.

~: M~ f. Mt-][Qt5 ̀ -` ,.. ~]t „- ~~~ 4 Y 
„ ~~ Ise ~

- f~ 
.~

L, i, ~'~ .~`~ `.`gyp 
''~a!'}3 -.~,~ ~ 

.. g 
S Y

B ~

~ ~ ~ \`\

d t "
1

.~.~..

r

~ ~ ~ ~ ~

Y'j ~~ 
to+ ..iR 

o-. ~ ~;i ~ ~`. •, a ~ k ~ry i lT', ,~s ,
F b,.~ i~€ ~ ^S~ .~~ Z~ ~ C'~ yy 'y r.f ~`. ~ri,~~y'Ta

Y 'iY, r~(!"~ ,M.~T.~A,~t fir.' .
. . 

"6` `'at 'y~~y

~' ~
± .~ ~~ ! H . a ~~ ~ "
.w '~' Sj ~ t F. ~~~q - ' a, ..: s

k. e ~wyc~y~ s Y1 3r~ .tS, f~pk
sr

L ♦ 4~ ' + 'A

n ~ ,. t

d, fir,; .r ~ 
~i~:= 

r~ ~ f~y.,3~~,~t ̀ ~ .'a' ~ ~:

~t ~F' ~ , ...<.,.~,...a

1r. t' 
*.l~

~r~~ &5

V"' t ~ ~k~~~

.. ~ 9 ~~1 ~~~1 ~ ~~,j ~

..

~ ~f r Y.
-r ' w ~-y, ,~^~,

a

i,{'m~. ' ,K,

!"'z~; ; y ̀tr~

,~ t

~̀ p ~,~ ~~"

~~m

,.....,..;:..,.,, 
`' 

- a oar ~
( 

j ,_ _ , _ a .: ~~a
7~ .~,. ~'

~
~d

i~ s ~
•'

x
~
~ ~ ,tom/s ~ ~.a~

.,,~n~w+l~.~n. ~~
{1 ~

..,ate

~T'

'v~• ~.i~ ~

5

}f

.. ~,.,.

A ~

..'.~ .. ~{ _._ < _ .,•---. iA



T
 P'

. 
'
~
«
•

r 
p
 

.,
'
~

t 
S 

. ~
 .

*
 

~f
'~

y~
~
R
 

~a
~d
+i
 
-
~
 ̀
 

~
j
 
t
ea%
 

~
+B{
e3
'
 

.
-
 

'
"
 

n 
_ 

i

,
~

~+"~
++
';̀
4 «
~-
' 

~~
;'

,~
 °
j~
 

m
x
'
 

~ 
~,

~'
~R

 ti
,
 

a,
 

~?
; 

~
 ~
 
-.
 

1
~
 

_ 
is

 
p

~
 
~
•
5
 

~
 ~
 
~
 j
~ 

!
_
 

~ 
,~
.'
 

~~
~ 

~
 '

«s
~.

 
1
~
 
_
 

~
.
 

~y
 

o
v
a
 

i

y
t
+ 

i
 s
 

~
 

.,
 

i 
'
?
.
~
 

J 
'
3
 

~
~
~
 

a'̂
A 

~

~
 

Y€
 

3/
 

!~
~
 

~
 

3S
 

~ 
~,

~ 
'?

_
y~

~"
 

~
 

~ „
 

t 
k~
 

~ 
= 
~

u 
`

.
.

~̀
 

+ 
~
 

J 
,`

t '
 
~
 
,t
 >`

 ~•
 

J
P
~
i
 
~
'
 

Y3
 

~
 

^
.
 

p
i
a
 

..
 

"'
.l
 
Y 

# 
.

..

1j►
~+4

 t ~
 ~

i~
 

}r 
~

,.
,;
' 

f 
~ 

"~~, 
~

"'
b

;,
~

. t
..✓

 
4
v
A
 
1d

 V
 ~
 l✓

 
w.
+~
'~
 ~
~
 ~'

~ 
° 

~
 ~

:. ̀
 

.
 a 

,
 .
 
r
 
'
 

{ 
}
 t

~
r~
+~

R 
{
.
~

~_
~
 

_ 
~
 ~

w '
 

}.
 ,
,y
 
K
, .
~
 

,te
r
 

.,
,~
 
,
~
 

+
~
~
~
~
.

. 
e'

 ~
 

~
•
'

~
 
~
 

-
 

~
 
~
`
~
T

~
~ 

~ 
a

.t.
v 

~ ~:
. 

~~.- 
., 

- 
- 

~ ,
~ ,.

~t,
a

_ 
:
~

~a
.

~

....

i

~
 

..
 
,.
 _
 ,

<-
 

_.
..

r
-f
ix
 

e'
 .'
, 

~ 
~
.
.
.
,
.
~
"
"
'
~
'
+
~
.
"
,
^

r
 

_.
 

~ 
t
 <
,
 .

.
~.
.
 

,_
'
 

_ 
_ 
'
~
 

,,
_ .

,.
,



~~~ S Rte;, 'S~'F"~ F.j '..'} g 

..

a jE ~~} ~' ~ ~

' ~ ,~w ~~~ ~ a ~ ,_~ ~ 

♦ ~t gyp. ~ ~ y.~ Y 

~.

F yyy L ~ y~

~~ ~cr+

s t_ 
~i

.~ ~.,y ~ y ~ '.. 
t

,; - r x
.~t

~ ,z .,. q ~,,_ .. tea;:~ '_ _~
~Y?

~'. ~~~~
~~~ ~t f r:. ~r 4th Av

~.. ~R.+Irt ~`.
'~tcy ,~d4r~ ~." ~ "~

~.0 ,::

-'fit. ~
~- ~ ~ ~.•'` +~

.~ x~ ~~ ~ ~, ~i

f < {Ai ~~,~,~~ ~',jvr~ ~,~ ` r,} ~ 5t~s'~` tT., t« ~ 
«~"r~.ta Y~.fa~#

.'~ ~"9~:, ~ ~~... 5° $` ">' f ~~ +tp ~' ~ .,. }; t6q~. Sdal S 'r R9

♦ ~'
# C M K 1 r ` ~ 'd

~ d/ as , ~7'̀ 
~i ~ ~ ~ $~ 

V}"°'~ 4 > f ~ k ` *k } ~ Y ~^ a~°tee'

~ ~ ' ~ ~~ 
-is ~ 

°~`2~c~«.. y. ~ a d ~ ~4t t '~'~ Lt4.

T ~~.

''' ~`, '

~
r~~

.~►. ~ ~ ~ ~ ,~ ~ j

~ t T ~ _ ~;~
~~ t~5 ~ ~.w ~ =-~K~ ~ ,~ ~,~ ~ ._ __~: . ~.

;~~u I~u
{ I 1

~.~ . _. w. ~*~



i 
P 

~.
4 

W
 

'~
 
y
 

i 
~1
' 

ti~
~
~
,
 ..

 
f 

~
 

i
 
!
 ~
D
 ~
 

- 
w
 

,y
 

F 
~ ~

:j
 
.
Y

r'
 

*
 

t 
> ~
~♦+

'~y
~,'~
 

~~
~ 
~
 ~,

''
~ 

~
 

`f
 P
.'
 

~ 
3 

"fi r
 

~~
' 

t 
~~
+~
`

~1
 

y
,7
 ~
 

'Vt
~
 
~

j
r 

~
}
~
wY
'7
 
~
~
~
~
~
~
~
 

~
 

~
 

~,
 ]
 
~
 

~
~
t~
'
 ~
-
~
6
f
 .
. 

~
~
,
,E
 
'4
 ~
y
~, 
~
+
~
{

~
..~

 
- 

}
 C!

~ 
~
r
~'

 ~
~

' '
A
~
 

t
i
 

;:
ro

Mt
~ 

r'
+.

~ 
~:

`.
 

~
 

~
 #
'
 ,
Y
r
t
 a
3 .
; 

+~
'•
+p
, 

i 
~!

 
~
 .

, .
. <
.'

 
,~
ts
c 
~
~
p~
 
,
 
I.

Y
'
~

"d
 "
 

< 
~
 

~
.
 

y
~
 

~
.
 

~"
~ 

'
.
~
 
~f
 

~~
$ 

t
 

~
 .
 
j 

,~~
m..

 
's
 

~ 
Mf
r
 

.+
~t

 ~
,~

 w
 

§~
 

,~
 +

~-
 t
~
~
;

.
✓

 
~
 .
 

.
r

 '
 

~
,
 ~,
~,

~ 
s+

, .+
 

r 
f
 +

~•
' 

•.
 ~
;
 

r.
A i..
'
 

~r
1e
. *
' 

s
 

- "
'o
ff
 
"
 ~
 
X
 

"Y
r 

v.

3
 

V i
 

:~
'3
` 

~ 
r 

s 
,,

,.
, 

`,
~•

 
3

 ̀~
' 
y~
, 

F~
 

r
 

s 
~`

..
 

k ~
 

'~
I~

 
y
i

a i
 

x
 

t,
 

~
 
gy

p,
 

i
.
~
 

~
~
 
~
 

~
 

fi 3
 

$~
. 

3 
~
~
 

~ 
t

~
 
A 

;
fi r

' 
~~
 

~,p
 

~
 

i 
~~t

i 
v

'
 ~
S
~
F
~
 .
 

~
•
 

7
'
K
k
 
•
 ~
y
 YI
D 

~
s
 '
~
~
~
 i 

~
~
.
 

i
M
~

r '
~

it
 
.
 

.'
C
 

~ 
~,'

i F
"
 

.
. 

Z 
- 

.a
~.
..
wr
o

- 
P
~
 

~ 
.!

~'
 

~
~
 . 

h
 $
'
 c 
~
~
~
 :
 

7
~g
 

p
+
:

~
,~
lt

~ 
,~

~ t
~
~
r
 
f
 

yt
 

~
 

~
~

~ 
ti ~

~"
 

~ 
'~

 
~,
~,
,

~~ 
;~ 

;.~

r
 

~ 
~
.
~
~
 
J,
 
~
 

''
 

~
~
 

a"
t~
 

~

.,
~'

~
s

K
 

A
y
~
 

~
 

a

a
:
,

~
 

...
 

'.
 

. .

y
~~

'
3 

.

a 
R̀-
~ 
.

~
 
t i
.
 
,r ~ 

,~
C 

~ 
~'
~ 

„

~ 
~ 

`
~
 
~'

•
f 

.
:

~ 
~ 

~~

~
 
/
t
.

~
 ~

 
..
_.
_

r~
 ;
 
+
~

~ 
~
~
 
'
~

. t
it

~
~
'

y
 

X
~
~
y :

f 
~

~
%

~
~

~
~
~

~
t 
1



>:
: 

~
?
 

- 
:
 
~
 

,~
~ 

- 
.
w
 

,.

~ ~
 

j 
p
 

;
 

,~
 

`r
 `
 

~•
u
 

~ 
~
 

0
-
 

b 
-
~
.
.
 '.<

~
'
 

+,p
~yy
,,

T 
°f
ie
 -
 

~ ̀
~
 
•
`
A
 

3
 

_.
y
 

+
~y~
•
 

~':
 ̀
 

'r
 
y

~~
gt
 

~
 

~
,
 
^
 
`

~
v,
 

a
-
'~
 

l
 ~
 

'
~
 ~
 
K
 

'
f
 

'~
'.
:
.
~
 
.~

[ 
~
 

_.
+w
..
r.
..
..
..
e~
. 

-
M
.
.
.
.
 

.
~
.
 

,'
.j

r 

._
..
..
..
.~
c.
~.
. 

~
 ~
 

rj
 
~
.
 
~
 

~
,
'
~
~

~
 

`
 
~
 

_ 
6
~
 
r

~~
 

j

•
 
m
a
y'
 

.
,
 

"
E
 ~
'
'1

t.
 

r 
~
 

r
 

~_
V.
 

1'

~
~
 

f 
F
 

~

.
,

..
 

,.

4
 

gy p
:'
 '
~
 ~a 

..
 

~

..

, ~
r

F
..

,

~ -
~ =

. 
, 

s
,
s
 
•
 

~ 
~
 

~ 
~
 

-~
 

s.
 ~

 

x

"
~;
 
a 

t 
ti 

, s
~'
 T
 

Y
'
 

tL
~ 

~ 
~
"
 

g
v 

~ 
p

+ 
. 

t
 

+
 
_
 ,

...,
. m

..
..

.. 
~

k
.
 

~ 
f 

F
 

~
~
 .

'~
,
 

'
ca
m 
~

,"
.X
 

'.
 
,
~
~
~
 

`
:-

~ 
d

,.
y 

~
 r

~~

y ~
.~

 
.

,. 
~ 

_
~. 

~ 
.

~
 ̀

 
f%

~t
~~

""
 

E
;

,~
.,;
.r

~
1~

~
~

r
~

~.
~~ 

~~
~~ 

~~
:=r

.r
te

 s

z 
~~

~
 s
~

.
.
 

.
.

. .
~
 

:.
 
~

`~
..

. :
: Y

`~ : :
h 
~
v
~
n
u
e

. .
 

ct
 

~

a ~
 

~~ 
~ 

b
~
~
~
~
~
r
~

~
e
>
 

~
 

.
~

..

'
~
~
~
~
,

`
~

m
- 
-
,

~
 ,
 ̀
~

'
~.

: 
".

.'



--
-

~
~
u
.
r
_
_

,,
 

T

~
,

~
~

_ 
:~
"

~
g
 '
 
~
 

~ ̀
~
~
 
`
 ~.

n 

~
 ~
c

~,
 

..
..

`
.
~
 

t
C
'
~
 a
E 

i
~
 ~
 

`
~
 
4~

'a
~

'
.

~
 

C

'
..

 
r
. ̀

r

~A

. 
y

x
.<

Y
 

~
t
~
~

~
-

ti.

r

1
 

~
 

~
 

"R
2 ~
\
 

'~
. 

'

~
~

1'~
a

~i
i

~
~
~

~
 
`
~
~

y
~

n
~
 

n *.3
 

n
 

-
 '
.

r 
~

. .

~
x

,.
..

..
.

s'
-

~ 
m
 

~
 

t,
F 

'
 ~

x

X
a 
~

2
3:

ea
.

~

_e
F.

 
F.

~r
 ~
~

~~
.

r

.
F

~

gi

.
 
~
 

~
~
~
L

, .

~
. ..

.+
,e 

~
 

',

i f
..

~
.

a
~ .
.

,.
y

~ Y
:

,..
3
 

~~
•.

r

~

t i
 

~
`
 ~

~

§
 {

cc
_.

_.
.~

~,
.,

,_
r.

..
 

~

§ 
~

y

~
 

t
~
.

a

~
.
'

- 
9F

~
.
,
,
~
„
c
 ~
~

,
l

~

}
"
~
1'
''~

{
~

{

s ~
,

_
__

~ 
'
_
 

..
 

.
.

~
)

["
'

,..

a
i'

~
`
~
 '

N~
.~

 
`'
~
r '}
~'
P 
ii

 ~i
'i

S:
yk
r~

,~
~~

r~
a

A
Y
Y
n
h
 N
+
'
J
 ~
~*

~J
:9

~{
,

j

~~
i, 
5'

Yt
! 

IC
I 

..
.

F
 

~
 

*9
N~

 
T
 

~
t
 

'
4:

.

~
k 

~
~ Y l
a,
~~
n~
 
~€
-Y
-

~
 

Y
.
~
t
r
 l
.
~
~
4
 I~

{K
I 

r"
~
w

le
i .
-1
 ~!

'r
 ̀a

ii
`c

4 
E
S
~
 

x,

e.

,~
 

~
 

~_
~,

~
~

3
Q

~.
~ 

_ 
S
i
g
m
u
n
d
 S
te

in
d
r
o
v
e

~
~

+
~d,

4
4

r
y
~
i
 

■f

~
v
~

~ 
~

 
-.

.

Y
 

~
9

1
~

/

g

_
~

".
, 

jl~
~ 
T

)t
: 

~ 
(

'i
_ 

~~
Y.

 ~
 

~
~ 

-.
 
',
 t~

l 
~ 

rw
~~

e 
~

'..
i.

_ 
T

M
!(

! '
~ 

.rY
ff

ll
i 

~Y
Y

'.`
1,

ii3
!]!

 
i
 n
 f~

 1



,~ 1 RE: Redwood Tree in Pazkside District Page 1 of 2

From: Hawkridge, John <John.Hawkridge@sfdpw.org>
To: Issamuels <Issamuels@aol.com>

Subject: RE: Redwood Tree in Parkside District
Date: Thu, Oct 23, 2014 12:04 pm

Attachments: image001.jpg (131

Lynn,

Our records do not indicate that any construction is planned for 1322 Wawona. If and when they do apply for
building permits, the first step will be a review of all street and significant trees that may be impacted or need
to be planted as part of the construction. At that point, we will conduct a site visit, and to determine if their tree
protection measures are adequate, and to see if there will be any additional tree planting required.

I will keep this on my radaz.

In the meantime, please feel free to keep me informed if you notice any work being done that may impact the
tree.

John Hawkridge

Urban Forestry Inspector

Bureau of Urban Forestry

San Francisco Public Works

City and County of San Francisco

1680 Mission St. 1$̀  Floor

San Francisco, CA 94103

(415)554-8380

sfpublicworks.or~ • twitter.com/sfpublicworks

From: lssamuels a aol.com ~mailto:lssamuelsnu.aol.coml
Sent: Wednesday, October 22, 2014 10:59 PM
To: HawlQidge, John
Subject: Redwood Tree in Parkside District

https://mail.aol.com/38815-616/aol-6/en-us/maiUPrintMessage.aspx 10/28/2014



.. ' '+RE: Redwood Tree in Parkside District

Hello Mc Hawkridge:

Page 2 of 2

My name is Lynn Samuels. My husband and I own a home in the Parkside neighborhood (2695 24th Avenue at Wawona)
of San Francisco. There is a magnificent old growth redwood tree near our property line and our neighbor's property at
1322 Wawona. We understand that the redwood tree is on City property and is over 100 years old. It meets the criteria
for designation as a "Significant Tree" under the San Francisco Planning Department's Tree Protection standards.

We recently received notice that our adjacent neighbors at 1322 Wawona Street plan to do a major remodel of their home,
including putting in a garage, which is going to involve some excavation in close proximity to the redwood tree. My
husband and I are concerned that the proposed construction may damage the root system of the redwood tree, which I
understand is very shallow and can extend out horizontally 100 feet from the trunk, which would mean that the root
system likely extends under our neighbor's property. If the root system is damaged and the stability of the tree is
compromised (the tree is perched on a slope), it would be a tremendous loss to the neighborhood and the City, as well as
pose a potentially catastrophic safety risk to persons and property in the area if a windstorm or earthquake caused the tree
to come down.

Blake Watkins of Friends of the Urban Forest informed me that you are the City Inspector for trees in our neighborhood.
My husband and I would like to have the tree inspected and evaluated whether the roots will be impacted, if the tree
would be able to recover from the disturbance, and if anything can be done to mitigate the damage.

Please contact me at (415) 566-5767 to discuss this matter and advise me and my husband what we need to do to schedule
an inspection.

Thank you for your assistance,

Lynn Samuels

(415)566-5767

LSSamuels(~aol.com

1 Attached Images

~3 2 Z wo.wc~—
https://mail. aol.com/3 8815-616/aol-6/en-us/mail/PrintMessage.aspx 10/28/2014



12131!2018 Notice of Building Permit Application

From: Lynn Samuels <Issamuels@aol.com>

To: Edessa &Sean Cunningham <seancunningham@yahoo.com>

Subject: Notice of Building Permit Application

Date: Wed, Dec 19, 2018 3:25 pm

Hi Sean & Edessa:

We received notice of your building permit application today.

Have you guys submitted the required Checklist for Tree Planting and Protection and Tree Protection Plan with
respect to the redwood tree and pine tree in our backyard? Please provide us with a copies of the completed
checklist and Tree Protection Plan as soon as possible so that we can evaluate the impact of the project on the
redwood tree and pine tree.

We would be happy to meet with you to discuss our concerns regarding the trees and any other issues regarding
the project over the holidays.

Thanks,
Lynn &Fred

Sent from my iPhone

3 zZ ~`N ̀
~`°`

https://mail.aol.com/webmail-std/en-us/PrintMessage 1/1



12/26/2018 1322 Wawona project -Redwood Tree~,

~ From: Issamuels <Issamuels@aol.com>

To: stephen.keller <stephen.keller@sfdpw.org>

Subject: 1322 Wawona project -Redwood Tree

Date: Fri, Dec 21, 2018 11'47 am

Attachments: tree 1.jpg.jpg (353K), tree 2.jpg.jpg (290K), tree 3.jpg.jpg (319K)

Dear Steve:

Thank you for speaking with me yesterday regarding the Redwood Tree in the public right of way
between our property {2695 24th Avenue) and our neighbors the Cunninghams' property (1322
Wawona). As I mentioned, we received a Notice of Building Permit Application (Permit No.
2014.11.26.2656) with respect to 1322 Wawona Street this week. The proposed project involves
constructing a horizontal addition and excavating below the existing building to accomodate a one-car
garage. The project also proposes various alterations to the front of the property, including
reconfiguration of the front-entry stairs, which requires a variance for front setback requirements. A
public hearing on the variance has been scheduled for January 23, 2019.

The Notice states that my husband and I have 30 days, or until January 16, 2019, to file an application
for Discretionary Review of the proposed project, which we intend to do because of our serious
concerns about the impact of the project on the Redwood Tree. As you can see from the attached
photographs my husband took yesterday, the drip line of the Redwood Tree extends far over the
Cunninghams' property and directly above the proposed excavation/construction zone. The Redwood
Tree's trunk is less than 10 feet from the proposed excavation/construction. Because the Redwood
Tree is massive (between 50 and 75 feet tall) and is perched on a slope in the public right of way, we
are seriously concerned that the proposed project, particularly the excavation for a garage, may
compromise the Redwood Tree's root system, rendering it vulnerable to collapse during a storm or
otherwise, with potential catastrophic personal injury or property damage to the cars parked on both
sides of Wawona next to Stern Grove Park.

i nitially contacted the City about this matter after I received the Pre-Application Notice back in 2014
and attended the initial Pre-Application meeting with the Cunninghams and their architect in October
2014. I expressed concerns about the Redwood Tree at the pre-application meeting and informed the
Cunninghams that the Redwood Tree is a Protected Tree under Planning Code Section 138.1 and
Public Works Code Article 16, which triggers the requirement of a Tree Protection Plan. I requested at
that time, but to date still have not received, a Tree Protection Plan as required by departmental rules
and regulations. Since 2014, I don't believe that the City has conducted an official inspection of the
Redwood Tree.

understand from our discussion yesterday that the Cunninghams' project is in its early stages and
further review by the Dept. of Public Works, Bureau of Urban Forestry, as well as the Planning Dept.
and Building Dept. will be conducted before any construction begins. My husband and I would
appreciate being informed of the status of any further review of this matter by any and all City
departments.

Thank you again for discussing this matter with me.

Lynn Samuels &Fred Morales, Jr.
2695 24th Avenue
San Francisco, CA 94116
(415} 566-5767
LSSamuels@aol.com

i 3Attached ImagesL______.~ _------_. _ __.____ ___..__..___..___~..__...---..._. _
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~2i2si2o~s 1322 Wawona project -Redwood Tree
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12/26/2018 Notice of Building Permit Application for 1322 Wawona -Redwood Tree

From: Issamuels <Issamuels@aol.com>

To: sylvia.jimenez <sylvia.jimenez@sfgov.org>

Cc: fredmorales.sf <fredmorales.sf@gmail.com>

Bcc: mayorlaw <mayorlaw@aol.com>

Subject: Notice of Building Permit Application for 1322 Wawona -Redwood Tree
Date: Fri, Dec 21, 2018 12:33 pm

Attachments: tree 1.jpg.jpg (353K), tree 2.jpg.jpg (290K), tree 3.jpg.jpg (319K)

Dear Ms. Jimenez:

My name is Lynn Samuels. My husband Fred Morales, Jr. and I own the property at 2695 24th
Avenue, San Francisco CA 94116.

Yesterday I left you a voicemail message regarding the Notice of Building Permit Application we
received this week with respect to the proposed construction project at 1322 Wawona Street, which is
the property adjacent to ours on Wawona Street (Building Permit Application No. 2014.11.26.2656).
As I mentioned in my voicemail message, we raised several concerns with respect to the project when
we received the initial Notice of Pre-Application Meeting back in 2014. I requested that you contact
me to discuss these issues, but haven't heard back from you.

Our primary concern is the massive (50-75 foot tall) Heritage Redwood Tree located in the public right
of way between our property and the Cunninghams' property. As you can see from the attached
photographs my husband took yesterday, the drip line of the Redwood Tree extends far over the
Cunninghams' property and directly above the proposed excavation/construction zone. The Redwood
Tree's trunk is less than 5 feet from the proposed excavation/construction. Because the Redwood
Tree is massive (between 50 and 75 feet tall) and is perched on a slope in the public right of way, we
are seriously concerned that the proposed project, particularly the excavation for a garage to the left of
the stairway next to the Redwood Tree, may compromise the Redwood Tree's root system, rendering
it vulnerable to collapse during a storm or otherwise, with potential catastrophic personal injury or
property damage to the cars parked on both sides of Wawona next to Stern Grove Park.

initially contacted the City about this matter after I received the Pre-Application Notice back in 2014
and attended the initial Pre-Application meeting with the Cunninghams and their architect in October
2014. I expressed concerns about the Redwood Tree at the pre-application meeting and informed the
Cunninghams and their architect that the Redwood Tree is a Protected Tree under Planning Code
Section 138.1 and Public Works Code Article 16, which triggers the requirement of a Tree Protection
Plan. I requested at that time, but to date still have not received, a Tree Protection Plan as required
by departmental rules and regulations. My concerns about the project were recorded on a form I was
given at the Pre-Application meeting and should be in the Planning Dept.'s file for this project. Since
2014, I don't believe that the City has conducted an official inspection of the Redwood Tree.

The Notice states that my husband and I have 30 days, or until January 16, 2019, to file an application
for Discretionary Review of the proposed project, which we intend to do because of our serious
concerns about the impact of the project on the Redwood Tree and public safety. I reached out to the
Cunninghams to discuss our concerns but have not received a response.

understand that the project is in its early stages and further review, including architectural review, by
the Planning Dept., as well as review by the Dept. of Public Works, Bureau of Urban Forestry, and
Building Dept. will be conducted before any construction begins. My husband and I would appreciate
being informed of the status of any further review of this matter by any and all City departments. In
particular, we request that any and all further review take into consideration the impact of the project
on the Redwood Tree and public safety if the Redwood Tree's root system is compromised during
excavation and/or construction.

hops://mail.aol.com/webmail-std/en-us/PrintMessage 1 ~ L ~ ~(~~; ~~GL. 1/3



12/26/2018 Notice of Building Permit Application for 1322 Wawona -Redwood Tree

. ~nank you for your anticipated courtesy and cooperation,

Lynn Samuels &Fred Morales, Jr.
2695 24th Avenue
San Francisco, CA 94116
(415) 566-5767
LSSamuels@aol.com

':̀ 3Attached Images ~ ~ ___~
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12126:7.018
s'w

From: Issamuels <Issamuels@aol.com>

Fwd: 1322 Wawona project -Redwood Tree

To: stephen.keller <stephen.keller@sfdpw.org>; susan.nawbary <susan.nawbary@sfdpw.org>

Subject: Fwd: 1322 Wawona project -Redwood Tree

Date: Tue, Dec 25, 2018 1:06 pm

Attachments: tree 1.jpg.jpg (353K), tree 2.jpg.jpg (290K), tree 3.jpg.jpg (319K), image001.jpg (9K)

Hi Steve &Susan:

I reviewed the San Francisco Urban Forest Map and don't see the Redwood Tree located in the public right of
way next to Wawona Street between our property and the Cunninghams' property identified on the map.

With the passage of Proposition E, the Redwood Tree should be aDPW-maintained tree, correct? Has anyone
from DPW inspected the tree since Proposition E became law on July 1, 2017`? Why isn't the Redwood Tree
identified on the map?

Sincerely,

Lynn Samuels &Fred Morales, Jr.
2695 24th Avenue
San Francisco, CA 94116
(415} 566-5767
LSSamuels@aol.com

----Original Message-----
From: Keller, Stephen (DPW) <Stephen.Keller@sfdpw.org>
To: Nawbary, Susan (DPW) <susan.nawbary@sfdpw.org>; Issamuels@aoi.com <Issamuels@aol.com>
Sent: Fri, Dec 21, 2018 2:57 pm
Subject: FW: 1322 Wawona project -Redwood Tree

Hi Lynn,

1 am CC'ing Susan. She is the inspector for this area.

Steve Keller
Urban Forestry Inspector

ISA Certified Arborist WE 8888UA
Bureau of Urban Forestry

San Francisco Public Works

City and County of San Francisco

1155 Market St 3rd floor

San Francisco, CA 94103

(415) 554-8240 Desk

(415) 554-6700 BUF Mainline

sfnublicworks.org ~ t~vitter.cotn/sfnubl.icworks

From: lssamuels@aol.com [mailto:lssamuels@aol.com]
Sent: Friday, December 21, 2018 11:47 AM
To: Keller, Stephen (DPW) <Stephen.Keller@sfdpw.org>
Subject: l 322 Wawona project -Redwood Tree

This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted sources.

https://mail.aol.com/webmail-std/en-us/PrintMessage f 3 ZZ ~a ~ ~~ 1/4



12126/2018

Dear Steve:

Fwd: 1322 Wawona project -Redwood Tree

'Thank you for speaking with me yesterday regarding the Redwood Tree in the public right of way between our
property (2695 24th Avenue) and our neighbors the Cunninghams' property (1322 Wawona). As I mentioned,
we received a Notice of Building Permit Application (Permit No. 2014.11.26.2656) with respect to 1322
Wawona Street this week. The proposed project involves constructing a horizontal addition and excavating
below the existing building to accomodate a one-car garage. The project also proposes various alterations to the
front of the property, including reconfiguration ofthe front-entry stairs, which requires a variance for front
setback requirements. A public hearing on the variance has been scheduled for January 23, 2019.

The Notice states that my husband and I have 30 days, or until January 16, 2019, to file an application for
Discretionary Review of the proposed project, which we intend to do because of our serious concerns about the
impact of the project on the Redwood Tree. As you can see from the attached photographs my husband took
yesterday, the drip line of the Redwood Tree extends far over the Cunninghams' property and directly above the
proposed excavation construction zone. The Redwood Tree's trunk is less than 10 feet from the proposed
excavation/construction. Because the Redwood Tree is massive (between 50 and 75 feet tall) and is perched on a
slope in the public right of way, we are seriously concerned that the proposed project, particularly the excavation
for a garage, may compromise the Redwood Tree's root system, rendering it vulnerable to collapse during a
storm or otherwise, with potential catastrophic personal injury or property damage to the cars parked on both
sides of Wawona next to Stern Grove Park.

I initially contacted the City about this matter after I received the Pre-Application Notice back in 2014 and
attended the initial Pre-Application meeting with the Cunninghams and their architect in October 2014. I
expressed concerns about the Redwood Tree at the pre-application meeting and informed the Cunninghams that
the Redwood Tree is a Protected Tree under Planning Code Section 138.1 and Public Works Code Article 16,
which triggers the requirement of a Tree Protection Plan. I requested at that time, but to date still have not
received, a Tree Protection Plan as required by departmental rules and regulations. Since 2014, I don't believe
that the City has conducted an official inspection of the Redwood Tree.

I understand from our discussion yesterday that the Cunninghams' project is in its early stages and further review
by the Dept. of Public Works, Bureau of Urban Forestry, as well as the Planning Dept. and Building Dept. will
be conducted before any construction begins. My husband and I would appreciate being informed of the status
of any further review of this matter by any and all City departments.

Thank you again for discussing this matter with me.

Lynn Samuels &Fred Morales, Jr.
2695 24th Avenue
San Francisco, CA 94116
(415) 566-5767
I.SSainuels(aaol.com

~__
4Attached Images
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12/26/2018 Fwd: 1322 Wawona project -Redwood Tree
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1217.6/2018 1322 Wawona Street -Notice of Building Permit Application -Permit No. 2014.11.26.2656 -Impact on Heritage Redwood Tree

' From: Issamuels <Issamuels@aol.com>

~ To: Carla.Short <Carla.Short@sfdpw.org>; stephen.keller <stephen.keller@sfdpw.org>; susan.nawbary
<susan.nawbary@sfdpw.org>

Cc: MayorLaw <MayorLaw@aol.com>

Subject: 1322 Wawona Street -Notice of Building Permit Application -Permit No. 2014.11.26.2656 -Impact on Heritage
Redwood Tree

Date: Wed, Dec 26, 2018 2:31 pm

Attachments: tree 1.jpg.jpg (353K), tree 2.jpg.jpg (290K), tree 3.jpg.jpg (319K)

Dear Ms. Short:

My name is Lynn Samuels. My friend, Kim Mayor, advised me that you might be of assistance
regarding the Notice of Building Permit Application (Permit No. 2014.11.26.2656) my husband and
received last week with respect to the proposed construction project at 1322 Wawona Street and
forwarded your contact information.

My husband and I own the single-family residence at 2695 24th Avenue @ Wawona in the Parkside
District of San Francisco, which is adjacent to the Cunninghams' property at 1322 Wawona, the site of
the proposed construction project. The proposed project at 1322 Wawona Street involves
constructing a horizontal addition and excavating below the existing building to accommodate a one-
car garage. The project also proposes various alterations to the front of the property, including
reconfiguration of the front-entry stairs, which requires a variance for front setback requirements.

My husband and I raised several concerns regarding the project when we received the initial Pre-
Application Notice in the fall of 2014 and attended the initial Pre-Application meeting with the
Cunninghams and their architect in October 2014. Our primary concern is the massive (50-75 foot
tall) Heritage Redwood Tree perched on the slope in the public right of way next to Wawona Street,
between our property and the Cunninghams' property. As you can see from the attached photographs
my husband took of the Redwood Tree last week, the drip line/canopy of the Redwood Tree extends
far over the Cunninghamns' property and directly above the proposed excavation/construction zone.
In addition, the Redwood Tree's trunk is approximately 5 feet from the area of excavation for
the proposed garage. There is also a giant Douglas Fir pine tree in our backyard close to the
Cunningham's property line.

I n an email dated October 23, 2014, John Hawkridge of the Bureau of Urban Forestry advised me that
he would keep the project on his radar and that if and when the Cunninghams applied for a building
permit, the first step would be a review of all street and significant trees that may be impacted as part
of the construction. Mr. Hawkridge also informed me that the Department would conduct a site visit
and determine if the Cunninghams' tree protection measures are adequate.

Last week, we received a Notice of Building Permit Application (Permit No. 2014.11.26.2656) with
respect to the project. The Notice states that my husband and I have 30 days (or until Jan. 16, 2019)
to file an application for Discretionary Review of the project. Although I informed the Cunninghams
and their architect at the Pre-Application Meeting that the Redwood Tree, and perhaps also the
Douglas Fir, are Protected Trees under Planning Code Section 138.1 and Public Works Code Article
16, triggering the requirement of a Tree Protection Plan, no Tree Protection Plan was included with the
materials we received with the permit application. In addition, Department of Public Works Code,
Section 8.02-8.11 requires disclosure and protection of landmark, significant, and street trees located
on public and private property, that they be shown on approved site plans, and that a completed
disclosure statement must accompany all building permit applications that include building envelope
expansion and new garages. No disclosure statement was included with the Notice of Building Permit
Application, nor is the Douglas Fir tree depicted on the plans. I do not believe any site visit has been
conducted since the Building Permit Application was filed on November 26, 2014.
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~~.s~zu~ y Fwd: Notice of Building rermit Application for 13zz Wawona -tsuuaing Hermit Application No. 2014.11.26.2656 - KedwoodTree

r From: Issamuels <Issamuels@aol.com>

To: stephen.keller <stephen.keller@sfdpw.org>; susan.nawbary <susan.nawbary@sfdpw.org>

Subject: Fwd: Notice of Building Permit Application for 1322 Wawona -Building Permit Application No. 2014.11.26.2656 -
RedwoodTree

Date: Thu, Jan 3, 2019 5:49 pm

Attachments: Tree Root Stability pdf.pdf (2057K)

Hi Steve and Susan,

I wanted to let you both know that the owners of 1322 Wawona are trying to schedule an arborist to come out
and inspect the Redwood Tree and Douglas Fir (see below), photos of which are attached to my December 21
and December 25 emails, however we still request and understand that the Dept. of Public Works, Bureau of
Urban Forestry, will conduct an independent inspection of both trees, including an evaluation of the location and
depth of their critical root systems, as part of the permit process.

Thank you for your courtesy and cooperation.

Lynn Samuels and Fred Morales, Jr.
2695 24th Avenue
San Francisco, CA 94116
(415) 566-5767
LSSamuels@aol.com

----Original Message-----
From: Issamuels <Issamuels@aol.com>
To: seanncunningham <seanncunningham@yahoo.com>
Cc: sylvia.jimenez <sylvia.jimenez@sfgov.org>; carla.short <carla.short@sfdpw.org>; purearch <purearch@cs.com>;
fredmorales.sf <fredmorales.sf@gmail.com>
Sent: Thu, Jan 3, 2019 1:00 pm
Subject: Re: Notice of Building Permit Application for 1322 Wawona -Building Permit Application No. 2014.11.26.2656 -
RedwoodTree

Hi Sean,

Thanks for your email. We're happy to meet with you after the arborist comes out to inspect the trees, however I thought
that both of us were going to meet with the arborist when he or she does the inspection. In addition to the Redwood Tree,
the Douglas Fir pine tree in our backyard next to the fence separating our properties needs to be inspected because it
meets the definition of a Protected Tree as set forth in the Required Checklist for Tree Planting and Protection I forwarded
to you on December 31. The arborist will need access to our backyard to inspect the pine tree, which appears to be just
as tall, if not taller, than the Redwood Tree.

The most important issue is the location and depth of the critical roots for both trees. I don't believe that can be determined
by a mere visual inspection. As discussed in the attached article, "Getting to the Root of Tree Stability and Construction,"
it's difficult to determine what type of root system a tree has, and species, environmental conditions, the location of the
tree, as well as the age of the tree, can all play a factor. The author concludes that the best place to cut tree roots is
outside the dripline of the tree, where fewer roots are needed for tree stability and recommends mapping root zones well
before any excavation begins. The article states: "In overlaying a critical root zone map on a construction document, it is
possible to see where changes in elevation, paths or trenches will come into contact with roots. A map depicting critical
root zones provides so much more information than the traditional plan that simply uses dots to mark locations of tree
trunks."

The article also states that Bartlett Tree Experts uses Global Positioning Systems (GPSj and Geographical Information
Systems (GIS) to collect information, map locations, and help with planning.

contacted John Lichter at Tree Associates (tel: (530) 220-3696; e-mail: treeassociates@gmail.com or
john@treeassociates.net) in October 2014 for information regarding the procedures involved in mapping the root system of
the Redwood Tree and potentially the Douglas Fir in our backyard. John IS knowledgeable In the v8I'IouS
methods of mapping tree root systems, and I believe has the equipment needed to do the work. John
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1/3/2019 Fwd: Notice of Building Permit Application for 1322 Wawona -Building Permit Application No. 2014.11.26.2656 - RedwoodTree

also advised me that any excavation within 15 feet of the trunk could impact the stability of the
tree.

You might want to consider contacting John Lichter for additional information regarding mapping the root systems and his
availability.

Finally, I understand that you have not completed the Tree Protection Plan yet and that the City has processes and
procedures that need to be followed. Because page 1 of the Checklist states that it must be completed and submitted to
the Planning Department along with the building permit or other applications required for the project, and we received the
Notice of Building Permit Application for the project on December 19, I thought that the Checklist, at least, should have
been completed and submitted with the Application. However, we'll defer to the City regarding the completion and
submission of any forms required during the process.

Sincerely,

Lynn Samuels and Fred Morales, Jr.
2695 24th Avenue
San Francisco, CA 94116
(415) 566-5767
LSSamuels@aol.com

-----Original Message-----
From: Sean Cunningham <seanncunningham@yahoo.com>
To: Issamuels@aol.com <Issamuels@aol.com>
Cc: sylvia.jimenez@sfgov.org <sylvia.jimenez@sfgov.org>; carla.short@sfdpw.org <carla.short@sfdpw.org>;
purearch@cs.com <purearch@cs.com>; fredmorales.sf@gmail.com <fredmorales.sf@gmail.com>
Sent: Wed, Jan 2, 2019 10:40 pm
Subject: RE: Notice of Building Permit Application for 1322 Wawona -Building Permit Application No. 2014.11.26.2656 -
RedwoodTree

Lynn,

think that might be better to meet next week as I am still working on scheduling an arborist. As I indicated in
my earlier email I am trying to get a arborist out to get a professional's opinion as neither of us are tree experts.
think it would probably be better to meet after the arborist has had a chance to look at the tree and write up his

report. Additionally this will give you some time to see if DPW is going to send out an inspector as you
requested.

As for your request on the Tree Protection Plan, we have not completed it yet. The city has processes and
procedures that we need to follow and an order of when they need each form completed. The city does not
require the tree protection plan at this time and we will not be prepared until after we talk to the arborist. The
permit process has already been going on for several years and we still have a way to go till we complete that
paperwork. As our application processes through the system, other checklists and forms will be requested. We
are expecting that DPW will want us to complete the tree protection plan at some time but it is not required at
this stage.

Sincerely,
Sean

P.S. As you have already determined you did not get my email address correct when you sent the original email
on the 19th which explains why I did not receive it. I know you had my email before but just to be clear it is
SeanNCunningham@yahoo.com.

_ _
From: Issamuels@aol.com
Sent: Monday, December 31, 2018 2:28 PM
To: seanncunningham~a yahoo.com
Cc: sylvia.jimenez@sfgov.org; carla.short@sfdpw.org; purearch@cs.com; fredmorales.sf@gmail.com
Subject: Re: Notice of Building Permit Application for 1322 Wawona -Building Permit Application No.
2014.11.26.2656 - RedwoodTree
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RE: Redwood Tree in Parkside District

From: Hawkridge, John <John.Hawkridge@sfdpw.org>
To: Issamuels <Issamuels@aol.com>

Subject: RE: Redwood Tree in Parkside District

Date: Thu, Oct 23, 2014 12:04 pm

Attachments: image001.jpg (13K)

Lynn,

Page 1 of 2

Our records do not indicate that any construction is planned for 1322 Wawona. If and when they do apply for
building permits, the first step will be a review of all street and significant trees that may be impacted or need
to be planted as part of the construction. At that point, we will conduct a site visit, and to determine if their tree
protection measures are adequate, and to see if there will be any additional tree planting required.

I will keep this on my radar.

In the meantime, please feel free to keep me informed if you notice any work being done that may impact the
tree.

John Hawkridge

Urban Forestry Inspector

Bureau of Urban Forestry

San Francisco Public Works

City and County of San Francisco

1680 Mission St. 1$̀  Floor

San Francisco, CA 94103

(415)554-8380

sfnublicworks.or~ • twitter.com/sfpublicworks

From: Issamuels nci aol.com (mailto:lssamuelsnu,aol.coml
Seat: Wednesday, October 22, 2014 10:59 PM
To: Hawkridge, John
Subject: Redwood Tree in Parkside District

t 3 2 ~L Gam"`'' t,~,~-
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RE: Redwood Tree in Parkside District

Hello Mr. Hawkridge:

Page 2 of 2

My name is Lynn Samuels. My husband and I own a home in the Parkside neighborhood (2695 24th Avenue at Wawona)
of San Francisco. There is a magnificent old growth redwood tree near our property line and our neighbor's property at
1322 Wawona. We understand that the redwood tree is on City property and is over 100 years old. It meets the criteria
for designation as a "Significant Tree" under the San Francisco Planning Department's Tree Protection standards.

We recently received notice that our adjacent neighbors at 1322 Wawona Street plan to do a major remodel of their home,
including putting in a garage, which is going to involve some excavation in close proximity to the redwood tree. My
husband and I are concerned that the proposed construction may damage the root system of the redwood tree, which I
understand is very shallow and can extend out horizontally 100 feet from the trunk, which would mean that the root
system likely extends under our neighbor's property. If the root system is damaged and the stability of the tree is
compromised (the tree is perched on a slope), it would be a tremendous loss to the neighborhood and the City, as well as
pose a potentially catastrophic safety risk to persons and property in the azea if a windstorm or earthquake caused the tree
to come down.

Blake Watkins of Friends of the Urban Forest informed me that you are the City Inspector for trees in our neighborhood.
My husband and I would like to have the tree inspected and evaluated whether the roots will be impacted, if the tree
would be able to recover from the disturbance, and if anything can be done to mitigate the damage.

Please contact me at (415) 566-5767 to discuss this matter and advise me and my husband what we need to do to schedule
an inspection.

Thank you for your assistance,

Lynn Samuels

(415)566-5767

LSSamuels(cr~aol .com

1 Attached Images
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12/31/2018 Notice of Building Permit Application

From: Lynn Samuels <Issamuels@aol.com>

To: Edessa &Sean Cunningham <seancunningham@yahoo.com>

Subject: Notice of Building Permit Application

Date: Wed, Dec 19, 2018 325 pm

Hi Sean & Edessa:

We received notice of your building permit application today.

Have you guys submitted the required Checklist for Tree Planting and Protection and Tree Protection Plan with
respect to the redwood tree and pine tree in our backyard? Please provide us with a copies of the completed
checklist and Tree Protection Plan as soon as possible so that we can evaluate the impact of the project on the
redwood tree and pine tree.

We would be happy to meet with you to discuss our concerns regarding the trees and any other issues regarding
the project over the holidays.

Thanks,
Lynn &Fred

Sent from my iPhone

i 3 zz ~U' 
:'ra
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12/26/2018 1322 Wawona project -Redwood Tree

_From: Issamuels <Issamuels@aol.com>

To: stephen.keller <stephen.keller@sfdpw.org>

Subject: 1322 Wawona project -Redwood Tree

Date: Fri, Dec 21, 2018 11:47 am

Attachments: tree 1.jpg.jpg (353K), tree 2.jpg.jpg (290K), tree 3.jpg.jpg (319K)

Dear Steve:

Thank you for speaking with me yesterday regarding the Redwood Tree in the public right of way
between our property (2695 24th Avenue) and our neighbors the Cunninghams' property (1322
Wawona). As I mentioned, we received a Notice of Building Permit Application (Permit No.
2014.11.26.2656) with respect to 1322 Wawona Street this week. The proposed project involves
constructing a horizontal addition and excavating below the existing building to accomodate a one-car
garage. The project also proposes various alterations to the front of the property, including
reconfiguration of the front-entry stairs, which requires a variance for front setback requirements. A
public hearing on the variance has been scheduled for January 23, 2019.

The Notice states that my husband and I have 30 days, or until January 16, 2019, to file an application
for Discretionary Review of the proposed project, which we intend to do because of our serious
concerns about the impact of the project on the Redwood Tree. As you can see from the attached
photographs my husband took yesterday, the drip line of the Redwood Tree extends far over the
Cunninghams' property and directly above the proposed excavation/construction zone. The Redwood
Tree's trunk is less than 10 feet from the proposed excavation/construction. Because the Redwood
Tree is massive (between 50 and 75 feet tall) and is perched on a slope in the public right of way, we
are seriously concerned that the proposed project, particularly the excavation for a garage, may
compromise the Redwood Tree's root system, rendering it vulnerable to collapse during a storm or
otherwise, with potential catastrophic personal injury or property damage to the cars parked on both
sides of Wawona next to Stern Grove Park.

initially contacted the City about this matter after I received the Pre-Application Notice back in 2014
and attended the initial Pre-Application meeting with the Cunninghams and their architect in October
2014. I expressed concerns about the Redwood Tree at the pre-application meeting and informed the
Cunninghams that the Redwood Tree is a Protected Tree under Planning Code Section 138.1 and
Public Works Code Article 16, which triggers the requirement of a Tree Protection Plan. I requested at
that time, but to date still have not received, a Tree Protection Plan as required by departmental rules
and regulations. Since 2014, I don't believe that the City has conducted an official inspection of the
Redwood Tree.

understand from our discussion yesterday that the Cunningharns' project is in its early stages and
further review by the Dept. of Public Works, Bureau of Urban Forestry, as well as the Planning Dept.
and Building Dept. will be conducted before any construction begins. My husband and I would
appreciate being informed of the status of any further review of this matter by any and all City
departments.

Thank you again for discussing this matter with me.

Lynn Samuels &Fred Morales, Jr.
2695 24th Avenue
San Francisco, CA 94116
(415) 566-5767
LSSamuels@aol.com

~.
3Attached Images 
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i 2/26/2018 1322 Wawona project -Redwood Tree
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12126/2018 Notice of Building Permit Application for 1322 Wawona -Redwood Tree

From: Issamuels <Issamuels@aol.com>

To: sylvia.jimenez <sylvia.jimenez@sfgov.org>

Cc: fredmorales.sf <fredmorales.sf@gmail.com>
Bcc: mayoriaw <mayorlaw@aol.com>

Subject: Notice of Building Permit Application for 1322 Wawona -Redwood Tree
Date: Fri, Dec 21, 2018 12:33 pm

Attachments: tree 1.jpg.jpg (353K), tree 2.jpg.jpg (290K), tree 3.jpg.jpg (319K)

Dear Ms. Jimenez:

My name is Lynn Samuels. My husband Fred Morales, Jr. and I own the property at 2695 24th
Avenue, San Francisco CA 94116.

Yesterday I left you a voicemail message regarding the Notice of Building Permit Application we
received this week with respect to the proposed construction project at 1322 Wawona Street, which is
the property adjacent to ours on Wawona Street (Building Permit Application No. 2014.11.26.2656).
As I mentioned in my voicemail message, we raised several concerns with respect to the project when
we received the initial Notice of Pre-Application Meeting back in 2014. I requested that you contact
me to discuss these issues, but haven't heard back from yvu.

Our primary concern is the massive (50-75 foot tall) Heritage Redwood Tree located in the public right
of way between our property and the Cunninghams' property. As you can see from the attached
photographs my husband took yesterday, the drip line of the Redwood Tree extends far over the
Cunninghams' property and directly above the proposed excavation/construction zone. The Redwood
Tree's trunk is less than 5 feet from the proposed excavation/construction. Because the Redwood
Tree is massive (between 50 and 75 feet tall) and is perched on a slope in the public right of way, we
are seriously concerned that the proposed project, particularly the excavation for a garage to the left of
the stairway next to the Redwood Tree, may compromise the Redwood Tree's root system, rendering
it vulnerable to collapse during a storm or otherwise, with potential catastrophic personal injury or
property damage to the cars parked on both sides of Wawona next to Stern Grove Park.

i nitially contacted the City about this matter after I received the Pre-Application Notice back in 2014
and attended the initial Pre-Application meeting with the Cunninghams and their architect in October
2014. I expressed concerns about the Redwood Tree at the pre-application meeting and informed the
Cunninghams and their architect that the Redwood Tree is a Protected Tree under Planning Code
Section 138.1 and Public Works Code Article 16, which triggers the requirement of a Tree Protection
Plan. I requested at that time, but to date still have not received, a Tree Protection Plan as required
by departmental rules and regulations. My concerns about the project were recorded on a form I was
given at the Pre-Application meeting and should be in the Planning Dept.'s file for this project. Since
2014, I don't believe that the City has conducted an official inspection of the Redwood Tree.

The Notice states that my husband and I have 30 days, or until January 16, 2019, to file an application
for Discretionary Review of the proposed project, which we intend to do because of our serious
concerns about the impact of the project on the Redwood Tree and public safety. I reached out to the
Cunninghams to discuss our concerns but have not received a response.

understand that the project is in its early stages and further review, including architectural review, by
the Planning Dept., as well as review by the Dept. of Public Works, Bureau of Urban Forestry, and
Building Dept. will be conducted before any construction begins. My husband and I would appreciate
being informed of the status of any further review of this matter by any and all City departments. In
particular, we request that any and all further review take into consideration the impact of the project
on the Redwood Tree and public safety if the Redwood Tree's root system is compromised during
excavation and/or construction.

https://mail.aol.com/webmail-std/en-us/PrintMessage ~ 3 L ~ ~~ ~C~-. 1/3



12/26/2018 Notice of Building Permit Application for 1322 Wawona -Redwood Tree

i Hank you for your anticipated courtesy and cooperation,

Lynn Samuels &Fred Morales, Jr.
2695 24th Avenue
San Francisco, CA 94116
(415) 566-5767
LSSamuels@aol.com

Attached Images ~ 'N ~ W~ ~
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12I26~2018

From: Issamuels <Issamuels@ao~.com>

Fwd: 1322 Wawona project -Redwood Tree

To: stephen.keller <stephen.keller@sfdpw.org>; susan.nawbary <susan.nawbary@sfdpw.org>
Subject: Fwd: 1322 Wawona project -Redwood Tree

Date: Tue, Dec 25, 2018 1:06 pm
Attachments: tree 1.jpg.jpg (353K), tree 2.jpg.jpg (290K), tree 3.jpg.jpg (319K), image001.jpg (9K)

Hi Steve &Susan:

I reviewed the San Francisco Urban Forest Map and don't see the Redwood Tree located in the public right of
way next to Wawona Street between our property and the Cunninghams' property identified on the map.

With the passage of Proposition E, the Redwood Tree should be aDPW-maintained tree, correct? Has anyone
from. DPW inspected the tree since Proposition E became law on July 1, 2017`? Why isn't the Redwood Tree
identified on the map?

Sincerely,

Lynn Samuels &Fred Morales, Jr.
2695 24th Avenue
San Francisco, CA 94116
(415) 566-5767
LSSamuels@aol.com

----Original Message-----
From: Keller, Stephen (DPW) <Stephen.Keller@sfdpw.org>
To: Nawbary, Susan (DPW) <susan.nawbary@sfdpw.org>; Issamuels@aol.com <Issamuels@aol.com>
Sent: Fri, Dec 21, 2018 2:57 pm
Subject: FW: 1322 Wawona project -Redwood Tree

Hi Lynn,

l am CC'ing Susan. She is the inspector for this area.

Steve Keller
Urban Forestry Inspector

ISA Certified Arborist WE 8888UA
Bureau of Urban Foresriy

San Francisco Public Works

City and County of San Francisco
1155 Market St 3rd floor
San Francisco, CA 94103

(415) 554-8240 Desk

(415) 5546700 BUF Mainline
,~publicworks.org • twitter.c~m!4f~~blicworks

From: lssamuels@aol.com ~mailto:lssamuels@aol.com]
Sent: Friday, December 21, 2018 11:47 AM
To: Keller, Stephen (DPW) <Stephen.Keller@,sfdpw.org>
Subject: 1322 Wawona project -Redwood Tree

This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted sources.
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12/26/2018

Dear Steve:

Fwd: 1322 Wawona project -Redwood Tree

Thank you for speaking with me yesterday regarding the Redwood Tree in the public right of way between our
property (2695 24th Avenue) and our neighbors the Cunninghams' property (1322 Wawona). As I mentioned,
we received a Notice of Building Permit Application (Permit No. 2014.11.26.2656) with respect to 1322
Wawona Street this week. The proposed project involves constructing a horizontal addition and excavating
below the existing building to accomodate a one-car garage. The project also proposes various alterations to the
front of the property, including reconfiguration of the front-entry stairs, which requires a variance for front
setback requirements. A public hearing on the variance has been scheduled for January 23, 2019.

The Notice states that my husband and I have 30 days, or until January 16, 2019, to file an application for
Discretionary Review of the proposed project, which we intend to do because of our serious concerns about the
impact of the project on the Redwood Tree. As you can see from the attached photographs my husband took
yesterday, the drip line of the Redwood Tree extends far over the Cunninghams' property and directly above the
proposed excavation/construction zone. The Redwood Tree's trunk is less than 10 feet from the proposed
excavation/construction. Because the Redwood Tree is massive (between SU and 75 feet tall) and is perched on a
slope in the public right of way, we are seriously concerned that the proposed project, particularly the excavation
for a garage, may compromise the Redwood Tree's root system, rendering it vulnerable to collapse during a
storm or otherwise, with potential catastrophic personal injury or property damage to the cars parked on both
sides of Wawona next to Stern Grove Park.

I initially contacted the City about this matter after I received the Pre-Application Notice back in 2014 and
attended the initial Pre-Application meeting with the Cunninghams and their architect in October 2014. I
expressed concerns about the Redwood Tree at the pre-application meeting and informed the Cunninghams that
the Redwood Tree is a Protected Tree under Planning Code Section 138.1 and Public Works Code Article 16,
which triggers the requirement of a Tree Protection Plan. I requested at that time, but to date still have not
received, a Tree Protection Plan as required by departmental rules and regulations. Since 2014, I don't believe
that the City has conducted an official inspection of the Redwood Tree.

I understand from our discussion yesterday that the Cunninghams' project is in its early stages and further review
by the Dept. of Public Works, Bureau of Urban Forestry, as well as the Planning Dept. and Building Dept, will
be conducted before any construction begins. My husband and I would appreciate being informed of the status
of any further review of this matter by any and all City departments.

Thank you again for discussing this matter with me.

Lynn Samuels &Fred Morales, Jr.
2695 24th Avenue
San Francisco, CA 94116
(415) 566-5767
LSSamuelsC~c~a~l.c~m

4Attached Images
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12/26/2018 Fwd: 1322 Wawona project -Redwood Tree
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12!76/2018 1322 Wawona Street -Notice of Building Permit Application -Permit No. 2014.11.26.2656 -Impact on Heritage Redwood Tree

From: Issamuels <Issamuels@aol.com>

To: Carla.Short <Carla.Short@sfdpw.org>; stephen.keller <stephen.keller@sfdpw.org>; susan.nawbary
<susan.nawbary@sfdpw.org>

Cc: MayorLaw <MayorLaw@aol.com>

Subject: 1322 Wawona Street -Notice of Building Permit Application -Permit No. 2014.11.26.2656 -Impact on Heritage
Redwood Tree

Date: Wed, Dec 26, 2018 2:31 pm

Attachments: tree 1.jpg.jpg (353K), tree 2.jpg.jpg (290K), tree 3.jpg.jpg (319K)

Dear Ms. Short:

My name is Lynn Samuels. My friend, Kim Mayor, advised me that you might be of assistance
regarding the Notice of Building Permit Application (Permit No. 2014.11.26.2656) my husband and
received last week with respect to the proposed construction project at 1322 Wawona Street and
forwarded your contact information.

My husband and I own the single-family residence at 2695 24th Avenue @ Wawona in the Parkside
District of San Francisco, which is adjacent to the Cunninghams' property at 1322 Wawona, the site of
the proposed construction project. The proposed project at 1322 Wawona Street involves
constructing a horizontal addition and excavating below the existing building to accommodate a one-
car garage. The project also proposes various alterations to the front of the property, including
reconfiguration of the front-entry stairs, which requires a variance for front setback requirements.

My husband and I raised several concerns regarding the project when we received the initial Pre-
Application Notice in the fall of 2014 and attended the initial Pre-Application meeting with the
Cunninghams and their architect in October 2014. Our primary concern is the massive (50-75 foot
tall) Heritage Redwood Tree perched on the slope in the public right of way next to Wawona Street,
between our property and the Cunninghams' property. As you can see from the attached photographs
my husband took of the Redwood Tree last week, the drip line/canopy of the Redwood Tree extends
far over the Cunninghamns' property and directly above the proposed excavation/construction zone.
In addition, the Redwood Tree's trunk is approximately 5 feet from the area of excavation for
the proposed garage. There is also a giant Douglas Fir pine tree in our backyard close to the
Cunningham's property line.

I n an email dated October 23, 2014, John Hawkridge of the Bureau of Urban Forestry advised me that
he would keep the project on his radar and that if and when the Cunninghams applied for a building
permit, the first step would be a review of all street and significant trees that may be impacted as part
of the construction. Mr. Hawkridge also informed me that the Department would conduct a site visit
and determine if the Cunninghams' tree protection measures are adequate.

Last week, we received a Notice of Building Permit Application (Permit No. 2014.11.26.2656) with
respect to the project. The Notice states that my husband and I have 30 days (or until Jan. 16, 2019)
to file an application for Discretionary Review of the project. Although I informed the Cunninghams
and their architect at the Pre-Application Meeting that the Redwood Tree, and perhaps also the
Douglas Fir, are Protected Trees under Planning Code Section 138.1 and Public Works Code Article
16, triggering the requirement of a Tree Protection Plan, no Tree Protection Plan was included with the
materials we received with the permit application. In addition, Department of Public Works Code,
Section 8.02-8.11 requires disclosure and protection of landmark, significant, and street trees located
on public and private property, that they be shown on approved site plans, and that a completed
disclosure statement must accompany all building permit applications that include building envelope
expansion and new garages. No disclosure statement was included with the Notice of Building Permit
Application, nor is the Douglas Fir tree depicted on the plans. I do not believe any site visit has been
conducted since the Building Permit Application was filed on November 26, 2014.
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understand that redwood trees do not have a central tap root and that their root system is shallow
and can extend 100 feet from the trunk, which would extend well underneath the Cunninghams'
property. Because the Redwood Tree is massive, perched on a slope in the public right of way, and its
root system likely extends underneath the Cunninghams' property, my husband and I are concerned
that the proposed project, particularly the excavation for a garage within 5 feet of the Redwood Tree's
trunk, may compromise the Redwood Tree's root system, rendering it vulnerable to injury or collapse
during construction, a storm or an earthquake, or otherwise, with potential catastrophic personal injury
to persons walking on the sidewalk or Wawona Street, and/or property damage to our home or the
cars parked on both sides of Wawana next to Stern Grove Park.

understand that the project is in its early stages and that further review by the Planning Dept, Bureau
of Urban Forestry, and Departments of Public Works and Building Inspection will be conducted before
any excavation or construction begins. Because of the risk we believe the project presents to the
Redwood Tree and to public safety, my husband and I would appreciate it if you would tell us the
name of the urban forestry inspector who is handling this permit and forward this email and the
attached photos to that person as well as to the appropriate personnel at the Planning, Public Works,
and Building Inspection Departments so that our concerns are considered and addressed.

Thank you very much for your assistance.

Lynn Samuels &Fred Morales, Jr.
2695 24th Avenue
San Francisco, CA 94116
(415) 566-5767
LSSamuels@aol.com

3Attached Images
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12131/2018 Re: Notice of Building Permit Application for 1322 Wawona -Building Permit Application No. 2014.11.26.2656 - RedwoodTree

From: Issamueis <Issamuels@aol.com>

To: seanncunningham <seanncunningham@yahoo.com>

Cc: sylvia.jimenez <sylvia.jimenez@sfgov.org>; carla.short <carla.short@sfdpw.org>; purearch <purearch@cs.com>;
fredmorales.sf <fredmorales.sf@gmail.com>

Subject: Re: Notice of Building Permit Application for 1322 Wawona -Building Permit Application No. 2014.11.26.2656 -
RedwoodTree

Date: Mon, Dec 31, 2018 2:28 pm

Attachments: Protection_Plan.pdf (705K)

Hi Sean,

Fred and I would be happy to meet with you and Edessa to discuss our concerns regarding the impact
of the project on the Heritage Redwood Tree in the public right of way and the Douglas Fir pine tree in
our backyard. We're available on Friday, Jan. 4, as well as Sat, Jan. 5. Let us know what day/time is
best for you. We would also be happy to meet with any ISA certified arborist you have come out to
inspect the trees.

previously emailed you and Edessa on December 19 after we received the Notice of Building Permit
Application. The email was sent to seancunningham@yahoo.com. I'll resend it to you so that you
have a copy for your file. In my email I asked if you and Edessa had submitted the required Checklist
for Tree Planting and Protection and Tree Protection Plan and requested that you provide us with
copies as soon as possible so that we could evaluate the impact of the project on the Redwood Tree
and Douglas Fir pine tree. I previously mentioned the Tree Planting and Protection checklist to you
and your architect at the Pre-Application Meeting in 2014.

The Tree Planting and Protection Checklist (see copy attached) states that an applicant for a project
which meets any of the criteria identified in the checklist (including the addition of a garage or parking
space and paving/repaving > 200 sf of the front setback) must complete the checklist and submit a
copy of it to the Planning Department along with the building permit or other applications) required for
the project. As I mentioned in my email to Ms. Jimenez, we did not receive a copy of the completed
checklist with the Notice of Building Application and have not been advised whether one has been
submitted. The checklist also states that if the project may have an impact on one or more Protected
Trees, as is the case here, a Tree Protection Plan developed by an International Society of
Arboriculture (ISA) Certified Arborist must be submitted to the Department of Public Works Bureau of
Urban Forestry prior to the commencement of any construction activity. Additional requirements are
specified in the attached Checklist.

As you know, our primary concern regarding the project is the impact of the excavation of a garage
under the drip line of the Redwood Tree and Douglas Fir and what appears to be less than 10 feet
from the trees' trunks. The plans we received with the Notice call for the excavation of 93 cubic yards
of soil to accommodate the garage. Roots are critical to tree stability, and we're concerned that the
trees may fail if they are compromised, putting people and property at risk. The location of the
Redwood Tree on a steep embankment in the public right of way next to Wawona Street only
exascerbates our concern.

Because the Redwood Tree is on City property, and therefore the City's responsibility, we notified the
Dept. of Public Works, Bureau of Urban Forestry, of our concerns back in 2014 and contacted the
department again after we received the Notice of Building Permit Application on December 19. We
also requested that they send out an inspector to examine the trees and evaluate any impact the
project may have on their root systems. We haven't received notice of any scheduled inspection, but
will let you know when the City responds to our request.

apologize if this email sounds adversarial; that is not my intent. Our goal is only to ensure that the
City and all parties are on notice of and address our concerns so that any potential risks to public
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safety or property are minimized. We would very much like to maintain a friendly relationship with
yuu and Edessa during this process and look forward to meeting with you to discuss the project and
the trees in more detail.

Sincerely,

Lynn Samuels and Fred Morales, Jr.
2695 24th Avenue
San Francisco, CA 94116
(415) 566-5767
LSSamuels@aol.com

----Original Message-----
From: Sean Cunningham <seanncunningham@yahoo.com>
To: fredmorales.sf@gmail.com <fredmorales.sf@gmail.com>; Issamuels@aol.com <Issamuels@aol.com>;
purearch@cs.com <purearch@cs.com>
Sent: Sun, Dec 30, 2018 10:40 pm
Subject: FW: Notice of Building Permit Application for 1322 Wawona - RedwoodTree

Lynn,
Sylvia Jimenez forwarded your email to me so we can work to address your concerns. I fully understand your concerns
about the redwood tree and have reached out to several certified arborist so I can schedule an inspecfion as soon as
possible. Given the holiday not all of my calls have been returned but I have one arborist that has told me that he would
let me know his availability later this week. I am relatively confident that I will be able to get a arborist out soon to look
at the tree and the proposed plans. And we will see what their recommendations are.

In your email to Sylvia you indicated you had reached out to us and that we had not responded. I was surprised to hear
this since I did not hear from you lately regarding this or anything else. In the past we have received emails and phone
calls from you. But here is my contact information just in case. Seanncunningham@yahoo.com and my cell phone is
(415) 509- 4296. Also my architect is Luis Robles and his email is purearch@cs.com.

Sincerely,
Sean Cunningham

From: Issamuels@aol.com <Issamuels@aol.com>
Sent: Friday, December 21, X018 12:33 PM
To: Jimenez, Sylvia (CPC) <Sylvia.Jimenez@sfgov.org>
Cc: fredmorales.sf@gmail.com
Subject: Notice of Building Permit Application for 1322 Wawona -Redwood Tree

This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted sources.

Dear Ms. Jimenez:

My name is Lynn Samuels. My husband Fred Morales, Jr. and I own the property at 2695 24th
Avenue, San Francisco CA 94116.

Yesterday I left you a voicemail message regarding the Notice of Building Permit Application we
received this week with respect to the proposed construction project at 1322 Wawona Street, which is
the property adjacent to ours on Wawona Street (Building Permit Application No. 2014.11.26.2656).
As I mentioned in my voicemail message, we raised several concerns with respect to the project when
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12/31/2018 Re: Notice of Building Permit Application for 1322 Wawona -Building Permit Application No. 2014.11.26.2656 - RedwoodTree

we received the initial Notice of Pre-Application Meeting back in 2014. I requested that you contact
m _ to discuss these issues, but haven't heard back from you.

Our primary concern is the massive (50-75 foot tall) Heritage Redwood Tree located in the public right
of way between our property and the Cunninghams' property. As you can see from the attached
photographs my husband took yesterday, the drip line of the Redwood Tree extends far over the
Cunninghams' property and directly above the proposed excavation/construction zone. The Redwood
Tree's trunk is less than 5 feet from the proposed excavation/construction. Because the Redwood
Tree is massive (between 50 and 75 feet tall) and is perched on a slope in the public right of way, we
are seriously concerned that the proposed project, particularly the excavation for a garage to the left of
the stairway next to the Redwood Tree, may compromise the Redwood Tree's root system, rendering
it vulnerable to collapse during a storm or otherwise, with potential catastrophic personal injury or
property damage to the cars parked on both sides of Wawona next to Stern Grove Park.

i nitially contacted the City about this matter after I received the Pre-Application Notice back in 2014
and attended the initial Pre-Application meeting with the Cunninghams and their architect in October
2014. I expressed concerns about the Redwood Tree at the pre-application meeting and informed the
Cunninghams and their architect that the Redwood Tree is a Protected Tree under Planning Code
Section 138.1 and Public Works Code Article 16, which triggers the requirement of a Tree Protection
Plan. I requested at that time, but to date still have not received, a Tree Protection Plan as required
by departmental rules and regulations. My concerns about the project were recorded on a form I was
given at the Pre-Application meeting and should be in the Planning Dept.'s file for this project. Since
2014, I don't believe that the City has conducted an official inspection of the Redwood Tree.

The Notice states that my husband and I have 30 days, or until January 16, 2019, to file an application
for Discretionary Review of the proposed project, which we intend to do because of our serious
concerns about the impact of the project on the Redwood Tree and public safety. I reached out to the
Cunninghams to discuss our concerns but have not received a response.

understand that the project is in its early stages and further review, including architectural review, by
the Planning Dept., as well as review by the Dept. of Public Works, Bureau of Urban Forestry, and
Building Dept. will be conducted before any construction begins. My husband and I would appreciate
being informed of the status of any further review of this matter by any and all City departments. In
particular, we request that any and all further review take into consideration the impact of the project
on the Redwood Tree and public safety if the Redwood Tree's root system is compromised during
excavation and/or construction.

Thank you for your anticipated courtesy and cooperation,

Lynn Samuels &Fred Morales, Jr.
2695 24th Avenue
San Francisco, CA 94116
(415) 566-5767
LSSamuels@aol.com
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1/3/2019 Fwd: Notice of Building Permit Application for 1322 Wawona -Building Permit Application No. 2014.11.26.2656 - RedwoodTree

Hi Sean,

Fred and I would be happy to meet with you and Edessa to discuss our concerns
regarding the impact of the project on the Heritage Redwood Tree in the public right of way
and the Douglas Fir pine tree in our backyard. We're available on Friday, Jan. 4, as well
as Sat, Jan. 5. Let us know what day/time is best for you. We would also be happy to
meet with any ISA certified arborist you have come out to inspect the trees.

previously emailed you and Edessa on December 19 after we received the Notice of
Building Permit Application. The email was sent to seancunningham@yahoo.com. I'll
resend it to you so that you have a copy for your file. In my email I asked if you and
Edessa had submitted the required Checklist for Tree Planting and Protection and Tree
Protection Plan and requested that you provide us with copies as soon as possible so that
we could evaluate the impact of the project on the Redwood Tree and Douglas Fir pine
tree. I previously mentioned the Tree Planting and Protection checklist to you and your
architect at the Pre-Application Meeting in 2014.

The Tree Planting and Protection Checklist (see copy attached) states that an applicant for
a project which meets any of the criteria identified in the checklist (including the addition of
a garage or parking space and paving/repaving > 200 sf of the front setback) must
complete the checklist and submit a copy of it to the Planning Department along with the
building permit or other applications) required for the project. As I mentioned in my email
to Ms. Jimenez, we did not receive a copy of the completed checklist with the Notice of
Building Application and have not been advised whether one has been submitted. The
checklist also states that if the project may have an impact on one or more Protected
Trees, as is the case here, a Tree Protection Plan developed by an International Society of
Arboriculture (ISA) Certified Arborist must be submitted to the Department of Public Works
Bureau of Urban Forestry prior to the commencement of any construction activity.
Additional requirements are specified in the attached Checklist.

As you know, our primary concern regarding the project is the impact of the excavation of a
garage under the drip line of the Redwood Tree and Douglas Fir and what appears to be
less than 10 feet from the trees' trunks. The plans we received with the Notice call for the
excavation of 93 cubic yards of soil to accommodate the garage. Roots are critical to tree
stability, and we're concerned that the trees may fail if they are compromised, putting
people and property at risk. The location of the Redwood Tree on a steep embankment in
the public right of way next to Wawona Street only exascerbates our concern.

Because the Redwood Tree is on City property, and therefore the City's responsibility, we
notified the Dept. of Public Works, Bureau of Urban Forestry, of our concerns back in 2014
and contacted the department again after we received the Notice of Building Permit
Application on December 19. We also requested that they send out an inspector to
examine the trees and evaluate any impact the project may have on their root systems.
1Ne haven't received notice of any scheduled inspection, but will let you know when the
City responds to our request.
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1/3/2019 Fwd: Notice of Building Permit Application for 1322 Wawona -Building Permit Application No. 2014.11.26.2656 - RedwoodTree

apologize if this email sounds adversarial; that is not my intent. Our goal is only to
ensure that the City and all parties are on notice of and address our concerns so that any
potential risks to public safety or property are minimized. We would very much like to
maintain a friendly relationship with you and Edessa during this process and look forward
to meeting with you to discuss the project and the trees in more detail.

Sincerely,

Lynn Samuels and Fred Morales, Jr.
2695 24th Avenue
San Francisco, CA 94116
(415) 566-5767
LSSamuels@aol.com

----Original Message-----
From: Sean Cunningham <seanncunningham@yahoo.com>
To: fredmorales.sf@gmail.com <fredmorales.sf@gmail.com>; Issamuels@aol.com <Issamuels@aol.com>;
purearch@cs.com <purearch@cs.com>
Sent: Sun, Dec 30, 2018 10:40 pm
Subject: FW: Notice of Building Permit Application for 1322 Wawona - RedwoodTree

Lynn,
Sylvia Jimenez forwarded your email to me so we can work to address your concerns. I fully understand your concerns
about the redwood tree and have reached out to several certified arborist so I can schedule an inspection as soon as
possible. Given the holiday not all of my calls have been returned but I have one arborist that has told me that he would let
me know his availability later this week. I am relatively confident that I will be able to get a arborist out soon to look at the
tree and the proposed plans. And we will see what their recommendations are.

In your email to Sylvia you indicated you had reached out to us and that we had not responded. I was surprised to hear
this since I did not hear from you lately regarding this or anything else. In the past we have received emails and phone
calls from you. But here is my contact information just in case. Seanncunningham@yahoo.com and my cell phone is
(415) 509- 4296. Also my architect is Luis Robles and his email is purearch@cs.com.

Sincerely,
Sean Cunningham

From: Issamuels@aol.com <Issamuels@aol.com>
Sent: Friday, December 21, 2018 12:33 PM
To: Jimenez, Sylvia (CPC) <Sylvia.Jimenez@sfgov.org>
Cc: fredmorales.sf@gmail.com
Subject: Notice of Building Permit Application for 1322 Wawona -Redwood Tree

This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted sources.

Dear Ms. Jimenez:

My name is Lynn Samuels. My husband Fred Morales, Jr. and I own the property at 2695 24th
Avenue, San Francisco CA 94116.

Yesterday I left you a voicemail message regarding the Notice of Building Permit Application we
received this week with respect to the proposed construction project at 1322 Wawona Street, which is
the property adjacent to ours on Wawona Street (Building Permit Application No. 2014.11.26.2656).
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1/3/2019 Fwd: Notice of Building Permit Application for 1322 Wawona -Building Permit Application No. 2014.11.26.2656 - RedwoodTree

As I mentioned in my voicemail message, we raised several concerns with respect to the project when
we received the initial Notice of Pre-Application Meeting back in 2014. I requested that you contact
me to discuss these issues, but haven't heard back from you.

Our primary concern is the massive (50-75 foot tall) Heritage Redwood Tree located in the public right
of way between our property and the Cunninghams' property. As you can see from the attached
photographs my husband took yesterday, the drip line of the Redwood Tree extends far over the
Cunninghams' property and directly above the proposed excavation/construction zone. The Redwood
Tree's trunk is less than 5 feet from the proposed excavation/construction. Because the Redwood
Tree is massive (between 50 and 75 feet tall) and is perched on a slope in the public right of way, we
are seriously concerned that the proposed project, particularly the excavation for a garage to the left of
the stairway next to the Redwood Tree, may compromise the Redwood Tree's root system, rendering
it vulnerable to collapse during a storm or otherwise, with potential catastrophic personal injury or
property damage to the cars parked on both sides of Wawona next to Stern Grove Park.

initially contacted the City about this matter after I received the Pre-Application Notice back in 2014
and attended the initial Pre-Application meeting with the Cunninghams and their architect in October
2014. I expressed concerns about the Redwood Tree at the pre-application meeting and informed the
Cunninghams and their architect that the Redwood Tree is a Protected Tree under Planning Code
Section 138.1 and Public Works Code Article 16, which triggers the requirement of a Tree Protection
Plan. I requested at that time, but to date still have not received, a Tree Protection Plan as required
by departmental rules and regulations. My concerns about the project were recorded on a form I was
given at the Pre-Application meeting and should be in the Planning Dept.'s file for this project. Since
2014, I don't believe that the City has conducted an official inspection of the Redwood Tree.

The Notice states that my husband and I have 30 days, or until January 16, 2019, to file an application
for Discretionary Review o the proposed project, which we intend to do because of our serious
concerns about the impact of the project on the Redwood Tree and public safety. I reached out to the
Cunninghams to discuss our concerns but have not received a response.

understand that the project is in its early stages and further review, including architectural review, by
the Planning Dept., as well as review by the Dept. of Public Works, Bureau of Urban Forestry, and
Building Dept. will be conducted before any construction begins. My husband and I would appreciate
being informed of the status of any further review of this matter by any and all City departments. In
particular, we request that any and all further review take into consideration the impact of the project
on the Redwood Tree and public safety if the Redwood Tree's root system is compromised during
excavation and/or construction.

Thank you for your anticipated courtesy and cooperation,

Lynn Samuels &Fred Morales, Jr.
2695 24th Avenue
San Francisco, CA 94116
(415) 566-5767
LSSamuels@aol.com
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1!4/2019 Notice of Building Permit Application -Permit No. 2014.11.26.2656 - 1322 Wawona Street - Impact on Heritage Redwood Tree

From: Issamuels <Issamuels@aol.com>

To: lisa.gibson <lisa.gibson@sfgov.org>; elizabeth.gordon-jonckheer <elizabeth.gordon-jonckheer@sfgov.org>; erica.russeli
<erica.russell@sfgov.org>; laura.lynch <laura.lynch@sfgov.org>

Subject: Notice of Building Permit Application -Permit No. 2014.11.26.2656 - 1322 Wawona Street -Impact on Heritage
Redwood Tree

Date: Fri, Jan 4, 2019 10:21 am
Attachments: tree 1.jpg.jpg (353K), tree 2.jpg.jpg (290K), tree 3.jpg.jpg (319K), tree 5.jpg.jpg (316K), Tree 25L.jpg (373K),

Tree 26L.jpg (285K), Berkeley Library.html (178K)

My Name is Lynn Samuels. My husband Fred Morales, Jr. and I own the single-family residence
located at 2695 24th Avenue @ Wawona in the Parkside District of San Francisco.

On December 19, we received a Notice of Building Permit Application (Permit No. 2014.11.26.2656)
with respect to 1322 Wawona Street, the property directly adjacent to ours on Wawona Street. The
Notice states that the proposed project involves constructing a horizontal addition and excavating
below the existing building to accommodate cone-car garage. The plans included with the Notice
show that 93 cubic yards of soil will be removed to accommodate the garage.

My husband and I raised several concerns with respect to the project when we received the initial
Notice of Pre-Application Meeting in 2014. Our primary concern is the massive (50-75 foot tall) old-
growth Heritage Redwood Tree located on a steep embankment in the public right of way next to
Wawona Street between our property and the Cunningham property at 1322 Wawona Street. As you
can see from the attached photographs my husband took of the Redwood Tree on December 20,
2018, the drip line of the Redwood Tree extends far over the Cunninghams' property and directly
above the proposed excavation/construction zone. The Redwood Tree's trunk is very close
(approximately 5-10 feet) from the area of excavation for the proposed garage.

Redwood trees do not have a tap root and their root systems are shallow and can extend 100 feet
from the trunk, well underneath the Cunninghams' property and proposed site of the garage. The
roots are critical to tree stability -- the tree may fail if they are compromised, putting people and
property at risk. (See attached article dated October 11, 2012 regarding the Redwood Tree at the
West Branch of the Berkeley Library). Sometimes the effects from root damage may not manifest for
several years. These concerns are exascerbated here because the Redwood Tree at issue is
massive, sits on a steep embankment, and most likely has been affected by the 5-year drought.

The California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) requires public agencies to review proposed
projects for their potential environmental impacts on the City of San Francisco and its residents. The
reviews are supposed to identify any potential adverse environmental effects of proposed actions,
assess their significance, and propose measures to eliminate or mitigate significant impacts. To our
knowledge, no one from the Department has inspected the Redwood Tree or evaluated the project's
impact on the Redwood Tree and surrounding environment.

The Notice of Building Permit Application states that this project has gone preliminary review pursuant
to CEQA. I understand that the status of the environmental review is closed and that CEQA clearance
was issued on March 27, 2017. My husband and I did not receive any notice that an environmental
review was being conducted, nor were we notified when the clearance was issued on March 27,
2017.

Did the Department consider or evaluate the impact of the project on the Redwood Tree as part of the
environmental review process? If so, what impacts) were considered and what conclusions were
reached? Has anyone from the Department visited the site or inspected the Redwood Tree? On what
basis was the project held exempt from further environmental review?

https://mail.aol.com/webmail-std/en-us/PrintMessage ~ + r~~ L~~. 1/4

3 L ~v



114/2019 Notice of Building Permit Application -Permit No. 2014.11.26.2656 - 1322 Wawona Street - Impact on Heritage Redwood Tree

My husband and I request that our concerns regarding the impact of the project on the Redwood Tree
be considered and addressed and that we be informed of any further review of this matter by the
Department.

Thank you for your assistance.

Lynn Samuels and Fred Morales, Jr.
2695 24th Avenue
San Francisco, CA 94116
(415) 566-5767
LSSamuels@aol.com

Y 6Attached Images

https://mail.aol.com/webmail-std/en-us/PrintMessage ~ ~ .,~~ ~ ~ L~.CL 2/4



1!4/2019 Notice of Building Permit Application -Permit No. 2014.11.26.2656 - 1322 Wawona Street - Impact on Heritage Redwood Tree

https://mail.aol.com/webmail-std/en-us/PrintMessage ~~_ 3l4



1/4/2019 Notice of Building Permit Application -Permit No. 2014.11.26.2656 - 1322 Wawona Street -Impact on Heritage Redwood Tree

https://mail.aol.com/webmail-std/en-us/PrintMessage 4/4
-rkO~-



1/4/2019 Notice of Building Permit Application -Permit No. 2014.11.26.2656 - 1322 Wawona Street

From: Issamuels <Issamuels@aol.com>

To: Carla.Short <Carla.Short@sfdpw.org>; stephen.keller <stephen.keller@sfdpw.org>; susan.nawbary
<susan.nawbary@sfdpw.org>

Subject: Notice of Building Permit Application -Permit No. 2014.11.26.2656 - 1322 Wawona Street
Date: Fri, Jan 4, 2019 11:35 am

Attachments: Tree Root Stability pdf.pdf (2057K), Berkeleyside.pdf (2506K)

Attached are two relevant articles for your review that I believe should be part of the Department of
Public Works, Bureau of Urban Forestry's file in this matter:

1) "Getting to the Root of Tree Stability and Construction"
www.bartlett.com/resources/TreeStabilityandConstruction.pdf

2) "Contractor mistake damages lone redwood at library"
Berkeleyside, October 11, 2012
www.berkeleyside.com/2012/10/11 /contractor-mistake-damages-towering-redwood

Thank you,

Lynn Samuels and Fred Morales, Jr.
2695 24th Avenue
San Francisco, CA 94116
(415) 566-5767
LSSamuels@aol.com

https://mail.aol.com/webmail-std/en-us/PrintMessage w ~~ ~ 1/1
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1/7/20'9 Environmental Review and CEQA Exemption - 1322 Wawona project -Impact on Old Growth Heritage Redwood Tree

From: Issamuels <Issamuels@aol.com>

To: lisa.gibson <lisa.gibson@sfgov.org>; elizabeth.gordon-jonckheer <elizabeth.gordon-jonckheer@sfgov.org>; erica.russell
<erica.russell@sfgov.org>; laura.lynch <laura.lynch@sfgov.org>

Subject: Environmental Review and CEQA Exemption - 1322 Wawona project -Impact on Old Growth Heritage Redwood Tree
Date: Mon, Jan 7, 2019 10:34 pm

Attachments: Tree Root Stability pdf.pdf (2057K)

My husband and I received a voicemail message from "Jeannie" today in response to my January 4
email. Jeannie stated in her message that she issued the categorical exemption for our neighbors'
project at 1322 Wawona and that since receiving my email, she has contacted the project sponsors
(Sean and Edessa Cunningham) who advised her that they are having an arborist come out and

inspect the Redwood Tree and issue a report on whether the project will impact the tree. Jeannie
further stated that if the arborist concludes the project won't affect the Redwood Tree, she will
reference the report in a new exemption.

My husband and I appreciate the call from Jeannie and her following up with the project sponsors, but
issuing a new exemption based solely on a report provided by an arborist hired by the project
sponsors does not alleviate our concerns or satisfy the City's responsibilities here. The City has a
duty to conduct its own independent inspection of the Redwood Tree and properly evaluate whether
the project might impact the Redwood Tree's root system, which cannot be delegated to an arborist
retained by the project sponsors.

I n addition, the Cunninghams informed us last week that they're trying to schedule an arborist to come
out and inspect the Redwood Tree, after which he or she will prepare a written report. Preliminarily,
raised our concerns about the impact of the project on the Redwood Tree at the Pre-Application
Meeting in 2014. It's astonishing that no one has had the tree inspected, or evaluated the impact of
the project on the Redwood Tree in the last four years, which have been marked by a serious
drought.

Further, as we informed the Cunninghams last week, an arborist's mere visual inspection of the
Redwood Tree is insufficient in these circumstances. In order to determine if the proposed excavation
for a garage in close proximity to the Redwood Tree will impact its critical root system, iYs necessary
to identify the location and depth of the tree's critical roots, which cannot be done by a mere visual
inspection. As discussed in the attached article, "Getting to the Root of Tree Stability and
Construction," it's difficult for even professional arborists to determine what type of root system a tree
has, and species, environmental conditions, the location of the tree, as well as the age of the tree, can
all play a factor. The author concludes that the best place to cut tree roots is outside the dripline of the
tree, where fewer roots are needed for tree stability and recommends mapping root zones well
before any excavation begins. The article states: "In overlaying a critical root zone map on a
construction document, it is possible to see where changes in elevation, paths or trenches will come
into contact with roots. A map depicting critical root zones provides so much more information than
the traditional plan that simply uses dots to mark locations of tree trunks."

The article also states that Bartlett Tree Experts uses Global Positioning Systems (GPS) and
Geographical Information Systems (GIS) to collect information, map locations, and help with planning.

My husband and I are not arborists, but given the clear risk to public safety if the Redwood Tree's root
system is compromised during the proposed excavation and the tree later collapses during a storm or
earthquake, it seems as if any proper assessment of the project's potential impact on the Redwood
Tree should include mapping the Redwood Tree's root system as well as a visual inspection. An ISA-
certified Master Arborist informed me in 2014 that any excavation within 15 feet of the Redwood
Tree's root system could impact the stability of the tree. Unfortunately, the arborist I spoke to now only

https://mail.aol.com/webmail-std/en-us/PrintMessage ~ 1 /2~ 3 2z ~~



1/7I201r3 Environmental Review and CEQA Exemption - 1322 Wawona project -Impact on Old Growth Heritage Redwood Tree

accepts commercial clients and no longer works with homeowners. But, in addition to Bartlett, there
must be other ISA-certified arborists with the expertise and equipment to identify and map the
Redwood Tree's root system here.

As I mentioned in my January 4 email and the photos attached to my email depict, the Redwood Tree
is perched on a steep embankment in the public right of way between our property and the
Cunninghams' property. The City should perform its due diligence in evaluating any impacts of the
project on the Redwood Tree's root system because if the root system is compromised and the tree
collapses during construction, a storm or earthquake, or otherwise, causing potential catastrophic
personal injury or property damage, any liability will fall on the City.

A categorical exemption should be issued only after a proper inspection, root survey, and risk
assessment has been conducted.

would be happy to discuss this matter further with Jeannie or anyone in the Department.

Thank you for your consideration,

Lynn Samuels and Fred Morales, Jr.
2695 24th Avenue
San Francisco, CA 94116
(415) 566-5767
LSSamuels@aol.com

https://mail.aol.com/webmail-std/en-us/PrintMessage r ~ L ~ 1 „~W ~I~.GI 2/2
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i 9 Re: Environmental Review and CEQA Exemption - 1322 Wawona project -Impact on Old Growth Heritage Redwood Tree

From: Issamuels <Issamuels@avl.com>
To: lisa.gibson <lisa.gibson@sfgov.org>

Cc: Jeanie.poling <jeanie.poling@sfgov.org>
Subject: Re: Environmental Review and CEQA Exemption - 1322 Wawona project -Impact on Old Growth Heritage Redwood Tree
Date: Wed, Jan 9, 2019 9:29 pm

Dear Ms. Gibson:

Thank you for your response. Senior Environmental Planner Jeanie Poling contacted me yesterday and we
discussed my husband and my concerns.

Ms. Poling stated that she would be rescinding the CEQA exemption pending inspection of the Redwood Tree
by an ISA-certified arborist and would review the arborist's report to ensure that it meets the Department's
standards and follow-up with the Department of Pubic Works. I also understand that a Tree Protection Plan will
be required and reviewed for compliance with the City's requirements before any building permit is issued.

We continue to believe that a visual inspection of the tree is insufficient under these circumstances and that in
order to determine whether the excavation for a garage in such close proximity to the Redwood Tree might
damage its critical root system and impact its stability, it is necessary to identify the location and depth of the
tree's critical roots. I informed Ms. Poling that we are also concerned about a large Douglas Fu- tree at the fence
line separating our property from the Cunningham's property. The Douglas Fir is also within 10 feet of the
proposed area of excavation and appears to meet the definition of a Significant Tree under the Urban Forestry
Ordinance.

Thank you for your assistance,

Lynn Samuels and Fred Morales, Jr.
2695 24th Avenue
San Francisco, CA 94116
(415) 566-5767

----Original Message-----
From: Gibson, Lisa (CPC) <lisa.gibson@sfgov.org>
To: Issamuels@aol.com <Issamuels@aol.com>
Cc: Russell, Erica (CPC) <erica.russell@sfgov.org>; Lynch, Laura (CPC) <laura.lynch@sfgov.org>; Gordon-Jonckheer,
Elizabeth (CPC) <elizabeth.gordon-jonckheer@sfgov.org>
Sent: Wed, Jan 9, 2019 8:43 pm
Subject: Re: Environmental Review and CEQA Exemption - 1322 Wawona project - Impact on Old Growth Heritage
Redwood Tree

year Lynn Samuels and Fred Morales, Jr.,

Thank you for your email. Your message arrived on Monday, my first day back in the office after a two-
week holiday vacation; pardon my delay in responding. I will follow up on your email and someone
from my staff will get back to you this week.

Thank you.

Lisa

From: Issamuels@aol.com <Issamuels@aol.com>
Sent: Monday, January 7, 2019 10:34 PM
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'i~3/2019 Re: Environmental Review and CEQA Exemption - 1322 Wawona project -Impact on Old Growth Heritage Redwood Tree

To: Gibson, Lisa (CPC}; Gordon-Jonckheer, Elizabeth (CPC); Russell, Erica (CPC); Lynch, Laura (CPC)
Subject: Environmental Review and CEQA Exemption - 1322 Wawona project -Impact on Old Growth Heritage Redwood
Tree

This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted sources.

My husband and I received a voicemail message from "Jeannie" today in response to my January 4 email. Jeannie stated
in her message that she issued the categorical exemption for our neighbors' project at 1322 Wawona and that since
receiving my email, she has contacted the project sponsors (Sean and Edessa Cunningham) who advised her that they
are having an arborist come out and inspect the Redwood Tree and issue a report on whether the project will impact the
tree. Jeannie further stated that if the arborist concludes the project won't affect the Redwood Tree, she will reference the
report in a new exemption.

My husband and I appreciate the call from Jeannie and her following up with the project sponsors, but issuing a new
exemption based solely on a report provided by an arborist hired by the project sponsors does not alleviate our concerns
or satisfy the City's responsibilities here. The City has a duty to conduct its own independent inspection of the Redwood
Tree and properly evaluate whether the project might impact the Redwood Tree's root system, which cannot be delegated
to an arborist retained by the project sponsors.

In addition, the Cunninghams informed us last week that they're trying to schedule an arborist to come out and inspect the
Redwood Tree, after which he or she will prepare a written report. Preliminarily, I raised our concerns about the impact of
the project vn the Redwood Tree at the Pre-Application Meeting in 2014. It's astonishing that no one has had the tree
inspected, or evaluated the impact of the project on the Redwood Tree in the last four years, which have been marked by a
serious drought.

Further, as we informed the Cunninghams last week, an arborist's mere visual inspection of the Redwood Tree is
insufficient in these circumstances. In order to determine if the proposed excavation for a garage in close proximity to the
Redwood Tree will impact its critical root system, it's necessary to identify the location and depth of the tree's critical roots,
which cannot be done by a mere visual inspection. As discussed in the attached article, "Getting to the Root of Tree
Stability and Construction," it's difficult for even professional arborists to determine what type of root system a tree has,
and species, environmental conditions, the location of the tree, as well as the age of the tree, can all play a factor. The
author concludes that the best place to cut tree roots is outside the dripline of the tree, where fewer roots are needed for
tree stability and recommends mapping root zones well before any excavation begins. The article states: "In overlaying a
critical root zone map on a construction document, it is possible to see where changes in elevation, paths or trenches will
come into contact with roots. A map depicting critical root zones provides so much more information than the traditional
plan that simply uses dots to mark locations of tree trunks."

The article also states that Bartlett Tree Experts uses Global Positioning Systems (GPS) and Geographical Information
Systems (GIS) to collect information, map locations, and help with planning.

My husband and I are not arborists, but given the clear risk to public safety if the Redwood Tree's root system is
compromised during the proposed excavation and the tree later collapses during a storm or earthquake, it seems as if any
proper assessment of the project's potential impact on the Redwood Tree should include mapping the Redwood Tree's
root system as well as a visual inspection. An ISA-certified Master Arborist informed me in 2014 that any excavation within
15 feet of the Redwood Tree's root system could impact the stability of the tree. Unfortunately, the arborist I spoke to now
only accepts commercial clients and no longer works with homeowners. But, in addition to Bartlett, there must be other
ISA-certified arborists with the expertise and equipment to identify and map the Redwood Tree's root system here.

As I mentioned in my January 4 email and the photos attached to my email depict, the Redwood Tree is perched on a
steep embankment in the public right of way between our property and the Cunninghams' property. The City should
perform its due diligence in evaluating any impacts of the project on the Redwood Tree's root system because if the root
system is compromised and the tree collapses during construction, a storm or earthquake, or otherwise, causing potential
catastrophic personal injury or property damage, any liability will fall on the City.

A categorical exemption should be issued only after a proper inspection, root survey, and risk assessment has been
conducted.

would be happy to discuss this matter further with Jeannie or anyone in the Department.

Thank you for your consideration,

Lynn Samuels and Fred Morales, Jr.
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Planning Department
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T: 415.558.6378
F: 415.558.6409

WNAT DOES TNiS C EC~:L[ST Via?

This checklist de4cribes applicable tree-related: requirements and will help you design a Code-
cUmpliant project Completion of this checklist is a requirement fir projects meeting any of the
criteria identified below. No permit will be approved by the Planning Department before
satisfying all applicable tree-related requirements, including receiving clear~lce from the
I~epartrnent of Public Works (DPW) to plant required street trees and/or remove any Protected.
Trees.

~Il~'NY ~~~ cXI~+T1~elC TREES PRfl~E~TEC} ARIC} (~1EW T~EE~ REQUI[~EL~?

Trees are a Z~iYal eoinponent of the City's built and natural environments. They filter and
contain storm water, lessen air pollution aztd greenhouse gases, help save energy, provide
wildlife habitat and increase property values. The City is currently home t~ mere than 100,000
street trees.

WHE(~ ~Af~ THE #~ROTECTIC}N (~F EXt~TIN~ TRESS C}R
THE iNSTALL~ITI~N CAF NEW' STREET TREES BE REC~UIk~EL~'?

construction of a new building ~' addition of a new dwelling unit

~' relocation of a building ✓ addition of a parking space

✓ paving repaving > 200 sf of the front setback ~~ addition of a garage

✓ addition of 20°lo ar more of existing gross floor area

INSTRU~TIC?NS

An applicant for a project which meets any of the criteria identiried above must complete this
cfiecklist and sabmit a copy of it to the Planning Department along t~-rth the building permit ur
other applications) required fc~r the project.

Not all projects meeting the criteria above will be subject to tree protection and/or
installation requirements. For example, if at least one street tree alre~ciy exists for each 2U feet
of street franta~e, nn new street trees sn=ill be required. Like~•vise, onlc certain trees, such as
Street Trees and Significant Trees, must be protected.



~ Required Checklist for
Tree Planting and Protection i

REQUIRED CHECKLIST FOR

Tree Planting
and Protection

2. Location and Classification of Property
__

STREET AgL~RESS OF PROJECT:

GROSS STREETS;

ASSESS4R5 BLOCKILQT: LENGTH OF ALl. WT FROTgTAGE(S): - ZONING DISTflICT:

RELATED BtALaiNO PERMIT APpL1CATIpN pNDlOR CASE NO.:

3. Scope of Project

Requirements for new street trees and tree protection apply to tl~e types of projects identified in the chart below.
Please check all boxes which apply to your project. If no boxes are checked, you do not need to complete this form.

construction of a new building

u

a

relocation of a building

paving or repaving more than 200 square feet of the front setback

addition of gross floor arse (GFA) equal to 201 or more of the GFA of the existing building

addition of a new dwelling unit

addition of one or more parking spaces

addition of a garage

a

f ~3 Z ~L ~'o. w 
l~-~,



4. Disclosure of Existing Protected Trees

Only the following specific types of trees require protection under the Public Works Code: Street Trees, Significant
Trees and Landmark Trees. These trees are collectively la~own as "Protected Trees." In the following table, please
indicate the presence or lack thereof of such on, over, or adjacent to the parcel containing the proposed constniction.

A "Significant Tree" is a tree that is planted on the subject property (i.e. outside of the public right-of-way) with
any portion of its trunk within 10 feet of the public right-of-way that has (a) a diameter at breast height (DBH) in
excess of twelve inches OR (b) a height in excess of twenty feet OR (c) a canopy in excess of fifteen feet.

CHECK ALL BOXES THAT APPLY AND QTY.
INDICATE QUANTITY OF ❑Significant Trees) exist on the subject property
EACH TREE TYPE, IF APPROPRIATE.

If you are unsure of the boundary of the public ~NSignificant Trees) exist on any adjacent property
right•of•way, contact DPW's Bureau of Street

Use and Mapping. Please note that the public

right-of-way may be wider than the sidewalk.

[j There are no Significant Trees on or adjacent to the subject property.

A "Landmark Tree" is a tree designated as such by the Board of Supervisors owing to particular age, size, shape,
species, location, historical association, visual quality, or other contribution to the Ciry's character.

CHECK ALL BOXES THAT APPLY AND u Landmark Trees exist on the subject property ~N
INDICATE QUANTITY OF

EACH TREE TYPE, IF APPROPRIATE. ~ - ~ Qom,

❑ Landmark Trees exist on the adjacent sidewalk
If you have questions about the presence of

Landmark Trees, please consult with DPW or

~;S;t „~,,,,,~,.SrdPW.o,yic~ees. ❑Landmark Trees exist on any adjacent property °~

There are no Landmark Trees on or adjacent to the subject property.

., ..,.,
Six Blu< Gurru atljacent to 7801 Bush Stroet. eraz~lian {Tepper et ThIrA S7. and Yosemite Street In the nx~l an

Fla~Jeaf paperhark at 1701 FranMin Street Sweat bay at 555 B~ttary SlroN

New Zealand Christmas Tree at 1727 Stanyan Street All Canary Island Date Palms in J+e center ~slar.0 on Doloru Street

13 Canary Island Date Palms in Ouesada St rtceCien west o1 3rtl St Two Palms in rtretlien across is 730 Dolores St & 1546 Daloras SI

Guadalupe Palms in the median across tmm 1608-7650 Dolor~a 51 Coast live oak in the backyard of 20.28 Rosemont Plau

California buckeye in the backyard of 73D 28th Avenue Coast live oak in the backyard of 4174 23rd Street

Two Flowering 0.sh at the Bernal Library et 500 Cortland Street Blun Lltlerberry near inW ,action of Folsom &Bernal HalgAts Blvd

Moreton flay Fly x13555 Cesar Chavez St i 1580 Valancla St Monterey Cypress in the backyard of Y636 Vallejo Stnet

Howell's Manzanita in the backyard of 115 Parker Avenue Celifomia Buckeye tree located behind 757 Penncylwnls Slraet

Nortulk Islantl Pirre Tree in the courtyard cf 204P~60 Sutter Strael Twu Canary Islantl Palms in the courtyard of 20466 Sutts~ 51.

A "Street Tree" is any tree growing within the public right-of-way (e.g. sidewalk} that is not also a Landmark Tree.

CHECK THE BOX THAT APPLJ ES AND

INDICATE QUANTITY, IF APPROPRIATE.

Regardless of size. all trees in the public right-

of-way are protected under Article 16 of the

Public Works Code.

Q SAY FflA~GI5C0 FiANNING DEPAR?MEN' V.05.~i.201?

[~ Street Trees exist adjacent to the subject property O1Y

There are no Street Trees adjacent to the property.

/ ~ ~ ~ W ~~



5. Impact of Project on Existing Protected Trees

1f your responses above indicate that any Protected. Trees) exist on, over or adjacent to the subject propert}; please
check the applicable boxes, belo~n~:

BOX 1 U The project will not remove or have any other impact on Protected Trees, as follows: No
construction-related activity whatsoever will occur within the dripline of any Significant Tree or Street
Tree. This includes, but is not limited to, the following: (1) No grading or excavation will take place
within the dripline of any Significant Tree or Street Tree. (2) No construction staging and/or storage of
materials and/or equipment will occur within the dripline of any Significant Tree or Street Tree. (3) Any
pruning of Significant Trees or Street Trees will be limited and consistent with applicable regulations.
(4) No dumping of trash and/or liquids (such as project waste-water) will take place within the basin or
dripline of any Significant Tree or Street Tree.

If you have checked this box, a Tree Protection Plan is not required.

BOX 2 (......a The project involves the removal of one or more Protected Trees. A permit from DPW is required in
order to remove any Protected Tree. The Planning Department will not approve a building permit for a
project which involves the removal of a Protected Tree unless DPW has first reviewed the proposal and
found it to be consistent with applicable rules and regulations.

If you have checked this box, a Tree Protection Plan is not required, however you must provide
evidence to the Planning Department that DPW has reviewed the removal request and found it to
be "approvable."

BOX 3 ❑ The project may have an impact on one or more Protected Trees which are not proposed for
removal, as follows: Either (1) any construction-related activity, no matter how minor, is planned
or is reasonably foreseeable to occur within the dripline of a Significant Tree or a Street Tree or (2)
regardless of the location of construction activity, the property contains a Landmark Tree.

If you have checked this box, a Tree Protection Plan must be submitted to the Department of
Public Works Bureau of Urban Forestry prior to the commencement of any construction activity.

Such plan must meet the following minimum standards:

✓ The Tree Protection Plan must be developed by an International Society of Arboriculture (ISA)
Certified Arborist.

✓ The project sponsor must submit a written declaration that the protections specified in the Tree
Protection Plan will be completely in place prior to the start of any construction, demolition, or
grading.

~~ Full-size site plans submitted along with the associated construction project must clearly indicate
the street, curb, sidewalk, driveway, structure(s), and the locations of all Protected Trees and
non-protected trees. Protected Trees must also be shown to include accurate tree height,
accurate canopy dripline and trunk and canopy diameters. The plans must graphically depict
implementation of all measures called for in the Tree Protection Plan. Additionally, the Tree
Protection Plan itself along with the written declaration must be reproduced on full-size plans.



6. Calculation of Number of New Required Street Trees

One street tree is required for each 20 feet of street frontage of the subject property, with fractions of 0.5 rounded up, however
credit is given for existing street trees. Please complete the table below to determine the number of street trees required for
your project. If no street trees are required, please skip to the Applicants Affidavit at fl1e end of this form and once signed,
return it to the Planning Department along with your Building Pernut Application ar other application.

COMBINED LENGTH OF ALL DIVIDED BY TREE GftQS5 NUMBER OF ~ MINUS NUMBER OF 
NET STREET TREEREQUIREMENTSTREET FRONTAGES SPACING REC7UIREMENT TREES REQUIRED EXISTING TREES

_ 20~ = _
(rounded) '. _....

Unless site conditions physically prevent the planting of a street tree, a waiver or modification of street tree requirements is
available only under extremely limited circumstances and only outside of Residential Districts (i.e. R~-I, RM, RTO, RED). Be
aware that even when available, an in-kind unprovement or in-lieu payment is required for every such waiver. Please contact
the Plannutg Departrnent for infornlarion regarding the waiver process.

7. AppCicable Requirements for New Street Trees

The Planning Departrnent has developed three distinct'Tree Schedules'to aid in the implementation of the Planning
Code's street tree requirements. T'he particular Tree Schedule applicable to your project will depend on the zoning
district in which your property is located, the scope of your project, and the type of authorization that your project
requires. In general terms, Tree Schedule A applies to small-scale projects in residential or industrial. zoning districts,
Tree Schedule B applies to moderate-scale projects or projects in commercial or mixed-use zoning districts, and Tree
Schedule C applies to larger projects. In the following chart, please check t11e applicable box based on the characteristics
of your project.

~ s„ ~`°: The project is located in a Residential (RH, RM, RTO, RED), Industrial (M) or Production/Distribution/Repair (PDR)
❑ ~ _ ' Zoning District and does not involve a Planned Unit Development (PUD). A PUD is a special authorization granted by

the Planning Commission that applies only to major projects involving large properties.

~ ~ ~„k 1. The project is located in a RH, RM, RTO, RED, M or PDR Zoning District and involves a PUD ,,:f,

OR 
_ _ _ _ ;

', it is located on a parcel that contains (1) more than 1/2-acre in total
area or (2) more than 250 feet of total street frontage ar (3) street

The project is located outside ~ frontage which spans the entire block face between the nearest two
of an RH, RM, RTO, RED, M or intersections.

2. PDR Zoning District and meets - - - - - -
neither OR one of the following It involves (1) the construction of a new building or (2) the addition of
criteria, but not both: ~ more than 20% of the gross floor area of the existing building or (3) a

change of use of more than 50% of the existing square footage of the
building.

~ -1 C The project is located outside of an RH, RM, RTO, RED, M or PDR Zoning District and meets both criteria of Tree
Schedule B(2), above.

TREE SCHEDULE A

d

o~~~.o. ~~ ~ ~~.o N~~iw nynrui-way ~c.y, siucwmn~ au~acnrn w one property or wimm an unouni area ai me wont or me property

(j SAN FPFNCISCO PLANNWG OEPARTMEN7 Y.o5.61.Yo12
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TREE SCHEDULE B

~~ Location ":! either in the public right•of-way (e.g. sidewalk) adjacent to the property or within an unbuilt area at the front of the property

I -. minimum 2 inch caliper, measured at breast height

f '. Size _._.

branch a minimum of 80 inches above sidewalk grade

', be planted in a sidewalk opening of at least 16 square feet

have a minimum soil depth of 3 feet 6 inches

f Opening ~ include a basin edged with decorative treatment, such as pavers or cobbles (edging will not count against the minimum 16 square
', foot opening if the edging material is permeable. A permeable material is one that allows stormwater to iMiRrete the underlying soils.

Permeable surtaces shall indude, but not be limited to, vegetative planting beds, porous asphalt, porous concrete, single-sized '..
'. aggregate, open-jointed blocks, stone, pavers or brick that are loose•set and without mortar. Permeable surfaces are required to be '.
'. contained so neither sediment nor the permeable surface discharges off the site.

TREE SCHEDULE C

,/ fixation

~/ ', Size As set forth in Schedule B, above.

i, ~% peening

f Trenching 
Trees must be planted in a continuous soil-filled trench parallel to the curb. such that the basin for each tree is connected. The trench may
be covered by permeable surfaces (as described above), except at required tree basins, where the soil must remain uncovered.

Applicant's Affidavit
I hereby attest under penalty of perjury that the informafion I have entered on this document is true and correct to the best of my
knowledge, and that I have read and understood this form, and that I am the property owner or authorized agent of the property
owner, familiar with the property, and able to provide accurate and complete information herein.

The undersigned agrees to the conditions of this form. l understand that knowingly or negligenfly providing false or misleading
information in response to this disclosure requirement may lead to denial or rescission of my permit or other authorization and may
constitute a violarion of the San Francisco Municipal Code, which can lead to cruninai and(or civil legal action and the imposition of
administrative fines.

I understaztd drat should my project be subject to a required Tree Protection Plan, that I will have a plan meeting or exceeding the
minimum requirements prepared and submit it to the Department of Public Works prior to the commencement of any construction
activities. Such submittal may in person, by mail or via email at urbanforestrypermitsF~sfdpw.org.

Signature

Print Name Indicate whether owner, or authorized agent:

Owner [j Authorized Agent ❑

Date

Phone Number

Phone Number Fax or Email

7



Planning Department Determination
TO BE COMPLETED BY STAFF ONLY. DO NOT LEAVE ANY SECTION BIANK

'. t3~,IL~It G =ERRRIT t ;^ASE NCB

PLANS J,~'~D '.

N8W SCCE~~t Tr@~S ~ New street trees are not required as part of this project.

Street Trees. are required as part of this project.

Number of new street trees required'

Applicable Tree Schedule: n
Q
c

Compliance with as-af-right requirements shown on plans?
l YES
i NO -MODIFICATION OR 4NAIVER APPROVED;

EXPLAIN IN COMMENTS, BELOW.

ExiStil~gTtee ~ A Tree ProCection Plan is not required: Box 1 or Box 2 in Section 5 has been marked.
Pr0~2C#(~t"1 ~~~ A Tree Protection Plan is required: Box 3 in Section 5 has been marked.

EXiStinC~ ~Cee ~ No Protected Trees are proposed for removal.

Remt7lr~( ' ~ Qne or more Protected Trees are proposed for removal.

STAFF TO SIGN UNLESS A WAIVER OR MODIFICATION FIAS BEEN APPRQVED, IN WHICH CASE ZA SIGNATURE IS REQUIRED.

Signature: Print Name: Date:

Comment {if enyj:

Staff Checklist

✓ The applicant has completed this entire checklist including the affidavit on the preceding page.

✓ If street trees are required, a building permit cannot be approved until the applicant provides evidence from
DPW that the required planting permit can be issued.

~ If Protected Trees are proposed for removal, a building permit cannot be approved until the applicant provides
evidence from DPW that tree removal permits can be issued.

✓ If a Tree Protection Plan is required, the applicant has been informed verbally and/or in writing of his or her
obligation to submit one directly to DPW prior to the commencement of construction.

Once signed, a copy of this checklist has been returned to the applicant. The original has been included in the
project file or, if processed over-the-counter, it has been routed upstairs for scanning by support staff.

SA~FRt.NCISCO PLANNING DEPA9~MENT VOS.CI.tOi~
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About Coast ~edwoads

Coast redwoods range frorr~ southern Oregon to central California, extending not more than fifty

miles inMand-only as far as the coastal climate has its influence. Fog plays a vital role in the survival

of these trees, protecting thert~ from the summer drought conditions typical of th{s area. They also

need abundanC winter rain and moderate year round temperaCures. In idea! conditions a coast

redwood can grow 2-3 feet in height annually, but when the tries are stressed from Pack of

moisture and sunlight they may grav+r as little as one inch per year.

Because these trees are so tall, the treetop needles are exposed to more dry heat than the

needles of branches in the dense eanapy below. Ta compensate for this, re~lwoac[s grow treetop

needles with tight spikes Chat conserve moisture, due to little evaporative surface. The lower

branches, an the other hand, produce flat needles in order to catch additional light through the

thick canopy of branches.

These tries have shalfaw root systems that extend over one hundred feet from the base,

intertv+rining with the roots of other redwoods. This increases their stability during strong winds

and floods.

Redwoods are naturally resistant to insects, fungi, and fire because Lhey are high in tannin and do

not produce resin or pitch, Their thick, reddish, pithy bark also provides prr~tection and insulation

for the tree. Even a downed tree can survive The blackened hollows yc~u will see when you walk

through the grave were caused by a fire in 1926, and are a testament to the trees' remarkable

ability to survive.

Redwood trees flower during the wet and rainy months of C3etetnber and January. They produce

cones that mature the next fall. Redwood canes are about an inch long and they produce tiny

seeds, aiaout the same size as a tomato seed. While each treE can produce i 00,000

seeds annually, the germination rate is very Iaw. Most redwoods grow more successfully from

sprouts that form around the base of a Cree, utilizing the rtutrients and root system of a mature

tree. When the parent tree dies, a new generation of trees rise, creating a circle of trees that are

often called fairy rings,

http:lfwww.parks.ca.gov/?page_id=22257 ` 10/1312014
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C~?~/IPAI~IaNS OFTHE REDWOODS

A mixture of trees and shrubs creates amulti-layered canppy that suppe~rts the growth of each

species in the grove. Diversity is crucial to the redwood forest; every plant, tree, and even fallen

logs, play a crucial role. The following trees and plants are commonly found in a redwood forest

and each plays its part in the ecosystem. A mare comprehensive list of plant$, trees and shrubs

thriving in the Grove can be picked up at the park.

Q4UGLAS FIR

A prominent member of the redwood forest, this tree is second in size only to the coast redwood.

it is easily differentiated from a redwood by its dark gray bark anci 314° pones.

BiG LEAF MAPLE

This tree thrives in moist coastal climates. ICs three to five lobed leaves turn bright yellow and

orange in the fall.

CALIFC}RNIA BAY LAUREL

The leathery dark green {eaves of this tree produce a pungent odor when crushed. The Pt>ttto

Indians used parts of thEs tree for food and medicine.

TAN OAK

This evergreen, which is not a true oak, has smooth gray bark and glassy tot~thed leaves ending in

sharp spines. Traditionally, the acorns were used for food and medicine. Tannic acid is derived

from the bark of these trees and used to tan leather.

CAL[FCIRNIA HAZEL

This shrub grows 3-1 Q feet tall and produces edible nuts. Native Indians used the stems of this

shrub to make baskets.

WOQDROSE

This is a smai[ shrub that produces dainty pink blossoms in the spring, that are replaced by bright

rosy hips in fihe autumn.

REDWE3C?D TRILLIUM

This flower is a member of the Iiiy family and thrives in the cooler climate of the redwoods. A

three-petaled white flower bloorr~s in the spring.

http:/lwww.parks.ca.~ov/?Fage_id=22257 1 Q/l 3/2014
j 3 ~ z.. L~ c~.,.; ~.~~-



About Coast Redwoods Page 3 of 4

R~aW00~ SC3RREL

This plant forms a be~i,~tiful green carpet on the shady forest floor, folding its leaves when needed

to preserve moisture. In the spring itproduces a de(icatethree-petaled violet flower.

SW(JRD FERN

This fern fs a striking plant with individual fronds tF~at arise from a single base and can grow up to

five feet long. It is typically found growing in shaded, sheltered areas.

BRACKEN FERN

This fern graves anywhere from dry open areas to moist shaded spots. it has a main stem can

grow 1-4 feet with lateral branches. Native Amerieans used the roots to make baskets,

RELATED PAGES

Redwoods SRfR t?ga~e i~=4

FAQ About ArmstrongR~dwoods t?pale id=~337Q~

History of Armstrong Redwoods S~JR .?,page id=2336?)

Park.. c~R~~?~ag~ id=2256~~

The l.ega~..~ of Marguerite Wilden~ain (?pie id=23358)

Wal.~.~ ~iik~s i?pa,ge id=23369

Contact U~

Q Address. 147 6 9th Street Sacramento, CA 95814 (P.O. Box 942$96 Sacramento, CA 94296

~. Public Information Inquiries: {916) 653-6995 ~ {80Q) 777-0369

~ Email: infoC~~~rks,c~.~ov (rr~ailtc,~in;~Q@~arks,ca,~~taul

Follow Us

http./lwww.parks.ca.gov/7page_id=22257 ` 3 2 ̀Z, f , aW ~~
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The redwood trees csf the northern and north central California coast are the tai(est trees on earth. A relative of the

sequoias found in Kings Canyon, S~qupra, and Yc~s~mite Nat€onai Parks, these trees are not aas wide as sequoias at the

bases as large, or a5 Icrng-lived, but they ire considerabty ta4ler. 'These skyscrapers may reach over 350 feet in height,

a s~~(e that is d►Ffreult to compr~;her~d untiE €t is seen first hand. It ~s also quite Ifficuit to convey the height a~'the
redwood trees in photographs. The specimen betow is found in the Lady Bird Johnson Gave in the southern portion of
the park.

-3 L L ~G~ i.v a°~`O-



Thy root system of the redwacad free ~s surprisingty sd~ai[e~w, es~aecia[ty liven the great heigF~t the mature tree attains.
Them is r~o tap root and the ~th~r rots may r a h nca cie~p~r than 6-1~ f~eti, 1"he r~a~~sr roots ire ~bnut 1 inch in

dfam~ter, ar~d they ty'pic~ily spre~ci 5Q tea 8C~ Feet, C3~e v~~y in which tie trees are ably bra rerr~~4n upright f~rr mili~nni
is by growing c~ctse together with tither redw~csd trees, i ter ingCing riot systems. In the picture below a numta~r ~f
redwa~ds crowd together in ~ typical grave.

Altht~ugh called "redwac~ds"' the name €~f the ~re~ der€yes rner~ frc~rr~ the ~ p~aran~e cif the "heartwc~~d" thin the cotc~r
of bark, althtaugh some cress present ors auburn ~r~fr~r (cQ par~ct vritt~ tine more cinnaman appearance of sec~ucsias~.

1 3 LZ ~c~~:; ~~.,~-~--



However, like segtsaias, the bark, which rttay be up Co 1 fact thick, contains Cannin which provides protection againsC
fire, insects, fungus, and diseases which might damage the tree. Fur exam~[e, there is no insect which can kill a
redwood. The bark also gives the tree its distinctive "fluted" a~apearance.

l"he ~tatistfes which d+~scriae the redwood are truEy amaz'rnq. "these giants can live 20t7~3 years, may weigh upwards of
5Q0 tons, and reach over 35Q feet in height. A feeling for tk~€s experience can be gained in the picture below, shawir~g
a view of a tree mare than 25Q feet in height. As they gr~~r upv+rards the redwae~ds usualty floss their lower Itmbs,
pr€~ducin9 a canopy over the forest.



The s~ientif~c name of the redwood is sequoia sempervirens. Although, as stated above, khe trees may Iive 2QOQ years
(compared ko 30C}Q for the sequoia}, ~ mare typical life span far the gianks Es 5C~0-7(}Q years.

Tate rar►ge of the redwood tree is restricted to areas of Infrequent frost, r~noderate summer temperatures, and a
combination of higts leve{s nP precipitation in w'snter eambinect with fact in the s mm~r, and r~move~! frarn salt spray
along the coastline, Therefore, the habitat of the redwaar~ gca s only inland as far as the lower bevels of the coast
renge of mountains. The redwood trey does nat like freezing, end there is very [itt~e sn~sw in the park at the altitudes
where the redwood thrives. It does occur an pccasian, however,

C+,~_



The wcsad aP the redw~ad tree is ~m~z~ngly resistant ec~ fsre and rc~ti~ bit when a tr~~ ~~~Is ~ is evident that It C~
sorr[ewFrat brikkle, and when Icy gers cut the tree ~h~y ~rsrc~utd try kc~ cushion the fail cif khe tree tct avoid h~avir~g it
sh~Etering.

4~ne of the keys tc~ the survEv i caf the redw~csc~ ds ifis r~ er~erat€ve ~bifit~es, Qn~ ref the reg~r~erat~v~ c~psb~liti~s of the
r~ciwac>d irtrrpives tl~e burl. A tse~t'i is rt'~ad~ p t~~ c~rman~ red ~r~et stems, and is ~au~red in bark. A burl grcaws when a
redwcsctd 'rs cut, damaged, ur injured, cas- diseased. f~ ~c~rl #s a {u day €sutgrowt~ from the tae's trunk, ctfk~n at ids kaase
as is seen below, saplings may spr€su~ ~ m th~es~ bt~~l~. ~"h~ treys ~sicl~ r~suCt frr~m grrawt~ csrigin~ting in ~ butt are
genetically identical to ~t~~ origins[ ̀t~°~ .



The dammed redwood Lree provides rrtany ~dv~ntag~s to the rest csf the forest as +u~ll. Falien redwoad dogs serve as
nurseries for ttte growth of new treys. SCandsng trees, sn~c~s, may ~~rve as perches fnr raptors. "T"he cavities in
r~dwQad trunks prt~vlde locaC~crns far woadpeck~r~ ~r~d r~~rfs, ~s w~li as food ~t~r insects.

~'tre redwt~od Pikes the mild, moist c[irr~ to cif ~sfi~! nc~r~hw~st Caitfcarnia. filae Cre~:~ njtry lots ~f wat~:r frt~m the rein
and fog ~arhich is prevalent i~t the area. ̀C~te r r~c~iv~s ~n ~v~ ra ~ of 7~J inches of peecipit~k'spt~ e eh year, 90°/a of it
during the p~riad between C~ctcab~r end April. The coast may rec~~ve i 2 ~r~che~ cif rain per year. A 1~rge redwood tree-
-~ 20t! foot redwacsd with a trurs4c a f ~k in iam~t~r--holds 3~p(lQ pounds cif ~r~ter ar~~i transpires up tee 2fJ0-500
gallons ttf water eacEr day.

~ 3 -z ~- w~-~ ~~,~



The oldest frees are not necessarily the tallest, as amon+~ grown trees there is no carrelatian between age a nd height.
Interestingly, the needles at the top of the redwood are different than those on lower branches.

The Role of Eire dire plays an important role in the life of a redwood tree. In general, the redv~rc~gd tree is very
resistant to fire for severs( reasons. the trunk is very thick, there is a Eat of water contained in the wood itself, artd
pitch, which is very flammable, is nod contained in the tree. The bark lacks the resin found in pine, fir, and spruce
trees, and the sap is largely w~t~r which adds Ca the firs resistance. The redwacsd tree is particutariy resistant ka fires
which remain primarily along the ground.

t `~ 22 W~~~~



De~pit~ tt5 neststance, hc~w~ver, repeated fires may €teach th+~ heartwood thrraugh cricks in tt~e barb, Tttt~ tree may be
"hallowed aut"as the darriaged heartw~sad decays, while the c~utsi~de, growing layers remain intact,

'3 L Z— ~_wc~~



What fs surprising tcs many v#sitars, hcaw~v~r, is tine d~g~~e x~ w~i~h an ~r~c~rmcsus red~c~crd free can survive fire
da~r~nage which hollows ouC a~~d v~e~fc~ns tote ~a~caci et ~~i~ Ea se cif t~se tree< csrr r can ~n~rade the darr~~ged woad and
cause ~t ~c~ rt~t, eventu~!(y €esrrr~i~g a c v~r€~r~us hcr4lts~ ar t. A "chimney tree" €s ~ r~ wood w#t~se entire interior was
burned out by ire. Trees with ho{lows this ~~rg ,which may b~ the resit csf 5C3-lfltl ftr~s, are often also called
'~gaosepen" trees ~s they made cc~nv~r~ient pl~~~~ tp l~~ep too ~stic arairxaals such as geese. Tkae r~ray alscs serve as
shelter or residences far black k~~~rs rrd e~fn€~i~~ cif b~ .

Ire can b+~ advant~~~ous to redsrec~c~d tries #r~ that ►t a-~mcaves less fire res~~ta~tt trees antf veg~tatic~n which compete
for sunlight and nuteients in the €crest. "Che life ~~ the redaeroocld how~v~r, is rout as clepe~d~nt can firs as is xh~t of the
sequoia.

~ 3 L Z ~~ ~ ~ ~~_~-



Fire can be advantageous ko r~dwaod trees in that it removes less fire resistant trees and vegetation wP~ich compete
Por sunUght and nutrients in the forest. The fife cif the redwgad, however, is not as dependent an fire as is khat of the
sequoia.

http://www.shannor~tech.corn/Park~fisian/Redwood/Redwood2.html
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Contractor mistake damages (one redwaad tree at Iibr~ry ~ Berketeyside Pale 2 a~' I 1
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ContracCar mistake damages lone redwood tree at library ~ Berkeleyside Page 3 of 1 I

The redwood tree at the West Branch ofthe ~erketey Library that wild have to be taken dawn. Photo. Frances
l~inkelspiel

A towering redwood tree that was to be the fnc;al paint ofthe harden at the new West Branch of the Eierkelev
Pubfic Library was so damaged by the contractor that it wilt have to be taken dawn, library officials announced
Tuesday.

T'he contraot with West Bay ~3uilder;~ required the carrtpany to take precautions to preserve the root stt~uature of
the redwood, but those measures were not followed, according to a letter I?onna Cartaeil, 3irector Qf library
services, sent out to neighbors. The contractor damaged the roots while excavating around the tree.

Dan Gallagher, the city's forestry engineer, rec~ntty examined the tree's roots and determined that they were so
damaged that the tree is unstable and unhealthy.

"The resutt ofsevering those impc~crtant roots is tl~►at the tree's anchorage and stability has been compromised,"
Gallagher was quoted as saying in the )etter. "Na reas€~nable aitematives to rc-establishing the tree's stability
exist. The rac~ts served a uita! function that cannot be restored by any otfi~r means."

The contractor will be removing the tree —which looks about 7Q feet high —within the next few days, and will
have to pay far the damage, said Corbeii. The Library Board discussed the issue Tuesday night and vviit address
what kind of free will replace the redwood when it considers the landscaping p[ar~ Nov. 14.

The news thctk the redwac~ tree would scan lre cut dt►wn came as a shock to neighbors, who were atreacly apse
that the Library project at 1 I25 Universi#y Avg, had entailed the cutting of five other redwood trees.

"lt's really shocking," said Chaim Mahgel, whose family lives right next door to the library. He also owns
Afikomen .tudaica an Clar~rnont Avenue. "It's totally unbeEievabie. Haw many stands cif redwood trees does ~
city have? You can't just gn out and plant more and expect them to grow taack in 10 ye~rrs."

Nell Mahge[-Friedman said that the back of their apartment used to IQok out on a shady redwood grove. While
there is more light now, there is ~Iso much mare noise Pram University and San Pabtc~ Avenues.

"The trees created a certain protection there, a quiet zcsne," said Mah~,el-Friedman, "With the redwr~d trees
taken dawn it will be a changed experience,"

She doesn't understand why the library could oat have worked to preserve the redwood grave.

"What is mast infuriaxing to me is why pl~rr►s were made to build the library in a way that killed these trees,"
said Mahgel-Friedman. "The srnail redc~rood grave that grew on the librnarry grounds was a crown of the
neighborhood, a small natural hidden gent in the midst ofthe urbanity and concrete, "The library could have F ~~ '~~~
treasured this gift and adopted plans that protected and respected the trees, oat sacrificed them for extra square
footage.'=

The library he}d numerous meetings with neighbors tQ talk about the library design, said E;arbeit. The Mahgels
did not attand, they said, which is why they were so surprised when the first redwood trees were cut dawn.

The library had intended to make the large redwood the centerpiece of a harden that could be seen from inside
the library. The p}an was to add native plants around tha tree. Corbeil said the ]ibrary wilt try to plant a mature
tree in the redwood's glace. She does not anticipate there ~vi1l be any delays rn tl7e construction of#hc n~~v
branch tibrar~. The brancF~ at University Avenue shut down in May. The new building should E~ cQ~npleted by
the summer of 2013. Tots! construction costs, not including furniture and fixtures, are $7.5 million and are being
paid through bands authorized by Berkeley voters.

Rears Dams Cc~rbei['s letter to nei Th6ar~.

~ 3 Z -tom ~,,~~~ w ~^^=~'-
http:f/www.berk+~leyside.cr~m/Zt~i2flOJ11lcontractor-mistake-damages-~~wering-redwood-... ?/I$l2014



Storm May Have Caused Massive Tree to Fall on Car,
Killing Novato Man at UC Berkeley Campus
Qy Melissa Colorado a~~ci NBC Bay Area staff

i'ublished Jan 7, 21)19 at (i:2~1 P't,9 ̀  t..~E~~ciated at 1 1:~(i F'~14 1'S'T tin Jan 7. 2019

A weekend storm might be to blame for the death of a man in the
East Bay.

Authorities say a 32-year-old man from Novato died after a
massive tree came crashing down on a car at the UC Berkeley
campus Sunday afternoon.
The owner of the tree service company in charge of cleaning out
the tree tells NBC Bay Area the eucalyptus tree was tall, heavy
and most surprisingly, it was healthy.

A combination of rain and wind was enough to push over the tree
and tragically kill someone, the owner of the tree service
company said.
The incident was reported shortly before 4 p.m. Emergency crews
responded to a call that a huge eucalyptus tree had tumbled and
smashed a car by the Greek Theatre on Gayley Road.

The Coroner's Office says the driver of the car was Alexander
Grant. According to a university spokesperson, Grant was not a
student, but was likely visiting someone on campus.

The Berkeley Fire Department said there were reports of other
fallen trees in the city over the weekend, including a palm tree
that fell onto electrical wires and caught on fire.

Another tree fell on northbound lanes of SR-13 near Park
Boulevard and caused 3 separate accidents early Tuesday
morning, according to California Highway Patrol Oakland.

No injuries were reported but vehicles' windows were badly
damaged.
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MEMO
To: Lynn Samuels

From: John M. Lichter, M.S.
ASCA Registered Consulting Arborist #375
ISA Certified Arborist #863
ISA Qualified Tree Risk Assessor

Date: January 14, 2019
Re: Potential Impact of Proposed Construction Project on Redwood and Douglas Fir Trees

Introduction/Assignment:

was asked by Lynn Samuels to provide my expert opinion regarding the potential impact of
building out a proposed residential addition and remodeling project at 1322 Wawona Street,
San Francisco to two trees located to the east of the project.

Proposed Construction:

It is my understanding from reviewing the development plans that a garage is to be
constructed underneath the existing home. The plans indicate aten-foot-deep excavation
and 93 cubic yards of soil to be removed. The limits of soil disturbance are unclear.
However, the home appears to be approximately three feet from the property line to the
east and it appears that soil would be excavated close to the property line to build the
garage.

Trees Potentially Impacted by the Project:

Two nearby trees are potentially impacted; a redwood and a Douglas fir. The redwood has a
62-inch diameter trunk and the center of its trunk is located approximately 10 feet from the
eastern property line of the property on which the project is to be built on a sloping public
right of way.l The Douglas fir has a 19-inch trunk diameter and its trunk is located
approximately 2 feet from the same property line in the back yard of the Samuels/Morales
residence located at 2695 24th Avenue (Figure 1).

Trunk diameters and distance from the property line were measured by the Ms. Samuels and Mr.
Morales.

1654 Colusa Avenue, Davis, CA 95616 ■ 530.231.5586 • www.treeassociates.net



Potential Impact of Proposed 1322 Wawona Development Project on Redwood and Douglas Fir Trees
Page 2 of 4

Figs
Douglas fir.

Potential Impacts of Development:

f the

Generally speaking, roots that support mature trees are found within fifteen feet of their
trunks. The subject trees are well within that distance from the proposed project.
Therefore, these supportive roots and other smaller roots could be severed by the proposed
excavation, either killing the trees or causing them to fall, endangering people and/or
property.

Tree Preservation Recommendations:

In order to preserve the trees and avoid the potential impacts described above, care needs
to be taken to avoid significant injury to the root system of the trees. To this end, the
proximity of soil disturbance and excavation to the tree should first be clarified. Next, the
size and location of roots which would need to be cut should be determined during the
planning stages of the project. This information is of critical importance to determining the
potential impact of the proposed construction to the trees. This would involve safelyz
exposing roots at the location of the proposed soil disturbance closest to the trees.

With this information, if the potential impact to the trees is significant, the project would
need to be redesigned or abandoned in order to improve the prognoses for survival of the
trees and reduce their risk.

z Using compressed air or water to excavate soil in a narrow trench (pneumatic or hydraulic
,,,, _ excavation) to expose roots without damaging them.

1654 COLUSA AVENiJE, DAMS, CA 95616 ■ 530.213.5586 www.treeassociates.net
TREE
nssocuTes
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Potential Impact of Proposed 1322 Wawona Development Project on Redwood and Douglas Fir Trees
Page 3 of 4

Should the project be approved, tree preservation specifications prepared by a competent
Consulting Arborist3 should be included in the construction plans. These specifications would
include measures to minimize injury and provide for the horticultural needs of the trees.

have attached my cv for your reference.

3 I recommend an American Society of Consulting Arborists Registered Consulting Arborist.

1654 COLIJSA AVENUE, DAMS, CA 95616 ■ 530.213.5586 www.treeassociates.net
TREE
nssocures
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JOHN M. LIGHTER, M.S.
CONSULTING ARBOR/ST

1654 Colusa Avenue, Davis, California 95616
Phone: 530.231.5586

e-mail: treeassociates@gmail.com

EDUCATION:

Master of Science. Horticulture, University of California, Davis, 1990.
Bachelor of Science. Plant Science, University of California, Davis, 1988.

REGISTRATION/CERTIFICATIONS:
Registered Consulting Arborist #375, American Society of Consulting Arborists (ASCA)
Certified Arborist #863, International Society of Arboriculture (ISA)
Board Certified Master Arborist #863, ISA (2005-2017)
Qualified Tree Risk Assessor, ISA

PROFESSIONAL MEMBERSHIPS/BOARD TENURE/COMMITTEES:
Board Member, American Society of Consulting Arborists (2000 - 2006)
Former Chair, Western Chapter !SA Research Committee
Former Board Member and Technical Advisory Committee Member, Tree Davis
Former Commissioner, City of Davis Street Tree Commission
Former Member, Technical Advisory Committee, Sacramento Tree Foundation

PROFESSIONAL EXPERIENCE:

1993 to present OWNER/PRESIDENT/CONSULTING ARBORIST
Tree Associates, Inc., Davis, CA
Tree Associates provides Arboricultural Consulting Services to a diverse clientele including Landscape
Architects, Developers, Municipalities, Attorneys, Insurance Adjusters and Tree Managers. Professional
services include tree evaluation, risk assessment and preservation programs, tree appraisals, horticultural soil
and site analysis, forensic investigations and expert witness. From 1993 to 2016, I also pruned trees.

1999, 2002, 2009 INSTRUCTOR
Environmental Horticulture Department, U.C. Davis, Davis, CA

1993-1994 RESEARCH ASSOCIATE
Environmental Horticulture Department, U.C. Davis, Davis, CA

1992-1993 RESEARCH HORTICULTURIST
U.S. Forest Service, Center for Urban Forest Research and Education, Davis, CA

1992-1993 ARBORIST
Roger Poulson Tree Services, Citrus Heights, CA

1991-1992 URBAN HORTICULTURIST
U.C. Cooperative Extension, Sacramento County, Sacramento, CA

1990-1991 COMMUNITY FORESTER
Sacramento Tree Foundation, Sacramento, CA

1990 HORTI CU LTl3 RIST
HortScience, Inc., Pleasanton, CA



SELECTED PRESENTATIONS:
"Tree Preservation Field Demonstration." Up by Roots Conference, U.C. Davis, August, 2011.
"Locating Roots Using Ground Penetrating Radar: A Progress Report."
California Tree Failure Report Program Annual Meeting. Filoli, California, January, 2009.
"Preserving Our Native Oaks" Critical Issues for Park Managers."
Tree Canopy Safety and Retention Workshop. Sacramento, California, November, 2008
"Case Studies from a Consulting Arborist, Tree Preservation During Development."
Guest Lecturer, U.C. Davis, Arboriculture Course (1998, 2000-2001, 2003-2008)
"Soil Factors and Root Growth—Lessons from Case Studies/a Peek at Ground Penetrating Radar."
Western Chapter ISA and California Arborists Association Meeting. San Francisco, April, 2007.
"Utilizing Science to Guide Oak Management."

Oak Symposium. Santa Rosa, California, October, 2006.
"Principles, Approach and Procedures for Tree Problem Diagnosis — A Practical Approach." University of
California Master Gardener Meeting. Sacramento, CA May, 2006.
"A Discussion Concerning Pruning to Reduce the Likelihood of Limb Failure."
California Tree Failure Report Program Annual Meeting. Filoli, CA, January, 2006, Descanso Gardens, May,
2006.

"Tree Radar Unit Demonstration."
Western Chapter ISA Annual Meeting, Phoenix, Arizona, May, 2005.
"Diagnosis and Treatment of Health and Structural Disorders in Oaks: A Field Demonstration, Discussion and
Hands-on Workshop for Horticultural Professionals" (eight week course). University Arboretum, U.C. Davis.
Spring, 2005.

SELECTED PUBLICATIONS:

Reviewer: Gilman,E., B. Kempf, N. Matheny and J. Clark, 2013. Structural Pruning, A Guide for the Green
Industry. Urban Tree Foundation, Visalia, CA. 83p.
Contributor and Principal Reviewer: Dreistadt, S.H., 2004. Pests of Landscape Trees and Shrubs, 2"d Edition.
UCANR Publication 3359.

MacDonald, J.D., L.R. Costello, J.M. Lichter and D.E. Quickert, 2004. "Fill Soil Effects on Soil Aeration and Tree
Growth." Journal of Arboriculture 30(1).
Contributor: Costello, L.R., et al., 2003. Abiotic Disorders of Landscape Plants: A Diagnostic Guide. University
of California ANR Publication 3420.

Randrup, T.B. and J.M. Lichter, 2001. "Measuring Soil Compaction on Construction Sites: A Review of Surface
Nuclear Gauges and Penetrometers." Journal of Arboriculture 27(3):109-117.
Lichter, J.M., 2000. "An Evaluation of Soil Aeration Status Around Healthy and Declining Oaks in an Urban
Environment in California." (review of journal article) Western Arborist.
Lichter, J.M. 1998. "Tree Root Response to Circling Root Barriers." (practitioner's perspective) Western
Arborist 25(1): 40-41.

Lichter, J.M., 1994-1997. The Urban Forest and the Trees. Newsletter editor.
Lichter, J.M. and E.M. Zagory, 1995. "Establishing Landscapes Near California Native Oaks in the Central
Valley." HortScript, U.C. Cooperative Extension, Marin County.
Lichter, J.M. and P. Lindsey, 1994. "The Use of Surface Treatments for the Prevention of Soil Compaction
During Site Construction." Journal of Arboriculture 20(4):205-209.
Lichter, J.M. and L.R. Costello, 1994. "An Evaluation of the Volume Excavation Technique for Measuring Soil
Bulk Density." Journal of Arboriculture 20(3):160-164.
Lichter, J.M. and P. Lindsey, 1994. "Soil Compaction and Site Construction: Assessment and Case

Studies." Proceedings of The Landscape Below Ground Symposium, Lisle, IL.
Lichter, J.M., M.S. Reid, and A.M. Berry, May, 1991. "New Methods For Control of Leafy Mistletoe
(Phoradendron spp.) on Landscape Trees", Journal of Arboriculture, Vol. 17(5).
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Gettln to
the Root
of Tree Stabilit
and Constructi~~

By Scott Jamieson

~e ~ Ve all SZeI1 lt: A homeowner wants to
build a new family room or deck near a prized tree. Or it's
time to widen the driveway — near a tree that Tamil}~ members
planted as a seedling when they moved into the house. Or a
loiag-dreamed-of swimming pool is Finally in the works, but the
arborvitaes screening nut the nei;hbo~-'s }~ard are nearby. When
there's a construction project, trees are often in the vicinity and
are likely to be impacted by the construction.

~uiuch of [he concern pertains to tree roots. Roots extend at
least as far as the dripline; so~zietiilies they even reach as tar

gout as two to three times the height oi~ the tree. As well as tak-
ing up water and nutrients, they are central to hormone produc-
tion, and they store energy.
Roots are also critical to tree stability. Cut them too close,

and a tree rnay_be apt to fail possibly Dtlttin~~ people and ~~rgp-
erty at risk.

Types of tree root systems
There are three tykes of tree mot systems. One that com-

monly comes to mind, though it actually represents very few
landscape trees, is the tap root —consisting primarily of a large,
downward growing root. "Trees with kaproots can most tolerate
root cutting from atree-stability perspective, unless of course
you cut the taproot.
Another type is the lateral root system, in which roots grow

O outward horizontally. These roots tend to be shallow, in the top
18 inches of soil, so Chey are very susceptible to construction
damage, especially from trenching. Cutting many of them can
cause a tree to quickly become unstable and unhealthy.

The thirs type cif root system is oblique. While it includes
lateral roots, it also has some that grow deeper in the soil near
the trunk. Because of these deeper-growing roots, trees «~ith T~,;
oblique root systems are mare tolerant of root cutting.

The challenge is that it's hard to say which root type a tree
m __igh t have.. Certainty species has a bearing, but environmental
conditions play arole-, too. For instance, if the soil is saturated
with water within a few feet of the surface or iT there is a hard
or compacted layer at the surface, then even if a tree that, by,~~
species type.. would be expecCed to produce ataproot —like
a pine or a nut tree — it is less likely to be able to grow ape "~
Another factor is aee ale. As trees ale and root decay becomes'
rn~re prevalent. the ten~,~o ]ore deeper..~2w„Yj~,.~.t2c~,,.~p.~~.re1y'
more on the hori~~ontal roots for stabiii~. All of this_means it's
hard to determine what type of root system a tree has, and it is
safest Co assume that the roots are far-reaching from the nee.
l he best action far safety and tree health is to change the plans
m a way that m
that isn't possible, the tree might have to be removed. But how "
du yew know if ~~ tree can stay? There are many factors, like
tree and soil health, age, and cultural conditions.

T11e L~r~ci~:c~pe Co►~tr~ietor

(continued on page 36)

~:

Root-pra~rairig »u1c{tines, life thrs one, cleanly cut free roots,
helping to p1•ei~errt ~tan2age acrd promoting root regeneration.
This pruning is rakinb~ place outsdcle of fe~rcing erected to prv-
zect trees slated for ~reser;~crtion.
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(rontinuec! from page 35)
The distance of excavation from the tree
is key, too. The critical question is, how
close to the wnk can you cut the roots
and still be confident that the tree will

past several years. 'T'hey've begun by
looking at young red maples and willow
oaks.
The procedure is

fairly simple. '1'I~ey
attach a digital leeel to
the lower stern of a tree
and install a rape in the
upper crown. 'They pull

the tree with a winch

to a trunk angle of one

degree. '1 hey record the
force put nn the tree
and then allow the tree
to spring back to its
original angle..

After measuring the
force necessary to move
the stem ~~ne degree,
they cut the roots in

straight lines perpen-
dicular to normal root
growth. Once the trench
is cut, they remeasure the force needed
to pull tfie tree to one degree main.
They then make a second root cut closer
t~ the tnmk. They repeat the procedure
until they shave the buttress — or large,
structural —roots off the tree at the
tnink .
What they have found on the study

trees is that there is a measurable
change in tree stability when cuts are
made closer to the trunk than three
dines the hunk diameter. So, for a
sip-inch Diameter tree, when the root
cuts are closer than 18 inches from the
trunk, the tree is less stable. If' the soil
is relatively dry, it does not make any

34

difference if the researchers pull the
tree from the side of the rout cut or on

the opposite side of the tree. H~7wever,
if the soil is saturated with water, the

tree is much less stable when pulled
tourard the cut roots. The researchers
caution that it is important to be more
conservative w°hen applying these study
results to larger trees. As trees age,
root decay becomes more comme'm, so

older trees may initially be less stable.
Mature trees are also more prone to
root decay fallowing injury to the root

~vstem.

Cutting rots at a disfa~ce of five tunes
the trunk diameter is better, from a
stability standpoint, than cutting closer,

This distznce should 11so minimize
infection by root decay fungi.

The best place to cut tree roots is ~
o~~tside t}►~ dripline of the tree. At this
distance, there are many fine root
needed for water zuid nutrient uptake,
but fewer roots needed for stability.

When you must cut
Wlieth~r it's cc~ trench for <u~ irriga-

tioti line or utilities, excavate for a new
swimming pool, cfr make way for a

E 32 Z ~a-w v~..a-
Tl~e Lat~c~sr..ape Contt~actor . -

building addition, the reality is that tree -, `'
roots will likely need to be cut. Armed I
with this research, you can gauge haw
cli~se you can cut wiChout impacting tree.
stability. But how you cut tree rcx~t5 is
also important.

Key to cutting rots is using the "'
right equiument. Backhoes are intended
t~c>r ~i~,gin~, nc~t cutting roots. Don't
make the mistake of assuming that, by

_ _,_excavating, yc~u can simply cu[ the roots
b breakin *them with the backhoe. A
.backhoe rips roots and can tear t em a
the wav back to the thin ~c ev`eri_pulTin

the trunk mart.
Chainsaws, root-pruning

machines, and specially
adapted trenching equipmenf `'`
can make a good, clean cut.
'Phis helps prevent root
damage and aids in root z,
regeneration.

Mapping root zones
Well before excavation

begins, everyone involved
in the project should know
where tree roots are. T is can'
and should be done during

..the tree-inventory p ase a
the beginning of t e pro~e.c . ':
Then planners can ma}~ put

also crirical root zones;

much more valuable for preserving
trees. In overlaying a critical root zone

. ma nn a constriction document, it is
possible to see where. changes m e eva- ';
pan, paths or trenc es w~ come to o
contact with roots.7~i"ma—o~e`n'fi~Ei~f~~'Z~f'it

information than tt~e traditiona~Ia~ n~a1
z simply uses dots to mark locations of

tree trunks.
Thy invento~v method we have

developed at BartleCt uses Global ~ ~
Positioning Systems (GPS) and "-"_.

_(C'iIS) ta collect information, map
locations and help w~tTp-Tannin . T'he

For oaks urtd most othrrr trees, ~~oot,s extend oral f+~om the rruuk cat least ccs far
cis the driplinz Asa result, trenchi~ig tk~~ough routs is c~lmust a gii~eri on an~~
coiwb~trctiun projecP tdrut ltas trees in the vicinity. Tree stability and ]realth are
always nn issue. Sn is ensuring that roots are cle~nh~ cut.
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Kesearch~ers ciE tFie BcrrtiettTree Researc-1i Luhuratories hare bear inve~tiRutirJg lu~w closely
to the trunk tree coats c•an lie cry! w~t/rorrt crmrprvnzisin_g tree .strrhilidl>. Here, the fir.~•t ruu~td ~~f'
ci~ttut,q is under wa.~~. 11~K .+rie~:ti.+~ts four:d cr mecrsttral~le c•lurr:ge ire tree stal~ililti~ when caets are
prude closer [u the Iruril: tiwrt three times tote trunk cli<rrneter.

'~ ~-y _
~rrograrn~ean integrate pre-existing Scozf Jcrmieso~t is vice t>reside►rt ~~,~ict-
infrastrocture information, such as ne~corp~>rute perrtner,slti~~.~ and ricrticu~al
additio~»I GI5 data, CAD ~~ans and recr~4.itn~g for Bartlett TrNe E.rperts
aerial images. (wwEv.bartlett.c«rr~). L.occsd q~ces crre in ,

By inco~porati~ig data such as build- Clricu~,fo, .Nc»•tl~hrook, Wanctrldge crud
ings, roads and underground utilities, a Lobe Burrcngtutz.
more corn lete icture of the landsca e ~~`~ 

t'~~~~ .
P P P ~ ~ ,~

is passible and can aid io decision ~ ~~~ ~' ~ ; 3 ~ ~~ ~ ~~ ~'-
making — especially as it relates to ~~ ~ ,~ ~~ ~ ~~ ~ ~ ~ ~~ ~ ~ ~~ ,
critical root zones and presen~ing trees. ~ ,~- ~" .~ ~ ~ ~` ~ ~~~~~~
And having the flexibility to integrate z~~~~~~' ~~ ~` ~' -4 ~-
with CAD plans means planners can ~~ ~'~ A ~ ~~ ~ ~-°~ ~ ~' ̀~ ~~ sue`:
adjust for trees more easily ~' ; ~ ~~ ~~ "~~~~ ~~~ ~ ~ ~~ ~ ~'~~`~~' ~~ ~~

So much of a tree's health and sta- ~~ ~--~~~ _ ~ ~~' ~~~ Y ~~ ~
hilit~ depends on its roots. Especia y ~~ ,~~1'~~ ~-~~~ ~~~'~ ̀ ~ ~ ~ ,
~~~hen construction is inr-olved, ever ''
thing you can cio tc~ protect the roots
including knowing how much you

carp safely cut them — «~iLl help ensure



Tree Protection Plan

Prepared for:

Sean Cunningham
1322 Wawona, San Francisco, CA

Prepared by Arbor MD Tree Care Inc.
January 12, 2019
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Attention:
Sean Cunningham
415.509.4295
SeanCunningham@yahoo.com

Site Address:
1322 Wawona St. San Francisco, Ca.

Scope of work:
Provide Tree Protection Plan (TPP) fora 53" dbh, approximately 50' tall and 50'
wide Coast Redwood. Per the San Francisco tree ordinance, this tree is located
within 10' of the right of way and hence treated as a city street tree and requires
a TPP for any development or remodeling to occur with-in the Critical Root Zone
(CRZ), as defined by a circle of area with radius from the tree 10 times the (dbh)
diameter at breast height or 4.5 feet above grade. In this case the CRZ is 530"
or 44.1 feet. In this case it also defines the Tree Protection Zone (TPZ) radius at
44.1 feet. Also included is a Douglas Fir tree approx. 22" dbh and 55' tall located
in neighbor's backyard.

This project includes constructing a retaining wall outside the existing retaining
wall in order to build a new garage edition. The footing for this wall is not
planning on going deeper than existing wall. The Redwood tree sits about 5'
laterally off of sidewalk and 8' up from both sidewalk and 1322 Wawona grade.
The trunk flare sits back 3-4' back and behind the existing retaining wall that is
the property line perpendicular to the sidewalk. Site plan included as Photo 1.
Photo 2 shows existing conditions drawn. Photo 3 shows Redwood tree, Photo 4
and 5 showing the site from the bottom and the top of the stairs and retaining
wall. Photo 6 showing Douglas Fir tree included in TPP.

The homeowner is planning to construct outside of the existing retaining wall and
marry or sister them together. No plans show the removal of the retaining wall or
any part of it that is protecting the two trees' root system. The existing retaining
wall is actually not on the homeowner's property. There are no physical signs of
the existing retaining wall being broken by the roots. The lower portion of
stacked asphalt is not bothered or falling away. No signs of feeder roots poking
through. No signs of roots that have grown past the stairs either.

The chances of encountering or damaging either one of these two trees' roots
with the planned development are very low if any.

Although, Construction damage can still occur when working around any trees.
Soil compaction and root injury that stems from construction activity near trees is
very difficult to mitigate. Therefore, the principle focus should be to protect the
root area from impacts. This is best accomplished by establishing a protection
zone called the TPZ around the tree in which no grading or construction activity
may occur.

2
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• Prior to beginning work, the contractor is required to meet with the arborist
at the site to review all work procedures, access routes, storage areas and
tree protection measures.

Structures and underground features to be removed from the TPZ shall use
the smallest equipment possible and operate from outside the TPZ. The
arborist shall be notified and may choose to be on-site during all operations
within the TPZ to monitor demolition activity.

• A six-foot chain link fence with posts sunk into the ground shall be erected
to enclose the TPZ. Fences shall remain until all work has been
completed. Fences may not be relocated or removed without the written
permission of the arborist. Some manner of barrier not readily or easily
moved delineating the TPZ.

• No materials, equipment, spoil, waste or wash out water may be
deposited, stored or parked within the TPZ or fenced area.

• Nothing shall be attached to the tree with in the drip line or TPZ.

• Project arborist will be retained for periodic monitoring of the tree and
TPZ.

Construction trailers, traffic, and storage areas must remain outside the
TPZ. Avoid compaction in TPZ.

• Prior to grading, pad preparation, excavation for
foundations/footings/walls, trenching, the tree shall be root pruned if need
be. Since some work is taking place within the TPZ, any root pruning that
is required will be done by manually digging and exposing interfering roots
and using a saw, or vibrating knife, rock saw, or other approved root
pruning equipment. Avoid tools that pull and shatter roots. Avoid cutting
roots greater than 1.5" in diameter. Ideally expose the planned impacted
root zone with a pneumatic air spade and then root prune by hand cleanly
cutting back to laterals. Backfill with amended soil.

• Any grading, construction, demolition or other work that is expected to
encounter tree roots must be monitored by the arborist.

3
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• All new underground utilities, drain lines, irrigation lines shall be routed
outside the TPZ. If lines must traverse the TPZ they will be tunneled or
bored under the tree. Consolidate all lines in one trench.

• Any roots damaged during grading or construction shall be exposed to
sound tissue and cut cleanly with a saw.

• If temporary compaction is imminent within root area of TPZ a bed of 6" of
mulch or gravel can be laid in order to protect the roots, mulch or gravel
must be removed after the use of it is no longer needed.

• Spoils from trenching or any other excavation shall not be placed within
the TPZ, either temporarily or permanently.

• Avoid stripping away topsoil around trees. Avoid stepping on bare roots
because they are fragile.

• Avoid impervious materials used to cover root area. Pavers, Bricks and
other materials that allow atmospheric oxygen and water to permeate
down into the tree roots promote greater tree health.

• Avoid continuous footings adjacent to trees. Use pier foundations with
grade beam above grade instead of slab foundations. Orient piers to avoid
major roots.

• Where surface grades are to be modified, make sure that water will flow
away from the trunk, ie that trunk is not the lowest point. If tree is in low
point, design a drain system with least impact to roots.

• Match irrigation requirements of tree and understory landscape to avoid
over irrigation.

• Erosion control wattles can be wrapped around the trunk if damage by
scraping the trunk is possible.

• If any damage occurs to tree during construction the City Building Official
and City Arborist is required to be notified so that proper treatment may be
administered.

Tree Survival depends on how iYs treated during the construction phase. Rather
than dying quickly, the tree may decline gradually and eventually reach the point
that removal is required. This is typical when impacts are indirect and cause
chronic stress to which the tree never adapts. Examples of site changes that can
cause chronic stress include:

Soil Compaction
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• Changes in hydrology of site or Changes in soil quality or surface
(erosion or hydrophobia)

• Restrictions in soil area available for root development.

• Additions of toxic materials to the soil.

• Direct injury to root system. Poor or Heavy root pruning.

Increased exposure to sun and/or wind.

• Excessive reduction in leaf area, such as from heavy pruning.

• Large mechanical wounds, which interrupt sap flow and lead to
decay.

Deva Braden

415.250.2012

ISA Certified Arborist WE-7034A

ArborMD Tree Care Inc. Licensed, Insured and Bonded.

CSLB 878691
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Photo 2. Site existing plans.
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RE: PermitNo.2014.11.26.2656 
David Winslow  
San Francisco Planning Department  
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400  
San Francisco, California, 94103 
 
David, 
I have read the DR application my neighbors Fred Morales and Lynn Samuels submitted, and we have 
been working to actively resolve their concerns.   Our neighbors were not asking for us to change the 
project in the DR application instead they want to ensure adequate measures are put into place to 
ensure the trees are protected and that we use proper engineers to review the plans.  We feel that we 
have already addressed their concerns and should be allowed to move forward with our project on the 
25th.   In this letter we will detail some of the work we have done, discuss the trees, and highlight some 
of the other steps we are planning to protect the trees. 
 
During our 311 notice Lynn and Fred expressed their concerns to our planner Sylvia Jimenez, that they 
wanted an ISA certified Tree Protection Plan, or they would file a DR.  Although it is not normal to create 
a Tree Protection Plan at this stage we felt it was a reasonable request and decided to contact an 
arborist.  We found the Arborist on the Friends of the Urban Forest site called Arbor MD and hired Deva 
Braden to perform the inspection.  Deva came out onsite and thoroughly inspected the site including the 
placement of the trees in relation to the proposed plans before preparing his report.  Our site is quite 
unique due to the significant grade and the presence of numerous retaining walls.  The placement of 
these retaining walls significantly defines where tree roots could grow.  I did spend time with Deva to 
review the proposed plans and discussed some of the design changes we had incorporated into the 
project to minimize the potential impact on the trees.  He was pleased to hear we had thought about 
the trees and felt the changes significantly reduced the risk to the trees.  The Tree Protection plan 
stated, “The chances of encountering or damaging either one of these two trees’ roots with the planned 
development are very low if any”.  The full report did detail potential risks to the trees during 
construction and spelled out mitigation steps that should be taken to ensure the trees are protected. 
 
Our neighbors were not happy with the report we provided and went ahead and filed the DR.  We 
believe part of the reason they questioned the Arbor MD report is it did not align with their research.  In 
the DR application our neighbors refer several times to a certified Arborist they talked to by the name of 
John Lichter.   Mr. Lichter provided a general memo for Lynn that detailed that he looked over the plans 
and expressed what were some general concerns, but he did not provide a full detailed report.  In fact, 
Mr. Lichter never visited the site.  Lynn indicated to me that she provided him the plans and some 
photos in emails.   Mr. Lichter never talked to me about the proposed project and in his report stated, 
“The limits of soil distribution are unclear”.  I feel that Mr. Lichter is probably a very qualified arborist 
but since our neighbor did not pay him to come on site and prepare a proper report he could only 
provide general guidance.  If he had come on site and seen the steep grade and the placement of the 
retaining walls he would have provided her better guidance and would have probably agreed with our 
Arbor MD report. 
 
In the DR application our neighbors requested that DPW send out their own independent Arborist and I 
was very glad to see DPW did.   Susan Nawbarry was the first DPW arborist to come on site to survey the 
trees and the site.  After that Susan scheduled a time with me and her boss Chris Buck to review the 
plans and the proposed construction.  Susan and Chris were very happy to hear about some of our 
proposed concessions and were generally supportive of the project.  I believe that Susan than scheduled 
a meeting with my neighbors to discuss their concerns and to discuss the project with them directly.   
Later Chris Buck called me and explained my neighbors also wanted to meet with him onsite, he asked 
for permission to bring the neighbors on our property to show them the site.  We believe this meeting 
went well and it seemed to address a lot of their concerns. 
 



We like the trees and are fully committed to ensuring they are not damaged during our 
construction.  We have already made significant changes to our plans to minimize the potential impact 
on the trees.   Deva Braden (Arbor MD), Susan Nawbary (DPW) and Chris Buck (DPW) all said they were 
felt this project should be allowed to move forward and they were very glad to see we had made 
concessions to our design to minimize the effect on the trees.  They felt that this project posed little or 
no significant threat to the trees but naturally expect us to provide and adhere to a tree protection 
plan.  Normally we would not be required to do a tree protection plan at this phase of the permit 
application process and DPW would not be willing to look at a proposed plan before it was closer to be 
an approved project.  We have been very accommodating to our neighbor and have gone out of our way 
to make concessions to address her concerns.  Additionally, your department and DPW have gone out of 
your way to try to address her concerns.   We feel our project should be approved to move forward on 
the 25th, contingent on us continuing to work with DPW to deliver and execute a Tree Protection Plan 
that meets their requirements.    
 
Our neighbors have also more recently discussed with DPW their desire for a root study to be 
performed.   This would involve removing our concrete walkway next to the redwood to expose the soil 
underneath.  Then the soil would be carefully removed exposing any potential roots.   This would allow 
for us to determine if any significant roots were close to the surface and would allow DPW and our 
arborist to inspect those roots.  We believe this is a reasonable request to perform before the 
construction begins and would propose that this would be incorporated into the Tree Protection Plan.  
So far none of our tree experts that have been on site felt this action was needed, but we feel it is a 
reasonable request to do before construction begins. 
 
Our neighbors also have asked for us to remove one of the proposed trees from the landscaping design 
in the front right of way.  We discussed this with DPW and they seemed to be okay with this design 
decision if other landscaping was proposed.   We believe DPW will have the final say on approving the 
proposed landscaping in the front right of way so at this time we are proposing we remove the tree from 
the site plan.   We believe this will help to accommodate our neighbors concerns but the final plan will 
need to be approved by DPW.   I believe this will be reviewed and completed along with the Tree 
Protection Plan later in the process but before the final permit is issued. 
 
The final concern our neighbors mentioned in their DR application was that we should be required to 
obtain a geotechnical evaluation of the soil conditions.  We submitted a geotechnical report back with 
our application for environmental evaluation in 2016.  Our architect has been working with our civil 
engineer on design of our project already.  What our neighbor does not realize is that the full 
engineering review by our experts and the city’s engineering team occurs after the project is approved 
by planning.  We feel confident that the city’s normal process for reviewing projects will ensure that the 
geotechnical and civil engineering will be reviewed and approved by the city. 
 
We believe we have shown that we have listened to our neighbors’ concerns, incorporated reasonable 
changes, and have demonstrated that we are committed to delivering a project that is great for the 
neighborhood and for the city.   We have brought in experts and worked with the city’s experts to 
ensure the trees are safe.  We are asking for the planning commission to move this project forward on 
the 25th so we can continue to build on the work we have already provided.  Our neighbor’s DR 
application has forced us to deviate from the normal city process as they were asking for reports that 
typically would not be done so early in an application process.  We feel we went out of our way to 
address their concerns and hope our application will now be approved to move forward through the 
normal city process.  This would naturally include working with DPW on a Tree Protection Plan that 
meets their requirements.   
 
Thank you, 
Sean and Edessa Cunningham 
Owners: 1322 Wawona Street 



 

 



 
The Douglas Fir sits in my neighbor’s yard, but it is approximately 13 feet above the sidewalk.   The tree 
base and grade of the neighbor’s yard is a couple of inches below the top of the ivy.  The existing 
concrete retaining wall will remain, and we will build a second wall next to it on our property.  The 
concrete stairs will be removed and rebuilt to code.  The soil below the stairs will not be excavated but 
some grading will be done to get to a legal rise/run slope.  The second concrete retaining wall on the 
west side of the stairs will be replaced with the garage wall and excavation will occur in the tiered 
planter beds. 



 
Along the front property line, we have an existing concrete retaining wall.   It is 8 feet tall but only 5 feet 
is above grade.   The footing extends 2 feet forward into the right of way.  We are planning on removing 
the stem wall and excavating behind the wall.  We believe we should be able to leave the footing where 
it is to avoid disturbing the soil and or roots that are in the right of way.   We will do some grading to add 
the paver driveway and walkway. 



 
This photo shows the footing of the existing 8 foot retaining wall.  It extends approximately 24 inches 
into the public right of way.   Our excavation will be behind this wall and we believe we will be able to 
leave the existing footing in place. 
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