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FILE NO. R-2008-11-UFC RESOLUTION NO. 010-08-UFC

[Resolution Endorsing Landmark Tree Status for the California Buckeye (Aesculus

Californica) located behind 757 Pennsylvania Street]

Resolution endorsing landmark tree status for the California Buckeye (Aesculus
Californica) located behind 757 Pennsylvania Street, Assessor’s Block 4168, Lot 11.

WHEREAS, Public Works Code, Article 16, Section 810 charges the Urban Forestry
Council to examine nominated landmark trees using criteria approved by the Board of
Supervisors; and, |

WHEREAS, The California Buckeye (Aesculus Californica) locate?d behind 757
Pennsylvania Street fulfills the landmark tree criteria that includes:

Rare: The tree is an uncommon, possibly rare, tree in San Francisco;

Size: The tree was quite a large specimen for this species with a huge canopy spread
and great trunk girth;

Age: The tree appeared to be quite old, though no estimation of age was postulated,;

Historical Association: The tree was of natural historical significance as being a likely
genetic and possibly naturally-occurring remnant of the original San Francisco forest.
California Buckeyes are native to Potrero Hill, and this specimen is quite possibly a progeny of
these locally-native trees;

Ethnic Appreciation: California Buckeyes were also used by the Ohlone Indians for
fishing and for food;

High traffic area and accessible from public right of way: The tree is in a high traffic
area, is accessible from a public right of way and is very visible from the station platform as
well as from the train;

Important wildlife habitat: The tree provided habitat and food for multiple varieties of

wildlife, including indigenous species;
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FILE NO. R-2008-11-UFC RESOLUTION NO. 010-08-UFC

Prominent landscape feature: The tree was a prominent landscape feature occurring in
an area of low tree density;

Character-defining form: The tree has a striking character; despite obvious abuse and
structural problems, much of the tree appears sound, and is not a hazard;

Profiled in a publication or other media: The tree was profiled, with a photo, in the
publication “A History of Potrero Hill” by Peter Linenthal and Abigail Johnston.

WHEREAS, The California Buckeye (Aesculus Californica) located behind 757
Pennsylvania Street, Assessor’s Block 4168, Lot 11 provides social, environmental and
economic benefits to the property, neighborhood and city; now, therefore be it

RESOLVED, The Urban Forestry Council recommends the Calif(;rnia Buckeye
(Aesculus Californica) located behind 757 Pennsylvania Street, Assessor’s Block 4168, Lot 11
for landmark tree status to the Board of Supervisors.

| hereby certify that this Resolution was adopted at the Urban Forestry Council's

Regular Meeting on December 12, 2008.

¢ ‘ﬁ/(’! ONUCE v/quk;

Monica Fish, Council Secretary

VOTE: Approved (6-0) (4 Absent) (1 Vacant)
Ayes: Chair Milne, Members Blair, Boss, Cohen, D’Agostino, and Hillan,
Noes: None

Absent: Members LeBeau, Rodgers, Sherk, and Short
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Report of Findings for the California Buckeye at the Cal Trans
Station, behind 757 Pennsylvania Street

The Landmark Tree Committee of the Urban Forestry Council met on Monday Nov 17,
2008 and considered the nomination for Landmark Status of the California Buckeye
(Aesculus californica) at the 22" Street Cal Trans Station, behind 757 Pennsylvania
Street.

The committee voted unanimously to recommend landmark status. The vote was 4-0.

The committee members voted for recommendation of landmark status, found that the
tree met standards that would merit Landmark Tree Status. These standards included:

e The tree is an uncommon, possibly rare, tree in San Francisco

o The tree was quite a large specimen for this spemes with a huge canopy spread
and great trunk girth

e The tree appeared to be quite old though no est1mat10n of age was postulated

e The tree was of natural historical significance as being a likely genetic and
possibly naturally-occurring remnant of the original San Francisco forest.
California Buckeyes are native to Potrero Hill, and this specimen is quite possibly
a progeny of these locally-native trees. California Buckeyes were also used by
the Ohlone Indians for fishing and for food.

e The tree is in a high traffic area, is accessible from a public right of way and is
very visible from the station platform as well as from the train.

o The tree provided habitat and food for multiple varieties of w11dhfe including
indigenous species

e The tree was a prominent landscape feature occurring in an area of low tree
density.

o The tree was profiled, with a photo, in the publication “A History of Potrero Hill”
by Peter Linenthal and Abigail Johnston

o The tree has a striking character; despite obvious abuse and structural problems,
much of the tree appears sound, and is not a hazard.

Respectfully submitted,

Mike Boss

Chair, Landmark Tree Committee of the San Franc1sco Urban Forestry Councﬂ
November 19, 2008






Urban Forestry Council
Landmark Tree Evaluation Form and Criteria

Pursuant to Ordinance 0017-06 and Public Works Code Section 810, the UFC has developed these criteria for
evaluating potential landmark trees in San Francisco. When evaluating or considering potential landmark trees,
please consider the context of the tree within its site location. For example, a tree on PUC land may not have the
same community importance that a street or park tree would. Use comment sections, as appropriate, to explain
or support evaluation. Attach sheets if more space is needed.

Evaluator’s name: Mei Ling Hui
Date of evaluation: 11/6/08
Scientific name: Aesculus californica
Common name: California Buckeye
Street address: 757 Pennsylvania
Cross streets:

v

Rare: « Rare Uncommon Common Other

Unusual species in San Francisco. Also consider rarity in California, North America, world.

Comment: Not many locations in San Francisco can support this low and spreading tree. There are a
few, but I believe they are uncommon enough to be considered rare.

Size:  Large Medium Small
Notable size (height, diameter, canopy width) compared to other trees of the same species.

Comment: This very old tree is growing on a hillside and has had many branches die out over the
years. The trunk is gnarled and wide with many branches emanating from a low point on the trunk. It
was not possible to measure the DBH due to the landscape and shape of the tree, but I estimate it to be
about 10°. I estimate the height to be between 25-30°. The tree runs the entire lengthen of two sections
of property: one distinct section of building and one parking lot. According to the property owner,
these two areas are roughly 100’ in length together, which is the width of the canopy.

Age:  / Significantly advanced ___Not significantly advanced
Significantly advanced age for this species (known or estimated).

Comment: This tree is very significantly advanced in age. The tree is extremely large and the trunk
shows signs of old branches which were replaced by branches that are now 30°+ long.

Historical Association: Yes None apparent

Related to a historic or cultural building, site, street, person, event, etc.

Describe nature of appreciation:




Urban Forestry Council
Landmark Tree Evaluation Form and Criteria

Ethnic appreciation: Yes None apparent

Particular value to certain ethnic groups in neighborhood or city.

Describe nature of appreciation:

Neighborhood appreciation: Yes None apparent

Multiple indicators such as letters of support, petition, outdoor gatherings, celebrations adjacent or
related to tree, etc. Attach documentation:

Describe:

Planting defines neighborheod character: Yes v No

Contributes to neighborhood aesthetic.

Describe contribution: I wouldn’t say this tree defines the neighborhood character, I would say it
delightfully detracts from the character of its immediate surroundings-and creates its 9wn.~This tree is
a welcome respite to the industrial, under-the-freeway, alongside-train-tracks, and generally
unpleasant aesthetics of the area it grows in.

Profiled in a publication or other media: Yes Unknown

Tree has received print, internet, and/or video media coverage. Attach documentation if appropriate.

Describe coverage:

High traffic area: / Yes No
High visibility, possible traffic calming effect.

Describe: While the tree is in an incredibly high traffic area, under the freeway and alongside the Cal
Train tracks, it can’t reduce traffic speeds in anyway.

Tt can make things nicer for those utilizing the public transportation system.

Low tree density:  Low Moderate High
Tree exists in a neighborhood with very few trees.

Describe: Very low density. Standing at the base of the hill where this tree is growing, there are very
few other trees even visible.

Extends between multiple properties: « Yes No

High visibility, multiple neighbors share tree.

Describe: It has very high visibility, given its position near the train tracks. It is resting on one
property with a large portion of branches in another.

Accessible from public right-of-way: + Yes No




Urban Forestry Council 3
Landmark Tree Evaluation Form and Criteria

High visibility.
Describe: Pedestrian access to rain tracks, not street.

Important wildlife habitat: Yes No

Wildlife shelter and/or food (observed or potential). Describe and be as specific as possible.

Interdependent group of trees: Yes /No

This tree forms a supercanopy and removing it may have an adverse impact on adjacent trees.

Describe: No other trees around.

Erosion control:  Yes No

Tree prevents soil erosion.

Describe: Absolutely. It’s growing on a very steep hill.

Wind or sound barrier: Yes v No

Tree reduces wind speed or mitigates undesirable noise.

Describe: While it’s large and low, and there is a building adjacent to the tree, the level and type of
noise and wind that passes near the tree is not something the tree would likely mitigate to any
noticeable degree. — CalTrain is extremely loud.

Prominent landscape feature: « Yes No

A striking and outstanding natural feature.
Describe, attach photo if possible: Absolutely. Its form and size are singularly notable. It’s an amazing

specimen.

Character-defining form: v Yes No
Tree is an example of good form for its particular species.

Describe: It exhibits a noticeably heavier level of growth on the uphill side, is not branched evenly on
all sides, due to removal of large branches on the down hill side, on the side closer to the train tracks.
It’s unclear if the branches were removed for the health of the tree or for some other purpose.

Tree condition: Good Poor Hazard
Consider overall tree health and structure, and whether or not tree poses a hazard

Describe: While the tree condition isn’t very good, I don’t know if I would call it poor. The tree has
many issues with broken branches or improperly removed branches — branch breakouts and trunk
wounding associated with failures. There are two sections of lumber, which are possibly railroad ties,
that were placed among the tree branches many years ago, which the tree is now subsuming.
However, the tree does have a lot of healthy, lush growth. The canopy is thick with year old growth
and there are some buckeye nuts hanging in the branches.

While the tree may have some potential health or structural problems, it appears stable and sound. The
naturally wide and low-seated tree has a majority of large branches that dip and rest on the ground as it



Urban Forestry Council 4
Landmark Tree Evaluation Form and Criteria

is. There isn’t really anything for the branches to tear out and fall on, and again, most of the branches
are already contacting the ground. Additionally, there is a gully and stream separating the tree on the
downhill side from the train tracks — any branches failures that do move away from the tree would
likely slide into the gully and not into the adjacent foot traffic area which is above grade of the gully
area.

Additional comments
Adjacent property owner reported that the tree did not appear to suffer when the 280 retrofitting of

supporting columns resulting in significant root cutting and loss, this happened roughly 10 years ago.



Urban Forestry Council
Landmark Tree Evaluation Form and Criteria

Evaluator’s name: CAROLYN BLAIR
Sate of evaluation: SUNDAY 16, 2008

Scientific name:

Common name: CALIFORNIA BUCKEYE

Street address: _757 PENNSYLVANIA

Cross streets: __22"° STREET VISIBLE AT 22TH STREET CAL TRAIN STATION

Rare: X Rare ___ Uncommon Common. Other
Unusual species in San Francisco. Also consider rarity in California, North America, world.

Comment: BECAUSE SAN FRANCISCO HAS ONLY 1% LARGE MATURE TREES WITH ANY
GRANDEUR OR CHACTER — THIS IS A RARE AND AN ENDANGERED SPECIES ~ONE OF
LANDMARK QUALITY.

Size: X  lLarge Medium Small
Notable size (height, diameter, canopy width) compared to other trees of the same species.

Comment:

Age: 7 _Significantly advanced ? Not significantly advanced

———

Significantly advanced age for this species (known or estimated).

Comment: DON’T KNOW THE AGE

Historical Association: 7 Yes ? __None apparent

e

Related to a historic or cultural building, site, street, person, event, etc.

Describe nature of appreciation:

Ethnic appreciation: Yes None apparent

Particular value to certain ethnic groups in neighborhood or city.

Describe nature of appreciation:

Neighborhood appreciation: Yes None apparent

Multiple indicators such as letters of support, petition, outdoor gatherings, celebrations adjacent or
related to tree, etc. Attach documentation:

Describe:

Planting defines neighborhood character: X Yes No

Contributes to neighborhood aesthetic.



Urban Forestry Council

Landmark Tree Evaluation Form and Criteria

Describe contribution: THE TREE IS AN AMAZING SIZE, UNLIKE ALL OTHERS NEAR BY,
WITH GREAT CHACTER THAT MAKES A STATEMENT THAT SOMEONE REALLY CARED
ENOUGH TO PLANT SUCH A GREAT TREE AND IT IS STILL THERE!!!

Profiled in a publication or other media: ? Yes __? Unknown

Tree has received print, internet, and/or video media coverage. Attach documentation if appropriate.

Describe coverage:  DON’T KNOW

High traffic area: X Yes No

High visibility, possible traffic calming effect.
Describe: UNUSUAL LOCATION AT THE 22TH STREET CAL TRAIN STATION.

Low tree density: X Low Moderate High
Tree exists in a neighborhood with very few trees.

Describe:

Extends between multiple properties: Yes X No

High visibility, multiple neighbors share tree.

Describe:
Accessible from public right-of-way: X Yes No

High visibility.
Describe: LOCATED AT THE 22TH STREET CAL TRAIN STATION.

Important wildlife habitat: 7?7 Yes ? No

Wildlife shelter and/or food (observed or potential). Describe and be as specific as possible.

DON’T KNOW

Interdependent group of trees: Yes X No

This tree forms a supercanopy and removing it may have an adverse impact on adjacent trees.

Describe:  THE TREE HAS A SUPER CANOPY OF ITS SELF

Erosion control: X Yes No

Tree prevents soil erosion.

Describe:

Wind or sound barrier: X Yes No

Tree reduces wind speed or mitigates undesirable noise.

Describe: _SOUND OF THE TRAIN GOING BY




Urban Forestry Council
Landmark Tree Evaluation Form and Criteria
Prominent landscape feature: X Yes No

A striking and outstanding natural feature.

Describe, attach photo if possible: __IS QOUTSTANDING AND STRIKING

Character-defining form: X  Yes No

Tree is an example of good form for its particular species.

Describe: _NEEDS PROPER PRUNING

Tree condition: X Good Poor Hazard
Consider overall tree health and structure, and whether or not tree poses a hazard

Describe:

Additional comments

DESERVES TO BE LANDMARKED — GREAT, GRAND TREE.
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Urban Forestry Council
Landmark Tree Evaluation Form and Criteria

Pursuant to Ordinance 0017-06 and Public Works Code Section 810, the UFC has developed these criteria for
evaluating potential Jandmark trees in San Francisco. When evaluating or considering potential landmark trees,
please consider the context of the tree within its site location. For example, a tree on PUC land may not have the
same community importance that a street or park tree would. Use comment sections, as appropriate, to explain or
support evaluation. Attach sheets if more space is needed.

Evaluator’s name: /Z/ e Léf\/ y

)
Date of evaluation:  // - (¢ - o8

Scientific name: 4{'3(0&1/‘; A ¢ 2 Frfors 54
Common name: Méff 5 VEKFE TE

Street address:

Cross streets: ZZ})/ - Z{NWS ) WA A (@" @L7M/b S’/(ng>

Rare: Rare v/_Uncommon Common Other

Unusual species in San Francisco. Also consider rarity in Califomnia, North America, world.

Comment: A/O7 M@ Ru7 WM'7///Z[Y o’ (EET 40
v gencsco . (4 WQN/"W,;(O N7

Size: /" lLarge Medium Small

Notable size (height, diameter, canopy width) compared to other trees of the same species.

Comment: V& ‘/ AP = Py 7172 WW)
REFL & T10b ARE
i

ignificantly advanced __Not significantly advanced

Age:
Significantly advanced age for this species (known or estimated).

Comment:

Historical Association: Yes ‘/ None apparent

Related to a historic or cultural building, site, street, person, event, etc.

Describe nature of appreciation:
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Landmark Tree Evaluation Form and Criteria

Ethnic appreciation: Yes t/ None apparent

Particular value to certain ethnic groups in neighborhood or city.

Describe nature of appreciation:

Neighborheod appreciation: Yes v None apparent

Multiple indicators such as letters of support, petition, outdoor gatherings, celebrations adjacent or
related to tree, etc. Attach documentation: )

Describe:

Planting defines neighborhood character: Yes

Contributes to neighborhood aesthetic.

Describe contribution:

Profiled in a publication or other media: Yes Unknown

Tree has received print, internet, and/or video media coverage. Attach documentation if appropriate.

Describe coverage:

High traffic area: Yes // No
High visibility, possible traffic calming effect.

Describe: ///7’/5 DS T3/ V2% 7/05}& Mﬂg PNTEREST
79 AR DT ) S PESRSS intky L OOt

Low tree density: \/ Low Moderate High

Tree exists in a neighborhood with very few trees.

Describe: TS FASfrE T 4’6/7’-755 ol VEGA 74 7OV

s

Extends between multiple properties: Yes \/No

High visibility, multiple neighbors share tree.
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Describe:

Accessible from public right-of-way: ;/és No

High visibility.

Describe:

Important wildlife habitat: Yes / No

Wildlife shelter and/or food (observed or potential). Describe and be as specific as possible.

Interdependent group of trees: Yes ‘4

This tree forms a supercanopy and removing it may have an adverse impact on adjacent trees.
Describe:
'Erosion control: Yes \/No

Tree prevents soil erosion.

Describe:

Wind or sound barrier: Yes /" No

Tree reduces wind speed or mitigates undesirable noise.

Describe:

Prominent landscape feature: As No

A striking and outstanding natural feature.

Describe, attach photo if possible: . 7’% /S Mé@/ A p0
OF STRIKIVG _[F  DAasrGEO , Falin

7
Character-defining form: V{s No

Tree is an example of good form for its particular species.

LT EECR)/TD OF 7 kT HATT
FRuwvila CV7S
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Landmark Tree Evaluation Form and Criteria

Describe:

Tree condition: Good Poor Hazard \/17/’/\’,5,0

Consider overall tree health and structure, and whether or not tree poses a hazard

Describe: Wﬁ 4 MWA . 7,3,{/6/ F 77 /M
/7S¢ AGE

Additional comments

KL O an AR AP RN

STA VS




Urban Forestry Council
Landmark Tree Evaluation Form and Criteria

Pursuant to Ordinance 0017-06 and Public Works Code Section 810, the UFC has developed these criteria for
evaluating potential landmark trees in San Francisco. When evaluating or considering potential landmark trees,
please consider the context of the tree within its site location. For example, a tree on PUC land may not have the
same commmunity importance that a street or park tree would. Use comment sections, as appwpl iate, 1o explain
or supporc evaluation. Atiach sheets if more space is needed.

Evaluator’s name: M o K Sw gk— arl oi\%

Dateofevaluatioﬁ; N@vam‘a@f W@%QOg
Scientific name: Ae.,g c.u.\ua califocnica

Common name: @,\\% ornie. %\ACK@/ e,

Street address: ?xe\meaé 757 %@mm@ y\(/aw\\m C{t
Cross streets: Qg S‘% S @u\i\f\ §J Ca&.\ﬁ V‘&W\ R?\Wm S_% S’% .‘(\gg\

Rare: VRare Uncommon Common : Other

Unusual species in San Francisco. Also consier rty in California, North America, world.

e %%eé\es

Size: l/Large Medium Small

Notable size (height, diameter, canopy, width) compared to other trees of the same species.
L& Tel g

Commet: %o@,& LOLAC N\ @ ¢ &D'D%“QX\%’\«@ LAY é% S

28%-30 tal v« R0 W\,&e/ % %@ W\g&»

Age: Migniﬁcantly advanced ___Not significantly advanced
Significantly advanced age for this species (known or estimated).
Comment: D vameler é% \Q&S e iné\, C,QK%S cons w\@f&\a\ e Qqe

Nate w\'\&mi‘\’\ © ool AK WAS A mé&, CQM\LX\Q/\D W\il\@tk'@-&

Historical Association: !/Y es _____None apparent
Related to a historic or cultural building, site, street, person, event, ete.
Describe nature of apptematlon S%e.c.\ s was ARNIE- /k e _odea,, MQ%’D

&%\f@ o\g W\ej—k— @5‘(‘ \oa;Jr AN €0,
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Londmark Tree Bvaluation Form and Criteria

Particular value to certain ethmc groups in neighborhood or city.
Describe nature of appreciation: T %,\@/ @,%AR 0nes A Se/ ﬂ%%v\e/ Se@,gs as

XQQ &mé Q%’“M&‘;&@g ’%/\e/ Seells_%ﬁ éﬁ%ume% %KL L é’%é‘ewﬂ@

E/Y es ___ None apparent %
Multiple indicators such ag letters of support, petition, outdoor gatherings, celebrations adjacent or

[y

N@n@ apparent

Neighborhood appreciation:

related to tree, eic. Attach documentation:

Describe: V\m\o\ae_,%vcm C&Yi?ﬁ.\,% PP R S‘% S'% _&wm R“L

%vom_%%"&w\, |
_i/_ﬂ’es : . No

3

Contributes to nelghborhood aesthetic.

Describe contribution: T ka_, ’% reao, %;3 a!\;:k e j“ o) ?QJK rere XY\A\\,\

;'465 . Unknown

Tree has received print, internet, and/or video media coverage. Attach decumentation if appropriate.
Describe coverage: %\,\ Ji o g r&b\wf& am\;r éa@ o L\au& SIN @&0;&} e l\

Q/? Smm%efma\CkSQOS ?%kww‘@ ‘\‘\ \K

High traffic area; ”'/Y es No
High visibility, possible traffic calming effect. \Q
Describe: C&,i"@!‘mw\ pPAS Ses v;k ree—, Caw k2)6/

Seen %\!"ge/v\ I}i»Wm, S’{

Low tree density: Z/ Low ___Moderate High

e,

Tree exists in a neighborhood with very few trees.
Desctibe: VQV‘;/ % ew J{ rRLES an%\/‘» \s Q% obe,

___No

Describe: ? k@‘&"}h_ @‘% bv-\,\!& e _breder ‘/ 2 er\e,ii-%o,

Coal \vara @mgf%e{eaw&\i\\iQu) (R\o‘\;\‘% o) - W&\i\
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A@ No

et

DB%’@@-Q’\/‘A@-& "?@’@W\
o\ Temin B27° St e

Important wildlife habitat: Y Yes No
Wildlife shelter and/or food (observed or potential). Describe and be as specific as possible.
e ma&W@%‘g avree.  WSe E:)% Se’;e/&s c\é%@g& y \Nt\e&{ﬁﬁ_

Yes C L No

This tree forms a supercanopy and removing it may have an adverse impact on adjacent trees.

Describe; (”.@m %@@’ \ziaw%g, aad

UL%%%@W%\.

Interdependent sroup of trees:

Describe:

Eresion control: Yes
Tree prevents soil erosion.

Describe:

Wind or sound barrier: M‘Yes No
Tree reduces wind speed or mitigates undesirable noise.
Describe: T\rem \S S\ la. e,g, \ne:h/\m.e,ﬂ e{‘&u\w&jy

a f\& k\?v&v —ke- @4\0‘@@;‘&/

Prominent landscape feature: Yes No
A striking and outstanding natural feature.
Describe, attach photo if possible: V e v% ew —k viles gn R D w

Mgg‘lv be &mkma W&\em ‘o LeES and %i@we@h

Character~-defining form: Yes No
Tree is an example of good form for its particular species.

Describe: T\/\,e, q\&%‘&& \&ﬁse/ 5 ‘%@“Q@/ @‘d\g %3%“ éra“m e~
ﬁ@“@w‘&\!\ ’%@%’m LS s M@Q
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Tree condition: %/ Good ____Poor ___ Hazard
Consider overall tree health ith and structure, —and vhether or not tree poses a hazard

Describe: %a 0. @%’iﬁ»mw\,@ o N C&KTQ{’&W\ 3k§£’> F‘QA%’\O\@&

C@m\{g H\é JYQ/ Sevwne. é@-c/@—-j \\l]i Qg@wu«%&%%@&sen

Additional c@mmen&s

Rewmau e ém&w QQL/ m\,g &wakey\ \a (8 ﬁ.mo\/\ eS.

%\@;m@\/&‘%@rmg\f\ o&né Wy &A&\A@,@” Cﬂﬁxa%\l éﬁ*%‘ﬁ&.’
Tl ﬁmww@g a,wg.v DA w&k\’% e ilvale. Oref
& me;é"é,&'\n\,&/ &v%&m % %QWS Q\ amO\ k se. ﬁ%@@

%mm\v a’@ﬁc&mm@,mgf%ifm% ’R‘é‘%e./ %’m eer&-n—"ﬁe,
ook Teee Stafus. = %
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FILE NO. 081305 RESOLUTION NO. 4 3]-0F

[Landmark Designation Nomination for the California Buckeye tree located behind 757

Pennsylvania Street]

Resolution of intent initiating the nomination of the California Buckeye tree (Aesculus
Caiifornicé) located behind 757 Pennsylvania Street, (Assessor’s Bock 416B, Lot 11)
for landmark tree status pursuant to Public Works Code Section 810(b), acknoW!eeEging
temporary designatioa pursuant to Public Works Section 810(d), and authorizing other
official acts in furtﬁerance of the Resolution.

4

WHEREAS, Trees provide numerous environmental/ and social benefits such as

|l reducing stormwater runoff, reducing energy use, reducing air pollution, improving air quality,

increasing property values and providing wildlife habitat; and

WHEREAS, The Board of Supervisors passed Ordinance Number 17-06, an
amendment to Public Works Code Section 810, landmark trees, significant trees, and
penalties for violation in support of a landmark tree program, and a copy of said Ordinance is
on file with the Clerk of the Board of Supervisors in file number 051458 which is incorporated
herein by reference; and, |

WHEREAS, The Board of Supewisoré adopted the Urban Forestry Council’s landmark .
tree designation criteria, forms and procedures in Resolution Enacted Number 440-06. A
copy of said Resolution is on file with‘ the Clerk of thé Board of Supervisors File Number
060487 which is incorporated herein by reference on file with the Clerk of the Board of
Supervisors in File No. 081305, which is hereby declared to be a part of this resolution as if
set forth fully herein; and,

WHEREAS, The California Buckeye tree (Aesculus Californica) located behind 75?

Pennsylvania Street, pictures of which are on file with the Clerk of the Board of Supetrvisors in

Supervisor Maxwell
BOARD OF SUPERVISORS : Page 1

10/7/2008
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File Number 081305, is the only Buckeye variety native to the State of California and a

relatively rare species in San Francisco, and contributes to the visual aesthetic of CalTrain

fiders waiting on the platform at the 22" Street Station and the Potrero Hill community: now,
therefore be it

RESOLVED, That the Board, pursuant to Public Works Code Section 810(b), hereby
adopts this resolution of intent 1o initiate landmark tree designation for the California Buckeye
tree (Aesculus Californica) located behind 757‘Pennsylva-nia Street, (Assessor's Bock 4168,
Lot 11) and acknowledges the temporary designation of such tree for landmark status
pursuant to Public Works Code Section 810(d); an'd, be it | ’

FURTHER RESOLVED, That the Board directs the Clerk to forward this Resolution .
and accompanying documents contained in the file to the Urban Forestry Council to begin the
landmark tree designation process for the subject trees; and, be it

FURTHER RESOLVED, That the Board urges the Director of Public Works to
immediately noflify the affected 'department of the pending nomination and inform said
department of special approval requirement for removal of landmark trees under Public

Works Code 810(f) if such notification has not yet occurred.

Supervisor Maxwell '
BOARD OF SUPERVISORS Page 2

10/7/2008
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San Francisco, CA 94102-4689
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Resolution

~ File Number: 081305 Date Passed:

Resolution of intent initiating the nomination of the California Buckeye tree (Aesculus Californica)

located behind 757 Penrisylvania Street, (Assessor's Bock 4168, Lot 11) for landmark tree status
pursuant to Public Works Code Section 810(b), acknowledging temporary designation pursuant to
Public Works Section 810(d), and authofizing other official acts in furtherance of the Resoluﬁon

QOctober 21, 2008 Board of Supervisors — ADOPTED .

Ayes: 11 - Alioto-Pier, Ammiano, Chu, Daly, Dufty, Elsbernd, Maxwell,
McGoldrick, Mirkarimi, Peskin, Sandoval.

File No. 081305 I hereby certify that the foregoing Resolution
was ADOPTED on October 21, 2008 by the
Board of Supervisors of the City and County
of San Francisco.

@%@Cﬁ&iﬁﬁb

j Angela Caivﬂlg;,
lezk of the Ggrd

|of 30/ 2,008

' pate Approved

7 Mayor Ga Jin Newsom

City and County of San Francisco 1 Printed af 16:06 AM on 10/22/08






.- Anthorized nominator (Supervisor, Planning

SAN FRANCISCO uRBAN FORESTRY COUNCIL

Landmark Tree Nomination Form

Disclaimer: Any information you include on this form will be pastof the public record. Anyone may
request to see the information you submit for a landmark tree nomination. For more legal information, sce
the last page of this form,

Who can neminate a landmark tree? :

&. An authorized nomiinator is a Supervisor, head of a City department or agency, Planning
Commissioner, Landmarks Preservation Advisory Board member, or propeity OwWner.

& 'The Board of Supervisors, Planning Commission, Landmarks Preservation Advisory Board and
the head of a City depariment or agency may nominale a wee,

& The head of a City department or agency may nominate a {ree on property under their jurisdiction.
City departments and agencies should conduct an internal approval progess before nominating & '
free. ‘ :

& A property owper may nominate a tree on bis or hex property.

& A member of the public may ask an authorized nominator to nominate a tee.

1 am one of the following authorized nomirators
3 Property owner
@/ Board of Supervisor member
| Head of a ¢ity department or agency
[ Plansing Copxmission meimber
™ 1.andmarks Preservation Advisory Board member

Please nofe that a permit will be required for any future removal of a landmark tiee,

Pursuant to Ordinance 0017-06 and Public Works Code 810, the Urban Forestry Council reguests the
foliowing information. : :

. o
CE: iz /g/, ro‘ge/s @75%7%,' ‘grf

. Property owner:

. Commission, Landmarks Advisory Board, Head

- of City Department, Propeity Ownes):
(Soighenen 20z0ed]
Name ety /Hatl - Name
I (gt ton 5. Cogdlle 4 279 '
Address .. . ’ Address
(Fan f,wm,mg . |37/
Address Address

Y1555 7T/ o

Phogne (day) Phone (day)
Fax # ; Fax #
S oWhid m&;fmg// @) sfq00.
Email & Buail



Member of the public who initiated nomination ¢f
applicable): '

“J""m’ E|sen
592/F@mmadm@m&§
Address SF 94,@7
Address

Phone (day) 4 | & é 4—% - (974-@

” ot €A Sen(® s‘lac, a,[o[pf\ffﬁwf

upport this nomination,

Bock 4168
Lot U

136y ds 95@2%,{.”

4 ,\\ IO, A Y Sigﬁatu.te
0 > —/P é o Date '
1 am the propesty owner and I grant permission for city staff to evaluate the nominated tree on the property
with advance notice.
Signatre
Date
| TREE DESCRIPTION ‘ ‘ :
Tree pame (species and common name): C’E»\ { "7%\("5/\} A B"A{'L/-’Q&/\Q/
Number of {rees: l : =
Street address: ( e ) V‘)‘) 157 Vead Sty | \/‘él/!f:«t a
Location of Tree: (1 Fromtyard  [_] Rear yard [ Sideyard [} Corner-side yard
[ Public right-of-way 0¥ Public lands (7 Not sure
E&hﬁrc ot Cod"{'}”ﬂ/vk o cd\“ff%m \é\f"&k L @491? ek,
GPS units (OPTIONALY: | )
Height o 4 (O feet
Average canopy width! a. 7D feet
Circumference at chest level® _inches

Circumference at ground level® inches

1 Distance from one edge to opposite edge of tree canopy
2 Distance around trunl at 4.5 ft off the ground. plon/iwwewiss-arhor
3 Distance around trunk on the ground where the trank meets thc soil.

m;pj};u_hiigatiog}gl‘;ree-miilm lage.g

The Urban Forestry Council will use the following criteria to evaluate each potential landmark tree. If you need

more space to describe the tree, please attach additional sheets.

Updated June 2007



Rarity: Rare ‘\/Uﬂcommozx Common Other

Unusnal species in San Francisco. Also consider rarity in California, North America, world.

Comment: cﬁ%ﬁm 7%75@@ 414\72?7] W@

Size: \/Large Mediam Smalt

Notable size (beight, diameter, capopy width) compared to other trees of the same species.

Comment: __ ﬁ?\cﬁ v AL et ot MW

Age  Significantdy advanced age for this species (known or estimated).

Cdmmenft:
Historical Association: Yes v~ None appatent

Related to a historic or cultural building, site, street, person, event, efc.

Describe nature of appreciation:

Ethnic appreciation: Yes None apparent

Particular vakue to certain ethnic groups in neighbothood or city.

Desctibe nature of appreciation: Used f‘{?za\f O lone “‘(a{)‘w:fgl
and vﬁ <

Neighberhood appreciation: Yes None apparent’
Multipte indicators such as letters of support, pelition, ontdoor gatherings, celebrations adjacent ox related to tree,

eic. Attach documentation:
Describe;

Planting defines neighborhood eharacter: Yes \/fNo
Contributes to neighborhood aesthetic.

Describe contribution:

ofiled in a publication or other media: \»/Yes Unknown

Tree has received print, internet, and/or video media coverage. Attach documentation if appropriate.

Describe coverage: il?a‘li @"? {"_Pl storg oF Eshess J\'Q:( \\ }zcﬂ‘_
e Leveaat %;3‘&4{ TJohunglon

Updated June 2007



High trafiic ares: é"/Yes No
High visibility, possible traffic calming efféct.

Describe: m.;w (/”"L M

Low tree density: A '__\Za_Low WModerate WHighl
Tree exists in a neighborhood with very few trees. .

Describe:

E;gteg ds between multiple properties: o Yes No

High visibility, multiple neighbors share tree.

Describe:

Accessible from publie right-of-way: ‘\/Yes . No
High visibility.

Describe: "6/01/!/\ ‘)V_V%;«/&\ ?\ c&f{“‘\é;if"y\/\-— WL‘M{ .

Important wildiife habitat: Yes No
‘Wildlife shelter and/or food (observed or potential). Describe and be as specific as possible.

Interdependent group of trees: Yes No

This tree forms a supercanopy and removing it may have an adverse impact on adjacent frees.

Describe:

Erosion control: Yes No
Tree prevents soil exosion.
Describe:

Wind or sound bargrier: Yes No
Tree reduces wind speed or mitigates undesirable noise-

Describe:

" Updated June 2007



Prominent landscape feature: . ['/ Yes No
A striking and outstanding natural feature. ‘

Describe, attach photo if possible: _ 7744

Character-defining form:
Tree is an example of good form for its particular species.

Describe:

T'ree condition: Good Poor Hazard

Consider overall tree health and structure, and whether or not iree poses a hazard ?
A . r
Describe: G\ &M&Cﬁ. o«@ J w%{t‘; + weay OV W ,
| “ T LY

Additional comments

e

If you have any questions about this forma, tree terms ér tree concepts, please contact the Urban Forestry
Council staff (below), It is acceptable if you cannot provide some of the information requested on this form.

A photograph of the tree must be submitted with this form.
Please attach optional supporting documents such as letiers, arborist report, etc.

Send to: Urban Forestry Couacil, ¢/o Mei Ling Hui, 11 Grove Street, San Francisco, CA 94102
OR meiling hui @sfgov.org

Any information you swbmit will be part of the public record. :

The Public Records Act defines a "public recorl” broadly to include “any wiiting conteining information relating to the conduct of the public's
business prepared, owned, used or retained by any state or local agency, regardless of the physical form or characteristies.” Govt. Code §
6252(e). The Sunshine Ordinance defines "public information” as the content of “public records” as dofined in the Public Records Act. Admin
Code § 67.20(b). Pursnant o the Public Records Act and Sunshine Ordinance, this dociraent is 2 public record and will be available to the public
u;:gns ;equcst, at the hearing site, at the San Franciseo Main Library, and on the Urban Forestry Council's website. Admin Code §§ 8.16, 67.7 (b,
a 21(a).

Application recelved date Received by

Tree evaluation form UFC recommendation date
Board of Supervisors Decision

Landmark Tree # Fitle recorded date

Updated June 2007
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