


The EIR for the SNRAMP, SF Planning Case number 2005.1912E, is inaccurate and 
inadequate.  The poor quality information it provides is not sufficient to allow the 
Recreation and Parks Commission to make informed decisions about the Plan.  Here 
are its shortcomings. 
 
1 Carbon sequestration is dramatically miscalculated.  GHG releases that would 

result from Plan implementation are a Significant Environmental Effect that is 
hidden by the EIR. 

2 The Plan’s intent to restrict public use of Natural Areas to on-trail use only is not 
addressed by the EIR.  Restricting the public to on trail use represents a massive 
closure of parkland which is a Significant Environmental Effect on Recreation. 

3 The Plan prohibits bicycles in the program areas.  This is contrary to our Transit 
First, Green Connections, ROSE and other policies.  The EIR denies that cyclists 
are specifically targeted, but this is false. 

4 The actual extent of intended trail closures is not disclosed in the SNRAMP and 
not evaluated in the EIR.  This is a significant Environmental Effect on Recreation 
which is not addressed by the EIR. 

5 The actual extent of fences to be installed is not disclosed in the SNRAMP and 
not evaluated in the EIR.  This is a Significant Environmental Effect on Aesthetics 
which is not addressed by the EIR. 

6 The EIR claims there are no CEQA violations to date when in fact there are 
many.  The Plan is being implemented in advance of Certification.  These 
violations need to be recognized by the Planning Commission and acknowledged 
by RPD.  Where practical, these violations need to be cured.  Further violations 
must be prevented until this EIR is certified and the Plan adopted by the 
Recreation and Parks Commission. 

7 The EIR falsely claims herbicide use will not increase under the plan.  
8 There are numerous, seemingly willful misstatements of fact in the EIR. 
 
 
Missing Mitigation Measures 
There are instances in the EIR where conclusions are drawn based on commitments or 
policies that appear in the EIR but are not present in the SNRAMP.  The only way these 
should have been considered by the EIR is if they were added to the SNRAMP or if they 
were added as mitigation measures in the EIR.  The following mitigation measures are 
required: 
 
-a measure requiring one-for-one tree replacement with recording of trees removed and 
trees planted. 
-a measure defining what new plantings qualify as trees. 
-a measure requiring the monitoring of planted trees to track the success of those trees. 
 
 



1 Carbon Sequestration 
The EIR grossly miscalculates the change in carbon sequestration that would be caused 
by implementation of the plan.  Implementing the Plan would result in a significant 
release of CO2, not a gain in stored carbon as the EIR claims. In total, the vegetation 
change contemplated by the Plan would release 44,035 metric tons of CO2 and 
prevent the capture of 28,600 metric tons of CO2 that would otherwise occur.  This 
is a net release of 72,635 metric tons of CO2.  Therefore the project conflicts with: 
 

San Francisco’s 2008 Greenhouse Gas Ordinance, SF Environment Code 
Chapter 9, sections 900 to 908  
“All City departments shall consider the effect of all decisions and activities within 
their jurisdiction on green house gas emissions and undertake their 
responsibilities to the end that the City achieves the greenhouse gas emissions 
limits set forth in this Ordinance.” 
 

and with  
 

California’s goal of reducing GHG emissions set forth by the timetable 
established in AB 32 California Global Warming Solutions Act of 2006 

   
The error comes from a variety of sources: 
 
1.1 The EIR ignores that the Plan allows the uncontrolled cutting of 11,920 existing 

“saplings”. 
1.2 The EIR assumes trees removed will be replaced on a 1 to 1 basis in the project 

area.  This 1 to 1 replacement is not part of the SNRAMP. 
1.3 The EIR claims to use an accepted calculation methodology, but instead makes 

up its own to reach a false conclusion. 
1.4 The EIR misstates the forest management objectives of the SNRAMP. 
1.5 The EIR assumes any replacement trees planted will be trees.  Actually, shrubs 

and “grassland species” are suggested when replacing trees is discussed in the 
SNRAMP. 

1.6 The EIR fails to account for the GHG emissions from vehicles and equipment 
used for the project. 

 
The idea that the landscapes envisioned in the SNRAMP will sequester more carbon 
than today’s landscapes defies common sense. Compare early pictures of San 
Francisco with those of today.  Where is all the carbon in those historical landscapes?   
You can see it in the large trees we have now.  The SNRAMP is not taking the 
landscape back to 1790, but it is moving in that direction.  Yet the EIR states, “the 
proposed project is expected to result in a net increase in carbon sequestration capacity 
within the Natural Areas in San Francisco. “ (page 4-285) The land use conversion in 
Sharp Park, where 15,000 trees are to be cut down and replanted with grasses, is 
claimed to increase carbon sequestration. (page 4-301)  You do not have to be a 
scientist to know this is wrong.  Obviously the science cited in the EIR is being used 
incorrectly.   
 



 
Mt Davidson today 

 
Mt Davidson tomorrow….  Which landscape holds more carbon? 
 
1.1 Saplings 
 
The SNRAMP defines a Tree as a tree having a dominant vertical trunk greater than 15 
feet tall. Smaller trees are considered “Saplings”.  (DEIR page 92)  The SNRAMP allows 
Saplings to be cut without any limitations or accounting.   These small trees are what 
would normally regenerate our forests, replacing trees as they fall to age or disease.  
There are a lot of these young trees in our natural areas. 



 
Forest in McLaren Park  
 
A US Forest Service survey of San Francisco’s urban forest cited in the EIR reports that 
31.4% of trees in the City are 1 to 3 inches in diameter at breast height (DBH) and that 
51.4% of trees are less than 6 inches DBH.1    Monterey Pine and Monterey Cypress 
trees less than 3” DBH are typically short enough to qualify as saplings.  Eucalyptus tend 
to be taller for the same trunk diameter.   Perhaps an average Sapling cutoff would be 
2.5” DBH.  To get an idea of the scale of this issue, let’s make a conservative 
assumption that half of trees 1” to 3” DBH are Saplings. 
 
This means 15.7% of the trees are Saplings and 84.3% are Trees in terms of the 
SNRAMP. 
 
Since the San Francisco Natural Areas contain 64000 Trees larger than Saplings, that 
means there are 75,920 total trees.  Of this 15.7%, or 11,920 are saplings and 35.7%, or 
27,100 are Trees less than 6” DBH. 
 
The EIR talks of removing 3424 non-native trees in San Francisco and replacing them 
with 3424 Coast live Oak or similar plantings.  The additional 11,920 saplings they can 
remove are already established successful trees.  These Monterey Pine, Monterey 
Cypress and Blue Gum Eucalyptus saplings would grow into much larger trees than the 
oaks.   
 
The EIR is inadequate because it fails to address the allowed destruction of 11,290 
young trees.  The significance of these Saplings vastly outstrips that of the replacement 
trees the EIR says would be planted under the Plan.  
 
It must also be pointed out NAP staff is allowed to cut Trees smaller than 6” diameter at 
breast height without involving the RPD arborist.  There is no 30 day preposting 

                                                 
1 Nowak “Assessing urban forest effects and values, San Francisco's urban forest”  U.S. Department of 
Agriculture, Forest Service Northern Research Station 2007 



requirement for these trees and no record of the cutting is required.  This is a major 
accountability issue that puts 27,100 trees at risk.  This must be addressed.  There 
must be a mitigation measure that requires record keeping of all tree cutting.  This 
should also include trees killed by girdling or by chemical means such as Drilling, Frilling, 
& Basal Bark treatments.  Given the plan calls for cutting 3424 trees over a 20 year 
period, this would not be an onerous task.  It is only about 14 trees per month. 
 
1.2 Trees 1:1 Replacement 
 
The DEIR states the SNRAMP institutes a 1:1 tree replacement policy, that every tree 
removed in the project area would be replaced with a new tree somewhere in the project 
area.  This is a false premise.  No such commitment appears in the SNRAMP.  Nor is 
there any section of San Francisco Code that would require the RPD Natural Areas 
Program to plant a new tree for every one they remove.  The EIR cites no documents 
whatsoever to support this assertion, yet it makes the claim over and over again: 
 
The DEIR (pages 92,456, 484, 514) states that, “Trees removed in the Natural Areas in 
San Francisco would be replaced at a one‐to‐one ratio, although not necessarily in the 
same location.”  This commitment does not appear in the SNRAMP.  
 
The DEIR (page 408) says, “The total number of trees would not change within the 
Natural Areas of San Francisco”.  This does not appear in the SNRAMP.   
 
The DEIR (page 92) says, “Invasive trees removed in San Francisco would be replaced 
with native tree species at a ratio of roughly one‐to‐one, although not necessarily at the 
same location or within the same Natural Area.”  This does not appear in the SNRAMP.   
 
The CEQA process for the Beach Chalet Fields, Planning Case 2010.0016E revealed 
that SFRPD has no policy or ordinance requiring 1:1 tree replacement.  See the RTC 
Page X.L-41.  As a result, a mitigation measure was added to that EIR. 
 
Mitigation Measure M-BI-3 
The San Francisco Recreation and Park Department (SFRPD) shall replace the trees 
removed within SFRPD-managed lands with trees of equivalent ecological value (i.e., 
similar species providing the same general microhabitat characteristics for wildlife 
species) to the trees removed. If trees of equivalent ecological value are not feasible or 
available, removed trees shall be replaced at a ratio of  1 inch for 1 inch of the diameter 
at breast height of the removed tree. SFRPD shall monitor tree replacement plantings 
annually for a minimum of three years after completion of construction to ensure 
establishment of the plantings and, if necessary, shall replant to ensure the success of 
the replacement plantings. 
 
Why would the SNRAMP EIR, where the scale of tree removal dwarfs that of the Beach 
Chalet Fields, be considered adequate when it does not include a mitigation measure to 
insure tree replacements are carried out? 
 
The Plan cannot be properly executed unless an accounting system is put in place to 
track these things.  RPD does not have a system to do so.  All they have is a quarterly 
report from their arborist tallying the number of trees the arborist group planted and 
removed.  They do not even record what was removed or planted and where the 
changes occurred.   



A requirement to plant replacement trees in the Natural Areas must be added as a 
mitigation measure in the EIR.  The measure needs to include a recording system to 
track the size, type, location, date and health of trees removed.  At the same time it 
should track the size, type, location and date of trees planted.  Planted trees should be 
monitored annually to assess survival/growth versus species and location.  Failed trees 
must be replaced. 
 
Even if the SNRAMP contained language requiring 1:1 tree replacement within the 
Project area, the Project area is so large that concentrated tree removal in one area and 
tree replacement in another area across town, could produce severe results.  The 
southeast part of the City contains a concentration of disadvantaged neighborhoods.  It 
also contains parks with large Natural Areas like McLaren and Bayview Hill.  Removing a 
large quantity of trees from these parks will reduce air quality.  This is an 
environmental justice issue which should have been considered under CEQA. It 
was not. 
 
 
1.3 Calculation Methodology  
The EIR purports to use the calculation methodology incorporated into CalEEMod. 
However, this is not the case. Instead, the authors have made up their own method 
based on carbon accumulation rates that fails to account for the carbon released from 
the trees destroyed. 
 
Please note.  There is a troubling lack of transparency in the EIR figures.  Final numbers 
are presented, but not the calculations.  For this section of the EIR to be credible, the 
basis for the numbers should be revealed.  A copy of a February 19, 2013 technical 
memorandum, “Sequestration Study of Greenhouse Gases for SNRAMP” prepared by 
Chris Sanchez of Environmental Science Associates was obtained from the Planning 
Department.  This document is clearly the source of the misleading calculations but it is 
not referenced in the EIR. See Appendix B. 
 
The CalEEMod program the EIR refers to was developed to address this situation, 
 
“CalEEMod is a statewide land use emissions computer model designed to provide a 
uniform platform for government agencies, land use planners, and environmental 
professionals to quantify potential criteria pollutant and greenhouse gas (GHG) 
emissions associated with both construction and operations from a variety of land use 
projects. …The model is an accurate and comprehensive tool for quantifying air quality 
impacts from land use projects throughout California.   The model can be used for a 
variety of situations where an air quality analysis is necessary or desirable such as 
California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) documents,” 
 
A copy of the “CalEEMod user guide Appendix A, Calculation Details” is attached as 
Appendix A.  It clearly shows how land use changes, such as those proposed by the 
SNRAMP, should be evaluated.  Why doesn’t the EIR use this accepted tool?   
 
Response GG-1 “Greenhouse Gas Emissions”  page 4-297 
The EIR makes the argument that once trees reach the age of 20 years they cease to 
sequester more net carbon.  (Independent scientists actually believe the time frame is 
closer to 100 years, but the 20 period is accepted for CEQA analysis.)  The EIR stops 
here and uses this, and a HortScience report that 90% of the trees in our natural areas 



are over 20 years old, to say that 90% of the trees can be removed without any effect on 
carbon calculations. (see Appendix B)   Rather than look at the net change in carbon 
storage caused by the project (as is the accepted practice used in CalEEMod), they look 
at carbon sequestration rate, MT/yr, that would occur in year 20 of the plan.  On page 4-
298, they say,  “CalEEMod calculates GHG emissions based solely on sequestration 
rates and not based on release of stored carbon”.  This is completely incorrect.  See the 
user guide in Appendix A.   
 
The EIR presents a figure of 192 MT/yr for replacement trees in San Francisco. (EIR 
page 4-300)  Do you see anything wrong here?  Their starting premise is that 20 year 
old trees have a sequestration rate of zero.  Whatever they are doing is not logically 
consistent. 

 
The tree age cited by HortScience is far out of step with reality.  For instance, in McLaren Park 
there are many young trees regenerating the forest.  This looks more like the distribution of tree 
sizes described in the Nowak report cited in footnote 1.  See additional forest images in C. 
 
As an example, consider Table 19B on EIR page 4-301.  This relates to plans to clear 
cut 56 acres of forest in Sharp Park and replace it with grassland and scrub.  For 
Grassland plantings it presents “annual sequestration gain (year 20) of 241 MT CO2/yr.  
Where does that come from?  They say, “Replacement vegetation was assigned a 
grassland sequestration rate as provided by CalEEMod.” That “rate” is not a rate as in 
Mt/yr.  It is the amount of CO2 storage in an acre of mature grassland, 4.31MT 
CO2/acre.  They multiply this times 56 acres.  This should give a value of 241 MT of 
CO2 but instead they declare it to be a sequestration rate of 241 MT of CO2 per year.  
This is wrong.  They are mixing apples and oranges.  
 
Going back to the accepted methodology contained in CalEEMod.  It assumes trees 
increase in stored carbon for 20 years and then hold a fixed amount of carbon from then 
on.  Fast growing trees have a higher sequestration rate and end up with more carbon at 
the end of the 20 year growing period.  Existing forest land could be 500 years old and 
still sequester the same amount of carbon per acre because new trees grow to replace 



the old ones that die.  Similarly, grasslands are assumed to reach a static amount of 
stored carbon per acre.  See the explanatory pages from the CalEEMod “user guide 
Appendix A, Calculation Details” attached as Appendix A of this document.  
 
The CalEEMod calculation is very straightforward.  The calculation is simply to compare 
the carbon stored in the current landscape to how much the new landscape will 
accumulate in 20 years.   
 
Consider the 56 acres of forest in Sharp Park that is to be converted from forest into 
grassland.  The values used in the CalEEMod calculation are 111 MT CO2/ acre for 
forest and 4.31MT CO2/ acre for grassland. The net emission of GHG due to this part of 
the SNRAMP would be: 
 
  Forest removed new grassland 
 56 x 111          -          56 x 4.31 
     6216         -    241       =   5,975 metric tons of CO2 released 
 
This is a number for an average forest.  It is based on trees with a sequestration rate of 
0.035 MT CO2/year and a tree density of about 158 trees /acre.  However blue gum 
eucalyptus is not average.  According to the SNRAMP (page 3-11), blue gum eucalyptus 
“is one of the fastest growing trees in the world”.  A growth rate for eucalyptus is not 
published in the CalEEMod.   Fortunately, the ESA technical memorandum prepared for 
the EIR, “Sequestration Study of Greenhouse Gases for SNRAMP” does provide a 
value, 0.12 MT/year/tree. (see page 5 of the memo)  Note this sequestration rate is 3.4 
times higher than the average CalEEMod tree species. 
 
We can redo the calculation using the information specific to eucalyptus.  15,000 trees 
will be removed from the 56 acres in Sharp Park, that essentially all are Eucalyptus and 
(supposedly) most at least 20 years old.(see page 5 of the memo)   So, the stored 
carbon in the trees that would be removed is: 
 
 15,000 X 0.12 X 20 = 36,000 MT 
 
This means that the SNRAMP activity in Sharp Park would produce a net release of   
36,000 – 241  =  35760 MT of CO2.  This does not even include the emissions from all of 
the vehicles and equipment used for the logging and for the replanting. 
 
Consider the 3448 Trees the Plan contemplates removing in San Francisco.  (EIR page 
5-44)  According to the EIR these are predominantly blue gum eucalyptus.      Over the 
standardized 20 year growth period, the trees would have stored  
  
 3448 x 20 x 0.12   =   8,275 MT CO2  
 
All of this would be released under the SNRAMP. 
 
Finally, consider the existing 11,920 saplings the SNRAMP would allow to be removed in 
San Francisco.  Were they allowed to grow, they would sequester: 
 
 11,920 x 20 x 0.12 =   28,600 MT CO2 
 



In total, the vegetation change contemplated by the Plan would release 44,035 
metric tons of CO2 and prevent the capture of 28,600 metric tons of CO2 that 
would otherwise occur.  This is a net loss of 72,635 metric tons of CO2 
sequestration. 
 
 
If a mitigation measure is added to require 1:1 tree replacement and the replacement 
trees are coast live oaks we can calculate the outcome.  No growth rate is published in 
the CalEEMod for these trees either.  The EIR chooses to classify them as having a 
medium growth rate.  Using the average accumulation rate from CalEEMod, 0.0354 MT 
CO2/yr replacement trees, if actually planted, would hold:  
 
 3448 x 20 x .0354 = 2,441 MT CO2 
 
The net loss of carbon sequestration caused by the plan, even if there were 
replacement trees, would be 70,195 MT of CO2.  This is a Significant 
Environmental Effect the EIR fails to reveal. 
 
 
1.4  Forest Management Objectives 
The EIR misstates the forest management objectives of the SNRAMP.  Pages 4-284 to 
4-285 say, 
“because the proposed project would replace primarily dead, dying, and diseased trees 
that have limited capability to sequester carbon or other pollutants for that matter, with 
young saplings that have long-term carbon sequestration capabilities, the proposed 
project is expected to result in a net increase in carbon sequestration capacity within the 
Natural Areas in San Francisco.  
 
This is not true, trees to be removed under the SNRAMP are not selected based on 
health, but rather to remove trees in specific areas to open up those areas to promote 
grasslands.  This is a fundamental intent of the SNRAMP. For example, see the map of 
central McLaren Park below.  Additional maps for McLaren are presented in Appendix D.  
These maps were obtained from the Natural Areas Program by Sunshine requests. They 
show specific locations for tree removal under the SNRAMP and were the basis for the 
tree removal numbers presented in the Plan.  
 
These trees are not selected because they are unhealthy or unsafe.  In fact, the 
Program has a strong incentive to remove the largest healthiest trees to get the most 
bang for the buck from the allowed number of tree removals.  Dead, dying and diseased 
trees can be removed later on the basis of public safety without being counted under the 
Program.  This public safety excuse has been well used by the NAP to justify tree 
fellings to date. 
 
The forest management statement in the EIR is not only incorrect, it is a 
purposeful misstatement of fact. 



 
 
 
 
 



 
1.5 Tree Definition for Replacement 
 
For what tree replacement does take place, the SNRAMP makes no commitment what 
will be planted.  The SNRAMP and the EIR suggest the new trees to be planted will be 
coast live oak, California laurel, California wax myrtle and dwarf California buckeye.  
(EIR page 4-464) Many of the NAP areas did not historically sustain these trees.  Even 
in favorable locations, only a small percentage may ever grow tall enough to escape 
Sapling status.  If we apply the same definition for tree replacement as for tree removal, 
they may not even qualify as Trees. 
 
The DEIR page189-190 shows that any replacement trees contemplated would not 
necessarily be trees at all: 
“Although the removal of invasive trees would be noticeable, the trees in the San 
Francisco Natural Areas would be replaced with either native trees or other native 
vegetation, such as native scrub or grassland species….in some locations, trees would 
be replaced by native scrub or grassland species…” 
 
Again, a mitigation measure similar to the one put in place for the Beach Chalet 
Fields should be required.   Obviously, the intent of the SNRAMP is to remove certain 
types of trees.  Any replacements would be native trees of a different ecological value.  
However, the latter two requirements should still apply, that the size of the trees be 
comparable and that the establishment of the plantings be monitored.  Such 
requirements are much more critical for this EIR given the vast quantity of trees at stake. 
 
1.6 Equipment Emissions 
 
The EIR fails to account for the GHG emissions from vehicles and equipment used for 
tree felling, limbing, chipping, hauling, fence installation, watering, grading etc. 
associated with implementation.  Neither does it account for transportation and 
equipment emissions associated with ongoing maintenance operations such as 
weeding, pesticide application, sapling cutting and replanting. Given the number of trees 
to be removed and the 32 far-flung worksites, these emissions would be significant. The 
only equipment GHG emissions accounted for by the EIR is for the Sharp Park Wetland 
Restoration Project. The equipment emissions for all of the other program operations 
would vastly outstrip this and are not even mentioned. 
 
 
2 Reduction in public access, On-Trail Use Only 
 
The intent of the SNRAMP is to restrict public access to designated trails only.  Not only 
does this mean closing social trails and other trails the planners find undesirable, it also 
means access will be limited to on-trail use only. Multiple commenters raised this issue.  
The RTC recognizes the comments, but it fails to address them.  The fact that the Plan 
will deny public access to more than 95% of the Project area must be addressed. 
 
The SNRAMP is a bit vague in expressing its intent.  The drafters knew direct 
statements would draw direct fire from the public.  Here is what is in the SNRAMP. 
 
Recommendation GR-11C in the SNRAMP says, “Public use in all Natural Areas, unless 
otherwise specified, should encourage on-trail use.”  It goes on to say, “interpretive and 



park signs should be installed or modified as appropriate to include “Please Stay on 
Trails” and then, “If off-trail use continues in a particularly sensitive habitat (e.g., 
wetlands), permanent fencing shall be considered as a last resort once all other options, 
including enforcement, have failed.”   
 
Page 1-6 of the SNRAMP makes it clear that public use of MA-2 areas will be on-trail 
only. 
“Relatively fewer use restrictions will be implemented within the MA-2 areas. In general, 
all passive recreational uses will be allowed in these areas as long as they include on-
trail use only and leashed pets” 
 
In the preceding paragraph on the same page it discusses MA-1 areas but does not 
mention on trail use only.  Clearly, if the less sensitive MA-2 areas are on-trail only, the 
MA-1 areas will be on-trail only as well. 
 
The SNRAMP does not call for on-trail use only in MA-3 areas, but only talks about 
closing social tails. 
 
Action by the NAP since the SNRAMP was written confirms the actual intent is to restrict 
the public to on-trail use only in all Natural Areas, including MA-3.  In early 2015, the 
NAP installed signs in virtually all of its Natural Areas requiring that users, “Stay on 
Designated Trails” threatening $100 fines via Park Code 3.02.  

 



 
Please note, the installation of these signs is a clear violation of CEQA.  The NAP 
is instituting new public access restrictions which are part of the SNRAMP in advance of 
its EIR certification. 
 
The impact on the public is huge.  Consider the Plan covers 836 acres of land in San 
Francisco.  (SNRAMP page 43)  Prior to the NAP’s access restrictions, all of that was 
freely available to the public.  Once the Plan is implemented, the public will be restricted 
to 30.6 miles of trails. (SNRAMP page 52)  Assuming the average usable width of a trail 
is 10 feet, the acreage available to the public under the Plan will be just 37 acres, or 4.5 
percent of what we had. 
 
Multiple commenters raised this issue and are quoted in RTC.   In one section after 
another, the RTC ducks this issue. 
 
Response PD-6 “Opposition to the proposed public access restrictions”  page 4-145 
“The proposed project is a management plan for the current program area and does not 
create new Natural Areas or restrict access to the existing Natural Areas, but instead 
focuses on enhancing native communities within existing Natural Areas.” This statement 
is incorrect.  Clearly they are restricting access to existing Natural Areas. 
 
Response G-5 “Impacts of Natural Areas access restrictions on social fabric of San 
Francisco” page 4-31 
The response only talks about trails and ignores the fact the SNRAMP would restrict use 
to on-trail only. 
 
Response RE-8 “Impacts resulting from restrictions on recreational access”  page 4-323 
This response is supposed to address denial of access.  Commenters say that, 
 “A majority of land under NAP control citywide (57%) will have significant restrictions to 
access by all people (not just people with dogs); that is the amount of land designated as 
MA-1 and MA-2.” 
 
The response talks about on-leash dog walking and a designated trail system and then 
suddenly concludes, 
“Therefore, the proposed project would not result in large-scale restrictions on 
recreational access.”   
Again, the drafters completely refuse to recognize the issue that the Plan will convert our 
parks from free use to on-trail use only. 
 
RE-10 “Recreational analysis related to trails”  page 4-330 
This is supposed to address comments that call for the EIR to analyze the impacts of 
confining recreation activities to trails, as well as the closure of trails in Natural 
Areas.  The response proceeds to discuss trails at length but never addresses the issue 
in bold above.  They duck the question again.  The response does not acknowledge the 
vast acreage that would be closed to the public due to on-trail use only.  
 
The EIR completely fails to address the issue of on-trail access only.  The EIR claims 
Recreation is an Effect not found to be significant. (DEIR page 442) This is an incorrect 
conclusion, reducing public access to only 5% of the Program area is a Significant 
Environmental Effect. 
 



It is important to note that parks in the underserved neighborhoods of S.E. San 
Francisco contain large percentages of Natural Areas.  This is because we never spent 
money to develop those parks and just left the land as-is.  Now this Plan intends to close 
those undeveloped parklands to public use.  Half of McLaren Park, most of Bayview Hill 
and most of India Basin are Natural Areas.  The residents can ill afford to lose the limited 
park resources available to them.  Implementing the access restrictions of the plan 
is a form of environmental racism, forcing already disadvantaged neighborhoods 
to carry a disproportionate burden of these access closures. 
 
 
3 Bicycle Prohibition 
 
The SNRAMP hints that its drafters consider bicyclists to be a problem, but does not 
state any broad action that would be taken to restrict bicycle use in Natural Areas.  
However, in early 2015, the NAP erected signs prohibiting the public from bringing 
bicycles into Natural Areas. (See the sign photo in section 2.)  The NAP is only allowing 
bicycles on a few trails by special exception.  Prior to the posting of these signs, bicycles 
were permitted on all trails unless signs were posted forbidding them.  See two emails 
from RPD management in Appendix E. 
 
This hidden agenda of the NAP was not disclosed in the SNRAMP and the idea that the 
implementation of the SNRAMP would bar people from walking their bikes or riding them 
in NAP managed parklands is incorrectly addressed by the RTC.   
 
Not only does the prohibition prevent people from riding their bicycles in our parks, it 
prevents them from riding their bicycles to our parks. You cannot expect people to lock 
their bicycles at park borders and leave them while they spend time in the park.  Bike 
theft is just too rampant.  This bicycle prohibition flies in the face of City initiatives 
including Green Connections, Transit First and the ROSE. 
 
Response PD-6  “Opposition to the proposed public access restrictions”  page 4-146 
claims, 
“The SNRAMP does not propose changes to bicycle use in the Natural Areas.”   
This is not true.  Prior to the NAP’s premature implementation of the SNRAMP, bicycles 
were allowed anywhere in Natural Areas unless specifically prohibited.  In 2015, the 
NAP blanketed the Natural Areas with signs prohibiting riding or walking bicycles in 
Natural Areas. 
 
Response RE-10 “Recreational analysis related to trails”  page 4-339  
“The SNRAMP does not single out bicyclists as a concern and does not include actions 
directed specifically at bicycle use. Off-road bicyclists would be affected by proposed 
trail closures similarly to other trail users, such as hikers and runners.”   
That is incorrect.  The NAP allows all other users on Designated Trails while people with 
bicycles are forbidden to enter Program areas at all. 
 
The RTC fails to address this important issue and misstates the facts.  
 
 
 
4 The SNRAMP does not disclose the full extent of planned trail closures and 
so the EIR is not evaluating the correct Plan. 



 
The SNRAMP does not accurately reflect the extent of trail closures actually planned by 
the NAP.  In most of the parks where the NAP has violated CEQA and moved forward 
with implementation of the SNRAMP, trail closures have been more extensive than 
disclosed in the SNRAMP.  The table below compares the footage of trails to be closed 
under the SNRAMP versus what has actually been closed. 
 

 
Trails Trails Trails Trails Trails Trails 

 
Existing to be  additional actually Percent percent 

 
per closed actually remaining closure closure 

 
SNRAMP per closed 

 
per actual 

  
SNRAMP 

  
SNRAMP 

 
       Glen Canyon 23251 3173 5515 14563 14% 37% 

Bayview 4610 1752 1607 1251 38% 73% 

Twin Peaks 9400 2779 3736 2885 30% 69% 

Billy Goat Hill 2660 598 1412 650 22% 76% 

Hawk Hill 1639 702 937 0 43% 100% 

Grandview 1893 239 627 1027 13% 46% 

Corona Heights 6230 1589 1896 2745 26% 56% 

       total 49683 10832 15730 23121 22% 53% 

       Note, there is a discrepancy in the Bayview Hill numbers.  The SNRAMP includes the length of 
the road.  This is not in the Plan area.  It has been removed from the numbers above. 

 
So, the Natural Areas Program has been closing about 2.5 times the amount of trails 
than what is disclosed in the SNRAMP.  The EIR cannot be valid because it is not 
evaluating the actual plan of the Natural Areas Program. 
 
See Appendix F for more detailed information on the trail closures to date. 
 
 
 
5 Aesthetic Impact of Fences 
 
The NAP’s implementation of the SNRAMP in advance of the EIR demonstrates that the 
use of fences will be much more extensive than what is disclosed in the SNRAMP.  
Recommendation GR-11C in the SNRAMP says,  “If off-trail use continues in a 
particularly sensitive habitat (e.g., wetlands), permanent fencing shall be considered as 
a last resort once all other options, including enforcement, have failed.” In fact, the NAP 
has installed vast quantities of fencing that have a Significant Environmental Effect on 
Aesthetics.  The EIR only discusses the aesthetic impact of the seawall fence at Sharp 
Park. The impact of fences in other areas is not addressed.   
 
Parks particularly hard hit with fences are Corona Heights, Grandview and Glen Canyon 
where fences are now dominant features of the landscapes.  Here is a tabulation for 
parks that have benefited from “improvement” projects. 
 



Bayview Hill 430 feet Chainlink fence installed some time ago, but gate now locked 

 
80 feet splitrail fence installed since 2005 

   Corona 936 feet splitrail fence installed since 2005 
Heights 500 feet low wire fence (not the chainlink fence for public safety) 

   Glen Canyon 680 feet splitrail fence installed since 2005 

 
80 feet plastic on metal posts  installed since 2005 

   Grandview 856 feet splitrail fence installed since 2005 
 
See the fence photos in Appendix G.   
 
The effect of fences on Aesthetics is a Significant Environmental Effect not addressed by 
the EIR. 
 
 
6 CEQA Violations 
The NAP has been flagrantly violating CEQA, moving forward with the Program before 
EIR certification.  The EIR denies this, despite the many examples. 
 
Response G-3  page 4-20  With respect to bond monies spent in various parks says, 
“It is possible that some of these monies could be used for management 
actions and improvements proposed under the SNRAMP, but no physical 
improvements could be accomplished unless and until this EIR is certified by 
the Planning Commission.” 

It goes on to say the NAP “provided fencing for public safety” as part of the 
Glen Canyon Restoration Project.  In fact, only a small percentage of the 
fence installed on that project was for public safety.  The remainder was for 
public access control.  The EIR does not mention the extensive trail closures 
implemented under that project. 

In 2002 the Board of Supervisors issued resolution 653-02 requiring the RPD 
halt implementation of the Natural Areas Plan until a final plan was approved.  
That plan is the subject of the EIR before you.  The resolution clearly defines 
the difference between implementing the plan versus a holding pattern for the 
Natural Areas Program. 

FURTHER RESOLVED, That until the Natural Areas Management Plan is 
completed and approved by the Board of Supervisors, the Natural Areas 
Program may continue to preserve and maintain genuine remnants of San 
Francisco's native flora and fauna so long as those activities do not include: 

Removal of healthy trees that pose no safety hazards 

Trail closures, or restrictions on access and recreation 

Trapping and removal of wild or feral animals currently inhabiting parks 
and lakes 



Expansion of activities into areas that no longer support predominantly 
native flora and fauna 

We have clear information from CEQA and additional guidance from the 
Board of Supervisors about what amounts to plan implementation prior to 
EIR certification.  RPD has been violating CEQA and the BOS resolution.  
Violations include the following: 

 
-Closure of trails 
-Installation of public access control fences 
-Installation of signs restricting the public to “designated” trails making it illegal for 

park goers to use “un-designated” trails and making off-trail use illegal. 
-Installation of signs prohibiting people from riding bicycles, or even walking 

bicycles into Plan management areas. 
-Removal of healthy trees. 
-Establishing new native plant gardens in areas that no longer supported 

predominantly native flora. 
 

Below is a detailed listing of these violations: 
 
Citywide 
•    Signs have been placed in almost all parkland managed by the NAP that say, “Stay 
on Designated Trails.  No Bicycles.” 
 
Glen Canyon Park 
•    The NAP closed 8,688 feet of trails since 2006.  
•    Extensive fencing intended to discourage public access was erected at many 
locations in the park.  The SNRAMP EIR claims RPD “provided fencing for public safety” 
when in fact only about 153 feet of fence was installed for public safety.  The remaining 
680 feet of split rail fence was installed purely for public access control. 
•    a fenced native plant garden was added in SNRAMP zone MA-3b that did not 
previously support predominantly native flora.  The SNRAMP criteria for MA-3 areas 
includes the “absence (current or historic) of sensitive plants” 
 
Mt. Davidson 
•    As part of the Mt. Davidson Seismic Tank upgrade by the SFPUC in 2008, the NAP 
insisted that the water pipeline from the Stanford Heights Reservoir to the tank on Mt. 
Davidson be relocated from its existing location among shrubs and grass to the forested 
area. This required clear cutting a swath of healthy trees up the face of the mountain. 
•     In about January 2014 the trail below the lower saddle viewing area on the east side 
of the park was blocked off with felled trees and limbs.  More trees and limbs have been 
added since.  
•     In October 2015 the trail that runs north from the cross down to the open plateau and 
rocky knoll was blocked off with felled trees and limbs.  This is a historic WPA trail with 
extensive stone work. One staircase was stuffed full of tree limbs.  In the summer of 
2016, in the same area, two staircases constructed with wood treads were ripped out.  
The steel spikes that had held the treads were left protruding from the ground. 
 
McLaren Park  
•    Multiple trails have been closed in the area south of Mansell and west of Visitacion. 
•    Fencing was installed at the Visitacion overlook parking area to prevent people from 



walking out onto the knoll above Visitacion Valley. 
•    The trail that runs along twin water tanks fence line was closed. 
•    Native plantings were extended into areas that did not support predominantly native 
flora and fauna under the McLaren Park Connector Trail Project.  Plantings were 
established at the Persia, Campbell and Visitacion entrances.  The Persia and Campbell 
sites are classed MA-3, “absence (current or historic) of sensitive plants“.  The project 
plan for the Persia site indicates a large healthy tree at the south end of the project site 
is to remain.  That tree has disappeared. The fencing for the Campbell site blocked the 
trail running north from the sidewalk intersection.  That was subsequently removed by 
the public.  The Visitacion site is classed MA-2, still not an area that “supports 
predominantly native flora”.   The project plan for the Visitacion site indicates 2 healthy 
trees at the SW corner of the project.  One of them went missing.  
•    Based on numbered stumps, one hundred trees were cut in the summer of 2014 in 
conjunction with the Visitacion trail restoration project.  The 2012 HortScience McLaren 
Park Tree Risk Assessment report only identified 26 trees in the project area that should 
have been removed. 
 
Pine Lake 
•    Fencing has been erected around the lake to limit public access. 
 
Twin Peaks 
•    The NAP has active plans to close trails on Twin Peaks under the Figure 8 project.  
These trail closures, in conjunction with the "stay on designated trails" signage, will 
effectively close the two southern lobes of Twin Peaks to the public. 
See:  http://sfrecpark.org/wp-content/uploads/TwinPeaksMeeting2_11.02.11.pdf 
Trail closures are faintly marked on pages 33 and 34.  The trail that runs down the South 
lobe was closed in August/September 2016. 
 
India Basin Shoreline Park 
•    The coastline of the SE parcel of the park at the foot of Arelious Walker Street has 
been made off limits to the public.  Permanent fences were erected and signs posted 
that say “Wildlife Area   No Access.”     
 
Bayview Hill 
•    Split rail fencing has been installed under the Bayview Trail Improvement Project that 
closes off the north-west quadrant of the park.  The gate in the steel fence has been 
locked, closing off the south-west quadrant of the park to the public. 
 
Bernal Hill 
•    The trail on the NE end of the park just east of Folsom St has been blocked.  It is the 
easiest, most sustainable route up onto the hill along the entire north face.    The NAP 
has active plans to close additional trails under the Bernal Heights Park Trails 
Improvement Project. 
 
Also see Appendix F.  It shows the trail closures planned under the SNRAMP and also 
shows which trails have been closed by the NAP since work was started on the EIR in 
2005.  These closures are all CEQA violations. 
The Recreation and Parks Department should be admonished for violating CEQA.  
Where practical, these violations should be cured. No further violations should be 

http://sfrecpark.org/wp-content/uploads/TwinPeaksMeeting2_11.02.11.pdf�


allowed until this EIR is certified and the Plan adopted by the Recreation and 
Parks Commission. 
 
 

7 herbicide use  

The EIR   page 4-538 says, 
“The amount and frequency of pesticide applications as a result of implementation of the 
SNRAMP would be similar to what currently occurs within the NAP areas and what has 
occurred over the past 10 years.” 
 
Supposedly, the Plan has not commenced.  When it does, a large number of Trees are 
to be cut down.  The stumps of all of those will need to be treated with herbicide to 
prevent resprouting.  This is a new activity requiring pesticide use.  When the SNRAMP 
commences, a large number of Saplings are to be removed during forest thinning, forest 
removal and in less forested MA-1 and MA-2 areas.  All of these stumps will need to be 
treated with herbicide to prevent resprouting. This is a new activity requiring pesticide 
use.  When the SNRAMP commences, grasslands will be expanded by removing non-
native scrub.  This is a new activity that will require herbicide use. 

All of this new activity will clearly increase pesticide use.  The statement in the EIR 
above cannot be correct. 

 

 

8 Misstatements of Fact 

The EIR contains a surprising number of statements that are not true. 

A Response GG-1 and its supporting technical memorandum, 
“Sequestration Study of Greenhouse Gases for SNRAMP”  discussed in 
Section 1.3 are wrong.   Given the author’s “expert” status, one can only 
assume the faulty GHG accounting method was intentionally presented.   

B HortScience, a frequent beneficiary of NAP contracts, authors a very 
unscientific paper in January 2013 titled, “Age of blue gum in San 
Francisco’s Natural Area Parks”.  This report is cited by ESA in their 
carbon sequestration memo and used to justify the GHG calculations that 
appear in the EIR. 

HortScience cites their assessment of 800 blue gums larger than 6” 
diameter, with a median size larger than 20” diameter to make the 
statement that, “Given my observations of blue gum in Glen Canyon, 
McLaren, Mount Davidson and Pine Lake Park, I estimate that at least 
90% are more than 20 years old.”  Obviously, given the large trees Mr. 
Clark was examining, they were indeed more than 20 years old.  He 
states that, “I think that all of the trees were planted at the same time.”  
Given the title of the document, you would think these statements were 



referring broadly to all trees in our Natural Areas, but the writing allows 
the possibility he was referring to only the large trees he was assessing.   

HortScience never actually studied the parks with the intent to determine 
the mix of tree ages.  His work included no assessment of smaller trees. 
The only evidence he presents about the quantity of young trees is: 

-a paper from Dr. McBride from 1994 related to some specific stands in 
the Presidio and Golden Gate Park. 

-an examination of Google Earth historical photos from which he 
somehow deduces that there are very few young trees in our forests. 

-finally he says young trees he observed at the edges of the stands he 
examined were not common. (That is a recollection of something he was 
not specifically looking at when he was in the parks.) 

HortScience must know there are a high percentage of young trees in our 
natural areas.  The language of this memo is intentionally ambiguous to 
give the impression the author is saying 90% of the blue gums in our 
natural areas are more than 20 years old, when the legalistic meaning is 
that 90% of the trees HortScience assessed are more than 20 years old. 

Please see the photos in Appendix C.  These were taken in various 
natural areas that show the mix of trees that actually exist. 

C The HortScience report only deals with observations of a few parks in 
San Francisco, yet the EIR specifically cites it to claim that 90% of the 
trees in Sharp Park are more than 20 years old.  Footnote 76, page 4-300 

D Impact of removing benches and recreational amenities 

The response to comments about the removal of benches from Natural 
Areas, RE-11 page 4-340 contains an outright lie, 

“In 2011, SFRPD removed a bench on the northern portion of Mt. 
Davidson because it was rotting and unsafe for sitting. “  The truth is 
revealed in the email below sent by Chris Campbell of the NAP.  The 
bench was not rotting and unsafe.  It was removed because people liked 
it and used it. 



 
 

 

E   Closure of the Miraloma trail in Glen Canyon,  Comment LU-2 page 4-214 
In Glen Canyon the only sustainable trail on the entire west side of the 
park was closed.  This runs from O'Shaughnessy Blvd. down to the Silver 
Tree Camp. 
Response LU-2 
“The trail to which the commenter refers (at the entry to the park from 
O’Shaughnessy Blvd.) was closed prior to the commencement of the 
environmental review for the SNRAMP. This unofficial path was deemed 
unsafe, due to a significant presence of poison oak. A low post‐and‐cable 
fence was installed near Silver Tree camp and day care center to 
discourage use. This trail closure is not part of the SNRAMP project and 
thus was not analyzed in the EIR.”  
 
This is a fabrication.  The trail closure is part of the SNRAMP.  The trail is 
shown on the SNRAMP Glen Canyon map as an existing trail slated for 
closure. (SNRAMP page 6.3-24) The bottom of the trail was closed with a 
split rail fence after 2011.  The trail itself is not hazardous.  The NAP 
could easily control the poison oak along the trail if they wanted to.  They 
simply want to exclude the public from the west side of the park. 
 



Not only is this trail closure planned under the SNRAMP and subject to 
this EIR, it was still indicated as an existing trail under the Glen Canyon 
Trails Improvement Project published in July 2011.  It clearly shows this 
trail as one they plan to close under that project. 
http://sfrecpark.org/wp-content/uploads/GlenCanyonTrailconceptplan.pdf 

 
F Forest Management Objectives 
As noted in section 1.4 of this document, the EIR willfully misstates the forest 
management objectives of the SNRAMP.  This occurs on pages 4-284 to 4-
285 of the RTC.  It is amazing the authors would try to pass off such a bald 
lie involving the fundamental purpose of the SNRAMP tree removals. 
 
 
 

 

 



Appendix A CalEEMod user guide Appendix A, Calculation Details 

 

Tom
Typewritten Text
Appendix A



 

Tom
Typewritten Text
Appendix A



 

Tom
Typewritten Text
Appendix A



Tom
Typewritten Text
Appendix A



 

550 Kearny Street 
Suite 800 
San Francisco, CA  94108 
415.896.5900 phone 
415.896.0332 fax 

www.esassoc.com 

 

Technical Memorandum 

date February 19, 2013 
 
to Nancy Clark; Barbara Sahm; Michael Li 

Turnstone Consulting 
 
from Chris Sanchez 

Environmental Science Associates 
 
subject Sequestration Study of Greenhouse Gases for SNRAMP 
 

This Technical Memorandum is intended to provide an estimate of the greenhouse gas (GHG) sequestration and 
release potential related to implementation of the Significant Natural Resources Area Management Plan 
(SNRAMP).  The SNRAMP would result in removal of non-native trees and their replacement with either native 
tree species or grasslands.  These tree removal and replacement activities would occur at various restoration sites 
throughout the City of San Francisco as well as within the Sharp Park Natural Area (Sharp Park) in Pacifica, 
under the management of the San Francisco Recreation and Park Department. In addition, the SNRAMP outlines 
the City’s program to propagate trees and plants at restoration sites throughout the City.  Tree removal throughout 
San Francisco and in Sharp Park would result in initial CO2 sequestration loss, whereas tree planting and planting 
of scrub, grasslands and herbaceous plants would result in carbon sequestration.   
 
Methodology 
 
The following analysis draws from a number of resources to estimate anticipated CO2 sequestration gains and 
losses.  These include the Urban Forestry Carbon Sequestration Workbook published by the U.S. Department of 
Energy,1 the Center for Urban Forest Research Tree Carbon Calculator published by the U.S. Forest Service2 , the 
Good Practice Guidance for Land Use, Land Use Change and Forestry published by the International Panel on 
Climate Change (IPCC)3 and the CalEEMod emissions estimator Model supporting calculations.4   
 
Trees have a relatively high rate of CO2 sequestration potential.  However, while the sequestration rate increases 
over a period of time (assumed to be approximately 20 years, based on professional practice), after that point the 
accumulation of carbon in biomass slows with age, and eventually is completely offset by losses associated with 
tree clipping, pruning, and occasional death (IPCC, 2003). Sequestration rates for grasslands and herbaceous 
plants, which grow quickly, were assumed to be static.  This analysis applied tree age for Blue Gum (eucalyptus 
trees would be the predominant species removed) provided by San Francisco Recreation and Park Department to 
                                                      
1 U.S. Department of Energy, Urban Forestry Carbon Sequestration Workbook,  2007 
2 U.S. Forest Service, Urban Forest Research Tree Carbon Calculator, 2005. 
3 International Panel on Climate Control, National greenhouse Gas Inventories Programme, Good Practice Guidance for Land Use, Land 

Use Change and Forestry, 2003. 
4 SQAQMD, CalEEMOd Appendix A, 2011. 

http://www.esassoc.com/
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determine increases and loses in CO2. The Urban Forestry Carbon Sequestration Workbook was used to estimate 
increasing carbon sequestration of new tree plantings over a 20 year period. The Tree Carbon Calculator from the 
USFS was used as a source of sequestration rates for specific tree types to be removed as provided by San 
Francisco Recreation and Park Department.5  The CalEEMod model supporting documentation provided the 
sequestration rates for grasslands. 
 
Sequestration Losses and Gains from Tree Replacement in San Francisco 
 
Data provided indicate that 3,443 trees would be removed in San Francisco over a 20 year period. While six 
species of tree were identified for removal, species-specific sequestration rates could not be identified for four of 
these species.  However, the remaining two species (eucalyptus and pine) comprise over 96 percent of the trees to 
be removed.  Consequently, sequestration rates for the remaining species were assigned to the known 
sequestration rates equally. Based on field data estimates provided by Hort Science6, approximately 2,942 of 
these trees to be removed are Blue Gum trees greater than 20 years of age for which sequestration has been 
slowed and is assumed by IPCC Good Practice7 to be offset by maintenance and mortality. Loss of sequestration 
from trees to be removed in San Francisco is presented in Table 1. 
 
Over the same 20-year period that trees would be removed, new tree plantings would occur.   These trees were 
assumed, based on data provided, to largely consist of California Live Oak.  Consequently, these trees were 
assigned to the “medium hardwood” category in the Urban Forestry Carbon Sequestration Workbook.  Carbon 
sequestration increases over time from replanting 3,448 trees are also presented in Table 1. 
 
Table 1 - CO2 Sequestration Losses and Gains from Tree Removal and Planting in San Francisco 
 
Tree Removal – San Francisco Estimated CO2  Losses (-) and Gains (+) 
  
Annual Sequestration  loss (over 20 years) - 54 MT CO2/year 
  
Tree Plantings – San Francisco  
Annual Sequestration gained (year 20) + 192 MT CO2/year 
  
Net sequestration gain at end of 20 year program = + 138 MT CO2/year 
 
 
Sequestration Losses and Gains from Tree Removal and Grassland and Scrub placement in Sharp Park 
 
Data provided indicate that 15,000 trees would be removed in Sharp Park over a 20 year period. These tree 
species are almost entirely eucalyptus. Based on field data estimates provided by Hort Science5, approximately 
13,500 of these trees to be removed are Blue Gum trees greater than 20 years of age for which sequestration has 
been slowed and is assumed by IPCC Good Practice to be offset by maintenance and mortality. Loss of 
sequestration from trees to be removed at Sharp Park is presented in Table 2. 
 
Over the same 20-year period that trees would be removed from Sharp Park, trees would be replaced with native 
grassland and coastal scrub. Replacement vegetation was assigned a grassland sequestration rate as provided in 
the CalEEMod emissions estimator model. A specific sequestration rate for coastal scrub was not available and all 
                                                      
5 San Francisco Recreation and Park Department, Memorandum to Jessica Range of San Francisco Environmental Planning, November 27, 

2012. 
6 Hort Science, Memorandum to Jessica Range, January 17, 2013. 
7 International Panel on Climate Control, National greenhouse Gas Inventories Programme, Good Practice Guidance for Land Use, Land 

Use Change and Forestry, 2003. 
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56 acres of replaced vegetation was assumed to be grassland for purposes of calculation.  Carbon sequestration 
associated with planting approximately 56 acres of grasslands is also presented in Table 2. 
 
Sequestration Gains from Annual Plantings of propagated plants and trees in San Francisco 
 
Each year the Natural Areas Program propagates and plants over 10,000 plants in restoration sites throughout the 
City5.  Each year these plantings mature and their GHG sequestration potential increases. Consequently, the 
plants, and particularly the trees, continue to increase their sequestration of CO2 during the 20 year horizon of this 
analysis. Table 3 provides an estimate of this increase at the end of the 20 year planting window. 
 
 
 
Table 2- CO2 Sequestration Losses and Gains from Tree Removal and Grassland Planting in Sharp Park 
 
Tree Removal – Sharp Park Estimated CO2  Losses (-) and Gains (+) 
  
Annual Sequestration  loss (over 20 years) - 177 MT CO2/year 
  
Grassland Plantings – San Francisco  
Annual Sequestration gained (year 20) + 241 MT CO2/year 
  
Total Sequestration Gain (after 20 years) + 64 MT CO2/year 
 
 
 
 
Table3- CO2 Sequestration Gains from Propagated Tree and Herbaceous Plant Planting in San Francisco 
 
Tree Plantings Estimated CO2  Losses (-) and Gains (+) 
  
Annual Sequestration gain (after 20 years) + 166 MT CO2/year 
  
Herbaceous Plant Plantings –   
Annual Sequestration gained (after 20 years) + 20 MT CO2/year 
  
Net sequestration gain at end of 20 year program = + 186 MT CO2/year 
 
 
Conclusion: Net Sequestration Changes Associated with the Implementation of the SNRAMP 
 
At the end of the 20 year horizon window of the SNRAMP, there would be a calculated net gain of sequestration 
of approximately 388 MT of CO2 per year.  The primary contributing factor to this sequestration gain would be 
the removal of an aging eucalyptus tree population which would be replaced with much more efficiently 
sequestering tree and plant growth. 
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Tree Replacement in San Francisco Natural Areas

3443 tree would be removed in phases over the next 20 years, replaced with primarily native trees such as coast live oak, red alder, California buckeye, toyon, wax myrtle, and various willow trees.

Table 1 shows the trees proposed for removal by park and species

Table 1: Trees proposed for removal in SF:

Eucalyptus Pine Cypress Maytens Tea Acacia

3269 50 54 10 4 56

Species specific data only for Eucalypyus & Pine>allot others evenly 3331 112

# of trees with active sequestration (see below) 388.9 112

All will be replaced by natives trees.

Coast live oak will be the most commonly planted replacement tree.

IPCC Good practice Guidance for Land Use and Forestry (2003) applies a 20 year window for calculating positive sequestration from trees.

Tree survey  Results (Hort Science, 2013) :

Percentage of Blue Gum/Eucalypyus 

trees > 20 years = 90%

Number of Eucalyptus Trees with 

active positve sequestration = 326.9

TREE REMOVAL:

Results:

SF Tree: Eucalyptus Pine Cypress Matens Tea Acacia

CUFR Tree: EUFI81 (Eucalyptus globulous)

PICO5 (Pinus contorta var. 

bolanderi)

Sequestration Rate at 20 years = 260                                              163                                              N/A N/A N/A N/A

kg CO2/tree/year = 118.00                                         74.23                                           

MT/tree/year = 0.12                                             0.07                                             

MT CO2 loss over 20 yrs: 46                                                8                                                  

Sum MT CO2 loss over 20 years: 54                                                MT eCO2/yr

Loss of sequstration in each year 2.71                                             MT eCO2/yr

TREE REPLACEMENT: This calculation used data in a separate workbook: Urban Forestry Carbon Sequestration Workbook

Live Oak

# Trees 3448

Tree type in Model: Medium Hardwood

Model has 15 year window

Planting rate = 230 trees /year

Total MT CO2 sequestered after 15 years= 178.18 MT eCO2

Total MT CO2 sequestered in Year 15 = 28.71 MT eCO2/yr

After 15 years annual increase = 2.79 MT eCO2/yr

Sequestration after 20 years = 192.13
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Sharp Park Vegetation Replacement

15000 tree would be removed in phases over the next 20 years, replaced with grassland or coastal scrub.

Table 1 shows the trees proposed for removal by park and species

Table 1: Trees proposed for removal in SF:

Eucalyptus

15000

IPCC Good practice Guidance for Land Use and Forestry (2003) applies a 20 year window for calculating positive sequestration from trees.

Tree survey  Results (Hort Science, 2013) :

Percentage of trees > 20 years = 90%

Number of Trees with active positve 

sequestration = 1500

TREE REMOVAL:

Results:

SF Tree: Eucalyptus

CUFR Tree: EUFI81 (Eucalyptus ficifolia)

Sequestration Rate at 20 years = 260                                               lb CO2/tree/yr

kg CO2/tree/year = 118.00                                         

MT/tree/year = 0.12                                              

Total MT CO2 loss over 20 yrs: 177                                               

Sum MT CO2 loss: 177                                               

Annual  MT CO2 loss over 20 years = 8.85                                              MT eCO2/yr

GRASSLAND REPLACEMENT:

Seuestration Rate = 4.31 MT CO2/acre (Source CalEEMod, Appendix A; February 2011)

Grassland acreage = 56 acres

Sequestration = 241.36                                         MT eCO2/yr
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Planting in San Francisco Natural Areas

10000 plantings/yr The number of plants the NAP propogates and plants in restoration sites throughout the City. Typically at least 200 of those plants being trees.

200 trees/yr

9800 plants/yr

TREE PLANTINGS: This calculation used data in a separate workbook: Urban Forestry Carbon Sequestration Workbook

# Trees 200 per year

Tree type in Model: Medium Hardwood

Model has 15 year window

Planting rate = 200 trees /year

Total MT CO2 sequestered after 15 years= 154.94 MT eCO2

Total MT CO2 sequestered in Year 15 = 24.96 MT eCO2/yr

After 15 years annual increase = 2.28 MT eCO2/yr

Total MT CO2 sequestered after 20 years= 166.34 MT eCO2

PLANTS

No data available for singular herbaceous plant types

deep-rooted prairie grasses, forbs and herbaceous perennials have been found to sequester as much as 1/3 of a ton of carbon per acre per year (Rice, 2002).

The above data from : http://www.plna.com/content.asp?pl=99&contentid=99

Sequestration rate for herbaceous plants = 0.33 Ton C/acre/year

1.22 Ton CO2/acre/yr (based on C to CO2 conversion factor of 3.667 from Urban Forestry Carbon Sequestration Workbook)

1.11 MT CO2/acre/yr

Convert plants to acres

Assume: 4 square feet (sf)/plant

9800 plants = 39200 square feet

0.90 acre of planting/year

Sequestration = 0.997 MT CO2/yr

Sequestration after 20 years = 19.94 MT eCO2/yr this is annual increase in sequestration that includes 20 years of planting
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MEMORANDUN 

TO: Jessica Range, Environmental Planner, San Francisco Planning Department 
FROM: Lisa Wayne, Open Space Manager, San Francisco Recreation and Park Department (SFRPD) 
CC: Karen Mauney-Brodek, Deputy Director for Park Planning, SFRPD 
DATE: November 27, 2012 
RE: SNRAMP Tree Removal and Replacement 
 
 
This memorandum provides additional detail on tree removal and replacement practices pursuant to the Significant 
Natural Resource Areas Management Plan (SNRAMP) and SFRPD’s Natural Areas Program (NAP) current practices.  

1. Tree Removal: The number and species of trees proposed for removal are detailed in the specific chapters of the 
SNRAMP and within SNRAMP Appendix F: Urban Forestry Statements. Appendix F of the SNRAMP explains how 
the number of trees to be removed from each Natural Area was determined, what defines a tree and other 
urban forestry practices. The number of trees to be removed from each Natural Area is also shown in Table 5 of 
the SNRAMP. Table 1 below, provides further detail on the species of tree proposed for removal under the 
SNRAMP. All tree removal proposed in the SNRAMP would be phased over 20 years. 

 
2. Tree Replacement in San Francisco Natural Areas: In San Francisco, all trees that are proposed for removal would 

be replaced, although not necessarily within the same location or with the same species. A total of 3,448 trees 
would be removed in phases over 20 years and replaced with primarily native trees such as coast live oak, red 
alder, California buckeye, toyon, wax myrtle, and various willow trees (e. g., arroyo, shining, or yellow willow). 
Some non-native trees that provide high value habitat for wildlife may also be planted as replacement trees 
including Douglas fir, pines and other non-invasive conifers. The species that would be planted at a location 
would depend upon the particular habitat needs and ecosystem suitability. It is anticipated that coast live oak 
trees would be the most commonly planted replacement tree. 

 
3. Vegetation Replacement at Sharp Park Natural Area: At Sharp Park, a total of 15,000 invasive trees, primarily 

blue gum eucalyptus, will be removed and replaced over 20 years with native grassland or coastal scrub such 
that all areas are restored with dense vegetative cover. It is anticipated that most of the 56 acres would be 
replanted with coastal scrub species. 
 

4. Planting in San Francisco Natural Areas: Each year, the NAP propagates and plants over 10,000 plants in 
restoration sites throughout the City.  Typically at least 200 of those plants being trees. Attached are four years 
of plant inventories from 2009 to 2013 that detail the plants that have been propagated and planted by NAP.  
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Table 1: Trees proposed for removal by park and species 
Natural Area Trees to be Removed by Species Total trees to 

be removed Eucalyptus Pine Cypress Maytens Tea Acacia 
Balboa 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Bayview Park 506 5 0 0 0 0 511 
Bernal Hill 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Billy Goat Hill 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Brooks Park 0 0 3 0 0 0 3 
Buena Vista Park 10 0 0 0 0 0 10 
Corona Heights  15 0 0 0 0 15 
Dorothy Erskine 14 0 0 0 0 0 14 
Duncan- Castro 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Edgehill Mountain 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Everson/Digby 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Fairmount Park 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Glen Canyon /  
O’Shaughnessy 
Hollow 

120 0 0 0 0 0 120 

Golden Gate 
Heights  

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Golden Gate Park/ 
Oak Woodlands 

12 0 0 10 4 56 82 

Grandview Park 4 0 1 0 0 0 5 
Hawk Hill 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
India Basin  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Interior Greenbelt 140 0 0 0 0 0 140 
Kite Hill 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Lake Merced 134 0 0 0 0 0 134 
Lakeview/Ashton 
Mini Park 

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

McLaren Park 759* 20* 30* 0 0 0 809 
Mount Davidson 1570* 10* 20* 0 0 0 1600 
Palou-Phelps 2 0 0 0 0 0 2 
Pine Lake 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Rock Outcrop 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Tank Hill 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Twin Peaks 0 3 0 0 0 0 3 
15th Ave Steps 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Sharp Park 14,800* 50* 150* 0 0 0 15,000 

*   Represents an estimate of species distribution
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Memorandum 
 
 
DATE: January 17, 2013 
 
TO: Jessica Range, SF Planning Department 
 
FROM: Jim Clark   
 
SUBJECT: Age of blue gum in San Francisco’s Natural Area Parks 
 
 
As coordinator for the environmental analysis for the Significant Natural Resource Area 
Management Plan proposed by San Francisco Rec and Park, you asked if I could provide 
an estimate of the percentage of blue gums (Eucalyptus globulus) in these forests that 
are at least 20 years or older. 
 
Blue gums in Natural Area parks 
I have assessed over 800 blue gums in Pine Lake, Glen Canyon, Mount Davidson and 
McLaren Parks (Table 1).  My work focused on trees adjacent to areas of high use such 
as streets, playgrounds, adjacent properties and parking lots.  The assessment was 
limited to tree 6” or greater in diameter.  I examined 675 trees with one stem and 146 with 
2 or more stems.   
 

Table 1.  Diameter distribution and condition of blue gum.  Pine Lake, Glen 
Canyon, McLaren and Mount Davidson.  Recreation & Park Department.  San 

Francisco CA. 
                
        

Diameter Condition Avg. No. of 
Class Dead Poor Fair Good Excel- Condition Trees 
 (in.)         lent     

        
<10 -- 24 1 -- -- 1.8 25 

10 to 19 -- 151 45 12 -- 2.2 208 
20 to 29 -- 72 76 25 8 2.8 181 
30 to 39 -- 41 66 30 3 2.9 140 
40 to 49 -- 11 40 21 2 3.2 74 
50 to 59 -- 1 13 13 1 3.5 28 
60 to 69 -- -- 8 7 -- 3.5 15 
70 to 79 -- 1 1 -- -- 2.5 2 
80 to 89 -- -- -- 1 -- 4.0 1 
90 & > -- -- 1 -- -- 3.0 1 

Multistem -- 46 84 16 -- 2.8 146 
                

        
Total -- 347 335 125 14 2.7 821 

                
        

Condition rating:  0 = dead.  1=poor.  5=excellent.   
Trees with more than one stem were categorized as multistem. 
 

HORTICULTURE │ ARBORICULTURE │ URBAN FORESTRY 

HortScience, Inc. │ 325 Ray Street │ Pleasanton, CA  94566 
phone 925.484.0211 │ fax 925.484.5096 │www.hortscience.com 
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Memo to Jessica Range HortScience, Inc. 
Age of blue gum in Natural Area Parks Page  2 
 
 

 

Among the 675 trees with one stem, approximately 33% were less than 20” in diameter.  
Almost half of the trees were between 21” and 40” while about 18% were larger than 40”.  
In these four parks, trunk diameters varied from 6” to 90”.  Tree condition was poorer in 
small diameter trees. 
 
In general the blue gum stands I examined were a mix of large diameter, tall dominant 
trees, smaller diameter codominant and intermediate trees and small diameter 
suppressed individuals.  In some cases, small diameter trees were present along the 
edge of the stand.   
 
All stands had a large variation in trunk diameter.  Although I made no measurements, 
tree height appeared to vary just as widely.  I think that all of the trees were planted at the 
same time.  Some grew faster than others, becoming large and dominant.  Because blue 
gum is intolerant of shade, slow growing trees became less vigorous and remained small 
in size. 
 
Blue gum stands 
Stands of blue gums in San Francisco were created by planting.  McBride and Froehlich 
(1984) noted that almost all of the older blue gum stands in San Francisco were even-
aged, established in a brief period in the late 1800s and early 1900s.  It is likely that some 
blue gum stands in San Francisco parks including Glen Canyon, McLaren, Mount 
Davidson and Pine Lake Parks were planted after this time.   
 
I did not observe, however, any recent plantings of this species.  All of the stands I 
observed were mature in development.   
 
Historical photos viewed on Google Earth illustrate overall patterns of vegetation.  For the 
four Natural Area Parks, it is clear that vegetation was well-established by 1993.  This 
would suggest that the large majority of blue gums are over 20 years old.   
 
Blue gum can reproduce by both seed and root sprouts.  McBride and Froelich noted the 
absence of seedling development and the presence of root sprouts in their assessment of 
old blue gum stands in Golden Gate Park, Mountain Lake Park and the Presidio.  I don’t 
know if the small diameter trees I observed at the edge of some stands were sprouts or 
seedlings.  Whatever their origin, such small trees were not common.   
 
Given my observations of blue gum in Glen Canyon, McLaren, Mount Davidson and Pine 
Lake Park, I estimate that at least 90% are more than 20 years old.   
 
Please contact me with any questions.   
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
McBride, J. and D. Froehlich.  1984.  Structure and condition of older stands in parks and 
open space areas of San Francisco CA.  Urban Ecology. 8: 165-178. 
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Appendix C Our forests regenerate.  There are many young trees. 

        
Bayview Hill, large girdled trees surrounded by young trees 
 
 

 
McLaren Park 
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McLaren Park 
 

 
McLaren Park 
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Mt Davidson 
 

 
Mt. Davidson, girdled tree with younger trees 
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Mt Davidson, there would be more saplings in the photo above, but they have been cut. 
 

 
Edge Hill has lots of young trees 

 
where they have not been cut down. 
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Appendix D  NAP Tree Removal Plans for McLaren Park 
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Appendix E  RPD regulations regarding bicycles on earthen trails 
 
 
On Fri, May 1, 2015 at 4:34 PM, Kern, Dennis (REC) <dennis.kern@sfgov.org> wrote: 
 
Mr. Aldrich, 
 
I am responding on behalf of the Department to the queries in your recent Sunshine 
Ordinance request regarding bicycle riding on paths and trails in City parks.  
 
Our approach to this issue has been one of park stewardship and land management, which 
is our mission.  We post signs restricting or prohibiting bicycle riding on trails at specific 
park sites where we believe that such activity would either be inappropriate (e.g., the trail 
is too narrow or not constructed to support biking activity) – or – potentially destructive 
(e.g., creating land erosion conditions, compaction,  endangering sensitive natural 
habitat).  We have continuously posted such signage since at least 2008 and it has taken 
various formats.  See first two attachments for examples of such signage that preceded 
our recent revised sign format (which you’ll find at the third attachment).   
 
Our authority for the posting of these signs is Park Code 3.02 which states “No person 
shall willfully disobey the notices, prohibitions or directions on any sign posted by the 
Recreation and Park Commission or the Recreation and Park Department.”  This Park 
Code section was enacted in 1981 and has been in force since then.   
 
We recognize that bicycling and mountain biking are healthy recreational opportunities 
and we are actively working with SF Urban Riders to expand opportunities for this 
activity throughout the City. 
I hope that this information is helpful. 
  
Dennis Kern 
Director of Operations 
San Francisco Recreation & Parks  
 
 
 
 
From: "Pawlowsky, Eric (REC)" <eric.pawlowsky@sfgov.org> 
Date: December 11, 2015 at 5:32:29 PM PST 
To: alex aldrich <axaldrich@gmail.com> 
Subject: RE: Sunshine Request 

Mr. Aldrich, 

Please find below, in blue, the Department’s response to your requests:  

1.      Please share the document that permits the General Manager of the RPD to enact rules 
and regulations without the Park Commission.  

mailto:dennis.kern@sfgov.org�
mailto:eric.pawlowsky@sfgov.org�
mailto:axaldrich@gmail.com�
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a.       Charter sections 4.102 and 4.126 are responsive to this request.  

2.      Please share the document(s) that show who and when the decision was made to put no 
bikes on the signs erected in February 2015. 

a.       The Department has no documents responsive to this request.  

3.      Please share the document that show non-codifed rules and regulations can be cited and 
enforced. 

a.       Park Code Section 3.02 is responsive to this request.  

4.      Please share the document regarding citation and enforcement with RPD. 

a.       This request is somewhat unclear. Perhaps you mean the authority to cite? If 
so, Park Code Section 2.09 and the attached analysis from Dennis Kern, 
Director of Operations, may be responsive. If you are searching for 
something else, please rephrase your request.  

5.      Is the recent no off trail bike sign a rule or a regulation? 

a.       It’s neither. There are no rules or regulations that restrict or prohibit bikes 
on earthen trails in all parkland. The Department does have a mission to 
maintain beautiful parks and preserve the environment for the well-being of 
everyone in our diverse community. This mission statement was first 
adopted by the Commission in 2002 in the Department’s strategic plan and 
this mission was most recently re-affirmed in July 2015 with the adoption of 
the Department’s 2015 Strategic Plan. The 2002 strategic plan can be found 
here: http://sfrecpark.org/about/publications/strategic-plan-2002/. The 
2015 plan is attached.  

This completes in full the Department’s response to your request.  
Sincerely, 
 
Eric Pawlowsky 
Planning & Performance Analyst 
San Francisco Recreation and Park Department 
 
 

http://sfrecpark.org/about/publications/strategic-plan-2002/�
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Park Access Lost to Natural Areas Program    August 12, 2016 
         Tom Borden 
 
RPD’s Natural Areas Program put up signs in its parklands early last year that say, "Stay on 
designated trails."  The signs cite Park Code 3.02, which states, “No person shall willfully disobey 
the notices, prohibitions or directions on any sign posted by the Recreation and Park 
Commission or the Recreation and Park Department.”   Violations are punishable by fines of 
$100 and up.  This means we can be fined for going off-trail or for using un-designated trails.   
How can we tell which trails are Designated and which trails are not?  Does the Park Patrol 
know? 
 
There is another reason we care which trails are Designated.  If we stick to them we can avoid 
exposure to toxic pesticides like Roundup and Garlon 4 Ultra.  The NAP uses those regularly in 
our parks.  The Department of Environment has issued rules that govern the NAP's pesticide 
spraying, "Restrictions on “most hazardous” (Tier I) herbicides".1

 

   It prohibits land managers 
from spraying these chemicals within 15 feet of a "designated, actively maintained public 
path".  (As the Department of Environment worked on that restriction with RPD, that phrase 
went from "public path" to "designated public path" to "designated actively maintained public 
path".  Good thing they are looking out for us!)   

Of course, the rule is pointless if nobody knows which trails are Designated and Actively 
Maintained.  How would the NAP staff and contractors know where they are allowed to spray?  
How would the public know where it is safe to walk? The SF Forest Alliance wrote a letter to 
Phil Ginsburg asking that maps of Designated Trails in all Natural Areas be posted on the RPD 
website.   (attached below) Mr. Ginsburg refused to respond.  A month later the RPD public 
relations office issued a statement saying RPD would provide the maps someday and that in the 
meantime, RPD would “use its best judgment to determine what are designated trails in natural 
areas.”  That’s great for them but what about the park users?  The SF Forest Alliance also 
submitted a Sunshine request to RPD and was referred to the RPD website where maps for a 
few Natural Areas are posted.2

 

  However, there are maps for only 8 of the 32 Natural Areas and 
two of those posted do not seem to be correct (McLaren and Lake Merced). 

Why won't RPD's Natural Areas Program provide maps of their Designated Trails?  What are 
they hiding?  The elephant in the room is the effective closure of 31% of our parkland to public 
access.  The NAP’s intent, and the meaning of the signs, is that our use of NAP controlled 
parkland is limited to their Designated Trails.  We may not leave those trails. 
 
The NAPs plans to close trails and limit the public to on-trail access only is disclosed in their 
2006 Significant Natural Resource Areas Management Plan or SNRAMP.  The SNRAMP proposes 
“enforcement” to keep people from wandering off-trail and as a “last resort”, the installation of 
fences.  So far, they have skipped over enforcement and gone straight to fences.  Grandview 

                                                           
1 http://sfenvironment.org/sites/default/files/events/032216_restrictions_on_herbicides.pdf 
2 http://sfrecpark.org/parks-open-spaces/urban-trails/trails/ 
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Park and Corona Heights have so many fences you feel like you are in a maze of cattle chutes.  
Implementation of the SNRAMP has serious environmental consequences and so the plan is 
subject to CEQA.  An EIR for the plan has been in process since 2005 and has yet to be released 
to the Planning Commission for certification.3

 
Attached are maps of the NAP areas where Designated Trails have been disclosed.  For parks 
that have gotten the full NAP treatment, a tally of the sharp cornered, splinter rich, split rail, 
access control fencing is included.  Notice how some of these trail closures cut off entire 
neighborhoods from their parks.   The only public use of NAP parkland is along those green 
lines.  The rest is off-limits. 

 

 
On the maps, trails are marked in three colors.  The green trails are the Designated Trails where 
we are still allowed to walk.  The red trails are ones identified in the SNRAMP as unwanted and 
planned for closure when the SNRAMP is implemented.  It is now illegal to use those trails.  The 
purple trails are identified in the SNRAMP as Designated Trails to remain open.  However, the 
NAP has chosen to close those as well.  In some parks like Grandview, Glen Canyon and Corona 
Heights, the red and purple trails have been physically closed with fencing and piles of tree 
limbs.  This has yet to be done extensively in the other parks mapped.  For now the trails are 
closed by virtue of the signs, Park Code 3.02 and the maps posted on the RPD website.  Don’t 
worry, the fences are coming.  Each park map is followed by a skeleton map highlighting the 
tiny amount of parkland now open to the public. 
 
The SNRAMP states that 26% of the existing trails would be closed, leaving us with 30.8 miles of 
trail.  Based on what they have done so far, the NAP is actually closing 51% of the trails in 
Natural Areas.   If we extrapolate the actual closure rate to all of the Natural Areas, the 41 miles 
of existing and planned trails documented in the SNRAMP will be reduced to 20.9 miles.   
 
The loss in trails is nothing compared to the loss in actual parkland available to the public.  
Assuming the average trail is 10 feet wide and the NAP only closes the trails disclosed in the 
SNRAMP (both very generous assumptions based on what we have seen so far), we can 
calculate how much parkland remains for the public.  30.8 miles of 10 foot wide trail only 
amounts to 37 acres.  This is 3.4% of the 1100 acres available to the public before the new 
access restrictions.  That is unacceptable.   At the actual trail closure rate we will only be left 
with 25 acres.  That is even more unacceptable, especially if your neighborhood park is a 
Natural Area. 
 
The signage, trail closures and fences implemented to date violate the following: 
 
BOS resolution 653-024

                                                           
3 http://sfmea.sfplanning.org/2005.0912E_DEIR.pdf 

  which prohibits the NAP from imposing, “Trail closures, or restrictions 
on access and recreation” until the BOS has approved the natural areas management 
plan(SNRAMP).  The BOS has not approved the management plan. 

4 http://www.sfbos.org/ftp/uploadedfiles/bdsupvrs/resolutions02/r0653-02.pdf 
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CEQA,  PLANNING DEPARTMENT CASE NO. 2005.1912E   
The SNRAMP EIR has not been certified by the Planning Commission, yet the NAP is 
implementing its plan.  All of the trail closures, fences and signage are part of the SNRAMP.  
RPD is brazenly  violating CEQA. 
 
City Charter Article IV section 4.113 RECREATION AND PARK COMMISSION5

“No park land may be sold or leased for non-recreational purposes, nor shall any structure on 
park property be built, maintained or used for nonrecreational purposes, unless approved by a 
vote of the electors.”  The signs and fences violate the intent of this, dramatically reducing the 
amount of parkland available for recreational uses.  The parkland is not covered by a parking lot 
or a gift shop, but it takes away recreational space all the same. 

 

 
The Recreation and Parks Department is operating outside the rule of law.  They are curtailing 
free access to our parkland, restricting it to on-trail use only.  They are doing this without public 
input, without proper process and without documentation. 

 
 

                                                           
5 https://law.resource.org/pub/us/code/city/ca/SanFrancisco/Charter/article04.pdf 
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original 4610'
closed per SNRAMP  1752'
additional closed  1607'
remaining 1251'
trail loss  76%

Access Control Fencing
chain link 430 '
split rail  80'

steel fence

new split-
rail fence
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Neighborhood
access loss

original 2660'
closed per SNRAMP  598'
additional closed  1412'
remaining 650'
trail loss  76%



Neighborhood
access loss



original 6230'closed per SNRAMP  1589'additional closed  1896'remaining  2745'trail loss  56%
access control fencesplit rail  936'low wire  500'

Corona Heights Trails

X
Neighborhoodaccess loss



Corona Heights Park
The park is now justthe green lines

X
Neighborhoodaccess loss
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original 23251'closed per SNRAMP  3173'extra closed  5515'remaining  14563'trail loss  37%
access control fencesplit rail  680'plastic on metal posts  80'
Public safety fencealong retaining wall  153'

Glen Canyon Trails

X
X Neighborhoodaccess loss

Neighborhoodaccess loss
X

X



Glen Canyon Park
The park is nowjust the green lines

X
X Neighborhoodaccess loss

Neighborhoodaccess loss
X

X

Notice how they have closed theentire west side of the park.
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Grandview Trails
original 1893'closed per SNRAMP  239'additional closed  627'remaining 1027'trail loss  46%

neighborhoodaccess loss

split rail accesscontrol fence   856 feet



neighborhoodaccess loss Grandview Park
The parks isjust the green lines



Hawk Hill Trails
original 1639'closed per SNRAMP  702'additional closed  937'remaining 0'trail loss  100%

NAP "determined no designatedtrails or recreation"

Tom
Typewritten Text
Appendix F





original
closed per SNRAMP
extra closed  362'

remaining
trail loss



X Neighborhoodaccess loss

X Neighborhoodaccess loss

original 9400'closed per SNRAMP  2779'extra closed  3736'remaining  2885'trail loss  69%

Twin Peaks Trails



X Neighborhoodaccess loss

X Neighborhoodaccess loss

Twin Peaks Park
The park is nowjust the green lines
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Appendix G 
Fence photos 
 

 
Grandview 

 
Grandview 
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Glen Canyon 

 
Glen Canyon 
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Glen Canyon 

 
Corona Heights (steel fencing is pre-NAP for public safety) 
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Corona Heights 
 

 
Corona Heights 

Tom
Typewritten Text
Appendix G



 
Corona Heights 
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