
 
BOARD OF APPEALS, CITY & COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO 

 
Appeal of           Appeal No. 25-007 
TENDERLOIN TREE CAMPAIGN, ) 
                                                                     Appellant(s) )  
 ) 
vs. )    
 ) 
SAN FRANCISCO PUBLIC WORKS                                         ) 
BUREAU OF URBAN FORESTRY,  ) 
 Respondent  
 
 

NOTICE OF APPEAL 
NOTICE IS HEREBY GIVEN THAT on February 5, 2025, the above named appellant(s) filed an appeal with the Board 
of Appeals of the City and County of San Francisco from the decision or order of the above named department(s), 
commission, or officer.  
 
The substance or effect of the decision or order appealed from is the ISSUANCE on January 28, 2025, of a Public Works 
Order (Public Works was asked to evaluate the condition of the trees at United Nations Plaza by the Recreation and 
Park Department which manages some surrounding areas. Public Works maintains the trees in the public right-of-way 
and staff determined that three trees are in poor health and a hazard. The recommendation is to remove the three street 
trees and replace them with fourteen, 24” box size trees) at 50 United Nations Plaza. 
 
ORDER NO. 211379 
 
FOR HEARING ON October 8, 2025 
 
Address of Appellant(s):                  Address of Other Parties:  

 
Tenderloin Tree Campaign, Appellant(s) 
c/o Joshua Klipp, Attorney for Appellant(s) 
884 Kansas Street 
San Francisco, CA 94107 
 
 

 
N/A 
 
 
 

 
 



      Date Filed: February 3, 2025 
 
CITY & COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO  
BOARD OF APPEALS 
 

PRELIMINARY STATEMENT FOR APPEAL NO. 25-007     
 
I / We,  Tenderloin Tree Campaign, hereby appeal the following departmental action: ISSUANCE of Order  No. 
211379 (tree removal order) by the San Francisco Public Works Department to the Bureau of Urban Forestry 
which was issued or became effective on: January 28, 2025,  for the property located at: 50 United Nations Plaza.  
 

BRIEFING SCHEDULE:  
Appellant's Brief is due on or before: 4:30 p.m. on March 6, 2025, (no later than three Thursdays prior to the hearing 
date). The brief may be up to 12 pages in length with unlimited exhibits.  It shall be double-spaced with a minimum 
12-point font.  An electronic copy shall be emailed to: boardofappeals@sfgov.org, julie.lamarre@sfgov.org, and 
chris.buck@sfdpw.org  
 
Respondent's and Other Parties' Briefs are due on or before: 4:30 p.m. on March 20, 2025, (no later than one 
Thursday prior to hearing date).  The brief may be up to 12 pages in length with unlimited exhibits.  It shall be 
doubled-spaced with a minimum 12-point font.  An electronic copy shall be emailed to: boardofappeals@sfgov.org, 
julie.lamarre@sfgov.org, and tenderlointreecampaign2004@yahoo.com 
 
Hard copies of the briefs do NOT need to be submitted to the Board Office or to the other parties. 
 
Hearing Date: Wednesday, March 26, 2025, 5:00 p.m., Room 416 San Francisco City Hall, 1 Dr. Carlton B. 
Goodlett Place.  The parties may also attend remotely via Zoom.  Information for access to the hearing will be 
provided before the hearing date. 
 
All parties to this appeal must adhere to the briefing schedule above, however if the hearing date is changed, the 
briefing schedule MAY also be changed. Written notice will be provided of any changes to the briefing schedule.  
 
In order to have their documents sent to the Board members prior to hearing, members of the public should email all 
documents of support/opposition no later than one Thursday prior to hearing date by 4:30 p.m. to 
boardofappeals@sfgov.org.  Please note that names and contact information included in submittals from members 
of the public will become part of the public record. Submittals from members of the public may be made 
anonymously.  
 
Please note that in addition to the parties' briefs, any materials that the Board receives relevant to this appeal, 
including letters of support/opposition from members of the public, are distributed to Board members prior to hearing. 
All such materials are available for inspection on the Board’s website at www.sfgov.org/boa. You may also request a 
hard copy of the hearing materials that are provided to Board members at a cost of 10 cents per page, per S.F. 
Admin. Code Ch. 67.28.  
 
 
 
The reasons for this appeal are as follows:  
 
See attachment to the Preliminary Statement of Appeal. 
 

Appellant or Agent: 
 

Signature: Via Email 
 

Print Name: John Nulty, agent for appellant 
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Dear Board members, 

 

I wish to appeal DPW Order No 221139 removal of three street trees. 

 

Reason for the appeal on January 28, 2025 the Order #221139 was issued. 

 

At 43/50 United Nation Plaza a fence was installed around raise curb section were these 
trees were  

 

located. On Monday February 3, 2025 found the three street trees have been removed. 

 

Therefore find that the Order #211379 was not followed keeping the tree up until 15 days of 
after  

 

January 28, 2025 appeal window. 

 



  San Francisco Public Works 
 General – Director’s Office 

49 South Van Ness Ave., Suite 1600 
San Francisco, CA 94103 

        (628) 271-3160    www.SFPublicWorks.org 

 

Public Works Order No: 211379 

The Director of Public Works held a Public Hearing on Monday, January 27, 2025 commencing at 5:30 

P.M. via teleconference to consider items related to tree removals. The hearing was held through 

videoconferencing to allow remote public comment.  

The hearing was to consider Order 211351 regarding the removal of three (3) street trees with 

replacement adjacent to 50 United Nations Plaza. Staff approved the removals and the public 

protested. 

Findings: 

Public Works was asked to evaluate the condition of the trees in this raised-curb section of the United 

Nations Plaza by the Recreation and Park Department, which manages some the surrounding areas. 

Public Works maintains trees within the public right-of-way, including the trees at United Nations 

Plaza. Public Works removed nine (9) trees as emergencies in December. Urban Forestry staff posted 

three street trees in this same raised planting area as hazard trees, due to their poor condition.  

 

The trees are listed in the Public Works tree management system at 43 United Nations Plaza. The 

closest visible address on site is 50 United Nations Plaza. 

 

The three (3) street trees are London planetrees, also known as sycamore trees. Their Latin/scientific 

name is Platanus x Hispanica. All three trees show major canopy dieback, some of which was already 

pruned off (removed) last year prior to the APEC conference. The trees are continuing to decline in 

health, with substantial dieback within the canopies and staff determined the trees to be hazards, as 

defined in Article 16 of San Francisco's Urban Forestry Ordinance.  

 

The Recreation and Park Department has funding to plant 24” box size replacement trees and water 

the trees with a newly installed irrigation line. The replacement species will be Platanus x Hispanica 

‘Columbia’. The work to install the irrigation line in the immediate vicinity of the three trees is 

momentarily paused. The stumps to the previous trees have already been removed by Public Works. 

 

Docusign Envelope ID: D9B5102B-5443-4CE0-9CD3-BD937A0EC5FD
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Three to four support stakes and cross braces will be installed at each tree to reduce the potential for 

vandalism, including some form of additional screening. Although Public Works is required to have the 

replacement trees planted within 120 days, the Recreation and Park Department has purchased the 

new trees and plans to plant the replacement trees by the end of February. 

During the 15-day public notification period, one written protest was received. During the hearing, 

three members of the public spoke during public comment. 

Recommendation: After consideration of correspondence, a presentation by staff and testimony 

provided, the recommendation is to approve the three (3) street trees for removal with replacement 

with a total of fourteen (14), 24” box size trees.  

 

APPEAL: 

This Order may be appealed to the Board of Appeals within 15 days of January 28, 2025. 

 

Board of Appeals 

49 South Van Ness Ave. suite 1475 (14th Floor) 

San Francisco, CA 94103 

Phone: 628.652.1150 Email: Boardofappeals@sfgov.org 

NOTE: Office visits by appointment only. 

More information about how to file an appeal can be obtained by calling 628-652-1150 or by emailing 

the Board of Appeals at Boardofappeals@sfgov.org. For additional information on the San Francisco 

Board of Appeals and to view the Appeal Process Overview, please visit their website at 

http://sfgov.org/bdappeal/ 
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X
Short, Carla

Director

      

@SigAnk1       
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         BRIEF SUBMITTED BY THE APPELLANT(S) 



Appeal No: 25-007 
Appellant John Nulty’s Brief in Opposition to Permit No. 211379 

 
I.​ INTRODUCTION 

 
On behalf of Appellant, John Nulty (hereafter “Appellant”), I respectfully submit 

this brief in opposition to the Department of Public Works’ (PW) Permit No. 211379 to 

the Recreation and Parks Department (RPD) - a permit that RPD has admitted it 

intentionally violated by ignoring the requisite 15 day appeal period.   1

II.​ ARGUMENT SUMMARY 
 

●​ RPD designed a UN Plaza Skate Park that pre-supposed tree removal. 

●​ RPD admits they knew about the appeal period, but made the “strategic decision” 

to illegally remove three trees anyway - a removal that PW learned of through 

this appeal  - in order to keep their Skate Park Grand Opening on track.  

●​ Subsequently, PW took months to fine RPD - a fine which RPD appealed - then 

ended negotiations with Appellant stating they would simply follow the code, 

something evidence suggests was already tangential to this permitting process.  

III.​ FACTUAL BACKGROUND 
 

A.​ Procedural Background and Illegal Removal 

On Monday January 27, 2025, PW held an Administrative Hearing on the three 

(3) trees in United Nations Plaza at issue in this appeal. PW sought to remove these 

1 Please note that I submit this brief as a member of the Public on behalf of Appellant, at his request and 
designation, and not in my role as a member of the Urban Forestry Council. 

1 



trees as “hazard” trees with a 15 day notice period, even though - by the time of the 

Hearing - they had been posted for nearly two months.    2 3

That same day, January 27, RPD announced that it was “adding new skate 

elements and redesigned paving to make the space more accessible and fun for skaters 

of all levels.”  This announcement advertised its “Skate UN Plaza kickoff event . . .  on 4

Saturday, February 15, from noon to 3 p.m. at UN Plaza.”   5

On January 28, PW approved the trees for removal. PW’s decision notes that 

these trees would be removed in addition to the nine (9) other trees in UN Plaza that 

had recently been removed on an “emergency” basis. And, suggesting a deliberative 

process, concludes “After consideration of correspondence, a presentation by staff and 

testimony provided, the recommendation is to approve the three (3) street trees for 

removal with replacement with a total of fourteen (14), 24” box size trees.”  

PW’s order further stated that its order “. . . may be appealed to the Board of 

Appeals within 15 days of January 28, 2025.” [Emphasis added].  This would have 6

given the public until February 13 to bring an appeal. RPD’s Grand Opening of its Skate 

Park was scheduled for February 15, a mere two days after the appeal period. 

RPD’s Dan Mauer was informed of PW’s order by email hours prior to the 

decision being issued to the public.  A signed copy of the order was emailed to 7

Appellant on January 29, effectively reducing his time to appeal from 15 to 14 days.   8

8  50 United Nations Plaza, tree removal hearing decision-redacted.txt.pdf

7  25-2233 (2).pdf

6   Chris Buck Teams chat with Director part 2.JPG.jpg

5 Id.  
4 https://www.sf.gov/un-skate-plaza-expands-with-beginner-friendly-upgrades-for-young-skaters 

3  Posting notice 3 trees UN Plaza 12.2.2024.pdf

2  Chris Buck Teams chat with Director part 1.JPG.jpg

2 

https://drive.google.com/file/d/10AxheQXgtqzsgVg6XDNpVHb0cMU6648y/view?usp=sharing
https://drive.google.com/file/d/1NUgRt5_lFtmZlrMwpyMWtmKaEDzRhJ53/view?usp=sharing
https://drive.google.com/file/d/1zZhEvmAfN8HwDdUiAmrsxwr4C5U_732k/view?usp=sharing
https://drive.google.com/file/d/1zsYvkEhDD5ZUxVYGZtUwfzjgxrcPN7vI/view?usp=sharing
https://drive.google.com/file/d/1eWOvU6q3oWBJWFbe0MrZ7ef_YRG3IvNJ/view?usp=sharing


Appellant first noticed that the trees at issue were removed on Monday, February 

3 - a mere three (3) business days after PW’s order - and immediately filed this appeal. 

On February 5, PW sent an inspector to confirm that these trees had been removed, 

seeming to only be aware of RPD’s illegal removal via this appeal.  On February 7,  9

however, RPD sent a Teams message to PW with a photo of newly planted trees in UN 

Plaza saying, “Just want to thank you for your support . . . I call this one a win. Have a 

great weekend.” [Emphasis added].   10

At some point, PW fined RPD for the illegal removal.  RPD appealed this fine, 11

and their appeal was heard on September 17. At this hearing, RPD’s Dan Mauer 

admitted that he was aware of the appeal period, but said that RPD “made the strategic 

decision” to go ahead and illegally remove the trees to keep their planned Grand 

Opening on schedule. He noted that RPD felt ok ignoring the appeal period because the 

Skate Park was a “generous gift” to the community. 

B.​ Trees and Their Interference With RPD’s UN Plaza Skate Park Elements 

Rolling back the clock, on October 30, 2024, RPD’s Director of Operations, Eric 

Andersen, sent an email to his Director, Phil Ginsberg regarding the trees in UN Plaza. 

Andersen’s email stated, inter alia: 

“As I mentioned on Monday, the design process with our community partners for 

new skate elements in the tree planter at UN Plaza is on hold until we can get an 

11 Despite requests in February and August, records regarding these fines were not produced.  

10  Dan Mauer message in Teams chat.JPG.jpg

9  FW Filing An Appeal for Public Works Order # 211379-redacted.txt.pdf

3 

https://drive.google.com/file/d/1obcQrSs39Nnf_vP0Ui3gjbzs99OiewYV/view?usp=sharing
https://drive.google.com/file/d/1wMicoT8ZBhyUS3tXcVp2R8WCaurrtG3z/view?usp=sharing


understanding of what PW will allow in terms of tree removals.  The design 

hinges on what specific tree removals PW will allow.”   12

In an email to PW Director Carla Short later that same day, RPD Director 

Ginsberg stated, “following up on call.  i’d like us to agree to remove all of them.” 

[Emphasis added].  The next email in this thread is from Director Short to Acting BUF 13

Superintendent Nick Crawford reading simply, “Need to discuss this with you.”   14

On November 1, RPD’s Allison McCarthy emailed Crawford stating, in part, 

 “As you may have heard, there’s skate community funding to design & build new 

skate elements at U.N. Plaza, including plans to pave and add skate features 

around the central area of the Sycamore tree planter below. The designers have 

asked for guidelines on managing the existing trees and clarification on whether 

the City will remove dead trees.” [Emphases added]. 

Notably, there is no record of an arborist report declaring these trees “dead” - or 

even hazardous - prior to either Mr. Ginsberg’s or Ms. McCarthy’s email. Nevertheless, 

Ginsberg’s email clearly implies a wholesale removal. And Crawford replied to McCarthy 

that same day that trees had to be replaced 1:1, and that they would look for other tree 

planting locations if replacements could not be made in situ.  

On November 13, 2024, RPD’s Dan Mauer sent an email to Mr. Crawford and 

PW’s Urban Forester, Chris Buck, reminding him, inter alia, “The project team’s design 

is contingent on you and your teams thoughts here.”  Based on an email from 15

15 ​​  Request for DPW Guidance-redacted.txt.pdf

14 id. 
13 id. 
12 https://drive.google.com/file/d/1HJQFWKBRjr9g8vsqmQHTakfeaDwGe942/view?usp=sharing  

4 

https://drive.google.com/file/d/1mg_GjFriC-gnwXhrrk-GMxkdJtp_41uo/view?usp=sharing
https://drive.google.com/file/d/1HJQFWKBRjr9g8vsqmQHTakfeaDwGe942/view?usp=sharing


Crawford, PW went to UN Plaza for the first time on November 13.  Records indicate, 16

however, that no official inspection was performed until weeks later, on November 26.  17

By December 4, 2024, nine (9) of the trees within RPD’s skate element design 

footprint were removed by PW on an “emergency” basis.  On December 13, 2024, Mr. 18

Mauer sent an email to his team and Mr. Buck stating,  

“Hello Team, I’m working with Chris Buck with Public Works Urban Forestry team 

on trying to schedule a window to remove 7  trees at UN Plaza in the raised 19

planter between the fed building and the fountain getting prepared for the skate 

space expansion . . .  The window that we would like to target is starting next 

week through the first week of January.  The plan would be that they would 

remove trees here as time allows.”  [Emphasis added]. 20

By January 16, 2025 - eleven (11) days before PW’s January 27 Administrative 

Hearing - RPD had already issued a roughly $10k Purchase Order for the irrigation 

system to water new trees at UN Plaza.   21

C.​ Efforts to Resolve 

As someone who has negotiated numerous resolutions with PW - derived from 

City plans, policies and laws - for the benefit of the City’s tree canopy, I worked closely 

with Appellant to formulate an offer of resolution. This offer included 4 elements: 

21  SFGOV_0000899076_0 irrigation NBC.pdf

20  25-2233 (2).pdf

19 This would seemingly bring us up to 16 trees removed in UN Plaza in the span of a couple months. 

18  image008.png

17  Tree 4 Asset 250263 rptTreeDetailWithActionsAndAssessments3217.pdf

16  25-2233 (2).pdf
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https://drive.google.com/file/d/11bcgOMPsw6A1nappZPAml5re4BpvbB2Z/view?usp=sharing
https://drive.google.com/file/d/1NUgRt5_lFtmZlrMwpyMWtmKaEDzRhJ53/view?usp=sharing
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https://drive.google.com/file/d/12NA-ZIYgj2tyvKYprimqzAUB_hoXjVhy/view?usp=sharing
https://drive.google.com/file/d/1NUgRt5_lFtmZlrMwpyMWtmKaEDzRhJ53/view?usp=sharing


#1: RPD does a caliper replacement of trees in empty basins adjacent to the Buchanan 

Street Mall , including watering and maintenance to establishment; 22

#2: PW adds protective screening to newly planted Arbor Day trees in the Tenderloin | 

Civic Center ; 23

#3: RPD enters into an MOU with PW to allow access to RPD's mill; and  

#4: RPD dedicates a bench in UN Plaza to John and his brother Michael for their 

tireless advocacy in service to our City's urban forest.  24

This last element was my idea, not Appellant’s. Specifically, and as I repeatedly 

explained to Department representatives, there is no one who has walked more miles in 

San Francisco in service to our trees. And I thought it would be a compassionate 

gesture to offer Appellant and his brother - quite literally - a place to sit and rest. 

Perhaps a bench that could even be made with milled, re-used wood. 

​ While working on this offer, I contacted Mr. Buck to make sure I understood the 

basics of this case. Once I had these pieces in place, I reached out to Director Short on 

March 14 , hoping for a quick chat. I did so because I assumed that, more than a 25

month after the illegal removal, an Administrative Fine would already be in play, that this 

may impact discussions, and only she had the power to waive or reduce these.  Not 26

26  Gmail - UN Plaza (Proposed) Resolution_ quick discussion_.pdf

25 At this point, the appeal was continued the first time based on Appellant’s health. 
24 Originally, I proposed these last two ideas to, perhaps, include a waiver of the Administrative Fine. 

23 PW itself requires or strongly recommends this in all tree plantings in this area due to high levels of 
vandalism, but according to PW they did not do so for their own Arbor Day tree planting because they 
didn’t have enough material. 

22 Buchanan Street was originally proposed to ensure that RPD covered watering and maintenance, not 
PW. I was transparent about this in discussions with PW and RPD. 

6 

https://drive.google.com/file/d/16w2vSzwzoLom4AovyAIrjb7BrveDss2O/view?usp=sharing


hearing from Director Short for a few days and hoping to move forward expeditiously, on 

March 17 I sent the full proposal to both Director Short and Mr. Buck. Not hearing back, 

I followed up again on March 24, this time including Mr. Crawford.  27

​ On April 14, Director Short, Mr. Crawford, Mr. Buck and myself had our first 

meeting. I was informed that talk of resolution was premature, that the mill idea was 

favored but required more discussion, and that my proposal regarding the dedicated 

bench felt like a “ransom”, i.e. a reward for filing this appeal - an appeal that Mr. Nulty 

filed out of alarm, which apparently triggered PW’s notice that the trees were gone.  

I explained my rationale and said I was open to alternatives. Director Short - not 

me - suggested, e.g., that perhaps a letter recommending commendation to Appellant’s 

District Supervisor was more appropriate. Additionally, Mr. Crawford acknowledged that 

the Arbor Day trees should have had protection put around them from the outset, 

especially as trees are especially susceptible to vandalism in the Tenderloin. At the 

meeting’s conclusion, I was told we would meet again the following week. 

​ Despite my best efforts, we did not meet again until May 30, seven (7) weeks 

later. At this meeting, there was no progress other than the reiteration that PW would 

like an MOU on the mill with RPD. Mr. Buck spent our remaining meeting time 

discussing the fact that there would be even more tree removals at UN Plaza. There 

was also some discussion on how RPD would water or maintain any newly planted 

trees - trees in RPD’s plan, noted in the decision, or required due to the illegal removal. 

On June 13, I, Mr. Buck, and Mr. Mauer (RPD) met again. At this meeting, caliper 

replacements - again, per the illegal removal - were discussed, with discussion on how 

27  Gmail - Appeal #25-007 (UN Plaza)_ Proposed Resolution.pdf
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https://drive.google.com/file/d/1wIqDw8XO34CkQRMzEUrQ8678KI5r_gVH/view?usp=sharing


48” box trees would be watered. Mr. Buck stated he was committed to protecting the 

Arbor Day trees in the Tenderloin and Civic Center, but could not provide a schedule - or 

any details whatsoever - on when screening could be purchased let alone installed. Mr. 

Buck and Mr. Mauer also proposed RPD purchase for PW an “Alaskan Mill” for PW, 

which I noted is basically a $200 aluminum rail from Amazon that still requires a large 

chain saw to cut a tree down into rough lumber. Based on personal experience 

operating a mill  (I own one and use it to mill wildfire-impacted trees) I offered useful mill 

recommendations for which RPD expressed enthusiasm. Regarding the proposal to 

acknowledge Appellant’s service to our urban forest, Mr. Buck expressed support for the 

proposal but, again, offered no specifics, e.g. by whom/to whom/when would it 

issue/etc. I repeatedly expressed the need for specifics so that we do not repeatedly 

end up in front of this Board for updates on PW promises made in exchange for 

dismissals, as has occurred in other appeals.  28

On June 14th, I emailed a summary of our discussions and sent it to Director 

Short, Mr. Buck and Mr. Mauer. I followed up on June 24, June 27, and July 9, seeking 

any sort of progress update.  Mr. Mauer confirmed that RPD could purchase a mill for 29

PW, and that trees planted as mitigation (for the illegal removal) would have irrigation.  

Appellant himself went out and conducted a full survey of the Arbor Day trees and 

provided PW a detailed list of Arbor Day tree locations that still needed protective 

screening, etc..  Mr. Mauer and I made ourselves available for a meeting on July 11. In 30

contrast, PW failed to make itself available for another meeting. On July 14, PW said it 

30  Gmail - Arbor Day Planting Tenderloin Tree Survey June 24, 2025.pdf

29  Gmail - UN Plaza mitigations _ Updated response (draft).pdf

28 E.g. Appeals 19-075 (Tesla), 20-081 (UC GBP), 21-077 (BART), 22-079 (UCSF), 23-058 (Japantown) 
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would not approve a bench dedication as part of a resolution, yet offered nothing on the 

counter-proposal it made in the original meeting and subsequently discussed. 

Additionally, PW rejected RPD’s offer to buy a mill, and inexplicably pivoted back to the 

MOU proposal, with zero specifics on how or when this might be achieved. 

All along, I was clear that, two weeks prior to my brief due date, I had to stop 

spending time on this “negotiation” and shift my focus to writing the brief for this appeal. 

I noted that I run a small business, volunteer countless hours planting and watering 

trees, and go back and forth to the mountains doing wildfire cleanup and caring for 

newly planted mountain trees in wildfire impacted areas. Whatever “spare” time I have 

could be dedicated to negotiations or brief writing, but not both. I was clear that my 

deadline was Thursday July 17. PW disregarded this, then ultimately disengaged 

despite additional extensions of time, stating it would simply comply with the code.  

Given that the original removal seemed a foregone conclusion, e.g. a design that 

required removal, Ginsberg’s email to Director Short, Crawford’s discussion of removal 

and replacement before a tree evaluation was conducted, RPD’s choice to ignore the 

law - all seemingly in service to a skate park design that opened 2 days after the appeal 

period - I was unclear how code compliance was a reason to forego further discussion. 

IV.​ ARGUMENT 
 
A.​ RPD Designed a Skate Park That Pre-Supposed Tree Removal 

When RPD reached out to PW about UN Plaza, they were clear that the skate 

element design required tree removal. No alternative designs presented. RPD Director 

9 



Ginsberg was even more direct when, in an email to PW Director Short, he stated, 

“following up on call.  i’d like us to agree to remove all of them.” [Emphasis added].   31

From that point forward, the removals were a foregone conclusion. Nine trees 

were quickly removed on an “emergency” basis; replacement conversations were had 

before tree evaluations were conducted; removal timing was discussed weeks before 

hearing; irrigation was ordered before the decision issued; PW discussed even more 

UN Plaza removals in our negotiation talks; the Skate Park grand opening was 

announced the same day of the hearing; the Skate Park grand opening took place only 

two days after what would have been the end of the appeal period; and the trees were 

illegally and illegally removed three (3) business days after the decision issued. 

​ From the outside in, the public process here would seem not only performative 

but, to RPD, optional. It further appears PW prioritized RPD’s designs and opening day 

over Article 16’s full measure of protection. PW took less than 24 hours to issue a 

decision, but, apparently, ten (10) weeks to issue a fine. In fact, RPD thanked PW for its 

“support” just days after removing trees in violation of the law PW is charged to enforce. 

B.​ In Four Months, PW Ensured a Skate Park Design; In Five Months, It Couldn’t 

Reach a Resolution In Its - and the Public’s - Best Interest. 

​ Take a close look at the proposed resolutions. Mitigation #1: caliper replacement. 

We shouldn’t have had to haggle over this - Mr. Buck stated at the September 17 

hearing that this is due to the illegal - and intentional - removal. And RPD’s maintenance 

responsibility, especially under these circumstances, should’ve been a given. 

31 id. 
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Mitigation #2 is common sense. PW routinely requires newly planted trees in the 

Tenderloin | Civic Center to have protective screening due to the high levels of 

vandalism. But when PW planted ~100 trees for Arbor Day in those same 

neighborhoods, it failed to order enough protective screening, and left vulnerable 

saplings with no protection. All Appellant wanted was to protect new trees in his 

neighborhood. And Mr. Buck’s sentiments regarding a commitment to greening this area 

are appreciated, but words are only words if not accompanied by action. Furthermore, 

it’s wildly discouraging that, after months of negotiation, the only progress on this 

mitigation was Appellant’s own effort to survey these trees. 

Mitigation #3 derives from the City’s 2014 Urban Forest Plan regarding wood 

re-use, Strategy 3.3.4.  Per the Urban Forest Plan, this Strategy was to have been 32

achieved no later than 2019, more than six (6) years ago. Director Short was in favor of 

this. RPD claimed that not one but both of its mills were non-operational. To offset, RPD 

was willing to invest in a small commercial mill for PW.  Ultimately, this all came to an 33

abrupt halt when, after months of negotiation, PW inexplicably re-asserted it wanted the 

MOU, but offered no specifics on how to go about achieving this. 

And finally, there’s Mitigation #4. At the hearing, I may offer more background on 

Appellant’s dedication to our urban forest. Suffice to say, however, I don’t believe 

Appellant has missed a single tree-related hearing in as many years as I have attended 

them. He has performed countless surveys of trees/conditions to support PW’s mission. 

33 And would have been mobile, arguably a boon to PW. 

32 
https://sfplanning.s3.amazonaws.com/default/files/plans-and-programs/planning-for-the-city/urban-forest-
plan/Urban_Forest_Plan_Final-092314WEB.pdf (see p. 52) 
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He has created tree-related petitions signed by thousands. Prior to removals being 

listed online - in order to comply with the ADA - he walked for miles looking for worthy 

trees to protect. He was even instrumental, as I understand it, in getting legislation 

passed to protect landmark trees. Appellant has given of his body and his heart in 

service to our trees. And I - not he - simply sought acknowledgement of that.  

The City’s ultimate response to this was discouraging at best. We started with a 

bench; PW counter-proposed a letter to his supervisor supporting commendation. RPD 

simply asserted there were no benches in UN Plaza anyway. Appellant noted there 

were benches in UN Plaza dog park, maybe there could be a plaque on one. This was 

met with silence. If PW had said from the outset that this was a non-starter, then that 

would have been the end of it. But they did not. They made counter-suggestions, then 

effectively criticized my efforts to fully clarify what they were or were not willing to do. 

V.​ CONCLUSION 

At the end of the day, there is not much this Board can do. The deed is done. 

RPD admitted it decided to ignore the legally mandated public appeal period in service 

to donors and a Skate Park party. Appellant tried to use what was left of the public 

process to craft a positive outcome. PW claimed the mantle of compliance and 

effectively ended those efforts. Ultimately, Appellant is left with nothing other than the 

hope that daylighting all of this before this Board may, in itself, instigate positive change.  

 

Respectfully submitted, ​ ​ /s/​ ​  

Josh Klipp, on behalf of Appellant, John Nulty 
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 BRIEF SUBMITTED BY THE DEPARTMENT 

















































































































































                  PUBLIC COMMENT 



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

From: Tenderloin Tenants
To: BoardofAppeals (PAB)
Subject: Appeal #25-007 For Board Of Appeals hearing on October 8, 2025
Date: Sunday, September 28, 2025 11:45:08 PM

Subject: Appeal #25-007 For Board Of Appeals
hearing (50 United Nations Plaza) tree removals
Public Comment

October 8, 2025

Dear Honorable San Francisco Board of Appeals:

On behalf of Tenderloin Tenants, we are writing in
support of the appeal regarding the removal of
trees at 50 United Nations Plaza.

Tenderloin Tenants and several of our coalition
partners have expressed severe concerns about
the procedures used to remove the 14 mature
trees.

The comparison between a grove of 14 mature
London Plane trees and limited access asphalt for
recreational use highlights significant differences
in health and environmental benefits. Here's a
breakdown of the advantages provided by the
trees versus the limitations of asphalt:

Health and Environmental Benefits of Mature

mailto:tenderlointenants@yahoo.com
mailto:boardofappeals@sfgov.org


London Plane Trees
Air Quality Improvement:
Pollutant Filtration: London Plane trees are
effective at filtering pollutants from the air,
including particulate matter and harmful gases
like carbon dioxide and nitrogen dioxide.
Oxygen Production: Trees produce oxygen
through the process of photosynthesis, thereby
contributing to a healthier atmosphere.
Temperature Regulation:
Shade Provision: The canopy of mature trees
provides shade, reducing the urban heat island
effect and lowering surrounding temperatures,
which can be particularly beneficial during hot
weather.
Cooling Effect: The transpiration process of trees
cools the air, making outdoor spaces more
comfortable.
Stormwater Management:
Rainwater Absorption: Tree roots help absorb
rainwater, reducing runoff and minimizing the risk
of flooding. This also helps recharge groundwater
supplies.
Soil Health: The presence of trees enhances soil
structure and health, thereby promoting
biodiversity within the soil ecosystem.
Mental and Physical Health Benefits:
Stress Reduction: Access to green spaces and
trees has been shown to reduce stress and
improve mental well-being.
Encouragement of Physical Activity: Tree-lined
areas encourage outdoor activities such as



walking, jogging, and cycling, promoting a
healthier lifestyle.
Biodiversity Support:
Habitat Creation: Mature trees provide habitats
for a wide range of wildlife, including birds,
insects, and other organisms, thereby
contributing to urban biodiversity.

Limitations of Asphalt for Recreational Use
Heat Retention:
Urban Heat Island Effect: Asphalt absorbs and
retains heat, leading to higher temperatures in
urban areas, which can create uncomfortable
conditions for outdoor activities.
Limited Environmental Benefits:
Pollution Contribution: Asphalt surfaces do not
filter air or water, and they can contribute to
runoff pollution, which negatively impacts local
waterways.
Lack of Biodiversity: Asphalt does not support
wildlife or plant life, resulting in a decline in urban
biodiversity.
Physical Activity Barriers:
Hard Surface: Asphalt can be hard on joints and
may discourage physical activity, especially for
those with mobility issues or injuries.
Limited Green Space: Areas dominated by asphalt
lack the aesthetic and psychological benefits
associated with green spaces, which can deter
community engagement and outdoor recreation.
Summary
In summary, a grove of 14 mature London Plane



trees provides a wealth of health and
environmental benefits that enhance community
well-being, support biodiversity, and improve air
and water quality. In contrast, limited-access
asphalt offers minimal benefits and can create
barriers to recreation and environmental health.
The presence of trees not only beautifies the area
but also fosters a healthier, more vibrant
community, making them a valuable asset
compared to the limitations posed by asphalt
surfaces.

Tenderloin Tenants supports the following:

That the Board of Appeals members rule in favor
of the Appellants and mitigate the damages
caused by two city departments

Have the two  city departments address these
issues for both the general public and the Board
of Appeals.

-What specific procedures were used to remove
the 14 mature trees, and why were they deemed
necessary? 

-What alternatives were considered before
deciding to remove the trees, and were any
stakeholder consultations conducted? 

-How will the city address the environmental
impacts of replacing the mature trees with



asphalt and the subsequent loss of benefits? 

Tenderloin Tenants seek to protect and maximize
the quality of life for current and future residents.

Wilma Gurwork
Tenderloin Tenants



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

From: tenantsunite@yahoo.com
To: BoardofAppeals (PAB)
Subject: Appeal #25-007 For Board Of Appeals hearing (43 United Nations Plaza) tree removals Comment
Date: Tuesday, September 30, 2025 5:58:59 PM

 

Board of Appeals members:

Tenants Unite has been following the unusual actions of two city agencies that
occurred during the process of removing a number of trees in United Plaza.

These actions are alarming to our members and coalition partners, who share this
belief that the process was flawed and that the appeal should be granted.

Our coalition partners will be taking this into account.

We urge the Board of Appeals to uphold the appeal based on the city agencies'
wrongful removal of trees. 

George Humpreys
Tenant Unite 
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