June 3, 2018
Mr. Ken Schwartz
266 Grand Avenue, Suite 210
Oakland, CA 94610
Dear Ken,
On behalf of the Oakland Firesafe Council, a 501c3 non profit comprised of wildfire
prevention advocates dedicated to motivating and mobilizing residents in Oakland’s
wildland/urban interface to reduce the risks of wildfire, we believe the Draft Vegetation
Management Plan for the City of Oakland is a good start, but that it is too general. Specific
treatment strategies for projects in each park/open space, are critical and necessary for
determining the cost of implementing the plan—a key step in planning for how the City will
fund the program.
Based on our experience with the previous Wildfire Prevention Assessment Districts,
public expectation for a new district will be dependent on specific plans/projects for each
park or open space. We are hopeful that the Final Vegetation Management Plan will go
beyond the general and have easily accessible lists of projects with enough detail in the
description for each area so that it is very clear what the City is planning to do. A first step
would be to include a reference to each section of your general plan that applies to a
particular park or open space. We would expect the Final Plan to have a full description of
projects and strategies for each park/open space area so that the public does not have to go
back and forth from the General to the Specific. A great model for what we are proposing is
the Vegetation Management Plan for East Bay Regional Parks. It is comprehensive, easy to
understand, includes maps, budget and a way to track progress on projects all accessible
online and available to the public.
There needs to be better clarity as to what is an annual effort and what is a major
project for long-term fuel load reduction. Once a long-term project is completed, there
should be a description of what annual maintenance will be necessary to keep the high-risk
fuel load from returning. This is important for the City to figure out what the annual
maintenance budget will be as the Plan is implemented. There should be recommendations
for replacement vegetation to keep highly flammable vegetation from returning once a
project on the site has been completed.
In addition, we would like to see a priority list in ranked order for these projects.
Depending on the anticipated cost of each project, the City may not be able to fully
implement the Vegetation Management Plan. A ranked order list, using the criteria of
protection of human life, fuel load, fire modeling, population density and history of fires will
help the City and the community have realistic expectations of how much of the plan and
when the projects will be implemented. We don’t believe the City wants to be in the position
of promising more than it can deliver. The Final Vegetation Management Plan needs to be
focused for cost, and usable for a comprehensive Environmental Impact Review. (EIR).
The EIR is a major component of the 10-year Management Plan, which should be
based on clear criteria for prioritization and best practices. The EIR is necessary for the City
to update its Integrated Pest Management Plan (IPM) which currently bans the use of
herbicides except on golf courses and during the first 3 years of a new project. We recognize
that changes to the IPM are controversial, but the City needs to have available the full

spectrum of tools with mitigations and protections to address the ever growing high risk
fuel load in the hills.
Early in your process, members of Wildfire Prevention Assessment District who are
also members of the Oakland Firesafe Council talked with you and your team at length
about the public outreach process. We feel that more public involvement is critical, and that
your approach to date has not sufficiently engaged the community. For example, most of
the parks in the plan have official park stewards who have been working on vegetation
management and native plant restoration for many years—sometimes as long as several
decades. They know what has worked or not worked in the past, and are fully aware of
specific challenges for their park. There is still time to set up focus group meetings with
these volunteers—either as a group or by each park. Additionally, there are established
neighborhood groups surrounding most of the parks—we believe the adjacent neighbors
would want to address their particular concerns that you might not pick up from fly-over
maps or walk-throughs. Face-to-face meetings with these groups will not only refine
specific park vegetation management strategies, but will also go a long way to building
ongoing support for implementation of the total plan and for continued volunteer efforts.
We would like to see a list of activities that volunteers can tackle for each park/open space
plan. Thus, the Vegetation Management Plan would provide a roadmap for park advocates
as well as the City, which has greatly relied on volunteers for much of the ongoing
maintenance in the parks.
Similarly, we would like to see recommendations on how the plan will be shared
and coordinated with other public landowners in Oakland—PG&E, EBMUD, EBRP, OUSD, UC
Berkeley and others. Because, as you are well aware, fire knows no boundaries. The City’s
parks and open spaces are only as fire safe as the weakest adjacent link.
We look forward to working with you and your team over the next many months to
develop a Final Vegetation Management Plan that will be practical, usable, and form the
basis of an Environmental Impact Review that is defensible in court, should opposition take
legal action.
Sincerely,

Susan Piper
Chair
Oakland Firesafe Council
www.Oaklandfiresafecouncil.org

