SEATTLE URBAN FORESTRY COMMISSION
Peg Staeheli, Chair • Tom Early, Vice-Chair
Gordon Bradley • Leif Fixen • Donna Kostka • Joanna Nelson de Flores • Jeff Reibman • Erik Rundell • Steve Zemke

The Urban Forestry Commission was established to advise the Mayor and City Council
concerning the establishment of policy and regulations governing the protection, management,
and conservation of trees and vegetation in the City of Seattle
November 5, 2014
Meeting Notes
SMT 2750
700 5th Avenue, Seattle
3:00 p.m. – 5:00 p.m.
Attending
Commissioners
Peg Staeheli - chair
Tom Early – vice chair
Gordon Bradley
Leif Fixen
Donna Kostka
Joanna Nelson de Flores
Erik Rundell
Steve Zemke

Staff
Sandra Pinto de Bader - OSE
Darren Morgan - SDOT
Doug Critchfield - Parks
Public
None

Absent- Excused
Jeff Reibman
NOTE: Meeting notes are not exhaustive. For more details listen to the digital recording of the meeting
at: http://www.seattle.gov/urbanforestrycommission/meetingdocs.htm
Please note: we had some technical difficulties with the digital recorder. The first part of the meeting is
not complete in the Part 1 file.
Call to Order
The Chair called the meeting to order
Public comment
None
Adoption of October 1 meeting notes
ACTION: A motion to approve the October 1 meeting notes as amended was made, seconded
and approved.
Street Tree Manual – Darren Morgan (SDOT)
Darren Morgan from SDOT Urban Forestry presented the draft Street Tree Manual.
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Background:
In April 2013 the City adopted the Street Tree Ordinance which:
- Describes tree service providers
- Clarifies that all street trees are protected
- Describes permit requirements for pruning, removing, planting
The Street Tree Manual is the Director’s Rule to explain the Ordinance.
First draft of the Street Tree Manual was reviewed by SDOT, UFC, and other stakeholders.
The Street Tree Ordinance is in the Seattle Municipal Code Title 15, Chapter 43- Tree and Vegetation
Management in Public Places.
Content improvements:
- Clearly describe types and allowable limits of pruning. Incorporated ANSI A-300s as the standard.
- Requires pruning plans to ensure consistent enforcement.
- Reduced jargon, provides a comprehensive glossary of terms.
- Clearly defines street tree and public place.
- Tailored the information to be usable by homeowners, tree service providers and other
contractors who may impact street trees.
- Clearly outlined potential penalties and listed them up front.
- Citations – can get up to $1,000 for repeat offenders.
- Notices of violation – outlines the process by which SDOT informs people of their duty to repair
damage done to trees.
- Incorporated text, tables, standard plans and specifications, and images to reinforce the
information.
- Adopted ISA’s tree risk assessment form and guidance and streamlined the risk management
section.
Next steps:
- November 7 - Comment period ends
- November 7-20 - Review and revise
- November 21 - Director signature
- November 24 - Publish
- November/December - Get the word out
- January 2015 - Activate tree service provider registration
Discussion:
People need to get permit to remove any street tree.
Public safety, hazardous, condition, conflict with construction or development and can’t be mitigated.
UFC provided a comment for public space definition.
Commissioners provided input on the Ordinance in 2012.
COMMENT: Nothing tells the public how to post information about a tree. On the tree? Near the tree?
This needs clarification.
ANSWER: Current practice is to put it on the tree with clear tape. But it’s not clearly stated on the
Manual.
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COMMENT – clarify that postings should be done with clear tape.
COMMENT – One thing that is confusing is that it references public places. Parks are public places but this
is not clarified in the text.
ANSWER – it’s clarified in the glossary. But could be in the general overview (page 7).
COMMENT – To clarify the term earlier in the document would be helpful. It would also be helpful to
mention that management of street trees is done cooperatively with adjacent property owners earlier in
the document.
COMMENT – choice of images is interesting.
ANSWER – they will be changed to more pertinent ones.
COMMENT – what about invasive tree species?
ASNWER – the fact that it’s an invasive species doesn’t warrant the removal of the tree.
COMMENT – is there a size threshold that can be included in the definition of a tree? What happens
when very large tree seedlings are coming up under power lines?
ANSWER – there is no size threshold in the document.
COMMENT – is there going to be a fee for permits?
ANSWER – SDOT doesn’t charge for urban forestry permits. Do charge fees for some consulting done by
the City. We encourage people to fill out the form on the website and then urban forestry staff gets
involved.
COMMENT – replacement is one for one. What happens if, for whatever reason you can’t or don’t want
to replace?
ANSWER – we don’t have fee in lieu at this point. If the tree can’t be replaced in that place the new
remove that requirement.
Comment – Is there guidance for businesses to accommodate clearance for signage?
Answer- Yes and specifically if major pruning is required.
COMMENT – do you track removals?
ANSWER – yes, currently track # of trees removed by permit. Tracking some data, including diameter,
size, class, and reason for removal. Have good controls if it’s work done by SDOT. Also receive
information from service providers.
QUESTION; how does SDOT coordinate with SCL?
ANSWER – SCL works with SDOT before removing street trees. Pruning specs apply to SCL removals.
COMMENT – There are a lot ISA arborist who need help writing the spec for tree selection.
ANSWER – there is a lot of work to be done to raise awareness. Appendix A begins to do that.
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QUESTION - how do we go from here to there? How do we address enforcement? Pollarding is a type of
pruning used to shrink or control the tree.
ANSWER – That’s going to be a path that’s going to evolve as SDOT deals with these circumstances.
COMMENT – you define critical root zone and it’s just a Seattle-based critical root zone (of half the drip
line). It’s going to confuse contractors doing other work. The concern is that there will be a construction
site that might protect according to the manual but then cut the rest of the roots on the drip line.
ANSWER – they will look at it closely.
QUESTION – if a homeowner is responsible for maintaining the tree in front of their house. They go get a
permit and have a site visit. If there is not tree service doing the work what happens?
ANSWER - then the homeowner has to conform to ANSI 300 and SDOT helps them accomplish that.
Street Tree Manual letter of recommendation – discussion and vote
Commissioners discussed the draft letter.
ACTION: A motion to approve the letter of recommendation as amended was made, seconded
and approved.
Green Seattle Partnership and Homeless Encampments – Doug Critchfield (Parks)
Doug Critchfield – manager of natural resources unit in Parks, which includes the GSP.
At any one time the parks system has a number of homeless encampments in natural areas.
Encampments vary in size from a couple people to 100 people. The MO has formed an interdepartmental
team to work on this. GSP’s involvement is on the restoration side, not the cleanup effort.
Resource Districts have to clean an area where there was an encampment. Natural Area Crew will help
restore the area that had an encampment in it.
Forest Stewards have been trained on what to do when they come upon an encampment. With passing
of the Legacy Plan funding levels will increase to:
- Capital $2.3M annually starting in 2016
- Maintenance $500K/year
We can now hire a second natural area crew.
Have currently 1,000 acres in restoration. Have done work on low hanging fruit. Will start doing more
contract work on wetlands and steep slope sites.
In Cheasty, there was an individual that impacted close to one acre with survival tactics while encamping.
With the Legacy Plan funding they are now able to maintain restored areas. The ultimate goal is to get to
a crew of 20 full time staff to maintain restored areas.
The Parks Legacy Plan created the Metropolitan Parks District. GSP was listed as one of the significant
initiatives in the plan. Goes up to $3M by 2020. Funding includes REET funding.
4

As the capital expenditure decreases they’ll have to petition for more maintenance dollars. Don’t have
the positions in place in order to petition now. People voted for a block of funding. How the funding is
allocated will shift when we get to the point of hiring more maintenance crews.
QUESTION – is encampment cleanup being funded with restoration dollars? There is a concern that
restoration dollars would go to policing. This is a wider city-wide concern.
ANSWER – if the encampment came back the cost comes out of the Districts. The encampment removal
doesn’t come out of the GSP. The restoration after encampments comes out of the O&M budget.
15% of the Resource District funding goes to encampment removal. There are 9 Resource Districts.
COMMENT – it’s an equity issue because one area will be spending more.
ANSWER- the IDT is working on figuring that out.
GET RESOURCE DISTRICTS BUDGET – DOUG WILL SEND TO SANDRA
COMMENT – would be helpful to show what piece of the budget is coming from General Fund vs.
Metropolitan Parks District. New funding was supposed to be in addition to current REET funding not to
replace current funding.
QUESTION: How is the timeline updated with the new funding?
ANSWER – without the parks district we were going to run out of funding in 2018. And that would have
extended the program’s timeline significantly because we were going to start getting invasives coming
back to sites we had already restored. Current funding would help the program comply with original
goal. To restore 2,500 acres by 2025.
COMMENT - What would you like from UFC?
ANSWER: Continued advocacy to keep the GSP funding allocated
PUT IN WORKPLAN TO CONFIRM THE FUNDING LEVELS FOR GSP. September would be the time to
advocate for maintenance of GF funding support.
Avenue of Street Trees letter to SDOT – review second draft and vote
ACTION: A motion to approve the letter of recommendation as written was made, seconded
and approved.
Amendment of UFC bi-laws RE: chair and vice-chair positions
The Commission discussed this issue and determined that there is no need to amend by-laws at this time.
New business and announcements
Adjourn
Public input
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From: Robert Kettle [mailto:kettlere@gmail.com]
Sent: Wednesday, November 05, 2014 11:52 AM
To: Pinto_de_Bader, Sandra
Cc: Terri Johnston; Dan Evans; Susan Allen
Subject: Concerned About 86 Trees In Queen Anne
Ms. Pinto de Bader,
Thank you for speaking with me about the Urban Forestry Commission. I appreciate your time and
support. Please forward as we discussed the following to the commission Urban Forestry Commission,
I am writing you today as a member of Future Queen Anne. Future Queen Anne is a group of neighbors in Queen
Anne who came together to support smart and sustainable development in keeping with the neighborhood
character and city goals. Our current focus is the redevelopment plan for the 2.5-acre Seattle Children's Home
(SCH) campus in Queen Anne. Our group also supports and believes in the protection of exceptional trees and
green canopy in our city and Queen Anne in particular by maintaining mature and diverse trees on the SCH site. The
campus is home to 86 trees on or adjacent to the campus of which 23 were assessed at the end of 2013 as
exceptional and healthy with one additional exceptional tree being assessed as unhealthy. Please see the attached
report from the developer's arborist for details.
Future Queen Anne supports developing the SCH campus that runs between 10th and 9th Avenues West off of
McGraw St on the west side of Queen Anne. Our concern is the height, bulk and scale of the planned 59
townhome/rowhouse project will put the trees at risk. The developer has taken input from the community to
change the original plans that had upwards to 66 homes on the site and adjusted the layout to avoid, for example,
taking out an exceptional cedar tree on 10th Ave. W. But more needs to be done to reduce the dense inner core of
the project in order to relieve the pressure on the trees along 9th and 10th.
Of concern today is a revised report from last month generated at the end of the long hot and dry summer that
states three of the exceptional trees on the site are either dead, wounded or have damaged roots negatively
impacting the developers ability to achieve the maximum FAR allowed. The report also states the grove of trees on
the site is no longer to be considered a grove of trees since some of the trees are on private property and some are
in the right-of-way. We believe the grove designation should remain. We will forward the revised larger sized
developer arborist report separately.
We are reaching out to the commission because of the importance of the SCH campus to the city's goals in the
2013 Seattle Urban Forest Stewardship Plan and with Seattle reLeaf program. In a Seattle reLeaf program briefing
to the city council in 2009 it was noted in a section about redeveloped parcels that, "single and multi-family
residential parcels represent the majority of the canopy decline on redeveloped parcels." The redevelopment of
SCH campus with its 2.5 acre size represents a potentially major loss of green canopy compared to a standard single
city lot redevelopment making the achieving the goal of 30% canopy cover for the city that much harder.
We are unable to attend today's commission meeting but look to attend next week's meeting and are available
to address any questions you may have. Thank you.
Best regards, Bob
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----------------------------Robert Kettle
KettleRE@gmail.com
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