Urban Forestry Commission (UFC)
December 7, 2011
Meeting Notes
Seattle Municipal Tower Room 2750
700 5th Avenue, Seattle
3:00 p.m. – 5:00 p.m.
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
Attending
Commissioners
Matt Mega (MM) – chair
Tom Early (TE)
Gordon Bradley (GB)
John Floberg (JF)
Jeff Reibman (JR)
Peg Staeheli (PS)
Nancy Bird (NB)

Staff
Sandra Pinto de Bader (SPdB) - OSE
Dave LaClergue (DL) - DPD
Public
Steve Zemke (SZ)
Margaret Thouless (MT)

Absent- Excused
John Small (JS)

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
Call to Order

MM – let’s get started

Public comment
SZ – Look at the Street Tree ordinance so that it is consistent with the overall tree ordinance.
This ordinance could be included inside the other, more general one. Definitions need to be
included for: tree canopy, drip line. There should be a requirement to replace street trees
removed (either on site or elsewhere to compensate for the loss of canopy). This should be an
official City-policy. Sign posted on trees to be removed as well as on line so people have an idea
of the magnitude of removals. Support the effort of SDOT that arborist doing the work have
some kind of qualification and do some monitoring. Add a provision that people that are
arborist sign a statement saying that they are familiar with City ordinances.
MT – This is a problem we’ve had on the Burke Gilman trail where we are trying to increase tree
canopy. The 1998 Vegetation Management Plan (VMP) there is a section that only allows for
blackberries to be removed when they affect trees. We removed blackberries and one of the
neighbors complained to Parks. We had to leave a section with blackberries. How does one get
a VMP changed?
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PS – I would like to talk about this issue at a future meeting.
SPdB – I have scheduled a meeting with Mark Mead to talk about this. I would like to have the
opportunity to do that and then come back and report.
Approval of November 2 and November 9 minutes
ACTION: A motion was made to approve the November 2 meeting notes as written.
The motion was seconded and carried.
ACTION: A motion was made to approve the November 9 meeting notes as written.
The motion was seconded and carried.
Yesler Terrace redevelopment briefing – Dave LaClergue (DPD)
PS – I’m working on this project and will not be part of the conversation.
DL – Thank you for having me here today. I would like to talk about the Yesler Terrace
redevelopment. We are getting close to having a draft proposal for public review and to submit
to Council. Trees and landscape and stormwater are pieces of the puzzle. I would like to
JF – This is for our interest. There is no expected outcome?
DL – I don’t have a specific ask. Part of the proposal is a tree protection plan and I expect that is
something that is of interest for the UFC. I will welcome comments from the Commission.
Dave gave a presentation on the project. 33 acre site owned by the Seattle Housing Authority. It
was the first racially integrated public housing development in the country. Built in the late
1930’s. Today it provides housing for 561 extremely low income households (below 30% of
median income). Very high immigrant population. Units were build to have a 50-year life span
and we are beyond it.
GB – there are currently 500 units and it’s going to 5,000?
DL – it’s a substantial increase in density. It’s going from 2-soty buildings to 6-7 stories and 1213 high rise buildings.
JF – there is a difference in the footprint
DL – There will be a 30-35% increase of impervious surfaces. The requirements are 561
replacement units, 290 for very low income and one moderate income unit per 3.4 market rate
units, a green loop, three pocket parks and pedestrian connections.
Tree protection: there are lots of trees in Yesler Terrace. Canopy cover is 24% with a lot of
exceptional trees and valuable trees (10, 15, 20” DBH). There were many topped trees under
utilities. SHA did an inventory of trees on site. Developed a tree protection plan with 40 trees
slated for preservation.
NB – which properties will belong to SHA?
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DL – they don’t know at this point. They are waiting for the re-zoning. Might not know until
each block develops. This is a 15-20 year build out. Tier 1 trees are to be preserved (they are
healthy and in a good location); tier 2 trees are healthy and might be feasible to preserve.
Replacement will not necessarily take place on the same parcel. All replacements are for
comparable size trees at maturity.
NB – appreciate the contingency especially in this market. But tier 1 trees should be mandated
to be preserved.
DL – need to recognize the reality. Can’t guarantee a healthy tree today will continue to be
healthy in the future.
JR – a 10:1 replacement policy will be preferable compared to the cost to preserve trees. There
are a lot of issues with excavation and other building staging processes, that will make
preservation difficult. Add financial incentives to replacement at current functioning value.
JF – There should be a monitoring and maintenance plan for new plantings which are more
vulnerable.
JR – Have to consider marketability of the project.
NB – High Point created new standards. Yesler Terrace could set new standards for tree
preservation.
JR – Besides preserving the trees preserve the area to be able to plant another tree there if the
original tree dies or comes down in a storm.
MM – tree replacement plan for years out when trees start to die
JR – Have talked about incentivizing major institutions to create forest management plans for
their institutions
DL – Green Factor requirements will also apply
NB – Green Factor is light on trees
DL – DPD did change the Green Factor scoring based on UFC feedback.
MM – maybe mitigation would be to re-plant in downtown.

3

4

5

Urban Forest Management Plan update recommendation to IDT – continues
SPdB – the group working on the UFMP update has created a schedule to comply will all
deadlines. I have sent out a schedule for UFC involvement in the discussion of policy issues.
I already heard from Peg and Gordon. Tom, Nancy, and John F are participating in the
December 12 meeting on canopy cover goals by geography. I will keep this agenda item
recurring in all agendas to make sure UFC is kept in the loop on progress towards the first draft.
PS – I did play around with the canopy cover calculator.
NB – I have it but there is not a way to play with it by geography. It’s mainly by land use.
PS – I would recommend we make it up. Take the same square footage in a spreadsheet. Know
your habitat corridors and make some simple math diagram.
NB – you can use the land use setup and set some policy within it.
PS – keep it very simple.
Street Tree Ordinance recommendation – possible vote

SPdB – I sent out a document that captured all the comments made by Commissioners in the last couple
of conversations about the Street Tree Ordinance. I think we have enough information to start putting
together a recommendation.
PS – I misplaced the actual ordinance.
SPdB – I have it here. They are expecting comment from the public in early January.

PS – Can we write some things?
SPdB – I can capture the notes and send them out.
PS – hazardous tree definition and rating. Define the term supervise and supervision. The term public
place. Redefine the term Street Tree.
Discussion took place about ideas for the recommendation. Sandra captured that in the notes below.
January 20 – deadline for public comment
Definitions: 15024.6 (page 5)
Hazardous tree (and include a rating scale/system and thresholds)
Supervise and supervision (on site)
Public place – clarify because there are public places not controlled by SDOT. Give examples of what’s not
considered a public place.
Street tree
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Pruning – Recommendation for clarifying major pruning section; include mitigation (including utilities).
Revisit the power and franchise issue (in view of the reality that many necessary practices to keep trees
from power lines results in detrimental effect to the health of the tree – replacement and/or mitigation.
If in order to maintain the integrity of power line there is a detrimental effect on the tree the utility needs
to consult with SDOT’s City Arborist.
Mitigation to occur elsewhere? To stay within a neighborhood zone.
Automatic trigger when utilities ‘top’ a tree.
Do SCL contractors have to get pruning permit? St use permit or decal?
NOTE: In UFMP update – talk about ROW
Tie ROW trees to UFMP – for utilities ‘hedging’ practices
Utilities should change policy on trees in ROW, remove trees and replace them. Issue with privately
maintained trees in ROW.
Yakima v. Shaw (sp?) on ownership
Ownership and damage – power, public sewer, storm drain, sidewalks and pavement… in one paragraph
is confusing because it’s too broad. NOTE: this is an old rule…
Peg and Tom will work on putting the notes in a letter format for vote at next week’s meeting.

New business and announcements

MM – are there any announcements or other items?
PS – I would like to put in the agenda this issue with the blackberries?
SPdB – I have scheduled a meeting with Mark Mead from Parks to talk about this. I would like to have
the opportunity to talk to him first and then report back.
MM – Sounds good. Let’s look at it in a couple of meetings.

Adjourn
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