SEATTLE URBAN FORESTRY COMMISSION
Weston Brinkley (Position #3 – University), Chair • Sandra Whiting (Position #2 – Urban Ecologist) Vice-Chair
Steve Zemke (Position #1 – Wildlife Biologist) • Sarah Rehder (Position #4 – Hydrologist)
Stuart Niven (Position #5 – Arborist – ISA) • Michael Walton (Position #6 – Landscape Architect – ISA)
Joshua Morris (Position #7 – NGO) • Andrew Zellers (Position #8 – Development)
Craig Johnson (Position # 9 – Economist) • Bonnie Lei (Position #10 – Get Engaged)
Whit Bouton (Position #11 – Environmental Justice) • Jessica Jones (Position # 12 – Public Health)
Shari Selch (Position # 13 – Community/Neighborhood)

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
May 1, 2019
Meeting Notes
Seattle Municipal Tower, Room 2750 (27th floor)
700 5th Avenue, Seattle

Attending
Commissioners
Weston Brinkley – Chair
Sandra Whiting – Vice-Chair
Whit Bouton
Craig Johnson
Jessica Jones
Bonnie Lei
Josh Morris
Stuart Niven
Shari Selch
Michael Walton
Steve Zemke (on the phone)
Absent- Excused
Sarah Rehder
Andrew Zellers

Staff
Sandra Pinto de Bader - OSE
Joe Markovich
Darren Morgan
Nolan Rundquist
Shane Dewald

Guests
Elijah Selch
Councilmember Sally Bagshaw
Daniel Strauss, Ali Penucci, Yolanda Ho
Public
Heidi Siegelbaum
Martha Baskin
Lance Young
Michael Oxman
Jessica Simpson

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
Public comment
Heidi Siegelbaum: She is interested in the code amendments to keep and grow trees in the city.
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Adoption of April 3 and April 10 meeting notes
ACTION: A motion to approve the April 3 meeting notes as written was made, seconded, and
approved.
ACTION: A motion to approve the April 10 meeting notes as written was made, seconded, and
approved.
SDOT briefing
Joe Markovich – He is acting UF manager at SDOT. He started with the City of Seattle back in 2005 as a tree
trimmer in Parks. Moved to SDOT as team lead and then supervisor.
SDOT’s mission: deliver a high-quality transportation system for Seattle
Vision: connected people, places and products
The Urban Forestry section is part of the Maintenance Operations Division.
They manage street trees along streets throughout Seattle; support property owner requests for permit
approval to plant, prune or remove street trees; provide design & construction direction for private and
public development projects. They also oversee design and construction of SDOT Major Projects and Capital
Improvements Projects; provide public information through outreach and education; by administering,
maintaining, protecting, and expanding Seattle’s urban landscape in the street right-of-way, SDOT Urban
Forestry maximizes economic, environmental, safety and aesthetic benefits for the public.
The Move Seattle levy provides $930 million transportation funding starting in 2016. It represents 30% of
Seattle’s transportation budget. Added $4.5 million street tree maintenance funding (over 9 years).
They have been updating their inventory. Seattle has between 230,000 and 250,000 street trees and SDOT
manages around 40,000 of those. The rest are managed by the abutting property owner.
NOTE: Meeting notes are not meant to capture the whole conversation. For more details, specifically for Q
and A, refer to the digital recording of the meeting at:
http://www.seattle.gov/urbanforestrycommission/meetingdocs.htm
They exceeded the annual target for most deliverables under the Move Seattle Levy. SDOT Urban Forestry
continuously plants street trees throughout the winter as it is the ideal time to plant trees for optimal
survival. Both 2018 and 2019 tree planting goals will be met by the end of April 2019. In addition to the levy
deliverables, UF crews plant trees in support of Seattle City Light Urban Tree Replacement program and Safe
Routes to School programs.
UF question: Do you irrigate all street trees?
Answer: They have been watering trees throughout the summer for at least 3 years. It’s better to water for 4
years. They have a summer tree watering program where all the SDOT-planted trees are watered (both Levy
funded and Capital Improvement Program trees). They water around 2,400 per week.
The Urban Forestry Section has the following offices:
- Landscape Architect’s office
o Design guidance for all private development beyond single family
o Design guidance, plan review for City-funded capital projects
o Lead representative on Right-of-way Improvements Manual (ROWIM), Standard Plans and
Specification updates
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o Plan Review for Major Utility Permits
o Construction inspection for all of the above
o Special projects
City Arborist Office
o Street tree and asset management (Inventory, analysis, tree selection)
o Policy development
o Customer service
o Street tree inspection, tree risk assessment, and work order generation
o Residential point of contact
Urban Forestry Operations
o Tree, landscape and irrigation maintenance
o 40,000+ street trees, 50+ irrigation systems, 120+ acres of landscapes
o Street tree and landscape maintenance (Pruning, planting, specialty tree maintenance)
o Customer Service related to SDOT owned trees
o Emergency Response including windstorms, snow and ice, and encampments
o Irrigation maintenance, winterization, emergency response
o Volunteer support

Design Review and trees (moved to a future date)
CM Bagshaw visit
CM Bagshaw is interested in hearing where there is consensus. Would like to hear from the UFC in terms of
what’s next.
She opened the conversation to hear from the UFC. Her committee meets twice a month and will take on
continue to work on updating tree regulations.
Core principles are beginning to coalesce:
6” threshold
Permit system
Required replacement
Fee in lieu – for instances
Improved enforcement
Continued use of exceptional tree protection
CM asked the UFC who is going to do the permitting and how much it’s going to cost. How many people is it
going to take a fully-loaded inspector would be $150K. How many do we need? This would require creating
a whole new shop in SDCI.
The UFC responded that they haven’t discussed the cost of a permit system.
Weston asked CM Bagshaw what public input she has received. She responded that she’s heard interest in
Natural capital valuation, canopy cover assessment and tree surveys.
Steve Z clarified that the natural capital assessment and tree survey are not necessary for the ordinance
update to move forward. He also mentioned that Portland charges $35 per permit. Keep it simple and make
adjustments as time goes on. A permit would help track information on tree loss and replacement. Ensure
that trees removed are replaced. The replacement requirement is based on the size of trees removed.
To keep compliance high, it would be very good to keep the cost for homeowners down.
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Central staff clarified that fee in lieu funds can only be used for planting and establishment. Can’t be used
for maintenance. Fines and penalties could support the permit function, but it’s not a reliable source of
funds.
UFC is looking at not using on-site inspection to lower cost. Complaint-based system is more costly.
Being Land-use legislation, it needs procedural work that might be tight with the timeline to finish this in
2019. Council goes into budget at the end of October. That’s the timeline
The UFC would like to co-create the ordinance and participate in the development of the new draft
ordinance.
The main difference in Portland is that there the UF department is separate from their development
department. In Seattle there is a contradiction in SDCI being in charge of developing the tree protection
ordinance.
UFC discussion on CM Bagshaw’s visit:
Debrief:
- Are the fees the sole funding of the program?
o Subsidize up front
o Find creative ways to think about the issue
- De-link the conversation about the fee to charge from how to keep the program effective
- UFC needs to be clear that it’s not their job to figure out how to fund it
- Ask SDOT how they went about making the decision to not charge for some of their permits. SDOT
is not a fee-supported department and their permit is a similar function to what we have said.
NOTE: Meeting notes are not meant to capture the whole conversation. For more details, listen to the
digital recording of the meeting at: http://www.seattle.gov/urbanforestrycommission/meetingdocs.htm
Public comment
Heidi – speaking in her personal capacity as a Seattle resident. She’s been tracking these issues for a long
time. Would like emphasis on tree retention. There is very low literacy about the benefits of trees and the
laws among residents. Restrict the definition of hazardous trees (invites gaming of the system). Revamp
definition of Exceptional trees (currently very narrow).
Martha Beskin – She lives in Ballard, and the number of trees being lost due to development is massive. She
is very puzzled by the lack of data for the last 10 years. In terms of fees, if people are taking trees down then
why is it such an issue with the fee?
Lance Young – works with TreePAC. Minimum lot coverage is key. Older trees sequester carbon more rapidly
than younger trees and environmental benefits increase over their lifetime only diminishing at the end of
their life. Other ideas he highlighted: Keep significant trees those being 6” or higher; limit number of trees
to be removed; set a minimum lot coverage (the problem is how to calculate it, which can be done with a
table to convert tree diameter and canopy size). Lake Forest Park does that. They require 58% canopy cover
for larger lots.
Michael Oxman – He is an arborist:
1. The formats of reports by the different departments can’t be compared
2. ADU appeal is happening now
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3. Green Elementary for the remodel said that it would not remove any trees (based on their SEPA) but
SPR removed a tree based on risk
4. Put together an annual conference
5. Where is the legal opinion about the fee in lieu legality? Has the City received an opinion from the
Law Department?
New Business
None
Adjourn
Public input:
See next page.
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From: David Moehring <dmoehring@consultant.com>
Sent: Monday, April 15, 2019 7:17 PM
To: Bagshaw, Sally <Sally.Bagshaw@seattle.gov>; info@jayinslee.com; Danielle Chastaine
<ppceditor@nwlink.com>; O'Brien, Mike <Mike.OBrien@seattle.gov>
Cc: reuven.carlyle@leg.wa.gov; Bruce D Carter <brucedcarter@hotmail.com>; Stephanie Ballard
(stephaniebridget@gmail.com) <stephaniebridget@gmail.com>; sdeforest@gmail.com
<sdeforest@foxrothschild.com>; lynnkathrynhogan@gmail.com; noel.frame@leg.wa.gov;
elka.petersonhorner@leg.wa.gov; kate.hoffman@leg.wa.gov; janistraven@comcast.net;
gael.tarleton@leg.wa.gov; Pinto de Bader, Sandra <Sandra.Pinto_de_Bader@Seattle.gov>
Subject: Re: Please see attached re opposition to backyard cottage zoning revision proposal. Thank you,
Bruce Carter, 3012 West Eaton, Seattle, 98199
Goodbye to single-family lots in Seattle; say hello to three residences per lot.
State Rep Joe Fitzgibbon's ENGROSSED SECOND SUBSTITUTE HOUSE BILL 1923 has passed the
State Senate.
Next step would be signing by Governor Inslee.
This will mean significant changes over time for Seattle and other cities across the State.
Is this good news?
Seattle Councilperson Mike O'Brien has been selling these 3-household 4,500+ square foot
developments without parking as simply little flats and cottages with existing homes to remain. Read the
fine print, however, as that's not what the proposal describes for Seattle or for the State of Washington.
There will be little luck enforcing that quaint vision on speculative developers who will buy single-family
lots and sell them at market rate pricing with each lot having up to three homeowners as a condominium.
Alternatively, non-resident owners may build three-unit apartments for rent, with one of the three units as
large as 50% of the lot area distributed on three floors.
What happens when private property is over-developed without designated areas for open space or
large tree protection? Answer: Local climate change. Unfortunately, Seattle's tree canopy within
single-family zones is estimated to be reduced from its current 28% coverage to approximately just 19%
(per Seattle's 2016 LiDAR study.) Seattle is already ranks 10th in the nation impacted by the local heat
island effect.
Sincerely,
David Moehring

https://crosscut.com/2018/10/seattles-decade-plus-backyard-cottage-fight-annotated
Sent: Friday, April 05, 2019 at 11:57 AM
From: "bruce carter" <brucedcarter@hotmail.com>
To: "gael.tarleton@leg.wa.gov" <gael.tarleton@leg.wa.gov>, "noel.frame@leg.wa.gov"
<noel.frame@leg.wa.gov>, "reuven.carlyle@leg.wa.gov" <reuven.carlyle@leg.wa.gov>,
"kate.hoffman@leg.wa.gov" <kate.hoffman@leg.wa.gov>, "elka.petersonhorner@leg.wa.gov"
<elka.petersonhorner@leg.wa.gov>
Cc: "janistraven@comcast.net" <janistraven@comcast.net>, "lynnkathrynhogan@gmail.com"
<lynnkathrynhogan@gmail.com>, "Stephanie Ballard (stephaniebridget@gmail.com)"
<stephaniebridget@gmail.com>, "sdeforest@gmail.com" <sdeforest@foxrothschild.com>
Subject: Please see attached re opposition to backyard cottage zoning revision proposal. Thank you, Bruce
Carter, 3012 West Eaton, Seattle, 98199
April 5, 2019
Representative Gael Tarleton
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Gael.Tarleton @leg.wa.gov
Representative Noel Frame
Noel.Frame@leg.wa.gov
Re: SB 5812 And HB 17972 relating to Accessory Dwelling Units
Dear Representatives Tarleton and Frame:
I am writing to request that you oppose SB 5812 (HB 17972) which would provide an unprecedented
revision in local zoning regulations which should best be left to local governments to address.
Seattle currently has provision for back yard cottages or mother-in-law apartments with requirements for
“off-street“ parking and owner occupancy. Concerns have been expressed about many of these being rented
into the AirBbB network. The Magnolia Community Council, of which I am a Past President, has supported
the existing ordinance and suggested that zoning revisions for increased multi-family density in our
neighborhood be located along existing bus lines (See attached letter).
More cost-effective housing would be multi-family along bus lines where building costs per square foot
would be less and access to schools and retail outlets could be readily achieved on foot. Public reports
suggest that there is currently an excess supply of new apartments, so there is no necessity to shoehorn
backyard cottage triplexes into existing single-family zoned neighborhoods.
Although the existing back yard cottage provisions have provided for added housing, the costs of this form
of housing preclude its use for the low-income housing that is so needed in Seattle. I am personally critical
of Seattle’s existing pro-developer policies which allow developers to build downtown towers without any
direct obligation to build and replace displaced low-income housing. Their contributions to city replacement
funds, dramatically less than requirements of other west coast cities, appear to be very ineffective
This bill also makes no accommodation for tree canopy loss - most prevalent within Seattle single-family
zoned lots containing 63% of tree canopy across all the land of Seattle. This bill will ultimately reduce
Seattle’s urban canopy cover from the 30% target down to less than 20%. This bill will increase the effects of
urban heat islands within the city (Seattle 2016 LiDAR Study) Seattle is the 10th worst in the nation.
This bill also increased density throughout Seattle to 3 dwellings per single family lot- matching or exceeding
density for low rise multifamily requirements.
This bill allows for remote and foreign investment by not requiring the current provision for minimum
owner- occupancy in at least 1 of 3 residences per property. This bill also removes currently required parking
spaces from the lot into the street which would have the effect of increasing street parking well beyond
existing 85% average capacity. Although there is talk of many new carless households in the new urban
Seattle, auto registration growth statistics have not supported this overly optimistic notion.
Thus, I request that you vote against the proposed backyard cottage bill and leave these local decisions to
local officials who should be directly answerable to their constituents.
Respectfully Submitted,
Bruce D. Carter
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Attorney at Law (Emeritus)
3012 West Eaton Street
Seattle, WA 98199
Tel: 206-285-5556
C: 206-794-0975
Cc w/enclosure
Senator Reuven Carlyle
Reuven.Carlyle@Wa.leg.gov
---From: Carolyn Rodenberg <carolynrodenberg@mindspring.com>
Sent: Monday, April 29, 2019 9:54 AM
To: Pinto de Bader, Sandra <Sandra.Pinto_de_Bader@Seattle.gov>
Cc: Lynn Fitz-Hugh <lynn.fitzhugh@earthlink.net>
Subject: Comments for the Urban Forestry Commission Meeting of May 1, 2019
CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you
recognize the sender and know the content is safe.

Hello Sandra,
I was hoping the following could be shared with the Urban Forestry Commission in advance
of their meeting on Wednesday.
Dear Members of the Urban Forestry Commission,
I understand you have been working on best measurement and tree replacement practices
in recent meetings, and that this Wednesday you will be adopting your meeting notes of
April 3rd and 10th which reference these efforts.
We in the Tree Keepers Alliance developed a tree measurement and replacement system several
months ago for the MHA Tree Amendment and realized that we had not yet shared it with you. So
while the MHA has been passed, we share it with you now in a spirit of collaboration, hoping that
you might be able to make use of in your ongoing work.
Our main concern is the paradigm that old, large trees can simply be replaced with new, small trees. All of
the values trees bring are MUCH greater when coming from big trees, rather than small ones.

Thank you for your ongoing efforts to protect our trees - one of our most important public
health infrastructures.
Carolyn Rodenberg,
Queen Anne Hill
Tree Keepers Alliance Steering Committee
--
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From: Cynthia Slate <cynthiaslate@gmail.com>
Sent: Tuesday, April 30, 2019 8:19 AM
To: Pinto de Bader, Sandra <Sandra.Pinto_de_Bader@Seattle.gov>
Subject: Re: New documents posted on the Urban Forestry Commission website
CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you
recognize the sender and know the content is safe.

Thank you SandraCould you share this example. This lot had one tree, it was twinned and it might have been exceptional, but
it’s gone. They just removed. I even spoke to them about their lovely tree and told them it was probably 70
to 80 years old. Within 6 months they removed it.
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On Tue, Apr 30, 2019 at 7:12 AM Pinto de Bader, Sandra <Sandra.Pinto_de_Bader@seattle.gov> wrote:
Thank you for your email, Cynthia.
I have shared it with the Urban Forestry Commission.

Sandra Pinto de Bader | Environmental Sustainability Policy Advisor| Seattle Office of Sustainability and
Environment | (206) 684-3194
From: Cynthia Slate <cynthiaslate@gmail.com>
Sent: Tuesday, April 30, 2019 12:21:22 AM
To: Pinto de Bader, Sandra
Subject: Re: New documents posted on the Urban Forestry Commission website
CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you
recognize the sender and know the content is safe.

Regarding the diagram for removals-seems like we dropped a criteria. Are we not requiring Single Family
Lots to have a minimum canopy cover?
I thought the new protections being written had a requirement for Single Family lots to have to be covered
with at least 35% tree cover?
If this is the property’s only tree for the last three years and say this gets them to 36% tree cover, then they
should not be able to remove it. Even if it is not exceptional.
SFZ have to protect our urban forest. We need them to hold a minimum cover of 33% -at least if they don’t
have a DADU. No permit should be issued that would give less than 33% canopy cover unless they are
developing the property.
Cynthia
-From: Lance Young <lance_young@yahoo.com>
Sent: Tuesday, April 30, 2019 3:29 PM
To: Pinto de Bader, Sandra <Sandra.Pinto_de_Bader@Seattle.gov>
Subject: Seattle Tree Code Draft, should keep the minimum canopy coverage requirements!
CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you
recognize the sender and know the content is safe.
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Hi Sandra
Would you please share this email with the Urban Forestry Commission.
Thank You
Lance Young
++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++
To: Urban Forestry Commission c/o sandra.pinto_de_bader@seattle.gov
Subject: Seattle Tree Code Draft, should keep the minimum canopy coverage requirements!
First let me thank all of you for your continued work to refine an stronger and more effective and
understandable tree code for Seattle. Times have changed since the first tree codes where written.
We now have eminent environmental concerns form global warming, in city heat island effects, a
lack of wildlife habitat and near continuous metropolitan area in the Puget Sound region. Our tree
code needs to be updated to keep up with the urgent environmental needs of our region and beyond.
There are several areas of the last draft (D7) tree code that need work but I understand many have
been working diligently to refine significant tree size definitions, maximum number of trees
removable in one year, simplifying/redefining canopy coverage to DBH (diameter at standard
height) ET-cetera. All of which would be more easily understood and used by a typical homeowner.
I wanted to focus on only one area In the work being done to redraft and encourage passage of a
revised tree code.
The latest tree code draft established Minimum Tree Canopy Cover as a percentage of lot size,
which is difficult to determine without an aerial drone (or consultant with one) at your disposal. So
current efforts are to go back to providing a maximum number of significant trees that can be
removed per year. The problem with removal minimums is that over time all the trees can be
removed from a lot if this is the intent of the owner. In our neighborhood we have a homeowner who
was perhaps born in an era when trees in your yard meant you were living in the boonies and a lawn
and picket fence meant you were living in a nice neighborhood. This neighbor removed the
maximum number of trees when they bought into the area three big approximately 24" Douglas firs.
Now just five years later they have removed three more one of which was about 30" DBH all still
legal without requiring a permit and only leaving a fraction of the original stately grove that used to
stand here. In another three years the remainder could be removed without serious consequence. Our
new tree code should somehow discourage people from buying homes in a forested area if they don't
want the trees.
In addition the minimum lot coverage should remain in the revised tree code. To make it consistent
with the redefinition from canopy coverage to DBH (diameter at standard height) a conversion table
could be provided to convert the percentage canopy to a summation of DBH for significant trees
standing on the lot. As it turns out there is a study (see attached) that shows there is surprisingly, a
liner relationship between DBH and canopy coverage (and between DBH and tree height). This
study was done for a savanna revegetation project in Nigeria, but provides a basis for a conversion
table between minimum canopy coverage and total DBH per lot size. So establishing a conversion
table with a minimum summation of DBH diameters of significant trees would be fairly simple. For
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example, say establishing a five percent (sum of DBH's) of the minimum coverage required in the
section 25.11.080 table would provide the following:
1. A 5,000 sq. ft. single Family lot requires 33% canopy (x5%) gives 8.5" of significant trees DBH's
2. A 10,000 sq.ft. single family lot with 33% canopy (x5%) requires 16.5" of DBH
3. A 20,000 sq.ft multifamily at 20% coverage would require 20" of DBH, or four trees of 5-6"
DBH.
This is a fairly easy to interpret minimum goal for homeowners to interpret and would work toward
the goals established in the most recent Seattle Urban Forest Stewardship Plan.
One final issue is that the current code (Section 25.11.020) also exempts several city agencies from
the oversight systems established in the new tree code. The Department of Transportation has their
own system of preservation requirements, but Parks and City Light should not be exempted from
oversight. This oversight can provide a second set of eyes looking at any developments, or
significant tree removals on public property, just as we are trying to prevent these removals on
private property.
Thank you for your consideration
Lance Young
ITTPS; Interurban Trail Tree Preservation Society, and Tree PAC
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From: Lance Young <lance_young@yahoo.com>
Sent: Thursday, May 02, 2019 8:00 AM
To: Pinto de Bader, Sandra <Sandra.Pinto_de_Bader@Seattle.gov>
Subject: Seattle Tree Code Comments, follow up
CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you
recognize the sender and know the content is safe.

To: Urban Forestry Commission c/o sandra.pinto_de_bader@seattle.gov
Subject: Seattle Tree Code Comments, follow up
At the last commission meeting I mentioned a good article in The Guardian about how large trees
actually accelerated their growth rate as they get older (that article is attached). According to the
international research team a single big tree can add as much carbon in a year as a mid sized tree has
in it's entire lifetime. The study also shows that while old growth trees (>100cm DBH) comprise just
6% of Western US Forests they contributed 33% of the annual forest mass growth. Quite surprising
findings given past preconceptions. This article highlights why it is so important to retain older
larger trees.
The study attached to my last email entitled "The Relationship Between Canopy Width, Height and
Trunk Size..." was quite technical and pretty heavy on the math. The important take away I thought
was that they found there is a direct and linear relationship between a trees DBH and both its height
and canopy width. This would then presumably allow a homeowner to measure the trunk diameter of
a tree and determine a good approximation of its canopy volume. The mathematics would be too
much to ask of homeowners but a simple table using an average conversion ratio would be easy
enough to use for just about anyone. This would be a simple way to keep minimum lot coverage
requirements in our new revised tree code. The reason for retaining these minimum limitations is of
course because; if homeowners are allowed to remove one/two trees a year they could theoretically
remove all or most of their significant trees in just a few years.
I also mentioned the minimum canopy coverage requirements in Lake Forest Park's tree code
Section 16.14.070 which are:
Single Family lots > 15,000 sq. ft. ?????? ?????? 58%
Single Family 10k-15k sq. ft. ?????? ?????? ?????? ?????? 39%
Single Family < 10,000 sq. ft. ?????? ?????? ?????? ?????? 28%
Multifamily ?????? ?????? ?????? ?????? ?????? ?????? ?????? ?????? ?????? ?????? ?????? ?? 15%
Commercial ?????? ?????? ?????? ?????? ?????? ?????? ?????? ?????? ?????? ?????? ?????? 15%
Other Zones ?????? ?????? ?????? ?????? ?????? ?????? ?????? ?????? ?????? 5%-15%
Lake Forest Park also has an introduction to their tree code which would be important to add to our
tree code since it provides a plain English purpose for the code and why it is important. It also
provides future readers some insight into the Framers objectives.
Now for the feel good story! I ran across this wonderful restoration article recently about a famous
photographer and his wife who retired to his native Brazil back in the 90's, only to find the tropical
rain-forests gone. Over the next 20 years they planted 2 million trees and found that in their little
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restoration zone all the animals came back too: 172 bird species, 33 mammal species, amphibians,
reptiles ... See the link below for the photo essay.

https://www.boredpanda.com/brazilian-couple-recreated-forest-sebastiao-leila-salgadoreforestation/?utm_source=facebook&utm_medium=social&utm_campaign=BPFacebook&fbclid=I
wAR3SOuvf_mXPqVwaKW-53xwiy8flSPdOCXmt8QgV6A58KzexYC_HYEEOIw8

Thank you for your continuing work for trees!
Lance Young
ITTPS; Interurban Trail Tree Preservation Society, and Tree PAC
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From: David Moehring <dmoehring@consultant.com>
Sent: Thursday, May 02, 2019 5:45 AM
To: PRC <PRC@seattle.gov>
Cc: Pinto de Bader, Sandra <Sandra.Pinto_de_Bader@Seattle.gov>; Marcus Green
<mgreen@seattletimes.com>; DOT_LA <DOT_LA@seattle.gov>; Suzanne Grant
<suzanne@grantharper.net>; SCI_Code_Compliance <SCI_Code_Compliance@seattle.gov>; Pederson, Art
<Art.Pederson@seattle.gov>; DOT_SeattleTrees <Seattle.Trees@seattle.gov>;
cory.crocker@udistrictsquare.org; rick@bigtimebrewery.com
Subject: Exceptional Tree removals
CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you
recognize the sender and know the content is safe.
Keep us informed.

There is something suspicious happening today at a LR1 zoned house and the trees surrounding it
(including 3 exceptional trees) at 4711 8th Ave NE in the U-District. How will two homes be built in the
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back yard when there is no access for equipment without knocking out the trees along the street?
The developer appears to be Alex Mason, who is becoming infamous for his proposals to demolish a
houses including axing an exceptional tree or two. In addition to the above, Mr. Mason is responsible for:
• 2813 4th Ave W
• 2000-2010 Thorndyke Ave W (3032564-LU);
Seeing the site development plans on the Seattle SDCI EDMS web page, we are fearful that the trees are
going to be cut down at all three addresses. In at least two of these three Mason-project cases, the
removal of trees is not necessary to achieve the allowed density and simply lack of environmentallyconscience design and decision-making.
Please advise what will be done to stop the reckless abandon of Seattle's key environmental resource:
Large trees.

David Moehring AIA
Member, TreePAC 🌲🌲
https://treepac.org/read-it-and-weep/
Dmoehring@consultant.com

SUPPORTING NOTES:
Adding the duplex in the backyard of this lot 4711 (getting permit to divide into two lots, 4709 and 4711)
is only possible by taking out at least the huge tree. There are three significant trees on this lot (original
lot address is 4711). The two permits #6692776-CN and #6717897-CN do not reference these protected
trees. We are concerned the developer will not honor the trees, and cut them down since there is no
record of the trees being protected. How can we get it on record that these three trees are not to be cut
down if the next phase is to demolish the current house? A tree can be cut down in less than a day, and
then it is too late.
There is currently an arborist report and plans that note two exceptional trees on the property. Please post
these arborist reports to be transparent on all three projects! In the last six months, it is clearly evident
and unfortunate that SDCI planners are posting less documents on the public website. These Department
are working in Shame for they know the public is aware of the tactics to avoid implementing the principles
of tree protections.
However, I will verify the sizes of the trees and make sure all relevant codes are followed. There are times
when the Seattle Municipal Code
Trees cannot be removed if permits are not yet issued by SDCI or SDOT. So if we see any work starting,
we will try calling the Code Compliance number (206) 615-0808 complain and trust an inspector will be
sent. Why tree protection must be complaint-based is questionable. This is not the best way to make sure
that the trees are not illegally removed. We need notices on trees being removed!
Why should Code Compliance be geared towards complaints from Seattle residents, but so often they
come out and affect no change saying it’s per plans or -- if not permitted -- neglect to assess and apply
appropriate penalties.
Seattle tree protection 2 for 1 replacement is completely unacceptable to compensate for the impacts on
our environment. The very least is wood for wood and best case is always basal replacement. For a tree
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the likes of the massive tulip tree (in the Seattle Times article) that would result in the possibility of
replacing over 100 new trees. Even NYC’s grossly inadequate and tree-abusing Parks Department uses
basal replacement (the reason for this is the $$ since the contractor can elect to plant the trees the
formula dictates or give Parks the money and the trees never get planted out - have seen this on many
jobs personally and confirmed from colleagues). We are attaching a pdf of this formula for lawmakers and
policy makers to seriously consider.

Also, Why is there a unit lot being proposed that exceeds the code-allowed maximum of 6 sides?
Why cannot the existing trees on the solar-shading south end of this development be retained?
For the non-compliant plans at 2000 Thorndyke Ave W
Seattle, WA 98199
(Backhoe on site yesterday), see:
http://web6.seattle.gov/dpd/edms/GetDocument.aspx?id=3820427
I hate to suggest this, but we need our city stewards to do their jobs: protect our tree canopy per the
mayor's Executive Order! Please!
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