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SEATTLE URBAN FORESTRY COMMISSION 
Leif Fixen, Chair • Tom Early, Vice-Chair  

Gordon Bradley • Donna Kostka • Richard Martin • 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  
 

April 1, 2015 
Meeting Notes 

Seattle Municipal Tower, Room 2750 (27th floor) 
700 5th Avenue, Seattle 

 
Attending  
Commissioners  Staff  
Leif Fixen - chair Sandra Pinto de Bader - OSE 
Tom Early – vice chair Garret Farrell - Parks 
Donna Kostka Deb Brown - Parks 
Joanna Nelson de Flores  
Richard Martin   
Erik Rundell Public 
Steve Zemke Joel DeJong 
 Jay Gairson 
Absent- Excused Linda Murtfeldt 
Gordon Bradley Patricia Naumann 
Jeff Reibman Sarah Welch 
  
  
 
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 
 
Extended Public comment 
Jay Gairson – Have been doing restoration in Cheasty. He sent a detailed letter early in the week. He 
supports the letter of recommendation regarding the Arboretum’s multi-use Trail project.   
Patricia Naumann – Might want to comment later. 
Sarah Welch – She is part of the group Friends of Cheasty. She would like to encourage the Commission to 
send a follow up letter. The Parks Board will be hosting a hearing and it would be important for them to get 
the Commission’s point of view on the Mountain Bike pilot program. Thank you for visiting the site.  
Joel DeJong – Thanks to everyone that came out to the Cheasty tour. Hopefully, the Commission got a good 
idea of the space and the neighborhood.  
 
 
 

http://www.seattle.gov/urbanforestrycommission/meetingdocs.htm
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Adoption of March 4 meeting notes 
ACTION:  A motion to approve the March 4 meeting notes as amended was made, seconded, and 
approved.  
 

Cheasty Mountain Bike Pilot Project discussion 
- Tour debrief 

Richard looked at the GeoTech report. He is concerned that the hydrology of the site has not been 
considered. He immediately noticed that by walking the space and looking at the wetland areas. Two 
geotech reports have been issued but they don’t have real hydrology data gathered. They make 
assumptions that might not have been proven. Hydrological conditions are important to be established. 
Especially when looking at the work that will need to get done to support bridges and paths for the pilot 
project.  If designed properly, these issues could be addressed but it could be that once the hydrology 
assessment is done existing hydrology conditions might preclude the construction of paths. It’s in the 
project’s benefit to do a hydrology assessment prior to getting to the design phase.  
 

- Review April 2014 Recommendation 
The Commission reviewed the April 2014 letter of recommendation.  
 

- Mountain Bike Pilot Project discussion 
A draft letter of recommendation to the Mayor and Council about Cheasty Mountain Bike Pilot Project was 
prepared by Donna Kostka. Donna was asked why a second letter was necessary at this time. She replied 
that slope instability is the most dominant environmental question at the Cheasty site. Proposed use of 
stabilizing pins 8 feet or more long indicates the soil can never be put back to its 2015 condition, if the pilot 
is considered a failure. Environmental impacts of mountain bike trails recently caused Portland, OR to ban 
mountain biking on these trails. And the National Park Service requires a full environmental impact 
statement to be done on any proposed mountain bike trails in national Parks.  
 
Commissioners discussed and expressed their opinions on this project. The Commission is split on this 
issue. This could be an opportunity for more and diverse people to experience natural areas in a different 
way. Not everyone is going to be excited about listening to birds and getting people into the forest. The 
issue between hiking vs. biking is not really the problem. After reading all the letters that came in there are 
arguments that state that bike impacts are not necessarily more impactful than pedestrians.   
 
Tom went out and walked the site. He could see there was a concern for habitat fragmentation.  All the 
reading he did referred to 100 acres. Cheasty is already a fragment. One of the core beliefs is not to do any 
more fragmentation. In terms of the overall canopy cover goal, this pilot could be a good way to get a 
couple groups that care about these restoration areas to collaborate. This letter should be tabled for now.  
 
This is an already impacted site due to homeless encampments. Not doing anything is not possible. The 
project supports stewardship of the site.  
 
NOTE: For the full conversation details please listen to the meeting recording.  
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ACTION:  A motion to table the draft letter at this point in time was made, seconded, and 
approved.  (5-2) Steve Zemke and Donna Kostka voted against. 
 
ACTION: A motion was made to send a letter to Parks Board expressing the hydrologist’s 
concerns for the site.   
 

Richard will look at current policy and will put together a draft for discussion.  
 
Environmentally Critical Areas Ordinance – Sandra will invite DPD to brief the Commission.  
 

Moving forward Sandra will place a disclaimer on all draft letters of recommendation saying:   
MATERIAL PREPARED FOR DISCUSSION BY THE URBAN FORESTRY COMMISSION. 

THIS DELIBERATIVE DOCUMENT DOES NOT REFLECT THE OPINION OF THE URBAN FORESTRY COMMISSION 
AND MAY OR MAY NOT MOVE FORWARD TO VOTE. 

 
- Report on visit with Parks Board – Tom and Steve 

The UFC will continue to weigh in at the policy level by participating in Parks’ revised use guidelines 
process. The Parks Board and the PTA have been providing input to Parks.  
 
Arboretum Mixed-Use Trail letter of recommendation – review and possible vote  
Steve Zemke proposed an amendment to add a point: the Commission urges the Arboretum to re-design 
this project to save as many large trees as possible by utilizing the existing trail.  
 
Garret Farrell (Parks) – the pathway being put in uses pathways that were pre-existing. There are entire 
sections that were irrigated and fell off the map with respect to the collection. The trail was designed to try 
to connect from 31st to the visitor center, forming a loop with Arboretum Drive. They did a lot of work to 
remove fill material from the creek to daylight the creek and provide access to several sections of the 
collection. Gravel is not maintainable for all sections of the trail. The original routing focused on the 
collection. The collection has priority over the native matrix. They worked the trail to preserve as many 
large caliper trees as possible. Have done an intensive effort to move some trees and also to propagate 
those that can’t be moved. Have done a tremendous amount of groundwork and ground proofing all the 
road work.  
 
UFC question: will you take away the existing trail that is along the road?  
Response: the new trail will parallel a portion of the existing trail and then will connect with some of the 
existing paths. Many paths will remain. The 14 foot path is very curvy and it will be all-weather surface with 
gentle ups and downs.  
 
UFC comment regarding exempting Parks for existing City tree protection regulations:  
The project is being run by a public entity (Parks) which provides for the public good. Agencies are 
exempted from some regulations because they are doing work for the greater good of the community. 
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If we are asking developers to comply with regulations, even though they are providing for the greater 
good (housing) but then exempting public agencies from complying that might create a public perception 
problem. It’s important to be aware of public perception. 
 
Removing native trees impacts native wildlife. The Arboretum is not just a collection of plants but it 
includes wildlife.  
 
Leif will produce a second draft of the letter for UFC consideration at the first May meeting.  
 
New business and announcements 
 
Tom – New business – SCL pruned trees. Debating in his mind, are they providing the canopy cover or is it a 
bigger detriment by keeping wrong tree in the wrong place or disfiguring trees. Maybe propose a study.  
 
Sandra will send to the Commission the Richardson/Moskal papel on Seattle canopy cover. 
 
Mayor’s visit. Commissioners will talk about priorities: 
Introductions 
Mayor remarks 
Urban Forest Stewardship Plan 

- Canopy Cover 
- Monitoring 

Public trees 
- Green Seattle Partnership 
- 2 for 1 tree replacement policy 

Private trees 
- DPD ordinance 

 
Donna, Steve, and Joanna participated in Parks’ focus groups regarding the Revised Use Guidelines for 
Greenbelts and Natural Areas.  
 
Steve – One focus group member from Goodwill was excited to open up these areas to the public. The 
majority considered these areas to be Seattle’s jewels and want them protected. Parks doesn’t seem to 
believe that providing habitat for wildlife is a valid use. They seem to be more focused on active uses. There 
was some discussion about keeping some of these areas as ‘forever wild’ but nobody in the group was 
advocating for no people.  
 
Joanna – Her focus group was a bit more divided. Groups were interested in youth engagement and 
providing access. People provided very high-level feedback. The conversation around opening these spaces 
out was divided in terms of what ‘opening up’ means.  Maybe produce a check list that would help Parks 
make a recommendation: canopy cover impact, wildlife impacts, and hydrology issues. The focus group 
didn’t get past the initial debate.  
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Donna – was amazed at how they avoided some of the hard issues. They wanted to keep it at a different 
level.  
 
Adjourn 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Public input 
 
From: Patricia Naumann [mailto:patnaumann@msn.com]  
Sent: Monday, March 30, 2015 12:41 AM 
To: Pinto_de_Bader, Sandra 
Cc: Sarah Welch 
Subject: Cheasty Acquistion 
 
Hi Sandra,  
 
I don't think I can provide crystal clarity or a confident summation, but I hope some help.   
Here's the lineage as I see it:  
 ORDINANCE 83104 --  June 1954  --  http://clerk.seattle.gov/~archives/Ordinances/Ord_83104.pdf 
Cheasty parcel (29.9237 acres) was passed from the Public Housing Administration to the City "for 
corporate uses" using Emergency Funding, and then once conveyed it was temporarily placed under the 
jurisdiction of the Building Department.    At some point along the line, it either transfered to Executive 
Services, or the "Building Department" becomes Executive Services. 

• RES 27852  -- September 1988 -- Mayor's recommended OPEN SPACE POLICIES --
http://clerk.seattle.gov/~archives/Resolutions/Resn_27852.pdf 

• RES 28350 -- September 1991 -- Adopting URBAN TRAILS POLICY as part of the OPEN SPACE POLICY 
Policy http://clerk.seattle.gov/~archives/Resolutions/Resn_28350.pdf 

• RES 28653 --  February 08, 1993 --  http://clerk.seattle.gov/~archives/Resolutions/Resn_28653.pdf 

Adopting a GREENSPACES POLICY and DESIGNATED GREENSPACES as part of the City's OPEN SPACES 
Policies.  Policies: Attachment A; Maps of Designated Greenspaces: Attachment B.  The large Cheasty parcel 
is not mapped but parcels surrounding it are.   
"Greenspaces, with their natural environmental qualities, will be used only for low-impact activities, and will 
complement the City's parks and recreation system where open spaces may be used in a more active 
manor."  [Attachment A Paragraph 2]   

http://clerk.seattle.gov/~archives/Ordinances/Ord_83104.pdf
http://clerk.seattle.gov/~archives/Resolutions/Resn_27852.pdf
http://clerk.seattle.gov/~archives/Resolutions/Resn_28350.pdf
http://clerk.seattle.gov/~archives/Resolutions/Resn_28653.pdf
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"Greenspaces shall include those areas previously identified as Greenbelts or Natural Areas."  [Attachment 
A Paragraph 4] 
"The City Council may consider proposed amendments to Designated Greenspaces when the proposed 
amendment is included in an adopted functional plan, neighborhood plan or other open spaces related 
plans/programs." [Implementation Guideline 5] 
"The site is suitable for low-intensity recreation, such as walking trails, nature study, informal play areas, or 
P-patches."  [Implementation Guideline 2: Criteria II Greenspaces] 

• ORDINANCE 119826 -- Approved 01.18.2000 --
 http://clerk.seattle.gov/~archives/Ordinances/Ord_119826.pdf  

TRANSFERRING JURISDICTION of certain real property located within...Cheasty...Greenspace(s) from the 
Executive Services Department to the Department of Parks and Recreation....as priority areas for 
preservation....open space, park and recreation purposes:  
"Cheasty Greenspace:  Acquired by Deed form the Public Housing Administration, dated May 7, 1954 ..... 
Open Space Parcel No 214.9040 and RPAMIS Subject parcel No 442 (AKA 4099 Cheasty Blvd S...."  [Page 5] 
 
Note the 2nd from last sheet of the attached references Comptroller File Number 191095:  a petition of  
the Board of Park Commissioners for acquisition of 28.5 acres of property between Cheasty Blvd and  
Rainier Vista Housing Project.  Status: On File.  Date of Full Council Action:  April 10, 1950.  Is that another 
parcel altogether? or maybe it is what generated the acquisition a few years later in 1954?  But the 
acreages differ slightly.  Sorting it out requires a trip to the Clerk's Office since records are not online. 
   
 Maybe this helps?  Or you may have more accurate info available. I don't offer any bonding info 
here.  That's a deeper dig and important, but the above should help if such a search is warranted.  King 
County archives I found helpful, but I dropped the ball back when and never picked it back up.  Comptroller's 
files are often helpful.   
 
Patricia Naumann  
patnaumann@msn.com   
  

http://clerk.seattle.gov/~archives/Ordinances/Ord_119826.pdf
mailto:patnaumann@msn.com
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-----Original Message----- 
From: Joel W DeJong [mailto:joeldejong@me.com]  
Sent: Monday, March 30, 2015 11:00 AM 
To: Pinto_de_Bader, Sandra 
Cc: Chris Williams; Murray, Edward; Hoff, Paula; Thatcher Bailey; Acosta, Rachel; 
Bagshaw, Sally; Burgess, Tim; Clark, Sally; Godden, Jean; Harrell, Bruce; Licata, 
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Nick; O'Brien, Mike; Rasmussen, Tom; Sawant, Kshama 
Subject: FCGMV Response to Urban Forestry Commission Cheasty Recommendations 
 
Hi Sandra, 
 
I have attached the Friends of Cheasty Mt. View’s response letter to the recently 
posted Urban Forestry Commission’s 2nd draft recommendations to the Cheasty 
project.  Please distribute this response to the Urban Forestry Commissioners as 
soon as possible in order to provide ample time for review prior to their scheduled 
meeting on Wednesday, April 1. 
 
I have also attached the UFC draft for convenience for those on this thread that 
may not have that document readily accessible.  Please confirm that you have 
received the Friends of Cheasty Mt. View response letter and are distributing it to 
the Commissioners.  Thank you for your time. 
 
Best Regards, 
 
Joel DeJong 
GSP Forest Steward, Cheasty Greenspace 
Friends of Cheasty Greenspace Mt. View 
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From: Sarah Welch [mailto:sarahwelch@comcast.net]  
Sent: Tuesday, March 31, 2015 12:28 PM 
To: Pinto_de_Bader, Sandra 
Cc: Mark Ahlness; Denise Dahn; Barber, John; Rebecca Watson; Williams, Ruth; Zemke, Steve 
Subject: Letter in Support of Urban Forestry Commission Letter RE Cheasty Mountain Bike Park 
 
Hello Sandra,  
 
Please find attached a letter from a group of advocates for preserving our Seattle open space and 
green spaces.  It asks the Urban Forestry Commission to finalize and send its draft letter regarding 
Cheasty Mountain Bike Park to the Mayor and City Council.  
 
Thank you for your consideration.   
 
Sarah Welch and Mark Ahlness on behalf of the groups supporting this letter.  
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From: Patricia Naumann [mailto:patnaumann@msn.com]  
Sent: Wednesday, April 01, 2015 12:06 PM 
To: Pinto_de_Bader, Sandra 
Subject: Cheasty - Ordinance follow-up 
 
Sandra Pinto de Bader 
 
Some follow-up --   
 
Here is the granddaddy of Ordinances -- #114900  - creating the Open Spaces and Trails Bond Program.  
 
http://clerk.seattle.gov/~scripts/nph-
brs.exe?s3=&s4=114900&s5=&s1=&s2=&S6=&Sect4=AND&l=0&Sect2=THESON&Sect3=PLURON&Sect5=CB
ORY&Sect6=HITOFF&d=ORDF&p=1&u=%2F~public%2Fcbor1.htm&r=1&f=G  
 
The pdf version here:  http://clerk.seattle.gov/~archives/Ordinances/Ord_114900.pdf with an additional 
document/letter. 

http://clerk.seattle.gov/~scripts/nph-brs.exe?s3=&s4=114900&s5=&s1=&s2=&S6=&Sect4=AND&l=0&Sect2=THESON&Sect3=PLURON&Sect5=CBORY&Sect6=HITOFF&d=ORDF&p=1&u=%2F~public%2Fcbor1.htm&r=1&f=G
http://clerk.seattle.gov/~scripts/nph-brs.exe?s3=&s4=114900&s5=&s1=&s2=&S6=&Sect4=AND&l=0&Sect2=THESON&Sect3=PLURON&Sect5=CBORY&Sect6=HITOFF&d=ORDF&p=1&u=%2F~public%2Fcbor1.htm&r=1&f=G
http://clerk.seattle.gov/~scripts/nph-brs.exe?s3=&s4=114900&s5=&s1=&s2=&S6=&Sect4=AND&l=0&Sect2=THESON&Sect3=PLURON&Sect5=CBORY&Sect6=HITOFF&d=ORDF&p=1&u=%2F~public%2Fcbor1.htm&r=1&f=G
http://clerk.seattle.gov/~archives/Ordinances/Ord_114900.pdf
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"Section 1.  There is hereby created within the Department of Parks and Recreation an Open Space and 
Trails Bond Program to preserve Greenbelts, Natural Areas, other undeveloped Open Spaces, and to 
acquire and develop recreational trails within the City of Seattle."   
 
The accompanying letter from then Parks Super Holly Miller Dec 08, 1989, on page 3 states: 
    
"You will note on the attached detailed work program that we will prepare strategic plans for each 
greenbelt, Natural Area, and Trail.  These plans will be reviewed with our Oversight Committee.  Each plan 
will specify a strategy for protecting the most open space, the specific properties to be acquired, and the 
relative priorities of those properties.  Any actions necessary for further long term protection of existing 
publicly owned properties within Greenbelts and Natural Areas will also be identified.  For Trails, the 
strategic plans will deal with any necessary property acquisitions and include a design program for 
development."  
 
At that time, the Cheasty parcel was publicly held by the Executive Services (which I think became the 
Finance Dept later) and with Ordinance 119826 would transfer to Parks. More  sleuthing is required for 
clarity as to when and how that parcel was noted in strategic plans or how it was identified.  In Ord 119826 
it is identified as Open Space Parcel No 214.9040 and, it possibly as RPAMIS Subject parcel no. 442 (AKA 
4099 Cheasty Blvd S" on page 5.. 
 
The Ordinance refers in the Whereas-es to Resolution 27987, Ordinances 114681 and 114763 and King 
County Ordinance 9071 as previously establishing the intent, identifying the projects, and authorizing 
preliminary activities...."  but I don't have time presently to look into those now.   
 
Patricia Naumann  
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