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Background

&® A year ago, stafff brought this issues to the
Planning Commission for discussion

& In January 2007, staff briefed the Planning
Commission on current City peolicy: andl tree
regulations

¥ \We have disclssed propoesed code language and
pUilder CoNcerns With' tree; retention: programs

¥ NS/ IS; part off ant 6n-goeing Work: program: te
maIRGaIRr 2R pPRoVeE REALORES three Canopy,




Summary of Past Discussion

¢ [here are good reasons for retaining trees and
good reasons for removing trees

¢ Esta
neig

plished neighbernhoods and developing

nborheods (or nfill neighborhoods) may: have

different priorities in tree retention
» Comprenensive Plan provides bread sUppert ok

tree

FEtENtIoN andl preservation

¢ RMC autherizes the City tor requireé retention, Ut
AEECS! IMpPrOVEMENT

9 2006} Directors Rule has BEEn USsed ternterpret

and

Implement RIME auithoRty




Summary of Proposed Changes

¢ Remove lot development criteria from allowed
minor renewal activities

¢ Retention Standard is 30% or 25 trees per acre
for R-8 or lower intensity: zones

¢ Replacement/Replanting requirement 12 caliper
INChes per tree replacea

o Allew! third party: review.
¢ Add clariiing langlage throtghout

» AMENCMENTS o) Clreate CONSIStENCY, BECWEER
SECLIONS




Planning Commission Concerns

¢ Heritage trees should be considered, but the
definition Is problematic.

¢ Better criteria needs to be developed to define
IHEeritage trees

¢ Staliif removed the propoesed definition of heritage
thee

¢ Stall’ proposes keeping the criterion in 4-4-130
IHA WhlChr directs the Reviewing Oificial to:..
SaXIZENtIIEN PI-ESEV/ IO Ol alay/ teENi oo
et tiiat st gl oUtS GGG SPECIIERNPECAUSE
OIS SlizEe, oI, SHAPE) dGE)r COIOr Faliity, O
OUIIEIR dISUIRNCLH BN G5 GrCoOlmIaatIFIEAISREIarK.




Feedback from Builders

¢ Provided information from their National
Organization for review

¢ Stressed the importance; of flexibility

¢ Felt tree retention shoeuldlbe incentive based, not
required

¢ Questioned reasonapleness: off retention ana
rEplaceEmMERt standards




National Ass'n of Home Builders

¢ Acknowledges that tree retention increases real
estate values, and, when appropriately
implemented, lowers the cost of landscaping and
decreases reliance on expensive nursery: stock

¢ As a result, tree retention should not significantly.
affect the builder’s: ability to provide a product at
the standard price point

o \Warned against inlexible standards

¢ Proposed standards allew: fHexibility: inr WhICh trees
tO retain and Where to retaim them; it alse: allows
fulifreplacement, and fexibility, in Where to
fEPIACEr and Wilat tor replace WIth




National Ass'n of Home Builders

¢ Authority to implement the standards should be
clear

¢ Advocates for tree retention review that is
concurrent with develepment application review

¢ Proposed code clarifies that the tree standards
are Implemented by the same authoerity: that
FEVIEWS! the concurrent development application

¢ Providesi the City withr the ability: te get outside
FEVIEW




National Ass'n of Home Builders

¢ Should clearly define what to protect, and argues
that requiring minimum percentages of trees to
protect is best for protecting groups of trees and
diverse stands

Notes that there are many: diffierent approaches,
some highly: complex, for tree replacement- but
thiat the; best approaches allow fior the
preservation off diverse stands, and Hexibilicy, in
replacing trees, thiatt must Be’ remoVved

Propesed standards are clearly: established,
allows diVersity, In size, age, andl type of tree that
can be; retalned or rEpIaced; stanaaliraiis based onm
2 MINImMUMm PErCENtadE: off trees




Reasonable Standards for
Retention and Replacement

¢ Evaluated the
standards in two
proposed Plats
Stafff recommends b ¢
allowing the reguired "%

o

street trees to be
counted toward the
retention
FequUiFemenits

StaiiralsSe
feEcOmmEndsi reducingl - .
the miRimum

FELERLION StaNEEaRESH O

20N rEESIPEaCE




&1 Next Steps

¢ [he Planning and Development Committee will
review the proposal and the Planning Commission
recommendation and then forward a finail
recommendation to the Council

¢ Larger issues relating| tor preserving| liree Canopy.
and relatedl issues will-be addressed as part off an

ON-goIng Work: prograim







