CITY OF MOUNTAIN VIEW

 MEMORANDUM

Community Services Depariment

DATE: February 14, 2018
TO: Urban Forestry Board
FROM: Jakob Trconic, Parks Section Manager

SUBJECT: Heritage Tree Appeal —467 Carmelita Drive

RECOMMENDATION

Deny the appeal and allow the approved Douglas fir tree to be removed.

FISCAL IMPACT — None.

BACKGROUND

Article TI, Protection of the Urban Forest, Sections 32.22 through 32.38 of the City Code,
was established to preserve large trees within the City which are growing on private or
public lands. The preservation program contributes to the welfare and aesthetics of the
community and retains the great historical and environmental value of these trees. The
Parks and Open Space Manager, under the authority granted in the Code to the
Community Service Director, has been designated as the enforcement agent in this
matter. Under the Code, there are specific criteria for removal. The determination on
eacl application is based upon a minimum of one of the following conditions. The
decision maker shall consider additional criteria, if applicable, in weighing the decision
to remove a Heritage tree, with the emphasis on the intent to preserve Heritage trees.

1. The condition of the tree with respect to age of the tree relative to the life span of
that particular species, disease, infestation, general health, damage, public
nuisance, danger of falling, proximity to existing or proposed structures, and
interference with utility services.

2. The necessity of the removal of the Heritage tree in order to construct
improvements and/or allow reasonable and conforming use of the property when
compared to other similarly situated properties.
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3. The nature and qualities of the tree as a Heritage tree, including its maturity, its
aesthetic qualities such as its canopy, its shape and structure, its majestic stature,
and its visual impact on the neighborhood.

4,  Good forestry practices such as, but not limited to, the number of healthy trees a
given parcel of land will support and the planned removal of any tree nearing the
end of its life cycle and the replacement of young trees to enhance the overall
health of the urban forest.

5.  Balancing Criteria: In addition to the criteria referenced above which may support
removal, the decision maker shall also balance the request for removal against the
following which may support or mitigate against removal:

A. The topography of land and effect of the requested removal on erosion, soil
retention, water retention, and diversion or increased flow of surface waters.

B. The effect of the requested removal on the remaining number, species, size,
and location of existing trees on the site and in the area.

C. The effect of the requested removal with regard to shade, noise buffers,
protection from wind damage and air pollution, and the effect upon the
historic value and scenic beauty and the health, safety, prosperity, and
general welfare of the area and the City as a whole.

Also within the Code Section 32.31, an appeals process has been included that states:

" Any person aggrieved or affected by a decision on a requested removal may
appeal the decision by filing a written notice of appeal with the city clerk
stating the grounds for the appeal, and paying the requisite appeal fee, as
established by council resolution, within ten (10) calendar days after the
notice of the decision is posted or mailed.”

HERITAGE TREE REMOVAL REQUEST

An application submitted by Judy Jen to remove two Heritage-sized Pseudotsuga
menziesii (Douglas fir) trees was received on November 21, 2017. The criteria for
removal listed in the comment section were codominant stems and hazardous. The
boxes were checked for: (1) Condition of tree with respect to age; (2) The nature and
qualities of the trees as a Heritage tree; and (3) Good forestry practices. Staff visited the
site to observe the trees and their condition. A decision to approve the removal of the
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tree with codominant stems and a denial for the second tree were posted on December
8, 2017,

An appeal was filed by Norma Jean Bodey Galiher on December 19, 2018 for the
Douglas fir tree that was approved. The appeal letter states: “It is not apparent to us
that its condition justifies removal.” The appellants feel they are stakeholders desiring
to see remaining Heritage trees preserved and that their appeal coincides with the
City’s stated objective of preserving the urban forest. The letter also suggests mitigation
suggestons provided by a consulting arborist that were attached. The letter continues
to discuss and point out the value of trees and the many benefits they provide.

ANALYSIS

When evaluating Heritage Tree Removal Applications, staff looks to see if the reason(s)
for removal on the application match what is observed in the field. If the reason(s) meet
the criteria, staff looks to see if issue(s) regarding the tree can be reasonably mitigated.
Based on inspection and evaluation of Pseudotsuga menziesii (Douglas fir) Tree No. 1
with codominant stems and a review of the arborist guidance/notes on basic
mitigation, the appeal should be denied.

*  Pseudotsuga menziesii (Douglas fir} tree’s entire range include Oregon, Washington,
and parts of the Rocky Mountains and extends to Alaska and California as far
south as Fresno County. In coastal climates, it is fast-growing, feathery, dark
green, with slightly drooping branchlets. They tolerate wind and will grow in
most soils. The commeoen name is misleading since it is not a true fir, (i.e., nota
member of the genus Abies). Douglas firs are medium-size to extremely large
evergreen trees—70" to 330" tall (although only Coast Douglas firs reach such great
height). In its natural range, Douglas {ir is very long-lived; ages in excess of 500
years are not uncommon and some have exceeded 1,000 years. Trees in urban
setting will have a shorter life expectancy of around 100 years or longer. Trees
tend to lose lower branches as the trees age. Staff estimates the trees to be around
65" tall and approximately 50 to 60 years old.

*  The application had an attachment with some notes in relation to guidance from
Ray Morneau, a consulting arborist, in relation to mitigating issues when dealing
with codominant stems. Staff felt that, due to the severity of the codominance and
the large portion of included bark where the two unions meet, that removal of one
or the other would not be an option because it would leave a very large wound
that would be difficult for this tree to recover from, especially considering the
length and depth of the inclusion. The tree would also become unbalanced
because each leader is made up of half of the canopy. The remaining canopy
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wotld then be subject to a major change in wind dynamics and the aesthetics of
what was left would be far from attractive. Staff feels that cabling is not an
acceptable approach to defects in trees because they do not prevent the potential
for a failure at a weakened union with included bark and would pose other
negative factors such as reduced flexibility in trees and a potential for reduction in
resistance wood that forms in moving branches. Cabling was used extensively in
the past, but it is used less frequently now that the reality of weakened unions is
more clearly understood and they are used in limited applications where risks to
homes or other high-risk targets are not in close proximity.

The upper canopy of the tree is already fairly sparse so there would not be a lot of
pruning that could take place to mitigate the overall weight that is acting on the
union of the two leaders. The majority of the forces are related to the size and
weight of the wood mass in the leaders themselves. Thinning the canopy would
reduce the sail effect on the canopy, specifically if it was a full and dense-canopied
tree, but this is not the case. Staff feels that end weight pruning would only
slightly reduce the forces acting on the union.

Staff felt that pruning the larger tree would be a good choice based on the past
branch failures noted in the canopy since it did not appear that the tree had been
pruned for some time. Pruning to mitigate future branch failures in this tree was
an option and is why it was denied.

The notes also mentioned the relationship that trees have and that they do better in
a community environment. Trees tend to improve the environment around them
as they drop leaves that decompose and improve the soil around them. Evergreen
conifers tend to increase acidity of the soil as their pine needles decompose and
this is beneficial to them if the needles are allowed to remain in place. Trees can
grow to form root systems that can grow together and can benefit all the trees in
the system. Removal of a tree does not eliminate the connections between the root
systems and the remaining tree(s). Staff would argue that in nature, a grove of
trees is different from trees in the urban environment where the major factor on
the change in a grove of trees would be the potential of wind dynamics to
adversely affect the dynamics of the other remaining tree(s) if one or more were to
be removed. In this case, staff feels the distance between the two trees would not
drastically change the dynamics surrounding the remaining tree and that it would
adapt to any changes over time. One could argue that trees also compete for
nutrients, light, space, and resources just as they improve the conditions and
environment in a mutually beneficial way.
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Both trees appear to have some issues with overall canopy vigor with thin
branching and dieback of needles in sections of the canopy. Staff is not sure of the
exact reasons for the browning and thinning of areas around the canopy but
drought and possibly canker could be factors. Trees can live for many years with
canker and, therefore, even if the trees had canker, it would not be a reason for
consideration for removal at this time. Both canker and drought stress would
show the symptoms of twig and branch dieback but neither would affect the
overall viability of the tree(s). The trees are still growing, although at different
rates, and they have plenty of room to grow. Staff does not feel the removal of the
one tree would negatively impact the remaining tree in a substantial way.

SUMMARY

Staff is of the opinion that it is reasonable to remove the tree with codominant stems
due the higher potential for leader failure and the risk of the target areas of either in the
event of a major failure. Removal of either leader is not an option based on the extent
and size of the inclusion of bark. Pruning to mitigate does not eliminate the potential
for failure based on the heavy weight of the existing leader(s)’ size and weight.

Staff recommends the appeal be denied and the Pseudotsuga menziesii (Douglas fir Tree
No. 1) be allowed to be removed. '

JT/7/CSD
221-02-14-18M-E-1

Attachment: 1. Appeal Packet
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467 CARMELITA DRIVE
FIR

HERITAGE TREE APPEAL
NOTICE

The decision to approve the removal of these
Heritage Trees has been appealed. An appeal
shall automatically stay issuance or denial of the
Heritage Tree Notice to remove or deny removal of
the tree(s) identified on the notice (Mountain View
City Code Section 32.31). An appeal hearing has
been set before the Urban Forestry Board for
Wednesday, FEBRUARY 14, 2018, 8:00 p.m., at
the Senior Center, 266 Escuela Avenue, Mountain
View, California. For information regarding the
appeal, please contact the Forestry Division Office
at 650-903-6273.

This notice shall be posted until a final decision
has been rendered.

(AL S e

Posted By Date

City of Mountain View
Forestry Division
231 North Whisman Road
P.O. Box 7540
Mountain View, CA 94039-7540
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“RECEIVED

Norma Jean Bodey Galiher

DEC 192017 434 Garmelita Dr.
o - Mountain View, CA 94040
CITY CLERK o5 964-a803

njgaliher@earthlink.net

T T T e T e

Urban Forestry Board
cfo Office.of the Clerk
City Hall ,
Mountain View, CA 94040

Re Appea I of application to remove one of 3 pair of lo :gg -established, Interdependent Heritage
Trees in the front vard of 467 Carmelita Dr. Tree

City of Mountain View:

| and my neighbers Christine Crimaldi and Pat Scandalis, as “aggrieved/affected persons”
{stakeholders) under Ordinance No. 01 03 (Sact. | Article Il; Protection of the Urban Forest
32.31) appeal the application of the current resident at 467 Carmelita to cut down-one of the
pair of mature fir trees in the front yard at that address. It is not apparent to us that its
condftion justifies femoval. We who are participating in this appeal, long time residents of
Carmelita Dr., no‘tmg that a large numbet of Heritage Trees on our black have already heen
lost, place a hlgh ‘vaiue on preservation of the remaining mature trees in our neighborhood.

The City has had a Heritage Tree Praservation Ordinance since 1961 and currently has
stated its commitment fo increasing canopy. We applaud that commitment and would like to
see increased homeowner education as to responstbility for maintain their Heritage Trees in
good health and increased enforcement of existing sectlons of current Code.

I this appeal we explain what makas us stakeholders or affected persons desiring fo see
remaining Heritage Trees preserved after many have already been lost, how our appeal
coincides with the City's stated objective of preserving urban forest and expanding canepy,
possible alternatives to mitigate (if deemed necessary) the imperfect strugture of the specific
tree so as to permit the homeowner to preserve and maintain it and its pariner tree | in good
heatth, as required by City Ordinance, rather than killing and replacing it with a large mature
treg and assuring that the replagement tree becomes well established, as also required by
that Ordinance.

We are not aware whether the current resident who operates the day care genter at #467 is
the horneawner or another in a-series of tenants who | have lived at that address. i recent
years.

We wonder whether the actual property owner has been made aware of the applicable
clauses of the City Code that we specifically cite and, if not, request educational outreach to
accomplish that and to provide suggestions asto alternatives to killing and replacing the tree
that may end up safisfying the homeowrier, the affected neighbors, and the objective of the
City to preserve urban forest. We provide suggest;ons obtained from a Consulting Atborist,
and a list of certified arbarists who he is confident could perform whatever mitigation work
might be agreed upon.




Attachment4: A

included in this appeal are the following:

Attachment 1; Mitigation suggestions from the Gonsulting Arborist

Attachment 2: Atig. 3, 2007 article regarding a prior successful appeal, including quotes
pertinent to the current appeal that we wish fo cite

Attachment 3: City of Mtn. View stated policiés RE Heritage Trees that we specifically cite

Jist.of Heritage Trees ihat have already.been lost on our street

Attachment 5: Financial vaius of a mature ires 1o -a property and to neighbors’ properties -
Attachment 6: What makes one of us, Norma Jean Galiher, an affected person or stakeholder

Throughout this appeal, we cite portions of the City's Heritage Tree Ordinarice and
associated on-line guidance for homeowners. We request that in this appeal the Board
considers those specifically mentioned in Attachment 3.

City Ordinance €1 03 Section || Protection of the Urban Forest starts by pointing out that “the
beauty and health of this area has been enhanced by the presence of large numbers of
majest:c trees”, notes that many have haen lost fo development, and that fimiting additional
losses is desired.

Under Ordinance 01 03, the City requires the preservation of healthy heritage trees, noting
that preservation contributes to the welfare and gsthetics of the community. We neighbors
know just how much mature trees gontribuie to the desirability of our neighborhood.

It is our contention that agreeinig to ron-essential removal of existing mature trees does not fit
with the statement In the Ordinance.

The iree that is the specific subject of this appeal:

The pair.of fir trees was present when | moved in across the street 40 yr. ago, at which time |
chose to live here primarily because there were lovely mature tregs not enly onthe property 1
purchased but in front of the majority of houses neighboring the ene | purchased, forming a
shady, cool, greenbeit that offered harborage for birds and squirrels. This end of Carmelita
Dr. wag, at that time, & highly esthetically appealing area. Each of the multiple subsequent
losses of nearby hefitage trees has adversely affected the esthetic aspect of the
neighborhood. The fact that there are less and less of them remaining increases the
incremental negative impact of each additional loss.

The posted notice of application to remove this fir tree at 467 Carmelita states its “condition”
as being “codominant stems with embedded bark”. That is only a deseription of morphology.
The morphology of these two fir trees was basically the same 40 yr.ago as it is now. Over the
four decades ['ve lived here, the tree has repeatedly withstood wind and rain storms without
gither baing harmad or causing harm. 1t is not apparent to concerned neighbors that the
tree’s morphology, unchanged over all these years, is sufficient reason for its removal. In
reviewing Sect. 3235 Critefia for removal; Conditions, Findings we do not sge that the
morphology of the tres, which has not changed, equates 1o a problem calling for or justifying
its destruction. Criteria justifying removal, such as disease, infestation, general health, do not
pbviously apply.

We woulld like to explore whether there are actions the property owner could take fo alleviate
whatever concern prempled the request for removal, as less drastic alternatives to killing an
established tree that does not appear to'be diseased or infested. We specifically request that
potential killing of the tree be considered only as a last resort.




Toward that end, guidance was sought from Mr. Ray Motneau, Consulting Arborist, the
question being whether the morphology of the tree should be considered to necessitate its
removal, or whether.any problem it might be considered 1o pose might be remediable short of
" killing the tree to save it”. Possible actions that could be takehto preserve and maintain the
health of the tree, basad on that consultation are outlined in Attachment #1, together with
Mr. Morneaus’ bona fides. We request thatthe Urban Forestry Board consider such possible
mitigation actions as less drastic steps that could be taken rather than permitting the fres to

. h;.:.u cut-down. atthis-time: .

Ongoing losses of Heritage Trees have accurred on Carmelita

On our 1-block long street, there has been ongoing loss of Herltage Trees. Attachment 4
lists those Herltage Trees, plus two espedially mourned omamentals, that 5 residents,
concemed about the ongoing loss and adequate replacement, have compiled.

These losses have diminished the esthetic appeal of the neighborhiood for us as affected
residents, as well as its desirability for future residents. [n turn, that adversely affects our
property values. We wouid like to see those few remaining heritage trees on our black
preserved.

At #139 Carmelita, in 2007, several neighhars successfully appealed the request of an out-of-
town developer to remove a heritage tree near one end of our sfrest. The developer who |
sought to cut down the iree was not going to have to live with the consequences of the
denuding of one end ef the block, but neighbars were. They appealed and prevailed in saving
the tree. The Mountain View Voice published a front page article ebout that and other
Heritage Tree issues in Mountain View neighborhoods, including several quotes from Mr.
Pater Hurlburt of the City Parks Dept. that are as pertinent to the current appeal as to that ofa
decade ago. We incofporate excerpts of the published article irnthe voice as Attachment 2
and respectfully request that the Board review and consider them as part of this appeal. As
one specific, Mr. Hurlburt indicated that it was up to neighbors to keep an eye out, since staff
levels did not permit the Urban Forestry Board to follow-up on whether adequate replacement
of heritage trees was being done following heritage tree removal requests. Included in
Attachment 4 are several cases whare that has not happened. We and our neighborhaod
have been adversely affected.

The City has stated clearly in Ordinance 01 03 a number of pertinent points which this
appeal ¢ites in Attachiment #3, arid which we ask be brought to bear in review of our
appeal

Sec, 32,25 Herftage Tree Preservation requires that property owners maintain and preserve
all heritage trées on their properiy in a state of good health.

Atter 43 yr. of living here, | did not know that before reading on the City’s website this week,
s0 this responsibility of homeowners in Mountain View doesn’t seem to be well
communicated to homeowners. | had supposed that it was just d@ matter of choice, not
knowing that the City requires and could enforce the requirernent for such care. | have lost
nearby trees at 451 and 452 because neighbars did not bother to care'in any way for their
Heritage Trees. When | pointed out the browning of a small branch on Monterey Pines at both
these addresses, explained that that was sign of beetle infestation, that the imb should be
removed in cold weather if possible, to prevent the beetle from killing the tree, explaining also
that beetle infestation in their trees put my own at risk, and offering referral o a certified
arborist | trusted, neither neighbor chese to do anything. One tree quickly died completely, the
City permitted the owner of the other to remove it because of the one brown branch. Whare
there had been 4 mature tréas of the same species, providing visual continuity at this corner

b




of Carmelita, there remained only the one | have nursed along for 43 yr. to date plusthe
redwood | had planted wher | lost the other Morterey Pine, after nursing it along for 18 yr.
Those adjacent losses changed the appearance of my immedtiate neighborhood markedly for
the worse. Had | been aware that care of their Heritage Trees was required by City
‘Ordinance, | would have sought help from the-city in explaining te the homeowners whatwas.-—
required of them and how to accomplish it, so that those two trees could have been saved.

The.prooedyin quastion-now, 2t 487 -hacheen arenial wath a-seres.obienanis:overgutea

~ few recent years until the current resident opened a day care are center there roughly 3 yr. ago.
It is possible that the various renters or the actual property owners were not aware of the
requirement to maintain and preserve their Heritage Trees. We donot know whether the
operator of the day care center at 467 is & tenant or is the property owner who would bear
actual responsibility for maintaining Heritage Trees on the property in good health and, if one
were to end up being removed, wolld be responsible for planting, establishing, and carrying
out an ongoing plan of cars for a large mature replacement tree.

If the current homeowner is concemed that the dual trunks of one tree put it at risk of
damage, perhaps a Gity arbotist collld provide helpful guidanee utilizing the possibilities
suggested by Mr. Momeau (eutiined in Attachment #1) or based on an assessment the City
could retain a cetiified arbarist the to perform. Remedies for any perceived risk, some of
what might be possible at modest cest, such as what I did with my own pepper tree where
there was an apparent risk to it (as described in Attachment #6) could sliminaté the owner's
current thought that the tree needs to be removed because it Is in danger of incurring

damage.

it was also noted this week that, as cited in Attachment 3, the City's Heritage Tree Website
encourages homeowners to water drought-stressed mature trees with a soaker hose monthly
through the hot weathier. The current resident who operates the day care center at #467,
whether a renter or owner, having moved in during the drought years, may not have been
aware.of their requirement to preserve and maintain the health of Heritage Trees on their
property at all. Withy raintall inadequate for several years in a row, the owner may not have
known of the naed to use a soaker hose to supplement the scanty rain, as | have done every
summer, especially needing to de during the drought, 1o preserve my own heritage trees.

Wa suggest that the city would do all partiss a service it an arborist would inform a
homeowner, concernad about Heritage Trees on a property they newly acquire, of steps they
can take to fulfill thalr commitment to maintain the health of those trees for which they have
become responsible, as owners, and help educate them about how they can do so. That
might just be all that is neaded with respect 1o the fir trees at #467 Carmelita.

Value of Trees

Environmental value of mature trees

City arborists well know the value of matire trees in combatting climate change by absorbing
carbon dioxide and releasing oxygen, and know their value in absorbing storm runoff,
reducing air and sound poliltion, and in providing wind buffering. Alexander von Humboldt
warned us back in the 1700's, that deforestation puts the planet's climate at risk,

At the same time the City has stated its commitmient to increasing canopy, appraved

development projects are leading to exactly the oppasite, often with significant numbers of
large trees involved, such as the project currently underway at the end of Martens in which
the developer was permitied to cut down sormething like 36 heritage trees to build 11 large




—Stehvalue-is-aporeciated-by-the-Gity-as-evidensed-by-the-creation-of-parks-where-city--

houses. Thatis in our immediate neighborhood, and we decry these additional losses of
urban forest in addition to those on Carimelita itself.

Psychaiog;catfemotional value of trees

dwellers can enjoy bemg among largs trées. In Japan, “forest bathing”, getting city dwellers
out to where thay are in the preserice of trees, even for 4 few: mirites a few times a week is

-—claimed-ioimprovenotiustemotional but-alsa-physicalhealth. Becontlythisthas-gottent——

SUPPOTiVe press coverage in the U.S.

Financial value of mature frees to a residential property, a neighborhood, and city
property

Not only does the value of a mature tree increase the value of an individual property, but it
enhances the value of the propetties of hearby neighbors and the desxrabittty of the
neighborhood. Conversely, there is negative impact on the value of our properties when
neighbors, ar davalopers, remove mature frees. Please see pertinent quotes substantiating
this statement in Attachmenit 5.

Irt this appeal, we would espedially like to draw attention to that portion of the Ordinance that
states that: “The effect of the requested removal on the remaining number, species, size and
locafion of existing trees on the site and in the area” be taken into consideration. This is a part’
of what our appeal asks the Urban Forestry Board to do. We believe that the "effect” referred
1o encompasses environmental, esihetic and findncial impacts, and ask that all of those be
takeén into consideration.

It was also noted, in reviewing Sect. 32.35 of this Ordinance (Conditions for removal), that
conditions of approval for a homeownar to cut down a tree include: “Requiring the
replacement or placement of an additicnal free or trees.... to offset the loss...""Requiring the
posting of a security bond to ensure that replacement trees are planted and become
established (one yr. after planting)” and “Regquiring a maintenance and care program be
initiated to ensure the continuing health and care of heritage trees on the property”.

For us, those portions of the Ordinanca raise questions as to the extent to which such
procedures were followed with all past approvals of requests by homeowners to cut down.
Heritage Trees on our street, and whether those conditions of approval have been clearly
stated to thé owner of the property at 467 Carmelita who wishes to remove one of the pair of
mature, long-established fir trees. Wa request confirmation that i the City denies our appeal
and permits that tree to be killed, the City will-assure that a siiltable {(“large mature”) new tree
is planted to replace it and is maintainad to assure it becomss established so that in & few
decades there would eventually be a nice largs free to replace the one removed.

We neighbors who are appealing its removal would appreciate clarification of how that kind of
situation is currently being handled by the Urban Forestry Board as a matter of general
practice, and specifically how it would be handled in this particufar situation, should our
appeal be denied,

We join in paying the $50 appeal fee, together with submitting this letter of dppeal. Thank you
for giving it your consideration. We will pariicipate in whatever dialogue may prové uséiul at
the hearing.

Hegards,

P ytma




Attachment 1: Guldance obtained from Mr. Ray Morneau, Consulting Arbgrist,
concerning mitigation measures that could be considered in order to preserve the
Heritage Tree at 467 Carmelita (one of a long-established pair of Douglas Fir) that the
property owner has applied to remove, the apparent justification being “Condition: co-

dominantstems-with-embedded-bark”

On 12/14/17, Notria Jean Galiner, homeowner residirig at 434 Carmelita Dr., consulted Mr. |

Morneau-astoootentiabstepsthatittaken,co uld-nrotect-and-permitthe-praservation-ofboth

ghborhood of another of 1ne
mature trees that we value, at the same time sparing the property owner the cost and effort of
replacing, assuring the establishment, and providing ongeing care and maintenance of a
suitable replacemant for the one thay currently seek to remove, stated requirements under
the City’s Ordinance 01 03.

mature fir trees on that property, avoiding the 1058 0

Mr. Momeau's Constitant Qualifications, with his contact information, is attached.

Observing the pair of fir trees at 467 Carmelita in person, Mr. Morneau noted that

since all treesispacies are innately forést trées, they do bettet In & community gnvironment.
Douglas firs and most all trees. ara found naturally in tree-communities, a pariicutar
consideration in the Instant case where this pair of Douglas firs.has been growing &s a
community for considerably more than 40 years. Taking the pariner tree ‘away would
inevitably have some degree of a negative effsct on the remaining companion.

Noting that both frees have accumulating-end-weights, he commented that end-weight
reduction would help the rest of thé structure for both these irees.

Neighbors who woulid like to see these mature frees preserved could suggest that the Urban
Forestry Board have an Independent certified arborist assess the status of the one pasted for
removal {or the interdependent pair of fir trees}, and suggest potential mitigation actions to
preserve the one currently posted for removal. '

The Urban Forestry Board could then inform the property owner of various options for actions
that could be taken to preserve and maintain the tree in question, as a member of the intet-
related pair, and explain and discuss these options. Such action could be taken as a first
step, rather than proceeding immediately to approving removal and replacement by alarge
mature free. _

Mr. Morneau could not personally perform such an assessment for the City, since he has i
consulted to one of the neighbots dppealing removal of the tree, but would be willing fo
answer questions from the Urban Forestry Board regarding the range of potential mitigation
actions that might preserve the health of these trees as an alternative to-approving the
request to removal one of them.

Mr. Motneau mentioned several options as possible approaches fo reducing concern
ragarding the co-dominant stems with embedded bark of the one tree that could permit the
property owner to maintain it in good health. Some could be accomplished at modest cost.
But ha emphasized that, in order to achisve the desired result, the work should be done only
by an expetienced certified arberist, and in accordance with ANSI standards.

At the end of this Attachrnent is a list of certified arborists he feels confident could do
whatever wark the homeowner might sslect to optimize the health and condition of the fir
tree(s) at 467 Carmeiita.




The range of potential mitigation steps that could be taken, if there is'felt to be a need, fo
mitigate the dial stem structure of the posted iree include:

1 ~Reduction-of-foliage on-the tess-dominani-(subordinate) sterm by-extra pruning-would-——

increase the likelihood of the survival of two stems
2. Removal of ohe sterm

Mmmgllf‘ﬂ B ﬁ \!\HDI 1nrr-. m Trli—' ('.lfrill! i‘]&—“ﬁ

4. Reduce end weights and install cable foflowing ANS! 300%f’andar s, cak mﬁﬁmthe T
upper third of the canapy to help the tops move together, congruently, resulting ina
less-stressed croteh _

5. Drill throuigh thia croteh and install threaded rods with nuts on either end (3 rods about

8 in. apart, not all installed straight across), referring to ANSI standards

Mr. Morneau provided a list of Tres Care Contractors he is highly confident could perfarm the
type of mitigation work he described, many of whom can be fourid on Canopy'’s website at
hitpHcanopy.orgfires-i nfo/hire-an-arborist/arborlst-list/ :

1. Doug Andersan — Anderson Tree Care Specialties — 408.378.2261
doug@andersontreecare.com

2. Paul Maguire ~ Maguire Tree Care ~ 650.574.0215
paul@meguiretreecare.com

3. Rob Weatherill - Advanced Tree Care — 650.839.9539
rweather@pacbell.net

4. Chad Brey - A Plus Tree Inc.— 707.644.1672 ~ chad@aplustree.com

5. Heather & Robert Booty — Arborist OnSite — 408-226-3427-
heather@arhoristonsite.com

6. lan Geddes {trees@aol.com } 408,374.8233

7. Michael P. Young, Urban Tree Management, 650.321.0202
michael@urbantreemanagement.com

8. Mark Barton, Pruning Specialties, Inc. — arborman@sbcglobalnet {408}406-
9876

9. Brendan Nelson ~— BiotaTach — 408.248.3266 — Brendan@treecarepro com
10. Chris Hall — West Coast Tree Care —408-260-2007
chall@westcoasitreecare.com

11. Deffino Vian ~ Vian Tree Service — 650,322.7414 — delfinovian@comcast.net
12. Ron Walker -~ Area Custom Tree Care — §50.969.7076 —
areatree@pacbell.net

13. Mimi Scoppettone — 831.462.8233 — Nature First Certified Arborists -
mimiEnaturefirst.aet

14, Heniry Kramer — Econo Tree —~ 650.367.4900 — webmail@econotree.com -
15. Kenny & Chris Klingele — Arbor Health & Safety ~ 650.888.5849 -
kenny@bigtreemanagement.com




Attachment 2: Mountain View Voice article of Aug. 3 2007 re a Carmelita
Dr. heritage tree removal application that neighbors successfully

appealed at that time, from which we are ciling excerpts pertinent to the
current appeal

Disputes common 6ver Lrban {0rest
By Daniel DeBolt

“The issue popped up again last month on Carmelita Drive, when a homeowner
fried to cut down a 35-foot-tall deodar cedar, but was thwarted by neighbors and a
forestry board that ruled against removal — despite a city staff report saying the
tree could be prong to failure if a large, problematic branch was removed. Now
the tree must stay, even though the owner doesn’t want it.”

“Neighbors Christine Crimaldi, Robin Iwai and Pat Scandalis filed the winzing
appeal, which read in part, “The tree is in excellent shape with no sign of disease.”

“There has been extensive recent developmerit on Carmelita Drive. Developers.
have not been meeting the city’s provisions for street tree planting. Subsequently,
the neighborhood is experiencing a net loss of trees.”

“Many (heritage trees] are saved every year when the city initially denies the
removal application or owners decide their needs can be met by pruning the
tree instead of pursuing removal, according to Bruce Hurlburt, parks section
manager.”

“Hurlburt said the ity often receives a heritage tree removal request when a
property changes hands. City staffers review heritage tree removal requests to
make sure it isn’t just an owner annoyed with a messy tree. The tree must be
in poor health, pose a threat to safety or stand in the way of reasonable
construction plans on the property.”

“Every time a heritage tree is cut down, Hurlburt said, owners are on the _
“Qonor system™ when it comes to planting the required replacement box
frees. The city often can’t police whether new frees go in because “we don’t
have a large staff,” Hurlbuit said, so the city relies on neighbors to keep an eye
out.”

[Note added in Dec. 2017: that particular tree at #139 remains in good health after
the neighbors’ appeal saved it from attempted removal by an out-of-town
developer who had purchiased the property. It has continued, for the past decade,
to contribute significantly to the esthetics at that end of Carmelita Dr.|




Attachment 3: City of Mtn. View policies regarding Heritage Trees that we
are specifically citing in this appeal

City Ordinance 01 03 Section 1l Protection of the Urban Forest starts by pointing out that "the

beauty and health D‘f thls area has been enhanced by the presence of iarge numbers of

seaks to limit addttionai Iossesi

Under Ordinance 01 03, the City requirss the preservation of healthy heritage trees, noting
that preservatior contribules to the welfare and esthetics of the community.

Sec. 32,25 Heritage Tree Preservation specifically requires that property owners
maintain and preserve all heritage trees on their property in a state of good health,

And —

RE Hefitage Trees, the City's Q&A on the website includes the following:

What responsibility do Thave if there is a Herltage tree on my property?

Mountain View’s ordinance states that if you own o control real property in the City, you are
responsible for maintaining and. presetving alt Heritage trees in a stafe of good health,

Additionally, from the City's Heritage Tree Webisite:
BE KIND TO YOUR TREES

Our mature treés were stressed by five years of drought. You can help them out by watering them with
a soaker hose once a month through the hot summer.

Ydur trees will Jove you for it

Sect. 32.35 of this Ordinance (Conditions for removal):

Under Balancing criteria: “The effect of the requested removal on the remaining
number, species, size and location of existing trees on the site and in the area” be
taken int6 conslderation.”

We would like to draw atiention to this portion of the Ordinance as part of what our
appeal asks the Urban Forastry Board to do.

Conditions of apptaval for 2 homeowner to cut down a tree include: “Requiring the
replacermient or placement of an additional tree or trees.. .. 1o offset the loss.” And
also “Requiring a maintenance and care program be mztaated to ensure the
continuing health and care of hetitage trees on the propenty”.

We would like confitmation that the Board hasg informed or will inform the homeowner of
this requirement as part of their responsibilities under the Code.




Aftachment 4: Prior losses of Heritage Trees, as well as several especially
beautiful ornamehtals on our street, each loss serving to adversely affect
the desirability of the neighborhood and thus increasing the value we .
attach to preserving those few that remain. '

Heritage Trees previousty lost on Carmelita:

RSO P OWT OO SO FFEFIMO W=
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#254 The log cabin house had & pair of nice, well-established deciduous trees in front. S8ome
owner cut down both (reason unknown), replacing one of them with a Chinese pistache.

Mid-block along the cutside curve of the sireet, the City permitted another developer to
demolish a nicsly, landscaped house set well back on the lot behind a pair of mature irees
and to build a larger, 2-story house, situated much farther forward on the fot, cutting down the
two heritage trees, having agreed to the condition required by the Gity that two new trees be
ptanted. The new house ended up with half its small front yard paved over, and no trees
except Tor a pair of potted palms on the front porch. Neighbors closest to that hiouse were
distressad that the City permitted this.

#251 A large, healthy, long established heritage tree was just cut down earlier thls mo.
(reason unknown}

#260 A large tree was removed, replaced by an ofive tree that is still very small by
comparison.

#276 Two magnificently tall, healthy Monterey pines were removed and replaced with two
much smaller trees.

#278 One large tree was removed prior to remodeling and replaced with a much smaller tree.
$205 Oné neighbor indicates that she believes a large tree was removed and was replaced.

#390 A magnificent stone pine, probably the most sturming tree on the block was lost (despite
the owner having called in experts fotry to maintdin it). Also at #3890 & pepper tree In back
was lost in'the 3™ or 4™ yr. of the drought despite the owner’s efforts to save it.

#4089 A very large Monterey pine was allowed ta die. The homeowner was told that the
browfiing of part of a smalf branch indicated beslle It was suggested that she called an
arbarist right away to have it removed to protect the rest of the tree, as well as 3 nearby
Montersy pines). She did nothing. The tree eventually died.and had to be removed.

#409 A well eslablished apricot tres directly across from my house was allowed to die a year
or so-ago. In the past few mo., small branches were removed leaving the trunk and several
of the largest branches, arputated, standing.

#412 All trees in front were removed when the current 2-siory house was built years ago,
replacing the original that had béen set farther back. Over ~80 years, those owners planted a
large number of fruit bearing and deciduaus trees in the large back yard and took excellent
care of them, creating a wonderful urbain forest. The new owner had a crew with chain saws
come in and remove almost all of the large number of magnificent trees in the back yard (fo

N




be replaced, years into the drought, by grass) approximately 3yr. ago, resulting in a very
marked reduction in canopy.

#434 One of two matire Monterey pines present when the current homeowner purchased the
‘-property-g-althcugh-shtecke‘ci-by.'arbo.;tis;’ts.j_;:_eq.ae,.ntinywamd;aduice@btalnad_a:Lcheukmg,thew“_m_._ )
trunks for beetle, painting trunks with lime, deep. feeding, removal of deadwood during
was lost after being nursed along for 18 yr. A large boxed redwood was plarited to

et -harita that-the-owner-has-had-pruned.-and-eveptially———o—:
i =

S

#452 The property on one side of my home at 434 Carmelita had a magnificent large, healthy
symmetrical, “Filoli quality’ magnolia in the front yard and a Monterey pine that nicely blocked
neighbors’ view of a telephone pole on one side of the frontage. The City allowed a series of
short term owriers To cut down bath those trees, 1o satisfy the owners’ desire to enlarge the
house and then sell it and move away, leaving remaining neighbors looking out at a veritable
cobweb of overhead wires and no trees othet than my own, except for the pair of fir trees in
question at 467 across the street.

Heritage tree permanantly damaged before neighbiors wete able fo get the maiming stopped:

#148 A developer had unlicansed workers busy amputating multiple large linbs of the
majestic deodar on that property when cne upset neighbor spotted the maiming of the free
and called the city ta belatedly have it stopped, but only after considerable damage had been
done. The tree survives, but has suffefed considerable damage on one side.

Losses of gspecially lovely omamental trees not large enough to qualify as Heritage Trees,
but the loss of which has diminished the esthetic appeal of the neighborhood:

Between house numbers #467 and 481, at the current demolition site, the centerpiece of the
front yard was an especially large, mounded, red Japanese maple. It was the only thing of
beauty in a stretch of several properties. We are saddened that the builder was allowed to
demolish it as well as the original home. A large citrus tree on that property, bordering #4867
was also removed from the front yard.

#148 A weeping chierry of siriking beauty, set in a showease garden, had leng caused
neighbors to drive “the long way around the block” to enjoy it. The developer and/or current
owner of what has become a fental properly was not prevented from just letting it die, a
notable loss to the esthetics of that part of Carmelita as well as additional loss of canopy.

i




Attachment 5: Financial value a mature iree adds to a property, to neighbors’
propetties, and to the desirability of a neighborhood

As-regards-the monetary-value of mature-irees-at-the-ime:neighbors-appealed-the - —-——
application to remove one mature haritage tree on Carmelita in 2007, a local realtor indicated

that, at that ’tlme (a decade ago} sach mature tree adds at least $10 k to the value of the .

O _aﬂg“mﬁggdm & IK torthewaloernt rehy homes

Calls were placed to randomly sefacted realtors for whom messages were teft following the
posting of the application to ramove one of the pair of firs at #467. Respondents underlined
the fact that the presence of mature trees markedly affects the desirability of a neighborhood.
All three realtors who respondad to the inquiry said that a mature tree adds $10-30k to the
value-of any property, adds several thousand to thé value of hearby properties, and
affects desirability of a neighborhood to current res idents and hotse hunters. One said
the prime example is a strest that she once considered the most desirable in Mtn. View,
Velarde, which has dropped markedly in desirability due to recent loss of mature trees.

A brief Internet search provided thase periinent statements:
8 Neighborhood Features That Increase Your Home Value

By Laura Agadeni | Apr 12, 2017 12:29PM

- 2. Hlature troes

* ...a survay from the University of Washington found that, on average, “trees in one’s front
yard add 3% to 5% to the home value, and in high-income areas, neighborhood trees
can increase the area’s value by up to 15%,”

and...

The Pacific Northwest Researeh Station recently conducted a study of Just how much trees
raise property values in the city of Portland, Oregon... In fact, this study found that the
presence of trees along the street increased the sale prices of houses in east Portland
neighborhoods by an average of $8,870 and reduced time on the market by an average of
1.7 days. Trees in front of the house also increased the home's sale price by an average of
$7,130. *Citywidé, street trees add $1.1 billion to Portiand’s property value, or $45 milliors a
year.




Attachment 6: What makes one of us, Norma Jean Galiher, a stakeholder or
affected/aggrieved person per City Ordinance

In my own case, my trees are my No, 1 priority. My first action as-a homeowner, 43 yr. ago,
was to.have.a USDA arborist come advise me on how to cars for all of my own trees, with

emphasis on the pair of Monterey Pinas on the street. He told me P'd be lucky to keep one of

[ alS0 100K & 8nort COUrse : , ; i _ :
to help them overcome those stressors, for years | had the lower trunks inspected annually
for beetls, painted with lime in the summer to deter beetle, and all deadwood removed during
the coldest month, had deép root or even direct trunk-injection feeding done on one of them,
had soil analysis done and prescription feeding done as recommended. As a fesult, | kept
onie of them alive for 18 yr., the other for 43, during which time they provided me with beauty,
privacy, lovely cool shade, and harborage for birds and squirrels that delighted me, besides
doing what all trees do In absorbing CO2 and releasing oxygen.

| have arborists about once a year to protect my cansiderable investment in maintaining the :
beautiful mature tfrees on my property, and have planted several additional trees over the - !
years. When an arborist looked at a lovely papper tree of mine with two co-dominant ttunks
spread at quite an angle, with what he termed a "bad crotch”, telling me that water pooling in
the wide area between the trunks could potentially lead to fungal infection and eventual rot,
putting the tree at tisk of spliting, he suggested drilling diagenally downward at an.angle from
the crotch and installing a coppet draiin tubg. 1 had a handyman-do.that, at very modest
expense, and it successfully preserved that tiee for over 30 yr. | fater had it cabled to further
protect it, which action bought me another 3 or 4 yr: before | lost it in the final year of the
drought. So | have experience with madestly priced methods successfully preserving the
health of a free with imperfect structure.

Although | would not expect everyona to consider trees as their No. 1 priority as | do, we
would appreciate having neighbors recognize that for some of us, the former greenbelt along
this street was a major reason we purchased homes and have enjoyed long term residency
here. Each loss of a mature tree heightens our desire to preserve the few that remain.

When | saw oneof the pair of fir trees at #467 being posted for removal recently | was not
only distréssed at the potential loss of yet another heritage tree, but partictlarly shocked
because another neighbor and | had successfully appealed fo prevent removal of the same
patr of fir trees by a prior owner somewhere between 20 and 30 yr. ago. When refused legal
permission o cut them down, the elderly man who then lived there discovered that although
he had gotten too tired 10 fee! like raking, he could still climb a ladder witha chain saw and
did so, telling oneé naighior that He was going to cut off all the limbs, from the lowest untit he
got to the top, in order fo kill the traes. He indeed started doing so. That neighbor reported
this to the City and he was stopped, since there was nothing wrong with those trees. ft has
been a pleasant surprise that over the succeeding decades, with the lowest limbs dropping
gracefully downward as is typical of that species, it is no longer obvious that a one-time
owner had sawed off some of the lower limbs. If the City could find nothing that justified
cutting down hose same frees decades ago, and the trees don't look different now | question
whether there is Justification to kill one of them at this time.

(Mr. Momeau stated this week that the one fime owner’s “step up” had not damaged the
health of the trees.
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. CITY CLERK
ACTION PENDING ..
Location: 467 ;:ARMELITA DR, iy \?_/\\q\fg,e\’%’

Property Owner:  MS. JUDY JEN
Type of Tree: FIR (Tree #1)

Upon the completion of a field inspection, Forestry Division staff has
determined that the requiest to have the tree/trees removed be:

X _APPROVED __DENIED
The following reason(s) are cited inrendering this decision:

CONDITION OF TREE: Co-dominant stems; included bark

Any person wishing to appeal this action must file an appeal (Fee $50)
with the City Clerk's Office, 500 Castro Street, Mountain View, by 5:00
p.m., December 20,2017 as outlined in Section 32.31 of the City of
Mountain View City Code.

For further information regarding this Heritage Tree Removal Notice, contact the
Forestry Division Office at (650} 903-6273

Date Posted: December 8, 2017 }(%ﬂly .

Jakeb @iconic, Tarks Section Manager




CITY OF MOUNTAIN VIEW, FORESTRY DIVISION (Fee $116; each additional tree at the same site $58)
231 NORTH WHISMAN ROAD

POST OFFICE BOX 7540 APPLICATION FOR
MOUNTAIN VIEW, CA 94039-7540

650-903-6273 M-F 8:00 AM. — 4:00 PM. | HERITAGE TREE REMOVAL PERMIT
The undersigned owner of the property at 467 CARMELITA DRIVE Tyes ™ |

Phone No. (Home) NONE {(Work) 650.906.6889

hereby applies for permission to remove Heritage tree(s) as follows:

Common Name of Tree_FIR EHC%J’EE%"
HF 3 \-r\ E“
Circumference of tree 54” above ground: g g Ay e B W

I

REASON FOR REMOVAL: Check applicable box(es) below, There may be more than oj@gapc. 2017
Comments: Co-Dominant Stems - Hazardous -Qa( Tree ¥ 1 }Qﬁw uwﬂ ) Tree# 2 Dowi %O

[X] The condition of tree with respect to age of the tree relative to the life span of that particular species, disease, infestation,
general health, damage, public nuisance, danger of falling, proximity to existing or proposed structures, and interference
with utility services.

L]

The necessity of the removal of the Heritage tree in order to construct improvements and/or allow reasonable and
conforming use of the property when compared to other similarly situated properties.

X

The nature and qualities of the tree as a Heritage tree, including its maturity, ifs aesthetic qualities such as its canopy, its
shape and structure, its majestic stature and its visual impact on the neighborheod.

=

Good forestry practices such as, but not limited to, the number of healthy trees a given parcel of land will support and the
planned removal of any tree nearing the end of its life cycle and the replacement of young trees to enhance the overall
health of the urban forest.

[

BALANCING CRITERIA. In addition to the criteria referenced above which may suppott removal, the decision-maker
shall also balance the request for removal against the following which may support or mitigate against removal:

[:I The topography of land and effect of the requested removal on erosion, soil retention, water refention, and
diversion or increased flow of surface waters,

D The effect of the requested removal on the remaining number, species, size, and location of existing trees on the site
and in the area.

[l The effect of the requested removal with regard to shade, nofse buffers, protection from wind damage and air
pollution, and the effect upon the historic value and scenic beauty and the health, safety, prospetity, and general
welfare of the area and the City as a whole,

OWNER'S PRINTED NAME JUDY JEN

OWNER'S SIGNATURE O{{,/LL @Q/\v,

MAILING ADDRESS PO B 4856(J -~

CITY MOUNTAIN VIEW STATECA Z1r94040

NOTE: This form must be returned to the Forestry and Roadway Landscape Division in its entirety upon completion by the
applicant. The applicant has read and is familiar with Article I, Chapter 32 of the Mountain View City Code (copy attached). In
providing the information on this form, please be aware that this information is ptblic record subject to disclosure upon request.

PK-01 (Rev. 04-12-17) (OVER)



LOCATION: Please include sketch or attach a separate piece of paper.

Mountain View City Arborist has inspected both treesduring second week of August, 2017.
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FOR OFFICE USE ONLY

This permit must be available at the work site at all times when the worl is being done.

M /%ME 21;1:’%\!4&]_. M RECOMMEND DENIAL
| } AN l?)(,/z;

Arborist Date S\j
v T 3" -
¥ _APPRQ JED | "] DENIED - f{ » \‘\\ .

i)

Forestry and a@ Landscape Manager Date

L————_

OBSERVATIONS/EVALUATION:

Replant required 15- or 24-gallon tree by owner or in-lieu fee/by Forestry Division.
EFFECTIVE DATE; (Permit expires two years from effective date.)
ACTION DATE . CLERK

1. Applicant notified of decision by mail,

2. Notice posted or tree.

3. If no appeals, approved/ denied application mailed.

PK-01 (Rev. 04-12-17)



" Phone No. (Home) (Work)

CITY OF MOUNTAIN VIEW, FORESTRY DIVISION (Fee $116; each additional tree at the same site $58)
231 NORTH WHISMAN ROAD
POST OFFICE BOX 7540 APPLICATION FOR

MOUNTAIN VIEW, CA 94039-7540
650-903-6273 M-F 8:00 A M. - 4:00 P.M, HERITAGE TREE REMOVAL PERMIT

The undersigned owner of the property at L/ (:07 O e ({A ”)’L\ b iR T r<4 * 2-~

hereby applies for permission to remove Heritage tree(s) as follows:

Common Name of Tree Number of Trees

Circumference of tree 54” above ground:

REASON FOR REMOVAL: Check applicable box(es) below. There may be more than one reason.

Comments: %

D The condition of tree with respect to age of the tree relative to the life span of that particular species, disease, infestation,
general health, damage, public nuisance, danger of falling, proximity to existing or proposed structures, and interference
with utility services.

I:I The necessity of the removal of the Heritage tree in order to construct improvements and/or allow reasonable and
conforming use of the property when compared to other similarly situated properties.

|___| The nature and qualities of the tree as a Heritage tree, including its maturity, its aesthetic qualities such as its canopy, its
shape and structuf®, its majestic stature and its visual impact on the neighborhood.

D Good forestry practices such as, but not limited to, the number of healthy trees a given parcel of land will support and the
planned removal of any tree nearing the end of its life cycle and the replacement of young irees to erhance the overall
health of the urban forest.

D BALANCING CRITERIA. In additicn to the criteria referenced above which may support removal, the decisicn-maker
shall also balance the request for removal against the following which may support or mitigate against removal:

D The topography of land and effect of the requested removal on erosion, soil retention, water retention, and
diversion or increased flow of surface waters.

D The effect of the requested remcval on the remaining number, species, size, and location of existing trees on the site
and in the area.

[ ] The effect of the requested removal with regard to shade, noise buffers, protection from wind damage and air
pollution, and the effect upon the historic value and scenic beauty and the healih, safety, prosperity, and general
welfare of the area and the City as a whole,

OWNER'S PRINTED NAME

OWNER'S SIGNATURE

MAILING ADDRESS

CITY STATE Z1P

NOTE: This form must be returned to the Forestry and Roadway Landscape Division in its entirety upon completion by the
applicant. The applicant has read and is familiar with Article II, Chapter 32 of the Mountain View City Code (copy attached). In
providing the information on this form, please be aware that this information is public record subject to disclosure upon request.

PK-01 (Rev. 04-12-17) (OVER)



LOCATION: Please include sketch or attach a separate piece of paper.
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FOR OFFICE USEONLY

This permit must be available at the work site at all times when the work is being done.

" RECOMMEND APPROV AL JB| RECOMMEND DENIAL '
Ry o517

Arborist
APPROVED 7 DENIED

Date

Forestry and Roadway Landscape Manager

OBSERVATIONS/EVALUATION:
Replant required 15- or 24-galion tree by ownet or in-lieu fee/by Forestry Division.
EFFECTIVE DATE; (Permit expires two years from effective date.)

ACTION DATE CLERK

1. Applica{nt notified of decision by mail.

2 Notice posted on tree.
If no appeals, approved/denied application mailed.

3.
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