
From: Rita Vrhel
To: Council, City
Subject: submitted tree ordiance
Date: Monday, October 18, 2021 10:56:24 AM

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the organization. Be cautious
of opening attachments and clicking on links.

Dear Mayor DuBois and City Council Members:

Please support the submitted Tree Ordinance.  It was crafted by several respected Community
leaders and deserves your support.

In the almost 40 years i have been privileged called Palo Alto home, so many of our larger
trees have been cut down or allowed to die either from neglect or because they were in the
way of "progress". Our current tree trimming programs result in severe trimming harmful to
our trees.

Buildings should not, in my opinion, take precedence over trees. Land ownership comes with
responsibility and part of that is tree maintenance. The recent death of the 350 year old oak on
Webster, due to lack of trimming, was a disgrace.

Buildings can be designed with the idea of "the tree stays!" Trees are not expendable. Recent
Planning officials statements that trees can be removed if in the way of a building is shameful!

I call your attention to the July, 2021 issue of National Geographic; the cover story called
"Beating the Heat". In this excellent article, the presence of trees and their canopy along a
Los Angeles artery from wealthy residential areas to the inner city are explored. The article
stated a robust tree canopy reduced heat by 15 degrees F!

As climate change continues, we must protect our trees, if for no other than selfish reasons.
We need that 15 degree F reduction. That, and carbon sequestration, should cause immediate
support for suggestions to protect out trees.

Please approve the proposed Tree Ordinance with some changes like protecting all trees with
an 18 inch diameter as proposed by the PTC.

Thank you so much.

Rita C. Vrhel
Phone: 650-325-2298

mailto:ritavrhel@sbcglobal.net
mailto:city.council@cityofpaloalto.org
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From: carlin otto
To: Council, City
Subject: Tree Protection
Date: Monday, October 18, 2021 10:55:08 AM

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the organization. Be cautious
of opening attachments and clicking on links.

Dear City Council

During the last five years, in my neighborhood, we have lost four
trees that each measured over 12 feet in circumference
(45-inches in diameter).
We have also had 3 large coastal oaks 
seriously damaged on purpose by property owners.
One instance of this was done without a permit
and extremely early in the morning to avoid being caught;
the damage was done before the City could respond.  
We have lost dozens of healthy trees of many species
in the 10-inch to 16-inch diameter range.
One gorgeous maple and a magnificent madrone come to mind.
I find this rate of loss unacceptable. We need more protective
laws, tougher enforcement, higher fines,
and clearer communication to protect our canopy.

Some of of this damage in my neighborhood
has been by developers who simply
do not want to be bothered
with having to design and work around trees.
They willingly pay a few thousand dollar fine just
to avoid the hassle of the tree. Please increase the
fine to at least $25,000 per tree.
Other instances have been due to new neighbors
who do not value trees the way Bay Area
residents have in the past. They are willing to pay
the fines, or prune a tree to death bit-by-bit over time,
and, in one case, poison the tree (a 49.8-inch diameter redwood), 
wait one year for it to defoliate, then get a permit to take it down.
Once the tree was gone the owner immediately sold the property 
to a developer. The inspector who gave permission should have
caught this and the owner should have been fined.

NOTE: planting a baby tree to replace a damaged
or removed adult tree is NOT an acceptable mitigation.
A baby tree takes MANY MANY years to provide the
benefits (eg, shade, canopy, bird haven, carbon sequestering, etc.)
of an adult tree. This will not happen in my or your life time!
 
I fully support protecting both a wider range
of tree species AND protecting younger / smaller trees.
Please protect all trees of any species over 8-inches in diameter.

mailto:carlinotto@gmail.com
mailto:city.council@cityofpaloalto.org


Please protect all oaks and redwoods and madrones
over 7-inches in diameter !!
I see no reason for Palo Alto to be THE MOST LENIENT
city in the immediate area. Why would we want East Palo
Alto and Mountain View to protect their canopies more than
we do (3.8-inches and 7.6-inches respectively for all trees)?  

I would also encourage (and ask) you to find ways to involve the
citizens of Palo Alto in the protection of our canopy. One way to 
do this is to allow them to appeal any request (or already granted approval) for a tree removal.
This will accomplish two things: 1. educate the requester about how much the neighbors value
the tree, and 2. allow neighbors who love the canopy to make their case public where better
decisions can be made that involve more input and information.

Thank you for taking your precious time to make changes to our outdated tree canopy
protection regulations.

Carlin Otto
231 Whitclem Court
(Charleston-Meadows Neighborhood)



From: Megan Wheeler
To: Council, City
Cc: Martineau, Catherine; Holly Pearson
Subject: Comment regarding Tree Protection Ordinance
Date: Monday, October 18, 2021 8:59:42 AM

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the organization. Be cautious
of opening attachments and clicking on links.

Dear Palo Alto City Council;

I am writing in reference to the proposed update to the Palo Alto Tree Protection Ordinance. I
am an environmental scientist with the San Francisco Estuary Institute, and in 2019 I
completed a research project with Canopy to understand the reasons for permitted removals of
protected trees from 2001-2018. In reviewing the arborist reports and applications submitted
in this time, I saw that most removals were of trees in poor health or causing hazards, as
intended by the ordinance. I believe the City would benefit from now expanding the ordinance
to protect additional species of large trees, with similar provisions in place to allow removals
when needed.

Large trees, and particularly large native trees like oaks, provide numerous benefits to the
local community. They create shade, provide homes and food for wildlife, and are striking and
beautiful components of an urban landscape. Unfortunately, these benefits can be quickly lost
when a tree is cut down, and replacing a large, mature tree takes many years under the best of
circumstances. Based on the City's tree inventory in TreePlotter, there are over 3,000 large
trees (>30 in DSH) in the city, about half of which are unprotected by the current ordinance.
The provisions in place allow for protected trees to be removed if they become unhealthy or
cause hazards, leaving open the option to remove any truly problematic trees while putting a
guardrail in place to prevent unnecessary loss of valuable trees - but only for three species.
Expanding the protections to include all large tree species, other than those that are invasive or
not well adapted to the area, is an important step to protecting the long-term legacy of past
urban forestry work in the city. These large trees are an investment that benefit the community
as a whole, and their protection will help safeguard the impressive tree canopy found in Palo
Alto today.

About 20% of permitted tree removals in the past have been the result of construction and
redevelopment, including removal due to conflicts with buildable space as well as damage
caused to trees during construction. Having protections in place allows oversight of these
removals and lets the city set conditions for replacement, both important roles in ensuring that
the city's tree canopy does not decline over time. Across the country, cities are seeing a loss of
tree canopy, which Palo Alto should strive to avoid through strong, but reasonable, tree
protection policies.

Thank you for your consideration of this important issue.

Respectfully,
Megan Wheeler

-- 
Megan Wheeler, PhD
Environmental Scientist

mailto:meganw@sfei.org
mailto:city.council@cityofpaloalto.org
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Resilient Landscapes Program
San Francisco Estuary Institute-Aquatic Science Center
meganw@sfei.org - 619-248-9802
http://www.sfei.org
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From: Melanie Grondel
To: Council, City
Cc: Melanie Grondel
Subject: Tree Ordinance
Date: Monday, October 18, 2021 12:01:38 AM

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the organization. Be cautious
of opening attachments and clicking on links.

Dear Mayor Dubois and Council Members,

I am write you in support of the Tree Ordinance to protect our cherished trees.

Palo Alto used to be known as the City of Trees par excellence when neighboring cities were
still neglecting the value of green space.

With great concern I have followed several cases before the council that involved permission
requested by an owner to build an extension of a home or school without adequate safeguards
that the venerable trees on the property would make it past the construction phase into a
healthy future. De-watering to permit construction or enlargements of buildings or homes, is
extremely dangerous for trees. In every case the owner was aware of the duty to safeguard
protected trees. We have lost many of our precious old trees to the preference for construction
over tree preservation. These very trees are under threat, the ones that make Palo Alto an
island of green and represent the coveted value that people seek in our community.

Home and building owners are very aware from the moment of purchase that they are
obligated to preserve trees of a certain kind and size. These trees cannot be replaced by young
trees that take generations of a human life time to grow to the size we need to provde us the
benefit of cool shade and a breath of fresh air. For the benefit of our community, whether a
private home owner or an educational institution, the interest of irreplacble trees needs to win
out over a building extension that can be adjusted by architectural planning.

This is fast becoming a matter of urgency as the City of Palo
Alto is forced to consider allowing far greater density in housing development due to a set of
California State laws that include but are not limited to SB9, SB10 and SB35.

These laws permit and encourage building out parcels to the property lines with only minimal
setbacks without requiring any green space for health and relaxation for residents and
neighbors alike.

Fully grown trees are an essential asset of a healthy neighborhood.

The heat islands created by blocks of blistering hot concrete cooking in the sun, day after day,
are a threat to the health of people and to the health of our environment, in short they area
threat to our community.

I urge the City Council to make the proposed Tree Ordinance an essential companion to the
Objective Standards for housing development and to all new building and to all updating and
extensions of existing buildings and homes, in order to combat this threat to our community.

Thank you for your consideration,

mailto:mel.grondel@gmail.com
mailto:city.council@cityofpaloalto.org
mailto:mel.grondel@gmail.com


Melanie Grondel
Palo Alto, Ca



From: Jennifer Chang Hetterly
To: Council, City
Subject: October 18 Council Agenda Item 13: Tree Protection Ordinance
Date: Sunday, October 17, 2021 9:25:08 PM

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the organization. Be cautious
of opening attachments and clicking on links.

October 17, 2021

To: Palo Alto City Council

Re: October 18 Council Agenda Item 13: Consideration of Policy and Services Committee 
Recommendations to Council on the Updates to Title 8 of Municipal Code (Tree 
Protection), Expanding the Role of the Parks & Recreation Commission, and Elevating the 
Position of Urban Forester

Dear Mayor DuBois and Councilmembers,

I am writing in support of the Policy and Services Committee Recommendations to Council 
on updates to the Tree Protection Ordinance and to ask that you go one step further by 
directing staff to specifically prioritize native and high habitat-value tree species as 
appropriate replacement trees within the Ordinance.

As a former Chair of the Parks and Recreation Commission that helped develop the City’s 
first Urban Forest Master Plan in 2015 and a member of the Natural Environment 
Subcommittee of the Comprehensive Plan Update Advisory Committee, I am pleased to 
see the City take this critical step forward in implementing the goals and policies of those 
important planning documents to support and expand our urban forest. 

In these times when biodiversity is under unprecedented threat, when climate change 
impacts are rapidly accelerating, and when human impacts on our environment are certain 
to intensify along with densification of our built environment, the need to both protect 
biodiversity and expand the mitigation services of our urban canopy is abundantly clear. 
The recommended code updates to implement the City’s no net canopy loss policy are 
important. However, experience in other cities shows that, without this additional 
protection/priority regarding replacement species, no net loss policies can lead to wholesale 
diminution of natives within the urban forest and substantial loss of habitat. 

Native trees are the fundamental scaffolding for biodiversity in our local ecology. If we 
protect only quantity, and not also quality, we risk losing the forest through the trees. 
Please make the most of this long-awaited Tree Ordinance Update to ensure that natives 
and high habitat-value species remain a rich part of the mix in our urban forest. 

mailto:jchetterly@gmail.com
mailto:city.council@cityofpaloalto.org


Sincerely,

Jennifer Chang Hetterly



From: Keith Bennett
To: Council, City
Subject: Comments: Agenda 13, Tree Ordinance, Oct 18 Council Meeting
Date: Sunday, October 17, 2021 9:13:01 PM
Attachments: Tree_Ordinance_21_10_18_Keith Bennett comments.pdf

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the organization. Be cautious of opening attachments and clicking
on links.
________________________________

To Honorable Members of the Palo Alto City Council

Please find attached a PDF document with my comments on Agenda Item 13,
October 18, 2021 Council Meeting.
Title: Consideration of Policy and Services Committee Recommendations to
Council on the Updates to Title 8 of Municipal Code (Tree Protection),
Expanding the Role of the Parks & Recreation Commission, and Elevating
the Position of Urban Forester.

--
Keith Bennett
http://savepaloaltosgroundwater.org

mailto:pagroundwater@luxsci.net
mailto:city.council@cityofpaloalto.org
http://savepaloaltosgroundwater.org/



Public Comment on Agenda Item 13, October 18, 2021 
Title: Consideration of Policy and Services Committee Recommendations to Council on the Updates to 
Title 8 of Municipal Code (Tree Protection), Expanding the Role of the Parks & Recreation Commission, 
and Elevating the Position of Urban Forester.  


I am Keith Bennett and have lived in Palo Alto for more than 25 years.  Although I’m speaking for myself, 
some of you may know me from Save Palo Alto’s Groundwater.  Soil moisture provided by groundwater 
helps sustain trees, and protection of trees are a significant reason our members advocate groundwater 
protection. Residents of Palo Alto greatly appreciate our canopy and expect that City policies protect 
and enhance it.  These objectives are incorporated in many places in the recently updated 
Comprehensive Plan. 


I personally was very surprised to see that Palo Alto’s current Tree Protection Ordinance is much weaker 
than those of essentially all surrounding cities, and I strongly support strengthening protection for our 
trees.   I am fortunate to have a 150 year old palm tree, and I planted two coast oaks 25 years ago, 
which are now providing much needed shade from the glaring summer sun and keeping my house 
cooler.  In addition, there are two approximately 30 year old lindens in front of my house.  


I decided to check to see how the Staff proposal of protecting only trees 36” diameter or larger would 
apply on my property. The ordinance as Staff has drafted would not protect any trees on or in front of 
my property.  Though some of my trees are reasonably large, none are over 36” in diameter; the 
diameter of one linden is 13”, both oaks and another linden are 18 – 24” and the 150 year old palm 
slightly larger.  I request Council modify the proposal to conform to the Policy and Services Committee 
recommendation of protection for trees 18” in diameter or larger.  Trees need to first grow to 18” 
diameter well before they get to 36” – if we don’t protect “smaller” trees, we won’t have any larger 
trees.  


Urban forests provide many benefits - air quality, soils protection, providing environment for birds and 
wildlife, all contributing to making our neighborhoods pleasant for walking and living, directly 
contributing to making Palo Alto a place people want to live.   


Canopies disappear one tree at a time.    Please adopt the Policy & Services recommended ordinance 
and amend the Staff proposal so as to protect all trees 18” in diameter or larger.  Then, following 
amendment, pass the proposed ordinance. 


Thank you for your kind consideration, 


Keith Bennett, 
Palo Alto, CA 







Public Comment on Agenda Item 13, October 18, 2021 
Title: Consideration of Policy and Services Committee Recommendations to Council on the Updates to 
Title 8 of Municipal Code (Tree Protection), Expanding the Role of the Parks & Recreation Commission, 
and Elevating the Position of Urban Forester.  

I am Keith Bennett and have lived in Palo Alto for more than 25 years.  Although I’m speaking for myself, 
some of you may know me from Save Palo Alto’s Groundwater.  Soil moisture provided by groundwater 
helps sustain trees, and protection of trees are a significant reason our members advocate groundwater 
protection. Residents of Palo Alto greatly appreciate our canopy and expect that City policies protect 
and enhance it.  These objectives are incorporated in many places in the recently updated 
Comprehensive Plan. 

I personally was very surprised to see that Palo Alto’s current Tree Protection Ordinance is much weaker 
than those of essentially all surrounding cities, and I strongly support strengthening protection for our 
trees.   I am fortunate to have a 150 year old palm tree, and I planted two coast oaks 25 years ago, 
which are now providing much needed shade from the glaring summer sun and keeping my house 
cooler.  In addition, there are two approximately 30 year old lindens in front of my house.  

I decided to check to see how the Staff proposal of protecting only trees 36” diameter or larger would 
apply on my property. The ordinance as Staff has drafted would not protect any trees on or in front of 
my property.  Though some of my trees are reasonably large, none are over 36” in diameter; the 
diameter of one linden is 13”, both oaks and another linden are 18 – 24” and the 150 year old palm 
slightly larger.  I request Council modify the proposal to conform to the Policy and Services Committee 
recommendation of protection for trees 18” in diameter or larger.  Trees need to first grow to 18” 
diameter well before they get to 36” – if we don’t protect “smaller” trees, we won’t have any larger 
trees.  

Urban forests provide many benefits - air quality, soils protection, providing environment for birds and 
wildlife, all contributing to making our neighborhoods pleasant for walking and living, directly 
contributing to making Palo Alto a place people want to live.   

Canopies disappear one tree at a time.    Please adopt the Policy & Services recommended ordinance 
and amend the Staff proposal so as to protect all trees 18” in diameter or larger.  Then, following 
amendment, pass the proposed ordinance. 

Thank you for your kind consideration, 

Keith Bennett, 
Palo Alto, CA 



From: Ann Balin
To: Council, City
Subject: Tree Ordinance Update
Date: Sunday, October 17, 2021 8:06:23 PM

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the organization. Be cautious of opening attachments and clicking
on links.
________________________________

Dear Mayor DuBois and fellow council members,

I am urging that you adopt the Tree Ordinance recommendations as offered by Policy and Services, Ad Hoc
Committee and Staff.

The canopy is part of the environmental gestalt that ensures a better carbon footprint and beautifies our city. The
present ordinance is stale and now is the time to implement new standards.

I have observed for many years whereby developers and property owners have heritage trees removed without
consequences. The exquisite cork oak in front of Delfina pizzeria was removed even though it was healthy. This is
one example of a non heritage tree but there are many instances in town where violations have occurred with the
illegal extractions of healthy oaks and redwoods. The city needs to mandate enforcement of violations and increase
penalties when such law breaking occurs.

The Ad Hoc committee worked countless hours to contribute their thoughtful recommendations. Some include
practical alternatives need be considered before a protected tree may be removed. No net canopy loss is prioritized
when a protected tree must be removed is another.

Streamline the application process and ensure transparency and support for appeals from nearby residents.

Do strengthen the position of urban forester as this is long over due. The city’s canopy requires

It is key that more trees be designated for greater protection.  Habitat protection is necessary to enhance avifauna as
well. I would like to see more native flora including Toyon, Buckeye, Ribes, Garry elliptic (Coast silk-tassel) and
others here in the valley floor. They are drought resistant. I have two of these for over twenty years on my property
save for the Buckeye and Toyon.

More Mediterranean species should be included such as non fruit bearing olive trees, lavender and rosemary shrubs
which are hearty and drought resistant as well. As Provence is dry you will see these species flourishing there. They
do beautifully here in California.

On a different note there is a destabilizing practice where some developers and or property owners will build deep
basements and WASTE our ground water. Frankly, it is unconscionable that the city permits this practice. The
cement manufacturing and transport contributes to harming our environment. I am referring to thousands if not
millions of gallons of water decimated in our community which contributes to dropping the water table. I mention
this because a lower water table is harmful to our canopy.

I am impressed by the careful and thoughtful research and hard work that all of the above mentioned have dedicated
to improving Palo Alto’s Tree Ordinance.

I ask that you the city council ensure that this code becomes law.

Respectfully,

Ann Lafargue Balin

mailto:alafargue@mac.com
mailto:city.council@cityofpaloalto.org




From: Deborah S Rose M.D.
To: Council, City
Subject: Tree protection ordinance
Date: Sunday, October 17, 2021 6:24:35 PM

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the organization. Be cautious of opening attachments and clicking
on links.
________________________________

I am in total support of the pending tree protection ordinance. Deborah Rose 1542 Hamilton Ave. Palo Alto 94303

Sent from Deborah Rose

mailto:drdsrose@stanford.edu
mailto:city.council@cityofpaloalto.org


From: Anne Cribbs
To: Council, City
Subject: Tree Ordinance update
Date: Sunday, October 17, 2021 4:53:58 PM

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the organization. Be cautious
of opening attachments and clicking on links.

To: Mayor DuBois and Palo Alto City Counci members:

Subject: Support for Tree Ordinance

I am unable to attend Monday night’s City Council meeting to speak to speak favor of the
updates to the current Tree Ordinance, however I wanted to be sure that my support is
registered.

I am in full support of the tree ordinance updates recommended by the ad hoc resident
committee and the Policy & Services Committee and I appreciate the work of the committees
and the chart/ Local Tree Ordinance Comparison illustrating the need for Palo Alto to increase
its scope of protected trees.

It is especially important is to:

Designate more trees for greater protection to preserve and increase our urban canopy
Adopt urban canopy management best practices including no net loss of canopy and
prioritized planting of native and climate-adaptive tree species

In addition, I hope the Council will approve:

Formalizing a relationship for the Parks and Recreation Commission to serve as a
community forum for urban forestry community issues, and advise City Council on
related matters including the Urban Forest Master Plan (UFMP)

Elevate the Urban Forester position to afford increased visibility and authority necessary
to oversee the future health and expansion of our urban canopy

We are all proud of Palo Alto's tree canopy and want to ensure that we continue to protect and
further develop this canopy especially iin South Palo Alto. In addition, we have recognized the
importance and benefits of trees, during the recent pandemic.

Thank you for your consideration.

Sincerely, Anne Warner Cribbs,
Chair, Palo Alto Park and Recreation Commission.

Anne Warner Cribbs OLY

• 
• 

• 

• 

mailto:acribbs@basoc.org
mailto:city.council@cityofpaloalto.org


President and CEO
BASOC - the bay area sports organizing committee
1960 Olympian
2450 Agnes Way
Palo Alto, CA 94303 
Ph. 650.323.9400
Fx: 650.323,9403
415.264.2067
acribbs@basoc.org
www.basoc.org
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From: Andie Reed
To: Council, City
Subject: Tree Ordinance, Oct 18, 2021
Date: Sunday, October 17, 2021 2:37:25 PM

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the organization. Be cautious
of opening attachments and clicking on links.

Dear Mayor, Vice Mayor, and Council Members:

Thank you for your consideration tonight of the Tree Ordinance revisions, and thanks to the
Residents Ad Hoc Committee's report and the Policy and Services Committee's
recommendations following up on Planning and Transportation Commission meetings in
2018. It is particularly appreciated that the staff report (Packet Pages 353 -354)
summarizes and highlights some differences proposed by the Ad Hoc committee.

Please emphasize that developers need to look for practical alternatives when confronted
with protected trees near their proposed property site, and further support nearby
neighbors' rights to know about plans before trees are removed, in time to appeal, as is
currently rarely the case. Clearcut definitions of "protected" trees and straightforward steps
for developers to follow will be very helpful for everyone in maintaining and improving one
of Palo Alto's most desirable and historical assets, its trees; the beautiful canopy we rely on
every day as we walk, bike, and drive through our city streets.
Also, the Urban Forester position, primarily responsible for protecting trees, should have a
higher job-duty designation in the city structure, as that will increase reporting and
recommending power, giving the revised ordinance some teeth. Please confirm the
proposed change that would add the Parks and Rec Commission as a forum in the review
process, for increased consistency and coordination that can inform the PTC and City
Council in tree deliberations.

Thanks for your efforts.

Andie Reed

-- 
Andie Reed CPA
160 Melville Ave
Palo Alto, CA 94301
530-401-3809 

mailto:andiezreed@gmail.com
mailto:city.council@cityofpaloalto.org


From: Bev Benson
To: Council, City
Subject: I am for native tree ordinance
Date: Sunday, October 17, 2021 12:29:29 PM

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the organization. Be cautious of opening attachments and clicking
on links.
________________________________

I’ve lived in Palo Alto since 1983.  I have an all native and drought tolerant landscape.
I never need to water.  My yard is full of birds.  I just had an Oak tree planted as my
street tree. I’m also a member of the Native Plant Society.

mailto:bevbenson@comcast.net
mailto:city.council@cityofpaloalto.org


From: Jeffrey Hook
To: Council, City
Subject: Adopt proposed tree ordinance; it is based on ecological principle
Date: Sunday, October 17, 2021 6:43:19 AM

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the organization. Be cautious
of opening attachments and clicking on links.

Sunday, October 17, 2021

Honorable Councilmembers,

I write to support adoption of the ad hoc resident committee tree protection ordinance
recommended by the City Policy & Services Committee, to be considered by the Council on
Monday, October 18.

The recommended ordinance supports 
7 Goals and Actions in the Sustainability/Climate Action Plan 
10 Comprehensive Plan Policies and Programs 
4 Urban Forest Master Plan Policies

The most important aspect of this recommended ordinance is its grounding in ecological
science. The 2030 Comprehensive Plan refers to ecology many times. 

The opening pages emphasize protecting the natural ecology of the city to provide resilience
to climate change.

In Chapter 4, "Natural Environment", the urban forest is described to "provide ecological and
health benefits and a source of beauty for residents".

Connectivity and Ecology, Goal N-1, Policy N-1.1 "Respect the role that natural and
landscaped areas within the urbanized part of the city play in a resilient ecological continuum.
Policy N-1.2: "Maintain a network of parks and urban forest from the urban center to the
foothills and Baylands that provide ecological benefits..."

Urban Forest and Understory, Goal N-2: "A thriving urban forest that provides public health,
ecological, economic, and aesthetic benefits for Palo Alto."

There are many other mentions of ecology as a foundation for policy in the Comp Plan.
Humans have gained tremendous knowledge about ourselves and the world we inhabit through
centuries of scientific inquiry. The more we have learned about the natural world, the smaller
the exalted role of humans has become. We once thought the Earth was a mere six thousand
years old, was the center of the universe, humans were created in God's image and given
dominion over the natural world. We now know the Earth is billions of year old, is part of a
planetary system surrounding a typical star, one of billions in our local galaxy which is one of
billions of galaxies. Human beings evolved only in the last ten-thousandth of the period of life
on Earth. Nature is far stronger than we, and we are increasingly aware that we must conform
our actions to respect natural laws or face extinction.

The word "ecology" was coined by Ernst Haekel in 1873 to denote the scientific study of the
relationships between organisms and their environment or "home" (oikos in Greek). We

mailto:tribaljeff51@gmail.com
mailto:city.council@cityofpaloalto.org


turned the lens on ourselves and began studying human ecology in the early 20th century. In
1967 the great writer and commentator on the human condition, Lewis Mumford, wrote in
"The Myth of the Machine": "All thinking worthy of the name must now be ecological".

The proposed tree ordinance aligns policy with principle. I urge the Council to adopt it. 

Jeffrey Hook
Resident, Evergreen Park Neighborhood



From: Trish Mulvey
To: Council, City
Subject: support for Tree Protection Ordinance (#13)
Date: Saturday, October 16, 2021 12:59:03 PM

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the organization. Be cautious
of opening attachments and clicking on links.

Honorable Mayor DuBois and Palo Alto Council Members:
I am very concerned that development pressures and drought conditions in the
region have resulted in the loss of trees and canopy, with an associated toll on
the many health, wellness, habitat, climate and air quality benefits that trees
and tree-canopy provide.
Please know that I strongly support the Tree Protection Ordinance as
recommended by the Policy and Services Committee, and I ask Council to
improve these recommendations by directing staff to provide and maintain a
list of acceptable replacement tree species -- ideally primarily native trees --
that support biodiversity and prevent an infusion of non-native trees.
This will help Palo Alto achieve Goal 2 of the Palo Alto Urban Forest Master
Plan:

· “Re-generated native woodland and riparian landscapes as the key
ecological basis of the urban forest with focus on native species and
habitat”.

Over time, this mitigation framework will allow Palo Alto to:
· lead the region in rewilding the city,
· regenerate an ecologically resilient community, and
· support birds, butterflies, beneficial insects, and other wildlife.

This approach will also help to advance and implement the Palo Alto 2030
Comprehensive Plan (Natural Environment Element), the Urban Forest Master
Plan, and the City’s Climate Action Plan.
Thank you for your consideration of this request and for taking this important
step to protect our trees and their canopy.
Sincerely yours,
Trish Mulvey
527 Rhodes Drive, Palo Alto

mailto:mulvey@ix.netcom.com
mailto:city.council@cityofpaloalto.org


From: J Fruchterman
To: Council, City
Subject: Tree Protection Ordinance
Date: Saturday, October 16, 2021 11:47:03 AM

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the organization. Be cautious
of opening attachments and clicking on links.

I am a Palo Alto resident, and want to express my support for the proposed ordinance. I’d like the
Council to go further and actively advise residents by providing a list of acceptable replacement
tree species, primarily native trees.
Thanks!
Jim Fruchterman
1850 Middlefield Road
Palo Alto

mailto:Jim.F@Benetech.org
mailto:city.council@cityofpaloalto.org


From: Gail Price
To: Council, City
Subject: Tree Protection Ordinance: More modifications needed : Agenda Item 13: 10/18/21
Date: Saturday, October 16, 2021 10:29:02 AM

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the organization. Be cautious of opening attachments and clicking
on links.
________________________________

Dear Mayor DuBois and Palo Alto City Council Members,

I fully understand the importance of a tree protection ordinance and concur with Bob Sanner’s recommendation to
greatly improve the intent and language of the ordinance.

 Mr. Sanner is recommending using language of the Sunnyvale tree ordinance which is a simple solution to be in
conformance with State property statues. In Sunnyvale removal is allowed if the protected tree, “restricts the
owner’s or a neighbor’s ability to enjoy the reasonable use or economic potential of the property.

The Sunnyvale approach  recognizes there are situations/ circumstances that arise which do clearly require greater
flexibility to enable an owner or neighbor to address or  prevent on going damage and safety risks impacting the full
utilization and
enjoyment of their property.

Frankly, can you imagine living with the on - going damage by the roots of a protected tree  which result in
$125,000 worth of damage? And, the current narrow limits of the ordinance which do not really allow for a
reasonable remedy?

Please use your knowledge and abilities to further modify our tree ordinance to enable it to address “real world”
issues facing residents.  The Sunnyvale ordinance is clear and effective. As a former Sunnyvale planner, I can assure
you their staff  can provide further information to support our Palo Alto staff and give examples of how their
ordinance has worked and been interpreted.

Thank you for addressing the on-going issues emerging regarding the tree ordinance and various degrees of damage
tree roots can cause.

Gail A. Price
Barron Park
Palo Alto

Sent from my iPad

mailto:gail.price3@gmail.com
mailto:city.council@cityofpaloalto.org


From: Ann Balin
To: Jo Ann Mandinach
Cc: Council, City
Subject: Re: Tree Ordinance Protection
Date: Saturday, October 16, 2021 7:09:51 AM

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the organization. Be cautious
of opening attachments and clicking on links.

Excellent!

Sent from my iPhone

On 15 Oct 2021, at 23:18, Jo Ann Mandinach <joann@needtoknow.com> wrote:


Dear Council,

In these times of drought and the perils of increased construction I
believe it's critical to update the Tree Ordinance Protection Plan. 

Every week on NextDoor we read messages decrying the removal of
healthy trees during private and city projects. People want help with
individual crisis situations and -- more critically -- they want a general
mechanism for future tree protection. 

Residents and neighborhood groups have long complained about the
city's failure to reach out and notify us about projects/ work planned for
our neighborhoods, work resulting in the closure of our streets or even
work being done in front of homes. 

This outreach failure includes tree protection; it can and should be fixed.
Communications and transparency must be improved. A procedure for
timely neighbor involvement, arborist review and, if necessary,
appeals is needed before, not after the trees are cut down.

We need to see more trees protected. We're supposed to be the City of
Trees, right?

Remember the California Avenue "tree massacre" and the long blame-
game? The bare ugly streetscape? Trees and good feelings take years to
grow back. 

Besides decent communications. we also need to see the plan
implemented with strict enforcement and stiff penalties/fines for

mailto:alafargue@mac.com
mailto:joann@needtoknow.com
mailto:city.council@cityofpaloalto.org


violations. We've all heard realtors /developers advise prospects how to
get more square footage by poisoning that pesky tree so the city will
have to condemn it before it falls down and hurts someone! Really
enough!

It's time to approve the Tree Protection Ordinance. The trees -- and
our neighborhoods -- need the Tree Protection Ordinance and real
protection sooner rather than later.

Sincerely,
Jo Ann Mandinach
1699 Middlefied Road
Palo Alto, CA 94301



From: Jo Ann Mandinach
To: Council, City
Subject: Tree Ordinance Protection
Date: Friday, October 15, 2021 11:18:32 PM

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the organization. Be cautious
of opening attachments and clicking on links.

Dear Council,

In these times of drought and the perils of increased construction I believe it's
critical to update the Tree Ordinance Protection Plan. 

Every week on NextDoor we read messages decrying the removal of healthy trees
during private and city projects. People want help with individual crisis situations
and -- more critically -- they want a general mechanism for future tree protection. 

Residents and neighborhood groups have long complained about the city's failure to
reach out and notify us about projects/ work planned for our neighborhoods, work
resulting in the closure of our streets or even work being done in front of homes. 

This outreach failure includes tree protection; it can and should be fixed.
Communications and transparency must be improved. A procedure for timely
neighbor involvement, arborist review and, if necessary, appeals is needed
before, not after the trees are cut down.

We need to see more trees protected. We're supposed to be the City of Trees, right?

Remember the California Avenue "tree massacre" and the long blame-game? The
bare ugly streetscape? Trees and good feelings take years to grow back. 

Besides decent communications. we also need to see the plan implemented with
strict enforcement and stiff penalties/fines for violations. We've all heard realtors
/developers advise prospects how to get more square footage by poisoning that
pesky tree so the city will have to condemn it before it falls down and hurts
someone! Really enough!

It's time to approve the Tree Protection Ordinance. The trees -- and our
neighborhoods -- need the Tree Protection Ordinance and real protection
sooner rather than later.

Sincerely,
Jo Ann Mandinach
1699 Middlefied Road
Palo Alto, CA 94301

mailto:joann@needtoknow.com
mailto:city.council@cityofpaloalto.org




From: alemmenes@juno.com
To: Council, City
Subject: Palo Alto"s City Forest
Date: Friday, October 15, 2021 6:44:53 PM

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the organization. Be cautious
of opening attachments and clicking on links.

Hello Mayor DuBois and Palo Alto Council Members,
Our names are Ann Lemmenes and Bob Zander and we are Palo Alto residents.
Development pressures and drought conditions in the region have resulted in the loss of trees
and canopy, with an associated toll on the myriad health, wellness, habitat, climate and air
quality benefits that trees and canopy provide.
I support the Tree Protection Ordinance as recommended by the Policy and Services
Committee, and ask Council to improve these recommendations by providing a list of
acceptable replacement tree species, primarily native trees, that support biodiversity and
prevent an influx of non-native trees.
This will help Palo Alto achieve Goal 2 of the Palo Alto Urban Forest Master Plan, â€œRe-
generated native woodland and riparian landscapes as the key ecological basis of the urban
forest with focus on native species and habitatâ€ .
Over time, this mitigation framework should allow Palo Alto to lead the region in rewilding
the city, to regenerate an ecologically resilient community, and to support birds, butterflies,
beneficial insects, and other wildlife.
This approach should also help advance and implement the Palo Alto 2030 Comprehensive
Plan (Natural Environment Element), the Urban Forest Master Plan, and the Cityâ€™s
Climate Action Plan.
Thank you for your consideration and for taking a step forward to protect our trees and canopy
this will help keep our little corner of the world a more livable place for multiple species.
Sincerely,
Ann Lemmenes and Bob Zander

____________________________________________________________

Top News - Sponsored By Newser

Capitol Officer Gave Rioter a Legal Tip: Charges
Tucker Carlson Mocks Buttigieg Over Paternity Leave
FDA Panel Endorses J&J Booster Shot

• 
• 
• 

mailto:alemmenes@juno.com
mailto:city.council@cityofpaloalto.org
https://www.newser.com/?utm_source=part&utm_medium=uol&utm_campaign=rss_taglines_more
https://www.newser.com/?utm_source=part&utm_medium=uol&utm_campaign=rss_taglines_more
http://thirdpartyoffers.juno.com/TGL3142/616a2e6a300a92e692ff6st04vuc1
http://thirdpartyoffers.juno.com/TGL3142/616a2e6a4f24b2e692ff6st04vuc2
http://thirdpartyoffers.juno.com/TGL3142/616a2e6a6e4352e692ff6st04vuc3


From: Claire Elliott
To: Council, City
Subject: Support for October 18 council agenda item #13
Date: Friday, October 15, 2021 4:00:44 PM
Attachments: GrE support letter for Oct 18 agenda item 13.pdf

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the organization. Be cautious
of opening attachments and clicking on links.

Please include the attached letter from Alex Von Feldt, Executive Director of Grassroots
Ecology in the package for the October 18 council meeting.
Thank you!
Claire

-- 

Claire Elliott, Senior Ecologist

3921 East Bayshore Road
Palo Alto, CA 94303-4303
Phone: 650-419-9880
grassrootsecology.org

r~,_.., ~,,,. 
GRASSROOTS 
EC0L0GYRD ___ _ 

mailto:claire@grassrootsecology.org
mailto:city.council@cityofpaloalto.org
http://grassrootsecology.org/



October 15, 2021


Palo Alto City Council


250 Hamilton Avenue


Palo Alto, CA 94301


Dear Council Members,


Grassroots Ecology is a San Francisco Bay Area 501(c)(3) nonprofit based in Palo Alto that leverages the
power of volunteers to create healthy lands across Silicon Valley. The purpose of our letter is to express
support for the recommendations of the Policy & Services Committee and the resident ad hoc
committee to better preserve and expand our urban forests and the ecosystem services they provide.


Grassroots Ecology works with volunteers to plant trees and other native plants and to remove invasive
plants that destroy diversity and a healthy ecosystem. We believe these efforts are critical to a
sustainable and resilient community and would like to see the City of Palo Alto continue to advance
these goals through modifications to the urban forestry program, its codes and manuals.


One of our partner organizations, the San Francisco Estuary Institute, produced an important document,
the Re-oaking Silicon Valley report. This report lays out the case for reintegrating oaks and other native
vegetation within the developed landscape to restore an ecologically diverse and distinctive ecosystem
to our cities. The report also shows the role that trees can play to mitigate the effects of drought and
climate change, as is also laid out in Palo Alto’s Sustainability/Climate Action plan.


Please help forward the goals listed above by:


1. Expediting a revision to Title 8 of the Palo Alto municipal code to be more protective of trees


especially those that are locally native.


2. Formalizing a relationship that takes advantage of the Parks and Recreation Commission as a


forum for the Urban Forestry program to get the pulse of the community.


3. Elevating the position of Urban Forester to allow more effective administration of the municipal


code.


Thank you so much for your consideration. Please feel free to contact me at alex@grassrootsecology.org


if you have any questions.


Sincerely,


Alex Von Feldt


Executive Director







October 15, 2021

Palo Alto City Council

250 Hamilton Avenue

Palo Alto, CA 94301

Dear Council Members,

Grassroots Ecology is a San Francisco Bay Area 501(c)(3) nonprofit based in Palo Alto that leverages the
power of volunteers to create healthy lands across Silicon Valley. The purpose of our letter is to express
support for the recommendations of the Policy & Services Committee and the resident ad hoc
committee to better preserve and expand our urban forests and the ecosystem services they provide.

Grassroots Ecology works with volunteers to plant trees and other native plants and to remove invasive
plants that destroy diversity and a healthy ecosystem. We believe these efforts are critical to a
sustainable and resilient community and would like to see the City of Palo Alto continue to advance
these goals through modifications to the urban forestry program, its codes and manuals.

One of our partner organizations, the San Francisco Estuary Institute, produced an important document,
the Re-oaking Silicon Valley report. This report lays out the case for reintegrating oaks and other native
vegetation within the developed landscape to restore an ecologically diverse and distinctive ecosystem
to our cities. The report also shows the role that trees can play to mitigate the effects of drought and
climate change, as is also laid out in Palo Alto’s Sustainability/Climate Action plan.

Please help forward the goals listed above by:

1. Expediting a revision to Title 8 of the Palo Alto municipal code to be more protective of trees

especially those that are locally native.

2. Formalizing a relationship that takes advantage of the Parks and Recreation Commission as a

forum for the Urban Forestry program to get the pulse of the community.

3. Elevating the position of Urban Forester to allow more effective administration of the municipal

code.

Thank you so much for your consideration. Please feel free to contact me at alex@grassrootsecology.org

if you have any questions.

Sincerely,

Alex Von Feldt

Executive Director

3921 East Bayshore Road I Palo Alto, CA 94303-4303 I 650.419.9880 I inlo@grassrootsecology.org I grassrootsecology.org 



From: Catherine Martineau
To: Council, City
Cc: Eggleston, Brad; Gollinger, Peter; Holly Pearson
Subject: City Council 10/18/21, Item #13 Tree Protection Ordinance Update
Date: Friday, October 15, 2021 3:13:25 PM
Attachments: Canopy"s comments on Title 8_08-02-21.pdf

Local Tree Ordinance Comparison_10-14-21.pdf

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the organization. Be cautious
of opening attachments and clicking on links.

Dear Mayor DuBois, Vice Mayor Burt, and Council Members,

Thank you very much for considering the Policy and Services Committee's
recommendations on updates to Title 8 of the Municipal Code (tree protection).
Please find attached Canopy's letter to that committee in support of strengthening
Title 8, as well as a table that compares tree ordinances in Palo Alto and surrounding
communities.

We look forward to attending and speaking at Monday night's meeting.

Best,

Catherine
----------------------------------------
Catherine Martineau (she/her)
Executive Director
Working from home
cell: 650-575-5310

website | facebook | instagram | youtube

---------- Forwarded message ---------
From: Holly Pearson <holly.pearson@gmail.com>
Date: Thu, Oct 14, 2021 at 9:24 PM
Subject: Draft email to CC
To: Catherine Martineau <catherine@canopy.org>

[Insert Subject line: ]

. .,.tA~OP.iYi ~ o/t!,{ ~ u_tside and. Ei;rt~f 
I . .. If ·~.11 .. Discover Neighborhood.Tree Walks 

" Ji:(~ . . . • 
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mailto:holly.pearson@gmail.com
https://canopy.org/our-work/tree-walks/
https://canopy.org/
https://www.facebook.com/CanopyTreesForAll/
https://www.instagram.com/canopytrees/
https://www.youtube.com/user/CanopytreeTV
mailto:holly.pearson@gmail.com
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Canopy Comments on the proposed update to the Palo Alto
Tree Protection Ordinance (Title 8 draft dated 06/20/19)
City Council Policy and Services August 10, 2021 Meeting


August 2, 2021


Dear Council Members Kou (Chair), Stone, and Tanaka, Via email


Re: Proposed Update of Palo Alto’s Tree Protection Ordinance (Title 8)


Canopy believes that updating Palo Alto’s Tree Protection Ordinance is a top priority for the city.
While the city’s tree canopy is mature, abundant, and vibrant, it is also at risk. Mature trees,
especially native oaks, are being lost parcel-by-parcel due to development. In addition,
neighborhoods face disparities in canopy cover, and climate-change impacts are already being
felt. The current Title 8 provisions are not as strong as comparable requirements in surrounding
communities in terms of tree protection or replacement.


The reasons for protecting and planting trees are clear. Among many other benefits, trees
sequester carbon, combat the urban heat island effect, cool buildings, prevent soil erosion and
stormwater run-off, provide wildlife habitat, and promote walking and biking on city streets.
Neighborhoods well-shaded with street trees can be up to 6-10 degrees cooler than
neighborhoods without. Trees provide a substantial return on investment and, even in times of
drought and budget tightening, are worth their water and maintenance.


Canopy has consulted with the ad hoc group (Winter Dellenbach, Jeff Greenfield, Karen
Holman, and Doria Summa) that has prepared a redlined draft with suggested revisions. We
applaud their careful analysis and are generally supportive of the spirit and goals of their
suggested changes. We also support many of the changes suggested by staff that are shown in
the 2019 track changes draft.


To highlight a few important issues, Canopy would like to see the city improve Title 8 by:
● Expanding the list of protected species in section 8.10.020. The current ordinance


protects only three species, meaning that many of the city’s beautiful trees on private
property are completely vulnerable to harm or removal. More native species need
protection, as do desirable and substantial nonnative trees.


● Protecting more trees during development under section 8.10.050. Project applicants
should be required to consider feasible alternatives that would avoid removing protected


------------------------------------------------------
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trees. The city should also work to prevent the two-step scenario under which applicants
apply to remove protected trees and subsequently apply to develop their property, now
made easier because no protected trees remain.


● Simplifying and enhancing the requirement to replace trees. When a protected tree is
lost for any reason--whether on public or private property--there is loss of all of the
community and environmental benefits that the tree afforded, as well as a decrease in
the city’s canopy. One of the city’s Urban Forest Master Plan policies is to strive for “no
net loss/increase” in the city’s canopy cover. Consistent with this policy, when a
protected tree is lost, it should be replaced. Canopy supports staff’s proposed change in
section 8.10.050(e)(1), which requires tree replacement under all scenarios of property
development. Where a protected tree is lost in the absence of proposed development,
the tree should still be replaced--on-site whenever possible. Replacement trees should
then be monitored and protected so that they ultimately increase canopy cover.


Thank you for devoting your time to this important issue. With both climate-change impacts and
tree inequities in the daily news, Palo Alto has a great opportunity to lead by example. Please
do not hesitate to contact Holly Pearson with questions or concerns.


Best regards,


Holly L. Pearson
Board Member
Chair of the Canopy Advocacy Committee
holly.pearson@gmail.com


Catherine Martineau
Executive Director
catherine@canopy.org


CC Chantal Cotton Gaines, Deputy City Manager
Peter Gollinger, Acting Urban Forester
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L OCAL    T REE    O RDINANCE    C OMPARISON   
  


*Measured   54”   above   ground   except   East   Palo   Alto   (40”),   Los   Altos   (48”),   and   Redwood   City   (6-36”)   


  


  


C ITY   P ROTECTED    T REES    -   S PECIES   


P ROTECTED   
T REES    –   


M INIMUM   
D IAMETER *   


N UMBER     OF   
S PECIES   


P ROTECTED   
C ITATION   


East   Palo   Alto   all   species   7.6”   all   East   Palo   Alto   Municipal   Code  
§   18.28.040.B.2  


  


Los   Altos   all   species     15.3”   all   Los   Altos   Municipal   Code  
§   11.08.040  


  


Menlo   Park  oaks   native   to   California   
other   species   


10”   
15“   


all   Menlo   Park   Municipal   Code    
§   13.24.020(5)  


  


Mountain   
View   


oaks,   redwoods,   cedars   
other   species   


3.8”   
15.3”   


all   Mountain   View   Municipal   Code    
§   32.23.c  


  


Redwood   City  all   species   12.1”   all   Redwood   City   Code   of   
Ordinances   §   35.1  


  


Sunnyvale   all   species   12.1”   all   Sunnyvale   Municipal   Code  
§   19.94.030  


  


Palo   Alto   
( current )   


coast   live   oaks,   valley   oaks   
coast   redwoods   


11.5”   
18”   


3   Palo   Alto   Municipal   Code  
§   8.10.020(j)  


  


Palo   Alto   
( proposed )   


4   native   oaks,   big   leaf   maples,   incense   cedars   
coast   redwoods   
others   except   invasive   species   &   high   water   users   


11.5”   
18”   
18”   


all   except   
invasive   


species   &   high   
water   users   


Palo   Alto   Municipal   Code  
§   8.10.020(j)    


( proposed   –   P&S   
recommendation )  
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L OCAL    T REE    O RDINANCE    C OMPARISON   
  

*Measured   54”   above   ground   except   East   Palo   Alto   (40”),   Los   Altos   (48”),   and   Redwood   City   (6-36”)   

  

  

C ITY   P ROTECTED    T REES    -   S PECIES   

P ROTECTED   
T REES    –   

M INIMUM   
D IAMETER *   

N UMBER     OF   
S PECIES   

P ROTECTED   
C ITATION   

East   Palo   Alto   all   species   7.6”   all   East   Palo   Alto   Municipal   Code  
§   18.28.040.B.2  

  

Los   Altos   all   species     15.3”   all   Los   Altos   Municipal   Code  
§   11.08.040  

  

Menlo   Park  oaks   native   to   California   
other   species   

10”   
15“   

all   Menlo   Park   Municipal   Code    
§   13.24.020(5)  

  

Mountain   
View   

oaks,   redwoods,   cedars   
other   species   

3.8”   
15.3”   

all   Mountain   View   Municipal   Code    
§   32.23.c  

  

Redwood   City  all   species   12.1”   all   Redwood   City   Code   of   
Ordinances   §   35.1  

  

Sunnyvale   all   species   12.1”   all   Sunnyvale   Municipal   Code  
§   19.94.030  

  

Palo   Alto   
( current )   

coast   live   oaks,   valley   oaks   
coast   redwoods   

11.5”   
18”   

3   Palo   Alto   Municipal   Code  
§   8.10.020(j)  

  

Palo   Alto   
( proposed )   

4   native   oaks,   big   leaf   maples,   incense   cedars   
coast   redwoods   
others   except   invasive   species   &   high   water   users   

11.5”   
18”   
18”   

all   except   
invasive   

species   &   high   
water   users   

Palo   Alto   Municipal   Code  
§   8.10.020(j)    

( proposed   –   P&S   
recommendation )  

  

  
  

Prepared   by   Canopy   -   October   2021   



Canopy Comments on the proposed update to the Palo Alto
Tree Protection Ordinance (Title 8 draft dated 06/20/19)
City Council Policy and Services August 10, 2021 Meeting

August 2, 2021

Dear Council Members Kou (Chair), Stone, and Tanaka, Via email

Re: Proposed Update of Palo Alto’s Tree Protection Ordinance (Title 8)

Canopy believes that updating Palo Alto’s Tree Protection Ordinance is a top priority for the city.
While the city’s tree canopy is mature, abundant, and vibrant, it is also at risk. Mature trees,
especially native oaks, are being lost parcel-by-parcel due to development. In addition,
neighborhoods face disparities in canopy cover, and climate-change impacts are already being
felt. The current Title 8 provisions are not as strong as comparable requirements in surrounding
communities in terms of tree protection or replacement.

The reasons for protecting and planting trees are clear. Among many other benefits, trees
sequester carbon, combat the urban heat island effect, cool buildings, prevent soil erosion and
stormwater run-off, provide wildlife habitat, and promote walking and biking on city streets.
Neighborhoods well-shaded with street trees can be up to 6-10 degrees cooler than
neighborhoods without. Trees provide a substantial return on investment and, even in times of
drought and budget tightening, are worth their water and maintenance.

Canopy has consulted with the ad hoc group (Winter Dellenbach, Jeff Greenfield, Karen
Holman, and Doria Summa) that has prepared a redlined draft with suggested revisions. We
applaud their careful analysis and are generally supportive of the spirit and goals of their
suggested changes. We also support many of the changes suggested by staff that are shown in
the 2019 track changes draft.

To highlight a few important issues, Canopy would like to see the city improve Title 8 by:
● Expanding the list of protected species in section 8.10.020. The current ordinance

protects only three species, meaning that many of the city’s beautiful trees on private
property are completely vulnerable to harm or removal. More native species need
protection, as do desirable and substantial nonnative trees.

● Protecting more trees during development under section 8.10.050. Project applicants
should be required to consider feasible alternatives that would avoid removing protected
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trees. The city should also work to prevent the two-step scenario under which applicants
apply to remove protected trees and subsequently apply to develop their property, now
made easier because no protected trees remain.

● Simplifying and enhancing the requirement to replace trees. When a protected tree is
lost for any reason--whether on public or private property--there is loss of all of the
community and environmental benefits that the tree afforded, as well as a decrease in
the city’s canopy. One of the city’s Urban Forest Master Plan policies is to strive for “no
net loss/increase” in the city’s canopy cover. Consistent with this policy, when a
protected tree is lost, it should be replaced. Canopy supports staff’s proposed change in
section 8.10.050(e)(1), which requires tree replacement under all scenarios of property
development. Where a protected tree is lost in the absence of proposed development,
the tree should still be replaced--on-site whenever possible. Replacement trees should
then be monitored and protected so that they ultimately increase canopy cover.

Thank you for devoting your time to this important issue. With both climate-change impacts and
tree inequities in the daily news, Palo Alto has a great opportunity to lead by example. Please
do not hesitate to contact Holly Pearson with questions or concerns.

Best regards,

Holly L. Pearson
Board Member
Chair of the Canopy Advocacy Committee
holly.pearson@gmail.com

Catherine Martineau
Executive Director
catherine@canopy.org

CC Chantal Cotton Gaines, Deputy City Manager
Peter Gollinger, Acting Urban Forester

------------------------------------------------------
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From: Bob Sanner
Subject: Fwd: Palo Alto"s proposed Protected Tree Ordinance and Removal of trees
Date: Friday, October 15, 2021 1:13:36 PM

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the organization. Be cautious
of opening attachments and clicking on links.

Palo Alto's proposed Protected Tree Ordinance
and Removal of trees

Palo Alto is now updating its tree ordinances. The proposed
amended statute, for removal of protected trees, doesn’t
comply with CA Civil Code #3479. We don’t comprehend
why the City would enact something which is out of
compliance “on day 1”. Among the relevant property statutes
in CA, Civil Code #3479 is easily the most determinative and
important, often cited by judges. Doesn't state law preempt
local law?

This state law says, “an obstruction to the free use of property,
so as to interfere with the comfortable enjoyment of life or
property….is a nuisance”. Six nearby cities and counties now
have statutes which say protected trees can be removed for
those reasons. The City’s proposed amendment is far too
narrow. It ignores damage to non-primary structures, to water
and sewer lines, to walkways, to flooring, to driveways, to
fencing, to plants and, ironically, to other trees.

Many communities have updated their codes and are
in compliance with state law: the cities of Sunnyvale,
San Mateo, Saratoga, Los Altos, and the counties of

mailto:bbsanner@gmail.com


San Mateo and Santa Clara.

Let’s implement the Sunnyvale statute. Removal is
allowed if the protected tree, "restricts the owners’ or
a neighbor's ability to enjoy the reasonable use or
economic potential of the property. “ This language is
consistent with state law and with our neighboring
communities.

The roots of our neighbor’s three, large, protected
redwood trees, very close to our house, have caused
$125,000 (!) damage in 5 (!) separate incidents, in just
the last 4 years. Damage (partial list) includes
replacing a long concrete walkway, the entire garage
floor, the entire driveway, all the flooring in one room,
and all the plantings in the entire front yard. Some of
these incidents would NOT qualify under the City’s
proposed amendment, but ALL FIVE caused damage
under Civil Code #3479. These roots are actively
growing, TODAY, in our front, side, and back yards,
in some cases under concrete. The roots close to the
trees are on OUR property, but CAN NEVER be cut,
so there will be damage to our property FOREVER.
Removal was recommended by our arborist in 2017. If
we were to try to sell, multiple real estate
professionals have told us they wouldn’t be either the
buyer's or seller's agent due to the extreme risk of
being named in a future lawsuit by any buyer, no
matter what the disclosures say. They also tell us: our
home’s value has been reduced by $400,000-
$1,000,000.

We are subjected to expensive, extensive,and recurrent repairs.



Moreover, these roots have created monumental loss of home
value, stress and loss of sleep.

Would YOU buy this home under these conditions ?

Not all protected trees should be where they are. Certain trees
should be removed and replaced, with zero canopy loss!



From: Shani Kleinhaus
To: Council, City
Cc: Karen Maki; James Eggers; Linda Ruthruff; Alice Kaufman; Mike Ferreira; Barbara Kelsey
Subject: Palo Alto Tree Ordinance - Item 13 on Oct 18 Agenda
Date: Friday, October 15, 2021 9:38:53 AM
Attachments: Group letter on Palo Alto Tree Ordinance Oct 2021.pdf

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the organization. Be cautious
of opening attachments and clicking on links.

Dear mayor DuBois and council members,

A Tree Protection Ordinance is the most critical implementation document for the UFMP
because it addresses, directly and objectively, tree protection and replacement on both private
and public lands.

In the attached letter, four environmental groups express support for enhanced protections for
trees in Palo Alto, for expanding the role of the Parks & Recreation Commission, and for
elevating the Position of Urban Forester.

At the same time, we are concerned with the proposed 15-year canopy replacement provision.
We ask that mitigation in the form of tree replacement should require native tree species to
support and regenerate quality habitat for our wildlife and biodiverse ecosystem.

This approach should also help advance and implement the Palo Alto 2030 Comprehensive
Plan (Natural Environment element), the Urban Forest Master Plan, and the City’s Climate
Action Plan.

Respectfully,

Shani Kleinhaus, Environmental Advocate
Santa Clara Valley Audubon Society

Karen Maki, Forest Protection Committee Chair,
Sierra Club Loma Prieta Chapter

Linda Ruthruff, Conservation Chair
California Native Plant Society Santa Clara Valley Chapter

Alice Kaufman, Legislative Advocacy Director
Green Foothills
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October 15, 2021


To: Palo Alto Mayor and Council


Re: Item 13: Consideration of Policy and Services Committee Recommendations to Council on
the Updates to Title 8 of Municipal Code (Tree Protection), Expanding the Role of the Parks &
Recreation Commission, and Elevating the Position of Urban Forester.


Dear Mayor DuBois and Councilmembers,


Hoesung Lee, chair of the IPCC, recently pointed out that the new IPCC report was an "important
step" in the collaboration between scientific fields focusing on climate and those focused on
biodiversity, stating "Climate change and biodiversity loss combine to threaten society -- often
magnifying and accelerating each other". Last week, the UN Biodiversity Conference convened
governments from around the world to create a new set of goals for nature over the next
decade. The framework sets out an ambitious plan to implement broad-based action to bring
about a transformation in society’s relationship with biodiversity and to ensure that, by 2050, the
shared vision of living in harmony with nature is fulfilled.


The importance of cities in providing habitat for wildlife, especially for birds and beneficial
insects, has been widely recognized (UNEP151, IUCN2, and IPBES3. See also recent


3https://ipbes.net/sites/default/files/inline/files/ipbes_global_assessment_report_summary_for_policymake
rs.pdf


2 https://iucnurbanalliance.org/cities-and-biodiversity-the-issues/


1 https://www.unep.org/events/conference/un-biodiversity-conference-cop-15
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publications from SFEI4 and Bay Nature5) as cities around the globe are encouraged to adopt
biodiversity and “rewilding” priorities to address our global biodiversity crisis6. Cities are
considering the integration of nature-based solutions (NBS) as a strategy in urban planning to
strengthen urban resilience and to slow down the decline of biodiversity. Rewilding areas in
cities has become a powerful strategy to bring back butterflies, insects, birds, and wildlife.


In Silicon Valley communities, development pressures and drought conditions have resulted in
the loss of trees and canopy, with an associated toll on the myriad health, wellness, habitat,
climate and air quality benefits that trees and canopy provide. We are therefore pleased to see
Palo Alto take a step forward in protecting its trees and canopy.


1. We are supportive of the Policy and Services Committee Recommendations to Council
on the Updates to Title 8 of Municipal Code (Tree Protection), Expanding the Role of the Parks
& Recreation Commission, and Elevating the Position of Urban Forester. The Updates to Title 8
of Municipal Code should better protect native trees and large trees  in Palo Alto.


2. The Urban Forest Master Plan (UFMP) seeks to preserve canopy (no net loss) and to
promote and expand the population of native trees, oaks in particular, in Palo Alto. A Tree
Protection Ordinance is the most critical implementation document for the UFMP
because it addresses, directly and objectively, tree protection and replacement on both
private and public lands. In a world where loss of biodiversity threatens the biological fabric of
life on earth, we must use every opportunity to protect trees and to regenerate and enhance
local biodiversity for all native species. We can “expand the pie” by planting tree species that
provide multiple benefits such as habitat value and supporting biodiversity, so that the adverse
effects of densification and drought are countered by the enrichment of habitat on public and
private land in Palo Alto.


3. We are concerned with the 15-year canopy replacement goal as a stand alone
requirement, since it is guaranteed to incentivize the planting of non-native, fast growing
trees instead of slow growing native tree species (or other slow growing and habitat
enhancing trees such as fruit trees). Our experience from similar requirements in nearby
communities shows that a 15-year canopy replacement requirement encourages the
planting of only a few species of trees, primarily non-native, that may never achieve their
label size or provide the expected canopy benefits. Most of these trees provide little
habitat value. The Tree Ordinance could instead provide a list of acceptable replacement
tree species, primarily native trees, that support biodiversity in addition to all the benefits
that trees provide. This will contribute to regeneration of Palo Alto’s ecological resilience
for the benefit of residents, property owners, and the planet.


6 https://www.mdpi.com/2071-1050/13/5/2932/htm


5 https://baynature.org/2021/02/18/what-a-city-can-do-for-nature/


4 https://academic.oup.com/bioscience/article/71/2/148/6102678
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a. Where space allows, we support tree replacement that selects native tree
species that grow to a similar size. Native oaks trees (Valley Oak, Coast Live
Oak, Blue Oak, Black oak) should be the preferred replacements for large
canopy trees (of any species) that must be removed. Redwoods could be
replaced with an Incense Cedar which has a similar form and stature, but is a low
water use species.


b. In cases where replacement tree selection is bounded by attributes which do not
allow similar size replacements, we suggest that Palo Alto provide a tree species
replacement list that provides residents and property owners with a list of native
tree species and fruit trees that can be used to mitigate the loss of trees. This list
can be expanded to include a few non-native trees of high habitat value for birds
and insects. Trees with little habitat or biodiversity value (Ginkgo, for example)
should be specifically discouraged.


While this ordinance does not stop residents from planting non native ornamental trees, we
expect that over time, this mitigation framework should allow Palo Alto to lead the region in
re-oaking7 and rewilding the city, to regenerate an ecologically resilient community and to
support birds, butterflies, beneficial insects, and other wildlife. This approach should also help
advance and implement the Palo Alto 2030 Comprehensive Plan (Natural Environment
element), the Urban Forest Master Plan, and the City’s Climate Action Plan.


Like Noah, who built an ark to bring all species to a sustainable future, so we should be
responsible to promote biodiversity and habitat for wildlife in our future.


Respectfully,


Shani Kleinhaus, Environmental Advocate
Santa Clara Valley Audubon Society


Karem Maki, Forest Protection Committee Chair,
Sierra Club Loma Prieta Chapter


Linda Ruthruff, Conservation Chair
California Native Plant Society Santa Clara Valley Chapter


Alice Kaufman, Legislative Advocacy Director
Green Foothills


7 https://www.sfei.org/projects/re-oaking
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October 15, 2021

To: Palo Alto Mayor and Council

Re: Item 13: Consideration of Policy and Services Committee Recommendations to Council on
the Updates to Title 8 of Municipal Code (Tree Protection), Expanding the Role of the Parks &
Recreation Commission, and Elevating the Position of Urban Forester.

Dear Mayor DuBois and Councilmembers,

Hoesung Lee, chair of the IPCC, recently pointed out that the new IPCC report was an "important
step" in the collaboration between scientific fields focusing on climate and those focused on
biodiversity, stating "Climate change and biodiversity loss combine to threaten society -- often
magnifying and accelerating each other". Last week, the UN Biodiversity Conference convened
governments from around the world to create a new set of goals for nature over the next
decade. The framework sets out an ambitious plan to implement broad-based action to bring
about a transformation in society’s relationship with biodiversity and to ensure that, by 2050, the
shared vision of living in harmony with nature is fulfilled.

The importance of cities in providing habitat for wildlife, especially for birds and beneficial
insects, has been widely recognized (UNEP151, IUCN2, and IPBES3. See also recent

3https://ipbes.net/sites/default/files/inline/files/ipbes_global_assessment_report_summary_for_policymake
rs.pdf

2 https://iucnurbanalliance.org/cities-and-biodiversity-the-issues/

1 https://www.unep.org/events/conference/un-biodiversity-conference-cop-15
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publications from SFEI4 and Bay Nature5) as cities around the globe are encouraged to adopt
biodiversity and “rewilding” priorities to address our global biodiversity crisis6. Cities are
considering the integration of nature-based solutions (NBS) as a strategy in urban planning to
strengthen urban resilience and to slow down the decline of biodiversity. Rewilding areas in
cities has become a powerful strategy to bring back butterflies, insects, birds, and wildlife.

In Silicon Valley communities, development pressures and drought conditions have resulted in
the loss of trees and canopy, with an associated toll on the myriad health, wellness, habitat,
climate and air quality benefits that trees and canopy provide. We are therefore pleased to see
Palo Alto take a step forward in protecting its trees and canopy.

1. We are supportive of the Policy and Services Committee Recommendations to Council
on the Updates to Title 8 of Municipal Code (Tree Protection), Expanding the Role of the Parks
& Recreation Commission, and Elevating the Position of Urban Forester. The Updates to Title 8
of Municipal Code should better protect native trees and large trees  in Palo Alto.

2. The Urban Forest Master Plan (UFMP) seeks to preserve canopy (no net loss) and to
promote and expand the population of native trees, oaks in particular, in Palo Alto. A Tree
Protection Ordinance is the most critical implementation document for the UFMP
because it addresses, directly and objectively, tree protection and replacement on both
private and public lands. In a world where loss of biodiversity threatens the biological fabric of
life on earth, we must use every opportunity to protect trees and to regenerate and enhance
local biodiversity for all native species. We can “expand the pie” by planting tree species that
provide multiple benefits such as habitat value and supporting biodiversity, so that the adverse
effects of densification and drought are countered by the enrichment of habitat on public and
private land in Palo Alto.

3. We are concerned with the 15-year canopy replacement goal as a stand alone
requirement, since it is guaranteed to incentivize the planting of non-native, fast growing
trees instead of slow growing native tree species (or other slow growing and habitat
enhancing trees such as fruit trees). Our experience from similar requirements in nearby
communities shows that a 15-year canopy replacement requirement encourages the
planting of only a few species of trees, primarily non-native, that may never achieve their
label size or provide the expected canopy benefits. Most of these trees provide little
habitat value. The Tree Ordinance could instead provide a list of acceptable replacement
tree species, primarily native trees, that support biodiversity in addition to all the benefits
that trees provide. This will contribute to regeneration of Palo Alto’s ecological resilience
for the benefit of residents, property owners, and the planet.

6 https://www.mdpi.com/2071-1050/13/5/2932/htm

5 https://baynature.org/2021/02/18/what-a-city-can-do-for-nature/

4 https://academic.oup.com/bioscience/article/71/2/148/6102678
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a. Where space allows, we support tree replacement that selects native tree
species that grow to a similar size. Native oaks trees (Valley Oak, Coast Live
Oak, Blue Oak, Black oak) should be the preferred replacements for large
canopy trees (of any species) that must be removed. Redwoods could be
replaced with an Incense Cedar which has a similar form and stature, but is a low
water use species.

b. In cases where replacement tree selection is bounded by attributes which do not
allow similar size replacements, we suggest that Palo Alto provide a tree species
replacement list that provides residents and property owners with a list of native
tree species and fruit trees that can be used to mitigate the loss of trees. This list
can be expanded to include a few non-native trees of high habitat value for birds
and insects. Trees with little habitat or biodiversity value (Ginkgo, for example)
should be specifically discouraged.

While this ordinance does not stop residents from planting non native ornamental trees, we
expect that over time, this mitigation framework should allow Palo Alto to lead the region in
re-oaking7 and rewilding the city, to regenerate an ecologically resilient community and to
support birds, butterflies, beneficial insects, and other wildlife. This approach should also help
advance and implement the Palo Alto 2030 Comprehensive Plan (Natural Environment
element), the Urban Forest Master Plan, and the City’s Climate Action Plan.

Like Noah, who built an ark to bring all species to a sustainable future, so we should be
responsible to promote biodiversity and habitat for wildlife in our future.

Respectfully,

Shani Kleinhaus, Environmental Advocate
Santa Clara Valley Audubon Society

Karem Maki, Forest Protection Committee Chair,
Sierra Club Loma Prieta Chapter

Linda Ruthruff, Conservation Chair
California Native Plant Society Santa Clara Valley Chapter

Alice Kaufman, Legislative Advocacy Director
Green Foothills

7 https://www.sfei.org/projects/re-oaking
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From: Bob Sanner
To: Council, City; Bob Sanner
Subject: Fwd: Current proposed revision of the Protected Tree Statute DOES NOT AGREE WITH STATE LAW
Date: Thursday, October 14, 2021 9:00:14 AM

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the organization. Be cautious
of opening attachments and clicking on links.

---------- Forwarded message ---------
From: Bob Sanner <bbsanner@gmail.com>
Date: Sat, Oct 9, 2021 at 10:50 PM
Subject: Fwd: Current proposed revision of the Protected Tree Statute DOES NOT AGREE
WITH STATE LAW
To: Bob Sanner <bbsanner@gmail.com>, Tom Du Bois <tom.dubois@cityofpaloalto.org>,
<pat.burt@cityofpaloalto.org>, Cormack, Alison <Alison.Cormack@cityofpaloalto.org>,
Filseth, Eric (Internal) <eric.filseth@cityofpaloalto.org>, Kou, Lydia
<lydia.kou@cityofpaloalto.org>, Stone, Greer <greer.stone@cityofpaloalto.org>, Greg
Tanaka <greg@gregtanaka.org>
Cc: <Ed.Shikada@cityofpaloalto.org>, <molly.stump@cityofpaloalto.org>, Gollinger, Peter
<Peter.Gollinger@cityofpaloalto.org>, , <city.council@cityofpaloalto.org>, Barbara Sanner
<BarbaraSan@aol.com>

SUBJECT: Tree Ordinance Proposal, 10/18/21.   AGENDA ITEM NUMBER:  13

Dear Mayor Dubois and Palo Alto City Council Members:

I want to thank the staff for their work on this important subject,  and I appreciate their taking
the time to meet with me to discuss it in detail.

The problem I have personally encountered is described further below.  But it is much more
than a personal problem. While the proposed change in the  City's statute 8.10.050 does move
it forward from the current statute, but it does not, (in my opinion), comply with State
Law.  In the last few years a few cities and counties near Palo Alto have updated their statutes
to comply with CA Civil Code #3479 .  This is perhaps the most significant statute in CA  as
to property and is often cited by judges.  For example, an appeals judge (Lussier case, 1988)
wrote that it "reflect(s) values of substantial importance”.  It should not be ignored or
contradicted in the proposed new City statute. 

The good news is Palo Alto is updating its tree codes that were last written two decades ago.
Now is the perfect opportunity to comply with the State Law.    
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STATE LAW:

CA Civil Code #3479:    "Anything...which is an obstruction to the free use of property, so
as to interfere with the comfortable enjoyment of life or property...is a nuisance.”  
Sometimes locally protected trees fit this description, i.e., become a (legal) nuisance,
which is why all the local cities and counties listed below my signature use similar
language to be compliance with #3479.  

PROPOSED NEW STATUTE:  COPY SUNNYVALE'S

Sunnyvale statute 19.94.060.  Removal is allowed if the protected tree "RESTRICTS THE
OWNERS' OR A NEIGHBOR'S ABILITY TO ENJOY THE REASONABLE USE OR
ECONOMIC POTENTIAL OF THE PROPERTY".

I have had damage of $125,000 caused by my neighbor’s several protected redwood trees. 
This damage, caused by the tree roots, is a result of 5 separate incidents in just 5 years. This
damage will NEVER stop as long as the trees remain because, by law, the large roots closest
to the tree that extend into our yard cannot be cut.  As long as they remain, we will ALWAYS
have frequent and often significant damage to our property.  We have spent hundreds of
hours over those 5 years.  I am just one example of several people I know who have similar
root problems, and this damage is not covered by our insurance.
 
My wife and I are seniors, who intend to sell in the next 5-10 years to move to a retirement
facility.  Would YOU want to buy our home with this on-going problem?  

I urge you to make the new City code compliant with state law.  Please adopt the Sunnyvale
language above.

I trust you will carefully consider this issue and the modification I suggest above.  It addresses
serious problems; and, it is consistent with state law and the best practices of numerous citites
and counties in our region.

Signed:  Robert C. Sanner

Language used by other local communities to allow removal of protected trees: 

San Mateo County (unincorporated areas) "...allow economic or other enjoyment of the
property". Code 11,082.  I believe this language may date to 1977. 

Santa Clara County (unincorporated areas) :  "....allow reasonable economic or other
enjoyment of the property".  Code C16-11.

City of San Mateo: "...allow reasonable economic enjoyment of the property."  Code
13.40.100.

Saratoga: "...for economic or other enjoyment of the property". Code 15-50.080.



Sunnyvale: "...enjoy the reasonable use or economic potential of the property."  Code
19.94.060.

Los Altos: "...for economic or other enjoyment of the property."  Code 11.08.




