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Addendum to 2022 SEPA Determination of Non-Significance 
Tree Legislation 

March 2023 
 

Introduction 
The following is an addendum to the SEPA Determination of Non-Significance (DNS) issued in early 
2022. It supplements the DNS by offering new evaluation of potential SEPA impacts related to revisions 
made to the Executive’s draft proposal made since the DNS published. This evaluation does not change 
the overall finding of a DNS that was reached in 2022 by the responsible official. 
 
Description of Updated Elements of the Executive’s Recommendations 
The City has updated the provisions in the recommended proposal since the version that received a DNS 
in 2022. These are summarized below. See the 2023 Director’s Report for additional description and 
discussion. 
 

1. New “tiers” naming: Substitute a new tree “tiers” naming convention for the prior “heritage, 
exceptional, and significant” categories, for all zones.  Tier 1 = comparable to “heritage” trees;  Tier 
2 = comparable to “exceptional” trees and grove trees, and other exceptional smaller species as 
indicated by Director’s Rule; Tier 3 = comparable to “significant” trees and other smaller species as 
indicated by Director’s Rule that are not Tier 2 trees; Tier 4 = comparable to other smaller tree 
categories.  
 

2. Tree removal limits: Limits on the allowed removal of trees from properties outside of 
development are allowed with different amounts in different zones :   

a. New allowance of two Tier 4 trees in any 36-month period (in Neighborhood Residential, 
Lowrise and Midrise zones, commercial zones, and all Seattle Mixed zones – those subject 
to Chapters 23.47A and 23.48 of the Land Use Code )  

b. Maintain existing allowance of three Tier 3 or Tier 4 trees per year (all other zones). 
 

3. Zoning capacity calculation in dense zones: In Lowrise, Midrise, commercial, and Seattle 
Mixed zones, replace Floor Area Ratio (a measure of development size relying on built floor 
area) with a measure that compares a sum of allowable development area plus areas constricted 
between property lines and Tier 2 tree protection areas to a threshold of 85% of site area. To 
achieve the 85% standard, Tier 2 trees would be allowed to be removed. The number of such 
removed trees would be the minimum needed to accommodate a development. This standard 
would measure the buildability of new development within available space on a site.  
 
In the NR zones, the proposal includes a new related criterion: “[Tier 2] Tree removal is 
necessary for the construction of new structures, vehicle and pedestrian access, utilities, 
retaining wall, or other similar improvements associated with development.” This describes 
features that should be among those evaluated in prospective development capacity analyses for 
these low-density zoned properties;  it is added to be comparable to existing practices in tree 
reviews in NR zones. 
 

4. Plant trees in rights-of-way for new single-family development in NR, commercial and 
Seattle Mixed zones: The proposal would require that trees be planted in the street right-of-way 
(ROW)1 for new construction of principal single-family dwelling units, except for accessory 

 
1 Or in certain circumstances, if feasible, in a 5-foot setback on-site adjacent to a ROW; or waived or reduced by the 
Director. 
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dwelling units and building additions, in Neighborhood Residential zones subject to Chapter 
23.44 of the Land Use Code, and in commercial zones and Seattle Mixed zones subject to 
Chapters 23.47A and 23.48 of the Land Use Code.  
 

5. Payment-in-lieu: Update payment-in-lieu amounts and rates; such amounts are calculated using 
the Guide for Plant Appraisal 10th Edition, and include but are not limited to the cost for City 
departments to plant and establish trees. Departmental planting costs include watering and minor 
pruning necessary to establish the trees for a reasonable likelihood of longer-term survival 
consistent with the City’s practices in capital facility funding. This includes revisions to a 
Director’s Rule addressing these payment-in-lieu amounts and rates, which includes an added 
reference to City “tree establishment” costs. 
 

6. Revisions to “tree protection area” provisions:  The revised proposal includes a new 
description about factors relating to the tree protection area that is substantially similar to the 
existing provisions. For example, it retains the following sentence: “The basic tree protection area 
is the area within the drip line of the tree.”  
 
It also adds the following: 
 
--  Description about determining the tree protection area for Tier 1, 2, and 3 trees, which “shall 
be determined based on species tolerance; expected impacts of construction activities; tree size, 
age, and health; and soil conditions not to exceed the area of the feeder root zone.”  
 
--  Indicates that the tree protection area “shall not be reduced more than 35 percent [compared to 
33 percent under existing code] unless an alternative tree protection area or construction method 
will provide equal or greater tree protection and result in long-term retention and viability of the 
tree as determined by a certified arborist” with existing encroachments not counting toward the 
reduction. 
 
--  New encroachments into the tree protection area, if allowed by the SDCI Director and with 
arborist findings, could not be closer than one-half of the tree protection radius; and existing 
encroachments closer than one-half radius could remain or be replaced if no appreciable damage 
to the tree would result. 
 
--  Revises the definition of drip line to include “The drip line may be irregular in shape to reflect 
variation in branch outer limits. 
 
--  For properties undergoing development, a tree protection area (TPA) also would be required 
for trees relocated off the site on private property, and for trees newly planted on-site as 
mitigation. 
 
--  Information may be added to a Director’s Rule, about fencing details and other protective 
practices during construction. 
 
It removes the following: 
 
--The existing code’s graphic illustration of the tree protection area, Exhibit 25.11.050B. 
 

7. Major Institutions clarification: The update clarifies that if provisions of a City Council 
approved Major Institution Master Plan are inconsistent with the City’s tree protection code 
guidance, the Master Plan’s provisions will supersede. 
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8. Mitigate loss of hazardous trees: Mitigation would be newly required for hazardous tree 

removals for Tier 1, 2, and 3 trees over 12-inch diameter at standard height (DSH) in all zones.   
 

9. Limit heritage tree removals: Prohibit removal of designated heritage trees except for hazards 
and emergency situations, with documentation required.  
 

10. Outdated tree covenants can be discontinued: Clarify wording to allow tree protection area 
covenants to be discontinued if the tree no longer lives (e.g., covenant applies “…for the 
remainder of the life of the trees”). Delete references to “permanent” covenants. 
 

11. Update terminology of existing Director’s Rule 16-2008, including the list of species and 
sizes that qualify for designation:  Most of the following information was already incorporated 
in the early 2022 version of the update to this Director’s Rule; only incidental edits and minor 
clarifications have now been made. The substantive relevance of the Rule (in the previous and 
current versions) includes removing a few tree species (red alder, black cottonwood, bitter cherry) 
from the list and indicating they no longer qualify, as well as excluding tree species on the King 
County Noxious Weed List. Also, the Rule indicates that the qualifying size limit for other tree 
species, including those no longer on the list in the Director’s Rule, will be 24 inches, except for 
smaller qualifying tree species that continue to be listed in the Rule. Other text edits update 
wording to use “tiers” and other new terms in the proposed code text. Discussion in the Rule 
about risk assessment, tree groves, and guidance about professional qualifications is removed in 
this Rule, because these topics are addressed in the proposed code text.  
 

12. Clarify trees subject to covenant, and that covenants would be required prior to issuance of 
any permit or approval that includes modification to development standards to avoid 
development within a designated tree protection area:  The added language would newly 
indicate the timing when covenants would be required to be obtained. Other language would 
extend covenants to Tier 1, Tier 2, and Tier 3 trees retained on a site under development. The 
proposal expresses it in this manner:  
 

[25.11.060.D] “A covenant shall be required prior to the issuance of any permit or approval 
that includes modification to development standards to avoid development within a 
designated tree protection area for the following trees: 

a. Tier 1 trees that are not determined to be hazardous or in need of emergency action; 

b. Tier 2 trees that are not removed pursuant to Sections 25.11.070 or 25.11.080; and 

c. Tier 3 trees that are not proposed to be removed.  

 
13. Add a replacement requirement for any replacement tree that is subsequently removed. 
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DISCUSSION OF RELEVANCE TO SEPA IMPACTS 
 

Change elements leading to minor adjustments in the adverse impact analysis 
 
Zoning capacity calculation in dense zones (#3) 
The current proposal’s method for evaluating development siting in relation to tree presence would likely 
yield substantially similar results in decisions made about retention or elimination of trees, compared to 
methods supported in existing codes and the prior proposal. There are a number of factors that influence 
this.  
 

1. Functionally, like the prior proposal, the current proposal would eliminate a design-review-for-
trees regimen that has tended to result in lengthy reviews, with additional materials for applicants 
to prepare and multiple cycles of feedback between reviewer and applicant, which adds 
uncertainty and does not necessarily result in a better tree-protecting outcome. Any of the 
candidate approaches could be used in permit reviews to evaluate and make judgments about 
which trees on a given site might be located in ways that impair or discourage a development; 
and, similarly, could be used to accommodate the permitted removal of certain trees while 
retaining other trees. The intent of the current proposal appears to remain the same as before. In 
short, enabling a briefer review method to reach a comparable decision about which trees to keep 
and which trees to remove would not likely generate different potential for adverse environmental 
impacts. 

2. The current proposal continues to include certain elements that assess whether a development in a 
reasonable configuration can be permitted in ways that optimize the retention of trees. The 
proposed zoning capacity factor – 85 percent coverage by an allowable development area plus  
omission of portions of the lot 15 feet or less in distance between Tier 2 trees’ driplines and lot 
lines – would approximately measure space needed for a typical development per other code 
requirements. The amount of this factor appears reasonable based on the sample of typical 
development outcomes on comparable zoned properties, and the factor’s relationship to the City’s 
stormwater regulatory code (see attached case study information). Site by site, this factor would 
allow anyone to review existing properties, sizes, and configurations of trees, to identify the area 
constrained by existing trees. This would include identifying the amount of land constrained 
because it lies in narrow spaces between trees and property lines. It would also include the 
assessment of root zone locations and other tree characteristics. The intent essentially is to 
conduct the same kind of assessment that would occur under either the existing code or the prior 
proposal. It would allow for consideration of development siting factors, such as whether a 
driveway or other vehicle access features could be reasonably arranged to pass by retained trees, 
and the size and shape of potential development areas. It would also allow for pragmatic 
assessment of whether certain trees’ removal would be more likely to result in a buildable site. 
And, similarly, to determine the minimum number and locations of trees that would need to be 
removed to reach that result. As under item #1 above, this kind of assessment is inevitably 
necessary using a regimen of tree review in a permit process. 

3. The current proposal retains the current code’s emphasis on drawing the tree protection areas 
using the driplines of the trees, as did the prior proposal, with identical or nearly identical 
phrasing. This means that large or unusually configured trees would still need to be identified 
with their same actual canopy shape and size, rather than using assumptions such as an always 
circular shaped tree dripline. This means there would be no inherent difference in how trees 
should be identified on candidate sites for development, and no inherent difference in potential 
for future impacts to trees.  
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4. For multifamily and other zones and multifamily and other development types, the 85 percent 
factor represents an approximate mid-point in the range of hard surfaces comprising new 
development observed in a sample of past development projects, of which the majority were in the 
80-90% coverage range. See tables below. The sample included approximately 30 projects built 
within the last 2-3 years from the City’s Accela permit system as “approved plan sets” for zones 
applicable to Chapter 25.11 – Neighborhood Residential, Lowrise, Midrise, commercial, and 
Seattle Mixed zones. In-person site visits were conducted to confirm trees planted, removed, and 
retained as per site plans and using the stormwater code calculation required in these plan sets for 
drainage reviews. The sample projects were also compared to development prototypes that were 
developed for the applicable zones during the last major zoning update in 2019.  The samples were 
found to be comparable to the expected zoned development capacity in the prototypes.  The data 
indicate that at least some past development projects have exceeded an 85 percent hard surface 
coverage while others have fit their development on a smaller portion of the site. This tends to 
support using this measure as a good estimator of realistic development potential. This also means 
it is not likely to newly allow excessive cutting of trees. For the commercial zones, the land use 
code accommodates higher amounts of site coverage, as illustrated by the sampled projects that 
had hard surfaces covering 92 to 100 percent of their sites. To the extent that the 85 percent factor 
is applied to commercial zones, it may encourage architects and site planners to investigate 
whether development plans could occur at 85 percent coverage while saving trees. If such designs 
were then pursued it might lead to more developments with trees saved rather than removed. 
 

LOWRISE ZONES – EXCERPT OF DEVELOPMENT PROJECTS SAMPLE 
Project # Address Zoning Tree 

Review 
Y/N 

Trees 
Preserved/
Removed/
Planted 

Lot Area 
(SF) 

Surface 
Parking 
Y/N 

ECA 
Y/N 

FAR Actual 
FAR 

HSC 
% 

6688044-CN 5021 Sand Pt. Pl NE LR1 Y 0/1/5 4,874 Y N 1.2 1.2 86% 
6748984-CN 6035 42nd Ave SW 

 
LR1 (M1) 
 

Y 4/0/15 6,321 Y N 1.1 1.1 75% 

6688979-CN 2601 NW 57th St. LR2 Y 3/2/0 4,700 N N 1.2 1.2 91% 
6606301-CN 14350 Stone Wy N LR2 Y 0/6/8 6,748 Y N 1.3 1.3 88% 
6753863-CN 
 

8027 Mary Ave NW 
 

LR2 Y 2/7/4 7,567.29 Y N 1.1 0.84 75% 

6728703-CN 
 

8039 Mary Ave NW 
 

LR2 Y 2/0/9 15,703 
 

Y N 1.4 1.4 83% 

6375452-CN 
 

1762 NW 59th St 
 

LR2 Y 2/0/0 5,001 
 

N N 1.3 1.3 82% 

6597054-CN 1544 15TH Ave E LR3 Y 1/1/14 5,005 N N 1.3 1.4 87% 
6757674-CN 
 

6547 24th Ave NW 
 

LR3 Y 0/0/4 5,100 
 

N N 1.8 1.8 84% 

6649017-CN 
 

1439 NW 60th  
 

LR3 Y 4/1/2 5,012 N N 2 2 81% 

6398860-CN 
 

4320 8th Ave NE 
 

LR3 Y 0/0/4 3,566 N N 2 2 66% 
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MIDRISE AND COMMERCIAL ZONES – EXCERPT OF DEVELOPMENT PROJECTS SAMPLE 
Project # Address Zoning Tree 

Review 
Y/N 

Trees 
Preserved/
Removed/
Planted 

Lot Area 
(SF) 

Surface 
Parking 
Y/N 

ECA 
Y/N 

FAR Actual 
FAR 

HSC 
% 

3030467 
 

815 NE 66th St 
 

NC3-65 Y 1/1/1 9,255 N N 5.24 5.24 98% 

3027658 
 

6300 9th Ave NE 
 

NC3-65 Y 8/0/3 19,005 N N 5.75 5.75 99% 

3033009 
 

1446 NW 53rd Ave 
 

NC3-
75(M) 

Y 1/0/0 4,395 N N 5.5 5.5 99% 

3027989 
 

4048 7th Ave NE 
 

MR-M1 Y 0/0/14 8,002 N N 4.14 4.14 90% 

6722930-CN 
 

1544 NW 52nd St 
 

MR-M1 Y 2/0/5 6,001 N N 4.5 4.5 82% 

6687500-CN 
 

2432 NW 56th St 
 

MR-RC Y 1/13/14 10,000 N N 4.25 4.25 95% 

 
5. A measurement criterion for allowing removal of Tier 2 trees in NR zones is rephrased compared 

to the prior version, because it brings together multiple elements that would be considered in 
determining the feasibility of a development without removing trees – vehicle access, utility 
service accessibility, presence of retaining walls, and other similar improvements. Those 
components were considered as relevant factors in the prior SEPA-reviewed proposal. The revised 
version’s wording merely clarifies the relevance of these factors when future reviews would 
consider whether a development could fit without removing trees; or alternatively, whether 
removal of certain trees should be allowed. As such, there are no likely differences in potential 
adverse environmental impact outcomes under the current proposal. 
 

6. All methods – existing code and under either proposal – assume that all parties would act in good 
faith with respect to their assessments and conclusions about trees, and that the codes would be 
fairly applied. This means that the intent is for accurate information to be presented and consistent 
review approaches conducted to yield a logical and fair conclusion about whether to permit 
removal of certain trees, and determining the minimum number of trees for removal. To the extent 
that the 85 percent coverage standard would establish a measurable threshold, it should foster 
greater consistency in reviews and probable outcomes, and potential developers could use a 
consistent basis to help them determine whether a certain development may be feasible to pursue 
or not.  These assumptions about the manner of future reviews would appear to support a greater 
likelihood of consistent outcomes in future permit processes. 

What does this mean for conclusions about the likelihood of future tree removal amounts?  

• The City’s research for the prior proposal indicated that about 92 percent of the estimated 
properties with trees greater than 24-inches diameter (the proposed threshold for Tier 2 trees) are 
located in Neighborhood Residential (NR) zones. Approximately 6 percent of the affected 
properties (720 sites) are in Lowrise zones, and the remaining 2 percent (270 sites) are in 
commercial zones. See table below.  

o We assume that properties in the multifamily and commercial zone categories will face a 
greater long-term pressure for future redevelopment than will properties in NR zones, due 
to the potential for financial gain. This may mean the risks of future tree removals would 
be most probable on the Tier 2 trees located on the 8 percent of properties allowing the 
densest forms of development. However, even this measure does not factor in the 
potential saving of trees in these zones when future development occurs – some could be 
saved when evaluated on a project-by-project basis. The zoned capacity comparison 
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could assist in all parties understanding the terms of evaluation for the saving of trees as 
well as the prospects for fitting new development onto a given property. 

o In comparison, the 92 percent of properties with larger-sized trees that are in low-density 
zones may experience a lesser pressure for redevelopment. Such future development 
would be mostly single-family or other low-density residential structures that may be 
more able and likely to retain significant sized trees because less of the property would be 
covered by structures. These are generalized observations regarding future potential 
development patterns. 

 Zone category Estimated count of properties 
with trees 24-inches or greater 

Percent of total property 
count 

Neighborhood Residential 
(formerly Single Family) 

11,342 92% 

Multifamily zones 761 6% 

Commercial zones 270 2% 

TOTAL 12,373 100% 

Source: SEPA environmental checklist, applicant’s third draft, 2021. 

• A well-supported conclusion is difficult to reach about worst-case differences in potential for 
adverse impacts to Tier 2 trees from the current proposal. Setting a particular site coverage 
threshold might result in situations where additional trees are allowed to be cut just due to the 
choice of a tangible, specific 85 percent development capacity factor. This is difficult to predict 
due to the wide range of physical situations that may occur on a site by site basis in future 
reviews, and so a marginal difference in potential outcomes cannot be predicted or ruled out. 
However, it seems most probable, given all the factors mentioned in the discussion above, that 
cumulative future adverse tree impact outcomes from the current proposal would be similar to 
what would occur under the existing code or the prior proposal. This assumes that for most tree 
review situations, under all possible code proposals discussed here, City reviewers will analyze 
the potential for tree losses from development proposals and tend to reach consistent, similar 
conclusions about which trees should be permitted for removal and which should be retained. 
This would be likely if, for example, one or two Tier 2 trees are clearly inconveniently located 
with respect to future development such that they cannot be built around.  

 
Revisions to “tree protection area” provisions (#6)   
The revisions provide a degree of additional detail and clarity about defining the tree protection area, and 
encroachments into it that may be allowed. The revisions would allow up to 2% more encroachment into 
the tree protection area, and by not counting existing encroachment area could result in future 
encroachment situations that are increased in physical extent compared to what is allowed under the prior 
proposed version. However, under either the previous or current proposal, arborist evaluations would 
continue to inform the degree to which encroachments could be tolerated by the affected tree(s). So, it is 
also possible that future tree protection area outcomes would continue to be approximately the same 
depending on site-by-site judgments and conclusions.  
 
The worst-case direction of difference in potential adverse impacts of the revised proposal is a slight 
increase in adverse impact potential to trees in on-site environments. At the same time, the degree of 
change in the regulatory meaning and strength of the revised proposal can be interpreted as minor in 
magnitude. For example, a 2% difference in potential encroachment amount could scarcely be detectable 
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in the physical development; although by not having to count existing encroachments, the possibility of 
detectable differences in encroachment levels could increase. The other provisions in the revised proposal 
would continue to implement an approach substantially similar to the existing and prior proposed system, 
by asking arborists to evaluate practical and realistic factors about the trees’ characteristics and situations 
with respect to age, viability, and stability in their specific setting. 
 
Because the overall potential for difference in adverse impacts to trees could range between no difference 
and a minor difference that might be detectable in some situations, the addendum concludes there is no 
increase in potential for significant adverse environmental impacts to occur. 
 
Discontinuing outdated tree covenants (#10) 
The proposal would implement a common-sense approach that recognizes if a tree protected by a tree 
protection area covenant perishes, the purpose of the tree-protecting covenant has essentially ceased. 
Therefore, these covenants should not be described or enforced as “permanent” and the covenants should 
be removable. The physical outcome of a discontinued covenant could be the ultimate removal of trees 
that are no longer living.  
 
It is noted that dead trees can play a role in ecosystems, for example providing perching locations for birds 
such as hawks and eagles, which aid in their surveillance of areas for hunting. Also, in some circumstances, 
such trees can play a role in maintaining soil and slope stability, most notably in environmentally critical 
areas where other City regulations would continue to require their retention for such purposes on a case-by-
case basis.  
 
However, this element of the proposal, in its weighing and balancing of the objectives of Chapter 25.11 of 
the Seattle Municipal Code, does not propose to retain non-living and/or non-viable trees and their 
associated tree protection areas. Thus, to the extent a net difference in adverse environmental outcomes 
can be identified, it would be the lost marginal ecological value of retaining non-living or non-viable trees 
(assuming they would not become hazardous trees needing removal). And, the potentially reduced soil 
and slope stability that could occur if such a tree is removed. Neither of these kinds of differences in 
impacts would likely rise to the level of a cumulative significant adverse impact on the environment, 
based on the judgement of the SEPA responsible official. This is premised on the probable minor degree 
of total ecological value to be derived from retaining dead trees in the context of Seattle’s urbanized 
natural environment, the ability to continue to provide slope and soil stability through other means, and 
the possibility that such trees could be required to be retained in environmentally critical areas. 
 
This element of the proposal could also provide more flexibility for future redevelopment of a property in 
some cases. The removal of a covenant would remove a potential barrier to future effective re-use of a 
property for a new use, which might include provision of increased amounts of new housing. In the 
context of helping to accommodate future growth that would be consistent with the City’s comprehensive 
plan housing and growth goals, this would have positive land use-related impact implications. 
 

Change elements not leading to adverse impact analysis adjustments 
 
Tier naming (#1)  
Proposed revisions that change naming conventions are intended as simple substitutions of terms as 
“tiers” to eliminate category naming using more subjective-sounding terms of “heritage,” “exceptional,” 
and “significant.” This change is not meant to cause any changes in regulatory treatment or greater or 
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lesser protection of the particular designated tiers. It would not generate net differences in potential for 
SEPA environmental impacts.  
 
Tree removal limits (#2)   
These proposed revisions would reduce the permissible rate of tree removals where a property is not 
being proposed for development. To the extent that the revised proposal is more likely than not to slow 
the total amount of trees lost in non-development situations, it is likely to generate positive tree-
preservation related impacts over the long-term. No additional potential for adverse environmental 
impacts is identified. 
 
Require trees in rights-of-way for new single-family development: NR, commercial, SM zones (#4) 
This revision would likely generate an increment of additional future tree plantings in rights-of-way in 
places where new single-family dwellings are constructed. Over the long-term, this requirement would 
likely result in net increases in numbers of trees in Seattle. Therefore, no additional potential for adverse 
environmental impacts is identified. 

Payment-in-lieu updates (#5) 
To the extent that a broader range of tree-related actions may be addressed by payment-in-lieu 
requirements, more funds would likely be generated over the long-term, and more potential City costs 
related to replacement tree establishment would be covered. These factors could correlate to positive 
differences in long-term impacts compared to the prior DNS, by inducing more future tree plantings with 
those funds in off-site locations that would prioritize public property locations. 
 
Major Institutions clarification (#7)  
The revised proposal clarifies the relationship of tree regulations to Major Institution Master Plans that 
have been approved by the City Council.  The proposed difference in provisions recognizes that campus 
Master Plans already approved by the City may indicate future development in places where trees would 
need to be removed, and that the Master Plans’ guidance takes precedence. Future developments in major 
institutions would proceed with project-by-project review and permitting by the City, which would likely 
continue to lead to the identification of replacement trees being planted elsewhere to mitigate the impacts 
of the tree losses. The University of Washington’s master plan already identifies tree/vegetation impact 
mitigation strategies with respect to future development. In this situation, neither the prior proposal nor 
the current proposal would realistically make a difference in future development outcomes with respect to 
future development projects contained in an approved Major Institution Master Plan. Therefore, no 
difference in potential tree impact outcomes is identified. 
 
Mitigate loss of hazardous trees (#8) 
The current tree code does not require mitigation for the loss of hazardous trees. To the extent that the 
revised proposal is adding a new requirement to mitigate the loss of hazardous trees, it is likely to be 
positive in its implications for achieving net increases in numbers of trees in Seattle over the long-term. 
Therefore, no additional potential for adverse environmental impacts is identified. 

Limit heritage tree removals (#9) 
One purpose of designating heritage trees is to encourage their long-term preservation as noteworthy trees 
contributing to the character of their surroundings and/or their relationship to history. To the extent that 
the revised proposal is adding guidance that seeks to limit removal of heritage trees, it is likely either 
neutral or positive in its implications for preserving heritage trees for the long-term. Therefore, no 
additional potential for adverse environmental impacts is identified.   
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Update terminology of existing Director’s Rule 16-2008, including the list of species and sizes that 
qualify for designation (#11) 
Most of the following information was already incorporated in the early 2022 version of the update to this 
Director’s Rule; only incidental edits and minor clarifications have now been made. Updates to this 
Director’s Rule do not create concerns about new adverse environmental impacts. They were drafted to 
maintain consistency with terms used in the proposed code update, and maintain accuracy of the included 
information. For example, this includes recognizing that certain tree species would continue to be 
captured under the proposed 24-inch size threshold, while a few others would no longer qualify for this 
tier rating or are classified as a “noxious weed.” Over the long term, this could lead to a higher rate of 
removal for the types identified in the Rule – red alder (Alnus rubra), black cottonwood (Populus 
trichocarpa), Lombardy poplar (Populus nigra ‘Italica’), and bitter cherry (Prunus emarginata). These 
tree species have been evaluated in this manner because they are fast growing, short lived and often have 
weakly attached branches that can fall and damage buildings and infrastructure; therefore, these are less 
suited to Seattle’s urban environments and should no longer be afforded Tier 2 tree protections.  
 
The risk assessment, tree groves, and professional qualifications topics no longer in this Rule are 
proposed to be addressed in the updated code. Thus, these subjects would continue to be addressed in a 
manner pertinent to the proposed code regime. 
 
 
 
Add a tree-cutting limit per time period for Tier 4 trees, when no development is proposed 
The proposal to set a new tree-cutting limit of this kind for Tier 4 trees does not create concerns about 
new adverse environmental impacts. The projected cumulative effect is that such trees with trunk 
diameters of 6-inches up to 12-inches would likely be removed at a slower rate than would occur without 
this limit. This would tend to retain more of the existing tree cover across the city for a longer period of 
time, which would be a positive cumulative environmental impact for the “plants and animals” element of 
the environment and the city’s ecological health overall. This would most likely be beneficial in portions 
of the city that have experienced a low rate of change over time due to slow pace of new building 
development. 
 
Clarification of trees subject to covenant, and covenant details (#12) 
The prior SEPA reviewed proposal’s wording covered the assumed relationship that covenants would be 
required for trees when modifications to development standards would be sought. The new proposal 
maintains this assumption, but only specifies that covenants must be obtained prior to permit issuance. 
These procedural differences would generate no probable additional implications for different adverse 
SEPA environmental impacts, because they would be protective of natural resources (trees), and would 
address a long-term development outcome (the location of buildings and non-building features on a 
property) that would be assumed to continue in place indefinitely for decades. A potential for 
removability of a covenant under certain circumstances is also assumed possible. 
 
Other changes would extend the requirement for covenants to Tier 1, Tier 2, and Tier 3 trees retained by 
the development, according to terms of the development permit. To the extent this additional code 
guidance may result in additional numbers of existing trees being retained on a future development site, it 
would tend to result in positive environmental impacts related to protection of a natural resource. This 
conclusion assumes that the permit process would sort out and determine a final outcome in which 



11 
 

retained trees and the intended development could co-exist without damaging outcomes for the trees or 
the development. 
 
Replacement Trees for Removal of Planted Replacement Trees (#13) 
This proposal extends a protection and replacement policy to new trees that could be planted as part of a 
new permitted development. As this would preserve and ensure a long-term outcome with added trees 
after development, it has no probable implication for different adverse environmental impacts. 
 


