
Subject: Comment Letter on Oak Woodland Ordinance and Tree Protection Ordinance

From: Arthur Dawson
To: Susan Gorin; David Rabbitt; district3; district4; district5; Tennis Wick; Scott Orr; Ross Markey; Robert Aguero
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Attachments: SMP Oak and Tree Protection Ordinances.pdf

EXTERNAL

Dear Permit Sonoma and County Supervisors,
 
Attached is a letter from Sonoma Mountain Preservation, a local non-profit, with comments
regarding the
Oak Woodland (OWO) and Tree Protection Ordinances (TPO). Our organization supports approval of
the OWO
And recommends several changes which would strengthen the TPO.
 
One significant change, which we have not seen elsewhere, is the exemption of both Douglas fir and
Bay trees
less than 36” in diameter from protection. A recent CALFIRE-funded study by Pepperwood Preserve
shows an
increase in Doug fir forest extent up to 12X in the last 150 years. In many places, Douglas fir are
choking out
oak woodlands as well as increasing fire hazard (link is included in the letter).
 
With appreciation for your public service,
 
Arthur Dawson
 
 
Arthur Dawson, Chair
Sonoma Mountain Preservation
(707) 996-9967
www.sonomamountain.org
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February 26, 2024 


To: Sonoma County Board of Supervisors 


Cc: Tennis Wick, Director, Permit Sonoma 


Scott Orr  


Ross Markey  


Robert Aguero 


 


RE: Oak Woodland Ordinance (OWO) and Tree Protection Ordinance (TPO) 


We have several requests in relation to the two ordinances for the protection of trees coming before  


you on March 5, 2024. 


1. Approve the OWO on March 5. 


2. Assure the TPO is effective by adding a purpose statement that names the protected  


functions of trees and makes clear the TPO applies to all situations not explicitly exempt. 


3. Make the TPO apply in all situations not explicitly exempted, whether or not any other  


permit is required. 


4. Disallow the use of retained trees for mitigation. 


Further details on the above four points: 


1. Approve the OWO on March 5. 


There is apparently no opposition to the OWO, and its protections are needed now. We ask you  


to approve the OWO during your March 5 meeting, regardless of your decision on the TPO. 


2. TPO Purpose statement 


If this ordinance is to achieve the purposes that you and staff have voiced for the TPO, these  


changes must be made to the purpose statement proposed by staff: 


The intent of this ordinance is to 1) support the essential community and ecosystem benefits 


functions* of trees by requiring their protection during construction projects**, and requiring  


mitigations for their removal, while 2) facilitating hazard reduction, forest health, and  


property maintenance by exempting qualifying activities from permits or mitigations. 


Functions of trees include: 


▪ Carbon capture 


▪ Temperature moderation 


▪ Infiltration of water to aquifers & 


streams 


▪ Streambank stabilization 


▪ Preservation of scenic character 


▪ Wildlife habitat 


▪ Reduction of erosion 


▪ Soil Health 


▪ Mitigation of climate change 
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*“Functions” is more objective than “benefits”, can be supported by science instead of opinion,  


and is used in several other places in the General Plan already. 


**Protections are needed for the life of a tree, not just “during construction projects”.  


Protections are necessary even when activities other than permitted “construction projects”  


are happening. For example, while repairing a fence or installing a vegetable garden is not  


considered a construction project, trees still need protection. 


3. Applicability 


Staff may be proposing an option where the TPO only applies when some other permit is also  


required. This option fails to achieve the stated purposes of the TPO. The TPO’s central purpose  


is to avoid removal of trees for reasons that are NOT fuel reduction, hazard reduction,  


stewardship, or other good reasons. Unless the TPO applies everywhere, there is no protection  


for trees removed if someone wants a better view, or wants a sunny patch to make a  


vegetable garden, or dislikes the leaves falling on their driveway. To protect trees in these  


situations, the TPO must apply to all situations, whether or not another permit is required. 


4. Mitigation 


4.1.  Retention is not mitigation. Remaining trees (trees left standing) do not reproduce the  


functions of removed trees. Retained trees cannot be used for mitigation according to  


CEQA. CEQA requires agencies to avoid, minimize, or mitigate for impacts to biological  


resources. 


4.2.  In order to mitigate for the loss of functions that removed trees would have delivered  


  over the rest of their life, the mitigation period must last long enough to reproduce  


  those functions, which means the estimated number of years left in the life of the  


  removed trees. The standard seven year mitigation monitoring period is to ensure the  


  trees survive. Mitigation plantings are to be set aside in perpetuity to ensure the  


  functions of the replanting are achieved. 


The TPO should state “Removal of protected trees shall be only allowed as a last resort  


when unavoidable”, in accordance with CEQA’s first option for mitigation: 


CEQA Guidelines 15370. “Mitigation” includes: 


(a) Avoiding the impact altogether by not taking a certain action or parts of an action. 


In addition to the above four points, Douglas fir and bay trees should be exempt from protection unless 


over 36” DBH. If such a tree is to be removed, mitigation for that tree would be in the form of another  


California native tree species, not a bay or Douglas fir tree. A recent CALFIRE-funded study by 
Pepperwood Preserve shows an increase in Doug fir forest extent up to 12X in the last 150 years. In 
many places, Douglas fir are choking out oak woodlands as well as increasing fire hazard. 
https://www.pepperwoodpreserve.org/2023/06/16/publication-released-vegetation-trends-cycles-in-
the-fire-prone-landscapes-of-lake-napa-and-sonoma-counties/ 


We feel these changes are essential to achieve the intent of this important ordinance that will  


benefit the trees, woodlands, and people of Sonoma County. 


 


Sincerely, 


 


Arthur Dawson    Tracy Salcedo 
Arthur Dawson, Chair     Tracy Salcedo, Vice Chair 
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From: Gavin Waters
To: Chris Coursey; David Rabbitt; James Gore; Lynda Hopkins; Robert Aguero; Susan Gorin; BOS
Subject: Oak Woodland and protecting trees
Date: Monday, February 19, 2024 12:06:23 AM

EXTERNAL

Team, 
I have been involved with the public input portion of the Oak Woodland ordinance for at
least the past year. This is critical, we must protect this valuable ecological resource. Oak
trees are a keystone species and provide so much for other organisms, including us. 

Please approve and expand on the oak woodland ordinance. Property owners should have no
right to remove ANY oak trees. Oak trees are not a hazard, humans are.

Please also approve the tree protection ordinance as well.

This ecology is what our region and county are made of yet many of us feel it is necessary
to dismember and kill an oak tree for no good reason. Our oak woodlands are already
fragmented by old agricultural practices, sprawl and other factors. We must protect what
remains now!

Safety is not a legitimate reason to remove an oak in my mind. Safety is often used as an
excuse and I think it’s time to prioritize the safety of these amazing beings over “safety” (a
guise for convenience) of humans. Oak trees can live for hundreds of years even with
completely rotten or hollow middles. The middle of a tree is dead, the living part is the
exterior, under the bark. 

Furthermore, as a county we need to encourage and subsidize our wonderful agricultural
practitioners to restore their lands to oak Savanah and hillside. Cattle grazing under oaks
will be happy cattle! Farmers should be incentivized to plant native oaks in their fields
surrounded by cattle exclosures. 

I also like eucalyptus but I don’t think they belong here. The county should pay a bounty for
their removal. Maybe they can be turned into a cool product like flooring. Non native trees
have very little ecological benefit. If we replaced every county eucalyptus with a native oak,
our ecology would take off on a tear.

We must take every action to restore as much Oak Savanah as we can. I have a vision of
one day roaming our remaining country side under the uninterrupted canopy of oaks, barbed
wire fencing removed, to spot grazing native pronghorn that have been brought back to the
Savanah. Oaks define the place where we live, let’s give them a chance.

Thanks, Gavin Waters
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From: Hope Salzer
To: Robert Aguero
Subject: Plz strengthen tree protections…
Date: Friday, March 1, 2024 12:01:50 PM

EXTERNAL

As a full-time resident, active voter and taxpayer, I urge you to strengthen Sonoma’s historic tree protection
ordinance, with particular preservation of native tree species.

Thank you for considering my opinion on this topic.

Sincerely,
-Hope Salzer
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From: Steve Griffith
To: Robert Aguero
Cc: Doug Bush
Subject: Question re list of protected trees
Date: Saturday, March 2, 2024 2:25:47 PM
Attachments: Functions of Trees Protected by Ordinance (dragged).pdf

Functions of Trees Protected by Ordinance (dragged).pdf
Functions of Trees Protected by Ordinance (dragged).pdf

EXTERNAL

Dear Gents,

Would you direct me to the persons who compiled the original list of tree species that is in the
proposed Ordinance?
i would like to show them this chart of that list, for their comments or any corrections.
There are currently some formatting, correction of typos, and minor language edits in process.

I regret we are too late for inclusion in the Bd packet, but we will get it to the Supes and staff on
Monday.

I hope you agree it will be beneficial to take the somewhat abstract list of names clumped together in
one paragraph, and give each species its due for providing beneficial functions!

Thank you,
Steve Griffith
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Ecosystem Func-ons of Sonoma County Na-ve Trees Listed for Protec-on 


All the na)ve trees listed in the proposed Sonoma County Tree Protec)on Ordinance play important roles in the county’s landscapes. None can be 
removed without disrup)ng the delicate balancing acts that we call ecosystems. The purpose of this chart is to show you some of the important 
func)ons of these na)ve trees, not to suggest that any are less deserving of protec)on than others.   


The Sonoma County na-ve trees listed in this table are important for…


TREE 
GENUS or 
SPECIES 
listed for 


protec)on 
by this 


ordinance 


Caterpillars “Cats” 
are rich in fats, 
protein, and 
carotenoids and 
are essen)al food 
for most baby 
songbirds. Doz-
ens of other 
animal species 
also eat them. 


Average number 
of caterpillar 
species hosted


Birds 
(Food; 
shelter; 
nest ma- 
terials; 
sites for 
nes)ng, 
perching, 
and hunt- 
ing; mi- 
gra)on 
stopover 
habitat)


Pollin- 
ators 
(Nectar 
and/or 
pollen) 


Other 
Terrestrial 
Wildlife 
(Food: flow-
ers, leaves, 
seeds, nuts, 
berries, roots. 
Shelter: holes, 
crevices, bark 
& leaves. Sur-
faces for bask-
ing, hun)ng; 
foraging) 


Fish 
& other rip-
arian organ-
isms (Shade for 
waterways; 
habitat for fish, 
insect larvae, 
nymphs, and 
other aqua)c 
organisms; 
biofiltra)on of 
land water)


Erosion 
control 
and 
reten- 
-on of 
ground 
water  
(Bank 
stabiliza-
)on, 
slowing 
& sinking 
water)


Healthy soil  
(Abundant 
con)nuous 
liSer that 
keeps soil 
moist & pro-
vides cover for 
soil organisms, 
including 
mycorrhizal 
fungi. (Alders 
listed b/c they 
fix nitrogen)  


Fire  
(Preven)on, 
slowing, and 
mi)ga)on of 
fire: cooling and 
moisturiz-ing 
landscapes; 
slowing wind; 
regenera)ng 
aUer fire.) Not 
listed here if  
moderately (+) 
flammable)


Cultural 
uses 
(Food, 
baskets, 
medicine,  
tools, 
rope, dyes,  
traps, 
paddles, 
canoes 
and/or 
houses)


      Oak** 
(7 species 


and several 
hybrids)


164* X* X* X X* X* X X*


Willow 
(2 species) 175*** X* X X X* X* X* X*


    CoMon-  
     wood 
(2 species)


138* X* X X* X* X* X*


Alder 
(2 species) 102* X* X X* X X X* X


Bigleaf 
Maple


85 X X X X* X* X* X








Oregon Ash 41 X X X* X ? X* X


This table was compiled on short noAce by Kate Marianchild, author of Secrets of the Oak Woodlands. Please excuse omissions or errors.                       


The Sonoma County na-ve trees listed in this table are important for…


TREE 
GENUS or 
SPECIES 
listed for 


protec)on 
by this 


ordinance 


Caterpillars “Cats” 
are rich in fats, 
protein, and 
carotenoids and 
are essen)al food 
for most baby 
songbirds. Doz-
ens of other 
animal species 
also eat them. 


Average number 
of caterpillar 
species hosted


Birds 
(Food; 
shelter; 
nest ma- 
terials; 
sites for 
nes)ng, 
perching, 
and hunt- 
ing; mi- 
gra)on 
stopover 
habitat)


Pollin- 
ators 
(Nectar 
and/or 
pollen) 


Other 
Terrestrial 
Wildlife 
(Food: flow-
ers, leaves, 
seeds, nuts, 
berries, roots. 
Shelter: holes, 
crevices, bark 
& leaves. Sur-
faces for bask-
ing, hun)ng; 
foraging) 


Fish 
& other rip-
arian organ-
isms (Shade for 
waterways; 
habitat for fish, 
insect larvae, 
nymphs, and 
other aqua)c 
organisms; 
biofiltra)on of 
land water)


Erosion 
control 
and 
reten- 
-on of 
ground 
water  
(Bank 
stabiliza-
)on, 
slowing 
& sinking 
water)


Healthy soil  
(Abundant 
con)nuous 
liSer that 
keeps soil 
moist & pro-
vides cover for 
soil organisms, 
including 
mycorrhizal 
fungi. (Alders 
listed b/c they 
fix nitrogen)  


Fire  
(Preven)on, 
slowing, and 
mi)ga)on of 
fire: cooling and 
moisturiz-ing 
landscapes; 
slowing wind; 
regenera)ng 
aUer fire.) Not 
listed here if  
moderately (+) 
flammable)


Cultural 
uses 
(Food, 
baskets, 
medicine,  
tools, 
rope, dyes,  
traps, 
paddles, 
canoes 
and/or 
houses)


Pacific 
Madrone


42 X X X X X ? X X


CA Black 
Walnut


26 X X X X* X X


California 
buckeye


11 X X* X X X X X


Pines 
(6 species) 90* X X X X


Western 
Hemlock


66 X X


Grand Fir 33 X X


Coast 
Redwood


4 X X X X X X








Protected Trees. (A protected tree includes any tree species considered native to Sonoma County and includes any of the following):  


Black Oak (Quercus kelloggii),  
Blue Oak (Quercus douglasii), Boxelder (Acer negundo),  
Canyon Live Oak (Quercus chrysolepis),  
Coast Live Oak (Quercus agrifolia),  
Interior Live Oak (Quercus wislizenii),  
Oregon Oak (Quercus garryana),  
Valley Oak (Quercus lobata,  
Oracle Oak Quercus morehus)  


Willow species (Salix laevigata, S. lucida),  
Red and White Alder (Alnus rubra, A. rhombifolia),  
Big Leaf Maple (Acer macrophyllum),  
California Black Walnut (Juglans californica),  
Madrone (Arbutus menziesii,  
California Buckeye (Aesculus californica),  
Cottonwood species (Populus fremontii, P. trichocarpa),  
California Bay (Umbellularia california),  
Cypress species (Hesporcyparis macrocarpa, H. macnabiana),  
Grand Fir (Abies grandis),  
Oregon Ash (Fraxinus latifolia),  
Pine species (Pinus attenuata, P. contorta, P. lambertiana, P. muricata, P. ponderosa, P. sabiniana),  
Redwood (Sequoia sempervirens),  
Western Hemlock (Tsuga heterophylla),  
and any natural hybrids of these tree species.


Cypress 
(2 species) 11 ? X X


*     Asterisked species or genera are excep)onal examples of the listed func)on. 
**   As a genus, oaks support more life forms than any other tree genus in North America.  
*** Interes)ngly, only in California do willows host more caterpillar species than oaks (though oaks support greater total numbers of caterpillars).  







From: Rue
To: David Rabbitt; Susan Gorin; Chris Coursey; James Gore; Lynda Hopkins
Cc: district4; Tennis Wick; Scott Orr; Ross Markey; Robert Aguero
Subject: Signed TPO & OWO letter
Date: Tuesday, February 27, 2024 11:11:08 PM
Attachments: BoS TPO & OWO Ltr_FINAL_2.28.24.pdf

EXTERNAL

Good morning,
Thank you all for taking the time to refine greater protections of our trees and oak woodlands
through the Tree Protection and Oak Woodland Ordinances.  In a few short days, your constituents
drafted a letter with a short list of priorities that has been reviewed and signed by organizations and
individuals across the county. (attached below)

Just as Sonoma County citizens have repeatedly voted to tax ourselves to preserve the character and
values of our home for future generations, we are committed to greater protections through Policies
and Ordinances such as these.

It is our hope that our efforts will help focus your understanding of our shared commitment to
preservation of our fragile landscapes,

with appreciation for the work you do on behalf of all of us,
Rue Furch
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February 28, 2024 


 To:  Sonoma County Board of Supervisors 


 Cc:  Tennis Wick, Director, Permit Sonoma 
  Scott Orr  


  Ross Markey  
  Robert Aguero 


 RE:  Oak Woodland Ordinance (OWO) and Tree Protection Ordinance (TPO) 


We have four requests in relation to the two ordinances for the protection of trees coming 
before you on March 5, 2024.  


1. Approve the OWO on March 5. 


2. Assure the TPO is effective by adding a purpose statement that names the protected 


functions of trees and makes clear the TPO applies to all situations not explicitly exempt. 


3. Make the TPO apply in all situations not explicitly exempted, whether or not any other 
permit is required. 


4. Disallow the use of retained trees for mitigation. 


 


Further detail on the above four points… 


1. Approve the OWO on March 5. 


There is apparently no opposition to the OWO, and its protections are needed now. We ask 
you to approve the OWO during your March 5 meeting, regardless of your decision on the 
TPO.  


2. TPO Purpose statement 


If this ordinance is to achieve the purposes that you and staff have voiced for the TPO, 


these changes must be made to the purpose statement proposed by staff:  


The intent of this ordinance is to 1) support the essential community and ecosystem 


benefits functions* of trees by requiring their protection during construction projects**, 
and requiring mitigations for their removal, while 2) facilitating hazard reduction, forest 
health, and property maintenance by exempting qualifying activities from permits or 


mitigations.  


Functions of trees include: 


▪ Carbon capture 
▪ Temperature moderation 


▪ Infiltration of water to aquifers and 
streams 


▪ Streambank stabilization 


▪ Preservation of scenic character 
▪ Wildlife habitat 


▪ Reduction of erosion 
▪ Soil Health 
▪ Mitigation of climate change 


*“Functions” is more objective than “benefits”, can be supported by science instead of 
opinion, and is used in several other places in the General Plan already.  


**Protections are needed for the life of a tree, not just “during construction projects”. 
Protections are necessary even when activities other than permitted “construction 







projects” are happening. For example, while repairing a fence or installing a vegetable 
garden is not considered a construction project, trees still need protection. 


3. Applicability 


Staff may be proposing an option where the TPO only applies when some other permit is 


also required. This option fails to achieve the stated purposes of the TPO. The TPO’s central 
purpose is to avoid removal of trees for reasons that are NOT fuel reduction, hazard 


reduction, stewardship, or other good reasons. Unless the TPO applies everywhere, there is 
no protection for trees removed if someone wants a better view, or wants a sunny patch to 
make a vegetable garden, or dislikes the leaves falling on their driveway. To protect trees 


in these situations, the TPO must apply to all situations, whether or not another permit is 
required. 


4. Mitigation 


4.1.  Retention is not mitigation. Remaining trees (trees left standing) do not reproduce the 
functions of removed trees. Retained trees cannot be used for mitigation according to 


CEQA. CEQA requires agencies to avoid, minimize, or mitigate for impacts to 
biological resources. 


4.2.  In order to mitigate for the loss of functions that removed trees would have delivered 
over the rest of their life, the mitigation period must last long enough to reproduce 


those functions, which means the estimated number of years left in the life of the 
removed trees. The standard seven year mitigation monitoring period is to ensure the 
trees survive. Mitigation plantings are to be set aside in perpetuity to ensure the 


functions of the replanting are achieved.  


The TPO should state “Removal of protected trees shall be only allowed as a last resort 


when unavoidable”, in accordance with CEQA’s first option for mitigation:  


CEQA Guidelines 15370. “Mitigation” includes: 


(a) Avoiding the impact altogether by not taking a certain action or parts of an 
action. 


In addition to the above four points, bay trees should be exempt from protection unless over 


36” DBH.  If such a tree is to be removed, mitigation for that tree would be in the form of 
another California native tree species, not a bay tree.  


We feel these changes are essential to achieve the intent of this important ordinance that will 
benefit the trees, woodlands, and people of Sonoma County. 


Signed: 


Kate Aldrich 


Michael Allen California Assemblymember (RET.) 


Harold C Appleton 
Registered Professional Forester #1977 


Julene Bair 


Michael Batton 


Brian Bollman 


Kimberly Burr 







California River Watch 


Carol Carr, RN 


Community Alliance with Family Farmers, Sonoma County Chapter 


Conservation Action Fund for Education (CAFÉ) 


Vesta Copestakes, Community Activist 


Count Us (high school climate activists) 


Lucille DancingWind 


Deborah Dobish 


Jack Dupre and Marsha Vas Dupre 


Randi Farkas 


Forest Unlimited  


Friends of Atascadero Wetlands (FAW) 
Anna Ransome & Jo Bentz,  Board members 


Friends of Gualala River 


Nathan Ramser, President  


Friends of the Jenner Creek 


   Kate Fenton 
   Michelle Irwin 


   Carol Sklenicka 


Rue Furch 


Natasha Granoff 


Graton Community Projects Inc. 
Judy Christensen, President 


Carolyn Greene 


Steve Griffith 


Nancy Hair 


Marie Kay Hansen  
Oakmont Environmental Committee 


Renee Harper 


Erika Helene 


Judy Helfand 


Linda Hemenway 


Shelly Hughes, Eco~Landscape Gardener 







Martha Hunt, Climate Action Healdsburg 


Judith Hoaglund 


Mia James 


Angelica Jochim 


Anna Joyce, PhD, MFT 


Leona Judson 


Denise Kelly, Certified Arborist WE #1469A  (ISA) 
Registered Consulting Arborist #477  (ASCA) 


Barbara C Kobabe 


Ray Krauss 
Mark West Watershed 


Wendy Krupnick  
Chiatri de Laguna Farm 


Robin Latham, Board Member 


Sebastopol Community Cultural Center 
& The Peace & Justice Center of SoCo  


Lesli Lee 


Dr. Michael Lipelt 


Stillpoint Family Health 


Betsy Livingstone 


Nancy Lloyd  


National Wildlife Federation certified Wildlife Habitat 


Jan Lochner  


California Native Plant Society Invasive Plant Co-chair 


Paul and April Lynch 


Liam Lynch 


Robert Lynch 


Kate Marianchild, author  


Secrets of the Oak Woodlands 


Keith (“Mac”) Marshall, Ph.D. 


Emeritus Professor of Anthropology  
and Community & Behavioral Health 


Sandra Martensen 


Milo Baker Chapter, California Native Plant Society 
Trish Tatarian - Conservation Chair 







Gary Morgret 


Celeste Murad 


NOW (Neighbors of West County) 


Barbara Saarni Oddone 


Oddone Vineyard 


Jo Ellen Ottenberg  


O.W.L. Foundation Board Members  
H.R. and Bonnie Downs  


Marianne L. Palmer 


Mary Elizabeth Parsons, Vice President 
Milo Baker Chapter, Native Plant Society 


Jay Pedersen, Natural Resource Management 


Jan Randall 
Professor Emerita  


Biology 
San Francisco State University 


Tom A. Ranker 
Professor Emeritus of Botany 


ReLeaf Petaluma 


Michael Leon Rockwell 


Judith Rousseau 


Russian River Watershed Protection Committee  


Theresa Ryan 


Save the Sonoma Coast 


Monica Schwalbenberg-Peña 


Arlyn Serber 


Robyn Sherrill, Landscape Architect 


Sierra Club Sonoma Group 


Shirley Johnson, Chair 


Wendy Smit 


Patrick and Linda Smithson 
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From: Maggie Jensen
To: BOS
Cc: Peter.McHugh@wildlife.ca.gov; Lynda Hopkins; Che Casul; joe.pecharich@noaa.gov; Susan Gorin; David Rabbitt;

James Gore; Chris Coursey; Robert Aguero; Christopher Woltemade; Carrie Lukacic; Mike Jensen
Subject: VII Regular Calendar, 18. ORD21-0001 and ORD23-0004 Modernizing Tree and Woodland Protections
Date: Monday, March 4, 2024 10:17:44 AM
Attachments: PCI BOS Tree Ordinance.pdf
Importance: High

EXTERNAL

Dear Board of Supervisors,
Please find the attached letter outlining PCI’s support for the Tree Protection and Oak Woodland
Ordinances. In addition to our support, we respectfully request the inclusion of an exemption clause,
designed to accommodate the removal of trees as part of approved ecological restoration projects.
 
Thank you for your consideration.
 
Sincerely,
 
Maggie Jensen
Landscape Architect/CEO
 
PCI ecological design & planning
103 Morris Street, Suite A-5, Sebastopol, CA 95472
Cell: 707.591-5332 |Direct: 707.824.4601 x118
maggie@pcz.com | www.pcz.com

THIS EMAIL ORIGINATED OUTSIDE OF THE SONOMA COUNTY EMAIL SYSTEM.
Warning: If you don’t know this email sender or the email is unexpected,
do not click any web links, attachments, and never give out your user ID or password.
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103 Morris Street, Suite A-5  Sebastopol, CA 95472  707-824-4600  fax 707-824-6854 
 


March 4, 2024 


Sonoma County Board of Supervisors 


575 Administration Drive 102A 


Santa Rosa, CA 95403 


bos@sonoma‐county.org 


 


Subject: March 5, 2024 Board Meeting ORD21‐0001 and ORD23‐0004 Modernizing Tree and 


Woodland Protections Workshop ‐ Support for the Proposed Tree Protection and Oak 


Woodland Ordinances with Request for Exemption for Ecological Restoration 


Dear Members of the Sonoma County Board of Supervisors, 


I trust this letter finds you well. Our company, PCI Ecological, is deeply invested in ecological 


restoration projects that aim to enhance wetland and aquatic habitats, remove non‐native and 


invasive species, and foster the re‐establishment of native flora and fauna to improve the 


function of our natural ecosystems and overall ecological balance. As such, I am writing to 


express our support for the Tree Protection and Oak Woodland Ordinances currently under 


consideration.  


We wish to bring to your attention a crucial consideration regarding the potential impact of the 


proposed ordinances on ecological restoration initiatives, which are typically undertaken with 


local NGOs as well as City, County, State, and Federal agencies. The ordinance, as written in its 


current form, will create barriers to implementing restoration projects by restricting the removal 


of common riparian trees and requiring an onerous permitting process to do so. We respectfully 


request the inclusion within the ordinance of an exemption clause, specifically designed to 


accommodate the removal of trees as part of approved ecological restoration endeavors. Such 


projects provide net environmental and human benefits, typically include ecologically informed 


revegetation, and are not possible without the temporary impacts of some tree removal. 


We request the exemption provide for a self‐certification process for ecological restoration that 


would not require County verification to move forward with ecological restoration activities. 


This means the project can move forward with a simple notification that work will occur under 


the exemption and no County action would be necessary. The exemption could work in the 


same manner as the Resource Conservation District’s grading permit exemption.  


The exemption should apply to ecological restoration as a project type, rather than limiting the 


exemption to public projects. In this manner, private landowners, NGOs, and others can work 


under the exemption. The exemption should apply to restoration projects that occur within 


areas across Sonoma County that fall within the Riparian Corridor when these projects are 


permitted by resource agencies such as the Army Corps of Engineers, California Department of 


Fish and Wildlife, and the Regional Water Board. These agencies have mandates to protect and 


enhance wetland and riparian resources, including native trees in the riparian corridor. The 







 


 


requested exemption would streamline administrative procedures without compromising the 


integrity of the project, allowing the restoration community to efficiently navigate through the 


regulatory framework.  


This exemption would allow for the flexibility needed to carry out vital restoration work without 


additional regulatory delays and financial burdens that comes with additional layers of County 


oversight. We believe that a well‐crafted exemption clause can strike a balance, ensuring the 


conservation of our valuable tree resources while simultaneously facilitating the restoration and 


protection of native ecosystems and critical fish and wildlife habitat. 


Thank you for considering our perspective on this matter.  


Sincerely, 


 


 


Maggie Jensen 


Landscape Architect/CEO 


PCI Ecological 


 
Cc:    


 Supervisor Lynda Hopkins, District 5 (Lynda.Hopkins@sonoma‐county.org) 
 Che Casul, Director of Community Initiatives Supervisor Lynda Hopkins 


(Che.Casul@sonoma‐county.org) 
 Pete McHugh, Inland Fisheries Program Manager, California Department of Fish and 


Wildlife (Peter.McHugh@wildlife.ca.gov) 
 Joe Pecharich, Fish Biologist/Habitat Specialist, NOAA Restoration Center 


(joe.pecharich@noaa.gov) 
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