4140 Linnean Avenue NW
Washington, DC 20008

5 June 2002

Alberto P. Bastida, AICP

Secretary of the Zoning Commission
Office of Zoning

441 4™ Street NW, Suite 210
Washington, DC 20001

Re: Case No. 02-19 (Text Amendment — Forest Hilis Tree and Slope Overlay District)

Dear Mr. Bastida:

As aresident of the proposed overlay district, I am writing to express my OPPOSITION
to the proposed regulation as currently written. While I am in agreement with and
supportive of the purposes of the overlay district as expressed in section 1511.2, I feel
that the specifications are punitive and that much of the language of the regulation is
overly vague. Furthermore, I request that a full listing of all currently undeveloped ,
properties and their characteristics (e.g., lot size, number of covered trees, slope and soil
composition) be distributed to residents before a decision is reached. :
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1. Protection of all trees 12 inches in circumference (less than 4 inches in diameter) is
excessive.

2. Section 1514.1(b) requires that need for removal of dead or unhealthy tress be
“certified by an arborist or other tree care professional”. Who qualifies as an
“arborist or tree care professional”? What kind of certification is needed, and with
whom must it be filed? We have a number of very old redbud trees on our property;
this species has an average life span of 25 years. One tree is half dead now; how long
would it take us to have it “certified” as qualified for removal?

3. Section 1514.5 describes erodible soil “as determined by US Geological Survey soils
analysis”. What is the criterion for erodibility, and who is responsible for its
determination? Does the US Geological Survey conduct residential tests?

4. Section 1515 is too vague, especially section (d) which permits the Board to “vary
side and rear yard requirements in order to achieve the purposes of this chapter”.
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We built our home in 1994, with as small a footprint and as little impervious surface area
as possible. The proposed regulation would have made this impossible:

a) Our lot size is 11,295 square feet (smaller than the proposed 12,000 s.f.)

b) It was necessary to remove 2 trees, one 20” in diameter and the other 40” in
diameter. We did everything possible to save the latter tree, including re-siting
the house and reducing its width, but after excavating the foundation, too much of
its root mass was exposed. ' ;
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c) One side set-back is 8’; adhering to a 16 set-back would have endangered the
largest tree on the lot, at that time 48” in diameter.
d) The rear of the property slopes up steeply. Siting the house 20’ from the slope
would have put us too close to the street.
In addition, the proposed regulation does not recognize the significant re-forestation we
have implemented, which includes one black gum, one sourwood, seven witch hazels,
two persimmons, and numerous ornamentals (red-twig dogwoods, magnolia, red and
Japanese maples, and crape myrtles).

The proposed regulations endanger current property values by overly restricting
construction of new residential buildings and improvement of existing properties. They
will add significant delays to the already-lengthy permit process. They do not recognize
compensating actions, such as replacing old trees with new plantings (as does the
Takoma Park, Md., ordinance). They do not provide clear guidance for compliance nor
agile mechanisms for enforcement or granting exemptions.

I commend the Ad Hoc Tree and Slope Committee for their efforts to preserve the
character of the neighborhood. The proposed overlay regulation should be re-written.

Thank you for your attention.

Sincerely,
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Karen G. Fleischman Foreit



