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May 31, 2019
On Aug. 14, 2018, the County Board informed the community that the dawn redwood
tree, located at 3260 North Ohio Street would be removed as part of a redevelopment.
Although the tree was in a Resource Protection Area (RPA), under Virginia Law and
County Code, the developer had considerable rights as property owner to redevelop
and subdivide the property, and ultimately remove the tree.
In response to a request from the County Board, the County is providing additional
details regarding the reasons the dawn redwood tree could not be preserved.
The subsequent attachments provide greater detail about the County’s review and
approval process and decisions, organized in four main areas:
1)
2)
3)
4)

By-right subdivision
Resource Protection Area (RPA) requirements
Detailed Urban Forestry review of the impacts to the dawn redwood
Options reviewed

This information provides the complexity behind the decision points and the lengths staff
went in an attempt to preserve the dawn redwood, while allowing the by-right
development to proceed.
The County appreciates the community’s support of our tree canopy. We are honored to
serve a community that values trees as essential to our quality of life.
Sincerely,

Mark Schwartz
County Manager
Arlington County Government

1. Subdivision
The development proposal that triggered the tree preservation issues was the submittal
of a preliminary plat showing the by-right subdivision of the property into two lots.
Without the subdivision, preservation of the dawn redwood as part of any
redevelopment would still have been challenging due to its large critical root zone, but
less challenging than the development scenario for two new lots.
2. Resource Protection Area (RPA) requirements
A small stream, part of the larger Little Pimmit Run watershed, is located along the
northern boundary of this single-family parcel. This stream and its 100-foot buffer to
either side is designated as a Resource Protection Area (RPA) under the County’s
Chesapeake Bay Preservation Ordinance. Buffer areas are important to water quality
and are regulated under the Ordinance with the intent to retain and/or enhance existing
streamside vegetation.
Prior to adoption of the Ordinance in 1992, many lots currently designated within the
RPA had already been developed, including 3260 N. Ohio Street, and the width and
condition of the vegetation within the RPAs on these lots vary greatly. Development that
pre-dates the Ordinance is grandfathered, and redevelopment of those parcels is
allowed by-right subject to certain conditions. Those conditions include no increase in
impervious cover (hard surfaces such as rooftop, driveways, and front walks) into the
RPA, and no further encroachment into the RPA (i.e. decrease the distance between
the development and stream). Additionally, as discussed below, the tree canopy
requirements must be met.
The Ordinance also allows RPA properties to be subdivided provided the proposed
development on any newly created lots can be determined to be ‘allowable
development.’ The subdivision and proposed redevelopment of 3260 N. Ohio Street met
the ‘allowable development’ criteria of the Ordinance because there was no increase in
impervious cover and there was no further encroachment into the RPA.
The existing home at 3260 N. Ohio Street was located largely within the RPA and
included more than 6,500 square feet of impervious cover. An existing detached garage
was located less than five feet from the stream (see Attachment 1: Tree Canopy
Coverage). The development proposals for the two new lots reduced impervious cover
in the RPA on each lot (as well as overall) and reduced encroachment on the lot closest
to the stream and therefore met the allowable development criteria of the Ordinance.
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Overall, the Ordinance regulates vegetation removal within the RPA, but the Ordinance
also specifies that allowable development can occur. This means that tree removal
necessary for an allowable development can happen. When a mature tree with a large
critical root zone is located near the existing home, root damage from demolition and
subsequent construction often prevents preservation of the tree (see more specific
information in next section).
Ultimately, demolition and new construction activities associated with allowable
development on lot A1 (the lot furthest from the stream) critically impacted the root
zones of eight RPA trees, including the dawn redwood (more information below). An
additional seven trees were proposed to be impacted on lot A2 (the lot closest to the
stream) for allowable development of that lot. Of the 11 total trees proposed for
removal, two were invasive trees and two were saplings or small trees (less than 10inch diameter).
At the same time, the development proposals for 3260 N. Ohio Street preserved
multiple large, mature RPA trees near the stream, including a 60-inch tulip poplar and
several mature >25-inch white oaks.
The Ordinance also requires mitigation measures for vegetation removal in the RPA in
conjunction with allowable development activity. For the N. Ohio Street redevelopment,
these measures include a 5,500 square foot area of preserved and new native
vegetation in the RPA that will be protected by a perpetual maintenance agreement,
and 48 new canopy and understory trees that will be planted both in the area adjacent
to the stream and elsewhere within the RPA. On both lots, the developer and any
subsequent owners are also required to control invasive English ivy and bamboo, in
perpetuity.
In addition, the Ordinance’s tree canopy requirements were met for both lots by
preservation of 24 existing mature trees on the property, with total preserved canopy of
approximately 22.9% for lot A1 and 23.4% for lot A2, both of which exceed the minimum
20% requirement. The Ordinance does not require that mature trees be saved and
allows for tree canopy requirements to be met with newly planted trees.
3. Urban Forestry Review
Dawn redwoods have a moderate growth rate, which leads to its tall stature and larger
diameter. The dawn redwood’s Critical Root Zone (CRZ) and diameter were particularly
large because of its twin trunk. Due to the tree’s unusual size, its associated CRZ
extended significantly beyond the dripline (the extent of branches and leaves extending
from a trunk), and the property boundaries of the project (See Attachment 2: Tree
Removal and Preservation Plan Map).
The developer’s Certified Arborist determined the critical root zone and County Arborists
confirmed its accuracy when performing their site visits. Critical root zone is based on
industry standard calculations. Impact to a tree’s critical root zone must be considered,
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to understand whether a tree can reasonably be preserved, and whether its
preservation could pose an undue risk of structural failure to the tree, and as a result,
present a safety risk.
The proposal to remove the tree was reviewed in detail by the County Arborist, who
carefully assessed the impact of the proposed construction footprint and other key
factors, including:
•
•
•
•
•

Utility connections from the house to public systems (gas, water, stormwater,
sanitary sewer, electric, cable, etc.)
Site grading
Existing house demolition
Impact to other trees on the property, by moving impacts
Other site constraints

While some of these factors could be mitigated, not all impacts could be avoided, and
ultimately, the construction impacts to the critical root zone of the tree (shown in
Attachments 1 and 2) were determined to be too extensive and detrimental to the
survival and preservation of the tree and alternatives proposed were not able to
significantly alter the likelihood of survival.
4. Options Reviewed
Staff worked closely with the developer to explore development alternatives that would
still allow the by-right development of the property but also preserve the dawn redwood.
The alternatives considered were:
1. Shifting the overall footprint of the proposed house at 3260 N Ohio St
closer to the rear of the lot and further away from the critical root zone of
the tree. Relocating the footprint of the home toward the rear of the property still
resulted in construction within the critical root zone of the tree. It would also affect
three existing mature trees on the lot that staff concluded could be better
preserved.
2. Relocation of the driveway. At the County’s request, the developer’s engineer
provided alternatives to relocate the proposed driveway slightly further away from
the tree. Attachments 1 and 2 show the driveway in the approved location.
Attachment 3 depicts an alternate location that the developer’s engineer
submitted for the driveway that was further away from the tree, however, this
alternative made no substantive impact to the preservation and survival of the
tree.
3. Consolidating the placement of the utilities serving the site. Staff considered
several alternatives for the placement of the private gas, water, sanitary sewer,
and electric services, as well as the private stormwater system required to
manage stormwater runoff from this site (shown in Attachment 3: Utilities and
Alternate Driveway). Some of the utilities, but not all, could be co-located.
However, the required minimum separation distances required to meet the
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County Construction Standards & Specifications (Section 02510) and private
utility standards still required multiple excavations within the critical root zone of
the tree. Since the placement of these services needed to be within the limits of
the new subdivided lot, all alternatives explored would result in significant
damage to the critical root system of the tree.
4. Alternative root protection. Other root protection and enhancement options
were explored but would not be sufficient to preserve the tree. Utilities and other
excavation would require the cutting of roots, and no known solution was found
to preserve roots to the extent the tree could be saved.
In the end, the extensive construction activity required to demolish the existing house;
the excavation of the foundation for the new house; and all the land disturbance
activities typically associated with site construction could not be overcome in order to
protect and preserve the tree.
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