LETTERS To EDITOR

On Recycling in the
Little City
Editor,

I'd like to offer an addendum
to Brian Reach’s article on page
11 of the April 20 issue, about
recycling in Falls Church.

Please do not just throw out
cables and cords. Our very own local
business, eAsset Solutions on N.
Maple, recycles these, along with
phones, tablets, and other electron-
ics. I was surprised that Mr Reach
was unaware of this business, as it
has been in the Little City for quite a
number of years.

Chris Raymond

Seeking New Rep for
Commission of Aging

Editor,

The Fairfax Area Commission on
Aging (COA) needs a new rep from
the City of Falls Church, someone
with a keen interest in the many
issues of aging. The COA meets
monthly. It has twelve members:
including a person from the Cities of
Fairfax and Falls Church.

The COA studies issues and
advises the Fairfax Area Agency
on Aging. It supports the SHAPE
the Future of Aging Plan. The
Commissioners also engage in relat-
ed activities. This vacancy starts in
June 2023.

For details, see Fairfax Area
Commission on Aging: and the
Fairfax Department of Family
Services: Aging Well Resource
Guide .

An application to serve on
Falls Church City Commissions
and Boards can be found online.
Anyone interested should attend at
least one meeting of the board/com-
mission to ensure an understanding
of its function and time requirements
before submitting the application.

2artha Cooper

Comment on Park
Avenue Trees

Editor,

Thanks to Stephanie Lamore for

her excellent Local Commentary
“The City’s Urban Forest Needs
You!” about the challenges of pre-
serving mature trees on private land.
While the City has limited jurisdic-
tion over private tree loss, it can
control what happens to trees during
public projects.

Unfortunately, the $11 million
“Great Streets” project the City’s
contractor has planned for the down-
town blocks of Park Avenue prom-
ises to be a prolific tree killer. The
current “60 percent design” for the
project—which was only recently
made public, after the City submitted
it to VDOT for approval—predicts
construction harm to dozens of trees.
The plan says 21 trees will be “mod-
erately impacted” (Category B), 15
trees will “require further protective
measures” to survive (Category C),
and four will be removed outright
(Category X).

The threatened trees are mature
and important. In Category C (“fur-
ther protective measures needed”)
alone there are a dozen maples and
oaks with diameters at breast height
(DBH) of 34, 30, 27, 28, 24, 36,
28, 26, 21, 34, 39, and 28 inches.
(The data is from the City’s own
“Treckeeper” database.) A DBH
over 20 inches indicates a large tree
that is decades old; a tree over 30
inches DBH is exceptional.

A mature tree provides social
and environmental benefits far
greater than small trees, especially
the replacement trees that the 60
percent design envisions for Park
Avenue: 2-inch caliper saplings in
engineered planter beds. According
to the Treckeeper database, the envi-
ronmental value of the threatened
Park Avenue trees is-—-annually—tens
of thousands of dollars, taking into
account shade and property benefits,
stormwater benefits, carbon emis-
sions avoided, and carbon captured.

Park Avenue needs better side-
walks with fewer obstructions.
But with proper planning the side-
walks can be improved without
sacrificing the mature trees that
give shade, character, and beau-
ty to this important part of our
City. The 60 percent design plans
were submitted to VDOT with-
out opportunity for public review
and comment and without even
City Council’s knowledge. The
Council should direct the City
staff to retract the 60 percent plan
submission and start an adequate
public review and revision process
to save the trees.

Charlie Lord and Erin Flynn


Lewis J Lord


