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CITY OF LAKE OSWEGO 
Ad Hoc Tree Committee Action Minutes 

May 23, 2016 

 

Mike Buck, Chair called the meeting to order at 6:00 pm. 

Members present:   Chair Mike Buck, Vice Chair David Rudawitz, Sylvia Ackerman, Sarah 
Asby, Frank Cable, Diane Cassidy, Craig Chisholm, Andy Clark, Margaret 
Hepziban, Paul Lyons, Dave Marx, Traci Marxs, Kevin Meckel, Suzanne 
Meckel, Skip Ormsby, Angel Pilato, Linda Rudawitz, Cheryl Uchida, Nicole 
Seawright. 

Staff present:    Jessica Numanoglu, Planning Manager, Sage Geiselman, Planning Intern,  

 
WELCOME 
Chair Mike Buck welcomed the group.  

Jessica Numanoglu took roll call. 
 
APPROVAL OF MEETING MINUTES 
The 3-28-16 action minutes were unanimously approved with no changes.  

PUBLIC COMMENTS 
Chair Buck opened the floor for public comments. No public comments were made. 

DISCUSSION OF PUBLIC TESTIMONY ON THE DRAFT CODE AMENDMENTS 

Sage Geiselman provided a summary of the public testimony on the Draft Code Amendments. 
37 comments were received, summarized, and sorted by subject matter. Comments that 
discussed more than one subject were divided based on the content for the purpose of 
categorization. After being divided up by subject, 16 comments were made about the Tree Code 
in general, three about changes to Forest Management Permits, one about the Community 
Development Code, five about mitigation requirements, and 19 comments were about fee and 
fine increases. 

Based on the general comments the Committee was asked if they felt the Draft Code 
Amendments had done enough to reduce the regulatory burden of the Tree Code. One 
Committee member stated that it might have been possible to further reduce the regulatory 
burden if it had occurred earlier in the process, but the time had passed for further debate on 
the issue to be productive. Another Committee member commented that some people are likely 
to believe that any regulation under the Tree Code represents an unacceptable burden on 
property owners. He stated that the Committee should focus on demonstrating the ways in 
which the Draft Amendments reduce the regulatory burden, but also communicate that the 
Committee also considered the intent of the Tree Code: to help preserve the wooded character 
of Lake Oswego. The Committee also briefly discussed that a minority report would be 
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presented to the Council by members of the Committee. The minority report would discuss the 
“three tree” option that was discussed by the Committee but did not receive the two-thirds 
majority required for inclusion in Committee proposal. Further discussion on the subject 
indicated that some Committee members perceived the Draft Code Amendments as a 
compromise between residents with various viewpoints, and perceived the minority report as an 
effort to end-run the process in order to reduce the regulatory burden beyond what the 
Committee had compromised on. Chair Buck commented that there are a number of different 
types of burdens, and some may have been reduced more than others. Another Committee 
member commented that the size and complexity of the Draft Code Amendments made it 
difficult for the layperson to understand. 

The Committee discussed the definition of a “stand of trees”. The proposed definition included 
height and contiguous crown requirements, but did not establish a minimum number of trees 
needed in a “stand”. The Committee asked if the requirement of a 120 ft. of contiguous crown 
was a measure of width or circumference. Staff clarified that it was a width measurement. The 
Committee determined that the required width of contiguous canopy was large enough to make 
defining the number of trees that qualify as a group unnecessary. Two trees that meet the 
requirements established in the definition could be considered a stand of trees. 

The Committee discussed the definition of “street tree” to determine if it was over inclusive. Staff 
indicated that the definition was specific and objective. One Committee member suggested that 
issues could arise in areas such as Glenn Rd., where trees are planted very close to the road. 
The Committee discussed the challenge of dealing with every potential issue that could arise, 
and the exponentially increasing complexity it would add to the Tree Code. Staff also clarified 
that there are exceptions built into the Code that allow removal of trees that might not have 
otherwise qualified for a permit if they are causing damage to infrastructure or interfering with 
utilities. 

The Committee discussed the Code amendments that establish conditioning authority for tree 
protection plans. The amendments add a regulatory burden for applicants who will be required 
to conform to the conditions of approval for the tree protection plan. However, staff indicated 
that the amendments were recommended as a way to minimize tree protection violations, which 
are burdensome for both the city and the responsible party. The Committee determined that 
increasing the effectiveness of tree protection plans was an improvement to the Code. 

The Committee re-addressed the concept of requiring the removal of trees that have become 
hazardous to neighboring properties. Staff explained the hazard tree abatement process 
currently in use by the City of Tigard. The Committee determined that this process was 
burdensome, increased the administrative workload related to the Tree Code, and had the 
potential to create liability for the City. 

The Committee was briefed on comments that were made about changes to the Forest 
Management Permits. Two comments were made by residents of a condominium complex 
expressing concerns about tree removal and potential impacts on privacy. One of the 
commenters had since met with the condominium board and resolved their concerns, and the 
other comment had referenced the first. The Committee determined that the concerns had been 
adequately addressed.    

The Committee revisited the concept of requiring mitigation for all permit types. They discussed 
situations where property owners remove trees and don’t want to replant, as well as the 
financial burden of mitigation. The Committee decided that requiring mitigation for all tree 
permits did not meet the Council Charge. The Committee then discussed requiring all mitigation 
trees to be native trees. The proposed amendments do require mitigation trees to be native if a 
native tree is removed. The Committee determined that requiring mitigation trees to be native 
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for all tree removal unnecessarily imposed on property owners’ rights to make their own 
landscaping decisions. There was a brief discussion about providing incentives when property 
owners chose to plant native mitigation. The Committee determined that these types of 
incentive added unnecessary complexity to the Code, and that it would be better to encourage 
the use of native trees through educational materials such as “Right Tree, Right Place”. The 
Committee also discussed allowing vine maples as mitigation trees. Some Committee members 
were concerned about large trees being removed and replaced with vine maples. Staff informed 
the Committee that vine maples are not currently accepted as mitigation trees. The Committee 
decided that vine maples should not be counted as acceptable mitigation trees. 

The Committee discussed a comment submitted by a citizen suggesting that the Tree Code 
should be redrafted around the concept of minimum tree stocking requirements, which could be 
established for each neighborhood. Committee members noted that this concept was discussed 
at prior meetings and that the concept did not get the two-thirds majority to be included in the 
amendments. 

The Committee discussed whether trees that have been previously planted by a property owner 
could be counted towards mitigation for a tree permit if the previously planted trees are now 
large enough to meet the minimum mitigation tree size.  

The meeting tape cut off at 1:43:58. 

 

Respectfully submitted, 
 
 

Sage Geiselman 
Planning Intern 


