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City of Lake Oswego 

Community Forestry Commission Minutes 
 

September 30, 2004 
 

 
I. CALL TO ORDER 

 
Chair Jeremy Fried called the September 30, 2004, meeting of the Community Forestry 
Commission to order at time p.m. in the Council Chambers of City Hall at 380 A 
Avenue, Lake Oswego, Oregon.   
 

II. ROLL CALL 
 
Commissioners present were Chair Fried, Don Morton, Erin Wagner and David Cory.  
Commissioner William Owen was not present.  Staff present were Hamid Pishvaie, 
Development Review Manager; David Odom, Assistant Planner; and Janice Bader, 
Senior Secretary. 
 

III. MINUTES 
 
None. 
 

IV. FINDINGS, CONCLUSIONS AND ORDER 
 
None. 
 

V. PUBLIC HEARING 
 
AP 04-03, [TC 04-0399], an appeal by Bizon Landscape Co. of the City Manager’s 
decision to deny removal of six trees.  The property is located at: 6334 Meadows Rd. 
(Tax Lot 305 of Tax Map 21E 07BB).  Staff coordinator is David Odom, Assistant 
Planner.   
 
Chair Fried opened the public hearing and explained the procedure to be followed and 
the time limits for testimony.  He asked the Commissioners to report any ex parte 
contacts (including site visits), biases or conflicts of interest.  None were reported.  No 
one present challenged any commissioner’s right to hear the application. 
 
David Odom, Assistant Planner, presented the staff report (dated September 20, 
2004).  He reported that the applicant desired to remove six trees in order to re-
landscape and to prevent destruction of pavement, concrete sidewalks and curbs.  He 
explained the Tree Code allowed tree removal for landscaping purposes, but that 
criterion was not met because the applicant had not submitted a landscape plan.  He 
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reported the trees were not hazardous or diseased.  He reported that staff found the 
application did not meet the criterion that removal would have no significant impact on 
the character, aesthetics or property values of the neighborhood.  He explained removal 
of so much vegetation that it would change the aesthetics of the shopping center.  He 
said it was likely that the landscaping - including the trees - had been a County 
requirement when the development was approved.  He said the applicant had not 
offered to plant replacement trees at the front of the building.  He said without the trees 
the bulk of the building would seem more massive than with the trees.  He observed that 
the criterion that prohibited tree removal to enhance views did not apply because the 
site was not a view lot.  He advised the Tree Code called for mitigation, but staff did not 
find the applicant’s mitigation plan acceptable because they proposed to plant 
inappropriate species of trees in the wetlands behind the shopping center and none in 
front of the building.  He showed photographs of the site from different perspectives.  
He concluded that the application did not meet all of the Type II Tree Removal criteria 
and should be denied.   
 

Applicant 
 
Ed Ren, Bizon Landscape Co., 25935 SW Grahams Ferry Rd., Sherwood, Oregon, 
97140, also discussed the criteria.  He said it was evident that the buttress roots of trees 
were damaging the hard surfaces by pushing out curbing, lifting the sidewalk, and 
pushing over the rear lamppost.  He reasoned vehicles had not caused the damage 
because the curbs were pushed outward, not inward, and all of the cracks were wider on 
the interior than on the exterior.  He confirmed the applicant had not submitted a 
landscape plan, but that they would submit such a plan and it would show that they 
would replace removed vegetation with an equal amount of vegetation in a combination 
that would be a more fitting and appropriate mix of trees and/or shrubbery.  He 
confirmed that the applicant had not provided evidence that they had examined 
alternative plans and found there was no reasonable alternative plan that would allow 
the property to be used as permitted in the zone.  He said they would submit alternative 
plans.  He said the applicant did not intend to adversely impact the aesthetics of the 
area, and would provide a more appropriate mitigation plan that would replace removed 
vegetation with a significant amount of new vegetation.  He explained the trees were 
hazardous because their roots were lifting up the sidewalk and curb plates and creating 
trip hazards for customers; their leaves obscured light fixtures and reduced illumination 
in pedestrian traffic areas; and fallen leaves plugged catch basins and created a water 
hazard at site accesses.  He said the applicant disagreed with staff that pruning was an 
alternative to removal.  He said they believed that the pruning practice of “heading” the 
trees would reduce the aesthetics and the trees would look worse than if the owners 
removed them and planted new trees.  He anticipated the new mitigation plan would 
show a more appropriate species of tree than Red Sunset Maple in the wetland area and 
would show replacement trees both in front and in the rear of the building.  He said that 
whether or not the trees were part of county’s original approval of the project, they were 
not an appropriate choice for the site.   
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During questioning by the Commissioners, Mr. Ren clarified that the project owner 
would replace the trees after they had negotiated an appropriate replanting plan with 
staff and the Commissioners.  He anticipated the applicant would choose a more 
columnar species of tree close to the building.  He said he would prefer not to see 
deciduous trees planted close to the drains.  He confirmed that the applicant did not 
have an arborist’s report regarding the impacts of tree roots.   
 
John Bradford, Doug Bean & Associates, 101 SW Main, Portland, Oregon, 97204, 
testified that his firm managed the shopping center for the owner, Kruse Meadows 
Shopping Center, LLC.   He pointed to out in photographs that the curb was listing and 
the tree canopy enveloped the light fixtures in front of the building.  He reported that 
one arborist had told him the trees had not yet matured and would grow a lot bigger.  He 
said that whether or not that specific species of tree had been specified in the conditions 
of approval of the project, it was not an appropriate species for the site.  He reported 
that when he had found out staff did not find the applicant’s mitigation plan acceptable, 
he had offered to work with them to fashion a proper mitigation plan instead of appeal 
the denial.  He suggested the Commission make that a condition of approval of the 
application.  He stressed the property owner wanted the site to look good and wanted to 
address the problem now, and not wait while for the damage to got worse.  He asked the 
Commissioners to approve the application.   
 
During the questioning period, he clarified for the Commissioners that the asphalt 
around the concrete surfaces seemed to be undamaged.  He clarified that he believed 
photographs showed that the sidewalk had been raised, and not that the asphalt had 
sunk.  He acknowledged that he had relied on the landscaping company to assess the 
problem instead of enlisting the services of an arborist.  Mr. Ren advised that the 
concrete was cracking, breaking and lifting because of the expansion of buttress roots 
underneath.  He reasoned that if it were actually a problem of the asphalt sinking, the 
Commissioners would see a depression around the concrete vault.  The Commissioners 
confirmed for Mr. Bradford that the record contained photographs showing the 
relationship between the lighting and the tree canopy.   
 

Proponents 
 
None. 
 

Opponents 
 
Ron Ellenson, 5285 Meadows Rd., Ste. 170, Lake Oswego, 97035, testified he was a 
frequent patron of the shopping center.  He stressed that the trees contributed to the 
beauty of the neighborhood and should be retained.  He said the species of the subject 
trees was appropriate because the same species of tree had been planted all around the 
project.  He reported that he had observed that morning that the only damage was to one 
curb, by one tree, and there was no damage to the pavement.  He indicated the center 
should accept that as a normal situation that occasionally required them to repair or 
replace the curbing.  He said there was no pedestrian traffic at the rear of the building.  
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He said that although the trees were close to the light fixtures, that was not an unusual 
situation and there was plenty of light in the area, especially because there were big 
neon lights in front of the building.  He saw no pedestrian safety issue related to 
lighting.  He related that a tenant of the center had explained the fallen leaves were 
messy and had questioned how much attention management had paid to cleaning them 
up.  He worried that the applicant wanted to remove the front trees and replant with 
shrubs.  He said the front trees enhanced the view of the center.   
 

Neither for nor Against 
 
None. 
 

Rebuttal 
 
Mr. Bradford stressed that the site featured a lot of landscaping and there were more 
trees on the property than the six subject trees.  He said if the owners developed the site 
today they would propose a more appropriate species of tree, because some of the other 
trees on the north wide of the building also presented problems.  He and Mr. Ren 
explained that pedestrians walked around the rear of the buidlng to access several retail 
store entrances there and illumination was important for safety reasons.  Mr. Ren 
clarified that so far the applicant had not removed any trees, but had only remodeled 
landscaping beds by planting new shrubs.   
 
Commissioner Wagner observed that most of the surrounding jurisdictions allowed Red 
Maples as street trees.  She asked what species the applicant would propose to replant.  
Mr. Ren responded that they would look for a more columnar species that would not 
grow higher than the building eaves.  He clarified that they would not be completely 
opposed to planting deciduous trees, and he would prefer not to plant them close to an 
electrical vault or light pole.  Chair Fried anticipated the trees would eventually grow so 
high that their canopy would no longer block light because it would be above the 
fixture.  Mr. Ren doubted the canopy would get that high.  The Commissioners 
examined the photographs and tried to determine if the species of the subject trees was 
Red Maple, Oak, or White Oak.  Commissioner Cory cautioned that if the trees were 
removed there would be significant damage to the asphalt caused by decaying severed 
roots under the asphalt.  When Chair Fried asked if the applicant had considered pulling 
back the curbing to give the roots more room, Mr. Ren explained it was not possible to 
expand the planter strip.  Chair Fried suggested that might be possible if the two-way 
travel lane were reduced to a one-way lane.  Mr. Bradford explained that would not be 
sufficient to serve the center during busy times.  The Commissioners suggested the 
applicant might make more room for tree roots by relocating utility boxes.  Mr. 
Bradford clarified for them that the “other trees” he had referred to were along Bangy 
and Meadows Roads and along the sides of the building in other planters.   
 
Chair Fried then closed the public hearing and opened deliberations. 
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Deliberations 
 
Mr. Cory advised that although he had not visited the site, the photographs indicated 
that the damage the applicant had attributed to the trees was not caused by trees.  He 
said the photographs indicated to him the trees were probably Oregon White Oak trees.  
He said he saw no evidence of invasive buttress roots in the photographs.  Mr. Fried 
recalled that the Tree Code required an applicant to provide an arborist’s report if the 
trees were to be removed as a Hazard Trees, and the applicant had not submitted one.  
Mr. Cory explained that if the tree roots had impacted the curb there would also be 
signs of that in the asphalt underneath the curbing.  Ms. Wagner said the extruded 
curbing could have been poured incorrectly.  Mr. Cory said the fact that the curb 
damage was only seen at corners suggested that heavy trucks were not negotiating the 
turn properly.  The Commissioners focused on one tree that was close to utility boxes 
and about a foot from a light pole.  Ms. Wagner indicated that tree should never have 
been planted so close to the pole, but she thought some branches could be pruned to 
allow more illumination of the area.  The Commissioners generally agreed that tree was 
of the most concern because it was so near the utilities, but that they were not similarly 
concerned about the other five trees.  Chair Fried said the illumination issue could be 
addressed by pruning the tree, or even installing additional lighting.  Mr. Morton 
advised Oregon White Oak trees could grow quiet large and the crown could rise to a 
fairly high elevation.  Ms. Wagner said that a columnar evergreen tree would not 
provide the same quality of shade as a deciduous tree.  She and Chair Fried agreed that 
part of the responsibility of owning deciduous trees was taking care of fallen leaves.  
Mr. Cory stressed that a tree the size of the subject trees was a “treasure.”  He predicted 
their canopies would grow to more than thirty feet high.  He advised that each tree 
handled hundreds of gallons of water each day.  Chair Fried saw the trees as part of the 
character of the neighborhood, and he said mitigation trees would not replace that 
character within a reasonable period of time.  Mr. Cory advised the trees helped 
mitigate the climate in the area.  Chair Fried and Ms. Wagner indicated they could only 
consider removal of one tree that was too close to utilities.  Mr. Cory explained that he 
could not agree to remove a tree that had not been evaluated by a professional arborist.  
Ms. Wagner recalled that the Commissioners were not even certain of the species.  Mr. 
Morton advised that there was a management cost to be borne by all owners of trees and 
he saw no reason the applicant should not have to bear the cost of maintaining the 
subject trees.  The Commissioners generally agreed that they should have been assessed 
by an arborist.  Mr. Cory said a 30-year-old oak tree should not be cut down when the 
curbing could be replaced for several hundred dollars.  Chair Fried observed that the 
Commissioners had suggested ways to mitigate any problems the trees might create.   
 
Ms. Wagner moved to deny TC 04-0399.  Mr. Cory seconded the motion and it 
passed with Commissioners Cory, Morton, Wagner and Chair Owen voting yes.  There 
were no votes against.  Mr. Owens was not present.  Chair Fried announced the final 
vote would be held on October 6, 2004.   
============================================================== 
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AP 04-05, [TC 04-628], a request for public hearing by Mark and Danielle Lambert and 
Robert Knoop of a tentative staff decision related to a request by William Smith to 
remove three trees.  Staff had approved removal of two of the trees and denied removal 
of one trees.  The property is located at: 4984 Hampton Ct. (Tax Lot 204 of Tax Map 
21E 06AA).  Staff coordinator is David Odom, Assistant Planner.   
 
Chair Fried opened the public hearing and explained the procedure to be followed and 
the time limits for testimony.  He asked the Commissioners to report any ex parte 
contacts (including site visits), biases or conflicts of interest.  None were reported.  No 
one present challenged any commissioner’s right to hear the application. 
 
David Odom, Assistant Planner, presented the staff report (dated September 20, 
2004).  He explained the three subject trees were Cypress trees, which were lined up 
north to south in a side yard.  He said the applicant wanted to remove the trees so they 
would not grow into nearby power lines and pose a fire hazard, and to allow more 
sunlight into the building.  He related that he had visited the site and he and the 
applicant had agreed that the southernmost tree should be retained in order to keep some 
tree canopy in that area.  He discussed Tree Code criteria for removal.  He agreed that 
the request met the criterion that removal was for landscape purposes.  He agreed that 
the request met the criterion that removal was to have no significant negative impact on 
erosion, soil stability, flow of surface waters, protection of adjacent trees, or existing 
windbreaks.  He explained the trees stood by themselves along a fence and adjacent to 
another property that was mostly landscaped open space, and the area was protected 
from wind by other, taller trees.  He advised that although there was an ongoing erosion 
issue in the area that could be addressed by immediate and effective replanting of trees 
and ground cover.  He said staff found the request met the criterion that there was to be 
no significant negative impact on the neighborhood after they found there were other, 
more mature trees in the area; the subject trees were not viewable from many other 
properties; the adjacent property was primarily open space; and removal would not 
significantly reduce the amount of vegetation in the neighborhood.  They also 
anticipated that utility company crews would address the trees as they grew closer to the 
power lines.  He said staff found the request met the criterion that removal was not 
solely for the purpose of enhancing views, even though they anticipated that it might 
help slightly improve the southwest view from an upper deck.  He reported the criterion 
that required a mitigation plan was met because the applicant had submitted a 
mitigation plan that showed he planned to plant a dogwood and two vine-leafed maple 
trees.  He clarified the City considered the vine-leafed maple to be a tree.  He reported 
the tentative decision by staff was to approve removal of the northern and central trees 
and save the lower (southernmost) tree.  He said the applicant had agreed to that.  He 
explained that the southernmost tree would provide some cover for the open space and 
protect the building from people looking in from the outside.   
 
During the questioning period, he explained that there was a trail along the fence along 
the open space.  He confirmed that saving the southernmost tree was not enough to 
eliminate the need to landscape the area where the other trees were removed in a 
manner that would hold the soil and address water flow.  He advised that water runoff 
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needed to be addressed in the area whether or not the trees were removed.  He said staff 
suggested a condition of one-to-one mitigation, because they did not see a need to 
require more mitigation trees, even though the applicant was considering a landscape 
plan that would provide greater mitigation.   
 
As the Commissioners examined the photographs in the record, staff pointed out that an 
area marked with an arrow was part of the common area belonging to the Mountain 
Park Homeowners Association.  The Commissioners observed the north/south direction 
of the power lines.  Mr. Cory observed there were both transmission and distribution 
lines that the power company would endeavor to protect from the trees.   
 

Applicant 
 
Bill Smith, 4984 Hampton Ct, Lake Oswego, 97035, addressed issues raised by the 
opponents.  He recalled they had submitted a complaint regarding his previous removal 
of some small pine trees in the rear of the site.  He explained that when he purchased 
the property the house had just been built and the backyard had no landscaping, except 
for the three pine trees and another large tree.  He pointed out he had submitted a letter 
to the Commission that day that included a full landscaping plan.  He said he had 
postponed the landscaping project until the three subject cypress trees were removed.  
He explained the subject trees were on the only side of the house that provided access to 
the rear yard and they were obstacles to moving landscaping equipment into the rear 
yard.  He explained that he thought the Lamberts had agreed to his plan to remove the 
three “scrub” pine trees before he cut them, but they were upset after he cut them.  He 
recalled that one pine tree had been topped and another was bushy.  He explained that 
he had been told that he would need a Type II Tree Removal Permit to remove trees 
over 10 inches in diameter, but he had not been aware that removal of trees under 10 
inches required a permit when he removed the pine trees.  He explained that one 
neighbor who had previously owned the site had encouraged him to remove the pine 
trees before that neighbor moved away.  He recalled Mr. Odom had visited the site after 
he applied for a permit to remove the three cypress trees and they had agreed to save the 
southernmost tree, which had been topped by PGE, was the farthest of the trees from 
the house, and which did not pose an obstacle to access to the rear yard.  He recalled 
that the City subsequently called him to let him know the opponents were against the 
current permit, they had filed a complaint about the previous pine tree removal, and 
they had informed the City that the builder had not fulfilled his mitigation requirement.  
He reported that the builder had recently volunteered to pay for the two maples trees 
that were mitigation for a previous removal.  
 
Mr. Smith then discussed the current permit that had been approved by staff.  He 
referred to an aerial photograph and pointed out the large trees in the existing dense 
filbert orchard and a fence buffered his house from the view of his neighbors.  He held 
that no one would be impacted by removal of the two subject cypress trees, and the 
opponent could not see them.  He said he wanted to address erosion before the winter 
rains by planting landscaping, and that would be accomplished after the subject trees 
were removed and landscaping equipment could be brought into the rear yard.  He 
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reported that a PGE representative had visited the site that week and supported removal 
and replacement of the subject trees.  He reported the power lines featured both 
120,000-volt lines and local transmission lines.  He reported seeing burnt tree limbs.  
Mr. Cory advised that the power company preferred to keep trees at least fifty feet away 
from transmission lines because otherwise current could travel to the trees by induction.  
Mr. Smith reported that some of the trees’ limbs touched his house.  When Mr. Cory 
asked him if power distribution lines came into his house on that side, he said he 
believed it did not.  He clarified for Chair Fried that the PGE representative 
recommended that the trees be removed and replaced and mentioned that the power 
company might help him do that because the company was concerned that someone 
would try to top the tree.  Mr. Cory advised that the utility company typically 
recommended removal of trees near the lines that would grow over 35 feet tall.  He said 
that would reduce the need for line maintenance.  He also advised that Oregon OSHA 
only allowed a qualified line clearance trimmer to trim trees close to power lines.  Mr. 
Smith asked the CFC to uphold staff approval of the permit.   
 

Proponents 
 
None. 
 
 

Opponents 
 
Danielle Lambert, 13090 Princeton Court, Lake Oswego, 97035, testified on behalf 
of the opponents.  She related she was an engineer and had worked with numerous 
environment-related government entities.  She explained the opponents had requested 
the hearing because the applicant and previous owners of the site had not completed 
mitigation required by previous permits; the applicant had previously removed other 
trees from the site without a permit; removal increased erosion and increased problems 
related to water runoff; removal of the trees removed noise and visual buffers; and the 
permit was not specific enough.  She explained that a total of four mitigation trees had 
not been planted by the previous owner, even though previous permits had required that 
to be done by the time of final inspection of the new home on the site.  She said the 
applicant had subsequently removed two 10-inch caliper and one 5-inch caliper pine 
trees without a permit.  She said those trees had been visible from the Knoop house and 
their removal visually impacted the Knoops, and the loss of the noise buffering trees 
impacted her household.  She explained that she and her husband owned the property 
adjoining the rear of the site.  She described how they had submitted a complaint the 
day the pine trees had been cut down, then rescinded it in order to salvage their 
relationship with the applicant, and subsequently reinstated the complaint when the 
applicant applied for the current permit.  She advised that the permit language was too 
vague regarding how long the cypress that was to remain would be required to be saved 
and how long the applicant had to accomplish mitigation.  She said the permit did not 
address erosion, and it was only based on a sketchy, tentative landscape plan that did 
not include a plant list.  She said it did not specify the full consequences of failure to 
comply.  She related the appellants were concerned about the cumulative impact of the 
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changes in topography and landscaping on the site over the previous year and one-half.  
She provided photographs to show that the site had been changed from one that featured 
a maintained lawn and trees (untouched by PGE) and very gradually sloped away from 
her property to one with a more severe slope on which a total of seven trees had been 
removed and two more were to be removed.  She said the result was that the slope 
would not control 70% of the runoff generated by the site.  She recalled the three pine 
trees, a Photinia hedge, and an ivy-covered berm along the southern property line had 
previously controlled the runoff.  She explained that the site now dropped quickly down 
to her property and her household experienced the impacts of the increased volume and 
velocity of water runoff, noise, lighting, and the visual impact equal to a 2.5- to 3-story 
building that was twelve feet from their property line.   
 
Ms. Lambert said the opponents wanted the Commission to revoke or suspend the 
permit based on erosion issues; the fact the applicant had demonstrated a lack of 
intention to comply; and the City’s failure to enforce past permits.  She said if the 
Commission decided to uphold staff decision the opponents wanted to see conditions 
that required an erosion control plan that was approved by an independent engineer; that 
incorporated the previous requirements for mitigation planting from the previous two 
permits; that required mitigation for the non-compliant removal of the pine trees; and 
that required a specific and detailed landscaping plan that included a plant list and 
timeline.   She said they also wanted to see a penalty applied for non-compliance with 
the permit process.  She said the applicant had lived in Lake Oswego for a long time 
and should have understood that a tree removal permit was required for removing the 
pine trees.  She presented photographs of the area.  She explained the planting along the 
pathway was in common area controlled by the Mountain Park Homeowners 
Association.  She pointed out the subject trees were separated from the power lines.  
She said if the subject trees were removed, her household would loose the screening 
they provided from the power line.   
 

Neither for nor Against 
 
None. 
 

Rebuttal 
 
Mr. Smith explained that the subject trees blocked access by landscaping equipment on 
the only side of the house that could be used to access the back yard.  He said the trees 
were within eight feet of his house.  He explained that if the trees were gone he could 
begin landscaping.  He said the first subject tree was barely visible from the lower-
elevation property to the south and he pointed out that the Knoop’s house was on the 
east side of his house.  He referred to a photograph looking south from his deck and 
pointed to where the three removed pine trees had been located and there was currently 
only dirt.  He pointed out that there were very large pine and ash trees beyond that area 
and along the fence.  He clarified for Chair Fried that the erosion issue was not there, 
but on the west side of the house in the location of the subject trees.  He stressed that he 
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needed to make room to get excavation equipment back there in order to accomplish 
landscaping that would address erosion.   
 
Chair Fried then closed the public hearing and opened deliberations.   
 

Deliberations 
 
Staff confirmed that the Commission was to consider the issue of removal of the two 
cypress trees in the current application and not the history of tree-removal on the site.  
Mr. Odom explained that the Tree Code did not address cumulative impact of tree 
removal.  He confirmed for Chair Fried that staff approved removal of two trees on the 
basis that removal was for landscaping purposes.  He clarified that the applicant had 
submitted a tentative landscape plan that showed the location of three mitigation trees.  
Ms. Wagner said that although she understood the Commission could not base their 
ruling on what previous applicants had not accomplished, she understood the neighbors’ 
concerns.    
 
Hamid Pishvaie, Development Review Manager, reported that Code enforcement 
staff was working on the previous Code violation and the noncompliance issue, and he 
advised that was not relevant to the current process.  He anticipated that the City would 
require that the four mitigation trees required by the previous permits be planted soon.  
Chair Fried wondered whether there would be room on the site for the two mitigation 
trees and landscaping related to the current permit, plus four mitigation trees required 
by previous permits.  Mr. Pishvaie reasoned that if the four previously required 
mitigation trees were to be included in the landscape plan that would mean the 
landscaping project would have to be accomplished quickly, and planting of the six 
mitigation trees would have priority over planting of any other vegetation.   
 
Ms. Wagner recalled another issue was erosion control.  Chair Fried recalled staff 
recommended one cypress tree be retained in order to provide visual cover near the 
open space.  Mr. Morton observed that tree also served to lessen the impact of erosion.  
Chair Fried read that staff reported that the two trees now proposed for removal would 
have no impact on erosion due to their locations.  Mr. Morton explained that they would 
impact erosion if they were removed and not mitigated, and no landscaping was done.  
The Commissioners observed Exhibit E-2 showed that two Dogwood trees were 
proposed for mitigation in that area.  Mr. Morton and Mr. Cory then indicated they 
could support staff decision.  Chair Fried ask if it was possible for the Commission to 
require the mitigation trees to be planted before the subject trees were removed.  Mr. 
Pishvaie confirmed that had never been required, but the Code did not prevent it and 
that could be required.  He advised them to ensure that there was enough room on that 
site to do that.  He also clarified that such a condition could only apply to mitigation 
trees related to the current permit, and not mitigation for trees removed under past 
permits.   
 
Mark Lambert then requested an opportunity to testify.  The Commissioners considered 
whether to reopen the public hearing for additional testimony, but declined to do so.   



 
City of Lake Oswego Community Forestry Commission Page 11 of 11 
Minutes of September 30, 2004 

 
Mr. Morton moved to uphold the staff decision in TC 04-628 [to deny the appeal].  
Mr. Cory seconded the motion and it passed with Commissioners Cory, Morton, 
Wagner and Chair Fried voting yes.  There were no votes against.  Chair Fried 
announced the final vote would be held on October 6, 2004.   
 
 

VI. OTHER BUSINESS 
 
None. 
 

VII. ADJOURNMENT 
 
There being no further business, Chair Fried adjourned the meeting at 8:45 p.m.   
 

Respectfully submitted, 
 
 
 
Janice Bader 
Senior Secretary 
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