
 

 

CITY OF LAKE OSWEGO 
Natural Resources Advisory Board Minutes 

 
July 10, 2013 

 

CALL TO ORDER / ROLL CALL 

Co-Chair Kara Warner called the meeting to order at 6:30 p.m. in the Yamhill Room of the West End 
Building, 4101 Kruse Way, Lake Oswego, Oregon.   
    
Members present: Co-Chairs Craig Stephens and Kara Warner, Nick Berardi, James Kandell, 

Gregory McMurray, and Todd Van Rysselberghe 

Members excused / absent: Heidi Schrimsher and Michelle Bunke, Youth Member 

Council Liaison: Mayor Kent Studebaker 

Guest: Joy Prideaux, Friends of Iron Mountain Park 

Staff: Andrea Christenson, Natural Resources Planner 

 
CITIZEN COMMENT (regarding items not on the agenda) 

Ms. Prideaux related that Friends of Iron Mountain Park was working with Parks staff to fashion a 
management plan.  They had been holding stakeholder meetings and scheduled an open house at the 
end of July.  Mr. McMurray related that the Oswego Lake Watershed Council was going to discuss a plan 
related to a tributary going through nearby property.  
 
CITY COUNCIL UPDATE 

Mayor Studebaker related the City Council had selected a new city manager; was working on Sensitive 
Lands; and was going to consider a contract for the Lake Oswego-Tigard water treatment plant.  Ms. 
Christenson reported the Council had approved the Luscher Area Master Plan with the changes the 
board recommended.  They were going to discuss the design of the proposed development on the Wizer 
block and then enjoy a summer recess.   
 
Ms. Christenson discussed the Council directive regarding Sensitive Lands.  Staff had advised that it was 
not feasible to remove all Sensitive Lands regulations from all private properties.  Those would need to 
be addressed individually after comparing them with what Metro required.  There was more flexibility 
with respect to tree groves than with respect to regulations for streams and wetlands.  The Council 
directive was to prepare a work program that was to include the following: write to property owners 
impacted by Sensitive Lands to offer them a free map correction process if their property had been 
designated in error under current code criteria; research how other cities complied with Metro 
regulations; collect more information and test the boundaries of what could be done under existing 
rules; and move forward by fleshing out the proposed framework.  She confirmed staff would work 
closely with Metro staff to ensure they had the information they needed.  She clarified that Metro had 
advised that a general approach to swap resources on private property with resources on public 
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property would not work because Metro regulations intended to protect specific areas.  However, if the 
City was protecting more land than it really needed to, or if some protected resources were too 
degraded some incremental changes could be acceptable.   
 
Mr. Stephens cautioned that the City should not lose its focus on protecting natural resources while it 
was focused on Sensitive Lands.  Mr. Van Rysselberghe asked if Sensitive Lands focused on quality, rather 
than quantity.  Ms. Christenson advised that the City did not have the ability to set new standards 
related to quality, but it could scrutinize resources to test what Metro thought was a good resource 
against Metro’s own protection process with an emphasis on quality.  Ms. Warner asked how the 
Comprehensive Plan update process would move forward with respect to Sensitive Lands.  Ms. 
Christenson related that the Plan update would likely be done before the staff had finished work on 
Sensitive Lands.  The existing Sensitive Lands-related goals and policies would stay in the Plan until some 
future day when the Plan would be amended.  She recalled there had been an indication at the last 
Comprehensive Plan CAC meeting from an LO Steward that they would not object to including some 
really broad goals related to stream, wetland and tree grove protection.   
 
APPROVAL OF MINUTES 

None. 
 
REGULAR BUSINESS  

Introduction of new members 

The Board welcomed new members Nick Berardi and James Kandell.  Ms. Christenson circulated the 
roster and asked the members to update their contact information.   
 
Review of 2013 Community Survey  

Ms. Christenson distributed copies of the survey material.  Ms. Warner inquired whether the members 
saw anything in the survey responses that should be on the NRAB’s radar.   
 
A Board member highlighted several results: more than 50% of people surveyed thought the tree code 
was too restrictive; 75% of the responders thought the emphasis the City was putting on maintenance of 
parks and open space was right; and the tennis center was contentious.  He suggested the problem with 
the tree code might not be that the code was flawed, but that people misunderstood it and did not 
recognize the benefits of protecting trees.  Mr. Stephens, who had looked at the Tigard tree code, 
suggested the justification section up front could be better.  It could explain why the City had a tree code 
and what it was supposed to do.  He suggested the Board might look at other cities’ codes, best 
practices, and incentives.  Tigard offered incentives.  One incentive might be to reduce owners’ water 
bills if they put their trees on the Heritage Tree list.  There might be incentives to encourage developers 
to preserve more trees.  Ms. Christenson suggested an incentive that might not require a code change: 
offering a complementary arborist’s site visit.   
 
During the discussion Ms. Christenson confirmed that how the Heritage Tree program operated was 
within NRAB purview; tree groves could be nominated; and if the NRAB wanted to accomplish a project 
that would require funding and staffing resources they could recommend that to the Planning 
Department or the City Council.   
 
A Board member observed the survey indicated that people were not sure about the regulations related 
to trees in Lake Oswego.  Ms. Warner recalled a guest at the previous meeting had indicated the public 
was not sure what the process was and the fact that someone had to get permission from the City to cut 
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a tree down on their own property might be being perceived by people as a bigger issue than it was.  Ms. 
Warner had gone through the process herself to deal with a dead tree.  Mayor Studebaker confirmed 
that the elected officials heard anecdotal reports.  His own experience was when he and his wife applied 
for a permit to remove trees whose roots were cracking their walls.  He said the silly thing about it was 
that even though their lot was so extensively covered with trees that there was not enough sunshine to 
grow strawberries, the City had required them to plant two mitigation trees.  He related that he had 
learned from Mr. Pishvaie that a surprising number of tree removal permits were issued without a 
problem each year.  A lot of people might not be aware of that.  The issues related to a relatively small 
number of situations.  However, those still had to be dealt with.     
 
Ms. Warner noted one NRAB goal was public outreach and education.  She suggested they focus on that 
when they talked with people coming to their booth at the upcoming Farmers’ Markets.  The group 
suggested telling people about the Heritage Tree program; distributing invasive tree brochures and 
telling people that it was a relatively easy process to remove an invasive tree; and distributing 
information about the Backyard Habitat Certification Program.  Ms. Warner suggested they solicit 
nominations for Heritage Trees all year, not just during Arbor Week.  Ms. Christenson offered to look into 
potential incentives for designating Heritage Trees.  She asked the NRAB members to each brainstorm 
what would motivate them as property owners to nominate a Heritage Tree.  Mr. Stephens suggested a 
reduction in water rates and using neighborhood enhancement grant money as an incentive to owners 
to place their own trees on the Heritage Tree list.  Others suggested asking businesses to sponsor a prize 
or offer a discount.  Ms. Christenson agreed to check on the scope of neighborhood grants.  The group 
planned to continue to brainstorm ideas and email them to Ms. Christenson before the next meeting.  
Mayor Studebaker was asked if he wanted to add anything about what the City Council thought of the 
survey results.  He said it was not a big surprise for the most part.  It just reaffirmed what they had 
heard.  They had been very pleased that there had been a high participation level.   
 
Follow-up discussion about tree code 

Ms. Warner had put this item on the agenda in case if anyone had further thoughts on this topic.  She 
recalled Morgan Holen had suggested that NRAB revisit the urban forestry plan.  Mr. Stephens thought 
that was a good idea because the plan was out of date.  He asked if there had been intent to update it at 
certain intervals.  Ms. Christenson knew the idea was to have a State of the Urban Forest Report every 
couple of years.  That had not been done since 2009.  The City did not have an AmeriCorps volunteer 
anymore.  She advised if NRAB wanted to produce a new plan it would be a large project that would 
involve staffing resources and they would need to advocate that to the Planning Department.  It might 
be more manageable to tackle one particular aspect of the plan.   
 
Mr. Stephens suggested looking into allowing offsite mitigation some place where the City needed a big 
tree.  He advised that there was no more room for street trees.  Ms. Prideaux related the Lake Grove 
Neighborhood Association had tried unsuccessfully to get the City to allow money paid into the tree 
fund for the trees removed near the Presbyterian Church to be used to buy trees to plant in Iron 
Mountain Park.  They had been using their garage sale money to buy trees to plant there.  Mr. Stephens 
volunteered to lead the effort to craft a proposal related to new offsite mitigation options in the tree 
code.     
 
Ms. Christenson was asked to clarify what the code currently said about offsite mitigation.  She read the 
provision aloud: 
 

If in the city’s determination there is insufficient space on the subject property, the replanting 
shall occur on some other property that the applicant owns; on an open space tract that is part 
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of the same subdivision; or in a city-owned park or open space. 
 
Ms. Christenson planned to talk with other planners about how the phrase ‘insufficient available space’ 
had been interpreted in practice.  She related the City did not have a formal program to put the tree 
fund money to work.  They used a little of it for Arbor Week events and to occasionally plant trees on an 
ad hoc basis.   
 
The Board considered the suggestions to begin revising the tree code by presenting it as a reasonable 
code and then presenting the different options people had.  Ms. Christenson suggested instead of trying 
to rewrite the code NRAB could examine the existing related informational brochures and materials and 
the website to see if those needed to be improved.  Those would tell the property owner what they 
needed to do and the owner would not need to have to try to interpret the code, which was dry and 
hard to follow.  The Board might also fashion new outreach material to explain why trees were 
beneficial.   
 
Ms. Christenson clarified the tree code was the rules related to trees in a section of the Municipal Code; 
and the Urban and Community Forestry Plan was a visionary document that set out ideas regarding what 
the City should do.  Ms. Warner suggested the Board take another look at the Plan, as Ms. Holen had 
suggested.  They could look at the goals in it and determine whether they had or had not been 
implemented.  A Board member related that the state was moving toward adding a preamble to state 
administrative rules to say what they were intended to accomplish.  He suggested the City should add 
one to the tree code.  Ms. Warner questioned why a lay person should have to try to read the code to 
figure out what they were supposed to do.  She would offer them the companion document instead.  For 
that reason she did not think putting a pro-tree statement in the code was the best of us NRAB time.  A 
Board member interpreted the survey result that 51% of the responders felt the code was too strong as 
saying they did not think the code was fair.  It was not that they did not understand the code.  He 
thought that NRAB should do outreach to help people understand why it was important and get them to 
appreciate trees and not take them for granted.  The approach could be similar to the effective, years-
long effort to help people understand why it was important to conserve water.  Ms. Warner suggested 
one avenue was to try to solicit more involvement in the Heritage Tree program.   
 
The Board discussed the perception that it was harder for an individual property owner with a tree 
problem to remove it than for a developer to remove many trees.  Mr. Stephens advised that people 
thought they were not allowed to remove a tree just because it was lifting their driveway or sidewalk or 
foundation.  Ms. Christenson advised the way the tree code worked was the applicant had to have a 
reason to remove a tree.  The reason could be for development or for landscaping purposes.  Both 
individual owners and developers had to follow the same rules.  A property owner might want to remove 
a tree because it shaded their deck.  That might fall outside the permitted reasons.  If they proposed to 
remove the tree for landscaping purpose the staff would review the impacts of their plan on the tree.  It 
could be that the way to approach this was to address perceptions and help people know how to justify 
what they wanted to do.   
 
Ms. Warner observed consensus to look at updating the Urban and Community Forestry Plan.  Mr. Van 
Rysselberghe and Mr. Stephens would each offer their perspectives on it.   
 
Election of Chair(s) 
 
Ms. Warner nominated Todd Van Rysselberghe and Heidi Schrimsher to serve as Co-Chairs.  Mr. 
McMurray seconded the nomination and Co-chairs Van Rysselberghe and Schrimsher were elected by 
unanimous vote.   
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Information from Board members and staff 

Ms. Warner asked Ms. Christenson to ask Ryan Stee to update the Board on the Iron Mountain Park 
management plan.  Ms. Christenson reported the open water quality staff position had been posted.  
Ms. Warner, who served on the wastewater treatment plan update citizens’ advisory committee, 
reported the planners had presented their preferred alternative plant design.  The next steps were for a 
technical committee to examine the plan and to hold another open house.  Mr. Van Rysselberghe 
reported that the Lake Corporation had tested parts of the lake every week for years.  They had 
accumulated a lot of data and had gotten better at understanding the ecology of the lake over time.  
They used alum to reduce the amount of food available to algae and keep it in check.  The LOIS project 
had not affected as much of the fish population as they had thought it might.  Many people were using 
the swim park because of the good water quality.   
 
ADJOURNMENT  

The next meeting was scheduled for August 14, 2013.  There being no other business, Co-Chair Warner 
adjourned the meeting at 8:50 p.m. 
 

Respectfully submitted, 
 
 

 
Andrea Christenson 
Natural Resources Planner 


