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CITY OF LAKE OSWEGO 
Ad Hoc Tree Committee Action Minutes 

December 7, 2015 

 

Michael Buck, Vice-Chair called the meeting to order at 6:07 pm. 

Members present:   Chair Mike Buck, Vice Chair David Rudawitz, Sylvia Ackerman, Sarah Asby, 
David Atiyeh, Frank Cable, Dianne Cassidy, Craig Chisholm, Andy Clark, 
Margaret Hepziban, Amy Holbrook, Carol Ihlenburg, Shelly Lorenzen, Paul 
Lyons, Kevin Meckel, Suzanne Meckel, Angel Pilato, Sandra Pleasants, Linda 
Rudawitz, Laurie Schneider, David Short, Margret Short, Cheryl Uchida, 
Stephanie Wagner, and Stacy Yost. 

Staff present:    Jessica Numanoglu, Senior Planner, Sage Geiselman, Planning Intern, 
Morgen Holen, City Contract Arborist. 

 
WELCOME 
Chair Mike Buck welcomed the group. 

Jessica Numanoglu took roll call. 

COUNCIL UPDATE 
Jessica provided a review of the Intertwine Alliance Urban Forestry Un-Forum that she attended 
earlier in the day on December 7. The main takeaway of the event was the lack of regional 
baseline data and information on trees or general policy guidelines to assist local governments in 
formulating tree codes. Metro was suggested as being a potential source of that information to 
assist local governments in formulating their own policies and codes on trees. 

PUBLIC COMMENT 
Chair Buck opened up the floor for public comment.  

Gary Buford, the owner of an office building on the river side of State Street, expressed concerns 
about street trees. The concerns regarded the potential for street tree roots to damage building 
foundations. The basement structures of some buildings extend out below the sidewalk, and the 
aggressive root systems of trees planted in the past have the potential to damage these structures. 
Since they are street trees, the building owners are unable to remove the trees themselves. Mr. 
Buford concluded that it is important to consider the destructive power of trees in addition to their 
beauty and value. 

Grant Watkins commented that people should take better care of the trees that they have, 
beginning with the City. He expressed concern that a significant storm could destroy many trees if 
tree “sails” and invasive ivy were not removed. There are trees in the City that are nearly dead due 
to a lack of care. He also remarked that the City has a significant amount of public land that could 
be used to plant trees. 
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Chair Buck also reviewed a letter that was submitted before the meeting by Kevin Lane. Mr. Lane 
wrote that permits should be required for tree removal, but the process should be streamlined on 
the front end. A navigation tool to help people understand which permit they needed to apply for 
would help achieve this goal. The Committee engaged in a brief discussion about the potential for 
an online process that would prompt questions in order to guide users looking to apply for a permit. 
The Committee voted 19-1 for including this type of streamlined process in the policy options 
report. 

APPROVAL OF MEETING MINUTES 
A typo was identified in the 11/16/15 Committee meeting minutes under the Type I Permit 
Actionable Items and Recommendations. In the description of the proposed changes to the upper 
limits of the Type I permit, the change is from 10 inches to 12 inches, not 1 inch to 12 inches. The 
Committee voted unanimously to approve the minutes with the identified change.  

PRESENTATION BY SIGNIFICANT TREE GROUP 
Kevin Meckel presented for the significant tree group, which included himself, Craig Chisholm, 
Frank Cable, Suzanne Meckel, Sarah Asby, and Tracy Marx. The group considered a number of 
questions in order to address the concept of significant trees in the Tree Code. These questions 
were: Do you agree that that there should be a significant tree category? How do you define what a 
significant tree is? How do you incentivize the preservation of these trees? 

The group decided that the Tree Code should include the concept of a significant tree, but did not 
want to add another type of permit. The group researched how cities along the west coast were 
defining significant trees. One way cities defined significant was by a specific size, DBH and/or 
height. Other cities, such as Seattle, have a list of specific trees with different DBHs used to define 
different species of trees as significant.  

The group also presented an alternative concept for regulating trees that would replace the Type I 
permit and leave all other current permit types intact. The purpose of this alternative approach is to 
allow more flexibility to property owners on less significant trees and directing resources to the 
trees that really matter. The proposal would allow the removal of up three trees per year, or a total 
of four square feet of basal area, whichever is greater, without restrictions provided they were not 
significant trees, heritage trees, street trees, trees on sensitive lands, trees in the Willamette River 
Greenway, or trees in the Oswego lake setback. Hazard, dead, emergency, and invasive trees 
would still have their own permits, all other tree removal would require a Type II permit. 

Chair Buck asked the group if the intent was for significant trees to only include native trees, or if 
other types of ornamental trees should be included. The group stated that they had identified 
Douglas Fir, Oregon White Oak, Madrone, and Redwoods as potential significant trees, with size to 
be determined. The Committee discussed this and suggested that an arborist should produce the 
list, and determined that some ornamental trees might be worth including. It was also suggested 
that location should be considered in addition to size. There was some concern expressed over 
property owners being unable to identify the species of trees that they would like to remove. The 
concept of special scenarios was raised, such as unique trees or trees that are valued by the 
community. Members also expressed concern over the idea of property owners repeatedly 
applying for permits in order to remove all trees from their land. Finally, it was suggested that the 
Committee should consider preservation of trees as a goal. 

PRESENTATION BY TREES AND DEVELOPMENT GROUP 
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Carol Ihlenburg and Shelly Lorenzen researched how trees are addressed by development codes 
in other cities and presented a number of ideas that focuses on the preservation and planting of 
beneficial trees. The suggestions included: 

• Preserve existing trees and tree groves 
• Require all development to plant street trees 
• Establish minimum tree canopy requirements 
• Require the removal of invasive species (both trees and vegetation) 
• Include the cutting and preservation plan in the building permit application, rather than as a 

separate permit application. 
• Reduce the allowable lot coverage, don’t allow exceptions to lot coverage for garages, and 

include impervious surfaces in the lot coverage calculation 
• Consider other aspects of the property (e.g. pool) 
• Require larger side yard setbacks to make room for trees 
• Reinstate the Community Forestry Commission in order to provide input on development 

decisions 
• Recognize the need for a full time arborist 
• Develop penalties that are large enough to act as a deterrent, that cannot be considered a 

cost of business (e.g. Aspen, CO fee is: $36 x 3.14 x (1/2 DBH)2) 
• Consider using bonds to help ensure tree protection during construction 
• Create a plan to help guide builders when planting trees 

The Committee was provided with an opportunity to ask clarifying questions.  A Committee 
member asked if some of the suggestions were already in the code, and if so, were they being 
enforced. Jessica responded that a tree permit and tree protection plan were required prior to 
obtaining a building permit, but acknowledged that once the tree protection plan has been 
inspected and approved the developer may not always follow the plan. A Committee member 
added that in many situations the building plan is developed before the property is purchased, and 
that this makes the consideration of trees a low priority.  

Another question was raised regarding consideration of climate change in long term community 
planning. Jessica and Chair Buck responded that those were indirect considerations in the 
decisions being made by the Committee. Another comment was made to remind the Committee 
that the decisions made would impact property values, and that the desire to protect trees should 
be balanced with the desire of property owners to make decisions regarding their land. 

DISCUSSION OF DEAD AND EMERGENCY TREE PERMITS 
Jessica provided a brief introduction on dead tree permits. The current definition of dead tree was 
provided. Jessica described situations in which people wanted to remove trees that were in severe 
decline, but that did not qualify as dead under the current definition.  Chair Buck asked the 
Committee of they would support an expanded definition of dead tree. There was some discussion 
over how to ensure that a tree was actually dying. Jessica and Morgan explained that the 
expanded definition could provide guidance on how to determine whether a tree is in severe 
decline and staff would retain the right to require an arborist (hired by the applicant) to substantiate 
the condition of the tree if necessary. There were concerns expressed over about increased 
workload if the City arborist had to conduct site visits to ensure the tree was dying. Other concerns 
were expressed over the potential for the permit to be abused. It was suggested that the expanded 
definition include consideration of disease. Finally, liability issues related to dead trees were 
presented as another reason to support the expanded definition. 

The Committee voted 24-1 to include expanding the definition of dead tree to include trees in 
severe decline in the policy options report.  
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Jessica then provided a brief introduction to emergency tree removal permits and that the current 
definition required that the surrounding soil is heaving. She described instances where a tree was 
learning but not causing soil to heave, as well as situations where a tree was leaning on a structure 
or another tree and could no longer support itself. It was proposed that changes be made to the 
code to allow emergency permits to be issued in these scenarios. After a brief discussion the 
Committee voted to include these changes in the policy options report 23-2.  

DISCUSSION OF HAZARD TREE EVALUATION 

Jessica provided the current definition of a hazard tree: “a tree that is cracked, split, leaning or 
physically damaged to the degree that it is clear that it is likely to fall and injure persons or 
property”.  

The City Contract Arborist Morgan Holen provided a description of the current process used to 
evaluate if a tree qualifies as a hazard tree. The current methodology was described as a 
quantitative approach developed by the Pacific Northwest Chapter of the International Society of 
Arboriculture (PNW-ISA). An overall risk rating is assigned by adding together points in each of 
three categories. The first category is probability of failure and ranges from 1 to 5 points based on 
the severity of defects observed. The second category is size of defective part and ranges from 1 
to 3 points, with one point assigned for defective parts up to four inches in diameter, 2 points for 
defective parts measuring four to 20 inches in diameter, and 3 points for defective parts larger than 
20 inches in diameter. The third category is target potential and ranges from 1 to 4 points based on 
the value and frequency and duration of use of what is located within striking distance of the 
defective part. Points from each category sum to the overall risk rating ranging from 3-12. Risk 
ratings from 3 to 5 are considered low, 6 to 8 are moderate, 9 to 11 are high, and 12 is extreme. 
Generally, trees that receive a risk rating of 9 or higher will satisfy the City’s hazard tree criteria. 
Some cities, such as Tigard, use different risk ratings tied to the size of the tree to define hazard. 
 
Morgan Holen then described an alternative risk rating known as the qualitative method. This 
method was developed by the ISA as a best management practice. There is no certification for this 
method, but there is a qualification. First, a matrix is used to estimate the likelihood of tree failure 
impacting a specified target. The likelihood of failure is defined as improbable, possible, probable, 
or imminent. The likelihood of impact is defined as very low, low, medium, or high. This results in 
likelihood of failure impacting a target defined as unlikely, somewhat likely, likely, or very likely. 
This rating is used in combination with a second matrix to determine the severity of the 
consequences of a failure impacting a target. Consequences are defined as negligible, minor, 
significant, or severe. This results in an overall risk rating from low to extreme. For example, a tree 
with a defect that has a probable likelihood of failure and a high likelihood of impacting a target with 
significant consequences would be rated high in terms of overall risk potential. 

Morgan Holen finished by stating that any certified arborist can perform the quantitative approach, 
but that she recommends only qualified tree risk assessors complete the qualitative approach. 
After a brief discussion the Committee reiterated previously expressed concerns that the hazard 
tree permit is manipulated and/or abused in order to obtain a tree removal permit that might not 
have otherwise been approved under the Type II process. The Committee voted unanimously to 
include a more objective definition of hazard tree in the policy options report. 

Jessica then described situations where pipes had broken on private property and could not be 
repaired without removing or killing a tree. In such cases, the applicant would have to apply for a 
Type II permit to remove the tree and the property owner is faced with waiting a month to make the 
repairs. If a tree is damaging public utility lines in the right-of-way, the tree can be removed as a 
hazard, but not if the tree is damaging private utility lines. The Committee voted unanimously to 
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include an option to deal with these situations under a hazard or emergency process in the policy 
options report. 

 

DISCUSSION ON MITIGATION 

Jessica began the discussion by describing the current mitigation requirements. Mitigation is not 
currently required for Dead, Hazardous, Emergency, and Type I permits. Mitigation is required for 
Invasive tree permits only if the tree is in the public right-of-way or a sensitive lands area. Mitigation 
is required at a 1:1 ratio for all Type II permits. The minimum size of mitigation trees is two caliper 
inches for deciduous trees, and six to eight foot tall, excluding the leader, for conifers. Off-site 
planting is allowed but only on property owned by the applicant, or in rare cases property owned by 
the City. Payment of a fee in lieu of mitigation is available if staff finds there is no reasonable 
opportunity to plant on-site. The cost of payment in lieu of mitigation is $125 per tree (2015 fees). 
Photographs of deciduous mitigation trees were provided to demonstrate the difference in size 
between a 1.5 caliper inch tree and a two caliper inch tree. 
 
Angel Pilato then made a brief presentation on the challenges the current mitigation requirements 
can impose on large residential complexes. In some cases there is so much canopy cover and so 
many trees that there is no space to plant new trees. The payment in lieu of mitigation is more 
expensive than replanting. This results in cycle where trees are being constantly removed and 
replanted due to the overcrowding of trees on the property. The Committee discussed using the 
current forest management permit to address these situations. 
 
Concern was expressed by Committee members over the practice of planting small, ornamental 
trees to mitigate the removal of large, prominent trees. The Committee also discussed mitigation 
when there are a large number of trees on the property. The Committee identified number of trees, 
basal area, and canopy cover as potential measures that could be used to provide exceptions to 
mitigation requirements. One issue that was raised with respect to canopy cover was trees on one 
property that provided canopy cover to another. Tree removal for the purpose of solar access was 
identified as another situation where mitigation requirements could be waived. 
 
The Committee also discussed requiring that native trees be planted to mitigate the removal of 
native trees. Another suggestion was providing incentives through reduced mitigation requirements 
for preserving significant trees. The concept of allowing seedlings for mitigation trees was 
discussed. The final idea presented was to allow for flexibility for mitigation on a site-specific basis 
depending on owner preferences and the conditions on the lot.  
 
WRAP UP 
Jessica informed the Committee that the next meeting would involve working through the Policy 
Options Report. It was recommended that in order to keep the project on schedule, the Committee 
plan to use the optional February meeting. The second meeting would need to occur on February 
1, meaning January 21 and 25 would be the options for the first meeting. Sixteen Committee 
members indicated that they would be available to meet on January 21, and 18 members indicated 
that they would be available on January 25. The Committee general agreed that the meetings to 
address the Policy Options Report were to be scheduled for January 25 and February 1, 2016. 
 
ADJOURNMENT 
The meeting was adjourned at 9:00 p.m. 

 



 

City of Lake Oswego Ad Hoc Tree Committee 
Action Minutes of December 7, 2015 Page 6 of 6 

APPROVED 

Respectfully submitted, 
 
 

Sage Geiselman 
Planning Intern 


