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CITY OF LAKE OSWEGO 
Ad Hoc Tree Committee Action Minutes 

March 28, 2016 

 

Mike Buck, Chair called the meeting to order at 6:20 pm. 

Members present:   Chair Mike Buck, Vice Chair David Rudawitz, Sylvia Ackerman, Sarah 
Asby, Frank Cable, Craig Chisholm, Margaret Hepziban, Amy Holbrook, 
Carol Ihlenburg, Lois Isbell, Shelley Lorenzen, Paul Lyons, Kevin Meckel, 
Suzanne Meckel, Angel Pilato, Linda Rudawitz, Cheryl Uchida, and Stacy 
Yost. 

Staff present:    Jessica Numanoglu, Planning Manager, Sage Geiselman, Planning Intern, 
Morgan Holen, City Contract Arborist  

 
WELCOME 
Chair Mike Buck welcomed the group.  

Jessica Numanoglu took roll call. 
 
APPROVAL OF MEETING MINUTES 
The minutes for the January 25, 2016 meeting were unanimously approved.  

Chair Buck asked that the February 1, 2016 minutes be amended for clarity. The sixth 
paragraph of page three stated that “The Committee took a brief break. When the Committee 
reconvened, Chair Buck addressed the Committee, noting that some members had left, but the 
Committee should continue to consider the opinions they had expressed, and how they would 
feel about the decisions made during the rest of the meeting.” In order to clarify that “how they 
feel” refers to the group that had left the meeting, the paragraph shall be amended to read “The 
Committee took a brief break. When the meeting reconvened Chair Buck addressed the 
Committee, noting that some members had left. He said the Committee should continue to 
consider the opinions this group had expressed and how they would feel about the decisions 
made during the remainder of the meeting.” In addition, a typo was identified in the second 
paragraph of the public comments section on the first page. “New Yor” should read “New York”. 
The minutes were unanimously approved with the noted amendments. 

DISCUSSION OF THE ALTERNATIVE TYPE I PERMIT PROPOSAL 

Chair Buck addressed the Committee, discussing the need for cohesion as the Committee 
moves toward finalizing the proposed draft amendments. He noted that some members of the 
Committee had left during the February 1 meeting, and indicated that they felt their opinions 
were not being heard. Chair Buck informed the Committee that he, Jessica Numanoglu, and 
Sage Geiselman had met with this group to listen to their concerns and seek a compromise that 
could be supported by the Committee as a whole. 
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Chair Buck reminded the Committee that they are neighbors, and should view each other as 
such. He asked that they strive to work together and build unity as a Committee in order to 
promote forest management policies that are fair, understandable, and user friendly. He 
indicated that Lake Oswego currently has a good tree canopy, covering about 45 percent of the 
City, and that while there is some loss of tree canopy, that this can be mitigated by replanting in 
appropriate areas. He reminded the Committee that the majority of people like trees, and that 
the expense of tree removal was a deterrent for most property owners. He encouraged the 
Committee to keep an open mind, and to be willing to compromise. 

Chair Buck then introduced a proposal for an alternative to the current Type I permit. The 
Committee members who had left the February 1 meeting felt that the amendments proposed 
by the Committee do not provide enough relief to property owners from the burdens of a Type II 
permit. Based on this input, staff drafted an alternative that would reduce the regulatory burden 
for the removal of some trees that currently require a Type II permit, while considering the 
potential negative impacts of the removal of larger trees, such as erosion, soil stability, the 
protection of adjacent trees. 

The alternative involved modifying the Type I permit to allow the removal of up to three trees per 
year, not to exceed two square feet of basal area. In addition to allowing the removal of one 
more tree than is currently permitted under the Type I permit, the proposal would allow property 
owners to remove larger trees than is currently allowed under a Type I permit if they removed 
less than three trees. Staff’s proposal limited tree removal under the Type I permit to no more 
than 20 percent of the number of regulated trees on a lot in order to discourage large scale tree 
removal. In order to prevent the use of the proposed Type I in conjunction with Type II permits, 
a Type II tree removal would prevent the use of a Type I permit for one year, and a Type I tree 
removal would result in an increased fee for Type II permits for one year. 

One of the attending members of the group that had left the February 1 meeting stated that the 
alternative to the Type I permit was not the recommendation of that group. They had proposed a 
new permit similar to the Forest Management permit that would allow property owners to 
remove three trees per year. Property owners that used the new permit would then be 
disqualified for applying for a Type II permit for the remainder of the year. He indicated that the 
number of trees was not the issue, and that the group would be open to a lower number of trees 
removed over a longer period of time, but they did not want restrictions on the size of the trees 
removed. The other attending member of the group that had left the February 1 meeting 
suggested that rather than limit tree removal to a percentage of the existing trees on a property, 
tree removal under the new or amended permit should only be permitted on properties with a 
certain density of trees. 

The Committee discussed the proposed alternative to the Type I permit. Committee members 
expressed concern that property owners would use the permit repeatedly over a number of 
years to remove all the trees from their property. Staff explained that serial permit applications 
was not a practice they witnessed, and that the 20% requirement provided a buffer against that 
practice for properties with low numbers of trees. A Committee member indicated concern that 
properties with four trees or less would only be able to remove trees with a Type II permit. 
Another Committee member suggested that the current size limit on Type I permits could 
remain, but without a limitation on the number of trees that could be removed. 

There was a general support for the concept, with the limits of tree removal being the main point 
of contention. There was general consensus among the Committee that number and size (DBH) 
were the metrics that most property owners could easily calculate to determine if they qualified 
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for a permit. After further debate the Committee determined that the current draft amendments 
increased the size limit for tree removal under a Type I permit, permitted the removal of an 
unlimited number of fruit trees, and excluded trees that were grown or maintained as shrubs or 
hedges from regulation. The Committee suggested that these changes met the Council charge 
of reducing the regulatory burden of the Tree Code. The Committee voted with a two thirds 
majority of 14 to 3 not to make further changes to the Type I permit beyond what was already 
approved by the Committee. 

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

Judy, a resident of Palisades and a member of the League of Women Voters congratulated the 
Committee, indicating that she felt that the draft amendments accomplished what the City 
Council had asked for, and represented changes that the community would support. 

Jessica summarized a letter received from Ester, a resident of Mountain Park regarding her 
experience with the Tree Code. Ester’s lot had a significant level of tree coverage, including five 
Red Alders ranging in size from 12 to 15 inches DBH that were leaning. Staff suggested that a 
hazard permit would be the easiest way to remove the trees if they qualified. Ester paid an 
arborist to perform a hazard tree assessment. The trees scored an eight on the current 
quantitative assessment, which requires a score of nine to 12 to qualify for a hazard tree 
removal permit. Ester then applied for and received a Type II permit, and indicated that due to 
the substantial tree coverage on her lot that she would like to use Vine Maples to fulfill the 
mitigation requirement. Staff informed Ester that Vine Maples were not accepted as mitigation 
trees, but that she could pay a fee-in-lieu of mitigation if she desired. Ester was a retiree on a 
fixed income and informed staff that she could not afford to pay the fee. The experience was 
very frustrating for her. Jessica and Morgan informed the Committee that while the proposed 
changes to the hazard tree evaluation would not have helped Ester, the amendments to 
increase the size of trees that qualify for a Type I permit and the elimination of mitigation 
requirements when tree removal is for the purpose of thinning a heavily treed lot would help 
residents avoid some of the frustrations she experienced. 
 
Charlie Oppenheimer commented that the Tree Code should establish a minimum density 
requirement, and that credit should be provided for smaller trees that will grow. 
 
ACTIONABLE ITEMS 
Chair Buck informed the group that staff had identified some issues when drafting the code 
amendments that the Committee needed to address. Jessica introduced the draft amendments 
to the Committee, indicating that changes were indicated with the strikeout of removed text, and 
bold double underline of added text. The draft amendments included text boxes with a 
description of each change made. The Committee was informed that the proposed amendments 
are still in draft form, and that some changes may still occur. 

The first issue addressed by the Committee was item 27 of the draft tree code amendments. 
This amendment addressed the criteria for the issuance of a Type II permit, specifically that the 
removal must be for “landscaping purposes or in order to construct development approved or 
allowed pursuant to the Lake Oswego Code or other applicable development regulations.” Staff 
indicated that “landscaping purpose” needed to be further defined in response to a recent 
appeal to a permit decision based on this criterion. The proposed change would replace “for 
landscaping purposes” with “because it has outgrown its landscape area or removal is 



 

City of Lake Oswego Ad Hoc Tree Committee 
Action Minutes of March 28, 2016 Page 4 of 4 
 

APPROVED 

necessary to carry out a landscape plan as a whole,” and further states that “a landscape plan 
shall consist of plantings but may also include walkways, patios and other landscape features; it 
does not include tree removal in and of itself or planting of required mitigation trees.” The 
Committee indicated that “outgrown its landscape area” could be further for clarified by 
providing examples. The Committee unanimously approved the changes. 

The second issue addressed by the Committee was item 46 of the draft tree code amendments. 
This amendment modified mitigation requirements when the tree removal was for development 
purposes based on the removal or preservation of significant trees on a property. The issue 
identified by staff related to the reduction of mitigation requirements by one tree for every 
significant tree preserved on a property. Staff indicated that this amendment would require 
every tree on a property to be assessed for significance, and that developers could potentially 
challenge staff’s decision not to consider a tree significant. In addition, the proposed 
amendment could result in tree removal for development purposes to occur with no mitigation 
requirements. After a brief discussion, the Committee voted unanimously to remove the 
amendment that reduced mitigation when significant trees were preserved. 

The Committee was then provided with an opportunity to raise any issues they had identified 
with the proposed code amendments. The Committee raised the issue of fees and fines for tree 
removal. Jessica informed the Committee that fees and fines were part of the City’s Master Fee 
Schedule, not a part of the tree code, and was therefore outside of the Committee’s charge. She 
indicated that the Committee could make a supplementary recommendation to the Council to 
consider changes to the Tree Code fees in the future, but that the fee changes would not be 
part of the actual code amendments recommended by the Committee. Chair Buck suggested 
that a small group could look at the Master Fee Schedule to identify any recommendations that 
they would like to make to the City Council. The Committee discussed the current fees, and 
suggested that the fines for tree removal in violation of the tree code were inadequate. 
Examples were provided by Committee members of the base fines for Tree Code violations. 
Jessica clarified that there was a restoration fee in addition to the base fines, and that the fee-in-
lieu of had been reduced by the City Council in response public input that the fees were too 
high. In response to questions from Committee members, Jessica informed the Committee 
about the difference between amending the Tree Code, and City Council decisions regarding 
fees in the Master Fee Schedule. The Committee voted with a two-thirds majority, 14 to 1, to 
convene a small group of Committee member to review fees related to the Tree Code and 
recommend changes to be voted on by the Committee through a survey. Shelley Lorenzen, 
Carol Ihlenburg, David Rudawitz, and Suzanne Meckel volunteered for the Tree Code Fee 
group. 

The Committee was informed that the Public Open House was tentatively scheduled for April 
21st at 7pm, and would be held in the Council Chamber, and the public draft of code 
amendments would be released at that time. 

ADJOURNMENT 
The meeting was adjourned at 9:10 p.m. 

 

Respectfully submitted, 
 

Sage Geiselman 
Planning Intern 


