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URBAN FORESTRY COMMISSION
Meeting Minutes
January 16, 2025
9:30am — 11:30am
Hybrid Meeting: Online and in-person at the Portland Building

Commission Members Co-Chair Adrianne Feldstein, Co-Chair Leah Plack, Casey Clapp, Bruce Nelson, Melinda McMillan,
present: Megan Van de Mark, Derily Bechtold

Commission Members

absent: J.R. Lilly

Urban Forestry staff Brian Landoe (Analyst I11), Angie DiSalvo (Manager 1), Daniel Misner (Supervisor I), Aislin Steill
present: (Community Service Aide II), Alissa Fuchs (Admin Specialist II), Tiana Bernard (Admin Specialist II),
City staff present:

Public Comments
1. Carol Hardy, speaking on behalf of the Forest Park Conservancy (FPC), of which she is a Board Member, voiced opposition to
Portland General Electric’s (PGE) Harborton Project. The FPC opposes the proposal because it does not meet the approval criteria for
exceptions under the City’s Forest Park Natural Resource Management Plan. There are alternatives that exist to upgrade these power
lines outside of the park, as documented in a report that they hired. Secondly, they do not meet the mitigation criteria. Mitigation has
to happen inside the unit and even if they mitigated outside the unit, there is no way to replace the near old growth forest that would
be removed through this proposal. Lastly, the proposal is incomplete and does not include Phase 5 of the project, which would
remove an additional 15 acres of forest. They have done no environmental impact. The Forest Park Conservancy has repeatedly asked
PGE for details and did not receive any answers to their questions before PGE released the proposal. They are asking PGE to come
back to the table and plan how to deliver reliable power to the people of Portland
2. Albert Kauffman expressed sympathy for the residents of Southern California and others experiencing forest fires. As a member of
the Shade Equity Coalition and representing the We Keep Trees Standing group, he opposes PGE’s project in Forest Park. He
expressed thanks for Urban Forestry (UF) and the tough job they do. He expressed his wish that Urban Forestry were more of a tree
planting organization that would fund groups like Friends of Trees. He misses the community building that occurred during the years
of large-scale tree planting.
3. Raihana Ansary, local Affairs Manager for Portland General Electric (PGE), thanked the Commission for the opportunity to
provide public comment. She stated the following arguments:
a. PGE believes the Land Use Application has fulfilled the requirements.
b. They (PGE) are concerned that the Urban Forestry Commission (UFC) has not sought complete information about
the project before determining a position and has included misleading interpretations factual misstatements in their
position letter.
c. PGE respectfully requests that the Commission considers inviting PGE’s project team to present project
information and answer their questions before the Commission determines its position.
4. Randy Franks, Senior Project Manager for Portland General Electric (PGE), who oversees the Harborton Reliability Phase 3
Project, thanked the Commission for the opportunity to provide public comment. He gave the following examples of
purported misstatements in the position letter:
a. Inresponse to the statement “No new trees would be planted or otherwise allowed to grow in this area.” from the
Commission’s position letter, he stated that PGE’s mitigation plan involves planting 388 new Oregon White Oak
Trees in the easement and 418 shorter stature trees in the park.
b. PGE does not propose any permanent filling of streams. PGE has included replacement of a failing culvert that was
causing significant hillside erosion. There is no degradation of stream function.
c. The Commission received a briefing from Portland Parks and Recreation (PP&R) staff on December 19, 2024
explaining that the project could not be approved unless it demonstrates there are “No practicable alternatives,
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alternative locations within Forest Park, suitable for the use, which would have lower impact on resources.” He
asserts that this project is clearly cited in the only practicable location for it within the park, so it meets this
approval criteria.
5. Selene Burk, longtime resident of St. John’s, expressed her support of the PGE Harborton Project. She also sent written
comments to the UFC.

Meeting Minutes

1. Co-chair Plack asked if any of the UFC commissioners had any edits or changes to be considered for the December Urban Forestry
Commission (UFC) meeting minutes. No changes were proposed.

2. The December meeting minutes were approved.

City Forester’s Report — Angie DiSalvo, Acting City Forester

1. Angie DiSalvo introduced herself as Acting City Forester. She stated that since last year there has been some movement with the City
on the Portland Clean Energy Fund (PCEF) funded program called Tree Protection and Care (TPC). UFC wrote a letter to the mayor
last month about this. Urban Forestry (UF) has received approval for some of those TPC positions.

2. Brian Landoe gave an update on the Trees in the Curb Zone project. Portland Bureau of Transportation (PBOT) is leading this work,

in partnership with Urban Forestry (UF) and Bureau of Environmental Services (BES). The project is removing on-street parking and

building tree-planting facilities within the street. This is happening in SE Portland, mostly in the Lents area, in high-heat areas of the
city, on streets that don’t have an existing planting strip. The facilities have been built, the soil excavated and filled. Urban Forestry
contractors will be planting on January 21% and 22", There are 15 trees in this phase (phase 1) of the project. UF is working on
locations for phase 2, which will be around 30-40 trees. There is an article about this project in the Trees for Life Oregon newsletter.

Angie DiSalvo gave a reminder that at the next (February) meeting, the focus will be on the Portland Urban Forest Plan.

4. Angie DiSalvo gave an update on budget and Parks Operations money: Usually by this time in the Annual Budget Cycle, budget
development for the new Fiscal Year has already come to UFC, but the timeline has moved back this year because of the new form of
city government and City Council. There are significant reductions that will need to be made in the coming Fiscal Year 25-26 budget
to address increased costs and decreased General Fund revenue. PP&R is preparing to bring in a Parks Levy referral to the new City
Council in spring to refer to the May or Nov 25" ballot. One of the options shared with the Mayor and City Council members is for a
levy with a higher rate of $1.60/$1,000 of assessed value. If passed by voters, this would sustain current services. If a levy is not
referred and approved by voters, PP&R services would be reduced significantly. Renewal at the current rate ($0.80/$1000) is
forecasted to result in 25% reduction in operational services. The budget is expected to be presented to UFC within the coming
months.

a. Brian Landoe discussed the next steps with UFC. City Council is expected to consider referring this to the ballot in early
February, before the Commission’s next meeting. The Parks Board is submitting a statement to City Council supporting the
proposal. If UFC would like to submit a statement, they would need to schedule a meeting in the next couple of weeks.

b. The Commission agreed to hold a special meeting to cover this.

W

PGE Statement Review and Approval
1. Co-chair Feldstein asked what Commissioner Clapp and Commissioner Nelson thought about any revisions to the letter and the offer
by PGE to present. Her opinion is that UFC should not delay the letter or position.

a. Commissioner Clapp responded that he would like to take PGE up on the offer to present, however, it does not change his
position personally and professionally, not because it doesn’t meet standards, but because it should not happen. He took note
of PGE’s critiques and found that there were many points in the letter that were not noted. He would like to make sure the
letter is in by the Land Use hearing.

b. Commissioner McMillan stated that she likes UFC’s stance and appreciates the letter but is concerned that if some of the
information is incorrect, the letter will be disregarded. She would prefer to meet with PGE to review the letter and correct
anything that is wrong before handing it in. She advocates for hearing both sides.

c. Commissioner Nelson responded to PGE’s points where they claimed UFC was factually incorrect:

i. Inregard to the trees they are going to plant for mitigation, the habitat and timeline for those trees are completely
different and will not recreate or enhance the current forest.
ii. Inregard to the alternatives explored, very little detail was given in PGE’s report, as shown at the prior meeting.
Commissioner Nelson believes that PGE is opposed to the alternatives as it would cost them too much.
iii. Commissioner Nelson strongly encourages his fellow commissioners to come out strongly in opposition to the use
of Forest Park, and to submit the letter before the January 29" meeting with the Hearings Officer.

d. Brian Landoe explained that at the presentation from Parks staff in the last meeting was based on the filing that PGE
submitted, which was deemed complete at that point. From Parks’ perspective, their role is not to assess the alternative, their
objection is that it doesn’t meet the standards that are in the Forest Park Plan.
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e. Commissioner Bechtold acknowledged that she speaks as a PGE employee. She stated that in the December meeting, which
she listened in on, City of Portland staff spoke about the alternatives presented by PGE and made comments that PGE did a
thorough assessment of alternatives and that statement would be in the recording.

i. Commissioner Bechtold said that the Harborton Project is a highly complex project, so it is difficult to adequately
capture information in short meetings, and just because all information wasn’t presented, it doesn’t mean it doesn’t
exist. There might not have been adequate time to present all the alternatives.

ii. She also reminded the Commission that when PGE says alternatives may be too expensive, that means Portlanders
will pay those expenses in their rates, and to consider the effects on those customers.
iii. Commissioner Bechtold has recused herself from the letter, based on her conflict of interest, but advocates for
doing a fact check on the letter and changing any inaccuracies before putting the UFC’s name on it and submitting.
2. Co-chair Plack agreed with Commissioner Bechtold and Commissioner McMillan’s statements and has not responded to the letter yet
due to not feeling informed enough to be able to say it is factual. She asked if there is time to meet with PGE, revise the letter, and
submit it.

a. Commissioner Feldstein is in favor of the idea of submitting their position while adhering to the facts. She advocates for
making minor modifications, to make sure the Commission is not misspeaking or wavering into areas they don’t understand.
She asserts the importance of getting the position in in a timely manner, but states it is a poor idea to receive an offer to talk
about a controversial issue and not take that up. Commissioner Feldstein said that the UFC are citizen representatives, so it
would be wise to receive input from PGE, though it may be difficult to schedule in a timely manner for revisions.

b. Commissioner Plack responded that the UFC asked about getting someone [from PGE] in to speak with the UFC a couple of
meetings ago.

c¢. Commissioner Bechtold stated that she thinks this is important to PGE and suggests that if the UFC wants to meet with PGE
before the deadline submission, they (UFC) should inquire. She is in favor of looking at both sides and putting out a position
that’s well supported.

d. Brian Landoe stated that he will reach out to Parks staff to see if there are any concerns around inviting PGE to speak. He
had previously, a couple of months ago, brought up that the UFC expressed interest in meeting with PGE, and the response
he received from Parks is that it would be “unusual.” Considering the concerns expressed by the Commissioners, he will
bring it up again. There is potential to include it in the special meeting already being planned in the next couple of weeks.

Equitable Tree Canopy Program Update — Angie DiSalvo, Manager 11

1. Angie DiSalvo gave a presentation updating the Commission on two programs, the Equitable Tree Canopy Program (ETC) and
Private Property Trees (PPT), both funded by the Portland Clean Energy Fund (PCEF).

a. Both are 5-year programs; ETC is in the first 1.5 years, and PPT is in the first half-year.

b. Urban Forestry Science, Outreach, and Planting hired 21 new staff, to help implement these programs, and is now fully
staffed.

c. The Equitable Tree Planting Program has been transitioned from Environmental Services to Urban Forestry.

d. Some of the programs established include a planting in underimproved Right of Ways (ROW) pilot and an expansion of the
Yard Tree Giveaway.

e. Urban Forestry has done outreach and solicitation in search of contractors, and has been setting up contracts with small
businesses, to help them get more competitive with the larger companies.

2. Brian Landoe gave an introduction to the Equitable Tree Canopy (ETC) work group and the topics they’ve discussed.

a. Commissioner Clapp is the Urban Forestry Commission’s representative in that group.
b. PCEF is looking for one or two more members to join the group.
¢. UFC outlined potential future topics for the ETC work group.

3. Commissioner Clapp talked about the first few ETC meetings and about the group’s wish to function as an advisory group that
provides actionable feedback. He added that the ETC spent a meeting discussing contracts and how they are being put out.

a. Commissioner Van de Mark asked Commissioner Clapp if there was a through line or consistent perspective coming from
the members of the work group.

b. Commissioner Clapp responded that there has not been consensus, other than that they want to get things done. They are
currently taking in information rather than giving feedback.

4. Brian Landoe added that one of the through lines has been the interest in the contracts, specifically who is receiving the contracts and
who benefits from them. One tangible outcome has been the idea to have a member of the ETC on the committee that reviews
response to the RFPs and is a part of that scoring. It is on the January agenda to have the ETC work group select who will be on that
committee.

a. Co-Chair Feldstein asked how the contracts are reviewed. She inquired about which departments and citizen advisors are
involved in that.
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Angie DiSalvo stated that there are many contract cycles in the project, and they are just at the beginning stages. The first
round does not necessarily determine how the future rounds will go. The challenge has been that they don’t have enough
contractors or interest to do the level of work they want to do. They have been focused on outreach and gathering interest.
Urban Forestry works very closely with the City’s central procurement team as well as Park and Recreation’s procurement
team and are bound to follow City guidance and rules of how the procurement process works, so in some ways they do not
get much of a say. They are in the decision phase currently for what this solicitation will look like in round one, and there
are a couple of ways it can go. There is space and time for review by folks who will be on the review committee.

Co-Chair Feldstein asked for clarification that it is an Urban Forestry managed review group. She stated that it is important
for the UFC, as a community advisory committee, to see where it’s at now, how might it change, where is the locus of
control, who are the types of members they are trying to solicit, and what are the review criteria? She requested a handout
addressing these questions.

Angie DiSalvo responded that because they are still in the process of procurement, that information might change, but she
would be happy to provide it. She stated that it is their intention to be transparent, especially since contracting is half the
budget for the project.

5. Co-Chair Plack asked Commissioner Clapp if any culturally specific organizations are represented in the ETC work group, and if
those voices are being heard. She inquired if any people that are connected to the neighborhoods being prioritized for treatment are
involved with the group.

a.

c.

f.

Commissioner Clapp responded that he is not sure that anyone in the work group is from a neighborhood group. Most are in
the tree advocacy world. Their job is to best facilitate the money getting spent.

Co-Chair Plack stated that this is something she hopes to see, because having those voices at the table is important.
Commissioner Clapp stated that he would bring that to the next meeting. He may not be able to attend the next meeting but
could send it and ask how it is being accomplished.

Brian added that the purpose of the UFC meeting time is for the Commission to share their perspectives with Commissioner
Clapp, so he can bring them back to the ETC work group. PCEF convened the group and plans to do an additional
recruitment for the group.

Co-Chair Plack reiterated that it would be beneficial to bring culturally specific voices into the decision-making process.
Brian Landoe said that the this also informs what the outreach work will look like because there will be money going to
organizations to do the outreach around this.

6. Commissioner Nelson asked if there is a mandate on affirmative action or a similar requirement which gives priority to BIPOC or
workforce training business in contracting. His understanding is that there is for PCEF.

a.

Angie DiSalvo responded that that is a focus of the project through PCEF, and it is called the Certification of Business
Inclusion and Diversity (COBID). The goal is to work with as many COBID businesses as is feasible, or that don’t have the
certification but would qualify. There is not a metric of a specific number to contract with because they still must adhere to
the City’s procurement rules and how those are rewarded. Josue Mendoza is the Contractor Development Coordinator, and
his job has been to do outreach to gather interest, provide information on how to apply and be eligible, and would provide
support in the field.

Commissioner Nelson stated that it is imperative that when the PCEF funds are used, there needs to be very positive
publicity that they are meeting the PCEF mission, because there will be forces at play trying to eliminate the program. There
must be a positive Public Relations campaign or else the funds could be lost without an alternative to replace them.
Commissioner Van de Mark commented that she wants to acknowledge the City’s efforts around this. It takes time and there
are very legitimate barriers. It will take a lot of investment and helping folks remove barriers.

Co-Chair Feldstein seconded what Commissioner Van de Mark was saying in that the initial round of PCEF funding had
more limited success because of the lack of qualified contractors and this has been reiterated from Angie DiSalvo. She
would like to have the group hear more about the development process and how that’s going to evolve over time.

Angie DiSalvo added that though it has been challenging to find contractors in the past, more people are hearing about the
opportunities now, and it has been helpful to have someone to focus on outreach. There are a lot of barriers to getting a City
contract, so it is helpful to address questions up front. She also stated that there is a minimum wage requirement paid out on
contracts, so while costs will be higher for the City, Workers will receive a minimum of 180% of minimum wage. That is a
key tenet of PCEF, to provide living wage jobs.

Commissioner Clapp let the group know that if anyone has anything they want to bring up for the next meeting, they can
send him an email. The meeting is on Monday the 27%.

Elm Monitoring Report 2024 — Aislin Steill, Community Service Aide 11
1. Aislin Steill, Urban Forestry Elm Monitor, presented on the Dutch Elm Disease (DED) Monitoring Program.

a.
b.

Timeline of DED in Portland
Elm Strategy of monitoring, removal, sanitation, inoculation, and education/outreach
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c. 2024 DED findings

d. Update on Elm removals

e. Challenges and Recommendations

2. Commissioner Nelson asked where UF is seeing disease in hybrid elms, and if there are crosses with Asian species that are resistant.

a. Aislin Steill replied that the crosses between the American and Asian species are more resistant, as far as they know, but
they are continuing to monitor for symptoms as they are maturing.

b. Commissioner Nelson asked which other species are known to be affected by DED, besides Ulmus americana.

c. Aislin Steill responded that the other mature elms in the city are Siberian elms, which are monitored closely as an outright
susceptible species.

d. Co-Chair Plack asked that if the hybrids do end up being susceptible, if that would affect if these trees would be
recommended for planting or not.

e. Dan Misner replied that that is something they will look into in the future. As of right now, they don’t have enough
information to make any recommendations on changes to planting or programs.

f.  Aislin Steill added that right now they are shifting the monitoring efforts to watch the hybrids closely for DED symptoms
and accumulate data.

g. Commissioner Nelson noted that elms seem to do very well in Portland. They are large-form trees that grow fast, need less
watering, and are a great choice for schoolgrounds, if not contending with DED.

h. Aislin Steill explained that in the Park Blocks, they are watching closely how the hybrid plantings are doing among the
mature elms, because they do fill in the canopy very quickly.

UFC Annual Reports

1. Brian Landoe explained that, according to Code, the UFC is expected to produce an Annual Report. The Code details the
requirements of the report. This has not been done in the past few years and UF would like to get caught up. He opened up the floor
for a discussion on how the Commission would like to address this, keeping it as manageable as possible. He volunteered to draft a
memo-sized report for each of the year’s they are overdue. He also acknowledged the work Commissioner Nelson has done on the
reports in the past but is concerned that those reports set high standards going forward.

a. Commissioner Nelson reported that, to his awareness, the reports done by UFC members go back to 2015. The staff
completing the reports were all retired or semi-retired. He has reports prior to that time, but it is not clear who wrote them.

b. Commissioner Clapp thanked UF for their help with past reports. He agrees that if the reports are to be done, they should be
made as simple/easy as possible, so they are sustainable.

c¢. Commissioner Nelson stated that since the early ‘90s when UFC was first formed, the report has been a document written by
UFC, and it is UFC’s responsibility, not Urban Forestry’s. The one specification for the report is that it must address how
you’re relating to other Bureaus. In the past, the report was very detailed and included history, context, and pictures, but he
would be fine with a simpler report if the Commission doesn’t want to go into that level of detail, as long as it is done in a
timely fashion. He will go with whatever the will of the Commission is.

d. Commissioner Van de Mark suggested going back to the intent of the report to guide their actions. They should be
responding to the language and specifications of what they are required to do. She pointed out that we are operating in a
different era, where we have a lot of content such as meeting minutes and recordings, and this content could be linked to or
referenced in the report. The report could be a shorter, more succinct document, with linked resources with more
comprehensive content.

e. Co-Chair Feldstein proposed that the Commission take up UF staff’s offer to compile materials for the report and gets a
representative or two from UFC to do a first review. She supports the idea of having links or other referenced material.

f.  Co-chair Plack asked if they need a vote to determine how to proceed.

g. Brian Landoe requested the consensus of the group. If there is a volunteer to create the drafts, he would be happy to
relinquish that task. He asked that the Commission come to an agreement on the format.

h. Commissioner Nelson reported that the UFC has not approved a report for the years 2021-2024. A draft was written for
2021 but was not adopted.

i.  Brian Landoe suggested that the UF could draft the 2022-2024 reports and bring all the past reports (2021-2024) for

approval at once. Then they would be caught up.

Co-Chair Feldstein asked Commissioner Nelson if the suggestion is a motion.

Commissioner Nelson asked Brian Landoe how long it would take, and he responded that it would be about 5-6 weeks.

Commissioner Nelson proposed that at the April meeting, the UFC review the 2021 Annual Report that he submitted, and

the 2022-2024 reports that Brian Landoe will bring to them. He stressed that this should occur at the beginning of the

agenda, rather than the end.

1.  Commissioner McMillan, regarding the format of the report, suggested that it be 1-2 pages with links to the recordings and
applicable documents.

e

Audio recordings of Urban Forestry Commission meetings are available upon request.



m. Co-chair Feldstein added that she would like to have one or two reviewers go over the report before it goes to the
Commission, so they don’t need to spend a lot of time discussing the details in the Commission meetings. Brian Landoe
agreed and Commissioner Clapp seconded.

n. Co-Chair Plack called a vote and the UFC approved.

2. Commissioner Clapp reminded the UFC that they just lost another member, Justin Misner. He thanked Commissioned Misner for
spending time with the UFC and doing the work. He asked Brian Landoe if they could expedite getting new members.

a. Brian Landoe reported that they have two candidates moving through the approval process, and they were submitted to the
mayor’s office last week. The mayor appoints, with confirmation by City Council. There were other candidates interviewed
that did not move forward but were strong candidates. They could look back at those who applied in the last round of
recruitment to fill the third seat. Brian Landoe will share information on who is moving forward once it has been confirmed.

b. Commissioner Nelson made a motion that UFC be supportive of Urban Forestry considering for the third spot only
candidates that have already applied. Commissioner McMillan seconded.

c.  Co-Chair Plack asked for clarification on the timeline that would be needed to do a new recruitment. Brian Landoe
responded that generally they keep a recruitment open for around two months; that is the guidance from the City. It must go
through a City Council process after that, so it would be around six months from start to finish. Co-Chair Plack asked if, in
Brian’s opinion, it would be worth it to do another round of recruitment. Brian Landoe stated that they would get different
candidates but is supportive of re-reviewing the candidates who already applied first.

d. Commissioner Van de Mark asked if they could have a modified motion that the request would be to review the existing
pool of candidates as the first step, and if there a great candidate, they would move forward with them before opening up the
process. If there is not a great candidate, they would open up a new recruitment. Commissioner Nelson seconded the motion.
All voted in favor.

Meeting adjourned.
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