
 
 

 

Urban Forestry Commission 

1120 SW 5th Avenue, Suite 1302, Portland, Oregon 97204 

Phone 503-823-TREE (8733)   |   Fax 503-823-4493 

Sustaining a healthy park and recreation system to make Portland a great place to live, work and play.  
portlandoregon.gov/trees   |   Commissioner Carmen Rubio   |   Director Adena Long 

URBAN FORESTRY COMMISSION 
Meeting Minutes 

May 19, 2022 
9:30 – 11:30am 
Online Meeting 

__________________________________________________________________________________________________ 
 

Commission Members 
present: 

Chair Vivek Shandas, Anjeanette Brown, Adrianne Feldstein, Ivory Ihaenacho, Roberta Jortner, 
Melinda McMillan, Bruce Nelson, Daniel Newberry, Leah Plack, Megan Van de Mark  

Commission Members 
absent: 

 

Urban Forestry staff 
present: 

Jenn Cairo, City Forester; Brian Landoe, Analyst II: Nik Desai, Botanic Specialist II; Rick Faber, 
Permitting & Regulations Coordinator; Ashley Reese, UF Admin Specialist 

City staff present:   

__________________________________________________________________________________________________ 

Public Comments 
 Brian clarified that this public comment period was for the general UFC meeting, rather than the Public Hearing scheduled 

for 10am regarding proposed Title 11 Amendments.  
 Diane Meisenhelter, asked for permission to read their formal public testimony regarding proposed Title 11 Amendments in 

addition to emailing their testimony, as personal time commitments made accessing the 10am Public Hearing difficult.  
o Brian permitted this request.  
o Diane thus provided the following public testimony regarding proposed Title 11 Amendments:  

 “My name is Diane Meinsenhelter and I’ve lived in upper Northeast Portland for 33 years in a shade-
deficient area where the rights-of-way are too narrow for large-form trees. I volunteer with the NAACP 
Environmental Justice Committee, Extinction Rebellion, and– as a member of my Neighborhood 
Emergency Team– worked the cooling shelters last summer during the heat dome. I’m also new to trying 
to understand the Tree Code after fighting to save several old giant trees on my block, so I apologize ahead 
of time if parts of my testimony are outside the technical amendments, as we understand there are further 
work to be done on the Tree Code after the Urban Forestry Management Plan. Because of the pressing 
nature of our concerns, we hope the process might be expedited by the City proceeding simultaneously on 
the two efforts together as we are losing large numbers of trees in need of protection from an outdated 
Code. We applaud the work that's been done by Urban Forestry on these amendments and support their 
acceptance, and yet feel they do not go far enough in terms of preservation goals, particularly in low-
income East Side neighborhoods. It's critically important to preserve giant old trees for their sequestration, 
shade, equity, and other community resource values. While we applaud the added powers in the 
amendments for the Urban Forester, it's time that we truly view old giants as a valuable resource for the 
common good, as outlined in the first section of Title 11. Thus, the knowledge of the Urban Forester in 
certain areas and circumstances should be able to be used to provide protective Heritage Tree 
Designations, even on private property. This is especially true in the case of large-form trees on 
development sites where Urban Forestry needs to have an enhanced role in the demolition and site-
planning processes and what is currently the domain of BDS. In reviewing the Title 11 document for this 
Hearing, there are numerous places where more protections are needed. We're concerned about the City's 
tracking process on existing tree removals, and whether the removal of up to four healthy trees per year 
takes into consideration previous removals within an area. Under Type B permits, additional protection 
criteria should be added under 2d. for trees over 20 to 36 inches in communities experiencing shade 
deficiencies. Public notifications of large tree removals need to have more than on-site signage and 
Neighborhood Association notification - at least notifying neighbors on that block and having an effective 
Public Appeal process. In this time of climate chaos, we need to move beyond the current pay-to-slay 
model since replacement trees will take decades to reach the sequestration, shade, and other values of 
these in old, endangered giants. As illustrated by current Water Bureau rules, PBOT plans, or this 
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afternoon's hearing on RIP 1 and 2, there are constant threats and restrictions that threaten the already-
limited options for planning sites – therefore, more protective changes should come sooner rather than 
later given our shrinking canopy and the pressing need to address the climate and equity issues we 
collectively face. I feel silly giving this to Dr. Shandas – this testimony. But thank you for allowing me to 
speak.” 

o Roberta asked Diane to clarify if they were speaking on behalf of the ACLU Environmental Justice group or 
speaking as an individual.  

 Diane noted that they were speaking primarily on behalf of the Action Team for Extinction Rebellion, but 
that they report back on these issues to the NAACP Environmental Justice Committee due to their concern 
for heat-island issues. Diane noted that the Chair of that Committee, J’reyesha Brannon, is doing research 
concerning urban heat islands and would likely reach out to Dr. Shandas in the future about that data in 
particular.   

 
Minutes Approval  

 Two sets of minutes from the February 2022 and March 2022 meeting were sent to the Commissioners.  
 Vivek noted that as Commission meeting minutes are public record and posted to the UFC website, the minutes should 

avoid inaccuracies that might cause confusion, and thus called for edits, amendments, and clarifications from the 
Commissioners regarding the February minutes.  

o Brian noted that Bruce emailed a few edits this morning that were incorporated.  
o Roberta noted that as a new Commissioner that was not present at the February meeting, she would abstain from 

voting on the minutes.  
o Daniel proposed to change the sentence that stated, ‘Constitutions of what’s dying or dangerous have in some 

instances been contended.’ 
o Bruce asked Vivek to review the section under the Citywide Canopy Report Update that stated areas with the least 

canopy in 2014 are increasing in canopy incrementally. Vivek noted that he did review that statement and 
confirmed that factually it does reflect the data he presented. 

 Adrianne moved to approve the minutes with the suggested amendments. Bruce seconded the motion. 
o Megan asked for clarification whether they were approving March or just February minutes.  

 Brian noted that it was appropriate to approve both sets together. 
 Bruce noted his second would not stand if the motion was to approve both sets of amendments, due to 

substantive concerns in the March minutes.  
o Adrianne clarified that the motion she proposed applied to just February, and that postponing March minutes 

approval would allow Commissioners more time to submit comments in writing for March.  
o 5 Yeas, 0 Nays, and 3 Abstentions to approve the February 2022 minutes. 
o The motion passed. 

 
Forestry Report – Brian Landoe 

 The Permitting & Regulation workgroup is continuing to work through backlog created due to the April 11th storm event. 
Staff are updating storm data in the permitting software. 8 PP&R staff were temporarily reassigned to assist UF, and UF is 
hiring 4 additional Community Service Aide IIs to start on June 9th to improve the backlog. Brian noted a slower response 
should be expected when submitting inquiries to the trees@ email address. 

 The Bureau of Transportation Pedestrian Design Guideline Update was signed the week prior by the PBOT Bureau Director, 
to take effect July 1st. There are some significant improvements for trees in that update than in prior drafts, including the 
expansion of the planting strip for local streets from 4 feet to 6 feet. Although the signed draft did not include everything UF 
advocated, the changes to the Guidelines did indicate a positive shift for trees from the Guidelines the City has implemented 
for the last 20-25 years. Thank you to Casey Jogerst, the Permitting & Regulation Manager, and Rick Faber, the Permitting 
Coordinator for those efforts. Thank you to the Urban Forestry Commission and the community members who provided 
comments, which demonstrated to PBOT the public desire to see more space for street trees. Thank you to the Bureau of 
Transportation for partnership during this process.  

 The Street Tree Inventory project will begin its update this season and 6 seasonal staff have been hired. There are going to 
be 5 Volunteer Days announced over the summer. The Youth Conservation Crew will be working on the inventory as well.  

 The recruitment to fill two new open seats on the Urban Forestry Commissioners has started and will run until August 1st. 
Brian noted that they will be working closely with the Bureau's expanded Community Engagement Team over the next few 
months for outreach. 
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 The Residential Infill Project Phase 2 (RIP2) – the project to develop certain, large residential lots zoned R10 and R20 – 
started as means to reconcile state law with Portland's Title 33 Zoning Code. Urban Forestry’s initial concerns were 
addressed by the project team. However, at the City Council's first Public Hearing last week, an amendment was proposed to 
legalize 2-story 6-plexes in all R5 lots, allow expanded lot coverage that goes beyond what the original RIP proposed.  Brian 
noted that the second Public Hearing is scheduled with comments due by 2 o'clock on this date. Urban Forestry concerns 
include: that the diagrams proposed for these developments do not allow for significant tree preservation on-site, even to 
comply with Title 11’s tree-planting standards, and that the impacts of the amendment are unclear, because it has not been 
reviewed for stormwater issues, on-site tree preservation, or on-site tree planting. Urban Forestry will submit comments on 
behalf of the Parks Bureau regarding the lack of clarity on what this proposal suggests for trees.  

o Brian recommended that the discussion for this item be moved to the end of the meeting, due to the start of the 
UFC Public Hearing scheduled for 10am.  

 Vivek asked if the Street Tree Inventory would be exhaustive and what could be expected regarding the completion timeline 
for the update to that project. 

o  Brian noted that the Inventory only includes improved rights-of-way, and that because more staff were hired for 
this update, the plan was to complete the project in two years.   

o Daniel asked for the staff contact at Urban Forestry for the Inventory.  
 Brian noted Jeff Ramsey is the staff lead for this project. 

o Adrianne asked if the Street Tree Inventory was 100% sampling versus random sampling, if there would be a 
quality assessment, and if there would be an adjustment for the number of streets that have been improved since the 
first Inventory was completed.   

 Brian explained that the Inventory would include visits to every street tree to measure DBH, height, record 
a condition assessment. Brian will ask Jeff Ramsey to provide an update on the plans for the project and 
clarified that they would be visiting newly improved streets as well. 

 Bruce noted that the 2014 survey in the Cully neighborhood did record unimproved streets. 
 Daniel noted that the agenda did not include direct written communication from the City Attorney about the term-limits 

issue and requested the City Attorney email the Commissioners directly regarding the issue. 
o Brian apologized for misunderstanding the UFC request to hear directly from the City Attorney.  Brian noted that 

he and Jenn had met with the City Attorney a few times, and that the UFC was following the guidance they 
received from those meetings. Brian will facilitate Daniel’s request. 

 
Public Hearing on Proposed Changes to Title 11 – Nik Desai and Brian Landoe 

 Brian and Nik explained some changes made to the list of proposed amendments due to feedback received since the last 
presentation.   

o Amendment # 5: “Grant City Forester authority to approve removal of dead Heritage Trees without UFC consent” 
was removed.  

o Amendment #6: This amendment was changed from a 10-day timeline for the proposed Administrative Review 
step to 14 days. 

o Amendment #10: This amendment considered tree removal impacts to other trees and was proposed to be in both 
Type A and Type B sections of Code. However, because it involves more than a quick review, the Type A language 
was removed. 

o Amendment # 36: The amendment to update the definition of a ‘dangerous tree’ was proposed to include ‘threats to 
the urban forest.’ This proposal was removed.   

o Amendment #42: The proposed amendment to permit requirements for pruning in Environmental Overlay Zones 
and Wildfire Hazard Zones was reviewed and not included because current pruning requirements do allow for 
pruning and proactive management.  

 Nik explained that there would also be a Public Hearing for these amendments at the Planning and Sustainability 
Commission meeting on Tuesday May 24th, 2022. This project would culminate in a July 20th City Council Hearing.  

 Vivek asked where this presentation had been presented.  
o Brian noted that project updates have been presented to the PSC, the Development Review Advisory Committee, 

BES, PWB, PBOT, BDS, and that over the course of this project they've had multiple chances to provide comments 
as well. 

 Catherine Mushel provided the following Public Testimony: 
o “I’m here on behalf of Trees for Life Oregon and we really appreciate that you have put together a Public Hearing 

for testimony on the proposed Title 11 technical amendments. We want to say we appreciate the Commission's 
work now more than ever and a flurry of recent tree-related Bureau activities has our attention: so, PBOT's April 
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hearing on the allocation of space for trees in the Pedestrian Design Guide which Brian has already mentioned 
today, the Water Bureau’s hearing yesterday which included the 10-foot-from-tree-to-big-pipe rule, which we're 
very worried about, RIP 1 and 2 allocation of outdoor area, which was drastically reduced in the R5 zones, and 
there's a driveway provision there that's got our attention, too. Add to these that Commissioner Mapps and Ryan are 
streamlining the Bureau of Development Services permitting processes, streamlining may really put trees 
downstream, and then there are just so many proposed rules and practices that have reawakened our feeling that 
there's a necessity to defend the place of trees in Bureau decisions and in City design. But there's more – federal 
money coming for infrastructure improvements directs comparatively little to the Urban Forest as green 
infrastructure and the state has appropriated 80 million dollars to launch a 7-mile-long improvement project to 
transform 82nd Avenue, which is now a state Highway, into a city street. Nearby communities have yet to see their 
hope for trees realized on 82nd Avenue. So, we need the Urban Forestry Commission's voice now more than ever, 
for where there is funding there will be change, and we want the change to include better tree preservation and 
better design for space for future trees. We believe Urban Forestry's technical amendment proposals will help to 
solidify the part of Urban Forestry in regulating infrastructure and we support the proposed amendments. And here 
are some examples: 

 Proposals 11 and 40 will help guide permitting by reconciling Title 11 and Title 33 inconsistencies on tree 
removal and landscaping requirements, adding pruning regulations on River Greenway Zones, and 
clarifying the definition of multi-family dwelling zones. 

 Proposals 15, 16, 17, and 44 would improve early coordination relating to trees in private and city 
projects.  

 Proposal 10 would help the City avoid the cascading impact of removing one tree, thus avoiding damaging 
nearby trees but also potentially helping to preserve growers of interdependent trees. Avoiding hazards is 
crucial in Urban Forest Management; generally preserving groves is especially important in outer SE 
Portland, where mixed stands of Douglas-firs, Maples and understory trees are invaluable forest remnants 
in areas of Multnomah County that the City annexed decades ago.  

 Proposals 4, 27, and 32 further ensure Forestry's regulatory authority. They enable the City Forester to 
record Heritage Trees on property deeds, place liens on properties where violations of Title 11 provisions 
remain unresolved, and issue stop work orders while any permit provisions are put in place 

 Finally, proposals 1 and 2 get at the heart of why we need Title 11 itself clarifying the meaning of the 
Urban Forest as green infrastructure and ensuring that Capital Improvements Projects are regulated by 
Title 11.  

There has never been a more crucial time for all Bureaus to integrate tree preservation and space for trees – 
especially large-form trees – into their protocols and practices and for the City Council to put the Urban Forestry 
poorest front and center in budgetary and policy decisions. Today we are asking that the Urban Forestry 
Commission support Urban Forestry's proposed technical amendments but given the many changes afoot we would 
like you–the Urban Forestry Commission-to work with all deliberate speed to support a comprehensive update of 
Title 11 and the revision of the 2004 Urban Forest Management Plan. Sooner rather than later.” 

o Vivek thanked Catherine for the categorization of the different amendments.  
 Chris Peskin provided the following public testimony: 

o “I’m Chris, I live near Forest Park and Firelane 15. I’m also a member of the Firewise Community that we've 
recently established in the Forest Park neighborhood. We have two areas north and south and we're working with 
Portland Fire & Rescue to help create awareness of managing defensible space for homeowners in the area. Many 
of these lots border Forest Park and are very rural and feel and so one of the concerns is just reducing the friction 
for homeowners who live within city limits and may also be in ‘e’ zones, often in ‘e’ zones, but are also in Wildfire 
Hazard Zones. Reducing the friction of permitting and figuring out what you can and can't do – which I know you 
guys mentioned you're trying to improve education around that which is good – but there is a lot of overhead of just 
navigating the Code and if there's a cost of a permit whatsoever, that’s friction. If you are required to use a licensed 
contractor, a lot of people from a cost standpoint that's prohibitive, right? And they want to be able to do it 
themselves. So, you need to look at specifically what the homeowner has to go through to figure out what's 
possible: either trimming or removing trees but just pruning in general. And there seems to be an inconsistency 
because the Forest Park or Portland Parks and Recreation has a Nature Programmatic Permit to allow pruning 
within 200 feet of structures within Forest Park. Now, I realize you have people on staff and foresters to help 
oversee that activity but that costs money that the city has at its disposal that individual homeowners don't, right? 
And if we want to get a permit and do something equivalent, it's much more prohibitive. If the sentiment is 200 feet 
of defensible space for Forest Park from structures, I don't see why a property adjacent to Forest Park shouldn't be 
allowed something similar. Right now, it's 30 feet. That's asymmetrical for whatever reason and I don't think it's 
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enough. So, I would like to see Portland Parks – Portland Fire and Rescue also recommended 100 feet, at least that 
was what was in this proposed Title 11 change before it was removed, so I’d push for 200 feet if that's what you're 
trying to do within Forest Park as well.” 

 
Discussion & Recommendations on Title 11 Amendments 

 Roberta commended Nik, Brian, and the team for this project, noted in agreement with Catherine’s public comment that the 
proposed amendments were narrow but significant, and appreciated the testimony given at the Hearing. Roberta 
acknowledged the need that Chris Peskin raised during the testimony to encourage appropriate pruning and establishing 
defensible space in Environmental Zones and Wildfire Hazard Zones. Roberta’s concerns with the amendment are because it 
proposed to completely exempt the pruning permit requirements of conifers within 100 feet of structures. Roberta explained 
that such language could exempt entire neighborhoods from certain pruning regulations. Roberta noted that there is correctly 
no fee for a pruning permit application in the e-zone. Roberta acknowledged the concern residents have in those zones 
because wildfire season is upcoming, and UF is experiencing a backlog of permit application review. Roberta supported the 
removal of the amendment because it had implications more substantive than called for by Phase 1 of the Amendments’ 
Project; however, she did not think further consideration of its proposal should be delayed four years until the substantive 
Amendments’ Project could be heard by Council. Roberta suggested that a hybrid option might be to propose 30 feet of 
defensible space for all trees instead of just conifers. Additionally, Roberta suggested creating a self-issued permit option, 
similar to the self-issued street tree pruning permit option available online. Roberta recommended that the letter from the 
UFC sent to City Council regarding the Amendments’ package encourage prompt attention to working on a solution for this 
issue, ahead of the larger Amendments’ Update. Finally, Roberta explained her concern for the addition of the administrative 
procedure prior to an appeal, specifically that they must pay fees both in the procedure to demonstrate how the City Forester 
erred in their permit review, and in the appeal. Roberta proposed packaging the administrative review into a more 
comprehensive appeal process with only one fee, and if an error on behalf of the City Forester is found, that the applicant is 
refunded in part the fee they paid, rather than having two separate applications.  

o Bruce also acknowledged that a more nuanced solution was needed for residents living in Wildfire Hazard Zones, 
because blanket exceptions within 100’ of a structure could have unintended consequences. Bruce emphasized the 
need for collaborative outreach by Urban Forestry and Fire Bureau tor residents in those communities to address 
their concerns. Bruce noted that whether or not the action is permitted by the City, some concerned residents will 
prune regardless, and thus individualized education becomes critical for ensuring the longevity of the urban forest 
services provided in those zones. 

 Adrianne commended the group for the work on these amendments, and for the community input they included in various 
considerations of the project. Adrianne asked if the timeline of the substantive Amendments’ Project, specifically in regard 
to more evident and egregious loopholes in the current Tree Code that impact canopy reduction, would be prioritized 
compared to other administrative rules in the next phase of the project. 

o Brian explained that although the original plan was to update the Urban Forest Management Plan prior to beginning 
the substantive Amendments’ Project, Urban Forestry recognizes the urgency and has begun discussions about 
what a concurrent UFMP and Code Amendment Project could look like, and if the necessary amendments could be 
identified during the UFMP update process. Brian noted this could put Urban Forestry in a position to propose 
those amendments simultaneously with the finalization of the UFMP update. Brian also noted that the City of 
Milwaukie recently established and passed a new Tree Code and though similar to Portland’s Tree Code, include 
significant differences that are similar to the kind of amendments Urban Forestry aspires to propose in the 
substantive Amendments’ project. 

o Daniel added that work for the substantiative Amendments’ project should begin earlier than planned to ensure the 
project is completed within the planned timeline. 

 Daniel asked for clarification of proposed Amendment #8: if an applicant could request a postponement  of their hearing in 
order to introduce new information to their case without having to pay new fees. 

o Rick Faber answered that there is the ability allowed within the Code to postpone, so long as all parties involved 
agree to the extension. Rick also added that having more information can constitute a valid reason for extending the 
timeframe. 

o Daniel noted that when he was on the Appeals Board, several people expressed difficulty paying the $250 fee to file 
an appeal. Daniel acknowledged that many residents do attempt to comply with the Tree Code whereas many 
Portland residents do not, and that it was important to reduce hardships for individuals that do wish to comply when 
possible. 

o Bruce asked for clarification regarding an appellant’s ability to introduce new evidence before an appeal hearing.  
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 Rick explained that Urban Forestry’s concern for introducing new evidence at the hearing is because staff 
have not had a chance to review the information, and the hearing would have to be postponed regardless. 
Rick noted that the objective with this step is to avoid inefficient use of both the appellants’ and staff time. 

o Roberta asked if staff had any feedback on the intent of the Administrative Review amendment in the larger context 
of the process.  

 Rick explained that the intent with this step is not for the appellant to incur a second fee, but to codify a 
procedure that Urban Forestry already performs, which is conduct an internal administrative review after 
an appeal has been filed.  

 Vivek asked if the project was presented to BES.   
o Brian responded that Urban Forestry did work with BES during this project, primarily the Engineering Group, since 

most of the proposed amendments that impacted BES clarified the City Forester’s role in Capital Improvement 
Projects. 

 Vivek asked if the proposed amendments could bolster or catalyze the update of the Urban Forest Management Plan, and if 
there were any amendments that might impede or improve the plan for that update.    

o Nik differentiated the processes and clarified that these proposed amendments would not impact the planned UFMP 
update. Nik also noted that Phase One of the broader Amendments’ Project is the most distinct, whereas there exists 
a potential for overlap of Phase Two and Phase Three.  

o Megan asked for further clarification about what a simultaneous process could look like for updating both the 
UFMP and proposing a draft of more substantive Tree Code Amendments.   

 Nik noted that it is likely during the course of the UFMP update that many of the substantive amendments 
can be anticipated and realized, but that getting the work done simultaneously would depend on the 
capacity of staff. 

 Brian added that since the beginning of Title 11 implementation, Urban Forestry has developed a draft list 
of substantiative amendments, the UFC has presented notes of what code it would like amended, and 
during the first phase of the project a few more amendments have been identified.  

o Bruce asked if an update to the UFMP needed to be approved by City Council or if it is an Administrative Rule.  
 Brian noted that the Code states the plan must be reviewed at least every 10 years and updated to respond 

to changes in the condition of the Urban Forest, in City Policy, or changes to applicable regulatory 
mandates. Brian will establish clarity on this question and return to the UFC.    

 Nik acknowledged the feedback regarding public comments about defensible space and recognized that the education 
component is critical. Nik confirmed that in such cases, the permit application is free and requires an arborist report for a 
pruning plan, rather than an Environmental Impact Report and Review as required in the past.  

o Rick clarified that the permitted work in this case does not need to be performed by an arborist, but an arborist 
needed to write the report submitted with the application. 

 Brian asked the UFC to show support for the amendments by means of a formal statement accompanying the proposed 
amendments package. Brian also invited members of the UFC to provide comment during the July 20th hearing before City 
Council. 

 Bruce moved to support the amendments brought forth by Urban Forestry staff and that support be expressed in a letter by 
the Policy Committee that will go to City Council. 

o Adrianne seconds the motion.  
o 7 Yeas, 0 Nays, and 0 Abstentions.  
o The motion passed. 

 
Healthy Parks, Healthy Portland Update – Brian Landoe 

 Brian presented an update and overview on the Healthy Parks, Healthy Portland project. He also shared that the Healthy 
Parks, Healthy Portland project team asked how and by what means the UFC or its members would like to be involved in the 
next phase of the project, which includes a second wave of listening and learning related to its mission, vision, values, and 
racial equity statements. 

o Adrianne noted that in her experience serving on the Portland Parks and Recreation Board, the UFC’s influence 
was integral to the inclusion and prioritization of tree canopy in the project’s plan.  

 Megan agreed that tree-related concerns the UFC has had in the past regarding the project’s development 
might persist if the UFC does not engage. 

o Brian clarified the differences between the Sustainable Futures’ Project, in which funding for street tree 
maintenance has been discussed, and the Healthy Parks, Healthy Portland Project, which is a community listening 
project. He did note that the two projects will inform each other.  
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o Vivek recognized the necessity for housing designs that allow for green space preservation, noting that prior to 
RIP’s implementation, there has been a decline of trees both private and public. Vivek commented that 
neighborhoods that have historically absorbed residential infill are also areas that historically lose tree canopy. 
Vivek contextualized this observation within the Healthy Parks, Healthy Framework Project and suggested that the 
UFC consider presenting to the project team.  

 
Walk-on items 

 The Urban Forestry retreat is planned for June 6th, 2022, at Leach Botanical Garden, from 8:30am and 12:30pm. 
 Brian returned to the discussion regarding the RIP2 Amendments’ Hearing. Brian suggested that the UFC submit a 

statement to postpone the amendment’s inclusion because it had not been reviewed for tree impacts. Brian volunteered to 
submit a statement on behalf of the UFC with approval and direction from the UFC.  

o The UFC approved Brian to submit a statement on its behalf.  
 Daniel updated the Commissioners that the Policy Committee submitted a letter of testimony to the Water Bureau about its 

proposed administrative rule to prohibit tree-planting within 10 feet of a large water main on a complete street. Daniel 
testified at the Water Bureau Hearing; Bruce also attended.  

 
Meeting adjourned. 

 
 


