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NOTICE OF PUBLIC MEETING 
 

CITY OF ALBANY 
TREE COMMISSION 

Albany City Hall, Willamette Room 
333 Broadalbin Street SW 

Thursday, June 18, 2009 
3:00 p.m. 

 
AGENDA 

 
 

3:00 p.m. 1. CALL TO ORDER Tom Krupicka 

 2. ROLL CALL  

 3. COMMENTS FROM THE PUBLIC  

 4. APPROVAL OF MINUTES   

3:15 p.m. 5. Scheduled Business 
 

a) Community Development Feedback on  
ADC 9.205-9.208 Revisions 
b) Outstanding Tree Issues 
c) Community Outreach Program 
d) Unimproved Rights-of-Way Policy Statement 
e) Pest Control 

 

 
 
All 
All 
All 
All 
All 

4:00 pm 6. BUSINESS FROM THE COMMISSION  

 7. NEXT MEETING DATE – Thursday, July 16, 2009  

4:30 p.m. 8. ADJOURNMENT  

 

The location of the meeting/hearing is accessible to the disabled.  If you need special 
accommodations to attend or participate, please notify the Human Resources Department in
advance by calling 917-7501. 
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CITY OF ALBANY 
TREE COMMISSION  

Albany City Hall, Willamette Room 
 

Thursday, May 21, 2009 
3:00 p.m. 

 
MINUTES  

 
Commission members present:       Dick Miles, David Smith, Mark Azevedo, Barb Bolden, Tom 

Krupicka 
 
Commission members absent:   
 
Staff present:  Craig Carnagey, Parks and Facilities Maintenance Manager/City 

Urban Forester, Tari Hayes, Administrative Assistant 
  
Others present:  Bodie Dickerson, Ellen Hamill 
 
1. CALL TO ORDER 
 

Tom Krupicka called the meeting to order at 3:05 pm. 
 
2. ROLL CALL  

 
3. COMMENTS FROM THE PUBLIC   

 
Bodie Dickerson provided pictures of the tree planting that went on at various local schools recently. 
Friends of Mature Albany Trees (FOMAT) provided approximately 30 volunteer hours over the three 
days of planting. She provided pictures and comments on the removal of trees at West Albany High 
School. She informed the Commission that she participated in a group discussion with Albany Public 
Works regarding the renovations to the Operations Center and she felt the discussion was good. 
FOMAT provided a letter of support for a grant application the Albany Parks and Recreation 
Department submitted to the Oregon Youth Conservation Corps for a summer trail maintenance crew.  
 

4. APPROVAL OF MINUTES - Approved the April, 2009 minutes with edits. 
 

5. SCHEDULED BUSINESS  
 

a) Outstanding Tree Issues 
 
624 Maple St. SW – FYI for the Commission- removal requested of a fir tree that is uprooting the 
sidewalk. Carnagey is waiting for the Street Department to remove the sidewalk in order to investigate 
further. 
 
ACTION ITEM(S):  

• Carnagey will send an update to the Commission once a decision is reached on the 
removal.  
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A cottonwood was removed at Takena Landing. It was determined that it was a hazard to the bridge. 
 
A cottonwood fell along Periwinkle Creek damaging a vehicle and mobile home. The City is 
researching the structural integrity of the bank and ways to mitigate stabilization. 
  
Pruning and cleanup was completed on the Henkle Heritage Grove as promised. The structural 
integrity of the grove is better than first thought. There is some concern of root rot due to irrigation 
practices.  
 
ACTION ITEM(S):  

• Azevedo will discuss irrigation methods with the Henkles. 
 

The City approved a request to remove a redwood inside the City limits. This was a matter of the 
wrong tree being planted in the wrong place.  
 

b) Urban Forestry Management Plan 
 
Given the amount of time everyone’s given to Arbor Week and the tree planting at area schools, 
requested feedback on the plan has not been received.  
 
The Commission voted to adopt the UFMP that was adopted by the previous Tree Commission in 
November of 2007, understanding that the UFMP is an ever-changing document. The codes at the 
end of the UFMP will be removed until final updates are made to them. The motion carried 
unanimously.  
 

ACTION ITEM(S):  
• Dickerson and Azevedo will submit grammar edits to Hayes and Carnagey.  
• Hayes will send out a final version to the Commission in the near future. 
• The Community Development Director will be invited to the June Tree Commission 

meeting.  
 

6. BUSINESS FROM THE COMMISSION   
 
Carnagey would like the Commission to discuss drafting a policy statement on tree care in 
unimproved rights-of-way.  
 
The Urban Forestry budget for FY 09-10 was reviewed by the Budget Committee on Tuesday, May 
20, 2009. The Budget Committee passed the budget as presented. Substantial cuts were made to the 
budget, primarily the reduction of one full-time employee (FTE). As a result of the cuts, the street tree 
planting request system will be discontinued. This system allowed citizens to submit requests for trees 
to be planted in planter strips in front of their houses. The Commission discussed ways to build a 
public/private partnership to make up for some of the service cuts required as a result of the budget 
cuts.  The City of Portland has a progressive tree liaison program with various neighborhoods 
throughout the city. The Commission will research possible community outreach programs at future 
meetings.  
 
The Tree City USA designation for 2009-2010 should be safe even with the budget cuts.  
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Krupicka thanked the Commission for their hard work during Arbor Week. 
 
Krupicka and Azevedo will check with industry representatives for grant opportunities for the Urban 
Forestry program.  
 
ACTION ITEM(S):  

• The Commission will be sent possible dates and times that they may formally comment 
on the Urban Forestry budget before it’s adopted by Council.  

 
7. NEXT MEETING DATE 
  

The next meeting of the Tree Commission is scheduled for Thursday, June 18, 2009 at 3:00 p.m. in 
the Willamette Room at City Hall. 

 
8. ADJOURNMENT 
 

The meeting adjourned at 4:15 p.m. 
 
Submitted by 
 
 
Tari Hayes, Parks and Recreation Administrative Assistant 



TO: Tree Commission 
Craig Carnagey 
 

FROM: Greg Byrne 
Don Donovan 
 

DATE:  June 12, 2009 

SUBJECT: Proposed changes to Albany Municipal Code 

 
Thanks for sending us the proposed on-site development and environmental standards.  I 
understand that you intend us to review them, present them to the Planning Commission for a 
recommendation, and then have an adoption hearing at the City Council. 
 
Community Development Department staff (Don Donovan and I) have carefully reviewed the 
draft.  We’ve also reviewed a couple of APA publications dealing specifically with tree 
ordinances, and best practices.  We have several comments and suggestions for your 
consideration. 
 
At the broad policy level, we recommend a review of the purpose statement at the beginning of 
the Code, and perhaps even a review of the Comp Plan language.  Although titles generally carry 
no regulatory authority, they do set a tone.  The title of the section is Tree Felling, not Tree 
Preservation.  We don’t find that we have done a good job as a city in saying why we are 
regulating.  Is it to save large trees?  Habitat?  Aesthetics?  Climate?  Economics?  With greater 
focus, the Code can do a better job of delivering the desired results.  Without knowing, it’s 
difficult to respond constructively to some of the proposals.  Others are more clear. 
 
Below are comments aimed at specific Code sections or issues: 
 
Section 9.208(2)(b).  The language of the criterion is not possible to meet, if there is any 
alteration to the site.  That is, any development will almost surely “negatively impact…natural 
vegetation”.   
 
Section 9.208(2)(c).  Again, this section may be impossible to comply with.  The requirements 
that “all other options for tree preservation have been exhausted” and that the Director “shall 
require” are high standards.  They are at variance with tone of the final phrase “if possible”, and 
with the language in the following section, (2)(d), which sets retention standard as “reasonable 
and prudent”.  Also, the use of the word “unique” may interfere with the intent of this section.  Is 
the intent to preserve assets that are “significant” or “valuable” but not necessarily “unique”?   
 
The newly proposed regulations introduce several new references to wildlife corridors and 
habitat, including a requirement to determine what is “significant”.  We’d recommend two 
changes to make this workable.   
 

• First, there needs to be a policy decision from Council on what constitutes significant 
wildlife habitat within the Urban Growth Boundary.   

 
• Second, prior to development on a site-by-site basis, it would be good to have an 

ecological characterization of the development site, by a qualified expert, to establish 
those portions that do or do not qualify as significant under the above policy decision.  
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This could be set as a submittal requirement for all sites, or for those where there is a 
reasonable expectation based on an inventory, that significant habitat might exist. 
 

These two changes would provide strong policy and technical support for application of site 
design standards and regulations that result in more creative use of property, allowing 
development while preserving areas that are truly significant.   
 
Section 9.208(2)(d).  We don’t understand the logic of placing “invasive non-native species” and 
other low value vegetation into any priority category for Preservation.  Rather, it would seem 
desirable to have these plants removed. 
 
Section 9.208(3) and (4). These sections regulate tree removal where the subject property is not a 
part of a land development application or activity.   They start from the premise that tree removal 
is permitted, absent any demonstration of a need to do so.  Should the sections not start with the 
idea that tree removal without a development plan is prohibited, unless there is a demonstration of 
need, and then subject to the strict criteria presented? 
 
Section 9.208(4).  We see multiple issues with the proposal. 
 

• The original language is permissive – “The Director may….”  The subsections 
recommended for addition require certain action – “Tree replacement shall be 
required….”  The subsections read more like criteria than potential conditions. 

 
• The retention of 30% canopy cover might be more appropriately applied to sites under 

land use application review, under 9.208(2).  As currently written it appears to permit 
removal of 70% of the canopy, if criteria are met, with no development proposal.  If 
applied when there are development applications, then the canopy requirement should be 
differentiated by zoning district.  Such a standard might be relatively easy to meet in a 
low-density district and extraordinarily difficult in a more intensive land use zone.     

 
• The imposition of a fee for removal of trees that is otherwise lawful and approved under 

the City’s development regulations may lack the necessary nexus to gain support at the 
Commission and Council levels.  This seems at odds with the original purpose of the 
regulations – to balance tree preservation with the right to use property – and introduces 
the regulation as a revenue generator.   

 
Thanks for the opportunity to comment.  We look forward to discussing the ideas in more detail 
with the Commission. 
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