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PLANNING COMMISSION AGENDA 
City Hall, Tuesday, March 10th, 2026, at 7:00 p.m. 

!Φ CALL TO ORDER 
 

.Φ ROLL CALL 
(Chair Susan Deeming, Vice Chair Winkler, Commissioners: Pat Saab, Krista Bailey, Cheri Frazell, Andrew Mast 
& Forrest Boleyn) 

 

/Φ APPROVAL OF MEETING MINUTES 
The Planning Commission will consider adopting meeting minutes from January 13, 2026 (pages 1-3) 
Motion required 

 

5Φ PUBLIC FORUM  
For matters not appearing elsewhere on the agenda.  Matters requiring further investigation or detailed answers 
will be referred to City Staff for follow-up at a future meeting.  Please limit comments to less than five minutes. 
 

9Φ SIGN PERMIT 479-26 AINSWORTH #230 17400 SW UPPER BOONES FERRY RD (pages 4-7) 

Motion required 
 

CΦ TREE REMOVAL REQUEST 844-26 DWH 16502 SW DEER TERRACE (pages 8-26) 

Motion required 
 

DΦ TREE REMOVAL REQUEST 845-26 HENRY 7888 SW ELLMAN LANE (pages 27-36) 

Motion required 
 

IΦ COMMISSIONER COMMENTS / REPORTS / STAFF UPDATES 
 

LΦ NEXT REGULARLY SCHEUDLED MEETING OF THE PLANNING COMMISSION 
 Tuesday, April 14th, 2026, Regular Meeting of the Planning Commission at 7:00 p.m. (Durham City Hall) 

 

WΦ ADJOURN 
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A.  CALL TO ORDER. 

Planning Chair Susan Deeming opened the meeting at 7:01 PM at Durham City Hall. 
 
B.  ROLL CALL.  

Commissioners present: Planning Chair Susan Deeming, Commissioners Patricia Saab, Andrew Mast, 
and Cheri Frazell. 

Commissioners absent: Vice Chair Matt Winkler Commissioners Forrest Boleyn and Krista Bailey. 

Staff present: City Administrator Jordan Parente and Administrative Assistant Wyatt Bean. 

Visitors: Chris Little, Jim Shelman, Rosemary Shelman, Robert Tamura, Val Tamura, and Susan 
Moliken. 

 
C.  APPROVAL OF MEETING MINUTES. 

The Commission reviewed the prior meeting minutes. A clarification was discussed regarding language 
describing the approval of a leaning ash tree, specifically whether the minutes sufficiently reflected that 
the treeôs lean was part of the Commissionôs consideration. Staff confirmed the language could be 
amended to clarify this point. Following the motion by Commissioner Saab and second by 
Commissioner Mast, the minutes were approved unanimously (4-0). 

MO 011326-01 
  

D.  PUBLIC FORUM. 

Chair Deeming opened the public forum and invited comments on items not listed on the agenda. No 
members of the public wished to speak, and the public forum was closed. 
 

E.  TREE REMOVAL REQUEST 840-25 - 843-25 SHELMAN 7932 SW KINGFISHER WAY. 

The Commission considered four tree removal requests that came before the Planning Commission on 
December 2nd, 2025, under the wrong permit type. Staff explained that, following review, the remaining 
trees had been reclassified and are being brought before the Commission for consideration under the 
correct permit types. The new applications include an arborist report addressing the health and 
condition of the two Big-leaf Maple trees. 
 
The Commission reviewed the applicable Type B permit criteria, discussing tree condition, 
neighborhood character, and mitigation. Commissioners expressed concern regarding canopy loss but 
acknowledged that the applicant had provided the requested arborist documentation. Mitigation options 
were discussed, including the number, placement, and species of replacement trees. The applicant 
expressed willingness to plant mitigation trees that would be appropriate for the site and avoid future 
conflicts. After discussion, the Commission reached consensus that one mitigation tree would be 
required as a condition of approval. 
 
Commissioner Frazell moved to approve Tree Removal Permits 840-25, 841-25, 842-25, and 843-25 
with the condition that one mitigation tree be planted, either a Crepe Myrtle or a tree from the Cityôs 
approved mitigation list, as discussed. Commissioner Saab seconded. The motion passed unanimously 
(4-0). 

MO 011326-02 
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F.  SIGN PERMIT 478-25 GISI #130 17300 SW UPPER BOONES FERRY RD. 

The Commission reviewed a sign permit application for GISI Marketing. City Administrator Parente 
explained that the sign differed from the prior installation in size and materials, triggering Planning 
Commission review. The Commission confirmed that the prosed sign met size and lighting 
requirements under the code. 

 
Discussion focused on visual consistency within the office park, particularly the signôs background 
material and color relative to the building fa­ade and neighboring signs. Commissioners expressed a 
desire for the sign to blend with the building rather than visually stand out due to contrast. 

 
Commissioner Mast moved to approve Sign Permit 478-25 with the condition that the sign background 
be color-matched to the building fa­ade and that final materials be approved by staff. Commissioner 
Saab seconded. The motion passed unanimously (4-0)  

MO 011326-03 

G.  TREE REMOVAL REQUEST 835-25 - 837-25 TAMURA 7867 SW WHITFURROWS CT. 

The applicants presented a request to remove three Douglas fir trees located in close proximity to their 
home, citing concerns related to drainage, root intrusion, sewer line impacts, and potential structural 
damage. Residents in attendance expressed concern that losing the canopy of these trees may 
increase the wind vulnerability to trees remaining on neighboring properties. 
 
Commissioners discussed the importance of balancing tree preservation with legitimate property safety 
concerns. Several Commissioners noted that while proximity to structures and grading issues were 
raised, the record lacked an arborist report providing professional evaluation of tree health, structural 
risk, and alternative mitigation measures. The Commission agreed that expert analysis was necessary 
before approving removal and expressed a desire to holdover the requests to the next Planning 
Commission meeting. However, due to the 60-day decision timeline and the absence of an arborist 
report, City Administrator Parente advised that denial with an opportunity for resubmittal would be the 
cleanest procedural option. 
 
As such, Commissioner Frazell moved to deny Tree Removal Permits 835-25, 836-25, and 837-25. The 
motion included a request that Mr. Parente consider waiving application fees if the applicants reapply 
within 30 days with an arborist report. The motion was seconded by Commissioner Mast. The motion 
passed unanimously (4-0). 

MO 011326-04 
 

H.  COMMISSIONER COMMENTS / REPORTS / STAFF UPDATES. 

Commissioners discussed the idea of hosting a community gathering or picnic to foster neighborhood 
connections, potentially in conjunction with the Cityôs 60th anniversary. Staff said July 4th had been 
proposed for such a celebration. Staff also provided updates on the Durham Estates development, the 
municipal tree ordinance, upcoming Planning Commission training, and anticipated development code 
and sign ordinance updates. Commissioner Frazell also noted the possibility of revisiting long-term 
planning priorities, including review of the Cityôs Comprehensive Plan, as the roles and responsibilities 
of the Planning Commission continue to evolve. 
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I.  NEXT REGULARLY SCHEUDLED MEETING OF THE PLANNING COMMISSION. 

The next regular meeting of the Planning Commission is scheduled for February 10, 2026, at 7:00 p.m., 
with an Elected and Appointed Official Training before the meeting, starting at 6:00 p.m. 
 

J.  ADJOURN.  

Chair Deeming adjourned the meeting at 8:40 PM. 
 
 
 
Approved: 
 
  __________________________________________ 
  Susan Deeming, Chair 
 
Attest: 
  _______________________________________________ 
  Jordan Parente, City Administrator/Recorder 
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MEMORANDUM 
DATE:  March 3, 2026 
 

TO:  Planning Commission 
 

FROM: Jordan Parente, City Administrator 
 

RE:  Ainsworth, Sign Permit file # 480-26 

 

On February 6th, 2026, Ainsworth applied for a replacement wall sign for their business located at #230-17400 SW 
Upper Boones Ferry Road. The sign change reflects the addition of ñGDIò to the Ainsworth business logo. The 
application was assigned Sign Permit #480-26. 

The existing sign is letters attached to the building above the business entrance that read ñAinsworthò, preceded by 
their logo, approved under sign permit 467-23. The existing 2.81 square ft (8.8ò x 46ò) sign is blue lettering with 
their tri-colored log of the same blue, red, and green, made with custom painted acrylic. The proposed new sign is 
for painted aluminum letters attached to the building above the business entrance that read ñGDIò and ñAinsworthò, 
with their logo located directly between the two. The updated sign dimension are: 16ò x 120ò for a total of 13.3 
square feet. Given the substantial changes of the sign materials and size it is being processed as a Type 2 process.  

Section 6 of the Durham Development Code is titled ñSign Regulationò and includes all signs visible from the 
public right-of-way, for all zoning districts. Signage is a subordinate use of property. 

When considering a sign permit, the Planning Commission may wish to focus their decision on:  

Ä6.2 Prohibited Sign Features. In all zoning districts, no sign shall: 

Ä6.2.1 Use internal illumination, a flashing or intermittent device to display a message, or rotate, revolve or move; 
Ä6.2.2 Use of external illumination that generates glare that disrupts the vision of motorists on adjacent right of 
way or that exceeds 1 foot-candle as measured at any boundary of the property on which the sign is located; 
Ä6.2.3 Project above the highest point of any building to which the sign is attached; 

Ä6.6 Signs Requiring Permit ï Other Districts, (OP, IP and BPO Districts): 

Ä6.6.3 One wall sign for each individual person or entity or person that occupies a structure, identifying the location 
and entry door of the entity or person, not exceeding 30 square feet in area, not extending more than 15 feet 
horizontally in either direction from the centerline of the entry and with dimensions proportional to the building 
fa­ade on which the sign is placed. 

The proposed sign is stationery, does not extend above the highest point of the building, or more than 15 feet 
horizontally in either direction from the centerline of the entry. No illumination is proposed. The 16ò x 120ò 
dimensions, or 1.333ô x 10ô, equals 13.3 square feet, which is less than 30 square feet.  

The proposed sign substantially complies with Ä6.2 and Ä6.6 of the DDC. Staff recommend the Planning 
Commission approve sign permit #480-26, as proposed. 
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City of Durham      NOTICE OF LAND USE ACTIONS 
website:           durham-oregon.us                                       

17160 SW Upper Boones Ferry Road  e-mail:         cityofdurham@comcast.net 
Durham, Oregon 97224                 phone:                                  503.639.6851 
 

Jordan Parente  -  City Administrator                      Wyatt Bean  -  Administrative Assistant 
 

  

CITY OF DURHAM PUBLIC NOTICE 
 

NOTICE IS HERE GIVEN THAT an application for tree removals will be heard by the Durham 
Planning Commission at or shortly after 7:00 P.M. on March 10th, 2026, to consider the following 
request: 

 

Request: Tree removal applications #844-26 which requests the removal of one 
42ò at Diameter Breast Height (DBH) Deodar Cedar tree. 

 

Property Location: 16502 SW Deer Terrace, Durham, OR 
 

Applicable Criteria:    The review and approval criteria for the proposal are provided in the 
Durham Development Code (DDC) under Chapter 5 Tree Protection; 
DDC Chapter 9 Procedures, Section 9.6 Type 2 Process & Criteria; Tree 
Protection Ordinance 228-05 as amended by Ordinance 246-08; and the 
Durham Comprehensive Land Use Plan as revised 6.23.95. 

 

The Planning Commission meeting on this matter will be conducted pursuant to rules of procedure 
adopted by the City Council. Oral and written testimony in favor of or in opposition to the request 
will be received during the meeting.  Written testimony may also be submitted in advance of the 
meeting to the City Administrator no later than March 6, 2026, by 4:00 P.M. 

 

Failure to raise an issue in person or by letter, or failure to provide sufficient specificity to afford 
the decision-makers an opportunity to respond to the issue precludes appeal on said issue to the 
State Land Use Board of Appeals, or to seek damages in circuit court due to a condition of 
approval. 
 

The application and pertinent documents are available for inspection at no cost (copies provided 
at reasonable cost) at Durham City Hall, 17160 S.W. Upper Boones Ferry Road, Durham, OR, 
during normal business hours.  Contact Jordan Parente, City Administrator, at (503) 639-6851 
for a Zoom link or additional information.  All interested parties are invited to attend and be 
heard. 
 

The decision will be posted on the City website (www.durham-oregon.us) in the ñNotice of 
Land Use Actionsò section. 
 
 

      CITY OF DURHAM  
      By:  Jordan Parente 
              City Administrator 
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NOTICE OF LAND USE ACTION 

 

 

16502 SW DEER TERRACE 

PROPOSED TREE REMOVAL #844-26; 42ó DIAMETER AT BREAST HEIGHT DEODAR CEDAR 
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City of Durham 
website:           durham-oregon.us                                       

17160 SW Upper Boones Ferry Road  e-mail:          cityofdurham@comcast.net 
Durham, Oregon 97224                 phone:                                   503.639.6851 

 

Jordan Parente  -  City Administrator                       Wyatt Bean  -  Administrative Assistant 

STAFF REPORT: FEBRUARY 24th, 2026 

APPLICATION FILE: #844-26 
  

REQUEST: Approval to remove one Deodar Cedar 42ò diameter breast height 
(DBH) from the applicantôs lot. 

 

OWNER/APPLICANT: David Weekly Homes 
1905 NW 169th Place ï Suite 102  
Beaverton, OR 97006 

 

SITE LOCATION:    16502 SW Deer Terrace 
 

AUTHORIZATION: The review and approval criteria for the proposal are provided in 
the Durham Development Code (DDC) under Chapter 5 Tree 
Protection; Chapter 9 Procedures, Section 9.6 Type 2 Process & 
Criteria; Tree Protection Ordinance 228-05 as amended by 
Ordinance 246-08; and the Durham Comprehensive Land Use 
Plan as revised 6.23.95.  

SUMMARY OF EVENTS 
 

On February 17th, 2026, the City received an application to remove one 42ò DBH Deodar Cedar 
from 16502 SW Deer Terrace (Lot 36 of Durham Heights) from Mr. Dave Cady of David 
Weekly Homes (DWH) as a Type ñEò permit. The tree was labeled Tree 717 under the 
developmentôs Type ñGò permit 678-23 permit and was slated to be removed during 
development but was preserved. DWH intends to build a home at 16502 SW Deer Terrace. 
DWH arborist, Todd Prager, states that the tree needs to be removed because of a sewer 
easement to the north. 
The Durham Heights Development was permitted to remove 498 trees under tree removal permit 
678-23 and 170 trees were ñpreservedò. No mitigation was required under this permit. DWH 
subsequently removed an additional three mature Douglas fir trees under tree removal permits 
776-24, 777-24 and 778-24 to construct homes on Lots 9 and 10. Three mitigation trees were 
required but have not been planted, to date. 
One February 19, 2026, the City Administrator and the City Arborist visited the location. The 
City Arborist asks of the applicant if ñthere an alternative design that allows tree preservation for 
the mature Cedrus Deodar?ò 
The City Administrator believes that the application should be a Type ñGò permit. Also, the 
development should provide an updated tree removal inventory to ensure it has not exceeded the 
35% canopy removal. 
On February 24th, 2026, the City delivered public notice of land use action to properties within 
300ô and posted notice at City Hall. The tree removal application is scheduled to be heard at the 
regular meeting of the City of Durham Planning Commission on March 10th, 2026.  
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FACTS, ANALYSIS & FINDINGS 

1. DDC Chapter 5 Tree Protection, Section 5.7 

Type ñGò Permit. For Previously Undeveloped Property. 
 

FACTS AND ANALYSIS: 
 16502 SW Deer Terrace is newly created lot 36 of Durham Heights development. 
 One 42ò DBH Deodar Cedar (tree 717) was permitted to be removed under tree removal 

permit #678-23 but was preserved. 
 DWH intends to build a home at 16502 SW Deer Terrace and subsequently applied to 

remove ñtree 717ò as a Type ñEò permit, and provided a report from project arborist 
Todd Prager that the tree is in the way because of a sewer line to the north. 

 The City Administrator is processing the permit as a Type ñGò.  
 

FINDINGS: The Planning Commission finds that (these tree removal permits are/are not a Type 
G permit type). 

2. DDC Chapter 5 Tree Protection, section 5.10 

Permit types ñAò through "Dò shall be reviewed by a Type 1 process. All other permits for the 
removal of a tree or trees shall be by a Type 2 process. 
FINDINGS: The Planning Commission finds that (these permit applications should/should not be 
processed as a Type 2 process.) 

3. DDC Chapter 9 Procedures, Section 9.6 Type 2 Process & Criteria 

Type 2 is a process for review and decision by the Planning Commission with prior notice to 
affected people but without a public hearing.  
Section 9.6.1: A Type 2 process applies to non-emergency tree removal(s). 
 

FACTS AND ANALYSIS: 
 The tree removal application is on the agenda for the March 10th, 2026, meeting of the 

Planning Commission. 
 Notices were delivered to properties within 300ô of the applicant. 
 The City has published and posted Public Notices as of February 24th, 2026. 

FINDINGS 

FINDINGS: The Planning Commission finds that (this (these) permit application(s) has/has not 
been processed as a Type 2 Process). 

4. DDC Chapter 5 Tree Protection, section 5.7.1 Tree Preservation Plan 

Separate Type ñGò permit applications shall be submitted for a land division and installation of 
required infrastructure as well as for installation of utilities and structural building permits on 
each lot at the time the lot applies for a building permit. 
The applicant shall submit with the initial application a tree preservation plan prepared by a 
certified arborist with a narrative as to how the plan will affect tree preservation. 
 
FACTS AND ANALYSIS: 
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 Tree removal permit 678-23 was issued to the developer of Durham Heights, Durham Land 
Holdings. 

 Permit 678-23 had a tree preservation plan from arborist Todd Prager and Associates. 
The tree removal permit is only valid for 6 months. 

 One Deodar cedar was approved for removal under permit 678-23 but was not removed. 
 Three Douglas-fir trees, 776-24, 777-24 and 778-24, were subsequently approved for 

removal. 
 The applicants did not provide a tree preservation plan. 
STAFF COMMENT: The lot is vacant and does not have tree protection fencing. 

 
FINDINGS: The Planning Commission finds that (the applicant has/has not provided a tree 
preservation plan). 

5. DDC Chapter 9 Procedures, Section 9.6 Type 2 Process & Criteria 

5.7.2 An applicant shall attempt to preserve existing trees on a site by varying the site design, as 
provided elsewhere in this Code, and by the following means, whichever are applicable: 
5.7.2.1 Specific measures for tree preservation and protection during all phases of construction, 
including: excavation, grading and filling, repair and removal of trees, pruning and structural 
support, fertilization and aeration; 
5.7.2.2 Use of tree protection zone or construction zone tape with tree fencing; 
5.7.2.3 All tree related decisions and activity to be approved by the Cityôs arborist; 
5.7.2.4 All preserved tree health determinations, other than construction damage, to require core 
samples or other non-harmful procedures; 
5.7.2.5 Authorize the City to stop work for any violation of the approved plan; 
5.7.2.6 Require the contractor to acknowledge the approved tree protection plan in writing prior 
to any on-site tree removal, with a copy of the same provided to the City; 
5.7.2.8 Repair any damage to a preserved tree in a timely manner; 
5.7.2.9 Coordinate the project grading with the Cityôs Arborist to identify possible preservation of 
additional trees not shown on the application; 
 

FACTS AND ANALYSIS: 
 Project arborist Todd Prager recommends the removal of the one Deodar cedar because 

their root zone will be impacted by the construction of the home located at 16502 SW Deer 
Terrace. 

 The lot is 11,340 square feet and the tree encroaches the building envelope, as designed. 
STAFF COMMENT: The Planning Commission may decide if the applicant requires a tree 
preservation plan to continue development of this lot.  
 
FINDINGS: The Planning Commission finds that (the applicant has/has not addressed the 
requirements for preserving existing trees). 

6. DDC Chapter 9 Procedures, Section 9.6 Type 2 Process & Criteria 

Removed trees shall be replaced with mitigation trees to the extent that at maturity they equal the 
canopy being removed or mature canopy coverage equivalent to 35% of the square footage of the 
lot, whichever is less. Mature canopy coverage shall be set forth on the Cityôs tree list based on 
the tree species, or as otherwise determined by the City Administrator. 
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Preservation of existing trees in good condition, suitable for preservation and of appropriate 
species, shall receive a 200% credit based on their existing canopy area. Planting of native species 
shall receive a credit of 125% of mature canopy. 
(Example: A 10,000 s.f. lot would require 3,500 s.f. of canopy. An existing Black Hawthorne has 
314 s.f. of existing canopy. This property would receive a credit of 628 s.f. leaving 2,872 s.f. that 
will need to be mitigated for with new plantings.) 
 

FACTS AND ANALYSIS: 
 498 trees were permitted for removal under permit 678-23, including these three trees and 

170 were ñpreservedò; the City did not require mitigation. 
 Three additional Douglas fir trees were removed under tree removal permits 776-24, 777-

24 and 778-24 to construct homes on lots 9 and 10. 
 Preserved trees in good condition have been granted 200% canopy credit. 
 The applicant did not provide an updated canopy calculation and may have removed more 

than the allotted 35% canopy. 
 As Type ñGò tree removal applications, these trees require mitigation. 
 The applicant would like to mitigate this tree with a Scotch Pine, which is not sufficient 

according to the City Arborist. 
 

FINDINGS: The Planning Commission finds that (mitigation should/should not be required). 

7. Tree Protection Ordinance 228-05, Section 4 Criteria for Issuance of Tree Cutting Permits 

The burden is on the applicant to show that granting a permit will be consistent with the stated 
purpose of this ordinance. The ordinance provides seven criteria for consideration. 
 

a) The condition of the trees with respect to danger of falling, proximity to existing or 
proposed structures, interference with utility services or traffic safety, and hazards to life 
or property. 

b) The necessity to remove trees to construct proposed improvements or to otherwise utilize 
the applicantôs property in an economically beneficial manner. 

c) The topography of the land and the effect of tree removal on erosion, soil retention, 
stability of earth, flow of surface water, protection of nearby trees, windbreaks and a 
desirable balance between shade and open space. 

d) The number of trees existing in the neighborhood, the character and property uses in the 
neighborhood, and the effect of tree removal on neighborhood characteristics, beauty 
and property values. 

e) The adequacy of the applicantôs proposals to plant new trees as a substitute for the trees 
to be Cut in accord with Section 7 and Section 8 of this ordinance. 

f) The tree is diseased. 
g) The tree is dead. 

FACTS AND ANALYSIS 

Criteria A: Not applicable 
  

Criteria B: The applicant states that DWH has designed a house for Lot 36. Based on the 
location of the sewer easement and the side yard setbacks, there is no alternative location to shift 
the house where tree 717 is not within the footprint.  
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STAFF COMMENT: The City Arborist asks if  ñthere an alternative design that can 
preserve the large root from the Fir tree or can one be explored?ò Potentially the foundation 
can be bridge and/or the home can be oriented closer to the east property line. 

 

Criteria C: This criterion is met, however, the City Arborist does not find that a Scotch Pine 
would be a sufficient mitigation tree for a mature Deodar cedar. 

 

Criteria D: The applicant states that at ñ42-inches DSH, Tree 717 is not considered an above 
average size for a mature deodar cedar. The species is commonly planted in urban 
environments and is not native to the region. The tree was previously approved for removal with 
the original approved tree removal permit for the subdivisioné however, it was left to remain 
during site development work. While it is the only tree remaining on lot 36, over 170 trees on 
and directly adjacent to the Durham Heights subdivision have been retaining. Therefore, the 
criterion is met.ò 
 
The applicant further states that the tree would not change the view of the skyline and does not 
serve as a screen.  
 
STAFF COMMENT: Staff find this mature 42ò DBH Deodar cedar to have distinctive 
character. More than 500 trees have been removed for the development of Durham Heights.  

 

Criteria E: The applicants have expressed willingness to mitigate for the removed tree with a 
Scotch Pine. 
 
STAFF COMMENT: The City Arborist does not find a Scotch Pine as a suitable mitigation 
tree. 
 
Criteria F: The tree is not diseased. 
 

Criteria G: The tree is not dead. 

FINDINGS 

Based upon the category of a Type ñGò removal permit the City finds that the following criteria are 
applicable: ________________________________. 
 

The Planning Commission finds that the following applicable criteria have been met: 
_______________________________________________. 

POTENTIAL MOTIONS 
 

1) I move that tree removals 844-26 be denied. 
OR 

2) I move that tree removals 844-26  be approved with the condition(s) that: ______ (please add 
the following conditions if you vote to approve and require mitigation): 

 

A. _____ tree(s) will be planted as mitigation.  This (these) tree(s) will be _______, (or from the list of 
approved mitigation trees) and be of a size that complies with the requirements set forth in Chapter 5, 
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Section 5.5.1, i.e. 2ò in diameter when measured from the top of the root ball for deciduous trees or 6ô 
tall when measured from the top of the root ball, excluding the leader, for evergreens. 
 

B.  Mitigation tree(s) must be planted within six months of the permit approval. An additional 60-day 
extension may be requested.  Property owner(s) must inform City Hall when the tree(s) is (are) planted. 
 

C.  Any mitigation planting(s) that fail within two years of the date of planting(s) requires that property 
owner(s) notify City Hall and that the failing tree(s) be replaced. 
 

D.  Within 60 days of the second anniversary of planting property owner(s) must request a final 
inspection of the mitigation planting(s). The permit will not be finalized until all the conditions are 
complied with and the final inspection requested. 
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PACIFIC 
CONSULTING 
ARBORISTS 

MEMORANDUM 

To: Clint Welsh — Principal, Spartan Redevelopment 

From: KyLe Offerdahl— Principal, Pacific Consulting Arborists 

Date: February 2, 2026 

Re: Tree 22 Removal Recommendation 

Summary: 

Pacific Consulting Arborists LLC coordinated on-site monitoring for excavations at Parcel 

on February 13, 2026. The primary objective was to oversee excavations within the Critical 

Root Zones (CRZ) of protected specimens and manage root conflicts. During oversight of 

the foundation and footer excavations near tree 22, a significant structural root conflict 

was identified regarding Tree 22(50-inch DBH Douglas-fir). 

Observations of Foundation Excavation: 

During excavation south and west of Tree 22, significant structural roots were uncovered at 

a depth of 30 inches. While several roots ranging from 4 to 11 inches were initially identified 

for retention to maintain stability, a critical conflict has arisen. Excavation revealed a major 

9-inch diameter root that is responsible for most of the tree's anchorage in direct conflict 

with the proposed foundation. 

Infrastructure Conflict: 

According to the project architect and engineer, it is not feasible to make design changes to 

accommodate this root without risking future infrastructure damage. 

Risk Assessment: 

Likelihood of Failure: The removal of the 9-inch structural root within a 16-foot radius of 

the trunk would increase the likelihood of failure for Tree 22 to probable. 

Impact of Failure: Given the tree's size and location, a "ball-and-socket" failure or 

windthrow event would likely result in the tree falling onto or through the neighboring 

property home with a severe consequence of failure. 

Pacific ConsultingArborists P a g e i 1 
P:503.506.8263. 
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Clint Welsh SW Ellman Lot 2, Tree Removal Memo 
Spartan Redevelopment 2/19/2026 

Recommendation: 

Because the design cannot be adjusted and the tree's anchoring capacity would be 

critically compromised by the necessary root pruning, I recommend Tree 22 for removal. 

Retaining this tree after severing its primary anchorage root would constitute an 

unacceptable risk of windthrow, especially during high-wind or saturated-soil events. 

Conclusion 

The monitoring conducted on February 13, 2026, has confirmed that the structural integrity 

of Tree 22 cannot be maintained alongside the current development plan. The structural 

requirements of tree 22 cannot be met if its primary support system is removed. 

Kyle Offerdahl, Owner / Principal Consultant
 - nc1BoalSTS

✓ ASCA Registered Consulting Arborist - RCA 714 
✓ ASCA Tree and Plant Appraisal Qualified - TPAQ 
✓ ISA Board Certified Master Arborist— MA-5185B 
✓ ISA Urban Forest Professional — MA-5185M 
✓ ISA Tree Risk Assessment Qualified - TRAQ 

Appendix Photos: 

16 feet 

7870 SW Ellman Ln, Portland, OR 97224, USA 
. cy I' 1b.S 1_2'b19'}b x411 ♦ 4 'T

9-inch root 
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9-inch root 

Pacific Consulting Arborists 
P:503.506.8263. 
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City of Durham      NOTICE OF LAND USE ACTIONS 
website:           durham-oregon.us                                       

17160 SW Upper Boones Ferry Road  e-mail:         cityofdurham@comcast.net 
Durham, Oregon 97224                 phone:                                  503.639.6851 
 

Jordan Parente  -  City Administrator                      Wyatt Bean  -  Administrative Assistant 
 

  

CITY OF DURHAM PUBLIC NOTICE 
 

NOTICE IS HERE GIVEN THAT an application for tree removals will be heard by the Durham 
Planning Commission at or shortly after 7:00 P.M. on March 10th, 2026, to consider the following 
request: 

 

Request: Tree removal applications #845-26 which requests the removal of one 
50ò at Diameter Breast Height (DBH) Douglas fir tree. 

 

Property Location: 7888 SW Ellman Lane, Durham, OR 
 

Applicable Criteria:    The review and approval criteria for the proposal are provided in the 
Durham Development Code (DDC) under Chapter 5 Tree Protection; 
DDC Chapter 9 Procedures, Section 9.6 Type 2 Process & Criteria; Tree 
Protection Ordinance 228-05 as amended by Ordinance 246-08; and the 
Durham Comprehensive Land Use Plan as revised 6.23.95. 

 

The Planning Commission meeting on this matter will be conducted pursuant to rules of procedure 
adopted by the City Council. Oral and written testimony in favor of or in opposition to the request 
will be received during the meeting.  Written testimony may also be submitted in advance of the 
meeting to the City Administrator no later than March 6, 2026, by 4:00 P.M. 

 

Failure to raise an issue in person or by letter, or failure to provide sufficient specificity to afford 
the decision-makers an opportunity to respond to the issue precludes appeal on said issue to the 
State Land Use Board of Appeals, or to seek damages in circuit court due to a condition of 
approval. 
 

The application and pertinent documents are available for inspection at no cost (copies provided 
at reasonable cost) at Durham City Hall, 17160 S.W. Upper Boones Ferry Road, Durham, OR, 
during normal business hours.  Contact Jordan Parente, City Administrator, at (503) 639-6851 
for a Zoom link or additional information.  All interested parties are invited to attend and be 
heard. 
 

The decision will be posted on the City website (www.durham-oregon.us) in the ñNotice of 
Land Use Actionsò section. 
 
 

      CITY OF DURHAM  
      By:  Jordan Parente 
              City Administrator 
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TREE 22  
50ò DBH 
Douglas Fir 
Proposed to be 
Removed 

31



City of Durham 
website:           durham-oregon.us                                       

17160 SW Upper Boones Ferry Road  e-mail:          cityofdurham@comcast.net 
Durham, Oregon 97224                 phone:                                   503.639.6851 

 

Jordan Parente  -  City Administrator  Wyatt Bean  -  Administrative Assistant 

STAFF REPORT: MARCH 3, 2026 

APPLICATION FILE #: 845-26 
 

REQUEST: To obtain approval to remove one (1) Douglas fir, Pseudotsuga 
menziesii, trees, 50ò Diameter Breast Height (DBH) or greater, to 
construct new single-family dwelling on newly created Parcel 2 of 
7870 SW Ellman Lane. 

 
OWNERS/APPLICANTS: Brad and Brenda Henry 

7888 SW Ellman Lane 
Durham, OR 97224 

 
SITE LOCATION:    7888 SW Ellman Lane 
 
AUTHORIZATION: The review and approval criteria for the proposal are provided in 

the Durham Development Code (DDC) under Chapter 5 Tree 
Protection; Chapter 9 Procedures, Section 9.6 Type 2 Process & 
Criteria; Tree Protection Ordinance 228-05 as amended by 
Ordinance 246-08; and the Durham Comprehensive Land Use 
Plan as revised 6.23.95.  

 
SUMMARY OF EVENTS 

The applicant is proposing to remove one (1) Douglas fir, Pseudotsuga menziesii, trees to 
construct a new single-family dwelling on 7888 SW Ellman Lane. This 13,961 square foot lot is 
parcel two of the minor partition of 7870 SW Ellman Lane. The project arborist uncovered a 
significant structural root anchoring Tree 22 from the south, a 50ò DBH Douglas fir tree. This 
application proposes to remove 1,963 square feet of real tree canopy, leaving 1,963 square feet of 
actual tree canopy on this lot (Tree 21). Under Durham tree code, the applicant must leave 35% 
canopy but receives 200% credit for preserved trees. This means the applicant receives credit of 
3,926 square feet of canopy on this lot. For the total project, the original canopy calculation is 
58,828 and 40,823 square feet of canopy was removed, which equals 38,010 square feet of total 
remaining canopy with the 200% credit. The City arborist asks if is ñthere an alternative design 
that can preserve the large root from the Fir tree or can one be explored?ò No trees are proposed 
to be planted as mitigation, according to the arborist report. 
 
FACTS, ANALYSIS & FINDINGS 

 
1. DDC Chapter 5 Tree Protection, Section 5.7 

Type ñGò Permit is for previously undeveloped property. 
 
FACTS AND ANALYSIS 
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 This parcel was created as part of a three-lot partition. The proposed tree removal is 
associated with the construction of one new single-family home. 

 
FINDINGS: The Planning Commission finds that (this tree removal permit is/is not a Type G 
permit). 
 

2. DDC Chapter 5 Tree Protection, Section 5.10 
Permit types ñAò through ñDò shall be reviewed by a Type 1 process. All other permits for the 
removal of a tree or trees shall be by a Type 2 process. 
 
FINDINGS: The Planning Commission finds that (this tree removal permit application 
should/should not be by a Type 2 process). 
 

3. DDC Chapter 9 Procedures, Section 9.6 Type 2 Process 
Type 2 is a process for review and decision by the Planning Commission with prior notice to 
affected persons but without a public hearing.  
Section 9.6.1: A Type 2 process applies to a non-emergency tree removal. 

FACTS AND ANALYSIS:  
 The tree removal application is on the agenda for the March 10th, 2026, meeting of the 

Planning Commission. 
 The city has published and delivered Public Notice to affected persons as of February 24, 

2026. 
 
FINDINGS: The Planning Commission finds that (this permit application has/has not been 
processed as a Type 2 Process. 

4. DDC Chapter 5 Tree Protection, section 5.7.1 Tree Preservation Plan  
Separate Type ñGò permit applications shall be submitted for a land division and installation of 
required infrastructure as well as for installation of utilities and structural building permits on 
each lot at the time the lot applies for a building permit.  
The applicant shall submit with the initial application a tree preservation plan prepared by a 
certified arborist with a narrative as to how the plan will affect tree preservation. 

FACTS AND ANALYSIS:  
 The tree preservation plan was submitted under Tree Removal Permit 756-24 and tree 

protection is in place. 
 

FINDINGS:  The Planning Commission finds that (the applicant has/has not provided a tree 
preservation plan.

5. DDC Chapter 5 Tree Protection, section 5.7.2  
An applicant shall attempt to preserve existing trees on a site by varying the site design, as 
provided for elsewhere in this Code, and by the following means, whichever are applicable:  
5.7.2.1 Specific measures for tree preservation and protection during all phases of construction, 
including excavation, grading and filling, repair and removal of trees, pruning and structural 
support, fertilization and aeration;  
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5.7.2.2 Use of tree protection zone or construction zone tape with tree fencing; 
5.7.2.3 All tree related decisions and activity to be approved by the Cityôs arborist; 
5.7.2.4 All preserved tree health determinations, other than construction damage, to require core 
samples or other non-harmful procedures;  
5.7.2.5 Authorize the City to stop work for any violation of the approved plan; 
5.7.2.6 Require the contractor to acknowledge the approved tree protection plan in writing prior 
to any on-site tree removal, with a copy of same provided to the City.  
5.7.2.7 Repair any damage to a preserved tree in a timely manner. 
5.7.2.8 Employ an Arborist to prevent harm from construction activity to a tree to be preserved 
on the site;  
5.7.2.9 Coordinate the project grading with the Cityôs Arborist to identify possible preservation 
of additional trees not shown on the application; 

FACTS AND ANALYSIS:  
 The project arborist states tree number 22 needs to be removed to accommodate the 

construction of a new home as a 9ò diameter root was discovered during excavation. 
 This root is the treeôs main support from the south.  
 The tree was originally preserved under development of the lot and now removal is 

sought. 
 The City of Durham highly values tree canopy and tree preservation. 

STAFF COMMENT: Tree #22 is proposed to be outside of the building footprint. No 
alternative design was provided. 

FINDINGS:  The Planning Commission finds that (the applicant has/has not addressed the 
requirements for preserving existing trees).
 

6. DDC Chapter 5 Tree Protection, section 5.8 Mitigation Required 
Removed trees shall be replaced with mitigation trees to the extent that at maturity they equal the 
canopy being removed or mature canopy coverage equivalent to 35% of the square footage of 
the lot, whichever is less. Mature canopy coverage shall be as set forth on the Cityôs tree list 
based on the tree species, or as otherwise determined by the City Administrator. 
 
Preservation of existing trees in good condition, suitable for preservation and of appropriate 
species, shall receive a 200% credit based on their existing canopy area. Planting of native 
species shall receive a credit of 125% of mature canopy. 
(Example:  A 10,000 s.f. lot would require 3,500 s.f. of canopy. An existing Black 
Hawthorne has 314 s.f. of existing canopy. This property would receive a credit of 628 s.f., 
leaving 2,872 s.f. that will need to be mitigated for with new plantings.) 
 
FACTS AND ANALYSIS:  
 The lot is 13,961 square feet. Thirty-five percent canopy coverage is 4,886 square feet, 

however, 1,963 of real canopy remains on this lot, which equals 3,926 with 200% 
consideration of retained canopy. 

 This parent parcel is 45,560 square feet with 19,005 square feet of real canopy remaining.  
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 Under Durham tree code, the applicant must leave 35% canopy (15,946 square feet) and 
receives 200% credit for preserving trees. This equals 38,010 square feet of tree canopy 
for the 3-lot minor partition with 200% consideration of the retained canopy. 

 No trees are proposed to be planted as mitigation per the arborist report. 
 
STAFF COMMENT: City tree code allows the decision maker to determine mitigation. 
 
FINDINGS:  The Planning Commission finds that (mitigation/no mitigation should be required).
 

7. Tree Protection Ordinance 228-05, Section 4 Criteria for Issuance of Tree Cutting 
Permits 

The burden is on the applicant to show that granting a permit will be consistent with the stated 
purpose of this ordinance.  The ordinance provides seven criteria for consideration. 

a. The condition of the trees with respect to danger of falling, proximity to existing or proposed 
structures, interference with utility services or traffic safety, and hazards to life or property. 

 
b. The necessity to remove trees to construct proposed improvements or to otherwise utilize the 

applicantôs property in an economically beneficial manner. 
 

c. The topography of the land and the effect of tree removal on erosion, soil retention, stability of 
earth, flow of surface water, protection of nearby trees, windbreaks and a desirable balance 
between shade and open space. 

 
d. The number of trees existing in the neighborhood, the character and property uses in the 

neighborhood, and the effect of tree removal on neighborhood characteristics, beauty and 
property values. 

 
e. The adequacy of the applicantôs proposals to plant new trees as a substitute for the trees to be 

Cut in accord with Section 7 and Section 8 of this ordinance. 
 

f. The tree is diseased. 
 

g. The tree is dead. 
 
FACTS AND ANALYSIS: 
Criteria A: The tree is in good condition. 
 
Criteria B: Tree 22 is not within the proposed footprint of the new home; however, the applicant is 
requesting its removal to facilitate construction. 
STAFF COMMENT: The City Arborist asks if  ñthere an alternative design that can preserve the 
large root from the Fir tree or can one be explored?ò 
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Criteria C: The application does not speak to the topography of the property, nor, adverse effects of soil 
retention, stability of earth, flow of surface water, protection of nearby trees, windbreak and a desirable 
balance between shade and open space. 
STAFF COMMENT: The topography of the lot is flat and soil retention and earth stability is unlikely 
to be affected. However, the removal of these trees will increase surface water and light. 
 
Criteria D: The applicant does not reference the neighborhood trees, nor the effect of tree removal on 
neighborhood characteristics, beauty or property values. 
 
Criteria E: The applicant does not propose any mitigation.  
 
Criteria F: N/A 
 
Criteria G: N/A 
 
FINDINGS:  Based upon the category of a Type G removal permit the City finds that the 
following criteria are applicable: 
 
The Planning Commission finds that the following applicable criteria have been met:  
_______________________________________________ 
_______________________________________________ 
_______________________________________________ 
_______________________________________________ 
_______________________________________________ 

POTENTIAL MOTION:
I move that tree removal permit #845-26 (be approved/not approved) with the condition(s) 
that________________ (suggestion would be to include the City Arborist recommendation in 
Criteria 
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