
           

TIGARD CITY COUNCIL

MEETING DATE AND TIME: January 22, 2013 - 6:30 p.m. Study Session; 7:30 p.m. Business Meeting

MEETING LOCATION: City of Tigard - Town Hall - 13125 SW Hall Blvd., Tigard, OR 97223

PUBLIC NOTICE:

Anyone wishing to speak on an agenda item should sign on the appropriate sign-up sheet(s). If no sheet is available, ask

to be recognized by the Mayor at the beginning of that agenda item. Citizen Communication items are asked to be two

minutes or less. Longer matters can be set for a future Agenda by contacting either the Mayor or the City Manager.

Times noted are estimated; it is recommended that persons interested in testifying be present by 7:15 p.m. to sign in on the

testimony sign-in sheet. Business agenda items can be heard in any order after 7:30 p.m.

Assistive Listening Devices are available for persons with impaired hearing and should be scheduled for Council

meetings by noon on the Monday prior to the Council meeting. Please call 503-639-4171, ext. 2410 (voice) or

503-684-2772 (TDD - Telecommunications Devices for the Deaf).

Upon request, the City will also endeavor to arrange for the following services:

•        Qualified sign language interpreters for persons with speech or hearing impairments; and

•        Qualified bilingual interpreters.

Since these services must be scheduled with outside service providers, it is important to allow as much lead time as

possible. Please notify the City of your need by 5:00 p.m. on the Thursday preceding the meeting by calling:

503-639-4171, ext. 2410 (voice) or 503-684-2772 (TDD - Telecommunications Devices for the Deaf).

 

SEE ATTACHED AGENDA

 

VIEW LIVE VIDEO STREAMING ONLINE:  

http://www.tvctv.org/index.php/tigard

  

CABLE VIEWERS: The regular City Council meeting is shown live on Channel 28 at 7:30 p.m. The meeting will be

rebroadcast at the following times on Channel 28:

 Thursday       6:00 p.m.

 Friday          10:00 p.m.

            Sunday       11:00 a.m.

            Monday       6:00 a.m.



TIGARD CITY COUNCIL

MEETING DATE AND TIME: January 22, 2013 - 6:30 p.m. Study Session; 7:30 p.m. Business Meeting

MEETING LOCATION: City of Tigard - Town Hall - 13125 SW Hall Blvd., Tigard, OR 97223

             

6:30  PM

 
 

EXECUTIVE SESSION: The Tigard City Council will go into Executive Session to discuss labor negotiations

and real property transaction negotiatons under ORS 192.660(2)(d) and (e). All discussions are confidential and

those present may disclose nothing from the Session. Representatives of the news media are allowed to attend

Executive Sessions, as provided by ORS 192.660(4), but must not disclose any information discussed. No

Executive Session may be held for the purpose of taking any final action or making any final decision. Executive

Sessions are closed to the public.
 

STUDY SESSION
 

7:30 PM
 

1. BUSINESS MEETING
 

A. Call to Order
 

B. Roll Call
 

C. Pledge of Allegiance
 

D. Council Communications & Liaison Reports
 

E. Call to Council and Staff for Non-Agenda Items

 
 

2. CITIZEN COMMUNICATION
 

A. Follow-up to Previous Citizen Communication
 

B. Tigard High School Student Envoy
 

C. Tigard Area Chamber of Commerce
 

D. Citizen Communication – Sign Up Sheet
 



             

3. CONSENT AGENDA:  These items are considered routine and may be enacted in one motion without

separate discussion. Anyone may request that an item be removed by motion for discussion and separate

action. Motion to:
 

A.   Approve City Council Meeting Minutes for:

1.  October 23, 2012

2.  December 11, 2012
 

B.   Approve Ten-Year Extension of the Broadband Users Group Intergovernmental Agreement
 

Consent Agenda - Items Removed for Separate Discussion:  Items requested to be removed from the Consent Agenda for separate

discussion will be considered immediately after the Council has voted on those items that do not need discussion.
 

4.   APPROVE PURCHASE OF THE BAGAN PROPERTY AND AUTHORIZE THE CITY

MANAGER TO COMPLETE THE PROPERTY PURCHASE - RESOLUTION
 

5.   QUASI-JUDICIAL PUBLIC HEARING - ANNEXATION OF RIVER TERRACE PHASE II

(URBAN GROWN BOUNDARY AREA 63 AND ROY ROGERS WEST)

APPLICANT:  Multiple applicants 

PROPOSAL: A request to annex to the City of Tigard approximately 268 acres of property (Metro

Urban Growth Boundary expansion areas 63 and Roy Rogers West (including adjacent rights-of-way). 

LOCATION: Multiple parcels generally located east of SW Roy Rogers Road, west of SW 150th

Avenue and north of SW Beef Bend Road and portions of SW Roy Rogers and SW 150th Avenue

rights-of-way. Washington County Tax Assessors Map (WCTM) 2S10700, Tax Lots 1200 and 1400.

WCTM 2S10800, Tax Lots 1400, 1401, 1402, 1403, 1404, 1405, 1406, 1500, 1501, 1503, 1504, 1505,

1506, 1507, 2900, 2901, 3000, 3100, and 3200. WCTM 2S108CA, Tax Lots 100, 200, 300, and 400.

WCTM 2S108CD, Tax Lots 100, 200, 300, and 400.

COUNTY ZONE: FD20 Future Development, 20-acre minimum lot size. The FD20 District applies

to the unincorporated urban lands added to the urban growth boundary by Metro through a Major or

Legislative Amendment process after 1998. The FD20 District recognizes the desirability of encouraging

and retaining limited interim uses until the urban comprehensive planning for future urban development

of these areas is complete. The provisions of this district are also intended to implement the requirements

of Metro’s Urban Growth Management Functional Plan.

EFU Exclusive Farm Use. The intent of the Exclusive Farm Use District is to preserve and maintain

commercial agricultural land within the County. The purpose of the Exclusive Farm Use District is to

preserve and maintain agricultural lands for farm use consistent with existing and future needs for

agricultural products, forests and open spaces; to conserve and protect scenic resources; to maintain and

improve the quality of the air, water and land resources of the County and to establish criteria and

standards for farm use and related supportive uses which are deemed appropriate. This EFU District is

provided to meet the Oregon statutory and administrative rule requirements.

EQUIVALENT CITY ZONE: Annexation areas will retain current Washington County zoning until

Tigard zoning is applied with the future adoption of a community plan for the area. 

APPLICABLE REVIEW CRITERIA: The approval standards for annexations are described in

Community Development Code Chapters 18.320 and 18.390, Comprehensive Plan Goal 1, Goal 11,

Goal 12, and Goal 14; ORS Chapter 222; Metro Code Chapter 3.09.
 



6.   INFORMATIONAL PUBLIC HEARING - SUPPLEMENTAL BUDGET AMENDMENT TO FY

2013 ADOPTED BUDGET - RESOLUTION
 

7.   INFORMATIONAL PUBLIC HEARING ON THE URBAN FORESTRY CODE REVISIONS

ADMINISTRATIVE RULE PROCESS

The administrative rulemaking procedure is described in Tigard Municipal Code Section 2.04.070, and

includes notice to both council and the public. Staff formally notified council of the proposed

administrative rules on December 13, 2012. Councilors Woodard and Henderson both notified City

Manager Marty Wine by the deadline that they desire to put the administrative rules for discussion as

part of the next available council agenda. 

Public notice of the administrative rules discussion was sent on January 7, 2013. 

Council is scheduled to discuss the administrative rules on January 22, 2013 and February 5, 2013.
 

8. COUNCIL LIAISON REPORTS
 

9. NON AGENDA ITEMS
 

10. EXECUTIVE SESSION:  The Tigard City Council may go into Executive Session. If an Executive

Session is called to order, the appropriate ORS citation will be announced identifying the applicable

statute. All discussions are confidential and those present may disclose nothing from the Session.

Representatives of the news media are allowed to attend Executive Sessions, as provided by ORS

192.660(4), but must not disclose any information discussed. No Executive Session may be held for the

purpose of taking any final action or making any final decision. Executive Sessions are closed to the

public.
 

11. ADJOURNMENT
 



AIS-1155       3. A.             

Business Meeting

Meeting Date: 01/22/2013

Length (in minutes): Consent Item  

Agenda Title: Approve City Council Meeting Minutes

Submitted By: Cathy Wheatley, Administrative Services

Item Type: Motion Requested Meeting Type: Consent Agenda

Public Hearing: Publication Date: 

Information

ISSUE 

Approve City Council meeting minutes. 

STAFF RECOMMENDATION / ACTION REQUEST

Approve minutes as submitted.

KEY FACTS AND INFORMATION SUMMARY

Minutes for the October 23 and December 11, 2012, City Council Meetings are attached.

OTHER ALTERNATIVES

N/A

COUNCIL GOALS, POLICIES, APPROVED MASTER PLANS

N/A

DATES OF PREVIOUS COUNCIL CONSIDERATION

N/A

Attachments

October 23, 2012 Council Meeting Minutes

December 11, 2012 Council Meeting Minutes
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City of Tigard  

Tigard City Council Meeting Minutes 
October 23, 2012 

      

  Mayor Dirksen called the meeting to order at 6:30 p.m. 
 
Attendance: 

   Name    Present   Absent 
  Mayor Dirksen  
   Council President Buehner  
  Councilor Henderson  
  Councilor Wilson  
  Councilor Woodard  

    
 
Staff Present:  City Manager Wine, Assistant City Manager Newton, Assistant Public Works 
Director Rager, Engineering Manager McMillan, Human Resources Director Zodrow, City 
Engineer Stone, Parks Facilities Manager Martin, Confidential Executive Assistant Gaston, 
Redevelopment Project Manager Farrelly, City Attorney Hall, City Recorder Wheatley 
 
 STUDY SESSION 

A.     City Manager Evaluation: Setting Criteria & Process  
 
Human Resources Director Zodrow presented the staff report.  
 
The purpose of the agenda item is for the City Council to decide on the criteria and 
process to conduct the annual performance review for the city manager.  At an 
upcoming City Council meeting, the public will have an opportunity to give input to 
the criteria and process selected by council.  In late November, the City Council will 
conduct the review. 
 
Discussion followed: 
 

 Human Resources Director Zodrow referred to the past forms used by the council 
and staff for the city manager evaluation. 

 Consensus of the City Council was to use the same process as used in the past and 
as presented with the Agenda Item Summary for this matter. 

Agenda Item No. _____________ 

Meeting of __________________ 
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 City Manager Wine proposed a 360 degree evaluation to receive input/feedback 
from selected community members, staff and colleagues/partners from other 
agencies as well as the City Council.    Mayor Dirksen said he would be fine with 
feedback as proposed within the City Council’s evaluation process.  Councilor 
Wilson said a great deal of what is covered in the format used by the City Council 
might not be applicable for others to use to evaluate.  City Manager Wine said she 
was thinking the additional evaluators would consist of about six people who 
would be asked to weigh-in on a couple of the dimensions in the performance 
appraisal relating to community and regional aspects of her role.  Consensus of the 
City Council was to add this element of the review as proposed by City Manager 
Wine.  Councilor Woodard said his experience has been that a 360 degree review 
helps one to hone in on some skill sets that might not come to mind otherwise and 
helps with development in leadership. 

 
B.      Administrative Items 
 

The City Council calendar was reviewed: 
 
November  6 - Election Day - CCDA Meeting Canceled (Tuesday) 
November 12 - Veteran's Day Observed - City Hall Offices Closed (Monday) 
November 13 - Council Business Meeting - 6:30 p.m., Red Rock Creek Conference 
Room/Town Hall (Tuesday) 
November 20 - Council Workshop Meeting - 6:30 p.m., Town Hall (Tuesday) 
November 22 - Thanksgiving Holiday - City Hall Offices Closed (Thursday) 
November 27 - Council Business Meeting - 6:30 p.m., Red Rock Creek Conference 
Room/Town Hall (Tuesday) 
 
Mayor Dirksen said January 8 is the first meeting of the Tigard City Council, which is 
primarily a ceremonial meeting.  The new mayor will be inaugurated as well as two City 
Council members, Marland Henderson and Jason Snider.  Mayor Dirksen said he plans 
to attend in the audience.  The mayor said January 7 is the Metro Council inauguration 
and he invited council and staff members to attend the reception and inauguration at 
the Portland Center for Performing Arts (4 p.m. reception; 6 p.m. swearing in 
ceremony). 
 
As the council prepared to go into the Executive Session, City Manager Wine referred 
to a request from Councilor-elect Snider to attend Executive Sessions.  After brief 
discussion, it was the council members’ consensus to agree to allow the Councilor-
elect to attend.  
 

Mayor Dirksen read the citation for the City Council to go into Executive Session. 
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 EXECUTIVE SESSION: The Tigard City Council went into Executive Session at 6:45 p.m. 
to discuss real property transaction negotiations under ORS 192.660(2) (e).   

 
Executive Session concluded at 7:28 p.m. 
  
 
1.      BUSINESS MEETING - October 23, 2012  

A.      Mayor Dirksen called the business meeting to order at 7:33 p.m.  
 
B.      City Recorder Wheatley called the roll:  

 
   Name    Present   Absent 
  Mayor Dirksen  
   Council President Buehner  
  Councilor Henderson  
  Councilor Wilson  
  Councilor Woodard  

 
C.      Pledge of Allegiance  
 

D.      Council Communications & Liaison Reports   Council President Buehner advised she 
will give two reports later in the meeting (see Agenda Item No. 6). 

 

E.      Call to Council and Staff for Non-Agenda Items   None  
   
2.      CITIZEN COMMUNICATION 
 

A.      Follow-up to Previous Citizen Communication - None 
 
B.      Citizen Communication – Sign Up Sheet -  
 

  Cleon Cox, 13580 SW Ash Avenue, Tigard OR 97223 signed up to address the 
council on “additional facts regarding light rail.”  His comments included: 

 

 He asked if the council knew John Charles or Steve Buckstein, who are Tigard 
residents and work for Cascade Policy Institute, which is a non-partisan think tank 
focusing on money issues/taxes.  Mr. Cox said many places do not utilize the 
Institute’s services and he does not understand why. 

 Mr. Cox referred to future light rail coming down Barbur Boulevard to Sherwood.  
He said some people “here are apparently in favor of or want and they don’t want the 
citizens to be able to speak up to say whether or not they want it.”  
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 Mr. Cox said he does not understand why “you” don’t seek outside advice in addition 
to “your” own administrative advice.  He said it bothers him that the council will not 
go to a forum such as the Cascade Policy Institute, which has empirical data showing 
the light rail is a waste of money. 

  He asked the council to look out for the taxpayers.  He said he was disappointed 
with a “few of you” who seem to want to side up with and hang out with the cronies 
of big government.  This is not helping “any of us,” especially those on a fixed 
income.  He said a rail system was not needed; buses work very well.       

  

  Mayor Dirksen reviewed the consent agenda: 
  

3.      CONSENT AGENDA: (Tigard City Council) - These items are considered routine and may 
be enacted in one motion without separate discussion. Anyone may request that an item be 
removed by motion for discussion and separate action.  
 
A.        Approve City Council Meeting Minutes for: 

 
1.  July 24, 2012 
2.  August 14, 2012 
3.  September 11, 2012  
 

B.        Adopt a Resolution in Support of Changing the Name of the Tonquin Trail to the 
Ice Age Tonquin Trail 
 
RESOLUTION NO. 12-39 - A RESOLUTION IN SUPPORT OF CHANGING 
THE NAME OF THE TONQUIN TRAIL TO THE ICE AGE TONQUIN 
TRAIL TO PROMOTE PUBLIC AWARENESS, AND ENHANCE FUNDING 
OPPORTUNITIES AND ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT THROUGH 
TOURISM AND SCIENTIFIC RESEARCH  

 
C.        Amend City Manager Employment Contract  
D.        Adopt a Resolution Authorizing the Submission of a Grant Application to Partially 

Fund Construction of a Segment of the Fanno Creek Trail 
 
RESOLUTION NO. 12-40 - A RESOLUTION AUTHORIZING THE 
SUBMISSION OF AN OREGON DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 
(ODOT) TRANSPORTATION ENHANCEMENT AND BICYCLE & 
PEDESTRIAN GRANT APPLICATION TO PARTIALLY FUND THE 
DESIGN AND CONSTRUCTION OF A SEGMENT OF FANNO CREEK 
TRAIL FROM GRANT AVENUE TO WOODARD PARK  

 
E.        Authorize the Mayor to Execute an Intergovernmental Agreement with Clackamas 

River Water Providers  
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F.        Authorize the Mayor to Execute an Intergovernmental Agreement with Metro 

Regarding Trail Signage  
 
G.        Approve Third Quarter Council Goal Update  
 

 Motion by Council President Buehner, seconded by Councilor Wilson, to approve the 
Consent Agenda, with Councilor Wilson advising he would *abstain from voting on the July 
24, 2012 meeting minutes because he was absent. 
 
The motion was approved by a unanimous vote of City Council present. 
 

 
Mayor Dirksen   Yes 
Council President Buehner Yes 
Councilor Henderson  Yes 
Councilor Wilson  Yes  *(with abstention as noted above) 
Councilor Woodard  Yes 

      

    
4.       CONTINUATION OF PUBLIC HEARING ON URBAN FORESTRY CODE 
REVISIONS - URBAN FORESTRY CODE REVISION PROJECT - COMPREHENSIVE 
PLAN AMENDMENT (CPA) 2011-00004 DEVELOPMENT CODE AMENDMENT (DCA) 
2011-00002 
 
REQUEST: To implement the city’s Comprehensive Plan as recommended by the Urban Forestry 
Master Plan, the City of Tigard is proposing a Comprehensive Plan Amendment adopting the 
“Significant Tree Groves” Map and Tigard Development Code (Title 18) Amendments to Chapters 
18.115, 18.120, 18.310, 18.330, 18.350, 18.360, 18.370 18.390, 18.530, 18.610, 18.620, 18.630 
18.640, 18.715,18.745, 18.775, 18.790, and 18.798. (Non Land Use Elements) In addition, in 
support of the Title 18 amendments, amendments are proposed to the Tigard Municipal Code 
(TMC) Chapters 1.16, 6.01, 6.02, 7.40, 8.02 through 8.16, 9.06, and 9.08.  
 
LOCATION : Citywide. ZONE: Citywide.  
 
APPLICABLE REVIEW CRITERIA: City of Tigard Community Development Code Chapters 
18.380 and 18.390; Comprehensive Plan Goals 1, Citizen Involvement; 2, Land Use Planning; 5, 
Natural Resources; 6, Environmental Quality; 7, Hazards; 8, Parks Recreation, Trails and Open 
Space; 9, Economic Development; 10, Housing; 11, Public Facilities and Services; 12, 
Transportation; 13, Energy Conservation; and 14, Urbanization; METRO’s Urban Growth 
Management Functional Plan Titles 1, 3, 12 and 13. Statewide Planning Goals 1, 2, and 5 through 
14. 
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A.        Urban Forestry Code Revisions - Land Use Elements  
B.        Urban Forestry Code Revisions - Non Land Use Elements  

 
Mayor Dirksen announced the continuation of this public hearing and that these are 
combined hearings on the land use and non-land-use elements of the proposed urban forest 
recode revisions continued from September 11, 2012. Mayor Dirksen advised there would be 
opportunity for public testimony after the staff report. 
 
STAFF REPORT 
 
Associate Planner Daniels presented the staff report. A slide presentation was utilized during 
the staff report and is on file with the original Council packet materials. 

 Reviewed the history of the discussion held at the public hearing on September 11, 2012. 

 Staff presented a list of 47 issues of interest. 

 Council gave directions to staff to categorize and simplify the list. 

 The new list of categorized issues is before the City Council tonight. Ms. Daniels 
reviewed the list format. 

 The main topic of discussion this evening will be the policy issues. 

 Issues for clarification are also before the council this evening. 

 Future issues are listed which are not before the council for consideration at this time. 
 
Ms. Daniels introduced consultant Todd Prager to present information at this point in the 
meeting. 
 
Also present:  Consultant Todd Prager; Kirsti Hauswald, Landscape Designer for AKS 
Engineering & Forestry; Dave Walsh, Planning Commission President and member of the 
Citizens Advisory Committee; Tom McGuire, Acting Community Development Director; 
and John Floyd, Associate Planner. 
 
Consultant Prager provided background on the eight policy issues. 
 
Policy Issue 1 – Is the canopy approach an appropriate regulatory tool? 
 – The community values the presence of trees – aesthetics, clean air and clean water. 

 – Past experience has shown not everyone in Tigard values trees equally. The 
proposal is flexible enough to address the range of desires for trees and for good 
design results. 

 – There has been broad community support throughout the process for the four  
  flexible options for meeting the tree canopy requirements with development. 
 – Mr. Prager reviewed the methods to attain compliance through preservation,  
  planting, fee-in-lieu, and discretionary review. 
 – The Planning Commission recommended adoption of the canopy approach. Staff 

placed an alternative approach in tonight’s meeting packet for council’s 
consideration. Council could direct staff to develop some sort of alternative  
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approach with the understanding that additional staff time would be required to 
rework the proposal. Staff recommends testing results of any new alternatives. 

 
Policy Issue 2 – how will the requirements apply to various sites? 
 – Mr. Prager reviewed canopy requirements in a tiered approach for various zoning  
  designations. 
 – The proposal is consistent with the existing conditions where we see more trees in  
  residential areas than in non-residential areas. 
 – During the peer review and the range of sites tested, every site was able to meet the 
  requirements through planting and preserving a reasonable amount of trees. 
 – As an alternative council could direct staff to develop a different approach or  
  different canopy requirements. 
 
Policy Issue 3 – should developers be required to maintain trees for two years? 
 – Under the existing code developers are required to maintain trees that were planted 

to meet mitigation requirements for two years, but they are not required to 
maintain trees such as street trees or parking lot trees for a two-year period. 

 – Under the proposed code, Planning Commission recommended continuing to 
require two years of tree maintenance but also applying those maintenance 
requirements to street trees and parking lot trees. These trees are just as important, 
if not more important, than the mitigation trees. 

 – An option before the Council this evening is to modify the permit process to 
modify the maintenance requirements for trees planted on private, single-family 
residential lots. The idea is people will maintain trees in those locations anyway. 
One caution was pointed out – new homes do not necessarily sell immediately and 
if no maintenance is supplied, trees would be more likely to die. 

 
Policy Issue 4 – should permits be required to remove trees required with development?  
 – The current process means that to remove healthy trees required with a past 

development, a property owner must apply to amend the prior land-use approval 
or pay illegal tree removal fines after trees are removed. Both of these options can 
cost thousands of dollars. 

 – The proposed code creates a separate “no fee tree removal permit process” in Title 
8 of the Tigard Municipal Code. The intent of this proposal is to increase flexibility 
compared to the current process. Because this proposal increases flexibility, while 
the same time meeting the public’s expectations that certain trees, such as parking 
lot trees, will be retained even after they are planted with development, the 
Planning Commission recommended adopting the proposed permit process. 

 – One of the alternatives before the Council this evening to modify the proposed 
permit process to exempt permits for private, single-family residential lots.  People 
are likely to maintain trees in these locations regardless because of the value they 
provide. One caution, some neighbors may have the expectation that if a tree was 
preserved as part of a past development project, it will remain in that location. Or, 
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in the proposed code if a tree was planted to meet the tree canopy requirements, it 
will continue to be maintained in the future. 

 – One of the alternatives before the Council this evening is to modify the proposed 
permit process to exempt permits for private, single-family residential lots. 

 
The next two policy issues address the hazard tree matter. 
 
 Policy Issue 5 – should hazard trees be prohibited in Tigard? 
 
 Policy Issue 6 – should hazard-tree standards address personal liability requirements? 
 
 – Hazard trees are prohibited in the existing code. The proposal is to continue this 

prohibition while at the same time clarifying the definition of a hazard tree and the 
process for how hazard trees are identified. 

 – The proposed hazard tree requirements are recommended for adoption to clarify 
existing code requirements.  

 
 – Policy Issue 6 – this policy issue was discussed later in the meeting.  
 
Policy Issue 7 – should the Administrative Rules be eliminated or moved into the code? 
 – The Planning Commission recommended maintaining the current separation of 

administrative rules and code. The administrative rules provide certainty as 
regarding what is required for city approval. These rules were supported by both 
the Homebuilders Association and the Citizen Advisory Committee. 

 -Without written rules and if there is lack of clarity in the code, staff must use their 
discretion when applying the code. This has led to the current situation where 
there are numerous staff interpretations or reliance on unwritten past practices. 

 – Council does have the option of eliminating the administrative rules or moving 
some or all of the rules into the code during the administrative rule adoption 
process. 

 
Policy Issue 8 – does the proposal increase the cost of development? 

 –   Application of the rules during the peer review found that overall costs are 
not expected to increase. In many cases, costs are expected to decrease significantly 
due to the elimination of mitigation costs. There may be a small to moderate 
increases to the design costs when comparing the existing code to the proposed 
code.  

 – Council does have the option of addressing costs during the upcoming 
administrative rule adoption process. 

 

  Council Discussion:  
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– P 1 – canopy requirement approach-Ms. Daniels referred to the four options proposed to 
be utilized to meet the canopy requirement. Staff is checking with the council to determine if 
it prefers to stay with the Planning Commission recommendation or to provide direction to 
staff to propose an alternative requirement. 
 
Councilor Woodard advised he was comfortable with the proposed canopy requirement 
option. He noted the difference between requiring more trees and the goal of attaining a 
certain amount of canopy. 
 
Mayor Dirksen said this a stated goal of this council that it wants to preserve canopy and to 
augment canopy in places where it is needed. Basing our regulatory tool on canopy means 
that it is very outcome oriented. 
 
Councilor Wilson said he personally does not have a problem with the canopy approach in 
concept except for the amount of analysis to determine compliance. His primary problem is 
that the proposal is too complicated and he would like to see the entire code simplified and 
made easier to implement. 
 
Council President Buehner said she does not have a problem with the concepts for the 
canopy approach. Her issue is that she thinks the numbers with regard to the amount of 
canopy are way too high. Similar to Councilor Wilson and Councilor Woodard, she thinks 
there are plenty of trees in the city. As a homeowner, she said she feels the new standards are 
restrictive and would make life difficult for those people who would prefer to have more 
sunshine in their yards to grow plants that need the sun. She agrees with Councilor Wilson 
that the proposed code amendments are too complicated. She added that it has the potential 
to increase the costs for small infill developments, which she thinks is unfair because the 
small developers are not as likely to have the resources to fund their project. 
 
Mayor Dirksen commented that the matter before the Council at this point in the discussion 
is whether to support the canopy approach. He noted some of Council President Buehner’s 
comments would pertain to Policy Issue 2. 

 
City Manager Wine summarized and clarified council members’ general positions at this 
point:  For Policy Issue 1 – in terms of regulatory control, the Council members are 
generally agreeable.  City Manager Wine asked for additional comment on what is meant by 
code complexity and whether this concern is related to the level of canopy coverage as an 
overall goal. Councilor Wilson responded to the issue of complexity:  At this time we have 
requirements for parking lot trees, which are standard requirements throughout the region. 
We also require street trees and trees for a buffer between adjacent developments. Beyond 
these requirements, developers are free to plant trees as they choose and they do plant trees. 
Consequently, more trees are often planted then what is currently required by the code. The 
layer of complexity added through the proposed code amendments includes determining the 
type of tree to be planted, a formula to determine its eventual canopy cover and potential 
deductions for circumstances such as when tree canopies overlap. He described the process 
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of providing documentation, which will be quite a bit more work than what is required now. 
Councilor Wilson said he never thought that the problem was that the city was not requiring 
enough trees to be planted; the problem was that the trees required to be planted never grew 
to their ultimate size. It was really a soil volume issue, which he strongly supports.  He 
suggested having a developer demonstrate that his method will meet the code requirements 
rather than prescribe exactly how to achieve soil volume requirements. Councilor Wilson 
said the process is relatively simple now, the problem is not the lack of trees but, rather, not 
supporting the trees sufficiently so they thrive. 
 

  Council President Buehner noted she agreed with Councilor Wilson that the proposal is 
too complicated and added that some trees might be well suited for residential areas but not 
appropriate for parking lot because of the heat stress. She suggested the tree list for parking 
lots might need to be reevaluated. 
 
Associate Planner Daniels asked if Council was contemplating asking staff to reevaluate the 
proposed code amendments to determine if there was a way to simplify the language and 
remove some of the layers being offered in the proposed code amendments. Councilor 
Wilson clarified that the city requirements should be more intuitive so an individual could 
readily grasp the essence of what the city is requiring. He referred to the numerous formulas 
and details specified in the code language. The No. 1 objective is to assure that trees are able 
to reach full maturity. He spoke for simplifying the process insofar as one should 
demonstrate that these requirements could be met without being forced to follow specific 
specifications to attain compliance. 
 

  Mayor Dirksen, in response to Councilor Wilson’s call for simplification, said he would 
argue that there would have to be a requirement supporting a city staff position that what 
has been presented would or would not work. Councilor Wilson said that the requirement 
could be stated in simple terms such as each tree must have a certain amount of soil volume 
at the time of planting. Councilor Wilson explained further that the details of how one 
arrives at the soil volume do not need to be set out in detail, only that it can be explained 
and shown that required soil volume was achieved. 
 

  Mayor Dirksen reminded the City Council of the initial charges that were given to the 
staff, Planning Commission and the Task Force. One of those was that the Council had 
identified an aspirational goal to increase the city’s tree canopy from what it is now, which is 
about 25 percent, up to about 40 percent. Another charge was to come up with the 
regulatory tool to preserve existing tree groves. He recalled there was a detailed process the 
city went through to inventory and identify those groves. As this revision process was begun, 
one of the charges the Council gave was to come up with a code that would allow us to 
preserve those existing tree canopies to the extent possible, while the same time allowing 
property owners the use of their property. He noted this second charge was a difficult task 
to accomplish. Mayor Dirksen said that what is now before the Council was created in an 
effort to meet the charges identified by the Council. He said he has not heard that Council 
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members have recognized that this was its initial goal. He offered that the way the proposed 
code is now written was done to meet those charges. 
 

  Councilor Woodard responded that he was not on Council at the time those goals were 
set. He acknowledged that the 40 percent tree canopy is aspirational, but with all the credits 
available he does not think that the 40 percent is achievable. Mayor Dirksen clarified that the 
40 percent tree canopy aspiration was not for a 40 percent canopy in residential areas where 
development was taking place, but the goal was for an overall 40 percent tree canopy 
throughout the entire city, including parks, etc. City Manager Wine further clarified that the 
aspiration was to be achieved over a 20+ year period. Councilor Woodard said reviewed all 
the elements of the proposed urban forestry code revisions and noted there would be 
opportunities for balancing out the requirements so that the aspirations are a reasonable 
target. He referred to the complexity and the overwhelming task of looking at this project as 
a whole, and suggested a section-by-section review comparing each policy in meeting the 
city’s goals. He said that he would like to find a way for the Council to move forward 
because there is so much ground to cover. He noted that anything the Council adopts will be 
reviewed again within five years and adjustments can be made if necessary. In general, 
Councilor Woodard said he is an agreement with the proposed language, however, he 
believes the assumptions will need to be tested over time. He said he supported the Council 
going through each area to identify what should be code language and what should be placed 
within the administrative rules for guidance. He urged Council to reach agreement so that 
staff would have a basis to proceed. 
 

  Council President Buehner restated a position she said she presented at an earlier 
Council meeting and that, to her, aspirational means that it is not required. When she voted 
in favor of the concept, she assumed that the city would be asking people to consider 
implementing certain activities with regard to trees, but these would be suggestions and not 
requirements. She said her understanding was incorrect and she was wrong to vote in 
support of the council’s charge statements a couple of years ago. She said it was not her 
intention in any way to mandate what people could do on their private property outside of 
street trees. Mayor Dirksen said that discussion will be held later this evening to address the 
issue Councilor Buehner has raised. 
 

   City Manager Wine commented that the hope is for the Council to reach consensus on 
some of the policy matters before it this evening or to direct staff to take another look at the 
policy matters and redraft code language for the Council’s consideration. 
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  Councilor Wilson noted the issues he brought up previously regarding the complicated 
code provisions and administrative rules. Circles drawn for canopy targets desired are 
essentially fictitious; that is, what is “hoped for” in the next 50 years.  If the proposed code 
had been in place up until now, we would be similarly situated with regard to overall tree 
canopy. He said a tree canopy approach was just a different method of calculation. He said 
he is fine with changing the code language as long as the sum total is easier to understand. 
 

  Mayor Dirksen said with regard to P1, the Council has two choices before it this 
evening. They can say yes the tree canopy approach is the correct approach and then discuss 
the nuances of this approach; or, say no and throw out what has been done and start over. 
The entire code revision recommendation is based on P1. Councilor Wilson said he was 
willing to say yes to the canopy approach and added that, in the end, his support will be 
based upon reining it into some kind of package that is easier to use. 
 

  Councilor Buehner said she does not have a problem with the concept of the canopy 
approach, but noted the issues are contained within the details. 
 

  City Manager Wine said the P1 and P2 issues are interrelated, and infill sites and 
subdivisions might be the next thing the Council should review. 
 

  Councilor Henderson said his view is that the proposed language offers one way of 
coming to a conclusion. He said the proposed language offers a good way to double check 
to determine if the proposed “pieces” will amount to the hoped-for “whole.” He said that 
overall he is comfortable with the proposed language for the canopy approach. 
 

Policy Issue 2 - Associate Planner Daniels said this policy issue looks specifically at how 
the requirements will apply to various sites. Small lots are specifically mentioned. She asked 
for the City Council to delineate its concerns with this code language. 
 

  Consultant Prager reviewed the chart on the PowerPoint slide presentation showing 
propose ranges for different areas of zoning. During the inventory analysis performed during 
the master planning process, the residential areas of Tigard now have a little over 30 percent 
canopy. During the process, it was noted that residents are satisfied for the most part with 
the amount of tree canopy in their neighborhoods. The proposal is compatible with the 
existing amount of trees in residential areas. The bigger change will be in the new language 
requirements for commercial and industrial areas, where we have heard from the community 
and the Council that we want to have additional tree canopy in these areas. This is 
particularly true for parking lots. 
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  In response to a question from Councilor Henderson, Consultant Prager and Mayor 
Dirksen offered additional information. If a piece of property to be developed was already in 
a heavily treed area that would have a 40 percent canopy once the development was 
completed, these existing trees would mean a developer would receive a double credit. This 
would mean that the development would have “80 percent” coverage or 200 percent of the 
required canopy. Then if street trees are computed into the coverage, one might end up with 
a coverage calculation of 215 percent. There was comment from Councilor Henderson and 
Councilor Buehner about this being quite complicated for the public to understand. 
Associate Planner Daniels pointed out that this example is only a representation of what 
could happen. 
 

  Councilor Buehner reiterated that the language is too complicated. She gave as an 
example small lots and said she would not be voting for anything that would require 
additional canopy. Rules need to be different for small-lot subdivisions; that is, minor land 
partitions. Councilor Wilson pointed that one could pay a “fee in-lieu-of.”  
 

  Interim Community Development Director McGuire addressed the Council on the 
subject of small-lot subdivisions. Minor partitions will need to go through a pre-application 
conference where staff will sit down and walk through with the developer the requirements 
for his project. Doubling of the existing canopy will give incentives to save trees, which is 
not built into the code now. Staff will be able to advise the developer about different ways 
they can meet the requirements of the code; it will not necessarily be up to the developer to 
consider all the methods that might apply. The Mayor summed it up by saying that the 
developer might ask what is needed to meet the requirement and the staff would offer 
alternatives. 
 

  Councilor Buehner said each person needs to be able to understand the requirements 
and have everything explained to them. She restated it is too complex. She called for simpler 
code language. 
 

  Consultant Prager referred to the peer-review process conducted when applying the 
code language.  The process followed was for a conceptual review of the proposed 
development.  The staff person guided the discussion about how the applicant could meet 
the requirements. The details contained within the manual were referred to only when there 
was a question about specific matters such as whether credit is received for canopy in 
specific instances. The rules aren’t necessarily used as a “cookbook” regarding how to 
develop a site, but they are more for reference when needed. The City of Sherwood has 
adopted a similar urban forestry code based on tree canopy and it has been successfully 
implemented.  
 

  Councilor Buehner commented on complex code language and the potential for 
litigation. 
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  Councilor Woodard reflected on a development by his family in the 1990s.  He said 
that the requirements were straightforward. He asked for an explanation of how one would 
go about starting the process for a small development and the costs associated. Consultant 
Hauswald said she does she did not believe costs would be greater than what is required by 
the current code. The number of trees to be planted is not being increased with the 
proposed code language. Councilor Woodard said he would want a private, small developer 
to be able to easily obtain information about what he needs to do and, at the same time, 
keep the costs down. 
 

  Consultant Hauswald advised Councilor Woodard about a site that was looked at 
during the peer review process similar to the small development he referred to. If existing 
trees are not on the site, a developer would probably have to plant additional trees. In 
discussion with Councilor Woodard, Ms. Hauswald advised that she did not believe there 
would be additional costs with the new regulations for installation and construction costs. 
 

  Councilor Wilson confirmed with Consultant Hauswald that the “shadow” of the tree 
does not need to fall on one’s property and it does not matter if the “shadows” of trees 
overlap. If this is the case, Councilor Wilson questioned whether values could be assigned to 
certain types of trees and avoid all of the documentation. Interim Community Development 
Director McGuire pointed out that this documentation is depicted in the administrative rules 
and is meant to be guidance for those who are unfamiliar with what is required. After 
discussion, Interim Community Development Director McGuire assured Councilor Wilson 
that if an individual can demonstrate they can meet the code requirements, staff will not 
object to the way the information is formatted. 
 

  In response to comments from Councilor Woodard, Consultant Prager advised that 
under the existing code one would have to hire an arborist for a minor land partition. Under 
the proposed code, you would still be required to hire an arborist or a landscape architect – 
the difference is that mitigation would be eliminated and this would be a cost savings. 
 

  Associate Planner Daniels checked with the Council on the progress in reviewing Policy 
Issue No. 2. She said information before the Council explained how the requirements would 
pertain to different sizes of development. As the Council discussion has proceeded this 
evening, she said she has also heard concern about costs, the amount of work required to 
meet the proposed code – what would actually be required to be turned in to staff to achieve 
approval. Councilor Wilson said he is no longer concerned if he was able to demonstrate the 
amount of canopy cover by listing the types of trees he would be planning to place on a 
proposed site. In response to a question from Mayor Dirksen, Interim Community 
Development Director McGuire said an informal sketch could be submitted and approved, 
if staff could determine the proposal would meet the code requirement. 
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  City Attorney Hall said the administrative rules could be couched with language that 
says the procedures listed are the City of Tigard’s preferred method, however, if an 
individual can prepare something equivalent and it conveys the same amount of information 
to determine compliance, then this would also be acceptable. Specific elements such as size 
of paper, where the key is located on the document, etc., should be noted to be 
desirable but not required. 
 

   After discussion on process, council members weighed in on P2 regarding whether to 
accept the Planning Commission recommendation for approval. Councilor Wilson and 
Councilor President Buehner noted the actual requirement is not an issue for them; 
however, the process required to meet that condition was problematic – P2, the policy issue, 
is acceptable as presented. Council President Buehner added that she would also like 
assurance that the wording as proposed by City Attorney Hall with regard to process 
implementation not being mandatory is included. Councilor Woodard noted his support as 
well and noted he thinks the cost savings provided by the new language is a plus. Councilor 
Henderson advised he finds P2 to be acceptable and referred to the provisions for the small 
developer. Mayor Dirksen agreed that the costs for a small development would appear to be 
minimal. 
 
Public Testimony 
 

  John Frewing, said he was a member of the Citizen Advisory Committee. Mr. Frewing 
gave his address as 1300 NE 16th Ave., No. 1104, Portland Oregon. He said he has provided 
the Council with a good number of comments and said he had not received a response. Mr. 
Frewing said that he thought council should have a response from staff before it concluded 
the hearing process. 
 
Mr. Frewing said he understood that a canopy approach has not been implemented 
elsewhere in the United States. He said that Portland considered this type of approach but 
abandoned it. Elsewhere in the country there are references to a canopy approach, however, 
such complex rules are not being associated with what is being required. He said the canopy 
approach was not requested in the public opinion surveys, which led to the Urban Forest 
Master Plan. The Master Plan does not provide a mandate for a canopy approach. It will be 
difficult to implement. Mr. Frewing said he was opposed to a canopy approach. 
 
Mr. Frewing reviewed comments he made, which have not received a response. The use of 
the word “feasible,” as an approval standard, is not a standard when accompanied by the 
legislative history of this work. “Feasible” is something that appears to be determined by the 
applicant solely and in totality. The term “feasible” needs to be qualified. In response to a 
question from Councilor Wilson, Mr. Frewing said he is uncertain where the term “feasible” 
is being utilized in the current proposed language. 
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Mr. Frewing said in December 2011, he provided written testimony that approval criteria are 
difficult to place in the administrative manual. State law requires that the regulations 
implement land use plans, not administrative rules. He said he provided references to ORS 
citations and LUBA rules that called for approval criteria. He noted that the proposal 
continues to use approval criteria very generally. 
 
Mr. Frewing said that on July 24, 2012, he addressed a memo to the City Council providing a 
number of comments for which he is not received response. He reviewed the following: 

1. OAR 660.023.250(3)(A)calls for an ESEE on the entire urban forestry program, 
since it is “creating and amending a resource list or a portion of an acknowledged 
plan or land-use regulation adopted in order to protect a significant resource.” 

2. Oregon Rules call for cities to implement comprehensive land-use plans and 
regulations.  Shifting the substance of urban forestry programs to the manual or 
other municipal code sections does not meet requirements. 

3. ODFW had a number of comments. Only one of these comments was 
implemented in the draft materials so far.  This related to some incentives for 
native tree species. Coordination, under Oregon rules, requires not only 
consideration of agency comments, but implementation wherever possible. ORS 
197.015 (5) was cited by Mr. Frewing as his reference. 

City Attorney Hall advised that Mr. Frewing’s testimony did receive a response from staff 
and this information has been included in the hearing materials. In response to a request 
from Mr. Frewing, City Attorney Hall said he would see that Mr. Frewing receives a copy of 
this information. 

There was no further public testimony. 

Discussion followed on the proceedings and the format and objectives for the remaining 
time for this matter this evening.  
 
P3 – should developers be required to maintain trees for two years? 
 
Council President Buehner said this referred to an outstanding issue she brought up 
previously -- the developer is not developing the property to own the property, but is 
developing the property to sell the property. This would mean that the property would be 
conveyed to a property owner in less than two years. She asked if the code language means 
that the developer would be responsible to maintain the trees on property now owned by 
someone else. 
 

  Councilor Wilson said it is almost universally true that a landscape contractor has to 
guarantee trees for at least a year. Essentially he said he is not sure what difference it makes 
with regard to who is required to maintain the trees. 
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  Mayor Dirksen said that requiring a developer to make sure a tree survives helps assure 
that when the tree is planted, the developer does an adequate job. If the tree does not 
survive, the developer is required to replace the tree. Councilor Wilson said he believes there 
is a difference between subdivisions and commercial development. In a commercial job, 
there are warranty issues for which the contractor is held responsible for at least a year. He 
said that a two-year requirement appears to be long for a commercial project. Councilor 
Woodard said he would be agreeable for at least a one year time period to hold a developer 
liable for tree survival and said that two years seems to be overly long. 
 

  City Manager Wine said options brought before the Council by staff include 
segmenting the requirement for tree survival by development type or to reduce the 
requirement from two years to something less than that.  
 

  Councilor Wilson suggested that the warranty by the developer/contractor could be for 
one year and that survival after that would be the responsibility of the property owner. 
 

  Mayor Dirksen said he would have no objection to splitting the time period for 
requiring tree survival with different requirements for commercial/ industrial developments 
from residential developments. 
 

  In response to a comment from Council President Buehner, Mayor Dirksen said that 
P3 does not address the issue regarding the homeowner who does not want to have a tree or 
trees on their property. 
 

  Council discussed language in the policy area regarding maintenance of trees by a 
developer in residential developments as opposed to all other types of developments. City 
Attorney Hall summarized what he heard to be the Council consensus: tree maintenance 
would be the responsibility of a developer for two years or until it is sold to a private 
resident. All other development will have a requirement for a one-year tree maintenance 
responsibility.  

 
 P4-Should permits be required to remove trees required with development? 
 

   Mayor Dirksen observed that under the current code there is no process permitting or 
otherwise available to address the removal or replacement of a tree required when the 
property was developed. If a tree was required to be preserved or included during the 
development, then it must be preserved. Because there is no permit process this means that 
the homeowner would have to come back to the city and go through a process to amend the 
prior land-use permits to legally remove the tree. The Mayor advised this is language that 
“must go away.” 
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   Council consensus was for the alternative proposed language, which was to not require 
tree removal permits for private single-family residential lots. This would be outside of 
requirements for street trees. In response to a question from Councilor Henderson, Heritage 
Trees would be addressed in a different section of the code. 

 
 P5-Should hazard trees be prohibited in Tigard? 
 

   Council President Buehner said that there are a significant number of homeowners’ fire 
insurance policies that provide that unless the city has a process to declare a tree a hazard 
tree, then there is no financial assistance for a homeowner to remove the tree. If it has been 
declared a hazard tree, some policies will help in the cost of removing the tree. 

 
 Council members discussed the process and language that could assist property owners with 

hazard trees. Councilor Wilson suggested that the hazard tree be identified on a complaint-
driven basis. 

 
 Associate Planner Daniels pointed out this the Council discussion pertains to both P5 and 

P6. P5 contains the word “prohibited” and Ms. Daniels said that the tree would only be 
designated a hazard tree after complaints are verified. The “hazard” would be assessed by an 
arborist. Mayor Dirksen suggested wording should be pertinent to this statement, “Should 
the City of Tigard be able to address hazard trees?” 

 
 P6-Should hazard trees standards address personal liability requirements? 
 

   Associate Planner Daniels advised that she understood Council President Buehner’s 
concern that the City of Tigard have a process for determining when a tree presents a hazard 
which could assist a homeowner with the cost of moving the tree with insurance money.  

 

   Councilor Henderson asked who would hire the arborist to determine that a tree is a 
hazard. Consultant Prager advised that to go through the city process, the complainant 
would have to bear the cost. The city would hire a third-party arborist to assess the tree and 
make the determination to the city. 

 

   In response to a question from Mayor Dirksen, City Attorney Hall said that a definition 
of who has standing to file a complaint must be defined if the city wants to limit the source 
of complaints. Typical code complaints such as uncut lawns, do not require “standing” in 
order to file a complaint. 

 

   After some discussion, consultant Prager advised that there is a standing requirement in 
the proposed language. The citizen committee had a similar concern that someone could 
simply file a complaint for no particular reason.  A complainant would have to demonstrate 
that they were within a target area to be harmed by the tree. 
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   Council President Buehner suggested that the Council discuss P8 next given the hour. 
She said P7 will likely be somewhat controversial and to discussion be deferred to a future 
meeting. 

 

   P8-Does the proposal increase the cost of development?  
 

   Council President Buehner suggested this might be another issue that should be 
separated with regard to commercial and residential development. 

 

   Councilor Wilson noted his concerns were with the costs of producing the plans. He 
suggested that the requirements be stated for the canopy and soil volumes and then, if staff 
has doubts, staff could ask the person to demonstrate how the requirements are met. 

 

   Mayor Dirksen noted that he liked the chart that was shown as an example in that it 
showed how the issue of expensive mitigation costs were being addressed for a small 
development.  

 

   In response to a statement by Consultant Prager, Councilor Wilson said he would like 
the code language to identify for a developer how Tigard determines canopy. The developer 
would then be asked to demonstrate how his development meets the canopy code 
requirements. The same would be true for soil volumes. It would not be necessary to 
prescribe how to meet the requirements – examples could be provided. 

 

   City Attorney Hall said wording should be included so there is flexibility for a design 
professional to choose an efficient way to demonstrate compliance of the standards. 
Councilor Wilson said that he believes P7 affects this area as some of the administrative 
rules might need to be included in the code to clearly delineate what is required.  

 

   Discussion ensued on the purpose of an administrative rules manual. Upon an 
observation by City Manager Wine, additional discussion on the administrative rules will be 
held at a future meeting. 
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   Councilor Wilson noted that the new language regarding soil volumes will definitely 
increase development costs and this is intentional because of historical experience that this 
has been inadequately provided for. 

 

   Councilor Wilson asked how the city would address a situation where a large 
commercial developer wanted to place its trees only around the perimeter. Consultant Prager 
responded that calculating the parking lot canopy uses a different approach from calculating 
the site canopy. For the parking lot, the canopy would have to be directly over the pavement. 
It would be difficult to meet the coverage required by only placing trees on the perimeter. 
Council members discussed this language and its complexity; this area of the code will need 
additional thought. Mayor Dirksen noted that the problem has been with parking lot trees 
not reaching maturity and providing their full canopy potential. He suggested that there be 
language based on a percentage of tree canopy required and to include spacing requirements.  

 

   In response to an observation by Councilor Henderson, Councilor Wilson said that the 
expense for soils will be increased under the proposed code language because of the need for 
larger islands and additional soil. Discussion was held about where costs might increase but 
these increase costs would be appropriate to assure that trees planted would reach their full 
maturity and potential for canopy. 

 

  Associate Planner Daniels talked about the next steps in this process. The next discussion will 
be held on November 13. The two issues to be discussed on the 13th would be P7 – Administrative 
Rules and parking lot trees. The list of “issues for clarification” would not be discussed separately; 
however, Ms. Daniels said that if a councilor has a question or concern, the matter can be scheduled 
for further discussion. 
 

  Mayor Dirksen said the public hearing was continued to November 13, 2012.  
 
5.        ADOPT 2013 LEGISLATIVE AGENDA 
 

  Assistant City Manager Newton previewed this agenda item. The document before the City 
Council reflects the City Council consensus after its discussion on September 25. 
 

  Mayor Dirksen advised Council that based on dialogue that has occurred at the county and 
regional levels, he is asking for a change to one of the legislative items. Under Transportation, the 
second issue currently says “Seek additional funding, efficiencies and program support for 
multimodal transit and rail projects.”  Because of timing, the mayor asked that this language be 
amended to specifically identify the Columbia River Crossing. 
 
Motion by Council President Buehner, seconded by Councilor Wilson, to approve the 2013 
legislative agenda as proposed with the amendment stated by Mayor Dirksen. 
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The motion passed by a unanimous vote of City Council present: 
 

   Mayor Dirksen   Yes 
   Council President Buehner Yes 
   Councilor Henderson  Yes  
   Councilor Wilson  Yes 
   Councilor Woodard  Yes 

 

  City Manager Wine commented on the League of Oregon Cities briefing presentation 
available for the subject of property tax reform options. There may be an opportunity in the next 
couple of months to hear this briefing with adjacent jurisdictions. Mayor Dirksen said he has seen 
this presentation and it does a good job of explaining impacts and the unintended consequences of 
Measures 5 and Measure 50. There are adjustments recommended to make the tax system more 
sustainable and go a long way toward addressing our own budget issues. 
 
6.       COUNCIL LIAISON REPORTS  
 

  Council President Buehner provided an update on the Regional Water Providers Consortium. 
This group meets periodically to address region wide issues. At its October meeting, there was a 
presentation on the Consortium’s history. After that, Paul Matthews reported on water utility 
revenue challenges. The consensus of the report was that more conservation is utilized as prices go 
up. At some point efficiencies will impact rates. Mr. Matthews said that the conclusion is that the 
base rate will need to increase. 
 

  Council President Buehner reported on the most recent Lake Oswego/Tigard Water 
Partnership Oversight Committee meeting held in October.  The Partnership is requesting 
proposals on various aspects of the plan mostly relating to the raw water intake system. Some of 
the plant processes are also receiving attention. Construction documents are at about 60 percent of 
completion, except for the plant.  The recommendation was for Mitsubishi to be the company to 
be used for the ozone system. 
 
The land-use application in West Linn is before the Planning Commission again. The first hearing 
was last Wednesday night. Council President Buehner said she was very impressed with the 
presentation by the partnership’s attorney and Tigard Public Works Director Dennis Koellermeier. 
She said she thought the Planning Commission’s questions were answered.  The hearing will 
continue to Thursday. It is hoped that the Planning Commission will be able to enter into the 
decision-making portion of the hearing after the proceedings on Thursday. Council President 
Buehner said that she believes whatever the Commission decides, the decision will be appealed to 
the West Linn City Council. 
 
Mayor Dirksen advised that the recommendation of the West Linn planning staff to the Planning 
Commission was for approval. 
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  Councilor Woodard announced that the River Terrace planning kickoff meeting is tomorrow 
night at Deer Creek Elementary School. 
 
 
7.       NON AGENDA ITEMS  
 
8.      EXECUTIVE SESSION: Not held.  
 
 
9.      ADJOURNMENT: 10:12 PM 
 

 Motion by Council President Buehner, seconded by Councilor Wilson, to adjourn the meeting 
 
The motion was passed by a unanimous vote of Council present. 
 

   Mayor Dirksen   Yes 
   Council President Buehner Yes 
   Councilor Henderson  Yes  
   Councilor Wilson  Yes 
   Councilor Woodard  Yes 

 

 
 

 
 
 
        
 Catherine Wheatley, City Recorder 
Attest: 
 
 
    
Mayor, City of Tigard 
 
Date:    
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City of Tigard  

Tigard City Council Meeting Minutes 
December 11, 2012 

      

 STUDY SESSION 
 
Council President Buehner called the meeting to order at 6:30 p.m. 
 

   Name    Present   Absent 
  Mayor Dirksen       
   Council President Buehner  
  Councilor Henderson  
  Councilor Wilson  
  Councilor Woodard  

 
Staff present:   City Manager Wine, Assistant City Manager Newton, Assistant to the City Manager 
Mills, City Attorney Ramis, City Recorder Wheatley. 
 
Administrative Items Reviewed 

 
- Councilor Wilson - Non-Agenda Item 

 
Councilor Wilson advised he would be introducing a non-agenda item proposing a 
resolution for the City Council’s consideration regarding his proposal to name the Summer 
Creek property the “Dirksen Nature Park.” 
 
Council reviewed the upcoming Council calendar. 
 
Council Calendar: 
 
December 
18     Farewell Meeting - Mayor Dirksen and Councilor Wilson; 6:30 reception; 7:30 

                     special meeting. 
25     Christmas Holiday - No meeting - City offices closed.    
 
January  
 1      New Year's Holiday - No CCDA meeting - City Hall offices closed. 
 8      Special Meeting - 6:30 reception, 7:30 swearing-in ceremonies, inaugural remarks,  

Agenda Item No. _____________ 

Meeting of __________________ 
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  election of council president. 
10     Special Meeting - 9 a.m. to 5 p.m. at Fanno Creek House; council groundrules, council  

  liaison appointments, 2013 council goal setting. 
15     Workshop Meeting - 6:30 p.m. 
21     Martin Luther King Jr. Day - City Hall offices closed. 
22     Business Meeting - 6:30 p.m. Study Session; 7:30 p.m. Business Meeting. 
 
February 
12     Special Meeting, Tigard to host a joint meeting with the City of Beaverton (time to be 

  determined). 
18     Presidents Day - City Hall offices closed. 
19     Workshop Meeting, 6:30 p.m. 
26     Business Meeting - 6:30 p.m. Study Session; 7:30 p.m. Business Meeting. 

      
 EXECUTIVE SESSION: No Executive Session held. 

 
Study session concluded at 6:37 PM 
 

 
1. BUSINESS MEETING - DECEMBER 11, 2012  
 

A.      Council President Buehner called the meeting to order at 7:32 p.m.  
 
B.      Roll Call  
 

   Name    Present   Absent 
  Mayor Dirksen        
   Council President Buehner  
  Councilor Henderson  
  Councilor Wilson  
  Councilor Woodard  

  
C.      Pledge of Allegiance  
 

  After the Pledge of Allegiance, Council President Buehner called for a moment of silence for 
the killed and injured as a result of today’s shooting at the Clackamas Town Center shopping 
mall.  

 
D.     Council Communications & Liaison Reports: None. 
   
E.      Call to Council and Staff for Non-Agenda Items 
 

    Councilor Wilson advised he would present a non-agenda item for Council 
consideration at the end of the business meeting. 
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   Council President Buehner advised she would defer presenting a council liaison report 
until the next meeting. 

 
 

2.      CITIZEN COMMUNICATION  
A.     Follow-up to Previous Citizen Communication: None.  
 

 
 B.      Tigard High School Student Envoy – Nathaniel Ditton, ASB Athletics Officer presented an  
   update on recent activities at the Tigard High School. He noted community activities  

  sponsored by students that are underway at the high school as well as updated the Council  
  on academic and sports activities. 
    
C.      Tigard Area Chamber of Commerce - no report. 
 
D.     Citizen Communication – Sign Up Sheet – No one signed up to speak. 

 
3.     PROCLAIM DECEMBER 9-15 AS HUMAN RIGHTS WEEK 
 

Tigard Assistant Police Chief Jim de Sully was present on behalf of the Human Rights Council of 
Washington County and addressed the Council. December 10, 2012, marks the 64th anniversary of 
the United Nations declaration of human rights. In honor of this anniversary, the Washington 
County Human Rights Council has asked each city in the county to publicly acknowledge, through 
a special proclamation, the importance of human rights in our communities. He thanked the City of 
Tigard for helping support and commemorate this important occasion. 
 

 Council President Buehner read the proclamation and declared December 9-15 as Human 
Rights Week. 

  

   Council President Buehner reviewed the consent agenda as follows: 
4.      CONSENT AGENDA: (Tigard City Council and City Center Development Agency)  

A.     Approve City Council Meeting/City Center Development Agency Meeting Minutes for: 
 

1.  September 25, 2012 
2.  October 2, 2012  

 
B.      Receive and File:    
 

1.  Official November 6, 2012 Election Results-Electing a Mayor, Two City Councilors, and 
a Charter Amendment "Vote Required to Use Certain Funds for Light Rail 
Construction."  

2.  Council Calendar  
3.  Council Tentative Agenda for Future Meeting Topics  
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C.      Appoint Melody Graeber, Don Fisher and Cathy Hearn to the Budget Committee and 

Appoint Melanie Boekee as an Alternate Member - Resolution 
 
RESOLUTION NO. 12-46 - A RESOLUTION APPOINTING MELODY GRAEBER, 
DON FISHER AND CATHY HEARN TO THE BUDGET COMMITTEE AND 
APPOINTING MELANIE BOEKEE AS AN ALTERNATE MEMBER.  

 
 

D.       Appoint Peter Hedgecock to the Audit Committee – Resolution 
 
RESOLUTION NO. 12-47 - A RESOLUTION APPOINTING PETER HEDGECOCK 
TO THE AUDIT COMMITTEE, BEGINNING ON JANUARY 1, 2013  

 
E.        Reappoint Matthew Muldoon and Appoint Timothy L. Gaschke and Brian K Feeney as 

Voting Members to the Planning Commission - Resolution 
 
RESOLUITON 12-48 - A RESOLUTION REAPPOINTING MATTHEW MULDOON 
AND APPOINTING TIMOTHY L. GASCHKE AND BRIAN K. FEENEY AS 
VOTING MEMBERS TO THE PLANNING COMMISSION  

 
F.        Appoint Laura Fisher, Tamera Slack and Paul Miller as Voting Members and Carine Arendes 

and Hemendra Mathur as Alternates to the City Center Advisory Commission - Resolution 
 
RESOLUTION NO. 12-49 - A RESOLUTION APPOINTING LAURA FISHER, 
TAMERA SLACK AND PAUL MILLER AS VOTING MEMBERS OF THE CITY 
CENTER ADVISORY COMMISSION AND APPOINTING CARINE ARENDES 
AND HEMENDRA MATHUR AS ALTERNATES TO THE CITY CENTER 
ADVISORY COMMISSION  

 
G.        Appoint Jennifer Stanfield, Donald Schmidt, Evelyn Murphy Mark Bogert and George Hetu 

as Voting Members to the Tigard Transportation Advisory Committee - Resolution 
 
RESOLUTION NO. 12-50 - A RESOLUTION APPOINTING JENNIFER 
STANFIELD, DONALD SCHMIDT, EVELYN MURPHY, MARK BOGERT, AND 
GEORGE HETU AS VOTING MEMBERS OF THE TIGARD TRANSPORTATION 
ADVISORY COMMITTEE (TTAC)  

 
H.        Approve the Purchase of the Rankin Property and Authorize the City Manager to Complete 

the Property Purchase - Resolution  
 
RESOLUTION NO. 12-51 - A RESOLUTION APPROVING THE PURCHASE OF 
THE RANKIN PROPERTY, (TAX LOT 2S1 04DA 03500) AND AUTHORIZING THE 
CITY MANAGER TO TAKE ALL NECESSARY ACTION TO COMPLETE THE 
PROPERTY PURCHASE ON BEHALF OF THE CITY  
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I.        Amend City Manager's Employment Agreement  

      
Motion by Councilor Wilson, seconded by Councilor Henderson, to approve the consent agenda. 
 
The motion was approved by unanimous vote of council present. 
 

   Mayor Dirksen   Absent 
   Council President Buehner Yes 
   Councilor Henderson  Yes  
   Councilor Wilson  Yes 
   Councilor Woodard  Yes 

 
 

    
5.   LEGISLATIVE PUBLIC HEARING - TIGARD CITY COUNCIL CONSIDERATION OF AN 

ORDINANCE ADOPTING COMPREHENSIVE PLAN AMENDMENT CPA 2012-00002 TO 
AMEND THE TIGARD COMPREHENSIVE PLAN MAP TO INCLUDE LAND USE 
DESIGNATIONS FOR THE RIVER TERRACE COMMUNITY PLAN AREA BASED ON 
RECOMMENDED LAND USES FOUND IN WASHINGTON COUNTY’S WEST 
BULL MOUNTAIN CONCEPT PLAN AND AMEND THE CURRENT TIGARD 
COMPREHENSIVE PLAN GOAL 14: URBANIZATION POLICIES 
 
Proposal:  To amend the current Tigard Comprehensive Plan Map to include map designations for 
the River Terrace Community Plan area based on recommended land uses found in Washington 
County's West Bull Mountain Concept Plan; to amend current Tigard Comprehensive Plan Goal 14; 
Urbanization goals, polices, and recommendation actions. 
 
Applicant:  City of Tigard, Oregon, 13125 SW Hall Boulevard, Tigard, Oregon 97223 
 
Location:  River Terrace Community Plan Area 
 
Applicable Review Criteria:  Development Code Chapters 18.380 and 18.390; Comprehensive Plan 
Goals 1, 2, 5, 6, 7, 8, 9, 10, 11, 12, 13 and 14; Metro Functional Plan Title 11; and Statewide 
Planning Goals 1, 2, 5, 6, 7, 8, 9, 10, 11, 12, 13 and 14.  

 

 Council President Buehner read the title of the public hearing and announced that she would 
not be participating in the discussion on this item since she has clients residing in the subject 
area. She recused herself from the hearing and turned the meeting over to Councilor Wilson 
who presided during the hearing that followed. 

 Councilor Wilson opened the public hearing. 

 City Attorney Ramis read the hearing procedures for this legislative hearing. A copy of those 
procedures is on file in the record copy of the council meeting packet. 

 There were no declarations or challenges. 
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 Staff Report: Senior Planner Wyss presented the staff report. 

 Staff is requesting approval an amendment to the comprehensive plan map to include 
land use designations for the River Terrace Community Planning area and amend Goal 
14 policies to guide the River Terrace Community Plan area during and after completion 
of the community planning process. 

 Proposed land uses are based on the recommendations made in the West Bull Mountain 
Concept Plan. Adopting those recommendations will honor the expectations set out in 
the Concept Plan as well as represent the transition from the concept planning process 
to the River Terrace community planning process. 

 The Concept Plan outlined a vision for the River Terrace area that was created over the 
course of three years by Washington County with the help of a stakeholder working 
group and a technical advisory committee. The vision was represented in land-use 
transportation and parks framework maps, which were intended to guide the future 
development of the area. 

 The framework maps envisioned a variety of residential densities and housing types to 
disperse the densities throughout the community and provide the appropriate amount of 
commercial uses, parks, trails and open spaces. The maps outlined a multimodal network 
of connected streets and walkable blocks. 

    The stakeholder group and the technical advisory committee both voted to 
forward the Concept Plan to Washington County Planning Commission and Board of 
Commissioners for consideration and adoption. In November 2010, the Washington 
County Planning Commission voted to recommend the Board adopt the Concept Plan, 
and in December 2010 the Washington County Board of Commissioners adopted the 
Concept Plan. 

 In summary, the city is taking what was completed as part of the West Bull Mountain 
planning process and updating its comprehensive plan map with the recommended land 
use designations identified in that plan. 

 Since the conclusion of the Concept Plan in the fall of 2011, the city annexed a portion 
of the area known as Area 64. In 2012 the city agreed, by intergovernmental agreement 
with Washington County, to refine the West Bull Mountain Concept Plan into the River 
Terrace Community Plan. 

 The Concept Plan is a vision. The Community Plan will put into place the means to 
implement the vision of the Concept Plan that will make urban development possible in 
the area. 

 The process to complete the Community Plan includes 11 total tasks to take place over 
the next 18 months. One of those tasks was to adopt the Concept Plan recommended 
land uses into the Tigard Comprehensive Plan. The issue before the Council this evening 
is outlined in Exhibit A of the Council meeting packet. This action will set expectations 
for the community planning process as well as allow the city to access some of the 
construction excise tax funds to pay for this planning work. 
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 A number of policies are recommended for adoption by the City Council to guide 
regulation of the River Terrace area during and after completion of the community 
planning process; shown in Exhibit B of the Council meeting packet. 

 The proposed amendments before the Council this evening will not allow urban level 
development until the community planning process is complete. 

 As part of the River Terrace community planning process, the recommended land uses 
before the Council this evening will be further analyzed. If there is need for further 
refinements, recommendations will be brought back to the Council through the planning 
commission.  The City Council will consider final adoption at the end of the River 
Terrace community planning process. 

   Staff found that the proposed amendments meet the criteria of the Tigard 
Community Development Code, including noticing requirements. 

 The Planning Commission held its public hearing on December 3, 2012. As part of the 
Planning Commission public hearing process, the City of Beaverton sent in comments; 
these are contained in the staff report, Exhibit C. Beaverton suggested more policies to 
outline collaboration with them during the River Terrace community planning process 
and the City of Beaverton’s South Cooper Mountain planning process. The city staff 
recommended no changes as they found sufficient existing policies to signify its 
commitment to collaborate with Beaverton. Tigard staff has been meeting regularly with 
Beaverton staff who will also be invited to attend the meetings of the Technical Advisory 
Committee. 

 Washington County staff also sent in comments; Attachment 2 to the staff report. They 
were supportive of the amendments and also suggested adoption of other elements of 
the concept plan including parks, trails and street classifications. Senior Planner Wyss 
reiterated that the proposed amendments represent the first steps to place land uses in 
the Tigard Comprehensive Plan. As part of the refinement of the Concept Plan, the city 
will be reviewing public facility elements of the area, which will be incorporated into the 
master plans. These will be adopted with findings made to assure compliance with state 
and regional requirements as well as meeting city standards. Therefore, staff 
recommended no changes based on these comments and Planning Commission agreed 
with staff’s recommendation. 

 Before the Planning Commission hearing, the city received written comments from 
Attorney Michael Robinson, who represented a property owner in the area. The letter 
was submitted to the Council as part of the record.  The letter stated they were 
appreciative of the proposed amendments with no changes proposed to the amendment. 
They noted, however, some refinements may be needed during the community planning 
process. Mr. Robinson also pointed out that Policy 6 allowed such refinements. 

 Senior Planner Wyss advised there were also two persons who testified at the Planning 
Commission. One was supportive of the amendments and one did not address the 
amendments directly, but wanted to stress the importance of cohesive planning between 
River Terrace and the urban reserves. The Planning Commission made no changes based 
on this testimony. 

 Senior Planner Wyss said the city did not receive formal comments from the Oregon 
Department of Transportation, the Department of Land Conservation and 
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Development and Metro. He advised Tigard staff worked with these agencies during the 
formulation of the policies that are found in the Council packet materials. The agencies 
were comfortable with the policies formulated. 

 Senior Planner Wyss referred to the staff report, Exhibit C of the Council meeting 
packet. The report includes findings related to the goals and policies of the Tigard 
Comprehensive Plan, Metro Functional Plan Title 11 and state land-use goals. The 
Planning Commission found the amendment to meet the approval criteria and voted 
unanimously to recommend approval of the Comprehensive Plan amendment. 

 Since the Planning Commission hearing, another letter was received from Michael 
Robinson, an attorney representing a property owner in the area. This letter was 
submitted for the record and supports the Planning Commission recommendation for 
City Council approval of the Comprehensive Plan amendments. Staff recommended no 
changes to the proposal before the Council based on this letter. 

 Senior Planner Wyss summarized: The amendment for the Council tonight will adopt 
the recommended land uses from the West Bull Mountain Concept Plan into the Tigard 
Comprehensive Plan. This action represents the first step to honor the Concept Plan and 
to transition to the community planning process. These land use designations are a 
starting point for the community planning process and if any changes are deemed 
necessary during said process, these will be made during the public process and brought 
before the Planning Commission and City Council for final review and approval. 

 

 Councilor Wilson asked if Council had questions of staff. 

 Councilor Henderson pointed towards a housekeeping issue that he would like addressed for 
future staff reports. He requested that all exhibits and attachments be marked as referenced 
in the staff report. 

 Councilor Wilson noted that Tigard was not officially part of the County’s process and had 
expressed concerns at the time the Concept Plan was adopted by the County Board. In 
response to a request from Councilor Wilson, Senior Planner Wyss outlined those concerns: 
the City of Tigard had a staff member on the Technical Advisory Committee of the West 
Bull Mountain concept planning process. There was a concern that no governance providers 
were identified for the area; i.e. water and parks services. Since then part of the area has 
come into the city and recently Area 63 and a portion of Roy Rogers West 
residents/property owners submitted petitions to annex into the city. All of the River 
Terrace area will receive services from the City of Tigard. There were also some concerns 
with the traffic analysis that was done as part of the concept planning process, but city 
officials will apply the Transportation Planning Rule and meet its regulations and expand the 
analysis completed as part of the Concept Plan. 

   Senior Planner Wyss confirmed for Councilor Woodard that the proposal before the 
Council is to take the recommended land uses from the Concept Plan and as city officials 
progress through the community planning process, they will analyze each of the components 
of the 11 tasks that were outlined earlier this evening. After analyzing what was done in the 
Concept Plan, city officials will update public facility plans and land use designations, if 
necessary, through the public process. Mr. Wyss also clarified that the remaining areas of 
River Terrace that are now outside of the city are poised to come into the city early in 2013 
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and, therefore, will be included in the community planning process, which is scheduled to be 
completed by the summer of 2014. 

 

 Councilor Wilson opened the public hearing. 
 

 Public testimony. 

 Proponent--Michael Robinson, 1120 NW Couch St., 10th Floor, Portland, OR 97209 

testified.   Mr. Robinson said he was before the Council on behalf of West Hills 
Development Company.  He introduced Dan Grimberg, the Director of Development for 
West Hills. This company is one of the major property owners in the River Terrace 
Community Plan area. He voiced support for the proposed amendments and the initiation of 
the community planning process. Mr. Robinson said, as he referenced in his letter, the 
proposed text amendment changes will need changes as the planning process goes forward. 
He noted that the vision established by Washington County was a great start, but changes 
will be identified once the City of Tigard decides what it wants. They look forward to 
working with staff and to refine a great vision for the area. He urged the Council to adopt 
the text and plan amendments recommended by the Planning Commission. 

 

    Councilor Wilson closed the public hearing. 
 

 Council Comments 
 Councilor Woodard said he looks forward to this project starting and advised it was time 

to get started. 
 Councilor Henderson referred past efforts related to this project, which started in 2007. 

He urged his fellow Councilors to move this item forward without delay. 
 Councilor Wilson said the start of the community planning for this area for the City of 

Tigard has been a long time in coming. He noted that the subject of annexation in the 
Bull Mountain area was before the Council at the beginning of his first term. The matter 
before the Council this evening is, in a way, a culmination of that effort insofar as the 
city is now accomplishing some things they set out to do, which is to get out in front of 
development so we can control what occurs adjacent to the city’s boundaries. 

 

 Council consideration: Motion by Councilor Henderson, seconded by Councilor Woodard, 
to adopt Ordinance No. 12-12. 

 
City Recorder Wheatley read the title and number of the ordinance: 
 
ORDINANCE NO. 12-12 - AN ORDINANCE ADOPTING COMPREHENSIVE 
PLAN AMENDMENT CPA 2012-00002 TO AMEND THE TIGARD 
COMPREHENSIVE PLAN MAP TO INCLUDE LAND USE DESIGNATIONS FOR 
THE RIVER TERRACE COMMUNITY PLAN AREA BASED ON RECOMMENDED 
LAND USES FOUND IN WASHINGTON COUNTY’S WEST BULL MT. CONCEPT 
PLAN AND AMEND THE CURRENT TIGARD COMPREHENSIVE PLAN GOAL 
14: URBANIZATION POLICIES  



 
TIGARD CITY COUNCIL/CCDA MEETING MINUTES – DECEMBER 11, 2012 

 City of Tigard | 13125 SW Hall Blvd., Tigard, OR 97223 | 503-639-4171 | www.tigard-or.gov |    Page 10 of 22 

 

 

 
The motion passed by a unanimous vote of the Council present. 
 

   Mayor Dirksen   Absent 
   Council President Buehner Absent from dais; did not participate during the hearing  
       nor did she cast a vote. 
   Councilor Henderson  Yes  
   Councilor Wilson  Yes 
   Councilor Woodard  Yes 
 

Council President Buehner returned to the dais and presided over the remaining agenda items for 
this meeting. 
 
 

    
6.   LEGISLATIVE PUBLIC HEARING FOR TIGARD CITY COUNCIL CONSIDERATION OF 

AN ORDINANCE ADOPTING COMPREHENSIVE PLAN AMENDMENT CPA 2012-00001 
AND DEVELOPMENT CODE AMENDMENT DCA 2012-00002 TO AMEND THE CITY 
OF TIGARD 2035 TRANSPORTATION SYSTEM PLAN AND TIGARD DEVELOPMENT 
CODE CHAPTERS 18.370, 18.610, AND 18.810 TO IMPLEMENT STREET CONNECTIVITY 
AND DESIGN STANDARDS FROM THE DOWNTOWN TIGARD CONCEPTUAL 
CONNECTIVITY PLAN  
 
Proposal:  To amend the City of Tigard 2035 Transportation System Plan and Tigard Development 
Code (Title 18) Chapters 18.370, 18.610 and 18.810 to implement the street connectivity and design 
standards recommended to the Downtown Tigard Conceptual Connectivity Plan. 
 
Applicant:  City of Tigard, 13125 SW Hall Boulevard, Tigard, Oregon 97223 
 
Location:  Downtown Mixed Use Central Business District 
 
Zoning:  MU-CBD 
 
Comp Plan:  Mixed Use Central Business District 
 
Applicable Review Criteria:  Community Development Code Chapters 18.380 and 18.390; 
Comprehensive Plan Goals 1, Citizen Involvement; 2, Land Use Planning, 9, Economic 
Development; 11, Public Facilities and Services; 12, Transportation; 13, Energy Conservation; and 
15, Special Planning Areas: Downtown; Metro Urban Growth Management Functional Plan Title 6, 
Metro Regional Transportation Functional Plan Titles 1, 2 and 5; Oregon Administrative Rules 
Chapter 660, Division 12; Statewide Planning Goals 1, 2, 9, 11, 12 and 13. 
   

    Council President Buehner read the title of the agenda item for the public hearing. 

   City Attorney Ramis reviewed the hearing procedures for this legislative hearing. 
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 Declarations or challenges: There were no declarations or challenges. 

   Redevelopment Project Manager Farrelly presented the staff report. He introduced 
Cathy Corliss, consultant with Angelo Planning Group. Ms. Corliss assisted with drafting the 
proposed code language. Mr. Farrelly summarized the history of this matter. During his 
presentation, Mr. Farrelly referred to PowerPoint slides depicting the highlights of this 
report. 

o The study area of the urban renewal district was pointed out. 
o Existing conditions limit ways to move around downtown. 
o The foundational documents for the proposed code amendments were reviewed. 

 2005 Tigard Downtown Improvement Plan 
 The Downtown Future Vision as expressed in the Downtown Improvement 

Plan. 
 Goal 15.4 of the Downtown chapter of the Comprehensive Plan specifically 

calls for developing street and circulation improvements. 
o Objectives of the Plan: 

 Connectivity. 
 Circulation. 
 Capacity. 

o Proposed code amendments required to implement the vision were reviewed and 
are outlined in both the presentation and the staff report prepared for the 
Council packet. These amendments, as recommended by the planning 
commission, were reviewed in detail (maps) with the City Council during Mr. 
Farrelly’s presentation. A map depicting the proposed street character types was 
referred to by Mr. Farrelly followed by a review of the proposed amendments to 
Chapter 18.810 of the Community Development Code (Street and Utility 
Improvement Standards). 

o Street character types were reviewed. (PowerPoint slides 20-24) 
 Consultant Corliss presented the next segment of information to the council. 

o Chapter 18.610 proposed language was reviewed for Tigard Downtown District 
Development and Design Standards. (PowerPoint slide 25) The proposed 
amendments for this section of the code included delineations of what would be 
considered new development and major redevelopment. New development and 
major redevelopment would require a property owner to dedicate required right of 
way or dedicate a public easement and construct required improvements. Ms. Corliss 
reviewed changes to the landscaping requirements to allow an applicant to count 
landscaping that was part of a required street improvement. At this point Ms. Corliss 
advised council of a scrivener’s error in the footnote to Table 18.610.1. The error is 
on page 5 of 7, Exhibit C, Footnote 4. This footnote should read as follows: 

“In the MU-CBD zone, required landscaping can be provided upon roofs or within the right-of-
way where the applicant is required to provide landscaping as part of the street improvement in 
accordance with section 18.610 .025.” (The error was that the section was cited as 18.610.075) 
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 If a project does not qualify as major redevelopment, valued at 60% or less of its: 
total current value as assessed by the Washington County Assessor, the standard to 
apply is that the future right-of-way be preserved for connectivity. Another 
requirement would be to sign a non-remonstrance agreement to a future local 
improvement district.  

 Ms. Corliss reviewed PowerPoint slide 28, which depicted a required new pedestrian 
pathway with the property affected shown in an overlay of grid marks on the map. 
This is a scale-back of an earlier proposal for a street connection through this block. 
The location of the pathway is flexible insofar as the standard calls for connections 
through blocks at least every 330 feet. 

 Ms. Corliss reviewed proposed amendments to Chapter 18.370, Adjustments to 
Connectivity Standards. There are existing adjustment procedures in this chapter and 
the proposed amendment is a new adjustment procedure that addresses the specific 
requirements that are in 18.610. (PowerPoint slide 29) 

 Ms. Corliss referred to PowerPoint slide 30 and commented that the rough 
proportionality provisions in 18.8 10.020 represents a safeguard for property owners 
who are concerned about the trigger of being required to pay for public 
improvements should they reach the threshold of new development or 
redevelopment of 60% or more of the value of the property. “Applicants may be 
required to dedicate land and build required public improvements only when the 
required exaction is directly related to and roughly proportional to the impact of the 
development.” 

 

 Redevelopment Project Manager Farrelly reviewed the public involvement activities as listed 
in PowerPoint slide 31. Property owners received separate notice of the Planning 
Commission and the City Council hearings. 

 Redevelopment Project Manager Farrelly reviewed citizen comments highlighted in 
PowerPoint slide 32. 

 Redevelopment Project Manager Farrelly reviewed agency comments highlighted in 
PowerPoint slide 33. Comments were received from TVF&R, TriMet, and the Oregon 
Department of Transportation. Information and staff recommendations on these agency 
comments are contained in the staff report. 

 Redevelopment Project Manager Farrelly reviewed the proceedings of the Planning 
Commission Hearing of October 15, 2012. (PowerPoint slide 34) 

 The Planning Commission unanimously recommended that Council approve the proposed 
amendments. Mr. Farrelly noted the areas where revisions were made to accommodate 
citizen concerns. The Planning Commission was in accord with the changes proposed by the 
City Council during its preliminary review of this matter. 

 Mr. Farrelly reviewed the revised code language, which specifies that if an existing 
development is destroyed as a result of fire or other cause beyond the control of the owner, 
the rebuilding of it shall not be considered a major redevelopment for the purposes of street 
connectivity. 
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 Mr. Farrelly reviewed the proposed and recommended Planning Commission changes for 
allowing flexible design standards for the street near Fanno Creek Park. (PowerPoint slide 
36) 

 Mr. Farrelly summarized the findings in the staff report and highlighted on PowerPoint slide 
37. 

 
Council questions: 

 Councilor Woodard referred to wording related to Chapter 18.6 10.025 and asked staff if this 
was a complete rewrite? Mr. Farrelly said this is all new language. Councilor Woodard 
commented on incentivizing redevelopment and noted some concern about the 60 percent 

threshold as stated in this section.    He suggested there might be a way to offer a waiver 
to encourage clustering or sub clustering of certain types of business. One possibility might 
be to offer a public/private partnership to avoid the situation of overwhelming costs that 
would cause a property owner to decide they would not want to move forward with a 
redevelopment project. Councilor Wilson said the rough proportionality clause as referred to 
by staff would probably suffice to remedy the concern expressed by Councilor Woodard. 
After some discussion, Councilor Woodard said he might need to take more time to review 
this section before he can make a decision. He said that he feels there should be some other 
offering to give people an incentive/motivation to want to consider redeveloping. Councilor 
Wilson acknowledged Councilor Woodard’s concerns and said it was one of the tougher 
decisions that the Council must make; that is, balancing the need for roads in a place that is 
already developed without dis-incentivizing new development. Councilor Woodard noted 
the distinction for him is that he sees redevelopment as different from new development. He 
said he thinks there will still be a cost to the existing property owner even with the rough 
proportionality application. 

 Redevelopment Project Manager Farrelly responded that Councilor Woodard’s concern has 
also been of concern to him insofar as his job is to attract developers and would not want to 
do anything to “scare” anyone away. However, he does believe the rough proportionality 
language would meet this concern. He offered that there is nothing precluding, through the 
urban renewal umbrella, offering incentives for development such as sharing costs in 
public/private partnerships. Councilor Woodard acknowledged that he saw some allusion to 
offering incentives as Mr. Farrelly described; however, he does not think the language is clear 
on this point. 

   Councilor Wilson weighed in on the discussion of incentivizing development and 
offered that if a developer can see that the city is serious about putting in a street grid that 
could also be a positive attraction. The bigger issue is for current owners who might want to 
expand outward but would be limited because of the need to preserve right of way.  If 
potential developers are looking for the least-cost development, they probably would not 
come here anyway. 

 Councilor Henderson asked Mr. Farrelly about how he arrived at his conclusion that the 
proposed code amendment would make it more affordable for a developer. Mr. Farrelly 
referred to the specific example of large interior blocks, which do not have street frontage. If 
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a new street is still creating street frontage, the street frontage is more marketable and creates 
more value. There is a cost in building the street, but value is also value created. 

   Council President Buehner advised she was supporting the rough proportionality 
section proposed by these amendments. She said that we need to be making sure we have 
uniform streets as they are constructed. A lack of uniform streets would deter 
redevelopment. 

 Council President Buehner asked Mr. Farrelly and to bring up the slide showing the 
crosshatched area (Required New Pedestrian Pathway-Slide 28). She noted her concerns with 
an aging population and creating areas that are too large with respect to accessibility points. 
Mr. Farrelly noted that the gridded area will call for pedestrian and bike connections. Blocks 
cannot be larger than 330 feet. A street cannot be located in this area because of intersection 
spacing standards. He agreed with Councilor Buehner that a goal is to make the downtown 
easier for walking around, which is why a pedestrian connection would be required. A street 
had originally been shown at this location and was removed due to the lack of ability to 
connect to Hall Boulevard. Councilor Buehner noted the size of the crosshatched area and 
said it is too big. She said that access should be reconsidered for the area, even if it is a dead-
end street. Councilor Wilson said he did not think anything would preclude a developer 
from providing access; in fact, presumably a parking lot would be required within the area. 
Councilor Buehner countered that she thought they would need some public right-of-way 
within the block at some location. She suggested it does not need to be a major street but 
could be an abbreviated style of local street. When Mr. Farrelly referred to the pedestrian 
access, Council President Buehner suggested consideration of a joint vehicle/pedestrian 
access, effectively a type of alley. Mr. Farrelly said this could be considered. He noted the 
challenge in this area was to avoid making the lot so small that it would be difficult to 
develop.  

   Councilor Woodard spoke in support of economic development and asked how many 
incentive programs are available to draw developers to the downtown to make investments. 
Mr. Farrelly referred to the Façade Improvement Program and the Targeted Improvement 
Program for interior improvements. He noted the City Center Development Agency Board 
has entertained a matrix of potential incentives that would attract a developer – one of those 
incentives is to offer a public/private partnership to build public improvements, to be 
considered on a case-by-case basis. Due to the limitations on the tax increment funding 
available, Mr. Farrelly said he was reluctant to make the public/private partnership an official 
program. Councilor Woodard noted the amount of incentives was limited and additional 
incentives could be derived from a review of the 60% requirement for the triggering of 
paying for public improvements when a property is redeveloped by a current owner.  

   Council President Buehner noted her concerns with Councilor Woodard’s proposal for 
additional incentives, noting the limitation of funding available from the tax increment 
realized to date. She suggested one way to accelerate the availability of funds would be to go 
back to the voters and asked to increase the size of the district. 

 Councilor Woodard reiterated that he would prefer a re-examination of the “60 percent 
requirement” and did not think this would necessarily require going back to the voters. In 
response to a question from Councilor Woodard, Mr. Farrelly advised that the incentives do 
not necessarily need to be identified in the Development Code or the Comprehensive Plan. 
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He referred to modest incentives that are built into Development Code language; i.e., 
allowing landscaping requirements to be met by using the streetscape landscaping towards 
meeting the total amount of landscaping required. The City Center Development Agency 
Board could also consider additional incentive programs. 

   City Manager Wine reminded the City Council that staff have been asked to come back 
with a proposal that looks beyond code revisions and street connectivity and propose other 
types of incentives for CCDA consideration. This proposal will be before the City Center 
Development Agency Board in the new year. 

 Councilor Woodard advised that his primary concern with the proposed amendments is the 
“60 percent requirement.” He said he would not feel at ease voting in favor of the proposed 
amendments at this time. 

   Project Redevelopment Manager Farrelly responded to a question from Councilor 
Henderson regarding the scale of the proposed connectivity code amendments. Mr. Farrelly 
said some consideration had been given to expanding the connectivity changes to the 
shopping center mall on the other side of Hall and Pacific Highway; but, it was thought that 
those areas had different issues from the downtown core. The proposed changes are 
delineated in Exhibit A attached to the proposed ordinance. 

   Council President Buehner called for public testimony. 
 
 Proponents 

 Alexander Craghead, 12205 SW Hall Blvd., Tigard, OR 97223 advised he was before the City 
Council to testify on behalf of the City Center Advisory Commission. The proposal before 
the Council this evening is the culmination of many years of process. He commended the 
planning staff and consultant for making the effort to talk to property and business owners 
to make this a plan that works for short- and long-term business interests. 

 
Mr. Craghead referred to the Council discussion on incentives and offered that if the code 
amendments are adopted as proposed, there is no reason that additional incentives could not 
occur. He cautioned against forming permanent incentives in the code since incentives 
should be a matter of negotiation and suggested this would be a better way to protect 
taxpayer dollars. Anything not paid for by the developer would be paid by the taxpayers in 
the city. 
 
Mr. Craghead said the overall proposal before the Council this evening serves most of the 
major interests. He encouraged the Council to adopt the proposed amendments. 
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    Richard Shavey, 11371 SW Sycamore Pl., Tigard, OR 97223 advised he was a member 
of the Planning Commission. He said the Planning Commission made changes to the 
document based on testimony and observations. The Planning Commission is supportive of 
the document as presented to the City Council. He said he did not believe the Commission 
was advocating downplaying economic development. He said the only thing he thinks might 
be missing from the document is identifying when activities should get started. He noted 
that in the last 20 years no timeframe was established for implementation of downtown 
activity.  He urged establishing action plans for this year, next year and for the years ahead. 

 

 Mr. Shavey announced a Planning Commission recommendation for the upcoming City 
Council goal-setting session: 

o Reconfigure Tiedeman Avenue and/or North Dakota Street to reduce the number 
of at-grade railroad crossings in support of the Ash Avenue connection. 

  Mr. Shavey said the Planning Commission supports the Council’s approval of the 
document before it tonight. 
 

Opponents 

  Cecelia Thompson, Manchester Sq., Tigard, OR (12625 Southwest Hall Blvd., No. 
26, 97223) testified that she and her husband own the property that is crosshatched on 
slide number 28 that has been under discussion this evening. She noted her appreciation 
that the 60 percent rule would not apply if redevelopment was needed because of fire 
damage or an earthquake. 

Ms. Thompson advised she still has a major concern that she would be required to install 
pedestrian and bike pathways. She did not want to divide up a property or allow people 
to go through the apartment complex due to security concerns. She appreciated Council 
President Buehner’s concern about adequate access for senior residents. She noted that 
residents of the complex are able to park in front of their residence, for the most part. 
She would not want that to change. 
 
Ms. Thompson said she would not want the future development of the lot to be 
constricted because of the requirements for a pedestrian or bicycle pathway. At some 
point in the future, she would like to have the entire complex be secured. She said that 
she would like her property to be excluded from the designation as indicated by the hash 
marks. In response to a question from Councilor Buehner, Ms. Thompson said she has 
expressed these same concerns during the Planning Commission considerations. She said 
that she was told that this requirement was related to the “60 percent rule.” 
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Ms. Thompson said she and her husband have owned this property since 1984. They 
have done a significant amount of improvements to the property and this complex offers 
clean, affordable housing. 
 
In response to a question from Councilor Henderson, Ms. Thompson said her 
preference would be to make the apartment complex a gated community. She said she 
has no plans to reconfigure the buildings. Councilor Henderson deferred to Mr. Farrelly 
to explain when the requirements for a pedestrian or bicycle pathway would be triggered. 
Mr. Farrelly advised that he has talked to Ms. Thompson and he has advised her that the 
pathway would not be required until there is redevelopment of the property greater than 
60 percent. Mr. Farrelly said he understands her concern relates to her ability to sell the 
property the requirement for a pathway if a potential buyer plans redevelopment. 
 
Ms. Thompson further voiced a concern about placing a pedestrian/bicycle pathway on 
the property and having it convert to public domain. She said she would lose value if this 
occurred. Council President Buehner explained that if property is converted to public 
right-of-way, then Ms. Thompson would be paid for the value of that right-of-way. 
 
Councilor Wilson noted there were a number of different parcels included with the 
cross-hatch marks. He asked how it would be determined where the pathway would be 
required. Ms. Corliss responded this area was different than other parcels in the 
downtown because of the 330-foot spacing standard. If the large apartment building 
redeveloped, it would need to be designed so the 330-foot spacing standard could be 
met. If other areas of the parcel are redeveloped, then the standard would not be 
required. In response to Councilor Wilson’s observation that this standard is required in 
other parts of the code, Ms. Corliss replied standards for block length and connectivity 
are also provided for in the Transportation Planning Rule. The issue for this particular 
area of the downtown was that the required pathways would not be triggered with site 
plan review or major redevelopment. 
 
Council President Buehner pointed out that the subject parcel consists of a number of 
small pieces of property. She was of the opinion that if a redevelopment were to occur, it 
would be likely that a developer would be looking to purchase several parcels. She spoke 
to keeping flexibility in the code since it is unknown how redevelopment could occur. 
Ms. Thompson noted her property consists of three lots; one is quite small. Council 
President Buehner advised Ms. Thompson that given how redevelopment would likely 
occur, it would probably mean that someone was purchasing several parcels to create a 
larger development. 
 

Council President Buehner advised that there was no one else on testimony sign in sheet and 
she asked if there was anyone present who wish to testify. Mr. Gregg Davidson indicated he 
would like to speak. 

 Gregg Davidson, 10152 Southwest Murdock St., Tigard, OR 97224 testified. He referred 
to the proposed street behind the post office and the street between Scoffins and 
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Commercial Street.  He questioned whether the proposal before the Council was to 
require construction of these streets should property be redeveloped. Mr. Farrelly 
confirmed that this was correct. Mr. Davidson noted his issues with the location of the 
streets in proximity to his property and concerns that his property would become city 
property because of the requirement for half-street improvements. He questioned the 
premise behind placing a street between Scoffins and Commercial, going east and west. 
Mr. Farrelly advised that this is a very large block and the desire was to break down lot 
sizes to open up the interior lots for development.  This would make properties more 
valuable and easier for pedestrians, cars and bikes to get around.  

Mr. Davidson said this was detrimental to the property he owns. In addition he said he 
has not been contacted personally regarding the proposed code amendments. 
 

Council President Buehner closed the public hearing. 
 
In response to a question from Council President Buehner, Mr. Farrelly said staff has a list of 
people who participated in the small group meetings. Property owners have been noticed and 
there is a record of the addresses for which these notices were sent. He advised that notices were 
sent for a small group meetings as well as the two public hearings. He confirmed that notice was 
sent to Mr. Davidson. 
 
Council President Buehner called for Council discussion on this matter. 

 Councilor Wilson explained to Mr. Davidson that it is unknown how this might affect his 
property. The requirements for the streets are triggered in the event of a major 
redevelopment; at least 60 percent of the value of the property. Mr. Davidson asked for 
further clarification and at the request of Councilor Wilson, Mr. Farrelly responded. If Mr. 
Davidson were to redevelop his property that would increase its assessed value by more than 
60 percent, then the connectivity standards would need to be addressed. Discussion 
followed with Mr. Davidson asking about specific situations where the streets would need to 
be improved by him. He has property that has access to Scoffins and Commercial Streets. 
After discussing the proximity of Mr. Davidson’s property and the likelihood of 
redevelopment, Mr. Davidson noted his concern is with how these requirements might 
affect a potential sale of his property or if he decided he wanted to build something at the 
mobile home park site. Councilor Wilson said it was his understanding that the likely result 
would be for preservation of about 50-feet of right of way and suggested Mr. Davidson 
would be able to use this 50 feet for parking. Councilor Wilson said there would be some 
constraints on the location of the five-story apartment building that Mr. Davidson used as an 
example. There is some encumbrance on Mr. Davidson’s property but most of the impact 
would be on the neighboring property. Councilor Wilson added that this would give Mr. 
Davidson’s properties street frontage that might increase the value of his property. 

 Mr. Davidson identified for Mr. Farrelly the parcels that he owned in this area. Mr. 
Davidson said he is trying to understand how any action that the Council might take tonight 
would affect any future plans he might have for this property. Mr. Farrelly advised that if the 
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property was redeveloped with a large apartment building, then part of the property would 
need to be preserved for a future street connection – parking and landscaping could be 
placed on the preserved property. In the future if the adjoining properties are redeveloped, 
there will be a street providing frontage along Mr. Davidson’s property. 

 Councilor Woodard pointed out that Mr. Davidson’s situation is a prime example of why he 
was concerned with some of the new language proposed for Council’s consideration tonight. 
He noted his perception that additional language, perhaps in the administrative rules, should 
spell out how property owners who want to redevelop their property would be affected with 
the requirements to preserve rights of way. He expressed concern for fairness. Councilor 
Woodard said he does not believe policies to protect property owners are in place. 

 City Attorney Ramis said that because this is in the zoning code, there is no ability for 
adjustments through an administrative rule as suggested by Councilor Woodard. The criteria 
and rules must be specified in the code language. 

 In response to a question from Councilor Woodard, City Manager Wine explained that prior 
to the proposed new language, this was a reserved section of the code. Councilor Woodard 
advised this was the root of his concern insofar as placing these requirements in the code 
will impact businesses. As a point of order, Councilor Wilson noted that the public hearing 
was closed and that his question to Mr. Davidson was whether he understood how the code 
might affect his property. He suggested that the Council excuse Mr. Davidson and for the 
Council to conduct its deliberations. 

   Mr. Farrelly pointed out where the impact might be on Mr. Davidson’s property. The 
connection could be reclassified to either a pedestrian connection or an alley. 

    Councilor Wilson commented that these code amendments have been several years in 
the making. He acknowledged that establishing new connections would impact property 
owners. In the past, property lines were respected, which is why there are strangely laid out 
connections such as the one at Scoffins and Hunziker. Councilor Wilson expressed support 
for the ordinance as proposed with the changes that the Planning Commission 
recommended. 

   Councilor Henderson noted he supports the proposed ordinance because of the 
opportunity to promote connectivity in the community. He referred to efforts over the past 
five years to further the connectivity the city’s transportation network. This is part of a 
bigger plan and needs to be implemented. He advocated fair/equitable administration of the 
ordinance provisions, noting that there will be problems to resolve. Councilor Henderson 
acknowledged concerns by property owners, such as Mr. Davidson, who think they may 
have to give up their property. This is not true; however, there might be restrictions placed 
on their property. Furthermore, Councilor Henderson pointed out the topography in the 
area where Mr. Davidson’s property is located and the difficulty it represents for building a 
future street connection.  

   Councilor Woodard said that while he agreed with much of what Councilor Henderson 
had to say, he remains concerned about the 60 percent trigger associated with a 
redevelopment. Councilor Woodard maintained that some creative thinking should occur 
prior to adoption of the code language to determine if there are ways to alleviate current 
property owners’ concerns about redevelopment of their property. He noted concerns that 
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the language regarding the 60 percent redevelopment trigger was new language that he had 
not had a chance to review before tonight and that if this new language remains, he will vote 
no on the proposed ordinance. 

   Council President Buehner recalled that the circulation study came before the Council 
about three years ago. At the time Council asked for additional review and there have been 
numerous opportunities for public participation. There is a problem in the downtown area in 
that there is no reasonable transportation grid system. The proposal before the Council this 
evening represents the effort to move toward more of a grid system. She said it is time to 
take a step forward and begin the initial steps for better connectivity.  The lack of 
connectivity means investors are delaying buying property because they do not know where 
future streets will be placed. She advised that she would be voting in favor of the ordinance. 
She asked that staff take another look at the area on slide number 28 with regard to access 
for people with disabilities – as she noted earlier in her remarks. 

   Councilor Woodard reiterated that he was aware that the circulation planning has been 
underway for a long time. While he understands redevelopment may not occur for quite a 
few years, he remains concerned about the new language as he noted in his earlier 
comments. He added that no economic policies or strategies have been developed. Council 
President Buehner, in recognition of Councilor Woodard’s concern, noted that a review of 
the transportation plan occurs every five years. 

   Redevelopment Project Manager Farrelly advised that the proposed ordinance language 
was compared to the goals provided by the Comprehensive Plan. Staff has made findings 
supporting that the proposed language is consistent with the premise that increased 
connectivity will create higher valued development and raise values of adjacent properties 
when completed. This proposed language, therefore, addresses one of the economic 
development goals of the Comprehensive Plan. In response to a comment from Councilor 
Woodard, Mr. Farrelly acknowledged the concern with the trigger of the 60 percent 
redevelopment requirements, but it is consistent with other areas of the code. Small 
expansions will not trigger these requirements. 

Council consideration of Ordinance No. 12-13: 
 

 Motion by Councilor Wilson, seconded by Councilor Henderson, to adopt ordinance number 
12-13. 
 
City Recorder Wheatley read the title and number of the proposed ordinance: 
 
ORDINANCE NO. 12-13 - AN ORDINANCE ADOPTING COMPREHENSIVE PLAN 
AMENDMENT CPA 2012-00001 AND DEVELOPMENT CODE AMENDMENT DCA 2012-
00002 TO AMEND THE CITY OF TIGARD 2035 TRANSPORTATION SYSTEM PLAN AND 
TIGARD DEVELOPMENT CODE CHAPTERS 18.370, 18.610, AND 18.810 TO 
IMPLEMENT STREET CONNECTIVITY AND DESIGN STANDARDS FROM THE 
DOWNTOWN TIGARD CONCEPTUAL CONNECTIVITY PLAN 
 
Motion was approved by a majority roll-call vote of Council members present: 
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   Mayor Dirksen   Absent 
   Council President Buehner Yes 
   Councilor Henderson  Yes  
   Councilor Wilson  Yes 
   Councilor Woodard  No 

 
Council President Buehner requested staff meet with Mr. Davidson to discuss and address his 
concerns. 
 
 

7.   COUNCIL LIAISON REPORTS:  None. 
 
 
8.   NON AGENDA ITEMS: 

 
Non-Agenda Item - Councilor Wilson 

 

   Councilor Wilson requested City Council consideration of Resolution No.12-52.  In support of 
this non-agenda item, he read reviewed the language in the resolution stating the reasons for his 
proposal for Council to consider naming the Summer Creek property as “Dirksen Nature Park.” 

 
 Motion by Councilor Woodard, seconded by Councilor Henderson, to approve Resolution No. 12-

52. 
 
 RESOLUTION NO. 12-52 –  A RESOLUTION NAMING THE SUMMER CREEK 

PROPERTY AS THE “DIRKSEN NATURE PARK” IN HONOR OF TIGARD MAYOR 
CRAIG DIRKSEN.  

 
 The motion was approved by a unanimous vote of Council present: 
 

   Mayor Dirksen   Absent 
   Council President Buehner Yes 
   Councilor Henderson  Yes  
   Councilor Wilson  Yes 
   Councilor Woodard  Yes 

 
 
9.   EXECUTIVE SESSION:  Not held. 
 
 

10. ADJOURNMENT:  10:06 p.m.     
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Motion by Councilor Wilson, seconded by Councilor Henderson to adjourn the meeting.  
 

 The motion was approved by a unanimous vote of Council present:  
 
   Mayor Dirksen   Absent 
   Council President Buehner Yes 
   Councilor Henderson  Yes  
   Councilor Wilson  Yes 
   Councilor Woodard  Yes 

 
 
 

 

 
 
 
        
 Catherine Wheatley, City Recorder 
Attest: 
 
 
    
Mayor, City of Tigard 
 
Date:    
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Meeting Date: 01/22/2013

Length (in minutes): Consent Item  

Agenda Title: Approve Ten-Year Extension of the Broadband Users Group Intergovernmental Agreement

Prepared For: Louis Sears

Submitted By: Louis Sears, Financial and Information

Services

Item Type: Motion Requested Meeting Type: Consent Agenda

Public Hearing: No Publication Date: 

Information

ISSUE 

Should the Tigard City Council extend the current Broadband User's Group (BUG) IGA for 10 years?

STAFF RECOMMENDATION / ACTION REQUEST

Extend the current BUG intergovernmental agreement (IGA) for 10 years.

KEY FACTS AND INFORMATION SUMMARY

The BUG is composed of 17 local government agencies. The BUG provides Internet, connections between agencies,

security, monitoring and support, with each agency paying a fee according to the amount of bandwidth used. Instead of

each agency needing to setup firewalls, Internet connection, and security, there is a central BUG technical team which

performs these functions allowing for both a more secure Internet and reducing costs to provide the services.

OTHER ALTERNATIVES

The City of Tigard could leave the BUG and setup their own Internet connection, security, and multiple IGAs to access

and share data with other agencies. This would require both additional hardware and staff to setup, monitor and

maintain the Internet connection.

COUNCIL GOALS, POLICIES, APPROVED MASTER PLANS

The reauthorization of this regional agreement does not directly relate to a 2012 City Council goal. However, the

efficiencies gained by the organization of the Broadband Users Group and the resulting IGA meets the Tigard City

Council's overall objective of promoting the City of Tigard's interests in the region. This agreement contributes toward

the financial stability goal by leveraging a successful regional model to provide Internet access and security for city

computers, and maximizes internal and external assets.

DATES OF PREVIOUS COUNCIL CONSIDERATION

Approximately January 2008

Fiscal Impact

Fiscal Information:

The City is already part of the BUG and this would be a 10 year extension of the IGA. The BUG maintains the



The City is already part of the BUG and this would be a 10 year extension of the IGA. The BUG maintains the

Internet connection, security, and the ability to connect with other local agencies. One of the reasons for the

formation of the BUG was to support smaller agencies in their ability to connect to local agencies without the need to

setup their own security and maintain the Internet connection. The greatest fiscal impact on the City should the IGA

not be extended would be the need to purchase equipment, configure the equipment, and enter

into multiple intergovernmental agreements to contintue to access other agencies data.

Attachments

BUG_IGA_10_Yr_Ext
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FIRST AMENDMENT TO 
INTERGOVERNMENTAL AGREEMENT 

BROADBAND USER'S GROUP (BUG) 
 

Shared Use of Public Communication Network, Internet Access, Communication Devices and 
Communication Equipment 

 
WHEREAS, the Cities of Beaverton, Cornelius, Forest Grove, Hillsboro, King City, Lake 
Oswego, Tigard, Tualatin, Banks, and North Plains, and Clean Water Services, Metropolitan 
Area Communications Commission, Tualatin Valley Fire & Rescue, Washington County, 
Washington County Consolidated Communications Agency, Washington County Cooperative 
Library Services, Banks Fire District 13, and Tualatin Hills Parks and Recreation District 
previously entered into the Broadband Users Group Intergovernmental Agreement, (hereafter 
“BUG IGA” or “Agreement”);  
 
WHEREAS, pursuant to section 11.2 of the Agreement, the BUG IGA will terminate in 2013; and  
 
WHEREAS, the Parties individually and collectively desire to extend the duration of the BUG 
IGA until January 1, 2023; 
 
NOW THEREFORE, pursuant to ORS 190.010 et. seq., the Parties hereby agree to as follows: 
 
A. Section 11.2 of the BUG IGA is hereby amended to read as follows (deleted language 

in strikethrough and new language in underline italic): 
 

11.2 This Agreement and the BUG will continue for 5 years until January 1, 2023.  A 
Participant may withdraw from the BUG by giving at least 180 days written 
notice of its intent to withdraw to the GB Chair.  The written notification (not 
email) must include a transition plan developed by the withdrawing Participant to 
allow the orderly and coordinated ending of all BUG related services.   The 
withdrawing Participant is responsible for the transition plan that must include: 
1) an inventory listing each BUG related interconnectivity requirement with 
certification that each is addressed prior to disconnection, 2) a written summary of 
a meeting with the Lead Administrative Agency to review termination 
requirements, and 3) a timeline for withdrawing based on that meeting with the 
Lead Administrative Agency.   

 
B. Except as expressly amended by this First Amendment, all terms and provisions of the 

BUG IGA shall remain in full force and effect. 
 
C. This First Amendment to the BUG IGA may be executed in one or more counterparts 

(facsimile or otherwise), each of which shall be deemed to be an original.  All 
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counterparts shall constitute one agreement binding on all parties.  This First Amendment 
to the BUG IGA shall be effective as of the last date of signature indicated below. 

 
THE PARTIES, by execution of this First Amendment to the BUG IGA, hereby acknowledge 
that their signing representatives have read this Agreement, understand it, and agree to be bound 
by its terms and conditions.  This First Amendment to the BUG IGA is hereby APPROVED 
AND SIGNED by the appropriate officers who are authorized to execute this agreement on 
behalf of the governing body of each Party. 
 
Dated this __________ day of ___________________, 2012 
 
 
_______________________  _______________________  
City of Beaverton   City of Beaverton Attorney 
                                    APPROVED AS TO FORM 
 
 
Dated this __________ day of ___________________, 2012 
 
 
_______________________  _______________________  
City of Cornelius   City of Cornelius Attorney 
                                    APPROVED AS TO FORM 
 
 
Dated this __________ day of ___________________, 2012 
 
 
_______________________  _______________________  
City of Forest Grove   City of Forest Grove Attorney 
                                    APPROVED AS TO FORM 
 
 
Dated this __________ day of ___________________, 2012 
 
 
_______________________  _______________________  
City of Hillsboro   City of Hillsboro Attorney 
                                    APPROVED AS TO FORM 
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Dated this __________ day of ___________________, 2012 
 
 
_______________________  _______________________ 
City of King City   City of King City Attorney 
                                    APPROVED AS TO FORM 
  
 
Dated this __________ day of ___________________, 2012 
 
 
_______________________  _______________________  
City of Lake Oswego   City of Lake Oswego Attorney 
                                    APPROVED AS TO FORM 
 
 
Dated this __________ day of ___________________, 2012 
 
 
_______________________  _______________________  
City of Tigard    City of Tigard Attorney 
                                    APPROVED AS TO FORM 
 
 
Dated this __________ day of ___________________, 2012 
 
 
_______________________  _______________________  
City of Tualatin   City of Tualatin Attorney 
                                    APPROVED AS TO FORM 
 
 
Dated this __________ day of ___________________, 2012 
 
 
_______________________  _______________________  
Clean Water Services   CWS Attorney 
                                    APPROVED AS TO FORM 
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Dated this __________ day of ___________________, 2012 
 
 
_______________________  _______________________ 
Tualatin Valley Fire & Rescue TVF&R Attorney 
                                    APPROVED AS TO FORM 
  
 
Dated this __________ day of ___________________, 2012 
 
 
_______________________  _______________________   
Washington County/WCCLS  WC Attorney 
                                    APPROVED AS TO FORM 
 
 
Dated this __________ day of ___________________, 2012 
 
 
_______________________  _______________________   
WCCCA    WCCCCA Attorney 
                                    APPROVED AS TO FORM 
 
 
Dated this __________ day of ___________________, 2012 
 
 
_______________________  _______________________   
MACC     MACC Attorney 
                                    APPROVED AS TO FORM 
 
 
Dated this __________ day of ___________________, 2012 
 
 
_______________________  _______________________   
City of Banks    City of Banks Attorney 
                                    APPROVED AS TO FORM 
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Dated this __________ day of ___________________, 2012 
 
 
_______________________  _______________________   
City of North Plains   City of North Plains Attorney 
                                    APPROVED AS TO FORM 
 
 
Dated this __________ day of ___________________, 2012 
 
 
_______________________  _______________________   
THPRD    THPRD Attorney 
                                    APPROVED AS TO FORM 
 
Dated this __________ day of ___________________, 2012 
 
 
_______________________  _______________________   
Banks Fire District 13   Banks Fire District 13 Attorney 
                                    APPROVED AS TO FORM 
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Business Meeting

Meeting Date: 01/22/2013

Length (in minutes): 10 Minutes  

Agenda Title: Approve Purchase of the Bagan Property and Authorize the City Manager to

Complete the Property Purchase

Prepared For: Steve Martin Submitted By: Greer

Gaston,

Public Works

Item Type: Resolution Meeting Type: 

Council

Business

Meeting -

Main

Public Hearing 

Newspaper Legal Ad Required?: No 
 

Public Hearing Publication

Date in Newspaper: 

Information

ISSUE 

Shall the council consider a resolution:

Approving the purchase of the Bagan property as outlined in the Purchase Agreement and Escrow Instructions?

Authorizing the city manager to take all necessary action to complete the property purchase on behalf of the city?

STAFF RECOMMENDATION / ACTION REQUEST

Approve the resolution.

KEY FACTS AND INFORMATION SUMMARY

In November 2010 Tigard voters passed a $17 million park bond measure. Eighty percent of park bond proceeds were

dedicated to acquiring park land and open space.

In late 2010 the Park and Recreation Advisory Board (PRAB) was tasked with evaluating more than 60 potential park

properties. The Bagan property ranked near the top of the PRAB's acquisition list.

The 2.9-acre property is located at 10910 SW Greenburg Road in Tigard and is adjacent to another city-owned

property. A vicinity map is attached. Approximately 1.91 acres of the property cannot be developed as they lie within

the Ash Creek floodplain and adjacent wetlands. Just under one acre of the property is developable, and the zoning is

R12 – medium density residential. There is an existing structure on the property; it is in “tear down” condition and has

no value.

If the resolution is adopted:

The property would become a publicly-owned park and open space.

The city will purchase the property for $192,000 per the terms of the Purchase Agreement and Escrow

Instructions. This document is fairly standard and has been reviewed by the city's real estate attorney.

OTHER ALTERNATIVES

The council could choose not to adopt the resolution; the city would not purchase the property.



COUNCIL OR CCDA GOALS, POLICIES, MASTER PLANS

2012 Tigard City Council goal 1.c. - "Deliver on the promise of the voter-approved park bond by identifying all

acquisition opportunities and completing the majority of park land acquisitions and improvements by the end of 2012."

DATES OF PREVIOUS CONSIDERATION

December 6, 2012 - Via a confidential memo, the council received an update on the Bagan property negotiations in its

Thursday packet.

October 23, 2012 - The council authorized staff to negotiate the purchase of the Bagan property during executive

session.

Fiscal Impact

Cost: $192,000

Budgeted (yes or no): Yes

Where Budgeted (department/program): CIP - Park Bond Acquisitions

Additional Fiscal Notes:

Based on council direction, the city negotiated the purchase with the seller. The city and the seller have agreed to a

purchase price of $192,000—subject to council approval. Park bond dollars will be used to purchase the property;

park land acquisition is included in the 2012-2013 Capital Improvement Plan (CIP).

Attachments

Resolution

Purchase Agreement and Escrow Instructions

Vicinity Map



RESOLUTION NO. 13-       
Page 1 

CITY OF TIGARD, OREGON 
TIGARD CITY COUNCIL 

RESOLUTION NO. 13-    
 
A RESOLUTION APPROVING THE PURCHASE OF THE BAGAN PROPERTY, (TAX LOT 
1S135BD01400), AND AUTHORIZING THE CITY MANAGER TO TAKE ALL NECESSARY 
ACTION TO COMPLETE THE PROPERTY PURCHASE ON BEHALF OF THE CITY 
  
 
WHEREAS, in November 2010 Tigard voters passed a $17 million park bond measure whereby 80 percent of 
bond proceeds were dedicated to acquiring open space and park land such as the Bagan property; and 
 
WHEREAS, the Park and Recreation Advisory Board (PRAB) was tasked with evaluating more than 60 
potential park properties, and the Bagan property ranked near the top of the PRAB's acquisition list; and 
 
WHEREAS, the city would like to acquire the property to create publicly-owned park and open space; and  
 
WHEREAS, the property is adjacent to another city-owned parcel to the east; and  
 
WHEREAS, the council authorized staff to negotiate the purchase of the Bagan property on October 23, 2012; 
and 
 
WHEREAS, the property is located at 10910 SW Greenburg Road within Tigard city limits; and 
 
WHEREAS, the city and the property owner have reached a tentative agreement on the purchase/sale of the 
property. This agreement is subject to City Council approval. 
 
 
NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED by the Tigard City Council that:   
 
SECTION 1:  The City Council agrees to the terms of the Purchase Agreement and Escrow Instructions, 

(Exhibit A), including the purchase price of $192,000 for the Bagan property. 
 
SECTION 2:  The City Council authorizes the city manager to take all necessary action to complete the 

Bagan property purchase on behalf of the city. This includes, but is not limited to, execution 
of the Purchase Agreement and Escrow Instructions and closing documents. 

 
SECTION 3: This resolution is effective immediately upon passage. 
 
 
PASSED: This   day of   2013. 
 
 
 
    
  Mayor - City of Tigard 
ATTEST: 
 
 
  
City Recorder - City of Tigard 
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Business Meeting

Meeting Date: 01/22/2013

Length (in minutes): 20 Minutes  

Agenda Title: Annexation Hearing for River Terrace Phase II (UGB Area 63 & Roy Rogers West)

Submitted By: Cheryl Caines, Community Development

Item Type: Public Hearing - Quasi-Judicial Meeting Type: 

Council

Business

Meeting -

Main

Public Hearing 

Newspaper Legal Ad Required?: 
 

Public Hearing Publication

Date in Newspaper: 01/10/2013 

Information

ISSUE 

Consider adoption of an ordinance to annex approximately 268 acres of land (River Terrace Phase II) into Tigard

including adjacent right of way consisting of land east of SW Roy Rogers Road and north of SW Beef Bend Road.

STAFF RECOMMENDATION / ACTION REQUEST

Staff recommends that City Council find that the proposed annexation (ZCA2012-00003) meets all the approval criteria

as identified in Oregon Revised Statutes Chapter 222, Oregon Administrative Rules 660, Metro Code Chapter 3.09,

Tigard Community Development Code Chapters 18.320 and 18.390, and the following Tigard Comprehensive Plan

Goals and Policies:  Goal 1.1; Goals 11.1, 11.2, and 11.3, Goal 12.1, and Goals 14.1 and 14.2.  Staff also recommends

approval of ZCA2012-00003 by adoption of the attached ordinance.

KEY FACTS AND INFORMATION SUMMARY

History

Metro expanded the Urban Growth Boundary (UGB) in 2002 by adding land that included UGB Expansion Areas 63

and 64, totaling approximately 449 acres. The boundary was amended again in 2011. This expansion included 49 acres

known as Roy Rogers West that connect areas 63 and 64. All three of these expansion areas now make up an area

known as River Terrace (see River Terrace Plan Area Map). In August 2011, Tigard City Council approved an

ordinance approving an owner initiated annexation of Area 64. This proposal is to annex the remaining areas (63 and

Roy Rogers West) into the city boundary. 

The City of Tigard is currently developing a community plan for River Terrace that will provide land use designations,

development code regulations, and financing and public facility plans, which are all necessary for urban level

development. This plan will be based upon the West Bull Mountain Concept Plan approved by Washington County

Board of Commissioners in November 2010 (Resolution & Order 10-105). The anticipated completion date of the

River Terrace Community Plan is June 2014.

As a first step in the community plan process, Tigard City Council passed an ordinance in December 2012 (ORD 12-38)

to amend the Tigard Comprehensive Plan map to include land use designations for the River Terrace Community Plan

area that are based on recommended land uses found in the West Bull Mountain Concept Plan. The ordinance also

amended Tigard Comprehensive Plan Goal 14: Urbanization Policies. These new policies guide the development of the

River Terrace Community Plan. 

Proposal Information 

The area to be annexed is made up of 29 parcels totaling approximately 268 acres and is generally located east of SW



The area to be annexed is made up of 29 parcels totaling approximately 268 acres and is generally located east of SW

Roy Rogers Road, west of SW 150th Avenue and north of SW Beef Bend Road (see River Terrace Phase II Annexation

Map). It is contiguous to Tigard because it lies south of recently annexed Area 64. The proposed annexation also

includes the adjacent portions of SW Roy Rogers and SW 150th Avenue rights-of-way. 

A majority of the property owners (60 percent), which represent 73 percent of the land area and 64 percent of the total

assessed value, of the area submitted petitions to annex to the City of Tigard. These percentages meet what is known as

the “triple majority” method of annexation, which does not require a public election. However, a public hearing before

the Tigard City Council is required. The purpose of the request is to obtain urban services from the city needed to

urbanize the area and provide housing and employment opportunities as envisioned by Metro when the subject area was

added to the UGB in 2002 and 2011.

The annexation request has been reviewed against applicable local, regional and state regulations and/or policies from

the Tigard Community Development Code, Tigard Comprehensive Plan, Metro Code, Oregon Revised Statutes and

Oregon Administrative Rules. The attached staff report (Attachment 4) outlines how the proposal satisfies the

applicable requirements. Many of these requirements are related to servicing the River Terrace area with utilities, streets,

public safety and parks/open spaces.

Conceptual plans for utilities, parks and transportation facilities were part of the West Bull Mountain Concept Plan.

Coordination between the city and affected agencies and jurisdictions has been important throughout this process and

will continue if annexation is approved. This coordination is necessary for preparation of intergovernmental agreements

and the community plan. Also annexation to the Metro and Clean Water Services boundaries will occur following

annexation to the city.

OTHER ALTERNATIVES

Council has the option to deny the annexation request.  Additional findings would need to be made to support a

decision to deny the request.

COUNCIL OR CCDA GOALS, POLICIES, MASTER PLANS

The proposed annexation is not directly related to any Council goals.  However, annexation of the area is required for

urban level development as envisioned when the areas were brought into the Urban Growth Boundary by Metro.  In

addition, annexation is a necessary step in completion of the River Terrace Community Plan being developed by the

city.

DATES OF PREVIOUS CONSIDERATION

None.

Fiscal Impact

Cost: Unknown

Budgeted (yes or no): No

Where Budgeted (department/program): Unkown

Additional Fiscal Notes:

Annexed parcels will not be assessed city taxes until the fiscal year starting July 1, 2014 which is intended to be after

the adoption of the River Terrace Community Plan.  Then taxes will be phased in over a three year period as outlined

in Resolution 12-38.

Attachments

Draft Ordinance

Exhibit A - Legal Description

Exhibit B - Legal Maps

Exhibit C - Staff Report



Annexation Area Map

River Terrace Plan Area Map



ORDINANCE No. 13-       
Page 1 

 CITY OF TIGARD, OREGON 
TIGARD CITY COUNCIL 

ORDINANCE NO. 2013- _______ 
 
AN ORDINANCE ANNEXING 268.14 ACRES OF LAND, INCLUDING TWENTY-NINE (29) 
PARCELS AND ADJACENT RIGHTS OF WAY; APPROVING THE RIVER TERRACE 
ANNEXATION – PHASE II (ZCA2012-00003). 
 
WHEREAS, the City of Tigard is authorized by ORS 222.120(4)(b), ORS 222.125, and ORS 
222.170(1) to annex contiguous territory upon receiving written consent from owners of land  in the 
territory proposed to be annexed; and  
 
WHEREAS, the Tigard City Council held a public hearing on January 22, 2013, to consider the 
annexation of twenty-nine (29) parcels [Washington County Tax Assessors Map (WCTM) 2S10700, 
Tax Lots 1200, 1400;  WCTM 2S10800, Tax Lots 1400, 1401, 1402, 1403, 1404, 1405, 1406, 1500, 
1501, 1503, 1504, 1505, 1506, 1507, 2900, 2901, 3000, 3100 and 3200;  WCTM 2S108CA, Tax Lots 
100, 200, 300 and 400;  and WCTM 2S108CD, Tax Lots 100, 200, 300 and 400] of land located 
generally west of SW 150th Avenue, east of SW Roy Rogers Road and north of SW Beef Bend Road,  
and adjoining rights-of-way; 
 
WHEREAS, pursuant to Metro 3.09, ORS 222.120 and 222.524, notice was given and the City held a 
public hearing on the issue of the annexation into the City on January 22, 2013; and 
 
WHEREAS, the annexation has been processed in accordance with the requirements of Metro 3.09 
and has been reviewed for compliance with the Tigard Community Development Code and the 
Comprehensive Plan and the annexation substantially addresses the standards in Metro 3.09 regulating 
annexations; and 
 
WHEREAS, the Tigard City Council has carefully considered the applicant’s materials, findings of the 
staff report and testimony at the public hearing. 
 
NOW, THEREFORE, THE CITY OF TIGARD ORDAINS AS FOLLOWS: 
 
SECTION 1: The Tigard City Council hereby annexes the subject parcels and rights of way as 

described and shown in the attached Exhibits “A” and “B”. 
 
SECTION 2: The Tigard City Council adopts the “Staff Report to the City Council” (ZCA2012-

00003) as findings in support of this decision; a copy of the staff report and 
supplemental findings are attached hereto as Exhibit “C”, and incorporated herein by 
this reference. 

 
SECTION 3: City staff is directed to take all necessary measures to implement the annexation, 

including filing certified copies of the Ordinance with Metro for administrative 
processing, filing with state and county agencies as required by law and providing notice 
to utilities. 

 



ORDINANCE No. 13-       
Page 2 

SECTION 4: In accordance with ORS 222.180, the annexation shall be effective upon filing with the 
Secretary of State. 

 
 
PASSED: By                               vote of all Council members present after being read by number 

and title only, this                   day of             , 2013. 

 

     
  Catherine Wheatley, City Recorder 
 
APPROVED:   By Tigard City Council this         day of                , 2013. 
 
 
    
  John L. Cook, Mayor 
Approved as to form: 
 
  
City Attorney 
 
  
Date 
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Business Meeting

Meeting Date: 01/22/2013

Length (in minutes): 15 Minutes  

Agenda Title: Informational Public Hearing - Supplemental Budget Amendment to FY 2013

Adopted Budget

Prepared For: Toby LaFrance

Submitted By: Carissa Collins, Financial and Information Services

Item Type: 

Motion Requested

Resolution

Public Hearing - Legislative

Public Hearing - Informational Meeting Type: 

Council

Business

Meeting -

Main

Public Hearing 

Newspaper Legal Ad Required?: Yes 
 

Public Hearing Publication

Date in Newspaper: 01/10/2013 

Information

ISSUE 

A second quarter supplemental amendment to the FY 2013 Adopted Budget is requested. The purpose of the

supplemental is to account for revenues and expenses that were unknown at the time of budget adoption.

STAFF RECOMMENDATION / ACTION REQUEST

Approve the FY 2013 Second Quarter Supplemental Budget Amendment.

KEY FACTS AND INFORMATION SUMMARY

The following is a list of items that require council action for the FY 2013 Adopted Budget:

A. Capital Improvement Program

1. Pavement Management Program - Additional $260,000 of funding for crack sealing and evaluation of street

inventory.  Paid with actual beginning fund balance that exceeds budget.

2. Park Land Acquisition - Additional $2,200,000 of funding for park land acquisition related to the $17 million parks

bond.  Action will also use most of the available resources in the Parks System Development Charge Fund, bringing the

ending fund balance near $0.

B. City Operations

3. State Farm Insurance Grant - Recognition of $5,000 grant to support the Distracted Driving Program in Police

Department.

4. Municipal Court Contracted Services - Recognition on additional costs related to interpreter services and collections

totaling $8,500.  The additional costs in collection payments is offset with higher collections revenues.  Interpreter costs

will use General Fund Contingency.

5.City Recorder Legal Services - Additional $6,000 of appropriations from Central Service Fund Contingency to pay for

legal services due to the citizen light rail initiative and City Council referendum.

6.Vehicle Repair & Maintenance - Additional $5,648 in vehicle repairs due to accidents.  Costs are reimbursed through

insurance.

7. Police Vehicle Equipment - Additional $10,000 of funding is requested to outfit two new police vehicles.  Funding

will come from $21,000 in proceeds from vehicle trade-ins.  The remaining $11,000 of unspent proceeds will add to the

General Fund Reserve for Future Expenditure.

C. Non-Appropriation Items



8. Sunrise Park - Move $400K of the budgeted $445K development dollars from 92020-Sunrise Park to 92027-Park

Development. Sunrise Park development is projected to spend $45K in FY13.  There is no impact on appropriations,

but the allocation of the appropriations between projects is adjusted.

9. Library Director - During the FY 2013 budget process, the Library Director volunteered to take a 10% reduction in

pay as part of the budget reductions.  At the time that the budget was adopted, this also reflected a 0.1 FTE reduction. 

The intent was to have the paycut only and not a reduction in hours.  The Library Director has maintained her full-time

schedule at the 10 percent lower pay.  This action will correct the budget to match the intent and restore the Director's

position from 0.9 FTE to 1.0 FTE.  No additional appropriations are necessary.

10. Permit Technician Assistant - The Community Development Department hired the position at 1.0 FTE due to

internal staffing reorganization; however, the position was adopted as a .80 FTE. An action is being requested for the

additional .20 FTE.  No additional appropriations are needed for FY 2013.

OTHER ALTERNATIVES

Do not approve the second quarter amendment to the FY 2013 Adopted Budget.

COUNCIL OR CCDA GOALS, POLICIES, MASTER PLANS

Financial Stability

DATES OF PREVIOUS CONSIDERATION

Fiscal Impact

Cost: 4,686,648

Budgeted (yes or no): No

Where Budgeted (department/program): Multiple

Additional Fiscal Notes:

The total impact of this action will increase the Fiscal Year 2013 Budget by $4,686,648.  Although the supplemental

consists of increased requirements, they are offset by additional resources including grants, insurance, equipment sales,

and actual fund balance that is higher than budget.  Only Item #2 negatively impacts reserves for future expenditures

in the Parks Bond Fund by $900,000 and the Parks SDC Fund by $1,884,624, brining the Parks SDC Fund reserve near

$0. 

The Exhibit-A has the details of each budgetary item. 

Attachment #1 summarizes the items by fund.  To help the reader cross reference Attachment #1 to the Exhibit A,

the page for each fund also references which items are impacting that fund.  The Attachment #1 concludes with the

total impact of the supplemental on all city funds.  This summary for all city funds shows that the supplemental will

increase the total city budget by $4,686,648 to a total of $119,848,748 and that total requirements will increase by

$1,913,024 to $221,912,324.  The reason that total requirements increase by less than the total budget is due to the

budgeted use of reserves in the supplemental.

Attachments

Proposed Resolution

Exhibit A

Attachment #1



RESOLUTION NO. 12-       
Page 1 

CITY OF TIGARD, OREGON 
TIGARD CITY COUNCIL 

RESOLUTION NO. 13-    
 
A RESOLUTION TO ADOPT A SUPPLEMENTAL BUDGET AMENDMENT TO FY 2013 TO 
ACHIEVE THE FOLLOWING: ADJUSTMENTS TO THE CAPITAL IMROVEMENT PLAN, CITY 
OPERATIONS IN POLICE, COURT, AND CITY RECORDER, AND NON-APPROPRIATION 
ITEMS. 
  
 
WHEREAS, the city is acknowledging those items unknown at the time the FY 2013 Budget was adopted; and 
 
WHEREAS, the city recognizes a total of $4,686,648 of unanticipated budget in Police, Court, City Recorder, 
and the Capital Improvement Program; and 
 
WHEREAS, the city recognizes a total of $1,913,024 in additional budgeted resources to pay for a portion of 
the budget increase; and  
 
WHEREAS, the Sunrise Park CIP will only require $45,000 of the budgeted $445,000 allowing the remaining 
$400,000 to be reallocated to other Park Development projects; and 
 
WHEREAS, the Library Director volunteered  a 10 percent reduction in pay as part of the budget cuts in FY 
2013 and her position was reduced to 0.9 FTE; however, the Director retained full time work status at the lower 
total pay, resulting in an increase of 0.1 FTE with no additional appropriations needed in FY 2012-13; and 
 
WHEREAS, a staffing reorganization in Community Development resulted in an increase of 0.2 FTE with no 
additional appropriations needed in FY 2012-13. 
 
NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED by the Tigard City Council that:   
 
SECTION 1:    The FY 2012-13 Budget is hereby amended as detailed in Exhibit-A. 
 
SECTION 2:    The FY 2013-17 CIP is hereby amended to move $400,000 in FY 2012-13 from Sunrise Park 

project # 92020 to Park Development project # 92027. 
 
SECTION 3:    The Library department will have a budgeted 0.1 FTE increases. 
 
SECTION 4:    The Community Development department will have a budgeted 0.2 FTE increases. 
 
SECTION 5: This resolution is effective immediately upon passage. 
 
PASSED: This   day of   2013. 
 
 
    
  Mayor - City of Tigard 
ATTEST: 
 
  
City Recorder - City of Tigard 



City of Tigard
FY 2013 Second Qtr Supplemental Budget Amendment

Exhibit A

1. Capital Improvement Program (CIP)

Additional funding is requested to fund crack sealing of selected roads with the program. In addition, an 

evaluation of street inventory is to be conducted. This action will result in a increase in Beginning Fund Balance

with an equal increase in capital improvement program expenditures.

Adopted Revised

Budget Amendment Budget

Street Maintenance Fund

Resources

Beginning Fund Balance 774,860$            260,000$         1,034,860$          

Licenses & Permits 1,908,122$          1,908,122$          

Charges for Services (5,050)$                (5,050)$                

Interest Earnings 2,043$                 2,043$                 

Total Resources 2,679,975$         260,000$         2,939,975$         

Requirements

Program Expenditures Total -$                   -$                -$                   

Work-In-Progress 1,470,000$          260,000$          1,730,000$          

Transfers to Other Funds 193,645$             193,645$             

Contingency 150,000$             150,000$             

Total Budget 1,813,645$          260,000$         2,073,645$         

Reserve For Future Expenditure 866,330$            -$                866,330$            

Total Requirements 2,679,975$         260,000$         2,939,975$         
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City of Tigard
FY 2013 Second Qtr Supplemental Budget Amendment

Exhibit A

2. Capital Improvement Program (CIP) - Park Land Acquisition

Additional appropriation is requested for potential opportunities associated with the purchase

of land and open spaces as a result of the $17 million park bond and available Parks SDC 

resources. This action will: 

- show a decrease in reserve for future expenditures by $900,000 in the Parks

 Bond Fund with an equal transfer out to the Parks CIP Fund; 

- show a decrease in Beginning Fund Balance to align budget and actual 

 by $584,624 in the Parks SDC Fund, a transfer out to the Parks CIP Fund 

of $1,300,000, and a decrease in Reserve for Future Expenditure

of $1,884,624, bringing the reserve in Parks SDC near zero.

- show an increase of $2,200,000 in transfers in to the Parks CIP Fund with 

an equal increase in Work in Progress.

Adopted Revised

Budget Amendment Budget

Parks Bond Fund

Resources

Beginning Fund Balance 6,170,647$   6,170,647$   

Property Taxes -$             -$             

Franchise Fees -$             -$             

Licenses & Permits -$             -$             

Intergovernmental -$             -$             

Charges for Services -$             -$             

Fines & Forfeitures -$             -$             

Interest Earnings 4,020$          4,020$          

Total Resources 6,174,667$   -$             6,174,667$   

Requirements

Policy and Administration -$             -$             

Community Development -$             -$             

Community Services -$             -$             

Public Works -$             -$             

Program Expenditures Total -$            -$             -$            

Debt Service -$             -$             

Loans -$             -$             

Work-In-Progress -$             -$             

Transfers to Other Funds 4,977,628$   900,000$       5,877,628$   

Contingency -$             -$             

Total Budget 4,977,628$  900,000$      5,877,628$  

Reserve For Future Expenditure 1,197,039$   (900,000)$     297,039$     

Total Requirements 6,174,667$   -$             6,174,667$   
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City of Tigard
FY 2013 Second Qtr Supplemental Budget Amendment

Exhibit A

2. Capital Improvement Program (CIP) - Park Land Acquisition

Adopted Revised

Budget Amendment Budget

Parks SDC Fund

Resources

Beginning Fund Balance 2,910,897$   (584,624)$     2,326,273$  

Property Taxes -$             -$             

Franchise Fees -$             -$             

Licenses & Permits 394,825$      394,825$      

Intergovernmental -$             -$             

Charges for Services -$             -$             

Fines & Forfeitures -$             -$             

Interest Earnings 19,782$        19,782$        

Total Resources 3,325,504$  (584,624)$     2,740,880$  

Requirements

Policy and Administration -$             -$             

Community Development -$             -$             

Community Services -$             -$             

Public Works -$             -$             

Program Expenditures Total -$            -$             -$            

Debt Service -$             -$             

Loans -$             -$             

Work-In-Progress -$             -$             

Transfers to Other Funds 1,318,325$   1,300,000$    2,618,325$   

Contingency 100,000$      100,000$      

Total Budget 1,418,325$   1,300,000$   2,718,325$   

Reserve For Future Expenditure 1,907,179$   (1,884,624)$  22,555$       

Total Requirements 3,325,504$  (584,624)$     2,740,880$  
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City of Tigard
FY 2013 Second Qtr Supplemental Budget Amendment

Exhibit A

2. Capital Improvement Program (CIP) - Park Land Acquisition

Adopted Revised

Budget Amendment Budget

Parks Capital Fund

Resources

Beginning Fund Balance 141,884$      141,884$      

Property Taxes -$             -$             

Franchise Fees -$             -$             

Licenses & Permits -$             -$             

Intergovernmental 34,000$        -$              34,000$        

Charges for Services -$             -$             

Fines & Forfeitures -$             -$             

Interest Earnings 3,015$          -$              3,015$          

Miscellaneous -$             -$             

Other Financing Sources -$             -$             

Transfers In from Other Funds 6,448,628$   2,200,000$    8,648,628$   

Total Resources 6,627,527$  2,200,000$   8,827,527$  

Requirements

Program Expenditures Total -$            -$             -$            

Work-In-Progress 6,619,628$   2,200,000$    8,819,628$   

Total Budget 6,619,628$   2,200,000$   8,819,628$   

Reserve For Future Expenditure 7,899$         -$             7,899$         

Total Requirements 6,627,527$  2,200,000$   8,827,527$  
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City of Tigard
FY 2013 Second Qtr Supplemental Budget Amendment

Exhibit A

3. State Farm Insurance Grant

Recognition of the grant from State Farm Insurance Company to be used for the Distracted Driving Program in

Police.  General Fund revenue will increase by $5,000 with an equal increase in Community Services program expenditures.

Adopted Revised

Budget Amendment Budget

General Fund

Resources

Beginning Fund Balance 6,341,359$          6,341,359$          

Property Taxes 12,726,427$        12,726,427$        

Franchise Fees 4,966,611$          4,966,611$          

Licenses & Permits 882,300$             882,300$             

Intergovernmental 5,671,652$          5,671,652$          

Charges for Services 3,142,995$          3,142,995$          

Fines & Forfeitures 1,063,126$          1,063,126$          

Interest Earnings 103,722$             103,722$             

Miscellaneous 24,655$               5,000$             29,655$               

Other Financing Sources 280,000$             280,000$             

Transfers In from Other Funds 70,000$               70,000$               

Total Resources 35,272,847$       5,000$             35,277,847$       

Requirements

Policy and Administration 748,857$             748,857$             

Community Development 2,928,615$          2,928,615$          

Community Services 19,652,042$        5,000$             19,657,042$        

Public Works 5,083,621$          5,083,621$          

Program Expenditures Total 28,413,135$        5,000$             28,418,135$        

Debt Service -$                    -$                    

Loans 280,000$             280,000$             

Work-In-Progress -$                    -$                    

Transfers to Other Funds 623,264$             623,264$             

Contingency 966,075$             966,075$             

Total Budget 30,282,474$       5,000$             30,287,474$       

Reserve For Future Expenditure 4,990,373$         -$                4,990,373$         

Total Requirements 35,272,847$       5,000$             35,277,847$       
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City of Tigard
FY 2013 Second Qtr Supplemental Budget Amendment

Exhibit A

4.  Professional/Contractual Services

Appropriation of $2,500 is being requested for a qualified interpreter for Municipal Court. The need is created 

due to an increase interpreter fees for certified interpreters.  The intrepreters will be paid through a reduction in 

Contingency. In addition, Municipal Court requests additional appropriations of $6,000 for collection agency 

fees that are the result of increased collections.  This request comes with additional collections revenue.

Adopted Revised

Budget Amendment Budget

General Fund

Resources

Beginning Fund Balance 6,341,359$          6,341,359$          

Property Taxes 12,726,427$        12,726,427$        

Franchise Fees 4,966,611$          4,966,611$          

Licenses & Permits 882,300$             882,300$             

Intergovernmental 5,671,652$          5,671,652$          

Charges for Services 3,142,995$          3,142,995$          

Fines & Forfeitures 1,063,126$          6,000$             1,069,126$          

Interest Earnings 103,722$             103,722$             

Miscellaneous 24,655$               24,655$               

Other Financing Sources 280,000$             280,000$             

Transfers In from Other Funds 70,000$               70,000$               

Total Resources 35,272,847$       6,000$             35,278,847$       

Requirements

Policy and Administration 748,857$             8,500$             757,357$             

Community Development 2,928,615$          2,928,615$          

Community Services 19,652,042$        19,652,042$        

Public Works 5,083,621$          5,083,621$          

Program Expenditures Total 28,413,135$        8,500$             28,421,635$        

Loans 280,000$             280,000$             

Transfers to Other Funds 623,264$             623,264$             

Contingency 966,075$             (2,500)$            963,575$             

Total Budget 30,282,474$       6,000$             30,288,474$       

Reserve For Future Expenditure 4,990,373$         -$                4,990,373$         

Total Requirements 35,272,847$       6,000$             35,278,847$       

 6 of 9



City of Tigard
FY 2013 Second Qtr Supplemental Budget Amendment

Exhibit A

5.  Legal Services

A request of $6,000 is needed for unanticipated legal fees related to the citizen's Light Rail Initiative petition

as well as the City Council initiated referendum on the charter amendment to the Light Rail.

This action will result in an decrease in contingency in Central Services with an equal increase in Policy & Administration

program expenditures.

Adopted Revised

Budget Amendment Budget

Central Services Fund

Resources

Beginning Fund Balance 518,468$             518,468$             

Licenses & Permits 31,000$               31,000$               

Charges for Services 5,948,588$          5,948,588$          

Interest Earnings 593$                   593$                   

Transfers In from Other Funds 282,477$             282,477$             

Total Resources 6,781,126$          -$                6,781,126$          

Requirements

Policy and Administration 6,292,137$          6,000$             6,298,137$          

Program Expenditures Total 6,292,137$          6,000$             6,298,137$          

Contingency 300,000$             (6,000)$            294,000$             

Total Budget 6,592,137$          -$                6,592,137$          

Reserve For Future Expenditure 188,989$             -$                188,989$             

Total Requirements 6,781,126$          -$                6,781,126$          
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City of Tigard
FY 2013 Second Qtr Supplemental Budget Amendment

Exhibit A

6.  Vehicle Repair & Maintenance

Appropriation is being requested to pay for vehicle repairs that have been reimbursed by insurance.

This action will show an increase in recovered revenues of $5,648 in the General Fund with an equal increase

in Community Services and Public Works expenditures.

Adopted Revised

Budget Amendment Budget

General Fund

Resources

Beginning Fund Balance 6,341,359$          6,341,359$          

Property Taxes 12,726,427$        12,726,427$        

Franchise Fees 4,966,611$          4,966,611$          

Licenses & Permits 882,300$             882,300$             

Intergovernmental 5,671,652$          5,671,652$          

Charges for Services 3,142,995$          3,142,995$          

Fines & Forfeitures 1,063,126$          1,063,126$          

Interest Earnings 103,722$             103,722$             

Miscellaneous 24,655$               5,648$             30,303$               

Other Financing Sources 280,000$             280,000$             

Transfers In from Other Funds 70,000$               70,000$               

Total Resources 35,272,847$       5,648$             35,278,495$       

Requirements

Policy and Administration 748,857$             748,857$             

Community Development 2,928,615$          2,928,615$          

Community Services 19,652,042$        4,668$             19,656,710$        

Public Works 5,083,621$          980$                5,084,601$          

Program Expenditures Total 28,413,135$        5,648$             28,418,783$        

Loans 280,000$             280,000$             

Transfers to Other Funds 623,264$             623,264$             

Contingency 966,075$             966,075$             

Total Budget 30,282,474$       5,648$             30,288,122$        

Reserve For Future Expenditure 4,990,373$         -$                4,990,373$         

Total Requirements 35,272,847$       5,648$             35,278,495$       
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City of Tigard
FY 2013 Second Qtr Supplemental Budget Amendment

Exhibit A

7.  Capital Outlay-Equipment

An appropriation in the amount of $10,000 is being requested by Police. This funding will be used to outfit two

new police vehicles with the necessary equipment. Funding will come from proceeds that were received as a result

of vehicle trade-in. These proceeds amounted to $21,000 of revenue for the city.  The difference between the 

$21,000 increase in revenue and the $10,000 in Police expenditures will result in an $11,000 increase in Reserves 

for Future Expenditure in the General Fund.

Adopted Revised

Budget Amendment Budget

General Fund

Resources

Beginning Fund Balance 6,341,359$          6,341,359$          

Property Taxes 12,726,427$        12,726,427$        

Franchise Fees 4,966,611$          4,966,611$          

Licenses & Permits 882,300$             882,300$             

Intergovernmental 5,671,652$          5,671,652$          

Charges for Services 3,142,995$          3,142,995$          

Fines & Forfeitures 1,063,126$          1,063,126$          

Interest Earnings 103,722$             103,722$             

Miscellaneous 24,655$               21,000$            45,655$               

Other Financing Sources 280,000$             280,000$             

Transfers In from Other Funds 70,000$               70,000$               

Total Resources 35,272,847$       21,000$           35,293,847$       

Requirements

Policy and Administration 748,857$             748,857$             

Community Development 2,928,615$          2,928,615$          

Community Services 19,652,042$        10,000$            19,662,042$        

Public Works 5,083,621$          5,083,621$          

Program Expenditures Total 28,413,135$        10,000$           28,423,135$        

Loans 280,000$             280,000$             

Transfers to Other Funds 623,264$             623,264$             

Contingency 966,075$             966,075$             

Total Budget 30,282,474$       10,000$           30,292,474$       

Reserve For Future Expenditure 4,990,373$         11,000$           5,001,373$          

Total Requirements 35,272,847$       21,000$           35,293,847$       
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FY 2013 First Quarter Supplemental

Summary of Budget Changes

Attachment-1

Reference Budget Items: 3, 4, 6, 7

Q1 Revised Q2 Revised

Budget Amendment Budget

General Fund

Resources

Beginning Fund Balance 6,341,359$          -$                 6,341,359$          

Property Taxes 12,726,427$         -$                 12,726,427$         

Franchise Fees 4,966,611$           -$                 4,966,611$           

Licenses & Permits 882,300$             -$                 882,300$             

Intergovernmental 5,671,652$           -$                 5,671,652$           

Charges for Services 3,142,995$           -$                 3,142,995$           

Fines & Forfeitures 1,063,126$           6,000$              1,069,126$           

Interest Earnings 103,722$             -$                 103,722$             

Miscellaneous 24,655$               31,648$            56,303$               

Other Financing Sources 280,000$             -$                 280,000$             

Transfers In from Other Funds 70,000$               -$                 70,000$               

Total Resources 35,272,847$        37,648$           35,310,495$        

Requirements

Policy and Administration 748,857$             8,500$              757,357$             

Community Development 2,928,615$           -$                 2,928,615$           

Community Services 19,652,042$         19,668$            19,671,710$         

Public Works 5,083,621$           980$                 5,084,601$           

Program Expenditures Total 28,413,135$        29,148$            28,442,283$        

Debt Service -$                     -$                 -$                     

Loans 280,000$             -$                 280,000$             

Work-In-Progress -$                     -$                 -$                     

Transfers to Other Funds 623,264$             -$                 623,264$             

Contingency 966,075$             (2,500)$             963,575$             

Total Budget 30,282,474$        26,648$           30,309,122$        

Reserve For Future Expenditure 4,990,373$          11,000$            5,001,373$          

Total Requirements 35,272,847$        37,648$           35,310,495$        
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FY 2013 First Quarter Supplemental

Summary of Budget Changes

Attachment-1

Reference Budget Items: 2

Q1 Revised Q2 Revised

Budget Amendment Budget

Parks SDC Fund

Resources

Beginning Fund Balance 2,910,897$   (584,624)$     2,326,273$   

Property Taxes -$              -$              -$              

Franchise Fees -$              -$              -$              

Licenses & Permits 394,825$      -$              394,825$      

Intergovernmental -$              -$              -$              

Charges for Services -$              -$              -$              

Fines & Forfeitures -$              -$              -$              

Interest Earnings 19,782$        -$              19,782$        

Miscellaneous -$              -$              -$              

Other Financing Sources -$              -$              -$              

Transfers In from Other Funds -$              -$              -$              

Total Resources 3,325,504$   (584,624)$     2,740,880$   

Requirements

Policy and Administration -$              -$              -$              

Community Development -$              -$              -$              

Community Services -$              -$              -$              

Public Works -$              -$              -$              

Program Expenditures Total -$             -$              -$             

Debt Service -$              -$              -$              

Loans -$              -$              -$              

Work-In-Progress -$              -$              -$              

Transfers to Other Funds 1,318,325$    1,300,000$    2,618,325$    

Contingency 100,000$      -$              100,000$      

Total Budget 1,418,325$   1,300,000$    2,718,325$   

Reserve For Future Expenditure 1,907,179$   (1,884,624)$  22,555$       

Total Requirements 3,325,504$   (584,624)$     2,740,880$   
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FY 2013 First Quarter Supplemental

Summary of Budget Changes

Attachment-1

Reference Budget Items: 5a, 5b, 6

Q1 Revised Q2 Revised

Budget Amendment Budget

Parks Capital Fund

Resources

Beginning Fund Balance 141,884$      -$              141,884$      

Property Taxes -$              -$              -$              

Franchise Fees -$              -$              -$              

Licenses & Permits -$              -$              -$              

Intergovernmental 34,000$        -$              34,000$        

Charges for Services -$              -$              -$              

Fines & Forfeitures -$              -$              -$              

Interest Earnings 3,015$          -$              3,015$          

Miscellaneous -$              -$              -$              

Other Financing Sources -$              -$              -$              

Transfers In from Other Funds 5,902,628$    2,200,000$    8,102,628$    

Total Resources 6,081,527$   2,200,000$   8,281,527$   

Requirements

Policy and Administration -$              -$              -$              

Community Development -$              -$              -$              

Community Services -$              -$              -$              

Public Works -$              -$              -$              

Program Expenditures Total -$             -$              -$             

Debt Service -$              -$              -$              

Loans -$              -$              -$              

Work-In-Progress 6,073,628$    2,200,000$    8,273,628$    

Transfers to Other Funds -$              -$              -$              

Contingency -$              -$              -$              

Total Budget 6,073,628$   2,200,000$   8,273,628$   

Reserve For Future Expenditure 7,899$         -$              7,899$         

Total Requirements 6,081,527$   2,200,000$   8,281,527$   
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FY 2013 First Quarter Supplemental

Summary of Budget Changes

Attachment-1

Reference Budget Items: 6

Q1 Revised Q2 Revised

Budget Amendment Budget

Parks Bond Fund

Resources

Beginning Fund Balance 6,170,647$   -$              6,170,647$   

Property Taxes -$              -$              -$              

Franchise Fees -$              -$              -$              

Licenses & Permits -$              -$              -$              

Intergovernmental -$              -$              -$              

Charges for Services -$              -$              -$              

Fines & Forfeitures -$              -$              -$              

Interest Earnings 4,020$          -$              4,020$          

Miscellaneous -$              -$              -$              

Other Financing Sources -$              -$              -$              

Transfers In from Other Funds -$              -$              -$              

Total Resources 6,174,667$   -$              6,174,667$   

Requirements

Policy and Administration -$              -$              -$              

Community Development -$              -$              -$              

Community Services -$              -$              -$              

Public Works -$              -$              -$              

Program Expenditures Total -$             -$              -$             

Debt Service -$              -$              -$              

Loans -$              -$              -$              

Work-In-Progress -$              -$              -$              

Transfers to Other Funds 4,977,628$    900,000$       5,877,628$    

Contingency -$              -$              -$              

Total Budget 4,977,628$   900,000$      5,877,628$   

Reserve For Future Expenditure 1,197,039$   (900,000)$     297,039$      

Total Requirements 6,174,667$   -$              6,174,667$   
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FY 2013 First Quarter Supplemental

Summary of Budget Changes

Attachment-1

Reference Budget Items: 1

Q1 Revised Q2 Revised

Budget Amendment Budget

Street Maintenance Fund

Resources

Beginning Fund Balance 774,860$       260,000$      1,034,860$     

Property Taxes -$               -$              -$                

Franchise Fees -$               -$              -$                

Licenses & Permits 1,908,122$     -$              1,908,122$      

Intergovernmental -$               -$              -$                

Charges for Services (5,050)$          -$              (5,050)$           

Fines & Forfeitures -$               -$              -$                

Interest Earnings 2,043$            -$              2,043$            

Miscellaneous -$               -$              -$                

Other Financing Sources -$               -$              -$                

Transfers In from Other Funds -$               -$              -$                

Total Resources 2,679,975$    260,000$      2,939,975$     

Requirements

Policy and Administration -$               -$              -$                

Community Development -$               -$              -$                

Community Services -$               -$              -$                

Public Works -$               -$              -$                

Program Expenditures Total -$              -$              -$               

Debt Service -$               -$              -$                

Loans -$               -$              -$                

Work-In-Progress 1,470,000$     260,000$       1,730,000$      

Transfers to Other Funds 193,645$        -$              193,645$        

Contingency 150,000$        -$              150,000$        

Total Budget 1,813,645$     260,000$      2,073,645$     

Reserve For Future Expenditure 866,330$       -$              866,330$        

Total Requirements 2,679,975$    260,000$      2,939,975$     
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FY 2013 First Quarter Supplemental

Summary of Budget Changes

Attachment-1

Reference Budget Items: 5

Q1 Revised Q2 Revised

Budget Amendment Budget

Central Services Fund

Resources

Beginning Fund Balance 518,468$       -$              518,468$        

Property Taxes -$               -$              -$                

Franchise Fees -$               -$              -$                

Licenses & Permits 31,000$          -$              31,000$          

Intergovernmental -$               -$              -$                

Charges for Services 5,948,588$     -$              5,948,588$      

Fines & Forfeitures -$               -$              -$                

Interest Earnings 593$              -$              593$               

Miscellaneous -$               -$              -$                

Other Financing Sources -$               -$              -$                

Transfers In from Other Funds 282,477$        -$              282,477$        

Total Resources 6,781,126$     -$              6,781,126$     

Requirements

Policy and Administration 6,292,137$     6,000$           6,298,137$      

Community Development -$               -$              -$                

Community Services -$               -$              -$                

Public Works -$               -$              -$                

Program Expenditures Total 6,292,137$    6,000$          6,298,137$     

Debt Service -$               -$              -$                

Loans -$               -$              -$                

Work-In-Progress -$              -$                

Transfers to Other Funds -$               -$              -$                

Contingency 300,000$        (6,000)$          294,000$        

Total Budget 6,592,137$    -$              6,592,137$     

Reserve For Future Expenditure 188,989$       -$              188,989$        

Total Requirements 6,781,126$     -$              6,781,126$     

6 of 7



FY 2013 First Quarter Supplemental

Summary of Budget Changes

Attachment-1

Q1 Revised Q2 Revised

Budget Amendment Budget

All City Funds

Resources

Beginning Fund Balance 139,875,542$      (324,624)$        139,550,918$       

Property Taxes 14,990,988$         -$                 14,990,988$         

Franchise Fees 4,966,611$           -$                 4,966,611$           

Special Assessments 120,000$             -$                 120,000$             

Licenses & Permits 4,987,385$           -$                 4,987,385$           

Intergovernmental 9,984,804$           -$                 9,984,804$           

Charges for Services 27,022,493$         -$                 27,022,493$         

Fines & Forfeitures 1,073,726$           6,000$              1,079,726$           

Interest Earnings 493,317$             -$                 493,317$             

Miscellaneous 331,215$             31,648$            362,863$             

Other Financing Sources 280,000$             -$                 280,000$             

Transfers In from Other Funds 15,873,219$         2,200,000$       18,073,219$         

Total Resources 219,999,300$      1,913,024$       221,912,324$       

Requirements

Policy and Administration 7,090,994$           14,500$            7,105,494$           

Community Development 4,224,664$           -$                 4,224,664$           

Community Services 19,922,675$         19,668$            19,942,343$         

Public Works 19,884,251$         980$                 19,885,231$         

Program Expenditures Total 51,122,584$        35,148$            51,157,732$        

Debt Service 7,211,657$           -$                 7,211,657$           

Loans 280,000$             -$                 280,000$             

Work-In-Progress 37,364,640$         2,460,000$       39,824,640$         

Transfers to Other Funds 15,873,219$         2,200,000$       18,073,219$         

Contingency 3,310,000$           (8,500)$             3,301,500$           

Total Budget 115,162,100$       4,686,648$      119,848,748$       

0

Reserve For Future Expenditure 104,837,200$      (2,773,624)$     102,063,576$      

Total Requirements 219,999,300$      1,913,024$       221,912,324$       

7 of 7
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Business Meeting

Meeting Date: 01/22/2013

Length (in minutes): 60 Minutes  

Agenda Title: Informational Public Hearing on the Urban Forestry Code Revisions

Administrative Rules Process

Submitted By: Marissa Daniels, Community Development

Item Type: 

Resolution

Public Hearing - Informational Meeting Type: 

Special

Meeting

Public Hearing 

Newspaper Legal Ad Required?: No 
 

Public Hearing Publication

Date in Newspaper: 

Information

ISSUE 

Should Council take the following actions to implement the Urban Forestry Code Revisions adopted on November 27,

2012?

Direct the City Manager to approve the administrative rules proposed in the Urban Forestry Manual, and

Approve a resolution to amend the Citywide Master Fees and Charges Schedule

STAFF RECOMMENDATION / ACTION REQUEST

Direct the City Manager to approve the Administrative Rules and approve a resolution to amend the Citywide Master

Fees and Charges Schedule.

KEY FACTS AND INFORMATION SUMMARY

The Urban Forestry Code Revisions is a comprehensive project intended to revise and update Tigard's urban forestry

regulations. In February 2010, City Council directed the Community Development Department staff to undertake this

update of Tigard's urban forestry codes as an implementing action to the Urban Forestry Master Plan. The final step in

this multi-year project is council's discussion of the administrative rules and Citywide Master Fees and Charges

Schedule. Council held six public hearings on the Code Revisions package, and on November 27, 2012 adopted changes

to the city’s Municipal Code, Development Code and Comprehensive Plan. 

Materials for this meeting are divided between two categories: 

Urban Forestry Manual – Administrative Rules 

Staff has prepared several amendments to the Urban Forestry Manual based on council direction during the

public hearing process. Attachment 1 details council amendments for consideration, and previous amendments. 

Attachment 2 is an updated version of the Manual incorporating changes approved by Council on November 27,

2012. 

Attachment 3 responds to Council’s initial list of 47 “issues of interest” related to the administrative rules. 

Citywide Master Fees and Charges Schedule 

Attachment 4 describes the amendments to the Citywide Master Fees and Charges Schedule. 

Attachment 5 is the Master Fees and Charges resolution and accompanying attachments. 



 

 At the January 22, 2013 meeting: 

Staff will provide a brief report summarizing council amendments for consideration and proposed changes to the

Citywide Master Fees and Charges Schedule;

Council will receive public testimony on the amendments;

Council may direct the city manager to approve, modify or reject the administrative rules.

Council consideration of the Citywide Master Fees and Charges Schedule resolution.

OTHER ALTERNATIVES

Additional time has been reserved to continue the Administrative Rules discussion to February 5, 2013. If additional

time is needed, this will delay implementation of the code from March 1, 2013 to April 1, 2013. 

COUNCIL OR CCDA GOALS, POLICIES, MASTER PLANS

Goal 1.b.i. Implement the Comprehensive Plan through code revisions, including tree code.

Comprehensive Plan Goal 2, Section 2. Tigard's Urban Forest

Urban Forestry Master Plan

DATES OF PREVIOUS CONSIDERATION

Council previously considered this matter on the following dates: 

February 16, 2010 (council direction to pursue a comprehensive set of code revisions)

October 19, 2010

November 9, 2010

November 23, 2010

January 25, 2011

July 19, 2011 (staff presentation and council input on draft code revisions)

January 24, 2012

July 10, 2012

July 24, 2012 (first public hearing on planning commission recommended code revisions)

August 14, 2012

September 11, 2012

October 23, 2012

November 13, 2012

November 27, 2012 (adoption of Tigard Municipal Code, Development Code and Comprehensive Plan changes)

Fiscal Impact

Cost: N/A

Budgeted (yes or no): N/A

Where Budgeted (department/program): N/A

Additional Fiscal Notes:

The code amendments contained in the Urban Forestry Code Revisions package do not have a direct impact on the

city's revenue and expenditures. Certain fees are proposed to be created and other to be adjusted. These fees, their

purposes, and calculation methodologies are contained in the Resolution and its exhibits attached to this agenda item.

The amount of funds collected in the Urban Forestry Fund may be affected by the proposed change from the existing

"tree mitigation" fee to the proposed "tree canopy" fee. 

Attachments

Potential Amendments Memo

UFM

Administrative Rules Memo



Administrative Rules Memo

Fees and Charges Memo

Fees and Charges Resolution
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City of  Tigard 
Memorandum 

 
 
To: Tigard City Council 
 
From: Marissa Daniels, Associate Planner 
 
Re: Potential Administrative Rules Amendments 
 
Date: January 22, 2013 
 
Hearing council’s desire for additional flexibility in the Administrative Rules, staff has prepared 
several amendments for your consideration on January 22, 2013.  
 
Potential Amendments to the Urban Forestry Manual 
Throughout the public hearing process for the code, staff heard from council several additional 
potential revisions to the Urban Forestry Manual to be made during the administrative rules 
adoption process. Most of the revisions are aimed at increasing flexibility of the manual. The 
following table summarizes the potential revisions, the relevant sections of the manual, whether 
the requirement is already flexible, staff's recommendation, and the reasons for staff's 
recommendations. While staff recommends council limit their approval to amendments 1, 2, 5 
and 7, amendments have been prepared for all 7 items. The specific text of the amendments is 
included on the following pages. Council will have an opportunity to ask questions of staff and 
deliberate on the revisions at the January 22, 2013 meeting.   
 

Potential 
Amendment 

Number 

Requirement 
Identified for 

Potential 
Amendment 

Urban Forestry 
Manual 
Sections 

Already 
flexible? 

Staff 
Recommendation 

Reason for Staff 
Recommendation 

1 Sheet size 10.1.A, 10.2.A, 
12.3.B, 13.3.B 

No Increase flexibility Flexibility OK as long 
as alternate sheet size 
is legible 

2 Bar scale 10.1.D, 10.2.D No Increase flexibility Flexibility OK as long 
as alternate bar scale 
is legible 

3 Driplines  
(to scale) 

10.1.J, K, L, 
10.2.H,I, 10.2.L, 
M 

No Do not increase 
flexibility 

Locating tree driplines 
on site plans is a best 
practice and ensures 
conflicts are avoided  

4 Tree lists Appendices  
2-6 

Yes Do not increase 
flexibility 

Already flexible, 
applicants not limited 
to trees on lists 

5 Tree spacing 
and building 
setbacks 

10.2.L.1-4, 
10.2.M.1-5 

No, except 
for building 
setbacks 
downtown  

Increase flexibility Allowing building 
setback flexibility for 
constrained sites is 
OK 
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Previous Amendments to the Urban Forestry Manual 
At the November 27, 2012 meeting, council adopted revisions to the Tigard Development Code 
and Tigard Municipal Code to implement the Urban Forestry Code Revisions. Some of the code 
amendments required revisions to the Urban Forestry Manual for consistency purposes. An 
updated version of the Urban Forestry Manual, which incorporates the revisions from the 
November 27, 2012 meeting is provided as part of this council packet. The revisions include: 

• Differentiation between residential and non residential requirements for the 
maintenance of trees planted with development (Urban Forestry Manual Section 
11.2); 

• Housekeeping amendments to the tree risk assessment methodology (Urban Forestry 
Manual Section 1 and Appendix 1); and 

• Housekeeping amendment to correct the spelling of a tree's common name (Urban 
Forestry Manual Appendix 2). 

 
 

6 Tree setbacks 
from pavement 
and utilities 

10.2.L.5-8, 
10.2.M.6-9 

No Do not increase 
flexibility 

Setbacks from 
pavement and utilities 
protects these 
infrastructure 
elements  

7 Twice monthly 
inspection 
requirement 

11.1.B No, except 
not required 
when no 
active 
development 

Increase flexibility OK as long as trees 
are far enough away 
from planned 
construction activities 
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Potential Amendment 1: Increase flexibility on sheet size requirement. 
Code/Manual Section: Urban Forestry Manual Section 10, Part 1 (Urban Forestry Plan 
Standards – Tree Preservation and Removal Site Plan Requirements:) 
... 
A. The plan shall be standard size D (24" x 36"), a reduced legal ledger size (11" x 17") 

and a PDF, and include all items in part 1.B-O below.  When required for clarity, the 
development impact area information in part 1.I may be detailed separately on 
multiple plan sheets provided that all of the remaining items in part 1 are included 
for reference. Alternate sheet sizes may be allowed if approved by the city manager 
or designee. 

... 
Code/Manual Section: Urban Forestry Manual Section 10, Part 2 (Urban Forestry Plan 
Standards – Tree Canopy Site Plan Requirements:) 
... 
A. The plan shall be standard size D (24" x 36"), a reduced legal ledger size (11" x 17") 

and PDF format, and include all items in part 2.B-O below. Alternate sheet sizes may 
be allowed if approved by the city manager or designee. 

... 
Code/Manual Section: Urban Forestry Manual Section 12, Part 3 (Street Tree Soil Volume 
Standards – Soil Volume Plan Requirements:) 
... 
B. A standard size D (24" x 36"), a reduced legal ledger size (11" x 17") and a PDF soil 

volume plan by a registered landscape architect (the project landscape architect) that 
includes all of the following elements (alternate sheet sizes may be allowed if 
approved by the city manager or designee): 

... 
Code/Manual Section: Urban Forestry Manual Section 13, Part 3 (Parking Lot Tree 
Canopy Standards – Parking Lot Tree Canopy Plan Requirements:) 
... 
B. A standard size D (24" x 36"), a reduced legal ledger size (11" x 17") and a PDF 

parking lot tree canopy plan by a registered landscape architect (the project landscape 
architect) that includes all of the following elements (alternate sheet sizes may be 
allowed if approved by the city manager or designee): 

... 
Note: Revising the term "legal" to "ledger" in the sections above corrects a scrivener's error. 
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Potential Amendment 2: Increase flexibility on bar scale requirement. 
Code/Manual Section: Urban Forestry Manual Section 10, Part 1 (Urban Forestry Plan 
Standards – Tree Preservation and Removal Site Plan Requirements:) 
... 
D. Bar scale as follows (unless otherwise approved by the city manager or designee): 

1. Less than 1.0 acres: 1" = 10' 
2. 1.0 - 5.0 acres:   1" = 20' 
3. 5.0 – 20.0 acres:  1" = 50' 
4. Over 20.0 acres:  1" = 100'.  

... 
Code/Manual Section: Urban Forestry Manual Section 10, Part 2 (Urban Forestry Plan 
Standards – Tree Canopy Site Plan Requirements:) 
... 
D. Bar scale as follows (unless otherwise approved by the city manager or designee): 

1. Less than 1.0 acres: 1" = 10' 
2. 1.0 - 5.0 acres:   1" = 20' 
3. 5.0 – 20.0 acres:  1" = 50' 
4. Over 20.0 acres:  1" = 100'.  

... 
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Potential Amendment 3: Do not require driplines of trees to be shown on site plans to 
scale. 
Code/Manual Section: Urban Forestry Manual Section 10, Part 1 (Urban Forestry Plan 
Standards – Tree Preservation and Removal Site Plan Requirements:) 
... 
J. The trunk locations, driplines, assigned numbers and “X” marks when applicable 

(indicating trees proposed for removal) for the following trees within the 
development impact area and within 25 feet of the development impact area: 
1. Trees greater than or equal to 6 inch DBH; and 
2. Other trees that require a permit to remove by Title 8 and are less than 6 inch 

DBH. 
K. The trunk locations, driplines and assigned numbers for the following trees that are 

not within the development impact area: 
1. Open grown trees greater than or equal to 6 inch DBH; and  
2. Other trees that require a permit to remove by Title 8 and are less than 6 inch 

DBH. 
L. The driplines locations of stand grown trees greater than or equal to 6 inch DBH 

that form a contiguous tree canopy.  The driplines location of stand grown trees may 
be delineated at the outer edge of the stand.  Each stand shall be assigned a number.   

... 
Code/Manual Section: Urban Forestry Manual Section 10, Part 2 (Urban Forestry Plan 
Standards – Tree Canopy Site Plan Requirements:) 
... 
H. The trunk locations, driplines and assigned numbers for trees to be preserved in 

parts 1.J and 1.K.  Each tree on both the tree preservation and removal site plan and 
tree canopy site plan shall be assigned the same number on both plans. 

I. The dripline locations of stand grown trees proposed for preservation greater than 
or equal to 6 inch DBH that form a contiguous tree canopy.  The driplines location 
of stand grown trees may be delineated at the outer edge of the stand.  Each stand 
shall be assigned a number.  Each stand on both the tree preservation and removal 
site plan and tree canopy site plan shall be assigned the same number on both plans. 

... 
L. The location, species, caliper (in inches for deciduous) or height (in feet for 

evergreen), and assigned numbers and depiction of the mature tree canopy (in feet as 
identified on any of the tree lists in the Urban Forestry Manual or by the city 
manager or designee) for all trees to be planted and maintained as open grown 
trees... 

... 
M. The location, species, caliper (in inches for deciduous) or height (in feet for 

evergreen), and assigned numbers and depiction of the mature tree canopy (in feet as 
identified on any of the tree lists in the Urban Forestry Manual or by the city 
manager or designee) for all trees to be planted and maintained as open stand grown 
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trees. The species of trees planted and maintained as stand grown trees shall be 
selected from the native tree list in the Urban Forestry Manual.  The depiction of the 
mature tree canopy dripline shall be consistent with dimensions in the native tree 
list....   

... 
Note: Revision of the word "open" to the word "stand" in item M above is to correct a 
scrivener's error. 
 
Potential Amendment 4: Revise tree lists. 
Code/Manual Section: Urban Forestry Manual Appendices 2-6 (Street Tree List, Parking 
Lot Tree List, Columnar Tree List, Native Tree List and Nuisance Tree List) 
 
Note: Council will need to provide staff with direction on which species to add or delete if 
they decide to revise the lists. 
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Potential Amendment 5: Increase flexibility of setbacks between trees and buildings. 
Code/Manual Section: Urban Forestry Manual Section 10, Part 2 (Urban Forestry Plan 
Standards – Tree Canopy Site Plan Requirements:) 
... 
L. ...Open grown trees shall be located as follows: 

1. Trees categorized as small stature on any of the tree lists in the Urban Forestry 
Manual or by the city manager or designee shall be spaced no closer than 15 
feet on center from other newly planted or existing trees and 10 feet from the 
face of habitable buildings.  In downtown Tigard (Mixed Use-Central Business 
District, MU-CBD), tThe setback from the face of habitable buildings may be 
reduced if approved by the city manager or designee; 

2. Trees categorized as medium stature on any of the tree lists in the Urban 
Forestry Manual or by the city manager or designee shall be spaced no closer 
than 20 feet on center from other newly planted or existing trees and 15 feet 
from the face of habitable buildings.  In downtown Tigard (Mixed Use-Central 
Business District, MU-CBD), tThe setback from the face of habitable 
buildings may be reduced if approved by the city manager or designee;    

3. Trees categorized as large stature on any of the tree lists in the Urban Forestry 
Manual or by the city manager or designee shall be spaced no closer than 30 
feet on center from other newly planted or existing trees and 20 feet from the 
face of habitable buildings.  In downtown Tigard (Mixed Use-Central Business 
District, MU-CBD), tThe setback from the face of habitable buildings may be 
reduced if approved by the city manager or designee; 

4. Trees determined by the city manager or designee to have a mature spread of 
less than 20 feet shall be considered small stature, and shall be spaced no 
closer than 15 feet on center from other newly planted or existing trees and 10 
feet from the face of habitable buildings.  In downtown Tigard (Mixed Use-
Central Business District, MU-CBD), tThe setback from the face of habitable 
buildings may be reduced if approved by the city manager or designee; 

5. Trees categorized as small stature on any of the tree lists in the Urban Forestry 
Manual or by the city manager or designee shall not be planted with the center 
of their trunks closer than 2 feet from any hard surface paving; 

6. Trees categorized as medium stature on any of the tree lists in the Urban 
Forestry Manual or by the city manager or designee shall not be planted with 
the center of their trunks closer than 2 ½ feet from any hard surface paving;  

... 
Note: The addition of "or by the city manager or designee" to item L.6 above is to correct a 
scrivener's error. 
... 
M. ...Stand grown trees shall be located as follows: 
... 

3. Trees categorized as small stature on the native tree list in the Urban Forestry 
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Manual or by the city manager or designee shall be spaced no closer than 15 
feet from the face of habitable buildings.  In downtown Tigard (Mixed Use-
Central Business District, MU-CBD), tThe setback from the face of habitable 
buildings may be reduced if approved by the city manager or designee; 

4. Trees categorized as medium stature on the native tree list in the Urban 
Forestry Manual or by the city manager or designee shall be spaced no closer 
than 20 feet from the face of habitable buildings.  In downtown Tigard (Mixed 
Use-Central Business District, MU-CBD), tThe setback from the face of 
habitable buildings may be reduced if approved by the city manager or 
designee; 

5. Trees categorized as large stature on the native tree list in the Urban Forestry 
Manual or by the city manager or designee shall be spaced no closer than 30 
feet from the face of habitable buildings.  In downtown Tigard (Mixed Use-
Central Business District, MU-CBD), tThe setback from the face of habitable 
buildings may be reduced if approved by the city manager or designee;  

6. Trees categorized as small stature on the native tree list in the Urban Forestry 
Manual or by the city manager or designee shall not be planted with the center 
of their trunks closer than 2 feet from any hard surface paving; 

7. Trees categorized as medium stature on the native tree list in the Urban 
Forestry Manual or by the city manager or designee shall not be planted with 
the center of their trunks closer than 2 ½ feet from any hard surface paving;  

... 
Note: The addition of "or by the city manager or designee" to item M.7 above is to correct a 
scrivener's error. 
... 
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Potential Amendment 6: Increase flexibility of setbacks between trees and pavement and 
utilities. 
Code/Manual Section: Urban Forestry Manual Section 10, Part 2 (Urban Forestry Plan 
Standards – Tree Canopy Site Plan Requirements:) 
... 
L. ...Open grown trees shall be located as follows: 
... 

5. Trees categorized as small stature on any of the tree lists in the Urban Forestry 
Manual or by the city manager or designee shall not be planted with the center 
of their trunks closer than 2 feet from any hard surface paving unless 
otherwise approved by the city manager or designee; 

6. Trees categorized as medium stature on any of the tree lists in the Urban 
Forestry Manual or by the city manager or designee shall not be planted with 
the center of their trunks closer than 2 ½ feet from any hard surface paving 
unless otherwise approved by the city manager or designee;  

7. Trees categorized as large stature on any of the tree lists in the Urban Forestry 
Manual or by the city manager or designee shall not be planted with the center 
of their trunks closer than 3 feet from any hard surface paving unless 
otherwise approved by the city manager or designee; 

8. Where there are overhead utility lines, the tree species selected shall be of a 
type which, at full maturity, will not interfere with the lines unless otherwise 
approved by the city manager or designee; and 

... 
Note: The addition of "or by the city manager or designee" to item L.6 above is to correct a 
scrivener's error. 
... 
M. ...Stand grown trees shall be located as follows: 
... 

6. Trees categorized as small stature on the native tree list in the Urban Forestry 
Manual or by the city manager or designee shall not be planted with the center 
of their trunks closer than 2 feet from any hard surface paving unless 
otherwise approved by the city manager or designee; 

7. Trees categorized as medium stature on the native tree list in the Urban 
Forestry Manual or by the city manager or designee shall not be planted with 
the center of their trunks closer than 2 ½ feet from any hard surface paving 
unless otherwise approved by the city manager or designee;  

8. Trees categorized as large stature on the native tree list in the Urban Forestry 
Manual or by the city manager or designee shall not be planted with the center 
of their trunks closer than 3 feet from any hard surface paving unless 
otherwise approved by the city manager or designee; 

9. Where there are overhead utility lines, the tree species selected shall be of a 
type which, at full maturity, will not interfere with the lines unless otherwise 
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approved by the city manager or designee; and 
... 
Note: The addition of "or by the city manager or designee" to item M.7 above is to correct a 
scrivener's error. 
... 
 
Potential Amendment 7: Increase flexibility of the biweekly inspection requirements. 
Code/Manual Section: Urban Forestry Manual Section 11, Part 1 (Urban Forestry Plan 
Implementation Standards – Inspection Requirements:) 
... 
B. Following the completion of item a above, the project arborist or landscape architect 

shall perform bimonthly semimonthly (twice monthly) site inspections for tree 
protection measures during periods of active site development and construction, 
document compliance/non-compliance with the urban forestry plan and send 
written verification with a signature of approval directly to the city manager or 
designee within one week of the site inspection. The frequency of site inspections 
may be decreased if approved by the city manager or designee. 

... 
E. Prior to final building inspection for any lot or tract with an active urban forestry 

plan that is still in effect, the project arborist or landscape architect shall perform a 
site inspection, document compliance/non-compliance with the urban forestry plan 
and send written verification with a signature of approval to the city manager or 
designee. 

... 
Note: The revision of the word "active" to the term "in effect" in item E above corrects a 
scrivener's errors and ensures consistency in terminology used throughout the code and 
manual.  
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Organization of the Urban Forestry Code Revisions Documents 

The Urban Forestry Code Revisions project is presented in five volumes. Volume I provides the 
project overview and describes the process used to develop all of the elements. Volume II is the 
land use elements of the code, and Volume III the non land use elements. Volume IV contains the 
Urban Forestry Manual. Volume V contains technical reports and research that contributed to the 
code revisions along with details of the public input and deliberations to date. 

Volume I Project Overview 

Project Overview includes the following sections:  

• Project Introduction 
• Overview of Key Elements 
• Key Element Summaries 

o Urban Forestry Standards for Development 
o Tree Grove Preservation Incentives 
o Tree Permit Requirements 
o Hazard Trees 
o Urban Forestry Manual 

Appendix A includes additional detail about the information used to shape the Urban 
Forestry Code Revisions Project, and includes the following sections:  

• Process summary 
• Summary of Community Ideas and Concerns 
• Summary of Planning Commission Deliberations 
• Existing Conditions 

Volume IILand Use Elements 

Community Development Code (Title 18) is the Planning Commission’s recommended 
draft of the Development Code. This section includes commentary on the amendments.  

Peer Review demonstrates how the Planning Commission’s recommended draft of the 
Development Code and Urban Forestry Manual will work in application. 

Tree Grove ESEE Analysis is a report that addresses Statewide Planning Goal 5 - Natural 
Resources requirements for the preservation of Significant Tree Groves.  

Staff Report and findings includes the staff recommendation for approval of the land use 
elements (Title 18 and the Comprehensive Plan Amendment) and the findings that 
demonstrate the land use elements meet the necessary approval criteria.  
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Volume III Non Land Use Elements 

Tigard Municipal Code is the staff proposed draft of the Municipal Code (Title 8 and 
other Municipal Code titles). This section includes commentary on the amendments.  

Volume IVUrban Forestry Manual (Administrative Rules) 

Urban Forestry Manual consists of administrative rules that implement the technical 
details of the urban forestry related code provisions in Title 8, Title 18 and other applicable 
titles in the Tigard Municipal Code.  

Volume VAdditional Background Materials 

Planning Commission Deliberations details Planning Commission discussion and 
decisions during the public hearing process.  

Amendment Requests Document for the Planning Commission lists code amendment 
requests received in response to the first Planning Commission public hearing and staff 
responses.  

Outstanding Issues for the Urban Forestry Code Revisions includes additional 
information on the outstanding issues that were further deliberated by the Planning 
Commission before making their final recommendation to City Council on May 7, 2012. 

Log of Input lists the input received and any code changes from the last meeting of the 
CAC to the staff proposed draft of the Urban Forestry Code Revisions to Planning 
Commission.  

CAC Guiding Principles includes the consensus view of the Citizens Advisory Committee 
(CAC) developed to help guide the legislative adoption process.  

Tree Values includes information and current research on the environmental, economic, 
social and aesthetic benefits of trees.  

Canopy Standards explains the reasons for adopting tree canopy cover requirements as 
well as the methods used to arrive at the requirements.  

Soil volume details research about the soil volume required to support a mature tree 
canopy.  

Tree Canopy Fee discusses research used to develop a square foot value for tree canopy.  

Regulatory Comparison is an excerpted report prepared by Metro and the Audubon 
Society that summarizes and compares regional urban forestry programs and regulations.  

Urban Forestry Master Plan is the City of Tigard’s recommended plan for achieving the 
urban forestry goals in the Comprehensive Plan.  
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City of Tigard 
URBAN FORESTRY MANUAL 

 
 

Introduction 

The Urban Forestry Manual consists of administrative rules that implement the details of the urban 
forestry related code provisions in Title 8, Title 18 and other applicable titles in the Tigard Municipal 
Code. 

The city manager or designee has the authority to amend the Urban Forestry Manual pursuant with 
the provisions in Chapter 2.04 of the Tigard Municipal Code. The city manager or designee is 
authorized to administer the Urban Forestry Manual.   
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Section 1 - Hazard Tree Evaluation and Abatement Procedure 
 
 
Part 1.  Informal Reconciliation: 

If interpersonal communication is not feasible or is unsuccessful, the 
claimant shall contact the respondent by concurrently sending a 
regular and certified letter that explains the reasons they believe there 
is a hazard tree on the respondent’s property, demonstrates how the 
claimant’s life, limb or property has the potential to be impacted by 
said tree, and offers to negotiate a solution that is in compliance with 
all applicable rules and regulations either directly or through a third 
party mediator.  The claimant is encouraged to support their claim 
with documentation by a tree risk assessor.  The respondent shall have 
seven calendar days or less from receipt of the certified letter or 14 
calendar days or less from the postmarked date of the regular letter 
(whichever is sooner) to respond to the claimant’s proposal in writing 
by concurrent regular and certified mail.  In order to become eligible 
for formal reconciliation, the claimant’s letter shall cite Tigard 
Municipal Code sections 8.06.020 and 8.06.030, explain the 
respondent’s written response deadlines and include all of the other 
required elements listed above.   

 
Part 2.  Formal Reconciliation:  

If the results of informal reconciliation are not acceptable to the 
claimant or there has been no response for 21 calendar days or more 
since the claimant sent the concurrent regular and certified letters, the 
claimant may seek resolution through formal reconciliation by 
completing a hazard tree dispute resolution application, paying a 
deposit for all applicable hazard tree dispute resolution fees and 
providing the city all documentation of informal reconciliation 
including but not limited to any letters to and from the respondent, 
proof of certified mail delivery and proof of certified mail receipt (if 
available).   
 
The city shall use all readily available tools and technology when 
assigning the hazard tree owner or responsible party as defined in 
Tigard Municipal Code Chapter 8.02.  If the city determines that the 
claimant’s previous correspondence was with the incorrect 
respondent, then the claimant shall be required to complete the 
previous steps of the hazard tree evaluation and abatement procedure 
with the correct respondent before proceeding with formal 
reconciliation.  If the claimant or respondent disagrees with the city’s 
assignment of the hazard tree owner or responsible party, the city shall 
be presented a land survey by a professional land surveyor that 
demonstrates the location of the tree in question in relation to 
property lines within all listed deadlines in order for the city to 
consider a reassignment of the hazard tree owner or responsible party.  

Notes: 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
See Master Fees and 
Charges Schedule for 
current fees 
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Within seven calendar days of receipt of all the required application materials, 
the city shall gain access to the respondent’s property either voluntarily or with 
a warrant pursuant to Chapter 1.16 of the Tigard Municipal Code, conduct a 
tree risk assessment by a tree risk assessor using the tree risk assessment 
methodology in Appendix 1 of the Urban Forestry Manual, determine if the 
definition of hazard tree in Tigard Municipal Code Chapter 8.02 has been met 
and, if necessary, prescribe hazard tree abatement as defined in Tigard 
Municipal Code Chapter 8.02.      
 
If the city determines the definition of hazard tree has been met, the city shall 
send a concurrent regular and certified letter to the respondent, explain that the 
definition of hazard tree has been met, explain the required hazard tree 
abatement procedures and require that hazard tree abatement be completed in 
seven calendar days or less from receipt of the certified letter or 14 calendar 
days or less from the mailing date of the regular letter (whichever is less).  The 
city shall also bill the respondent for all applicable hazard tree dispute 
resolution fees, and refund the claimant previously deposited hazard tree 
dispute resolution fees.   
 
If the respondent fails to complete the hazard tree abatement within the 
required timeframe, the city shall gain access to the property either voluntarily 
or with a warrant, abate the hazard, bill the respondent for the cost of 
abatement including administrative costs or place a lien on the property for the 
cost of abatement including administrative costs pursuant to Chapter 1.16 of 
the Tigard Municipal Code. 
 
If the city determines the definition of hazard tree has not been met, the city 
shall send a concurrent regular and certified letter to both the claimant and 
respondent explaining that the definition of hazard tree has not been met and 
close the case.   
 
 
 
 
 
 

Notes: 

 
 
 
See Appendix 1 for 
Tree Risk 
Assessment Form 
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Section 2 - Street Tree Planting and Maintenance Standards 
 
 
Part 1.  Street Tree Planting Standards: 
A. Street trees shall be planted in a manner consistent with tree care 

industry standards. 
B. Street trees shall have a minimum caliper of 1 ½ inches at the time of 

planting. 
C. Street tree species shall be from the street tree list, unless otherwise 

approved by the city manager or designee.   
D. Street tree species shall be appropriate for the planting environment as 

determined by the city manager or designee and seek to achieve a 
balance of the following:  
1. Consistency with previously approved street tree plans given 

space constraints for roots and branches at maturity; 
2. Compatibility with space constraints for roots and branches at 

maturity;  
3. Providing adequate species diversity citywide and reasonable 

resistance to pests and diseases; and 
4. Consideration of the objectives of the current street tree 

planting proposal. 
E. Street trees shall be provided adequate spacing from new and existing 

trees according to the following standards wherever possible: 
1. Street trees categorized as small stature on the street tree list or 

by the city manager or designee shall be spaced no greater than 
20 feet on center and not closer than 15 feet on center from 
other newly planted street trees or any existing tree that has 
been in the ground for over three years; 

2. Street trees categorized as medium stature on the street tree list 
or by the city manager or designee shall be spaced no greater 
than 30 feet on center and not closer than 20 feet on center 
from other newly planted street trees or any existing tree that 
has been in the ground for over three years; 

3. Street trees categorized as large stature on the street tree list or 
by the city manager or designee shall be spaced no greater than 
40 feet on center and not closer than 30 feet on center from 
other newly planted street trees or any existing tree that has 
been in the ground for over three years; and 

4. Any tree determined by the city manager or designee to have a 
mature spread of less than 20 feet shall be considered a small 
stature tree, and spaced accordingly when used as a street tree. 

F. Street trees shall be placed according to the following standards: 

Notes: 

 

 

See Appendix 2 for 
Street Tree List 
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1. Street trees categorized as small stature on the street tree list 
or by the city manager or designee shall not be planted with 
the center of their trunks closer than 2 feet from any hard 
surface paving; 

2. Street trees categorized as medium stature on the street tree 
list or by the city manager or designee shall not be planted 
with the center of their trunks closer than 2 ½ feet from any 
hard surface paving;  

3. Street trees categorized as large stature on the street tree list 
or by the city manager or designee shall not be planted with 
the center of their trunks closer than 3 feet from any hard 
surface paving; 

4. Not closer than 4 feet on center from any fire hydrant, utility 
box or utility pole; 

5. Not closer than 2 feet on center from any underground 
utility; 

6. Not closer than 10 feet on center from a street light standard; 
7. Not closer than 20 feet from a street right of way corner as 

determined by the city manager or designee.  The city 
manager or designee may require a greater or lesser corner 
setback based on an analysis of traffic and pedestrian safety 
impacts; 

8. Where there are overhead utility lines, the street tree species 
selected shall be of a type which, at full maturity, will not 
interfere with the lines; and 

9. Any other standards found by the city manager or designee to 
be relevant in order to protect public safety and public or 
private property. 

G. Root barriers shall be installed according to the manufacturer’s 
specifications when a street tree is planted within 5 feet of any hard 
surface paving or utility box, or as otherwise required by the city 
engineer.  

H. Street trees planted prior to the adoption of the most current version 
of the street tree planting standards shall be exempt from the most 
current version of the street tree planting standards.  However, the 
most current version of the street tree maintenance standards and the 
most current version of the street tree removal standards shall apply.   

I. If street tree planting is required by another section of the Urban 
Forestry Manual or Tigard Municipal Code, the city manager or 
designee may allow for an “in lieu of planting fee” equivalent to the 
city’s cost to plant a street tree per the standards in Section 2, part 1 of 
the Urban Forestry Manual and maintain a street tree per the standards 
in Section 2, part 2 of the Urban Forestry Manual for a period of three 
years after planting.  Payment of an in lieu of planting fee shall satisfy 
the street tree planting requirement.   

 
 
 

Notes: 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 
 
See Code Section 
8.08 and Manual 
Section 3 for Street 
Tree Removal 
Standards 
 
See Master Fees and 
Charges Schedule for 
current fees 
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Part 2.  Street Tree Maintenance Standards: 
A. Street trees shall be maintained in a manner consistent with tree care 

industry standards. 
B. Street trees shall be maintained in a manner that does not impede 

public street or sidewalk traffic consistent with the specifications in 
section 7.40.060A of the Tigard Municipal Code including: 
1. 8 feet of clearance above public sidewalks; 
2. 13 feet of clearance above public local and neighborhood 

streets; 
3. 15 feet of clearance above public collector streets; and 
4. 18 feet of clearance above public arterial streets. 

C. Street trees shall be maintained so as not to become hazard trees as 
defined in Chapter 8.02 of the Tigard Municipal Code. 
 
 

 
 
 
 

 

Notes: 
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Section 3 - Street Tree Removal Standards 
 
 
Part 1.  Street Tree Removal Standards:  
A. Street trees shall be removed in a manner consistent with tree care 

industry standards. 
B. The city manager or designee shall approve the removal of a street 

tree if any one of the following criteria are met: 
1. The tree is a “hazard tree” as defined in Chapter 8.02 and 

“hazard tree abatement” as defined in Chapter 8.02 cannot be 
completed in a manner that results in tree retention consistent 
with tree care industry standards. 

2. The tree is dead. 
3. The tree is in an advanced state of decline with insufficient live 

foliage, branches, roots or other tissue to sustain life. 
4. The tree is infested with pests or diseases that if left untreated 

will cause the tree to die, enter an advanced state of decline or 
cause other trees to die or enter an advanced state of decline.  

5. The tree has sustained physical damage that will cause the tree 
to die or enter an advanced state of decline.  If the physical 
damage was caused by a person in violation of Chapter 8.08 of 
the Tigard Municipal Code, the enforcement process outlined 
in Section 8.02.030 shall be completed prior to approval.  

6. The tree is listed on the nuisance tree list. 
7. The tree location is such that it would not meet all of the street 

tree planting standards in Section 2, parts 1E and 1F of the 
Urban Forestry Manual if it were a newly planted tree. 

8. The tree roots are causing damage to paved surfaces, 
infrastructure, utilities, buildings or other parts of the built 
environment. 

9. The tree location conflicts with areas of public street widening, 
construction or extension as shown in the Transportation 
System Plan.  

10. Tree removal is required for the purposes of an approved 
building or land use permit, utility or infrastructure installation 
or utility or infrastructure repair. 

11. The tree is recommended for removal by a designated fire 
marshal for Tualatin Valley Fire and Rescue because it presents 
a significant fire risk to habitable structures or limits emergency 
access for rescue workers, and the risk or access issue cannot be 
abated through pruning or other means that results in tree 
retention.  

Notes: 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
See Appendix 6 for 
Nuisance Tree List 
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12. The tree is part of a stand of trees, and a certified arborist or 
certified forester determines that thinning of interior trees 
within the stand of trees is necessary for overall stand health, 
the thinning will result in no less than 80 percent canopy cover 
at maturity for the area to be thinned, and that thinning of non-
native trees is maximized prior to thinning of native trees.   

C. Unless removed for thinning purposes (part 1.B.11above) the city 
manager or designee shall condition the removal of a street tree upon 
the planting of a replacement tree in accordance with the Street Tree 
Planting Standards in Section 2, part 1 of the Urban Forestry Manual. 
The city manager or designee may consider existing trees as 
replacement trees if they meet all applicable species, size, condition and 
location requirements in Section 2, part 1 and were not already required 
to be planted or preserved by the Tigard Municipal Code.  

D. If the Street Tree Planting Standards in Section 2, part 1 of the Urban 
Forestry Manual preclude replanting within the same right of way 
abutting on, fronting on or adjacent to the property as the tree was 
removed or on private property within 6 feet of the same right of way 
as the tree that was removed, the applicant shall be exempt from 
planting a replacement tree.  

 
 
 
 
 
 

Notes: 
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Section 4 - Median Tree Planting and Maintenance Standards 
 
 
Part 1.  Median Tree Planting Standards:  
A. Median trees shall be planted in a manner consistent with tree care 

industry standards. 
B. Median trees shall have a minimum caliper of 1 ½ inches at the time 

of planting. 
C. Median tree species shall be from the street tree list, unless otherwise 

approved by the city manager or designee.   
D. Median tree species shall be appropriate for the planting environment 

as determined by the city manager or designee and seek to achieve a 
balance of the following:  
1. Consistency with previously approved median tree plans given 

space constraints for roots and branches at maturity; 
2. Compatibility with space constraints for roots and branches at 

maturity; 
3. Providing adequate species diversity citywide and reasonable 

resistance to pests and diseases; and 
4. Consideration of the objectives of the current median tree 

planting proposal. 
E. Median trees shall be provided adequate spacing from new and 

existing trees according to the following standards wherever possible: 
1. Median trees categorized as small stature on the street tree list 

or by the city manager or designee shall be spaced no greater 
than 20 feet on center and not closer than 15 feet on center 
from other newly planted median trees or any existing tree that 
has been in the ground for over three years; 

2. Median trees categorized as medium stature on the street tree 
list or by the city manager or designee shall be spaced no 
greater than 30 feet on center and not closer than 20 feet on 
center from other newly planted median trees or any existing 
tree that has been in the ground for over three years; 

3. Median trees categorized as large stature on the street tree list 
or by the city manager or designee shall be spaced no greater 
than 40 feet on center and not closer than 30 feet on center 
from other newly planted median trees or any existing tree that 
has been in the ground for over three years; and 

4. Any tree determined by the city manager or designee to have a 
mature spread of less than 20 feet shall be considered a small 
stature tree, and spaced accordingly when used as a median 
tree. 

Notes: 

 

 

See Appendix 2 for 
Street Tree List 
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F. Median trees shall be placed according to the following standards: 
1. Median trees categorized as small stature on the street tree list 

or by the city manager or designee shall not be planted with the 
center of their trunks closer than 2 feet from any hard surface 
paving; 

2. Median trees categorized as medium stature on the street tree 
list or by the city manager or designee shall not be planted with 
the center of their trunks closer than 2 ½ feet from any hard 
surface paving;  

3. Median trees categorized as large stature on the street tree list 
or by the city manager or designee shall not be planted with the 
center of their trunks closer than 3 feet from any hard surface 
paving; 

4. Not closer than 4 feet on center from any fire hydrant, utility 
box or utility pole; 

5. Not closer than 2 feet on center from any underground utility; 
6. Not closer than 10 feet on center from a street light standard; 
7. Not closer than 20 feet from a street right of way corner as 

determined by the city manager or designee.  The city manager 
or designee may require a greater or lesser corner setback based 
on an analysis of traffic and pedestrian safety impacts; 

8. Where there are overhead utility lines, the median tree species 
selected shall be of a type which, at full maturity, will not 
interfere with the lines; and 

9. Any other standards found by the city manager or designee to 
be relevant in order to protect public safety and public or 
private property. 

G. Root barriers shall be installed according to the manufacturer’s 
specifications when a street tree is planted within 5 feet of any hard 
surface paving or utility box, or as otherwise required by the city 
engineer.  

H. Median trees planted prior to the adoption of the most current version 
of the Median Tree Planting Standards shall be exempt from the most 
current version of the Median Tree Planting Standards.  However, the 
most current version of the Median Tree Maintenance Standards and 
the most current version of the Median Tree Removal Standards shall 
apply.   

I. If median tree planting is required by another section of the Urban 
Forestry Manual or Tigard Municipal Code, the city manager or 
designee may allow for an “in lieu of planting fee” equivalent to the 
city’s cost to plant a median tree per the standards in Section 4, part 1 
of the Urban Forestry Manual and maintain a street tree per the 
standards in Section 4, part 2 of the Urban Forestry Manual for a 
period of three years after planting.  Payment of an in lieu of planting 
fee shall satisfy the median tree planting requirement.   

 
 
 

Notes: 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 
 
 
See Code Section 
8.08 and Manual 
Section 5 for Median 
Tree Removal 
Standards 
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Part 2.  Median Tree Maintenance Standards: 
A. Median trees shall be maintained in a manner consistent with tree care 

industry standards. 
B. Median trees shall be maintained in a manner that does not impede 

public street or sidewalk traffic consistent with the specifications in 
section 7.40.060A of the Tigard Municipal Code including: 
1. 8 feet of clearance above public sidewalks;  
2. 13 feet of clearance above public local and neighborhood 

streets; 
3. 15 feet of clearance above public collector streets; and 
4. 18 feet of clearance above public arterial streets. 

C. Median trees shall be maintained so as not to become hazard trees as 
defined in Chapter 8.02 of the Tigard Municipal Code. 

 
 
 
 
 
 

Notes: 
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Section 5 - Median Tree Removal Standards 
 
 
Part 1.  Median Tree Removal Standards:  
A. Median trees shall be removed in a manner consistent with tree care 

industry standards. 
B. The city manager or designee shall approve the removal of a median 

tree if any one of the following criteria are met: 
1. The tree is a “hazard tree” as defined in Chapter 8.02 and 

“hazard tree abatement” as defined in Chapter 8.02 cannot be 
completed in a manner that results in tree retention consistent 
with tree care industry standards. 

2. The tree is dead. 
3. The tree is in an advanced state of decline with insufficient live 

foliage, branches, roots or other tissue to sustain life. 
4. The tree is infested with pests or diseases that if left untreated 

will cause the tree to die, enter an advanced state of decline or 
cause other trees to die or enter an advanced state of decline. 

5. The tree has sustained physical damage that will cause the tree 
to die or enter an advanced state of decline.  If the physical 
damage was caused by a person in violation of Chapter 8.08 of 
the Tigard Municipal Code, the enforcement process outlined 
in Section 8.02.030 shall be completed prior to approval. 

6. The tree is listed on the nuisance tree list. 
7. The tree location is such that it would not meet all of the 

median tree planting standards in Section 4, parts 1E and 1F of 
the Urban Forestry Manual if it were a newly planted tree. 

8. The tree roots are causing damage to paved surfaces, 
infrastructure, utilities, buildings or other parts of the built 
environment. 

9. The tree location conflicts with areas of public street widening, 
construction or extension as shown in the Transportation 
System Plan.  

10. Tree removal is required for the purposes of an approved 
building or land use permit, utility or infrastructure installation 
or utility or infrastructure repair. 

11. The tree is recommended for removal by a designated fire 
marshal for Tualatin Valley Fire and Rescue because it presents 
a significant fire risk to habitable structures or limits emergency 
access for rescue workers, and the risk or access issue cannot be 
abated through pruning or other means that results in tree 
retention.  

Notes: 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

See Appendix 6 for 
Nuisance Tree List 
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12. The tree is part of a stand of trees, and a certified arborist or 
certified forester determines that thinning of interior trees 
within the stand of trees is necessary for overall stand health, 
the thinning will result in no less than 80 percent canopy 
cover at maturity for the area to be thinned, and that thinning 
of non-native trees is maximized prior to thinning of native 
trees.   

C. Unless removed for thinning purposes (part 1.B.11 above) the city 
manager or designee shall condition the removal of a median tree 
upon the planting of a replacement tree within the same median as 
the tree was removed in accordance with the Median Tree Planting 
Standards in Section 4, part 1 of the Urban Forestry Manual. The city 
manager or designee may consider existing trees as replacement trees 
if they meet all applicable species, size, condition and location 
requirements in Section 4, part 1 and were not already required to be 
planted or preserved by the Tigard Municipal Code.    

D. If the Median Tree Planting Standards in Section 4, part 1 of the 
Urban Forestry Manual preclude replanting within the same median 
as the tree was removed, the applicant shall be exempt from planting 
a replacement tree.  

 
 
 
 
 
 

Notes: 
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Section 6 - Sensitive Lands Tree Removal and Replacement Standards 
 
 
Part 1.  Sensitive Lands Tree Removal Standards:  
A. Native trees in sensitive lands shall be removed in a manner consistent 

with tree care industry standards. 
B. The city manager or designee shall approve the removal of a native 

tree in sensitive lands if any one of the following criteria are met: 
1. The tree is a “hazard tree” as defined in Chapter 8.02 and 

“hazard tree abatement” as defined in Chapter 8.02 cannot be 
completed in a manner that results in tree retention consistent 
with tree care industry standards. 

2. The tree is dead. 
3. The tree is in an advanced state of decline with insufficient live 

foliage, branches, roots or other tissue to sustain life. 
4. The tree is infested with pests or diseases that if left untreated 

will cause the tree to die, enter an advanced state of decline, or 
cause other trees to die or enter an advanced state of decline. 

5. The tree has sustained physical damage that will cause the tree 
to die or enter an advanced state of decline.  If the physical 
damage was caused by a person in violation of Chapter 8.10 of 
the Tigard Municipal Code, the enforcement process outlined 
in Section 8.02.030 shall be completed prior to approval.  

6. The tree roots are causing damage to paved surfaces, 
infrastructure, utilities, buildings or other parts of the built 
environment. 

7. The tree location conflicts with areas of public street widening, 
construction or extension as shown in the Transportation 
System Plan.  

8. Tree removal is required for the purposes of an approved 
building or land use permit, utility or infrastructure installation 
or utility or infrastructure repair. 

9. The tree is recommended for removal by a designated fire 
marshal for Tualatin Valley Fire and Rescue because it presents 
a significant fire risk to habitable structures or limits emergency 
access for rescue workers, and the risk or access issue cannot be 
abated through pruning or other means that results in tree 
retention.  

10. A certified arborist or certified forester determines that 
thinning of interior trees within a stand of trees is necessary for 
overall stand health, the thinning will result in no less than 80 
percent canopy cover at maturity for the area to be thinned, 
and that thinning of non-native trees is maximized prior to 
thinning of native trees.   

Notes: 
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C. Unless removed for thinning purposes (part 1.B.10 above) the city 
manager or designee shall condition the removal of each tree in 
sensitive lands upon the planting of a replacement tree in accordance 
with the Sensitive Lands Tree Replacement Standards in Section 6, 
part 2 of the Urban Forestry Manual.    

D. If the Sensitive Lands Tree Replacement Standards in Section 6, part 2 
preclude replanting within the same property as the tree that was 
removed, the applicant shall be exempt from planting a replacement 
tree.  

 
Part 2.  Sensitive Lands Tree Replacement Standards: 
A. Replacement trees shall be planted in a manner consistent with tree 

care industry standards. 
B. The minimum size of a replacement tree shall be 2 feet in height (from 

the top of the root ball) or equivalent to a 1 gallon container size. 
C. Replacement trees shall be selected from the native tree list in the 

Urban Forestry Manual. 
D. The city manager or designee may consider native trees that are less 

than 6 inches DBH as replacement trees if they meet all applicable 
species, size, condition and location requirements in this section and 
were not already required to be planted by the Tigard Municipal Code.   

E. The location of replacement trees shall be as follows: 
1. As close as practicable to the location of the tree that was 

removed provided the location complies with the other 
standards in this section; 

2. No closer than 10 feet on center from newly planted or 
existing trees; 

3. Trees categorized as small stature on the native tree list in the 
Urban Forestry Manual or by the city manager or designee 
shall be spaced no closer than 15 feet from the face of 
habitable buildings; 

4. Trees categorized as medium stature on the native tree list in 
the Urban Forestry Manual or by the city manager or 
designee shall be spaced no closer than 20 feet from the face 
of habitable buildings; 

5. Trees categorized as large stature on the native tree list in the 
Urban Forestry Manual or by the city manager or designee 
shall be spaced no closer than 30 feet from the face of 
habitable buildings;  

6. Trees categorized as small stature on the native tree list in the 
Urban Forestry Manual or by the city manager or designee 
shall not be planted with the center of their trunks closer than 
2 feet from any hard surface paving; 

  

Notes: 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 
 
 
See Appendix 5 for 
Native Tree List 
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7. Trees categorized as medium stature on the native tree list in 
the Urban Forestry Manual shall not be planted with the center 
of their trunks closer than 2 ½ feet from any hard surface 
paving; Trees categorized as large stature on the native tree list 
in the Urban Forestry Manual or by the city manager or 
designee shall not be planted with the center of their trunks 
closer than 3 feet from any hard surface paving; and 

8. Where there are overhead utility lines, the tree species selected 
shall be of a type which, at full maturity, will not interfere with 
the lines. 

F. The city manager or designee may allow for an “in lieu of planting fee” 
equivalent to the city’s cost to plant a tree in sensitive lands per the 
standards in this Section and maintain a tree in sensitive lands per the 
standards in Section 8.10.030 of the Tigard Municipal Code for a 
period of three years after planting.  Payment of an in lieu of planting 
fee shall satisfy the sensitive lands tree replacement requirement.   

 
 
 
 
 
 

Notes: 

 

 

 

 

 

See Master Fees and 
Charges Schedule for 
current fees 
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Section 7 - Development Tree Removal and Replacement Standards 
 
 
Part 1.  Development Tree Removal Standards:  
A. Trees subject to the requirements of Chapter 8.12 shall be removed in 

a manner consistent with tree care industry standards. 
B. The city manager or designee shall approve the removal of trees 

subject to the requirements of Chapter 8.12 if any one of the 
following criteria are met: 
1. The tree is a “hazard tree” as defined in Chapter 8.02 and 

“hazard tree abatement” as defined in Chapter 8.02 cannot be 
completed in a manner that results in tree retention consistent 
with tree care industry standards. 

2. The tree is dead. 
3. The tree is in an advanced state of decline with insufficient live 

foliage, branches, roots or other tissue to sustain life. 
4. The tree is infested with pests or diseases that if left untreated 

will cause the tree to die, enter an advanced state of decline or 
cause other trees to die or enter an advanced state of decline. 

5. The tree has sustained physical damage that will cause the tree 
to die or enter an advanced state of decline.  If the physical 
damage was caused by a person in violation of Chapter 8.12 of 
the Tigard Municipal Code, the enforcement process outlined 
in Section 8.02.030 shall be completed prior to approval.  

6. The tree is listed in the nuisance tree list. 
7. The tree roots are causing damage to paved surfaces, 

infrastructure, utilities, buildings or other parts of the built 
environment. 

8. The tree location conflicts with areas of public street widening, 
construction or extension as shown in the Transportation 
System Plan.  

9. Tree removal is required for the purposes of an approved 
building or land use permit, utility or infrastructure installation, 
or utility or infrastructure repair. 

10. The tree is recommended for removal by a designated fire 
marshal for Tualatin Valley Fire and Rescue because it presents 
a significant fire risk to habitable structures or limits emergency 
access for rescue workers, and the risk or access issue cannot be 
abated through pruning or other means that results in tree 
retention.  

11. The tree is part of a stand of trees, and a certified arborist or 
certified forester determines that thinning of interior trees 
within the stand of trees is necessary for overall stand health, 
the thinning will result in no less than 80 percent canopy cover 
at maturity for the area to be thinned, and that thinning of non-
native trees is maximized prior to thinning of native trees.   

Notes: 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 
 

 
See Appendix 6 for 
Nuisance Tree List 
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C. Unless removed for thinning purposes (Part 1.B.11 above) the city 
manager or designee shall condition the removal of each tree upon the 
planting of a replacement tree in accordance with the Development 
Tree Replacement Standards in Section 7, part 2 of the Urban Forestry 
Manual.    

D. If the Development Tree Replacement Standards in Section 7, part 2 
preclude replanting within the same property as the tree that was 
removed, the applicant shall be exempt from planting a replacement 
tree.  

 
Part 2.  Development Tree Replacement Standards: 
A. Replacement trees shall be planted in a manner consistent with tree 

care industry standards. 
B. The replacement tree shall be located so as to replace the function of 

the tree that was removed.  For example, trees removed from parking 
lots shall be replaced in parking lots and trees removed from 
landscape buffers shall be replaced in landscape buffers.  If planting in 
the same location would not comply with the other standards in this 
section, the replacement tree shall be planted as close as practicable to 
the tree that was removed in compliance with the other standards in 
this section. 

C. The replacement species shall be the same stature or greater (at 
maturity) as the tree that was removed.  If planting the same stature or 
greater tree would not comply with the other standards in this section, 
the replacement tree shall be the most similar stature practicable as the 
tree that was removed in compliance with the other standards in this 
section. 

D. If the tree that was removed was part of a stand of trees, then the 
following standards apply to the replacement tree: 
1. The replacement tree shall be selected from the native tree list 

in the Urban Forestry Manual unless otherwise approved by the 
city manager or designee; 

2. The minimum size of the replacement tree shall be 2 feet in 
height (from the top of the root ball) or equivalent to a 1 gallon 
container size; and 

3. The replacement tree shall be located as follows: 
a. No closer than 10 feet on center from newly planted or 

existing trees; 
b. Trees categorized as small stature on the native tree list 

in the Urban Forestry Manual or by the city manager or 
designee shall be spaced no closer than 15 feet from the 
face of habitable buildings; 

c. Trees categorized as medium stature on the native tree 
list in the Urban Forestry Manual or by the city 
manager or designee shall be spaced no closer than 20 
feet from the face of habitable buildings; 

 

Notes: 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 
 
 
 
See Appendices 2-5 
for Approved Tree 
Lists 
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d. Trees categorized as large stature on the native tree 
list in the Urban Forestry Manual or by the city 
manager or designee shall be spaced no closer than 
30 feet from the face of habitable buildings;  

e. Trees categorized as small stature on the native tree 
list in the Urban Forestry Manual or by the city 
manager or designee shall not be planted with the 
center of their trunks closer than 2 feet from any 
hard surface paving; 

f. Trees categorized as medium stature on the native 
tree list in the Urban Forestry Manual shall not be 
planted with the center of their trunks closer than 2 
½ feet from any hard surface paving;  

g. Trees categorized as large stature on the native tree 
list in the Urban Forestry Manual or by the city 
manager or designee shall not be planted with the 
center of their trunks closer than 3 feet from any 
hard surface paving; and 

h. Where there are overhead utility lines, the tree 
species selected shall be of a type which, at full 
maturity, will not interfere with the lines. 

E. If the tree that was removed was an open grown tree, then the 
following standards apply to the replacement tree: 
1. The replacement tree shall be selected from any of the tree lists 

in the Urban Forestry Manual (except the nuisance tree list) 
unless otherwise approved by the city manager or designee;   

2. The minimum size of the replacement tree shall be 1½ inch 
caliper for deciduous or 6 feet in height for evergreen; and 

3. The replacement tree shall be located as follows: 
a. Trees categorized as small stature on any of the tree lists 

in the Urban Forestry Manual or by the city manager or 
designee shall be spaced no closer than 15 feet on 
center from other newly planted or existing trees and 10 
feet from the face of habitable buildings; 

b. Trees categorized as medium stature on any of the tree 
lists in the Urban Forestry Manual or by the city 
manager or designee shall be spaced no closer than 20 
feet on center from other newly planted or existing 
trees and 15 feet from the face of habitable buildings;    

c. Trees categorized as large stature on any of the tree lists 
in the Urban Forestry Manual or by the city manager or 
designee shall be spaced no closer than 30 feet on 
center from other newly planted or existing trees and 20 
feet from the face of habitable buildings; 

Notes: 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

See Appendices 2-5 
for Approved Tree 
Lists 

See Appendix 6 for 
Nuisance Tree List 
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d. Trees determined by the city manager or designee to 
have a mature spread of less than 20 feet shall be 
considered small stature, and shall be spaced no closer 
than 15 feet on center from other newly planted or 
existing trees and 10 feet from the face of habitable 
buildings; 

e. Trees categorized as small stature on any of the tree 
lists in the Urban Forestry Manual or by the city 
manager or designee shall not be planted with the 
center of their trunks closer than 2 feet from any hard 
surface paving; 

f. Trees categorized as medium stature on any of the 
tree lists in the Urban Forestry Manual shall not be 
planted with the center of their trunks closer than 2 
½ feet from any hard surface paving;  

g. Trees categorized as large stature on any of the tree 
lists in the Urban Forestry Manual or by the city 
manager or designee shall not be planted with the 
center of their trunks closer than 3 feet from any hard 
surface paving; and 

h. Where there are overhead utility lines, the tree species 
selected shall be of a type which, at full maturity, will 
not interfere with the lines. 

F. The city manager or designee may consider existing trees as 
replacement trees if they meet all applicable species, size, condition 
and location requirements in this Section and were not already 
required to be planted or preserved by the Tigard Municipal Code.   

G. The city manager or designee may allow for an “in lieu of planting 
fee” equivalent to the city’s cost to plant a tree per the standards in 
this Section and maintain a tree per the standards in section 8.12.030 
of the Tigard Municipal Code for a period of three years after 
planting.  Payment of an in lieu of planting fee shall satisfy the 
development tree replacement requirement.   

 
 
 
 
 
 

Notes: 
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Section 8 - Urban Forestry Fund Tree Removal and Replacement Standards 
 
 
Part 1.  Urban Forestry Fund Tree Removal Standards:  
A. Trees subject to the requirements of Chapter 8.14 shall be removed in a 

manner consistent with tree care industry standards. 
B. The city manager or designee shall approve the removal of trees subject 

to the requirements of Chapter 8.14 if any one of the following criteria 
are met: 
1. The tree is a “hazard tree” as defined in Chapter 8.02 and 

“hazard tree abatement” as defined in Chapter 8.02 cannot be 
completed in a manner that results in tree retention consistent 
with tree care industry standards. 

2. The tree is dead. 
3. The tree is in an advanced state of decline with insufficient live 

foliage, branches, roots or other tissue to sustain life. 
4. The tree is infested with pests or diseases that if left untreated 

will cause the tree to die, enter an advanced state of decline or 
cause other trees to die or enter an advanced state of decline. 

5. The tree has sustained physical damage that will cause the tree 
to die or enter an advanced state of decline.  If the physical 
damage was caused by a person in violation of Chapter 8.14 of 
the Tigard Municipal Code, the enforcement process outlined 
in Section 8.02.030 shall be completed prior to approval.  

6. The tree is listed in the nuisance tree list. 
7. The tree roots are causing damage to paved surfaces, 

infrastructure, utilities, buildings or other parts of the built 
environment. 

8. The tree location conflicts with areas of public street widening, 
construction or extension as shown in the Transportation 
System Plan.  

9. Tree removal is required for the purposes of an approved 
building or land use permit, utility or infrastructure installation 
or utility or infrastructure repair. 

10. The tree is recommended for removal by a designated fire 
marshal for Tualatin Valley Fire and Rescue because it presents 
a significant fire risk to habitable structures or limits emergency 
access for rescue workers, and the risk or access issue cannot be 
abated through pruning or other means that results in tree 
retention.  

11. The tree is part of a stand of trees, and a certified arborist or 
certified forester determines that thinning of interior trees 
within the stand of trees is necessary for overall stand health, 
the thinning will result in no less than 80 percent canopy cover 
at maturity for the area to be thinned, and that thinning of non-
native trees is maximized prior to thinning of native trees.   

Notes: 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
See Appendix 6 for 
Nuisance Tree List 
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C. Unless removed for thinning purposes (part 1.B.11 above) the city 
manager or designee shall condition the removal of each tree upon the 
planting of a replacement tree in accordance with the Urban Forestry 
Fund Tree Replacement Standards in Section 8, part 2 of the Urban 
Forestry Manual.    

D. If the Urban Forestry Fund Tree Replacement Standards in Section 8, 
part 2 preclude replanting within the same property as the tree that 
was removed, the applicant shall be exempt from planting a 
replacement tree.  

 
Part 2.  Urban Forestry Fund Tree Replacement Standards: 
A. Replacement trees shall be planted in a manner consistent with tree 

care industry standards. 
B. The replacement species shall be the same stature or greater (at 

maturity) as the tree that was removed.  If planting the same stature or 
greater tree would not comply with the other standards in this section, 
the replacement tree shall be the most similar stature practicable as the 
tree that was removed in compliance with the other standards in this 
section. 

C. If the tree that was removed was part of a stand of trees, then the 
following standards apply to the replacement tree: 
1. The replacement tree shall be selected from the native tree list 

in the Urban Forestry Manual unless otherwise approved by the 
city manager or designee; 

2. The minimum size of the replacement tree shall be 2 feet in 
height (from the top of the root ball) or equivalent to a 1 gallon 
container size; and 

3. The replacement tree shall be located as follows: 
a. No closer than 10 feet on center from newly planted or 

existing trees; 
b. Trees categorized as small stature on the native tree list 

in the Urban Forestry Manual or by the city manager or 
designee shall be spaced no closer than 15 feet from the 
face of habitable buildings; 

c. Trees categorized as medium stature on the native tree 
list in the Urban Forestry Manual or by the city 
manager or designee shall be spaced no closer than 20 
feet from the face of habitable buildings; 

d. Trees categorized as large stature on the native tree list 
in the Urban Forestry Manual or by the city manager or 
designee shall be spaced no closer than 30 feet from the 
face of habitable buildings;  

e. Trees categorized as small stature on the native tree list 
in the Urban Forestry Manual or by the city manager or 
designee shall not be planted with the center of their 
trunks closer than 2 feet from any hard surface paving; 

Notes: 

 

 

 

 

 

 

See Appendices 2-5 
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Lists 
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the Native Tree List 

 

City of Tigard Urban Forestry Code Revisions | Volume IV | 32



 
S e c t i o n  8  –  U r b a n  F o r e s t r y  F u n d  T r e e  R e m o v a l  a n d   

R e p l a c e m e n t  S t a n d a r d s   
C i t y  o f  T i g a r d  U r b a n  F o r e s t r y  M a n u a l  

 

Page 8-3 

f. Trees categorized as medium stature on the native tree 
list in the Urban Forestry Manual shall not be planted 
with the center of their trunks closer than 2 ½ feet 
from any hard surface paving;  

g. Trees categorized as large stature on the native tree list 
in the Urban Forestry Manual or by the city manager or 
designee shall not be planted with the center of their 
trunks closer than 3 feet from any hard surface paving; 
and 

h. Where there are overhead utility lines, the tree species 
selected shall be of a type which, at full maturity, will 
not interfere with the lines. 

D. If the tree that was removed was an open grown tree, then the 
following standards apply to the replacement tree: 
1. The replacement tree shall be selected from any of the tree lists 

in the Urban Forestry Manual (except the nuisance tree list) 
unless otherwise approved by the city manager or designee;   

2. The minimum size of the replacement tree shall be 1 ½ inch 
caliper for deciduous or 6 feet in height for evergreen; and 

3. The replacement tree shall be located as follows: 
a. Trees categorized as small stature on any of the tree lists 

in the Urban Forestry Manual or by the city manager or 
designee shall be spaced no closer than 15 feet on 
center from other newly planted or existing trees and 10 
feet from the face of habitable buildings; 

b. Trees categorized as medium stature on any of the tree 
lists in the Urban Forestry Manual or by the city 
manager or designee shall be spaced no closer than 20 
feet on center from other newly planted or existing 
trees and 15 feet from the face of habitable buildings;    

c. Trees categorized as large stature on any of the tree lists 
in the Urban Forestry Manual or by the city manager or 
designee shall be spaced no closer than 30 feet on 
center from other newly planted or existing trees and 20 
feet from the face of habitable buildings; 

d. Trees determined by the city manager or designee to 
have a mature spread of less than 20 feet shall be 
considered small stature, and shall be spaced no closer 
than 15 feet on center from other newly planted or 
existing trees and 10 feet from the face of habitable 
buildings; 

e. Trees categorized as small stature on any of the tree lists 
in the Urban Forestry Manual or by the city manager or 
designee shall not be planted with the center of their 
trunks closer than 2 feet from any hard surface paving; 

Notes: 
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f. Trees categorized as medium stature on any of the 
tree lists in the Urban Forestry Manual shall not be 
planted with the center of their trunks closer than 2 
½ feet from any hard surface paving;  

g. Trees categorized as large stature on any of the tree 
lists in the Urban Forestry Manual or by the city 
manager or designee shall not be planted with the 
center of their trunks closer than 3 feet from any hard 
surface paving; and 

h. Where there are overhead utility lines, the tree species 
selected shall be of a type which, at full maturity, will 
not interfere with the lines. 

E. The city manager or designee may consider existing trees as 
replacement trees if they meet all applicable species, size, condition 
and location requirements in this section and were not already 
required to be planted or preserved by the Tigard Municipal Code.   

F. The city manager or designee may allow for an “in lieu of planting 
fee” equivalent to the city’s cost to plant a tree per the standards in 
this section and maintain a tree per the standards in section 8.14.030 
of the Tigard Municipal Code for a period of three years after 
planting.  Payment of an in lieu of planting fee shall satisfy the urban 
forestry fund tree replacement requirement. 

 
 
 
 
 
 

Notes: 
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Section 9 - Heritage Tree Designation Removal Standards 
 
 
Part 1.  Heritage Tree Designation Removal Standards: 
A. Heritage trees subject to the requirements of Chapter 8.16 shall be 

removed in a manner consistent with tree care industry standards. 
B. The city manager or designee shall approve the removal of heritage 

tree designation if any one of the following criteria are met for a 
designated heritage tree: 
1. The heritage tree is a “hazard tree” as defined in Chapter 8.02 

and “hazard tree abatement” as defined in Chapter 8.02 cannot 
be completed in a manner that results in tree retention 
consistent with tree care industry standards. 

2. The heritage tree is dead. 
3. The heritage tree is in an advanced state of decline with 

insufficient live foliage, branches, roots or other tissue to 
sustain life.  

4. The heritage tree has sustained physical damage that will cause 
the tree to die or enter an advanced state of decline.  If the 
physical damage was caused by a person in violation of Chapter 
8.16 of the Tigard Municipal Code, the enforcement process 
outlined in Section 8.02.030 shall be completed prior to 
approval.  

5. The tree is recommended for removal by a designated fire 
marshal for Tualatin Valley Fire and Rescue because it presents 
a significant fire risk to habitable structures or limits emergency 
access for rescue workers, and the risk or access issue cannot be 
abated through pruning or other means that results in tree 
retention.  

6. The heritage tree is part of a stand of heritage trees, and a 
certified arborist or certified forester determines that thinning 
of interior heritage trees within the stand of heritage trees is 
necessary for overall stand health, the thinning will result in no 
less than 80 percent canopy cover at maturity for the area to be 
thinned, and that thinning of non-native heritage trees is 
maximized prior to thinning of native heritage trees.   

C. Replacement of heritage trees is not required unless a heritage tree is 
also subject to other provisions of the Tigard Municipal Code that 
require replacement.  

 
 
 
 

Notes: 
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Section 10 - Urban Forestry Plan Standards 
 
 
Part 1.  Urban Forestry Plan – Tree Preservation and Removal Site Plan 
Requirements: 
A. The plan shall be standard size D (24" x 36"), a reduced legal size and 

a PDF, and include all items in part 1.B-O below.  When required for 
clarity, the development impact area information in part 1.I may be 
detailed separately on multiple plan sheets provided that all of the 
remaining items in part 1 are included for reference.  

B. Date of drawing or last revision. 
C. North arrow. 
D. Bar scale as follows: 

1. Less than 1.0 acres: 1" = 10' 
2. 1.0 - 5.0 acres:   1" = 20' 
3. 5.0 – 20.0 acres:   1" = 50' 
4. Over 20.0 acres:   1" = 100'.  

E. Site address or assessor’s parcel number. 
F. The location of existing and proposed property lines. 
G. Location of existing and proposed topographic lines at 1-foot 

contours unless otherwise approved. 
H. The location and type of sensitive lands areas.  
I. Proposed activities within the development impact area, including but 

not limited to: 
1. Construction of structures and walls;  
2. Paving and graveling;  
3. Utility and irrigation installation;  
4. Construction parking and construction equipment storage;  
5. Landscaping; 
6. Grading and filling; 
7. Stockpiling;  
8. Demolition and tree removal; 
9. Trenching and boring; and 

10. Any other activities that require excavation or soil disturbance. 
J. The trunk locations, driplines, assigned numbers and “X” marks when 

applicable (indicating trees proposed for removal) for the following 
trees within the development impact area and within 25 feet of the 
development impact area: 
1. Trees greater than or equal to 6 inch DBH; and 
2. Other trees that require a permit to remove by Title 8 and are 

less than 6 inch DBH. 
K. The trunk locations, driplines and assigned numbers for the following 

trees that are not within the development impact area: 
1. Open grown trees greater than or equal to 6 inch DBH; and  

Notes: 

See Appendix 7 for 
Example Tree 
Preservation and 
Removal Site Plan 
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2. Other trees that require a permit to remove by Title 8 and are 
less than 6 inch DBH. 

L. The driplines of stand grown trees greater than or equal to 6 inch 
DBH that form a contiguous tree canopy.  The driplines may be 
delineated at the outer edge of the stand.  Each stand shall be assigned 
a number.   

M. The location and type of proposed tree protection fencing.  If the 
location of the tree protection fencing will be phased, indicate the 
location of the tree protection fencing for each corresponding phase.  
Tree protection fencing shall be minimum 5-foot tall metal unless 
otherwise approved by the city manager or designee. 

N. Any supplemental tree preservation specifications consistent with tree 
care industry standards that the project arborist or landscape architect 
has determined are necessary for the continued viability of trees 
identified for preservation.   

O. A signature of approval and statement from the project arborist or 
landscape architect, attesting that the tree preservation and removal 
site plan meets all of the requirements in Section 10, part 1 of the 
Urban Forestry Manual. 

 
Part 2.  Urban Forestry Plan – Tree Canopy Site Plan Requirements: 
A. The plan shall be standard size D (24" x 36"), a reduced legal size and 

PDF format, and include all items in part 2.B-O below. 
B. Date of drawing or last revision. 
C. North arrow. 
D. Bar scale as follows: 

1. less than 1.0 acres: 1" = 10' 
2. 1.0 - 5.0 acres:   1" = 20' 
3. 5.0 – 20.0 acres:  1" = 50' 
4. Over 20.0 acres:  1" = 100'. 

E. Site address or assessor’s parcel number. 
F. The location of proposed property lines. 
G. The location of proposed building footprints, utilities and irrigation, 

streets and other paved areas. 
H. The trunk locations, driplines and assigned numbers for trees to be 

preserved in parts 1.J and 1.K.  Each tree on both the tree 
preservation and removal site plan and tree canopy site plan shall be 
assigned the same number on both plans. 

I. The dripline locations of stand grown trees proposed for preservation 
greater than or equal to 6 inch DBH that form a contiguous tree 
canopy.  The dripline may be delineated at the outer edge of the stand.  
Each stand shall be assigned a number.  Each stand on both the tree 
preservation and removal site plan and tree canopy site plan shall be 
assigned the same number on both plans. 

J. The location of existing or potential areas of tree growth limiting soils 
due to compaction, drainage, fertility, pH, contamination or other 
factors. 

Notes: 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 
 
See Appendix 8 for 
Example Tree 
Canopy Site Plan 
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K. Methods for improving areas of tree growth limiting soils if tree 
planting is proposed in those locations. 

L. The location, species, caliper (in inches for deciduous) or height (in feet 
for evergreen), assigned numbers and depiction of the mature tree 
canopy (in feet as identified on any of the tree lists in the Urban 
Forestry Manual or by the city manager or designee) for all trees to be 
planted and maintained as open grown trees.  The minimum size for all 
trees planted and maintained as open grown trees is 1 ½ inch caliper 
for deciduous or 6 feet in height for evergreen.  Open grown trees shall 
be selected from any of the tree lists in the Urban Forestry Manual 
(except the nuisance tree list) unless otherwise approved by the city 
manager or designee.  If an open grown tree approved for planting is 
not identified on any of the tree lists in the Urban Forestry Manual, 
then the project arborist or landscape architect shall determine the 
average mature tree canopy spread using available scientific literature 
for review and approval by the city manager or designee.  The city 
manager or designee may consider trees less than 6 inch DBH as 
equivalent to newly planted trees if they meet all applicable species, 
size, condition and location requirements in this section.  Overall, the 
selection of open grown trees shall result in a reasonable amount of 
diversity for the site. Open grown trees shall be located as follows: 
1. Trees categorized as small stature on any of the tree lists in the 

Urban Forestry Manual or by the city manager or designee shall 
be spaced no closer than 15 feet on center from other newly 
planted or existing trees and 10 feet from the face of habitable 
buildings.  In downtown Tigard (Mixed Use-Central Business 
District, MU-CBD), the setback from the face of habitable 
buildings may be reduced if approved by the city manager or 
designee; 

2. Trees categorized as medium stature on any of the tree lists in 
the Urban Forestry Manual or by the city manager or designee 
shall be spaced no closer than 20 feet on center from other 
newly planted or existing trees and 15 feet from the face of 
habitable buildings.  In downtown Tigard (Mixed Use-Central 
Business District, MU-CBD), the setback from the face of 
habitable buildings may be reduced if approved by the city 
manager or designee ;    

3. Trees categorized as large stature on any of the tree lists in the 
Urban Forestry Manual or by the city manager or designee shall 
be spaced no closer than 30 feet on center from other newly 
planted or existing trees and 20 feet from the face of habitable 
buildings.  In downtown Tigard (Mixed Use-Central Business 
District, MU-CBD), the setback from the face of habitable 
buildings may be reduced if approved by the city manager or 
designee; 

Notes: 

See Appendices 2-5 
for Approved Tree 
Lists 

See Appendix 6 for 
Nuisance Tree List 

 

City of Tigard Urban Forestry Code Revisions | Volume IV | 39



 
S e c t i o n  1 0  –  U r b a n  F o r e s t r y  P l a n  S t a n d a r d s  

C i t y  o f  T i g a r d  U r b a n  F o r e s t r y  M a n u a l  
Page 10-4  

4. Trees determined by the city manager or designee to have a 
mature spread of less than 20 feet shall be considered small 
stature, and shall be spaced no closer than 15 feet on center 
from other newly planted or existing trees and 10 feet from 
the face of habitable buildings.  In downtown Tigard (Mixed 
Use-Central Business District, MU-CBD), the setback from 
the face of habitable buildings may be reduced if approved by 
the city manager or designee; 

5. Trees categorized as small stature on any of the tree lists in 
the Urban Forestry Manual or by the city manager or 
designee shall not be planted with the center of their trunks 
closer than 2 feet from any hard surface paving; 

6. Trees categorized as medium stature on any of the tree lists in 
the Urban Forestry Manual shall not be planted with the 
center of their trunks closer than 2 ½ feet from any hard 
surface paving;  

7. Trees categorized as large stature on any of the tree lists in 
the Urban Forestry Manual or by the city manager or 
designee shall not be planted with the center of their trunks 
closer than 3 feet from any hard surface paving; 

8. Where there are overhead utility lines, the tree species 
selected shall be of a type which, at full maturity, will not 
interfere with the lines; and 

9. Where there is existing mature tree canopy or other areas 
with significant shade, the species selected shall be an 
understory tree according to available scientific literature.  
However, understory trees shall only be planted when the 
planting of non-understory trees is precluded due to site 
constraints.   

M. The location, species, size (in height or container size), assigned 
number and depiction of the mature tree canopy dripline as identified 
in the native tree list in the Urban Forestry Manual (delineated at the 
outer edge of the stand) for all trees to be planted and maintained as 
stand grown trees.  The species of trees planted and maintained as 
stand grown trees shall be selected from the native tree list in the 
Urban Forestry Manual.  The depiction of the mature tree canopy 
dripline shall be consistent with dimensions in the native tree list.  The 
minimum size of stand grown trees shall be 2 feet in height (from the 
top of the root ball) or equivalent to a 1 gallon container size.  The city 
manager or designee may consider trees less than 6 inch DBH as 
equivalent to newly planted trees if they meet all applicable species, 
size, condition and location requirements in this section.  Overall, the 
selection of stand grown trees shall result in a reasonable amount of 
diversity for the site. Stand grown trees shall be located as follows: 
1. No closer than an average of 10 feet on center from newly 

planted or existing trees; 
2. No further than an average of 20 feet on center from newly 

planted or existing trees; 

Notes: 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

See Appendix 5 
for Native Tree 
List 
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3. Trees categorized as small stature on the native tree list in the 
Urban Forestry Manual or by the city manager or designee shall 
be spaced no closer than 15 feet from the face of habitable 
buildings.  In downtown Tigard (Mixed Use-Central Business 
District, MU-CBD), the setback from the face of habitable 
buildings may be reduced if approved by the city manager or 
designee; 

4. Trees categorized as medium stature on the native tree list in 
the Urban Forestry Manual or by the city manager or designee 
shall be spaced no closer than 20 feet from the face of habitable 
buildings.  In downtown Tigard (Mixed Use-Central Business 
District, MU-CBD), the setback from the face of habitable 
buildings may be reduced if approved by the city manager or 
designee; 

5. Trees categorized as large stature on the native tree list in the 
Urban Forestry Manual or by the city manager or designee shall 
be spaced no closer than 30 feet from the face of habitable 
buildings.  In downtown Tigard (Mixed Use-Central Business 
District, MU-CBD), the setback from the face of habitable 
buildings may be reduced if approved by the city manager or 
designee;  

6. Trees categorized as small stature on the native tree list in the 
Urban Forestry Manual or by the city manager or designee shall 
not be planted with the center of their trunks closer than 2 feet 
from any hard surface paving; 

7. Trees categorized as medium stature on the native tree list in 
the Urban Forestry Manual shall not be planted with the center 
of their trunks closer than 2 ½ feet from any hard surface 
paving;  

8. Trees categorized as large stature on the native tree list in the 
Urban Forestry Manual or by the city manager or designee shall 
not be planted with the center of their trunks closer than 3 feet 
from any hard surface paving; 

9. Where there are overhead utility lines, the tree species selected 
shall be of a type which, at full maturity, will not interfere with 
the lines; and 

10. Where there is existing mature tree canopy or other areas with 
significant shade, the species selected shall be an understory 
tree according to available scientific literature.  However, 
understory trees shall only be planted when the planting of 
non-understory trees is precluded due to space constraints.   

N. Any supplemental specifications that the project arborist or landscape 
architect has determined are necessary for the viability of trees 
proposed for planting.   

O. A signature of approval and statement from the project arborist or 
landscape architect, attesting that the tree canopy site plan meets all of 
the requirements in Section 10, part 2 of the Urban Forestry Manual. 

Notes: 
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Part 3.  Urban Forestry Plan – Supplemental Report Requirements: 
A. The supplemental report shall be provided by the project arborist or 

landscape architect in paper and PDF format, and include all items in 
part 3.B-P below. 

B. Date of the report. 
C. The name, address, telephone number, email address and ISA certified 

arborist number of the project arborist or stamp and registration 
number of the project landscape architect.  

D. The following inventory data in table or other such organized format 
corresponding to each tree in parts 1.J and 1.K in the tree preservation 
and removal site plan: 
1. The assigned tree number; 
2. The genus, species and common name; 
3. DBH (in inches); 
4. Average tree canopy area (in square feet), calculated as follows: 

a. Average tree canopy area = (average tree canopy 
spread/2)2  x π; 

5. Open grown tree or stand grown tree; 
6. Heritage tree? (Y or N);   
7. Numerical condition rating (0-3) as follows: 

 
Factors considered 

Condition 
rating 

Overall 
vigor 

Tree 
canopy 
density 

Amount of 
deadwood 

History 
of failure 

Pests Extent 
of decay 

0 Dead to 
severe 
decline 

<30% Large; major 
scaffold 
branches 

More 
than one 
scaffold 

Infested Major; 
conks 
and 
cavities 

1 Declining 30-60% Twig and 
branch 
dieback 

Scaffold 
branches 

Infested One to a 
few 
conks; 
small 
cavities 

2 Average 60-90% Small twigs Small 
branches 

Minor Present 
only at 
pruning 
wounds 

3 Good to 
excellent 

90-
100% 

Little or none None Minor to 
Insignificant 

Absent 
to  
present 
only at 
pruning 
wounds 

 
  

Notes: 

See Appendix 9 for 
Example 
Supplemental Report 
Template 
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8. Numerical suitability for preservation rating (0-3) as follows:  
 

Rating Considerations 
0 The tree is a “hazard tree” as defined in Chapter 18.120 of the Tigard 

Development Code and “hazard tree abatement” as defined in Chapter 18.120 
in the Tigard Development Code cannot be completed in a manner that results 
in tree retention consistent with tree care industry standards. 

1 The tree is dead, in severe decline 
 or declining but may be retained if desirable for wildlife or other benefits 
because it is not considered a “hazard tree” or “hazard tree abatement” could 
be performed.  

2 The tree has average health and/or structural stability that could be alleviated 
with treatment; the tree will be less resilient to development impacts and will 
require more frequent management and monitoring after development than a 
tree rated as a “3”. 

3 The tree has good to excellent health and structural stability; the tree will be 
more resilient to development impacts, and will require less frequent 
management and monitoring after development than a tree rated as a “2”. 

9. Proposed for preservation? (Y or N); and 
10. Additional comments. 

E. The following inventory data in table or other such organized format 
corresponding to each existing stand in the tree preservation and 
removal site plan: 
1. The assigned stand number; 
2. The genus, species and common name of the tree species 

estimated to be dominant in the stand; 
3. The genus, species and common name of the tree species 

estimated to be the second and third most common in the 
stand; 

4. The estimated average DBH (in inches) of the dominant tree 
species in the stand; 

5. The estimated average DBH (in inches) of both the second and 
third most common tree species in the stand; 

6. The estimated average condition rating (per part 3.D.7) of the 
dominant tree species in the stand;  

7. The estimated average condition rating (per part 3.D.7) of both 
the second and third most common tree species in the stand; 

8. The total on site tree canopy area (in square feet) of the stand; 
9. Numerical suitability for preservation rating of the stand (0-3) 

as follows: 
  

Notes: 
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Rating Considerations 
0 Nuisance trees are the dominant species in the stand and/or continued viability of 

the stand is unlikely due to pests, diseases, competition from nuisance tree or plant 
species, hydrologic changes or other factors.    

1 The stand requires a currently cost prohibitive level of investment and management 
of pests, diseases, nuisance tree or plant species, hydrology or other factors to 
become viable.    

2 The stand is viable but requires more frequent management and monitoring of pests, 
diseases, nuisance tree or plant species, hydrology or other factors for continued 
viability than a stand rated as a “3”. 

3 The stand is viable and requires less frequent management and monitoring of pests, 
diseases, nuisance tree or plant species, hydrology or other factors for continued 
viability than a stand rated as a “2”. 

 
10. The total on site tree canopy area (in square feet) of the stand 

proposed for preservation; and 
11. Additional comments. 

F. Supplemental specifications regarding the location and type of 
proposed tree protection fencing.  If the location of the tree 
protection fencing will be phased, indicate the location of the tree 
protection fencing for each corresponding phase.  Tree protection 
fencing shall be minimum 5-foot tall metal unless otherwise approved 
by the city manager or designee. 

G. Supplemental specifications consistent with tree care industry 
standards that the project arborist or landscape architect has 
determined are necessary for the continued viability of trees 
identified for preservation. 

H. Supplemental specifications consistent with tree care industry 
standards that the project arborist or landscape architect has 
determined are necessary for the continued viability of stands 
identified for preservation. 

I. A general accounting of soil characteristics on site.  Areas of existing 
or potential tree growth limiting soils due to compaction, drainage, 
fertility, pH, contamination or other factors shall be clearly identified. 
Methods for improving areas of tree growth limiting soils if tree 
planting is proposed in those areas shall be specifically addressed. 

J. The following inventory data in table or other such organized format 
corresponding to each open grown tree proposed for planting in the 
tree canopy site plan: 
1. The assigned tree number; 
2. The genus, species and common name; 
3. The caliper (in inches for deciduous) or height (in feet for 

evergreen); 
  

Notes: 
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4. The average mature tree canopy spread (in feet) as identified on 
any of the tree lists in the Urban Forestry Manual.  If an open 
grown tree approved for planting is not identified on any of the 
tree lists in the Urban Forestry Manual, then the project 
arborist or landscape architect shall determine the average 
mature tree canopy spread using available scientific literature 
for review and approval by the city manager or designee;   

5. The average mature tree canopy area (in square feet) calculated 
as follows:  
a. Average mature tree canopy area = (average mature tree 

canopy spread/2)2  x π; 
6. The proposed available soil volume (in cubic feet) for each tree 

according to the methodology in Section 12, part 2 of the 
Urban Forestry Manual.  If the available soil volume is greater 
than 1000 cubic feet, then it is OK to note soil volume as 
simply “over 1000 cubic feet”; and 

7. Additional comments. 
K. The following inventory data in table or other such organized format 

corresponding to each stand proposed for planting in the tree canopy 
site plan: 
1. The assigned stand number; 
2. The genus, species and common name of trees proposed for 

planting in the stand; 
3. The average spacing (in feet) and total number of each tree 

species proposed for planting in the stand; 
4. The height (in feet) or container size (in gallons) of each species 

proposed for planting in the stand;   
5. The mature tree canopy dripline area of the stand (in square 

feet) delineated at the outer edge of the stand; and   
6. Additional comments 

L. Any supplemental specifications consistent with tree care industry 
standards that the project arborist or landscape architect has 
determined are necessary for the viability of trees proposed for 
planting. 

M. A summary in table or other such organized format clearly 
demonstrating the effective tree canopy cover that will be provided for 
the overall development site (excluding streets) and for each lot or tract 
in the R-1, R-2, R-3.5, R-4.5 and R-7 districts (excluding streets) as 
follows: 
1. The area (in square feet) of the overall development site and 

each lot or tract; and 
2. The effective tree canopy area that will be provided for the 

overall development site and each lot or tract which shall be 
considered the sum of the following: 

  

Notes: 
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a. Double the canopy area (in square feet) of all open 
grown trees in the tree canopy site plan proposed for 
preservation within the overall development site and 
each lot or tract (or associated right of way, excluding 
median trees). Only trees with both a condition rating 
and suitability for preservation rating of 2 or greater 
are eligible for credit towards the effective tree 
canopy cover. The overall development site and each 
lot or tract (or associated right of way) with the largest 
percentage of the trunk immediately above the trunk 
flare or root buttresses shall be assigned the effective 
tree canopy cover area for the corresponding tree;   

b. Double the canopy area (in square feet) of all stands 
in the tree canopy site plan proposed for preservation 
within the overall development site and each lot or 
tract (or associated right of way, excluding median 
trees).  Only stands with both a condition rating and 
suitability for preservation rating of 2 or greater are 
eligible for credit towards the effective tree canopy 
cover.  The eligible tree canopy area shall be the 
portion directly above the overall development site 
and each lot or tract (or associated right of way).  The 
canopy area of any stand grown tree with the largest 
percentage of the trunk immediately above the trunk 
flare or root buttresses outside of the overall 
development site and each lot or tract (or associated 
right of way) shall not be eligible for credit towards 
the effective tree canopy cover requirement for that 
development site or lot or tract;  

c. The mature canopy area (in square feet) of all open 
grown trees in the tree canopy site plan, except for 
those from the native tree list in the Urban Forestry 
Manual, to be planted and maintained within the 
overall development site and each lot or tract (or 
associated right of way, excluding median trees);  

d. 1.25 times the mature canopy area (in square feet) of 
all open grown trees from the native tree list in the 
Urban Forestry Manual in the tree canopy site plan to 
be planted and maintained within the overall 
development site and each lot or tract (or associated 
right of way, excluding median trees); 
  

Notes: 
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e. 1.25 times the mature canopy area (in square feet) of each stand in 

the tree canopy site plan to be planted and maintained within the 
overall development site and each lot or tract (or associated right of 
way, excluding median trees). The eligible mature tree canopy area 
shall be the portion directly above the overall development site and 
each lot or tract (or associated right of way); and      

f. Divide the tree canopy area (calculated per part 3.M.2.a-e above) 
for the overall development site and each lot or tract by the total 
area of the overall development site and each lot or tract 
respectively to determine the effective tree canopy cover for the 
overall development site and each lot or tract. 

N. The standard percentage of effective tree canopy cover for the overall 
development site shall be at least:  
1. 40 percent for R-1, R-2, R-3.5, R-4.5 and R-7 districts, except 

for schools (18.130.050(J)); 
2. 33 percent for R-12, R-25, R-40, C-N, C-C, C-G, C-P, MUE, 

MUE-1, MUE-2, MUC, MUR and I-P districts, except for 
schools (18.130.050(J)); and  

3. 25 percent for MU-CBD, MUC-1, I-L and I-H districts, and for 
schools (18.130.050(J)) in all districts.  

O. If the percent of effective tree canopy cover is less than  the applicable 
standard percent in item n above for the overall development or less 
than 15 percent for any lot or tract in the R-1, R-2, R-3.5, R-4.5 and R-
7 districts (when the overall development site meets or exceeds the 
standard percent effective tree canopy cover in item n), calculate the 
tree canopy fee required to meet the applicable standard percent 
effective tree canopy cover in item n above for the overall development 
site or 15 percent effective tree canopy cover for each lot or tract in the 
R-1, R-2, R-3.5, R-4.5 and R-7 districts (only if the overall development 
site meets or exceeds the standard percent effective tree canopy cover 
in item n but individual lots or tracts in the R-1, R-2, R-3.5, R-4.5 and 
R-7 districts do provide 15 percent effective tree canopy cover)  
according to the methodology in Section 10, part 4 of the Urban 
Forestry Manual. 

P. A signature of approval and statement from the project arborist or 
landscape architect, attesting that:  
1. The tree preservation and removal site plan meets all of the 

requirements in Section 10, part 1 of the Urban Forestry 
Manual;  

2. The canopy site plan meets all of the requirements in Section 
10, part 2 of the Urban Forestry Manual; and 

3. The supplemental report meets all of the requirements in 
Section 10, part 3 of the Urban Forestry Manual. 

   
Part 4.  Urban Forestry Plan – Tree Canopy Fee Calculation 
Requirements: 
A. The tree canopy fee shall be calculated as follows:  

Notes: 
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1. If the percentage of effective tree canopy cover is less than the 
applicable standard percentage in part 3, item n above for the 
overall development site find the difference (in square feet) 
between the proposed effective tree canopy cover and  the 
applicable standard effective tree canopy cover for the overall 
development site and multiply the difference (in square feet) by: 
a. The most recent wholesale median tree cost 

established by the PNW-ISA for a 3 inch diameter 
deciduous tree in the Willamette Valley, OR divided 
by 59 square feet.  

2. In cases where the overall development site meets the standard 
percentage in part 3.N above yet the percentage of effective 
tree canopy cover is less than 15 percent for any individual lot 
or tract in the R-1, R-2, R-3.5, R-4.5 and R-7 districts, find the 
difference (in square feet) between the proposed effective tree 
canopy cover and 15 percent effective tree canopy cover for 
each deficient lot or tract and multiply the difference (in square 
feet) by:  
a. The most recent wholesale median tree cost established 

by the PNW-ISA for a 3 inch diameter deciduous tree 
in the Willamette Valley, OR divided by 59 square feet.  

 
Part 5.  Urban Forestry Plan – Significant Tree Grove Preservation 
Considerations: 
A. Connects with and does not become isolated from the remaining 

portion of the significant tree grove on or off the site; 
B. Preserves the most dominant, resilient and healthiest native trees;  
C. Preserves a diversity of species, ages and sizes of native trees; 
D. Preserves native understory and supports natural succession;  
E. Preserves and minimizes disturbance to native soils and tree roots; 
F. Does not preserve hazard trees or trees likely to soon become hazard 

trees particularly those subject to windthrow (low live crown ratio, 
high height to diameter ratio, suppressed root development) and 
exacerbated by newly created edges and/or removal of adjacent trees; 
and 

G. Does not preserve trees currently or likely to soon be severely 
impacted by large scale weed, pest or disease outbreaks and/or 
changing site conditions (hydrology, light, temperature, wind). 

 
 
 
 
 

Notes: 

See Appendix 9 for 
Example 
Supplemental Report 
Template with 
formula for 
calculating the Tree 
Canopy Fee 
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Section 11 - Urban Forestry Plan Implementation Standards 
 
 
Part 1.  Urban Forestry Plan Implementation Standards – Inspection 
Requirements: 
A. After tree protection measures are installed and prior to any ground 

disturbance other than what is necessary for the installation of tree 
protection measures and erosion, sediment and pollutant controls 
measures, the project arborist or landscape architect shall perform a 
site inspection for tree protection measures, document 
compliance/non-compliance with the urban forestry plan and send 
written verification with a signature of approval directly to the city 
manager or designee within one week of the site inspection. 

B. Following the completion of item a above, the project arborist or 
landscape architect shall perform bimonthly (twice monthly) site 
inspections for tree protection measures during periods of active site 
development and construction, document compliance/non-
compliance with the urban forestry plan and send written verification 
with a signature of approval directly to the city manager or designee 
within one week of the site inspection. 

C. When the land use review type will result in the division of land into 
multiple lots or tracts, the applicant shall provide on the building site 
plan for each resulting lot or tract, the information detailed in Section 
10, part 2.B-N of the Urban Forestry Manual consistent with the 
approved urban forestry plan.  Prior to issuance of any building 
permits for each resulting lot or tract, the project arborist or landscape 
architect shall perform a site inspection for tree protection measures, 
document compliance/non-compliance with the urban forestry plan 
and send written verification with a signature of approval with the 
building permit submittal documents. 

D. When the land use review type will result in the division of land into 
multiple lots or tracts, the project arborist or landscape architect shall 
perform a site inspection for tree protection measures for all lots or 
tracts that are not proposed to be associated with a building permit, 
document compliance/non-compliance with the urban forestry plan 
and send written verification with a signature of approval to the city 
manager or designee prior to the issuance of the first building permit 
resulting from the land use review type. 

E. Prior to final building inspection for any lot or tract with an active 
urban forestry plan, the project arborist or landscape architect shall 
perform a site inspection, document compliance/non-compliance 
with the urban forestry plan and send written verification with a 
signature of approval to the city manager or designee. 

 
  

Notes: 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

See Appendix 10 for 
Example Tree 
Canopy Site Plan 
(Section 10, Part 2) 
for an Individual Lot 
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Part 2.  Urban Forestry Plan Implementation Standards – Tree 
Establishment Requirements: 
A. Prior to any ground disturbance work, the applicant shall provide a 

tree establishment bond for all trees to be planted per the approved 
urban forestry plan.  The total bond amount:  
1. For subdivisions and minor land partitions shall be equivalent 

to the city’s average cost to plant and maintain a tree per the 
applicable standards in the Urban Forestry Manual for a period 
of two years after planting multiplied by the total number of 
trees to be planted and maintained; and 

2. For all other land use review types shall be equivalent to the 
city’s average cost to plant and maintain a tree per the 
applicable standards in the Urban Forestry Manual for a period 
of one year after planting multiplied by the total number of 
trees to be planted and maintained.    

B. Following final building inspection or upon acceptance by the city 
manager or designee when there is no final building inspection, the 
tree establishment period shall immediately begin and continue: 
1. In subdivisions and partitions, for a period of two years or until 

such time as each lot is sold; and 
2. In all other land use review types, for a period of one year.    

C. When the land use review type will result in the division of land into 
multiple lots or tracts, there shall be a separate tree establishment 
period for each resulting lot or tract where trees are shown to be 
planted in the approved urban forestry plan.   

D. Following the applicable tree establishment period for each lot or 
tract, the bond shall be correspondingly reduced based on tree survival 
following a site inspection, documentation of successful tree 
establishment and/or replacement according to items E and F below, 
and receipt by the city manager or designee of written verification of 
findings and a signature of approval by the project arborist or 
landscape architect.   

E. For planted open grown trees, successful establishment shall be 
considered 80 percent survival of the open grown trees planted on the 
lot or tract, and replacement of 100 percent of the remaining open 
grown trees planted on the lot or tract that did not survive.   

F. For planted stand grown trees, successful establishment shall be 
considered survival of at least 80 percent of the original stand grown 
trees planted on the lot or tract.   

G. If successful establishment for open grown trees is less than 80 
percent for any lot or tract, the applicable tree establishment period 
shall reset for that lot or tract and the establishment process for open 
grown trees described in part 2.B-F above shall be repeated until the 
successful establishment requirement for open grown trees is met.   

  

Notes: 

See Master Fees and 
Charges schedule for 
current fees 
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H. If successful establishment for stand grown trees is less than 80 
percent for any lot or tract, the applicable tree establishment period 
shall reset for that lot or tract and the establishment process for stand 
grown trees described in Part 2.B-F above shall be repeated until the 
successful establishment requirement for stand grown trees is met.    

 
Part 3.  Urban Forestry Plan Implementation Standards – Urban Forest 
Inventory Requirements: 
A. Following documentation of compliance with the urban forestry plan 

by the project arborist or landscape architect for each lot or tract, the 
city shall collect spatial and species specific data for each open grown 
tree and area of stand grown trees for inclusion in a publicly accessible 
inventory of trees. 

B. Prior to any ground disturbance work, the applicant shall provide a fee 
to cover the city’s cost of collecting and processing the inventory data 
for the entire urban forestry plan. 

 
 
 
 
 
 

Notes: 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
See Master Fees and 
Charges Schedule for 
current fees 
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Section 12 - Street Tree Soil Volume Standards 
 
 
Part 1.  Street Tree Soil Volume Standards – Soil Volume Requirements: 
A. Street trees required to be planted by chapter 18.745 shall be provided 

the following minimum soil volumes based on the width of the 
proposed right of way measured from the edge of the street (excluding 
curb) towards the subject site: 

   

Right of Way Width 

(feet) 

Minimum Soil 

Volume Requirement 

(cubic feet per tree) 
Up to 10 400 

Over 10 up to 12  500 
Over 12 up to 14 600 
Over 14 up to 16 700 
Over 16 up to 18 800 
Over 18 up to 20  900 

Over 20 1000 
 
Part 2.  Street Tree Soil Volume Standards – Soil Volume Calculation 
Requirements: 
A. For open soil volumes, soil depth is assumed to be 3 feet if the tree 

canopy site plan (per 18.790.030.A.3) and supplemental report (per 
18.790.030.A.4) demonstrate that the tree will not be planted in an 
area of tree growth limiting soil or the area of tree growth limiting soil 
will be adequately amended to a depth of 3 feet in the specified 
planting area.  

B. Areas of tree growth limiting soils that have not been adequately 
amended shall not be eligible for credit towards the minimum soil 
volume requirements in part 1 of this section. 

C. For covered soil volumes, the soil depth is equal to the depth of the 
covered soil volume as demonstrated by the soil volume plan in part 3 
of this section. 

D. Soil volumes for open soil volumes shall be calculated (in cubic feet) 
by measuring the open soil volume area (in square feet) times an 
assumed soil depth of 3 feet. 

E. Soil volumes for covered soils volumes shall be calculated (in cubic 
feet) by multiplying the area of the covered soil volume times the depth 
of the covered soil volume as demonstrated by the soil volume plan in 
part 3 of this section.  

F. The total soil volume provided for a tree shall be calculated (in cubic 
feet) by adding the available open soil volume (per part 2.C above) to 
the available covered soil volume (per part 2.D above) within a 50 foot 
radius of the tree.   

Notes: 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

See Appendix 11 for 
three Example Soil 
Volume Calculations 
for Street Trees 
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G. The open and covered soil volumes are considered “available” to a 
tree only when they are directly connected to the tree by a continuous 
path of no less than 3 feet in width.   

H. In addition, covered soil volumes are considered “available” to a tree 
only when demonstrated as available by the soil volume plan in part 3 
of this section. 

I. All soil volumes calculated per this section shall be displayed for each 
corresponding tree in the required supplemental report. 

 
Part 3.  Street Tree Soil Volume Standards – Soil Volume Plan 
Requirements: 
A. A soil volume plan shall be required for any street tree required to be 

planted by chapter 18.745 if a covered soil volume is proposed to be 
used to meet any portion of the minimum soil volume requirements in 
part 1 of this section.  The soil volume plan shall include all items in 
part 3.B-E below. 

B. A standard size D (24" x 36"), a reduced legal size and a PDF soil 
volume plan by a registered landscape architect (the project landscape 
architect) that includes all of the following elements: 
1. Date of drawing or last revision; 
2. North arrow; 
3. Bar scale; 
4. Site address or assessor’s parcel number; 
5. The name, address, telephone number, email address and 

license number of the project landscape architect; 
6. The location of property lines or proposed property lines if 

different from existing; 
7. The location of proposed building footprints, utilities and 

irrigation, streets and other paved areas; 
8. The assigned numbers (consistent with the tree canopy site plan 

and supplemental report of a concurrent urban forestry plan) of 
all trees; 

9. The location of each open soil volume area and each covered 
soil volume area considered “available” for each tree; and 

10. The City of Tigard Example Covered Soil Volume Plan 
Drawings and Specifications unless otherwise approved by the 
city manager or designee.  If required for clarity, this 
information may be detailed on a separate plan sheet. 

C. When the land use review type will result in the division of land into 
multiple lots or tracts, the applicant shall provide on the building site 
plan for each resulting lot or tract, the information detailed in –part 
3.B.1-10 of this section consistent with the approved soil volume plan 
and a signature of approval from the project landscape architect.   

  

Notes: 

 

 

 

 

 

 

See Appendix 12 for 
Example Soil 
Volume Plan 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
See Appendix 14 for 
two alternative 
Example Covered 
Soil Volume Plan 
Drawings and an 
Example Covered 
Soil Specification for 
Street Trees 

See Appendix 13 for 
Example Soil 
Volume Plan for a 
Single Lot 
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D. The project landscape architect shall document compliance/non-
compliance (including but not limited to materials receipts and 
observations from site inspections) with the approved soil volume plan, 
and send written verification with a signature of approval to the city 
manager or designee prior to final building inspection for all lots, 
parcels, or tracts associated with each particular tree.  When the land 
use review type will result in the division of land into multiple lots or 
tracts, the project landscape architect shall provide the 
documentation/verification described above for all lots or tracts that 
are not proposed to be associated with a building permit prior to the 
issuance of the first building permit resulting from the land use review 
type.  When the land use review type does not involve a building 
permit, the project landscape architect shall provide the 
documentation/verification described above prior to final acceptance 
by the city manager or designee.    

E. If any subsequent modifications to an approved soil volume plan is 
required to meet the minimum soil volume requirements in part 1 of 
this section, a revised soil volume plan that meets the requirements of 
part 3 of this section shall be provided that reflect the revisions. 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Notes: 
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Section 13 - Parking Lot Tree Canopy Standards 
 
 
Part 1.  Parking Lot Tree Canopy Standards – Parking Lot Tree 
Requirements: 
A. Parking lot trees shall be planted in a manner consistent with tree care 

industry standards. 
B. Parking lot trees shall have a minimum caliper of 1 ½ inches (for 

deciduous) or height of a 6 feet (for evergreen) at the time of planting. 
C. Parking lot tree species shall be from the parking lot tree list, unless 

otherwise approved by the city manager or designee.   
D. Parking lot trees shall not be planted with the center of their trunks 

closer than 3 feet from any hard surface paving, including curbs. 
E. Parking lot trees shall be evenly distributed within the parking area, 

and no greater than 6 feet from the parking area.   
F. Parking lot trees shall be provided a minimum of 1000 cubic feet of 

soil volume per tree.   
 
Part 2.  Parking Lot Tree Canopy Standards – Soil Volume Calculation 
Requirements: 
A. Soil volumes for open soil volumes shall be calculated (in cubic feet) 

by measuring the open soil volume area (in square feet) times an 
assumed soil depth of 3 feet. 

B. Soil volumes for covered soils volumes shall be calculated (in cubic 
feet) by multiplying the area of the covered soil volume times the 
depth of the covered soil volume as demonstrated by the parking lot 
tree canopy plan in part 3 of this section.  

C. The total soil volume provided for a tree shall be calculated (in cubic 
feet) by adding the available open soil volume (per part 2.A above) to 
the available covered soil volume (per part2.B above) within a 50 foot 
radius of the tree.   

D. The open and covered soil volumes are considered “available” to a 
tree only when they are directly connected to the tree by a continuous 
path of no less than 3 feet in width, and demonstrated as available by 
the parking lot tree canopy plan in part 3 of this section.   

E. All soil volumes calculated per this section shall be displayed for each 
corresponding tree in the supplemental report (per 18.790.030.A.4) 
when an urban forestry plan is concurrently required. 

 
Part 3.  Parking Lot Tree Canopy Standards – Parking Lot Tree Canopy 
Plan Requirements: 
A. A parking lot tree canopy plan shall be required unless the city 

manager or designee determines the requirements of a concurrent 
urban forestry plan per chapter 18.790 will meet the equivalent 
standards in part 3 of this section.  The parking lot tree canopy plan 
shall include all items in part 3.B-E below. 

Notes: 

 

 
 
 
See Appendix 3 for 
Parking Lot Tree List 

 

 

 

 

 

 
See Appendix 15 for 
three Example Soil 
Volume Calculations 
for Parking Lot Trees 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

See Appendix 16 for 
Example Parking Lot 
Tree Canopy Plan 
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B. A standard size D (24" x 36"), a reduced legal size and a PDF parking 
lot tree canopy plan by a registered landscape architect (the project 
landscape architect) that includes all of the following elements: 
1. Date of drawing or last revision; 
2. North arrow; 
3. Bar scale; 
4. Site address or assessor’s parcel number; 
5. The name, address, telephone number, email address and 

license number of the project landscape architect; 
6. The location of property lines or proposed property lines if 

different from existing; 
7. The location of proposed building footprints, utilities and 

irrigation, streets and other paved areas; 
8. The location of areas of tree growth limiting soils due to 

compaction, drainage, fertility, pH, contamination or other 
factors; 

9. Methods for improving areas of tree growth limiting soils if tree 
planting is proposed in those areas. If required for clarity, this 
information may be detailed on a separate plan sheet; 

10. The location of all parking lot striping and the location of the 
limits of the parking area, which includes all parking spaces, all 
landscape islands and all parking aisles; 

11. Assigned numbers (consistent with the tree canopy site plan per 
18.790.030.A.3 and supplemental report per 18.790.030.A.4 of a 
concurrent urban forestry plan) of all parking lot trees; 

12. The location, species and caliper (in inches for deciduous) or 
height (in feet for evergreen) of all parking lot trees; 

13. Depiction of the average mature tree canopy spread (in feet as 
identified on any of the tree lists in the Urban Forestry Manual) 
for each parking lot tree.  If a parking lot tree is not identified 
on any of the tree lists in the Urban Forestry Manual, then the 
project arborist or landscape architect shall determine the 
average mature tree canopy spread using available scientific 
literature for review and approval by the city manager or 
designee; 

14. The location of each open soil volume area and each covered 
soil volume area considered “available” for each tree; and 

15. If covered soil volumes are proposed to meet any portion of 
the soil volume requirement in part 1.F of this section, the City 
of Tigard Example Covered Soil Volume Plan Drawings and 
Specifications unless otherwise approved by the city manager or 
designee.  If required for clarity, this information may be 
detailed on a separate plan sheet. 

C. A summary in table or other such organized format clearly 
demonstrating the proposed percent tree canopy cover at maturity 
directly over the parking area as follows: 
1. The area (in square feet) of the parking area as shown in the 

parking lot tree canopy plan; 

Notes: 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

See Appendix 17 for 
two alternative 
Example Covered 
Soil Volume Plan 
Drawings and an 
Example Covered 
Soil Specification for 
Parking Lot Trees 

See Appendix 18 for 
Example Parking Lot 
that Meets the 30% 
Minimum Canopy 
Cover Requirement 
per Code Section 
18.745.050.E.1.a.4 
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2. The average mature tree canopy area for each parking lot tree 
as follows:  
a. Average mature tree canopy area = (average mature tree 

canopy spread/2)2  x π; 
3. The total combined mature tree canopy area (in square feet) of 

all parking lot trees less the percentage not directly over the 
parking area; and  

4. The total combined mature tree canopy area directly over the 
parking area (in square feet) divided by the parking area.  

D. The project landscape architect shall document compliance/non-
compliance (including but not limited to materials receipts and 
observations from site inspections) with the approved parking lot tree 
canopy plan, and send written verification with a signature of approval 
to the city manager or designee prior to final building inspection or 
prior to final acceptance when there is no final building inspection.   

E. If any subsequent modifications to an approved parking lot tree canopy 
plan is required, a revised parking lot tree canopy plan that meets the 
requirements of part 3 of this section shall be provided that reflect the 
revisions. 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

Notes: 
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City of Tigard 
Tree Risk Assessment Form 

 
 
 
 
 
 

Recommended Hazard Tree Abatement Procedures: 
____________________________________________________________________________________
____________________________________________________________________________________
____________________________________________________________________________________ 

Property Address:        

Location: □ Public □ Private □ Right-of-Way 

Protected Tree: □ Yes □ No 

Tree Species:       

Diameter at Breast Height (DBH):     

Tree Height:       

Crown Spread:      

Tree Part Subject of Evaluation:          

Diameter of Subject Tree Part:          

Distance to Target of Subject Tree Part:          

Length of Subject Tree Part:           

Target:______________________________________________________________________________  

Occupancy of Target:    □ Occasional Use      □ Intermittent Use     □ Frequent Use      □ Constant Use 
 

Date of Evaluation: 

Tree Risk Assessor: 

ISA Number: 

 

Tree Risk Assessor Signature:       
*Fill out this and supplemental rating form completely and attach: 1) photos of the tree; 2) an aerial photo showing the 
location of the tree on the subject property; and 3) a supplemental tree risk assessment report more fully describing 
whether the definition of hazard tree has been met and, if necessary, recommended hazard tree abatement procedures. 

Hazard Rating: 
 
 

Probability 
of Failure 

+ The Target 
Area 

+ Size of 
Defective Part 

= Overall Risk 
Rating 

 

Appendix 1 
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Probability of Failure (1 - 5 points) (√) 
One 

Low 
1 point 

Defect is not likely to lead to 
imminent failure, and no further 
action is required.  In many cases, 
defects might not be recorded. 

Minor branch or crown dieback, small wounds, minor defects.  

Moderate 
2 points 

One or more defects areas well-
established but typically do not lead to 
failure for several years.  Corrective 
action might be useful to prevent 
future problems but only if time and 
money are available.  Not the highest 
priority for action, these are retain and 
monitor situations used to inform 
budget and work schedules for 
subsequent years. 

Several defects present. 
• Shell wall exceeds minimum requirement 
• Cracks initiated but no extensive decay 
• Cavity opening or other stem damage less than 30% of circumference 
• Crown damage or breakage less than 50% of canopy (30% in pines) 
• Dead crown limbs with fine twigs attached and bark intact 
• Weak branch union such as major branch or codominant stem with 

included bark 
• Stem girdling roots with less than 40% of circumference compressed 
• Root damage or root decay affects less than 33% of roots within the 

critical zone 
• Standing dead tree that is recently dead (still has fine twigs) and no  

other significant defects 

 

Moderately 
High 
3 points 

One or more defects areas well-
established, but not yet deemed to be 
a high priority issue.  Additional 
testing may be required or, the 
assessor may feel the problems are 
not serious enough to warrant 
immediate action, but do warrant 
placing the tree on a list of trees to be 
inspected more regularly.  These are 
Retain and Monitor trees. 

Areas of decay that may be expanding; trees that have developed a recent 
but not yet critical lean; cracks noted but may be stable; edge trees that 
may adapt and become more stable. 

 

High 
4 points 

The defect is serious and imminent 
failure is likely and corrective action is 
required immediately.  These cases 
require treatment within the next few 
days or weeks. 

One or more major defects present. 
• Insufficient shell wall thickness 
• Large cracks, possibly associated with other defects 
• Cavity opening greater than 30% of circumference 
• Crown damage or breakage more than 50% of canopy (> 30% in 

pines) 
• Dead crown limbs with no fine twigs and bark peeling away.  May be 

some saprophytic fungal evidence 
• Weak branch union has crack(s) or decay 
• Stem girdling root affects 40% or more of trunk circumference 
• More than 33% of roots are damaged within the critical zone 
• Tree is leaning.  Recent root breakage, or soil mounding, or cracks,  

or extensive decay evident 
• Standing dead tree, has very few fine twigs, and no other significant 

defects 

 

Extreme 
5 points 

The tree or component part is already 
failing.  An emergency situation where 
treatment is required today. 

Multiple high or extreme risk defects present. 
• Shell wall is already cracked and failing 
• Major cracks already open, such as hazard beams or split trunks 
• More than 30% of circumference defective and cracks or decay 

obvious 
• Dead crown limbs, no fine twigs, no bark, decay present 
• Weak branch union has crack(s) and decay 
• Leaning tree with recent root failure, soil mounding, and cracks  

or extensive decay 
• Dead branches hung up or partly failed 
• Visual obstruction of traffic signs/lights at intersections 
• Any partly failed component or whole tree 
• Standing dead trees that have been dead for more than one season 

with  
multiple defects such as cracks, decay, damaged roots, shedding bark 
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The Target Area (1 - 4 points) (√) 
One 

Low 
1 point 

Sites rated at one point are very rarely used for any long period of time, and people passing through the 
area (regardless of how they travel) do not spend a lot of time within the striking range of the tree.  
There are no valuable buildings or other facilities within striking range.  Examples are seldom used back 
country roads or trails, seldom used overflow or long-term parking, industrial areas where workers drive 
machines (trucks, forklifts, tractors) with substantial cab protection; natural or wilderness areas; 
transition areas with limited access; remote areas of yards, parks, or private lands open for public use 
within set hours.  All of these sites have relatively low occupancy within any one day. 

 

Moderate 
2 points 

Valuable buildings are at the edge off the striking distance, so they would not be seriously damaged even 
if the tree did fall down.  The site has people within striking range occasionally, meaning less than 50% 
of the time span in any one day, week, or month, and do not stay within striking range very long.  
Examples include areas that are used seasonally; more remote areas of camping areas or parks; minor 
rural roads; picnic areas; low to moderate use trails; most park and school playgrounds.**  Moderate to 
low use parks, parking lots with daily use; secondary roads and intersections, dispersed camping sites, 
moderate to high use trails, works and/or storage yards. 

 

Moderatel
y 
High 
3 points 

The site has valuable buildings within striking range.  People are within striking range more than 50% of 
the time span in any one day, week, or month, and their exposure time can be more than just passing 
by.  Examples include secondary roads, trails, and access points; less commonly used parking areas and 
trails within parks; trails alongside fairways, bus stops. 

 

High 
4 points 

The highest rated targets have a) a building within striking range frequently accessed by people, often 
for longer periods of time, or high volumes of people coming and going within striking range.  Valuable 
buildings or other structures within striking range that would suffer major structural damage in the 
event of tree failure or; b) people within striking distance of the tree, or both, seven days a week, all year 
long, and at all times of the day.  Examples include main roads, the busiest streets or highways; high 
volume intersections power lines;* paths through busy open space areas and parks; short-term parking 
constantly in use; institutional buildings such as police stations, hospitals, fire stations; shopping areas; 
highly used walking trails; pick up and drop off points for commuters; golf tees and greens; emergency 
access routes and/or marshalling areas; handicap access areas; high use camping areas, visitor centers or 
shelters; residential buildings; industrial areas where workers take outside breaks; development sites 
where work activity within striking range lasts more than a few hours at a time. 

 

*There are very specific safe work practices required when working close to Power Lines.  These vary depending on location, but 
all employ similar principles. 
**It is recognized that there is a tendency to rate playgrounds higher simply because children are involved.  Most playgrounds are 

occupied for short periods of time in daylight hours.   Overall, their use is infrequent when compared to other locations such 
as busy streets. 

Size of Defective Part (1 - 3 points) (√) 
One 

1 point Branches or stems up to 10 centimeters (4 inches) in diameter  

2 points Branches or stems between 10 to 50 centimeters (4 to 20 inches) in diameter.  

3 points Branches or stems greater than 50 centimeters (20 inches) in diameter.  

*In some cases, there may be large areas of sloughing back bark, dwarf mistletoe brooms, branch stubs, or large bird nests in 
cavities that pose a risk.  The assessor must use his or her judgment to assign a number to these components.  In general, the 
lowest rating (1 point) is reserved for component parts that would not create much impact on a person or property if it were to 
fail.  The highest rating is used for parts that have the potential to kill people or seriously damage property. 
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Overall Risk Rating and Action Thresholds (√) 
One 

Risk 
Rating  

Risk Category Interpretation and Implications  

3 Low 1 Insignificant – no concern at all.  

4 Low 2 Insignificant – very minor issues.  

5 Low 3 Insignificant – minor issues not of concern for many years yet.  

6 Moderate 1 Some issues but nothing that is likely to cause any problems for another 10 years 
or more. 

 

7 Moderate 2 Well defined issues – retain and monitor.  Not expected to be a problem for at 
least another 5-10 years. 

 

8 Moderate 3 Well defined issues – retain and monitor.  Not expected to be a problem for at 
least another 1-5 years. 

 

9 High 1 The assessed issues have now become very clear.  The tree can still reasonably be 
retained as it is not likely to fall apart right away, but it must now be monitored 
annually.  At this stage, it may be reasonable for the risk manager/owner to hold 
public education sessions to inform people of the issues and prepare them for the 
reality that part or the entire tree has to be removed. 

 

10 High 2 The assessed issues have now become very clear.  The probability of failure is 
now getting serious, or the target rating and/or site context have changed such 
that mitigation measures should now be on a schedule with a clearly defined 
timeline for action.  There may still be time to inform the public of the work 
being planned, but there is not enough time to protracted discussion about 
whether or not there are alternative options available. 

 

11 High 3 The tree, or a part of it has reached a stage where it could fail at any time.  
Action to mitigate the risk is required within weeks rather than months.  
By this stage there is not time to hold public meetings to discuss the issue.  Risk 
reduction is a clearly defined issue and although the owner may wish to inform 
the public of the planned work, he/she should get on with it to avoid clearly 
foreseeable liabilities. 

 

12 Extreme This tree, or part of it, is in the process of failing.  Immediate action is 
required.  All other, less significant tree work should be suspended, and roads or 
work areas should be closed off, until the risk issues have been mitigated.  This 
might be as simple as removing the critical part, drastically reducing overall tree 
height, or taking the tree down and cordoning off the area until final clean up, or 
complete removal can be accomplished.  The immediate action required is to 
ensure that the clearly identified risk of harm is eliminated.  For areas hit by 
severe storms, where many extreme risk trees can occur, drastic pruning and/or 
partial tree removals, followed by barriers to contain traffic, would be an 
acceptable first stage of risk reduction.  There is no time to inform people or 
worry about public concerns.  Clearly defined safety issues preclude further 
discussion. 

 

The Table shown above outlines the interpretation and implications of the risk ratings and associated risk categories.  This table 
is provided to inform the reader about these risk categories so that they can better understand any risk abatement 
recommendations made in the risk assessment report. 

 
Notes:            
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Appendix 2

Common Name Scientific Name
Height 
(feet)

Spread 
(feet)

Canopy 
Area Soil Type

Suitable for Under 
Powerlines Special Features/Considerations

Paperbark Maple Acer griseum 25' 25' 491 sq. ft. all Yes* peeling bark, tolerates some shade
Tatarian Maple Acer tataricum 20' 20' 314 sq. ft. all Yes tolerant of urban stresses
Trident Maple Acer buergeranum 25' 20' 314 sq. ft. all Yes tolerant of urban stresses
Serviceberry Amelanchier x grandiflora 25' 15' 177 sq. ft. well drained Yes white flowers, edible fruit
Western Serviceberry Amelanchier alnifolia 20' 20' 314 sq. ft. loam Yes native to Portland metropolitan region
American Hornbeam Carpinus caroliniana 25' 20' 314 sq. ft. all No needs ample water
Eastern Redbud Cercis canadensis 25' 25' 491 sq. ft. all Yes pink flowers in spring before leaves emerge
Glorybower Tree Clerodendrum trichotomum 20' 20' 314 sq. ft. all Yes colorful flowers in summer, blue berries in fall
Kousa Dogwood Cornus kousa 25' 25' 491 sq. ft. all Yes shade tolerant
Flowering Dogwood Cornus florida 25' 25' 491 sq. ft. all Yes large number of varieties available

Lavalle Hawthorne Crataegus x lavallei 25' 20' 314 sq. ft. all Yes
white flowers in May, orange-red fruit persist 
into Winter

Black Hawthorne Crataegus douglasii 25' 20' 314 sq. ft. all Yes
native to Portland metropolitan region, has 
thorns

Golden Desert Ash Fraxinus excelsior 'Golden Desert' 20' 20' 314 sq. ft. all Yes golden twigs
Flowering Ash Fraxinus ornus 25' 25' 491 sq. ft. all Yes fragrant flowers
Merrill Magnolia Magnolia x loebneri 'Merrill' 25' 25' 491 sq. ft. all No fragrant white flowers

Southern Magnolia Magnolia grandiflora ' Victoria' or 'Little Gem' 25' 25' 491 sq. ft. all No broadleaf evergreen, large fragrant white flowers
Prariefire Crabapple Malus spp. 'Prariefire' 20' 20' 314 sq. ft. all Yes disease resistant
Japanese Stewartia Stewartia pseudocamellia 25' 25' 491 sq. ft. loam No needs ample water
Japanese Snowbell Stryax japonicus 25' 25' 491 sq. ft. well drained Yes white flowers hang down from branches
Japanese Tree Lilac Syringa reticulata 20' 15' 177 sq. ft. well drained Yes showy, creamy white flowers

*These trees have been approved by Portland General Electric 
(PGE) for planting beneath overhead powerlines

Street Tree List - Small Stature Trees 
(up to 25' in height at maturity)
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http://oregonstate.edu/dept/ldplants/acgr11.htm
http://oregonstate.edu/dept/ldplants/acta5.htm
http://oregonstate.edu/dept/ldplants/acbu1.htm
http://oregonstate.edu/dept/ldplants/amgrab1.htm
http://www.coopext.colostate.edu/4dmg/Trees/Shrubs/junebrry.htm
http://oregonstate.edu/dept/ldplants/cajap1.htm
http://oregonstate.edu/dept/ldplants/ceca1.htm
http://oregonstate.edu/dept/ldplants/cltr5.htm
http://oregonstate.edu/dept/ldplants/coko12.htm
http://oregonstate.edu/dept/ldplants/cofl12.htm
http://oregonstate.edu/dept/ldplants/crla1.htm
http://oregonstate.edu/dept/ldplants/crdou4.htm
http://oregonstate.edu/dept/ldplants/frexgd1.htm
http://oregonstate.edu/dept/ldplants/fror1.htm
http://oregonstate.edu/dept/ldplants/maloeblm1.htm
http://www.ces.ncsu.edu/depts/hort/consumer/factsheets/trees-new/magnolia_grand-little_gem.html
http://oregonstate.edu/dept/ldplants/mapra1.htm
http://oregonstate.edu/dept/ldplants/stja12.htm
http://oregonstate.edu/dept/ldplants/stja1.htm
http://oregonstate.edu/dept/ldplants/syre1.htm


Appendix 2

Common Name Scientific Name
Height 
(feet)

Spread 
(feet)

Canopy 
Area Soil Type

Suitable for Under 
Powerlines Special Features/Consideration

Hedge Maple Acer campestre 35' 30' 707 sq. ft. all No tolerant of urban stresses
Sunset Maple Acer truncatum x Acer platanoides 35' 25' 491 sq. ft. all No many varieties available
Strawberry Tree Arbutus ' Marina' 30' 30' 707 sq. ft. all No broadleaf evergreen
European Hornbeam Carpinus betulus 35' 25' 491 sq. ft. all No dense crown
Katsura Cercidiphyllum japonicum 40' 40' 1256 sq. ft. all No requires moist soils
Yellowwood Cladrastis kentuckia 35' 35' 962 sq. ft. all No fragrant, white, pendulous flowers
June Snow Dogwood Cornus controversa 'June Snow' 30' 35' 962 sq. ft. well drained No wide spreading, flowers in May/June

Pacific Dogwood Cornus nuttallii 40' 30' 707 sq. ft. loam No
native to Portland metropolitan region, requires 
moist soil and some shade

Dove Tree Davidia involucrata 35' 30' 707 sq. ft. well drained No dove-like flowers
Raywood Ash Fraxinus oxycarpa 'Raywood' 35' 30' 707 sq. ft. all No smog tolerant
Goldenrain Tree Koelreuteria paniculata   35' 35' 962 sq. ft. all No tolerant of urban stresses
Yulan Magnolia Magnolia denudata 35' 30' 707 sq. ft. all No white, fragrant flowers

Southern Magnolia Magnolia grandiflora 'Edith Bogue' 35' 20' 314 sq. ft. all No
broadleaf evergreen, many other varieties 
available

Sourwood Oxydendrum arboreum 30' 20' 314 sq. ft. well drained No white, midsummer flowers
American Hophornbeam Ostrya virginiana 35' 25' 491 sq. ft. all No exfoliating bark texture is attractive
Persian Parrotia Parrotia persica 35' 25' 491 sq. ft. well drained No beautiful bark and fall color
Amur Corktree Phellodendron amurense 40' 30' 707 sq. ft. all No fragrant leaves and fruit
Callery Pear Pyrus calleryana 40' 25' 491 sq. ft. all No many varieties available
Cascara Rhamnus purshiana 35' 25' 491 sq. ft. all No native to Portland metropolitan region

Frontier Elm Ulmus 'Frontier' 40' 30' 707 sq. ft. all No
pest and disease resistant, substitute for 
American Elm 

Street Tree List - Medium Stature Trees 
(between 25' and 40' in height at maturity)
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http://oregonstate.edu/dept/ldplants/acca1.htm
http://oregonstate.edu/dept/ldplants/acer-ps6.htm
http://www.mostlynatives.com/notes/arbutusxmarina.htm
http://oregonstate.edu/dept/ldplants/cabe1.htm
http://oregonstate.edu/dept/ldplants/ceja1.htm
http://oregonstate.edu/dept/ldplants/clke1.htm
http://oregonstate.edu/dept/ldplants/cocon1.htm
http://oregonstate.edu/dept/ldplants/conu8.htm
http://oregonstate.edu/dept/ldplants/dain1.htm
http://oregonstate.edu/dept/ldplants/froxr7.htm
http://oregonstate.edu/dept/ldplants/kopa10.htm
http://oregonstate.edu/dept/ldplants/made1.htm
http://selectree.calpoly.edu/photos.lasso?rid=847&-session=selectree:D047CD8113e0018853oqI27EF8B0
http://oregonstate.edu/dept/ldplants/oxar7.htm
http://oregonstate.edu/dept/ldplants/osvi13.htm
http://oregonstate.edu/dept/ldplants/pape1.htm
http://oregonstate.edu/dept/ldplants/pham10.htm
http://oregonstate.edu/dept/ldplants/pyca1.htm
http://oregonstate.edu/dept/ldplants/rhapu1.htm
http://www.smith.edu/garden/photos/giving/memorial trees/Ulmus-'Frontier'.jpg


Appendix 2

Common Name Scientific Name
Height 
(feet)

Spread 
(feet)

Canopy 
Area Soil Type

Suitable for Under 
Powerlines Special Features/Consideration

Red Maple Acer rubrum 50' 40' 1256 sq. ft. any No many large stature varieties available
Hackberry Celtis occidentalis 45' 35' 962 sq. ft. any No tolerant of urban stresses, deep rooted
European Beech Fagus sylvatica 50' 40' 1256 sq. ft. well drained No beautiful bark
White Ash Fraxinus americana 60' 45' 1590 sq. ft. any No plant seedless varieties
Oregon Ash Fraxinus latifolia 60' 30' 707 sq. ft. any No native to Portland metropolitan region
Green Ash Fraxinus pennsylvanica 50' 40' 1256 sq. ft. any No plant seedless varieties

Maidenhair Tree Ginkgo biloba 60' 45' 1590 sq. ft. any No
many large stature varieties available, plant males 
only

Honeylocust Gleditsia triacanthos var. inermis 45' 35' 962 sq. ft. any No thornless, tolerant of urban stresses
Kentucky Coffeetree Gymnocladus dioicus 65' 50' 1963 sq. ft. any No fragrant flowers
Tulip Tree Liriodendron tulipifera 60' 30' 707 sq. ft. any No beautiful fall color

Southern Magnolia Magnolia grandiflora 70' 60' 1963 sq. ft. any No broadleaf evergreen, large fragrant white flowers
Blackgum Nyssa sylvatica 45' 25' 491 sq. ft. any No beautiful fall color
London Planetree Platanus x acerifolia 'Bloodgood' 50' 40' 1256 sq. ft. any No disease resistant, pollution tolerant
Scotch Pine Pinus sylvestris 50' 40' 1256 sq. ft. any No evergreen conifer, striking orange bark
Oregon White Oak Quercus garryana 65' 50' 1963 sq. ft. any No native to Portland metropolitan region
Willow Oak Quercus phellos 60' 45' 1590 sq. ft. any No tolerant of urban stresses
Red Oak Quercus rubra 60' 45' 1590 sq. ft. any No beautiful fall color
American Linden Tilia americana 60' 30' 707 sq. ft. any No tolerant of urban stresses
Sterling Silver Linden Tilia tomentosa 'Sterling Silver' 45' 30' 707 sq. ft. any No dark green leaves with silver undersides
Zelkova Zelkova serrata 65' 50' 1963 sq. ft. any No attractive shade tree

Street Tree List - Large Stature Trees 
(over 40' in height at maturity)
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http://oregonstate.edu/dept/ldplants/acru1.htm
http://oregonstate.edu/dept/ldplants/ceoc1.htm
http://oregonstate.edu/dept/ldplants/fasy1.htm
http://oregonstate.edu/dept/ldplants/fram1.htm
http://oregonstate.edu/dept/ldplants/frla1.htm
http://oregonstate.edu/dept/ldplants/frpe10.htm
http://oregonstate.edu/dept/ldplants/gibi1.htm
http://oregonstate.edu/dept/ldplants/gltri1.htm
http://oregonstate.edu/dept/ldplants/gydi10.htm
http://oregonstate.edu/dept/ldplants/litu1.htm
http://oregonstate.edu/dept/ldplants/magr1.htm
http://oregonstate.edu/dept/ldplants/nysy1.htm
http://oregonstate.edu/dept/ldplants/plac1.htm
http://oregonstate.edu/dept/ldplants/pisy1.htm
http://oregonstate.edu/dept/ldplants/quga1.htm
http://oregonstate.edu/dept/ldplants/quph1.htm
http://oregonstate.edu/dept/ldplants/quru1.htm
http://oregonstate.edu/dept/ldplants/tiamer7.htm
http://oregonstate.edu/dept/ldplants/tito1.htm
http://oregonstate.edu/dept/ldplants/zese5.htm


Appendix 3

Common Name Scientific Name
Height 
(feet)

Spread 
(feet)

Canopy 
Area

Soil 
Type

Suitable for 
Under Powerlines

Special Features/
Consideration

Bigleaf Maple Acer macrophyllum 65' 50' 1963 sq. ft. any No native to Portland metropolitan region
Red Maple Acer rubrum 50' 40' 1256 sq. ft. any No brilliant red fall color
European Beech Fagus sylvatica 50' 40' 1256 sq. ft. well drained No beautiful bark
White Ash Fraxinus americana 60' 45' 1590 sq. ft. any No plant seedless varieties
Green Ash Fraxinus pennsylvanica 50' 40' 1256 sq. ft. any No plant seedless varieties

Maidenhair Tree Ginkgo biloba 60' 45' 1590 sq. ft. any No
many large stature varieties available, plant 
males only

Kentucky Coffeetree Gymnocladus dioicus 65' 50' 1963 sq. ft. any No fragrant flowers

Southern Magnolia Magnolia grandiflora 70' 60' 2826 sq. ft. any No
broadleaf evergreen, large fragrant white 
flowers

Austrian Pine Pinus nigra 55' 40' 1256 sq. ft. any No evergreen conifer
Eastern White Pine Pinus strobus 70' 40' 1256 sq. ft. any No evergreen conifer
Scotch Pine Pinus sylvestris 50' 40' 1256 sq. ft. any No evergreen conifer, striking orange bark
London Planetree Platanus x acerifolia 'Bloodgood' 50' 40' 1256 sq. ft. any No disease resistant, pollution tolerant
Oregon White Oak Quercus garryana 65' 50' 1963 sq. ft. any No native to Portland metropolitan region
Willow Oak Quercus phellos 60' 45' 1590 sq. ft. any No tolerant of urban stresses
Red Oak Quercus rubra 60' 45' 1590 sq. ft. any No beautiful fall color

Accolade Elm Ulmus 'Morton' 70' 60' 2826 sq. ft. any No
graceful vase shaped tree, disease resistant 
substitute for American elm

Lacebark Elm Ulmus parvifolia 60' 50' 1963 sq. ft. any No interesting mottled bark

Pioneer Elm Ulmus 'Pioneer' 50' 50' 1963 sq. ft. any No
rounded spreading crown, disease resistant 
substitute for American elm

Oregon Myrtle Umbellularia californica 70' 50' 1963 sq. ft. any No broadleaf evergreen
Zelkova Zelkova serrata 65' 50' 1963 sq. ft. any No attractive shade tree

Parking Lot Trees 
(recommended for parking lots, large stature)
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http://oregonstate.edu/dept/ldplants/acma1.htm
http://oregonstate.edu/dept/ldplants/acru2.htm
http://oregonstate.edu/dept/ldplants/fasy1.htm
http://oregonstate.edu/dept/ldplants/fram1.htm
http://oregonstate.edu/dept/ldplants/frpe10.htm
http://oregonstate.edu/dept/ldplants/gibi1.htm
http://oregonstate.edu/dept/ldplants/gydi10.htm
http://oregonstate.edu/dept/ldplants/magr1.htm
http://texastreeplanting.tamu.edu/Display_Onetree.aspx?tid=59
http://oregonstate.edu/dept/ldplants/pist1.htm
http://oregonstate.edu/dept/ldplants/pisy1.htm
http://oregonstate.edu/dept/ldplants/plac1.htm
http://oregonstate.edu/dept/ldplants/quga1.htm
http://oregonstate.edu/dept/ldplants/quph1.htm
http://oregonstate.edu/dept/ldplants/quru1.htm
http://oregonstate.edu/dept/ldplants/ulacc5.htm
http://oregonstate.edu/dept/ldplants/ulpa10.htm
http://lincoln.ne.gov/city/parks/communityforestry/pioelm.htm
http://oregonstate.edu/dept/ldplants/umca1.htm
http://oregonstate.edu/dept/ldplants/zese5.htm


Appendix 4

Page 1 of 1

Common Name Scientific Name
Height 
(feet)

Spread 
(feet)

Canopy 
Area

Soil 
Type

Suitable for 
Under Powerlines Special Features/Considerations 

Armstrong Maple Acer rubrum  'Armstrong' 45' 15' 177 sq. ft. any No orange-red fall color
Bowhall Maple Acer rubrum 'Bowhall' 40' 15' 177 sq. ft. any No bright red fall color
Frans Fontaine 
Hornbeam Carpinus betulus 'Frans Fontaine' 35' 15' 177 sq. ft. any No narrowest of the Carpinus b.  cultivars
Dawyck Purple Beech Fagus sylvatica 'Dawyck Purple' 40' 12' 113 sq. ft. any No purple leaves for entire growing season

Princeton Sentry Ginkgo Ginkgo biloba 'Princeton Sentry' 40' 15' 177 sq. ft. any No seedless, bright yellow fall color
Arnold Tulip Tree Liriodendron tulipifera 'Arnold' 40' 10' 79 sq. ft. any No fast grower

Edith Bogue Magnolia Magnolia grandiflora 'Edith Bogue' 30' 15' 177 sq. ft. any No broadleaf evergreen
Galaxy Magnolia Magnolia x 'Galaxy' 30' 15' 177 sq. ft. any No showy pink flowers
Tschonoskii Crabapple Malus tschonoskii 30' 15' 177 sq. ft. any No good fall color
Arnold Sentinel Austrian 
Pine Pinus nigra ‘Arnold Sentinel’ 35' 10' 79 sq. ft. any No evergreen conifer
Fastigiate White Pine Pinus strobus 'Fastigiata' 30' 10' 79 sq. ft. well drained No evergreen conifer
Quaking Aspen Populus tremuloides 30' 15' 177 sq. ft. any No native to the Portland Metro region
Capital Pear Pyrus calleryana 'Capital' 35' 12' 113 sq. ft. any No glossy summer foliage
Chanticleer Pear Pyrus calleryana 'Chanticleer' 40' 15' 177 sq. ft. any No resistant to fireblight

Columnar Sargent Cherry Prunus sargentii 'Columnaris' 35' 15' 177 sq. ft. any No pink flowers and reddish bark
Skyrocket Oak Quercus robar 'Fastigiata' 45' 15' 177 sq. ft. well drained No may hold brown leaves into winter

Crimson Spire Oak
Quercus robur x Q. alba 
'Crimschmidt' 45' 15' 177 sq. ft. well drained No red fall color

Giant Arborvitae 
"Virescens" Thuja plicata 'Virescens' 25' 12' 113 sq. ft. moist No

evergreen conifer, species native to the 
Portland Metro Region

Corinthian Linden Tilia cordata 'Corzam' 45' 15' 177 sq. ft. any No narrowest of the linden cultivars
Columnar Zelkova Zelkova serrata 'Musashino'' 45' 15' 177 sq. ft. any No fine textured leaves

Columnar Trees 
(canopy spread of less than 20 feet at maturity, small stature)
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http://oregonstate.edu/dept/ldplants/acfreea1.htm
http://oregonstate.edu/dept/ldplants/acrub1.htm
http://www.pnwplants.wsu.edu/PlantDisplay.aspx?PlantID=170
http://www.pnwplants.wsu.edu/PlantDisplay.aspx?PlantID=170
http://woodyplants.nres.uiuc.edu/plant/fagsydp
http://www.jfschmidt.com/articles/ginkos/
http://www.monrovia.com/plant-catalog/plants/2364/arnold-tulip-tree.php
http://www.monrovia.com/plant-catalog/plants/286/edith-bogue-magnolia.php
http://www.monrovia.com/plant-catalog/plants/2497/galaxy-magnolia.php
http://www.jfschmidt.com/pdfs/tschonoskiicrab.pdf
http://www.monrovia.com/plant-catalog/plants/1988/arnold-sentinel-austrian-black-pine.php
http://www.monrovia.com/plant-catalog/plants/1988/arnold-sentinel-austrian-black-pine.php
http://hort.ufl.edu/database/documents/pdf/tree_fact_sheets/pinstrb.pdf
http://oregonstate.edu/dept/ldplants/potre1.htm
http://www.sactree.com/doc.aspx?183
http://www.colostate.edu/Dept/CoopExt/4dmg/Trees/chnticlr.htm
http://oregonstate.edu/dept/ldplants/prsac1.htm
http://oregonstate.edu/dept/ldplants/qurof1.htm
http://www.jfschmidt.com/introductions/crimsonspire/index.html
http://oregonstate.edu/dept/ldplants/thpl1.htm
http://oregonstate.edu/dept/ldplants/thpl1.htm
http://www.pnwplants.wsu.edu/PlantDisplay.aspx?PlantID=460
http://www.jfschmidt.com/articles/musashino/


Appendix 5

Common Name Scientific Name
Height 
(feet)

Spread 
(feet)

Canopy 
Area Stature

Suitable for 
Under Powerlines Primary Habitat Types

Grand Fir Abies grandis 150' 40' 1256 sq. ft. Large No Wetland, Riparian, Upland
Big-leaf Maple Acer macrophyllum 65' 50' 1963 sq. ft. Large No Upland
Red Alder Alnus rubra 100' 40' 1256 sq. ft. Large No Riparian, Upland
Madrone Arbutus menziesii 40' 30' 707 sq. ft. Medium No Upland
Pacific Dogwood Cornus nuttallii 40' 30' 707 sq. ft. Medium No Upland
Black Hawthorn Crataegus douglasii 25' 20' 314 sq. ft. Small Yes Wetland, Riparian, Upland
Oregon Ash Fraxinus latifolia 60' 30' 707 sq. ft. Large No Wetland, Riparian
Ponderosa Pine Pinus ponderosa 200' 30' 707 sq. ft. Large No Upland

Black Cottonwood Populus balsamifera ssp. trichocarpa 175' 40' 1256 sq. ft. Large No Wetland, Riparian
Quaking Aspen Populus tremuloides 30' 15' 177 sq. ft. Medium No Wetland, Riparian
Bitter Cherry Prunus emarginata 30' 20' 314 sq. ft. Medium No Riparian, Upland
Douglas Fir Pseudotsuga menziesii 180' 40' 1256 sq. ft. Large No Upland
Oregon White Oak Quercus garryana 65' 50' 1963 sq. ft. Large No Upland
Cascara Rhamnus purshiana 35' 25' 491 sq. ft. Medium No Riparian, Upland
Pacific Willow Salix lucida ssp. lasiandra 40' 30' 707 sq. ft. Medium No Wetland, Riparian
Rigid Willow Salix rigida var. macrogemma 30' 20' 314 sq. ft. Small No Wetland, Riparian
Scouler Willow Salix scouleriana 40' 40' 1256 sq. ft. Medium No Wetland, Riparian, Upland
Pacific Yew Taxus brevifolia 40' 30' 707 sq. ft. Medium No Riparian, Upland
Western Red Cedar Thuja plicata 100' 30' 707 sq. ft. Large No Wetland, Riparian, Upland
Western Hemlock Tsuga heterophylla 150' 40' 1256 sq. ft. Large No Riparian, Upland

Native Trees
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http://oregonstate.edu/dept/ldplants/abgra4.htm
http://oregonstate.edu/dept/ldplants/acma1.htm
http://oregonstate.edu/dept/ldplants/alrub2.htm
http://oregonstate.edu/dept/ldplants/armen1.htm
http://oregonstate.edu/dept/ldplants/conu8.htm
http://oregonstate.edu/dept/ldplants/crdou4.htm
http://oregonstate.edu/dept/ldplants/frla8.htm
http://oregonstate.edu/dept/ldplants/pipo1.htm
http://oregonstate.edu/dept/ldplants/potri1.htm
http://oregonstate.edu/dept/ldplants/potre1.htm
http://oregonstate.edu/dept/ldplants/prema4.htm
http://oregonstate.edu/dept/ldplants/psme1.htm
http://oregonstate.edu/dept/ldplants/quga1.htm
http://oregonstate.edu/dept/ldplants/rhapu1.htm
http://calphotos.berkeley.edu/cgi/img_query?stat=BROWSE_IMG&query_src=photos_browseimgs_plant_sci&where-genre=Plant&where-taxon=Salix+lucida+ssp.+lasiandra&title_tag=Salix+lucida+ssp.+lasiandra
http://calphotos.berkeley.edu/cgi/img_query?enlarge=0000+0000+0807+1469
http://calphotos.berkeley.edu/cgi/img_query?stat=BROWSE_IMG&query_src=photos_browseimgs_plant_sci&where-genre=Plant&where-taxon=Salix+scouleriana&title_tag=Salix+scouleriana
http://oregonstate.edu/dept/ldplants/tabr1.htm
http://oregonstate.edu/dept/ldplants/thpl1.htm
http://oregonstate.edu/dept/ldplants/tshe1.htm


Appendix 6

Common Name Scientific Name Photos Photos2 Photos3
Norway maple Acer platanoides leaf detail fruit detail flower detail
Sycamore maple Acer pseudoplatanus leaf detail fruit detail flower detail
Tree-of-heaven Ailanthus altissima leaf detail fruit detail flower detail
European white birch Betula pendula leaf detail fruit detail flower detail
English hawthorn Crataegus monogyna leaf detail fruit detail flower detail
English holly Ilex aquifolium leaf detail fruit detail flower detail
Princess tree Paulownia tomentosa leaf detail fruit detail flower detail
White poplar Populus alba leaf detail fruit detail flower detail
Sweet cherry Prunus avium leaf detail fruit detail flower detail
Black locust Robinia pseudoacacia leaf detail fruit detail flower detail
European mountain ash Sorbus aucuparia leaf detail fruit detail flower detail
Siberian elm Ulmus pumila leaf detail fruit detail flower detail

Nuisance Tree List
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http://oregonstate.edu/dept/ldplants/acpl1.htm
http://oregonstate.edu/dept/ldplants/acpl10.htm
http://oregonstate.edu/dept/ldplants/acpl2.htm
http://oregonstate.edu/dept/ldplants/acpl6.htm
http://oregonstate.edu/dept/ldplants/acps1.htm
http://oregonstate.edu/dept/ldplants/acps2.htm
http://oregonstate.edu/dept/ldplants/acps7.htm
http://oregonstate.edu/dept/ldplants/acpsa6.htm
http://oregonstate.edu/dept/ldplants/aial1.htm
http://oregonstate.edu/dept/ldplants/aial13.htm
http://oregonstate.edu/dept/ldplants/aial14.htm
http://oregonstate.edu/dept/ldplants/aial12.htm
http://oregonstate.edu/dept/ldplants/bepe1.htm
http://oregonstate.edu/dept/ldplants/bepe2.htm
http://oregonstate.edu/dept/ldplants/bepe5.htm
http://oregonstate.edu/dept/ldplants/bepe5.htm
http://oregonstate.edu/dept/ldplants/crmo1.htm
http://oregonstate.edu/dept/ldplants/crmo6.htm
http://oregonstate.edu/dept/ldplants/crmo4.htm
http://oregonstate.edu/dept/ldplants/crmo3.htm
http://oregonstate.edu/dept/ldplants/ilaq1.htm
http://oregonstate.edu/dept/ldplants/ilaq2.htm
http://oregonstate.edu/dept/ldplants/ilaq4.htm
http://oregonstate.edu/dept/ldplants/ilaq5.htm
http://oregonstate.edu/dept/ldplants/pato0.htm
http://oregonstate.edu/dept/ldplants/pato6.htm
http://oregonstate.edu/dept/ldplants/pato2.htm
http://oregonstate.edu/dept/ldplants/pato13.htm
http://oregonstate.edu/dept/ldplants/poalba1.htm
http://oregonstate.edu/dept/ldplants/poalba2.htm
http://delta-intkey.com/angio/images/ebo12991.jpg
http://delta-intkey.com/angio/images/ebo12991.jpg
http://www.cnr.vt.edu/dendro/dendrology/syllabus/factsheet.cfm?ID=63
http://www.cnr.vt.edu/dendro/dendrology/syllabus/factsheet.cfm?ID=63
http://www.cnr.vt.edu/dendro/dendrology/syllabus/factsheet.cfm?ID=63
http://www.cnr.vt.edu/dendro/dendrology/syllabus/factsheet.cfm?ID=63
http://oregonstate.edu/dept/ldplants/rops1.htm
http://oregonstate.edu/dept/ldplants/rops2.htm
http://oregonstate.edu/dept/ldplants/rops5.htm
http://oregonstate.edu/dept/ldplants/rops3.htm
http://oregonstate.edu/dept/ldplants/soau1.htm
http://oregonstate.edu/dept/ldplants/soau3.htm
http://oregonstate.edu/dept/ldplants/soau2.htm
http://oregonstate.edu/dept/ldplants/soau5.htm
http://oregonstate.edu/dept/ldplants/ulpu1.htm
http://oregonstate.edu/dept/ldplants/ulpu7.htm
http://oregonstate.edu/dept/ldplants/ulpu5.htm
http://www.uwgb.edu/biodiversity/herbarium/trees/ulmpum_flowers01.jpg
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Urban Forestry Plan –Supplemental Report Example Template 
 

 

General Information 
 
Date: 
Project Name: 
Project Arborist or Landscape Architect Name: 
Project Arborist or Landscape Architect Address: 
Project Arborist or Landscape Architect Telephone Number:  
Project Arborist or Landscape Architect Email Address: 
ISA Certified Arborist No.:  
Landscape Architect Stamp: 
 
Project Summary 
 
Specifications 
 
Tree Protection Fencing Specifications: 
 
Tree Preservation Specifications: 
 
Stand Preservation Specifications: 
 
Soil Characteristics and Specifications for Improvement:  
 
Tree Planting Specifications: 
 
Stand Planting Specifications: 
 
 

Appendix 9 
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Urban Forestry Plan –Supplemental Report Example Template 
 

 

Existing Tree Inventory 

Tree # Genus sp./ 
Common 

DBH Canopy 
(ft2) 

Open or 
Stand Grown 

Heritage 
Tree? 

Cond. 
Rating 

Pres. 
Rating 

Preserve? Comments 

          
          
          
          
          
          
          
          
          
          
 

Existing Stand Inventory 

Stand # Genus sp./ 
Common of Dominant 

Avg. DBH 1 Avg. Cond. 
Rating 1 

Overall Stand 
Pres. Rating  

Total 
Canopy 
(ft2) 

Canopy 
Preserved 
(ft2) 

Comments 

Genus sp./ 
Common of 2nd  

Avg. DBH 2 Avg. Cond. 
Rating 2 

Genus sp./ 
Common of 3rd 

Avg. DBH 3 Avg. Cond. 
Rating 3 
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Urban Forestry Plan –Supplemental Report Example Template 
 

 

Planted Tree Inventory 

Tree # Genus sp./ 
Common 

Caliper (Decid.) or 
Height (Evergreen) 

Mature Canopy 
Spread (ft) 

Mature Canopy  
Area (ft2) 

Available  
Soil Volume (ft3)   

Comments 

       
       
       
       
       
       
       
       
       
       
 

Planted Stand Inventory 

Stand # Genus sp./Common 1 Hgt. or Container size No. of Trees Avg. Spacing (ft) Total Mature 
Canopy Area (ft2) 
Delineated at the 
Outer Edge of 
the Stand 

Comments 
Genus sp./Common 2 Hgt. or Container size No. of Trees Avg. Spacing (ft) 
Genus sp./Common 3 Hgt. or Container size No. of Trees Avg. Spacing (ft) 
Genus sp./Common 4 Hgt. or Container size No. of Trees Avg. Spacing (ft) 
Genus sp./Common 5 Hgt. or Container size No. of Trees Avg. Spacing (ft) 
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Urban Forestry Plan –Supplemental Report Example Template 
 

 

Effective Tree Canopy Cover Summary 

*Lot or  
Tract #  
(exclude 
streets) 

Lot or Tract 
Area (ft2) 

2x Canopy 
Area (ft2) of 
Preserved 
Trees  
(w/ cond. and 
pres.≥2) 

2x Canopy 
Area (ft2) of 
Preserved 
Stands 
(w/ cond. and 
pres.≥2) 

1.25x Mature 
Canopy  
Area (ft2) of 
Native 
Planted 
Trees 

Mature 
Canopy  
Area (ft2) of 
Non-Native 
Planted 
Trees 

1.25x Mature 
Canopy  
Area (ft2) of 
Planted 
Stands 

Total Canopy 
Area (ft2) per 
lot or tract 

Effective % 
Canopy  
(Canopy Area 
÷  
Lot or Tract 
Area) 

         
         
         
         
         
         
         
         
         
         
Total         

*Note: effective tree canopy cover is required to be calculated on a lot/tract by lot/tract basis only in the R-1, R-2, R-3.5, R-4.5 and R-7 districts. 

The standard percentage of effective tree canopy cover for each lot or tract in the R-1, R-2, R-3.5, R-4.5 and R-7 districts shall be at least 
15 percent. 

The standard percentage of effective tree canopy cover for the overall development site shall be at least:  

i. 40% for R-1, R-2, R-3.5, R-4.5 and R-7districts, except for schools (18.130.050(J)); 

ii. 33% for R-12, R-25, R-40, C-N, C-C, C-G, C-P, MUE, MUE-1, MUE-2, MUC, MUR and I-P districts, except for schools 
(18.130.050(J)); and 

iii. 25% for MU-CBD, MUC-1, I-L and I-H districts, and for schools (18.130.050(J)) in all districts. 
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Urban Forestry Plan –Supplemental Report Example Template 
 

 

 

Tree Canopy Fee Calculation (if applicable) 

If the percentage of effective tree canopy cover is less than the applicable standard percentage for 
the overall development: 

1. Find the required ft2 of tree canopy:  
(overall development site area) x (standard required % (40%, 33%, or 25%)). 

2. Find the ft2 of tree canopy the development is short:  
(required ft2 of tree canopy from 1 above) - (proposed ft2 of tree canopy).  

3. Find the $ value of tree canopy:  
(PNW-ISA wholesale median cost for a 3” deciduous tree in the Willamette Valley) ÷ 59. 

4. Find the required tree canopy fee:  
(amount of ft2 of tree canopy from 2 above) x (the $ value of tree canopy from 3 above). 

 

If the overall development meets the applicable standard percentage, but the percentage of effective 
tree canopy cover is less than 15% for any individual lot or tract in the R-1, R-2, R-3.5, R-4.5 and R-
7 districts:  

1. Find the required ft2 of tree canopy for the deficient lot or tract:  
(lot or tract area) x 15%. 

2. Find the ft2 of tree canopy the lot or tract is short:  
(required ft2 of tree canopy from 1 above) - (proposed ft2 of tree canopy). 

3. Find the $ value of tree canopy:  
(PNW-ISA wholesale median cost for a 3” deciduous tree in the Willamette Valley) ÷ 59. 

4. Find the required tree canopy fee:  
(amount of ft2 of tree canopy from 2 above) x (the $ value of tree canopy from 3 above). 

 

Signature of Approval 

I hereby attest that: 

1. The Tree Preservation and Removal site plan meets all of the requirements in Section 10, 
Part 1 of the Urban Forestry Manual; 

2. The Tree Canopy site plan meets all of the requirements in Section 10, Part 2 of the Urban 
Forestry Manual; and 

3. The Supplemental Report meets all of the requirements in Section 10, Part 3 of the Urban 
Forestry Manual. 

 

 

______________________________________________ 

Appendix 9 
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Appendix 14 

Example Covered Soil Volume Specifications 
 
 
Part 1. Covered Soil Materials 
 
A. Covered soil shall consist of the following mixture of gravel, soil and admixtures: 

1. Crushed rock, gradation of 100% passing 1.25 inch, max. 30% passing 0.75 inch; 
2. Loam/Organic Topsoil; 
3. Soil binder such as “Stabilizer”; and 
4. Water. 

 
Part 2. Proportions of Covered Soil Materials 
 
A. The proportions of covered soil materials shall be as follows: 
 

Material Amount for 1 CY 
of Covered Soil 

Amount for 4.6 CY 
of Covered Soil 

Crushed Rock 23.2 cubic feet 4 cubic yards 

Topsoil 5.9 cubic feet 1 cubic yard 

Soil Binder 13.7 ounces 4 pounds 

Water 1.6 gallon 46 gallons 
 
B. The target moisture content is 20% by weight of the topsoil weight.  The above water 

contents assume the top is dry.  The amount of water that will need to be added will be 
dependent on the moisture content of the raw materials.  Actual amounts of water used shall 
be determined during mixing. 

 
Part 3. Covered Soil Mixing Procedures 
 
A. Mix covered soil in batches of an appropriate size for the equipment being used.  The end 

result is to be a material that is uniformly blended together. Do not batch in quantities that 
will not allow the equipment to completely mix the material.  Determine batch size and 
quantities of each material needed for the batch. 

B. Start with half of the crushed rock material. 
C. Add all of the topsoil material. 
D. Add the soil binder. 
E. Add half of the estimated water. 
F. Add the other half of the crushed rock material. 
G. Mix the material together. 
H. Slowly add water to the mixture and continue to mix.  The final amount of water will vary 

with moisture content of the crushed rock and topsoil.  Add water in incremental amounts 
and mix the material between the additions of water. 

I. Stop adding water and mixing when there is a minute amount of free topsoil remaining.  The 
topsoil will coat the crushed rock and not fall out of the material.  All of the crushed rock 
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Appendix 14 

shall be uniformly coated with topsoil. There shall be no clumps of topsoil or uncovered 
crushed rock in the mixture. 

J. If too much water is added to the mixture, water will drain out of the material and the 
topsoil will wash off of the crushed rock.  If this occurs the batch of material shall be 
discarded and shall not be incorporated into the completed work. 

 
Part 4. Placement of Covered Soil 
 
A. Protect soils and mixes from absorbing excess water and from erosion at all times. Do not 

store materials unprotected from rainfall events.  Do not allow excess water to enter site 
prior to compaction.  If water is introduced into the material after grading, allow material to 
drain or aerate to optimum compaction moisture content. 

B. All areas to receive covered soil mixture shall be inspected by the project landscape architect 
and/or project engineer before starting placement of mixture.  All defects such as incorrect 
grading, compaction and inadequate drainage, etc., shall be corrected prior to beginning 
placement of covered soil. 

C. Confirm that the sub-grade is at the proper elevation and compacted as required. Sub-grade 
elevations shall slope parallel to the finished grade.  Clear the excavation of all construction 
debris, trash, rubble and foreign material.  Fill any over excavation with approved fill and 
compact to the required sub-grade compaction. 

D. Install covered soil in 6-inch lifts and spread uniformly over the area. Compact each lift to 
the required percent of maximum density. Delay placement 24 hours if moisture content 
exceeds maximum allowable, protect covered soil with plastic or plywood during delay.  
Take particular care not to damage utilities when installing covered soil.  Covered soil that 
will be the bedding for utility lines shall be compacted to conform to the required grade of 
the utility line.  Do not compact the immediate vicinity above a utility line until a fill depth of 
at least 12-inches above the utility line is reached. 

E. Bring covered soils to finished grades as shown in the approved drawings. Immediately 
protect the covered soil material from contamination by water by covering with plastic or 
plywood. 
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TREE # SPECIES OPEN SOIL VOLUME COVERED SOIL VOLUME TOTAL SOIL VOLUME AVE. MATURE CANOPY % OF CANOPY OVER PARKING LOT AREA OVER PARKING LOT
001 Zelkova 5,466 c.f.      0 c.f. 5,466 c.f. 50' spread (1,963 s.f.) 39%   757 s.f.
002 Red Oak 4,539 c.f.      0 c.f. 4,539 c.f. 45' spread (1,590 s.f.) 40%   640 s.f.
003 Zelkova 3,192 c.f.      0 c.f. 3,192 c.f. 50' spread (1,963 s.f.) 92% 1,812 s.f.
004 Zelkova 3,069 c.f.      0 c.f. 3,069 c.f. 50' spread (1,963 s.f.) 89% 1,749 s.f.
005 Zelkova 1,818 c.f.      0 c.f. 1,818 c.f. 50' spread (1,963 s.f.) 53% 1,040 s.f.
006 Zelkova   303 c.f. 2,160 c.f. 2,463 c.f. 50' spread (1,963 s.f.) 50%   984 s.f.
007 Zelkova   348 c.f. 2,160 c.f. 2,508 c.f. 50' spread (1,963 s.f.) 80% 1,575 s.f.
008 Zelkova   576 c.f. 2,166 c.f. 2,742 c.f. 50' spread (1,963 s.f.) 85% 1,668 s.f.
009 Zelkova 3,681 c.f.      0 c.f. 3,681 c.f. 50' spread (1,963 s.f.) 76% 1,498 s.f.
010 Red Oak 4,200 c.f.      0 c.f. 4,200 c.f. 45' spread (1,590 s.f.) 35%   559 s.f.
011 Zelkova   708 c.f. 2,076 c.f. 2,784 c.f. 50' spread (1,963 s.f.) 82% 1,613 s.f.
0012 Zelkova 3,651 c.f.      0 c.f. 3,651 c.f. 50' spread (1,963 s.f.) 79% 1,550 s.f.
0013 Zelkova 1,101 c.f.      0 c.f. 1,101 c.f. 50' spread (1,963 s.f.) 100% 1,963 s.f.
0014 Zelkova 1,101 c.f.      0 c.f. 1,101 c.f. 50' spread (1,963 s.f.) 100% 1,963 s.f.
0015 Red Oak 4,155 c.f.      0 c.f. 4,155 c.f. 45' spread (1,590 s.f.) 36%   566 s.f.
0016 Zelkova 4,176 c.f.      0 c.f. 4,176 c.f. 50' spread (1,963 s.f.) 100% 1,963 s.f.
0017 Zelkova 4,233 c.f.      0 c.f. 4,233 c.f. 50' spread (1,963 s.f.) 100% 1,963 s.f.
0018 Zelkova 4,233 c.f.      0 c.f. 4,233 c.f. 50' spread (1,963 s.f.) 100% 1,963 s.f.
0019 Zelkova 3,630 c.f.      0 c.f. 3,630 c.f. 50' spread (1,963 s.f.) 79% 1,547 s.f.
0020 Red Oak 4,506 c.f.      0 c.f. 4,506 c.f. 45' spread (1,590 s.f.) 41%   644 s.f.
0021 Zelkova   417 c.f.   870 c.f. 1,287 c.f. 50' spread (1,963 s.f.) 100% 1,963 s.f.
0022 Zelkova   444 c.f.   870 c.f. 1,314 c.f. 50' spread (1,963 s.f.) 100% 1,963 s.f.
0023 Zelkova 4,293 c.f.   870 c.f. 5,163 c.f. 50' spread (1,963 s.f.) 100% 1,963 s.f.
0024 Zelkova 4,284 c.f.   870 c.f. 5,154 c.f. 50' spread (1,963 s.f.) 100% 1,963 s.f.
0025 Zelkova 4,284 c.f.   870 c.f. 5,154 c.f. 50' spread (1,963 s.f.) 100% 1,963 s.f.
0026 Zelkova 5,946 c.f.      0 c.f. 5,946 c.f. 50' spread (1,963 s.f.) 48%   936 s.f.
0027 Red Oak 3,702 c.f.      0 c.f. 3,702 c.f. 45' spread (1,590 s.f.) 37%   581 s.f.
0028 Zelkova 2,430 c.f.      0 c.f. 2,430 c.f. 50' spread (1,963 s.f.) 79% 1,558 s.f.
0029 Zelkova 1,077 c.f.      0 c.f. 1,077 c.f. 50' spread (1,963 s.f.) 100% 1,963 s.f.
0030 Zelkova 1,077 c.f.      0 c.f. 1,077 c.f. 50' spread (1,963 s.f.) 100% 1,963 s.f.
0031 Red Oak 4,191 c.f.      0 c.f. 4,191 c.f. 45' spread (1,590 s.f.) 40%   642 s.f.
0032 Zelkova 3,630 c.f.      0 c.f. 3,630 c.f. 50' spread (1,963 s.f.) 80% 1,563 s.f.
0033 Red Oak 4,392 c.f      0 c.f. 4,392 c.f 45' spread (1,590 s.f.) 38%   602 s.f.
0034 Zelkova 7,350 c.f      0 c.f. 7,350 c.f 50' spread (1,963 s.f.) 45%   882 s.f.
0035 Red Maple 1,416 c.f      0 c.f. 1,416 c.f 40' spread (1,256 s.f.) 100% 1,256 s.f.
0036 Red Maple 1,989 c.f      0 c.f. 1,989 c.f 40' spread (1,256 s.f.) 100% 1,256 s.f.
0037 Red Maple 2,562 c.f      0 c.f. 2,562 c.f 40' spread (1,256 s.f.) 100% 1,256 s.f.
0038 Red Maple 2,529 c.f.      0 c.f. 2,529 c.f. 40' spread (1,256 s.f.) 73%   915 s.f.
0039 Red Maple 1,533 c.f      0 c.f. 1,533 c.f 40' spread (1,256 s.f.) 58%   726 s.f.
0040 Red Maple    516 c.f. 1,716 c.f. 2,232 c.f. 40' spread (1,256 s.f.) 81% 1,021 s.f.
0041 Red Maple    516 c.f. 1,716 c.f. 2,232 c.f. 40' spread (1,256 s.f.) 80% 1,007 s.f.
0042 Zelkova    837 c.f.   441 c.f. 1,278 c.f. 50' spread (1,963 s.f.) 92% 1,804 s.f.

Total Qualifying Mature Tree Canopy Area: 57,763 s.f.
(Sum of canopy area over parking lot)
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Appendix 17 

Example Covered Soil Volume Specifications 
 
 
Part 1. Covered Soil Materials 
 
A. Covered soil shall consist of the following mixture of gravel, soil and admixtures: 
 1. Crushed rock, gradation of 100% passing 1.25 inch, max. 30% passing 0.75 inch; 

2. Loam/Organic Topsoil; 
3. Soil binder such as “Stabilizer”; and 
4. Water. 

 
Part 2. Proportions of Covered Soil Materials 
 
A. The proportions of covered soil materials shall be as follows: 
 

Material Amount for 1 CY 
of Covered Soil 

Amount for 4.6 CY 
of Covered Soil 

Crushed Rock 23.2 cubic feet 4 cubic yards 

Topsoil 5.9 cubic feet 1 cubic yard 

Soil Binder 13.7 ounces 4 pounds 

Water 1.6 gallon 46 gallons 
 
B. The target moisture content is 20% by weight of the topsoil weight.  The above water 

contents assume the top is dry.  The amount of water that will need to be added will be 
dependent on the moisture content of the raw materials.  Actual amounts of water used shall 
be determined during mixing. 

 
Part 3. Covered Soil Mixing Procedures 
 
A. Mix covered soil in batches of an appropriate size for the equipment being used.  The end 

result is to be a material that is uniformly blended together. Do not batch in quantities that 
will not allow the equipment to completely mix the material.  Determine batch size and 
quantities of each material needed for the batch. 

B. Start with half of the crushed rock material. 
C. Add all of the topsoil material. 
D. Add the soil binder. 
E. Add half of the estimated water. 
F. Add the other half of the crushed rock material. 
G. Mix the material together. 
H. Slowly add water to the mixture and continue to mix.  The final amount of water will vary 

with moisture content of the crushed rock and topsoil.  Add water in incremental amounts 
and mix the material between the additions of water. 

I. Stop adding water and mixing when there is a minute amount of free topsoil remaining.  The 
topsoil will coat the crushed rock and not fall out of the material.  All of the crushed rock 
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shall be uniformly coated with topsoil. There shall be no clumps of topsoil or uncovered 
crushed rock in the mixture. 

J. If too much water is added to the mixture, water will drain out of the material and the 
topsoil will wash off of the crushed rock.  If this occurs the batch of material shall be 
discarded and shall not be incorporated into the completed work. 

 
Part 4. Placement of Covered Soil 
 
A. Protect soils and mixes from absorbing excess water and from erosion at all times. Do not 

store materials unprotected from rainfall events.  Do not allow excess water to enter site 
prior to compaction.  If water is introduced into the material after grading, allow material to 
drain or aerate to optimum compaction moisture content. 

B. All areas to receive covered soil mixture shall be inspected by the project landscape architect 
and/or project engineer before starting placement of mixture.  All defects such as incorrect 
grading, compaction and inadequate drainage, etc., shall be corrected prior to beginning 
placement of covered soil. 

C. Confirm that the sub-grade is at the proper elevation and compacted as required. Sub-grade 
elevations shall slope parallel to the finished grade.  Clear the excavation of all construction 
debris, trash, rubble and foreign material.  Fill any over excavation with approved fill and 
compact to the required sub-grade compaction. 

D. Install covered soil in 6-inch lifts and spread uniformly over the area. Compact each lift to at 
least 85 percent of maximum density. Delay placement 24 hours if moisture content exceeds 
maximum allowable, protect covered soil with plastic or plywood during delay.  Take 
particular care not to damage utilities when installing covered soil.  Covered soil that will be 
the bedding for utility lines shall be compacted to conform to the required grade of the 
utility line.  Do not compact the immediate vicinity above a utility line until a fill depth of at 
least 12-inches above the utility line is reached. 

E. Bring covered soils to finished grades as shown in the approved drawings. Immediately 
protect the covered soil material from contamination by water by covering with plastic or 
plywood. 
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Page 1       Administrative Rule No. 8.06.030-01-01  Effective Date:  
 

 
Proposed Administrative Rule  
Urban Forestry Manual Section 1 – Hazard Tree Evaluation and 
Abatement Procedures 
 
Administrative Rule No.             8.06.030                01             01        
          TMC #   Rule #       Version # 

Effective Date:                                                              
    

 
 
1. Description 
 
 This section of the proposed Urban Forestry Manual creates a process for the 

reconciliation of hazard tree disputes between neighboring property owners.  
 
 
2. Sections 

 
Please see Section 1 of the proposed City of Tigard Urban Forestry Manual in the City of 
Tigard Urban Forestry Code Revisions Volume IV (attached).  
 

Approved by: 
 
    
Martha L. Wine, City Manager    Date   
 
 
 



Page 1       Administrative Rule No. 8.08.030-01-01  Effective Date:  
 

 
Proposed Administrative Rule  
Urban Forestry Manual Section 2, Part 1 – Street Tree Planting 
Standards 
 
Administrative Rule No.             8.08.030                01             01        
          TMC #   Rule #       Version # 

Effective Date:                                                              
    

 
 
1. Description 
 
 This section of the proposed Urban Forestry Manual creates a process for property 

owners to plant trees along streets.    
 
 
2. Sections 

 
Please see Section 2, Part 1 of the proposed City of Tigard Urban Forestry Manual in the 
City of Tigard Urban Forestry Code Revisions Volume IV (attached).  
 

Approved by: 
 
    
Martha L. Wine, City Manager    Date   
 
 
 



Page 1       Administrative Rule No. 8.08.040-01-01  Effective Date:  
 

 
Proposed Administrative Rule  
Urban Forestry Manual Section 2, Part 2 – Street Tree Maintenance 
Standards 
 
Administrative Rule No.             8.08.040                01             01        
          TMC #   Rule #       Version # 

Effective Date:                                                              
    

 
 
1. Description 
 
 This section of the proposed Urban Forestry Manual creates a process for property 

owners to maintain trees along streets.    
 
 
2. Sections 

 
Please see Section 2, Part 2 of the proposed City of Tigard Urban Forestry Manual in the 
City of Tigard Urban Forestry Code Revisions Volume IV (attached).  
 

Approved by: 
 
    
Martha L. Wine, City Manager    Date   
 
 
 



Page 1       Administrative Rule No. 8.08.050-01-01  Effective Date:  
 

 
Proposed Administrative Rule  
Urban Forestry Manual Section 3 – Street Tree Removal Standards 
 
Administrative Rule No.             8.08.050                01             01        
          TMC #   Rule #       Version # 

Effective Date:                                                              
    

 
 
1. Description 
 
 This section of the proposed Urban Forestry Manual creates a process for property 

owners to remove street trees.     
 
 
2. Sections 

 
Please see Section 3 of the proposed City of Tigard Urban Forestry Manual in the City of 
Tigard Urban Forestry Code Revisions Volume IV (attached).  
 

Approved by: 
 
    
Martha L. Wine, City Manager    Date   
 
 
 



Page 1       Administrative Rule No. 8.08.060-01-01  Effective Date:  
 

 
Proposed Administrative Rule  
Urban Forestry Manual Section 4, Part 1 – Median Tree Planting 
Standards 
 
Administrative Rule No.             8.08.060                01             01        
          TMC #   Rule #       Version # 

Effective Date:                                                              
    

 
 
1. Description 
 
 This section of the proposed Urban Forestry Manual creates a process for property 

owners to plant median trees.  
 
 
2. Sections 

 
Please see Section 4, Part 1 of the proposed City of Tigard Urban Forestry Manual in the 
City of Tigard Urban Forestry Code Revisions Volume IV (attached).  
 

Approved by: 
 
    
Martha L. Wine, City Manager    Date   
 
 
 



Page 1       Administrative Rule No. 8.08.070-01-01  Effective Date:  
 

 
Proposed Administrative Rule  
Urban Forestry Manual Section 4, Part 2 – Median Tree 
Maintenance Standards 
 
Administrative Rule No.             8.08.070                01             01        
          TMC #   Rule #       Version # 

Effective Date:                                                              
    

 
 
1. Description 
 
 This section of the proposed Urban Forestry Manual creates a process for property 

owners to maintain median trees. 
 
 
2. Sections 

 
Please see Section 4, Part 2 of the proposed City of Tigard Urban Forestry Manual in the 
City of Tigard Urban Forestry Code Revisions Volume IV (attached).  
 

Approved by: 
 
    
Martha L. Wine, City Manager    Date   
 
 
 



Page 1       Administrative Rule No. 8.08.080-01-01  Effective Date:  
 

 
Proposed Administrative Rule  
Urban Forestry Manual Section 5– Median Tree Removal 
Standards 
 
Administrative Rule No.             8.08.080                01             01        
          TMC #   Rule #       Version # 

Effective Date:                                                              
    

 
 
1. Description 
 
 This section of the proposed Urban Forestry Manual creates a process for property 

owners to remove median trees.  
 
 
2. Sections 

 
Please see Section 5 of the proposed City of Tigard Urban Forestry Manual in the City of 
Tigard Urban Forestry Code Revisions Volume IV (attached).  
 

Approved by: 
 
    
Martha L. Wine, City Manager    Date   
 
 
 



Page 1       Administrative Rule No. 8.10.040-01-01  Effective Date:  
 

 
Proposed Administrative Rule  
Urban Forestry Manual Section 6 – Sensitive Lands Tree Removal 
and Replacement Standards 
 
Administrative Rule No.             8.10.040                01             01        
          TMC #   Rule #       Version # 

Effective Date:                                                              
    

 
 
1. Description 
 
 This section of the proposed Urban Forestry Manual details the approval criteria for 

sensitive lands tree removal though the City Manager Decision Making Procedures (Part 
1), including Sensitive Lands Tree Replacement Standards (Part 2).   

 
 
2. Sections 

 
Please see Section 6 of the proposed City of Tigard Urban Forestry Manual in the City of 
Tigard Urban Forestry Code Revisions Volume IV (attached).  
 

Approved by: 
 
    
Martha L. Wine, City Manager    Date   
 
 
 



Page 1       Administrative Rule No. 8.12.040-01-01  Effective Date:  
 

 
Proposed Administrative Rule  
Urban Forestry Manual Section 7 – Development Tree Removal 
and Replacement Standards 
 
Administrative Rule No.             8.12.040                01             01        
          TMC #   Rule #       Version # 

Effective Date:                                                              
    

 
 
1. Description 
 
 This section of the proposed Urban Forestry Manual details the approval criteria for 

development tree removal though the City Manager Decision Making Procedures (Part 
1), including replacement standards for development trees (Part 2).   

 
 
2. Sections 

 
Please see Section 7 of the proposed City of Tigard Urban Forestry Manual in the City of 
Tigard Urban Forestry Code Revisions Volume IV (attached).  
 

Approved by: 
 
    
Martha L. Wine, City Manager    Date   
 
 
 



Page 1       Administrative Rule No. 8.14.040-01-01  Effective Date:  
 

 
Proposed Administrative Rule  
Urban Forestry Manual Section 8 – Urban Forestry Fund Tree 
Removal and Replacement Standards 
 
Administrative Rule No.             8.14.040                01             01        
          TMC #   Rule #       Version # 

Effective Date:                                                              
    

 
 
1. Description 
 
 This section of the proposed Urban Forestry Manual details the approval criteria for 

Urban Forestry Fund Tree Removal though the City Manager Decision Making 
Procedures (Part 1), including Urban Forestry Fund Tree Replacement Standards (Part 
2).   

 
 
2. Sections 

 
Please see Section 8 of the proposed City of Tigard Urban Forestry Manual in the City of 
Tigard Urban Forestry Code Revisions Volume IV (attached).  
 

Approved by: 
 
    
Martha L. Wine, City Manager    Date   
 
 
 



Page 1       Administrative Rule No. 8.16.070-01-01  Effective Date:  
 

 
Proposed Administrative Rule  
Urban Forestry Manual Section 9 – Heritage Tree Designation 
Removal Standards 
 
Administrative Rule No.             8.16.070                01             01        
          TMC #   Rule #       Version # 

Effective Date:                                                              
    

 
 
1. Description 
 
 This section of the proposed Urban Forestry Manual details the approval criteria for 

heritage tree designation removal though the City Manager Decision Making Procedures. 
 
 
2. Sections 

 
Please see Section 9 of the proposed City of Tigard Urban Forestry Manual in the City of 
Tigard Urban Forestry Code Revisions Volume IV (attached).  
 

Approved by: 
 
    
Martha L. Wine, City Manager    Date   
 
 
 



Page 1       Administrative Rule No. 18.790.030-01-01  Effective Date:  
 

 
Proposed Administrative Rule  
Urban Forestry Manual Section 10 – Urban Forestry Plan Standards 
 
Administrative Rule No.             18.790.030                01             01        
          TDC #    Rule #       Version # 

Effective Date:                                                              
    

 
 
1. Description 
 
 This section of the proposed Urban Forestry Manual details urban forestry plan 

standards including tree preservation and removal site plan requirements, tree canopy 
site plan requirements, supplemental report requirements, tree canopy fee calculation 
requirements and significant tree grove preservation considerations.  

 
 
2. Sections 

 
Please see Section 10 of the proposed City of Tigard Urban Forestry Manual in the City 
of Tigard Urban Forestry Code Revisions Volume IV (attached).  
 

Approved by: 
 
    
Martha L. Wine, City Manager    Date   
 
 
 



Page 1       Administrative Rule No. 18.790.060-01-01  Effective Date:  
 

 
Proposed Administrative Rule  
Urban Forestry Manual Section 11 – Urban Forestry Plan 
Implementation Standards 
 
Administrative Rule No.             18.790.060                01             01        
          TDC #    Rule #       Version # 

Effective Date:                                                              
    

 
 
1. Description 
 
 This section of the proposed Urban Forestry Manual details urban forestry plan 

implementation standards including inspection requirements, tree establishment 
requirements, and urban forest inventory requirements.   

 
 
2. Sections 

 
Please see Section 11 of the proposed City of Tigard Urban Forestry Manual in the City 
of Tigard Urban Forestry Code Revisions Volume IV (attached).  
 

Approved by: 
 
    
Martha L. Wine, City Manager    Date   
 
 
 



Page 1       Administrative Rule No. 18.745.040-01-01  Effective Date:  
 

 
Proposed Administrative Rule  
Urban Forestry Manual Section 12 – Street Tree Soil Volume 
Standards 
 
Administrative Rule No.             18.745.040                01             01        
          TDC #    Rule #       Version # 

Effective Date:                                                              
    

 
 
1. Description 
 
 This section of the proposed Urban Forestry Manual details street tree soil volume 

standards including soil volume requirements, soil volume calculation requirements, and 
soil volume plan requirements.  

 
 
2. Sections 

 
Please see Section 12 of the proposed City of Tigard Urban Forestry Manual in the City 
of Tigard Urban Forestry Code Revisions Volume IV (attached).  
 

Approved by: 
 
    
Martha L. Wine, City Manager    Date   
 
 
  



Page 1       Administrative Rule No. 18.745.050-01-01  Effective Date:  
 

 
Proposed Administrative Rule  
Urban Forestry Manual Section 13 – Parking Lot Tree Canopy 
Standards 
 
Administrative Rule No.             18.745.050                01             01        
          TDC #    Rule #       Version # 

Effective Date:                                                              
    

 
 
1. Description 
 
 This section of the proposed Urban Forestry Manual details parking lot tree canopy 

standards including parking lot tree requirements, soil volume calculation requirements, 
and parking lot tree canopy plan requirements. 

 
 
2. Sections 

 
Please see Section 13 of the proposed City of Tigard Urban Forestry Manual in the City 
of Tigard Urban Forestry Code Revisions Volume IV (attached).  
 

 
Approved by: 
 
    
Martha L. Wine, City Manager    Date   
 
 
 



Page 1       Administrative Rule No. 18.745.050-01-01  Effective Date:  
 

 
Proposed Administrative Rule  
Urban Forestry Manual Appendices 
 
Administrative Rule No.             00.000.000                01             01        
          TDC #    Rule #       Version # 

Effective Date:                                                              
    

 
1. Description  
 
 This section of the proposed Urban Forestry Manual includes:  

• Appendix 1:  Tree Risk Assessment Form 
• Appendix 2:  Street Tree List 
• Appendix 3:  Parking Lot Tree List 
• Appendix 4:  Columnar Tree List 
• Appendix 5: Native Tree List 
• Appendix 6: Nuisance Tree List 
• Appendix 7: Example Tree Preservation and Removal Site Plan 
• Appendix 8: Example Tree Canopy Site Plan 
• Appendix 9: Example Supplemental Report Template 
• Appendix 10: Example Tree Canopy Site Plan for an Individual Lot 
• Appendix 11: Example Soil Volume Calculations for Street Trees 
• Appendix 12: Example Soil Volume Plan 
• Appendix 13: Example Soil Volume Plan for a Single Lot 
• Appendix 14: Example Covered Soil Volume Plan Drawings and  

Example Covered Soil Specifications for Street Trees 
• Appendix 15:  Example Soil Volume Calculations for Parking Lot Trees 
• Appendix 16: Example Parking Lot Tree Canopy Plan 
• Appendix 17: Example Covered Soil Volume Plan Drawings and  

Example Covered Soil Specifications for Parking Lot Trees 
• Appendix 18: Example Parking Lot that Meets the 30% Minimum Canopy  

Cover requirement 
 
2. Sections 

 
Please see the appendix of the proposed City of Tigard Urban Forestry Manual in the 
City of Tigard Urban Forestry Code Revisions Volume IV (attached).  
 

Approved by: 
 
    
Martha L. Wine, City Manager    Date   
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City of  Tigard 
Memorandum 

 
 
To: Tigard City Council 
 
From: Marissa Daniels, Associate Planner 
 
Re: Administrative Rules 
 
Date: January 22, 2013 
 
The City Council will continue discussion of the Administrative Rules portion of the Urban 
Forestry Code Revisions. At the September 11, 2012, public hearing, staff presented a list of 47 
“issues of interest” to capture Council feedback. At that time, Council gave direction to staff to 
categorize and simplify the list of issues to be discussed. The result of that process is repeated 
on page 3 of this memo (Discussion Guide). Issues related to the code were discussed on 
October 23, 2012 and November 13, 2012. Issues related to the administrative rules will be 
discussed now that the code portion of the proposal is adopted. This discussion is scheduled for 
January 22, 2013.  
 
Administrative Rules Process 
 
The administrative rulemaking procedure is described in Municipal Code section 2.04.070, and 
includes notice to both council and the public. Staff formally notified council of the proposed 
administrative rules on December 13, 2012. Councilors Woodard and Henderson both notified 
City Manager Marty Wine by the deadline that they desire to put the administrative rules for 
discussion as part of the next available council agenda.  
 
Public notice of the administrative rules discussion was sent on January 7, 2013.  
 
Council is scheduled to discuss the administrative rules on January 22, 2013 and February 5, 
2013.  
 
Discussion Format 
 
Staff anticipates using an approach similar to the code items. Working from Council’s 47 issues 
of interest, the issues related to the administrative rules have been separated into two categories:  
 

• Administrative Issues are items where Council has indicated a desire to look at 
potential changes to the Planning Commission’s recommendation. Staff will provide a 
detailed response to each of the administrative issues in advance of council’s discussion.  
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• Issues for Clarification are informational in nature. If there is an item in this category 
you’d like to raise for group discussion, please do so on January 22, 2013.  

Future issues will not be considered in the adoption of the code at this time. For example, 
solar access was identified by Council as a future work item. Issues Resolved indicates issues 
discussed previously with some resolution or clarification items that were not raised by council 
during the public hearing process. 
 
Expected Revisions 
 
Throughout the public hearing process, staff has heard several potential revisions to the Urban 
Forestry Manual to be made during the administrative rules process. Staff is currently working 
to identify sections where additional flexibility can be added, and to provide council with 
options on the level of flexibility desired. Below is a summary of sections where Council may 
desire flexibility.   
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Urban Forestry Code Revision Issues of Interest – September 11, 2012 

Category Issue 

Type 

Po
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D

ev
el

op
m

en
t 5. Is the canopy approach appropriate as a regulatory tool?     

10. How will the requirements apply to large subdivisions vs. small infill (i.e. partitions) 
and redevelopment sites? 

    

11. Should developers be required to maintain trees for two years after planting to ensure 
establishment? 

    

7. Are the canopy requirements a regulatory taking?     

A
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32.  Are the tree planting, removal and thinning standards internally consistent?   C1  
33.  What is the “built environment” (e.g. trees are allowed to be removed if their roots 
damage the “built environment”)? 

  C2  

35.  Are there some inappropriate trees on the lists such as London Plane Tree?   A1  
36.  How was the nuisance tree list developed?   C3  
39.  Should there be spacing standards between trees and from buildings?   A2  
40.  Why are there different standards for planting open grown vs. stand grown trees?   C4  
44.  Why is it necessary to specify sheet size and scale for development plans?   A3  
45.  Is it necessary for the city to have hard copies submittals of development plans?   A3  
46.  Is requiring tree protection inspections by arborists/landscape architects twice monthly 
during development excessive? 

  A4  

48.  Complexity of requirements to draw plans.   A3  
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34.  Do the tree lists provide enough options?    A1  
35.  Are there some inappropriate trees on the lists such as London Plane Tree?   A1  
36.  How was the nuisance tree list developed?   C3  
37.  Is there a federal definition of a nuisance tree that can be used to develop the list?   C5  
38.  Should Norway Maple be removed from the nuisance tree list?   A1  
43.  Are there trees on the list that will cause damage to underground pipes and utilities?   C6  
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22.  Should a permit be required to remove trees that were planted or preserved with 
development? 
21.  Should permits continue to be required to remove trees on private property? 

    

20.  Are the proposed permit requirements more restrictive than the existing permit 
requirements? 

    

23.  Who will serve on the board or committee that makes decisions regarding removing 
healthy, protected trees? 

    

25.  Why does the code allow the removal and replacement of trees that die within three 
years of planting (e.g.8.12.040)? 

    

 
H

az
ar

d 
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ee
s 28.  Should hazard trees be prohibited in Tigard?     

27.  How do the hazard tree requirements relate to insurance requirements?     
26.  Will the hazard tree requirements be effective in requiring removal of hazard trees 
when there are disputes? 

    

29.  Are there conflicts between the hazard tree requirements and the recently adopted 
nuisance code? 

    
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16/30. Should the Administrative Rules (Urban Forestry Manual) be eliminated and the 
elements moved into the Code? 

    

*Does the proposal increase the cost of development due to the tree canopy plan and soil 
volume plan requirements? 

    

14.  Do the administrative rules that implement the development code meet state land use 
law? 

    

15.  Will the use of administrative rules lead to more appeals of development projects?     
17.  Do the administrative rules for the development code need to be so detailed?   A5  
31.  Are the administrative rules a solution in search of a problem?   C7  

 
So

il 
V
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es
 9/13.   Will the cost of development increase due to the tree canopy plan and soil volume 

plan requirements?  
    

*Should parking lot canopy (and associated soil volume) be required, since it could lead to 
increased development costs? 

    

 
Fu
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g *How will funding of the Urban Forestry Program be affected by the proposal?     
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al
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1.   Was there a balance of viewpoint when developing the proposal?     
2.   Is there a disconnect between where we started (i.e. Comp Plan and Urban Forestry 
Master Plan) and where we ended? 

    

3.   Do Tigard residents support a 40% long term canopy goal?     
4.   Is the 40% canopy goal for all private property or is it citywide?     
19. Should there be a review period after adoption?     
36.  How was the nuisance tree list developed?     
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8.    Will the canopy requirements prevent solar access?     
24.  Should people have the right to significant view corridors such as Mt. Hood views?     
41.  Should there be limits on tree heights in order to preserve significant view corridors 
such as Mt. Hood views? 

    

42.  Should there be restrictions on planting evergreen trees on the south side of streets 
(due to winter shade/ice issues)? 

    

* Denotes issues raised on September 11, 2012 

Discussion Guide 
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Administrative Issues 
 
 
A1 Issue of Interest: Are there some inappropriate trees on the lists such as London 

Plane Tree? Do the tree lists provide enough options? Should Norway Maple be 
removed from the nuisance tree list?  

 Staff Response: The tree lists in Appendices 2 through 5 of the Urban Forestry 
Manual were developed by researching the tree lists from other cities in the Portland 
region. The most successful and appropriate trees were selected from the other cities' 
lists to create Tigard's lists. The lists were reviewed and recommended for approval by 
the Citizen Advisory Committee, Technical Advisory Committee and Peer Review 
Consultants. All of these reviewing bodies included members with expertise in urban 
forestry and urban tree species. 
 
There is a total of 123 trees on the tree lists that are appropriate for various 
applications from parking lots to natural areas. However, it is important to note that 
applicants are not limited to using only those trees on the city's lists. Any tree species 
not on the lists may be used if approved by the city during the application process. 
 
Norway Maple is included on the nuisance tree list in Appendix 6 of the Urban 
Forestry Manual because it is capable of spreading at such a rate that it causes harm to 
the natural environment. The process for developing the nuisance tree list is detailed in 
Issue C3 below.    
Staff Recommendation: Approve the tree lists in Appendices 2 through 6 of the 
Urban Forestry Manual.  
 
However, as mentioned in Potential Amendment 4, council will need to provide staff 
with direction on which species to add or delete if they decide to revise the lists. 

 
 
A2 Issue of Interest: Should there be spacing standards between trees and from 

buildings? 
 Staff Response: The purpose of having spacing standards between trees and from 

buildings is to ensure healthy and sustainable tree growth to maturity. When trees are 
planted too closely together it results in excessive competition between trees, which 
can weaken their health and stability as they grow over time. When trees are planted 
too closely to buildings, their roots can cause damage to building foundations and 
branches and leaves can cause increased roof and gutter maintenance. The spacing 
standards limit these future conflicts. 
 
During previous council discussions, there were concerns raised about possible 
scenarios where site constraints would not allow the building setback standards to be 
met. To address this concern, staff recommends increasing flexibility in the building 
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setback requirement. 
Staff Recommendation: Increase building setback flexibility in Urban Forestry 
Manual Sections 10.2.L.1-4 and 10.2.M.3-5. Include language to the effect that "The 
setback from the face of habitable buildings may be reduced if approved by the city 
manager or designee." See Potential Amendment 5. 

 
A3 Issue of Interest: Why is it necessary to specify sheet size and scale for development 

plans? Is it necessary for the city to have hard copy submittals of development plans? 
Complexity of requirements to draw plans. 

 Staff Response: The sheet size and bar scales are specified to ensure applicants have a 
clear understanding of the city's submittal requirements. Currently, these submittal 
requirements are not clearly stated, so applicants often submit plans on sheets or at 
scales that are not legible for review which delays the approval process. Documenting 
these requirements in the Urban Forestry Manual is intended to increase the efficiency 
of the approval process. However, flexibility may be warranted if alternate sheet sizes 
or scales are submitted and still legible for review by the city staff. Therefore, staff 
recommends increasing flexibility on sheet size and scale requirements. 
 
Hard copy submittals are currently required for development plans to create a record 
of permit approvals. The requirement in the Urban Forestry Manual for hard copy 
submittals of urban forestry plans continues the city's administrative practices. 
 
Finally, AKS Engineering and Forestry did not find that the requirements to draw 
plans were overly complex when they tested the requirements during the peer review 
phase. What they found was that they referred to the requirements only when there 
were specific questions when drawing the plans. If the requirements were not written 
down in the Urban Forestry Manual, it would have led to subjectivity when creating 
and reviewing the plans which increases the likelihood of appeals.  
Staff Recommendation: Retain requirements in the Urban Forestry Manual for 
drawing plans and submitting hard copies. 
 
Increase flexibility by allowing alternate sheet sizes (in Sections 10.1.A, 10.2.A, 12.3.B 
and 13.3.B) and bar scales ( in Sections 10.1.D and 10.2.D). Include language to the 
effect of "Alternate sheet sizes/bar scales may be allowed if approved by the city 
manager or designee." See Potential Amendments 1 and 2.      

 
A4 Issue of Interest:  Is requiring tree protection inspections by arborists/landscape 

architects twice monthly during development excessive? 
 Staff Response: The city currently requires twice monthly tree protection inspections 

as a condition of development approval. Documenting this requirement in the Urban 
Forestry Manual continues the city's current administrative practice and makes 
applicants aware of it in advance of application process. 
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The reason the city requires twice monthly inspections is to ensure tree protection 
plans are implemented and trees are adequately protected during development. This 
had been invaluable in avoiding damage to trees during development, fines and delays 
for applicants and damaged and/or hazardous trees for subsequent property owners. 
 
There may be situations where flexibility on the twice monthly inspection requirement 
is warranted. For example, a preserved tree may be far enough away from planned 
development activities that there is little chance it will be damaged. In this case, 
monthly inspections may suffice. Therefore, staff recommends increasing flexibility on 
the twice monthly inspection requirement. 
Staff Recommendation: Increase flexibility on the twice monthly inspection 
requirement in Urban Forestry Manual Section 11.1.B. Include language to the effect 
that "The frequency of site inspections may be decreased if approved by the city 
manager or designee." See Potential Amendment 7.  

 
A5 Issue of Interest: Do the administrative rules for the development code need to be so 

detailed? 
 Staff Response: The purpose of the administrate rules in the Urban Forestry Manual 

is to more clearly articulate the city's code requirements for both development 
applicants and the general public. 
 
One of the main problems identified with the city's existing code is the vagueness of 
code requirements. This vagueness has lead to staff interpretations, conditions of 
approval or relying on unwritten past practice when issuing decisions This creates 
uncertainty and tends to increase the cost of development because of more delays and 
appeals.  
 
The administrative rules for the development code were developed in conjunction with 
homebuilders and the public on the Citizen Advisory Committee to make code 
implementation more efficient.  
 
The administrative rules were extensively tested as part of the peer review by AKS 
Engineering and Forestry, a local development consulting firm. What AKS found 
during the peer review was that the administrative rules were only referred to when 
there were specific questions to be answered.  
 
For example, during the peer review AKS wanted to better understand how to 
calculate tree canopy for street trees. They referred to the Urban Forestry Manual to 
confirm that street trees do receive full canopy credit even though they are planted in 
the right of way and not within the development site.  
 
If this detail was not included in the Urban Forestry Manual, it would be challenging to 
answer the question. In a real world scenario, this could have led to an appeal if 
someone disagreed with the decision.  
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This example illustrates that the detail in the Urban Forestry Manual is not intended to 
make the requirements more complex, but rather to increase certainty during the 
development process.  
Staff Recommendation: Retain the existing level of detail in the Urban Forestry 
Manual.   
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Issues for Clarification 
 
 
C1 Issue of Interest: Are the tree planting, removal and thinning standards internally 

consistent? 
 Staff Response: Staff has reviewed the tree planting, removal and thinning standards 

and determined they are internally consistent. 
 
C2 Issue of Interest: What is the “built environment” (e.g. trees are allowed to be 

removed if their roots damage the “built environment”)? 
 Staff Response: The tree removal standards in Sections 3, 5, 6, 7 and 8 of the Urban 

Forestry Manual allow trees to be removed if their roots "are causing damage to paved 
surfaces, infrastructure, utilities, buildings or other parts of the built environment." 
 
The "built environment" is included as a catch all term to include all other things that 
have been constructed by people. 

 
C3 Issue of Interest: How was the nuisance tree list developed? 
 Staff Response: Morgan Holen, certified arborist and forest biologist, served on the 

Citizen Advisory Committee. Just prior to the development of the City of Tigard's 
nuisance tree list, Ms. Holen was contracted by the City of Lake Oswego to develop 
their nuisance tree list for very similar purposes (to exempt certain species from tree 
permit requirements). In order to benefit from the up to date work of another expert 
in an adjacent city, staff utilized the City of Lake Oswego's list for the City of Tigard's 
purposes.   
 
Ms. Holen's process began with compiling nuisance tree lists from other local 
jurisdictions such as Clean Water Services and the City of Portland. She then 
researched and verified the list of tree species using additional sources such as the 
Native Plant Society of Oregon and the Plant Conservation Alliance.  
 
Finally, Ms. Holen further refined the list by contacting local ISA certified arborists and 
receiving additional feedback. She identified twelve local tree species as capable of 
spreading at such a rate that they cause harm to human health, the environment and/or 
the economy.  
 
These twelve species were peer reviewed and approved by Tigard's Citizen Advisory 
Committee and Technical Advisory Committee (both included experts on nuisance tree 
species), and are proposed for inclusion in the City of Tigard's nuisance tree list. 
 
It is important to note that the purpose of the nuisance tree list is to automatically 
allow the removal of nuisance trees when requested as part of the tree removal permit 
process. There is no requirement to remove nuisance trees if an owner wants to retain 
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them. 
 
C4 Issue of Interest: Why are there different standards for planting open grown vs. stand 

grown trees? 
 Staff Response: Open grown trees and stand grown trees serve two different 

purposes. Open grown trees are typically ornamental trees that provide a focal point in 
a landscape. Open grown trees are usually planted in residential yards, parking lots or 
along streets. 
 
Stand grown trees are typically native trees found in natural areas, tree groves or along 
streams. 
 
The reason there are different planting standards is because open grown trees need 
more space to achieve their desired landscape effect whereas stand grown trees are 
planted at much closer spacing to account for expected competition and mortality in 
their natural setting. 

 
C5 Issue of Interest: Is there a federal definition of a nuisance tree that can be used to 

develop the list? 
 Staff Response: There is not a federal definition of a nuisance tree. See Issue C3 to 

see how Tigard's nuisance tree list was developed.  
 
C6 Issue of Interest: Are there trees on the list that will cause damage to underground 

pipes and utilities? 
 Staff Response: The filter for including trees on the lists included non-aggressive 

rooting habits and low likelihood of causing damage to pipes and utilities. However, 
any tree has the potential to cause damage if planted too close to a pipe or utility. 
Therefore, the Urban Forestry Manual also includes setback requirements from pipes 
and utilities to minimize the possibility of damage. 

 
C7 Issue of Interest: Are the administrative rules a solution in search of a problem? 
 Staff Response: As described in Issue A5, the purpose of the administrative rules is to 

more clearly articulate the city's code requirements for both development applicants 
and the general public. 
 
One of the main problems identified with the city's existing code is the vagueness of 
code requirements. This vagueness has lead to staff interpretations, conditions of 
approval or relying on unwritten past practice when issuing decisions. This creates 
uncertainty and tends to increase the cost of development because of more delays and 
appeals.  
 
The administrative rules were developed in conjunction with homebuilders and the 
public on the Citizen Advisory Committee to make code implementation more 
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efficient.  
 



 

City of  Tigard 
Memorandum 

 
 
To: Tigard City Council 
 
From: Marissa Daniels, Associate Planner 
 
Re: UFCR Master Fees and Charges  
 
Date: January 22, 2012  
 
As part of the Urban Forestry Code Revisions project, council is being asked to consider 
amendments to the Citywide Master Fees and Charges Schedule. The primary reason for these 
changes is the shift from a mitigation approach to a tree canopy approach. The fees being 
proposed are less than the existing fees and on the lower end of fees across the region. 
Additional information about specific changes being proposed, how the fees were calculated, 
and comparing the fee-in-lieu option between the new and existing code is provided below.  
 
Specific Changes 
Staff is proposing new and amended fees, which are further described in Exhibit A, to 
implement the changes adopted through the Urban Forestry Code Revisions Project. These 
changes include:  

• Three existing land use review fees (Tree Removal, Landscaping Adjustments for 
Existing and New Street Trees, and Tree Removal Adjustments) are proposed to be 
eliminated because the corresponding land use reviews were eliminated.  

• The existing Tree Replacement Fee is proposed to be eliminated because the 
corresponding in lieu of tree mitigation fee was eliminated 

Background 
The proposed new and amended fees and charges were prepared by city staff in consultation 
with a Citizen Advisory Committee, a Technical Advisory Committee, and median cost 
estimates published by the Pacific Northwest Chapter of the International Society of 
Arboriculture (PNWISA). 
 
The Planning Commission held several hearings on the proposal, and ensuring the Urban 
Forestry Code Revisions do not result in an excessive increase in costs for development 
emerged as one of two major themes. The Commission compared the proposed fee to the 
existing fee in the code, as well as fees across the region. This provided them further evidence 
that the proposed fee is fair and reasonable, because it is less than the existing fee and on the 



 
lower end of fees across the region. For additional information and comparison charts, please 
see Volume I, p. 35 or Volume V, p. 13.  
 
Fee-in-lieu Comparison 
One important distinction between the existing fees and the proposed fees is the fee-in-lieu of 
tree mitigation vs. the tree canopy replacement fee. In addition to the fee being less than the 
existing fee and on the lower end of fees across the region, the peer review results demonstrate 
that the proposed code has been structured so that the canopy requirements are achievable on 
the typical range of development projects in Tigard, without requiring payment of a fee-in-lieu. 
This is in contrast to the existing code where the mitigation requirements are not achievable for 
many projects, particularly those with many large existing trees. Therefore, the commission 
viewed the tree canopy fee as a fair and reasonable option for choosing not to plant or preserve 
trees, rather than something applicants will be required to pay for typical projects. For additional 
information, please see Volume I, p. 36 or Volume V, p. 130. 

 
 
 



 

RESOLUTION No. 12-     
Page 1 of 2 

CITY OF TIGARD, OREGON 
TIGARD CITY COUNCIL 

RESOLUTION NO. 12-      
 
 
A RESOLUTION TO AMEND THE CITYWIDE MASTER FEES AND CHARGES SCHEDULE AS 
ADOPTED BY RESOLUTION NO. 12-22 TO INSTITUTE NEW AND REVISED FEES NECESSARY 
TO IMPLEMENT THE URBAN FORESTRY CODE REVISIONS PROJECT. 
  
 
WHEREAS, Tigard Municipal Code Chapter 3.32 authorizes City Council to review and adopt by resolution 
rates and fees for charges reasonably related to the City’s cost of service; and 
 
WHEREAS, the City of Tigard has a Master Fees and Charges Schedule that was last reviewed and adopted by 
Resolution 12-22; and 
 
WHEREAS, City staff has proposed new and amended fees and charges to recover administrative and material 
costs in administering the code changes proposed through the Urban Forestry Code Revisions Project; and 
 
WHEREAS, on November 27, 2012, the Tigard City Council adopted amendments to the Tigard 
Comprehensive Plan (CPA2011-00004; ORD 12-XX), the Community Development Code (DCA2011-00002; 
ORD 12-XX) and the Tigard Municipal Code (ORD 12-XX) to implement the Urban Forestry Code Revisions 
Project; and 
 
WHEREAS, the proposed new and amended fees and charges, which are further described in Exhibit A, were 
prepared by city staff in consultation with a Citizen Advisory Committee, a Technical Advisory Committee, and 
median cost estimates published by the Pacific Northwest Chapter of the International Society of Arboriculture 
(PNWISA); and 
 
WHEREAS, three existing land use review fees (Tree Removal, Landscaping Adjustments for Existing and 
New Street Trees, and Tree Removal Adjustments) are proposed to be eliminated because the corresponding 
land use reviews are proposed to be eliminated by DCA2011-00002; and 
 
WHEREAS, the existing Tree Replacement Fee is proposed to be eliminated because the corresponding in lieu 
of tree mitigation fee is proposed to be eliminated by DCA2011-00002; and 
 
WHEREAS, a failure to update the Master Fees and Charges Schedule would create regulatory and economic 
uncertainty and inhibit the orderly implementation of the City of Tigard’s land use regulations and urban 
forestry program; and 
 
WHEREAS, Tigard City Council finds it necessary to delay implementation of the Urban Forestry Code 
Revisions until March 1, 2013, to ensure an orderly administrative transition to the new urban forestry 
regulations. 
 
NOW, THEREFORE, THE CITY OF TIGARD ORDAINS AS FOLLOWS: 
 
SECTION 1: The new and amended fees and charges are enumerated and set as shown in "EXHIBIT 

B". 
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RESOLUTION No. 12-     
Page 2 of 2 

SECTION 2: The description of the new and amended fees and charges in EXHIBIT A, are adopted as 
legislative intent. 

 
SECTION 3: This resolution shall be effective March 1, 2013. 
 
PASSED: By                                  vote of all Council members present after being read by number 

and title only, this            day of                                  , 2012. 
 
 
    
  Catherine Wheatley, City Recorder 
 
 
APPROVED: By Tigard City Council this             day of                                        , 2012. 
 
 
    
  Craig Dirksen, Mayor  
 
Approved as to form: 
 
  
City Attorney 
 
  
Date 
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Exhibit A - Urban Forestry Fees 

 

Non Land Use Fees 
 
Hazard Tree Dispute Resolution Fee 
 
$165 per tree plus $55 for each additional tree* 
 
*The Hazard Tree Dispute Resolution Fee is based upon cost estimates provided by local International Society of Arboriculture 
(ISA) certified arborists, with an additional 10% to cover contingency and administrative costs incurred by City of Tigard staff. 
 
In Lieu of Planting Fees (Planting and 3 Years of Early Establishment) 
 
$537 per 1.5 inch caliper street tree* 
$537 per 1.5 inch caliper open grown tree* 
$383 per 0.5 inch caliper stand grown tree** 
 
*The In Lieu of Planting Fees for 1.5 inch caliper street trees and other open grown trees is based on a formula that combines 
50% of the published PNWISA wholesale median tree cost estimate to purchase and install a three inch diameter tree, with the 
average historical cost for City of Tigard staff to perform three years of maintenance on a 1.5 inch caliper tree. 
 
**The In Lieu of Planting Fee for a tree of two feet in height or one gallon container size (estimated 0.5 inch caliper) for stand 
grown trees is based on a formula that combines 16.6% of the published PNWISA wholesale median tree cost estimate to 
purchase and install a three inch diameter tree, with the average historical cost for City of Tigard staff to perform three years of 
maintenance on a 0.5 inch caliper tree.  
 
Tree Permit Fees 
 
City Board or Committee Tree Permit* - $307 per tree up to and including 10 trees. If over 10 trees, the applicant submits a 
deposit of $307 for each tree over 10 trees up to a maximum of $5000. The applicant is charged actual staff time to process the 
permit and will be refunded the balance of the deposit if any remains after the review is complete. The applicant is charged 
actual staff time to process the permit and will be refunded the balance of the deposit if any remains after the review is complete 
 
City Manager Tree Permit** - No charge 
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*The City Board or Committee Tree Permit Fee matches the existing fee structure for tree removal permits and is comparable to 
fees charged by an adjacent jurisdiction for a similar review for tree removal. 
 
** The Urban Forestry Code Revisions Citizen Advisory Committee recommended no fee be charged for City Manager Tree 
Permits because it is a relatively simple review and the city does not currently charge for similar reviews. 
 
Land Use Fees 
 
Tree Canopy Fee 
 
$2.95 per square foot of tree canopy* 
 
*The Tree Canopy Fee was developed by converting the most recent wholesale median cost of a three inch diameter deciduous 
tree in the Willamette Valley, as determined by the PNWISA, divided by an average canopy size of 59 square feet for a three 
inch diameter deciduous tree as determined through the Krajicek methodology and local field samples. See the Tree Canopy Fee 
memo in Urban Forestry Code Revisions Volume V for a more detailed description of the methodology used to develop the 
Tree Canopy Fee. 
 
Urban Forestry Inventory Fees 
 
$137 per open grown tree* 
$181 per stand of trees* 
 
*The Urban Forestry Inventory Fees are based upon cost estimates provided by local ISA certified arborists increased by 10% 
for contingency and to cover administrative costs incurred by City of Tigard staff. 
 
Tree Establishment Bond (Planting and Early Establishment) 
 
$489 per 1.5 inch caliper open grown tree for subdivisions and minor land partitions* 
$441 per 1.5 inch caliper open grown tree for land use review types other than subdivisions and minor land partitions** 
$367 per 0.5 inch caliper stand grown tree for subdivisions and minor land partitions*** 
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$351 per 0.5 inch caliper stand grown tree for land use review types other than subdivisions and minor land partitions **** 
 
*The Tree Establishment Bond for the planting and maintenance of a 1.5 inch caliper tree for the required two years in 
subdivisions and minor land partitions is based on a formula that combines 50% of the published PNWISA wholesale median 
tree cost estimate to purchase and install a 3 inch diameter tree, with the average historical cost for City of Tigard staff to 
perform two years of maintenance on a 1.5 inch caliper tree. 
 
**The Tree Establishment Bond for the planting and maintenance of a 1.5 inch caliper tree for the required one year in land use 
review types other than subdivisions and minor land partitions is based on a formula that combines 50% of the published 
PNWISA wholesale median tree cost estimate to purchase and install a 3 inch diameter tree, with the average historical cost for 
City of Tigard staff to perform one year of maintenance on a 1.5 inch caliper tree. 
 
***The Tree Establishment Bond for the planting and maintenance of a tree two feet in height or one gallon container size 
(estimated 0.5 inch caliper) for the required two years in subdivisions and minor land partitions is based on a formula that 
combines 16.6% of the published PNWISA cost estimate to purchase and install a 3 inch caliper tree, with the average historical 
cost for City of Tigard staff to perform two years of maintenance on a 0.5 inch caliper tree. 
 
****The Tree Establishment Bond for the planting and maintenance of a tree two feet in height or one gallon container size 
(estimated 0.5 inch caliper) for the required one year in land use review types other than subdivisions and minor land partitions 
is based on a formula that combines 16.6% of the published PNWISA cost estimate to purchase and install a 3 inch caliper tree, 
with the average historical cost for City of Tigard staff to perform one year of maintenance on a 0.5 inch caliper tree. 
 
Urban Forestry Plan Review Fees* 
 
$627 for a Type I Modification to the Urban Forestry Plan Component of an Approved Land Use Permit**  
 
$392 for a Type III Discretionary Urban Forestry Plan Review Permit concurrent with another Type III hearing***  
 
$2,418 for a Type III Discretionary Urban Forestry Plan Review permit without a concurrent Type III hearing**** 
 
*A Long Range Planning surcharge of 14.76% has been added to all land use review fees pursuant to City Council resolution No. 
04-99, passed and effective on December 28, 2004 
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**The fee to process a Type I Modification to the Urban Forestry Plan Component of an Approved Land Use Permit is based upon 
the fee to process a Minor Modification to an Approved Land Use Permit due to the administrative similarity of the two processes. 
 
***The fee to process a Type III Discretionary Urban Forestry Plan Review Permit concurrent with another Type III hearing is 
equivalent to a comparable fee for a concurrent Detailed Plan Review due to the administrative similarity of the two processes. 

****The fee to process a Type III Discretionary Urban Forestry Plan Review permit without a concurrent Type III hearing is 
equivalent to a comparable fee for a non concurrent Detailed Plan Review due to the administrative similarity of the two 
processes 



Department Revenue Source Fee or Charge Effective Date

COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT - DEVELOPMENT SERVICES PLANNING

Accessory Residential Units $307.00 7/1/2012

Annexation $2,875.00 7/1/2012

(As of July 1, 2006 a moratorium on this fee was

    in effect, per Resolution 11-08, through

    February 2012)

Appeal

Director's Decision (Type II) to Hearings Officer $300.00 7/1/2012

Expedited Review (Deposit) $360.00 7/1/2012

Hearings Referee $600.00 7/1/2012

Planning Commission/Hearing's Officer to

    City Council $2,890.00 7/1/2012

Approval Extension $307.00 7/1/2012

Colocation (of Wireless Communication Facilites) $52.00 7/1/2011

Conditional Use

Initial $5,722.00 7/1/2012

Major Modification $5,722.00 7/1/2012

Minor Modification $627.00 7/1/2012

Design Evaluation Team (DET)

Recommendation (deposit) $1,598.00 7/1/2012

Development Code Provision Review

Single-Family Building Plan $77.00 7/1/2012

Commercial/Industrial/Institution $307.00 7/1/2012

Commercial/Industrial/Institution–

Tenant Improvements in Existing Development

Project Valuation up to $4,999 $0.00 7/1/2010

Project Valuation $5,000 - $74,999 $77.00 7/1/2012

Project Valuation $75,000 - $149,999 $192.00 7/1/2012

Project Valuation $150,000 and more $307.00 7/1/2012

Downtown Review

Downtown Review Compliance Letter $627.00 7/1/2012

Downtown Design Administrative Review

Under $1,000,000.00 $1,464.00 + 0.004 x project valuation 7/1/2012

$1,000,000.00 and over (max fee $25,000.00) $5,645.00 +0.002 x project valuation 7/1/2012

Downtown Design Review - Design Review Board $2,971.00 + applicable Type II fee 7/1/2012

Hearing Postponement $349.00 7/1/2012

Historic Overlay/Review District

Historic Overlay Designation $4,475.00 7/1/2012

Removal Historic Overlay Designation $4,475.00 7/1/2012

Exterior Alteration in Historic Overlay District $670.00 7/1/2012

New Construction in Historic Overlay District $670.00 7/1/2012

Demolition in Historic Overlay District $670.00 7/1/2012

Home Occupation Permit 

Type I $106.00 7/1/2012

Type II $627.00 7/1/2012

Interpretation of the Community Development Code

Director's Interpretation $627.00 7/1/2012

Appeal to City Council $2,890.00 7/1/2012
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Department Revenue Source Fee or Charge Effective Date

COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT - DEVELOPMENT SERVICES PLANNING

Land Partition

Residential and Non-Residential (3 Lots) $4,141.00 7/1/2012

Residential and Non-Residential (2 Lots) $3,444.00 7/1/2012

Expedited $4,832.00 7/1/2012

Final Plat $962.00 7/1/2012

Lot Line Adjustment $627.00 7/1/2012

Minor Modification to an Approved Plan $627.00 7/1/2012

Non-Conforming Use Confirmation $627.00 7/1/2012

Planned Development

Conceptual Plan Review $8,103.00 7/1/2012

Detailed Plan Review (Concurrent Hearing) Applicable SDR Fee or Subdivision Fee + $392.00 7/1/2012

Detailed Plan Review (Separate Hearing) Applicable SDR Fee or Subdivision Fee + $2,418.00 7/1/2012

Pre-Application Conference $627.00 7/1/2012

Sensitive Lands Review

With Excessive Slopes/Within Drainage Ways/ $627.00 7/1/2012

    Within 100-Year Floodplain (Type I)

With Excessive Slopes/Within Drainage Ways/ $2,748.00 7/1/2012

    Within Wetlands (Type II)

With Excessive Slopes/Within Drainage Ways/ $2,970.00 7/1/2012

    Within Wetlands/Within the 100-Year 

Floodplain (Type III)

Sign Permit

Existing and Modification to an Existing Sign

    (No Size Differential) $171.00 7/1/2012

Temporary Sign (Per Sign) $54.00 7/1/2012

Site Development Review & Major Modification

Under $1,000,000.00 $4,856.00 7/1/2012

$1,000,000.00/Over $6,307.00 7/1/2012

('+$6.00/per each $10,000.00 over $1,000,000.00)

Minor Modification $627.00 7/1/2012

Subdivision

Preliminary Plat without Planned Development $5,606.00   /+ $93.00 per lot 7/1/2012

Preliminary Plat with Planned Development $7,758.00 7/1/2012

Expedited Preliminary Plat without

    Planned Development $6,427.00  /+ $93.00 per lot 7/1/2012

Expedited Preliminary Plat with

    Planned Development $7,758.00 7/1/2012

Final Plat $1,938.00 7/1/2012

Plat Name Change $350.00 7/1/2012

Temporary Use

Director's Decision $307.00 7/1/2012

Special Exemption/Non-Profit $0.00 7/1/2003

Special Mixed Use-Central Business District Zone Rate

1st Temporary Use in a Calendar Year $307.00 7/1/2012

2nd Through 5th Temporary Use With Substantially the 

Same Site Plan Within A Calendar Year $54.00 7/1/2012
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Department Revenue Source Fee or Charge Effective Date

COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT - DEVELOPMENT SERVICES PLANNING

Tree Removal $307.00 7/1/2012

Urban Forestry

$627.00 3/1/2013

$392.00 3/1/2013

$2,418.00 3/1/2013

Variance/Adjustment

Administrative Variance $670.00 7/1/2012

Development Adjustment $307.00 7/1/2012

Special Adjustments

Adjustment to a Subdivision $307.00 7/1/2012

Reduction of Minimum

    Residential Density $307.00 7/1/2012

Access/Egress Standards

    Adjustment $670.00 7/1/2012

Landscaping Adjustments

    Existing/New Street Trees $307.00 7/1/2012
Parking Adjustments

Reduction in Minimum or Increase

    In Maximum Parking Ratio $670.00 7/1/2012

Reduction in New or Existing 

    Development/Transit Imprvmnt $670.00 7/1/2012

Reduction in Bicycle Parking $670.00 7/1/2012

Alternative Parking Garage

    Layout $670.00 7/1/2012

Reduction in Stacking Lane

    Length $307.00 7/1/2012

Sign Code Adjustment $670.00 7/1/2012

Street Improvement Adjustment $670.00 7/1/2012

Tree Removal Adjustment $307.00 7/1/2012
Wireless Communication Facility Adjustments

Setback from Nearby Residence $670.00 7/1/2012

Distance from Another Tower $307.00 7/1/2012

Zoning Map/Text Amendment

Legislative - Comprehensive Plan $9,611.00 7/1/2012

Legislative - Community Development Code $3,924.00 7/1/2012

Quasi-Judicial $3,616.00 7/1/2012

Zoning Analysis (Detailed) $627.00 7/1/2012

Zoning Inquiry Letter (Simple) $92.00 7/1/2012

**Planning Fees include 14.76% Long Range Planning  Surcharge per Ord 04-99 12/28/2004

Type I Modification to the Urban Forestry Plan 

Component of an Approved Land Use Permit

Type III Discretionary Urban Forestry Plan Review 

Permit with concurrent Type III review

Type III Discretionary Urban Forestry Plan Review 

Permit without concurrent Type III review
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Department Revenue Source Fee or Charge Effective Date

COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT - DEVELOPMENT SERVICES PLANNING

COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT -  MISCELLANEOUS FEES & CHARGES

Plan Copies $2.50 7/1/2007

Community Development Code

CD Rom $10.00

Tigard Comprehensive Plan

$75.00 7/1/2011

GIS Maps*

8-1/2" x 11"

Non Aerial $2.50 7/1/2011

Aerial $4.00 7/1/2011

11" x 17"

Non Aerial $5.00 7/1/2011

Aerial $7.00 7/1/2011

17" x 22"

Non Aerial $11.00 7/1/2011

Aerial $15.00 7/1/2011

34" x 44"

Non Aerial $25.00 7/1/2011

Aerial $30.00 7/1/2011

Custom Maps Staff Hourly Rate

Information Processing & Archiving (IPA) Fee

Temporary Sign $5.00 7/1/2010

Type I Review $18.00 7/1/2010

Type II Review $175.00 7/1/2010

Type III Review $200.00 7/1/2010

Type IV Review $200.00 7/1/2010

Neighborhood Meeting Signs (Land Use) $2.00 1997

Oversize Load Permit $200.00 7/1/2005

Planimetric Maps

Blueline print - quarter section $5.00

Mylar - quarter section $150.00 /+ reproduction cost

Retrieval of Materials Confiscated in ROW

Lawn and A-board signs $40.00 /sign 7/1/2010

Other signs and materials (based on size and value) City Manager's Discretion 7/1/2010

(per TMC 7.61.035 Ord 10-06)

Tigard Transportation System Plan $75.00 7/1/2011

Washington Square Regional Center 1999

Task Force Recommendations $10.00

Master Plan Map (Zoning/Plan) $2.50
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Department Revenue Source Fee or Charge Effective Date

COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT - MISCELLANEOUS DEVELOPMENT

Blasting Permit* $325.00 7/1/2012

Fee in Lieu of Sewer Based on actual cost of sewer connection, 1998

(Commercial Only) if sewer was available

Fee in Lieu of Shared Open Space Fee in lieu  is determined by multiplying 7/1/2011

(MU-CBD zone only) the current Washington County Assessor-determined

real market value of the land (not improvements) by   

10%.

Sanitary Sewer Connection Fee $4,665.00 /dwelling unit 7/1/2012

(This fee is determined by Cleanwater Services.

The City of Tigard receives 3.99% of fees collected.)

Tree Replacement Fee $125.00 /caliber inch 9/1/2001

Water Quality Facility Fee (Fee set by Clean Water Services) 6/6/2000

(City receives 100% of fees collected)

Residential Single Family $225.00 /unit

Commercial & Multi-family $225.00 /2,640 sq. ft of additional

    impervious surface

Water Quantity Facility Fee (Fee set by Clean Water Services) 6/6/2000

(City receives 100% of fees collected)

Residential Single Family $275.00 /unit

Commercial & Multi-family $275.00 /2,640 sq. ft of additional

    impervious surface

Metro Construction Excise Tax 12% of building permits for projects 7/1/2006

(City will retain 4% for administrative expenses) with a total valuation of $100,001 or more;

(Tax set by Metro, but collected by cities) not to exceed $12,000.

School District Construction Excise Tax 10/1/2009

(City will retain 4% for administrative expenses)

(Tax set by school districts, but collected by cities)

Beaverton School District $1.07 /sq. ft. residential construction

$0.54 /sq. ft. commercial construction

Tigard-Tualatin School District $1.07 /sq. ft. residential construction

$0.54 /sq. ft. commercial construction
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Department Revenue Source Fee or Charge Effective Date

COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT - MISCELLANEOUS DEVELOPMENT

Urban Forestry

Hazard Tree Dispute Resolution Fee $165.00  + $55.00 each additional tree 3/1/2013

In Lieu of Planting Fees (Planting & 3 Year Maintenance)

Street Tree $537.00 per 1.5" caliper tree 3/1/2013

Open Grown Tree $537.00 per 1.5" caliper tree 3/1/2013

Stand Grown Tree $383.00

per tree 2' in height or 1 gallon 

container 3/1/2013

Tree Permit Fees

City Board or Committee $307.00**

City Manager No Charge 3/1/2013

Tree Canopy Fee $2.95 per square foot of tree canopy 3/1/2013

Urban Forest Inventory Fees

Open Grown Tree $137.00  + $28.00 each additional tree 3/1/2013

Stand of Trees $181.00  + $44.00 each additional stand 3/1/2013

Tree Establishment Bond (Planting & Early Establishment)

1.5" Caliper Minimum Street or Open 

Grown Tree in Subdivisions or Minor 

Land Partitions $489.00 per tree 3/1/2013

1.5" Caliper Minimum Street or Open 

Grown Tree in Land Use Review Types 

other than Subdivisions or Minor Land 

Partitions $441.00 per tree 3/1/2013

2' in Height or 1 Gallon Container 

Minimum Stand Grown Tree in 

Subdivisions or Minor Land Partitions $367.00 per tree 3/1/2013

2' in Height or 1 Gallon Container 

Minimum Stand Grown Tree in Land Use 

Review Types other than Subdivisions or 

Minor Land Partitions $351.00 per tree 3/1/2013

Vacation (Streets and Public Access) $2,319.00 /deposit + actual costs 7/1/2012

* Per Ord 03-59, fee is adjusted yearly based on the Construction Cost Index for the City of Seattle as published in the April issue of Engineering News Record

     and per Ord 04-99 includes the 14.76% Long Range Planning Surcharge.

**$307.00 per tree up to and including 10 trees. If over 10 trees, the applicant submits a deposit of $307.00 for each 

tree over 10 trees up to a maximum of $5000.00. The applicant is charged actual staff time to process the permit and 

will be refunded the balance of the deposit if any remains after the review is complete
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City of Tigard 

Potential Amendments 
Amendment 

Staff 
Recommendation Brief Description 

1 Y Increases flexibility on sheet size requirement. 
2 Y Increases flexibility on bar scale requirement. 
3 

N 
Removes requirement for driplines of  trees to be shown on 
site plans to scale. 

4 N Revises tree lists. 
5 Y Increases flexibility of  setbacks between trees and buildings. 
6 

N 
Increases flexibility of  setbacks between trees and pavement 
and utilities. 

7 Y Increases flexibility of  the biweekly inspection requirements. 
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Citywide Master Fees and Charges 
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Preservation Planting  Fee-in-lieu  Discretionary Review  

Tree Canopy Replacement Fee 



City of Tigard 

Council Discussion 

• Administrative Rules 
• Citywide Master Fees and Charges 
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