
 

 
 
 
Comprehensive Plan June 20, 2013 
Citizen Advisory Committee   Santiam Room of the West End Building at 4101 Kruse Way  
Meeting #38 4:00 pm – 6:00 pm 
 

PLEASE NOTE THIS SUMMARY IS NOT A WORD FOR WORD DOCUMENTATION OF ALL 
INFORMATION PRESENTED AT THE MEETING.  TO SEE THE INFORMATION PRESENTED AND 
DISCUSSED PLEASE REFER TO THE MEETING MATERIALS ON THE CAC MEETING WEB 
PAGE: http://welovelakeoswego.com/citizen-committees/cac-meetings/ 
 
Members in attendance: Jeff Gudman (Chair), Michelle Alexander, Doug Cushing, Tom Fahey, Bill 
Gaar, Nancy Gronowski, Liz Hartman, Bob Needham, and Teri Oelrich 

Members not in attendance: Jim Johnson, Dorothy Atwood, Tom Brennan, Christopher Clee, Tom 
Fahey, Lynda O’Neill, and David White 

Staff in attendance:  Sarah Selden, Andrea Christenson, and Ron Bunch 
 
PUBLIC COMMENT 
None. 
 
CAC COMMENTS 
None. 
 
REGULAR BUSINESS 

• Agenda Review & Announcements 
Staff had made two corrections to the draft May 23 Meeting Summary.  CAC members were asked to 
contact them with any additional changes.  Councilor Gudman reported the City Council had made an 
offer to one of the candidates for City Manager.  He reported the City Council had provided direction 
to staff regarding Sensitive Lands.   
 
Ms. Christenson discussed Metro’s feedback on the feasibility of the City’s proposal to change the 
Sensitive Lands program.  Staff interpreted the response to mean that removing Sensitive Lands 
districts from streams and wetlands on Metro’s Title 3 map would not be possible as proposed 
because the protections provided by other existing regulations and any new programs the City would 
create (short of acquisition) would not meet Metro’s protection standards.  The letter did not give 
perfect direction on how to remove Sensitive Lands districts from resources on the Title 13 map but it 
provided some guidelines about what the program would have to do to remove them.  The Council 
reviewed this feedback and asked staff to prepare a work program to accomplish four tasks. Ms. 
Christenson outlined the Council’s direction as she understood it:  
 
1. Write to all property owners on the proposed update maps produced in 2008 and reassure them 

their properties would not be mapped with Sensitive Lands. 
2. Create a map correction process for everyone who currently had a Sensitive Lands district on their 

property and was interested in having it reevaluated. 

 

http://welovelakeoswego.com/citizen-committees/cac-meetings/�
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3. Conduct a more extensive analysis of how other cities in the Metro region currently complied with 
Metro rules.  

4. Proceed with additional analysis and work on the proposal - which was currently an outline without 
many details - in order to move forward with removing Sensitive Lands districts to the extent 
possible within the existing framework.  

 
Councilor Gudman and Mr. Bunch advised that until Sensitive Lands program changes were adopted 
the City would go forward with the existing Plan language because the existing policies were currently 
acknowledged by DLCD and Metro as complying.  Mr. Cushing inquired how many properties were on 
the Title 3 map and how that number compared with the total number of city properties.  Ms. 
Christenson had not yet calculated the number of properties on the map.  Of the total 950 acres in the 
Sensitive Lands program, 203 were on private, single-family residential properties.  
 
Councilor Gudman observed general agreement to tentatively schedule the next CAC meeting on 
Thursday July 25 at 4:00 p.m.   
 
PUBLIC COMMENT 
Lauren Hughes, 1871 Westview Dr., reminded the group that Sensitive Lands was the City’s Title 3 
water quality compliance program.  Trees and small drainage areas that did not quality as Title 3 
resources would not be part of Title 3 compliance.  She did not have the information with her 
regarding how many of the 203 acres were on the Title 3 map, but she advised it was probably not 
many since most of that land was in developed backyards.   
 
 
• Final Review of Wastewater Goals and Policies [see Attachment 2a. Wastewater Goals and 

Policies draft 5/24/13] 
 

The CAC examined the draft.  They did not suggest any changes to the goal.  They discussed the 
following policies: 
 
Policy 3.  Comply with applicable federal, state and local clean water requirements. 
 
There was a question whether it was necessary to keep repeating this type of policy in multiple places 
in the Plan.  Mr. Bunch suggested it could be stated once in the Land Use Planning section that all 
development was to comply with all federal, state, and local requirements. 
 
Policy 5.  Require connection to the City’s wastewater collection system when existing septic 
systems fail and City wastewater collection service is available, in accordance with state 
Department of Environmental Quality requirements. 
 
Policy 9.  Allow the use of private pumping systems in those areas and situations where 
conventional gravity sewer systems are not practical.   
 
Mr. Needham suggested Policy 5 should clarify this was what one had to do when it was required by 
the DEQ.  He inquired why Policy 9 allowed the use of private pumping systems.  Mr. Bunch 
explained it allowed a property owner to pump effluent from a below grade basement up to the gravity 
line to the treatment plant when there was no other way to get to gravity sewer.  The owner was 
responsible for maintaining his own system.  Ms. Gronowski observed that took the liability away from 
the City and it was not really ‘allowing’ it, it was requiring it.  Mr. Bunch recalled that some jurisdictions 
only allowed private pumping when there was no feasible or practical alternative way to connect to 
gravity sewer.  They would not allow it if the only reason was because it was cheaper to pump up to a 
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gravity sewer line that was closer than another gravity line farther downhill.  They required the 
applicant to have exhausted all possible ways to connect.  If an adjacent owner would not agree to an 
easement for a line the applicant was not compelled to connect to it.  He confirmed that the City 
preferred gravity feed connections.  The CAC noted they could be less expensive because they 
flowed downhill.  Councilor Gudman recalled the single biggest service cost of water and wastewater 
service was electricity.  
 
Ms. Selden clarified that the intent of Policy 5 was to require connection to the City’s collection system 
when septic systems failed, if the service was available.  It was not just when the DEQ required it.  It 
was the connection that had to be in accordance with DEQ requirements.  Mr. Bunch advised the 
county would not permit a replacement septic tank if the nearest property line from the tank was within 
300 feet of the City’s system and it was physically accessible.  On occasion, for some reason, the 
county had issued a permit anyway and the City had to ask it to withdraw it.   
 
Policy 15.  Ensure modifications or expansions of the Tryon Creek Wastewater Treatment Plan 
(TCWTP) can occur to address new regulatory and environmental conditions, while avoiding 
or mitigating negative off-site impacts to adjacent land uses.   
 
Mr. Needham asked what ‘address new regulatory and environmental conditions’ meant.  Mr. Bunch 
explained there was a lot of risk connected with continuing to invest millions of dollars in a treatment 
facility that was approved as a conditional use.  Whenever the permit lapsed the use had to be 
reviewed under more and more complicated legal regulations and more complex science.  It was 
better to get a permitted master plan.  That meant the City did not have to do huge capital projects all 
at once, but could do them over time.  The City of Tigard had dealt with this problem that way.  He 
recommended having a policy that indicated that the City of Lake Oswego would work with the City of 
Portland regarding the Tryon Creek Treatment Plant to develop a master plan so the plant could 
expand to meet its flow conditions and regulatory requirements in a manner that prevented, avoided, 
or mitigated off-site impacts on adjacent land use.  Mr. Needham indicated he agreed that would be a 
good policy.  It was just a matter of fashioning the right language.  Mr. Bunch advised staff would 
rewrite it.  Ms. Selden recalled the CAC had been looking for a little more detail on what that land use 
process would look like and how it would protect neighboring properties.  Planning staff was going in 
that direction but they were not yet ready to get into specifics about a process.   
 
Policy 16.  As part of the City’s Public Facility Plan, maintain a plan for a wastewater collection 
system that serves land within the City’s Urban Service Boundary. 
 
Ms. Selden agreed to a suggestion to use language consistent with other policies: Maintain a plan for 
wastewater collection system that serves land within the City’s Urban Service Boundary as part of the 
City’s Public Facility Plan.   
 
Policy 14.  Promote innovative water conservation measures to reduce wastewater and 
minimize impacts to the wastewater collection system.   
 
Ms. Selden pointed out the June 14 staff memorandum offered three options.   
1. As above: Adding the word, ‘innovative’ to the last version of the policy the CAC saw. 
2. Adding ‘innovative’ and also specifically calling out ‘including on-site reuse systems for nonpotable 

water applications.’  The DEQ had a process that would allow people to do that. 
3. A completely new policy that specifically called for the City to: ‘Provide flexibility for residential 

development to incorporate on-site technology that reduces wastewater generation.’ 
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The CAC unanimously chose Option 3, but changed ‘Provide’ to ‘Promote.’  The related action 
measure would be removed.  Comments were that this option was closest to the action item; that it 
seemed general, open and inclusive enough; and that it provided flexibility.  Mr. Needham anticipated 
the long term solution related to wastewater treatment was going to involve water conservation.  Mr. 
Bunch related the state was incorporating good ideas in the building and plumbing codes.  For 
example they were allowing individual rainwater collection systems to augment a municipal supply.  
The plumbing code even addressed low-flow requirements.  The City could make information about 
best practices available to the public.    

 
• First Review of Draft Revisions to Healthy Ecosystems Goals and Policies (not including 

Sensitive Lands) [See the June 17 Staff Memorandum and Attachment 3a.] 
 
The CAC had invited other boards and commissions to the meeting.  Craig Stephens (NRAB) and 
Greg McMurray (NRAB) participated in this discussion.   
 
Councilor Gudman cautioned that Sensitive Lands was not part of this discussion and the default 
mode for Comprehensive Plan discussions was to leave existing Sensitive Lands language in the 
Plan for the time being.  Staff clarified that if an entire section was dependent upon and/or related to 
Sensitive Lands it had been removed from the draft included in the CAC packet.  Mr. Bunch had found 
additional policies that related to Sensitive Lands during his review.  No new Sensitive Lands-related 
policies were proposed at this time.  Ms. Gronowski suggested addressing those policies at a very 
high policy level.  The language could be modified so the policies did not relate to Sensitive Lands.  It 
was important to say the community valued those things.  They should make sure they got to them 
sometime.  Councilor Gudman recalled the existing Plan said the community valued it.  He invited her 
to suggest an alternative mechanism to use that accomplished the same thing.  Staff clarified that it 
was not that no policies were proposed - it was that no changes in policy were being proposed at that 
time.  Mr. Bunch advised the CAC could convey their high level perspective that they really valued the 
policies that protected natural resources and they should not be lost as the mechanism was changed.  
He advised that any changes the City Council made to the Sensitive Lands program would have to 
have a policy basis in the Comprehensive Plan.  He related the City Attorney’s office was concerned 
about mixing non-land-use code with Chapter 50 land use code and was going to conduct a legal 
review. 
 
There was an inquiry regarding the status of code restructuring.  Councilor Gudman related the 
Council had unanimously adopted the version of the code that had been rewritten just for clarity.  Ms. 
Selden reported the code streamlining effort only addressed some specific areas of the code.  It was 
not looking at aspects such as Chapter 55 Tree Code or Sensitive Lands code. 
 
The group then examined Mr. Bunch’s report on Healthy Ecosystems goals and policies.  He had 
examined existing policies and proposed alternative policy language and/or action measures.  He 
pointed out there were fewer policies and more action measures.  He reminded them the action 
measures would be used to create an action plan.  He noted the Oswego Lake and Willamette River 
Greenway chapters were significantly shorter.  He advised that the City was required to show them on 
the Comprehensive Plan map; do certain things related to vegetation; and coordinate with the DLCD. 
 
Section 5.2 Vegetation 
Existing Goal:  The city shall protect and restore the community’s wooded character and 
vegetation resources.   
 
Proposed Goal: Protect and enhance the functions and values of Lake Oswego’s urban forest.   
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Mr. Stephens commented that he favored the proposed goal because the original goal was too vague.  
He suggested revisiting the Tree Code so it aligned with the proposed goal.   
 
Policies 
The CAC suggested if ‘No policy proposed at this time’ meant it related to Sensitive Lands the report 
should simply say that.  Mr. Bunch confirmed the proposed policies did not distinguish between public 
and private land and the Tree Code would apply. 
 
Existing Policy 2: Protect restore and maintain native plant communities, including identified 
threatened plant species. 
 
Proposed Action Measure: Develop and implement projects and programs to protect, restore 
and maintain native plant communities, including identified threatened plant species. 
 
Mr. Bunch would convert Policy 2 to an action measure. 
 
Existing Policy 3: Require developers to maximize the preservation of trees and to maintain 
and enhance the cohesive quality of tree groves through: 
a.  Site design and construction methods; and, 
b.  Open space dedication of areas which contain these resources. 
 
The City Attorney’s office would review Policy 3 because it might mix of non-land-use with land-use 
items. 
 
Existing Policy 4: Require the protection of significant or historic individual trees pursuant to a 
heritage tree protection program. 
 
Proposed Policy 1: Establish and maintain a voluntary heritage tree program to protect 
significant trees. 
 
Mr. Bunch clarified that the Heritage Tree program was voluntary.  The city did not automatically 
require protection of significant historic trees.  If one needed to be removed because it was a hazard 
or because someone could not otherwise develop their property the tree could go.  Someone 
suggested that the Heritage Tree program was already established so the policy could just say 
‘Maintain.’  Mr. Cushing recalled that the DRC had imposed a condition of approval that required lot 
configuration that protected a tree.  He was concerned that the proposed policy could prevent the 
DRC from doing that.  However, he noticed that existing Policy 5 might allow them to do it (see 
below).  Mr. Bunch pointed out proposed Policy 11 called for Public Works to preserve existing trees 
and associated vegetation. 
 
Existing Policy 5: Ensure vegetation is maintained, protected and restored through: 
a.  Regulation of tree removal; 
b.  Conditions of development approval; 
c.  Monitoring of development to ensure compliance with the City’s regulations and conditions 

of development approval; and, 
d.  Enforcement of regulations. 
 
Existing Policy 6: Require landscaping for all development other than individual single family 
dwellings and duplexes to: 
a.  Visually enhance development projects; 
b.  Provide buffering and screening between differing land uses; 
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c.  Reduce surface water runoff, improve water quality and maintain soil stability; 
d.  Provide wildlife habitat; and, 
e.  Reduce energy use by using vegetation for shade and windbreaks 
 
Proposed Policy 2: Provide and maintain landscaping and other land use regulations and 
standards applicable to all new development to: 
a. Enhance the visual and aesthetic character of development projects as a means to improve 

the City’s overall urban design quality; 
b. Provide buffering and screening between differing land uses; 
c. Reduce surface water runoff, improve water quality and maintain soil stability; 
d. Provide wildlife habitat; 
e. Provide shade, reduce energy use and provide aesthetic mitigation of urban development; 

and, 
f. Ensure the establishment and maintenance of viable landscapes. 
 
Mr. Bunch combined existing Policies 5 and 6 into proposed Policy 2.  It would ensure vegetation was 
maintained, protected and restored through regulation of tree removal, conditions of development 
approval and the like.  He suggested the City might beef up other policies related to those things.  He 
explained he had included (f) because it was important in enhancing the urban character of the 
community to require developments to maintain their landscapes in the conditions of approval.  Tigard 
had vast parking lots with no trees where there used to be trees but the owner had let them die.  
Although reducing surface water runoff had been dealt with in other places in the Plan this policy was 
about landscaping in developments.  Ms. Selden agreed it was appropriate to have the policy in this 
section as well.  Mr. Bunch clarified that the definition of ‘development’ included redevelopment.  
‘Provide wildlife habitat’ could mean just having a tree for songbirds or using native plant species. 
Mr. Stephens asked if ‘reduce surface water runoff’ referred to erosion and if ‘improved water quality’ 
was about pollution and shade cooling.  He would specifically say that so it was clear and not leave it 
up to interpretation. This should tell the developers how to do that: that they were not to pollute the 
water and not remove things that would allow erosion.  Just saying ‘reduce surface water runoff’ did 
not seem adequate to protect a stream.  Mr. Bunch advised that phrases such as ‘improved water 
quality’ were broad enough they gave the City a ‘hook’ to go into the development code or 
engineering standards where there was a long list of things to do to improve water quality.   
 
Mr. Stephens said another thing Goal 5 mentioned was in regard to stream capacity.  He did not see a 
reference to that concept in this policy.  It said ‘runoff’ but there was no indication of a thoughtful 
stormwater management approach according to the stream capacity.  Mr. Bunch related that the 
City’s engineering standards often called for managing water from a 10-year storm so there would not 
be a flash flood scouring effect.  Ms. Christenson advised all that detail was in the code, not the 
Comprehensive Plan.  Mr. Stephens said it was in Goal 5 and it should be in the Comprehensive Plan 
in regard to stream capacity when one was considering runoff.  Mr. Cushing observed that policies 
about stream protection were related to the Sensitive Lands discussion.  Ms. Christenson said it might 
also be addressed under Storm Water Management.  Mr. Bunch confirmed the stream capacity issue 
and stream health, functions and values would be addressed when Sensitive Lands was discussed.  
The city was required to reduce surface water runoff from impervious surfaces in order to meet federal 
and state mandates related to things like the MS4 Permit and Total Maximum Daily Load (TMDL) 
requirements.  Mr. Stephens held that did not get them out of meeting Goal 5 in the Comprehensive 
Plan.   
 
Mr. McMurray said he agreed with Mr. Stephens as far as a holistic approach to stream protection.  
Nevertheless, he wanted to say that he strongly supported the use of the phrase “water quality” 
because it is included in the Clean Water Act and covers a variety of factors, from temperature to 
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dissolved solids.  Mr. Bunch advised the current goals and policies were related directly to Goal 5.  
They had been acknowledged.  They were not being changed at this point.  Those policies were not 
under consideration at this time.   
 
Existing Policy 7: Require the establishment and maintenance of landscaped areas in all new 
parking lots and expansion of existing lots, to provide shade and visual amenity. Parking lot 
landscaping shall emphasize:  
a.  The planting of broad spreading trees for shade and to mitigate the negative visual and 

environmental impacts of parking lots; and,  
b.  Effective screening and buffering between parking lots and adjacent uses. 
 
Proposed Policy 3: Develop and maintain site design standards that mitigate the 
environmental and aesthetic impacts of parking lots by ensuring adequate tree and other plant 
coverage for shade, surface water management and to provide effective buffering and 
screening from other land uses. 
 
Mr. Bunch related he had a background in landscape architecture, and that parking lots were an 
integral urban design feature.  He recommended a policy that addressed the aesthetic and 
environmental impacts of parking lots.  The only CAC comment was that parking had a huge impact 
on development.  How that was managed affected the overall environment.  
 
Existing Policy 8: Require tree planting for all development other than individual single family 
homes and duplexes, unless landscape standards are met by existing vegetation. When 
required trees shall be planted along the street and throughout the development site. 
 
Proposed Policy 4: Maintain development regulations that require street tree planting for new 
development unless standards are met by the presence of viable existing trees. 
 
Mr. Bunch explained the proposed policy was shorter and more to the point.  Ms. Selden advised that 
street tree planting for new single-family homes and duplexes was currently only required in some 
zones.  Otherwise it was either an option to meet certain standards (such as infill standards) or 
something the developer had to provide if they were increasing impacts (such as going from a single-
family home to a duplex).    
 
Existing Policy 9: Allow innovative site and building design including the clustering of 
buildings to preserve trees and other vegetation. 
 
Proposed Policy 5: Allow development to occur in ways that protect existing trees and other 
significant plant materials through plan development standards that include clustering of 
buildings; lot layout; alternative road design, etc. 
 
This was a slight change to allow development to occur in ways to protect existing trees and other 
significant plant material.  Mr. Bunch said that the concept was that development could be conditioned 
to preserve trees.  He asked the CAC if a statement that said that was necessary.  Mr. Cushing 
indicated he thought that proposed Policy 5 did that.  Ms. Gronowski would remove ‘Allow’ and start 
the sentence with, ‘Promote development that protects existing trees…’ Others agreed.  Mr. Bunch 
anticipated the City could develop standards and requirements that would allow that to happen.   
 
Existing Policy 10: Ensure the continued maintenance of vegetation required pursuant to 
development approval, within landscaped and common areas. 
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This policy was proposed to be deleted because it was addressed in Proposed Policy 2f.  Mr. Cushing 
suggested it should also address the situation where the owner let the vegetation die.  The CAC then 
agreed to Mr. Bunch’s suggestion to say, ‘Ensure the establishment, and maintenance of required 
landscapes.’   
 
Existing Policy 11: Design and construct public works projects to preserve existing vegetation 
to the extent practical. 
 
Proposed Policy 6: Consistent with the City’s land use regulations, preserve existing trees and 
associated vegetation such as forest understory when designing and constructing public 
works projects. 
 
Mr. Bunch recalled Policy 11 had been put in the original Plan so the City had to get permits for itself.  
He agreed to reword the sentence so it began with, ‘Preserve existing trees…’  Mr. Stephens 
commented that it only talked about designing and constructing, but ‘preserve’ meant you keep going.  
Mr. Bunch advised that from a land use perspective, public works projects typically required permits 
and maintenance was an ongoing program.  Staff confirmed for Ms. Gronowski that they wanted an 
action measure to maintain it.  There would be some maintenance action items related to both right-
of-way and parks.   
 
Existing Policy 12: Protect and enhance vegetation resources within the rights‐of way and 
other public lands through measures such as: 
a.  Regulations to protect public trees;  
b.  The provision of adequate right‐of‐way to ensure sufficient space for tree planting; and, 
c.  An ongoing planting and maintenance program for trees and other vegetation in public 

rights‐of‐way, open spaces and parks. 
 
Proposed Action Measure: Maintain and where possible enhance the environmental and 
aesthetic values of the City’s urban forest on all publicly owned lands, including street 
rights‐of‐way. 
 
Mr. Bunch proposed to make the policy an action measure because things in the policy were dealt 
with in other policies.  He was asked if ‘where possible’ was necessary if the City would not do it if it 
was not possible.  He advised something became possible when the City Manager said it was 
possible.  It was suggested the sentence should be reconfigured to begin with ‘Whenever possible, 
maintain and enhance…’ because it was important for the City to take a leadership role and its own 
development should be exemplary and not just barely meeting the policy. 
   
Existing Policy 13: Preserve natural resource sites, through public acquisition and other 
methods such as conservation easements, to permanently limit development. 
 
Proposed Action Measure: Permanently protect significant trees and tree groves through 
public acquisition, conservation easements, land donations and other voluntary methods. 
 
Mr. Bunch proposed to convert Policy 13 to an action measure because it was more of an action-
oriented statement.  Mr. Stephens commented that the whole concept of Goal 5 was to preserve and 
protect open spaces from pollution and erosion.  This was changing it to protecting some trees 
forever.  The whole concept of the goal was lost here, because it focused on trees instead of natural 
resources.  Mr. Bunch and Ms. Christenson pointed out this was the Vegetation section.  Natural 
resource sites were part of a broader Goal 5 discussion that involved Sensitive Lands.  Mr. Bunch had 
split the policies into a Vegetation section (5.2) and an Open Space section (5.6).  The Open Space 
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section could have a policy that advocated preserving natural resources through voluntary measures 
of public open space.  This Vegetation section action measure indicated that trees and tree groves 
were valued and focused on that and the methods the City should consider using to protect tree 
groves it really liked.  Mr. Stephens commented that the City had acquired the land for open space 
protection.  Now, suddenly, it was only there to protect trees.  That was contrary to Goal 5.  Mr. Bunch 
then pointed to the following proposed policies under Open Space: 
 
5.6 Open Space 
Proposed Policy 1: The City’s open space network will: 
a.  Balance the need to provide outdoor recreation opportunities with that of preserving intact, 

undisturbed natural areas and associated fish and wildlife habitats. 
b.  Provide access to scenic resources and distinctive aesthetic qualities such as views of 

Mount Hood, Oswego Lake, the Willamette River, the Stafford Basin, Tualatin Valley and 
forested ridgelines; 

c.  Preserve areas valued for community identity benefits such as stands of trees and rock 
outcropping, and. 

d.  Provide aesthetic and visual relief from urban development. 
 
This policy listed what the City’s open space network did.  Proposed Policy 3 and the related action 
measures (see below) also addressed open space.   
 
Proposed Policy 3: The City’s land use regulations will require the preservation of open space 
as part of the development review and approval process. 
 
Proposed Action Measure: Utilize the City’s Parks Plan 2025 as the guide for future open 
space acquisition and development. 
Proposed Action Measure: Promote the voluntary dedication of open space through methods 
such as life estates, land donation, and conservation easements. 
 
Mr. Bunch advised the Vegetation section was oriented toward protecting significant trees and tree 
groves.  The Open Space section was oriented toward protecting open space natural resource sites.   
Mr. Needham and Mr. Stephens expressed concern that a policy had suddenly been changed to just 
address trees when there were streams, natural resources, and other kinds of habitat vegetation in 
open space.  Councilor Gudman observed they had identified a problem the CAC was not going to be 
able to solve at this meeting.  They would ask staff to revisit this and report back.  Mr. Bunch planned 
to craft language and email it to everyone.  Mr. Stephens remarked that the City had been very 
successful in acquiring open space under the existing policy.  It had driven the community to acquire 
open space to protect it from development.  This could undermine that, so changing the policy was 
not a good idea.   
 
Existing Policy 14: The City shall emphasize protection rather than the mitigation of the 
functions and values of vegetation. 
 
Proposed Action Measure: Develop City programs and educational outreach materials that 
emphasize the contribution of trees and other landscaping towards improved water quality, 
erosion control, slope stability, microclimate moderation and community aesthetics. 
 
Mr. Bunch explained this policy had been developed specifically to protect vegetation associated with 
wetlands and stream corridors.  The policy would not be changed.  An action measure was proposed 
to develop related programs and materials. 
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Additional Policy Concepts Proposed by Boards and Commissions 
Concept: Use of Integrated Pest Management (IPM) practices to control and remove invasive 
plants on public land, in order to minimize the use of chemical pesticides to the extent 
practical. 
 
Proposed Policy 7: Establish and maintain land use regulations that prohibit the use of 
invasive species and inappropriate street trees for any new landscaping or street tree planting 
required by development approval. 
 
Proposed Action Measure: Develop integrated pest management (IPM) practices to control and 
remove invasive plants on public land in order to minimize the use of chemicals to the extent 
practical. 
 
Proposed Action Measure: Develop and publicize materials which identify prohibited invasive 
plants; recommended and prohibited street trees; solar friendly trees, and recommended 
native vegetation and trees for specific design applications. 
 
Mr. Bunch had addressed the concept with land-use related Policy 7 which would be implemented by 
the two Action Measures.  He asked if that got to what the NRAB wanted.  Mr. McMurray confirmed it 
did.  Staff was asked what a ‘solar friendly tree’ was.  Someone suggested it was deciduous and not 
broad-spreading.  Ms. Christenson acknowledged the solar access code was very confusing and she 
it was not very familiar with it.  She thought there was a list of solar friendly trees in the code, but if 
there was not staff could create one.  Councilor Gudman observed there was confusion about the 
solar access code and staff was working on trying to fix that.  Ms. Selden related the code audit 
project had identified that as something to be worked on.     
 
Concept: Promote increased canopy cover, tree species diversity, invasive plant removal, and 
reestablishment of native vegetation. 
 
Proposed Action Measure: Provide education, outreach, and incentive programs to promote 
increased tree canopy cover, tree species diversity, invasive plant removal and 
reestablishment of native vegetation. 
 
Mr. Bunch had considered how the City would do that and listed those actions in the action measure.   
 
List of Existing Comprehensive Plan Action Measures 
Mr. Bunch would keep these.  He explained he had listed them in his report because they were great 
resources that could be ‘mined.’   
 
Section 5.6 Open Space 
Existing Goal: The City shall protect, enhance, maintain and expand the network of open 
space areas and scenic resources within and adjacent to the Urban Services Boundary. 
 
Proposed Goal: Protect, enhance, maintain and expand a network of open space areas and 
scenic resources within and adjacent to the Urban Services Boundary. 
 
Mr. Bunch had reworded the existing goal.  He recalled the City’s open space program had been very 
successful.  He asked if there had been comments regarding whether there was enough open space 
and whether the City should continue to add it.  Mr. Stephens recalled one thing that kept coming up 
was better access and identification [signage].  In many cases there was not a way to walk from one 
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open space to the other.  There had been a lot of discussion during master planning about gap 
analysis and how far from any given home a park should be.  There had been some comments that 
“we’ve got enough.” Some said “we could even sell some.” There had been other comments that they 
should connect more.  Ms. Hartman recalled one of the subcommittees had talked about keeping the 
open feeling/open area that entrances to Lake Oswego had today.  She did not recall anyone 
requesting having more.  Ms. Selden recalled the CAC’s May 23rd discussion about the amount of 
open space the City should have when they commented that the City did not necessarily need to do a 
lot of expansion right now, but it was important to leave the policy door open in case there was a 
strategic acquisition opportunity.  Ms. Christenson recalled a comment that if the City expanded, the 
current percentage of City land that was open space should not drop.   
 
Existing Policy 1: Establish an open space network within and adjacent to the Urban Services 
Boundary (USB) which: 
a.  Preserves natural areas in an intact or relatively undisturbed state; 
b.  Provides for maintenance of scenic resources and distinctive aesthetic qualities such as 

views of Mount Hood, Oswego Lake, the Willamette River, the Tualatin Valley and forested 
ridgelines; 

c.  Preserves areas valued for community identity benefits such as stands of trees and rock 
outcroppings; 

d.  Protects the public from natural hazards such as areas subject to flooding, geologic 
instability or high erosion potential; 

e.  Provides buffers between incompatible uses; 
f.  Preserves fish and wildlife habitat; and, 
g.  Provides land which meets the open space and recreation needs of the community. 
 
Proposed Policy 1: The City’s open space network will: 
a.  Balance the need to provide outdoor recreation opportunities with that of preserving intact, 

undisturbed natural areas and associated fish and wildlife habitats; 
b.  Provide access to scenic resources and distinctive aesthetic qualities such as views of 

Mount Hood, Oswego Lake, the Willamette River, the Stafford Basin, Tualatin Valley and 
forested ridgelines; 

c.  Preserve areas valued for community identity benefits such as stands of trees and rock 
outcropping; and 

d.  Provide aesthetic and visual relief from urban development. 
 
Proposed Policy 2: Utilize the City’s open space network to provide, when feasible, for 
needed pedestrian and bicycle linkages. 
 
Proposed Action Measure: Where the City’s open space network is subject to natural hazards 
manage these properties, to the extent practical, to protect the public from associated 
incidents such as flooding, wildfires, and landslides. 
 
Mr. Bunch pointed out what he proposed addressed access to open spaces and views.  He recalled a 
1970s Lake Oswego natural resources inventory had identified things the community valued as part of 
the community identity.  Those included the listed views.  He suggested policies could be beefed up to 
talk about enhanced access to the City’s open spaces.  He agreed to revise what he proposed so it 
addressed both linkage and access because they were two different things.   
 
Existing Policy 2: Preserve open space through dedication, deed restriction, covenants or 
other methods as conditions of development approval which one possible shall be consistent 
with the City’s parks open space and pathways plan. 
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Proposed Policy 3: The City’s land use regulations will require the preservation of open space 
as part of the development review and approval process. 
 
Proposed Action Measure: Utilize the City’s Parks Plan 2025 as the guide for future open 
space acquisition and development. 
 
Proposed Action Measure: Promote the voluntary dedication of open space through methods 
such as life estates, land donation, and conservation easements. 
 
Mr. Bunch had converted Existing Policy 2 into a policy plus two action measures.  The policy 
essentially recognized what the City already did: Development review and approval required a set-
aside for open space.  He had removed what he considered hot button issues, which were dedication, 
deed restriction and covenants.  Councilor Gudman related there had been occasions when people 
had talked to him about life estates:  donating their property to the City but being able to stay on it as 
long as they were alive.  Ms. Gronowski suggested sometimes the City might not want to have to take 
it.  Some homeowners associations would love to give the City their open space.  Councilor Gudman 
agreed that was a good point.  Mr. Bunch planned to consider language that specified the City had 
that opportunity when it was appropriate and consistent with city plans related to open space. 
 
PUBLIC COMMENT 
Ms. Hughes agreed with Ms. Gronowski about taking a high level policy perspective.  It was not a 
problem to talk about some of those values.  The problem was in implementation where three trees 
became a tree grove.  Suddenly someone’s back yard was being overlaid and overly regulated.  
Personally, she did not have a problem with the CAC talking big picture about wetlands and stream 
corridors and tree groves, etc. because she thought everyone in the community did value that.  But 
the problem was in implementation.  She distributed copies of a Sensitive Lands map that had been 
prepared by City staff several years ago.  She thought people thought of Sensitive Lands as wild 
spaces.  This color-coded map showed exactly where Sensitive Lands were.  The navy blue area was 
the single-family residential land at issue.  She had included some of the pages from Ms. Holen’s 
report that showed it was 203 acres.  62% of those 203 acres were non-dividable lots (essentially 
back yards); and 40% had less than 25% resources coverage.  Thus, this was about people’s yards.  
That was the Sensitive Lands issue.   
 
Ms. Hughes then commented on the policies the CAC had been discussing.  Proposed Policy 2 (page 
22) was much too broad.  There were things in it that reminded her of Sensitive Lands policies.  She 
asked, for example, what animals the habitat was for when it said ‘Provide wildlife habitat’?  She 
highlighted ‘viable landscaping’.  She explained the current Sensitive Lands code required people to 
provide a landscaping plan that was only native plants.  Then they had to submit an annual report by 
a qualified professional every year for three years.  She asked the CAC to imagine a single-family 
property owner having to hire a professional to look at their back yard every year for three years and 
create a report with pictures to submit to the City that said their plants were still alive.  As far as she 
was concerned that was over and above.  She cautioned the proposed policy could mean people 
would end up with something worse than Sensitive Lands.  She recommended redefining Open 
Space so it was more reasonable.  She recalled from the last meeting she had attended that the 
definition included just about everything but her kitchen sink.  She asked how this would apply if open 
space was everything, including people’s back yards. 
 
Ms. Hughes referred to the Action Measure to promote canopy cover (page 24).  If the goal was to 
promote the City’s tree canopy, then what was the target?  The city already had 44% tree grove.  The 
City of Portland had started at 24% with a goal to reach 33%.  Councilor Gudman asked if she wanted 
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to see a specific target?  She indicated the City had likely surpassed a healthy target for human 
beings.  There were many places where there was no light and people could not plant.  She agreed 
with Councilor Gudman that whether the City should use a percentage or some other target was a 
question to explore.  She said there were studies available that showed that healthy tree canopy for 
humans was less than what the City already had.  She clarified she was not suggesting cutting down 
trees – just reconsidering the policy.   
 
Mr. Needham agreed dialogue needed to occur because there were places in Lake Oswego that were 
very dark.  It would be an important issue when they talked about solar access.  He related the person 
who had built his house in 1971 had planted fir trees on the property line and they were now 65’ tall.  
There were places in Lake Oswego where trees were really dense and it was dark. 
 
Ms. Hughes concluded by recalling that City Manager Tom Coffee had stated that the Sensitive Lands 
program was broken and it should have been fixed five to ten years ago.  She was thankful the City 
was now working towards that.  She hoped the CAC understood that excluding Sensitive Lands from 
discussion here was not meant to disrespect them.  It was because it had been a difficult issue with 
lots of parts to it that needed to be resolved.  She did not think anyone was trying to say the City 
should not protect the significant areas of the community.  
  
Carolyne Jones, 2818 Poplar Way, advised the following questions had to be answered before the 
City could decide how much it needed:  What was enough open space? What was enough tree 
canopy? What was enough habitat?  She clarified that she was not recommending destruction of any 
of those, but she thought in some ways they were getting a little carried away.   
 
A CAC member commented that if someone had scientific literature and studies they should provide 
the information to the staff.   
 
Dianne Cassidy, 3601 Wren St., related that she had received some information from staff and she 
had emailed them some information about LEED policy.  It gave points for a LEED building that 
provided daylight because it cut down on energy use for lighting and provided a healthy environment 
for people.  Trees could devalue a property.  When she was looking at houses and saw one that was 
too dark and knew she could not cut the trees she crossed that property off her list.  She recalled that 
people liked to throw around terms like ‘natural resources’ that were not defined.  The literature she 
had read offered a very specific definition:  the natural environment as it was before humans came 
along. She did not think there was anything left in Lake Oswego that fit that definition.  The second 
growth fir trees and even the hundred-year-old oak trees were not ‘natural resources,’ nor was the 
scrubby vegetation, even though it was native plants. The CAC should remember that the Willamette 
Valley used to be an oak savannah with grasslands.  It was not covered with fir trees until man started 
developing.   
 
Ms. Cassidy talked about the Policy 9 rewrite that would allow development to occur in ways that 
protected existing trees.  She questioned why the policy should protect ‘existing trees.’  Big Leaf 
maples were a weed.  Hawthorns were everywhere.  She would cut them down in a second.  She 
asked what ‘other significant plant materials’ meant?  She would have to make it up on the spot.  She 
kind of understood what they were getting at, but this was not objective - it was very subjective and it 
was not defined.  It would be implemented unevenly.  What she thought of when she read ‘existing 
trees and associated vegetation such as forest understory’ might be completely different than staff or 
someone else.  That was a problem. 
 
She talked about ‘enhance the environmental and aesthetic values of the City’s urban forest.’  She 
had problems with that concept because the City owned some forested land, but it did not own any 
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urban forest. A lot of residents had trees.  People talked about it as if the City owned it and it was the 
City’s resource, but it was not.  She asked for the definition of ‘aesthetic values.’  How were they 
going to decide what the environmental and aesthetic values were?  She said she would like more 
sunshine.  Someone else might like dense shade and more trees.  There were people who could not 
stand the thought of cutting down any trees.  She saw trees lifting sidewalks that likely should be cut 
and replaced by another tree.  She concluded they had to look at them as replaceable objects. She 
agreed with Councilor Gudman that some definitional work was needed to make the draft even better.  
It would make the terms understandable.   
 
CAC Comments 
A CAC member suggested that Ms. Cassidy check out the Oregon State University Extension Service 
urban forestry course.   
 
Staff confirmed the Planning Commission was going to talk about Community Culture on June 24.  
The CAC had not finished working on that topic.  Staff suggested they could schedule a special CAC 
meeting.  The Planning Commission was interested in CAC feedback.  Councilor Gudman asked 
them to try to schedule a meeting.   
 
ADJOURNMENT 
The meeting was adjourned at approximately 6:15 p.m. 
 
 
 
ATTACHMENTS 
1.  Draft Meeting Summary, May 23, 2013 
2.  Staff Memo on Wastewater Treatment Final Review 
2a.  Wastewater Goals and Policies 05.24.13 Revised Draft 
3.  Staff Memo on Healthy Ecosystems, First Review 
3a.  Healthy Ecosystems Goals and Policies, 1st Draft Revisions 
 
REFERENCE DOCUMENTS 
A.  Healthy Ecosystems Background Report 
B.  August 2012 Community Health & Public Safety and Healthy Ecosystems Survey Response  
C.  Parks Plan 2025 Recommendations that Relate to Healthy Ecosystems 
 
CITIZEN COMMENTS 
Todd Prager Comments 
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