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Executive Summary

This Urban Forestry Master Plan (UFMP) sets a course of  action for the 
City of  Tigard’s urban forestry program from the time of  its acceptance 
by Council until the year 2016.  The Plan has been developed through a 
public process involving community outreach and surveys, urban forestry 
stakeholder interviews, departmental coordination meetings, and review 
of  current City policies and programs.  Based on the information received 
throughout this process, the UFMP Citizen Advisory Committee (CAC) 
recommends the following implementation goals:  

1.	� Revise Tigard’s tree code (Chapter 18.790, includes development 
regulations and mitigation).

2. 	� Revise Tigard’s landscaping code (includes street trees, parking lot 
trees, and other required landscape trees).

3. 	� Develop a tree grove protection program.

4. 	� Develop a hazard tree identification and abatement program.

5. 	� Improve the management of  the City’s urban forestry program.

6. 	� Develop an urban forest stewardship program.

It is further recommended that the achievement of  the above 
implementation goals occur through a series of  sub-goals and 
action measures which are outlined in the implementation matrix.  
Implementation goals, sub-goals, and action measures are intended to 
frame future urban forestry code and program development and set a 
timeline for both.  Tigard’s Tree Board will be charged with overseeing the 
implementation of  the UFMP as part of  their annual work plan. 

“Tigard’s urban forest is valued 

and protected by City residents 

as a thriving interconnected 

ecosystem managed to improve 

quality of life, increase community 

identity, and maximize aesthetic, 

economic, and ecological benefits.

”

[This  Page  intentionally  left  blank]
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Implementation Matrix

The following implementation matrix contains all six UFMP implementa-
tion goals (highlighted in orange), their associated sub-goals (e.g. 1.1, 1.2, 
1.3…), and a series of  action measures with the necessary level of  detail 
needed to implement the goals and sub-goals.  For each action measure 
the lead City division, applicable Comprehensive Plan policies, staff  and 
financial resources required, and implementation schedule are included.

Through implementation of  the goals, sub-goals, and action measures 
in this Plan, progress will be made towards the adopted vision of  the 
UFMP CAC:

“Tigard’s urban forest is valued and protected by City residents 

as a thriving interconnected ecosystem managed to improve 

quality of life, increase community identity, and maximize 

aesthetic, economic, and ecological benefits.”

Urban Forestry
Master Plan

Forestry

V isionV ision
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1. Revise Tigard’s tree code (Chapter 18.790, includes development regulations and mitigation).

1.1 Revise tree code to allow for more flexibility and ensure a qualitative approach to tree preservation.

a. Determine the most appropriate placement for Long Range 2.2.1, 2.2.2, 2.3.1, Low $ 2010 2011
  future tree code provisions within the Tigard Planning 2.3.2, 2.3.3, 2.3.6,
  Development and Municipal Code chapters.  2.3.7, 2.3.9, 2.3.10,
   2.3.11

b. Modify code to focus less on mitigation and Long Range 2.2.1, 2.2.2, 2.2.9, High $$ 2010 2011
  more on preservation of long-lived evergreen and Planning 2.3.1, 2.3.2, 2.3.3,
  broad-leaf deciduous tree species, native and  2.3.4, 2.3.6, 2.3.7,
  indigenous trees, and other trees identified as of   2.3.9, 2.3.11
  high importance.

c. Require private arborists to be involved in the Long Range 2.2.1, 2.3.1, 2.3.3, Low $ 2010 2011
  development process from site planning through Planning 2.3.6, 2.3.7, 2.3.8,
  landscape installation. 2.3.9

d. Develop and implement regulations, standards, Long Range 2.2.1, 2.2.2, 2.3.1, High $$ 2010 2011
  and incentives for transferring density and seeking Planning 2.3.3, 2.3.6, 2.3.8,
  variances and adjustments to preserve trees  2.3.9, 2.3.11
  identified as being of high importance.

e. Provide incentives for preserving smaller Long Range 2.2.1, 2.2.2, 2.2.9, Low $ 2010 2011
  diameter trees that have a higher ability to Planning 2.3.1, 2.3.2, 2.3.3,
  withstand development impacts. 2.3.4, 2.3.6, 2.3.7,
   2.3.9, 2.3.11

f. Ensure invasive trees are exempt from Long Range 2.2.1, 2.2.2, 2.2.7, Low $ 2010 2011
  preservation requirements through the adoption Planning 2.2.8, 2.2.9, 2.3.1,
  of an inclusive invasive species list. 2.3.7, 2.3.8, 2.3.11

g. Develop standards and procedures for tree code Long Range 2.2.1, 2.2.2, 2.2.3, Med. $$ 2010 2011
  enforcement. Planning 2.2.6, 2.3.1, 2.3.8,
   2.3.9, 2.3.11

h. Develop procedures detailing when and how Current 2.2.1 Med. $$ 2011 2012
  protected trees will be inventoried and permit Planning
  activities tracked.

i. Develop and maintain, as part of the City’s GIS and Current 2.2.1 Med. $$ 2011 Ongoing
  permit systems, a publicly accessible inventory of Planning
  protected trees.

j. Create a tree manual with drawings and Current 2.2.1, 2.2.2, 2.2.8, High $$$ 2010 2011
  specifications for development related tree Planning 2.2.9, 2.3.1, 2.3.2,
  inventory and protection standards, and  2.3.3, 2.3.6, 2.3.7,
  preferred species/tree types for preservation.  2.3.8, 2.3.9

* Low = 0–8 hours of staff time * Med. = 8–40 hours of staff time * High = over 40 hours of staff time
** $ = <$1,000 ** $$ = $1,000–$10,000 ** $$$ = $10,000–$50,000 ** $$$$ = >$50,000

isionision
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* Low = 0–8 hours of staff time	 * Med. = 8–40 hours of staff time	 * High = over 40 hours of staff time
**  $ = <$1,000	 ** $$ = $1,000–$10,000	 ** $$$ = $10,000–$50,000	 ** $$$$ = >$50,000

1.2 Revise tree code so that standards do not solely impact those property owners with trees.

	 a.	 Develop canopy cover or tree density standards	 Long Range	 2.2.1, 2.2.2, 2.2.4, 	 High	 $$	 2010	 2011
		  for all lots to be met by either preserving existing	 Planning	 2.2.9,  2.3.1, 2.3.2, 
		  trees, or planting new trees.		  2.3.6, 2.3.7, 2.3.9, 
				    2.3.11

	 b.	 Investigate possible funding mechanisms	 Current	 2.2.1, 2.2.2, 2.2.7, 	 High	 $$	 2011	 2012
		  to help support an ongoing tree and urban	 Planning	 2.3.8
		  forest enhancement program.

2. Revise Tigard’s landscaping code (includes street trees, parking lot trees, and other required landscape trees).

2.1   Revise street tree planting, maintenance, and removal requirements.

	 a.	 Revise parking lot design requirements to	 Current	 2.2.1, 2.2.2, 2.2.4, 	 Med.	 $$	 2010	 2011
		  incorporate stormwater management techniques	 Planning	 2.2.7, 2.2.8, 2.2.10,
		  and methods that support increased tree canopy.		  2.3.5, 2.3.7, 2.3.8, 
				    2.3.11

	 b.	 Revise Tigard Municipal Code to establish a 	 Long Range	 2.2.1, 2.2.2, 2.2.4, 	 Med.	 $$	 2010	 2011
		  permit system for planting, removal, and 	 Planning	 2.2.5, 2.2.6, 2.2.8,
		  replacement of required trees.  		  2.2.9, 2.2.10, 2.3.5, 
				    2.3.7, 2.3.10, 2.3.11

	 c.	 Incentivize the use, retention, and replacement	 Current	 2.2.1, 2.2.2, 2.2.4, 	 Med.	 $$	 2010	 2011
		  of long lived evergreen and broad-leaf deciduous	 Planning	 2.2.5, 2.2.6, 2.2.7,
		  tree species, native and indigenous trees, and		  2.2.8, 2.2.9, 2.2.10, 
		  other trees identified as of high importance.		  2.3.1, 2.3.5, 2.3.7,
				    2.3.8, 2.3.11

	 d.	 Allow required landscape trees to count towards	 Long Range	 2.2.1, 2.2.2, 2.2.4, 	 Low	 $	 2010	 2011
		  mitigation, canopy cover, and/or tree density 	 Planning	 2.2.6, 2.2.7, 2.2.8,
		  standards.		  2.2.9, 2.2.10, 2.3.5

	 e.	 Require landscape architects to develop 	 Long Range	 2.2.1, 2.2.2, 2.2.7, 	 Low	 $	 2010	 2011
		  landscape plans for projects of a certain type	 Planning	 2.2.10, 2.3.5, 2.3.7,
		  and/or size.		  2.3.11

	 f.	 Create a design and maintenance manual with	 Current	 2.2.1, 2.2.2, 2.2.4, 	 High	 $$$	 2010	 2011
		  drawings and specifications for species selection,	 Planning	 2.2.5, 2.2.6, 2.2.7,
		  planting, and maintenance.		  2.2.8, 2.2.9, 2.2.10, 
				    2.3.5, 2.3.7, 2.3.8,
				    2.3.11

	 g.	 Clarify jurisdictional requirements along ODOT	 Current	 2.2.1, 2.2.2, 2.2.4, 	 Low	 $	 2010	 2011
		  right-of-ways (Highway 99W, Highway 217, and	 Planning	 2.2.5, 2.2.6, 2.2.7,
		  Interstate 5).		  2.2.8, 2.3.5, 2.3.8   
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* Low = 0–8 hours of staff time	 * Med. = 8–40 hours of staff time	 * High = over 40 hours of staff time
**  $ = <$1,000	 ** $$ = $1,000–$10,000	 ** $$$ = $10,000–$50,000	 ** $$$$ = >$50,000
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	 h.	 Do not require new technologies that are cost	 Current	 2.2.1, 2.2.4, 2.2.7	 Low	 $	 2010	 Ongoing
		  prohibitive.	 Planning

2.2  Develop an inventory of tree plantings, removals, and replacements.

	 a.	 Develop procedures for when and how trees will	 Current	 2.2.1	 Med.	 $$	 2011	 2012
		  be inventoried and permit activities tracked.	 Planning

	 b.	 Develop and maintain, as part of the City’s GIS 	 Current	 2.2.1	 Med.	 $$	 2011	 Ongoing
		  and permit systems, a publicly accessible inventory	 Planning
		  of tree plantings and permitted removals.

3.  Develop a tree grove protection program.

3.1 Focus on preserving large groves of native trees.

	 a.	 Establish standards and procedures for identifying 	 Long Range	 2.2.1, 2.2.2, 2.2.3, 	 High	 $$$$	 2010	 2011
		  and inventorying large groves of native trees.	 Planning	 2.2.6, 2.2.7, 2.3.1,
				    2.3.2, 2.3.8, 2.3.9,
				    2.3.11     

	 b.	 Develop preservation and maintenance standards 	 Long Range	 2.2.1, 2.2.2, 2.2.3, 	 High	 $$$	 2011	 2012
		  and procedures for tree groves identified for	 Planning	 2.2.4,  2.2.6, 2.2.7,
		  protection while allowing for the full develop-		  2.2.8, 2.2.9, 2.3.1,
		  ment of property under current zoning.		  2.3.2, 2.3.3, 2.3.5,
				    2.3.6, 2.3.7, 2.3.8,
				    2.3.9, 2.3.11

3.2  Develop a flexible and incentive based grove preservation program that meets the needs of affected property owners. 

	 a.	 Reach out to property owners with identified tree  	 Long Range	 2.3.8, 2.3.11	 Med.	 $$	 2010	 2012
		  groves early in the process to allow them ample	 Range
		  opportunity to participate in the development of
		  regulations.

	 b.	 Ensure any future tree grove regulations have  	 Long Range	 2.2.1, 2.2.2, 2.2.4, 	 Med.	 $$	 2011	 2012
		  flexibility and incentives built in.	 Planning	 2.3.6, 2.3.8, 2.3.11   

4.  Develop a hazard tree identification and abatement program. 

4.1  Establish City storm and hazard tree response protocols.

	 a.	 Prior to land acquisition conduct a tree hazard   	 Parks	 2.2.1, 2.2.2, 2.3.4, 	 Med.	 $$	 2010	 Ongoing
		  assessment.		  2.3.8

	 b.	 Develop and implement a formal emergency	 Streets	 2.2.1, 2.2.2, 2.3.4,	 Low	 $	 2010	 Ongoing
		  response system for tree hazards on City streets.		  2.3.8

	 c.	 Develop and implement a formal emergency	 Parks	 2.2.1, 2.2.2, 2.3.4,	 Low	 $	 2010	 Ongoing
		  response system for tree hazards in City parks/		  2.3.8
		  greenspaces.
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4.2  Establish a City program to facilitate tree hazard identification and abatement on private property.  

	 a.	 Revise Tigard Municipal Code to grant authority 	 Long Range	 2.2.1, 2.3.4, 2.3.8,  	 High	 $$	 2010	 2011
		  to the City to become involved in private 	 Planning	 2.3.11 
		  property tree hazards.

	 b.	 Develop and maintain criteria for what  	 Current	 2.2.1, 2.2.2 	 Med.	 $$	 2010	 2011
		  constitutes a tree hazard using the Tree Risk 	 Planning
		  Assessment methodology developed by the 
		  PNWISA.

	 c.	 Develop and maintain criteria for hazard  	 Current	 2.2.1, 2.2.2, 2.3.4, 	 Med.	 $$	 2010	 2011
		  abatement and risk mitigation.	 Planning	 2.3.11

	 d.	 Develop procedures for mediating disputes 	 Long Range	 2.3.4, 2.3.11	 High	 $$$	 2010	 2011
		  including assigning responsibility.	 Planning

	 e.	 Make information about hazard tree 	 Current	 2.3.4, 2.3.8	 Med.	 $$	 2010	 2011
		  indentification and abatement program available 	 Planning
		  to the public.

5.  Improve management of the City’s urban forestry program.

5.1   Begin developing a tree and urban forest inventory. 

	 a.	 Develop procedures for when and how 	 Current	 2.2.1 	 Med.	 $$	 2011	 2012
		  protected trees, tree groves, street trees,	 Planning
		  heritage trees, and required landscape trees will
		  be inventoried and permit activities tracked.

	 b.	 Develop and maintain, as part of the City’s GIS and	 Current	 2.2.1	 Med. 	 $$	 2011	 Ongoing
		  permit systems, a publicly accessible inventory	 Planning
		  of protected trees, tree groves, street trees,
		  heritage trees, and required landscape trees.

	 c.	 Develop and maintain, as part of the City’s GIS	 Current	 2.2.1, 2.2.2, 2.2.7	 Med.	 $$	 2011	 Ongoing
		  system, a publicly accessible inventory of sites	 Planning
		  where urban forestry fees are being utilized.  
		  Link sites with the City’s accounting system so
		  detailed analyses of urban forestry expenditures
		  can be obtained.

5.2  Improve management of City owned trees and forests.   

	 a.	 Create and route a budget sheet to appropriate  	 Parks	 2.2.1, 2.2.2, 2.2.7, 	 Low	 $	 2010	 2011
		  divisions prior to park and greenspace		  2.3.4
		  acquisitions so anticipated costs and benefits
		  can be identified and evaluated.

* Low = 0–8 hours of staff time	 * Med. = 8–40 hours of staff time	 * High = over 40 hours of staff time
**  $ = <$1,000	 ** $$ = $1,000–$10,000	 ** $$$ = $10,000–$50,000	 ** $$$$ = >$50,000
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Implementation Goals
	 b.	 Create a greenspace coordinator position to   	 Parks	 2.2.1, 2.3.4, 2.3.8	 High	 $$$$	 2011	 2011
		  manage City owned natural areas and develop a 
		  proactive hazard tree identification and
		  abatement program for those areas. 

	 c.	 Develop a written set of urban forestry	 Current	 2.2.1, 2.2.2, 2.2.5,	 High	 $$	 2011	 2012
		  standards and specifications for City projects.	 Planning	 2.2.6, 2.2.7, 2.3.1,
				    2.3.3, 2.3.7, 2.3.9     

	 d.	 Identify and secure long term funding sources for	 Current	 2.2.1, 2.2.2, 2.2.7	 Low	 $	 2014	 2016
		  urban forestry projects as mitigation funds decline.	 Planning

	 e.	 Designate City Arborist as lead coordinator for	 Current	 2.2.2, 2.2.6, 2.2.11, 	 Low	 $	 2010	 Ongoing
		  implementation of the Urban Forestry Master Plan.	 Planning	 2.3.4, 2.3.7

6.  Develop an urban forestry stewardship program. 

6.1  Develop and provide urban forestry outreach materials.

	 a.	 Provide Tigard citizens with pertinent urban 	 Current	 2.2.7, 2.3.8	 Med.	 $$	 2012	 2013
		  forestry outreach information such as workshops,	 Planning
		  flyers, online tools, “ask the arborist” service, etc.

	 b.	 Maintain a list of invasive trees and other plants,	 Current	 2.2.1, 2.2.7, 2.2.8,	 Low	 $	 2012	 2013
		  discourage their sale and propagation, and	 Planning	 2.2.9, 2.3.8, 2.3.11
		  promote their removal.  

6.2  Fund urban forestry projects for private property owners.

	 a.	 Utilize mitigation and other funding sources for	 Current	 2.2.7, 2.3.8	 High	 $$$	 2013	 2014
		  tree planting and urban forest management on	 Planning
		  public and private property and public 
		  right-of-way.

	 b.	 Present a cost/benefit study for a leaf pickup	 Current	 2.2.7, 2.3.8	 Low	 $	 2013	 2013
		  program for Council’s consideration.	 Planning

6.3  Prevent pre-development clearing of lots.

	 a.	 Develop standards that require tree removal 	 Long Range	 2.2.1, 2.2.2, 2.2.7, 	 Med.	 $$	 2010	 2011
		  permits prior to the removal of a specified	 Planning	 2.3.1, 2.3.8
		  number of trees per year.

* Low = 0–8 hours of staff time	 * Med. = 8–40 hours of staff time	 * High = over 40 hours of staff time
**  $ = <$1,000	 ** $$ = $1,000–$10,000	 ** $$$ = $10,000–$50,000	 ** $$$$ = >$50,000
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Implementation Goals
6.4  Regularly update the Urban Forestry Master Plan, set achievable goals, and continually monitor progress.

	 a.	 Strive to achieve no net loss in citywide tree 	 Current	 2.2.7, 2.2.11, 2.3.8	 Low	 $	 2015	 2015
		  canopy from 2007–2015.	 Planning

	 b.	 Strive to achieve 32% citywide tree canopy by	 Current	 2.2.7, 2.2.11, 2.3.8	 Low	 $	 2027	 2027
		  2027	 Planning

	 c.	 Strive to achieve 40% citywide tree canopy by	 Current	 2.2.7, 2.2.11, 2.3.8	 Low	 $	 2047	 2047
		  2047	 Planning

	 d.	 Update Urban Forestry Master Plan every 5–7	 Current	 2.2.1, 2.2.2, 2.2.11,	 High	 $$$	 2015	 2016
		  years.	 Planning	 2.3.1, 2.3.8

	 e.	 To help inform future Plan updates, collect	 Current	 2.2.1, 2.2.7, 2.2.11	 High	 $$	 2014	 2015
		  baseline tree inventory data in addition to	 Planning 
		  canopy cover data.

Le
ad

 
Di

v
is

io
n

C
o

m
p

 P
la

n
P

o
lic

ie
s

Ci
t

y S
t

af
f

R
es

o
ur

ce
s*

Ci
t

y’
s 

C
o

st
**

B
eg

in
Im

p
le

m
en

-
ta

ti
o

n

C
o

m
p

le
te

 
Im

p
le

m
en

-
ta

ti
o

n

* Low = 0–8 hours of staff time	 * Med. = 8–40 hours of staff time	 * High = over 40 hours of staff time
**  $ = <$1,000	 ** $$ = $1,000–$10,000	 ** $$$ = $10,000–$50,000	 ** $$$$ = >$50,000
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Basis for Decision Making

The following information was used as the basis for decision making when 
formulating goals, sub-goals, and action measures for the UFMP.

Urban Forestry Survey

An independent, scientific telephone survey of  400 randomly selected 
citizens about their attitudes towards existing and potential urban forestry 
policies and programs was completed by Steve Johnson and Associates 
in December of  2008.  The survey was funded in part by a grant from 
the Oregon Department of  Forestry and the USDA Forest Service.  
The purpose of  the survey was to gain a more detailed understanding 
of  community attitudes towards urban forestry issues in Tigard.  Exact 
questions and complete results from the survey are included in Appendix A. 

Canopy Analysis

In cooperation with Metro, Tigard’s tree canopy from 1996 and 2007 was 
identified and mapped using aerial photography.  This has allowed for 
easy identification of  where the urban forest is increasing, decreasing, 
and remaining the same.  It will also allow for continual tracking of  
canopy change in the future as Metro runs the software that can detect 
the presence of  tree canopy cover every two years.  Using the results, 
management decisions were made such as where preservation and planting 
efforts should be targeted.  Full results of  the canopy analysis are in 
Appendix B.

Stakeholder Interviews

City staff  interviewed major community stakeholder groups and 
jurisdictions that regularly contribute to and/or are affected by the 
management of  Tigard’s urban forest. The full stakeholder interview notes 
are included in Appendix C.  

City of Tigard, Internal Coordination Meetings

The City of  Tigard has multiple departments, divisions, boards, and 
committees that administer and implement the City’s urban forestry 
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program.  Key City staff  members with roles in coordinating and 
implementing Tigard’s urban forestry programs, policies, and codes 
met to discuss urban forestry coordination needs and to identify 
solutions.  The purpose of  this coordination is to provide for more 
effective administration of  the urban forestry program and to inform 
recommendations made in the UFMP.  Full results of  the internal 
coordination meetings can be found in Appendix D.

Review of Current and Historical Urban Forestry 
Codes, Polices, and Programs

A thorough review and analysis of  urban forestry related laws, codes, 
policies, and programs was undertaken to inform recommendations in the 
UFMP.  Particular attention was paid to the Urban Forest Section of  the 
Comprehensive Plan (Appendix E) which contains the goals, policies, and 
action measures that guide Tigard’s urban forestry program.  Appendix E 
also provides examples of  the social, ecological, and economic benefits of  
urban trees and forests.  

Appendix F contains a historical timeline relative to urban forestry in 
Tigard.  Appendix G contains a review and analysis of  the major Federal, 
State, and Regional policies that provide a framework for Tigard’s urban 
forestry program.  Appendix H is a review and analysis of  current urban 
forestry related City codes.  

UFMP CAC

The UFMP CAC was comprised of  the Tree Board plus four additional 
residents/business interests at large including two certified arborists, one 
homebuilder, and one resident with expertise in public administration.  
They met every other month to receive information as it was being 
collected and advised staff  on Plan development.  

“City staff interviewed major 

community stakeholder groups 

and jurisdictions that regularly 

contribute to and/or are affected 

by the management of Tigard’s 

urban forest. The full stakeholder 

interview notes are included in 

Appendix C.

”
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Chapter 1:

Development Regulations and 
Mitigation Requirements

Implementation Goal 1:  
Revise Tigard’s tree code (Chapter 18.790, includes 
development regulations and mitigation). 

Revising Tigard’s tree code is purposely listed as Goal 1 due to strong 
dissatisfaction with the existing code by those both inside and outside of  
the development community.  

Tigard’s existing tree code is located in Chapter 18.790 of  the Tigard 
Development Code.  This Code requires certain types of  development 
projects to prepare a tree plan and identify trees to be preserved and 
removed during construction.  Tree replacement, or mitigation, is required 
on an “inch for inch” basis.  This means that if  a tree with a trunk that is 
12 inches in diameter is removed, it needs to be replaced with 6, 2-inch 
diameter replacement trees.  If  a developer chooses not to replant trees, 
then the City requires a “fee-in-lieu payment” to the Tigard Tree Fund at 
the current rate of  $125 per diameter inch (2009).  

Some of  the criticism of  the tree code from stakeholders is that 
the mitigation structure promotes overplanting, it does not require 
preservation of  quality trees, and it encourages the retention of  large 
diameter trees that are less likely to survive development impacts.  The 
Home Builder’s Association of  Metropolitan Portland (HBAMP) position 
is that the fee-in-lieu of  mitigation is excessive and that the tree code does 
not adequately reward the preservation of  high quality trees.  The HBAMP 
and other stakeholders agree that the tree code unfairly penalizes those 
property owners with existing trees more than those owners without trees.  
For the City, the tree code is also administratively difficult to implement 
because it is challenging to track protected and replacement trees in the 
years and decades following development.

The previous tree code that went into effect in 1983 was more 
preservationist than today’s code because it required a permit prior to the 
removal of  any tree on all undeveloped land, developed commercial and 
industrial land, and public land.  In 1997 Tigard’s tree code was revised to 
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its current form.  The code currently allows any or all trees to be removed 
as long as they are replaced.  Due in part to dissatisfaction with the existing 
tree code, the Tigard Tree Board was charged with developing a “City 
Tree Stewardship and Urban Forest Enhancement Program” in 2007.  
Following over a year of  work by the Tree Board, a comprehensive plan for 
the urban forest was developed in 2008.  The Urban Forest section of  the 
Comprehensive Plan (Appendix E) contains two goals to be implemented 
by 22 policies.  The goals and policies in the Comprehensive Plan guide the 
recommendations made in this Plan.

While many are unhappy with the current tree code, the UFMP community 
survey confirmed Tigard residents want the City to require some trees are 
preserved and new trees planted during development (~88% support).  
A majority (~57%) of  respondents say they support new development 
regulations even if  they limit the size and extent of  potential buildings 
or profits.  Approximately 32% of  respondents oppose tree regulations 
limiting development. (See Figure 1 at right).

Protecting Tigard’s urban forest on developable land must be balanced with 
State, Metro, and City planning goals and regulations which favor density 
in urban areas.  Specifically, development regulations must be clear and 
objective, and not discourage needed housing through unreasonable cost 
or delay according to State law.  Only 7% of  Tigard’s land area and 12% of  
its citywide tree canopy are on developable property so a comprehensive 
urban forestry code and program must address areas outside of  
development.  

Direction received from the community and stakeholders regarding tree 
code revisions have been folded into several sub-goals and implementation 
measures.  Major recommendations include:

   Determining the most appropriate placement for future tree code 
provisions to improve administration and address situations outside 
development; 

   Less focus on mitigation and more on preserving high quality trees; 

   Revising tree preservation incentives so that they are more attractive 
to developers; and 

   Not unfairly penalizing those property owners with trees.  

Also included in the recommendations are steps the City should take to 
better track protected and replacement trees after development is complete. 

Would you strongly support, support, 
oppose, or strongly oppose tree 
removal regulations during property 
development, even when they limit the 
size and extent of potential buildings 
or profits?
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Chapter 2: 

Landscaping Requirements

Implementation Goal 2:  
Revise Tigard’s landscaping code (includes street trees,  
parking lot trees, and other required landscape trees).

Revising Tigard’s landscaping code is the second goal of  the UFMP.  The 
intention of  the revisions is to improve the quality and protection of  the 
City’s streetscapes and commercial and industrial landscapes.

Tigard’s existing landscaping codes are scattered throughout the 
Development and Municipal Codes.  Many of  the provisions in 
the landscaping codes lack specificity, are conflicting, and present 
administrative challenges for the City.  Also, the City’s standards and design 
guidelines do not specify industry accepted installation and maintenance 
requirements for trees.

Stakeholder interviews highlighted the need for requirements addressing 
the planting of  high quality trees and ensuring that design and maintenance 
of  areas such as parking lots and street side plantings are sustainable and 
aesthetically pleasing.  The Oregon Chapter of  the American Society 
of  Landscape Architects (OASLA) suggested Tigard create a tree and 
landscape design manual with drawings and specifications so that landscape 
architects have a clear idea of  the City’s overall tree and landscape vision.  
Such a tree and landscape design manual could also address the Tree 
Board’s request to translate Code revisions into something the public can 
understand.  

Internally, the lack of  a comprehensive tree inventory has led to difficulty 
tracking street trees and required landscape trees. 

Although the UFMP community survey revealed that Tigard citizens are 
highly satisfied with the current overall state of  Tigard’s urban forest, 74% 
of  respondents believe more street trees will be good for the City. Tigard’s 
canopy analysis supports this, as street trees currently provide only 9% 
canopy in City street right-of-ways.  The canopy analysis also found that 
the City’s parking lot tree standards are not effective due to the relatively 
low tree canopy in parking lots. (See Figure 2 on next page.) 

Direction for revising Tigard’s landscaping code is included in the 
sub-goals and implementation of  section two of  the matrix.  Specific 

“Stakeholder interviews highlighted 

the need for requirements 

addressing the planting of high 

quality trees and ensuring that 

design and maintenance of areas 

such as parking lots and street 

side plantings are sustainable and 

aesthetically pleasing.

”
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recommendations include developing a landscape design manual with 
drawings and specifications, improving parking lot design, establishing 
a permit system for the planting, replacement, and removal of  required 
trees, and improving the tracking and inventorying of  street trees and other 
required landscape trees.

�

Based on a 
random sample, 
Tigard parking 
lots (outlined 
in yellow) are 
covered by 
approximately 
6% tree canopy 
(areas highlighted 
in green).

FIGURE 2
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Chapter 3: 

Tree Grove Protection

Implementation Goal 3:  
Develop a tree grove protection program.

The third goal of  the UFMP is to develop a tree grove protection program 
which creates mechanism for protecting Tigard’s remaining groves of  
native trees while allowing for the full development of  property under 
current zoning.

Many tree groves in Tigard are currently afforded some level of  protection 
due to their location in sensitive lands (stream corridors, steep slopes, 
significant habitat areas, wetlands, and floodplains) as defined by the Tigard 
Development Code.  Tigard’s Development Code limits the type and 
intensity of  development within sensitive lands, and requires permits for 
tree removal in these areas.  However, the Development Code does not 
explicitly protect tree groves in sensitive lands, and tree removal permits are 
automatically issued if  an erosion control plan is provided.  Also, currently 
there are no protections for tree groves located outside of  sensitive lands.  
Prior to enacting any regulations protecting tree groves, the City must 
comply with Federal, State, and Regional regulations (see Appendix G).  
Particular attention shall be paid to State laws including the requirements 
for an economic, social, environmental, and energy (ESEE) analysis prior 
to protecting “Goal 5” (natural) resources.  

Some of  the stakeholders interviewed for the UFMP such as the Pacific 
Northwest Chapter of  the International Society of  Arboriculture 
(PNWISA), the OASLA, the Tualatin Riverkeepers and Clean Water 
Services, support the City’s efforts to preserve and maintain native trees 
and groves in Tigard.  Multiple stakeholders also suggest the City take a 
leadership role in tree grove protection by hiring a greenspace coordinator 
to provide long term maintenance of  City-owned natural areas.  The 
HBAMP suggested affected property owners be directly notified about 
regulations and incentives proposed for incorporation into any City code 
calling for the preservation of  tree groves.

The UFMP community survey shows that Tigard residents support future 
regulations to protect native tree groves.  Most residents (~55%) would 
like to see regulations focused on larger groves of  native trees as opposed 
to individual trees of  significant size (~28% support). In addition, 37% 
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If the City were to enact new tree 
protection measures, would you like 
to see them focused on natural areas, 
ornamental landscape trees, both types 
equally, or on something else.
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of  respondents said they prefer to see new tree regulations focused on 
natural areas as opposed to ornamental trees (~3% support).  However, 
approximately 48% said they would like to see regulations applied to natural 
areas and ornamental trees equally. (See Figure 3 at right.) 73% of  respondents 
said the decision of  whether to preserve trees should not be left solely to the 
developer, and a majority (57%) said they support tree regulations even if  
they limit the size and extent of  potential buildings or profits.    

While residents prioritize grove protection, the canopy analysis revealed 
that Tigard’s tree groves are disappearing.  In 1996, there were 63 canopy 
clusters greater than 5 acres in size within the City limits.  In 2007, there 
were 48 canopy clusters greater than 5 acres in size.  This represents a 24% 
decline in large sized canopy clusters in eleven years. (See Figure 4 on next 
page.)

As a result of  trends shown in the canopy analysis, community preference, 
and stakeholder input, the UFMP developed a number of  sub-goals and 
action measures to guide the development of  a tree grove protection 
program that is compliant with Federal, State, Regional, and Local 
requirements.  Included are recommendations to contact all property 
owners that would be impacted by a tree grove protection program and 
providing grove preservation incentives.  
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CHAPTER 4: 

Hazard Trees

Implementation Goal 4: 
Develop a hazard tree identification and 
abatement program.

The fourth goal in the UFMP is to develop a hazard tree identification and 
abatement program that adequately addresses tree hazards on both public 
and private property.  

Currently Tigard’s Municipal Code prohibits hazard trees, but there is a 
lack of  specificity on what constitutes a hazard and what the mechanism is 
for abating hazards in a timely manner. There is also no formal process for 
identifying and abating tree hazards on City property.  

During the stakeholder interviews the Tree Board suggested that the 
City increase communications between departments.  Interdepartmental 
communication is integral to effectively addressing tree hazards in a timely 
manner.  Other stakeholders suggested that the City hire a greenspace 
coordinator who could provide proactive management of  tree hazards 
in City parks and greenspaces.  The HBAMP said the City should allow 
private property owners to manage their land as they see fit, which implies 
the City should have no involvement in private property tree hazard issues.

As a result of  the City’s internal coordination meetings, specific methods 
for responding to public tree hazards were developed and are detailed in 
Appendix D.  The Parks Division echoed the stakeholders by highlighting 
the need to hire a greenspace coordinator to proactively manage tree 
hazards on City property.

The community survey results indicate public support for a hazard tree 
identification and abatement program.  Approximately 76% of  residents 
think more resources should be directed to better maintain and protect 
existing trees.  A majority of  residents said they would support additional 
funding from increased city fees, charges, or property taxes to fund a more 
comprehensive tree program in Tigard parks and open spaces (~56% 
support, ~39% oppose).  A portion of  that funding could be used by the 
City for a hazard tree program.  Finally, a majority of  residents said they 
would support the creation of  a program where the City would become 
involved in disputes between neighbors regarding hazardous trees on private 
property (60% support, 38% oppose). (See Figure 5 at left.)

Currently, if there is a dispute between 
neighboring property owners regarding 
a potentially hazardous tree, the City 
does not get involved, and instead 
directs the neighbors to work out a 
solution through civil means. Would 
you strongly support, support, oppose, 
or strongly oppose the creation of a 
program where the City would become 
involved in disputes between neighbors 
regarding hazardous trees?
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The sub-goals and implementation measures recommended in the UFMP 
support the creation of  a hazard tree identification and abatement program 
for public and private property.  The recommendations include formalizing 
the City’s hazard response protocols, hiring a greenspace coordinator 
to help manage tree hazards on City property, and developing a process 
whereby the City would have authority to become involved in tree hazards 
on private property.  In order to provide consistency in tree hazard 
identification and abatement, it is recommended that the City adopt the 
PNWISA Tree Risk Assessment methodology as its standard.



    City of Tigard  |  Urban Forestry Master Plan

21

Chapter 5: 

Urban Forestry Program 
Management

Implementation Goal 5:  
Improve the management of the City’s urban  
forestry program. 

Implementation Goal 5 was developed to improve the coordination and 
management of  the City’s urban forestry program.  

Tigard’s urban forestry program is currently implemented by multiple City 
departments and divisions.  In addition, code provisions relating to urban 
forestry are scattered throughout the Municipal and Development Codes.  
Management of  City-owned tree and forest resources has been declining 
as more land is acquired without additional funding for maintenance 
and proactive management.  Improved communication between City 
departments and divisions, unifying urban forestry related Code provisions, 
and providing adequate staffing is needed for more effective management 
of  the City’s urban forestry program.  Also, securing a sustainable funding 
source will be necessary to provide long term support of  the urban forestry 
program as the Tree Fund declines due to less future development.   

Stakeholders such as the PNWISA and Clean Water Services suggested that 
the City hire a greenspace coordinator to proactively manage City tree and 
forest resources.  The Tualatin Riverkeepers said the City needs to establish a 
sustainable source of  funding for its urban forestry program to assist in the 
long term management of  invasive species.  The Tree Board suggested that 
there needs to be more coordination between City departments and divisions 
when administering the urban forestry program.  Although a minority view, 
the HBAMP’s position is that there should be no urban forestry program 
because the costs outweigh the benefits of  such a program.

The City’s internal coordination meetings highlighted the need for more 
communication between departments and divisions.  More communication 
would improve the management of  tree hazards, ensure City development 
projects are adhering to applicable Code requirements, improve the 
tracking of  trees after development, and provide more transparency as to 
how and where the Tree Fund is being utilized.  The internal coordination 
meetings also highlighted the need for a written set of  tree protection 

“The public showed a preference 

for urban forestry efforts to focus 

on streamside trees and other 

natural forested areas.

”
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and replacement standards for City projects so that the City can take a 
leadership role in urban forestry.     

The community survey results demonstrate public support for increased 
funding through fees and taxes for the City’s urban forestry program 
(~56% support, ~39% oppose). (See Figure 6 at right.)  The public showed 
a preference for urban forestry efforts to focus on streamside trees and 
other natural forested areas.  These results indicate that residents would 
support the hiring of  a greenspace coordinator to directly manage the 
nearly 180 acres of  City-owned tree canopy in Tigard.  

The sub-goals and implementation measures recommended in the UFMP 
to support the goal of  improved City management include developing 
methods for inventorying and tracking trees and urban forestry related 
expenditures, developing a written set of  urban forestry standards for 
City projects, securing a sustainable funding source for urban forestry, and 
hiring a greenspace coordinator to manage the City’s natural areas.     

Would you strongly support, support, 
oppose, or strongly oppose additional 
funding from increased City fees, 
charges or property taxes to fund a 
more comprehensive tree planting and 
maintenance program in Tigard parks 
and open spaces?
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Chapter 6: 

Stewardship

Implementation Goal 6:  
Develop an urban forestry stewardship program. 

Urban Forest stewardship has been a vital component of  life in the area 
now known as Tigard for thousands of  years. 3,500 years before present, 
Kalapuya (Native Americans) began managing the forests of  the Willamette 
Valley using fire (pyroculture). At about the time of  European settlement 
in 1851, canopy coverage within the current City limits of  Tigard was 
estimated to be 52.4% (3,966.9 acres). The predominant tree species were 
Oregon ash, red alder, bigleaf  maple, willow, black cottonwood, Oregon 
white oak, western red cedar, and Pacific dogwood in the riparian and 
wetland areas. The upland areas were dominated by Douglas-fir, bigleaf  
maple, grand fir, Pacific dogwood, western hemlock, Oregon white oak, red 
alder, western red cedar, and ponderosa pine. (See Figure 7 below.)

Hulse, D., S. Gregory, and J. Baker, eds. 2002.Willamette River Basin Planning Atlas: Trajectories of
Environmental and Ecological Change. The Pacific Northwest Ecosystem Research
Consortium. Corvallis, OR: Oregon State University Press.

Johnson, B.R., 2008. Personal communication on November 12. Associate Professor of Landscape
Architecture, University of Oregon. Eugene, OR.

Abbreviation Forest Type Vegetation Type

FF Closed forest; Upland Douglas fir forest, often with bigleaf maple, grand fir, dogwood, hazel, yew. No other conifers present. No Oak.

OFZ Woodland Douglas fir woodland or "timber" often with bigleaf maple, alder or dogwood. No oak, hemlock or cedar. Brushy
undergrowth of hazel, vine maple, young Douglas fir, bracken etc.

OFOPZ Woodland "Scattering" or "thinly timbered" Douglas fir white oak ponderosa pine woodland, with brushy undergrowth of
hazel, bracken, etc. May include small openings.

FFP Closed forest; Upland Douglas fir ponderosa pine forest; no oak, includes ash, red alder, hazel, Oregon grape, vine maple.

FALW Closed forest; Riparian &
Wetland

Ash alder willow swamp, sometimes with bigleaf maple. Often with vine maple, ninebark, hardhack, cattails.
Ground very soft, mirey or muddy, usually with extensive beaver dams.

OFOZ Woodland Scattering or thinly timbered Douglas fir white oak woodland. May contain bigleaf maple; brushy understory of
hazel, young oaks, oak brush, young fir, bracken. No pine.

FFHPP Closed forest; Upland Mixed conifer forest, with ponderosa pine. May include Douglas fir, red cedar, western hemlock, bigleaf maple,
white oak, red alder, dogwood, vine maple.

OFHC Woodland Conifer dominated woodland; various combinations of Douglas fir, red cedar, hemlock, bigleaf maple, white
oak, red alder, dogwood. No ash present.

FFHCBu Closed forest; Upland FFHC, but burned, often with scattered trees surviving fire.

FFHC Closed forest; Upland Mesic mixed conifer forest with mostly deciduous understory. May include Douglas fir, western hemlock, red
cedar, grand fir, bigleaf maple, yew, dogwood, white oak, red alder.

FFO Closed forest; Upland Douglas fir white oak (bigleaf maple) forest, with brushy understory of hazel, young oak, oak brush, oak sprout,
bracken, briars, sometimes willow.

FFA Closed forest; Riparian &
Wetland

Ash mixed deciduous riparian forest with combinations of red alder, bigleaf maple, black cottonwood, white
oak, dogwood. Conifers may be present in small quantities

Forest types/vegetation present
circa 1851 (Hulse et al., 2002).
Estimated 1851 canopy cover within
2008 Tigard city limits (outlined in
red) based on forest types is 52.4%
(Johnson, 2008)

Forest types/
vegetation 
present circa 
1851.1 
Estimated 1851 
canopy cover 
within 2008 
Tigard city limits 
(outlined in red) 
based on forest 
types is 52.4%.2

FIGURE 7

“In 2007, Tigard had 24% citywide 

tree canopy which is well below 

American Forests’ target 

recommendation of 40% for 

Pacific Northwest cities.

”      1 Hulse, D., S. Gregory, and J. Baker, eds. 2002. Willamette River Basin Planning Atlas: Trajectories of  
Environmental and Ecological Change. The Pacific Northwest Ecosystem Research Consortium. Corvallis, 
OR: Oregon State University Press.

     2 Johnson, B.R., 2008. Personal communication on November 12. Associate Professor of  Landscape 
Architecture, University of  Oregon. Eugene, OR.
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	 FF 	 Closed forest; Upland 	� Douglas fir forest, often with bigleaf maple, grand fir, 
dogwood, hazel, yew. No other conifers present. No Oak.

	 OFZ 	 Woodland 	� Douglas fir woodland or “timber” often with bigleaf maple, 
			�   alder or dogwood. No oak, hemlock or cedar. Brushy 

undergrowth of hazel, vine maple, young Douglas fir, 
			   bracken etc.

	 OFOPZ 	 Woodland 	� “Scattering” or “thinly timbered” Douglas fir-white oak-
ponderosa pine woodland, with brushy undergrowth of 
hazel, bracken, etc. May include small openings.

	 FFP 	 Closed forest; Upland 	� Douglas fir-ponderosa pine forest; no oak, includes ash, 
			   red alder, hazel, Oregon grape, vine maple.

	 FALW	 Closed forest; Riparian	 Ash-alder-willow swamp, sometimes with bigleaf maple. 
		  & Wetland	�� Often with vine maple, ninebark, hardhack, cattails. Ground 

very soft, mirey or muddy, usually with extensive beaver dams.

	 OFOZ 	 Woodland 	� Scattering or thinly timbered Douglas fir-white oak 
woodland. May contain bigleaf maple; brushy understory of 
hazel, young oaks, oak brush, young fir, bracken. No pine.

	 FFHPP 	 Closed forest; Upland 	� Mixed conifer forest, with ponderosa pine. May include 
Douglas fir, red cedar, western hemlock, bigleaf maple, 
white oak, red alder, dogwood, vine maple.

	 OFHC 	 Woodland 	� Conifer-dominated woodland; various combinations of 
Douglas fir, red cedar, hemlock, bigleaf maple, white oak, 
red alder, dogwood. No ash present.

	 FFHCBu 	 Closed forest; Upland 	 FFHC, but burned, often with scattered trees surviving fire.

	 FFHC 	 Closed forest; Upland 	� Mesic mixed conifer forest with mostly deciduous under
story. May include Douglas fir, western hemlock, red cedar, 
grand fir, bigleaf maple, yew, dogwood, white oak, red alder.

	 FFO 	 Closed forest; Upland 	� Douglas fir-white oak (bigleaf maple) forest, with brushy 
understory of hazel, young oak, oak brush, oak sprout, 
bracken, briars, sometimes willow.

	 FFA 	 Closed forest; Riparian	 Ash-mixed deciduous riparian forest with combinations 
		  & Wetland	� of red alder, bigleaf maple, black cottonwood, white oak, 

dogwood. Conifers may be present in small quantities.

As Tigard became settled, native forests were cleared for agricultural uses 
and timber to help support development. After Tigard was incorporated in 
1961, the City began passing codes to manage the urban forest beginning 
in 1967 with street tree planting requirements, and continuing in 1983 and 
1997 with the passage of  codes that regulated tree removal. The City hired 
its first urban forester in 1998 and created the Tree Board in 2001. The City 
of  Tigard has been named a Tree City USA every year since 2001 and was 
awarded the Tree City USA Growth Award in 2009 for its expanded urban 
forestry efforts.

In 2007, Tigard had 24% citywide tree canopy which is well below 
American Forests’ target recommendation of  40% for Pacific Northwest 

	 Abbreviation 	 Forest Type 	 Vegetation Type

Logging in Tigard area — 1904

The Hunziker Dairy Farm near Garden 
Home. Mr. Hunziker is in center of 
picture wearing hat and coat.
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cities. An analysis of  existing tree canopy combined with plantable 
locations confirmed that 40% citywide tree canopy cover is achievable in 
Tigard.  While citywide tree canopy is currently stabilized (1% decrease 
from 1996–2007), it is becoming increasingly fragmented (larger groves 
are being replaced by individual trees). (See Figure 8, next page.) Because 
78% of  Tigard’s tree canopy is on private property and only 7% of  
Tigard’s land area is on buildable lands, it is critical to develop an urban 
forest stewardship program that includes all residents and property 
owners in the City. 

“The City of Tigard has been 

named a Tree City USA every 

year since 2001 and was awarded 

the Tree City USA Growth Award 

in 2009 for its expanded urban 

forestry efforts.

”



  Urban Forestry Master Plan  |  City of Tigard 

26

FIGURE  8

Canopy/Property Ownership Summary
                              May 13, 2008 Taxlots                        2007 Canopy Cover

Taxlot Ownership	 Number of Taxlots	 Total Acres	 Acres of Canopy	 Percent Canopy
			   Cover in 2007	 Cover in 2007

City of Tigard	 235	 388.41	 179.18	 46.13%
Public Right-of-Way	 n/a	 1,288.30	 117.45	 9.12%
Other Public Entity	 79	 431.65	 105.1	 24.35%
Private	 15,880	 5,447.64	 1,450.96	 26.63%
Total	 16,194	 7,556.00	 1,852.69	 24.52%
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Most stakeholder groups support the goal of  developing and participating 
in an urban forest stewardship program.  The Tree Board wants future 
urban forestry codes to address areas outside development and provisions 
translated into something the public can understand.  They also want 
more community education on urban forestry issues, and for the City to 
continually measure progress on canopy changes and community attitudes 
so that policy effectiveness can be easily evaluated in the future.  

Portland General Electric and the Tigard-Tualatin School District have 
offered to partner with the City on tree planting and maintenance projects.  
The Tualatin Riverkeepers and Clean Water Services would like more focus 
on managing invasives in natural areas and have offered to assist the public 
on long term resource management.   

Although there is a high level of  satisfaction with the current state of  
Tigard’s urban forest, survey results show the public would support an 
urban forest stewardship program with 76% of  residents wanting more 
resources directed towards maintaining and protecting existing trees. (See 
Figure 9.) Many would be willing to become directly involved with 52% of  
residents saying they would prefer volunteering to plant and maintain trees 
rather paying a fee to the City to do it.  Residents also want to protect the 
trees in their existing neighborhoods with 75% saying they would support 
regulations for developed private property that would protect large, healthy 
trees. (See Figure 10.)

The sub-goals and implementation measures in the UFMP that support the 
goal of  developing an urban forest stewardship program include increasing 
urban forestry outreach materials, utilizing funding for tree planting and 
maintenance on public and private property, and developing regulations 
to prevent clear cutting.  Also, long term objectives include periodically 
updating the Urban Forestry Master Plan in order to track progress and 
set new goals, achieving not net loss of  tree canopy between 2007 and 
2015, and achieving 32% and 40% citywide tree canopy by 2027 and 2047 
respectively. 

It would benefit the City if more 
resources could be directed to better 
maintain and protect existing trees.

FIGURE 9FIGURE 9
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Glossary

Buildable Lands Inventory (BLI)  — The Tigard BLI defines buildable 
land as: 1) privately owned taxlots that are vacant; or 2) larger privately 
owned taxlots that are developed but with ¼ acre or greater of  the taxlot 
vacant. Additionally, publicly owned land, sensitive lands, water quality 
tracts, and homeowner association owned lots within subdivisions are not 
included. Platted, vacant lots within subdivisions are considered buildable 
until development has occurred.

Canopy Cluster — A contiguous area of  canopy cover created by a 
group of  trees.  Using Feature Analyst software on aerial photos of  Tigard, 
a canopy layer was created in Tigard’s GIS database.  This layer was used to 
analyze the size and location of  canopy clusters in Tigard.  

Canopy Cover — The area above ground which is covered by the trunk, 
branches, and foliage of  a tree or group of  trees’ crowns.

GIS (Geographic Information System) — An integrated collection 
of  computer software, and data used to view and manage information 
about geographic places, analyze spatial relationships, and model spatial 
processes. A GIS provides a framework for gathering and organizing spatial 
data and related information so that it can be displayed and analyzed.

Invasive — Species that spread at such a rate that they cause harm to 
human health, the environment, and/or the economy.

Ornamental Trees — Trees cultivated primarily for aesthetics and other 
direct human benefits. 

Sensitive Lands — As defined by the Tigard Development Code, lands 
potentially unsuitable for development because of  their location within:

  1. � The 100-year floodplain or 1996 flood inundation line, whichever is 
greater;

  2. � Natural drainageways;

  3. � Wetland areas which are regulated by the other agencies including the 
U.S. Army Corps of  Engineers and the Division of  State Lands, or 
are designated as significant wetland on the City of  Tigard “Wetland 
and Stream Corridors Map”;

  4. � Steep slopes of  25% or greater and unstable ground; and

  5. � Significant fish and wildlife habitat areas designated on the City of  
Tigard “Significant Habitat Areas Map.”

[This  Page  intentionally  left  blank]
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Tree Density — The number of  trees per unit area.

Tree Fund — A fund created by the City of  Tigard for the purpose of  
replacing trees that are removed during development activities.  It is funded 
by development projects that do not plant replacement trees, and is used 
by the City to cover its costs of  planting an equivalent amount of  trees 
elsewhere.  

Tree Grove — A group of  trees, often with contiguous crowns, which 
form a visual and/or biological unit.

Tree Hazard Assessment — A systematic process of  identifying tree 
hazards.

Tree Risk Assessment — A systematic process to determine the level 
of  risk posed by a tree, tree part, or group of  trees.
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 
        

    

   
 

    
 
                     
 

 
  

                 
                    

                     
                 

       

 
 
                   
                  
              
 
            
             
            
 
            
 
                
         
 
 
                 
                
     
 
              
       
 
          
          
          
          
              
       
 
         
 
              
       
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 
        

    

 
          
          
          
          
              
       
 
           
 
              
          
 
          
          
          
          
              
       
 
            
     
 
           
           
             
       
 
                 
                 
               
 
           
 
          
           
          
         
             
       
 
                
 
           
 
          
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 
        

    

           
          
         
             
       
 
          
 
           
 
          
           
          
         
             
       
 
            
 
           
 
          
           
          
         
             
       
 
           
 
           
 
          
           
          
         
             
       
 
 
                
    
 
           
 
          

AppendiX A  AppendiX A



  Urban Forestry Master Plan Appendix  |  City of Tigard 

a4

 
        

    

           
          
         
             
       
 
                
     
 
           
 
          
           
          
         
             
       
 
                  
                 
                
 
 
          
          
           
             
       
 
                
      
 
          
          
           
             
       
 
 
                     
        
 
           
           
           
           
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 
        

    

           
           
           
            
            
            
             
       
 
                
 
          
 
                 

        
  
  
               

 
          
                   

  
           
     
     
            
                  

             
 

                   
               

  
       
                 
         
                

       
   
     
            
         
       
    
              
       
           
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 
        

    

 
       
         
          
      
      
 
    
           
   
         
              
  
                   

              
              
   
       
      
  
                   

              
              
     

     
   
  
                   

            
               

                 
                
            

           
    
    
              
 
         
       
     
       
                   

        
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 
        

    

                 
               
   

              
   
                
   
         
       
               
              
                

              
           
    
                 
    
       
                  

       
           
         
          
   
      
  
        
                 

     
   
     
         
   
   
  
    
         
      
                 

     
          
             
       
            
     
         
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 
        

    

                 
               
 

     
 
     
                

               
              
           
           
             

     
                  

           
                 
     
  
     
      
    
  
   
              

            
    
                  

        
                  

 
             
        
                

                
   

          
                    

           
      
   
              
            
                  

 
  
         
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 
        

    

               
    
    
                

               
          

 
       
                  

    
 
                
               

 
                 

                    
           

    
      
                

               
   

                   
          

     
        
        
       
                

 
   
            
        
                    

                 
               
 

                       
 

         
                    

 
      
       
       

AppendiX A  AppendiX A
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 
        

    

                  
 

            
          
   
      
  
                   

         
   
       
  
          
            
           
       
               

       
  
        
                   

          
               

 
     
       
                 

  
    
    
                  

     
                
             
                 

 
           
  
     
   
     
                 

                 
       

       
   
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 
        

    

   
    
               
   
  
  
 
               
              
          
 
          
          
           
          
             
       
 
             
               
 
          
          
           
          
             
       
 
              
              
          
 
            
 
          
          
           
          
             
       
 
                  
   
 
              
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 
        

    

 
           
           
            
             
       
 
                 
  
 
   
 
              
               
            
               
            
                 
           
 
             
 
 
              
               
              
              
                
                 
           
 
              
               
               
               
     
 
          
          
           
          
             
       
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 
        

    

            
             
      
 
          
          
           
          
             
       
 
                   
             
 
 
           
           
              
             
       
 
                 
 
           
           
              
             
       
 
                  
             
 
 
          
         
           
          
             
       
 
              
              
 
          
 
          
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 
        

    

          
           
          
             
       
 
                  
              
 
          
          
             
            
             
       
    
        
 
  
 
            
           
           
           
           
           
             
       
 
       
 
            
           
             
       
 
           
 
            
            
             
       
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 
        

    

         
 
        
 
        
 
      
 
 
                     
              
 
                     
          
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Acres Percent Acres Percent Percent Change
Tigard's CanopyCover within 1996

BLI (1423.32 acres) 646.52 45.42% 495.24 34.79% -10.63%

Citywide Canopy Change Within 1996 BLI Area Summary
20071996

BLI
Acres

Acres of
CanopyCover Percent

BLI
Acres

Acres of
CanopyCover Percent

Tigard's CanopyCover within BLI 1423.32 646.52 45.42% 528.75 226.26 42.79%

1996 2007

Citywide Canopy Cover Within BLI Summary
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2008
Zoning Total Acres Acres Percent Acres Percent

Percent
Change

Commercial 800 88.13 11.02% 80.52 10.07% -0.95%
Industrial 863 139.81 16.20% 137.58 15.94% -0.26%
Mixed Use 701 150.3 21.44% 99.79 14.24% -7.21%
Residential 5192 1574.42 30.32% 1534.72 29.56% -0.76%

Total 7556 1952.66 25.84% 1852.61 24.52% -1.32%

1996 2007

Citywide Percent Canopy By Zoning Summary
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2008
Zoning Total Acres Acres Percent Acres Percent

Percent
Change

Commercial 800 88.13 11.02% 80.52 10.07% -0.95%
Industrial 863 139.81 16.20% 137.58 15.94% -0.26%
Mixed Use 701 150.3 21.44% 99.79 14.24% -7.21%
Residential 5192 1574.42 30.32% 1534.72 29.56% -0.76%

Total 7556 1952.66 25.84% 1852.61 24.52% -1.32%

1996 2007

Citywide Canopy Change By Zoning Summary
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Parking Lot Sample Acreage: 508.77 acres
Parking Lot Sample Acres covered by canopy: 30.72 acres
Percent Parking Lot Sample Canopy Coverage: 6%

Parking Lot Sample Acreage: 508.77 acres
Parking Lot Sample Acres covered by canopy: 30.72 acres
Percent Parking Lot Sample Canopy Coverage: 6%
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Home Builder’s Association of Metropolitan Portland Stakeholder Interview Notes

1. What is your level of interaction with Tigard’s urban forestry program? 

The 1000+ members of the Home Builder's Association of Metropolitan Portland 
(HBAMP) rely on the homebuilding industry for their livelihood.  It is in the interest of 
the membership to develop land and create building sites for new homes.  Land 
development requires tree removal on sites that have trees and are zoned for 
development.
Applications for land development are currently required to include tree 
preservation/removal plans prior to development in order to meet Tigard Development 
Code requirements. 
Under the current code section 18.790, applicants may pay a fee in lieu of mitigation or 
are required to mitigate tree removal by planting replacement trees within the City. 
HBAMP members have attended Tree Board, Planning Commission, and City Council 
meetings to provide input on tree related matters such as the Urban Forest section of the 
Comprehensive Plan. 
The HBAMP has a representative on the Urban Forestry Master Plan Citizen Advisory 
Committee.

2. What features of Tigard’s urban forestry program work well? 

Tree planting when the right tree is planted in the right place. 
The City’s overall goal of preserving trees. 
Requiring developers to utilize the expertise of independent, certified arborists when 
evaluating the conditions of trees and their viability of survival with site development. 

3. What features of Tigard’s urban forestry program do not work well, and why? 

The HBAMP’s position is that the City’s mitigation requirements are unreasonable and 
punitive.
The mitigation structure in section 18.790.030.B.2(a-d) is unreasonable because it is 
not practicable to retain even 25% of the trees on sites zoned for medium to high 
density residential development (5 units per acre or more).  There has likely never been 
a development in Tigard with 75% or greater retention on property zoned R4.5 or 
higher.  Heavy equipment, grading, roads, and utilities are very disruptive to trees.
Significant amounts of grading must take place outside the right of way when driveways 
are cut in, sidewalks are poured, and building footprints are cleared for structures.  
This results in tree retention being limited to the perimeter of developed sites. 
The City’s current program incentivizes the preservation of trees that will cause potential 
future hazards.  For example, trees over 12” in diameter have root systems and 
canopies that extend at least 10’ from the trunk.  Larger trees have larger areas around 
them that need to remain undisturbed.  This is not practicable is high density situations.
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Even if a younger but potentially large tree species such as Doug.-fir is able to be 
retained, it often makes sense to remove it to avoid potential hazards in the future. 
The fee structure associated with fee in lieu of planting for mitigation far exceeds the 
actual cost to plant trees.  For example, a recent mitigation project to plant trees in 
Cook Park for the Fletcher Woods development cost the developer $20,000 to complete.  
However, the City required the developer to submit a bond for $106,000 or $110 per 
caliper inch as assurance and to cover the City’s cost of planting should the developer 
fail to mitigate. 
The incentives in section 18.790.040 should be updated.  For example, the density 
bonus incentive allows for a 1% density bonus for 2% canopy cover retained.  This 
bonus does not yield any practical benefit unless the site is very large.  For a site that is 
10 lots, it would take 20% retention for a 10% density bonus to add just one unit.  
Moreover, by adding another unit and decreasing the amount of land available for 
infrastructure and buildings, the result is lots that are significantly smaller than zoning 
allows.  This creates a direct conflict with lot size requirements in section 18.510.
Finally, it is the consensus of the HBAMP that tree regulation and tree plan requirements 
require additional resources adding cost and time to any development project.  In 
addition, Tigard’s current program is divisive and creates legal conflicts in the form of 
appeals to the Land Use Board of Appeals for tree related issues. 

4. What could be done in the future to improve the programs that do not work well? 

The City should not regulate trees on private property.  Private property owners should 
be allowed to cut trees as they have done since the establishment of Tigard.  This “hands
off” approach has successfully been done for decades with virtually no loss (and 
perhaps even some gain) in tree canopy.  Trees are not community property and belong 
to the owners of the land. 
Eliminate the punitive standards that cost developers large sums of money for 
unavoidable tree removal.  There is currently over $1,000,000 in the tree mitigation 
fund.  It is expected to grow to over $2,000,000 within the next year.  This fund can only 
be used to plant trees.  Last year's City budget for tree planting was $50,000.  There is 
little available land within the City where future trees can be planted.
If the City does continue to regulate trees in the future, developers should only be 
required to mitigate only for unnecessary tree removal. 
The City should not incentivize the preservation of potentially hazardous trees. 
The mitigation fee in lieu should be revised to reflect the actual cost of planting trees. 
Revise incentives to create higher motivation for developers to utilize the incentives. 
The City forestry program should be balanced with the right to subdivide and develop 
private property.  The cost of an urban forestry program should not outweigh the 
benefits.

5. How can we work together in the future to improve Tigard’s urban forest? 
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HBAMP and its members continue to participate in the public process so that their views 
are understood by the City’s decision makers.  
It is the view of those HBAMP members who have participated in the process that the 
HBAMP's views are dismissed while the views of the Tree Board and one extremely 
active Tigard citizen are taken very seriously. It is always simple to achieve "consensus" 
when everyone in the room shares the same view.  The key to real and balanced 
stakeholder participation is to find the people who have concerns about the forestry 
program and openly discuss the views of the stakeholders' concerns and have dialogue.  
The HBAMP has received virtually no feedback from City staff, the Tree Board or the 
Citizen Advisory Committee about the information and testimony HBAMP's 
representatives have provided at meetings, public hearings and worksessions.  This 
needs to be addressed.   
By requiring costly tree mitigation and/or fees for tree removal, it is the view of the HBA 
members who have been involved in this process that the Tree Board and City Staff are 
putting the interest of trees ahead of the interest of property owners.  This is 
unacceptable. 
City staff has not made a concentrated effort to contact those property owners who have 
the most potential impact under the current and future tree code.  These owners should 
be contacted and advised of the financial impact the current tree code could have on 
their property values.  These are the single most impacted stakeholder group, yet they 
have never been invited to any meetings.  This needs to be addressed. 

6. What should be included/excluded from Tigard’s urban forestry programs? 

There should be no urban forestry program because the benefits of such a program do 
not outweigh the costs. 
Do not regulate trees on private property, and allow owners to manage their land as they 
see fit. 
However, if the City does continue to regulate trees in the future the following should be 
included/excluded from the program: 

o Eliminate punitive mitigation standards and only require developers to mitigate 
for unnecessary tree removal. 

o Revise fee in lieu of mitigation to reflect the actual cost of tree replacement. 
o Do not incentivize the preservation of large and potentially hazardous trees. 
o Revise incentives for tree preservation so that developers are able to utilize the 

incentives.
o Make a concerted effort to include the HBAMP and affected property owners in 

the process. 

Clean Water Services Stakeholder Interview Notes

1. What is your level of interaction with Tigard’s urban forestry program? 
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Watershed Management Department manages revegetation projects in Tigard’s stream 
corridors.
Partnered with urban forester (currently unfilled) on many acres of tree planting in 
Tigard’s stream corridors including Englewood Park, Fanno Creek Park, and Cook 
Park.  These projects were funded by Surface Water Management (SWM) fees which 
come from sewer system ratepayers.
Development Services issues Service Provider Letters (SPL) for development projects 
with potential impacts on stream corridors. 
CWS inspectors monitor Vegetated Corridor work of private developers to ensure 
compliance with CWS standards. 
Some stream restoration projects require City of Tigard tree removal permits and tree 
protection plans.  

2. What features of Tigard’s urban forestry program work well? 

Tigard Public Works is effective at using volunteers for planting projects. 
In theory, the tree mitigation fund works well (if the money is actually used for tree 
planting).
Tigard has worked well with Clean Water Services on tree planting projects and meeting 
“Tree for All” planting goals. 

3. What features of Tigard’s urban forestry program do not work well, and why? 

Tree survey requirements can be counterproductive for restoration projects in stream 
corridors.  The money for tree surveys and protection plans in areas dominated by non-
native or invasive trees would be better spent on tree planting. 
Invasive and non-native trees in Sensitive Areas and Vegetated Corridors should not be 
protected and/or require a tree removal permit.  Protecting invasives and non-natives is 
a barrier to restoration. 
Vegetated Corridor and other natural area plantings require long term maintenance 
beyond the two-year maintenance period typically required of developers.  

4. What could be done in the future to improve the programs that do not work well? 

The City should be more diligent about taking a proactive approach to inspecting 
Vegetated Corridors during the maintenance period if their Urban Forestry Program 
includes CWS Vegetated Corridor requirements. 
Restoration projects in degraded Sensitive Areas and Vegetated Corridors should be 
exempt from tree survey and protection requirements.  
Tigard needs to adopt an inclusive invasive species list and exempt the removal of 
invasive trees from Sensitive Areas and Vegetated Corridors from permit requirements.    
There needs to be more focus on long term maintenance of private and public riparian 
plantings.  This could be addressed through a combination of Code requirements, SWM 
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funds, and tree mitigation funds.  The City should secure a stable source of funding for 
vegetation maintenance.   

5. How can we work together in the future to improve Tigard’s urban forest? 

Continue stewardship of “Tree for All” sites even after the program ends. 
Coordinate public outreach about invasive plants and the responsibilities of streamside 
property owners. 
Ensure City of Tigard and Clean Water Services regulatory requirements are coordinated 
in future.  Allow Clean Water Services to review/comment on Code changes that affect 
stream corridors prior to adoption. 
Continue partnering to co-implement Stormwater Management Permits. 
Coordinate on implementing an integrated pest management plan. 

6. What should be included/excluded from Tigard’s urban forestry programs? 

Exempt stream restoration projects in degraded Sensitive Areas and Vegetated Corridors 
from tree survey and protection requirements. 
Exempt invasive and non-native tree removal in stream corridors from permit 
requirements. 
Adopt an inclusive invasive species list and exempt invasive tree removal from permit 
requirements. 
Focus on long term maintenance of riparian plantings through Code revisions, SWM 
funds, and tree mitigation funds. 
Secure a stable funding source for long term riparian vegetation management. 
Monitor expenditure of SWM funds to ensure that adequate funding is provided for 
riparian vegetation management. 
Fill the urban forester position so that riparian revegetation projects continue/expand in 
the future. 
Coordinate City planting standards in stream corridors with Clean Water Services 
standards.
Implement an Integrated Pest Management (IPM) Plan in cooperation with Clean Water 
Services.

Oregon Department of Transportation Stakeholder Interview Notes

1. What is your level of interaction with Tigard’s urban forestry program? 

During development, the Oregon Department of Transportation (ODOT) reviews street 
tree planting plans in ODOT right of ways for compliance with ODOT specifications. 
ODOT reviews and grants permits for City tree planting projects in ODOT right of ways 
(99W, Hall Boulevard, Highway 217).   
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2. What features of Tigard’s urban forestry program work well? 

No comment. 

3. What features of Tigard’s urban forestry program do not work well, and why? 

Street tree planting under powerlines causes conflicts because traffic lanes are closed 
for ongoing maintenance issues. 
Some trees cause damage to infrastructure (sidewalks, curbs, streets). 
Trees planted on top of underground utilities cause future conflicts due to root 
interference. 
Some City tree planting and placement requirements are not coordinated with ODOT 
requirements (root barriers, site distance, clear distance, limb clearance) 

4. What could be done in the future to improve the programs that do not work well? 

Require overhead utilities to be shown on site plans to avoid inappropriate tree planting 
that will create future conflicts.  Route plans to Portland General Electric for review. 
Select street trees that will not conflict with hard features.  Require root barriers and 
other design feature that will help to minimize conflicts. 
Require development projects to locate utilities on planting plans prior to ODOT and 
City review.  This help to ensure that trees are not planted on top of existing utilities.
Clarify jurisdictional requirements and coordinate during future Code updates. 

5. How can we work together in the future to improve Tigard’s urban forest? 

Clarify jurisdictional requirements and coordinate during future Code updates. 

6. What should be included/excluded from Tigard’s urban forestry programs? 

Prohibit the planting of trees that will conflict with powerlines.  Route plans to Portland 
General Electric for review. 
Require root barriers and other design feature that will help to minimize conflicts with 
hard features. 
Require development projects to locate utilities on planting plans prior to ODOT and 
City review.
Clarify jurisdictional requirements in ODOT right of ways: 

o ODOT site distance requirements supersede Tigard requirements. 
o ODOT clear distance requirements supersede Tigard requirements. 
o ODOT branch clearance requirements supersede Tigard requirements. 
o ODOT has final signoff authority on any trees planted or removed in ODOT right 

of way (ODOT permit required). 
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The Parks and Recreation Advisory Board Stakeholder Interview Notes

The Parks and Recreation Advisory Board declined to comment at their February 23, 2009 meeting. 

Portland General Electric (PGE) Stakeholder Interview Notes

1. What is your level of interaction with Tigard’s urban forestry program? 

PGE continually trims trees away from overhead conductors in Tigard to provide for the 
safe, reliable and continual source of electricity to meet the needs of commercial and 
residential customers.
PGE considers the City of Tigard an integral participant in this process in terms of 
establishing approved street tree lists, encouraging appropriate and responsible 
plantings, approving of ideal specimens for their heritage tree program and having the 
long term vision to develop and maintain an urban forestry program. 

2. What features of Tigard’s urban forestry program work well? 

As a whole, Tigard’s urban forestry program works extremely well.  There is very 
qualified and attentive stewardship of trees in the City of Tigard. 

3. What features of Tigard’s urban forestry program do not work well, and why? 

Some inappropriate street tree plantings in the City of Tigard.
Several potentially hazardous tree/utility conflicts in the City of Tigard. 

4. What could be done in the future to improve the programs that do not work well? 

Remove and replace inappropriate street trees. 
Aid in the hazardous tree removal by providing the labor and equipment necessary. 

5. How can we work together in the future to improve Tigard’s urban forest? 

PGE can contribute appropriate trees to new planting sites.  
Aid in hazardous tree removal where the threat of an overhead conductor is a factor. 
Attend monthly City coordination meetings. 
Share in the exchange of information and of past experiences of what works well and 
what doesn’t work quite well in other municipalities.  
Assist in any educational capacity such as right tree/right place programs. 

6. What should be included/excluded from Tigard’s urban forestry programs? 
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Future programs need to recognize the conflict between a static overhead distribution 
system of electricity and the dynamic nature of vegetation management around PGE 
facilities.
Invite PGE to monthly City coordination meetings. 
Route tree plans to PGE for review. 

Pacific Northwest Chapter of the International Society of Arboriculture Stakeholder Interview Notes

1. What is your level of interaction with Tigard’s urban forestry program? 

High level of involvement with tree ordinance through development projects. 
Assist private property owners with tree management outside the development process. 

2. What features of Tigard’s urban forestry program work well? 

Tree code helps to incentivize preservation because increasing tree removal requires 
increasing mitigation and associated costs. 
Bi-weekly arborist report condition of approval helps to ensure better project oversight 
and tree plan implementation. 

3. What features of Tigard’s urban forestry program do not work well, and why? 

Tree code penalizes property owners with heavily treed lots more than those with un-
treed lots.  Mitigation is tied solely to tree removal.  This may have the effect of 
precluding development in heavily treed areas such as the Tigard Triangle that are 
zoned for dense development. 
Mitigation standards encourage overplanting of trees or planting of small stature trees to 
meet mitigation requirements.  Requiring tree replacement on a caliper inch basis may 
not be appropriate for every tree and contributes to overplanting.  
No sustainable funding for urban forestry programs.  There needs to be a stable funding 
source for Tigard’s urban forestry program that can be utilized for tree maintenance, 
not just tree planting. 
Bi-weekly arborist reports can be hard for the City to track, especially during the 
transition from site development to building phase.
Project arborists are hired to protect their clients.  This can result in arborist reports 
with false or misleading information. 

4. What could be done in the future to improve the programs that do not work well? 

Determine tree stocking levels based on plantable areas as is done in the City of 
Vancouver, WA.  This could be accomplished by matching available soil volumes for lots 
of various sizes with trees. 
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Allow required trees such as parking lot and street trees to count for mitigation.  This 
will help alleviate overplanting of mitigation trees.
Provide incentives for planting of natives and large stature mitigation trees. One 
incentive could be to offer more mitigation credit for planting natives and large stature 
trees.  This will help alleviate overplanting and encourage the planting of trees that offer 
the most environmental benefits.
Develop spacing standards based on the mature size of trees to improve long term 
growth and health. 
Urban forestry funding can be more sustainable if it tied to stable sources such as 
stormwater fees, permit fees, transportation fees, etc.  This will also allow for the urban 
forestry funds to be used for long term tree maintenance.  
Bi-weekly arborist reports should be required in future code updates.  The City should 
require a copy of the contract for bi-weekly reports and require the project arborist to 
send a notice to the City if the contract is terminated.  If a different arborist is to provide 
bi-weekly reports, then the original project arborist should have to sign off prior to the 
new arborist amending the tree preservation plan.     
The City should require more personal accountability for project arborists to discourage 
false or misleading information.  Measures could include revoking business licenses 
and/or fines so that project arborists have more personal accountability when providing 
false or misleading information.
An alternative method to limit false or misleading reports would be for the City to hire a 
third party the arborist to do the tree preservation report and bi-weekly inspections. 

5. How can we work together in the future to improve Tigard’s urban forest? 

ISA can provide input and review on future tree code revisions. 
ISA can be a resource for code provisions that have been successful in other 
jurisdictions and may be appropriate for Tigard. 

6. What should be included/excluded from Tigard’s urban forestry programs? 

Require mitigation based on stocking levels, not on a caliper inch basis. 
Develop clear and specific mitigation requirements that favor native and large stature 
trees, and require spacing per industry standards.  Allow required landscape trees and 
street trees to count towards mitigation requirements. 
Do not unfairly penalize property owners with heavily treed lots that will have trees that 
are overcrowded and not in good condition.  
Incentivize protection and replanting of natives and large stature trees. 
Identify sustainable funding sources for urban forestry programs.  Fund long term 
maintenance of trees, not just tree planting. 
Require project arborists to be brought onto the project team as early as possible. 
Allow the project arborist to drive the tree preservation plan in future code updates, not 
the project engineer. 
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Require metal fencing in future code updates. 
Develop a zone of clearance for building footprints, and don’t penalize developers for 
removing trees in clearance zones.  This zone could be 5’-10’ or 3 to 5 times the 
diameter of the tree.  However, site and species characteristics should be considered 
when crafting code revisions. 
Increase planting strip size and require root barriers to protect streets and sidewalks.
Require utilities to be under the street, not in the planter strip where trees should be. 
Hire a greenspace coordinator to manage the City’s greenspaces. 

Tigard Area Chamber of Commerce Stakeholder Interview Notes

On March 9, 2009, I spoke with Christopher Zoucha, Chief Executive Officer of the Tigard Area Chamber 
of Commerce regarding the Urban Forestry Master Plan. Christopher informed me that urban forestry 
has not been an issue for the Chamber members, and therefore declined providing input as a 
stakeholder group for the Urban Forestry Master Plan. 

Tree Board Stakeholder Interview Notes

1.  What is your level of interaction with Tigard’s urban forestry program? 

The Tree Board is an oversight body for Tigard’s urban forestry program. 

2.  What features of Tigard’s urban forestry program work well? 

The City actively works to include the greater community in developing its urban forestry 
program. 
The City collects substantial fees to be used for the planting of trees. 

3.  What features of Tigard’s urban forestry program do not work well, and why? 

The City’s departments are not well coordinated on urban forestry issues due to lack of 
communication. 
Tree management provisions are scattered throughout the Code and not unified. 
The Tree Code is too focused on development. 

4.  What could be done in the future to improve the programs that do not work well? 

More communication between City departments. 
Unify tree related provisions in Code. 
Focus future Code on areas outside development, and fix the mitigation issue. 

5.  How can we work together in the future to improve Tigard’s urban forest. 
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The Tree Board can help create a plan for the future management of Tigard’s urban 
forest.
The Tree Board can help execute the action measures in the plan.  Mitigation funds can 
be used to implement the plan. 
The Tree Board can continue to reach out to stakeholders when implementing the plan. 

6.  What should be included/excluded from Tigard’s urban forestry programs? 

Increase communication between City departments. 
Unify tree related Code provisions. 
Focus future Code revisions on areas outside development. 
Make sure Code revisions can be translated into something the public can understand. 
Expand community education on urban forestry issues.  Use Eastmoreland outreach 
materials as a model. 
Continually measure progress on canopy preservation/expansion and community 
attitudes.
Plan for future annexations of tree resources in areas outside of the City limits. 

Oregon Chapter of the American Society of Landscape Architects Stakeholder Interview Notes

1. What is your level of interaction with Tigard’s urban forestry program? 

High level of familiarity with Tigard’s tree and landscape ordinances. 
Regularly implements codes during development projects to meet landscape and 
mitigation requirements. 

2. What features of Tigard’s urban forestry program work well? 

Tigard actually has a tree and landscape ordinance whereas some cities do not. 
Tigard staff is easily accessible to discuss issues with and work out solutions. 
The Urban Forestry Master Plan will result in a more comprehensive approach to future 
tree and landscape ordinance updates. 

3. What features of Tigard’s urban forestry program do not work well, and why? 

Replanting on a caliper inch basis does not work because it incentivizes overplanting. 
Site planning is focused too heavily on building needs and not on existing site 
conditions.  This causes an excessive amount of clear cutting. 
Landscape architects do not have enough flexibility in landscape design because 
landscape code requirements are overly specific. 
Street tree list is outdated, and many of the species are no longer appropriate or 
relevant.
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Street trees and streetscapes are non-uniform.  Different development projects choose 
different types of trees so city blocks become a hodgepodge of street trees. 
Many parts of the tree code are overly vague, which creates loopholes and a wide variety 
of interpretations.  For example, there are no spacing, species, or nursery stock quality 
standards with respect to mitigation trees.
Need more tree and landscape related expertise on the Tree Board.   

4. What could be done in the future to improve the programs that do not work well? 

Focus tree code revisions on preservation and less on mitigation.  If preservation 
requirements are increased, then mitigation could occur on a tree for tree basis rather 
than inch for inch. 
Need to be stricter on grading with respect to trees.  This can occur by focusing more 
on existing conditions and how trees can be incorporated into the building design.
Also, landscape architects should be required to collaborate more with project arborists 
in order to identify which trees are appropriate for preservation, and how to adjust 
grading to preserve trees.  Perhaps there should be a dual sign off on preservation plans 
between the landscape architect and project arborist. 
Allow for more flexibility in landscape requirements in future updates.  Require 
landscape architects to be part of the design team, and sign off on planting before, 
during, and after installations. 
Update street tree list. 
To improve uniformity of streetscapes, the developers should have to survey the street 
trees in a 4-5 block radius and choose trees that complement existing plantings. 
The tree/mitigation code sections need more specificity.  The City of Salem has a 
detailed development design handbook with detailed drawings and specifications that 
are referred to in their development code.  This allows for more clarity as to what is 
expected of the development. 
When advertising Tree Board vacancies, specify that you are looking for members with 
tree and landscape expertise.  Advertise vacancies with local professional organizations.   

5. How can we work together in the future to improve Tigard’s urban forest? 

Sends drafts of tree and landscape code revisions to ASLA for review and comment.   
Contact ASLA to see if members could get credit hours for developing codes and design 
handbooks.   
Hire ASLA members to help develop code and design guidelines. 
Share example codes that require maximum preservation of existing trees. 

6. What should be included/excluded from Tigard’s urban forestry programs? 

More focus on preservation through improved grading plans, less focus on mitigation.
The City needs to take a leadership role in this. 
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More focus on sustainable landscapes.  Not necessarily native trees, but trees that are 
appropriate for site conditions. 
Need detailed design/preservation manual with illustrations. 
Need to have a warranty period for required landscaping to ensure establishment. 
Need to require powerlines to be shown on landscape plans to avoid future overhead 
utility conflicts. 
Landscape architects should be a required member of the design team. 

Tigard Tualatin School District Stakeholder Interview Notes

1. What is your level of interaction with Tigard’s urban forestry program? 

Somewhat limited.
Participation in the Tigard Neighborhood Trails Study. 
Manage trees on School District property.  

2. What features of Tigard’s urban forestry program work well? 

Adequate budget for tree planting and early establishment. 
City of Tigard is very cooperative with the School District. 

3. What features of Tigard’s urban forestry program do not work well, and why? 

Lack of communication prior to planting trees on School District property.  It is 
important to coordinate with Facilities Division so that long term maintenance issues 
can be addressed prior to planting.  

4. What could be done in the future to improve the programs that do not work well? 

Bring Facilities Division into the planning process from the beginning of a tree planting 
project. 

5. How can we work together in the future to improve Tigard’s urban forest? 

School District properties may offer opportunities to utilize City tree planting funds. 
Wetlands on School District properties may offer wetland mitigation opportunities for 
the City. 
Facilities Division would be able to provide guidance as to the types of trees and planting 
layouts that will facilitate long term maintenance by the District. 
School District can contact City Arborist to find out if permits are required for tree 
removal and/or planting. 

6. What should be included/excluded from Tigard’s urban forestry programs? 
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Bring Facilities Division into the planning process from the beginning of tree planting 
projects on School District properties. 
Focus on low maintenance plantings with evergreens and other trees with low leaf litter. 

Tualatin Riverkeepers Stakeholder Interview Notes

1. What is your level of interaction with Tigard’s urban forestry program? 

High level of involvement.
Work closely with the City and Metro on restoration projects in Tigard. 
Provide comments on municipal separate storm sewer systems (MS4) permits. 
Provide comments on City of Tigard Parks plans and occasionally on private 
development applications. 
Participated in the development of the Healthy Streams Plan by Clean Water Services. 
Member of Oregon Community Trees, a non-profit organization that promotes urban 
and community forestry in Oregon. 

2. What features of Tigard’s urban forestry program work well? 

Mitigation fee structure provides an adequate budget for tree planting. 

3. What features of Tigard’s urban forestry program do not work well, and why? 

Trees could be better utilized for stormwater management in developed areas such as 
along street and in parking lots. 
Urban forestry funds could be collected and utilized more strategically.  An example 
would be to use stormwater management fees to fund restoration programs. 
The City of Tigard could make more of a public commitment to sustainability efforts 
such as by signing the Mayor’s Climate Protection Agreement. 

4. What could be done in the future to improve the programs that do not work well? 

Improve parking lot design standards to incorporate stormwater treatment features and 
more tree canopy.   
Retrofit existing parking lots to improve stormwater treatment and tree canopy using 
grant money and other funding sources. 
Encourage/require the use of more evergreen species in parking lots and streets so that 
the stormwater benefits of trees can be utiltized during the winter rainy season. 
Collect urban forestry funds more strategically through stormwater fees, development 
fees, etc. so that the funding sources are more sustainable and can be used for more 
than just tree planting. 
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5. How can we work together in the future to improve Tigard’s urban forest? 

Tualatin Riverkeepers can assist with volunteer recruitment for urban forestry projects. 
Tualatin Riverkeepers can help educate kids about the importance of environmental 
stewardship through camp and recreation programming. 
Tualatin Riverkeepers can help identify potential restoration sites. 
Tualatin Riverkeepers can provide training to Planning Commission, City Council, City 
staff, and others on low impact development techniques. 

6. What should be included/excluded from Tigard’s urban forestry programs? 

Improve parking lot design standards to incorporate stormwater treatment and more 
tree canopy.   
Increase stormwater incentives/requirements for development such as the “no runoff”
provisions as in Lacey Washington. 
Collect urban forestry funds more strategically through stormwater fees, development 
fees, etc. so that the funding sources are more sustainable and can be used for more 
than just tree planting. 
More public commitment to sustainability efforts such as signing the Mayor’s Climate 
Protection Agreement. 
More efforts in invasive species removal. Incentivize and/or require private landowners 
to remove invasives. 
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AppendiX c  AppendiX D

City of Tigard Internal Coordination Meeting Results 

On January 21, 2009, a coordination meeting was attended by key City staff members that have a role in 
coordinating and implementing Tigard’s urban forestry programs, policies, and ordinances.  Meeting 
attendees included representatives from a range of City departments (Community Development, Public 
Works, and Financial and Information Services) and divisions (Capital Construction & Transportation, 
Current Planning, Development Review, Information Technology, Public Works Administration, Parks, 
Streets, Wastewater/Storm, and Water).  The purpose of the meeting was to discuss urban forestry 
coordination issues, and identify those areas where coordination could be improved.  As a result of the 
meeting, the following list was generated that identified areas where urban forestry coordination efforts 
could be improved.   

1. Street trees on record drawings don’t reflect where they are actually planted (Planning, Engineering, 
Public Works, IT/GIS); 

2. Development engineering inspects vegetated corridors after development, but no long 
term/sustained maintenance requirements (Engineering, Planning/Arborist and Code Enforcement, 
IT/GIS);

3. Difficult to track deed restricted trees after development (Planning, IT/GIS); 
4. Difficult to track required landscape trees (parking lot trees, buffer trees, etc.) after development 

(Planning/Arborist and Code Enforcement, IT/GIS); 
5. Difficult to track mitigation trees after development (Planning/Arborist, IT/GIS); 
6. No inventory of street trees (Planning, Engineering, Public Works, IT/GIS); 
7. When City acquires greenspaces, no detailed understanding of maintenance costs (especially 

regarding hazard trees) (Planning/Arborist, Public Works); 
8. No policy for protecting deed restricted trees and significant habitat trees during building additions 

(Planning, Building); 
9. No policy of requiring exempt City projects to follow standards required by private development 

(Planning, Capital Construction and Transportation, Public Works); 
10. No review of exempt City projects for trees by planning staff (Planning, Capital Construction and 

Transportation, Public Works); 
11. No formal hazard evaluation process for parks/greenspaces (Planning/Arborist, Public 

Works/Parks, Risk); 
12. No formal emergency response system for tree hazards on streets (Planning/Arborist, Public 

Works/Streets); 
13. No formal emergency response system for tree hazards in parks/greenspaces (Planning/Arborist, 

Public Works/Parks); 
14. Tree removal in sensitive lands requires tree removal permits, not sure if there is awareness of this 

Code provision (Planning, Capital Construction and Transportation, Public Works); 
15. No formal process for spending/tracking tree mitigation fund expenditures and planting 

(Planning/Arborist, Public Works, IT/GIS, Finance); and 
16. No formal process for determining adjustments to street standards to preserve trees 

(18.810.030.A.7) (Planning/Arborist, Engineering). 
17. No formal street tree maintenance process for limb/root clearance and removal (Planning/Arborist, 

Public Works/Streets). 

After the list was generated, a series of meetings was held with representatives from the groups affected by 
the coordination issues.  The purpose of the smaller group meetings was to discuss the coordination issues 
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and formulate possible solutions that could improve coordination efforts.  The following list identifies 
possible solutions for the coordination issues that were formulated after the group meetings.

1. Street trees on record drawings don’t reflect where they are actually planted (Planning, Engineering, 
Public Works, IT/GIS); 

Make note on record drawings that actual street tree locations may vary, see street trees in 
GIS for actual locations.
Require developers to GPS or pay a fee to the City to GPS actual locations of street trees 
prior to final approval.  The spatial data can then be loaded into the City’s GIS system for 
tracking.
Information on street trees to include location (x/y coordinates), size (dbh), species, date 
planted, condition, tree ID code, and any additional information necessary to conduct 
resource analyses in the future. 
Consider creating program where developers pay a fee to the City to plant and GPS street 
trees.

2. Development engineering inspects vegetated corridors after development, but no long 
term/sustained maintenance requirements (Engineering, Planning/Arborist and Code Enforcement, 
IT/GIS);

Development engineering inspects vegetated corridors after planting, and after a defined 
maintenance period (usually two years) to ensure compliance with Clean Water Services 
(CWS) requirements.
If the vegetated corridor becomes City property, then the Wastewater/Storm Division of 
Public Works assigns crews to ensure long term maintenance.     
If the vegetated corridor is privately owned, the City of Tigard does not currently have a 
program to inspect/enforce long term vegetation maintenance.  The City will clarify with 
CWS what agency is responsible for ensuring long term maintenance of vegetated corridors.   

3. Difficult to track deed restricted trees after development (Planning, IT/GIS); 

Require developers to GPS or pay a fee to the City to GPS locations of deed restricted trees 
prior to final approval.  The spatial data can then be loaded into the City’s GIS system for 
tracking.
Information on deed restricted trees to include location (x/y coordinates), size (dbh), 
species, date inventoried, condition, tree ID code, and any additional information necessary 
to conduct resource analyses in the future. 

4. Difficult to track required landscape trees (parking lot trees, buffer trees, etc.) after development 
(Planning/Arborist and Code Enforcement, IT/GIS); 

Require developers to GPS or pay a fee to the City to GPS actual locations of required 
landscape trees prior to final approval.  The spatial data can then be loaded into the City’s
GIS system for tracking. 
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Information on required landscape trees to include location (x/y coordinates), size (dbh), 
species, date planted, condition, tree ID code, and any additional information necessary to 
conduct resource analyses in the future. 

5. Difficult to track mitigation trees after development (Planning/Arborist, IT/GIS); 

Require developers to GPS or pay a fee to the City to GPS actual locations of mitigation trees 
prior to final approval.  The spatial data can then be loaded into the City’s GIS system for 
tracking.
Information on mitigation trees to include location (x/y coordinates), size (dbh), species, 
date planted, condition, cash assurance/bond release date, tree ID code, and any additional 
information necessary to conduct resource analyses in the future. 

6. No inventory of street trees (Planning, Engineering, Public Works, IT/GIS); 

Require developers to GPS or pay a fee to the City to GPS actual locations of street trees 
prior to final approval.  The spatial data can then be loaded into the City’s GIS system for 
tracking.
Hire AmeriCorps member and/or recruit volunteers to assist in inventory of existing street 
trees outside development process.  
GPS actual locations of street trees planting during annual street tree planting program.  
Information on street trees to include location (x/y coordinates), size (dbh), species, date 
planted, condition, tree ID code, and any additional information necessary to conduct 
resource analyses in the future. 
Consider creating program where developers pay a fee to the City to plant and GPS street 
trees.

7. When City acquires greenspaces, no detailed understanding of maintenance costs (especially 
regarding hazard trees) (Planning/Arborist, Public Works); 

Create budget sheet to track personnel, material, and service costs associated with 
greenspace acquisition.
Budget sheet should detail first year costs as well as costs for years two through five.   
A benefits section should be included on the form to identify mitigation, connectivity, and 
other potential benefits.   
The budget sheet needs to be routed to the appropriate departments and divisions for input 
before it is finalized.
There is an evaluation form for land acquisition that was used for CIP projects that may be 
used as a template (contact Carissa). 
If hazard trees are an issue during land acquisition associated with development projects, 
require developer’s arborist to conduct a hazard assessment for review and inspection by 
City Arborist.
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8. No policy for protecting deed restricted trees and significant habitat trees during building additions 
(Planning, Building); 

This item should be further addressed during the Tree Code updates.   

However, for deed restricted trees, the City can require a protection plan for building 
additions that complies with the original tree protection plan for the development project. 

For trees in sensitive lands, the City can restrict access/building within the driplines of trees 
through the use of tree protection fencing.  Section 18.790.060 prohibits damage to a 
protected tree or its root system.   

9. No policy of requiring exempt City projects to follow standards required by private development 
(Planning, Capital Construction and Transportation, Public Works); 

City Arborist to attend “kickoff meetings” for City projects to identify applicable City rules 
and regulations.   
Project plans will be routed to City Arborist for review and comment prior to completion.   
Depending on the size of the project, the City Arborist may provide assistance on tree 
protection and planting specifications, or recommend that the City hire a project arborist.     
Work with the Tree Board and Community Development Director on developing a set of 
standards for City projects to follow.    

10. No review of exempt City projects for trees by planning staff (Planning, Capital Construction and 
Transportation, Public Works); 

City Arborist to attend “kickoff meetings” for City projects to identify applicable City rules 
and regulations.   
Project plans will be routed to City Arborist for review and comment prior to completion.   
Depending on the size of the project, the City Arborist may provide assistance on tree 
protection and planting specifications, or recommend the City hire a project arborist.     

11. No formal hazard evaluation process for parks/greenspaces (Planning/Arborist, Public 
Works/Parks, Risk); 

Budgeting has eliminated non-emergency management and evaluation of hazards in 
parks/greenspaces due to the transfer of the greenspace coordinator (urban forester) 
position from Public Works to the associate planner/arborist (city arborist) position to 
Community Development. 
Proactive evaluation and management of City owned parks/greenspaces would be best 
accomplished through the hiring of a greenspace coordinator to fill the position vacated in 
Public Works.   
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A greenspace coordinater could develop a program based off of protocols developed by the 
USDA Forest Service and/or International Society of Arboriculture.   
Alternatively, the City could contract with a private arborist to develop a hazard evaluation 
and management program. 

12. No formal emergency response system for tree hazards on streets (Planning/Arborist, Public 
Works/Streets); 

When a member of the public calls the City about a potential hazard tree on a City street, 
they should be forwarded to the Public Works front desk (503-639-4171).   
Operators at Public Works will route the call to the Streets Division manager, who will in 
turn assign a staff member to investigate the complaint. 
If the tree clearly is not a hazard, the Streets Division will contact the citizen and close the 
case.
If the tree is already down or is clearly an immediate hazard, the Streets Division will 
coordinate traffic control, contact other impacted agencies (such as PGE if power lines are 
involved), and remove the tree from the street and sidewalk right-of-way using the City’s
contract arborist (or any other available private arborist if the contract arborist is not 
available).  The debris from the removal will be placed on the owner’s property, and debris 
disposal will occur at the owner’s expense.
If the tree hazard is a borderline case, the City Arborist will make a determination whether 
the tree should be retained, monitored, removed, or further investigated by the contract 
arborist.
If the City Arborist decides the tree is a hazard and there is enough time, he will write a 
letter to the responsible property owner giving them a specific period of time to abate the 
hazard.  If the deadline is not met, the responsible owner will be cited through Code 
Enforcement.  
If the hazard is after hours, citizens will need to call the Public Works after-hours number 
(503-639-1554).  Public Works will then investigate the hazard after hours and either 
contact the contract arborist (or any other available private arborist if the contract arborist 
is not available) if there is an immediate hazard, or forward the inquiry to the Streets 
Division for follow up the following business day if the hazard is not immediate.  The Streets 
Division will then follow the same process outlined above.  

13. No formal emergency response system for tree hazards in parks/greenspaces (Planning/Arborist, 
Public Works/Parks); 

When a member of the public calls the City about a potential hazard tree on City property, 
they should be forwarded the Public Works front desk (503-639-4171).
Operators at Public Works will route the call to the appropriate division manager, who will 
in turn assign a staff member to investigate the complaint. 
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If the tree clearly is not a hazard, the responsible division will contact the citizen and close 
the case. 
If the tree is determined to be an immediate hazard, the responsible division will contact 
the City’s contract arborist (or any other available private arborist if the contract arborist is 
not available) to abate the hazard immediately. 
If the tree hazard is a borderline case, the City Arborist will make a determination whether 
the tree should be retained, monitored, removed, or further investigated by the contract 
arborist.
The City Arborist is estimated to respond to one “borderline” call per week on average.  If 
the time commitment is significantly more, the process may need to be reevaluated. 
If the hazard is after hours, citizens will need to call the Public Works after-hours number 
(503-639-1554).  Public Works will then investigate the hazard after hours and either 
contact the contract arborist (or any other available private arborist if the contract arborist 
is not available) if there is an immediate hazard, or forward the inquiry to the appropriate 
division if the hazard is not immediate for follow up the following business day.  The 
responsible division will then follow the same process outlined above.  

14. Tree removal in sensitive lands requires tree removal permits, not sure if there is awareness of this 
Code provision (Planning, Capital Construction and Transportation, Public Works); 

City Arborist to attend “kickoff meetings” for City projects to identify applicable City rules 
and regulations.   
Tree removal permits and fees in Tigard Development Code Section 18.790.050 are 
applicable for any tree removal over six inches in diameter within sensitive lands (including 
City projects).    
Publicize program through periodic Community Development/Public Works/Capital 
Construction and Transportation coordination meetings. 
Ensure the sensitive lands GIS layer is available through Tigard Maps for all 
divisions/departments. 
Clarify with Community Development Director if invasive/exotic trees are exempt from tree 
removal permit requirements. 

15. No formal process for spending/tracking tree mitigation fund expenditures and planting 
(Planning/Arborist, Public Works, IT/GIS, Finance); and 

GPS actual locations of mitigation trees/areas.  The spatial data can then be loaded into the 
City’s GIS system for tracking. 
Information on mitigation trees to include location (x/y coordinates), size (dbh), species, 
date planted, condition, cash assurance/bond release date, tree ID code, and any additional 
information necessary to conduct resource analyses in the future. 
Link mitigation trees (via a GIS point layer) and mitigation areas (via a GIS polygon layer) 
with IFIS (accounting system) so that expenditures can be directly related to specific 
projects.
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16. No formal process for determining adjustments to street standards to preserve trees 
(18.810.030.A.7) (Planning/Arborist, Engineering). 

The City’s policy is to maintain the required curb to curb width standards in the Tigard 
Development Code in all cases, regardless of existing trees.
However, during the development review process, when a healthy and sustainable tree in 
the right of way is identified by the project arborist and/or City Arborist, Development 
Engineering will allow adjustments to planter strip and/or sidewalk standards on a case by 
case basis.
The City does not currently have the authority to require private developers to preserve trees 
if they choose not to.        

17. No formal street tree maintenance process for limb/root clearance and removal (Planning/Arborist, 
Public Works/Streets). 

If the street tree is the responsibility of the City, the corresponding division will maintain the 
clearance requirements outlined in the Tigard Municipal Code.   
If a citizen complaint is received, the Streets Division will investigate.   
If there is an immediate hazard (e.g. blocked stop sign, hanging limb, etc.), the Streets 
Division will prune the tree immediately.   
If there is not an immediate hazard, the Streets Division will contact the responsible party 
directly and explain the Code requirements, or gather the information and forward to Code 
Enforcement if the owner is nonresponsive. 
If the potential branch clearance hazard is after hours, citizens will need to call the Public 
Works after-hours number (503-639-1554).  Public Works will then investigate the hazard 
after hours and either contact the contract arborist (or any other available private arborist 
if the contract arborist is not available) if there is an immediate hazard, or forward the 
inquiry to the Streets Division if the hazard is not immediate for follow up the following 
business day.  The Streets Division will then follow the same process outlined above.  
When tree roots are impacting City streets or utilities, the responsible division will 
investigate and, if needed, contact the City Arborist for root pruning advice.   
If the City Arborist decides the tree can be safely root pruned to make the necessary repairs, 
the responsible division will absorb the cost of root pruning.   
If the tree cannot be safely root pruned and the tree needs to be removed, the City will 
absorb the cost of removal, but the property owner will be responsible for stump removal 
and replanting.  Prior to removing a street tree, the City Arborist shall be contacted.  
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Section 2: Tigard’s Urban Forest

A defining community feature of  Tigard is its trees and the urban forest they 
create.  Unlike natural forests or managed timberland, Tigard’s urban forest is a 
mosaic of  native forest remnants and planted landscape elements interspersed 
with buildings, roads and other elements of  the urban environment.   The 
protection, management, and enhancement of  this resource is important not 
only for Tigard’s aesthetic identify and sense of  place, but for the social, ecolog-
ical, and economic services it provides to the community.  

Trees and other types of  vegetation are integral to the quality of  Tigard’s 
aesthetic, economic, and natural environments. Plants provide variation in color, 
texture, line and form that softens the hard geometry of  the built environment.  
They also enhance the public and private realm through the provision of  shade 
from the sun and wind, providing habitat for birds and wildlife, enhancing 
community attractiveness and investment, improving water quality and soil 
stability, and promoting human health and well-being.

Tigard’s trees and native plant communities have experienced significant disrup-
tion and displacement, first by agriculture and logging in the 19th century, and 
by increasingly dense urban development in the 20th Century. Competition from 
introduced invasive species such as English ivy, reed canary grass, and Himalayan 
blackberries has made it difficult for remaining native plant communities to 
thrive. However, remnant stands of  native tree and associated plant commu-
nities still remain within the City Limits.  Trees are important members and 
contributors to natural resource systems including upland habitat areas and plant 
communities, and functioning riparian corridors including the Tualatin River, 
Fanno Creek and its tributaries, and their adjacent flood plains and wetlands.  

In addition to remnants of  the native forest, Tigard possesses a large number of  
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mature and outstanding specimens of  native and non-native trees planted when 
the area was rural country-side in the late 19th and early 20th centuries.  Aerial 
photos demonstrate that increasingly more trees were planted on both public 
and private property during a period of  large lot residential subdivision develop-
ment from the late 1940’s through the 1970’s, many of  which survive to this day.   

Community attitude surveys reveal that Tigard Citizens place high value on the 
protection of  trees and are concerned about the impact of  development upon 
existing tree resources. Community surveys conducted in 2004 and 2006 show 
that residents value their neighborhood as a suburban retreat, a place that allows 
for views of  trees and other natural areas.  The 2006 Community Attitudes 
Survey found “the protection of  trees and natural resource areas” as rating 
the highest of  all “livability” characteristics posed to the respondents, scoring 
8.4 out of  10 points.  Preservation of  trees and other natural resources scored 
higher on resident’s livability index than neighborhood traffic (8.2), maintaining 
existing lot sizes (7.8), pedestrian and bike paths (7.7), and compatibility between 
existing and new development (7.6).   A follow-up question contained in the 
2007 survey revealed that 84% of  Tigard Residents supported regulations to 
protect existing trees, with only 6% strongly disagreeing and 9% somewhat 
disagreeing.  In addition, 90% of  Tigard residents thought the City should take 
the lead in preserving open space.  These values are also shared by residents of  
adjoining jurisdictions who maintain, or have begun significant updates to, their 
tree protection ordinances.

The City of  Tigard has been a Tree City, USA since 2001 because of  aggres-
sive programs to plant trees on public property.  In partnership with Clean 
Water Services, the City of  Tigard is in the early stages of  a series of  stream 
restoration and enhancement projects intended to improve water quality, reduce 
erosion, and provide shade, structure and food sources to fish and other wildlife. 
Projects currently underway within the City’s floodplains and riparian areas will 
result in the planting of  approximately 100,000 native trees over a 10 year period 
(Fiscal Years 2001-2011).  Through volunteer projects, cooperative efforts with 
non-profits, contract services, and the labor of  Public Works crews, thousands 
of  young trees are annually planted on public property.  

Not including restoration projects, the City’s Public Works Department annually 
plants approximately 250 new or replacement trees on public lands, distributes 
approximately 50 street trees each year to private property owners through the 
Street Tree Program, and plants an addition 25 trees in celebration of  arbor day.  
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Native species are given preference and are regularly planted along trails, riparian 
areas, and in new park and green space areas.  The objective is to increase the 
total number of  trees, particularly in areas where summer shade is desired such 
as picnic areas and next to sidewalks.  Money is budgeted each year to maintain 
new trees being established and to remove hazard trees located on public 
property.  As more public property is added and trees grow older, the number 
of  hazard trees pruned or removed each year will continue to grow.   The level 
of  new tree planting is limited by the maintenance capacity of  City work crews.  

Conditions and circumstances have significantly changed since the adoption of  
Tigard’s Comprehensive Plan in 1983. Rapid urban development has resulted 
in a general perception that the City has experienced a significant loss of  tree 
canopy, and other vegetation essential for wildlife habitat, erosion control, 
slope stability, water quality, air-quality, and community aesthetics.  Driving 
this perception are METRO land use regulations, failed annexation efforts and 
changing market conditions resulting in higher density development than was 
anticipated in 1983, further challenging the City to protect trees and canopy 
cover while accommodating new development.   Additionally, the City does not 
currently have a comprehensive tree management and urban forest enhancement 
program to address these issues in a unified and consistent manner.  As a result 
there is general feeling among residents, developers, and other stakeholders that 
the existing regulatory structure is not adequate and hinders both the strategic 
protection of  trees and the orderly urbanization of  the City.  

The City has historically relied upon its Development Code to manage and 
protect trees on private property, particularly heritage trees and those located 
within steep slopes, wetlands, and other sensitive lands.   Existing regulations 
require new development to protect and/or replace existing trees wherever 
possible, to pay into a mitigation fund when trees are removed, and to plant new 
street trees and landscape trees as part of  all new construction.   In addition, 
trees within vegetated corridors surrounding wetlands, riparian corridors, and 
other natural bodies of  water are also protected by Clean Water Services as part 
of  their stormwater management program. These regulatory structures do not 
recognize or protect existing trees outside of  those areas, and offer little protec-
tion unless a development action is pending, or prior conditions of  develop-
ment approval designated the affected tree(s) for future protection.  As a result, 
the existing regulatory structure does not encompass a significant number of  
trees across the city, which may be removed by the property owner without City 
consultation or permit.  Additionally, because the City does not have a compre-
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hensive tree removal consultation or permit system, protected trees (such as 
street trees) have been removed despite existing regulations or restrictions in 
force.  

K E Y  F I N D I N G S :

  A defining community feature is Tigard’s urban forest, a mosaic of  native 
forest remnants and planted landscape elements interspersed throughout the 
City.

  This urban forest provides social, economic, and ecological services that 
create public and private value to residents, businesses, and visitors.

 Mature and well-managed trees provide the maximum public benefits.
  The City continues to allocate staff  and resources to tree planting, tree main-

tenance, and outreach activities.  Additionally, new development is required 
to install street trees, landscape trees, and trees for mitigation purposes.

  The existing urban forest continues to experience significant disruption and 
displacement through the conversion of  land to more intense urban land 
uses and competition from invasive species.  

  Existing tree regulations are dispersed throughout the code; applied by 
multiple divisions in a non-unified and inconsistent manner; and sometimes 
conflicting between different code sections.

  The City does not presently have a comprehensive and unified process to 
monitor tree removal and enforce existing tree protections outside of  devel-
opment permit review.  Furthermore, landowners are not always aware of  
regulatory protections applicable to their property or street trees adjacent to 
their property.

  Community attitude surveys reveal that Tigard residents place high value on 
the protection of  trees within the community, that they are concerned about 
the impact of  development upon existing tree resources, and are strongly in 
favor of  a regulatory structure that would protect additional trees.

G O A L :

2.2    To enlarge, improve and sustain a diverse urban forest to maximize the 
economic, ecological, and social benefits of  trees.

P O L I C I E S :

 1.  The City shall maintain and periodically update policies, regulations 
and standards to inventory, manage, preserve, mitigate the loss of, and 
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enhance the community’s tree and vegetation resources to promote their 
environmental, aesthetic and economic benefits.

 2.   The City’s various codes, regulations, standards and programs relating 
to landscaping, site development, mitigation, and tree management 
shall be consistent with, and supportive of, one another; administration 
and enforcement shall be regulated and coordinated by the variously 
impacted departments.

 3.  The City shall continue to regulate the removal of  trees, within environ-
mentally sensitive lands and on lands subject to natural hazards.

 4.  The City shall ensure that street design and land use standards provide 
ample room for the planting of  trees and other vegetation, including the 
use of  flexible and incentive based development standards.

 5.  The City shall require the replacement and/or installation of  new street 
trees, unless demonstrated infeasible, on all new roads or road enhance-
ment projects. Trees should be planted within planter strips, or at the 
back of  sidewalks if  planter strips are not feasible or would prohibit the 
preservation of  existing trees. 

 6.  The City shall establish and enforce regulations to protect the public’s 
investment in trees and vegetation located in parks, within right-of-ways, 
and on other public lands and easements.  

 7.  The City shall conduct an ongoing tree and urban forest enhancement 
program to improve the aesthetic experience, environmental quality, and 
economic value of  Tigard’s streets and neighborhoods.

 8.  The City shall continue to maintain and periodically update approved 
tree lists for specific applications and site conditions, such as street trees, 
parking lot trees, and trees for wetland and riparian areas. 

 9.  The City shall discourage the use or retention of  invasive trees and other 
plants through the development review process.

 10.  The City shall require the appropriate use of  trees and other vegetation 
as buffering and screening between incompatible uses.

 11.  The City shall develop and implement a citywide Urban Forestry 
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Management Master Plan. 

R E C O M M E N D E D  A C T I O N M E A S U R E S :

  i.  Develop and implement a comprehensive, coordinated update and 
enhancement of  all tree related regulations, standards, programs, and 
plans.  

  ii.    Develop and implement an inspection and enforcement program 
that will ensure ongoing maintenance of  trees and other vegeta-
tion required by development approval, with particular attention 
to challenges introduced by the change of  ownership of  affected 
properties.

  iii.   Develop and implement an inspection and enforcement program 
that will ensure non-development related tree management and 
removal complies with the City’s tree protection ordinances such as 
heritage trees, street trees, and trees on sensitive lands.

  iv.  Inventory and evaluate street tree, parking lot and landscape area 
plantings that have failed to thrive, and determine if  site conditions 
or management practices can be modified, and/or if  trees can be 
planted elsewhere in order to satisfy conditions of  development 
approval or provide the benefits expected of  the original planting.

  v.  Develop and maintain, as part of  the City’s GIS and permit systems, 
a publicly accessible inventory of  tree plantings, permitted removals, 
and the state of  the City’s urban forest.  

  vi.  Develop and distribute educational materials and programs regarding 
City policies, regulations, and good arboricultural practices for the 
general public, developers and city staff  regarding tree planting, 
maintenance, and protection. Materials should be published in both 
paper and electronic media and in multiple languages.  Particular 
focus should be given to new property owners who may be unfa-
miliar with the City’s regulations and development related restrictions 
affecting their property.

  vii.  Encourage and promote the removal of  nuisance/invasive plants, 
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and the installation of  trees and vegetation that are low maintenance, 
drought tolerant, site appropriate, and require minimal chemical 
applications. Strategies could include the production and distribu-
tion of  approved tree lists to area nurseries, landscaping companies, 
libraries and similar businesses and public resources.

  viii.  Utilize approved tree and plant lists that emphasize long lived 
evergreens, broad-spreading deciduous varieties, and native species, 
but allow flexibility to choose a wide variety of  species that are 
proven suitable for local climate conditions and for specific uses and 
locations.

  ix.  Encourage efforts by community groups and neighborhoods to 
plant trees and undertake other projects, such as restoration of  
wetlands and stream corridors.

  x.  Maintain a list of  invasive plants, discourage the sale and propaga-
tion of  these plant materials within the City, promote their removal, 
and prevent their reestablishment or expansion.

G O A L :

2.3    To balance the diverse and changing needs of  the City through well-
designed urban development that minimizes the loss of  existing trees to 
create a living legacy for future generations.

P O L I C I E S :

 1.  The City shall develop and implement standards and procedures 
designed to minimize the reduction of  existing tree cover, with priority 
given to native trees and non-native varietals that are long lived and/or 
provide a broad canopy spread.

 2.  In prescribing the mitigation of  the impacts of  development, the City 
shall give priority to the protection of  existing trees, taking into consid-
eration the related financial impact of  mitigation.

 3.  The City shall develop policies and procedures designed to protect 
trees, including root systems, selected for preservation during land 
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development.

 4.  The City shall address public safety concerns by ensuring ways to 
prevent and resolve verified tree related hazards in a timely manner.

 5.  The City shall develop and enforce site design and landscape require-
ments to reduce the aesthetic and environmental impacts of  impervious 
surfaces through the use of  trees and other vegetation.  

 6.  The City shall, in order to preserve existing trees and ensure new trees 
will thrive, allow and encourage flexibility in site design through all 
aspects of  development review.

 7.  The City shall require all development, including City projects, to prepare 
and implement a tree preservation and landscaping plan, with the chosen 
trees and other plant materials appropriate for site conditions.

 8.  The City shall continue to cooperate with property owners, businesses, 
other jurisdictions, agencies, utilities, and non-governmental entities to 
manage and preserve street trees, wetlands, stream corridors, riparian 
areas, tree groves, specimen and heritage trees, and other vegetation.

 9.  The City shall require, as appropriate, tree preservation strategies that 
prioritize the retention of  trees in cohesive and viable stands and groves 
instead of  isolated specimens.

 10.  Applications for tree removal and tree management plans shall be 
reviewed by a certified arborist employed or under contract to the City.

 11.  The City shall recognize the rights of  individuals to manage their resi-
dential landscapes.

R E C O M M E N D E D  A C T I O N M E A S U R E S :

  i.  Develop and implement regulations, standards, and incentives to 
encourage developers to transfer density, seek variances and adjust-
ments necessary to preserve trees and natural open space in a 
manner that optimizes tree preservation and protection.
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  ii.  Develop tree-mitigation regulations and standards to guide the City 
in assessing fees or compelling compensatory action resulting from 
violation of  its tree protection standards and/or conditions of  devel-
opment approval.  Consideration shall be given to off-site mitigation 
on both public and private lands, and the maintenance of  a publicly 
accessible registry of  mitigation sites both historical and potential.  

  iii.  Conduct surveys, workshops, and/or other public outreach strategies 
to identify and implement an appropriate strategy and form for tree 
protection regulations outside of  the development review process.

  iv.  Encourage other jurisdictions operating within and adjacent to 
Tigard to prepare and implement a tree preservation and landscaping 
plan as part of  all development and infrastructure projects.

  v.  Develop standards and procedures to identify and abate tree related 
hazards on both public and private property..
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Sketch of 
Kalapuya 

man drawn 
by Alfred 
Agate, a 

member of 
the Wilkes 
Expedition

 in 1841.

3500 years before present Kalapuya
 (Native Americans) began managing 

the forests of the Willamette Valley
 using fi re (pyroculture).4

 


In 1851, canopy coverage
within the current city 
limits of Tigard was 
estimated to be 52.4% 
(3,966.9 acres).

Downtown Tigard
Left to right: Mrs. P.E. Lewis’ Dry Goods Store, Bolens (later Schubring 
& Biederman’s) Grocery Store, Krueger’s Pool Hall and Barber Shop 
and Rickert’s Plumbing Shops.
Notice unpaved street and no walksways between buildings. Circa 1911.



In 1910, the Oregon Electric 
Railway arrived, triggering 
more rapid development at 
the rail stop near Main Street. 
Fruit and nut packaging and 
canning plants and lumber 
mills set up shop at that point 
to capitalize on the agriculture 
and logging activity.3

Tigard was incorporated as a City in 1961. There were 1,749 residents 
and 572 occupied residences at the time of incorporation.2

The biggest boom period took place in the 1960s, averaging 26% 
population growth.2

In 1967, Tigard adopted its fi rst zoning ordinance. The only mention of 
trees in the zoning ordinance was in Section 180-7, which required trees in 
industrial developments to provide a buffer for streets and residential zones.  In 1972, the Municipal Code contained provisions to protect the public 

from dangerous trees and branches blocking streets and sidewalks.  
Planned developments were required “to the maximum extent 
possible… to assure that natural features of the land are preserved” 
and to provide “a preliminary tree planting plan (with)… all existing 
trees over six inches in diameter and groves of trees.” 

In 1983, the Community Development Code was revised to comply with 
the Comprehensive Plan. The Tree Removal section of the new Code 
required a City permit prior to tree removal for all undeveloped land, 
developed commercial and industrial land, and public land.

In 1983, the Landscaping and Screening Chapter was also established 
and required street tree planting, protection, and replacement during 

development.  It also required trees to be used as a buffer between 
differing land uses and for shading of parking lots.

In 1987, the Tigard Municipal Code was 
expanded to prohibit dead or hazardous 

trees that pose a threat to the public and 
private property owners (Section 7.40.060).  

In 2002, the Tigard Municipal Code was revised to increase protections 
for trees on City property.  

In 2002, the Washington Square Regional 
Center Design Standards and the Durham 

Quarry Design Standards established 
additional landscaping and screening 

requirements in the Washington Square and 
Bridgeport areas respectively.  

In 2002, the Sensitive Lands Chapter was signifi cantly revised in order 
to implement “Clean Water Services (CWS) Design and Construction 
Standards”, the “Metro Urban Growth Management Functional Plan,” 
and “Statewide Planning Goal 5 (Natural Resources).”

In 2007 the Tree Board’s mission was expanded to develop a “City Tree 
Stewardship and Urban Forest Enhancement Program” in part to ensure 
tree code revisions occurred in a comprehensive manner.

In 2007, the City adopted a “Signifi cant
 Habitat Areas Map” which expanded the lands 

where tree removal permits were required.

In 2008, an Urban Forest section was added to the Comprehensive Plan 
following over a year of work by the Tree Board.  The Urban Forest section 
of the Comprehensive Plan contains two goals to be implemented by 22 
policies.  Goal 2.2 Policy 11 of the Comprehensive Plan states, “The City 
shall develop and implement a citywide Urban Forestry Management 
Master Plan.”  This Plan is intended to meet this policy requirement.

In the 1940s, the population 
was about 300 people
 even after the arrival

 of the Capitol
 Highway (99W).1



In 1982, Tigard adopted its 
fi rst Comprehensive Plan with 

several policies that call for 
the preservation of stream 
corridors, fi sh and wildlife 
habitat, tree and timbered 

areas, and wetlands.



In 1985, the Sensitive Lands 
Chapter of the Community 
Development Code 
prohibited development 
in or in close proximity to 
signifi cant wetlands.



In 1997, the Tree Removal Chapter was signi-
fi cantly revised. Tree plans were required 

for development, mitigation standards were 
established, and tree removal permits were 

required for trees in sensitive lands. 



In 2006, the Heritage Tree program was 
established so that trees of landmark 

importance could be offi cially recognized 
and protected.



In 1998, the City hired its fi rst Urban Forester.

In 2001, the Tree Board was established to develop and administer a 
comprehensive tree management program for trees on public property.

Tigard has been named a Tree City USA by 
the National Arbor Day Foundation every 
year since 2001. 

In 2009, Tigard received a Tree City USA growth 
award for its expanded urban forestry efforts.

Tigard Urban Forestry Historical TimelineTigard Urban Forestry Historical Timeline

     1Burrows, T. 2009. A Short History of  Tigard, Oregon. Accessed via the World Wide Web  < http://tom.mipaca.com/Oregon/TigardHistory.php> on March 25, 2009.

     2City of  Tigard. 2008. Natural Hazards Mitigation Plan. City of  Tigard, OR, Community Development Department, Long Range Planning Division. 60p.

     3City of  Tigard. 2009. Tigard Downtown Future Vision. City of  Tigard, OR, Community Development Department, Long Range Planning Division. 29p.

     4Gray, S. 2008. The Kalapuya People: Stewards of  a Rich Land and Culture. Accessed via the World Wide Web: <http://www.washingtoncountymuseum.org/localhistory/index.php> on 
November 5, 2008.

   One Cloud Surveying Crew 1903 – 1905
Survey crew of Oregon Electric Co. Railroad (from Charles F. Tigard)

In the early 1850s, Tigard was
 settled by several families of

 European descent including the
 Tigard family headed by Wilson

 M. Tigard. Native forests were
 cleared for agricultural uses 

and timber help support 
development in the area.3



•
•
•
•

••
••
•
•
•
•
••
•
•••••
••
••
•••

In 2001, the Tigard Triangle 
Design Standards in the 
Community Develop ment 
Code established additional 
landscaping and screening 
requirements for the Tigard 
Triangle (the area bound by 
Highways 5, 99, and 217). 



Photo: Fall in the Triangle by Kathy Vincent
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Federal/State/Regional Urban Forestry Policy Framework

The City of Tigard is required to comply with various Federal, State, and Regional requirements when managing its 
urban forest.  Urban forest management practices also have positive externalities that further progress towards other 
jurisdictional goals and mandates.  The following represent major Federal, State, and Regional agencies and programs 
that influence or are benefitted by urban forest management in Tigard:

Oregon Department of Forestry

The Oregon Department of Forestry (ODF) is responsible for administering the Forest Practices Act (FPA).  The FPA was 
designed to promote the proper management of Oregon’s forests and ensure that forests remain healthy and productive. 
The Oregon Legislature has given cities the authority to regulate forests in place of having ODF administer the FPA as 
long as the local options meet the FPA’s minimum standard.1 
To meet the standards, local forest practice regulations must:

• � Protect soil, air, water, fish and wildlife resources;

• � Be acknowledged as in compliance with land use planning goals;

• � Be developed through a public process;

• � Be developed for the specific purpose of regulating forest practices; and

• � Be developed in coordination with the State Forestry Department and with notice to the Department of Land 
Conservation and Development.2

Oregon Department of Transportation 

The Oregon Department of Transportation (ODOT) manages approximately 283 acres of right-of-way in the City of 
Tigard including Hall Boulevard, and Highways 217, 5, and 99W.  ODOT Bulletin RD06-03(B) provides specifications 
for street tree placement and maintenance in ODOT right-of-ways.  These specifications are intended to balance the 
need for safety along State roadways with trees, and supersede Tigard street tree requirements within City limits.  

Oregon Department of Land Conservation and Development 

The Oregon Department of Land Conservation and Development (DLCD) administers Oregon’s Statewide Land Use 
Planning Program and ensures that the comprehensive plans of Oregon cities comply with Oregon Statewide Land Use 
Planning Goals. 

     1 Oregon Department of  Forestry and Land Conservation and Development. 1999. Guidelines for Developing Urban Forest Practice 
Ordinances. State of  Oregon, Department of  Forestry and Department of  Land Conservation and Development. 16p.

     2 Oregon Department of  Forestry. 2008. Forest Facts: Urban Growth Boundaries and the Oregon Forest Practices Act. Accessed via the 
World Wide Web: <http://www.oregon.gov/ODF/PUBS/docs/Forest_Facts/Forest_Facts_Urban_Growth_Boundaries.pdf> on March 25, 2009.
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The City of Tigard Comprehensive Plan is required to be consistent with 12 of the 19 Oregon Statewide Land Use 
Planning Goals. 

The following statewide planning goals directly relate to the urban forestry in Tigard:

Goal 5. “To protect natural resources and conserve scenic and historic areas and open spaces.” 
This goal requires local governments to develop programs to protect resources including fish and wildlife habitats, 
stream corridors, and natural areas.  Urban forestry programs and policies can further progress towards achievement of 
Goal 5.  Economic, social, environmental, and energy (ESEE) analyses are required to protect Goal 5 resources.

Goal 6. “To maintain and improve the quality of the air, water and land resources of the state.” It 
is well documented that urban trees and forests contribute to air and water quality improvement. 

Goal 7. “To protect life and property from natural disasters and hazards.” Trees roots, canopies, and 
leaf litter in natural hazard areas help to prevent erosion and flooding (Portland Urban Forest Management Plan).

Goal 10. “To provide for the housing needs of citizens of the state.” This goal requires the City to balance 
the needs of tree and forest preservation with the need for housing and efficient use of urban land.
 
Local jurisdictions within the Metro regional planning boundary must also be consistent and coordinated with relevant 
Metro requirements such as the Urban Growth Management Functional Plan which is described in more detail below. 

DLCD has approved or “acknowledged” the City’s Comprehensive Plan (including the Urban Forest section) as being in 
compliance with statewide planning goals, and consistent with Metro requirements. 1  

Oregon Division of State Lands 

The Oregon Division of State Lands (DSL) establishes criteria and procedures for the identification of wetlands.  In 
1997, Tigard’s Local Wetland Inventory was approved by DSL. Approval by DSL means that the inventory meets State 
standards, and therefore becomes part of the State Wetlands Inventory and must be used in lieu of the National Wetlands 
Inventory. 2  

Development in these areas is regulated by a variety of federal, state, regional, and local laws.  Tigard Development 
Code Chapter 18.775 (Sensitive Lands) contains specific provisions to protect wetlands from development and requires 

     1 Oregon Department of  Forestry and Land Conservation and Development. 1999. Guidelines for Developing Urban Forest Practice 
Ordinances. State of  Oregon, Department of  Forestry and Department of  Land Conservation and Development. 16p.

      2 City of  Tigard. 2009. Comprehensive Plan (as of  April 22, 2009). City of  Tigard, OR, Community Development Department, Long Range 
Planning Division. 230p. 
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concurrent approvals from the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Oregon Division of State Lands, and Clean Water Services. 
As a result, trees and native vegetation in Local Wetlands gain a highly protected status.

Oregon Department of Environmental Quality

The Oregon Department of Environmental Quality (DEQ) is responsible for protecting Oregon’s air quality by issuing 
permits, developing programs, and monitoring air pollution to ensure communities meet the National Ambient Air 
Quality Standards (NAAQS), and to protect Oregon’s pristine views. Air pollutants identified in the 2005 DEQ Air Quality 
Report as the greatest concern in Oregon are: Ground-level ozone, commonly known as smog; Fine particulate matter; 
Hazardous air pollutants; and Carbon monoxide.1 

Regional efforts have been established to monitor and plan for pollutants. The City of Tigard is part of the Portland 
Area Airshed (PAA), which is defined by the Metro service boundary. The DEQ is responsible for ensuring the PAA meets 
the national standards, and for developing the necessary plans to continue compliance. Currently, the PAA meets all 
NAAQS standards.  However, DEQ is required to develop maintenance plans for carbon monoxide and ozone to ensure 
continued compliance.1 

Trees have a natural ability to convert and sequester compounds that contribute to air pollution.  Trees also offset power 
plant emissions by shading and sheltering buildings from sun and wind.2  At the local level, the City can protect existing 
natural areas and mature trees, and promote and participate in tree planting efforts to improve air quality and decrease 
building energy usage.  Within urban areas, air quality is often much worse along major roadways.  Trees strategically 
planted along or near roadways have an increased ability to filter air pollutants and improve air quality before exhaust 
is released in the atmosphere.1 

DEQ is also charged with establishing standards, regulating, and monitoring Oregon’s waters for compliance with the 
Federal Clean Water Act (CWA) and National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES).  Within Tigard, run-off 
from impervious surfaces, pet waste, and erosion/ sedimentation are the most problematic sources of water pollution.  
Planting and maintaining tree canopy, water quality facility construction and maintenance (vegetated swales and 
retention basins), and stream corridor and wetland enhancements are all urban forestry activities that help to improve 
water quality and meet State and Federal requirements.1  

Oregon Public Utility Commission

The Oregon Public Utility Commission (PUC) regulates utility industries to ensure that customers receive safe and 
reliable services at reasonable rates.  In order to ensure safety, the PUC requires Portland General Electric to maintain 

      1 City of  Tigard. 2009. Comprehensive Plan (as of  April 22, 2009). City of  Tigard, OR, Community Development Department, Long Range 
Planning Division. 230p.

      2 McPherson, E.G., S.E. Maco, J.R. Simpson, P.J. Peper, Q. Xiao, A. VanDerZanden, and N. Bell. 2002. Western Washington and Oregon 
Community Tree Guide: Benefits, Costs, and Strategic Planting. International Society of  Arboriculture, Pacific Northwest Chapter, Silverton, OR.
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zones surrounding overhead utility lines clear of trees for safety and in order to help prevent outages.  The result is 
increased maintenance costs and trees that become eyesores as a result of heavy pruning.  Portland General Electric 
spends approximately $500,000 annually pruning trees away from the utility lines.1  These costs are passed on to utility 
ratepayers.  The urban forestry program can help to decrease maintenance costs and improve the aesthetic quality of 
local trees by aiding in the selection of appropriate trees near overhead lines.2  

Metro

Metro helps the region’s cities implement Statewide Planning Goals through the Urban Growth Management Functional 
Plan (functional plan).  Metro cities are required to adopt comprehensive plans and implementing regulations that 
correspond with the titles and policies in the functional plan.  The functional plan contains 13 titles, some of which 
directly or indirectly impact urban forest management in Tigard.  DLCD has acknowledged Tigard’s Comprehensive 
Plan as being in compliance with statewide planning goals, and consistent with Metro’s functional plan.3  The following 
excerpts from the functional plan have significant impact on urban forestry in Tigard:  

Title 1 of the functional plan is intended to meet Statewide Planning Goal 10, and focuses on increasing housing 
capacity in order to use land within Urban Growth Boundaries (an invisible line that separates rural areas from 
suburban) efficiently.  To meet Title 1, each jurisdiction was required to determine its housing capacity and adopt 
minimum density requirements. Tigard adopted an 80% of minimum density requirement for development in 1998, 
which means that a development must build 80% of the maximum units allowed by the zoning designation.4  The 
Home Builder’s Association of Metropolitan Portland (HBAMP) and others have cited this requirement as a significant 
impediment to preserving trees in urban areas, particularly for those properties that are zoned for high density.

Title 3 protects the region’s health and public safety by reducing flood and landslide hazards, controlling soil erosion 
and reducing pollution of the region’s waterways.  Title 3 implements Statewide Planning Goals 5, 6 and 7 by protecting 
streams, rivers, wetlands and floodplains by avoiding, limiting or mitigating development impacts on these areas.   The 
areas subject to these requirements have been mapped and adopted by the Metro Council, specifically, the FEMA 100-
year floodplain and the area of inundation for the February 1996 flood.  Title 3 also protects rivers and streams with 
buffers that are typically 50 feet wide, requires erosion and sediment control, planting of native vegetation on stream 
banks when new development occurs, and prohibits the storage of new uses of uncontained hazardous material in water 
quality areas.  Title 3 results in significant protection and enhancement of that portion of the urban forest in streams 
and floodways.  Finally, Title 3 establishes performance standards to protect regionally significant fish and wildlife 
habitat areas to implement Statewide Goal 5.3  

     1 Burns, C. 2008. Personal communication on October 6. Western Forester, Portland General Electric Company. Portland, OR.

     2 Oregon Public Utility Commission. 2009. Oregon Public Utility Commission Homepage. Accessed via the World Wide Web: <http://www.
puc.state.or.us/> on March 26, 2009.

     3 Metro. 2009. Urban Growth Management Functional Plan. Accessed via the World Wide Web: <http://www.oregonmetro.gov/files/about/
chap307.pdf> on March 31, 2009.

     4 City of  Tigard. 2009. Comprehensive Plan (as of  April 22, 2009). City of  Tigard, OR, Community Development Department, Long Range 
Planning Division. 230p.
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Title 12 of the functional plan protects residential neighborhoods by prohibiting cities from increasing density in 
certain areas and requiring easy access to parks and greenspaces for City residents.1

Title 13 is intended to “(1) conserve, protect, and restore a continuous ecologically viable streamside corridor system, 
from the streams’ headwaters to their confluence with other streams and rivers, and with their floodplains in a manner 
that is integrated with upland wildlife habitat and with the surrounding urban landscape; and (2) to control and 
prevent water pollution for the protection of the public health and safety, and to maintain and improve water quality 
throughout the region.” 1

One of the results of Title 13 was the creation in the City of Tigard of 588 acres of habitat designated as “highest” 
value (i.e. Metro inventoried Class I and II riparian resources within the Clean Water Services Vegetated Corridor). An 
estimated 370 acres of Class I and II riparian habitat situated outside the Clean Water Services’ vegetated corridor are 
designated as “moderate” value. In addition, 422 acres of non-Class I and II riparian resources within the City are 
designated as “lowest” value, including both upland forests and lower-value riparian habitat areas.  The highest and 
moderate value habitat are currently protected through other regulatory processes and agencies such as CWS.  The 
lowest value habitat consists of primarily upland forests and is currently vulnerable to development. Additional ESEE 
analyses would be required to protect lower value habitat and additional Statewide Planning Goal 5 resources in the 
future.2  At the time of the writing of this document, the City of Tigard has proposed budgeting funds in FY2009-10 to 
protect additional upland tree resources. 

Clean Water Services

The City collaborates with Clean Water Services (CWS), the surface water management and sanitary sewer system utility 
for urban Washington County, to protect local water resources. Through CWS Design and Construction Standards, local 
governments in the Tualatin Basin (including Tigard) developed a unified program to address water quality and flood 
management requirements for Title 3 of Metro’s Urban Growth Management Functional Plan.2 

In 2002, the City of Tigard adopted regulations restricting development within, and adjacent to, sensitive water resource 
areas, including streams, through standards in the CWS Design and Construction Standards. The CWS standards provide 
for vegetated corridor buffers, ranging from 15 to 200 feet wide, and mandate restoration of corridors in marginal or 
degraded condition. Native trees over 6 inches in diameter in vegetated corridors are protected, and their removal 
requires replacement on a tree for tree basis.  In addition, land-use applicants proposing development near streams 
and wetlands are required to prepare a site assessment and obtain approval from CWS prior to submitting a land use 
application to the City.2 

     1 Metro. 2009. Urban Growth Management Functional Plan. Accessed via the World Wide Web: <http://www.oregonmetro.gov/files/about/
chap307.pdf> on March 31, 2009.

     2 City of  Tigard. 2009. Comprehensive Plan (as of  April 22, 2009). City of  Tigard, OR, Community Development Department, Long Range 
Planning Division. 230p.     7 Oregon Public Utility Commission. 2009. Oregon Public Utility Commission Homepage. Accessed via the World 
Wide Web: <http://www.puc.state.or.us/> on March 26, 2009.
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The City of Tigard also collaborates in implementing CWS’ Healthy Streams Plan (June 2005). The goal of this plan 
is to improve watershed and stream health for community benefit by recommending a number of policy and program 
refinements, as well as outlining a capital projects program. The capital projects focus on stream preservation and 
enhancement, flow restoration, community tree planting, stormwater outfall and culvert replacement.  Tigard’s Public 
Works Department is instrumental is achieving the goals of the Healthy Streams Plan through its Surface Water Quality 
program.1  Many of goals of the Healthy Streams Plans are met through proper urban forest management activities 
such as invasive species control and streamside tree canopy restoration.

Large municipalities typically have NPDES permits for their wastewater treatment facilities and for stormwater runoff, 
called a Municipal Separate Storm Sewer System (MS4) permit. In urban Washington County, which includes the 
City of Tigard, the permits have been combined and are held by CWS. The combined permit was issued for the entire 
Tualatin River watershed to guide a basin-wide effort to improve water quality. It requires CWS to submit a Stormwater 
Management Plan and a Wastewater Management Plan to DEQ. These two plans outline the best management practices 
that CWS, its member cities, and Washington County commit to employ to reduce pollutant discharges, regulate 
temperature, and comply with any Total Maximum Daily Load (TMDL) levels that have been established.1  Trees and 
urban forests are excellent stormwater managers and contribute to the achievement of water quality goals, yet are not 
typically addressed in Stormwater Management Plans.

Constitutional Takings Issue

In response to the question of whether a tree preservation ordinance constitutes a regulatory taking, the City Attorney 
has provided the following response:

Oregon courts recognize that regulation of real property can go too far and become tantamount to a government 
appropriation of property.  A regulation which goes too far results in a regulatory taking or inverse condemnation, in 
violation of Article I, section 18 of the Oregon Constitution.  See Coast Range Conifers, LLC v. State, 339 Or 136, 117 
P3d 990 (2005); Boise Cascade Corp. v. Board of Forestry, 325 Or 185, 935 P2d 411 (1996); Dodd v. Hood River 
County, 317 Or 172, 855 P2d 608 (1993).

The approach of courts under the Oregon Constitution “has been to ask whether the regulation leaves the owner with 
any economically viable use of the property.”  Coast Range Conifers.  “Additionally, the court has recognized that 
regulations that deny an owner the ability to put his or her property to any economically viable use will result in a 
taking and entitle the owner to compensation.”  Id; see also Dodd (phrasing test as whether property retains “some 
substantial value”).  

     1 City of  Tigard. 2009. Comprehensive Plan (as of  April 22, 2009). City of  Tigard, OR, Community Development Department, Long Range 
Planning Division. 230p. 
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Whether there remains any economically viable use of property is based on the effect of the regulation as specific to the 
characteristics of any property at issue.  Therefore, it is imperative that when utilizing the Urban Forest Master Plan as a 
tool to guide the drafting of regulations, that the City Attorney be consulted regarding the constitutionality of the specific 
regulations in light of any new jurisprudence on the topic.
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City of Tigard Urban Forestry Policy Framework

The City of Tigard has various policies and laws that frame and implement the urban forestry program.

Comprehensive Plan  

The City of Tigard Comprehensive Plan acts as the City’s “land use constitution.” It is the document that provides 
the broad policy basis for Tigard’s land use planning program and ultimately guides all actions relating to the use 
of land in the City. The Plan also signals that the City’s land use planning efforts will implement state and regional 
requirements, including Oregon’s land use planning goals and related laws, state administrative rules, and applicable 
Metro plans and requirements.  The Comprehensive Plan contains goals, policies and recommended action measures 
that identify the intent of the City to accomplish certain results. The Urban Forest Section of the Comprehensive 
Plan contains two (2) goals, 22 policies, and 11 action measures specific to urban forestry in Tigard.  The goals and 
policies are obligations the City wishes to assume. The City must follow relevant goals and policy statements when 
developing other plans or ordinances which affect land use.  Therefore, the Urban Forestry Master Plan and future 
revisions to the tree ordinance must be consistent with Comprehensive Plan goals and policies.  Recommended action 
measures support the obligations to achieve a desired end, but do not signify an obligation themselves. The discretion 
to what degree Plan policies are implemented belongs primarily to the City Council. 

Zoning Map

The Zoning Map implements the Comprehensive Plan and guides development throughout the City.  Zoning 
determines the type and intensity of development, as well as applicable Code provisions such as density requirements.  
As a result, zoning can impact the extent and feasibility of tree preservation for a given site.
   
Code Provisions

The Tigard Municipal Code and Development Code contain specific provisions that regulate trees and urban forestry 
in Tigard.  The following is a list of the major tree and urban forestry related Code provisions, as well as commentary 
on those provisions that present administrative challenges.    

Chapter 7.40 (Nuisances) requires property owners to maintain minimum branch clearances of eight (8) feet 
over sidewalks and ten (10) feet over streets (section 7.40.060.A).  It also prohibits owners from retaining dead 
or hazardous trees that threaten public or private property (section 7.40.060.B).  However, there is no procedure 
established for abating hazards on private property such as trees that are in imminent danger of falling.

Section 7.40.050 (Noxious Vegetation) requires property owners to maintain vegetation and weeds so that they do not 
become unsightly or a hazard.  However, it is unclear if invasive species control is required by this Code provision.
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Section 7.40.090 (Greenway Maintenance) establishes standards for greenway maintenance and prohibits the removal 
of non-hazardous trees over five (5) feet in height in greenways.  However, the term “greenway” is not well defined.

Chapter 9.06 (Trees on City Property) regulates the planting, maintenance, and removal of trees on City property 
including parks and public right-of-ways.  It also authorizes Council to adopt by resolution a Tree Manual that 
provides detailed tree related standards and the City to create an approved Street Tree List. The Chapter defines a “tree” 
as a standing woody plant with a trunk diameter of two (2) inches at 4.5 feet above ground level.  Chapter 18.790 
(Tree Removal) defines a “tree” at six (6) inches in diameter at four (4) feet above ground level. 

Section 9.06.030 (Tree Planting) requires written permission from the City prior to planting street trees or trees 
on public property.  Section 9.06.050 (Tree Protection) requires development projects on City property to protect 
trees according to the specifications in the Tree Manual.  Section 9.06.060 (Removal of Hazardous Trees from City 
Property) obligates the City to inspect reports of hazardous trees on City property and prioritize their removal based on 
the level of hazard.

Section 9.06.070 (Removal of Trees from City Property) requires written permission for tree removal from City 
property and right-of-way, and requires mitigation per the requirements in the Tree Manual.

The Tree Manual, which was adopted in 2002, provides detailed specifications for Chapter 9.06.  However, 
administering the provisions in the Tree Manual are challenging because there are some conflicts with Code 
provisions elsewhere in the City Code.  For example, street tree planting specifications in section 030 of the Tree 
Manual are different than the street tree planting specifications in Chapter 18.745 (Landscaping and Screening).  
Also, the branch clearance requirements for sidewalks and streets in the Tree Manual are different than those in 
Chapters 7.40 and 18.745.  Finally, referencing the Tree Manual is a challenge because the index at the beginning of 
the Manual does not correspond with the sections in the body.  

A tree plan and mitigation is required by sections 070 and 090 of the Tree Manual, but there it is unclear what triggers 
the tree plan requirement and what the scope of the tree plan should be.     

Chapter 9.08 of the Municipal Code contains the requirements for the City’s Heritage Tree Program.  The Chapter 
recognizes and protects trees or stands of trees on public or private property that are designated to be of landmark 
importance due to age, size, species, horticultural quality or historical importance.  Participation in the program is 
voluntary and administered by the Tree Board, City Council, and staff.

Title 18 (Community Development Code) defines a tree as a standing woody plant with a trunk that is two (2) inches 
in diameter at four (4) feet above the ground.  This definition is inconsistent with the definitions of tree in Chapter 
9.06 and 18.790 of the Code.
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Chapter 18.330 (Conditional Use) authorizes the hearings officer to require conditional use developments to improve 
landscaping and increase tree and habitat preservation as a condition of development approval.  

Chapter 18.350 (Planned Developments) states as one of its purposes “to preserve to the greatest extent possible 
the existing landscape features and amenities (trees, water resources, ravines, etc.) through the use of a planning 
procedure (site design and analysis, presentation of alternatives, conceptual review, then detailed review) that can 
relate the type and design of a development to a particular site”.  Specific provisions in the Chapter require plans 
that identify areas of significant natural resources and methods for their maximized protection, preservation, and/or 
management.  Planned Developments are approved by a Type III process by the Planning Commission.  Therefore, 
Planning Commissioners have discretionary authority to require that sites are developed in a manner that trees 
and other natural features are incorporated into the project design.  However, the Home Builders’ Association of 
Metropolitan Portland (HBAMP) and others have commented that the Planned Development provisions are in need of 
revision because they are not conducive to infill development.  

The approval criteria in Site Developement Review section 18.360.090, includes many provisions requiring the 
preservation of trees and natural areas.  For example, approval criteria A.2.a requires buildings to be “…located to 
preserve existing trees…where possible based upon existing site conditions”.  The approval criteria also requires trees 
to be preserved to the extent possible (A.2.b) and the use of innovative methods to preserve fish and wildlife habitat 
located on the “Significant Habitat Areas Map”.  Site Development Review applications are reviewed and approved 
by staff through a Type II process which limits the amount of staff discretion.  Therefore, the non-specific approval 
criteria above does not provide the tools needed to implement tree and habitat preservation. 

Chapter 18.370 (Variances and Adjustments) allows for Type I adjustments to use existing trees as street trees or to 
vary from the street tree requirements in Chapter 18.745 (Landscaping and Screening) if there are space constraints.  

Section 18.385.040 (Sensitive Land Permits) requires development within the 100-year floodplain, steep slopes, 
drainageways, and wetlands to obtain permits to preserve the safety and functionality of these areas.  Tree Removal 
permits are required for the removal of trees in sensitive lands by section 18.790.050 of the Code.  However, there is no tree 
protection plan requirement (section 18.790.030) for development within sensitive lands.

Chapters 18.510, 18.520, and 18.530 describe the development standards for residential, commercial (including 
mixed use), and industrial zones respectively.  Among the provisions are minimum landscaping requirements, 
minimum and maximum density requirements, minimum building setback requirements, and minimum lot sizes 
and dimensions.  These standards may have the greatest impact on the extent of tree and forest retention during 
development.
    
Chapters 18.620 (Tigard Triangle Design Standards), 18.630 (Washington Square Regional Center Design Standards) 
and 18.640 (Durham Quarry Design Standards) increase the caliper size of all required landscape and street trees 
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in those planning areas.  Some of the planting provisions in these special planning areas conflict which make 
interpretation difficult.  For example, the landscaping and screening provisions in section 18.620.070, require tree 
spacing at a maximum of 28 feet on center.  However, the provisions on page 18 of the Triangle Design Standards 
specify one parking lot tree for every seven parking spaces (this creates spacing of more than 28 feet on center).  In 
addition the definition of tree types on page 18 are overly specific and therefore difficult to apply.     

Chapter 18.745 (Landscaping and Screening) specifies street tree, parking lot tree, buffer tree, and other landscaping 
requirements.  The Chapter specifies that it is applicable to all development, but it does not detail what types of 
permits trigger the standards.  The landscaping provisions are administratively applied to those developments that 
require a tree plan (section 18.790.030).  The General Provisions (Chapter 18.745.030) require trees and landscaping 
to be appropriately planted, pruned, maintained, and protected during development.  However, there is a lack of 
specificity in these requirements that make it challenging to ensure that trees and landscaping are properly installed, 
protected, and maintained.  Section 18.745.040 (Street Trees) specifies the location and spacing of variously sized 
street trees.  However, these specifications differ from those in section 030 of the Tree Manual.  Also, there is no 
minimum spacing requirement for street trees and the branch clearance requirements for sidewalks and streets in 
Chapter 18.745.040 are different than those in Chapter 7.40 and in the Tree Manual.  Section 18.745.050 (Buffering 
and Screening) requires trees and landscaping to be used as a buffer between differing land uses, aesthetics, and to 
provide shading for parking lots.  The parking lot tree requirements (18.745.050.E) have not resulted in successful 
shading of parking lots.  This is likely due to the limited soil volumes the provisions allow (minimum parking island 
dimensions are three feet by three feet) and the lack of specificity on installation requirements (e.g. irrigation is not 
specified for parking lot trees).  

The Sensitive Lands Chapter 18.775 protects sensitive lands for safety, functionality, and fish and wildlife habitat.  
It also implements “Clean Water Services (CWS) Design and Construction Standards”, the “Metro Urban Growth 
Management Functional Plan”, “Statewide Planning Goal 5 (Natural Resources)” and meets the National Flood 
Insurance Program requirements.  The chapter requires a CWS Stormwater Connection permit when tree removal 
occurs in sensitive lands (section 18.775.020.A.9).   Lawns and gardens are permitted in sensitive lands except in “CWS 
Water Quality Sensitive Areas or Vegetated Corridors” and “the Statewide Goal 5 vegetated corridor established for the 
Tualatin River” (18.775.020.B.1).  Exemptions from the provisions of the sensitive lands chapter are emergency repair, 
stream restoration projects, non-native vegetation removal, and routine maintenance as long as they comply with City 
Standards and Specifications for Riparian Area Management (section 18.775.020.C).  Section 18.775.020.D requires 
development to obtain permits from regulating jurisdictions such as the Army Corps of Engineers or CWS prior to 
development in jurisdictional wetlands.  Section 18.775.070 specifies the approval criteria for sensitive lands permits. 
Section 18.775.100 allows for adjustments to dimensional standards such as setbacks, building heights, or lot areas to 
preserve habitat and vegetation cover such as trees.  Section 18.775.110 allows for density transfers in order to better 
protect vegetated corridors.  While tree removal permits are required for sensitive lands areas by section 18.790.050, 
and habitat protection is a stated purpose for the sensitive lands chapter, there are no implementing provisions in 
either Code Chapter that explicitly require the protection of trees and forests in sensitive lands.
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Chapter 18.790 (Tree Removal) is what most people think of as the “Tree Code”.  This portion of the code regulates 
tree removal and replacement during certain types of development projects, requires tree removal permits for trees in 
sensitive lands, and prescribes the penalties for illegal tree removal.  It also prohibits commercial forestry within the 
City limits.  Section 18.790.020 provides definitions for some of the words used in the Chapter.  Many have commented 
that some of the definitions need revision or clarification.  For example, a “tree” is defined as a woody plant with a 
diameter of six inches when measured four feet above the ground.  This definition is inconsistent with the definition 
of tree in the Municipal Code and does not account for trees that are less than six inches such as required mitigation 
trees.  Also, the definition of “hazardous tree” is non-specific and could potentially include trees that are not intended 
to be defined as hazardous such as those in a forested area with little potential of striking people or other high value 
targets.  Finally, the definition of commercial forestry is specific to the removal of 10 or more trees for sale per acre, 
per year.  The definition is unclear whether the acreage should measured for the entire property, or for the stand of 
trees where the removal is occurring.

Section 18.790.030 (Tree Plan Requirement) requires a tree protection, removal, and replacement plan for 
Subdivision, Partition, Site Development Review, Planned Development, and Conditional Use projects.  Missing from 
the list are Sensitive Lands projects, building additions, demolitions, and other development projects with significant 
potential to result in tree damage or removal.  

Tree plans require mitigation for tree removal on an “inch for inch” basis.  Therefore, developers are required to 
replant the number of diameter inches of existing trees removed from a development site with an equivalent amount 
of diameter inches of replacement trees.  For example, if a 24 inch tree is removed from a development site, the City 
may require replacement with up to 12, two inch diameter trees.  

Also, as the percentage of trees removed from a site is increased, the percentage of replacement trees required for 
mitigation is increased.  This has resulted in the overplanting of development sites to meet mitigation requirements as 
well as the preservation of inappropriate trees in order to avoid mitigation requirements.  

If developers are unable or unwilling to plant replacement trees, there is a fee in lieu of planting option (18.790.060.
E) to cover the City’s cost of replanting.  This fee is currently assessed as $125 per diameter inch removed, and viewed 
as excessive by many of those in the development community.  Also, the methodology used to create the fee in lieu is not 
well defined and has resulted in many questions as to the legitimacy of the $125 per inch figure.  

The tree protection requirements of the tree plan are not defined, and are left to the discretion of the project arborist.  
This has resulted in wide inconsistencies between protection methods for development projects, and limits the City’s 
ability to require increased levels of tree protection.  

Trees removed within a period of one year before a development application are required to be inventoried and 
mitigated as part of the tree plan.  This provision has created a loophole that some developers have exploited by 
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removing trees from a site, waiting one year, and then submitting a development application in order to avoid tree 
mitigation requirements.

Section  18.790.040 (Incentives for Tree Retention) provides developers incentives and flexibility options in order to 
preserve trees.  However, the incentives are seldom utilized, and often criticized for their impracticality.  Many in the 
development community have called for an overhaul of the incentives so that they are more appealing and practical for 
developers.  

Section 18.790.040.B requires preserved trees to be protected after development through a deed restriction.  This 
requirement is difficult for City staff to administer as development plans are archived and difficult to quickly and easily 
assess in responses to inquires that occur years and decades after development.  

Section 18.790.050 (Permit Applicability) requires tree removal permits for trees in sensitive lands areas.  However, the 
approval criteria relate strictly to erosion control and not the other benefits provided by trees.  Therefore, if an appropriate 
erosion control plan is provided by the applicant, any or all trees may be removed from sensitive lands areas.  While 
hazardous trees are exempt from permit requirements, there is not a clear definition of what constitutes a hazardous tree 
and who is qualified to deem a tree hazardous.

Section 18.790.060 (Illegal Tree Removal) outlines the penalties for illegal tree removal and specifics the tree replacement 
requirements for violations and mitigation.  The tree replacement requirements in 18.790.060.D are vague and difficult 
to administer.  The most challenging aspect is the lack of spacing requirements, which further contributes to overplanting 
and lack of adequate spacing for mitigation trees.  There is also little specificity on species requirements, which tend to 
lead to the planting of small stature and narrow crowned trees so that more trees can be planted to meet the “inch for 
inch” replanting requirements.  Finally, the fines for illegal tree removal include the appraised value of the tree illegally 
removed.  This can be challenging when there is not clear documentation of the previous condition of the tree.  One 
solution may be to set a minimum penalty for cases where there is no evidence of the species or condition of the illegally 
removed tree.         

Section 18.810 (Street and Utility Improvement Standards) specifies the minimum planting strip width for street trees (5 
feet per table 18.810.1) and allows for adjustments to street standards to protect trees, habitat areas, and other existing 
natural feature (section 18.810.030.7).  Section 18.810.070.C allows adjustments to planting strip widths to protect 
existing trees and natural features.  Currently the City adheres to standard specifications for street widths from curb to 
curb regardless of existing trees and natural features.  The City does actively allow adjustments to sidewalk and planter 
strip standards in order to preserve trees.  Finally, the five foot standard planter strip width limits the selection of large 
stature street trees due to the high likelihood of tree root damage to curbs and sidewalks.  There are currently no street tree 
planting specifications such as the use of root barriers aimed at reducing future tree root conflicts. 
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Findings from City of Tigard Policy Framework:

• � The Comprehensive Plan complies with State and Regional requirements and contains two (2) goals and 
22 policies specific to urban forestry that must be adhered to when developing other urban forestry plans or 
ordinances which affect land use.

• � The Zoning Map implements the Comprehensive Plan, and frames the type and intensity of development for 
various areas of the City.  Code provisions in Chapter 18.500 provide specification for development based on 
development in the various zones.  These Development Code provisions may have the greatest impact on the extent 
of tree and forest retention during development.   

• � Tree and forest related Code provisions are scattered throughout the Municipal Code and the Development Code.  
Some of the Code provisions in the Municipal Code and Development Code conflict. 

• � Tree provisions in Chapter 7.40 (Nuisances) of the Municipal Code address hazardous trees and vegetation.  
There is lack of specificity in the provisions, thus limiting their ability to be enforced.  There is also no program 
established to abate immediate hazards.

• � Chapter 9.06 (Trees on City Property) of the Municipal regulates public trees.  The Chapter contains definitions 
and requirements that conflict with those in the Development Code.  The Chapter and associated Tree Manual also 
lack specificity regarding when the Code provisions are applicable and how they can be met.

• � Chapter 9.08 regulates the City’s Heritage Tree Program and is a functional Chapter.

• � Many Chapters in the Development Code contain aspirational statements regarding tree and habitat preservation, 
but few implementing provisions that specifically require preservation.

• � Chapters 18.620 (Tigard Triangle Design Standards), 18.630 (Washington Square Regional Center Design 
Standards) and 18.640 (Durham Quarry Design Standards) contain provisions that increase the type and size of 
landscaping in these districts.  Some of the provisions within the Chapter conflict.

• � Chapter 18.745 (Landscaping and Screening) specifies street tree, parking lot tree, buffer tree, and other 
landscaping requirements during development.  The Chapter lacks a level of specificity to ensure that trees are 
properly installed, protected, and maintained after development.  Planting and maintenance provisions differ from 
those in the Municipal Code, and parking lot tree requirements have not been successful at providing long term 
canopy.

• � Chapter 18.775 (Sensitive Lands) protects steep slopes, drainageways, floodplains, and wetlands from development.  
Trees and forests located on sensitive lands are therefore protected as well.

• � Chapter 18.790 (Tree Removal) regulates tree removal and replacement during certain types of development 
projects.  Some development such as development in sensitive lands and building additions are not subject to the 
Chapter’s provisions even though there is significant likelihood that trees will be impacted.  

• � Some of the definitions within Chapter 18.790 are inconsistent with those in the Municipal Code and lack clarity 
making them difficult to administer.  
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• � Mitigation for tree removal on an “inch for inch” basis is required by Chapter 18.790, and seen as excessive by 
many in the development community.  It also contributes to overplanting of trees.  

• � The fee in lieu of mitigation tree planting is $125 per caliper inch, which is also seen by developers as excessive.  
The methodology used to create the fee in lieu is not well defined and has resulted in many questions as to its 
legitimacy.

• � There is a loophole in Chapter 18.790 that some developers have exploited by removing trees from a site, waiting 
one year, and then submitting a development application in order to avoid tree mitigation requirements.  

• � Incentives for tree preservation in Chapter 18.790 are not appealing or practical for developers.       	

• � Tree Removal permits are required for trees in sensitive lands by Chapter 18.790, but the approval criteria do not 
require preservation as long as erosion is adequately controlled.

• � Penalties for illegal tree removal in Chapter 18.790 can be challenging to apply when the condition and species of 
the tree removed are not known.  

• � The tree replacement guidelines in Chapter 18.790 lack specificity and are difficult to administer, especially with 
regards to species and spacing requirements.

• � Throughout the Code, tracking of protected trees is a continual challenge in the years and decades after 
development is complete.
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