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BUILDER AND DEVELOPER FOCUS GROUP SUMMARY 
AND SURVEY RESULTS 

 
Date and time: April 25, 2014, 10:00 to 11:30 am 

Participants*: Larry Todd, Mike Foote, Bill Ward, and Ralph Tahran 

Facilitators: Lauren Hughes and Scot Siegel 

Purpose: To solicit building and developer input on code-based development incentives for the 
alternative Title 13 program 

*Bill Seroyer was unable to attend the first part of the meeting but joined the group for the last 
half-hour and stayed after to receive background and the questionnaires. Ken Sandblast was 
unable to attend. Ed Brockman was unable to attend but provided written comments and 
responded to the Focus Group survey. 

 
I. Introductions 

Lauren introduced herself and Scot, gave a brief overview of the project, and explained 
why we convened the group. The participants introduced themselves and said how long 
they have been building in Lake Oswego. All have experience building under the 
Sensitive Lands regulations. (The participants agreed at the outset to have the meeting 
recorded.) 

 
II. Review ground rules 

All consented to the ground rules: 
• Casual discussion 
• No right or wrong answers 
• Give everyone the chance to talk 
• Be as honest as you can 
• Don’t hold back 
• Stay on topic/keep to issues 

 
III. Thoughts on the current Sensitive Lands program 

The participants were asked to offer adjectives describing the Sensitive Lands program. 
Next they were asked to describe what is good about the program, what isn’t so good, 
what they would keep, and what would be the top one or two things they would change 
about it. Comments follow: 

Negatives 
Difficult 
Ambiguous 
Confusing 
Conflicting 
Onerous 
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Restrictive 
Not-people supporting (oriented more toward trees and animals than livability) 
Lack of common sense 
Unfair 
Inflexible 
Taking 
Subjective 
Inconsistent 

Positives 
Intent is good 
Existing flexibility (e.g., in base zone) is good 

Top Things You Would Do 
Get it off private property 
Offer flexible option for off-site mitigation 
Apply common sense 
Make it less costly (e.g., delineations) 
Simplify/reduce RCPA and construction setbacks 
Keep adjustment of dimensional standards, and add more adjustments 
Greater predictability 

 
IV. Overview of potential changes to program: WQRA regulations and code-based 

development Incentives for HBAs 
Scot gave an overview of the changes that are being considered, and compared the 
current regulatory system with the new approach. He said the focus of the meeting is 
Habitat Conservation Areas (primarily Tree Groves) and alternative options for Title 13 
compliance in these areas. He explained that the City would continue to regulate 
development near streams and wetlands in compliance with Metro, state, and federal 
requirements, while looking at reducing required buffer widths where possible. 

Scot explained that areas of the community would be mapped as Habitat Benefit Areas 
(HBAs). Lands with an HBA designation would qualify for incentives that would 
encourage protection, enhancement, and/or restoration of natural resources. 
Additionally, regulatory barriers to Habitat Friendly Development practices would be 
removed. The program would be voluntary and would use incentives to encourage 
greater protection or restoration of natural resources during development than would 
be required under the Community Development Code. (HBA incentives would not 
include significant streams or wetlands, because those areas would still be subject to 
regulations.) 
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V. Ranking survey of tentative HBA options1

Lauren facilitated a ranking survey of tentative code-based development incentive 
options. The key findings of the survey are summarized as follows. 

, followed by discussion 

 
Question 1 – Rank from 1 to 3, with 1 being first choice and 3 being last choice, the types 
of development that should be eligible for HBA incentives: 

The first choice ranking was split between “new development” and “new development 
and redevelopment.” One participant gave the first place ranking to “all development,” 
which would include building additions. After discussing the ranking, there was more 
interest in offering the incentives on existing developed lots (remodels) but there was 
concern that it may not be practical, and it could be difficult to administer. In this 
context, the group thought it might be more effective for the City to rely on education 
and outreach; i.e., planting with native plants, invasive species removal, Backyard 
Habitat Certification Program, etc. 
 
Question 2 – Rate the following incentive options from 0 to 5, with 0 being not 
motivating for using the voluntary HBA program, and 5 being the most motivating. 

The following options received an average rating of 3 or higher among the five 
participants, i.e., a total score of 15 or higher: 

25 Modifications to setback requirements of the underlying zone 
25 Off-site mitigation opportunities (Added by Focus Group) 
25 Exemptions to front and side setback planes 
25 Tree code flexibility 
24 Increase in FAR 
21 Increase in height (Group suggested an increase by 4-6’ ft.) 
21 Exceptions for street connectivity 
20 Building lot coverage on lots “forced” to be smaller than underlying zone 

(Added by Focus Group) 
20 Fee reductions for development review 
19 SDC reductions (The group noted that SDCs are high, but questioned whether 

this option is feasible.) 
19 Transfer density/decrease lot size of zone with no PD required 
18 Density bonus 
16 Exceptions to flag lot standards (e.g., lane widths, 5’ required planter strips on 

sides, 22’ height limit) 
16 Rebates or discounts on habitat friendly building materials, e.g., pervious 

paving, native plants and trees, etc. 

The ideas that generated the most interest and appear to offer the greatest potential 
for success are those that would provide flexibility in site layout and building design 

                                                        
1 The summary ranking in this section includes five participants. Ed Brockman’s survey response was submitted 
after the meeting April 25. 
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(e.g., setbacks, height, coverage, connectivity), while allowing for intensification of use 
(e.g., density, FAR, off-site mitigation) and reduced development costs (e.g., reduced 
SDCs and fees, rebates). The current Sensitive Lands districts allows some flexibility 
(e.g., setback reduction), which participants would like retained, but there is concern 
that staff does not readily offer these tools. Additionally, the group said they would like 
to receive the current flexibility in more areas. Transfer of lot coverage, increased FAR, 
exceptions to setback planes, and increased building height all scored highly. There is 
also a desire to have more flexibility in the Tree Code (e.g., ability to remove more trees 
from non-HBA portions of a site) and the ability to site homes amongst HBA trees. 
 
Question 3 – Rate the following methods of protecting an HBA area from 0 to 5, with 0 
being things you would not do, and 5 being something you would definitely do for your 
preferred incentives. (Some form of HBA protection would be required.) 

The top rated methods were: “Public open space dedication with potential tax benefits” 
(20 points), followed by “Deed restriction, with the property owner retaining 
stewardship responsibility” (17 points). There was slightly less interest in “Conservation 
easement, with stewardship by a land trust or the City” (15 points). There was 
consensus that the method of protection should be scalable to the size of the 
development, and should be the least intrusive method possible. For example, use of 
homeowners associations would be preferable to land trusts or City oversight. There 
was also agreement that neither the dedication nor easement option would be practical 
for individual backyards or the smallest developments.  
 
Question 4 - Rate the following Habitat Friendly Development practices from 0 to 5, with 
0 being things you would not do, and 5 being something you would definitely do to earn 
“credits” toward the above incentives, while also protecting the HBA. 

The options for earning HBA credits were ranked as follows: 
22 Tree care and tree planting 
20 Resource enhancement or restoration 
20 Use pervious materials for driveways, pathways, parking lots, etc. 
18 Landscape with only native plants 
15 Develop using shared driveways (reduce paved area) 
2 Installation of green roofs 

 
VI. Other thoughts/ideas 

Overall, all participants said they would likely use the voluntary program as described. 
They also thought it would be a valuable real estate marketing tool, particularly among 
young homebuyers. They do believe there is a market for HBA style developments, 
similar to LEED and other green building rating systems. 

 
VII. Wrap-up 

The participants all said that they would like to stay involved and be called again for 
another focus group if one is needed. 


