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1.1 THE MASTER PLAN
The City of Lake Oswego Parks & Recreation 
Department engaged the design team to develop 
a Master Plan for the 6.8-acre Woodmont Natural 
Park, located in the Forest Highlands neighborhood 
of Lake Oswego. The goals of the Master Plan 
process have been to create a sustainable ecological 
and recreational treasure for the residents of Lake 
Oswego that honors the wishes of the former 
property owner, Mr. Meyer, and responds to the 
priorities of those who will be using the park.

The process to create this plan has built on Lake 
Oswego’s long history of ensuring that its parks 
system meets the needs of the community, and 
can be managed responsibly by the city. From 
the Lake Oswego Open Space Plan, developed in 
2001, to the 2004 Parks and Recreation Facilities 
Survey Analysis, to the Parks Plan 2025 completed 
in 2012, much has been done to contribute to 
cultural, aesthetic, and environmental enhancements 
throughout the City. The current master planning 
engagement work has been designed to build on 
these frameworks.

Woodmont Natural Park has been clearly identifi ed 
as a key park within the Lake Oswego parks system 
in need of a master plan. The Woodmont Natural 
Park Master Plan addresses site constraints and 
opportunities, while providing a comprehensive 
vision and direction. 

1.2 PROJECT GOALS

The Deed
The guiding goals for the development of 
Woodmont Natural Park were originally expressed in 
Mr. Meyer’s deed to the city.  They included:

  Park to be established on the property and 
named “Woodmont Natural Park”

  Park should be maintained in its historic 
natural condition, including retention of 
existing grassy areas.

  Maintain the natural setting of the park, only 
building a restroom, parking lot and pathways 
out of natural materials, or installing safety 
lighting as necessary

Parks Plan 2025
Additional goals were prescribed by the Parks Plan 
2025, such as:

  Provide additional recreation options to 
citizens

  Provide play areas and trails in new parks

  Invest in existing natural areas, open spaces, 
and parks while enhancing stewardship, 
maintenance, and operations 

Other Project Goals
Other goals were revealed throughout the 
community engagement process. These included:

  Maintain the park’s natural setting

  Minimize development and amenities as much 
as possible

  Encourage wildlife habitat where possible

  Design the park to be usable in all four 
seasons

  Give the park a neighborhood park feel while 
serving the city

  Honor the existing deed from Mr. Meyer

  Keep things simple

1. INTRODUCTION

Open views through the meadows and wetlands of 
Woodmont Natural Park.
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2. EXISTING CONDITIONS

Context map showing location of Woodmont Natural 
Park in relation to downtown Lake Oswego (yellow), 
Oswego Lake, the Willamette River (blue), and Tryon 
Creek State Natural area (green).

2.1 SITE HISTORY
Prior to settlement, the Willamette Valley was 
dominated by diverse forest, prairie, and savanna 
habitats. As settlers began to head west, towns like 
Oswego (or as it is known today, Lake Oswego) 
began to grow. While the growth that Oswego 
experienced was due in large part to the nearby 
lumber and steel industries, agricultural use 
predominated the outer edges of developed areas.

The Woodmont property was sold to the Meyer 
family in the early part of the 20th century as a 
patchwork of agricultural fi elds, orchards, and 
homesteads. Located just outside of the more 
heavily developed downtown area, the site had few 
neighbors and was only bound by farm fi eld and 
native forest. Donald Meyer, the son of Adolphus and 
Clara Meyer, cared for the property until his passing 
in 1997, maintaining a garden as well as admiring the 
re-naturalization that had taken place on his land. 
Prior to his death, Mr. Meyer formed a deal with the 
city of Lake Oswego to sell his family’s property 

upon his passing, under the condition that it would 
become a city park. The former Meyer property is 
now known as Woodmont Natural Park.

2.2 CURRENT USE
Today, Woodmont Natural Park is owned by the city 
of Lake Oswego and maintained by the city’s Parks 
and Recreation Department. The city has honored 
the deed put in place by Mr. Meyer, and the site has 
remained largely unchanged since the transfer of 
ownership. Several trails have been introduced to 
the site, and fi rebreaks have been mowed into the 
grassy areas by the parks department’s maintenance 
team. The park is currently enjoyed by neighbors as 
a respite from the city and as a place to experience 
nature.

The property is made up of grassy areas, wetlands, 
woodlands, and dense forest. Large numbers of 
existing trees reside throughout the property. 
Atwater Tributary runs west to east on site with 
the western portion being classifi ed as a natural 
wetland. The eastern portion fl ows through a 
steep forested ravine before continuing off  site. 
Woodmont Natural Park is primarily accessed by 
foot traffi  c with limited vehicular access points to 
the north and south.

Existing access trail at the southeast corner of 
Woodmont Natural Park.
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2.3 PHYSICAL FEATURES

Vegetation
Woodmont Natural Park is comprised of several 
diff erent and overlapping habitats. For simplicity, 
these habitats can be broken down into three 
main types: forest, meadow, and wetlands. Several 
invasive species are also present on-site. 

Forest: The forested areas of Woodmont Natural 
Park are located, in general, at the southwest and 
northeast corners of the property. These areas 
are mostly dominated by native trees, such as Big 
Leaf Maple (Acer macrophyllum), Oregon Ash 
(Fraxinus latifolia), Cascara (Rhamnus purshiana), 
Beaked Hazelnut (Corylus cornuta), Douglas Fir 
(Psuedotsuga menziesii), and Western Red Cedar 
(Thuja plicata). There are also several non-native, 
non-invasive tree species represented throughout 
the site, including a variety of apple trees (Malus 
spp.), pear trees (Pyrus spp.), ornamental Dogwood 
trees (Cornus spp.) and Japanese Maples (Acer 
japonicum).

Meadow: The meadow makes up a signifi cant 
portion of the vegetated area at Woodmont. These 
tall grasses create a thick habitat for nesting birds, 
and provide natural, open view-corridors through 
the site.

Wetlands: There are three areas that have been 
identifi ed as wetland habitats, two in the western 
half of the site and one in the forested portion in the 
northeast corner. In 2015, these wetland areas were 
offi  cially delineated through a survey performed 
by Environmental Science Associates (ESA). There 
have been recent eff orts to restore these wetlands 
through revegetation.

Invasives:  A considerable number of trees on 
site have been found by arborists to be English 
Hawthorns (Crataegus monogyna), a non-native 
and invasive tree species. Additionally, English 
Laurel (Prunus laurocerasus), English Holly (Ilex 
aquifolium), English Ivy (Hedera helix), Armenian 
Blackberry (Rubus armeniacus), and Norway Maple 
(Acer platanoides) are all found currently on site. 
Invasive and non-native naturalizing plants such 
as these can have a negative impact on native 
ecological systems and their long-term future.

A user-made trail running through a stand of English 
Hawthorns (Crataegus monogyna).

A trail runs through the forest in the northeast corner of 
the site.

Non-native English Hawthorne orchard.
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Circulation and Site Access

Woodmont Natural Park is situated at the 
intersection of Knaus Road and Atwater Road. 
Atwater Lane bisects the site and is not passable 
by vehicles. Beyond the existing north and south 
gates, which are the two main access points, the 
lane narrows and deteriorates. There are a number 
of man made pedestrian paths throughout the 
site, which were created through frequent use. 
A pedestrian access point can be found at the 
southeast corner of the property. There is also 
a designated hiking trail through the heavily 
vegetated portion of the site, to the northeast.

Diagram showing existing vehicular travel routes (yellow 
arrows), the location of site access points (dashed 
circles), and pedestrian trails (green dotted lines). 
The large X's denote where pathways transition from 
vehicular to pedestrian use.

Diagram showing existing topography on site. The 
majority of the site is gently sloped, with steep sections 
in the southwest and northeast corners.

Vehicular route 0-10% slope

10-15% slope

15-20% slope

20-25% slope

>25% slope

Transition point

Site access

Trail

Topography

The site exhibits a wide range of topographic 
conditions, with gentle sloping meadows and steep 
forested ravines both present on-site. In the western 
half of the site, high points are in the northwest 
and southwest corners (at approximately 380 feet 
above mean sea level), the topography gently slopes 
toward the center of the site, ending in the channel 
for Atwater Tributary. The eastern portion of the 
site gently slopes from Atwater Road to the north, 
ultimately dropping off  into the steep forested 
ravine where the low point of the site is located (at 
approximately 320 feet above mean sea level).
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Water
The Atwater Tributary fl ows west-to-east into 
Woodmont Natural Park from the west and 
into Nettle Creek, followed by Tryon Creek, and 
ultimately, into the Willamette River. It is primarily 
fed by run-off  from surrounding properties. 

Diagram showing existing hydrology of the Woodmont 
Natural Park site, including the areas delineated as 
offi  cial wetlands, and the fl ow of the Atwater Tributary 
through the site 

Saturation Zone

Runo�  Direction

Stream

Wetland Delineation

Ordinary High 
Water Line

The wetland and the Atwater Tributary, in winter.

Small wetland at the forest edge in the southwestern 
corner of Woodmont Natural Park.

The wetland and the Atwater Tributary, in summer.
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3. SITE ANALYSIS

3.1 OPPORTUNITIES AND 
CONSTRAINTS
The development of the Woodmont Natural Park 
Master Plan stems from an in-depth understanding 
and analysis of the site as it currently exists, the 
site’s context, and the deed that was provided by 
Donald Meyer at the sale of his property to the City 
of Lake Oswego. Existing vegetation, topography, 
hydrology, circulation, utilities, and the need for 
accessible amenities characteristic of a city-wide 
park represent additional layers of complexity. 
These factors set the boundaries for what features 
Woodmont Natural Park will have, where they are 
located, and how they are executed. During the 
inventory and analysis phase, the following key 
opportunities and constraints presented themselves 
to inform the approach to the master plan design.

Opportunities
The major opportunities that were identifi ed on the 
site are as follows:

  Stream, wetland, and native forest restoration. 
Possibility for including Oak savanna into site 
design.

  Large open areas that can accommodate a 
variety of uses or habitat restoration

  A wide range of natural resources and 
habitat typologies that lend themselves to 
educational purposes and a wide range of 
user experiences

  Grading allows for boardwalks through 
wetlands, allowing them to be accessible to all

  The high point in the northwest corner of the 
site can allow for an overlook for rehabilitated 
habitats

  Large gently sloped areas will minimize 
grading impacts while providing accessible 
trails 

  Deed restrictions will minimize built amenities 
which will ultimately lower the impact to the 
natural setting

Panoramic view of the eastern portion of the site in winter, showing the transition from dense forest, to a hawthorn 
orchard and meadow.

Site frontage along Atwater Road, looking west.
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Constraints
The major constraints that factor into the master 
plan design are as follows:

  A sensitive riparian corridor that runs the 
width of the site which can be further 
impacted by animals (both domestic and wild) 
and foot traffi  c

  Dilapidated forest understory competing with 
invasive plant species

  Inadequate existing pathways throughout the 
site caused by steep or unstable slopes

  Undefi ned pedestrian access points and an 
undeveloped frontage

  Limited site lines through the park which 
poses a safety hazard

  The site is surrounded by existing and 
proposed residential properties that will need 
separation from the site

  Grading and locations of existing utility lines 
have the potential to impact restroom location

3.2 SITE ANALYSIS
The forested areas of the site refl ect the damage 
done by invasive species. A struggle with invasive 
blackberry and English Ivy have impacted 
groundcovers and low growth shrubs, overall 
decreasing the health of these forested areas as an 
ecosystem.

Most trees throughout the site are in fair condition. 
There are a signifi cant number of invasive trees 
throughout the property that will need to be 
addressed as they can continue to propagate and 
impact this site or others in the area.

Atwater Tributary fl ows from west to east through 
the site. On the west half of the site, the tributary 
fl ows through a wetland that has been degraded 
through vegetation reduction as well as human and 
domestic animal impact. The eastern portion of the 
tributary cuts through the most drastic topography 
of the site. The banks of this portion have minimal 
vegetation and are susceptible to erosion. The 
tributary passes through a single culvert in the 
middle of the site.

Trails throughout the site are mostly defi ned by 
worn paths and mowed fi re breaks. A single trail 
cuts through the densely forested northeast corner 
and is prone to erosion and washout. Atwater Lane 
bisects the site from north to south; it has been 
gated at the park’s property lines to create a north 
and south entrance leaving the asphalt on the park’s 
property to decay and a hazard to walk on. Trails on 
site are not currently ADA accessible. 

Residential properties surrounding the park on 
most sides provides an opportunity for increasing 
tree density and diversity, while at the same time 
screening residences from the park.
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Map of site opportunities:

1. Open area, open viewsheds, screening of neighboring 
properties

2. Improved wildlife habitat at wetland area, improved 
water quality, embankment stabilization and buff er 
zones along Atwater tributary

3. Open understory, good quality existing trees

4. Stream restoration/native forest restoration, 
embankment stabilization and buff er zones along 
Atwater tributary, contours and ecosystem enables a 
variety of user experiences

5. Steady slope, pedestrian access to site, accessibility, 
mix of open spaces and medium density vegetation 

Map of site constraints:

1. Sensitive riparian corridor, high water table, potential 
contamination to Atwater Tributary from animals and 
foot traffi  c, inadequate pathways

2. Invasive plant species present, unstable topography, 
inadequate pathways

3. Steep slopes, sensitive stream corridor, dilapidated 
understory, inadequate pathways

4. Hawthorne orchard, road frontage, public access 
points, limited sight lines, inadequate pathways

5. Narrow existing right of way, inadequate pathways

6. Existing residential areas

7. Future residential areas
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4. PLANNING PROCESS AND      
 PUBLIC OUTREACH

Lake Oswego resident Peter Wright (left) and Mackenzie 
design team member Steven Tuttle discuss the existing 
conditions of the Woodmont Natural Park site at a public 
outreach event. Photo: Lake Oswego Review

Through broad community input and a clear 
decision-making process, the City of Lake Oswego 
Parks and Recreation Department, the design team, 
and the community have worked closely together 
to determine what Woodmont Natural Park will 
become. 

The framework for the current master planning 
eff orts is based in a combination of Public Advisory 
Committee (PAC) meetings with the design 
team, centered on neighborhood and city voices; 
public outreach meetings where people can off er 
feedback, ask questions, and stay informed as the 
process evolves; and online surveys to ensure that 
anyone who hasn’t been able to attend in-person 
still has a substantive opportunity to have their 
voices heard. Refer to the enlarged timeline in 
Appendix E for a list of all events and meetings. 

4.1 PUBLIC OUTREACH EVENTS

Outreach Event #1
The fi rst public outreach meeting and design 
charrette occurred on March 20, 2017, and 
was designed to provide the community an 
understanding of the site location, existing 

conditions, and what constraints and opportunities 
the site allows. Thirty-four people attended, 
including representatives from the PAC. The group 
included long time Lake Oswego residents as well as 
newcomers, neighborhood members, parents, and 
dog owners. The meeting provided attendees the 
opportunity to voice suggestions and concerns, and 
consider options for the park. Interactive activities 
with participants followed a presentation in which 
the community learned more about the park, its 
relationship to the city, key anchor locations in the 
area, and the restrictions and intended purpose of 
Donald Meyer’s deed that created the park design 
parameters. 

Outreach Event #2
The second public outreach meeting took place 
on May 22, 2017, and included 25 attendees. The 
goal at this meeting was to get feedback on three 
design alternatives developed for the Master Plan. 
This information became the framework for the fi nal 
master plan 

Outreach Event #3
The third public outreach meeting took place on 
October 02, 2017, and included 11 attendees. The 
primary focus of this meeting was to provide a 
visual/graphic and verbal description of the City 
Council adopted fi nal Master Plan.

4.2 PUBLIC ADVISORY COMMITTEE 
MEETINGS
The Public Advisory Committee (PAC) was 
established to represent a broad range of 
stakeholders, and to communicate to the broader 
community about the ongoing eff orts of the 
Woodmont Natural Park Master Plan. The committee 
is composed of park neighbors, representatives of 
the Lake Oswego Parks and Recreation department, 
other city employees, and citizens of Lake Oswego. 
At the beginning of the master planning process, a 
charge was given to the PAC members, that they 
would be a mouthpiece for the community and 
encourage those impacted by the master plan to 
be invested in the process to ensure a successful 
outcome. Working with the consultant team, 
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the PAC off ers feedback, reviews background 
documents, and contributes to the vision, principles, 
and programming elements of the Master Plan.

PAC Meeting #1
The fi rst Public Advisory Committee (PAC) meeting 
occurred on March 2, 2017. During this PAC kick-
off  meeting the Site Analysis and Project Timeline 
developed by Mackenzie and City of Lake Oswego 
Parks and Recreation was presented and received 
positive feedback from PAC members. 

PAC Meeting #2
The second PAC meeting occurred on April 5, 
2017. PAC members discussed the public outreach 
meeting, which most them attended and provided 
constructive positive input. Discussion included 
next steps and the development of three design 
alternative options to be presented during the 
second public outreach design meeting.

PAC Meeting #3
The third PAC meeting occurred on June 7, 2017. 
Discussions covered review of public outreach 
design charrette and online survey #2. The design 
team discussed the next steps of developing a 
fi nal Master Plan that pulled key elements from the 
previous design alternatives, and defi ned the public 
input gathered to date.

PAC Meeting #4
The fourth PAC meeting occurred on August 2, 2017. 
At this meeting, Mackenzie presented the Master 
Plan for review and approval from PAC members 
prior to Master Plan presentation to Planning 
Commission. 

PAC Meeting #5
The fi fth PAC meeting occurred on October 18, 
2017. Mackenzie presented the revised fi nal adopted 
Master Plan.

4.3 OTHER MEETINGS 
Planning commission occurred August 28, 2017

City Council adopted fi nal Master Plan on 
September 05, 2017

Pre-application Conference occurred on October 26, 
2017

Neighborhood Meeting occurred on November 
08, 2017, with the Forest Highlands Neighborhood 
Association

4.4 ONLINE SURVEYS
In an eff ort to gain further input from the general 
public, two online surveys were conducted. These 
surveys were intended to engage individuals who 
could not attend outreach events #1 and #2. Survey 
questions and responses can be viewed in full in the 
appendices.

Online Survey #1
Survey #1 went live in the days following Outreach 
#1. This survey ran for two weeks to accommodate 
anyone who may have been unable to attend 
the public meeting. Ultimately there were 139 
respondents.  This survey was designed to gauge 
potential park users, what people like about that 
park as it currently exists, desired elements that 
would like to be seen in the master plan, and 
concerns about the master planning process. A 
section for comments was provided for additional 
input when required for some questions. 

Online Survey #2
Survey #2 was live for one week following Outreach 
#2 and received 62 respondents. This survey was 
designed to walk individuals through the three 
design alternatives by providing an image of each 
alternative with a narrative. This was followed by 
specifi c questions about diff erent locations for each 
element, whether or not individuals like the idea of 
certain elements, and what the pros and cons were 
for each alternative. When questions called for it, a 
section for comments was provided.
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5. MASTER PLAN

The Master Plan is intended to create design 
direction for a city owned and operated park. The 
park design is strongly infl uenced by the deed 
restrictions set forth when the city purchased the 
property from Donald Meyer in 1997. The Preferred 
Alternative for Woodmont Natural Park is the 
culmination and expression of all of the input 
gathered throughout the public planning and design 
process. The Preferred Alternative applies the 
constraints of the deed and the site to the desired 
program elements. The Preferred Alternative is 
intended to be the groundwork for the Construction 
Document phase. 

5.1 CONCEPTUAL ALTERNATIVE 
PLANS
Based on early input from the community and the 
parks department, three conceptual alternative 
plans were created to illustrate program elements 
on the site. Each plan had common program 
elements as well as elements that were unique to 
each plan.  The location, shape and size of these 
were expressed uniquely in each plan. These plans 
were shared with the community at the second 
public outreach event and online to gain additional 
feedback from the community. 

Alternative A
This alternative is characterized by two large, 
separated, grassy open areas. The northwestern 
portion of the site includes boardwalks and an 
overlook. Above this area is a group of trees that 
could be fruit or nut trees that enable casual 
foraging from park users. The southwest area of 
the site is the site of a small, fenced, dog park 
and an interactive natural area where younger 
users can create, collect, build, or climb on natural 
elements such as boulders, logs or sticks. In the 
forested northeast portion of the site, the existing 
trail system is enhanced and expanded upon. 
Bisecting the northeast and southeast segments 
of the site is a boardwalk. South of the boardwalk 
is an outcropping of boulders, creating areas of 
visual interest and use for children. Directly south 
is a natural open space consisting of tall, bird 
nesting habitat. Lastly, a restroom is located near 
the southeast corner of the site close to the parking 
area, which is accessed off  of Atwater Road.

Conceptual Alternative A
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Alternative B
This alternative is characterized by a long, open view 
corridor diagonally across the site. At a high point 
to the north, an overlook takes advantage of views 
across the site. The western half of the site is largely 
dedicated to the habitat and natural character of 
the wetland, while the southeastern portion is given 
to more usable open space. The site is bounded 
by new trees, and the trails in the existing forested 
area are enhanced and expanded. Wider paths 
provide primary circulation around the site, while 
smaller paths provide connection and movement 
throughout the enhanced wetland area. Interactive 
natural areas along the forest edge create a 
sequence of experiences for hands-on learning 
and engagement that are infl uenced by forested 
and wetland ecologies. Stormwater, or runoff , is 
celebrated in this concept and would fl ow towards 
the wetland. There is no designated dog park area in 
this concept. The restroom is shown on the east side 
of the site and parallel parking is delineated along 
Atwater Road.

Alternative C
This alternative is characterized by a large 
contiguous open space with a greater number 
of programmed elements that are separated and 
surrounded by a continuous loop trail. The northeast 
corner illustrates the introduction of a native oak 
savannah landscape. An arcing boardwalk crosses 
the stream tributary and off ers an overlook that is 
closer to the wetland and lower in elevation than the 
other two design alternatives. The center of the site 
is given to a fl exible and usable open area. To the 
east of that, a large fenced dog park is shown with 
a mound in the middle that off ers views throughout 
the park. South of the dog park is a grove of 
trees that speak to the history of the site and the 
numerous trees that are there now. Adjacent to this 
grove is a fenced community garden and a larger 
restroom. In this alternative, interactive natural areas 
are smaller and dispersed along the circulation 
route. A small and rugged amphitheater looks out 
onto the natural areas and parking comes off  of the 
Atwater Lane right of way.

Conceptual Alternative B Conceptual Alternative C 
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5.2 SUMMARY OF OUTREACH 
RESULTS
There were several key takeaways from the 
combined public meetings, online surveys and PAC 
meetings. These results are outlined below.

For Option A, key takeaways included the following:

  Too much area dedicated to boardwalk

  Good path circulation

  Parking layout was generally disliked

  No desire for a fenced, off -leash dog park

  Respondents were not excited about the 
interactive areas

  Respondents liked the wooded natural tree 
area

  Respondents did not like the proposed bird 
blind

For Option B, key takeaways included the following:

  The perimeter loop trail was desired, but there 
were too many trails overall

  Excellent parking location, clear choice for the 
majority of respondents

  Many respondents had mixed feelings on the 
proposed restroom

  Absence of a dog park was seen as a positive 

  Respondents preferred the more limited 
approach to interactive areas

  There was a generally positive  response to 
the proposed natural spaces

For Option C, key takeaways included the following:

  Pathways were too structured

  Parking layout was generally disliked

  Proposed restroom was too large

  No desire for a fenced, off -leash dog park

  Many respondents wanted fewer interactive 
elements

  There was a general feeling that this plan was 
too structured/planned

  Majority opposition to the idea of a 
community garden

In general, respondents wanted to keep 
Woodmont’s natural feeling. Most respondents 
liked the introduction of oak savanna habitat. 
A community garden or dog park was largely 
viewed as unwanted. Parallel parking, rather than a 
designated parking lot, was the preferred parking 
scheme for the park. A small restroom, designed to 
be in keeping with the natural feel of the park was 
desired. Most respondents liked creating boardwalks 
or raised walkways in areas of the park that can get 
too muddy or fi ll with water in the winter. This way, 
residents can still reach those areas on foot during 
the wet months. Respondents liked the notion of 
trails and boardwalks but did not want the site to 
feel overdeveloped. Interactive areas received mixed 
reviews but the fi nal sense was that folks liked the 
notion of having places that you “happen upon” to 
explore but, again, didn’t want enhancements to feel 
“contrived.” 
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Interactive Natural Area: At the forest edge is an 
interactive natural area that will cater to younger 
park users. Characterized by natural elements such 
as logs, stumps, boulders, and stormwater, this 
space is intended to nurture a love for nature and 
provide tactile experiences for users.

Enhanced Forest: The plan indicates improving the 
existing forested area through trail improvements, 
creek restoration and improved understory planting. 
The intent is to create a healthier ecosystem, 
improve user experience and stabilize degraded 
slopes. 

Oak Savanna: The oak savanna and understory 
plant selection are envisioned to be refl ective of 
the regional ecology and provide valuable habitat 
for wildlife. The goal is to encourage a regeneration 
of the traditional oak stands of the past and allow 
native plant establishment to occur.

Overlook: Within the oak savannah area is an 
overlook that gives park users the chance to view 
the park from a higher vantage point.  The overlook 
will be subtle in its design and will be served by a 
trail loop.

Enhanced Wetlands: The Atwater Tributary runs 
west to east through the northern portion of the site. 
This area will be improved through the eradication 
of invasive species and the introduction of additional 
wetland species to improve the biodiversity of 
fl ora and fauna. In an eff ort to minimize permitting 
requirements and timelines and distribute project 
resources where they are most useful, minimal 
grading is proposed within the wetland area.

5.3 PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE
The combination of feedback from the public 
meeting, the online survey and the subsequent 
PAC meeting on June 9th generated very useful, 
thoughtful feedback for the design team to create 
a fi nal, preferred alternative. The elements that 
follow were included in the Preferred Alternative as 
described below.

Parking: Parking will be required at the park to 
accommodate users coming from other areas of 
the city.  The plan indicates parallel stalls along 
Atwater Road and this approach will continue to be 
studied in the next phase. A traffi  c study was not 
required for this site, but a traffi  c letter based on trip 
generation and trip distribution explained that there 
would be minimal impact on the supporting road 
network.

Restroom: There will be one restroom with two 
unisex stalls in the southeast portion of the site 
to serve park users.  The restroom is sited in this 
location for ease of maintenance access and 
proximity to connecting utilities. It will require a 
pump to connect to street utilities near the corner of 
Atwater Road and Atwater Lane. 

Flexible Open Space: This grassy area is intended to 
provide usable open space for unstructured active 
uses such as throwing a frisbee. It will gently slope 
to the north to create a relatively fl at surface with 
open views to the forest. This area will be irrigated 
and mowed semi-regularly by the parks department.

Natural Open Space: This area will have a steeper 
slope than the fl exible open space and is intended 
to be of a natural and historical character dominated 
by taller nesting grasses and improved biodiversity. 
These natural areas will have selective mowed paths 
to create unique user experiences and a secondary 
link to adjacent uses. This grassy open space will 
be mowed infrequently by parks staff  in order to 
manage fi re risk. Existing native trees that are in 
good health have been retained in this area.
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Section Illustrations of the 
adopted Master Plan



Woodmont Natural Park Master Plan
2160495.00

17

Precedent Images for the 
adopted Master Plan
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Woodmont Natural Park Master Plan – Engineers Estimate of Cost

ITEM # DESCRIPTION UNIT QUANTITY UNIT PRICE AMOUNT

EROSION AND SEDIMENT CONTROLS

1 Sediment Fencing LF 2000 3.00$                   6,000$                                            

2 Inlet Protection EA 2 90.00$                 180$                                               

3 Tree Protection Fencing LF 2000 5.00$                   10,000$                                          

4 Construction Entrance EA 1 2,500.00$            2,500$                                            

5 Temporary Construction Fencing w/ Gate LS 1 18,000.00$           18,000$                                          

Erosion and Sediment Controls Sub-Total 36,680$                                          

 DEMOLITION

6 Tree Removal EA 306 1,000.00$            306,000$                                        

7 Clearing and Grubbing SF 107223 0.25$                   26,806$                                          

8 Remove asphalt SF 6100 1.00$                   6,100$                                            

Demolition Sub-Total 338,906$                                        

EARTHWORK

9 Excavation CY 1500 15.00$                 22,500$                                          

10 Stockpiled Soil CY 200 25.00$                 5,000$                                            

11 Hauling and Disposal CY 200 35.00$                 7,000$                                            

12 Finish Grading SF 100000 0.12$                   12,000$                                          

Earthwork Sub-Total 46,500$                                          

UTILITIES

Water

13 1" Water Supply pipe - Restroom LF 200 30.00$                 6,000$                                            

14 1 1/2"  Water Supply pipe LF 200 35.00$                 7,000$                                            

Water Sub-Total 13,000$                                          

Electric

15 Electrical conduit - Restroom LF 200 25.00$                 5,000$                                            

Electric Sub-Total 5,000$                                            

Sewer

16 6" pipe to sewer system (including cleanouts) LF 270 90.00$                 24,300$                                          

17 Sanitary sewer pump and manhole LS 1 15,000.00$           15,000$                                          

Sewer Sub-Total 39,300$                                          

SITE WORK

Pedestrian Paving

18 Decomposed Granite (pathway immediately south of wetland) SF 4020 4.00$                   16,080$                                          

19 Decomposed Granite (all other pathways) SF 27400 4.00$                   109,600$                                        

Pedestrian Paving Sub-Total 125,680$                                        

Site Structures

20 Restroom Building EA 1 165,000.00$         165,000$                                        

Site Structures Sub-Total 165,000$                                        

December, 2017
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Interactive Natural Area

21 Boulders EA 28 400.00$               11,200$                                          

22 Skinned Logs EA 12 1,200.00$            14,400$                                          

23 Stepping Logs LS 1 5,600.00$            5,600$                                            

24 Bark Mulch SF 11800 3.00$                   35,400$                                          

Interactive Natural Area Sub-Total 66,600$                                          

Landscaping

25 Planting (shrubs, groundcover, mulch) SF 51968 4.00$                   207,872$                                        

26 Seeded Rough Meadow (native, nesting, pollinator mix) SF 100000 0.25$                   25,000$                                          

27 Seeded Lawn SF 23405 0.25$                   5,851$                                            

28 Topsoil CY 1900 30.00$                 57,000$                                          

29 8-10' Evergreen Trees EA 15 400.00$               6,000$                                            

30 2.5" Caliper Trees EA 23 400.00$               9,200$                                            

31 >4" Caliper Oaks, specimen EA 15 650.00$               9,750$                                            

Landscaping Sub-Total 320,673$                                        

Irrigation

32 Temporary Irrigation System SF 117000 0.75$                   87,750$                                          

33 Permanent Irrigation System SF 35000 2.00$                   70,000$                                          

Irrigation Sub-Total 157,750$                                        

Environmental

34 Embankment Stablization and Trail Improvements (Northeast) SF 40700 2.00$                   81,400$                                          

Environmental Sub-Total 81,400$                                          

OFF-SITE IMPROVEMENTS

35 Pedestrian Concrete Paving (with Base) SF 616 8.00$                   4,928$                                            

36 Vehicular Asphalt Paving and/or Gravel Paving (with Base) SF 6100 12.00$                 73,200$                                          

37 Striping LS 1 1,500.00$            1,500$                                            

38 Parking Lot Signage/ADA LS 1 1,500.00$            1,500$                                            

39 Stormwater Planting SF 2100 8.00$                   16,800$                                          

40 Storm system LS 1 12,500.00$           12,500$                                          

41 Concrete Curb, 6" no gutter LF 330 21.00$                 6,930$                                            

Off-Site Improvements Sub-Total 117,358$                                        

Sub-Total 1,513,847$                                     

30% Contingency 454,154$                                        

Base Project Sub-total 1,968,001$                                     

Permits & Fees 25,000$                                          

  8% Mobilization/Insurance/Bonding 157,440$                                        

10% Overhead & Profit (Contractor) 196,800$                                        

14% Design & Engineering + SubConsultants 275,520$                                        

        (Survey/Geotech/Arborist)

Estimate - Base Project Total 2,622,761$                     

Page 2
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MEETING MINUTES 

    
    PROJECT NUMBER: 2150495.00 ISSUE DATE: March 8, 2017 (Revised March 9, 

2017) 

PROJECT NAME: Woodmont Park Master Plan 

    
    
RECORDED BY: Brad Theurer, Project Manager 

TO: FILE 

PRESENT: Bruce Powers, Ivan Anderholm  – City of Lake Oswego, Parks and Recreation 
Rob Amsberry, Ed Brockman, Megan Big John – PAC 
Scott Bullard, Heidi Schrimsher  – PAC 
Brad Theurer, Steven Tuttle, Andrew Schneider  – Mackenzie 
 

    
SUBJECT:  PAC Meeting Minutes #01 (March 2, 2017, 2:00 pm)  

ACTION ITEMS 

1.1 City (Ivan Anderholm and Bruce Powers) to provide a clear integration and direction of the deed 
restriction to Mackenzie and PAC by 3/15/17. This is needed to provide clear direction on what is 
and what is not allowed to take place related to design of Woodmont Park prior to our first Public 
Outreach meeting on March 20, 2017.  

1.2 City (Bruce Powers) reached out to a City-approved Arborist prior to the PAC meeting for 
assistance in identifying the conditions of the existing tree on site. Mackenzie has requested that 
this information be provided to them by 3/15/17, allowing the design team to have a better 
understanding of the site prior to the first Public Outreach meeting. 

1.3 City (Bruce Powers) to provide photos and background information on Mr. Donald W. Meyer to 
Mackenzie by 3/10/17.  

1.4 Mackenzie (Brad Theurer and Andrew Schneider) to add a page to the presentation that focuses 
on the vision/spirit of the Deed by 3/17/17. 

1.5 City (Bruce Powers) to provide ‘Clicker’ information to Mackenzie by 3/10/17. 

1.6 Mackenzie (Brad Theurer and Andrew Schneider) to provide Bruce with an updated timeline by 
3/3/17 that identifies future PAC meetings being moved to Wednesdays from 2 PM-4 PM. 
(Completed 3/7/17) 

1.7 City (Rob Amsberry) to provide Mackenzie with existing as-built drawings by 3/10/17.      
(Complete 3/7/17) 
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UNRESOLVED ITEMS 

None at this time. 

RESOLVED ITEMS 

1.6 Mackenzie (Brad Theurer and Andrew Schneider) on 3/3/17 provided City (Bruce Powers) with 
updated timeline via. Email. Resolved. 

1.7 City (Bruce Powers and Rob Amsberry) on 03/3/17 provided Mackenzie with existing as-built 
drawings via Email. Resolved. 

INFORMATION ITEMS 

1. Introduction of PAC members, City management, and Design team. 

2. Roles and Responsibilities: 

A. PAC 

1. Advisory role that offers feedback to the City and Mackenzie. 

2. Review background documents and contributing information. 

3. Contribute to the vision, principles, and programming elements of the Master 
Plan. 

4. Represent your networks and constituencies, even when they may hold opinions 
other than your own. 

5. Help communicate to the broader community about the ongoing Master Planning 
process. 

6. Attend PAC meetings on a regular basis. 

7. Assist in public meetings by promoting positive involvement in the development 
of the Master Plan. 

B. City Parks and Recreation and Mackenzie 

1. To review and synthesize input from stakeholders and public obtained 
throughout the public outreach process phase.  

2. To make final design decisions and direction of the Master Planning process based 
on information gathered throughout the public outreach and coordination efforts 
with the PAC, City Council and Planning Commission.           

3. Rules of Engagement: Defining the Master Planning process. 

A. A Master Plan is: 

1. A graphic plan used to better understand the existing conditions of the site and 
its opportunities and constraints. 

2. A guide to decision making. 
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3. A framework for more specific planning. 

4. A tool for education and communication. 

B. A Master Plan is not: 

1. A set of construction documents.  
  

4. Project Overview:  

A. Review of Site Context 

1. Review of the site location relative to downtown, Tryon Creek State Natural Area, 
and other City amenities. 

B. Review of Existing Conditions 

1. Reviewed panoramic photos of the site that focused on Atwater Tributary, NE 
wooded area and the existing Hawthorn tree stands in the SE. 

C. Review of Deed 

 
5. Project Status:  

A. Review of Site Analysis Diagrams 

1. Review of Site – 1936 when the site was a patchwork of agricultural fields, 
orchards, and some forested areas to the NE. The park site was surrounded by 
farm fields and a few single-family residences. Atwater Tributary bisects the site 
running from west to east. 

2. Review of Site – 2015 based on Aerial and topographic survey. Woodmont Park 
site consists of 6.8-acres with approximately 5 of those acres being developable. 
The present character of the site consists of grasslands, wetlands and wooded 
areas. Atwater Tributary continues to bisect the site running from west to east, 
and the site continues to be primarily accessed by foot traffic. 

3. Review of Existing Vegetation – Identified multiple ecological systems and their 
diverse habitats that the site has and, with the correct mitigation, how this park 
site could support a broader range of wildlife. 

4. Review of Existing Topography – A general overview of the steepness of the site 
that averages below a 10 percent gradient--but in sections of the site, particularly 
in the NE and SW, can exceed 25 percent. 

5. Review of Existing On-Site Water – Review of the Atwater Tributary running west 
to east and the potential high water and wetland areas, as outlined by ESA (who 
is under contract with the City), for stream stabilization/restoration efforts to the 
west.  

6. Review of Existing Circulation – Vehicular and pedestrian access points and 
circulation onsite.  

7. Review of Existing utilities – Existing water and sanitary line locations. 
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8. Review of Constraints – Review of the sensitive riparian corridor along Atwater 
Tributary, of the existing tree stands and non-natives/invasive species throughout 
the park site, on the steep slope considerations, and the existing 30-foot Atwater 
right-of-way, and review of the lack of ability to grow the park site due to existing 
and future residential development constraints. 

9. Review of Opportunities – Review of view sheds, and mitigation areas to increase 
wildlife habitat, review of improving water quality on site and downstream, the 
open tree understory in the NE, and the potential to provide safer 
pedestrian/vehicular access to the site. 

B. Review of Timeline 

1. Dates and times of upcoming public outreach design charrettes, PAC, City Council 
and Planning Commission Meetings throughout the Master Planning process. 

2. It was discussed that the second public outreach design charrette scheduled for 
May 22nd might be better attended if it was rescheduled to accommodate a 
planned neighborhood meeting. Bruce to follow up and provide any date 
revisions to Mackenzie to then be incorporated into the Timeline. This will be 
critical, as these public outreach meetings will be officially posted within their 
predetermined timeframe. 

6. PAC Question and Input: Open discussion. 

A. Bruce and Brad requested the PAC to provide feedback related to the Site Analysis. 

B. Invasive plant removal progress was discussed by Megan who provided some background 
information related to the City’s continued efforts to remove invasive species from their 
lands. Scott and Heidi discussed the existing Hawthorn trees and other existing vegetation 
being non-natives and that the Deed outlined the protection of natives alone, and 
therefore these non-native invasive species should be allowed to be removed for the 
betterment of the project. Bruce followed up by letting the PAC know that he has sent a 
request to a City-approved Arborist to visit the site and determine the current conditions 
and species variety of the existing trees.  

C. Heidi and Scott requested that the two (2) existing apple trees be protected, if possible. 
The potential for a small orchard was discussed. The City has existing gardens on other 
properties they own and manage that produce fruit trees. 

D. Ivan reiterated the importance of being upfront with the public related to the deeds 
restrictions.  

E. The PAC discussed that Mr. Donald W. Meyer loved watching kids explore and be full of 
wonder and those types of opportunities should be looked at. 

F. The PAC discussed those present should become familiar with the City’s Parks Plan 2025. 

G. City as-built drawings contain sizes and onsite locations of existing storm water and 
culvert information.   

H. The PAC and design team discussed that Natural Play was already occurring throughout 
the site. It was noted that there are multiple opportunities to incorporate Natural Play 
elements in a passive way, while maintaining the vision/spirit of the deed.  
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I. The PAC consensus was that the City’s existing hand-held ‘clicker system’ provides an 
immediate visual understanding of attendee’s goals and direction, which is facilitated via 
PowerPoint. A select set of questions will be provided allowing participants to choose if 
they strongly agree, somewhat agree, or strongly disagree with each question presented. 
This information is then presented on the screen in a real-time response.  

J. Steven requested from Heidi the planned Woodmont Park work day dates. Heidi informed 
the PAC date and times are as follows: March 12, 2017 from 1:00–3 PM, and again on 
April 9, 2017 from 1:00-3:00 PM. 

K. Scott explained in his own words the importance of the Park to the neighborhood, and 
the lack of park space within this neighborhood which, per Scott’s comments, is the 
second largest neighborhood within the City limits. 

L. Ivan confirmed the official name, per the deed, is ‘Woodmont Nature Park.’ Mackenzie to 
update Site Analysis. 

7. Next Steps: 

A. Charrette preparation to continue with City Parks and Recreation, Mackenzie and public 
outreach consultant, Nancy Hamilton Consulting. 

B. Ivan confirmed full name of ‘Woodmont Nature Park,’ as identified in the deed, needs to 
be used on the presentation materials. Mackenzie to update graphic presentation. 

C. City and PAC to look at alternative locations for the next two Public Outreach meetings, 
i.e., Adult Community Center (ACC) or at a local school. The next planned neighborhood 
meeting date and location is either May 5, 2017 or May 13, 2017; one of these might be 
appropriate for the second Public Outreach Meeting. 

D. Public outreach Design Charrette #01 scheduled on March 20, 2017 (at 1500 Greentree 
Road, Lake Oswego, OR) from 6:00-8:00 PM. 

E. PAC Meeting #2 scheduled for April 6, 2017 from 2:00-4:00 PM. 
 

Every effort has been made to accurately record this meeting. If any errors or omissions are noted, please 
provide written response within five days of receipt. 
 

c: Present 
Dina Balogh – City of Lake Oswego, Parks and Recreation 
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MEETING MINUTES 

    
    PROJECT NUMBER: 2150495.00 ISSUE DATE: April 12, 2017 

PROJECT NAME: Woodmont Natural Park 

    
    
RECORDED BY: Brad Theurer, Project Manager 

TO: FILE 

PRESENT: Bruce Powers, Ryan Lentz, Jeff Munro, Megan Bigjohn – City of Lake Oswego 
Rob Amsberry, Ed Brockman, Heidi Schrimsher, Scott Bullard, Phil Zald – PAC 
Brad Theurer, Steven Tuttle – Mackenzie 
 

    
SUBJECT:  PAC Meeting Minutes #02 (April 5, 2017, 2:00 PM)  

ACTION ITEMS 

None at this time. 

UNRESOLVED ITEMS 

1.1 City (Ivan Anderholm and Bruce Powers) to provide a clear integration and direction of the deed 
restriction to Mackenzie and PAC by 3/15/17. This is needed to provide clear direction on what is 
and what is not allowed to take place related to design of Woodmont Park prior to our first Public 
Outreach meeting on March 20, 2017. 4/12/17: Ongoing.  

1.2 City (Bruce Powers) reached out to a City-approved Arborist prior to the PAC meeting for 
assistance in identifying the conditions of the existing tree on site. Mackenzie has requested that 
this information be provided to them by 3/15/17, allowing the design team to have a better 
understanding of the site prior to the first Public Outreach meeting. 4/12/17: City (Bruce Powers) 
informed the PAC at today’s meeting that a City Approved Arborist is contracted to visit the site 
in a couple weeks once the trees have leafed out. Arborist Tree Survey will occur at southern 
edge of Atwater Tributary and head south. Trees to the North will not be surveyed due to steep 
slope conditions. 

1.5 City (Bruce Powers) to provide ‘Clicker’ information to Mackenzie by 3/10/17. 4/12/17: Ongoing. 

RESOLVED ITEMS 

1.3 City (Bruce Powers) to provide photos and background information on Mr. Donald W. Meyer to 
Mackenzie by 3/10/17. 4/12/17: Provided to Mackenzie prior to Public Outreach meeting #1. 

1.4 Mackenzie (Brad Theurer and Andrew Schneider) to add a page to the presentation that focuses 
on the vision/spirit of the Deed by 3/17/17. 4/12/17: Provided by Mackenzie prior to Public 
Outreach meeting #1. 
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1.6 Mackenzie (Brad Theurer and Andrew Schneider) to provide Bruce with an updated timeline by 
3/3/17 that identifies future PAC meetings being moved to Wednesdays from 2 PM-4 PM. 
4/12/17: Provided by Mackenzie prior to Public Outreach meeting #1. 

1.7 City (Rob Amsberry) to provide Mackenzie with existing as-built drawings by 3/10/17. 4/12/17: 
Provided to Mackenzie prior to Public Outreach meeting #1. 

INFORMATION ITEMS 

1. Mackenzie (Brad Theurer) reviewed the charge of the PAC and their role in the planning process. 

2. Mackenzie (Brad Theurer) provided an overview of the events, attendance, and information 
shared at the first public outreach design charrette meeting held Monday, March 20, 2017.  

3. Mackenzie (Brad Theurer) provided a review of the break-out session held during the first public 
outreach design charrette on March 20, 2017. Attendees were encouraged to sit next to other 
attendees that they may not know or who may have a varying outlook to help promote a more 
diverse and positive public engagement. Four questions were asked that night of the attendees 
which we covered during this PAC meeting and have been included below. 

Question 1: What do you like about the park now? (Trail, Creek, Trees, Open Space, Other?) Please 
be specific. 

Question 2: Given that the deed has determined that Woodmont Park will remain as a ‘Natural 
Park,’ what are the elements of the future park that you hope to see?  

a. Riparian Protection. 
b. Grove of Trees. 
c. Trails/natural walkways. 
d. Natural ‘Play’ areas that leverage the park in its natural state. 
e. Small, informal ‘field’ for soccer or other neighborhood games. 
f. Other? Be specific.  

Question 3: What are your biggest concerns for Woodmont Natural Park that should be kept in 
mind as the Master Plan process moves forward? 

Question 4: Why did you choose to attend this meeting tonight? What do you hope your voice 
will help ensure?  

4. Mackenzie (Brad Theurer) reviewed the current responses from the online outreach as well. Key 
words trending from the online outreach were reviewed, and it was noted that the online 
outreach was extended to Friday, April 7, 2017, and not concluded at the time of this meeting.  

5. PAC provided feedback on the public outreach event and the online outreach. 

A. PAC (Scott Bullard) expressed there was a desire from parts of the community to provide 
accessible options for play and circulation in the park. 

B. PAC discussed that one gentleman at the public outreach event left early after expressing 
divergent opinions from the rest of the table group about Right-of-Way utilities and 
connections throughout the park. 
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C. PAC members noted that, often in the City of Lake Oswego, minority opinions get too 
much attention due to persistence and attendance at critical meetings despite not sharing 
the majority opinion, which is sometimes under-represented. 

D. PAC members discussed the interpretation of the deed and the need to balance the 
design with allowed and intended uses of the park. 

E. PAC members conveyed that most people pass through the park, but do not stay. 

F. PAC members, City and Mackenzie discussed trail construction and the need to meet 
current accessibility guidelines in efforts to provide inclusive design elements within the 
park. Mackenzie (Brad Theurer) mentioned that once the planning process was complete, 
during the construction document phase the USDA Forest Service Trail Accessibility 
Guidelines (FSTAG) would be considered based on the existing slope conditions of the site 
within this forested area. 

G. PAC suggested the following ideas for the park: fruit tree orchard, boardwalk near 
sensitive riparian areas, accessibility to riparian areas, coordination with Oregon White 
Oak group. 

H. PAC (Heidi Schrimsher) suggested the public outreach venues should have included an 
opportunity for the public to weigh in on the idea of community gardens, as they are 
included in the Parks Plan 2025. Mackenzie (Brad Theurer) read from the Parks Plan 2025 
identifying that community gardens are allowable if “supported by the community and 
management resources are available.” PAC members commented that gardens would 
need deer deterrent (fencing) in this area since it has been somewhat problematic. 

I. PAC members expressed concern that online survey results from outside the 
neighborhood would change the direction of the park design from the desires of the 
immediately adjacent community. City (Bruce Powers) reminded the PAC that, as 
taxpayers, all city residents have the opportunity to weigh in on the design. 

J. PAC (Jeff Munro) brought up the need to place restrooms and a small parking lot area in 
city parks. If one is not included upfront on this project, more than likely the city typically 
ends up placing a port-a-potty on the site in the future to facilitate this need. Consensus 
from the PAC and City was generally supportive and that restrooms should be shown on 
the alternatives presented at the second public outreach meeting. 

6. Next Steps: 

A. Public Outreach Design Charrette #2 preparation to continue with City Parks and 
Recreation, Mackenzie and public outreach consultant, Nancy Hamilton Consulting. 

B. Public Outreach Design Charrette #02 scheduled on May 22, 2017 (at 1500 Greentree 
Road, Lake Oswego, OR) from 6:00 - 8:00 PM. Mackenzie to present three alternatives for 
park design. 

C. PAC Meeting #3 scheduled for Wednesday, June 7, 2017, from 2:00 - 4:00 PM. 

Every effort has been made to accurately record this meeting. If any errors or omissions are noted, please 
provide written response within five days of receipt. 

c: Present; Dina Balogh – City of Lake Oswego, Parks and Recreation 
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MEETING MINUTES 

    
    PROJECT NUMBER: 2150495.00 ISSUE DATE: June 19, 2017 

PROJECT NAME: Woodmont Natural Park 

    
    
RECORDED BY: Brad Theurer, Project Manager 

TO: FILE 

PRESENT: Bruce Powers, Ryan Lentz, Jeff Munro, Megan Bigjohn – City of Lake Oswego 
Rob Amsberry, Ed Brockman, Heidi Schrimsher, Kirsten Giacomini – PAC 
Brad Theurer, Steven Tuttle – Mackenzie 
 

    
SUBJECT:  PAC Meeting Minutes #03 (June 07, 2017, 2:00 PM)  

ACTION ITEMS 

3.1 Mackenzie and City of Lake Oswego, Parks and Recreation to develop a preferred master plan to 
be presented to Planning Commission and City Council that draws elements from the three design 
alternatives presented on May 22, 2017 at the second public outreach design charrette meeting.  

UNRESOLVED ITEMS 

3.2 None at this time. 

RESOLVED ITEMS 

1.1 City (Ivan Anderholm and Bruce Powers) to provide a clear integration and direction of the deed 
restriction to Mackenzie and PAC by 3/15/17. This is needed to provide clear direction on what is 
and what is not allowed to take place related to design of Woodmont Park prior to our first Public 
Outreach meeting on March 20, 2017. 05/17/17 (Bruce Powers) Provided Mackenzie with 
Arborist Report identifying Native and Non-Native Trees South of Atwater Tributary and During 
PAC meeting #03 the City confirmed that they will provide direction on all design related items 
as they relate to the Deed moving forward. 

1.2 City (Bruce Powers) reached out to a City-approved Arborist prior to the PAC meeting for 
assistance in identifying the conditions of the existing tree on site. Mackenzie has requested that 
this information be provided to them by 3/15/17, allowing the design team to have a better 
understanding of the site prior to the first Public Outreach meeting. 04/12/17: City (Bruce Powers) 
informed the PAC at today’s meeting that a City Approved Arborist is contracted to visit the site 
in a couple weeks once the trees have leafed out. Arborist Tree Survey will occur at southern edge 
of Atwater Tributary and head south. Trees to the North will not be surveyed due to steep slope 
conditions. 05/17/17: (Bruce Powers) Provided ESA Woodmont Park Tree Survey which 
identified a variety of tree types south of Atwater Tributary including (Malus sp. / Apple Species; 
Corylus cornuta / Beaked Hazelnut; Acer macrophyllum / Big-Leaf Maple; Rhamnus purshiana / 
Cascara; Syringa vulgaris / Common Lilac; Pseudotsuga menziesii / Douglas Fir; Crataegus 
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monogyna / English Hawthorn; Ilex aquifolium / English Holly; Prunus laurocerasus / English 
Laurel; Aesculus sp. / Horsechestnut; Acer sp. / Japanese Maple; Populus nigra var. 
Italica/Lombardy Poplar; Acer platanoides/Norway Maple; Fraxinus latifolia / Oregon Ash; 
Cornus sp. / Ornamental Dogwood; Pyrus sp. / Pear Species; Prunus sp./Plum Species; Juglans 
sp. / Walnut Species; Malus fusca / Western Crabapple; Thuja plicata / Western Red Cedar).  

1.5 City (Bruce Powers) to provide ‘Clicker’ Information to Mackenzie. 05/16/17: (Bruce Powers) 
Provided to Mackenzie prior to Public Outreach meeting #2. After further discussions, it was 
determined to not use ‘Clickers’ since the public outreach methods being utilized in the second 
meeting warranted other methods of public input.  

INFORMATION ITEMS 

1. City (Bruce Powers) Welcomed all and introduced new PAC member Kirsten Giacomini. 

2. Mackenzie (Brad Theurer) reviewed the charge of the PAC and their role in the planning process. 

A. Review background documents & contributing information. 

B. Advise and offer feedback to the City of Lake Oswego Parks Staff and Mackenzie. 

C. Contribute to the vision, principles, and programming elements as appropriate. 

D. Represent your networks and constituencies, even when they may hold opinions other than 
your own. 

E. Help communicate to the broader community about the ongoing planning process. 

F. Attend PAC workshops. 

G. Assist in public meetings by promoting positive involvement. 

3. Mackenzie (Brad Theurer) provided a brief overview of the previous events, attendance, and 
information shared at the first and second public outreach design charrette meetings.  

4. Mackenzie (Steven Tuttle) provided a review of the three (3) design alternatives presented at the 
second public outreach design charrette meeting held Monday May 22, 2017 and posted as part 
of the online survey that followed. 

Alternative A: This alternative is characterized by two large, grassy open areas, which are 
separated and bounded by trees and forested area. The northwestern portion of the site includes 
boardwalks and an overlook designed to look out over the future restoration of Atwater Tributary 
and wetland. Above this area is a group of trees that could be fruit or nut trees that enable casual 
foraging from park users. The southwest area of the site is forested and shows a small, fenced, 
dog park and an interactive natural area where younger users can engage their senses to create, 
collect, build or climb on natural elements such as boulders, logs or sticks. In the forested 
northeast portion of the site, the existing trail system is enhanced and expanded upon. Bisecting 
the northeast and southeast segments of the site is a boardwalk that would engage the forested 
area and provide overlooks into the forest. South of the boardwalk is an outcropping of boulders, 
which would allow the area to the south to be leveled out to create a more useable space, while 
also creating areas of visual interest and use for children. Directly south is a natural open space 
consisting of tall, bird nesting habitat. Lastly, a restroom is located near the southeast corner of 
the site close to the parking area, which is accessed off of Atwater Road. 
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Alternative B: This alternative is characterized by a long, open view corridor diagonally across the 
site. At a high point to the northwest, an overlook takes advantage of views across the site looking 
southeast. The western half of the site is largely dedicated to the habitat and natural character of 
the wetland, while the southeastern portion is given to more usable open space where one can 
go off the path and have a picnic or throw a frisbee. The site is bounded by new trees, and the 
trails in the existing forested area are enhanced and expanded. Wider paths provide primary 
circulation around the site, while smaller paths provide secondary connection and movement 
throughout the enhanced wetland area. Interactive natural areas along the forest edge create a 
sequence of experiences for hands-on learning and engagement that are influenced by forested 
and wetland ecologies. Stormwater, or runoff, is celebrated in this concept and would flow 
towards the wetland. There is no designated dog park area in this concept. The restroom is shown 
on the east side of the site and parallel parking is delineated along Atwater Road. 

Alternative C: This alternative is characterized by a large contiguous open space with a greater 
number of programmed elements that are separated and surrounded by a continuous loop trail. 
The northwest corner illustrates the introduction of a small oak savannah landscape, which is 
native to the Willamette Valley. An arcing boardwalk crosses the stream tributary and offers an 
overlook that is closer to the wetland and lower in elevation than the other two design 
alternatives. The center of the site is given to a flexible and usable open area. To the east of that, 
a large fenced dog park is shown with a mound in the middle that offers views throughout the 
park. South of the dog park is a grove of trees that speak to the history of the site and the 
numerous trees that are there now. Adjacent to this grove is a fenced community garden and a 
larger restroom, which would also provide storage for garden tools and shelter for rainy or hot 
days. The site is generally bounded by trees for buffering from adjacent properties. In this 
alternative, interactive natural areas are smaller and dispersed along the circulation route. A small 
and rugged amphitheater looks out onto the natural areas and parking comes off the Atwater 
Lane right of way. 

5. Nancy Hamilton Consulting (Nancy Hamilton) provided a review and key take always from the 
public outreach meeting design charrette process in relation to the three Alternatives A, B, and C.  

Twenty-two people attended the May 22nd meeting and there was a robust, engaged dialogue 
about the park, the alternatives, and pros and cons of each.  

Following the public meeting, a total of 62 participants took an online survey over the course of 
10 days with the goal of getting additional feedback from folks who were unable to attend on the 
22nd, and/or wanted to leave additional feedback.  

There were key take-aways from the combined public meeting and survey that are outlined 
below. A PDF of the online survey results is also available.  

A. For Option A, key take-aways included the following: 

1. Too much boardwalk. 

2. Good Path Circulation. 

3. Disliked parking. 

4. Do not want a fenced, off-leash dog park. 

5. Not excited about the interactive areas. 
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6. Liked the wooded natural tree canopy connection. 

7. Did not like the Bird Blind. 

B. For Option B, key take-aways included the following: 

1. Too many trails but liked the perimeter loop. 

2. Excellent parking location, clear choice for majority. 

3. Restroom – mixed feelings. 

4. Liked that this option had NO dog park. 

5. Preferred the more limited approach to interactive areas. 

6. Positive response to the natural spaces, generally. 

C. For Option C, key take-aways included the following: 

1. Pathways were too structured. 

2. Didn’t like parking. 

3. Restroom scale too large. 

4. Didn’t like dog park. 

5. Wanted fewer interactive elements. 

6. Felt this plan was too structured/planned. 

7. Majority oppose the idea of a community garden. 

More generally, respondents wanted to keep Woodmont’s natural feeling. Less is more. Most 
respondents liked the Oak Savanna, preferred no dog park, no community gardens, parallel 
parking on the street, smaller restroom that was designed in keeping with the natural feel of the 
park. Most respondents liked creating boardwalks/raised walkways in areas of the park that can 
get too muddy or fill with water in the winter. This way, residents can still reach those areas on 
foot during the wet months. Respondents liked the notion of trails/boardwalks but wanted 
assurances that it doesn’t feel too built out. Interactive areas received mixed reviews but the final 
sense was that folks liked the notion of having places that you “happen upon” to explore but, 
again, didn’t want enhancements to feel “contrived.”  

The combination of feedback from the public meeting, the online survey and the subsequent PAC 
meeting on June 9th has generated very useful, thoughtful feedback for the design team to begin 
to work toward a final, preferred alternative that will be presented to the Lake Oswego Planning 
Commission on August 14, 2017 and to City Council on September 5, 2017.  

6. Question and Answers (PAC Members). PAC members took time providing feedback on items like 
looking at maintaining the Douglas Fir and Cedar Trees where possible since these were originally 
planted to mitigate the non-native English Hawthorns. Half street improvements will more than 
likely not be needed along Atwater Lane. Maintenance will need access to paths and proposed 
looking at Atwater Lane right of way. Desire to see the natural interactive areas typically preferred 
from Alternative Option B to blend more into their surroundings. Discussed the need to reduce 
the boardwalk footprint shown on Alternative Option B but supported boardwalks where 
appropriate for viewing and wetland crossings. Discussed looking at other Oak tree species and 
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appropriate understory plantings during the Construction Document phase. Rock outcropping 
look at reducing overall scale and/or density based on public input. Users like a direct access 
through the site and would like the design to maintain an access path or low accessible plantings 
in this area. 

7. Mackenzie (Brad Theurer) Next Steps: 

A. Public Outreach Design Charrette #03 preparation to continue with City Parks and 
Recreation, Mackenzie and public outreach consultant, Nancy Hamilton Consulting. 

B. PAC Meeting #04 Master Plan Review is scheduled for Wednesday August 2, 2017 from 
2:00 PM-4:00 PM. 

C. Planning Commission scheduled on August 25, 2017. 

D. City Council scheduled on September 5, 2017. 

E. PAC Summary and Recommendation Report scheduled September 22, 2017. 

F. Public Outreach Design Charrette #03 scheduled on October 2, 2017 (at 1500 Greentree 
Road, Lake Oswego, OR) from 6:00 PM-8:00 PM. Mackenzie to present the Preferred 
Design alternative for Woodmont Natural Park. 

G. PAC Meeting #05 Review of Final Recommendations Report October 18, 2017. 

H. Neighborhood Meeting scheduled for November 8, 2017. 

Every effort has been made to accurately record this meeting. If any errors or omissions are noted, please 
provide written response within five days of receipt. 
 

c: Present 
Dina Balogh – City of Lake Oswego, Parks and Recreation 
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MEETING MINUTES 

    
    PROJECT NUMBER: 2150495.00 ISSUE DATE: August 9, 2017 

PROJECT NAME: Woodmont Natural Park 

    
    
RECORDED BY: Brad Theurer, Project Manager 

TO: FILE 

PRESENT: Bruce Powers, Jeff Munro, Megan Bigjohn, Madeleine Nelson  – City of Lake 
Oswego 
Ed Brockman, Kirsten Giacomini – PAC 
Brad Theurer, Steven Tuttle – Mackenzie 

    
SUBJECT:  PAC Meeting Minutes #04 (August 2, 2017, 2:00 PM)  

ACTION ITEMS 

None at this time. 

UNRESOLVED ITEMS 

None at this time. 

RESOLVED ITEMS 

None at this time. 

INFORMATION ITEMS 

1. Introduction of PAC members, City management, and Design team: The goal of this meeting was 
to review the master plan and to obtain ‘approval’ from PAC prior to presenting to Planning 
Commission on Monday, August 28, 2017 at 6:00 p.m. 

2. Roles and responsibilities of the PAC: 

A. Advisory role that offers feedback to the City and Mackenzie. 

B. Review background documents and contributing information. 

C. Contribute to the vision, principles, and programming elements of the master plan. 

D. Represent your networks and constituencies, even when they may hold opinions other 
than your own. 

E. Help communicate to the broader community about the ongoing master planning 
process. 
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F. Attend PAC meetings on a regular basis. 

G. Assist in public meetings by promoting positive involvement in the development of the 
master plan. 

3. Presentation of master plan:  

A. Presentation of master plan: Mackenzie (Brad Theurer, Project Manager) provided a quick 
synopsis covering the public outreach to date. Public outreach #2 and PAC focused 
primarily on elements from the Design Alternative Options A and B. The master plan that 
was presented draws from these two concepts and overall public input received to date. 

B. The preferred alternative was presented by section. 

C. A – Parking: The new plan presented shows a parking design with minimalistic parallel 
parking along the street.  

I. The park site is located at 13600 Atwater Lane and is currently zoned Park and 
Natural Area (PNA). Three Lake Oswego public parks (Freepons Park, Pilkington 
Park, and Bryant Woods Nature Park) were surveyed during the PM peak hour for 
the purpose of establishing an average PM peak hour trip rate.   

II. The City’s Community Development Code (CDC) requires submittal of a Level 1 
Traffic Impact Study (TIS) for development applications generating fewer than 25 
peak hour vehicular trips. For developments generating 25 or more peak hour 
vehicular trips, a Level 2 (TIS) is required. There will be no traffic study required 
based on this information. 

III. A traffic letter (trip generation and trip distribution) of the area reflects that there 
will be a low trip volume generated from the park enhancements, with an 
estimated <2% impact anticipated on Country Club Road, Knaus Road, and 
Atwater Lane. With such minimal impact resulting from the proposed park trips, 
no additional analysis is anticipated.  

D. B – Restroom: A minimalistic (two unisex accessible) restroom will be installed to the right 
of the park entrance, backing up to Atwater Road. 

I. The location requires a pump however the location in closer proximity to Atwater 
Road provides good access for maintenance. 

E. C – Flexible Open Space: The space provides an area for recreation and will be irrigated. 

F. D – Natural Open Space: A natural open space will closely reflect the existing park 
features. 

I. Several mowed paths will intersect the area for parts of the year. 

II. The improvements will enhance the biodiversity of the land. 

III. A temporary irrigation system may be required for plant establishment.  

G. F – Wooded Trail: This will be refined and slopes reduced where possible however from 
early site analysis, it may not be possible to meet accessible standards due to onsite 
hydrology, etc. requirements. 
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H. G – Oak Savanna: The grove will bring back the historic plant to the area.  

I. H – Overlook: A heightened area will provide a scenic viewing area of the park. 

J. I – Enhanced Wetland: The biodiversity of the area will be improved after the park 
enhancements. English Hawthorns and other invasive species will be removed from the 
area. 

K. J – Boardwalk: The boardwalk was reduced in length to only cover the necessary areas of 
the trail. The boardwalk will not disturb the tributary. 

I. The length is estimated to be 350 feet. 

II. There will be no handrails added to the boardwalk, but low bumpers to 
accommodate wheelchair accessibility will be considered. 

L. Additional information regarding the master plan (preferred alternative/option) 

I. The darker trees shown represent the existing tree canopy being proposed to 
remain. 

II. The main trail layout and flow was laid out to facilitate City of lake Oswego 
maintenance needs. 

II. Probable cost of the project will be available prior to City Council on September 
5, 2017. 

4. Questions/answers:  

A. PAC (Kirsten Giacomini) stated the area feels natural, but improves usability. The current 
plan is great and should be kept the same. The neighborhood will be happy with the 
preferred alternative. 

B. The City (Megan Bigjohn/Jeff Munro) approved the preferred alternative. 

C. PAC (Ed Brockman) is not in favor of the on-street parking the plan projects. PAC is 
concerned about the additional housing being constructed in the neighborhood, and 
beieves there will be conflict with getting in and out of cars on the street. 

D. PAC (Kirsten Giacomini) was concerned that an alternate parking plan would disrupt too 
much park space. 

E. PAC discussed a potential comprise to the parking design to include a buffer. 

F. Changes to the parking design can be done after the Planning Commission and City 
Council presentations. 

G. The edits can be made in the construction documents. 

H. PAC (Kirsten Giacomini/Ed Brockman) is positive about how the master plan reflects the 
public input. 

I. PAC (Kirsten Giacomini) believes the plan meets the needs of the local neighborhood 
community and the entire city. 
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5. Next steps: 

Planning Commission August 28, 2017 
Planning Commission Recommendations September 1, 2017 
City Council  September 5, 2017 
City Council Report  September 15, 2017 
PAC Summary and Recommendation Report  September 22, 2017 
Public Outreach #3 Preferred Alternative Plan Review  October 2, 2017 
Posting Preferred Alternative Online  October 4, 2017 
PAC #5 Public Outreach Review and Final Recommendations  October 18, 2017 
Neighborhood Meeting  November 8, 2017 
Neighborhood Meeting Summary  November 17, 2017 
Estimated Construction to Begin  Early to mid-summer 2018 

6. Meeting adjourned. 

7. The next PAC meeting will be on Wednesday, October 18, 2017 from 2:00 to 4:00 p.m. (Oswego, 
Room Palisades) 

Every effort has been made to accurately record this meeting. If any errors or omissions are noted, please 
provide written response within five days of receipt. 

c: Present 
Dina Balogh – City of Lake Oswego Parks and Recreation 
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MEETING MINUTES 

    
    PROJECT NUMBER: 2150495.00 ISSUE DATE: October 30, 2017 

PROJECT NAME: Woodmont Natural Park 

    
    
RECORDED BY: Brad Theurer, Project Manager 

TO: FILE 

PRESENT: Bruce Powers, Jeff Munro, Megan Bigjohn – City of Lake Oswego 
Ed Brockman, Phil Zald, Heidi Schrimsher, Kirsten Giacomini – PAC 
Brad Theurer, Steven Tuttle – Mackenzie 
 

    
SUBJECT:  PAC Meeting Minutes #05 (October 18, 2017, 2:00 pm)  

ACTION ITEMS 

1. None at this t ime.  

UNRESOLVED ITEMS 

1. None at this t ime.  

RESOLVED ITEMS 

1. None at this t ime.  

INFORMATION ITEMS 

1. Introduction of PAC members, City management, and Design team. Goal of this meeting is to 
review the “Approved Woodmont Natural Park Master Plan” Adopted by City Council on 
September 05, 2017. 

2. Roles and Responsibilities of the PAC: 

A. Advisory role that offers feedback to the City and Mackenzie. 

B. Review background documents and contributing information. 

C. Contribute to the vision, principles, and programming elements of the Master Plan. 

D. Represent your networks and constituencies, even when they may hold opinions other than 
your own. 

E. Help communicate to the broader community about the ongoing Master Planning process. 

F. Attend PAC meetings on a regular basis. 
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G. Assist in public meetings by promoting positive involvement in the development of the 
Master Plan. 

3. Presentation of Approved Master Plan by Steven Tuttle, Landscape Architect, Mackenzie. 

A. Mackenzie provided a visual and oral description of the Woodmont Natural Park Master 
Plan adopted by City Council of September 05, 2017. 

4. Questions/Answers  

A. General group discussion: 

I. Bruce informed the PAC that per the City Attorney’s direction, the proposed 
boardwalk could be considered a type of structure which is prohibited per the Deed. 
The entire PAC expressed their disappointment and how it would have provided great 
character and accessibility. 

II. City confirmed that ESA is finalizing a separate contract that covers all wetland related 
items onsite. 

III. Suggestion to consider installing a flat stone slab/boulder at west side crossing of 
Atwater tributary to keep the look and feel natural and still allow pedestrian foot 
traffic access to the north/south. 

IV. Discussion about whether a perimeter, or sections of, fencing would be appropriate 
on site since it was brought up by one or two individuals at the last Public outreach 
meeting. It was overwhelmingly opposed by PAC members. Considerations were 
based on strict deed restrictions, the ability of each homeowner to install fencing if 
so desired on their properties, and how keeping the park open encourages wildlife 
like deer to continue to access and move through the site. Suggestion was made to 
consider increased understory plantings up to 4’ in height (per Megan), to provide 
screening and privacy along property boundaries where appropriate. Suggestion was 
made to bring up the possibility of a fence for discussion at neighborhood meeting on 
November 08, 2017. Update: Per pre-application meeting with city on October 26, 
2017, a fence on the property has been deemed a structure and will not be allowed 
per the deed. 

B. Heidi Schrimsher – requested the design team consider placing a row of new trees along 
Atwater in conjunction with any storm water requirements opposite her residence to 
provide an overhead canopy yet open enough to allow unobstructed vision into the park. 

C. Kirsten Giacomini – pointed out that the low point on Atwater Lane Right-of-Way is 
constantly wet and floods during the winter months. The group discussed looking at the 
possibility of raising the pathways to provide dry footing year-round. 

D. Phil Zald – asked about the visual impact of parking, and visual buffers associated with it. 

5. Next Steps 

A. Pre-Application Conference October 26, 2017 

I. Neighborhood Meeting November 08, 2017 

B. Neighborhood Meeting Summary November 17, 2017 
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C. Final Master Plan Document Delivery to City on December 18, 2017 

6. Adjourn Meeting 

 

Every effort has been made to accurately record this meeting. If any errors or omissions are noted, 
please provide written response within five days of receipt. 

 

c: Present 
Dina Balogh – City of Lake Oswego, Parks and Recreation 
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2.90% 4

Do you live in Lake Oswego? 
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71.01% 98

24.64% 34

4.35% 6

Have you ever been to Woodmont Natural
Park?
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63.16% 72
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If yes, are your kids still living at home?
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Total 114
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56.62% 77

43.38% 59

Do you have one or more dogs?
Answered:  136  Skipped:  3

Total 136
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64.23% 88
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Can you walk to Woodmont Natural Park
from your home?
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37.68% 52
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taking this survey?
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Total 138
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Q8

45.59% 62

49.26% 67

56.62% 77

50.00% 68

25.00% 34

What do you most like about Woodmont
Natural Park now? Check all that apply.

Answered:  136  Skipped:  3

Total Respondents: 136  

Comments (29)
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Q8 COMMENTS: 

Keeping it as open and pristine as possible is the best use of this small area. A soccer field would be inappropriate and add 
to traffic and noise in the community. 
4/6/2017 10:13 AM 
It's a wild jewel in a neighborhood that continues to loose its semi-rural feel due to development. 
4/5/2017 6:16 AM 
That it's undeveloped and natural 
4/2/2017 10:59 PM 
Nature. 
4/2/2017 8:57 PM 
Woodmont is a nice, quiet partially wooded natural area in the neighboorhood. It's great to have some free space available 
close by. 
4/2/2017 1:25 PM 
My boys and I knew Mr. Meyer and where he lived in the woods. I have walked through the area for 30 years.I like the 
Hawthorne trees, apples and pears. 
4/2/2017 12:29 PM 
I knew Mr Meyer personally I thought he donated the park not sold it to the city? 
4/2/2017 10:21 AM 
undeveloped, natural space 
4/1/2017 8:50 PM 
I like the fact that it is a wild area. 
4/1/2017 6:55 AM 
Trail which diagonally across west part of park. 
3/31/2017 4:34 PM 
Blackberry bushes 
3/31/2017 4:19 PM 
I love the open space in an urban area. I am in the park everyday as it is my back yard. I love to see the wildlife that 
migrates through and I love the natural water way that is there (although it would be great to have a dry path through the 
park during the winter). 
3/31/2017 12:51 PM 
The natural state it is in. I grew up in a rural area and agree with Mr. Meyer. It should be maintained in its "historic and 
natural state". 
3/31/2017 11:43 AM 
I have never been there, but I appreciate nature parks and all of the things listed here. 
3/31/2017 9:13 AM 
Wetland area 
3/31/2017 9:00 AM 
I like having an open space with no improvements in the middle of a neighborhood. 
3/30/2017 3:40 PM 
The natural state of the area. The QUIETNESS. 
3/30/2017 2:37 PM 
Although I haven't been there, I love the idea of preserving the space and a new LO park to visit. 
3/30/2017 10:20 AM 
I enjoy watching the wildlife whenever I visit Woodmont 
3/27/2017 12:33 PM 
Trails that are ADA compliant would be a wonderful addition. I would recommend removing some of the stinky Hawthorne 
trees and replacing with a more beautiful type of tree. 
3/27/2017 9:50 AM 
Peaceful The blocked gravel road preventing through traffic. 
3/27/2017 8:53 AM 
Tall grass 
3/27/2017 8:33 AM 
Quiet serene atmosphere. No, to very little automobile traffic. Lots of wildlife. 
3/26/2017 10:18 PM 
Don't like the invasive hawthornes, like the other trees. Would like to see more restoration with natives such as fir, white 
oak, western red cedar, other native trees and grasses. 
3/26/2017 8:55 PM 
Natural "un-manicured" nature of the park 
3/26/2017 3:05 PM 
We really appreciate the benefits to local wildlife. I would like the creek/riparian areas better if it didnt run into the paths, 
making them very muddy. Any effort to better interface trails with waterways would be a huge benefit. 



3/24/2017 9:18 AM 
wildlife 
3/24/2017 9:11 AM 
I like that we have a natural open space in our very-developed neighborhood! It is a wonderful walking destination in our 
neighborhood. 
3/24/2017 7:49 AM 
It remains more or less as it was during Donald Meyer's life, wild and unkempt. 
3/24/2017 5:54 AM 
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Given that the deed has determined that
Woodmont Park will remain as a "Natural
Park"  , what are the elements of the future
park that you hope to see? Check all that

apply.
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Comments (50)
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Q9 COMMENTS: 

Comments(50) 
I would love to see the existing trails have bark chips. Other than that, leave it as is. 
4/7/2017 4:18 PM 
The only benches that would be in keeping with this park are large tree stumps one could sit upon. 
4/6/2017 10:13 AM 
Please remove the "orchard" ... it's a mess and not conducive to a native habitat for birds, etc. Create a test/demo garden that 
highlights plantings for visitors to use in their own yards. Of course the vegetation would enhance the bird habitat. And I think if 
done properly private clubs/individuals would help maintain it. Too many parks tend to replicate each other. It would be great to 
offer something unique - not just a neighborhood outlet but a learning experience. 
4/6/2017 9:31 AM 
Dog poo bag station and trash can. 
4/5/2017 6:16 AM 
I vote no on restrooms, lights and informal field. 
4/3/2017 9:31 PM 
Dog Park 
4/3/2017 9:20 PM 
Would love to see a park within the neighborhood where kids could gather and play. Maybe a small where the kids could play 
basketball. 
4/3/2017 4:16 PM 
Dogs allowed off leash 
4/3/2017 10:01 AM 
Elimination or reduction of the Hawthorne Trees 
4/3/2017 9:44 AM 
I'd really like to see nothing changed. It's naturally perfect. 
4/2/2017 2:41 PM 
In keeping with Mr. Meyer's wishes, it would be nice to add a few more features, such as benches and more paths within, and 
some better maintained open areas. Given the small size, it will never be a hiking area but if there was more useable space that 
would be great. It looks a bit overgrown right now with scraggly hawthornes and blackberries. 
4/2/2017 1:25 PM 
There needs to be a sign describing Mr. Meyer and his history plus a garbage can and dog bags.Trails would be nice and in the 
summer the grassy areas need to be mowed regularly Planting native plants in the forest. 
4/2/2017 12:29 PM 
Leave as is, just keep the invasive plants in check such as the blackberry bushes. 
4/2/2017 10:55 AM 
Dog use including a dog waste station. 
4/2/2017 10:31 AM 
Following Mr Meyers requests regarding his land! 
4/2/2017 10:21 AM 
Community garden space since this was a farm.... 
4/1/2017 6:26 PM 
Tennis practice wall. 
4/1/2017 6:55 AM 
Dog park 
3/31/2017 7:09 PM 
Keep it the same. No change. 
3/31/2017 6:42 PM 
Thin out some of the Hawthorne trees. Leave the one apple tree. 
3/31/2017 4:34 PM 
Community garden 
3/31/2017 3:36 PM 
I really hope that the space can be left as natural as possible. The area is beautiful! It just needs to be cleaned up (invasive species 
and dead trees removed), new native trees introduced, pathways created and maintained, etc. 
3/31/2017 12:51 PM 
No parking, restroom, lighting or play field 
3/31/2017 11:43 AM 
Simple sitting areas/benches to reflect would be nice. Low maintenance natural state should be continued. No need for any "field" 
of sort as there are other places around town and the area available. More Natural spaces are needed. 
3/31/2017 5:36 AM 
PLEASE NO DOGS! Dogs disturb wildlife, contaminate the area with their urine and feces, and create potential safety issues 
(and therefore liability for the city) for other users of the park. 
3/30/2017 10:29 PM 



Minimal expenditure of elaborate structures. Paths if any with wood chips and a few benches. 
3/30/2017 7:31 PM 
Fenced dog park 
3/30/2017 6:13 PM 
An open area that could be used for community events that fit in with the "natural" part of the park. The field could fit this. 
3/30/2017 5:19 PM 
Please leave it as it is. 
3/30/2017 3:40 PM 
Flowers and parking 
3/30/2017 3:22 PM 
Dog park with private play areas 
3/30/2017 2:55 PM 
Bike trails! 
3/30/2017 2:55 PM 
Please keep the park as is. Please add gravel to the existing "road" so people do not slip and fall. At present, the 'road' area 
becomes flooded with water, making the silt below as slick as a banana peel. Mud is a on-going factor in the rainy months. 
3/30/2017 2:37 PM 
a short disc golf course 
3/30/2017 10:21 AM 
Trails are the most appealing to me. 
3/30/2017 10:20 AM 
Barkdust running trail around the perimeter! Lots of runners in LO and having a safe, soft place to run would be great! 
3/30/2017 9:55 AM 
I would like to see space for Forest Highlands neighborhood community gardens and no dogs. 
3/29/2017 12:53 PM 
Please leave the area in its natural state. No sports, restrooms, path lights etc. 
3/27/2017 7:31 PM 
I recommend keeping it in it's natural state and make improvements for long term existence. Soft trails with placards explaining 
the benefits of each natural zone. Another placard with history of Mr Meyer and his goals of protecting this special place would 
be nice. 
3/27/2017 12:33 PM 
Please leave in a natural state, although adding all weather paths would be terrific! 
3/27/2017 9:40 AM 
No gardening plots 
3/27/2017 9:34 AM 
Would love to see native oak restoration as well as other native trees and grasses. 
3/26/2017 8:55 PM 
Provides habitat for butterflies, birds, small creatures, transit zone for deer. 
3/26/2017 3:05 PM 
-No cars, bicycles or parking. -Garbage can and waste bags for dogs could help keep the area clean. -There are dead trees behind 
our home that, should they fall, could damage our property and potentially cause injury. I am told by the parks maintenance 
office that this dead trees are natural, and I suppose that is true, but I am very concerned about the proximity of dead or sick trees 
to my home. It would be great of risks to attached properties were a consideration. 
3/24/2017 9:18 AM 
limit to pedestrian traffic only. Garbage cans for dog waste would also be appreciated. 
3/24/2017 9:11 AM 
Community garden plots like at luscher farm 
3/24/2017 9:03 AM 
Please keep the field "as is," in its natural state, without adding many improvements to it. I appreciate the birds and other wildlife 
that visit Woodmont. I worry that some improvements (lighting, parking) will take away its natural wonder, and be a deterrent to 
wildlife. 
3/24/2017 7:49 AM 
Few benches, only near the play area. NO RESTROOMS NO LIGHTS 
3/24/2017 5:54 AM 
community gardens 
3/23/2017 10:54 PM 
Parking, I will drive to this park for my children to experience nature, LO always builds parks without enough parking. 
3/23/2017 5:08 PM 
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Q10 COMMENTS: 

Comments(44) 
Inviting transients to squat in the park. 
4/7/2017 4:18 PM 
Potential impact of development on the Nordahl site. Especially runoff into the wetlands and excess storm water. I've been going 
to Woodmont for 8 years and each winter it seems to get wetter and wetter. 
4/5/2017 6:16 AM 
I would like to see the park kept natural and as is with some minor improvements. No parking, bathrooms, play structure etc. 
4/3/2017 9:31 PM 
We are apposed to the road going through the park and any additional parking. Any investment to traffic control is appreciated 
and desired at the junction of Knaus/Boones Ferry and Knaus/Country Club. 
4/3/2017 9:44 AM 
Homeless camping. I'd prefer no restroom too. 
4/2/2017 2:41 PM 
I think building a road through the park would be a poor idea. It's a small neighborhood park, much like Pinecone Park, and 
adding a street through it would really diminish the natural beauty as well as violate the donor's wishes. It will never be used the 
way other LO parks are utilized (i.e. George Rogers) due to the location and size. I'm a little worried that overdevelopment will 
lead to more attention and unscrupulous activity. It looks like it's already a teen bike ramp area and I wouldn't want to attract too 
much attention to the area. However it would be nice to make it more useable with some open areas, gravel paths, and benches. 
4/2/2017 1:25 PM 
If you put a field in there for soccer there will NOT be parking.If you add a parking area you will destroy a good portion of the 
park. I think even a small soccer field would destroy what you are trying to do. 
4/2/2017 12:29 PM 
Permitting multiple more new houses adjacent. Permitting one house is OK. Can the city buy the adjacent open land and preserve 
it including if needed through eminent domain? 
4/2/2017 10:55 AM 
I would prefer the space remain as is 
4/1/2017 8:50 PM 
Not sure if you mean concern that there will be or won't be parking, traffic, vehicular access. I am against parking, traffic, 
vehicular access. 
4/1/2017 3:27 PM 
Would like to see the traffic kept to a minimum so little parking would be better. 
3/31/2017 5:39 PM 
Litter 
3/31/2017 4:34 PM 
Traffic and noise from cars. Area has narrow roads park was meant for neighborhood to walk to open area not drive and park. 
3/31/2017 2:12 PM 
That it turns into something that brings a lot of traffic into the neighborhood. It would also be so great to see it developed as one 
contiguous piece of property. 
3/31/2017 12:51 PM 
Limit anything man-made to a few simple benches to accommodate disabled or elderly. 
3/31/2017 11:43 AM 
I'm also concerned about other, similar natural areas. I don't want you to compromise protecting Hallinan natural area in favor of 
Woodmont, for example. Hallinan, if the Yates property were acquired, would be almost as big as Woodmont. It is just as 
important to protect now. Woodmont's trails etc can wait; the Yates property is going to be developed very soon. 
3/31/2017 9:13 AM 
As we see considerable deforestation from new housing development along Attwater, it is increasingly vital to protect whatever 
"wildness" and forest remains in Woodmont. 
3/31/2017 9:00 AM 
A glance at the map of the respective areas, and the limited but indicative usage surveys conducted by local residents, would 
suggest that acquiring the privately held part of Hallinan Woods, and adding it to the portion already publicly owned to create a 
Nature Park there, would be a better use of public funds than implementing the present plans for Woodmont. 
3/31/2017 8:59 AM 
Because it is relatively small, my concern is that it will become only a dog exercise area for the neighborhood. With good design, 
it could also be a nice area for kids to play and learn about nature. 
3/31/2017 8:35 AM 
Parking has not seemed to be an issue. Plenty of room for this on vacated Atwater Lane to avoid issues on Atwater. If you 
succeed in design and attention/attraction if that is the goal, you will need to consider both traffic to the area and parking. 
Building and development in the area and specifically on Atwater in the recent few years has added more traffic to the area. 
3/31/2017 5:36 AM 
Please do not allow dogs at this park! 
3/30/2017 10:29 PM 



Cost will detract from improvements to more deserving parks. Woodmont park will get little usage as Tryon Creek is so close by. 
3/30/2017 9:26 PM 
Preserving the natural beauty & habitat is important. I would like to see the ivy if any removed from the trees. Parking area with 
fine gravel instead of asphalt? 
3/30/2017 4:04 PM 
None, it needs some love. Any work on it would be an improvement, it is overgrown and has too many invasive trees. 
3/30/2017 3:22 PM 
That restrooms eill attract every contractor and landscaper in town. Please don't put in restrooms. Other parks of equal size are 
fine without them. 
3/30/2017 3:14 PM 
That restrooms eill attract every contractor and landscaper in town. Please don't put in restrooms. Other parks of equal size are 
fine without them. 
3/30/2017 3:14 PM 
It's inside of a neighborhood...no parking or vehicular access should be available. 
3/30/2017 3:04 PM 
Please leave the park a "neighborhood" park. Do NOT encourage added cars/traffic. We value our QUIET neighborhood. 
3/30/2017 2:37 PM 
I hope there can be a balance between access (parking) and the natural state of the park. I live far enough away that driving to the 
park would be my way to enjoy it. 
3/30/2017 10:20 AM 
Atwater road is not in good condition and needs help especially if more cars will be on this road 
3/30/2017 10:00 AM 
I request the hawthorn trees (since they unfortunately are to remain) be pruned up and maintained as single-stem trees. I would 
like to see the parking lot be minimal, perhaps angled parking along Atwater only. 
3/29/2017 12:53 PM 
Parking, traffic and vehicular access should not be allowed! 
3/27/2017 7:31 PM 
Less structures/hard surfaces and keep it as-is for maximum wildlife viewing. Definitely NOT a dog park because too many 
people fail to follow leash laws now and this would disrupt the wildlife here forever. 
3/27/2017 12:33 PM 
People only and no cars. 
3/27/2017 9:50 AM 
Keep cars out completely. No automobile access in anyway should be the standard. 
3/27/2017 9:40 AM 
No Parking Please - Keep all Vehicles out 
3/27/2017 9:34 AM 
Keep access for foot traffic. Coyote and other predators becoming a big concern to streets in vicinity. 
3/27/2017 8:53 AM 
In a strength place. Isn't even clear it is a park. Atwater road in terrible condition. 
3/26/2017 10:37 PM 
No thru road in existing ROW please. Keep it quite, natural. Could be a real jewel for educational activities for school kids at 
nearby elementary, middle and high schools to teach restoration ecology, native plants, wetlands biology. One example of similar 
area would be the Tualatin Wildlife Refuge. Great accessibility and restoration efforts but largely keeping with special natural 
character of the area. Remove invasive Hawthorne! Replace with native trees. 
3/26/2017 8:55 PM 
That development of parking, soccer field, etc. will diminish the "wild" habitat acreage. With more development in the area - e.g. 
new construction and habitat destruction on Atwater Road - Woodmont will become even more important in this regard, and the 
natural acreage should not be reduced by development. The main pathway through the park, particularly at the north end at 
Atwater Lane, should be crowned to make the trail more walkable in wet weather. 
3/26/2017 3:05 PM 
But the park does need to be made more people friendly with better paths and better water management. 
3/24/2017 9:18 AM 
I am against installing parking in the park area. Similarly, there should be no through street access joining Atwater to Country 
Commons. 
3/24/2017 9:11 AM 
I worry that if you add benches, parking, and lighting (!!), you are making it into a nighttime hang out spot for kids (and adults) 
who may want a place to party. There is already evidence of this (empty cans, bottles, etc in the field) and I worry lighting and 
parking will make it more desirable. Also, I worry that lighting and parking will take away from our wildlife's needs. 
3/24/2017 7:49 AM 
The plan should reflect the communities desire and not just the immediate neighbors 
3/23/2017 5:08 PM 
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Woodmont Natural Park Planning Survey #2 

1 / 55 

Q1 Do you prefer the Flexible Open Space 
location in option: (please select one) 

 

Answer Choices Responses  

A 
32.26% 20 

B 
29.03% 18 

C 
20.97% 13 

Is there anything else you would like us to know about Flexible Open Spaces? Please comment below. 
17.74% 11 

Total  62 

# Is there anything else you would like us to know about Flexible Open Spaces? Please comment below. Date 

Answered: 62  Skipped: 0 
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Is there 
anything els... 
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Woodmont Natural Park Planning Survey #2 

2 / 55 

1 Worry about parking and bathrooms - Atwater is such a bad road and does not need more traffic - really would be bad!! 6/4/2017 5:03 PM 
 

2 I wish there were trees throughout the park like there are now to provide home and coverage for wild animals that inhabit the park. 6/4/2017 3:44 PM 
3 Please do not allow dogs. Thanks 6/1/2017 8:06 PM 

4 A north-south trail is needed to connect nearby streets. It needs bicycle access and parking. 6/1/2017 7:38 PM 
5 Add a few Natural Benches (not stone) in Option B 6/1/2017 11:18 AM 
6 would this area include any benches or picnic facilities? 5/31/2017 6:02 PM 

7 Don't need to rock stacks, nor the bird watching wall. Please keep it as minimal as possible. NO DOG PARK. There are too many houses nearby and 

dogs off leash can get into other neighbor's yards. You will get complaints about this. Keep dogs on leash as they are required now. 5/27/2017 9:35 AM 

8 Open space should be rambling, not clearly defined as in the drawings. 5/26/2017 8:54 PM 
9 Interactive natural area ideas and pictures are fantastic! 5/26/2017 8:26 PM 
10 Leaving orcahrds tree is a good thing. Everyone seems to want to cut those down 5/26/2017 2:21 PM 

11 None of these options 5/25/2017 7:47 PM 
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Q2 Do you prefer the Natural Open Space 
location in option: (please select one) 

 

Answer Choices Responses  

A 
32.20% 19 

B 
33.90% 20 

C 
15.25% 9 

Is there anything else you would like us to know about Natural Open Spaces? Please comment below. 
18.64% 11 

Total  59 

# Is there anything else you would like us to know about Natural Open Spaces? Please comment below. Date 

Answered: 59  Skipped: 3 

A 

B 

C 

Is there 
anything els... 
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1 I love the natural open space as it is in the park now 6/4/2017 3:44 PM 
 

2 I like A and B, but think B is too open. You can still have views, but need more trees 6/3/2017 10:02 AM 
3 Please do not allow dogs. Thank you. 6/1/2017 8:06 PM 

4 Car parking is not needed. 6/1/2017 7:38 PM 
5 Rocks unnecessary in Interactive Natural Area 6/1/2017 11:18 AM 
6 I don't get the differences on these pictures. Most of the park should be a natural open space with minimal development. 5/26/2017 8:56 PM 

7 Likewise, natural open space should be rambling. Your park is too neat and defined in almost all regards. 5/26/2017 8:54 PM 
8 Leaving orcahrds tree is a good thing. Everyone seems to want to cut those down 5/26/2017 2:21 PM 
9 but too many boardwalks 5/26/2017 1:54 PM 

10 K 5/25/2017 9:58 PM 
11 None of the above 5/25/2017 7:47 PM 
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Q3 Do you prefer the Boardwalk option in: 
(please select one) 

 

Answer Choices Responses  

A 
40.32% 25 

B 
22.58% 14 

C 
17.74% 11 

Is there anything else you would like us to know about the Boardwalk options? Please comment below.Other (please specify) 
19.35% 12 

Total  62 

# Is there anything else you would like us to know about the Boardwalk options? Please comment below.Other (please specify) Date 

Answered: 62  Skipped: 0 

A 

B 

C 

Is there 
anything els... 
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1 I prefer boardwalk only where necessary to provide access in the park during the winter months. 6/4/2017 3:44 PM 
 

2 would like boardwalk in forested area 6/3/2017 10:02 AM 
3 Boardwalk wherever the ground will become over saturated with water. Anything that makes paths accessible to people of all abilities. 6/2/2017 7:17 PM 

4 Please do not allow dogs. Thank you. 6/1/2017 8:06 PM 
5 I think the smallest amount of boardwalk to maintain would be best 5/31/2017 3:19 PM 
6 keep the boardwalk as small as possible 5/30/2017 7:08 PM 

7 No need for boardwalk option except over swamp area. Please keep as natural as possible. 5/27/2017 9:35 AM 
8 I pick B. There is too much and unnecessary boardwalk in A. By the way, on all these questions, the questionnaire does not allow me to pick a letter 

option AND the "Is there anything..." option. 5/26/2017 8:56 PM 

9 B is better because it is less. You can't make open land better by building wooden pathways. 5/26/2017 8:54 PM 
10 there are no boardwalks shown inside the wooded area in NE. I think a boardwalk over the stream would be good. 5/26/2017 1:54 PM 

11 Option A is preferred- boardwalk should be limited- it's not a great site for boardwalk usage considering cost and maintenance. 5/26/2017 12:11 PM 
12 None of the above 5/25/2017 7:47 PM 
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Q4 Do you prefer the Overlook in option: 
(please select one) 

 

Answer Choices Responses  

A 
32.79% 20 

B 
37.70% 23 

C 
18.03% 11 

Is there anything else you would like us to know about the Overlook concept? Please comment below. 
11.48% 7 

Total  61 

# Is there anything else you would like us to know about the Overlook concept? Please comment below. Date 

Answered: 61  Skipped: 1 

A 

B 

C 

Is there 
anything els... 
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1 Necessary? Also, the 3 options look similar. 6/4/2017 2:33 PM 
 

2 Please do not allow dogs. Thank you. 6/1/2017 8:06 PM 
3 the area is so small there is no need for an 'overlook' 5/30/2017 7:08 PM 

4 Keep it as simple as possible. 5/27/2017 9:35 AM 
5 B's overlook is best because it seems to be the least intrusive. 5/26/2017 8:54 PM 
6 no need to build one. Use existing high point of topography 5/26/2017 1:54 PM 

7 None of the options 5/25/2017 7:47 PM 
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Q5 Do you prefer the Enhanced Wooded 
Trail in option: (please select one) 

 

Answer Choices Responses   

A 
45.76%  27 

B 
32.20%  19 

C 
22.03%  13 

Total   59 

Q6 Do you prefer the Interactive Natural 
Area layout in option: (please select one) 

Answered: 59  Skipped: 3 

A 

B 

C 
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Answer Choices Responses  

A 
25.42% 15 

B 
25.42% 15 

C 
25.42% 15 

Is there anything else you would like us to know about the Interactive Natural Area concept? Please comment below. 
23.73% 14 

Total  59 

# Is there anything else you would like us to know about the Interactive Natural Area concept? Please comment below. Date 
1 I would prefer to keep the park as natural as possible 6/4/2017 3:44 PM 

Answered: 59  Skipped: 3 

A 

B 

C 

Is there 
anything els... 
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2 Eliminate Interactive Natural Areas. 6/2/2017 7:17 PM 
3 Please do not allow dogs. Thank you. 6/1/2017 8:06 PM 

4 Rocks unnecessary in Interactive Natural Area - Option A & B OK 6/1/2017 11:18 AM 
5 I prefer a larger interactive area and no amphitheater in plan C 6/1/2017 11:02 AM 
6 No interactive area needed. 5/31/2017 3:01 PM 

7 Keep it near the areas where there is visability for parents using the dog park, etc. 5/30/2017 8:59 PM 
8 No interactive area. Nature is interactive enough. 5/27/2017 9:35 AM 
9 I do not like the interactive natural areas. These are unnecessary. 5/26/2017 8:56 PM 

10 The current park is interactive. It shouldn't be forced by some designers ideas of nature. 5/26/2017 8:54 PM 
11 Would be great to maximize this as well as keeping the overall 5/26/2017 8:26 PM 
12 it would be nice to have one in the wetland and one higher up. Wet play and dry play options 5/26/2017 1:54 PM 

13 Bathroom near it is essential 5/26/2017 1:35 PM 
14 None of the options 5/25/2017 7:47 PM 
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Q7 Do you prefer the Off-leash Dog Area in 
option: (please select one) 

 

Answer Choices Responses  

A 
16.13% 10 

B (no designated dog area) 
37.10% 23 

C 
24.19% 15 

Is there anything else you would like us to know about the concept of a designated dog area? Please comment below. 
22.58% 14 

Total  62 

# Is there anything else you would like us to know about the concept of a designated dog area? Please comment below. Date 

Answered: 62  Skipped: 0 

A 

B (no 
designated d... 

C 

Is there 
anything els... 
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1 Please NO DOG PARK. 6/4/2017 11:24 PM 
 

2 No off-leash dog area - seems to dangerous 6/4/2017 5:03 PM 
3 I prefer no off-leash dog area in the park 6/4/2017 3:44 PM 

4 Eliminate Off-leash Dog Areas. 6/2/2017 7:17 PM 
5 It would be nice to not have a designated dog area, there are plenty in LO already. Luscher Farms have a lovely one and it is often unused. 6/1/2017 6:15 PM 
6 I do not like off leash dog parks - my dog is afraid of other dogs and in general this causes more issues than benefit. 5/31/2017 3:47 PM 

7 Dogs should be allowed, but no specific area required. Don't want it to be a destination dog park. 5/31/2017 3:01 PM 
8 Keep the dog park in the middle of the park to keep it away from the homes. Make sure that there is good drainage. 5/30/2017 8:59 PM 
9 I would not like there to be an off leash area. We already have a lot of park space available for dogs. 5/30/2017 2:12 PM 

10 NO OFF-LEASH AREA. other off-leash areas get regular police calls because poor human interactions. I don't want to bring that into this peaceful 

community. Also dogs off-leash run off and ruin neighbor's lawns, poop on their properties, advance toward young kids, run in the street. NO OFF-

LEASH DOG AREA. Dogs should stay on leash. This should be a peaceful place for humans. 
5/27/2017 9:35 AM 

11 Te park's current use is mostly by dog owners with their pets. It's a shame to restrict their use to a small area of off leash. It should all be off leash. 5/26/2017 8:54 PM 

12 the designs shown are too small to be of any use to dog owners. 5/26/2017 1:54 PM 
13 It seems we need more dog park areas in LO, so this is an important element to include. 5/26/2017 1:06 PM 
14 None of the options 5/25/2017 7:47 PM 
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Q8 Do you prefer the location of the 
Parking in option: (please select one) 

 

Answer Choices Responses  

A 
26.67% 16 

B 
35.00% 21 

C 
20.00% 12 

Is there anything else you would like us to know about the location of the parking? Please comment below. 
18.33% 11 

Total  60 

# Is there anything else you would like us to know about the location of the parking? Please comment below. Date 

Answered: 60  Skipped: 2 

A 

B 

C 

Is there 
anything els... 

0 % 10 % % 20 30 % 40 % % 50 60 % 70 % % 80 90 % 100 % 



Woodmont Natural Park Planning Survey #2 

15 / 55 

 
1 I was at the first park meeting in March and I thought it was made very clear by all attending (all neighbors to the park) that no one was in favor of 

parking. 
There is no need for parking. 

6/4/2017 10:09 PM 

2 There should not be parking - absolutely no room for extra traffic on that corner and Atwater is a narrow. The park is for neighborhood people will be 

walking 6/4/2017 5:03 PM 

3 Please do not allow dogs. Please post clear signs prohibiting dogs. Thank you. 6/1/2017 8:06 PM 
4 Parking buffered from Atwater is Good in Option A: however, don’t narrow Atwater, this corner is visually challenging for cars, bikes and walkers.) 6/1/2017 11:18 AM 

5 No parking. Much better to have as a walking destination. 5/31/2017 3:19 PM 
6 Option C. With bathroom nearby for easy police monitoring of both. Don't separate those two - harder for local police to monitor. 5/27/2017 9:35 AM 
7 I prefer no parking. If it must be included, keep it to a minimum of intrusion as in B 5/26/2017 8:54 PM 

8 not sure parking area is the best idea, but B seems least impact 5/26/2017 4:57 PM 
9 We don't need a lot of parking at the park. Total parking should be keep to the least intrustive SQFT into the park's center 5/26/2017 2:21 PM 
10 It doesn't appear that existing firs and cedars were considered in any alternative. Would like to see as many saved as possible. 5/26/2017 1:54 PM 

11 Noneof the options 5/25/2017 7:47 PM 
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Q9 Do you prefer the Restroom location in 
option: (please select one) 

 

Answer Choices Responses  

A 
29.51% 18 

B 
22.95% 14 

C 
29.51% 18 

Is there anything else you would like us to know about the location of the restrooms in these concepts? Please comment below. 
18.03% 11 

Total  61 

# Is there anything else you would like us to know about the location of the restrooms in these concepts? Please comment below. Date 

Answered: 61  Skipped: 1 

A 

B 

C 

Is there 
anything els... 
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1 Again at the first park meeting in March, it was made very clear by all attending that no one was in favor of a restroom. There is absolutely no need for 

a restroom at all. This is a neighborhood park used by neighbors...we all have bathrooms at our houses. Bathrooms can attract an element not 

welcome in our neighborhood. We do not want to see an increase in crime, drugs etc because of this park. NO BATHROOMS!!! 
6/4/2017 10:09 PM 

2 There should be no restroom - the neighbors don't need to have a restroom there 6/4/2017 5:03 PM 
3 I would prefer no restroom. There is no need for it at this time. Perhaps the infrastructure could be put in case there is future need. 6/4/2017 3:44 PM 
4 Please post signs prohibiting dogs. Thank you. 6/1/2017 8:06 PM 

5 The restrooms should be near the parking 6/1/2017 12:29 PM 
6 Option C SIZE in Option A LOCATION 6/1/2017 11:18 AM 
7 No restrooms. This is an element I don't want to see. It brings with it too many risks. 5/31/2017 3:19 PM 

8 No restroom - this is a neighborhood park 5/30/2017 8:59 PM 
9 Option C. Should be close to street. Tucked back makes it an easier homeless location to sleep in the back of the pakr and use the bathroom without 

being noticed. 5/27/2017 9:35 AM 

10 A small park does not need a restroom. Larger parks in the city don't have them. 5/26/2017 8:54 PM 
11 None of the options 5/25/2017 7:47 PM 
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Q10 Do you prefer the layout of the 
Pathways in option: (please select one) 

 

Answer Choices Responses  

A 
40.98% 25 

B 
27.87% 17 

C 
18.03% 11 

Is there anything else you would like us to know about pathways in these concepts? Please comment below. 
13.11% 8 

Total  61 

# Is there anything else you would like us to know about pathways in these concepts? Please comment below. Date 

Answered: 61  Skipped: 1 

A 

B 

C 

Is there 
anything els... 
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1 There needs to be direct access across the park for school children and people on bikes trying to avoid the curve on Knaus 6/4/2017 3:44 PM 
 

2 A-Use dog park area for more paths 6/2/2017 7:17 PM 
3 Please post signs prohibiting dogs. Thank you. 6/1/2017 8:06 PM 

4 A path that is approximately Atwater Lane to Atwater Road Option A ( or maybe Option B ) 6/1/2017 11:18 AM 
5 Minimal paths. Please don't make zig zags everywhere. 5/27/2017 9:35 AM 
6 A few pathways as possible. A perimeter path with perhaps one pathway connecting through the middle, and that's enough. It's not a large area and we 

don't need it densely covered with patchs. 5/26/2017 8:56 PM 

7 Less boardwalks better. Keep it natural 5/26/2017 8:54 PM 

8 None of the options 5/25/2017 7:47 PM 
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Q11 Do you like the idea of an Oak Savanna 
landscape? 

 

Answer Choices Responses   

Yes 
75.00%  45 

No 
25.00%  15 

Total   60 

Q12 Do you like the idea of a Foraging 
Forest? 

Answered: 60  Skipped: 2 

Yes 

No 
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Answer Choices Responses   

Yes 
70.49%  43 

No 
29.51%  18 

Total   61 

Q13 Do you like the idea of a Rock 
Outcropping? 

Answered: 61  Skipped: 1 

Yes 

No 
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Answer Choices Responses   

Yes 
62.30%  38 

No 
37.70%  23 

Total   61 

Q14 Do you like the idea of a Community 
Garden? 

Answered: 61  Skipped: 1 

Yes 

No 
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Answer Choices Responses   

Yes 
38.33%  23 

No 
61.67%  37 

Total   60 

Q15 Looking at each Design Alternative, 
what are the PROS & CONS of Design 

Alternative A, in your opinion? 
 Answered: 46  Skipped: 16 

Answer Choices Responses   

PROS 
80.43%  37 

CONS 
93.48%  43 

Answered: 60  Skipped: 2 

Yes 

No 
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# PROS Date 
1 The park is hidden from the road a bit 6/4/2017 5:03 PM 
2 feels natural in some ways 6/4/2017 3:44 PM 
3 keeps the park very natural 6/3/2017 10:02 AM 
4 Wooded trails, bathroom location, open spaces, parking lot 6/2/2017 7:17 PM 
5 many trails and boardwalks 6/1/2017 8:59 PM 
6 Oak trees 6/1/2017 7:38 PM 
7 The overlook and boardwalk look, Interesting path design, dog off-leash area that's not the primary part of the park 6/1/2017 12:29 PM 
8 Parking buffered from Atwater is Good. (But don’t narrow Atwater, this corner is visually challenging for cars, bikes and walkers.) 6/1/2017 11:18 AM 
9 more parking and boardwalk 6/1/2017 11:02 AM 
10 Seems like a great layout 6/1/2017 10:50 AM 
11 Biggest enhanced wetlands, rock outcropping, paths to keep folks out of the wet wreas 6/1/2017 10:47 AM 
12 Boardwalk, small flex space 5/31/2017 6:21 PM 
13 Large open area, a lot of pathways 5/31/2017 6:02 PM 
14 more open, more trail 5/31/2017 3:47 PM 
15 rock outcropping if you are using materials already on site. 5/31/2017 3:19 PM 
16 Ample boardwalk 5/31/2017 3:15 PM 
17 The most minimal. Enhances but doesn't overwhelm for the most part except the large amount of boardwalk. Like that it retains the existing pathway flow 5/31/2017 3:01 PM 
18 Nice long boardwalk, rock cropping and its location, smaller flexible open space 5/31/2017 11:29 AM 
19 boardwalk since is the wet area. Nature viewing areas 5/30/2017 8:59 PM 

 
20 location of the natural area 5/30/2017 7:08 PM 



Woodmont Natural Park Planning Survey #2 

25 / 55 

21 Best handicapped access 5/30/2017 5:39 PM 
22 Nice amount of Wooded trails 5/30/2017 4:00 PM 
23 Great boardwalk, foraging area 5/30/2017 2:32 PM 
24 Fewer paths through the middle 5/27/2017 9:35 AM 
25 Broad mix of uses. 5/27/2017 6:56 AM 
26 Lots of trees. An open space. The view from H. 5/26/2017 8:56 PM 
27 ??? 5/26/2017 8:54 PM 
28 I like the overall design 5/26/2017 4:57 PM 
29 none 5/26/2017 2:21 PM 
30 good flow 5/26/2017 2:16 PM 
31 walking loop, natural feel, 5/26/2017 1:54 PM 
32 Rock outcropping 5/26/2017 1:35 PM 
33 Lots of boardwalk. enclosed dog park, rock outcropping 5/26/2017 1:06 PM 
34 Open space 5/26/2017 12:41 PM 
35 least intrusive trails, and maintains wilderness 5/26/2017 12:39 PM 
36 Good layout, broad appeal in uses considred 5/26/2017 12:11 PM 
37 Open space 5/26/2017 10:49 AM 
# CONS Date 
1 bathrooms & parking - no need for either one 6/4/2017 10:09 PM 
2 Parking lot and bathroom 6/4/2017 5:03 PM 
3 Too much boardwalk, bad parking design 6/4/2017 3:44 PM 
4 DOG PARK. Natural open space should be larger. 6/4/2017 2:33 PM 
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5 Too much boardwalk (expense and maintenance), don't like the rock outcropping 6/3/2017 5:12 PM 
6 too many boardwalks,dog park too small, needs more screening from adjacent properties, play area in the forest seems to uninviting for much of the 

year 6/3/2017 10:02 AM 

7 Interactive areas, off-leash dog park & interactive area-would rather have another path, not generally bounded by trees, 6/2/2017 7:17 PM 
8 Lacking a community garden. 6/2/2017 5:03 AM 
9 only 1 large interactive natural area, space for rock outcropping seems like it could be better used 6/1/2017 8:59 PM 
10 Car parking is a waste of land 6/1/2017 7:38 PM 

 
11 The interactive natural area needs to be off of a main path; not secondary one 6/1/2017 12:29 PM 
12 Too much Boardwalk. Eliminate Off-Leash Dog Park, Bird Blind / Overlook, and Rock Outcropping. 6/1/2017 11:18 AM 

13 small dog park and no community garden 6/1/2017 11:02 AM 
14 Small dog park 6/1/2017 10:50 AM 
15 Dog Park 5/31/2017 6:21 PM 

16 no picnic tables or benches or swings 5/31/2017 6:02 PM 
17 Too many wood boardwalks, hazard for slipping and maintenance costs. Parking lot not needed, Restrooms not needed 5/31/2017 3:19 PM 
18 Off leash area, Out of character rock feature 5/31/2017 3:15 PM 

19 Boardwalk overdone. Parking location. Too many trails in the woodland area. Don't need the interactive areas. 5/31/2017 3:01 PM 
20 The dog park 5/31/2017 11:29 AM 
21 Dog park too close to a home 5/30/2017 8:59 PM 

22 way too much boardwalk, unnecessary overlook 5/30/2017 7:08 PM 
23 Not enough open flex space 5/30/2017 4:00 PM 
24 No water in the kids area 5/30/2017 2:32 PM 
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25 Off-leash dog park. 5/30/2017 1:26 PM 

26 bathroom location, 5/27/2017 9:35 AM 
27 Too intensively developed. 5/27/2017 6:56 AM 
28 Way too much boardwalk. Toilet should be at/nearer to parking area. No need for dog park. No need for interactive areas. No need for rocking 

outcropping. 5/26/2017 8:56 PM 

29 Too much boardwalk construction 5/26/2017 8:54 PM 

30 Dog park 5/26/2017 8:26 PM 
31 no community gardens 5/26/2017 4:57 PM 
32 No histrorical orchard area 5/26/2017 2:21 PM 

33 may need more parking 5/26/2017 2:16 PM 
34 too much boardwalk, foraging forest, rock outcropping, small dog park, play area in forest, not enough screening on western property line (future 

development) 5/26/2017 1:54 PM 

35 dog park 5/26/2017 1:41 PM 
36 Bathroom far from playground 5/26/2017 1:35 PM 

37 Lack of property boundary to the west 5/26/2017 1:29 PM 
38 bird blind farther from wetlands, restroom would be better on left side of parking lot closer to natural play areas 5/26/2017 1:06 PM 

 
39 Dogs 5/26/2017 12:41 PM 
40 Parking isn't as good as B, and too many boardwalks 5/26/2017 12:39 PM 
41 WAY too much boardwalk. Boardwalk is a nightmare and should be reserved for use only when absolutely necessary. Our parks can't keep up with 

maintenance as it is. 5/26/2017 12:11 PM 

42 Maybe too many trails 5/26/2017 10:49 AM 
43 Simply maintain it in it's present state 5/25/2017 7:47 PM 
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Q16 Looking at each Design Alternative, 
what are the PROS & CONS of Design 

Alternative B, in your opinion? 
 Answered: 42  Skipped: 20 

Answer Choices Responses   

PROS 
83.33%  35 

CONS 
92.86%  39 

# PROS Date 
1 I like how undeveloped it is, I like this parking plan 6/4/2017 3:44 PM 
2 larger mowed area, parking alternative, 2 choices for nature play (edge of forest and in wetland area), like the pathway, 6/3/2017 10:02 AM 
3 Paths on west side of park, no dog park, 6/2/2017 7:17 PM 
4 a lot of individual areas created by pathways, stormwater runoff 6/1/2017 8:59 PM 
5 No car parking 6/1/2017 7:38 PM 
6 The locations of the interactive nature area, the flexible open space 6/1/2017 12:29 PM 
7 Pathway extends simply from Atwater Lane to Atwater Road. 6/1/2017 11:18 AM 
8 Great open space 6/1/2017 10:50 AM 
9 No dog park, street parking only 5/31/2017 6:21 PM 
10 I like the location of the overlook 5/31/2017 6:02 PM 
11 no dog park is a plus 5/31/2017 3:19 PM 
12 More wooded area, realistic parking plan, No off leash area, Overlook 5/31/2017 3:15 PM 
13 Like parking and bathroom locations. Boardwalk in the wet spots. Not overdone. 5/31/2017 3:01 PM 
14 No dog park, no community garden and street parking only 5/31/2017 11:29 AM 
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15 minimal parking, this is a park to walk to... 5/30/2017 8:59 PM 
16 most similar to present day , more enhanced wetlands 5/30/2017 7:08 PM 
17 Lots of open space and flexibility 5/30/2017 4:00 PM 
18 Great kids nature area 5/30/2017 2:32 PM 
19 There is no Off-leash dog park. 5/30/2017 1:26 PM 

 
20 design B seems more natural to me...the way Mr. Meyer would have wanted it. 5/30/2017 1:18 PM 
21 less boardwalk 5/27/2017 9:35 AM 
22 Emphasis on natural areas. Seems more in keeping with Meyer intent. 5/27/2017 6:56 AM 
23 Overlook. Boardwalk just what is needed to allow passage through wet areas. 5/26/2017 8:56 PM 
24 Minimal parking intrusion and impact 5/26/2017 8:54 PM 
25 Design okay 5/26/2017 4:57 PM 
26 Least invasive parking 5/26/2017 2:21 PM 
27 too much open, undefined space 5/26/2017 2:16 PM 
28 play areas, connection to wetland, flex space, parking 5/26/2017 1:54 PM 
29 love it 5/26/2017 1:41 PM 
30 Bathroom near playground 5/26/2017 1:35 PM 
31 more wetland 5/26/2017 1:06 PM 
32 More open space 5/26/2017 12:41 PM 
33 almost as good a design as A, but a few too many trails 5/26/2017 12:39 PM 
34 good use of boardwalk (minimal) 5/26/2017 12:11 PM 
35 layout is balanced 5/26/2017 10:49 AM 
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# CONS Date 
1 Too open from Knaus and Atwater - no parking or bathrooms 6/4/2017 5:03 PM 
2 Too many pathways 6/4/2017 3:44 PM 
3 Natural open space should be larger. 6/4/2017 2:33 PM 
4 Don't like the proposed parking design and location 6/3/2017 5:12 PM 
5 too open, need more trees, especially along property line 6/3/2017 10:02 AM 
6 Type of flexible open space, restroom location, parking location, not bounded by trees, interactive area 6/2/2017 7:17 PM 
7 lacking a community garden. 6/2/2017 5:03 AM 
8 parallel parking, flexible open space is almost too large without other amenities 6/1/2017 8:59 PM 
9 No mountain bike trails. 6/1/2017 7:38 PM 
10 the location of the bathroom 6/1/2017 12:29 PM 
11 Parking is problematic. Too many Waterways. Rocks unnecessary in Interactive Natural Area 6/1/2017 11:18 AM 
12 no dog park 6/1/2017 11:02 AM 

 
13 No dog park 6/1/2017 10:50 AM 
14 Boring design, fewer areas to enjoy 5/31/2017 6:21 PM 
15 no dog park area 5/31/2017 6:02 PM 

16 Neither parking lot nor bathrooms needed 5/31/2017 3:19 PM 
17 Unnecessary crossing trails in the "Enhanced Woodland" 5/31/2017 3:15 PM 
18 Too much going on in general. 5/31/2017 3:01 PM 

19 Boring design with fewer areas to enjoy/investigate 5/31/2017 11:29 AM 
20 restroom is too far from street - could be a problem with trespassing. Plus it is close to home 5/30/2017 8:59 PM 
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21 not having a dog park 5/30/2017 7:08 PM 

22 No rocks or Amphitheatre 5/30/2017 4:00 PM 
23 No dog park 5/30/2017 2:32 PM 
24 bathroom location 5/27/2017 9:35 AM 

25 Move the restroom a bit closer to the parking area. 5/27/2017 6:56 AM 
26 Too many pathways. Bathroom is way too far from parking area. No need for interactive areas. 5/26/2017 8:56 PM 
27 Way too many enhanced wetlands 5/26/2017 8:54 PM 

28 no dog area or community garden area 5/26/2017 4:57 PM 
29 No histrorical orchard area 5/26/2017 2:21 PM 
30 needs a lot more trees (too open), no screening on west side of park 5/26/2017 1:54 PM 

31 none 5/26/2017 1:41 PM 
32 No dog park 5/26/2017 1:35 PM 
33 Lack of property boundary to the west 5/26/2017 1:29 PM 

34 no dog park, restroom too far from parking lot 5/26/2017 1:06 PM 
35 Too many trails 5/26/2017 12:41 PM 
36 Restroom location 5/26/2017 12:39 PM 

37 No dog park 5/26/2017 12:11 PM 
38 not able to enjoy and interact with small wetland area as much 5/26/2017 10:49 AM 
39 Same as above 5/25/2017 7:47 PM 

Q17 Looking at each Design Alternative, 
what are the PROS & CONS of Design 

Alternative C, in your opinion? 



Woodmont Natural Park Planning Survey #2 

33 / 55 

 Answered: 45  Skipped: 17 
Answer Choices Responses   

PROS 
80.00%  36 

CONS 
86.67%  39 

# PROS Date 
1 The path through the forest 6/4/2017 3:44 PM 
2 Community Garden! 6/3/2017 10:31 PM 
3 Oak Savanna 6/3/2017 9:58 PM 
4 Community garden, Oak savanna, parking area, larger restroom for storage 6/3/2017 5:12 PM 
5 community gardens, 6/3/2017 10:02 AM 
6 Tree grove, bounded by trees, parking, 6/2/2017 7:17 PM 
7 Love the community garden plot and location. 6/2/2017 5:03 AM 
8 natural amphitheater, community garden, larger restroom building 6/1/2017 8:59 PM 
9 Oak trees 6/1/2017 7:38 PM 
10 Bathroom location 6/1/2017 12:29 PM 
11 Larger size Restroom. 6/1/2017 11:18 AM 
12 Has something for everyone good dog park and garden 6/1/2017 11:02 AM 
13 Great dog park 6/1/2017 10:50 AM 
14 Small community garden 6/1/2017 10:47 AM 
15 Few trails, wasted space on parking, dog park! 5/31/2017 6:21 PM 
16 more parking, dog park area 5/31/2017 6:02 PM 
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17 community garden as long as there is a plan. 5/31/2017 3:19 PM 
18 Open Space 5/31/2017 3:15 PM 
19 None 5/31/2017 3:01 PM 

 
20 Dog area is in middle of park 5/30/2017 8:59 PM 
21 Best dog park; best restroom location 5/30/2017 5:39 PM 
22 Amphitheatre included 5/30/2017 4:00 PM 
23 Garden 5/30/2017 2:32 PM 
24 parking and bathroom location. Should be single toilet only. 5/27/2017 9:35 AM 
25 Not much. 5/27/2017 6:56 AM 
26 Toilet is near parking 5/26/2017 8:56 PM 
27 Couldn't think of any 5/26/2017 8:54 PM 
28 has a community garden 5/26/2017 4:57 PM 
29 Leaves some historical orchard, yay! 5/26/2017 2:21 PM 
30 garden 5/26/2017 2:16 PM 
31 community gardens (but not enough and bad location - better in NW area above wetland); oak savannah, but should extend down west border and 

wrap around SW border (GIacomini house). And shouldn't be an oak savannah with just oaks and grasses. Should be underplanted with natives for a 

mixed border (talk to Mark Wilson - oak habitat expert) 
5/26/2017 1:54 PM 

32 Continuous loop trail 5/26/2017 1:35 PM 
33 large grassy open space, attractive boardwalk design 5/26/2017 1:06 PM 
34 Open space 5/26/2017 12:41 PM 
35 None 5/26/2017 12:39 PM 
36 parking ingress egress 5/26/2017 10:49 AM 
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# CONS Date 
1 Way too developed. Do not want to see community gardens put in, do not like the large structure in the park 6/4/2017 3:44 PM 
2 DOG PARK. Natural open space should be larger. 6/4/2017 2:33 PM 
3 Community Garden 6/3/2017 9:58 PM 
4 parking, too designed looking - not natural, boardwalk too big and fancy, no improvement to paths in forest, paths look "cool" but aren't functional for 

someone cutting through the park 6/3/2017 10:02 AM 

5 Gardens, dog park, interactive area, amphitheater, wooded trail to small 6/2/2017 7:17 PM 
6 dog park is too large, no added/enhanced wooded trails 6/1/2017 8:59 PM 
7 Too many car parking spots 6/1/2017 7:38 PM 
8 The off-leash takes over the open space in the park 6/1/2017 12:29 PM 
9 Eliminate Off-Leash Dog Park, Amphitheater, Community Garden and Rocks in Interactive Natural Area 6/1/2017 11:18 AM 
10 could use a few more parking spaces 6/1/2017 11:02 AM 

 
11 I don't think we need a garden 6/1/2017 10:50 AM 
12 Off leash and flexible areas too big - will ruin the natural ambiance and just turn into another mowed lawn 6/1/2017 10:47 AM 
13 tree grove will leave the park not visible from the street which will make it harder for kids to feel safe in the park. 5/31/2017 6:02 PM 

14 neither parking lot nor bathrooms needed. Dog park is way too large. 5/31/2017 3:19 PM 
15 Off leash area, Parking location, Community Garden 5/31/2017 3:15 PM 
16 This is a stretch for this type of park. Too many built elements. 5/31/2017 3:01 PM 

17 Fewer trails, wasted space with the parking, community garden, dog park 5/31/2017 11:29 AM 
18 No community garden - there are plenty at Luscher Farms 5/30/2017 8:59 PM 
19 ampitheatre, parking takes up too much of the park space, community garden 5/30/2017 7:08 PM 



Woodmont Natural Park Planning Survey #2 

36 / 55 

20 Not enough wooded trails 5/30/2017 4:00 PM 

21 Short wooded trail, nature play too separated 5/30/2017 2:32 PM 
22 Off-leash dog park. 5/30/2017 1:26 PM 
23 dog park. Waste of space for humans who are using it 5/27/2017 9:35 AM 

24 Too many uses. Oak savanna is too small to be of any significance or educational value. 5/27/2017 6:56 AM 
25 Totally unnatural design that is superimposed on the natural landscape. No need for dog park. Restroom way too big. Parking area too large. No 

community garden. No need for interactive area. 5/26/2017 8:56 PM 

26 Community garden is a stupid idea. Parking and restrooms are too prominent. 5/26/2017 8:54 PM 
27 Dog park 5/26/2017 8:26 PM 

28 don't love the overall design 5/26/2017 4:57 PM 
29 Concerded about community garden getting overgrown 5/26/2017 2:21 PM 
30 too stylized, not enough trails through the forest. 5/26/2017 1:54 PM 

31 bigger dog park 5/26/2017 1:41 PM 
32 Bathroom far from playground 5/26/2017 1:35 PM 
33 Lack of property boundary to the west. Unnecessarily large restroom. 5/26/2017 1:29 PM 

34 shortage of wooded trail 5/26/2017 1:06 PM 
35 Dogs 5/26/2017 12:41 PM 
36 Overdesigned, don't like the community garden (doesn't fit in a natural/wilderness park) 5/26/2017 12:39 PM 

37 I don't care for the path layout 5/26/2017 12:11 PM 
38 Out of balance 5/26/2017 10:49 AM 
39 Same as abovementioned 5/25/2017 7:47 PM 
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Q18 What else do you want us to know as 
we continue to refine the Master Plan for 

Woodmont Natural Park into one preferred 
alternative? 

 Answered: 39  Skipped: 23 

# Responses Date 
1 In general, I walk through the park on average twice a day. After starting this survey, I went for a walk, and I find it almost absurd that in each of these 

versions, nearly the entire park will be stripped of existing foliage and re-graded to turn a natural park into a "natural" park. In a world where everything 

is manicured, this has been a gem. Sure, it would be nice if it was weeded, the trees and shrubs pruned, but instead, the entire park is going to be 

turned into something not even reminiscent of the original setting or intent. It bothers me that something that could have some operations and 

maintenance gets a major overhaul that requires constant operations and maintenance. To me, this renovation is reflective of what Lake Oswego is 

turning into: no charm, all shiny and new, and no regard for simpler living. Although I am not in favor of a developed road that goes through the park, I 

will miss, and I know a lot of neighbor kids will miss, walking through the park on Atwater Lane. I also think that there is an agenda here that is being 

presented WITHOUT much regard for the local neighborhood. It is the "Field of Dreams" mentality: 'If you build it, they will come.' Rather than make 

this a unique park in the Lake Oswego system, keeping it in a natural state, it will become just another glorified built-up park. The City has already 

removed the blackberries that many families came to annually throughout the summer to pick berries and which protected the wild rabbits. I have not 

seen one bunny since the park has undergone Phase I of development. I suspect that no deer or even coyote will be passing through. Squirrels and 

birds will be contained in a specified area. The remaining apple trees will be removed, which means another source of neighbors coming to pick 

apples will be gone. The pear trees, too, will be removed though I admit that those pears never looked good. The park will be neat and pretty, which is 

the agenda and goal of the City. It will end up being a shadow of what it was and rather soulless. I get it. Too bad the City could not keep the wildness 

and contain areas of blackberries, blueberries, and such. The park in any of these layouts will be a man-made, artificially constructed park. There is an 

opportunity to enhance, not destroy this park, but I think that is not what is planned or desired by the City. After all, I bet no one lives in the 

neighborhood and recognizes how the development will alter the rural aspect of Forest Highlands and will make it into just another cookie cutter 

neighborhood. There will be nothing unique. How depressing. I don't think this is what Mr. Meyer intended or envisioned. 

6/4/2017 11:24 PM 

2 The park should remain very similar as it is today...just needs to be cleaned up a bit. No bathrooms and no restrooms...absolutely unnecessary....and 

will ruin the look and feel of the park. Also can invite unwanted situations into our nice neighborhood. All of us at the first park meeting in March were 

very clear that we did not want either restrooms or parking and I'm not sure why that was not heard. I felt good walking out of that first park meeting....I 

felt like all of the neighbors were on the same page about preserving the park as it is today and I thought that was well communicated in the meeting. 

Now, I feel sick to my stomach after looking at all of these alternatives. Our voices were not heard! 

6/4/2017 10:09 PM 

3 The park is for the neighborhood so it should not have parking when people will be walking!! No bathrooms!! 6/4/2017 5:03 PM 
4 I think the park should be left as natural as possible. It would be nice to see some new trees replace the hawthorns and other dying trees. It would be 

great to remove the ivy from the park 6/4/2017 3:44 PM 
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5 1. I was one of the 2 people involved in 1991 to help Donald Meyer decide to sell this property to the City of Lake Oswego. I firmly believe that we all 

should bend over backwards to honor his wishes~~which I clearly remember~~that this should be a NATURAL PARK. That DOES NOT include an 

offleash dog park, etc. 2. If there is "flexible open space" and "interactive natural areas", these uses need to be carefully managed......3. As many 

trees, as possible, should be retrained~~including some of the non-native Hawthornes. Trees that are removed should be replaced. This would be a 

good use of the City of LO's $$ allocated for this park. 4. Don't know what a "Foraging Forest" is...5. I heard from several long time neighbors that the 

plans were based on feedback from neighbors~~but none of them were included in the "feedback loop". I agree with the comments that were passed 

on to me: no community garden, no dog park, no kid's play areas, a single unisex bathroom if necessary. Also, a bird blind is not necessary. I'm a past 

president of Portland Audubon, so I obviously love birds. It simply is not a good location. 6. The neighbors were pleased that, for the most part, the 

plans are consistent with the wishes of Donald Meyer.....Feel free to contact me, if you like... 

6/4/2017 2:33 PM 

6 Community gardens should be given more consideration and there should be more of them. Remember that currently most people visit this park as 

part of a larger walk through the neighborhood, so the paths need to reflect that preference. The wetland, even when it is restored, is small and does 

not warrant a giant boardwalk. There are many other restoration projects underway in other parks that would warrant boardwalks (Iron Mountain and 

Luscher) and the money would be better spent at those locations. 

6/3/2017 10:02 AM 

7 Good amount of paths for people of all abilities, dogs on leash only-no off leash area, boardwalks where needed due to water, in option A would like to 

see site generally bounded by trees, 6/2/2017 7:17 PM 

8 We would like to see a pollinating/butterfly garden added to Woodmont Natural Park. We would also like to see milkweed planted, to help in the 

conservation efforts for the monarch butterfly. 6/2/2017 5:03 AM 

9 It needs mountain bike trails 6/1/2017 7:38 PM 

10 I think try to keep the kids interactive natural areas away from the dog park. 6/1/2017 12:58 PM 
11 Of all the designs, I prefer A the most, but I like the locations of the interactive natural areas in option B 6/1/2017 12:29 PM 
12 Atwater Road and Knaus is a dangerous corner. Don’t narrow Atwater, this corner is visually challenging for cars, bikes and walkers. In you Survey, I 

could not pick an Option and make a comment for the same question. Frustrating! 6/1/2017 11:18 AM 

13 I think we need a off leash dog park and community garden. 6/1/2017 11:02 AM 

14 A place where the community can come together and enjoy nature without the current safety worries present in woodmont park. Swings and picnic 

facilities would encourage families to spend time there. 5/31/2017 6:02 PM 

15 i think you preserved the ability to enter from both sides of the neighborhood, but that would be important if not 5/31/2017 3:47 PM 
16 I would really like to see no bathrooms. I like the idea of this park being enhanced, but there is no need for bathrooms. Please consider the risks and 

complications associated with having restrooms: maintenance, vandalism, illegal activities, squatters . This can be a great place without this element. 5/31/2017 3:19 PM 

17 Some of the design elements are quite tasteful but seem like solutions is search of problems. I prefer a "less is more" approach. Please no soccer field. 5/31/2017 3:15 PM 
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18 Enhance what's there - don't turn it into an overdone "something for everybody" park. Preserve what Mr Meyer envisioned - a quiet natural area to be 

enjoyed for generations. 5/31/2017 3:01 PM 

19 Consider a small lake or water feature for kids and wildlife to enjoy. 5/31/2017 11:29 AM 
20 Be considerate of the neighboring homes (I don't live in one of them). Make the connection with nature available for people who visit. 5/30/2017 8:59 PM 
21 Even though this will be classified as a city-wide park, it is too small for most citizens to be driving over to it for a 'park experience'. It will remain 

primarily a neighborhood park. Thus it should have the least amount of development and amenities as possible. Just a place for people to wander 

through and enjoy the greenery and creatures. 
5/30/2017 7:08 PM 

22 Would like a dog park that is close to my home 5/30/2017 5:39 PM 
 

23 Pleas include a great kids natural area with water play (preferably year round via a creek or stream) 5/30/2017 2:32 PM 

24 I like that several new features are proposed that are not yet present in other parks. I would like to see a children's water feature. 5/30/2017 2:12 PM 
25 It would be so nice to walk in an area where no dogs are allowed. Everywhere it seems (e.g. Tryon Park) dogs are not kept on leashes (as required) 

and the owners are oblivious to the effect of their dogs' behavior on others. Please, please construct a natural area for those who would like a respite 

from badly behaved dogs. Thank you for your attention to this. 
5/30/2017 1:26 PM 

26 LESS IS MORE. NO DOG PARK PLEASE. KEEP AS NATURAL AS POSSIBLE. NEIGHBORS LIKE IT AS IS, SO PLEASE RESPECT THAT. 5/27/2017 9:35 AM 
27 The project should prioritize minimalization. No dog park. No food trees or gardens. No interactive areas. Just a natural area enhanced with good 

paths, though not too many, with minimal parking and a single toilet. Dogs can come but on leash. An off-leash area is wasted space for such a small 

area. 
5/26/2017 8:56 PM 

28 Put in a drinking fountain for people and dogs 5/26/2017 8:54 PM 
29 Prefer no dog park and to keep it as natural as possible. The storm water and interactive natural play areas seem great! 5/26/2017 8:26 PM 

30 Seems like a nice venue for a family picnic. What about trash and clutter. 5/26/2017 5:07 PM 
31 This is most important! The first thought should be taking in to consideration of Mr. Donald W. Meyer wishes. He sold his family property of more than 

100 years well below market value to the City of Lake Oswego in 1991 with the intention that the site be preserved and maintained in a natural state to 

serve as a historic example of the Forest Highlands that his family had known; one of farm fields, orchards, and forested creeks. Keeping the historical 

tree orchard or a large part of it is critical. Having the least intrusive parking is critical too. Most people who use the green space walk there 

5/26/2017 2:21 PM 

32 Thank you! This is a great opportunity to create a great community space for Forest Highlands neighbors. More needs to be done to promote 

community and this is a great start! 5/26/2017 1:54 PM 

33 keep it more natural, less about dogs or people and more about nature. 5/26/2017 1:41 PM 
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34 I noticed no physical boundary (biological or otherwise) to the Meyers property to the west. 5/26/2017 1:29 PM 

35 No dogs area wanted 5/26/2017 12:41 PM 
36 I don't like the off leash dog areas in A or C. I think its great to have dogs on leash in the park, but there's no need to have an off leash area in the 

wilderness park. 5/26/2017 12:39 PM 

37 Decrease boardwalk usage. It may be fun and fancy to design and construct, but cost and maintenance make it troublesome. Consider ensuring paths 

are built on small fills with adequate cross drainage (culverts, etc) to make sure they are usable throughout the year and don't rot and become slippery 

liabilities. 
5/26/2017 12:11 PM 

38 different elevations to communicate street view. 5/26/2017 10:49 AM 
39 After living on Atwater Road for over 50 years we prefer that Mr Meyer's property remain as it is. 5/25/2017 7:47 PM 

Q19 What is the zip code for your home? 
 Answered: 61  Skipped: 1 

# Responses Date 
1 97034 6/4/2017 10:09 PM 
2 97034 6/4/2017 5:03 PM 
3 97034 6/4/2017 3:44 PM 
4 97034 6/4/2017 2:33 PM 
5 97035 6/4/2017 2:54 AM 
6 97034 6/3/2017 10:31 PM 
7 97034 6/3/2017 9:58 PM 
8 97034 6/3/2017 5:12 PM 
9 97034 6/3/2017 10:02 AM 
10 97034 6/2/2017 7:17 PM 
11 97035 6/2/2017 8:10 AM 
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12 97035 6/2/2017 5:03 AM 
13 97034 6/1/2017 8:59 PM 
14 97034 6/1/2017 8:06 PM 
15 97035 6/1/2017 7:38 PM 
16 97034 6/1/2017 6:15 PM 
17 97034 6/1/2017 12:58 PM 
18 97035 6/1/2017 12:29 PM 
19 97034 6/1/2017 11:18 AM 
20 97034 6/1/2017 11:12 AM 
21 97034 6/1/2017 11:02 AM 
22 97034 6/1/2017 10:50 AM 
23 97034 6/1/2017 10:47 AM 
24 97034 5/31/2017 6:21 PM 

 
25 97034 5/31/2017 6:02 PM 
26 97034 5/31/2017 3:47 PM 

27 97034 5/31/2017 3:19 PM 
28 97034 5/31/2017 3:15 PM 
29 97034 5/31/2017 3:01 PM 

30 97034 5/31/2017 11:29 AM 
31 97035 5/30/2017 9:14 PM 
32 97034 5/30/2017 8:59 PM 
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33 97034 5/30/2017 7:08 PM 

34 97034 5/30/2017 5:39 PM 
35 97034 5/30/2017 4:00 PM 
36 97035 5/30/2017 2:32 PM 

37 97034 5/30/2017 2:12 PM 
38 97034 5/30/2017 1:51 PM 
39 97034 5/30/2017 1:26 PM 

40 97034 5/30/2017 1:18 PM 
41 97034 5/27/2017 9:35 AM 
42 97034 5/27/2017 6:56 AM 

43 97034 5/26/2017 8:56 PM 
44 97034 5/26/2017 8:54 PM 
45 97034 5/26/2017 8:26 PM 

46 97035 5/26/2017 5:07 PM 
47 97034 5/26/2017 4:57 PM 
48 97034 5/26/2017 2:21 PM 

49 97034 5/26/2017 2:16 PM 
50 97034 5/26/2017 1:54 PM 
51 97034 5/26/2017 1:41 PM 

52 97034 5/26/2017 1:35 PM 
53 97034 5/26/2017 1:29 PM 
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54 97034 5/26/2017 1:06 PM 
55 97034 5/26/2017 12:41 PM 

56 97034 5/26/2017 12:39 PM 
57 97034 5/26/2017 12:11 PM 
58 97034 5/26/2017 10:49 AM 

59 97034 5/25/2017 9:58 PM 
60 97034 5/25/2017 7:47 PM 
61 97034 5/25/2017 4:53 PM 
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Q20 Did you take the first online survey 
after the March 20th public outreach 

meeting? 

 

Answer Choices Responses   

Yes 
46.77%  29 

No 
53.23%  33 

Total   62 

Q21 Did you attend the public outreach 
meeting on May 22nd? 

Answered: 62  Skipped: 0 

Yes 

No 

0 % 10 % % 20 30 % 40 % 50 % 60 % 70 % 80 % 90 % 100 % 
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Answer Choices Responses   

Yes 
17.74%  11 

No 
82.26%  51 

Total   62 

Q22 If you would like to be added to the 
City of Lake Oswego's email list to receive 

updates about the planning process for 
Woodmont Natural Park, please include 

your name, mailing address, email & phone 
# below. (Note: If you are already on our 
list, you do not need to fill this out again) 

 Answered: 29  Skipped: 33 
Answer Choices Responses   

Answered: 62  Skipped: 0 

Yes 

No 

0 % 10 % % 20 30 % 40 % 50 % 60 % 70 % 80 % 90 % 100 % 
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Name 
96.55%  28 

Address 
96.55%  28 

City 
93.10%  27 

State 
93.10%  27 

Zip 
96.55%  28 

Email 
96.55%  28 

Phone 
79.31%  23 

# Name Date 
1 Elissa Page 6/4/2017 10:09 PM 
2 Amanda Ciporen 6/4/2017 5:03 PM 
3 Charles Oldham 6/4/2017 2:33 PM 
4 Luanne mueller 6/4/2017 2:54 AM 
5 Sharon Gustafson 6/3/2017 9:58 PM 
6 Jeff and Kathleen Wiens 6/3/2017 5:12 PM 
7 Megan & Melanie Hastings 6/2/2017 5:03 AM 
8 Dana Hawkins 6/1/2017 11:02 AM 
9 Karen Harris 6/1/2017 10:47 AM 

 
10 Margie Johnson 5/31/2017 3:19 PM 
11 Lance Knight 5/31/2017 3:15 PM 
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12 Sandy Lindstrom Intraversato 5/31/2017 3:01 PM 
13 Chris Tassos 5/31/2017 11:29 AM 
14 Teal Bohrer 5/30/2017 9:14 PM 
15 Kathy Fieldstad 5/30/2017 8:59 PM 
16 Sara Midwood 5/30/2017 2:32 PM 
17 Bob Candello 5/30/2017 1:26 PM 
18 Cynthia Dorrell 5/30/2017 1:18 PM 
19 Colleen Finnegan 5/27/2017 9:35 AM 
20 Dennis Wilde 5/27/2017 6:56 AM 
21 Joshua Johnson 5/26/2017 8:56 PM 
22 Sam F. Taylor IV 5/26/2017 5:07 PM 
23 Tracie 5/26/2017 4:57 PM 
24 Andrew Lightcap 5/26/2017 2:21 PM 
25 Cindy Herzog 5/26/2017 2:16 PM 
26 Scott Bullard 5/26/2017 10:49 AM 
27 Karen & Bill Morris 5/25/2017 7:47 PM 
28 Emily Lievens 5/25/2017 4:53 PM 
# Address Date 
1 1000 Atwater Road 6/4/2017 10:09 PM 
2 13777 Cameo Ct 6/4/2017 5:03 PM 
3 901 Atwater Road 6/4/2017 2:33 PM 
4 5215 Bonita rd 6/4/2017 2:54 AM 
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5 841 5th St. 6/3/2017 9:58 PM 
6 785 9th Street 6/3/2017 5:12 PM 
7 5625 Ridgetop Ct 6/2/2017 5:03 AM 
8 1293 Dapplegrey Lane 6/1/2017 11:02 AM 
9 740 Briercliff 6/1/2017 10:47 AM 

 
10 1275 Hide Away Lane 5/31/2017 3:19 PM 
11 2405 Knaus Rd 5/31/2017 3:15 PM 
12 13464 Atwater Lane 5/31/2017 3:01 PM 
13 994 Country Commons 5/31/2017 11:29 AM 
14 2 Jefferson parkway B3 5/30/2017 9:14 PM 
15 1279 Hide A Way Lane 5/30/2017 8:59 PM 
16 4909 Lower Dr 5/30/2017 2:32 PM 
17 13701 Knaus Road 5/30/2017 1:26 PM 
18 873 Country Commons Lane 5/30/2017 1:18 PM 
19 943 Atwater Road 5/27/2017 9:35 AM 
20 13801 Knaus Road 5/27/2017 6:56 AM 
21 943 Atwater Rd 5/26/2017 8:56 PM 
22 Knaus Road 5/26/2017 8:54 PM 
23 13170 Thoma Rd. 5/26/2017 5:07 PM 
24 600 Tippecanoe Ct 5/26/2017 2:21 PM 
25 13136 Knaus Rd 5/26/2017 2:16 PM 
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26 14130 Taylors Crest Lane 5/26/2017 10:49 AM 
27 950 Atwater Road 5/25/2017 7:47 PM 
28 18217 Delenka Ln 5/25/2017 4:53 PM 
# City Date 
1 Lake Oswego 6/4/2017 10:09 PM 
2 Lake Oswego 6/4/2017 5:03 PM 
3 Lake Oswego 6/4/2017 2:33 PM 
4 Lake Oswego 6/4/2017 2:54 AM 
5 Lack Oswego 6/3/2017 9:58 PM 
6 Lake Oswego 6/3/2017 5:12 PM 
7 Lake Oswego 6/2/2017 5:03 AM 
8 Lake Oswego 6/1/2017 11:02 AM 
9 Lake Oswego 5/31/2017 3:19 PM 

 
10 Lake Oswego 5/31/2017 3:15 PM 
11 Lake Oswego 5/31/2017 3:01 PM 
12 Lake Oswego 5/31/2017 11:29 AM 
13 Lake oswego 5/30/2017 9:14 PM 
14 Lake Oswego 5/30/2017 8:59 PM 
15 Lake Oswego 5/30/2017 2:32 PM 
16 Lake Oswego 5/30/2017 1:26 PM 
17 Lake Oswego 5/30/2017 1:18 PM 
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18 Lake Oswego 5/27/2017 9:35 AM 
19 Lake Oswego 5/27/2017 6:56 AM 
20 Lake Oswego 5/26/2017 8:56 PM 
21 Lake Oswego 5/26/2017 8:54 PM 
22 Lake Oswego 5/26/2017 5:07 PM 
23 Lake Oswego 5/26/2017 2:21 PM 
24 Lake Oswego 5/26/2017 2:16 PM 
25 Lake Oswego 5/26/2017 10:49 AM 
26 Lake Oswego 5/25/2017 7:47 PM 
27 Lake Oswego 5/25/2017 4:53 PM 
# State Date 
1 OR 6/4/2017 10:09 PM 
2 OR 6/4/2017 5:03 PM 
3 OR 6/4/2017 2:33 PM 
4 Or 6/4/2017 2:54 AM 
5 Oregon 6/3/2017 9:58 PM 
6 Oregon 6/3/2017 5:12 PM 
7 OR 6/2/2017 5:03 AM 
8 Oregon 6/1/2017 11:02 AM 
9 oregon 5/31/2017 3:19 PM 
10 OR 5/31/2017 3:15 PM 
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11 Or 5/31/2017 3:01 PM 
12 OR 5/31/2017 11:29 AM 
13 OR 5/30/2017 9:14 PM 
14 OR 5/30/2017 8:59 PM 
15 OR 5/30/2017 2:32 PM 
16 Or. 5/30/2017 1:26 PM 
17 Oregon 5/30/2017 1:18 PM 
18 OR 5/27/2017 9:35 AM 
19 Oregon 5/27/2017 6:56 AM 
20 OR 5/26/2017 8:56 PM 
21 Oregon 5/26/2017 8:54 PM 
22 OR 5/26/2017 5:07 PM 
23 OR 5/26/2017 2:21 PM 
24 OR 5/26/2017 2:16 PM 
25 OR 5/26/2017 10:49 AM 
26 Oregon 5/25/2017 7:47 PM 
27 Or 5/25/2017 4:53 PM 
# Zip Date 
1 97034 6/4/2017 10:09 PM 
2 97034 6/4/2017 5:03 PM 
3 97034 6/4/2017 2:33 PM 
4 97035 6/4/2017 2:54 AM 
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5 97034 6/3/2017 9:58 PM 
6 97034 6/3/2017 5:12 PM 
7 97035 6/2/2017 5:03 AM 
8 97034 6/1/2017 11:02 AM 
9 97034 6/1/2017 10:47 AM 
10 97034 5/31/2017 3:19 PM 
11 97034 5/31/2017 3:15 PM 

 
12 97034 5/31/2017 3:01 PM 
13 97034 5/31/2017 11:29 AM 
14 97034 5/30/2017 9:14 PM 
15 97034 5/30/2017 8:59 PM 
16 97035 5/30/2017 2:32 PM 
17 97034 5/30/2017 1:26 PM 
18 97034 5/30/2017 1:18 PM 
19 97034 5/27/2017 9:35 AM 
20 97034 5/27/2017 6:56 AM 
21 97034 5/26/2017 8:56 PM 
22 97034 5/26/2017 8:54 PM 
23 97035 5/26/2017 5:07 PM 
24 97034 5/26/2017 2:21 PM 
25 97034 5/26/2017 2:16 PM 
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26 97035 5/26/2017 10:49 AM 
27 97034 5/25/2017 7:47 PM 
28 97034 5/25/2017 4:53 PM 
# Email Date 
1 elissapage@comcast.net 6/4/2017 10:09 PM 
2 aciporen1@gmail.com 6/4/2017 5:03 PM 
3 penguin1949@gmail.com 6/4/2017 2:33 PM 
4 Winplaceshowgo@gmail.com 6/4/2017 2:54 AM 
5 Sharonm.gustafson@gmail.com 6/3/2017 9:58 PM 
6 wiensworld4@gmail.com 6/3/2017 5:12 PM 
7 megan_gabriel@hotmail.com 6/2/2017 5:03 AM 
8 smith9442@msn.com 6/1/2017 11:02 AM 
9 margieanddave@yahoo.com 5/31/2017 3:19 PM 
10 krlance@comcast.net 5/31/2017 3:15 PM 
11 Sandy@intraversato.com 5/31/2017 3:01 PM 

 
12 fishfools@aol.com 5/31/2017 11:29 AM 
13 Tbohrer4@gmail.com 5/30/2017 9:14 PM 
14 kathy@ridgelinesolutions.com 5/30/2017 8:59 PM 
15 Strainsara@ymail.com 5/30/2017 2:32 PM 
16 candello@hevanet.com 5/30/2017 1:26 PM 
17 cindyoregon@hotmail.com 5/30/2017 1:18 PM 



Woodmont Natural Park Planning Survey #2 

54 / 55 

18 collfinn@earthlink.net 5/27/2017 9:35 AM 
19 magycorp2@me.com 5/27/2017 6:56 AM 
20 slimfastleech@gmail.com 5/26/2017 8:56 PM 
21 c144man@comcast.net 5/26/2017 8:54 PM 
22 sam@assocdesign.com 5/26/2017 5:07 PM 
23 tbvogel@gmail.com 5/26/2017 4:57 PM 
24 sustainablebroker@gmail.com 5/26/2017 2:21 PM 
25 cindy@herzogs.us 5/26/2017 2:16 PM 
26 sb2527@hotmail.com 5/26/2017 10:49 AM 
27 karenandbillmorris@gmail.com 5/25/2017 7:47 PM 
28 emilyalievens@gmail.com 5/25/2017 4:53 PM 
# Phone Date 
1 8054518165 6/4/2017 10:09 PM 
2 9166125659 6/4/2017 5:03 PM 
3 503-936-3784 6/4/2017 2:33 PM 
4 Mobile: 503-314-7962 6/3/2017 9:58 PM 
5 805.302.7880 6/3/2017 5:12 PM 
6 503-806-5738 6/2/2017 5:03 AM 
7 503-635-9442 6/1/2017 11:02 AM 
8 503 636-1933 5/31/2017 3:15 PM 
9 5033073499 5/31/2017 3:01 PM 
10 5036368515 5/31/2017 11:29 AM 
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11 503-635-4557 5/30/2017 8:59 PM 
 

12 3038880410 5/30/2017 2:32 PM 
13 5036362644 5/30/2017 1:26 PM 
14 5033125403 5/30/2017 1:18 PM 
15 503-675-6500 5/27/2017 9:35 AM 
16 503-720-0066 5/27/2017 6:56 AM 
17 5037036786 5/26/2017 8:56 PM 
18 503-201-3765 5/26/2017 5:07 PM 
19 503-706-4905 5/26/2017 2:21 PM 
20 503-303-5474 5/26/2017 2:16 PM 
21 5033329190 5/26/2017 10:49 AM 
22 5036365258 5/25/2017 7:47 PM 
23 4152653122 5/25/2017 4:53 PM 

 




