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Exhibits A and B
 

Amendments to Title 330 Planning and Zoning
 

See Ordinance No. 184522, Citvwide Tree Policv Review Volume 4 
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Exhibit G
 

Tree Canopy Benefits, Financial lmpacts
 
and Budget Proposal
 
The previous sections of this chapter present the Citywide Tree Project proposal to 
update, refine, and strengthen existing City tree regulations and related programs and 
customer service activities. 

This section presents the estimated tree canopy benefits and costs to implement the 
project, and the current budget proposal. Additional information about the financial 
impacts of the project is provided in the Financial Impact Statement (exhibit to the 
ordinances) 

Tree eanopy Benefits 
lntroduction 

As described in previous chapters, implementing the Citywide Tree project 
Recommended Draft proposal will enhance the quantity and the quality of Portland's 
trees and associated canopy, and helps ensure that current and future tr.ee canopy is 
distributed and sustained throughout the city. 

Specifically, new Title 11 Tree Preservation and Tree Density Standards will encourage 
preservation of large healthy trees through new development standards an the updated 
tree permit system. Preserving existing trees will contribute to the management of this 
important City asset and help protect and reinforce City and community investments in 
tree planting. Title 1,1 will also ensure that a baseline amount of trees is maintained 
through preservation or planting on development sites. 

Title 33, Planning and Zoning updates will now emphasize preserving healthy, high 
quality trees, native trees, and tree groves, and preserving a rninimum amount of trees 
on land division sites. Title 33 amendments will also prompt consideration of tree 
preservation in the context of Design Reviews and certain Conditional Uses, where 
appropriate. Title 33 amendments will also ensure that tree protection and tree 
replacement are addressed more consistently in existing environmental resource overlay 
zones and specified plan districts. 

In non-development sifuations, the standardized tree permit system will continue to 
encourage retention of large healthy trees, while providing for more consistent tree 
replacement across the city. The new prohibition on planting invasive tree species on 
City property and rights-of-way will support City and community investments in 
managing invasive plants and adds consistency with existing prohibitions on planting 
these trees in required landscaping or natural resource areas. 
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Canopy estimating approaches are described below for the following project 
recoÍìrnendations: 

o Standardized tree permit system for tlees on private property 

o Tree preservation and tree density standards applied to development permits 

. Trees and land use reviews 

. Trees replacement in environmental zone transition and resource areas 

In some instances the estimates are for acres of tree canopy preserved or tree canopy 
planted to replace or mitigate for trees removed or tree standards not met. In these 
sifuations, tree preservation and tree planting are inversely correlated. One can see that 
the future canopy of trees planted will be greater than the area of canopy generated from 
trees preserved today. This reflects the proposal to give " extra credif' for preserving 
existing healthy trees, and to require more than a L:1 tree replacement ratio. This 
account for the loss of that asset and the time needed for new trees to provide similar 
benefits to larger trees. Staff has taken an average of preservation and planting to come 
up with an overall number to use in project discussions. 

Like estimates for the financial impacts of the Citywide Tree Project, the tree canopy 
estimates have been refined as the project proposal has evolved through the Planning 
Commission and Urban Forestry Commission hearings process. 

Approach 

The following describes the general methodologies used to estimate incremental 
increases in tree canopy associated with the different components of the Citywide Tree 
Project. Changes in tree canopy would occur due to L) increased preservation of existing 
trees, and 2) generation of future canopy through increased tree pianting to replace 
existing trees or meet other requirements. 

The scenarios developed to estimate the tree canopy generated each year are intended to 
be both plausible and conservative, to avoid over-estimating the projections. Therefore, 
the acfual incremental tree canopy increases may be greater than the estimates. Relevant 
assumptions are also consistent with the assumptions used to evaluate potential 
financial impacts of the proposal (e.g., future development permit activity). 

More Standardized Permit System for Trees on Private Property (Absent 
Development) 

Permit System Acres Future Acres 
Preserved Planted 

Sinsle Familv Lots 3.4 

Currentlv Resulated Lots 0.35 3.59 

Single Fønüly Lots Eligible for tlrc Homeoruner Permit 

As directed by Council, the more standardized permit system will apply to trees on 
most lots in the city, including many of the single family lots that are currently exempt 
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from tree permit requirements. Council has replaced this exemption with a different 
exemption for lots less than 5000 square feet. As a result, the permit system will address 
h'ees on approximately 55 percent more lots than addressed by current system. 

Currently the public is relatively unaware of the City's permit requirements for tr.ees on 
private property. Only about 120 permits per year are filed with the City, while several 
thousand permits per yeff are filed for activities related to street trees. If private tree 
permit applications increased by 2 to 4 times given the additional lots and proposed 
"call before yov ctt" ouh'each campaign, the City would process about 500 permits per 
yeaÍ/ or 380 more permits than the 120 permits currently processed. (The City of Lake 
Oswego processes roughly 750 tree permits per year.) 

The more standardized permit system will establish a streamlined permit for 
homeowners, requiring replacement of any tree that is least 20 inches in diameter with 
another tree. If half of the total permit applications were for trees on these homeowner 
lots, the updated permit system would require replacement of 250 additional trees per 
year. If these replacement trees were, on average, medium canopy type trees providing 
about 600 s.f. of canopy at maturity, this would generate 3.4 additional acres of canopy 
in the future. 

(250 trees planted/year x 600 s.f./tree) / 43,560 s.f. per acre 
= 3.4 future canopy acres planted per year 

Cur r en tly Re gul øte d Lo t s 

The more standardized permit system will streamline current requirements by requiring 
1:1 tree replacement for dead, dying and dangerous trees, and nuisance species trees, 
and up to 4 healthy trees per year between 12 inches and 20 inches in diameter. The City
will continue to require up to inch-for-inch replacement for trees larger than 20 inches in 
diameter and requests to remove more than 4 healthy trees at leastl"2inches in diameter. 

UF staff reports that currently -80 percent of the tree removal permit applications are for 
trees that are dead, dyirg or dangerous (DDD). If half of the total permit applications 
were for trees on the currently regulated lots, and 80% of those applications were for 
removal of DDD ttees, the updated permit system would require replacement of 200 
unhealthy trees per year. If these replacement trees were, on average, medium canopy 
type trees providing about 600 s.f. of canopy at maturity, this would generate2.75 
additional acres of canopy in the future. 

(200 trees planted/year x 600 s.f. per tree) / 43,560 s.f .f acre 
:2.75 future canopy acres plantedf year 

For the remaining 50 healthy trees, we assume that most of these trees are large trees 
that are no longer wanted. If half (25) of the trees are less than 20 inches in diameter and 
qualify for the 1:L tree replacement, this would generate an additional0.34 acres. 

(25 trees planted/year x 600 s.f. per ßee) / 43,560 s.f .f acre 
= 0.34 future acres planted/year 
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If the other half (25) of the remaining healthy trees are at least 20 inches in diameter, the 
City would require somewhere between one replacement tree and an inch-to-inch 
replacement. Based on City experience the inch-for-inch replacement requirement often 
acts as an effective deterrent to tree removal. If City required half of the 25 trees to be 
replaced with 3 trees (12x3=36 replacement trees), and half to be replaced inch for inch 
which in effect deterred their removal, and the canopy of those existing trees was on 
average 1",200 s.f ., the canopy effect would be: 

(36 trees planted/year x 600 s.f. per tree) / 49,560 s.Í.f acre 
= 0.5 future acres planted/ year 

(L3 trees preserved/year x L,200 s.f . per tree) / 43,560 s.f .f acre 
= 0.35 canopy acres preserved/year 

Tree Preservation and Density Standards (Applied Through Buildin&-Permits) 

Development Acres Future Acres 
Preserved Planted 

Tree Preservation 60 

Tree DensiW 1.21" 

New Title 1"1 Tree Preservation Standards will apply to all development permits where 
site disfurbance will occur and trees L2 or more inches in diameter are present, with 
some exceptions for small lots and additions on single family lots less than L0,000 sq. ft.. 

Consistent with assumptions used to estimate fiscal impact these standards will address 
approximately 2,250 permits per year. If on average L large healthy tree wete preserved 
on these sites, an additional 2,250 trees would be preserved. If the average canopy of an 
established mature tree was L,200 square feet, the proposed standards would preserve 
an additional 62 acres of canopy per year. 

(2,250 sites/year X1,,200 s.f. preserved per tree) / 43,560 s.1.f acre = 62 acres preserved 

Given the City Council's direction to increase the small lot exemption from lots up to 
3,000 sq. ft. to lots less than 5,000 sq. ft., this estimate could be reduced slightly since the 
standards would apply to fewer lots during permitting. Given that less than 3% of the 
existing canopy is located on lots less than 5000 sq. ft., and the percentage of lot area in 
the city is less than 5 percent, than the impact of this change should be limited. It was 
projected for fiscal impact assessment the new Tree Density Standards will apply to 
4,400 development permits per year. The standards will vary by development type. 
Across the deveiopment types (excluding open space zones), the tree density standards 
are projected to establish and maintain canopy coverage for distinct urban land elements 
(ULE's). 

One medium canopy tree wiil generally be required for each 500 square feet of site area 
not occupied by buildings. If on average, each of the 4400 permits where tree density 
standards are applied results in planting two medium canopy trees, the net result would 
be1.21, acres of future canopy. 
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(4400 permits/year x 2 trees planted x 600 s.f. per tree) / 49,560 s.f .f acre 
='I',21" future acres planted/year 

The City Council has directed an exemption from the tree preservation standards and 
tree density standards for industlial, employment and commercial zones that do not 
have existing landscaped area standards (i.e., IH,IG1, EX, cx, cs, and CM). Currently, 
these zones contain only 2.8% of the existing tree canopy in the city. It is not possible at 
this time to estimate the annual impact of on future canopy of this exemption, however 
over time the tree density standard would have generated additional canopy on these 
sites or in the watershed where development takes place, equivalent to about 4.5o/, of the 
34 percent tree canopy target. If land in these zones is fully developed this increment of 
canopy loss would need to be generated elsewhere in the cìty. 
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Tree Preservation and Land Use Reviews 

Land Use Reviews Acres Future Acres 
Preserved Planted 

Tree Preservation Criteria 5 

o PIus improved quality preservation on 200 sites per vear 

The proposed new land division criteria should significantly improve the quality and 
quantity of tree preservation on more than L65 sites per year. The focus will be on 
preserving large healthy trees, tree groves and native trees. Additionally, trees on 
propelty lines will now be counted toward meeting preservation requirements. 

The proposal includes establishing new tree preservation considerations for certain 
conditional use/master plan and design reviews. It is estimated that this would provide 
opportunities to preserve trees during an additional35 reviews per year. 

If 2 additional trees were preserved on half of the land division sites (2 trees x 0.5 x 165 

sites =L65 trees), and 1 additional tree was preserved on half of the conditional use and 
design review cases (1 tree x 0.5 x 35 sites =17 trees), an additionaIi.BZ trees would be 
preserved each year. Preserving these trees would also help applicants meet the 
preservation and density standards at time of building permit. If the average canopy of 
an established mature tree was 1,200 square feet, this would preserve an additional5 
acres of canopy per year. 

(182 trees preserved/year x 7,200 s.f . per tree) / 43,560 s.f .f acre 
= 5 acres tree canopy preserved/year) 

Tree Replacement in Environmental Zones 

Environmental Zones Acres Future Acres 
Preserved Planted 

Replacement requirements 4.4 

o Plus conversion of nuisance trees to native tree species 

The proposal will clarify that trees in environmental overlay zorre transition areas 
(-1,400 acres) must be repiaced with native or non-nuisance species trees. This would 
apply to trees 6 inches or more in diameter, in both development and non-development 
situations. Currently these trees are not required to be replaced so the potential impact 
on tree canopy could be substantial over time. 

Assuming only L tree per 10 acres of transition aïea received a permit each year, with 
requirements to replace with another tree, and the replacement trees were medium 
canopy type trees (on average), the additional replacement would generate almost 2 

more acres of future canopy annually. 

(1400 acres) x (1 tree planted/yearf per 10 acres) 
= 140 trees planted/year 

(L40 trees planted/year x 600 s.f. per tree) / 43,560 s.1. f acre 
: L.9 acres future canopy planted/year 
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Moreover, the proposal clarifies that in the resource areas of environmental zones, 
replacement trees are required for non-native trees, as well as dead, dying and 
dangerous ttees, and trees located adjacent to structures. These trees are presently 
exempt from replacement requirements. Replacement trees planted in the resource areas 
are required to be native species. 

Assuming only L tlee per 100 acres of resource area received a permit each year, with 
requirements to replace with another tree, and the replacement trees were medium 
canopy type tlees (on average), the additional replacement would generate almost 2.5 
more acres of fufure canopy annually. 

(18,000 acres) x (L tree replaced per 100 acres) = 180 h.ees rcplacedf year 

(180 trees planted/year x 600 s.f. per tree) / 43,560 s.f . f acre 
= 2.5 acres future canopy planted/year 

Summary of Estimated Canopy Benefits from Tree Proiect Proposal* 

Acres Future Acres 
Preserved Planted 

Tree Permits 0.35 7 

Development 62 60-1"21** 

Land Use Reviews 5 

Environmental Zones 4.4 

TOTAL 67.35 72 .4 - 132 .4 
* These estimates may change to a limited extent based on amendments approved by the City 
Council. The estimates should be updated after Council takes final action. 
* *The City's current landscaping standards also generate additional tree canopy, however the 
Tree Density Standards provide assurances tl'rat baseline tree capacity is maintained even if 
landscape standards do not apply or are modified or waived. Trees planted to meet Tree Density 
Standards may also be used to meet ZoningCode landscaping standards so these rules are 
complementary and reinforcing. If it is assumed that only half of the additional tree canopy is 
attributable solely to the Tree Project proposal then the total annual net increase in tree canopy 
for developrnent would be about 60 acres. 
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Comparing Tree Canop]¡ Generated By the Tree Project Proposal 
with Canopy Generated By Tree Planting Alone 

Acres Future Acres 
Preserved Planted 

Tree Proiect Proposal (net) 67.35 72.4 

CiW Tree Plantins Alone 12.3 

During the Planning Comrnission and Urban Forestry Commission hearings process 
stakeholders asked how much tree canopy benefit would be generated if the City 
invested the equivalent of the project implementation costs solely on planting trees. 

The ongoing implementation costs of the project proposal are estimated to be $535,000 to 
support the staffing necessary put these programs into action. 

According to Urban Forestry stafl the per tree cost of planting and establishing a 2 inch 
tree is estimated to be $600: 

Tree cost each/incl. acquisition and delivery fi175 
Volunteer planting L hr coordinator $60 
Establishment 20 visits X .25 hr for 2 seasons $375 

Total $600 
By applying the ongoing implementation costs to plant trees instead of administering 
the proposed regulations, the City could plant approximately 892 trees per year. 
Assuming the trees were medium canopy type trees (on average), this planting effort 
would generate approximately 12.3 acres of future canopy annually. However, no trees 
would be preserved through this approach. 

($535,000/ $600 per tree)=892 trees 

(892 trees planted/year x 600 s.f. per tree) / 43,560 s.f..f acre 
= 12.3 acres of future canopy planted/year 

Considering that the project proposal would generate a total of almost 200 acres of 
current and fufure tree canopy, the proposed regulatory programs would achieve over 
L6 times the amount of tree canopy than City planting efforts alone. 

(799.75 acres gross f 12.3 acres)=16.2+ times more canopy 

Accounting for the fact that existing landscaping requirements of the Zoning Code also 
generate additional tree canopy that could be reflected in the acres planted through 
development, the net tree canopy that is solely attlibutable to this proposal remains well 
over 130 acres per year and more than 10 times the canopy that would be generated than 
had the City invested an amount equivalent to the project costs to plant trees only. 
Moreover, City tree plantings tend to be public property, while the proposal will foster 
equitable distribution of trees on public and private land throughout the city. 

(1,39.75 acres net/L2.3 acres)=11.36 times mole canopy 

Exhibit C - Tree Canopy Benefits, Financial lmpacts and Budget Proposal March 31, 201 I I 

http:acres)=11.36


'å ffi4iit4 
Costs and Budget Proposal 

lntroductlon 

Although the Citywide Tree Project proposal is intended to streamline and standardize 
current City programs the proposal also increases the level of service provided by the 
City and will require a net additional investment to achieve desired benefits. 

Together the City bureaus estimated the cost to implement the Tree Project, including 
changes in workload, s1'af.fing, equipment, and professional services. Staff also 
identified likely funding sources for each element of the proposal. 

Approach
 

Staff assessed the financial impact for:
 

Tree Permits in Non-Development Sifuations" 
o Trees in Development Situations and Land Use Reviews 

n Customer Service and Community Education Projects 

First staff itemized the main tasks for these program areas. Additional tasks and/or time 
associated with the tasks were noted. The additional time was then multiplied by the 
estimated number of permits or cases to arrive at a total additional time and associated 
staffing needs per task. FTE (Full Time Equivalents) were translated into salary using 
appropriate job classifications. Benefits were included at a rate of 40% of salary. Staff 
was advised that the level of recommended staffing increases should not trigger 
additional overhead, however, vehicles and technical services costs were accounted for 
separately. 

Land use review, building permit, and tree permit activity assumptions were generally 
based on historical data provided by BDS and Urban Forestry, and some assumptions as 
to how this activity could change based on proposed code updates. 

The estimates represent the project incremental changes in time spent on tasks affected 
by the proposal - not the full time spent on that task. For example, BDS land use review 
staff currently spend time evaluating tree preservation standards and writing findings. 
An incremental increase in time is estimated only for staff to apply new and updated 
tree preservation criteria. . Ary current deficiencies in staffing are not captured or 
addressed by this analysis. 

Trees in Non-Development Situations 

The proposal includes recorrunendations to update the City's tree permit system 
for City, Street and Private trees when no development is occurring. The 
proposal will streamline the system overall by creating the Type A and Type B 
permits. The addition of a minimum 3 inch diameter threshold for permitting 
City and Stleet Trees will also streamline the system. Other recorrunendations 
are not expected to increase permit system staffing costs for City and Street 
Trees. 
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For private tree removal permits the proposal to extend City permitting 
authority to all properties in the city, including currently exempt single family 
lots, will increase staffing needs. 

The staffing estimates for the proposed private tree removal permit program 
reflect an assumed number of permits each year. A range of potential permitting 
activity was considered to account for uncertainty. The staff and budget 
estimates summarized below reflect the high end of the range to ensure that 
fiscal impacts are not underestimated. An increase in permitbing activity is 
expected as the tree removal permit program will apply to more properties. 
Public outreach is proposed to occur before and after updated requirements 
become effective, which will increase awareness of the permit program. The 
staffing estimates do not reflect program efficiencies and economies of scale that 
are expected as the number of tree permit applications increase and procedures 
are become routine. 

Currently, this City's tree permit system is paid for with general fund dollars. 
The $35 application fee is charged does not covet the City's to administer the 
permit, inspect trees, deal with appeals, etc. The proposal is to continue charging 
a nominal fee for the permit to encourage compliance so the program would not 
be fee-supported. 

Trees in Development Situations 
The proposal includes a number of recommendations to better address trees in 
development situations. Additional staff time will be needed to review, inspect 
and enforce the proposed standards and criteria related to trees. The proposal 
will also expand the role of Urban Forestry to provide technical assistance. 

Land Use Reviews and Private Development Permits 
Staff initially used an annual average case load based on the years 2000 to 2008 

for land use reviews and 2004to 2009 for development permit activity. The data 
from these higher development years were used to ensure that the fiscal impact 
is not underestimated if and when development activity increases. Staff also 
sued caseloads from 2009 to 2010 to estimate changes staff needs and costs 
during a period of lower development activity. The bureaus estimated the 
percentage of cases that would be affected by the proposal and additional time 
spent on individual tasks. 

Additional costs are associated with increased Urban Forestry staff review and 
consultation and increased BDS staff time to apply updated standards and 
criteria related to trees, and to inspect for compliance with tree-related 
preservatioru planting and protection requirements. 

These activities willbe funded through modest increases in land use review and 
development fees. Potential fee increases were estimated by applying the cost of 
the program across affected permit/case types. The projected fees include staff 
salaries, benefits and overhead. Some fees could be pro-rated based on project 
value or procedure type so that simpler projects pay a lower fee and more 
complicated projects pay a higher fee. Prelimjnary estimates of development fees 
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show ranges between $50 and $60 for building permits. For land use reviews, 
fees could range from $60 to $70, to several hundred dollars, depending on how 
they are applied across cases. BDS and Parks will propose specific fees for City 
Council adoption. 

Capital Improvement Projects and Public Works 
The Citywide Tree Project proposal standardizes current infrastructure bureau 
practice for involving Urban Forestry when public projects are likely to affect 
trees. Staff estimated the costs for more routine and frequent coordination 
between Urban Forestry and the irrfrastructure bureaus or more projects. Costs 
were also estimated for additional surveying and CADD time to identify trees 
within and adjacent to the project area on plan sheets. \Âtrhen considered in 
relation to the overall budget for capital projects, the increase is expected to be 
minor. 

Infrastrucfure bureau staff also noted that the proposal could result in increased 
construction costs for City projects in order to avoid impacting trees. These 
potential costs should be acknowledged, but because they would not be routine 
and would be very difficult to anticipate or quantify, they have not been 
estimated in this fiscal impact assessment. 

Required mitigation for tree removal could also increase the cost of some CIP 
projects. However, mitigation requirements are generally equal to or less than 
current requirements. The proposal will also allow City projects to plant 
replacement trees on another site in the same watershed, rather than requiring 
payments for required mitigation. This flexibility should make it possible for 
most City projects to mitigate without significant cost increases. 

Customer Service and Communit)¡ Education 
The bureaus worked together to generate projected costs and staffing for 
customer service improvements as described in previous report sections,. 

To summarize, the primary implementers of the Tree Project proposal, the Bureau of 
Development Services (BDS) and the Urban Forestry Division of Portland Parks and 
Recreation will need additional staff resources to administer and enforce the new tree 
regulations and provide a single point of contact for the public. There are also additional 
one-time costs for staffing and services to upgrade the TRACS permitting system, pilot a 
24}lrolur," Tree Hotline, and pay for new permit review and inspection staff until sufficient 
development fee revenue has accrued to allow the BDS to shift to fee-based funding. 
Other infrastructure bureaus (Water, BES and PBOT) will also experience relatively 
minor cost increases to address trees more systematically in conjunction with City 
capital improvement and public works projects. 

During the Planning Commission and Urban Forestry Commission hearings the 
Citywide Tree Project proposal was revised to reduce complexity and implementation 
costs. Ongoing costs were reduced by 43 percent, and totaicostsby 33 peicent. For 
exampie the commissions approved the use of spot-check approach for tree-related 
inspections to reduce costs, at least for the near term. 
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In addition, the commissions approved a phased project implantation strategy and 
funding strategy. The phased approach will provide time to prepare for the new codes 
to go into effect, including development of informational materials for staff and the 
public, conducting public outreach, upgrading the TRACS tree permit tracking system, 
and producing the community tree manual. This approach also allows the initial start up 
costs to be gradually spread over a longer period, reducing the burden on annual 
budget. The phased project implementation strategy is outlined below, followed by the 
three sets Budget Proposal Summary Tables. The first set of tables was submitted to 
Council in the Recommended Draft to Council (December 2010). The second and third 
sets of tables represent 2 updated budget estimates that are also provided as attachments 
in the updated Financial lmpact Statement (Exhibit D). Both reflect reduced costs for FY 
1'1.-12 and FY 12-13 relative to the December 20L0 proposal. Cost reductions are based 
eliminating funding for the tree manual in FY 11.-12 and scaling staffing costs to reflect 
anticipated mid-year hiring in FY 12-13. Additional costs reductions could be achieved 
by deferring portions of the tree permit program as shown in Option 2. Note that in 
each of these scenarios, much of the one-time funding needed for projects and ramp up 
activities in the first two fiscal years will end or shift to fee supported funding for 
ongoing program implementation. 

Decision (spring 20111- City Gouncil adopts the project proposal and implementation 
strategy; directs the bureaus to budget for Phase I program activities. 

fEn 201 r J{JtY 201 1 JULY.sEFT'¡Oî I FgB TO13 
* úty f,ùmril] . 8ùm I Titlg 1l * Bêg¡ft hits l0r: 'îtle lliêüEtlirE 

hÊarç.¡dÞpls chenge: eflectie , PtaÕ ße!þ* ùPhål4 f{tr{tle13
pr,qr#al ' InrFÉflim. $Rqinùiæi fÐn {hffiges effectivê 

, Oulrffirhy'Tm¡niDE 'Custms s€rviËè . sevèlûpmeni fÊeg
.Tree lr4mr¡al ef!<ti€ 

Fyl,û1'1-1¡ßUþËET(Y'CLE FY201t-r3BU0ßET(Y(IE FYrflr¡-f*l3.UDGET{Y{rE 
'PrÐje{t rmF uÞltEìftirg ãr}d õut¡Ndl * Pä*sffid mS Hk ñindiñg lû FrF?Ãre . [i]C ofts-nimÈ generdfund 
! Tre€l,lêru| fry'til3'lÏl I Ç¡d*íEnplementatr'Ðn lirpFðrtftrPrtqËta 

Phase I (FiscalYear 2011-12) - "Ramp Up", Tree Manual , Phase I T33 lmprovements 

a. City Council approves one-time generalfunds for project "ramp up" activities, i.e., permit 
tracking system upgrades, staffing in the Bureaus of Parks and Recreation and 
Development Services to develop administrative procedures and information on the new 
development standards and tree permit requirements 

b. Cost-neutral Title 33, Planning and Zoning amendments effective July 2011 

Phase ll (Fiscal Year 2012-13) - lmplementation "Transition" 

a. City Council approves increases in development and land use review fees and allocates 
general fund for staff to administer Title 11, Trees and remaining Title 33, Planning and 
Zoning improvements, to purchase vehicles for new tree inspectors, to hire the single 
point of contact, and to launch 24^hour tree hotline pilot project. 

b. ln this first year of implementation, fees will need to accrue before fee supported staff can 
be hired. For this reason, the proposal reflects one time support of these positions 
through the generalfund, the Urban Forestry Fund, or another alternate source. After this 
first year, sufficient reserves should be available to support the required staffing. 
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c. Title 11, Trees, and remaining amendments to Title 33, Planning and Zoning and other 

City titles are effective February 1,2013, unless deferred based on funding availability 

d, Code and program monitoring begins. 

o Phase lll (Fiscal Year 2013-14 and future) - ongoing Program lmplementation 

a. One-time generalfund allocations are terminated 

b. Code and program monitoring continues 
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Budget Proposal Summary Table - Recommended Draft to Council (Dec, 20101 
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Attachment 1 - Modified Tree Project Budget Proposal #1 

Red = cut Green = reduction Blue = shifUincrease (from 1212010 Recommended Draft) 

FY 201 1 -2012 oJect Ramp Up; absorb/scale lnltlal Tree shlft TRACS fundlns to Tree Fund 

Program Organlzatlon and Start-up 
PPR Functions Parks 
BDS Functlons BDS 

Botanic Spec ll 

Plar'ìner ll 
0 50 

0 

TRACS upgracte - Tree permlts
PTE Parks Corìtr'âct 

Tlee Manual 
ProJect marrager Parks 
"Code Made Easy" Content BDS 

Botanlc Spec ll 

Planner ll 0 

"Watershed Services" Conter BES 
PTE, M&S Parks 

Program Specialis 
Corrtract 

142010 Dtafl Budget s262.000 

FY 2012 -2013 scaled to reflecl 1, 2013 staff hl¡e date & Feb 2013 effectlve date for T11, Phase 2 T33 

Lând Use Revlews 
Appl¡cation Review BDS Planner ll (Jan.) 
Arborlst Consultat¡ot1 Parks Tree 

Bullding Permlts 
Plan Review BDS Planner ll (Jan.) 0,50 
Buildirro Permit Tree lrrsp lJa¡r. 0.50 

Capllal and Publlc Works Projects 
Water, 

CIP/PWPlarrPreparation BOT,BE Survey/CADD(Feb.) 

S 
CIP/PW Review/lrrs Patks Tree lnsp. lFeb. 

Tree Permlt Program 
Tree Pernrit Parks Tree lnsp (Jan, 

Vehlcles ând vehlcles BDS & 
Slngle Polnt of Contact/Permlt Asslstance 

Delta Park Locatlon Parks Bot 
24 hour Flotllne (pllot) 

Llne 

142U0 Draft Budgot 5.50 ,s558.000 5176,000 s17,000 6115,000 

FY 2013 -2014 and future 1-tlme adds shlft to and fees, z4-Hour Pllot exfended 1 

Land Use Revlews 
Application Review BDS Pla¡ner ll 
Arboilst Consultation Parks Tfee 

Bullding Permits 
Plan Rev¡ew BDS Plarrner ll 
Bulldind Permit Tree 

Câpltal and Publlc Works ProJects 
Water, 

CIP/PW Plarì Preparation BOT,BE Survey/CADD 
ê 

Parks Tree 
Tree Permlt Program 

Tree Pernlit tof Parks Tree 
Slngle Polnt of Contact/Permlt Asslstance 

Delta Park Location Parks Botanic 
24 hour Hotllne (pllot) 

BES 

142U0 Dtañ Budget 5.50 $535,000 s176,000 s244,000 $115.000 
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Attachment 2 - Modified rree project Budget proposat scenario 

q ffi -4 li 
't 

Red = cut Green = reduction Blue = shifUincrease (from 1212010 Recommended Draft) 

FY 2011 -2012 Tree Manual, shllt TRACS fund to Tree 

Program Organization and Start-up 
PPR Functlons Parks 
BDS Functions BDS 

Botân¡c Spec ll 
Planner ll 

TRACS upgrâde - Tree permlts 

Tree Manuâl 
Project manager Parks Botanic Spec ll 
"Code Made Easy" Content BDS Planner ll 

"Watershed Servlces" Conter BES Progrânì Speclâlis 
PTE. M&S Contract 

12/2010 Draft Budgel 2.50 s262,000 

FY 2012 - 2013 scaled to reflect l, 2013 stalf hlre date, mlts for SFR lots <10,000s.f. and SPoC defe¡red lo 

Land Use Revlews 
Application Revlew BDS Planner ll (Jan,) 
Arborist Consultatio¡r Parks Tree 

Bulldlng Permlts 
Plan Review BDS Planner ll (Jan.) 

Tree lnsp lJan 
Capltal and Publlc Works Projects 

Water, 
CIP/PWPlanPreparation BOT,BE Survey/cADÞ(Feb) 0, 1 

S 

Parks Tree 0. 

Tree Permlt Program 
Tree Pernlit Patks Tree 

Vehlcles and ent (1 vehlcle for BDS 
Slngle Polnt of Contact/Pe¡m¡t Asslslance 

Delta Park Location Parks Botân lc 

24 hour Hofllne (pllot) 

12201Q Dtafl Eudget 5_50 s558,000 5176,000 6165.000 817,000 $115,000 

FY 2013 -2014 and futurê Permit and SPoC are 24-Hour Pilot exlended for full 

Land Use Revlews 
Appllcation Revlew BDS Planner ll 

Tree lnspr 
Bulldlng Permlts 

Plan Review BDS Planner ll 
Tree 

Capilal and Public Works Projects 
Water, 

CIP/PW Plan Preparâtion BOT,BE Survey/CADD 
S 

CIP/PW Review/l¡r Parks Tree lnspector 
Tree Pe¡mit Program 

Tree Permit Parks Tree 
Vehicles and 1 vehicle for UF 
Slngle Polnt of Conlact/Permlt Asslstance 

Delta Park Location Parks Botanic 
24 hour Hotllne (pllot)

Line BES Existin 

1A2Ø0 Drafr Budsel 5.50 $535,000 s176,000 s211,000 s115.000 
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!',¡ ¡i i. ' i.¡ 3.EXHIBIT D f É) 4i! fi l: ¿.þ 

City of Portland, Oregon 

FINANCIAL IMPACT STATEMENT
 
For Council Action Items
 

De ver onglnal to ¡lnanclal l,lanning Division. I(etain
L Nanre offlitiator lì.oberta Jorhrer 2. Telephone No. 3. Bureau/Office/Dept 

503.823.7855 Planning & Sustainability 

4a. To bc filed (date) 4b. Calendar (Check One) 5. Date Submítted to FPD Budget Analyst:
Regular Consent 4/5ths

XNE 

1) Lesislation Title: Cifywide Tree Policy Review and Regulatory Improvement Project 

Amend and consolidate existing tree regulations into new Code Title ll, Trees, adopt companion amendments in other 
Titles, and direct the establishment of customer service irnprovements and irnplementation furrding (Ordinance; add Code 
Title 11 and amend related Titles) 

2) Purpose of the Proposed Legislation: Create clear, consistent, cohesive regulatory fi'amework to address trees in 
Pofiland and to protect and enhance the urban forest by: 

SUBJECT OF THIS ORDINANCE: Updating City regulations relating to the Urban Forestry Program 
and trees in development and non-development situations, and consolidating these regulations into a new 
City code title - TÍtle 11, Trees. Title 11 contaÍns provisions to authorize the City's Urban Forestry 
Commission and Urban Forestry Program, standardizes the City's tree permit system and enforcement 
procedures, establishes new tree preservation and tree density standards that apply through development 
permits, and establishes technical specifications and defïnitions. Title 11 clarifïes that trees on the City's 
NuÍsance Plants List may not be planted on City properfy or rights of way. 

2. TO BE ADOPTED THROUGH SEPARATE ORDINANCE: Amendments are proposed to the existing 
IntergovernmentalAgreement to Transfer Land Use Planning Responsibilities between the City of Portland and 
Multnornah County, to address the administration of tree-regulations that apply in situations requiring a 
development permit. 

TO BE ADOPTED THROUGH SEPARATE ORDINANCE: Updating City land use regulations in Title 33 to 
improve treo preservation and tree planting in land divisions and other specified land use reviews, to encourage tree 
preservation through new flexible development standards, and irnproving consistency of tree regulations in 
specified overlay zones and plan districts. Amendments to the Ladd's Addition Conservation District Guidelines 
are proposed to clariff that the prohibition on planting nuisance species trees applies and that the street plan 
guidelines will inform the selection of species to replace nuisance species street trees in the future. 

.t. SUBJECT OF THIS ORDINANCE: Taking actions to improve customer service and access to tree-related 
information including upgrading the City's tree pennit tracking systern and establishing a single point of contact to 
assist the public, aZ4-hour tree hotline pilot project, and a community tree manual. 

3) Revenue: 
Will this legislation generate or reduce current or future revenue coming to the City? If so, by how much? If new 
revenue is generated please identify the source. While intended to improve program efficiency and cost-effectiveness, 
this legislation does not, in itself generate or reduce current or future revenues for the City. Portions of the program are 
envisioned to be funded by increases in tree permit, development and land use fees, however changes to fee schedules 
would be done through separate legislation 

Exhibit D Financial Impact Statement - March 3l , 2011 



4l Expense: ï"ffi,-eiid4t 
What are the costs to the Cify as a result of this legislation? What is the source of funding for the expense? (Please 

include cosls in the current fiscal year as well as costs in future years) (If the action is related to a grant or contract please 
include the local contribution or match required) 

Tlre estimated costs to prepare for and irnplement the project proposal are shown in Attachments 1 and 2. The attachments 
represent two potential cost and funding scenarios, both showing changes in cost compared to the Financial Impact 
Statement submitted as an exhibit to ordinances contained in Volurnes 3 and 4 of the Recommended Draft to Council 
(December 2010). In addition, these costs do not reflect amendments that City Council has approved 'in concept' on 

March 9,2011, and that have the potential to affect workload. These amendments are listed blow, with an initial estimate 

of the generaldirection of impact on workload. 

Gouncil Tentative Direction on 3/9/11 

Tree Permits 

1. New exemption for lots less then 5,000 sq. ft. - workload reduction 

2. Eliminating the street tree pruning permit - workload neutral (shift resources to monitoring/enforcement) 

3. Adding a programmatic permit option where the City may allow removal of trees larger than 6" diameter with 
opportunity for public appeal - workload increase 

Development Situations 

4. Counting street trees toward on-site tree density requirements on lots <3,000 sq. ft. - workload neutral 

5. lncreasing tree preservation lot size exemption from 3000 to <5000 sq. ft.; changing building coverage 
exemption from 90% to 85% - both workload reductions 

6. Adding tree preservation exemption for sites in several industrial, commercial and employment zones ­
workload reduction 

7. Establishing Comprehensive Natural Resource Management Plans - workload redistribution/reduction 

Two scenarios are provided to reflect the fact that certain decisions for staffing and funcling will be best made closer to the 
proposed implementation date. 

Attachment 1 outlines the services and cost as follows: 
a. FY 201 l-20I2 - Funding for tree permit tracking system upgrades, "ramp up" for new code, and - Source: one­

time general fund. (Cost for the Comrnunify Tree Manual will be absorbed and the project scaled to cornport with 
existing staff resources.) 

b" FY 2012-13 - Funding to staff and implement Title I l, phase 2 Title 33 amendments, vehicles purchase, single 
point of contact,Z{-hour hotline pilot; amendments to Ladd's Addition Conservation District Guidelines - mix of 
one-time and ongoing general fund, development and land use review fees, capital improvemerrt project dollars, 
Urban Forest fund 

c. FY 2013-14 - Funding for ongoing program activities (code adrninistration and enforcement) - ongoing general 

fund, capital improvement project dollars, development and land use review fees 

Attachment 2 reflects a scenario where the costs for the single point of contact and an additional tree inspector (and 

vehicle) needed to implemerrt the updated Private Tree Removal permit system are deferred to 2014. In actuality, before 
the FY 12-13 budget process the Bureau of Parks and Recreation (Parks) will determine whether additional General Fund 
is needed to suppor-t these services in FY lZ-13, or whether these costs can be deferred to FY 13-14 or covered by an 

altemative funding source. Parks consider potential savings associated with streamlining of pennitting procedures and any 
potential increases in efficiency or funding opportunities identified during an upcoming discussion of implementation 
issues and opportunities. If insufficient funding is available Parks could elect to defer program elements such as the new 
permit requirement for single farnily zoned lots. Similar'ly the Bureau of Development Services will consider its funding 
availability. If insufficient funding is available BDS might need to scale back services such as inspections for the Title I I 
tree preservation and density standards. 
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/é,,Staffing Requirements: å. s -4 ii¡ 
rÅ 

5) Wiil any positions be created, eliminated or re-classified in the current year as a result of this legislation? (If new 
positions are created please include whether they will be part-time,.full+ime, limited term or perntanent positions. If the 
position is limited term please indicate the end of the term.) - None. 

6) Will positions be created or eliminated infuture years as a result of this legislation? - Positio¡s proposed to be 
created in future years, and budget proposal, are shown in Attachments 1 and 2 (see explanation in 4) abové. 

Complete the following section if you are accepting and appropriating a grant via ordinance. This section should 
only be completed if you are adjusting total appropriations, which currently only applies to grant ordinances. 

7) Chanse in Annronriations (If the accompanying ordinance amends the budget, please reflect the dollar amount to be 
appropriated by this legislation. If the appropriation includes an interagency agreement with another bureatt, please 
include the partner bureau budget adiustments in the table øs well. Include the appropriate cost elements that are to be 
loaded by the Grants ollìce and/or Financial Plannins. use additional if needed. 

Funded Program 

APPROPRIATION UNIT HEAD (Typed name and signature) 

Exhibit D Financial Impact Statement * March 3l,ZOll 



Attachment 1 - Modified Tree Project Budget Proposal #1 ' ;i ... '' i¡ .1t ò.å ¿.1 l¡ * s: 

Red = cut Green = reduct¡on Blue = shifUincrease (from 1212010 Recommended Draft) 

FY2011 -2012 absorb/scale lnltlal Tree Manual, shllt TRACS 

Program Organization and Start-up 
PPR Functlons Parks 
BDS Functions BDS 

Botanlc Spec ll 
Planner ll 

TRACS upgrade - Tree peÌmlts
PTE Parks 

Tree Manual 
Project manager Parks Botanic Spec ll 
"Code Made Easy" Content BDS PlanrleÍ ll 
"Watershed Services" Conter BES Prôgranì Speclâlls 

Contract 

1 2t2010 Dnft Budget 2.æ 8262.000 s262,000 

FY 2012 -2013 scaled lo reflecl 1, 2013 staff hlre date & Feb 2013 effecllve dale for T1 1, Phase 2 T33 amendments, 24-hr 

Land Use Reviews 
Application Review BDS 
Arborist Consultatlon Parks 

Planner ll (Jan.) 
Tree I 

Bulldlng Permlts 
Plan Revlew BDS Planner ll (Jan.) 05 
Buildino Fernrit Tree lnsn lJan. 0 

Capltal and Publlc Works ProJects 
Water, 

CIP/PWPla¡'ìPreparation BOT,BE survey/cADD(Feb.) 0 

s 
CIP/PW Revi Parks Tree 0 

TÌee Permlt Program 
Tree Permit Parks Tree lnsn lJan, 

Vêhlclês and vehlcles BDS & U 

Slngle Polnt of Conlact/Permlt Asslstance 
Delta Park Location Palks Bot 

24 hour Hotllne (pllot) 
sê Llne BES 

12nU0 Drufr Budgel Ê176.000 $165000 617,000 fil15,0d0 

FY 2013 -2014 and future and fees, 24-Hour Pilol extended I 

Land Use Revlews 
Appl¡cation Review BDS 
Arborist Consultation Parks 

PlanneÍ ll 
Tree 

Bulldlng Permlls 
Plan Review BDS Planner ll 

TTee 

Capllal and Public Works Projecls 
Water, 

CIP/PW Plan Prepâration BOT,BE Survey/CADD 
S 

Parks Tree 

Tree Permlt Program 
Tree PeÍmft ìnsDector, Pârks Tree 

Slngle Polnt of Conlact/Pe¡mlt Asslstance 
Delta Park Locatlon PaÍks Botanlc 

24 hour Hotllne (pllol) 
Llrre 

12/2010 Draft Budget 5.50 s535,000 5176,000 $o s244,000 $115.000 
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Attachment 2 - Modified Tree Project Budget Proposal scenario -[, t$ ;t ', , ,i, 4,. 

Red = cut Green = reduction Blue = shifUincrease (from 12l2O1O Recommended Draft) 

FY 201 I -2012 Tree Manual, shlft TRACS tundlnq to Tree Fu 

Program Organlzatlon and Start-up 
PPR Functlons Parks Botanic Spec ll 

Planner ll 

TRACS upgrade - Tree permlts
PTE Parks 

Tree Manual 
Project marrager Parks Botanic Spec ll 

"Code Made Easy" Content BDS Planrlef ll 
"Waterslred Seryices" Conter BES Progran'ì Specialis 
PTE, M&S Contract 

12.t2010 Draft Budget .$0 

FY 2012 -2013 scaled 1o reflecl 1, 2013 staff hlre dale, Its for SFR lots <10,000s.f. and SPoC deferÍed to 1, 201 

Land Usè Revlêws 
Application Review BDS Planner ll (Jan.) 
Arborist Consultatlon Parks Tree 

Bulldlng Permlts 
Plan Revlew BDS Planner ll (Jan.) 
Buildina Permit BDS Tree lnsp (Jan. 

Capltal and Publlc Works ProJects 
Water, 

CIP/PW Plan Preparatjor'ì BOT,BE Survey/cADD(Feb) 0. 1 

S 
CIP/PW R iotr Palks Tree lrrsn fFeb 0 

Tree Permlt Program 
Tree Per¡nit Parks Tree lr 

Vehlcles and 1 vêhlclê fÕr BDS ln 
Slngle Polnt of Conlact/Permlt Asslstance 

Delta Park Locãt¡on Parks Botanic 
24 hour Hotllne (pllot) 

BES E 

12n01O Draft Budget 5.50 s558,000 fi176,000 5105,000 s17,000 $115,000 

FY 2013 -2014 and future er Permit and SPoC are I 24-Hour Pilof extended for full 

Land Use Revlews 
BDSAppllcâtion Revlew 

Arborist Consultation Palks 
Plânrler ll 

Tree tor 
0 

0 
Bulldlng Permlts 

Plan Review BDS Planner ll 

Tree 
Capilal and Publlc Works Projects 

Water, 
CIP/PW Plarì Preparatlon BOT,BE Survey/CADD 

s 
CIP/PW Reviewl Parks Tree 

Tree Permit Program 
Tree Pernìit Parks Tree 

Vehicles and 1 vehicle fo¡ UF lns 
Slngle Polnt of Contact/Permlt Asslstance 

Delta Park Location Parks Botarric 
24 hour Hotllne (pllôt) 

Response Lilre 

12/2010 Drcfr Budget s535,000 s176.000 $0 $244,000 s115,a00 
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J_ ffi4 r5'.å&,
DIRECTION ON SIGNIFICANT TREE TABLE: 

üþ,. {.-

New Amendment Language proposed: (Previous Amendment Language)ç I
P 	' "Amend the Recommended Draft b)¡ adding a reference in the land division 

@.t th" Di.".to, of th" B.rr"u.r of Plur-u-rir-rg ur-rd 

Sustainabilit)¡ to include the information contained in Table 630-1 (Significant 
Trees) of the zoning code into the Portland Plant List b)¡ initiating a change to the 
List within 180 days of the date this ordinance is adopted." 

[(Previous Amendment Language2.E. Land Divisions (Title 33)): Move to 
amend the Recommended Draft by adding a reference in the land division 
approval criteria and include information about native tree growth rates and 
sizes in the Portland Plant List] 

DIRECTION REGARDING NORWAY MAPLE REPLACEMENT IN LADD'S 
ADDITION. vu 

/X' New Language proposed: 
Council directs that the Cit)¡ Forester, Bureau of Environmental services. and 
Bureau of Planning and Sustainabilit)¡, with support from the Office of 
Neighborhood Involvement and in consultation with the Urban Forestr)¡ 
Commission, work with Ladd's Addition residents and property owners. the 
Hosford-Abernathy Neighborhood Development (HAND) and Save Our Elms to 
update the Open Space Guidelines for the street trees in the Lacld's Addition 
Conservation District Guidelines for Development and Preservation." 

Previous Language Proposed: (BPS document dated March 9,201'J.,page7 of 7l 
Direct the "Urban Forestry Commission to prepare a neighborhood street plan as 

. 	 developed by the City Forester for the implementation of the Norway Maple 
Street Tree Replacement Plan for Ladd's Addition Historic District. The Council 
directed that this be addressed as an implementation action and would not be 
addressed in code." 



:Ê"w4l,i,m4Exhibit E 
Amendments to Cit¡rwide Tree Project December 2OlO Recommended Draft 

litle 33 Planning and Zoning and Ladd's Addition Consenration District Guidelines 

tr Title 33 Discussion Item Amendments 
List of Contents: Page
 

.....2
 
n 1. Required Outdoor Area (2.D - 3/g/ 11 Decision Guide)....... ....................2
 

t] 2. Lartd Division Approval Criteria (2.8)......... .,........2
 

fl 3. Add New Chapter 33.860 Comprehensive Natural Resource Plans (2.F.2) ................2
 

tr	 Title 33 Technical Amendments .............. .g
 

I ]. Effective date of Title 33 Amendments ......... ........ g
 

n 2. Pedestrian Standards ............ ............4
 

tr B. Scenic Corridor TTee Preservation Standarcls ........ B
 

tr 11-14. Land Division Regulations.......... ................. I l
 

n 3. Non-conforming Upgrades.. ................5
 

! 4-7. Ðnvironmental 2nne......... ...............5
 

! 9. Johnson Creek Plan District Tree Removal Standards ........... g
 

n 10. Rocþ Butte Plan District Tree Removal Standards ............. g
 

n 15. Submittal Standards for land use reviews..... .................... lb
 

u	 Ladd's Addition Consenration District Gtridelines Technical Amendments .. 1g 

tr ]. Footnote to Street Tree Plan ............. lB 

Attachment I - Example of Portland Plant List Anrendments ......... 14
 

Attachment 2 - New Chapter 33.860 Comprehensive Natural Resource Plans ........... I5
 

Attachment 3 - Renumbering Changes in 33.630 ............ 20
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Title 33,	 Discussion ltem Amendments
 

33.110.235. 
c.3 

(p.e) 

33.630.200. 
A 
(renumbered 
Jrom 
33.630,200. 
C.l inDec 
2O1O drqft ­

see Att. 3) 

(p.153) 

33.860 
New Chapter 

(See Vol. I 
Report,
p.lol) 

Required outdoor area. Delete the proposed "fludble development standard' that would 
allow the required outdoor area to be located partially in the front setback when a tree is 
preserved in the front setback. City Council directed this amendment to be included on 
3/9/ll due to concerns about the possible loss of private defensible outdoor space due 
to this provision. 

Delete related commentary. 

Land division approval criteria. Add a reference to the criteria that refers to 
information contained in the Portland Plant List about the size and growth rates of native 
trees. The Portland Plant List will also be amended to incorporate the information in the 
"significant Tree Table" that will be deleted from Chapter 33.630. 

Revise commentar5r as follows: 
A. 	Guide priorities for preservotion toword larger trees ond groves and/or trees thof 

provide the greatest environmentol ond oesthetic benefíts for the site ond surrounding 

areo. A reference to the Portlond Plont List is odded to ensure thot informotion on 

notive tree growth rotes ond priority tree sizes is considered. This informotion will lrg 

moved from the former Siqnificont Tree Tobl¿ in this Chopter to the Portlond Plant [.ist. 
Thot informotion willserve os o resource for oppliconts ond stoff when evoluatinq the, 

relotive importoncø of notive trees on the site; 

See Attachment A, for a recommendation for how the Portland Plant List would be 
amended. The Portland Plant List will be updated through a separate rulemaking 

Add new Chapter 33.860 Comprehensive Natural Resource Plans. This chapter was 
originally adopted in 2010 as part of the River Plan/North Reach code package. It will 
not be going into effect in the near-term because of the recent LUBA decision remanding 
the North Reach River Plan. This chapter was not challenged as part of the LUBA case. 
It is recommended that it be adopted as part of the Citywide Tree Project because it 
provides an important tool for applicants that wish to take a master plan approach to 
sites that contain natural resource overlay zones. Some minor changes are proposed to 
what was originally adopted to clariff that the Comprehensive Natural Resource Plan tool 
is intended to support the management of natural a-reas and other open spaces uses, 
such as golf courses or cemeteries, as well as for traditional development proposals. The 
new chapter will go into effect with the fìrst phase of T,oning Code amendments on July 1, 

20r r. 

Delete the amendment proposed in the Dec, 20f O draft, as shown below: 

33.11O.235.C Required Outdoor Areas - Requirements
3. Location. General landscaped areas which are included as part of the required outdoor area 

may extend into the required side and rear building setback;ëut-the The required outdoor area 
may neEextend into the fron bc-leeateCin+he 

if at least one tree that is at least 12 inches in diameter is proposed to be@
preserved within the front setback. 

Result is no amendment to existing code, shown below: 
33.f 1O.235.C Required OutdoorAreas - Requirements
3. General landscaped areas which are included as part of the required outdoor area may extend 

into the required side and rear building setback, but the required outdoor area may not be 
located in the front building setback. 

Revise code as shown below: 

33.630.20O Land Division - ltee Preservation Approval Criteria 

A. To the extent practicable. trees proposed for preservation provide the {reatest benefits as 
identified in the purpose of this chapter. In general. healthv. native or non-nuis 
trees that are 2O or more inches in diameter and tree groves. a¡e the highest priorilv for 
preservation. However. specifìc characteristics of the trees. site and surrounding area, should 
be considered and mry 

. buffering natural 
resources. preventing erosion or slope destabilization and limiting impacts on adiacent sites: 

(renumbered"Jrom33.63O.2OO.C.l ínDec 2O1O draJt, see Attachment 3) 

Seè Àttachment 2, New Chapter 33.860, Comprehensive Natural Resource Plans. 
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Title 33,	 and Zoning - Technical Amendments 
Note: índicate atechnícal to code content since the 3 not shotun rs solel	 , reuised nces, or coffwen 

Multiple code Effective date of Titte 33 amendments. Revise to:
 
sections o Indicate that the second set of Title 33 amendments will become effective at the same
 
(p.3)	 time that Title l l goes into effect. This will ensure that Title 33 amendments that 

rely on Title I I being in place do not precede the effective date of Title 11. 
o 	Delete 33. f f 0.235 because that section will not be amended per City Council 

direction. See Discussion Item #1. 
o 	Add 33.430.080.C.8 to the list of amendments to become effective July 1, 20l l at 

the request of the Bureau of Fire and Rescue. See Technical Item #4 below for more 
information. 

. 	 Update numbering in the land division section consistent with Technical Item #11 
below. 

. AddChapterS3.860tothelistof amendmentstobecomeeffectiveJuly l,2Oll. See 
Discussion Item #3. 

this page precedes the lltle 33 code amendments and lists the effectlve date for the 
amendments. This section is not code. Revise to add bullets to improve legibility and as shown 
below: 

Effective Dates for Title 33 Amendments 

The following list of Title 33 code sections identifies amendments that will become effective on July 1,2011­
untess otherwise ind . This set of amendments was selected for near-term implementation 
because they do not require additional funding to be implemented and they can stand alone without other parts 
of the proposal. The remaining amendments to Title 33 will become effective on tne same ¿ate tna 
goes_into effect, curren February 1,2013. 

Base Zones 

Overlay Zones 
. 33.430.080.C.8, E 
n 33.480.040.8 Scenic Corridors (except 8.2.h, Tree removalwithout development is deferred until Iillp-LI 

ooes into effect. curre February 1 , 20131 

Plan Districts 
. 33.537, Johnson Creek PD (except 33.537.125.D, Tree removalwithout development is deferred untillÍle 

ll ooes ¡nto efrcct. c February 1,2013). 
¡ 33.570, Rocky Butte (except 33.570.040.D, Tree removalwithout development is deferred until Tlle:U 

ooes into effect. currentlv scheduled for Februarv 1. 2019. 
. 33.580.130 South Auditorium, Preservation of Existing Trees (except 33.580.130.C, Tree removalwithout 

development is deferred until Títle 11 goes into e February 1 , 2013). 

Land Divisions 
¡ 33.630.7600, Recording Tree Preservation Plans and Related Conditions 

Administration and Enforcement 
r 	 33.730.140, Requests for Changes to Conditions of Approval 
. 	 33.853 Tree Review (except 33.853.020.8.2.b. Changing tree preservation requirements following land use 

approval - exception for dead, dying and dangerous frees - is deferred until Title 11 goes into e 
currentlv schedulffi February 1, 2013). 

Lan¡Ltlse-Reviews . 33.860 Comorehensive Natural Resource Plans - all 
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33.r20,255 Pedestrlan standards. Reword to refer to a "connection' rather than a "straight line Revise the code as shown below: 
8.1.a connection" to provide for consistent code construction. Applies in multi-dwelling, 

g,3.L2O.265.8.1 Pedestrian Standards - Connections (Multi-dwelling zones)(p.le) commercial and employment/industrial base zones. 
a. 	 Connection between streets and entrances. 

33. r30.240	 (t) Sites with one street frontage. 
B.l.a	 o Generalll¡. [No change] 
(p.27)	 o Household Living. Sites where all of the floor area is in Household Living uses are only 

required to provide a e+**ighitk connection to one main entrance on the sitei.-Ths 
33.L40.240 connection ma]¡ not be more than 2O feet longer or 120 percent of the straight line 
B.l.a	 distance. whichever is less. 
(p.31)	 [No change]. 

33. 13O.24O.8. L Pedestrian Standards - Connections (Commercial zones) 
a, Connection between streets and entrances. 

(1) Sites with one street frontage. 
o 	Generally. There must be a e+*affS+ee connection between one main entrance of each 

building on the site and the adjacent street. The e+**igh#iæ connection may not be 
more than 2O feet longer or l2O percent of the straight line distance, whichever is less. 

o 	Household Living. Sites where all of the floor area is in Household Living uses are only 
required to provide a e++a+We connection to one main entrance on the site. The 
connection ma]¡ not be more than 20 feet longer or l2O percent of the strai{ht line 
distance, whichever is less. 

o 	Tlee preservation. [No change] 

(2) Sites with more than one street frontage. 
. 	 1he standard of 8.1.a(1) must be met to connect the main entrance of each building on 

the site to the closest sidewalk or roadway if there are no sidewalks. Sites where all of 
the floor area is in Household Living uses are only required to provide a e+F*i$h#lk€ 
connection meeting the standard of Bl.all) to one main entrance on the site; 

!,$..140.240.8.1 Pedestrian Standards - Connections (Employment and Industrial zones) 
a. 	 Connection between streets and entrances. 

(1) 	Sites with one street frontage. 
o 	 Generall)¡. There must be a €+FeæhitJ# connection between one main entrance of each 

building on the site and the adjacent street. The sæ+liæ connection may not be more 
than 2O feet longer or I20 percent of the straight line distance, whichever is less. 
Household LivinÊ. Sites where all of the floor area is in Household Living uses are only 
required to provide a eê+$Hi*e connection to one main entrance on the site. The 
connection mav not be more than 2O feet longer or 120 percent of the straÍ{ht line 
distance. whichever is less. 

o 	 Tree preservation. [No change] 

(2) Sites with more than one street frontage. Where the site has more than one street fronta$e, 
the following must be met: 

. 	 The standard of 8.1.a(1) must be met to connect the main entrance of each building on 
the site to the closest sidewalk or roadway if there are no sidewalks. Sites where all of the 
floor area is in Household Living uses are only required to provide a,et+s#b#iæo 
connection meeting the standard to one main entrance on the site; 
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33.258.O70	 Non-conforming upgrades. Removes existing language in non-conforming upgrades 
D.1.a &	 chapter related to expired Adjustments. With the reorganized list of upgrade options, this 
D.2.b	 reference could be mistakenly read to indicate that only parking lot landscaping related 
@.a5, a7) to Adjustments approved prior to March 16, 2OOf require upgrading. This amendment 

removes the cross-reference only; 33.730.130.D remains in effect. 

Add commentary as follows: 

The reference to 33.730.130.D, Expirotion of odjusfments opproved prior to Morch 16, 2001­

is not camied forword to the consolidoted list of uporode options becouse ít could be 

mistokenlv reod fo indícote thot only porking lof londscoping reloted to Adiustments opprovei 
prior to Morch 16.2001 require upgrodino. Ev¿n though fhe cross-reference is not included. 
33.730,130.0 remoins in effect. 

33.430.080	 Envlronmental zone pruning exemptions. Reinstate the existing provision that 
c.2	 exempts pruning of shrubs within l0' of a building from environmental zone regulations. 
(p.55)	 This exemptÍon was inadvertently deleted when the current environmental zone tree 

pruning exemptions \À/ere consolidated into Title I l. 

Revise commentary as follows: 

C.2: Revise the tørm "structure" to "building ond structures ottoched to buildings..." for 
consistency throuqhout code. The exemption for pruning within 10'of o building is retoined 
here to ensure thot prunino of shrubs remoíns exempt. Remeves the pruning pertien ef ttris 

Delete the reference to Subsection 33.730.130.D, Expiration of adjustments approved prior to March 
16, 2001. Revise code as shown below: 

3,3.268.O7O.D Development that must be brought into conformance. 
1. Nonconforming development with a new conforming use or new nonconforming residential 
density. 

a. Landscaping and trees required for the following a¡eas: 
o Exterior display. storage. and work activitv areas: 
o Setbacks for surface parking and exterior development areas:
 
. Interior parkinq lot landscaping.
 

: 

o Existing building setbacks;
 
¡ Minimum landscaped areas other than described above: and
 
. Tfee densily standards of Chapter 11.50 for the site.
 

2. 	Nonconforming development with an existing nonconforming use, allowed use, limited use, or 
conditional use. 

b. 	 Standards which must be met. 
(1) Landscapinq and trees required for the follor,vinq areas: 

o Ðxterior displa]¡, storage. and work activitv areas:
 
. Setbacks for surface parking and exLerior devçlepnqç¡lt arçaq;
 
o Interior parking lot landscapinq. 

. Existing building setbacks:
 
¡ Minimum landscaped areas other than described above; and
 
. Tree densitv standards of Chapter I 1.50 for the site.
 

Revise code as shown below: 

33.43O.O8O ltems Exempt F'rom These Regulations
C. 	Existing development, operations, and improvements, including the following activities: 

2. 	 Continued maintenance of existing gardens, pastul'es, lawns, and other planted areas, 
including the installation of new irrigation and drainage facilities, new erosion control 
features, and the installation of plants except those listed on the Nuisance Plants List. 
Change of crop type or farming technique on land currently in agricultural use. pru*ing 

Pn¡¡Inq-trees and shrubs ú 
buildings and struc ; 

EXHIBIT E - AMENDMENIS IO CITYWIDE TREE PROJECT DEC 2O1O RECOMMENDED DRAFT Title 33 Technical ltems Page 5 
March 31, 2011 



bffi-&iit&'
 

33.430.080. Environmental zone pruning exemptions. Add an amendment that will be effective 
c.8/9 July 1, 2OI l to remove the "6'from the ground" restriction on pruning evergreen trees in 

Wildfìre Hazard zones. This same allowance will be incorporated into the pruning permit 
(p.5e) exemptions in Title 1l when it goes into effect. 

Revise commentar5r as follows: 

Pruning Exemptions 
The pruning exømption will be updated in two phoses. fn fhe first phqse of omendments 
(effective Julv 1, 20111. the restriction on pruning øvergreen trees in Wildfire Hozord zones 

only within "ó' from the ground" will be removed. 

fn the second phose thot willgo into effect with Title 11. oll tree pruning will be exempt 
provided the reguirøments under Title 11ore møt. 

exemptiens end referenees Title llpruning permit rquirern€ftt+ Title 11 will ollows limited 
pruning of native treesin environmentol zones subject to o permit, insteod of reguiring 
environmentol revíew os is the cose under the currenf regulotions. The permif will providø a 

meons to trockopproved pruning ond will involveorborist oversight ond the City's Urban 

Forestry progrom expertise in considering these reguests. Current exemptions for limited 
pruning in e-zones. including the first phosø chonge described obove. ore deletedherøand are 
reínstoted in Title 11. Pruning of non-notive'lrees is olso exempt from the pruning permif 
requirement. 

33.430.140.	 Environmental zone tree replacement requirements. Add allowance for applicants to 
J.4	 pay a revegetation fee in lieu of planting on site for removal of trees in transition areas 

and removal of non-native trees. This will ensure that these tree replacement standa¡'ds 
(p.67)	 would not trigger a land use review unless the applicant chose to that option, as is 

intended. 

Revise commentaqr as follows: 

Stondord J is broken into seporote sr*b-seetiens porqgrophs. Porogrophs 1-3 that-address 
the Three categories of ftees (notive, non-notive non-nuisonc e, and nuisance). Porogroph 4 
provides on option for replocement. 

4l An ollowonce is odded for oppliconts fo poy o revegetotion fee in lieu of plontinq on sitq 
for removol of trees in tronsition oreos ond removol of non-notive trees. This will ensure thot 
the code ís consistent with the intent thot these tree replocement stondards not trigger o 

lqnd use review unless the opplicont chooses thot option. 

Revis-e the code section as shown below to allow for early implementation of the allowed pruning in 
Wildfìre Hazard areas. 

33.43O.O8O.C, Items Exempt From These Regulations 

Effective July 1, 2O11: 
9.Pruningconiferoustreesthatarewithin3ofeetofastructure 

ab€q¡e+h€€round, when the structure is within the wildfire hazard zone as shown on the Ci$r's 
Wildfire Hazar d Tnne Map: 

Effective Febnrary 1, 2013 (or same date as Title 11): 
gg. Pruning trees in accordance with Title 11 permit requirements. ee*i@ 

rvithin 30 feet ef a strr*ett*re te rerneve branehes up te 6 feet abeve the €reund; wtren the 
strueture is withi+the rvildfire hazard zene as shewn en the GiH's Wildfire Hesard zenc MaPi 

Add new code language as follows: 

33.430.f4O.J 	General Development Standards - Tree removal and replacement standards 

4. For replacement of non-native trees andlrees in traneition areas. applic 

ttre num¡er of trees 
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33.430. r50 
8.5 
(p.6e) 

33.465.155 
F.4 
(p.e7) 

Environmental and Pleasant Valley Natural Resource overlay zone standards for 
utility lines. Add flexibility in the location of replacement plantings along streams when 
there is a utility easement does not allow tree planting. 

Revise the commentary as follows: 
33.430.150.8 
5. The current reguirement obout plonting treesbetweenthe streom corridor ond utility is 

moved to this subporogroph. however f lexibility is odded in the location of røplacement 
plontinqs when there is o utility eosement thot does not ollow treø plontinq. The reguirement 
to planf of leost t0 Íeøt from o poved surfoce is deleted to provide greater consistency 
within the choptør. There is no othør ploca within the e-zone chopter where plonting is 

reguired to be set bock o specific distonce from poving or structures. 

33.4ó5.155.F
 
Stondord F.4 replaces the current restrictions regardingwhøretrees can be plonted,
 

however f lexibility is odded in the locotion of replocement plontinqs when there is o utility
 
easement thot does not ollow trøe plonting.
 

Revise the code as shown below: 

33.430.15O Standards for Utiltty Lines 
E. T\:ee removal and replacement standards are as follows: 

5. Where a utilitv line is appro>dmatel)¡ parallel with the stream channel at least half of the 
replacement trees must be planted between the utjlit-v line and the stream channel-cxecpt 
wnere a utilitv ease . 

33.465.155 Standards for Utility Llnes 
F. Tlee removal and replacement standards are as follows: 

4. Where a utilit-v line is approximatel]¡ parallel with the stream channel at least half of the 
replacement trees must be planted between the utilitv line and the stream channel. except 
wnere a utitiW ease . 
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33.480.040. 
8.2.g(a) and 
h 
(p.109 and 
111) 

Scenic corridor tree preservatlon standards.
 
Reword the standard for tree removal related to utility installation to apply to a "site" as
 
opposed to a "lot". The intent was to apply the allowance to development sites which can
 
bè made up of several lots.
 

Revise commentary as follows: 
The reguírements for utilities (Z.g (+)) now specify fhot the tree removol is necessory for 
some ospect of the utility, i.e. moinfenance oî instollotion. As currently written, the tree 
need only be locoted in on eosemønt fo ollow its removol, evøn if removal is not necessory for 
the utility to be insfolled or operated. The utility ollowonce olso provides for instollotion of 
ufilities outside of easemenfs, provided 'lhey are restricted to o single lO-foot wide corridor. 
Thisollowoncehosbeenoddedtoprovideforinstollotionof individuql service linestolets 
developmønt sites, which ore typicolly not located in on eosement. 

Clariff that a Title 11 tree permit is required in non-development situations where the 
zoning code allows removal without specific replacement requirements (i.e. dead, dying 
dangerous and nuisance trees) . For situations where the zoning code specifies 
replacement requirements (i.e. removal and replacement of small trees), it is simpler and 
more consistent for that standard to be reviewed and enforced by BDS through a zoning 
permit. 

Revise commentaqr as follows: 
A reference to Titl¿ 11 is added since Titl¿ tLtrøe removol permits arerequired to rømove 
trees if no development is propo sed, except where the Zoning Code includes specific 
replocement requirements (i.e. removol ond replocement of smoll trees). A Title 11 permit con 
only be issued if the Tree guolifies for removol under the plon district stondards. In that 

te bernet' 

Note: Tlrc sarne reurstons are proposedJor Rockg Butte and Johnson Creek Plan District 
ícal Items I and 1O belou:). 

Revise the code as shown below: 

33.48O.O4O.8.2 Development Standards - Scenic Corridors. 
g. 	Preservation of trees. 

(&1$ The tree must be removed due to installation. repair. or maintenance of is-¡¡¡ithin-a water, 
sewer, or stormwater seru @. For new installation of services. 
tree removal allowed under this provision is limited to a single 1O foot wide utilit-v corridor 
on each leLgitc; 

h. 	 TYee removal without development. When no development is proposed. tree removal allowed bv 
the standards of Subparagraph 2.gf Iì through (Ol above is subject to the tree permit 
requirements of Title I l. TTees. 
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33.537.125. 
c.4, c.6, 
Table 
537-l and D 

(p.r27,129) 

Johnson Creek plan district tree removal standards. Simpliff the proposed tree 
replacement standards, generally consistent with environmental zone standards. lVoúe: 

Tlrc same reuísion is proposed in tlrc Rockg Butte Plan Dístrict chapter. 

Also see Technical Item No.8 for discussion of the proposed revision to 33.537.125.C.4. 
and D. 

Revise commentar5r as follows: 

C.4: The ollowonce for treø removol reloted to utílifies requires thot the removol be 

necessary for somø ospect of the utility, i.¿. moint¿nance, repair or instollotion, and provides 

for installotion of ut¡lities outside of easements, which is reguired in the currenf ollowonce 

for tree removol. This ollowonce is included to provide for instollotion of individuol service 
lin¿s to lots, which orø typicolly not locotød in on eosemenl, ond is similor to provisions 
elsewhere in the zoning code (scenic overloy zone and Rocky Butte Plon District). fnstollotion 
of new utílities is restricted to a lO-foot wide comid or per let site lo provide for o 

reqsonoble utility corridor while limiting fhe omount of oreo wheretree removol is ollowed. 

D. A reference to Titl¿ 11, Trees is odded since Title 11 permits would be reguired Íor tree 
removol when no other developmenf is propose d. except where the Zoninq Code includes 
sp¿cific replocøment reguirements (i.e. removol ond replocement of smoll treesì. Where o 

Title ll permif is reguired, it con begranled 
only if fhe plon district stondords for tree removol in this chopter aremet. 

33.570.040. 
c.4, c.6 & 
Table 
570-r 
(p.135, 137) 

Rocky Butte plan district tree removal standards. See discussion under Technical 
Items No.B and 9 for changes to 33.570.040.C.4, C.6 and D. Also, add cross-reference to 
33.248 for replacement planting sizes. 

Revise commentary as follows: 

D. Tree removol without development. 
Ref erence To Titlø 11 is odded since o Title 11 permit is reguired f or Ireø removal when no 

olher development is proposed. except where the Zoning Code includes specif ic r¿plocement 
requirements (i.e. removol ond replocement of smoll treesì. Where a Title 11 permit is 

reguired. it con be granted only if the plan 

district stondords of this chopter oremet. 

Revise code as shown below: 

3,3.637.t26 
C. llee Removal Standards 
4. 	The tree must be removed due to installation. repair. or maintenance of water. sewer. or 

stormwater services. For new installation of services. tree removal allowed under this provision 
is limited to a single 10 foot wide utilit-v corridor per let site: 

6. The tree is at least 6 and up to 12 inches in diameter and does not meet anv of the other
 
standards of this Subsection. but is replaced @ with two tre¡U.
 
Replacement plantings must meet Section 33.248.030, Plant Materials. Trees removed within
 
2O feet of the Springwater Corridor must be replaced within the 20 feet of the Sprin{water
 
Corridor; or
 

Table-537-t 
+ee-RcBfaeeme+t 

h Johnsen ereek Ba 

M OBtieÐ-A Op+fen€ 
{inehesjndiame+cr} {ne-of+rees ffi 

geSe-Blantedì 

Atleas+€+eless4ha*9 + net-aBBlieabte 
M c 2-trees-and4-shn¡bs 

at{east-lÍ} +ee*e#ew+esuircd 

D. Tree removal without development. When no development is proposed. tree removal allowed 
under the standards of Subsection C.l throuqhS. above, is subject to the tree permit 
requirements of Title I 1, Trees. 

Revise code as shown below: 

33.57O.O4O.C Tlee removal standards 
3 4-The tree must be removed for installation, repair or maintenance of is-¡¡rithin-a water, sewer, or 

stormwater services @. For new installation of services. tree removal 
allowed under this provision is limited to a single 1O foot wide utilitv corridor per let slte. 

6. 	The tree is at least 6 and up to 12 inches in diameter and does not meet any of the other 
standards of this Subsection. but is replaced @ with two trees. 
nentacement ptantin 

Delete Table 57O-l 

D. 	 'ITee removal without development. When no development is proposed. tree removal 
allowed b]¡ the standards of Subsection C.1 through 5. above. is subject to the tree permit 
requirements of Title 11. Trees. 
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33.630 
(p.la1-163) 

33.730.D.1.d 
(2), 3.¿ bullet 
(p.187) 

33.630 
Title, List of 
Sections 
33.630.010 
(p.lal) 

33.630.600 
(p.163) 

33.654. r20. 
H 
(p.169) 

Renumbering in the land division tree preservatlon chapter. Renumber to provide a 
more logical flow that is closer to the organization of the existing chapter. 

Renumber and reorganize commentary to match code sections. 

Street tree standards for land divisions. Consolidate land division standards regarding 
street trees from two chapters into the Rights-of-way chapter, which applies to all land 
divisions. Make corresponding change to the purpose statement and title of 33.63O since 
street tree planting will be addressed in a different chapter. 

Revise commentary as follows: 
CHAPTER 33.ó30, TREE PRE5ERVATTON 

This ehepfer eurrently eddresses tree preservetien er¡lend divisien sites' While the 

@lrimerily on tree--res 

@
is 

reqÉrretî€n+s 

Delete commentar¡r for 33.630.600 and revise commentar5r in 33.654.12O.H as follows: 
H. Sfondord for Street Trees. 
A new stondord is odded thot reguires the preservotion of existing street treøs onç[ plonting 

@ of new street trees be considered during the preliminory lond 

division review. The decision obout whether the preliminary plon odeguotely oddresses sfreet 
tree pr¿servotion ond plonting in public streets will be mode by the City Forester, in 

consultotion with theond City Engineer. This coordinafion is necessoryos the Ci'lyEngineer 
makes decisions obouf strøet improvements ond the provision of other services within the 
right-of-woy. For privote streets, the Bureou of Development Services will make thø decision 
qbout street trees in occordonce with the Administrotive Rule for Privote Rights-of -Woy, 
whichwosrecentlyupdotedtoincluderequirementsforstreettrees'@in9 

Renumber sections, and related subsections, as shown below and in Attachment 3: 

Sections: 
33.630.010 Purpose 
33.630.020 Where These Regulations Apply 

+ens
 
3S.O3O.OSO Exempt
 

SS.630.100 Minimu 
33. 630. 2OO Tree Preservation Approvaù-Ç$tega Requircmentê feF Trce
 

Metheds
 
@+en
33.630.400 Modifications That Will Better Meet Tree Preservation Requirements 
33.630.500 Tfee Preservation Credit 

33.630.7ê0O Recording Tree Preservation Plans and Related Conditions
 
33.630.60@ Relationship To Other Tree Regulations
 

See Attachment SJor remaínder oJ renumberíng changes. 
Delete street tree standard in 33.630, change title of Chapter 33.630 back to "TTee Preservation' 
throughout code and update purpose statement consistent with change. Add relevant language to 
33.654, Rights-of-way. See code changes below: 

ArvrEND CTTaPTER 33.630, TREEË
 
Change chapter title back to "Tfee Preservation" where referenced throughout code.
 

Sections: 
93,630,600 Standard 

33.630.01O Purpose 
The land division process provides the flexibilit-v and opportunit_v to promote creative site desi{n that 
considers multiple objectives. including inteqration of trees. The regulations of this chapter 

require that trees be considered earlv in the 
design process wit 

. Desired benefits of trees include: [No change] 

at, Where thc reêuta 

n. fne ei* eerester
 
BreBesal an¿ feun¿ it ae
 

33.654. 12O Design of Rights-of-\Iray
H. 	 Standard for Street Trees. For ne¡¡¡'cxisting-a¡d-Broposed public streets, the Citv 

Forester. in consultation with the Citv Engineer. has preliminarily approved thc-Breposaù 
@and found it acceptable for the retention of existinÉ street trees 
and providing adeoua . For private streets, the 
Bureau of Development Services has preliminaril)¡ approved the street tree planting plan. 
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33.630.020. Land dtvision sltes ln C, E and I zones. The intent of this provision is to allow built-
B out land division sites to defer the review of tree preservation until any future 
(renumbered redevelopment of the site. At that time, the site would be subject to Title I I tree 
from preservation standards applied in the building permit process. However, based on the 
33.630.200. proposed Title 1l amendments, sites in certain C, E, and I zones will be exempt from the 
A.2 ín Dec Title 1l standards. This amendment will exclude sites in those zones that will be exempt 
2O1O drqft- from the Title l1 tree preservation requirements from using this provision, thereby 
see Att. 3) ensuring that tree preservation is addressed during the land division review, as is 

currently required. 
(p.145) 

Revise commentaqr as follows: 
B. A new option is provided f or developed sites in C,E ond f zones. This ollows oppliconts 

with developed sites in commerciol, employment ond industríol zones to def er tree 
preservotion review until redevelopment is proposed. Title tL tree preservotion ond tree 
density stondords would opply ot thot time. Often when such sites ore divíded, opplicqnts 
intend to dividø the ownership of the site, but ore not proposing oddifionol development. As 

proposed, def erment of lreø preservof ion review would be on option, so fhe opplicont could 

still choose to oddress 'freepreservation during the land division. This moy be beneficial in 

situotions where odditionol development is onticipoted in thenear-Ierm because the lond 

division review con customize the treø preservotion f or the site through the discretionory 
review process. This provision connot be used in zones thot or¿ exempt from Title 11 tree 
preservotion reguiremønts. If the Title 11 exemption for certoin C. E, ond f zones is removed 

in the future, the exceptíon thot restricts their use of this provision should be removed os 

well. 

33.630.400. Modlfications to standards during land divlsion review. Revise the requirements to 
A and qualiff for a modification to development standards to clari$r that the result must be an 
8.2.b(l) improved tree preservation outcome on the site. The current requirement to "better" meet 

criteria may cause confusion because the criteria require that tree preservation be 
(p.r59 and maximized to the extent practicable. 
161) 

Revise commentary as follows: 

A. Site-reloted development stondords. 
Minor edifs to the site-reloted devølopment stondords section arein'lended to clorify terms 
ond to mak¿ it cleon thot the outcome of the modificotion must b¿ improved tree 
preservotion on fhe sitø. Thet the require thef the propesel-better meet the new tree 

Revise code as shown below: 

33.630.02O llrhere These Reg¡ulations Apply 

B. 	Sites in C. Ð, and I zones where all of the pfoposed lots are currently developed with 
commercial. emplol¡ment. or industrial development. Such sites ma)¡ defer tree preservation 
review to the time of an}¡ future development or redevelopment of the site. Sites that use this 
option are subject to the standards of Title 11. Trees at the time of development. 

t. 	excention. Sites
 
pIAVISIAn
 

(renumberedJrom33.630.200.A.2 inDec 2O1O draJt, see Attachment 3) 

Revise code as shown below: 

33.630.40O Modifïcatlons That Wtll Better Meet llee Presen¡ation Requlrements 

A. 	Site-related development standards. The review body may consider a{üs+mcnts 
modifications to site-related development standards as part of the land division review. These 
modifìcations are done as part of the land division process and do not require an adjustment. 
Adjustments to use-related development standards (sueh as FÁR; er number ef units) are 
subject to the adjustment process of Chapter 33.805, Adjustments. Modification to a regulation 
that contains the word uprohibited," or a regulation that is a qualiffing situation or threshold is 
prohibited. 

In-erder+To approve the modification, the review body must find that the modification will 
result in improved tree preservation. considerinÊ the tree oreservation nriorities for the site tk 

Brepes€f bek l@+ +equiremen+s e+ite+ia @, and will, 
on balance, be consistent with the purpose of the regulation being modified. 

B. 	Mlnimum density. 
2.b. The review bodv will approve the reduction in minimum density if the following are met: 

flì 	 The reduction in minimum densitv will result in imoroved tree ores
 
eonsiAering tne tree p
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33.730.060. 
c.3 
(p.I85) 

Submittal standards for land use revlews. Reword land use review site plan 
requirements to refer to the development impact area option in Title 11, as opposed to 
"a¡eas to be disturbed". 

Revise site plan submÍttal standards as shown below: 

33.23O.O6O.C.3 Required lnformation for land use reviews except land divisions. 
5ft bullet: 
o The location. size and species of aAll trees grcâtcr+h€n 6 inches and larger in diameter; 

dis+u+bed. On sites where the development imoact area option for larAesitesinChapt 
ur¡ll be used. onþ tr ; 
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Ladd's Addition Consenration District Guidelines - Technical Amendments
 

índicate atechnícal chanqe to code content sínce the 3/9/ 11 

Open Space Footnote to the street tree plan. Revise footnote to provide a general reference to 
Guideline #8, nuisance species identified in the Portland Plant List, in addition to the specifìc tree 
Street Tree species listed. This will make it clearer that planting all nuisance species is prohibited 
Plan and will automatically incorporate any changes to the Nuisance Plants List. 

(p.B) 

shousn rs soþ renumbe restruchtr reuísed reterences, or 

Revise footnote as shown below: 

Add footnote to Open Space Guideline #8, Street Tree Plan (paÉe 7) as follows: 

8. STREET TREE PI,AN: A Street Tree Plan adopted by the City for Ladd's Addition governs 
street tree selection and replacement on each street.l Species designated in the plan should 
be consistent with the character, height, canopy and spacing of a street's original plantings, 
the width of the parking strip, and the scale and function of the street within the district. 

Footnote: 
1. Norwa]¡ Maple. Single Seed Hawthorne. aad Globe Locust. or anv other tree snecies arc 

identified as g nuisance species in the Portland Plant List. and-therefere may no! le*Êer 
be planted as a Citv Street tree. This historic street tree plan provides €uidance on the 
selection of trees that maJ¡ be planted to maintain a similar historic streetscape character 
over time. 
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ATTACHMENÎ 1 
Þxample Portland Plant List Arnendment 

CO,t,l ENTARY 

EXAAAPLE PORTLAND PLANT LTST A,I,IENÞMENT 

The followíng ís o recommendqtion for how the Portlond Plont List could be omendød to oddress Iree growth 
rqtes os provided in the Significont Treøtable formerly contoined in 33.630. Since the Portlond Plont List is 
an odministrotive rule, the omendment would be done prior to the codø going into effect through o seporate 
qdministrotive rulemoking process. 

,åffi{Ê#94
 

EXAMPLE PORTLI\ND PII\NT LISÎ AMDNDMENT 

Portland Plant List, Section 3 Natlve Plants in Detail 

Add new subsection: 

3.4, Native Trees Growth Rates and Priority Tree Sizes 

Portland's native trees grow at varying rates and reach different sizes at maturity. For example, some 
native trees, such as the Pacific yerù/ or Garry oak, might be considerably smaller but older than larger 
trees such as a Douglas fir. These differences should be taken into consideration when developing 
priorities for the c¿ìre, management, preservation and protection of native trees. When trees reach sizes 
outlined in the table below, they should be prioritized for retention where practical on development and 
land division sites. Smaller native trees may also be prioritized for preservation and protection, 
particularly when part of a grove or when they are healthy and appropriately situated. This does not 
substitute for evaluating specific site conditions, approval criteria or other code requirements that may 
affect priorities. 

Priority Native TTee Sizes 

Common Name Sclentlflc Name Dlameter 
Bip{eaf Maple Acer macrophvllum 18 inches 
Bitter Cherrv Prunus emârpinata I O inches 
Black Cottonwood Pooulus balsamifera ssp. trichocama lB inches 
Black Hawthom Crataeaus doualasii var. douAlasli B lnches 
Black Hawthom Cratâeous suksdorfli 8 inches 
Casca¡a 
Douplas Fir 

Rhamnus uurshiana 
PseudotsuÉa menziesii 

6 inches 
l8 inches 

Garrv Oak 0uercus Parrvanâ 4 inches 
Grand Fir Abies Arandis l0 inches 
Madrone Arbutus menzlesii 4 inches 
Oregon Ash Fraxinus latifolia IO inches 
Pacflc Yew Taxus brevifolia 2 inches 
Ponderosa Plne Pinus ponderosa 8 inches 
Red Alder Alnus mtlra lB lnches 
Scouler Wllow Salix scouleriana 6 inches 
Western FlowerinÉ Dogwood Comus nutta-lltl 6 inches 
Western Hemlock Tsuoa heteroohvlla lO inches 
Western Red Cedar Thula pltcata 1O lnches 

[Renumber current Section 3.4. (Tree Silhouettes) to Section 3.51 
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ATTACHMENT 2 
Amendment to add new Chapter 33.86O Comprehensive Natural 
Resource Management Plans 

COMMENTARY 

Chopter 33.8óO Comprehensive Noturcl Resource Plons 

This chopter wos odopted os port of theRivør Plon/North Reoch code pockag e,however if will not be going into 
eff øct in the near-term qs o result of the recent LUBA decision on the River Plon. This chopter wos not 
challengedosport of theLUBAcose. Itisrecommøndedthotitbeodopîedosport of theCi'lywideTree 
Project becouse it provides an importont tool for oppliconts thot wish to toke o moster plon opprooch to sites in 

noïurol resource overloy zones. Some minor chonges orø proposed from whot wos originolly odopted to clorify 
thot this tool con be used for long-term resource management ond enhoncement projects, os well os for 
troditionol development proposals to respond fo concerns øxpressed during the CitywideTree Project process. 

This chopfer wos designed to ollow o comprehensive review of multiple development octions occurring over time 
on sites contoining noturol resource oreos. It will ollow appliconts to get opprovol f or døvelopment ond 
mitigotion octions within the City's noturol îesource overloy zones for up to 10 yeors under one compre,hensive 
lond use review. This review willollow proposols to be øvoluoted in the context of the overoll cumulative 
impocts on noturol resource volues ond reguirø mitigotion occordingly. fn oddition, through o Comprehensive 
Noturol Resource Plon, o property owner con goin f lexibility to conduct mitigotion in o phosed opprooch thot is 

more in line with how the plonned octívities are onticipatød to unfold over the yeqrs. This will help to ovoid 
sítuotions where mitigotion for one developmentoction is conducted ond then removed afew yeors loter when 
odditionol devølopment is approved. The Comprehensive Naturol Resource Plon will ollow o coordinated opprooch 
to planning development, disturbonce ond mitigotion actívities over time so thot thøy will occur in o coordinoted, 
efficient ond holistic monner. 

These plons ore intended os o tool to provide f lexibility for users such os universities, golf courses or 
cemø'feries wilh long-term development ond site ond vegetotion monûgement strotegies, ond largø industriol 
sites or focililies with ownerships thot spon multipleoverlay zones (such os the Port). fn oddition, these plons 
could be used to guide resource monogement projects ond activities in lorge noturol oreos, such os Smith ond 
Bybee Lokes. 

A Comprehensive Noturol Resource Review con toke the ploce of Environmentol Review, Pleosont Volley 
Resource Review, and Greenwoy Review in the River Noturol ond River Woter Quolíty overloy zones. 
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CIIAPTER 33.860
 
COMPREHENSTVE NATTJRAL RESOTTRCE PLI\NS
 

Sections 
33.860.010 Purpose 
33.860.020 When a Comprehensive Natural Resource Plan Is Allowed 
33.860.030 Duration of a Comprehensive Natural Resource Plan 
33.860.040 Procedure 
33.860.050 Amendments to a Comprehensive Natural Resource Plan 
33.860. 100 Application Requirements 
33.860.200 Approval Criteria 
33.860.250 Overlay Zone Map Refinement 

33.860.O10 Pur¡rose 
For sites within one or more of the City's natural resource overlay zones, a Comprehensive Natural 
Resource Plan is intended to allow for the following: 

A. 	Comprehensive consideration of future plans for sites where multiple development, disturbance, 
or resource enhancement actions are anticipated over time within one or more natural resource 
overlay zones. An adopted resource plan may substitute for case by case Environmental Review, 
Pleasant Valley Resource Review, or River Review. Comprehensive Natural Resource Plans may 
be completed at various levels of detail. Generally, the more specific the plan, the less review will 
be required as the future development is built; 

B. 	Comprehensive consideration of the long-term cumulative impacts of development within a 
natural resource overlay zone, with attention paid to site-specific goals and objectives. With a 
Comprehensive Natural Resource Plan impacts to natural resources may be avoided by 
coordinating the timing of different development actions; 

C. 	Mitigation and resource enhancement strategies that occur throughout the life of the plan, with 
greater flexibility for when and how specific mitigation actions occur in relation to specific 
development impacts; 

D. 	Comprehensive consideration of resource management and enhancement projects for large
 
natural areas or open space uses;
 

E. 	A more integrated structure for considering overlay zone mapping refinements; and 

F. 	Greater coordination with local, state and federal agencies. 

33.860.020 lV'hen a Comprehenslve Natural Resource Plan Is Allowed 

A Comprehensive Natural Resource Plan is allowed as an alternative to Environmental Review, Pleasant 
Valley Resource Review, or Greenway Review for sites that are fully or partially within one or more of the 
following natural resource overlay zones: 

A. 	EnvironmentalProtection; 

B. 	Environmental Conservation; 

C. 	Pleasant Valley Natural Resource; 

D. 	River Natural; or 

E. 	River Water Quality. 
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COAAÀ1ENTARY 

33.8ó0.O3O Durotion of o Comprehensive Noturol Resources Plon 

The plon moy bø opproved for up to 10 yeors ond must include oll proposed developmønt ond disturbonce 
octivities on the site. 

33.8ó0.040 Procedure 
Comprehensive Noturql Resource Plons will originolly be opproved through o Type fff reviøw. Tentotivø 
proposols moy be identified in the plan thot are generolly ontícipoted, but lock sufficient detail to evoluote 

their full impoct qnd necessory mitígotion. For exomple, construction monogement plans moy not be avoiloble 

until the specific døsigns ore completed. These tentotive proposols cqn be opproved subject to o second Type 1 

review to evoluote those detoils. 

33.860.050 Amendments to o Comprehensive Noturol Resource Plon 

This sectíon specif ies the review procedure thot will be required if on opplicont proposes on activity thot is not 
included in the opproved Comprehensive Noturol Resource Plon. A Type III procedure is reguired for 
significont new impacts, such os nøw døvelopment or disturbonce within on environmentol protection zon¿ or on 

incîease of more thon 10 percent in the oreo proposed'lo be developed or disturbed. Other omendments ora 
processed through o Typø fI procødure. 

,... n /¿ 

r å${*.,',1 
' 4å 

33.860.030 Duration of a Comprehensive Natural Resources Plan
 
The Comprehensive Natural Resource Plan may be approved for up to 10 years' The plan must include
 
propo""d development, disturbance, or resource enhancement activities, and possible future development,
 

ãisturbance, or resource enhancement activities that might occur within the next I0 years'
 

33.860.O4O Procedure 

A Comprehensive Natural Resource Plan is processed through a Type III procedure. Some proposals in a 

Comprèhensive Natural Resource Plan may be identified as tentatively approved, and subject to an 

additional Tlpe I procedure at a later daté. lhe additionat review will evaluate more detailed proposals 

and ensure conformance with the plan. 

33.860.050 Amendments to a Comprehensive Natural Resource Plan 
Amendments to a Comprehensive Natuial Resource Plan are required for any development within the 

boundaries of the Rivei Natural, River Water Quality, Pleasant Valley Natural Resources, environmental 
conservation, or environmental protection overlay zônes that is not in conformance with the approved 

Comprehensive Natural Resouróe Plan. Amendments are not required for development listed as exempt 

from the relevant overlay zone regulations. Amendments are subject to the sarne approval criteria as the 

initial resource plan. Túe threshõlds and procedures for amendments are stated below. 

A. 	Type III procedure. Unless the resource plan specifically provides differently, the following
 
amendments to a resource plan are processed through a Type III procedure:
 

1. 	Any proposed development or disturbance within the environmental protection overlay; 

Z. 	A proposed reduction in the area of the environmental protection overlay; 

3, 	An increase in the area proposed for development or disturbance more than 10 percent from 
what was included in the ori$inal resource plan; 

4. 	Substantial changes to conditions of approval; and 

5. 	proposed development that was previously reviewed, but was denied because it was found 

not to be in conformance with the approval criteria' 

B. Type II procedure. Unless the resource plan specifically provides differently, amendments to a 

r."ourcJplan not specifically stated in Subsection A. above are processed through a TYpe II 
procedure, 
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CO,l ,l ENTARY 

33.8ó0.10O Applicotion Reguirements 
Comprehensive Naturol Resource Plons moy be completød of vorious levels of detail. Generally, the more 
specific the plon, thø less review will be reguired as the futurø development, disturbonce or resource 
enhoncement octivities toke ploce. 

$- ffi ,._.4 5 lj 4 

33.860.fOO Application RequÍrements
 
An application for a Comprehensive Natural Resource Plan must include the following components:
 

A. 	An inventory of identified significant natural resources and functional values present within the 
site. Identified resources and functional values are those identified and described in the 
applicable City-adopted Natural Resources Inventory. The applicant may choose to provide a site­
specific environmental assessment, prepared by a qualified consultant, to more precisely 
determine the location, type, extent, and quality of the City designated natural resources on the 
site. This assessment may veri$r or challenge the site feature information in the City's inventory. 
Site features include, for example, physical aspects of the site such as streams, wetlands, seeps 
and springs, topography, floodplains, vegetation, special habitat areas, or use of the site by 
plant/animal species of interest; 

B. 	A description of proposed natural resource overlay zoning map refinements to be approved with 
the adoption of the resource plan. 

C. A list of proposed development within natural resource areas to be approved with the adoption of 
the resource plan. The list must identiff the development that will be allowed without further 
land use reviews, and the development that will be tentatively approved. 

D. 	Other information necessary to understand the natural resource impacts associated with the 
listed development proposals. 

E. 	A list of management objectives and strategies that will be used to maintain or enhance identified 
resources and functional values. 

F. 	A description of the speciflc natural resource enhancement and mitigation actions proposed with 
the resource plan. This may include actions to be taken both on- and off site, as well as specific 
physical actions and programmatic actions related to natural resource conservation and 
protection. 

G. Site plans and other maps necessary to understand the listed development and mitigation actions 
anticipated over the life of the resource plan, including maps of areas where mitigation and 
enhancement will occur and where development and uses will occur. 

H. 	Timetables for the development, disturbance, mitigation, and resource enhancement actions; 

I. 	 A summar5r of anticipated state and federal permits required for the proposed development,
 
disturbance, mitigation, and resource enhancement actions; and
 

J. 	 The supplemental application requirements that would be required if the proposal were going 
through Environmental Review, Pleasant Valley Resource Review, or Greenway Review. 
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CO,t,t ENTARY 

33.860.20O Approvol Criteria 
The opproval criterio for a Comprehensive Notural Resource Plon hove been modeled on the opprovcl criterio 
for o Conditionol Use Moster Plan. The criterio focus comprehensively on the proposed development octions 
thot will occur over the life of the plon. The criterio oddress the cumulotive impocts of døvelopment over time, 
mif igction ond phosín9 for mitigotion ocf ions, and thø integrotion of resource conservotion, protection ond 
enhoncement ínto fhe overoll gools for the site. 

33.860.20O.D This criterion describes how to bolonce theneed for detoiled plans with the level of detoil 
possible with o comprehensive plon. ft ollows certoín octions fo be identified lor odditional review. Tentotive 
opprovol is opproprio'f e for development thot is generally onticipotød but locks specific development plons ot 
the time of the resource plon submittol. The plon moy olso specify stondords that will opply to projects ot the 
timø of development permitting. This ollows odditíonol f lexibility for projects to occur without o future lond 

use review when the scope of impocts con be limited through standords. 

Criterion "D", reguires thot the Comprehensive Noturol Resource Plon møet oll relevant opprovol criterio for 
other reviews thot would be reguired if the proposal wos going through o resource review, such os 

Environmentol Review. Therefore, resource enhoncement projects will be subject to the relevont criterio for 
those reviews. 

Criterion "D" olso requires thot the criterio o1:odopted Noturol Røsource Monogement Plons (NRMP) be met. 
NRMPs govern projects ond mitigotion for certoin geogrophic oreos. During the CitywideTree Project process, 
property owners locoted within these oreos raised concerns obout odopted NRMPs bøing out of dote and no 

longer ollowing for projects thot they would like to undertoke. Propørty owners have expressed interest in 

using the Comprehensive Noturol Resource Plan process to obtoin long-term opprovol of plonned octivities, 
however in some coses thot moy not be possible becouse the projects do not conform to the currønt NRMP 

criterio. NRMPs ore diff icult to update becot¡se o legislotive procøss is reguired. Becousø opprovol ond 
omendment of o Comprehensive Noturol Resource Plon is o guosi-judiciol process, they can be developed ond 

updoted ot the reguest of the opplicont. 

Applicants in NRMP oreos will hove the option to use the Comprehensive Naturol Resource Monogemønt Plon 

tool, provided they meet the criterio of the odopted NRMP. Tf they ore not oble to meet the criterio of 'lhe 
NRMP, they would need to undergo o legislotive process to chonge the NRMP criferio or to removetheir 
property from the boundory of the NRMP. 
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33.860.200 Approval Criteria 
A Comprehensive Natural Resource Plan, or an amendment to a Comprehensive Natural Resource Plan, 
will be approved if it meets the following approval criteria: 

A. 	The plan establishes coordinated phasing of the development, dÍsturbance, or resource 
enhancement actions within the natural resource overlay zones, with the goal of avoiding impacts 
that might arise if each action were planned separately. The plan includes the timing of 
anticipated construction access routes, building construction sequencing, and disturbance area 
boundaries for the site as a whole; 

B. 	The plan will integrate natural resource conservation, protection and enhancement with other site 
planning plan goals and objectives; 

C. 	On balance, the proposed mitigation plan demonstrates that all anticipated signifìcant 
detrimental impacts on identified resources and functional values will be compensated for within 
the life of the ptan. Each mitigation action is not required to directly correlate with a specific 
development proposal, but the overall mitigation plan will be evaluated against the overall list of 
anticipated uses and development actions, including cumulative impacts. The mitigation plan 
must include performance standards for Judging mitigation success, a specific timetable for 
mitigation actions during the life of the plan, and a specific monitoring schedule; 

D. 	The plan must demonstrate that all relevant approval criteria that would apply if the proposal was 
proceeding through an Ðnvironmental Review, Pleasant Valley Natural Resource Review, or 
Greenway Review, including approval criteria from an adopted Natural Resource Management 
Plan, are met. Consideration will be given to the level of detail provided with the plan application. 
Proposals that address most of the relevant approval criteria, but are not detailed enough to 
address all of the relevant approval criteria may be identified for tentative approval. Conditions of 
approval may be imposed to list those aspects of the plan subject to tentative approval, and to 
speci$r which approval criteria need further evaluation through a later review. The decision may 
also speci$r standards for future development or resource enhancement activities. 
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COMA,IENTÁRY 

33.8ó0.25O Overloy Zone Mop Refinement 
This section provides for environmentol or Pleosont Volley noturol resource overloy zone boundories to be 
modif ied os port of the Comprehensive Noturol Resource Plon process, insteod of reguiring a seporote review to 
moke chonges. Thø riv¿r noturol ond river woter guolity overloy zones ore not listed becouse they ore applied 
to full porcels insteod of being mopped bosed on the locotion oÍ resources. Therefore, it would not be 

oppropriotø to refine/change the boundories in those overlay zones. 

fi * r,1 lt t.¡ l",å {.tr ot¡ ,.u dæ \*, 

33.860.25O Overlay Zone Map Refinement 
The boundaries of the environmental conservation, environmental protection, and Pleasant Valley Natural 
Resource overlay zones may be modified as part of a Comprehensive Natural Resource Plan in any of the 
three situations stated below. All other requests for boundary changes are processed as a change of an 
overlay zone, as stated in Chapter 33.855, Zoning Map Amendments. 

A. 	Creatlon of new resorúce areas. The natural resource overlay zone will be expanded as part of 
the Comprehensive Natural Resource Plan to include areas identifìed for mitigation. 

B. 	Loss of existing resource areas. The natural resource overlay zone may be removed from an 
existing natural resource zone where approved development will eliminate the natural resource. 

C. 	Minor modiflcation of natural resource zone boundaries based on a more detailed site­
specific environmental study. The natural resource zone line location may be modified to more 
accurately reflect the location of the identified resources and functional values on the site. The 
identified resources and functional values are those identified and described in the applicable 
City-adopted Natural Resources Inventory. The applicant may supplement the City's inventory 
information with a site specific assessment. The proposed new overlay zone line must be 
consistent with any legislative intent expressed when the overlay was applied to the site. 
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Attachment 3
 
Renumber 33.63O, Tree Prese¡vation
 

Note: Existing commentary in December 20lO draft will be renumbered and reorganized to
 
match code as revised below.
 

Sections:
 
33.630.0fO Purpose
 
33.630.020 \Mhere These Regulations Apply 

isn€
 
S3.630.030 Exempt
 
33,630, l0e Tree Preservatien Standards
 
33.630.t00 lvtinimu
 
33. 630. 2OO Tree Preservation ¿pprovaülrileda 
@ien
33.630.400 Modifications That Will Better Meet Tree Preservation Requirements 
33.630.500 Tlee Preservation Credit
 
93,630,600 Startdard
 
33.63O.7900 Recording Tree Preservation Plans and Related Conditions
 
33.630.6e@8 Relationship To Other Tt'ee Regulations
 

33.630.02O Vlhere These Regplations Apply
 
Unless exempted by Seetier 33,63e,03e' t4
 
Brepesats eutsid is+rieE
 

€€#&le0?gq ++e€-+r€€€Fr*+i€* StandarCs neeuircmcnts fer Tre 

A.*. Generallv. The re chapter apgly to all proposals for land divisions on sites 
outsi¿e of tne Çent tnat nave at teast one 
diameter, except where all trees on the site are exempt under A-4 33Jô30!03O. Where a tree trunk is 
partiallv on the land division site. it is considered part of the site. 

Eå 	[see changes in Technical Amendments, Item 13] 

Q3. Proposals to divide sites that are partiall)¡ within an environmental overlay zone or the Pleasant Vallev 
Natural Resources overla)¡ zone and include a concurrent environmental review or Pleasant Valley 
Resource review are not subject to the tree preservation standards of Section 33.630.IOQ9Oè.B. 
However. the tree preservation approval_criteria in 33.630.200-ê applJ¡ to these proposals. 

93.630.030 Exemt t 

'lhe following trees are exempt from the tree preservation 
requirements of this seetien chanter: 

(Renumber a-f to A-F) 

33.630. lOO-8. Mintmum lTee Preservation Standards. 

Al. The applicant must show how existing_trees will be preserved. The options listed below represent
 
minimum tree preservation standa¡ds. Additional tree preservation may be required to meet the
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approval criteria of Subsection 33.630.200'ê. The total tree diameter on the site is the total diameter 
of all trees completel]¡ or partiall]¡ on the site. minus the diameter of trees that are listed in Psra{raph 
Scetiou 33.630.0302OO*.4. Tïees exempt from these regulations. The applicant must choose one of 
the following options: 

[Re-number l.a-f to A. 1-6 and 8.2-4 to 33.630.100.8-D] 

9ÍLôÍXL2O0 ê. Tlee Preservation Aoproval Criteria. 
(Renumber C.l-4 to 33.630.200.4-D) 

D4. Mitigatron. lvhere 
met. as determined by evaluatinq the above criteria. or when there is a concurrent Environmental 
Review and the minimum tree preservation standards do not apply, mitiÉation must be provided as 
needed to replace the functions of trees removed from the site. Options for mitigation may include 
preservation of smaller diameter or native trees, permanent preservation of trees within a tree 
preservation or environmental resource tract. tree plantinq. pa]¡ment into the Citv's Tree Plantin{ and 
Preservation Fund. or other options that are consistent with the purpose of this chapter. 

33.630.40O Modifications That tvill Better Meet Tree Presen¡ation Requirements 

A. 	Site-related development standards. The review body may consider aCjus+m€n+s modifications 
to site-related development standards as part of the land division review. These modifìcations are 
done as part of the land division process and do not require an adjustment. AdJustments to use­
relateddevelopmentstandardsaresubjecttotheadjustment 
process of Chapter 33.805, Adjustments. Modification to a regulation that contains the word 
"prohibited," or a regulation that is a quali$ring situation or threshold is prohibited. 

In-€rd€s-+To approve the modification, the review body must find that the modification will result 
in the appHeatien proposal better meeting the reqr+irements criteria of Sgþection 
33.630.+O@Q0, and will, on balance, be consistent with the purpose of the regulation being 
modified. 

B. 	Minlmum density. 
2.b. The review bod.'y will approve the reduction in minimum densitv if the followinÊ are met: 

(1ì The reduction in minimum densit]¡ will result in the proposal better meetin{ the criteria of 
Section 33.630.200€: and 

33.63O.?OO-6OO RecordinÉ Tree Presenration Plans and Related Conditions 

33.630.600 8Oe Z0O Relationship To Other Tree Regulations 

33.730.06O Application Requirements 

D.1.d(2) Required information for land divisions 

Surveyed information; [3'a bulet) 
r 	 All trees completel)¡ or partiall]¡ on the site that are at-least 6 or more inches in diameter. Trees more 

than 25 feet inside a tract within which all trees will be preserved do not have to be surveyed. Tfees e 

On a4and-Ði+isien-siteg to preserve tree canopy under use Option 
5 or 6 of the Tree Preservation Standard in 33.63O.M lOO.A.5-sr O Op+ion-5-lhg 
trees do not have to be surveyed. 
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