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Bureau of Planning and Sustainability 
Innovation, Collaboration. Practical Solutions, 

MEMORANDUM TO CITY COUNCIL 

March 31, 7011 

TO: Mayor Sam Adams 
Commissioner Nick Fish 
Commissioner Amanda Fritz 
Commissioner Randy Leonard 
Commissioner Dan Sattzman 

FROM: 

CC: 

Susan Anderson, Director Çrçr*n^lt^^-
Zari Santner, Director, Porttand Parks and Recreation 
Pau[ Scartett, Director, Bureau of Devetopment Services 
Dean Marriott, Director, Bureau of Environmental Services 
David Schaff, Director, Water Bureau 
Sue Keit, Director, Bureau of Transportation 
Kathryn Beaumont/Harry Auerbach, City Attorney's office 
Toni Anderson, Auditor's office 

SUBJECT: Citywide Tree Poticy Review and Regutatory lmprovement Project 
(Citywide Tree Project) 

On Aprit 6,2011 the City Council witl reconvene to act on proposed amendments to the Citywide 
Tree Project. The amendments reftect Council direction on March 9, 2011 . Councit's initiat 
direction on Discussion ltems is summarized in Attachment 1. After acting on the amendments the 
City Councit witt decide whether to forward the three Citywide Tree Project ordinances to a second 
reading. 

For this session Council has received three substitute ordinances prepared on March 31, 2011 , re­
titted: 

Amend ond consolidate existing tree regulations into new Code Title 11, Trees, adopt 
companion amendments in other Titles, and direct the estoblishment of customer 
service improvements and implementotion funding (Ordinance; add Code Title 11 and 
amend related Titles) 

Amend the lntergovernmental Agreement with lÁultnomah County to transf er land use 
planning responsibilities to address the administration of tree-regulations that require 
a development permit (Ordinance; amend Contract No. 51712) 
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. 	 Encourage integration of quality tree preservation and tree planting in early site 

design, Iand divisions, ond certain land use reviews; improve consistency and 
effectiveness of tree regulotions in specified overlay zones and plan districts; update 
definitíons and amend the Ladd's Addition Conservation Dístrict Guidelines to clarífy 
that plontíng trees on the Nuisance P|ants List is prohibited on City property and City 
rights-of-way (Ordinonce íntroduced by lvlayor Adams; amend Title 33) 

Each substitute ordinance package includes: . Revised ordinance document (updated findings and directives) 
Unchanged exhibits or references to unchanged exhibits . Substitute exhibits (e.g., updated Financial lmpact Statement) 

The ordinances that wit[ establ.ish Titte 1 1, Trees and amend Titte 33 Ptanning and Zoning each 
inctude a new exhibit comprised of specific amendments to the draft code and commentary. These 
amendments reftect initial direction CounciI provided on March 9,2011. 

Thank you for your attention and interest in this project. lt has been an excettent cottaboration 
among City bureaus and the pubtìc. We recommend that the CounciI approve the amendments and 
forward the revised ordinance and amendments on to a second reading. 
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COUNCIL MEETING MARCH 9. 2011 å ffi 4* lt 
AMENDMENTS MOVED FORWARD IN CONCEPT 

Documentation below refers to: 
1' March 4, 2011 Bureau of Planning and Sustainability Memorandum to Council 

and Memo Attachments 1-6 
2. "Additional Amendments lntroduced by Commissioner Fritz" dated March g,
 

2011.
 
3. Fish Amendments 3-9-2011 

Techical Amendments - Attachments 2 and 3 plus Fritz amendments - passed. 

Discussion ltems - Options Passed (note: all are amendments to December
 
2010 Recommended Draft except 2.F. and 3.A..1):
 
1.4.1. - Option 1 

1.8.1. - Option 1 

2.a.1. - Options 1 and 2 
2.8.1. - Option 2
 
2.8.2.a.- Struck
 
2.8.2.b. - Option 2 
2'8.3 - Optíon 3 - Replace building coverage threshold of at least g0% to at least 
B5% 
2.C.1. - Option 2 
2.D.1. - Option 1 

2.8.1. - Option 2 (per Fritz amendment submitted 3lgl11)

2.F1. - Option 2 (no amendment)
 
2.F.2. - Option 1 

3.4.1. - Withdrawn 
3.8 - Option 3 
3.C.1. - Option 1 

3.C'2 - Option 3 - per amended language submitted by Commissioner Fish (self­
issued Street Tree Pruning permit vs. complete elimination of the permit) 
3.D.1 - Option 1 - w/direction to return to council within B months to a year or 
when BPS reports back on LUBA/lndustrial lands re: whether Programmatic
Permit could be extended to City golf courses or other such large ãite uses. 
4.4. Optoin 2 (per Fritz amendment submitted 319111) 
Fritz Discussion Amendments: 
- street rree Pruning permit proposal - withdrawn in favor of comm. Fish's 
proposal - 3.C.2 
- Land Division Approval criteria - Approved in concept along wl2.E.1 
- Phasiing and Budget Directives - Approved in concept along wlL.A. 
- Norway Maple Replacement Strategy - approved w/clarificaiion that this should 
be forwarded as an lmplementation ltem, not to be incorporated into the code. 

Per Kathryn Beaumont: These are "amendments moved forward in concept" 
as Council will be making official motions and voting on them at the April 6 
meeting (10:15 a.m. Time certain). The amended package will pass to a 
second reading and come back on the April 13th Regular Agenda for a final 
vote. 

-$ 
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ATTACHMENT 1 

Gitywide Tree Project 
Gity Gouncil Amendments Decisions made on March gr zol'l 

Drc¡srolu Srrps 

l. The Council agreed to act on Technical Amendments without further discussion. 
A. The Technical Amendments packets from Febru ary 2 and. March g, 2OI1 include non­

substantive items primarily to clari$r, simplify, or reorganize the proposed code. Substantive 
items in these packets are noted and addressed in the-biscussioñ ltèms section of this guide. 

2. The council reviewed and acted on Discussion ltems indtvtdually. 
A' The Discussion Items list included substantive amendment concepts, including amendments 

introduced by Mayor Adams, Commissioner Frrtz:, and staff on February 2"d. Sãveral additional 
amendments were been included, reflecting inter-bureau discussions and consideration of
public testimony between February 2.d and March 9th. 

.B' options were provided for Council consideration. Council decisions are marked witjn { 
3. Council di¡ected staff to develop speclfic language and return for a vote on amendments onApril6, 20ll-. 

TrcHn¡lcnl AvlrruovlrruTs (YEuow pAcKEr- ATTAcHMENTS 2 AND 3) - AppRovË wtrHouï DtscussloN 

7. February 2,20t1- Title 1l and Title 33 

2. March 9,z0ltTitle 11 and Title 33 

Motion options: 

@ t. Move to amend the Recommended Draft per the technical amendments described in 
Attachments 2 and S, d,iâÈ.r!,_f,þê,üfril


f-] 2' Pull issue #'s from the Technical Amendments for discussion; approve remainíng

technical amendments.
-

[.J 3. Move to 

Drscuss¡ow lrervls
 
Discussion items are grouped in the following categories:
 

1., Commissions and Roles 

2. Trees in Development Situations 

3. Trees Absent Development 

4. Ordinances 
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1. Commissions and Roles 

1,4, Urban Forestry Commission (Title 11, Trees) 
L.A.L. Ex-Officio Membership to Urban Forestry Commission (UFC) - Eliminate proposalto add bureaus 

as ex offício members of the Urban Forestry Commission; elíminate existing provision estabf ishing the 
Bureau of Transportatíon as an ex-officio member of the UFC. [staff 3/g/Ltl 

Motion options: 

Ø t. Move to amend the Recommended Draft to remove Bureau ex-officio members of the UFC 
LJ 2. Move to add Bureau of Parks and Recreation or the City Forester to the list of existing and 

proposed bureau ex-officio members 
[J 3. Move to not amend the Recommended Draft - include PBOT, BES, BDS, Water staff as ex­

officio members. 
[-J 4. Move to 

L.B. Commission oversight for Title 11, Trees 
1.B.L. Require the Planning and Sustainability Commission (PSC) to hold a public hearing and make 

recommendatíons to City Council regarding amendments to development related requirements of 
Title 1l-. [sIaff 2/2/IL] 

Motion options: 

Ø t. Move to amend the Recommended Draft to require the PSC to hold a public hearing and 
make recommendations to Council (in addition to the UFC) for amendments to Chapters 
1 1.5O, 1 1.60, and 1 1.7O 

[--l 2. Move to not amend the Recommended Draft - PSC may hold hearing at its discretion 
t-l 	3. Moveto 

2, Trees in Development Situations 
2,4, lndustrial, Employment, Commercial Lands Exemptions (Title 11, Trees) 

2.4.1. Exempt industrial, employment and commercial zones that do not have existing landscaped area 
standards from the T¡tle 1-1 Tree Preservation and Tree Density Requirements. [staff 2/Z/Itl 

Motion options: 

@ t. Move to amend the Recommended Draft to exempt land wrthin IH, IGl, ÐX, CX, CS, CM
 
zones from Tree Preservation and Tree Density standards.
 

Ø Z. t)irect staff to return at a future date for further discussion when LUBA remand issues are 
addressed. 

[l 3. Move to not amend the Recommended Draft - do not exempt specified zones. 
I J 4. Move to 

2.8. Tree Preservation Standard (Title 11, Trees) 
2.8.1-. Preservation Percentage. Change the preservation standard from 35,'/o of >!2" diameter trees to 

33Yo of >12" diameter trees on development sites [Mayor Adams Z/Z/LU 

Motion options:
 
fJ 1. Move to amend the Recommended Draft to reduce the preservation standard from 35o/o to 33olt
 
L-l 2. Move to not amend the Recommended Draft * retain 35%o standard.
 

Ø 	S. Move to reduce the preservation standard from 35o/o to"one third of the applicable trees on the 
site." 
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2.8.2. Small Lot Exemption 
2.8.2'a. Ìree Mitigation. For development sites between 3,000 and s,o00 s.f.: Allow mitigation for 

one tree to be accomplished by planting on-site (instead of paying in lieu of preservation to 
the Tree Fund. [Mayor Adams Zl2ltLl, 

OR 

2.8.2.b. Lot Size Exemption. Change proposed lot size exemption from 13000 s.f. to <5,000 s.f. 
Istaff 3/e/ru 

Motion options: 
fJ1. 

Éwe trees fer lets greater t*ran B0OO sJ. ard less tlran 5;00e s,f, 
{, 2. Move to amend the Recommended Draft to increase the lot size exemption from "less than 

or equal to 3,OOO s.f." to "less than S,OOO s.f.', 
D 3. Move to not amend the Recommended Draft - retain exemption for lots less than or equal to 

3,OO0 s.f. with no special provisions for sites between 3,OOO and 5,OOO square feet.
t] 4. Move to 

2.8'3' Building Coverage Exemption. Change building coverage exemption threshold from 90% to go% 

[Mayor Adams 212/171 

Motion options: 
O 1. Move to amend the Recommended Draft to change tree preservation exemption for sites with 

high building coverage from at least 9Oo/o to at least 8O%o 

O 2. Move to not amend the Recommended Draft- retain exemption for sites with at leastgOo/o
building coverage 

{ 	 3. Move to change tree preservation exemption for sites with high building coverage from at 
least 9Oo/o to at least 85ol¡ 

2.C. Tree Density Standard (Title 11, Trees) 
2.C.1 Counting Street Tree planting on Small Lots. Credit newly planted street trees toward the on-site 

Tree Density standards for lots <3,000 s.f. [Mayor Adams Zl2lt1-l 

Motion options: 
O 1. Move to amend the Recommended Draft to credit newly planted street trees toward on-site 

Tree Density for lots less than or equal to 3,OOO s.f. 

ü Z' torr. to amend the Recommended Draft to credit existing healthy, non-nuisance species trees 
AND newly planted street trees toward on-site Tree Density for lots less than or equal to 3,000 
s.f. 

f l 3. Move to not amend the Recommended Draft - retain proposed Tree Density standards and 
keep on site tree and street tree requirements separate.

O 4. Move to 
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2.D. Flexible Development Standard (T¡tle 33) 

2.D.1. Delete proposed.provision allowing required outdoor area to encroach into the front yard setback 
for the purpose of preserving existing healthy trees >L2" diameter [Comm. FÅtz ZIZ/tLl 

Motion options: 
'{i t. ¡,tou"to amend the Recommended Draft to delete provision allowing the outdoor area to be 

partially located in the front setback when preserving trees within that area.
Ü 2. Move to not amend the Recommended Draft - allow the outdoor area to be partially located 

in the front setback when preserving trees within that area.
 
ü 3. Move to
 

2.E. Land Divisions (Title 33) 
2.E.1. Reintroduce the significant tree table into the Land Division criteria. [Comm. Fritz2/zlt]-l 

Motion options: 
fl 1. Move to amend the Recommended Draft by reintroducing the significant native tree table in 

the Title 33 land division approval criteria. 
{ 	 Z. Vtor"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 - (see Title 33 amendments, issue # 16, Attachment 3).

Ü 	3' Move to not amend the Recommended Draft - rely on discretionary criteria that speak
generally to native tree preservation and do not address native tree growth rates sizes 

LJ 4. Move to 

2.F. Environmental Resource Zones (Title 33) 
2.F.1' Retain the existing 10" diameter development standard for removÍng trees in conjunction with 

development in utility corridors, resource enhancement projects, stormwater outfalls, and public 
recreational facilities in environmental zones instead of changing the threshol d to !2" diameter. 
[Comm. Fritz 212/ttl 

(NoJe: Smaller ttgg: =Iglgpþlg4jer standards, Iarger tree removal triggers environmental review.) 
Motion options: 
fl 	 1. Move to amend the Recommended Draft by retaining the existing 10" diameter tree size at 

which an environmental review is triggered for utility corridors, resource enhancement 
projects, stormwater outfalls, and public recreational facilities. 

'{.. 2. Moveto not amend the Recommended Draft - retain the proposed 12" diameter tree size at 
which an environmental review is triggered for utility corridors, resource enhancement 
projects, stormwater outfalls, and public recreational facilities. 

[--l 3. Move to 

2'F'2. Adopt chapter 33.860, Comprehensive Natural Resource Plans that allow master planning for sites 
containing one or more environmental resource overlay zones. [*aff Z/Z/L1-] 

Motion options: 

Ø f . Move to amend the Recommended Draft by adopting the Comprehensive Natural Resource 
Pian chapter to allow master planning of sites with environmental resource overlay zones. 

O 2' Move to not amend the Recommended Draft - do not include provisions for creating
Comprehensive Natural Resource Plans. 

[J 3. Move to 

3. TreeLAhsent Development 

3.4. Nuisance Species Trees (Title 11, Trees) and Title 33, Chapter 33.43O, Environmental Overlay Zones 

Amend.ments Decisiort Guide Marctt 9, 2O11	 Page 4 of7 



gs.4i,H& 

isså€e 
i ren me n re I zen e s, [Ge mm, FF¡t¡ t/¡/Xtl úi,itna-i& n. 

Metien-oBtiens­
e 
e 

@ 
t+ 

me6Ì+re€. 
€f*4__M€ve_t€__ 

Amendtrcnts Decision Guide Mørch g, 2O1 1 Page 5 of7 



i" ffi e i] :.¿, /$ 

3,8. Prívate Tree Removal Permit (Title 11, Trees)
 
3.8'1. Tree Permit Thresholds. [Comm. Fritz 212/1tl Reduce the tree permit size threshold on single
 

family lots from 20 inches diameter to 1"2 inches for greater citywide consistency. 

3.8.2 through 6. Tree Permit Thresholds. lstatl3/9/LLl Change the proposed private tree removal 
permit to potentially include an exemption for lots less than 5,000 or 3,000 square feet (or no lot 
size exemption), with a larger tree size threshold (L6 or 20 inches) forsingle family zoned lots. 

3'B'7 Retain current proposal. [no amendment] Permits address trees on all lots. Single Family zoned 
lots (qualifyíng lot size threshold varies by zone) require permits to remove trees 20" diameter 
and larger. Other lots continue to require permits for trees l-2" diameter and larger. 

(note: All options would retain the proposed 6" size threshold in natural resource overlayzones and 
specified plan districts) 

Motion Options:
 
Lot size
 

exemption Tree size (diameterl
 

ü 1. [Comm Fritz] None 72" for all lots 

O 2. [Staffl <5,OO0 s.f. 12" except 16" for single family zonedlots 5,OOO - 1O,OOO s.f. 

v 3. lStaffl <5,ooo s.f. 12" except 20" lor single family zoned,lots 5,OOO 1o,oOo s.f. 

O a. [Staffl <3,oOO s.f. 12" except 16" for single family zoned.lots 3,OOO IO,OOO s.f. 

[l 5. [StaffJ <3,OOO s.f. 12" except2}" for single famíly zoned.lots 3,OOO - 1O,OOO s.f. 

tJ 6. [Staffl None 12" except 20" for single family zoned.lots <1O,OOO s.f. 

[l 7. [No change] None 12" except 20" for single family zonedlots (sízevaries by zonel 

3.C, Street and City Trees (Títle L1, Trees) 
3.C.1. Temporary Attachments. Allow temporary attachments to street trees wíthout a permit.
 

[Comm. Fritz 212/t7l
 

Motion options: 
y' 1' Move to amend the Recommended Draft by eliminating permit requirement f'or temporary 

attachments to street trees. 
[J 2. Move to not amend the Recommended Draft - temporary attachments would require permit 

from the Cit¡r Forester. 
[] 3. Move to 

3.C.2. Pruning PermÍts. Allow street tree pruning permít to be self-issued by applícants online. 

Motion options; 

t. Uorr" to amend the Recommended Draft by allowing applicants to self issue an online permit 
1-or pruning street trees . 

O 2' Mclve to not amend the Recommended Draft - pruning branches greater tinan rA" would 
require permit from the City Forester. 

[,] 3. Move to 

Am.endments D e cision Guide March 9, 2o1 1 Page 6 of7 
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3.D. Programmatic Permit (Title L1, Trees) 
3.D.1' Allow rémoval of healthy trees larger than 6" in diameter with opportunity for public appeal to 

the Urban Forestry Appeals Board [staff 3/9/t1j 

Motion options: 

Ø ,. Move to amend the Recommended Draft by expanding the programmatic permit to allow 
unitv for (for removal of the 

tåitlñ:i6,.¿..8 

[-] 2. Move to not amend the Recommended Draft - retain blanket limit on removing healthy trees 
> 6" diameter 

O 3. Move to 

4. Ordinances 

4.4' Phasing and Budget Directíves. Delete findings and directives relating to the code effective dates and 
budget considerations from Title 33 and Title lL ordinances. [Comm. Fritz Zl2l1:.l 

Motion options: 
O 1' Move to amend the Title 33 and Title 11 ordinances by deleting implementation phasing and 

budget details from ordinances. 

{ii Z. l¡or" to amend the Title 33 and Title 11 ordinances by removing specific dollar amounts 
from ordinance, rely on budget process and budget impact statement. Retain code effective 
phasing plan.

Ü 3. Move to not amend the Title 33 and Title 11 ordinances - retain specific ordinanpe language
pertaining to budget implications, and code effective phasing plan.

fl 4. Move to 

The Council also directed an amendment proposed by Commissioner Fritz, to direct the Urban Forestry 
Commission to prepare a neighborhood street plan as developed bythe City Foresterforthe 
implementation of a Norway Maple Street Tree Replacement Plan for Ladd's Addition Historic District. The 
Council directed thatthis be addressed as an implementation action and would not be addressed in code, 

AmeruJments De cision Guide March 9, 2O1 1 Page 7 of7 
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Additional Amendments rntroduced by Commissioner Fritz 

Conmissioner Fritz has introduced several additional amendments. A number of these 
are of a technical nature, and would not be discussed unless pulled for discussion by
 
another commissioner. The remainder is being forwarded as discussion items. A brief
 
description of each follows, along with a notation of where these items fit with the
 
decision guide (Attachment l).
 

Sumuany oF ADDITroxal TncuNrcAL AnnpNomBNrs: 

1. Include education as one of the purposes of the tree permit chapter (1 1.40) 

2. Clarify when permits are required for attaching objects to street or public trees. 

3. Include a statement that encourages tree planting to occur in the "wet months'! 

4' Add requirements for women and multi-cultural representation on the Urban 
Forestry Commission (UFC). 

5. Add requirements for equal representation on the UFC appeals board. 

SuumrRy oF ADDITIoNAL DlscussroN IrEMs: 

Discuss With Amendment Itcm Description 
Item 2.E.1 Land Division Significant Tree Table -

Incorporate reference in land division criteria to link to significant tree 
information in Portland Plant List. 

Item3.C.2	 Street Tree Pruning permits -
Revise pruning exemption to allow pruning branches up to l-inch 
diameter rather than the t/¿" size proposed. 

Item 3.C.3 Norway Maple Street Tree Replacement Plan ­
(new) Include a requirement that the urban Forestry commission, in consult 

with the Landmarks Commission, HAND and others to develop a 
neighborhood street tree plan with non-Nuisance species trees to 
substitute for the Norway maple tree. 

Item 4.4.	 Phasing and Budget Directives 
Remove specifìc dollar amounts from ordinance language, clarify 
phased effective dates for Title 33 and Title l1 amendments. 

suu¡uaRv oF TMpLEMENTATToN Irnms (ron possrBI-E DrscussroN): 

1. Cerlification of completion of tree replacement should mirror e-zonerequirements 
for documenting mitigation compliance. 

2. Permit tracking software should be set up to track and flag certi{ication of
 
completion letters desoribed above.
 

3. Tree Hotline should be staffed from dawn to dusk rather than24 hours as 
proposed. Voicenlail should also include answers to frequently asked questions. 



--
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ProposedADDITIoNÐToTREECoDETitles11andTitles33 
From: Office of CommissionerFritz 

TO BE ENTERED WITH OTHER TECITNICAL AMENDMENT PACKAGES 

Section 
11.40.010 
Tree Permit 
Requirements 

11.40.040 
Tree Pennit 
Requirements 

11.60.020 E 
lnstallation and 
establishment 

11.20.020 A 
Also Decision 
Guide I.A 

11.20.030 A 
Also Decision 
Guide 1.4 

Issue 
Education: Include 
statement that reinforces the 
notion that education is a key 
component of the permit 
system. 

Other Activities: Clarifu 
and simplify the requirerients 
for hanging on objects on 
trees. 

Planting requirements 

Membership of 
UFCommission: Require 
women and minorities to be 
represented on the 
Commission 
Membership of 
UFCommission: Require 
\¡/omen and minorities to be 
represented on the 
Commission 

3:*::::,::lhit chapter is to manage, conserve and enhance rhe urban forest when development
actrv 

preservation orhigh;Y;:å:'llï"ff3:':1.?îlLî3ïr1T;,*:::",:i::l'$:hapter.encourasegroves; ::4p,: pruning una pruoting;õ;rÄ;;ä;,iåä;;ä^j;;'ål:3ï1?_:"^:l.t^TîT,","_'tandp.rotect public-safetyand public infrastructure; and ensure replacement for hees that are removed.*li: :: 

owners about the intfin.siç Frban benefits of tree u.". 
11.40.040 (3) Other Activiries: 
A permit is required to att¿ch permanent objects (e.g. lights, signs, or artwork) to a tree or
ils sunports (e.g. guides..wireq" stakes), or for *v ottt.r tvpe oi activity the City Foiester
defermines has the potential to ham a City or Streôt tree. ln reviewing tirese reqúests, the
City Forester may impose limitations on the method, location, or duration of such activities. 

interest in the protection and enhancement of the urban forest, appointed by the Mayor in consultat6ion -with the Commissioner of Parks and Recreation and confirmed ùy ttre City Council. 
-J 

'Women and multi:
lLcultural qroups shall be represented. At least three members ........
 

Ivremoersnlp. lne urban f orestry Appeals tsoard consists of five members representing all interest 
groups on ef the Urban Forestry Commission, selected by a majority of the Commission. Members will 
serve 

, ral 
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ä Sdår#dDISCUSSTON AMENDMENTS To rREE coDE Titres 1r and rifles 33 

Section 

11.40.040 A2 & 
Table 40-2; 
Discussion ftem 
2E 

33.630.200.A 
(renumberedfrom 
33.630.200.C.1 in 
Dec 2010 draft, 
see Att. 3B-2) 
(p.1s3) 

Noted as Item 16 
in Attachment 38­
1; Discussion 
Item 2E 

Phasing and
 
Budget
 
Directives.
 
Title 33 and Title
 
1 I ordinances.
 
11.20.0s0 D.
 

Issue 
Pruning: Revise to includ"h@o-.-­
threshold for cutting diameter and focus on 
Arborist standards; While pruning can be a 
relatively innocuous pro""árr.", it-can also 
be overdone or done in such a way as 
negatively impact tree growth. 

Land division approval c.iteria. Ãããã­
reference to the criteria to information 
contained in the Portland plant List about 
the size and growth rates of native trees. 
The Portland Plant List wili also be 
amended to incorporate the information in 
the "Significant Tree Table" that is 
currently in 33.630, but that is proposed to 
be deleted. See Attachment 3B-3, lo. an 
example of how the Portland plant List 
would be amended. The Plant List will be 
updated through a separate rulemaking 
process 

Deiete findìngs and directives relating to the 
code effective dates and budget 
considerations from Title 33 and Title l l 
ordinances. 

Replacement stratery for Norway Maples 

rroposed AmendmentP ed 

branches or roots 14 1 .inch or tãrger. ffi part of the permit process the .applicant mustdemonstrate+to the city Foresteis satisfaction tirat the pruningir root cutting will beperformed in accordance with proper arboriculturat practices, inã tnat it *ill ãot ãàuersetyimpact the health or structural intestty of the tree. _ 
(It is hoped that this permit proceis wilt be electronically available for submission andqpprovaD 

(Revise Portland Plant Lßt in code Implementatíon package to be øpproved by
Councíl). 

See Attached Language Changes to both Ordinances - Strikeout and Clean copy versions. 
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3.C.2. Pruning Permits. Allow street tree pruning permit to bê'seJf-i¡!.úê0,,¡'y
 
applicant online. [Comm. tish 319/Ltl
 

lntroduction: Since L972, the city has required permits to prune streettrees. The
 
Citywide Tree Project proposal includes an exemption for pruning minor branches
 
and sucker growth %" or less in size. There is interest in regulating street tree
 
pruning to prevent harm, while enabling quicker service delivery and reducing
 
process requirements. This amendment requests that property owners be allowed
 
to self-issue a street tree pruning permit electronically. Property owners would be
 
required to certify that they had read information on the City's website about
 
proper pruning techniques, and acknowledge their obligation to conduct all street
 
tree-related pruning activities "in accordance with proper arboricultural standards."
 

Pros: 

1-. Provides opportunity to provide information on proper pruning practices
2. Reduces City staff time spent conducting inspections prior to issuing pruning
 

permits, rather than on enforcement.
 
3. Reduces average delay of 2 weeks for persons wishing to prune trees 
4. Allows issuance of permits2417. 
5. Makes it easier for property owners to do the right thing. 

Cons: 

1,. Limits amount of oversight that City has prior to pruning.
2. Does not in itself prevent improper pruning techniques; would have to be paired
 

with outreach and education efforts.
 
3. Non-electronic option would be needed for those without internet access. 

Motion options:
 
t,l i. Move to amend the Recommended Draft to,ail.O#raþþ:lièánt'to
 

self-issue an online permit for pruning street treesl
 
Q 2. Move to not amend the Recommended Draft - pruning branches
 

greater than 7+" would require permit from the City Forester.
 
t- I 3. Move to
 

M øy o i c o! i f0 r :d..m'dt i.A ñ | 
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Moore-Love 

From: Jortner, Roberta (Planning)
 
Sent: Wednesday, March 09, 2011 B:03 AM
 
To: Moore-Love, Karla
 
Subject: FW: Fritz Additional Amendments to Tree Code
 

lmportance:	 High 

Attachments:	 Attach m ent_1 _Am endments_ Decision Gu ide_Pros_Cons_.doc;
 
AddPropAmendrreecode@Hearing.doc; Titleã3-ord_rev¡sed_(clean).doc; Tifle33
 
_Ord_revised_( Redl ine).doc; Title 1 1 _Ord_revised_(Clean). doc; Titlei 1 

_Ord_revised_( Redl ine).doc 

HiKarla, 
You should have this too!
 

See you later.
 
Roberta
 

From: Joftner, Roberta (Planning)

Sent: Wednesday, March 09, 2011 7:59 AM
To: Beaumont, Kathryn; Auerbach, Harry; Anderson, Toni
Cc: Bizeau, Tom; Anderson, Susan; Zehnder, Joe; Beckman, Stephanie; Ruiz, Amy
Subject: FW: Fritz Addit¡onal Amendments to Tree Code

Importance: H¡gh
 

Good morning. 

Attached are some additional proposed amendments from Commissioner Fritz's office (see Tom's email below). She will 
introduce them today when the Mayor introduces the amendments package today (before public testimony). Noie the
 
amendments include code amendments and suggested amendments to the Title 11 and Title 33 ordinances (intended to
 
delete specific references to budget numbers in the findings and directives). Tom's attached both clean and strikeout
 
versions of the ordinance amendments. (We're fine with the ordinance changes)
 

We're hoping Council will accept the groupings proposed, so that the "Technical Amendments" can be approved with the 
rest of the Technical Amendments package "on consent" before diving into the Discussion ltems. Commissioner Fritz's 
discussion items will be woven into the Discussion ltems in the latest Council Discussion Guide (also attached). 

lf you have questions please give a ring. 

Attachment_1_A 
endments_ Decis 

Roberta 

Roberta Jortner 
E,nvironrnental Planning Progrun 
Gty of Portlancl Bureau of Planning and Sustainability 
1900 SWForuth Ave. Rrn 2100 
Portland, OR 92201-5330 
(503) 82 3- 78 55 Iìobe rû Jorlner@ poíla nclore gon. gov 

From: Bizeau, Tom 
Sentl Tuesday, March 08, 2011 7:09 PM 
Tor Petrocine, Sara; Ruiz, Amy; Grumm, Matt; Kuhn, Hannah; Blackwood, Jim 
Cc: Jortner, Roberta (Planning); Beckman, Stephanie; Tracy, Morgan ( planning); Rosen, Mike; McAllister, David; Esau, Rebecca; 

Kovatch, Ty; Ames, Betsy; Finn, Brendan; Jimenez, Warren 
Subject: Fritz Additional Amendments to Tree Code 

1 

mailto:AddPropAmendrreecode@Hearing.doc


fNr$l-?4 
See the attachments. ln the first document "AddPropAmendTreeCode.." * They are split into three groups. One, is for 
technical amendments to be approved on consent at the beginning of the hearing. lf there are any tñat ybur offices want 
to be pulled they will be put into the Discussion items at the end of testimony. Tñe 2nd table in this first document is for the
discussion items alreadv listed in the Discussion Guide that has been put together by BPS staff. These items are the 
clarifying amendments to items that are already on the discussion list. The 5rd table ¡n this first attached document is 
related to implementation and may not need any discussion at all but is a heads-up to future implementation items. 

All other 4 attachments are related to the Discussion changes for the Ordinances Title 1l and Title 33 with clean and 
redlined versions. 

This is meant to help. 

Direct questions to me. 

JJã,}
lryl,+ I
I i,.l 

AddPropAmendT 
:Code@Hearing.c 

Title33_Ord_revi 
sed_(clean),do... 

'tffi ffià 
l- "31 

Title33_Ord_revi 
sed_(Redline).,.. 

Title 1 1_Ord_revi 
sed_(Clean).do... 

ryi 
Titlel l_Ord_revi 
sed_(Redline).... 

Thomas Bizeau 
Chief of Staff; Commissioner Amanda Fritz 
City of Portland, Oregon; 
to m. bize a u @portl a nd ore gon.gov 
Phone: (503)-823-3990 



ATTACHMENT 1 

Gitywide Tree Project 
Gity Gouncil Amendments Decision Guide 

March gt 2011 i. ff't i; T1 & 

Decrslorv Sreps 

1. select a set of issues you wish to act on without further discussion. 
A. The Technical Amendments packets from February 2 and. March g,2}ll include non­

substanl.ive items primarily to clarify, simplify, or reorganize tine proposed code. Substantive
items in these packets are noted and addressed in the Discussion Itêms section of this guide. 

B. Indicate any items you wish to pull from the Technical Amendments packet to add to the list of
items the Council will discuss and act on individually. 

C. Act on remaining Technical Amendments. 

2. Review and act on Discussion Items individually. 
A. The Discussion ltems list includes substantive amendment concepts, including amendments

introduced by Mayor Adams, Commissioner Fritz, and staff on Feùruary 2',t. Sãveral additional
amendments have been included which reflect inter-bureau discussions and consideration of'
public testimony between February 2",l and March 9rh. 

B. Options are provided for Council consideration. Where bureaus reached consensus on staff­
introduced amendments, these are noted with a Ø 

C. Act on Discussion ltems. 

3. Direct staff to develop specific language and return for a fünal vote. Based on Council action,
staff will develop specific code language incorporating all relevant technical and substantive 
amendments for Council's review and approval. 

TrcurulcRL Aur¡¡ouENTS (Yrr-r-ow PAcKET- ATTAcHMENTs 2 eruo 3)- AnnnovE wtrHour DtscusstoN
7. February 2,zOtL Title tl and Title 33 

2. March 9,ãOtL Title f.1 and Title 33 

Motion options: 
Ø 7. Move to amend the Recommended Draft per the technical amendments 

described in Attachments 2 and S. 
a) 2. Pull issue #'s -- from the Technical Amendments for discussion; approve

remaining technical amendments. 
n 3. Move to 

Drscusslolrt lrevls 
Discussion items are grouped in the following categories: 

1. Commissions and Roles 

2. Trees in Development Situations 

3. Trees Absent Development 

4. Ordinances 

Accompanying each item are pros and cons which represent views expressed through public testimony, 
bureau staff, commissions and City Council. 



gffi4llg4
 
1. Commissions and Roles 

1.4. Urban Forestry Commission {Title 11, Trees) 
1.A.1", Ex-Officio Membership to Urban Forestry Commission (UFC)- Eliminate proposalto add 

bureaus as ex officio members of the Urban Forestry Commission; eliminate existing 
provision establishing the Bureau of Transportation as an ex-officio member of the UFC. 

lstaff 319/1,L1 

lntroduction: CurrentCitycodeidentifiestheBureauofTransportationasanexofficiomemberof 
the Urban Forestry Commission. The Tree Project Recommended Draft to City Council (December 

201-0) proposes adding BDS, BES and the Water Bureau as ex officio members. 

Ex officio status includes authorityto vote per Robert's Rules of Order and the bureaus, including 
Water and Transportation, as well as BDS, PPR, and BES, generally agree that bureaus and City staff 
should not be voting members of the Urban Forestry Commission. 

Pros: 

1. Eliminating bureaus as ex officio members allows the Urban Forestry Commission to function 
purely as an appointed citizen body, similar to the Planning and Sustainability Commission. 

2. The bureaus can and encouraged to designate liaisons to coordinate with the Urban Forestry 
Commission and Urban Forestry Program staff. 

Cons: 
1". There is some concern that a less formalized affiliation with the Urban Forestry Commission will 

discourage coordination and collaboration on urban forestry issues and programs. 

Motion options: 
Ø 7. Move to amend the Recommended Draft to remove Bureau ex-officio 

members of the UFC 
O 2. Move to add Bureau of Parks and Recreation or the City Forester to the list 

of existing and proposed bureau ex-officio members 
Ll 3. Move to not amend the Recommended Draft - include PBOT, BES, BDS, 

Water staff as ex-officio members. 
LJ 4. Move to 

Mayor cølts for o'motion. 

Antendments Decision Guide March 9, 2011 Page 2 of 19 
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1.8. Commission oversight for Title 11, Trees 

1.8.L. Require the Planning and Sustainability Commission (PSC)to hold a public hearing and 
make recommendations to City Council regarding amendments to development related 
requirements of Title 1L. [staff Z/Z/IIl 

lntroduction: The current proposal assigns primary oversight of Title LL oversight to the Urban 
Forestry Commission, The Planning and Sustainability Commission moy hold hearings on 
amendments at its discretion. 

This amendment would require the Planning and Sustainability Commission to also hold a hearing 
and make recommendations to Council when specific chapters of Title l-L are being amendment, 
namely rules that apply to development situations and enforcement. 

Pros: 

I. 	The amendment would help maintain consistency among City development regulations
2. 	Would help ensure that development goals are considered when these portions of Title 1l- are 

amended.
 
Cons:
 

t. 	Would require coordination between PSC and UFC hearings processes to ensure efficiency and 
avoid confusing or frustrating the public. 

Motion options: 
Ø I. Move to amend the Recommended Draft to require the PSC to hold a public

hearing and make recommendations to Council (in addition to the UFC) for 
amendments to Chapters 11.S0, 11.60, and 11.7O 

n 2. Move to not amend the Recommended Draft - pSC may hold hearing at its 
discretion 

LJ 3. Move to 

'May,or 
li:lbk:a,tnidñlloni: 

Anendments Decision Guide	 March 9, 2011 Page 3 of 19 



2. Trees in Development Situations ås¿*ii fr4, 

2.4. lndustrial, Employment, Commercial Lands Exemptions (Title 11, Trees) 

2.A.1. Exempt industrial, employment and commercial zones that do not have existing 
landscaped area standards from the Title 1l- Tree Preservation and Tree Density 

Req uirements. [staff 2/2/ 1,Ll 

lntroduction:This amendment was introduced on Februarv 2"d - and would exempt l, E, and C 

zones with NO existing landscaped area requirements from Title l-1Tree Preservation and Tree 

Density standards, at least until land supply related issues raised by the LUBA remand on the River 

Plan are worked out. 

The standards WOULD apply in zones that have existing landscaped area requirements and all 

multi-dwelling residential zones. Applicants could meet these standards on site or pay into the Tree 

Fund, at their discretion. 

Staff recommends Council approve this amendment and direct staff to return for additional
 
discussion at a later date when issues raised by the LUBA remand have been addressed.
 

Motion options:
 
Ø I. Move to amend the Recommended Draft to exempt land within IH, IG1, EX,
 

CX, CS, CM zones from Tree Preservation and Tree Density standards.
 
Ø 2. Direct staff to return at a future date for further discussion when LUBA
 

remand issues are addressed. 
[-l 3. Move to not amend the Recommended Draft * do not exempt specified zones. 
L) 4. Move to 

Møiy.or:cdils&iilW,iü.o.i.iü 

Arnendmetús Decision Guide March 9, 2011 Page 4 of 19 
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åffi4ï,t4
2.8. Tree Preservation Standard (Title 11, Trees) 

2.8.I. Preservation Percentage. Change the preservation standard from 35% of >L2" diameter 
trees to 33% of >12" diameter trees on development sites [Mayor Adams Z/Z/tLj 

Pros: 

1. The amendment would simplify calculations to determine how many trees must be preserved 
to meet the standard
 

2- lntended to reduce situations resulting in "fractions of trees."
 

Cons: 
1'. Would reduce the number of trees required to be preserved in some instances. 

Motion options: 
L-ì 1. Move to amend the Recommended Draft to reduce the preservation standard 

from 35o/o to 33o/o 

a) 2. Move to amend the Recommended Draft to reduce the preservation standard 
from 35% to one-third 

[-] 3. Move to not amend the Recommended Draft - retain 357o standard. 
l) 4. Move to 

Mgyþ,.i:ta:lli'.;Íør,a.:ml&1 . 

Atnendments D ecisio n Guide, March 9, 2011 Page 5 of 19 



z.B.z.Small Lot Exemption * # li ;' .'i "íit 

lntroduction: The current proposal includes a 3000 s.f. small lot exemption for the Title l-l- Tree 

Preservation Standard. Testimony has included requests to eliminate the exemption and 

conversely, to expand it to include lots up to 5000 s.f. The Council currently has before it 2 

potential amendments to the current proposal, lf the Council wishes to amend the current 
proposal staff recommends adopting one or the other of these, but not both. 

2.8.2.a. Tree Mitigation. For development sites between 3,000 and 5,000 s.f.: Allow 
mitigation for one tree to be accomplished by planting on-site (instead of paying in 

lieu of preservation to the Tree Fund. [Mayor Adams 2/2/LLl 

Pros: 

L. The amendment would increases flexibility and reduces developer cost w/out losing canopy 

Cons: 

2. More complicated than simply increasing exemption lot size threshold 
3. Could result in over-planting sites 

ön 

2.8.2.b. Lot Size Exemption. Change proposed lot size exemption from 53000 s.f. to <5,000 s.f. 

ïstaff 319/IIl 

Pros: 

1". The amendment would reduce regulation, developer costs, & BDS workload w/out significant 
loss in existing canopy. 

2. Responds to testimony requesting additional flexibility for developing small infill lots. 

Cons: 

t. Some loss of existing tree canopy and future canopy (foregone mitigation payments) 

2. Wouldn't respond to testimony requesting that lot size exemptions be eliminated. 

Motion options: 
ü 1. Move to amend the Recommended Draft to allow one tree to be mitigated on 

site by planting two trees for lots greater than 3000 s.f. and less than 5,000 s.f. 
O 2. Move to amend the Recommended Draft to increase the lot size exemption from 

"less than or equal to 3,000 s.f." to "less than 5,000 s.f." 
Ll 3. Move to not amend the Recommended Draft - retain exemption for lots less 

than or equal to 3,000 s.f. with no special provisions for sites between 3,000 
and 5,000 square feet. 

¿ 4. Move to 

Amendments D ecisio tt Guide March 9, 2011 Page 6 of 19 
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2.8'3. Building Coverage Exemption, Change building coverage exemption threshold from 90% 
to B0% [Mayor Adams ZlZlLLl 

lntroduction: This amendment recognizes that on sites with h¡gh building coverage it can be 
challenging to preserve trees and meet other site requirements (landscaping, access, parking,
 
stormwater, etc.)
 

P ros: 

L. The amendment would increase flexibility and reduces development costs 

Cons: 

7' More sites would qualify for the exemption, reducing trees preserved or planted via mitigation 
payments to the Tree Planting and Preservation Fund. 

Motion options: 
Ll 1. Move to amend the Recommended Draft to change tree preservation exemption

for sites with high building coverage from at least 9Oo/o to at least B0%o 
n 2. Move to not amend the Recommended Draft - retain exemption for sites with at 

least 90% building coverage 
[-J 3. Move to 

twa.yordts&.¡tä,¡ 
'il-ð 
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2.c. Tree Density standard (Title 11, Trees) å ffi 4L i} X & 

2.C.L Counting Street Tree planting on Small Lots. Credit newly planted street trees toward the 
on-site Tree Density standards for lots <3,000 s.f. [Mayor Adams 212/LLl 

lntroduction: This amendment responds to testimony requesting that street trees be counted 
toward on-site Tree Density standards, particularly for small lots. The Planning Commission and 

Urban Forestry Commission explicitly directed street tree and site tree density standards to be 

addressed as separate standards. 

Pros: 

1. The amendment would increase flexibility for how developers/owners can meet tree planting 
requirements on small lots. 

Cons: 

L. Reduces amount of trees planted on-site or elsewhere (via payment to the Tree Planting and
 

Preservation Fund) when development on small lots is taking place.
 

2. Raises equity questions as some sites do not have planting strips and cannot accommodate
 
street trees.
 

Motion options: 
t-l 1. Move to amend the Recommended Draft to credit newly planted street trees 

toward on-site Tree Density for lots less than or equal to 3,000 s.f. 
O 2. Move to amend the Recommended Draft to credit existing healthy, non­

nuisance species trees AND newly planted street trees toward on-site Tree 
Density for lots less than or equal to 3,000 s.f. 

t-J 3. Move to not amend the Recommended Draft - retain proposed Tree Density 
standards and keep on site tree and street tree requirements separate.

Ü 4. Move to 

Mq.,lor.,Cqllgfor.s,u?ili ;:: 

Amendtnetús D ecisio n Guide March 9, 2011 Page B of 19 



2.D. Flexible Development Standard (T¡tle 33) 

2.D.1. Delete proposed provision allowing required outdoor area to encroach into the front 
yard setback for the purpose of preserving existing healthy trees >L2" diameter [Comm. Fritz 
2/2/LLl 

lntroduction: This amendment responds to concern that the allowance diverges from the intent of 
the required outdoor area standard to provide households with a minimum amount of private 
outdoor space, typically in the backyard. 

Pros:
 

1-. The amendment would prevent divergence from intent of the standard
 
2. Prevents potential reduction in total outdoor area on small lots 

Cons:
 

1,. Wouldn't provide flexible option to make it easier to preserve trees, particularly on small lots
 
2. Could result in eliminating existing trees on small lots 

Motion options: 
fì 1. Move to amend the Recommended Draft to delete provision allowing the 

outdoor area to be partially located in the front setback when preserving 
trees within that area. 

O 2. Move to not amend the Recommended Draft - allow the outdoor area to be 
partially located in the front setback when preserving trees within that area. 

[.] 3. Move to 

Mayor iotts ¡or o motion. 

Antendments D ecision Guide March 9, 2011 Page 9 of 19 



2.E. Land Divisions (Title 331 å.we5:l 4 

z.E.L Reintroduce the significant tree table into the Land Division criteria. [Comm. Fritz2l2/LLl 

lntroduction: The "significant tree table" in the existing land division regulations provides a list of 
native tree species and the different sizes at which these trees become significant (recognizes that 
some native trees grow very slowly). Applicants can get extra credit for preserving trees on this list, 
but typically don't choose to use that option. The current proposalwould replace the significant 
tree table with qualitative criteria prioritizing large trees, native trees and groves. The amendment 
responds to concern that removing the tree table doesn't recognize that native trees grow at 

different rates and that some smaller trees might be relatively mature. The purpose of the 
amendment is to retain the information and to continue to link it to the approval criteria. 

NOTE: Commissioner Fritz will be introducing øn omendment to this item. 

Motion options: 
t,l 1. Move to amend the Recommended Draft by reintroducing the significant 

native tree table in the Title 33 land division approval criteria. 
C) 2. 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 - (see Title 33 amendments, issue 
#16, Attachment 3). 

i-l 3. Move to not amend the Recommended Draft - rely on discretionary criteria 
that speak generally to native tree preservation and do not address native 
tree growth rates sizes 

L) 4. Move to 

M ø yar,i n d ùÌþ,,i;rg:,in,'g,l!O'Q¡, 
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2.F. Environmental Resource Zones (T¡tle 33) 

2.F.1. Retain the existing 10" diameterdevelopment standard for removingtrees in conjunction 
with development in utility corridors, resource enhancement projects, stormwater outfalls, 
and public recreationalfacilities in environmental zones instead of changingtl're threshold to 
l-2" diameter. [Comm. Fritz 2llltLl 

lntroduction: The current proposal shifts the l-0" diameter tree size for these development 
standards to 1-2" diameter in efforts to reduce the number of tree size thresholds in the code.
 
Removal of trees smallerthan the standard is allowed with replacement. Removal of trees larger
 
than the standard triggers environmental review.
 

Prqs: 

1-. The amendment would retain more restrictive standard for reviewing tree removal in
 
environmental overlay zones
 

2. Maintains the perception the environmental zones are protected at a higher levelthan other 
open spaces in the city. 

Cons: 

L. Maintain a tree size threshold that does not match other thresholds contemplated in the code. 
2. Adds a layer of complexity when matched with other thresholds. 

Motion options: 
[- ) 1. Move to amend the Recommended Draft by retaining the existing 10" 

diameter tree size at which an environmental review is triggered for utility
corridors, resotÌrce enhancement projects, stormwater outfalls, and public 
recreational facilities. 

O 2. Move to not amend the Recommended Draft - retain the proposed 12" 
diameter tree size at which an environmental review is triggered for utility
corridors, resollrce enhancement projects, stormwater outfalls, and public
recreationai facilities. 

t-l 3. Move to 

M u y o r ca I I s f o r, ø,,tii.o_!j ò.ij¡ 
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2.F,2. Adopt chapter 33.860, Comprehensive Natural Resource Plans that allow master 

planning for sites containing one or more environmental resource overlay zones. lstaff 
2/2/tLl 

lntroduction: This amendment would establish a new, more flexible toolfor managing 
development and natural resources on large sites containing important natural resources. 

Pros: 

1,. The amendment would promote long-range site planning and innovative resource management 
and enhancement strategies. 

2. More efficient, cost-effective, and easier to update than legislative Natural Resource 

Management Plan. 

3. Could provide incentive for up-front enhancements with "mitigation credit" for future projects. 

Motion options:
Ø 1. Move to amend the Recommended Draft by adopting the Comprehensive 

Natural Resource Plan chapter to allow master planning of sites with 
environmental resource overlay zones. 

O 2. Move to not amend the Recommended Draft - do not include provisions for 
creating Comprehensive Natural Resource Plans. 

fJ 3. Move to 

Møyor calls for a motion, 
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3.TreesAbsentDevelooment i ; i i. ¡, 

3.4. Nuisance Species Trees (Title 11, Trees and Title 33, Chapter 33.430, Environmental Overlays) 

3.4.1. Tree Replacement. Delete proposed tree replacement requirement for City-listed 
Nuisance species trees, except for trees in environmental zones. [Comm. FratzZlZ/LLl 

lntroduction: Currently the City can require replacement of Nuisance (invasive)Species trees on 
private property except in Environmental Overlay Zones, and also requires replacement of 
Nuisance species street trees. The current proposalwould require replacement of Nuisance 
species' The amendment would eliminate that requirement except in environmental zones 

Pros: 

1. The amendment will not create a disincentive to remove Nuisance species trees 
2. Will avoid potential perception that requirement is in conflict w/City lnvasive Species
 

Management Strategy, i.e. removal of invasive species.
 

Cons: 

L Will not replace important watershed functions provided by replacement trees. 
2. Will not advance "cut a tree, plant a tree', message
3' Continued disparity between requirements inside and outside environmental zones 

Motion options: 
tl 1. Move to amend the Recommended Draft by eliminating replacement


requirement for Nuisance species trees, except when located in
 
environmental resource overlay zones.
 

C) 2. Move to amend the Recommended Draft by eliminating replacement

requirement for all Nuisance species trees.
 

[_ì 3. Move to not amend the Recommended Draft - require nuisance species trees 
to be replaced by planting one new non-Nuisance (or Native in environmental 
zones) tree. 

O 4. Move to 

MWor,cqilts for ø mo on, 
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3.8. Private Tree Removal Permit (Title 11, Trees) å ffi 4 lt :Ù 4 

lntroduction: On February znd Council directed the bureaus to review the private tree permit and 

consider options to simplify the proposal. Of particular concern was the use of multiple lot sizes to 
determine eligibility for the homeowner permit, and potential complexity associated with multiple 
tree sizes. The Bureaus evaluated choices against criteria: tree canopy, administrative and 

customer ease, consistency and fairness, and cost effectiveness. The bureaus, agreed to present 

several additionaloptions and policy questions for Council consideration (next page) 

The questions before Council are: 

1. Where the permit applies - add a minimum lot size exemption? 
Pros: 

1,. Would reduce workload while focusing the City's permitting investment on lots containing 
the bulk of the existing tree canopy in the city. 

2. Partially responds to public concerns about regulating trees on private property. 

3. Setting the minimum lot size exemption similar to the Title 11Tree Preservation Standard 
would send a message that City wants to limit regulatory burden on development and 

owners of small infill lots. 

Cons: 

L. Lost opportunities to encourage tree retention and ensure that trees are replaced when 
removed; particularly a concern in target infill areas. 

2. May be perceived as inequitable or inconsistent, e.9., "why are trees less important on
 

smaller lots than larger lots?"
 

2. What size trees should be regulated? 

L2" across the board 
Pros: 

1. Consistent across all properties and w/Tree Preservation Standard 
2. Addresses greater percentage of trees
 
Cons:
 

1. Significant increase in workload 
2. Potential backlash from currently unregulated homeowners 

20" vs.16" diameter size threshold for homeowner permit 
Pros: 

1. Shifting the "homeowner permit" tree size threshold from 2O" to 16" in diameter would
 
ensure replacement of more trees on built single family lots less than L0,000 s.f.
 

2. Partially responds to testimony supporting adoption of smaller trees size thresholds. 

Cons: 

L. Difference between L2" and l-6" diameter is not as intuitive as the distinction between l-2" 

and 20", leaving some to ask, "why the distinction in the regulations?" 
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3'8.1' Tree Permit Thresholds. [Comm. Fritz2/2/Ll] Reduce the tree permit size threshold on 
single family lots from 20 inches diameter to 12 inches for greater citywide consistency. 

3.8.2 through 6. Tree Permit Thresholds. [staff 3/9/Lt] Change the proposed private tree 
removal permit to potentially include an exemption for lots less than 5,000 or 3,000 
square feet (or no lot size exemption), with a largertree size threshold (16 or 20 inches) 
for single family zoned lots. 

3.8'7 Retain current proposal. [no amendment] Permits address trees on all lots. Single Family
 
zoned lots (qualifying lot size threshold varies by zone) require permits to remove trees
 
20" diameter and larger. Other lots continue to require permits for trees l-2" diameter
 
and larger.
 

(Note: All options would retain the proposed 6" size threshold in natural resource overlay zones 
and specified plan districts) 

Motion Options: 
Lot size 

exemption Tree size (diameterl 

O 1. [CommFritzl None 12" for all lots 

tJ 2. [StaffJ <5,000 s.f. 12" except 16" for single family zoned lots 5,OOO - 10,000 s.f. 

C 3. [Staffl <5,000 s.f. 12" except 20" for single family zoned.lots S,0OO - 10,000 s.f. 

t-J a. [StafrJ <3,000 s.f. 12" except 16" for single family zoned lots 3,OOO - 10,000 s.f. 

tJ 5. [Staff] <3,000 s,f. 12" except 2O" for single family zoned lots 3,OOO - 1O,0OO s.f. 

fl 6. [StafrJ None 12" except 20" for single family zoned.lots <10,000 s.f. 

O 7. [No change] 12" except 2O" for single family zoned lots (size varies by zone) 

d'mot¡on. 
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g ffi 'e' n l] 4i'3.c. street and city rrees (ritte 11, Trees) 
3.C.1. Temporary Attachments. Allow temporary attachments to street trees without a permit. 

[Comm. tritz212/LLl 
Pros: 

1,. Clarifies code to allow temporary attachments without the need to obtain a permit. 
2. Maintains City Forester review of certain permanent attachments and continues to emphasize 

the maintenance of the health of the tree as the overriding concern. 
Cons: 

L. Causes some confusion between what is permanent and temporary. 

Motion options: 
t-l 1. Move to amend the Recommended Draft by eliminating permit requirement 

for temporary attachments to street trees. 
a) 2. Move to not amend the Recommended Draft - temporary attachments would 

require permit from the City Forester. 
L--l 3. Move to 

M-Ay.q!.,,êd I I.È$r,A,: m o i i ø. n' 
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3.C.2. Pruning Permits. Allow street tree pruning subject to an agreement in lieu of a permit. 
[Comm. Fishs/9ltll 

lntroduction:Since 1"972, the city has required permits to prune street trees. The Citywide Tree 
Project proposal includes an exemption for pruning minor branches and suckergrowth %" or less in 
size. There is interest in regulating street tree pruningto prevent harm, while enabling quicker 
service delivery and reducing process requirements. This amendment requests that property 
owners be allowed to self-issue a street tree pruning permit electronically. Property owners would 
be required to certify that they had read information on the City's website about proper pruning 
techniques, and acknowledge their obligation to conduct all street tree-related pruning activities 
"in accordance with proper arboricultural standards." 

Pros: 

1". Provides opportunity to provide information on proper pruning practices
2. Reduces City staff time spent conducting inspections priorto issuing pruning permits, rather
 

than on enforcement.
 
3. Reduces average delay of 2 weeks for persons wishing to prune trees 
4. Allows issuance of permits 24/7.
5. Makes it easier for property owners to do the right thing. 

Cons:
 

L Limits amount of oversight that City has prior to pruning.

2. Does not in itself prevent improper pruning techniques; would have to be paired with outreach 

and education efforts. 
3. Non-electronic option would be needed for those without internet access. 

Motion options: 
tJ 1. Move to amend the Recommended Draft by eliminating permit requirement

for pruning street trees. 
a) 2. Move to not amend the Recommended Draft - pruning branches greater than 

7+" would require permit from the City Forester. 
t-l 3. Move to 

Arnendntertts Decision Guíde March 9, 2011 Page 17 of 19 



3.D. Programmatic Permit (Title 11, Trees) 

3.D.1. Allow removal of healthy trees larger than 6" in diameter with opportunity for public 
appeal to the Urban Forestry Appeals Board Ístaff 3/9/1,1,1 

lntroduction: The Programmatic Permit as recommended by the UFC/PC is intended to facilitate 
and improve the efficiency and transparency of routine public agency tree-related activities. The 

City Forester could issue a Programmatic Permit to allow routine activities for up to 5 years, as long 
as the activities would result in a net benefit to the urban forest. As proposed the Programmatic 
Permit offers no opportunity for public appeal. 

The UFC/PC proposal would allow removal of dead, dying, dangerous and Nuisance species trees, 
but would not allow removal of healthy non-Nuisance species trees larger than 6" diameter. The 

UFC/PC intended to limit tree removalgiven the five year duration of the permit, and because the 
permit process would not offer the same opportunity for public appeal as is provided for with 
individualtree permits. This limit on tree removal makes the permit less useful for certain types of 
public agency activities including potential tree removal required to meet federal vegetation 
management requirements at PDX or on federal levees, 

The amendment would allow the City to approve the removal of healthy trees larger than 6" in 

diameter, and allow public appeal of the City's permit decisions to allow removalof the larger 
trees. 

Pros: 

1-. Amending the Programmatic Permit will make it a more useful tool to more agencies 

2. Greater efficiencies are obtained for land managers of large geographic areas. 

3. More equitable between public agencies that manage Private Trees (regulated starting at1-2" 
diameter) and those managing City or Street Trees (regulated starting at 3" diameter) 

4. More equitable and accountable to the public than exempting PDX from the tree codes
 
generally.
 

5. lnstituting a public appeal opportunity increases accountabilityto the public, and ensures 
greater transparency in the development of the programmatic permit conditions. 

Cons:
 

1,. Potential for larger tree removal with less City oversight than is generally conducted for
 
individual tree permits.
 

Motion options: 
Ø 1. Move to amend the Recommended Draft by expanding the programmatic 

permit to allow removal of healthy trees > 6" diameter with opportunity for 
public appeal. 

C) 2. Move to not amend the Recommended Draft - retain blanket limit on 
removing healthy trees > 6" diameter 

i-l 3. Move to 
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.d- n3 4 o ,ri *,4. Ordinances 

4.4. Phasing and Budget Directives. Delete findings and directives relating to the code effective 
dates and budget considerations from Title 33 and Title l-l- ordinances. [Comm. Fritz ZlZlLLl 

lntroduction: The draft ordinances set include findings and directives describing how and why the 
Citywide Tree Project will be phased, describes when the codes go into effect, and signals the need 
for additional resources to implement the recommendations. The amendment would delete these 
findings and directives. 

NorE: commissioner Fritz will be introducing an amendment to this ítem. 

Motion options:

f] 1. Move to amend the Title 33 and ritle 1 1 ordinances by deleting
 

implementation phasing and budget details from ordinances.
 
O 2. Move to amend the Title 33 and Title 11 ordinances by removing specific

dollar amounts from ordinance, rely on budget process and budgei impact 
statement. Retain code effective phasing plan. 

[-J 3. Move to not amend the Title 33 and Title 11 ordinances - retain specific

ordinance language pertaining to budget implications, and code effective
 
phasing plan.
 

O 4. Move to 
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Moore-Love, Karla	 3 ffi,e5x& 

From: Bizeau, Tom
 
Sent: Wednesday, March 09, 2011 Z:30 AM
 
To: Moore-Love, Karla
 
Subject: FW: Fritz Additional Amendments to Tree Code
 

Attachments:	 AddPropAmendrreecode@Hearing.doc; Title33_ord_revised_(clean).doc; Ti¡e33
 
_Ord_revised_(Redline).doc; Tiile1 1 *Ord_revised*(Clean).¿oq f ¡fl et i
 
_Ord_revised_(Redline).doc
 

Karla, 

I sent this out last night and thought that you should have a copy as well. 

Tom 

From: Bizeau, Tom 
Sent: Tuesday, March 08, 2011 7:09 pM 
To: Petrocine, Sara; Ruiz. Amy; Grumm, Matt; Kuhn, Hannah; Blackwood, Jim 
Cc: 

]grtner' Roberta (Planning); Beckman, Stephanie; Tracy, Morgan ( Planning); Rosen, Mike; McAllister, David; Esau, Rebecca;
Kovatch, Ty; Ames, Betsy; Finn, Brendan; Jimenez, Warren 

Subject: Fritz Additional Amendments to Tree Code 

See the attachments. ln the first document "AddPropAmendTreeCode.." -- They are split into three groups. One, is for
technical amendments to be approved on consent at the beginning of the hearing. lf there are any tñat ybur offices want 
to be pulled they will be put into the Discussion items at the énd oitestimony. Tñe 2nd table in this first document is for the
discussion items alreadv listed in the Discussion Guide that has been put tógether by BpS staff. These items are the
clarifying amendments to items that are already on the discussion list. The ãrd table in this first attached document is
related to implementation and may not need any discussion at all but is a heads-up to future implementation items. 

All other 4 attachments are related to the Discussion changes for the Ordinances Title 11 and Ti¡e 33 with clean and
redlined versions. 

This is meant to help. 

Direct questions to me. 

lei,,l
;;J 

AddPropAmendT Title33*Ord_revi Title33_Ord-revi Titlel l_Ord_revi Titlel l_Ord_revi 
:Code@Hearing.c sed_(clean),do.., sed_(Redline).... sed_(Clean).do... sed_(Redline).... 

Thomas Bizeau 
Chief of Staff; Commissioner Amanda Fritz 
City of Portland, Oregon; 
to m. bi ze a u @portl a nd ore g o n.gov 
Phone: (503)-823-3990 

http:sed_(Clean).do
mailto:Code@Hearing.c
mailto:AddPropAmendrreecode@Hearing.doc


PTOPOSCd ADDITIOI\AL TECHNICAL AMENDMENTS TO TREE CODE TitICS 11 ANd TitICS 33
From: Office of Commissioner Fritz 

TO BE ENTERED WITH OTHER TECHNICAL AME|{DMENT PACKAGES: Can be pulled for discussion. 

Section 
11.40.010 
Tree Permit 
Requirements 

11.40.040 
Tree Permit 
Requirements 

11.60.020 E 
Installation and 
establishment 
77.20.020 

^Also Decision 
Guide 1.4 

11.20.030 A 
A-lso Decision 
Guide 1.4 

Issue 
Education: lnclude 
statement that reinforces the 
notion that education is a key 
component of the permit 
system. 

Other Activities: Clarify 
and simplify the requirements 
for hanging on objects on 
trees. 

Planting requirements 

Membership of 
UFCommission: Require 
women and minorities to be 
represented on the 
Commission 

Membership of 
UFCommission: Require 
women and minorities to be 
represented on the 
Commission 

Pro OS edAmendmen 
11.40.010 Purpose 
The purpose of this Chapter is to manage, conserve and enhance the urban forest when 
development activity ís neither proposed nor occurring. The provisions of this chapter 
encourage preservation ofhigh quality trees, iarge trees, and groves; regulate pruning and 
planting on City-owned and managed sites and streets to protect public safety and public 
infrastructure; and ensure replacement for trees that are removed. The permittine 

tree care 
17.40.040 (3) Other Activities: 
A pennit is required to attach permanent objects (e.g. lights, signs, or ar-twork) to a tree or 
its supports (e.g. guides. wires. stakes), or for any other type of activity the City Forester 
determines has the potential to harm a City or Street tree. ln reviewing these requests, the 
City Forester may impose limitations on the method, location, or duration of such activities. 

Timing: (At end of existing wording) ...... rt is encouraqed that pranting occur during 
the lvet months or as per Citv Forester recommendations. 

"Membership. The Urban Forestry Commission consists of eleven members who have 
demonstrated an interest in the protection and enhancement of the urban forest, appointed by 
the Mayor ín consultat6ion with the Commissioner of Parks and Recreation and confirmed 
by the City Cou.ncil. Women and multi-cultural groups shall be represented. At least 
three members ... ....... 

"Membership. The Urban Forestry Appeals Board consists of five members representing 
all interest groups on of the Urban Forestry Commission, selected by a majority of the þ*À
Commission. Members will serve 

' t€­

#
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Proposed ADDITIONAL 
DISCUSSTON AMENDMBNTS To rREE coDE Tittes tl and rittes 33 

Section 

1t.40.040 & 
TabIe 40-2 ̂ 2 

33.630.200.A 
(renumbered front 
33.630.200.C.1 in 
Dec 2010 draft, 
see An. 3B-2) 
(p.1s3) 

Noted as Item 16 
in Attachment 3B-

Phasing and 
Budget 
Directives. 
I)iscussion Guide 
Item 4.4. 
Title 33 and Title 
1 1 ordinances. 

lssue 
Pruning: Revise to include higher 
th¡eshold for cutting diameter and focus 
on A¡borist standards; While prunin-e can 
be a relatively innocuous procedure, it can 
also be overdone or done in such a way as 
negativeiy impact tree growth. 

Land division approval criteria. Add a 
reference to the criteria 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 Tabie" that is 
currently in 33.630, but that is proposed to 
be deleted. See Attachment 3B-3, for an 
example of how the Portland Plant List 
would be amended. The Plant List will be 
updated through a separate rulemaking 
process 

Delete findings and directives relating 
the code effective dates and budget 
considerations from Title 33 and Titie 
ordinances. 

Pro osed Amendmen 
@¿lpennit is required forpruning orroot 

"utttngof lateral branches or roots tÉ 1 inch or larger- # As part of the permit 
process the applicant must demonstrate+to the City Forester's satisfaction 
that the pmning or root cutting will be performed in accordance with proper 
arboricultural practices, and that it will not adversely impact the health or 
structural integrity ofthe tree. ­
(It is hoped that this permit process will be electronically available for 

qvþryLission and approval) 
fo the extent practicable. trees proposed for preservation provide the greatest 
benefits as identified in the purpose of this chapter. In eeneral. healthy, native 
or non-nuisance species trees that are 20 or more inches in diameter and tree 
eroves. are the higùest priority for preservation. However. specific 

and n-ray call for different priorities. such as Breserrin*native tree growth 
rates and prioritv tree sizes ive-speeies-g! 
descrihed in the Po . buffering natural resources. preventing 
erosion or slope destabilization. and iimiting impacts on adjacent sites: 
(renumberedfrom 33.630.200.C.1 in Dec 2010 draft, see Attachment 

(Revise Portland Plant List in Code Implementation Package to be approved 
by Council). 

See Attached Language Changes to both Ordinances - Strikeout and Clean 
copy versions. 

L__t
t"* 

.lq 
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Administrative Implementation Issues (possibly for Discussion) 

Implementation Letters of Compliance 
Issue 

Implementation Computer Tracking 
[ssues 

Implementation I{ot Line 
Issue 

:*î 
ilrS 

hb, 
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ORDINANCE No. 

Arnend Title 33 Planning and Zoning to encourage integration of quality tree preservation and tree 
planting in early site design, land divisions, and ceftain land use reviews; improve oonsistency and 
effectiveness of tree regulations in specified overlay zones and plan districts, and update definitions. 
Amend the Ladd's Addition Conservation District Guidelines to clarify that planting trees on the 
Nuisance Plants List is prohibited on city property and city rights-oÊway. 

The City of Portland Ordains: 

Section 1. The Council finds: 

General findings 

1.	 Some of the amendments to Title 33 are cost-neutral and can be implernented with existing staff 
resources. Howcver additional staffìng will be needed to administer the amended provisions fbr 
land divisions and specified land use reviews. The estimated cost to irnplernent the Title 33 
amendments is presented in Exhibits C, Tree Canopy Benefits, Financial Impacts and Buclget 
Proposal and D, Financial hnpact Statement, and are expected to be covered on an ongoing basis 
through modest increases in land use review fces. However, because it will take some time for 
fee revenues to accrue, it is projected that the Bureau of Development Services will need initial 
one time geueral funding to begin irnplernenting certain of the proposed amendments. 

2.	 The project will be implernented in phases. Tlie first phase will take place in FY 201 1-12, and 
will involve irnplernentation of a f,rrst set of Title 33 amendments (Exhibit A) and activities to 
prepare procedures, materials, systems, and users for implernenting Title I I and the second set of 
Title 33 amendmeuts. The second phase will take place in FY 2012-13 and will involve hiring 
and training staff to administer and enfbrce Title I1 and the second set of Title 33 amendments 
and the single point of contact. These code changes will become effective as described, pen<ling 
approval of uecessary staffing and funding for administration. Amendments to the Ladd's 
Addition Conservation District Guidelines will also become effective in February 2013 or when 
Title i 1, Trees becomes effective, whichever is later. Funding for the first two years is expected 
to be largely requested througli one-tin-re general fund allocations or alternate fund sources. 
Starting in FY 2013-2014, it is projected that the funding source will shift to developrnent fee 
supported revenues. The phased implementation and projected budget requirements is outlined 
in Exhibit C, 'l'ree Canopy Benefits, Financial hnpacts and Budget Proposal and Exhibit D, 
Financial Impact Statenrent. 

NOW, TIIEREIìORE, thc Council directs: 
a. 	 Direct the bureau of Development Services and Parks and Recreation to repofi to Council 

during the budget proccsses for FY 2071-12, FY 2012-13 and 2013-14 on proposed 
implemetrtation ancl funding to administer these arnendments as infonnecl byExhibit C, Tree 
Cauopy Betrefìts, Financial Impacts and Budget Proposal and Exhibit D, Financial Impact 
Statcmenl. 



îi ti:^',i t;l fr' 
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Section 2. 'fo provide tirne for tlie City to establish systems and procedures to implerne¡t rna¡y of 
the Title 33 amendments, to conduct public outreach to raise community awareness of the changes, 
and in recognition of cument budget constraints ancl the economic downturn, this ordinance shall be 
in force and become effcctive on February 1,2013, except for the list of Title 33 amendments ir-r 

Exhibit A tliat are identifred to becorne effective on July 1,2011. 

Section 3. If any section, subsection, clause or phrase of tliis Ordinance, or the code amendments it 
adopts, is for auy reason held to be invalid or unconstitutional, that shall not affect the validity of the 
remaining portions of the Poftland City Code and other identifìed docurnents. Council declares that 
it would have passed the Portland City Code and other identified clocuments, ancl each sectio¡, 
subsection, sentence, clause, ancl phrase thereof, regardless ofthe fact that any one or firore sectio¡s, 
subsections, sentences, clauses, or phrases of this Ordinance, rnay be founcl to be invalicl or 
unconstitutional. 

Passed by the Council: LaVonne Griffin-Valade 

Commissioner: Mayor Sam Adams 
Prepared by: Roberta Jortner 

Auditor of the City of Portland 
By 

Date Prepared: ,, Deputy 
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ORDINANCB No. 

Atnencl Title 33 Planning ancl Zoning to encourage integration of quality tree prese rvation and tree
 
planting in early site design, land divisiolls, and ceftain land usc leviews; implove consisteuoy ar.rd
 

effectivencss oftree regulations in specified overlay zones and ¡rlan districts, ancl update definitions.
 
Amend the Ladd's Addition Conseruation District Guidelines to clarify that planting trees on the
 
Nuisance Plants List is prohibited on City propefty and City r.ights-of-way.
 

The City of Portland Ordains: 

Section l. TheCouncil finds: 

Gcncral findings 

l 	 Solrle of the amendrnents to Title 33 are cost-neutl'al and can bc imple mentecl with existing stafÊ
 
tesoulces. I-lowever additional staffrng will be needed to administer the amended provisions for
 
land divisions and specified land use reviews. The esti-ma-leg cost to irnplerner.rt the Title 33 Deteted: ll

anrendments is presented in Exhibits C, lì'ee Canopy llenefits, Financial Iurpacts and Buclget
 Formatted: Bullets and

Proposal and I), Financial hnpact Statement, and¿r-9.-e-xp-9-c_pd [g be coverecl on an ongoing basis Numbering
 
through rnodest incteases in land use review fees. Ilowever, because it will takc sorne time for
 
fee l-evenues to accrue, it" i"C plpj-e""Cted that the Burcau of Development Services will neecl initial
 
one time general funding to begin irnplementing celtain of the proposecl amendrnents.
 

2. The project will be implemented^and-funded in phases. The first phase will take place in FY.. 
20ll-12, and will involve implementation of a first set of Title 33 amendrnents (lìxhibit A) and 
activities to plepare procedurcs, materials, systems, and users for irnplen'renting Title I I and the 
second set of Title 33 amendrnents. The seconcl phase will take place in FY 2012-13 and will Dè1èted: be rcplaced with 
involve hiring and tlaining staff to administel and enforce l'itle I I and the second set of Title 33 
amendments and the single point of contact. These code changes will become effective as 
described, pending approval ofnecessary staffing and lunding for adnrinistration. Anrendments 
to the l-add's Addition Conservation District Guidelines will also become effective in February Formatted: Bullets and 

i2013 or when Title I l, Trces becomes effective, whichever is later. fUndi"ng fof- tJre first two Numbering j 
----' 

ycars js e¡pe-c-ted to beJargely¡e--qgç.qJ-e-fl through one-tirrre general funcl allocations or altenrate .r'

., 

i Deleted: budgct as nccrlcd fbr 
I -

fund sources. Starting inltY 2013-2014,,ene+inrc il iS p"1o"jç-c-tçd that the- funding sou-r'ce will : activilics lo prcparc fìJr
),,,,,,,,,.. ,,.,...
 

6lrift to development fèe supported revenues. The phascd intplernentation and p_roie-.ctpd budget i Deleted: ol'
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"I9"quircm-e-ilqPl€po€ûl is outlined in Exhibit C,'l-rce Canopy Benefits, I:'inancial Intpacts and i Deleted: in IrY 2{) I l- 12 antl as 
i-=-==.=*==--':. ".'",.'... -..." ".. -,=.-.,,'..'.-. "'.., ¿.lìudget Proposal and Exhibit D, Financial Impact Statement.	 
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; Deteted: Also, rlircct thc 
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NOW, TIIERIìIìORE, the Courrcil dirccts: i 
: antl f'arks and lìccrcation to rclìot1 lo : 
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Section 2. To provide tirne fol the City to establish systems and ploceclures to inrplement rnany of 
the Title 33 amendmetrts, to conduct public outreach to raise comrnunity aware ness of tl.re changes, 
and in lecognition of culrent budget constraints arld the econonric downtum, this or-dinance shall be 
in force and becorrre effective on February 1,2013, except for thc list of 'I'itle 33 amendments in 
Exhibit A that are identilìed to become effective on July l, 2011. 

Section3. Ifanysection,subsection,clauseorphraseofthisOldinance,orthecodearnendmentsit 
adopts, is for any reason held to be invalid or unconstitutional, that shall not affect the validity ofthe 
remaining portiotrs of the Portland City Code and other identilied docume nts. Council declares that 
it would have passed the Portland City Code and other identifiect docuurents, and each section, 
subsection, sentence, clause, and phrase thereof, regardless ofthe fact that any one or nrore sections, 
subsections, sentences, clauses, or plrlases of this Orclinance, may be found to be invalid or 
unconstitutional. 

Passed by the Council: LaVonne Griffin-Valade 
Auditor of thc City of Poftlancl 

Commissioner: Mayor Sam Adams 
Prepared by: lìoberta Jo¡tner' 

By 

Date I)repared: Deputy 
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ORDINANCE No. 

Amend and consoliclate existing tree regulations into new Code Title I 1, Trees, adopt co'rpanion 
amendments in other Titles, and direct the establishllent of customer service improvements and 
implementation funding (Ordinance; add Code Title 11 and amend related Titles) 

The City of Portland Ordains: 

Section 1. The Council finds: 

General findings 

The adoption of Title 11 ancl other amendments will be phased for i¡rplementation in order to 
provide for the additional staffing and funding as needed to successfully ¡reet project goals and 
avoid adverse impacts on existing programs, and as indicated in Exhibits D, Tree Canopy 
Estimates, Financial hnpacts and Budget Proposal section of the Recommended Report to City
Council, and E. Irinancial Impact Statement. About two thirds of the costs are expected to be 
covered by increases in development and land use review fues, capital project funài¡g. Other 
ongoing proglam costs are associated with the irnproved tree perrnit system and hiring a single
point of contact to assist the public and help process pennits. These functions would not be fee­
supported and would require general fund dollars or other sources of funding. One-time costs for 
initial project preparation (training, development of procedures and informational materials, 
outreach, etc.), pennit tracking system upgrades, vehicles for tree inspectors, and the community 
tree manual are also expected to require gcneral funcl dollars or funds from an alternative 
sourcc(s). 

2. 'lhe commissions approved a phased proj<;ct irnplernentation and fur-rding approach, as 
proposed by the clirectors of the bureaus of Development Services, Parks and Recreation, 
Environmental Services, and Planning and Sustainability. Project implementation will take 
place over three liscal years. In FY 2011 - 12, activities would focus or-r perrnit tracking 
system upgracles, staff training, development of infbnnational materials, and public outreach 
to prepare lbr code irnplementation, and production of the comnunity tree lnanual. An initial 
set of Title 33 code amendments will go into effect as outlinecl in a separate ordinance. -fliese 

activities are expected to be funcled through a one-time allocation lì'o¡r the Genelal Fu'd. 
Titlc I 1, amendntents to other titles, and renraining Title 33 amendments, fee increases and 
ongoing general funding will go into effect micl-year IrY 2012- 13. Onc-time general fu¡clilg
will also be needecl for BDS during this "transition year" to allow for aclequate accrual of fee 
revenues. In FY 2013-14, the program would be funded tlirough fees, CIP dollars and 
ongoing geueral fund allocation. One-time general funding is anticipated to terminate at that 
time. l-his ¡lhascd-in approach is intended to provicle time for Citybureaus to gear up and to 
educate Portlanders about the regulatory upclates, and l'or the local ecorìomy and City budget 
to stabilize suff,rciently beÍtrre implementing the upclated regulations. 

3. The Citywicle Tree Project is expressly listed as a oomponent of Portlancl's strategy to 

I
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collrply with Metro's Title 13, Nature in Neighborhoods Program. Cornpletion of the 
Citywide Tree Project is also cited as an upcoming accomplishment in the City's 2O0g-2010 
annual Natiorral Pollutant Discharge Elirnination Systern (NPDES) and Stormwater Progranr 
compliance reports to the oregon Department of Environmental euality. 

NOW, THEREFORE, the Counoil directs: 

a, Adopt the Citywide T'ree Policy and Regulatory hnprovement Project -- Planning 
Com.ntission and Urban Forestry Commission llecommended Draft Report to Cíty 
Council, I)ecember 20 I 0. 

b. 	Establisli Title 1 l, Trees, in accordance with Exhibit A. 

c.	 Amend Titles 3, Adrninistration; 8, Health and Sanitatior-r; l4C, Publio Order and 
Polìce; 16, Vehicles and Traffic; 17, Public Improvernents, 20, Parks and Recreation; 
24, Building Regulations; 29, Property Maintenance Regulations; and 31, Fire 
Regulations in accordance with Exhibit B. 

d. Adopt the commentary of Exhibits A and B as legislative intent and additional 
findings. 

e.	 Adopt the t'ecommendations of Exhibit C, Customer Service lmprovements section 
of the Recomrnended Report to City Council. 

'I'he bureaus of Parks and Recreation and Developrnent Seruices to will report to City 
Couricil during i+r the FY 201 1-12,2012-13, and 2013-14 budget processes, on plans 
to fund the project, including administration ofTitle I 1 and 'Iitle 33 arnendrnents and 
improvements outlined in Exhibit D, including potential increases in development 
and land use review fees, and allocations from the ger-reral lund. 

Section 2. 

1.	 The Council declares that Directives a, e, and f of this orclinance shall becorne effective 30 
days from adoption 

2.	 T'o providc tiure to the City to prepare to aclminister Title I l, Trees and other elements of this 
proposal, tlie Council declares that Directives b, c, and d shall become effective on lìebruary 
7,2013, pending Council approval of staffing and funding ftrr irnplementation. 
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Section 3. If any section, subsection, clause or pluase of tliis Orclinance, or the code amendments it 
adopts, is for any reason helcl to be invalid or unconstitutional, that shall not aflect the validity of the 
remaining porlions of the Portland City Code ancl other identified cloculrents. Council declares that it 
would have passed the Portland City Code and other identified documents, and eaoh section, 
subsection, sentence, clause, and phrase thereof, regardless of the fact that any otle or ûtore sections, 
subsections, sentences, clauses, or phrases of this Ordinance, may be found to be invalid or 
unconstitutional. 

Passed by the Council: LaVonne Griffin-Valade 
Auditor of the City of Porlland 

Commissioner Mayor Sam Adams By
Prepared by: Roberta Jortner 
Date Prepared: 

Deputy 



ORDINANCE No. 

Arnend and consolidate existing tree regulatious into new Code Titlc I l, Trees, aclopt companion 
amendments in other 'l'itles, and clilect the establishmenl of custolner service improvements ancl 
implementation funding (Ordinance; add Code'fitle 11 and arìrencl relatecl Titles) 

The City of Portland Oldains; 

Section l. TheCouncil finds: 

General findings 

t. .... 

The adoption of T'itle I I and othe r anlendments will. b_e- ph"aSçc|.fu¡ implç-m-e-ntatisn iq Sf-cl-çt lq. 
pl-oYid-e- f-oj-lhg¡nusrlteae€ofl1panì€d{ry aclditional staffing and fundingas needed to successfully 
meet ploject goals and avoid adverse impacts ou e xistirlg plograms, and as indicated in Exhibits 
D, Tree Canopy Estirnates, I'rinancial Impacts and 13udget Proposal section of'the Recomlne ndecl 
lìeport to City Council, and E. Iìinancial Lnpact Statement. låey',bout two thirds of"th-e costs 

"4fe -e"xp,ç"c"tSd".toþe covercd by incr-eases in cleve lopment ancl land use rrcview fèes,-capital proiect 
funding. Othel ongoing prograIn costs are associated with the improved tree permit systern ancl 
hiring a single point of contact to assist the public and help process permits. These functions 
would not be fee-supporled and would requile general funcl dollars or other sources of funcling. 
One-time costs for initial project prr:paration (training, developrnent of procedures ancl 
inforrnational materials, outreach, etc.), pennit tracking system upgradcs, vehicles for tree 
inspectors, and the community tree manualpre AlSg gð.pççled to requile general fu¡d dollars or 
funds from an alternative sor"rrce(s). 

2--- "The comn.rissions approved a phased pro.ject implerncntation and funding approach, as" 
proposed by the directors ofthe bureaus ofDevelopment Services, Parks and lìecreation, 
Environmental Services, ancl Planning and Sustainability. Project implementation will take 
place over thlee fiscal years. In FY 2011 12, activities woulcl focus on permit tracking 
systenl upgrades, staff training, development of informational matelials, and public outreach 
to prepare for code implementation, and ploduction of the community tr-ee manual. An initial 

activities Fre- gx,pe"qtgd to tre funded thrcugh a one-tinte allocation from thc Genelal Fund. 
Titl"ç I L a"m"çndmçnL$ f-o- elhçi till,çS, and [QmA-ipi$S, Tirle 3-3pmendmenrs, fee incr-eases and 
ongoinggcneral lunding"1.11ill go into eflèctrnid-yealFY 2012-13. One-tirnegeneral funding 
will also be needed for llDS cluling this "transition year'" to allow for aclequate accrual of fee 
revenues. In IrY 2013-14, the ploglam would be funcled through fees, CIP clollars and 
ongoing general fund allocation. One-time ge nelal funding is anticipatecl to terminate at that 
time. This phased-in apploach is intcnded to plovide lime for City bureaus to gear up and to 
eclucate Portlanders about the regulatory u¡rdatcs, ancl f'ol the local econorny ancl City buclget 
to stabilize sufficiently before irnplernenting the updatecl r-egulations. 

3.---The Citywicle 'l-ree Ploject is explessly listed as a component ol'Portland's strategy to. 
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comply with Metro's Title 13, Natute in Neighborhoocls Prograrn. Completio¡ of the 
Citywicle Tree Project is also cited as an upcorrring accornplishment in the City's Z00g-2010 
annual National Pollutant Discharge Elimination Systenr OIPDES) and Stolmwatcr Prcgr.arn 
cornpliance repoús to the oregon Dcpartrnent of Ilnvironmental euality. 

NOW, TIIEREFORE, the Council dir.ecrs: 

a. Adopt the Citywide T'ree Policy and Regulatot'1t ltn¡1yç1t¿¡n¿nt project , planning 
Commissiott and Urban Forestry Contmi.ç.çion lLecommenclerl Draft Report to City 
Council, December 20 I 0. 

b. Establish Title I I, Trces, in accordance with ìlxhibit A 

Arnencl ritles 3, Administration; 8, I-lealth ancl sanìtation; l4c, public order and 
Police; 16, vehicles and rraffic; I7, Public Improvements; 20, parks and Recreation; 
24' Building Regulations; 29, Property Maintenance Regulations; and 31, Fire 
Iìegulations in accordance with tlxhibit Il. 

d' Adopt the cotnmentary of Exhibits A and B as legislative intent ancl adclitional 
findings. 

e' Aclopt the recommeudations of Exhibit Cl, Customer Service Improvements section 
of the Recommended Reporl t<l City Council. 

f. lþ. bureaus of Parks and Itecreation and I)evelopment Services to will¡eport to City 
council$uring-rn the FY 20ll-12-,2012-13, and20l-3- 14þudgetprocesses, on prans 
to fund thç ptpj-çç"t, lttçludingadministration of 'l'itte I 1 and Title 33 amendments and ', 

irnptovements outlined in Exhibit D, includingpo_tential incleases in developme¡t 
and land use review fecs, and allocations lior¡ the general fund. 

Secf ion 2. 

I . 'l'he Council declares that Directives a, c, and f of this orclinance shall beconre effective 30 
days lìom adoption 

2. To plovide time fo the City to prepare to adrninister Title I 1, Trees ancl other elements of this 
proposal, the Council declares that Directives b, c, and d shall becorne effective on lìebruary 
1,2013; pending Council a¡rproval of staflìng ancl firnding for implementation. 
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Section 3. If any section, subsection, clause ol phrase of this Ol'dinance, ol.the code ame¡dments it 
adopts, is for any rcason held to be invalid ol unconstitutional, that shall ¡rot affect the valiclity ofthe 
relnaining portions of the Portland City Code and othel identifiecl clocuments. Council declares that it 
would have passed the Portland City Code and othel identified docurnents, ancl each section, 
subsection, sentertce, clause, and phrase thereol, regarclless ol'the f'act that any o¡e or more sections, 
subsections, sentences, clauses, or phmses of this Oldinancc, may be found to be invalicl or 
unconsti tutional. 

Passed by tl-re Council: LaVonne Griffin-Valade 
Auditol of the City of Poftland

Commissionel Mayor Sam Adams By
Prepared by: Robelta Jortner 
l)ate Pl-eparcd: 

Deputy 
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Bure¡lu of Pïanning arld Sustaiflabf lity 
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MEMORANDUM TO CITY COUNCIL 

March 4,2011 

TO: Mayor Sam Adams 
Commissioner Nick Fish 
Commissioner Amanda Fritz 
Commissioner Randy Leonard 
Commissioner Dan Saltzman 

FROM: Susan Anderson, Director 

CC: Zari Santner, Director, Portland Parks and Recreation 
Paul Scarlett, Director, Bureau of Development Services 
Dean Marriott, Director, Bureau of Environmental Services 
David Schaff, Director, Water Bureau 
Sue Keil, Director, Bureau of Transportation 

SUBJECT: Citywide Tree Policy Review and Regulatory lmprovement Project (Citywide Tree Project) 

lntroduction 

On March 9,2011the City Council will reconvene to hear public testimony and provide direction on potential 
amendments to the Citywide Tree Project proposal. Amendments are presented in Attachments 1, 2, and 3. 

At the February 2,2011 Citywide Tree Project public hearing, City Council directed the Bureau of Planning and 
Sustainability (BPS) to work with the Bureaus of Development Services (BDS), Parks and Recreation (PPR), 
Environmental Services (BES), and other bureaus as needed to address concerns raised by BDS and in public 
testimony. Council directed the bureaus to reach agreement where possible, and to bring unresolved issues, 
with associated pros and cons, back to Council for a decision. 

The following steps have been taken since the February 2nd hearing: 

1. BDS, PPR, BES submitted key issues, options, and pros and cons, to BPS for compilation and 
consolidation. BPS added a few items to address key issues raised in public testimony. lssues included: 
commission oversight for Title 11, Urban Forestry Commission composition, tree development standards 
and exemptions, tree pruning and removal permits, nuisance tree related requirements, use of Tree Fund 
monies, and enforcement. 

2. On February l6th BPS facilitated a half-day work session with BDS, PPR, and BES managers. Sara 
Petrocine (Commissioner Leonard's office), Tom Bizeau (Commissioner Fritz's office), and Hannah Kuhn 
(Commissioner Fish's office) also attended the work session. 

tity al'Portland,0rcgon I $ureau of Planrring aud Sustaínability lwr+iv.portlanclonlinc.cont/hps 
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The bureaus discussed the issues and options, evaluating them against relevant data (see Attachment 4) 
and these criteria:
 

. Tree canopy (quantity, quality, distribution)
 
¡ Consistency and fairness
 
. Complexity
 
. Administrative ease/customer ease
 
. Cost-effectiveness
 
. Politicalacceptability
 

The bureaus reached consensus on a number of issues and provided feedback on some amendments 
introduced on February 2nd. Where opinions differed, we focused on narrowing the choices for 
consideration by the bureau directors and Council. A report documenting the results of the work session is 
provided in Attachment 5. 

3. On February 25, BDS, PPR, BES and BPS directors, managers, and the project team met. We discussed 
remaining issues, focusing on options to streamline the Title 1'1 development standards and tree permit 
proposal, while retaining tree canopy benefits and meeting other criteria. The directors also discussed 
options for addressing project implementation and phasing in the adopting ordinances. Although the 
participants had different opinions on the options, there was agreement to bring several additional 
amendments to City Council for consideration. These new potential amendments and their respective pros 
and cons are summarized in Attachment 6, along with several items for which no amendments are 
proposed. 

Recommendations 

1.	 lntroduce amendments presented in Attachment 1 ,2 and 3 as action items for purposes of this public 
hearing. 

2.	 lnvite public testimony on the amendments presented in Attachments 1, 2, and 3. 

¿,	 
Discuss and act on amendments as outlined in Attachment 1 "in concept". 
(Note: Attachment 1 incorporates amendments introduced on February 2 and March 9,2011, including 
substantive discussion items and technical amendments listed in Attachments 2 and 3.) 

4.	 Direct staff to draft additional code language to reflect Council direction and return to Council for final action. 

Attachments 
1. Citywide Tree Project City Council Amendment Decision Guide, March 9, 2011
2. 	Technical Amendments introduced February 2, 2011
3. Technical Amendments introduced March 9, 2011
4. 	Summary of Lot Size, Tree Size, Canopy, and Development Activity Distribution, February 25,2011
5. 	Notes from February 16,2011 lnter-bureau Work Session
6. 	New Staff Amendments with Pros and Cons - March 9,2011 

City nl'ìrortlnnri" Orc¡¡on i ßureur of Plannin¡¡ ¡ntl Sr¡st¡inalrility rvww.portlnndonline,conrlbpsI 

t9tltl SW .lth A!,È!r r¡u, Sui(* ? t 0{}, Portl¡ilrtl, OR rJ7 3û l I Rhoür: -{03-82 3-:f OC tax, 50 3-tl? 3-?tut0 tt¡, S03"fJZe-f f]C'Ci [ 

l'¡,¡....t¡¡¡' ¡)!r: p¿.¡,¡r.rr.', r,,,rr ¡rrr. ir¡lt.¡Jr, 

Page 2 of 2 

http:p�.�,�r.rr


å ffid"i5 m4 

ATTACHMENT 1 

Gitywide Tree Project
 
Gity Gouncil Amendments Decision Guide
 

March 9,2011
 

Decrsloru SrEps 

1. Select a set of issues you wish to act on without further discussion. 
A. The Technical Amendments packets from February 2 and March 9,2071 include non, 

substantive items primarily to clarify, simplify, or reorganize tlne proposed code. Substantive 
items in these packets are noted and addressed in the Discussion Items section of this guide. 

B. Indicate any items you wish to pull from the Technical Amendments packet to add to the list of 
items the Council will discuss and act on individually. 

C. Act on remaining Technicaì Amendments. 

2. Review and act on Discussion ltems individually. 
A. The Discussion Items list includes substantive amendment concepts, including amendments 

introduced by Mayor Adams, Commissioner Fritz, and staff on February 2ntl. Severai additionat 
amendments have been included which reflect inter-bureau discussions and consideration of 
public testimony between February 2nd and March 9th. 

B. Options are provided for Council consideration. Where bureaus reached consensus on staff­
introduced amendments, these are noted with a EJ
 

C. Act on Discussion Items. 

3. Direct staff to develop specific language and return for a final vote. Based on Council action, 
staff will develop specific code language incorporating all relevant technical and substantive 
amendments for Council's review and approval. 

TrcurulcRl- Aru¡¡lovlrruTS (Yrr-r-ow PAcKET -ArrAcHMENrs z AND 3)- AppRovE wtrHour DrscussroN 

1. February 2,zOLl Title 11 and Title 33 

2. March 9,z0tl Title 11and Title 33 

Motion options: 

Ø t. Move to amend the Recommended Draft per the technical amendments described in
 
Attachments 2 and 3.
 

O 2. Pull issue #'s from the Technical Amendments for discussion; approve remaining
 
technical amendments.
-

O 3. Move to 

Drscussrorr¡ lrrv¡s
 
Discussion items are grouped in the following categories:
 

1. Commissions and Roles 

2. Trees in Development Situations 

3. Trees Absent Development 

4. Ordinances 
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1. Commissions and Roles 

1.4. Urban Forestry Commission (Title 11, Trees) 
1.4.1. Ex-Officio Membership to Urban Forestry Commission (UFC) - Eliminate proposal to add bureaus 

as ex officio members of the Urban Forestry Commission; eliminate existing provision establishing the 
Bureau of Transportation as an ex-officio member of the UFC. lsraff 3/9lLtl 

Motion options: 

Ø t. Move to amend the Recommended Draft to remove Bureau ex-officio members of the UFC
 
[--,] 2. Move to add Bureau of Parks and Recreation or the City Forester to the list of existing and
 

proposed bureau ex-officio members
 
[-J 3. Move to not amend the Recommended DraJt - include PBOT, BES, BDS, Water staff as ex­

officio members.
 
[-] 4. Move to
 

1.8. Commission oversight for Title 11, Trees 
1.8.1,. Require the Planning and Sustainability Commission (PSC) to hold a public hearing and make 

recommendations to City Council regarding amendments to development related requirements of 
Title 11. lstaff 2/2/rtl 

Motion options: 

Ø l. Move to amend the Recommended Draft to require the PSC to hold a public hearing and
 
make recommendations to Council (in addition to the UFC) for amendments to Chapters
 
1 i.50, I 1.60, and 11.70
 

[..J 2. Move to not amend the Recommended Draft - PSC may hold hearing at its discretion
 
Ll 3. Move to
 

2. Trees in Development Situations 
2.4. lndustrial, Employment, Commercial Lands Exemptions (Title 11, Trees) 

2.4.1-. Exempt industrial, employment and commercial zones that do not have existing landscaped area 
standards from the Title 11Tree Preservation and Tree Density Requirements. lstaff 212/tll 

Motion options: 

Ø t. Move to amend the Recommended Draft to exempt land within IH, IG1, EX, CX, CS, CM
 
zones from Tree Preservation and Tree Density standards.
 

Ø Z. Direct staff to return at a future date for further discussion when LUBA remand issues are
 
addressed.
 

[,-] 3. Move to not amend the Recommended Draft - do not exempt specified zones.
 
[ -l 4. Move to
 

2.8. Tree Preservation Standard (Title 11, Trees) 
2.8.1-. Preservatíon Percentage, Change the preservation standard from 359/o of >L2" diameter trees to 

33%o of >I2" diameter trees on development sltes [Mayor Adams 2/2/LLl 

Motion options:
 
[J 1. Move to amend the Recommended Draft to reduce the preservation standard from 35Voto 33Vo
 

ü 2. Move to not amend the Recommended Draft - retain 35% standard.
 
[-J 3. Move to
 

Amendments Decision Guide Mqrch 9, 2011 Page 2 of 6 
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2.8.2. Small Lot Exemption 
2.8.2.a. Tree Mitigation, For development sites between 3,000 and 5,000 s.f.: Allow mitigation for 

one tree to be accomplished by planting on-site (instead of paying in lieu of preservation to 
the Tree Fund. [Mayor Adams 2/211.t], 

OR 

2.8.2.b. Lot Size Exemption. Change proposed lot size exemption from s3000 s.f. to <5,000 s.f. 

[staff 3/9/IIl 

Motion options:
Ü 1. Move to amend the Recommended Draft to allow one tree to be mitigated on site by planting 

two trees for lots greater than 3000 s.f. and less than 5,000 s.f. 
t.-l 2. Move to amend the Recommended Draft to increase the lot size exemption from "less than or 

equai to 3,000 s.f." to "less than 5,000 s.f." 
L.J 3. Move to not amend the Recommended Draft - retain exemption for lots less than or equal to 

3,000 s.f. with no special provisions for sites between 3,000 and 5,OOO square feet.
 
[ ] 4. Move to
 

2.8.3. Building Coverage Exemption. Change building coverage exemption threshold from g0% to 80% 

IMayor Adams 2l2lLtj 

Motion options: 
t-J 1. Move to amend the Recommended Draft to change tree preservation exemption for sites with 

high building coverage from at least 90% to at least 8O%o 

tì 2. Move to not amend the Recommended Draft - retain exemption for sites with at least 90% 
building coverage 

[-l 3. Move to 

2.C. Tree Density Standard (T¡tle 11, Trees) 
2.C.1 Counting Street Tree planting on Small Lots. Credit newly planted street trees toward the on-site 

Tree Density standards for lots <3,000 s.f. [Mayor Adams 2l2lLLl 

Motion options: 
LJ 1. Move to amend the Recommended Draft to credit newly planted street trees toward on-site 

Tree Density for lots less than or equal to 3,000 s.f.
Ü 2. Move to amend the Recommended Draft to credit existing healthy, non-nuisance species trees 

AND newly planted street trees toward on-site Tree Density for lots less than or equal to 3,000 
s.f. 

[-J 3. Move to not amend the Recommended Draft - retain proposed Tree Density standards and 
keep on site tree and street tree requirements separate.
 

[] 4. Move to
 

2.D. Flexible Development Standard (Title 33) 
2.D.1-. Delete proposed provision allowing required outdoor area to encroach into the front yard setback 

for the purpose of preserving existing healthy trees >12" diameter [Comm. Fîitz2/2lLLl 

Motion options: 
[J 1 Move to amend the Recommended Draft to delete provision allowing the outdoor area to be 

partially located in the front setback when preserving trees within that area. 
D 2. Move to not amend the Recommended Draft - allow the outdoor area to be partially located 

in the front setback when preserving trees within that area. 
L] 3. Move to 

Amendments D ecision Guide March 9, 2011 Page 3 of 6 
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2.E, Land Divisions (Title 33) 

2.E.1. Reintroduce the significant tree table into the Land Division criteria. [Comm. Fritz2/2/LLl 
Motion options: 
t-J 1. Move to amend the Recommended Draft by reintroducing the significant native tree table in 

the Title 33 land division approval criteria. 
[] 2. 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 - (see Title 33 amendments, issue #16, Attachment 3). 

[,-] 3. Move to not amend the Recommended Draft - rely on discretionary criteria that speak 
generally to native tree preservation and do not address native tree growth rates sizes 

[] 4. Move to 

2.F. Environmental Resource Zones (T¡tle 33) 

2.F.1. Retain the existing l0" diameter development standard for removing trees in conjunction with 
development in utility corridors, resource enhancement projects, stormwater outfalls, and public 
recreational facilities in environmental zones instead of changing the thresholdto 12" diameter. 

[Comm. Fritz2/2/LLl 
(Note: Smaller trees are replaced per standards, larger tree removal triggers environmental review.) 

Motion options: 
Ll 1. Move to amend the Recommended Draft by retaining the existing 10" diameter tree size at 

which an environmental review is triggered for utility corridors, resource enhancement 
projects, stormwater outfalls, and public recreationai facilities. 

[l 2. Move to not amend the Recommended Draft - retain the proposed 12" diameter tree size at 
which an environmental review is triggered for utility corridors, resource enhancement 
projects, stormwater outfalls, and public recreational facilities. 

fJ 3. Move to 

2.F.2. Adopt chapter 33.860, Comprehensive Natural Resource Plans that allow master planning for sites 
containing one or more environmental resource overlay zones. lstaff 2/2/1.t1
 

Motion options:
 

Ø t. Move to amend the Recommended Draft by adopting the Comprehensive Natural Resource 
Plan chapter to allow master planning of sites with environmental resource overlay zones. 

[J 2. Move to not amend the Recommended Draft - do not include provisions for creating 
Comprehensive Natural Resource Plans. 

[-J 3. Move to 

3. Trees Absent Development 

3.4. Nuisance Species Trees (Title 11, Trees) and Title 33, Chapter 33.430, Environmental Overlay Zones 
3.4.1. Tree Replacement. Delete proposed tree replacement requirement for City-listed Nuisance 

spec¡es trees, except for trees in environmental zones. [Comm. Fritz2/21111 

Motion options: 
fJ 1. Move to amend the Recommended Draft by eliminating replacement requirement for 

Nuisance species trees, except when located in environmental resource overlay zones. 
Ll 2. Move to amend the Recommended Draft by eliminating replacement requirernent for all 

Nuisance species trees. 
[J 3. Move to not amend the Recommended Draft - require nuisance species trees to be replaced 

by planting one new non-Nuisance (or Native in environmental zones) tree. 
[] 4. Move to 

Amendments Decision Guide March 9, 2011 Page 4 of 6 
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3.8. Private Tree Removal Permit (Title 11, Trees) 
3.8.1. Tree Permit Thresholds. [Comm. Fritz2/?/tLl Reduce the tree permit size threshold on single 

family lots from 20 inches diameter to 12 inches for greater citywide consistency. 

3.8.2 through 6. Tree Permit Thresholds. Istaff 3/9/Itl Change the proposed private tree removal 
permit to potentially include an exemption for lots less than 5,000 or 3,000 square feet (or no lot 
size exemption), with a larger tree size threshold (16 or 20 inches) for single family zoned lots. 

3.8.7 Retain current proposal. [no amendment] Permits address trees on all lots. Single Family zoned 
lots (qualifying lot size threshold varies by zone) require permits to remove trees 20" diameter 
and larger. Other lots continue to require permits for trees 12" diameter and larger. 

(note: Rll options would retain the proposed 6" size threshold in natural resource overlay zones and 
specified plan districts) 

Motion Options:
 
Lot size
 

exemption Tree size fdiameterl
 

L) 1. [Comm Fritz] None 12" lor all lots 

fJ 2. [Staff] <5,000 s.f. 12" except 16" lor single family zonedlots 5,000 - 1O,OO0 s.f. 

Ll 3. [Staffl <5,000 s.f. 12" except20" for single family zoned lots 5,000 - 10,000 s.f. 

ü a. [Staf{ <3,000 s.f. 12" except 16" for single family zoned lots 3,000 - 10,000 s.f. 

tl 5. [Staffl <3,000 s.f. 12" except20" for single family zoned lots 3,000 - 10,000 s.f. 

f-J 6. [StaffJ None 12" except 20" for single family zoned lots <10,000 s.f. 

ü 7. [No change] None 12" except 20" for single family zoned lots (size varies by zonel 

3.C. Street and City Trees (Title 11, Trees) 
3.C.1. Temporary Attachments. Allow temporary attachments to street trees without a perm¡t. 

[Comm. Frirz2l2/t7-l 

Motion options:
(J 1. Move to amend the Recommended Draft by eliminating permit requirement for temporary 

attachments to street trees. 
ü 2. Move to not amend the Recommended Draft - temporary attachments would require permit 

from the City Forester. 
fJ 3. Move to 

3.D. Programmatic Permit (Title 11, Trees) 
3.D.1. Allow removal of healthy trees larger than 6" in diameter with opportunity for public appeal to 

the Urban Forestry Appeals Board [staff 3/9/LI] 

Motion options: 

Ø t. Move to amend the Recommended Draft by expanding the programmatic permit to allow 
removal of healthy trees > 6" diameter with opportunity for public appeal. 

D 2. Move to not amend the Recommended Draft - retain blanket limit on removing healthy trees 
> 6" diameter 

ll 3. Move to 
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4. Ordinances 

4.4. Phasing and Budget Directives. Delete findings and directives relating to the code effective dates and 
budget considerations from Title 33 and Title 11 ordinances. [Comm. Fritz2l2lttl 

Motion options: 
i-J 1. Move to amend the Title 33 and Title I 1 ordinances by deleting implementation phasing and 

budget details from ordinances. 
LJ 2. Move to amend the Title 33 and Title 11 ordinance s by removing specific dollar amounts 

from ordinance, rely on budget process and budget impact statement. Retain code effective 
phasing plan. 

[J 3. Move to not amend the Title 33 and Title 11 ordinances - retain specific ordinance language 
pertaining to budget implications, and code effective phasing plan. 

[-] 4. Move to 

4.8. Approve other ordinance refinements -- forthcoming 

Amendments Decision Guide March 9, 2O11 Page 6 of 6 



Attachment zA-L 
Title 11 Amendments Introduced February 2, 20tl 

Ameadiag Title 11. As proposed, t¡e procedures to amend Title i t require ttìat the Urb¡ 
Forestry Commission (UFC) hold a hearing. The Planning and Sustainabilit)' Commission 
{PSC) will provide advice to the UFC prior to the amendment going to Council for adoption. 

Concems have been expressed, a¡d it has been suggested that the Planning and 
Sustâinability Commission be required to hold a public hearing and provide 
recommendations on chæges to the deve lopment-related requirements of Tiile 11. The PSC 
has a broad cha¡ge to balance tlle manli, varied, and sometimes conflicting goals ofthe 
Comprehensive Plan, as compared with the more targeted focus of the UFC. Members of 
the Development Review Advisory Committee feel that future revisions to port-ions of 
Title I 1 wanant that balancing perspective and revie*-. 

(stb s tøntiue refrnement) 

Tbt 30-1	 Replace Table 30-1 p'ith appropriate procedural tabÌe Pemit Lhreshold infomation is 
(p.43)	 unchanged in Tables 4O-2,4O-3, and 40-4. 

(coaection - no substantíue clønge) 

r" ',':1i.i ::: 	 '(...::': ::,'q:u,, .:. i.ir..::i.-:lr::1 i.,1 rnt:îi,:r,:. lJl -: ':1 1::1 :r.". fr¡ le. l i;- -. 

: . ., i'.. :-. :j.:tt..s ,j,,.,,
 
:':'"'l}'Q4l'}C.j..':!"1l'.''.:':'':''.'¡':'1|''''''l)''.]'l.
 
'':, : .1:.. {: .,i.... :r.:f, .i j... i:1. . ìi .1rr, -..i .;...; -:, :i: r ... , . ::..ì i: i. t.:,; 1. ..., .,
 
i1''.r.':l..:;'''i':..t:::':1'''''..''i.. 

to,libt of disiussion related amendments 

l f,; flt..r.',,'.,."1:.','.,,,:
' 	 r': ì ':l 

Agree. 
1130.020 B. Types of Permits 

Table 30-I summarizes the a*i+*j€€-tàat-€ bjæ+ 
aopljcaþle-to a Type A or Type B permit. 

[Replace the proposed Table 30-I with the following:l 

Table 30-1 
A icabilitv of Public ñotice and A al Procedures 

:,ä.L/:!t:t'.!.t :.:t*i 

il,þ:í,w;i: 
tit¡ittffj:!.:l 

A No. Yes No. 

Yes - for requests to Yes - for requests to

B remove healthy non- Yes remove healthy non­
nuisance trees: nuisance trees: 
. > 20" diameter: or . > 20" diameter; or 
. More than four trees . More than four trees 
> l2" diam. per site > 12" diam. per site 
or frontage per year; or frontage per year: 

. Excluding any trees . Excluding any trees 

subject to a Type A subject to a Type A 
permit permrt 

No - for other Type No - for other Type 
B requests B requests 

: i!* 
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11.30.050	 Agree. With conection to Table 30-1, the follo*-ing language siìl clarifl' that the public appcals are 
8.5 & C_ Clarifl' that public notice and public appeals proccdures are iimited to trees 2o-inches or limited to removal of large trees and muitiple trees, consistent ú'ith lhe intent expressed in Chaptcr
(p. s2) more ín diameter or removal of more than four i2-inch diamcter and larger trees per vear- 1 1 -40. Revise these provisions as foÌlows: 

(no substantiue change)	 11.3O.05O 8.5. ifthe application ís tentatively approved."Q!!d pub.lic notjce is 
kblq3o:t, the Cit-v Forester shall send notice,.. 
r1.3O.O5O C. Appeal. The appiicanr may appeal the cit_v Forester's decision.-L4_Âdd]lio¡"_t4h,ç.J1 

Éits on developed silgle fadily hoEesites. "Single dweiling site" needs to be Agree. The intention is to include single dwelling sites in ail zones, including commercial æd 
defined, and clarified tìat the tem includes sites in an-v zone t¡at are developed with a multifamill,'zones, provided they contain a singÌe house and meet t¡e 3,000 square foot lot size 
single-dwelling, not just sites in single dü'elling zones. limit. 

(no sub stantiue change) See proposed dellnilion of "Single Dwelling DeveÌoped Site" in ATTACHMENT 2A-2.
 
Note: this ømendment uould. be repldced bg Isfle #38 and #5 7 7n Attachment 3A,
 
Ißtroduced bg BPS Mørch 9, 2O77
 

Hæædoua Material Cleuup O¡deff. Clarify that tree pemits are not required for Agree- Revise Subsection I 1.40.040 D. as shown to exempt such activities from tlee permit 
activities relatilrg to haadous material cleanup orders. These activitjes are exempt from requirements, instead requiring substantial conformance with tree repiacement requirements., 
cit_v procedural requirements but must show that they substantively meet City 
requiremenls. State Law prevenls the City from imposing pemit requirements on t¡ese 11.4O.O4O D. State, Federal, and court orders- Trees that must be removed or pruned b1' an order 
cleanup orders. of the court, or State or Federal order, including haãrdous material cleanup orders, are not 

subject to the pç!&ú puètÉ-*€+¡æ.+C-epF€at procedures of 
(substøntíue refrnetnent to complg with State Law) however. the aÐDli 
Note: this qmendfieftt wouø be repløced bg ¡ssue #39 an Attqchment 3A, Introduced tree replacement 
bg BPS March9,2O77 requírements of this chapter+hell-b+æe+. 

required tree6 reqùi¡es perEìt. Clanty that St¡eet and Ctq,'l rees planted to e 40-2 slaúng:
 
meet a Citv requirement ma-v not be removed \citl¡out a permit even if thel¡ are smaller than
 
the minimum 3 inch diameter minimum regulaled size threshold. There are no ot¡e r
 
provisions in the code to protect nervly planted City or Street Trees.
 

(no substantíue change) 

and Dyiûg Trees. SimpliÍl¡ the standards for reviewing requests to remorc Dead an
 
Dying lrees. the proposed iæguage rvas intended to key readers and ìmplementers that
 
alternaüves may exist to treat diseased or damaged trees. Holvever, thìs inforÌration is
 
better conveyed by Forestrj staff rather than being codified.
 

(no sub stantiu e chang e ) 

ster may apply 

11.40.050 A Peeit allowa¡ce fo¡ t¡ees Iæs tha¡ 2O iachæ diaaete¡. Cìarifv the reference Agree. Revise the statement in Tâbles 4O-3 and 40-4 as lbÌlows;
 
Tbl 40-3 for removing "up to four lrees per year" The proposal is thal any number of dead, dying,
 
and Tbl dangerous, or trees on the City's Nuisance Plants List may be removed through a Type A 'Up to four heathr_n9¡:luisance trees per year­

permit. The 4-tree removal limit ggb applies to healthy, non-nuisance trees less than 20
 
þ.7r,73) inches in diameter.
 

@ 
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Dcad ud Dyirg Trees. Revise the stândards ewing requests to remove Dead and 
Dying Trees per the rationale in Issue #7 above 

(no substantíue chawe) 

Tree Preset%tion æd De!6ity i! Dwelopment. Clarify and teorganize exemptions to the 
{p.9 1-107} T¡ee Densit_v æd Tree Preseryation stândards so that the reader can go to one section to 

see the requirements associated with each specific standard. 

Tree Plæc. Clarify how the tree plan would apply tree preseryation for demolition permits 
that are followed by a subsequent construction pemit. Concem that the 357o stmdard 
would apply to on-site t¡ees during demolition, and then only 3570 of the remaining trees 
would be required to be retained for the subsequent construction. 

Tree P16e@tioq ExemptioG. Clarify that this paragraph exempts from t¡ìe tlee 
preseryation standards those lots t¡at are developed with a single dwelling ând are not 
fu¡ther sub-dividable as intended. As curently worded, a tree smaller Lhan 20 inches in 
dimeter wouldn't qualiry- for this exemption and may be subject to the preseryation 
requirement. 

ptions. The Oregon Land Use Board ofAppeals (LUBA) remanded 
the North Reach River Plæ, based largely on conclusions that tbe City did not adequatel]' 
evaluate impacts on indust¡ial land supply as required by State Land Use Plânning Goal 9, 
Economic Development- The City Attorney has recommendcd that until further analvsis 
has been completed to respond to issues raised in the LUBA opinjon, thât the TiUe 1 I Tree 
Presenation and Tree Densiq, Standards should not be applied ü.ithin zon€s that do not 
have existing lmdscape standards, specifically t¡e IH, IG1. EX, CX, CS, CM and RX zones. 
Tbe stândards would still be applied in zones that have existing landscape area standards. 
Applicants may choose to preserue t¡'ees or paJ¡ a fee in lieu into the Tree Pianting and 
Presenation Fund to meet Tree P¡e seroatjon standãds. Applicants mây utilize existing 
trees, plant new trees o¡ pay a fee in lieu to meet Tree Density standards. Revenues from 
the fund may be used to plant or conserue trees anlvhere in the same watershed t¡at t¡e 
development takes place, and are typicall], used to plant trees on City or other public 
property or rights of way. 

(substantiue refinerenl to qddress LUBA remønd)
 
Note: thls qmendmqt ls modìfted bg Isfle #42 ln Attachment 3A Introduced. bg BPS
 
ilIæh 9, 2O77 - to delete unintentionql RX zone æemptìon.
 

ptiom. ClanIy the exemptions lor tree densiQ¡ related to "alterations" 
and "additions'- Alterations include additions, which confuses the âpplicabiiity of this 
exemptjon. Also, this list is missing a conjunction {"and","or") so it's unclear if all or just 
one of t¡e conditions need to be met. 

Ttee Denaitj/ &remptioE. Clarify the tree densiLy- exemptjon for sites tìat are subject to 
the Airpoft Landscape standard. The proposed language includes sites within the Portland 
Intemational Airport Plan District, but is siient on sites in the Cascade stâtion/Portland 
Intemational Center Plan District. The Airport Futures project has not yet been adopted by 
Council, so reference should be to t¡e boundaries of the Airport Conditional Use Master 
Plan until the new plan district has been adopted. 

Aglee.
 
Amend Subseclion 1 1.40.050 4.2 as proposed for Subsection 1 1.40.040 4.4, in Issue #7 above_
 

Agree.
 
See proposed amendments and new organiatìon of code sections in ATTACHMENT 2A-3
 

Agree.
 
See proposed amendments to Section 1 1.50.020 in ATTACHMENT 2A-3.
 

Agree. The intention is to relieve lots quaiifying as Single Du'elling Developed Sites from the tree
 
preseryation requirements. Absent development, tree removal on these sites is subject only to a
 
T)'pe A pemit and only for rees 20 or more inches in dia¡neter. Applying t,he presenatìon stmdãd
 
to these sites would create a disconnect bet$een the development and non-de\.elopment related
 
require ments.
 
See proposed definition of Single Dweuing Sites in ATTACHMENT 2A-2
 

HMENT 2A. 
è¡l:.4¡:!,i.¡¿!)ii-]* 11'¡9:r.\.f4Ìiì'.!.¡ri-\.r,:),i i1 i ,j"i+r it:';ir.;2?;:':j. 

Agree. Also distinguish between singie family addiúons and non-single family alterations, and clar 
that on-site tree density standards do not apply to projects involving only interior alterations, and 
that the exemptions apply if any of the situations or conditions are nìet. 

See proposed amendments to Section I 1.50.050 in ATTACHMEìiT 2A-3. 

Agree. This was an inadvertent omission. Both plan districts are proposed to be subject to speci 
landscape requircments intended to prerent creating habitat that q'ould attract species of concem to 
aviation. 

See proposed amendments to Seclion 1 1.50.050 in ATTACHME¡!-T 2A-3, 
Eq*å' 

Ç+ul
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16 11.50.030 
(p.es) 

I7 I 1.50.040 
(p.97) 

ÌE I 1.50.050 
(p.e7) 

19 1 1.50.050 

|p.97\ 

20 11.50.060 
A.2 
Tbt 50-2 
(p.101) 

2t I 1.50.070 
8.4. 
(p.107) 

brs:?aîri 

Tree De!6ity txehptio$. See description in ltem # 13, above 

(substøntiue refnement to address LUBA remandl 

Developmeat Impact A¡ea OptioD. Applicants utilizing the Developtnent Impact Area 
Option to determine Tree Density requirements for large development sites should also 
have t¡e option to pay â fee in lieu ol planting. This is especially important for sites lvhere 
tree planting \r'ould significantly disrupt existing improvements or operations. The fee 
would be tracked siñilar to sites meeting non conform.ing upgrade requirements for tree 
densitl'. 
lc' h.tñ 	 nî;1'Þ rÞñò èñÞ-11 

Applicability of T¡ee P¡esefvatio[ Stædards- ClAriIv the applicablhty of the 
development-related requiremen!s to Heritage Trees and trees required to be preserued 
through a Imd use condition of approval. These should nol be in lhe presenation 
standard, but moved to "Where these regulations appl\¡. 

lno sub stdftti D e chano el 
AppltcabiliÇ ofT¡ee Plaq post co4structioa. Clarify that trees retained to meet 
development standards ofTitle I 1 are not subject to any special protections following 
completion of the permitted development. Once the pemit is final tìe regular rules appl!' 
(no sub s t@ntíue clßng e ) 

llee De¡aitj¡ Requir€ment. ClarifT t¡at the "minimum required area per tree" provision 
for tlee densit] in tiis table refers to the planlíng area for new' trees. this table is intended 
to require a minimum amount of soil volume for each tree , to ensure reasonable pemeable 
area edsts for root growlh ànd tree tlunli development- The standard is intended to help 
applicants anticipate and plm for newly planted trees to grow. 

( no sub stqntiue clnf,g e) 

Geotech Report SubEittal Requi¡ement. Move the proposed geotechnical report 
requirement back to Titie 24, châpter 70, clearing and Gradíng, and remove from Titie 1 1. 

When the lânguage relating to tree cutting permits rvas moved from Title 24 the associated 
geotechnicai report requirement was also moved. These reports are required to address 
multiple site cÒnditions addressed through the administration o1Tlüe 24, and could still be 
coñsulted if appropriate rvhen addressing 1ìtle 1 1 development requirements. 

(no substaúiue clønge) 

iÈt\¡gl':i:j:{; 

w ..:.1, 	 :l:,':rt'.:':.:t'.¡,':i1:.,r.\:: . i:i: \(i':riì \ .r,.. 

Moved to list of discussion relâted âmendments
 
, ,, ri 

, 1,,:.r fr.,:.,, .,,tr,,r¡(SeerDiscussion¡Item.2-;d.I)
 

Agree. See proposed amendmenl to thc Development Impact Area OpLion in ATTACHMENT 2A-3. 

Agree. The Tree Preseruaûon and Dcnsi$ Standards have been reorganized for â nore logical flow 
the applicability of the standard to Heritage Trees and olher protected trees is made ciearer by 
moving this language to "Where These Regulations Apply." 

See proposed amendments and new organization ofcode sections in ATTACHMENT 2A-3. 

Agree. See proposed arnendment to Sectjon I 1.50.020 in ATTACHMENT 2A-3. 

Agree.
 
Revise the header in Table
 

Agree- Delete the requirement from Titie L l and replace in Title 24 as folloq-s: 

11.5O.O7O Tree Plan Submittai Requirements-
B. 	 NarrativeRequjrements

4, 	 Wh€n remerint 5 er mere trees en a site riËh an arerage slepe ef al least 20 pe¡eent;
p# 
tree felling and ree€ grubbing eperatien^, The repert çh€ll-àFie-€€€€Fd itb 
e}+apær-2434­

24-70.O2O Permits. 
c. 	 Tree Removal-€u+ti*€-pæi+. Removal of trees six-rnches and larger in diameter shall be 

reviewed with the clearing or grading pcrmits as part of the Tree Plan revielv pursuant to Title 
11. 

regulaÊien appli€s \rhen nlere Èhan fiïe trees ef sirÉ ineh diameÈer are tê b€ €ut êr if Èhe areâ 
tâ be eleared is greater than 2tSgg square teeÈ, This a^pli6siÐ ail areas ex€ept tt€se 
designated envirenmental zenes under Ëhe pretsisions of Title 33, Tree €utting permits shall 
þe rssued R aæord 

I I.¡U.UðU	 Etncrgency Situatioûs duing deyelopment. Clarifl¡ that emergency situaúon provisions Agree. Reword Section heâder: 
(p.107)	 are provided in this secüon by adding the term to the Section titie.
 

lno su b stantiue c hano e l 1 1.5O.O80 Chanses to ApÞroved Tree Plans and Emereencv Situations
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a1 11.60.020 
A. t. 
(p.109) 

I 1.60.020 
8.3. 

25 1 1.60.020 
8.2. 
(p.1 1s) 

zó 

27 

11.60.030. 
B_1, 
(p.1 l s) 

1 i.80.020 
B, 
{p.1631 

¿ó Vanous 
pages 

Ttee PlætiÀg specificatiods. The provision requiring consideralion of site characteristics 
in choosing and siting a tree is not practical to impl€ment or enforce and is better 
expressed as intent in tl¡e commentary. 

(sub støntiu e reJqneretú) 

Tree Plaqti[g Specifrcatioas. The size requirement for native trees has been reduced for 
planting in naturai resource areas as they are generall!- less accessible and typically- not 
irigated. The scenic coridor was inadvertentl].' included in this list of areas, but should be 
removed as t¡ese areas æe primarily along streets. 
(no sub stantíu e c Løng e ) 

Mechui3Es to Defe¡ Plutiûg. The requirement for using Perfomance Guarantees to 
defer required planting on development sites creates a costll' process for the City md 
appliøt. P¡ovide more fiexibility for the impiementing bureau(s) ro esrablish efficient, 
cost-effective means to assure performance. 

Retâining the perfomance guarantee læguage will authorize the bureaus to legally 
establish and collect deposits to ensure compliance; however, more flexible, Iess costll' 
approaches may be able to be developed administ¡alìvely. Aliow for this flexibilitv in the 
cod,e. (no substantíue chonoel 
ApplicabiliÇ of Root P¡otectioE Requi¡emerts. Clarif_v that these tree root æne 
protection requirements apply not onl]' through Chapter 1 1.50 but also to meet ot¡er city 
code requirements, such as litle 33 Tree Preseroation requirements fo¡ land divisions. 
(no substøntiue chØqel 
uelEtuoEs. 
Define the term "County urban pockets" 

(no substØtiue cLønge) 

uorecl Ke¡e¡e[ces
1. Change all references of "Countj, urban pockets" to "CounB Urban Pocket Areas", 

consistent with Issue #27, above. ISee Subsections 1 1-05.040 8., 1 1.40.030 8., 
11.50.020 8., t 1.60.010 8., 11.70.020 8., and Table 70-11 
Remove references to River Environmental Zone lrotn Subsections I 1 40.020 B-3.t 
1 1.60.020 8.3. & D.3.; and 1 L80-020 B. 19.b. (this zone is not in effectl 
Section 1 1. 10.050 change reference: "eq¿ pU-bliç agencies", consistent with deflnition 
Section 1 1.50.060 A. 1. The 3570 required tree area for institutional sites should be 25olo 
as shown in the Proposed Draft to Planning and Urban Forestry Commission. 
Section 1 1 .80.020 B. 1 4. Corect sentence as follows: 'Development Permit" refers !e 
pemits issued by the Cit"v¡srrch as buìlding pcrmits, zonrng pemits, site deveiopment 
permits, public works pemits and capital improvement projects. 
Section i 1.80.020 8.33. Delete dash following the term "Watershed -" consistent with 
fomat for other definitions. 
Remove reference to Portland Intematjonal Airport Plan DisÚict I1.40.O50 A.1.a {5); 
1 l-5O.O3O C2c . anð,1 1 aO O2O R 1g g lthis DIân .listrict is nôt rñ effectì 

LIST OF SI'PPORTING ATTACIIMEIYTS 

¿a-z Slngle Dwell-lng DeveÌoped Site 

zA-3 free Preservation and Density Requirements 

Agree. Move section 1 1.60.020 A.1 from code to cornmentâry, renumber the subsequent paragraphs 
and relormat Îlìe text as follows: 

For all lrees, plonting locofions såell5þçgþlbe suitoble for ihe onlicipofed siz¿ of tree ol naturity
 
consider¡ng availoble soil volume and obove ground cl¿qronce, and ovoid conflicts with ulilfties, build¡ngs
 
or ofher obslrucl¡ons to th¿ exfent orûcÎ¡coble.
 
Agree. Þelete "scenic coridor (s)" as follows:
 

11.60.020 8.3. Nâtive tree exception. The minimum planLing size for native broadleaf trees may b€ 
reduced to yz" caliper on sites when plânted in an envircnmental (c, p), greenway (n, q or greenwav 
setback and rivema¡d portjon of g, i, and r overlay zones), river environmental (e), æ+ie,.€#ddæ 
ls+. or Pleasant Vallev Natural Resource lvl overlâv zône 
Agree . Retain tìe existÍng authoriation læguage for performance guarantees, and add flexibility for 
otlìer approaches to be developed through administrative rule. 

LL.6O.O2O 8.2. Timing. AII t¡ees required or approved to be planted bv this Title shall be planted 
or payment in lieu of planting made prior to the expiraLion of the pemit or Cit-v's final acceptânce of 
the project, as applicable. However, planting of trees may be deferred bet$'een May 1 and 
September 30 upon hling a performance guamntee as provided in Section 11.10.060,-alothar 
assurance deemed a . 

Ag¡ee. Revise language as follorrs: 

11.60.030 B. Appiicability. These standards apply to any tree that is required to be retained on sit€
 
or in the sûeet during a developme n t activiw€ubi€€+-t+€håÐteF:Æ.
 
Agree. Add the following definition to the code
 

1 1.8O.O2O B. "Countv Urban Pocket Areas" refers' ithin râted Mlrl 

Agree. 

(is 
:¡­
'J'i 
*,s 
iþ 
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Attachment 2A-2 

Commentary 

Chopt¿¡ 11-¡rc - Tree Pernit Requirem¿nts (No Associoted Development) 

Whe¡e These Regrulotions Apply 

To clarify thz applicabilily of the "homeowner permil." rhe Term "Single Dwelling Developed Sìte" hos been 
defined and is now simply referenced in this section. 

Chopter 11.80 - Definit¡ons ond , easureñents 

This chcpter is amended to rdd a definition for "Single Dwelling Developed SiTe". The originol sìte size toble 
hos bæn revised lo moke ì1 eosier 10 use wiThout chonging the meoning. 

T¡tte 11 Anendmeñts iñtroduced February 2, 2011 
March 4, 2011 

Revisions to Chapter 11.40 for "Single Dwelling Developed Sites", and Chapter 1I.80 relatcd dcfinitíon 

11.40.020 B. Private Trees. 

1.	 Generally. Trees at least 12 inches in diameter on sites and tracts not included in 
Paragraphs 8.2 or B.3 are regulated by this chapter. 

2. 

tsqE¿tleas1.20inc¡Én 
dizmeter on (inole Flrr¡ellìno Dcrrelnnarì (itec q¡p rporlarpd hv rh;c ^h.ñfêr U^rriôriôr 

trees Iocated in a snecific overlav zone or nl¡n districf irfenrified in Srrhcccrinn R ? 

.tr-eqsl-e4urr-sdjLbLprssef,gg!þr,alleç-l¿rçssryalio¡-pja¡*a-Eondili-on=glal?.n-ùusF 
æriç!*orpro-uuio¡-ofrhis litlç_o¡-lb.eZqnr¡,rC_o_de*qrax,v d_esienaled.*tlerltaqe_kqe 
lnav be subiect to othe 

+615+7 
sf 

11.80.020 8.26. "Single Dwelling Developed Site" are sites located in any zone rhar are 
developed r,vith a singie dwelling and where the site size is less than the following. 

Nft 
btç B2^5 85 ß7 ß"to BãI RE siæle 

site size I 4150¡f I 9.500 sf I 13.300 sf I 19.000 sfl 3E-000 sf I 165.52t sfl 3.000 st 

@ 
Proposed Text to be added is_Bçu¡.te_Unrtertined Attåchment 2À-2 Pagel ffi
 
Proposed Text to be deleted is€+eke+uæugh .t*
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Attachment 2A-3 

Comlnentory 
Sect¡ons 11.50.020 through 060 hove been rzorganized lo improv¿ clorìty. This document olso incorporotes 
several other omendments outlined in the Title 11 Amendm¿nî Pockoge. These will be id¿ntified in the 
commentary thûf follows. 

When o T¡ee Plan Is Required 

Clorificalion: Adding the longuoge "including demolitions ond subseguenf construcfion,, specif¡es fhat a s¡r¿ is 
subiecT ro o single preservotion slondûrd ond tree plon for the duro-tion of a porticular projecÏ. This pr¿vents 
'the 35 Wrcent lree preservotion Slondord frorn being opplied to the on-s¡îe trees :through o demo perm¡t, ûnd 
lhen ogoin To the trees thot remain through o subseguehl consTrucfion perrnil. 

Clorifico'tion: Unlike lond use reviews (Land Divisions. ervironmentol reviews),Ìree plons reguired for 
developmenl permils do not ¿stoblish long l¿rm preservafion requirements- Following final inspection, the site 
will be subject to lhe regulor tree Permil process of Chap'fer 71.40. This revis¡on makes this rntent cleûr. 

Development Impoct Área Option for Ldrge Sites and sfreets.
 
Revision: To provide greoter flexibilily for opplicûnts lhot utilize the Development lmpacf Area Option for
 
lorge sifes. lhe qmehdmeht w¡ll ollow paymenl of o f¿e ¡n lieu of plonting.
 

Tree Pr¿servstion Stdndards 
Reorgonization: 5ubsection A is adapled from languoge previously in Section 11.50.020 "Where lhese 
R¿guldt¡ons Apply". The lerm "County Urban Pockel Areos'' will be defined in Chopter 11.80 Defin¡lions through 
o seporate qmendmenl­

Clorificatio¡s ond Revisions: Subseclion B includ¿s lhe list of situolions thol ore exempl from the Tree 
Preservdtion Slondords. Two minor clorificdtions dr¿ proposed in "B.2- " os w¿ll æ a more subslonlive revision 

1o ¿xempt developmenf in specific zon¿s. see "8.1-b." 

Subsfontive Revision: Subsecfion 8.1.b. is odded 10 exempl ony porfion of o site thot is wilhin fhe IH, 16l. EX, 

CX, C5, or CM or RX zone irom the Tree Preservolion Slandords. these zones do nol curr¿nfly hove landscape 

requirements. This exemplion is on interim (esponse tu rhe O(egon Lohd Use Boord of Appeols (LUBA) recent 
rernond of the North Reoch River Plon. which is bosed in port on LUBA's delerminotion thct opplicolion of new 

planling requ¡remenls could offecl induslriol lond supply. While the Ci'ly de'lermines how besf fo r¿spond 10 

the remond, lhis ex¿mpî¡on ¿lim¡ndtes add¡lionol îree plont¡ng requiiements on siles wilh no exislrhg 
londscoping requirements. 

Iitle 11 Amendments ¡nttoduæd February 2. 2011 

March 4, 2011 

Proposed Amendments to Tree Preservation and Density Requirements of Title I I 

lSubsections A. and B. have been moved into Sections 040-060.1 

11.50.æe_o,2q When a Tree Plan is Required. 

A tree plan is required in conjunction with all development permits, unless the sjte or activitv
 
is
 

Requirç-me!{s. , If mulriple
 
development permits are required for a development proposaljnclud¡]g-_demalÍLq -a4d

subsequç¡l_ca¡slnrcjioÂ the same Tree Plan shall be included with each permit. Ealuee__Lceoral

!!-hç¡,ÃLde]|el-atJr-t-e-rÌl-p-e¡m+-tl]:e{rlurqd_arlollowrng-c-amllqliqLgi thc-deiielo¡lo[enl [emi!._içç

Chapfer-LLlo­

[Subsections B. and C. havc been moved into Sections 040-060.1 

11.50.O449åQ Development Impact Area Option For Large Sites and Streets. 
Where development is proposed on a site larger than one acre or where work is occurrìng in the 
street and is not associated with an adjacent development site, the applicant may choose to establish 
a development impacl area. For sites using the development impact area option. tree preservalion
 
requirements shall be based on the trees within the development impact area and on-site tree densiry
 
will be based on meeting Option B as applied only to the area within the development impact area.
 
Trees may be planted to meet tree density requirement elsewhere on the site. PaÏæe*ìn-r*u-€{
 

I 1,50,es0gAa Tree Preservation Standards. 
A= 

Cau¡EJrba¡-Packellreast
2-. 	 Any Heritage Trees and trees required to be preserved through a land use condition of 

approval or tree preservation plan cannot be removed using the provisions in this 
Chapter, but may be counted toward the f€ll€+4n€-tree preservation requirementsd 
lhis-Sccu9.û. 

B,	 Exemptions. The following are exempt from the tree presen'ation standards oflbisscelro.n: 

1. 	 Developmentactivities: 

g 	 Where no ground disturbance will occur; or 

Þ­
29.ÞÊ,
 

2. 	 Sites meeting at least one of the lollowing: 

a. 	 Contains no Private Trees 12 or more inches in diameter and no Citv Trees 6 

or more inches in diameter. 
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Attachment 2A-3	 Proposed Amendments to Tree Preservation and Densib-. Requirements of Title I I 

Commenlory Site. size is 3,000 square feet or less in areat 
Clorificolion: Subseclion b-, the lerm "sile'' wos added To distinguish "si'te size" from "building size''. 

c.	 Existing or proposed building coverage is at least 90 percent; 

Clorificaïion: SubsecT¡on d. is aíìehded to simply use the ferm "Single Dwelling Developed Siïe" (see definition d. 

in ATTACHMENT 2A-?): 
Srrd; 

e. 	 Specific condition of land use review approval exempts the site from these 
presen¡ation standards, or 

f. 	 Tree p¡eservation requirements were addressed through a land division or 
planned development review under Title 33, Planning and Zoning and the 
requirements ofthat review are still in effect. 

3.	 Street projects u,here the project area contaìns no Street Trees 3 or more inches in 
diameter. 

Trees that are dead, dying, dangerous, or a nuisance species, as documented in a T¡ee 
Plan per Subsection 1 L50.070 B. These are subtracted from the total number oftrees 
to be addressed bv the standards. 

å-c. 
Clonification: Added o subsectìon h¿oder for the preservolion requirement Any trees presen,ed shall be protected in accordance rvith the specrfications in Section 1 1.60.030 

1=	 Private Trees 

*a.	 +ï4€-Retention. An applicant shall preserve and protect at least 35 percent of 
the trees l2 inches and larger in diameter located completel¡.'or partially on 
the deveìoprnent site. 
Retaining trees at least 6 and less than 12 inches in diameter that are 
documented in a report prepared by an arborist or landscape professional to be 
Garry Oak. Pacific Madrone, Pacific Yew. Ponderosa Pjne. or Westem 
Flowering Dogwood species are not included in the total count oftrees on the 
site but may be used toward meeting the 35 percent preservation standard. 

2b.	 Mitigation. For each tree removed below the 35 percent requirement. payment 
to the Tree Preservation and Planting Fund is required equivalent to the cost 
of two trees- See Section I 1.15-010. 

a2. 	 Citv and St¡eet Trees. 

la. 	 TæRetentìon. For deveìopment on City owned or managed sites, new public 
streets. or improvements to existing strees, applicants are required to consult 
with the Ci¡, Forester at the preliminary projecr design phase ifCitv or Street 
Tree removal is likely to occur to compiete the project. The purpose of this 
consultation is to identifl potentíal impacts and opportunities to retain existing 
üees, as well as any measures required to protect trees on site, on adjacent þéù
sites, or in the street. 

ffi 
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Attachment 2A-3 Proposed Amendments to Tree Preservation and Density Requirements of Title I t 

Comñentsry 

9Þ. 	 Miligation. An¡' required mitigation specified below shall occur on the site, in 
the street planter strip, or in the same watershed either by planting or a 
pavment into the Tree Preservation and Planting Fund. The Citv Forester ma;, 
reduce or waive the mitigation requirements. 

*[l 	 Approved Street Tree removal in conjunction with improvements to 
panially or fully unìmproved streets. Each tree a1 least i 2 inches in 
diameter that is allowed to be removed shall be replaced with at least 
one tree. Trees planted to meet Street Tree density will be credited 
toward meeting this requirement. 

Wl 	 Any other Street or Cil.v Tree allowed to be removed that is 6 or more 
inches in djameter shall be replaced wìth at least one üee in addition to 
fiees required to meet required tree densil.v. 

On Site T¡ee Density Stondords 
Reorgonizotion: Th¿ on-site ond stteel tree requiternenls ore spli't ihlo seporate sections 1o moke il eosier to I 1.50.O6O454!¡.SilsTree Density Standards. 
relale'lhe reguirenerts ond exemptìons fo ¿och poriiculor stûndord. ê-= 

Subsecl¡on A ¡s ûdopted from language previously ¡n Section 11.50.020 Wherethese Reguldt¡ons Apply. 

Þ-, 	 The followine are exempt from the ootir-e_tree densitv standards: 

Clarificofions ond Revisions: Subsecfion B includes lhe lisl of s¡luolìons thot ore exenpt from the On-site l. 	 Deveìopment activities associated with the lollo$ing permits
Tr¿e Density Stondords. Thr¿e minor clorifications or¿ proposed in "8.1." os well os o more subslontive revision 
to exempi developmenT in specific zones, see s¿ctioh "B.2.c." a. 	 Demolition Pemits 

b.	 Site Development permits 

c.	 Zoning Permits 

Clo¡ificotion: The exemplions clorify thot interior olterolions are exempi from Tree Density requ¡rem¿nts. d.	 I[lcriaI-ahiralia¡si 

ClorificaTion: Distinctions belween odd¡liohs lo houses,/ otlcched hous¿s/ duplexes versus other developmenl d9- Add i ti o ns-ro-asinellìrue1li¡s¡l@ 
lypes hove been qdded- less than 200 square feet; or 

e! 
Clorificolion: 5ubs¿cfion f. is amended to clorify thot the exemption oppliæ fo exterior olterofions ond 
oddilions when fhe ProjecÏ volue is l6s thon the Non-Conforming Upgrade rhreshold (currenlly $132,850). 
When this threshold is ttiggercd, the opplicont would be subjecl to Non Conforming l.)pgrade requir¿menTs of 

and Zoning'rheZoning Code,and Tree Density is being odded lo lhe ex¡sl¡ng non-prionit¡zed list of sil¿ improvement 
options (e.9., bicycle parking, pedeslrion conh¿ct¡on standords, and londscoping- refer to Title 33). 

;:;ì:j 
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Attachment 2A-3	 Proposed Amendments to Tree Preservation and Density Requirements ofTitle 11 

Commenlory	 2. Sites meetìng at least one of the following: 

a. 	 A specrfÌc condition of land use review approval exempts the site fïom these 
densic;" standards. 

b. 	 The site is primarily deveìoped with one of the foilowing uses: 

(1) 	 Railroad Yards; 

(2) 	 Waste Relared: 

Subslonlive Revision: Exemplions from Tr¿e Density slondords for sit¿s or portions of siles locol¿d in the IH,	 (3) Agricuiture: 
TG|,ÊX,CX.C5,or CM ee*X zones have been incorporoÌed lo r¿spond 1o ìssues rais¿d ¡n th¿ Oregon Lond Use
 

Boand of Appeols (LUBÁ) remond on the Norlh Reoch River Plon. Exempting these zones is ¡hTended to oddress (4) Aviation and Surface Passenger Terminals:
 

ollegotions thdt the Tre¿ De¡sily Sldndord esloblishes new planling stondords thol would offact lhe supply of
 
land ovoiloble for developmenl æ ¡n +lqese-'ndusfr¡ol. ¿mplo zones. Unlil issues (5) DetentionFacrlities:
 
surrouhd¡ng fhe LUBA remond hov¿ been oddress¿d, stcff recomm¿nds that this ¿xemplion be included. ond 
pofanliolly reevoluoTed wilhih the brooder contexl of the Portland Plan. Tree Densily slondords will continue 1o	 (6) Mining; 
apply in indusTriûl. enployhenl ûnd conmerc¡ûl zones lhoT hov¿ ex¡sling Zoning Code londscaping r¿guir¿menTs. 
Thes¿ exisl¡ng Zoning Code provis¡ons require landscope orec fhol is egual 1o or greater thon orea 10 which th¿	 (7) Radio Frequency Transmission Facilities. or 

Tree Densily Slondords will opply. and lrees plonted in these sræs ccn be used lo meet bofh sels of 
sttndords- An opplicont moy olso choose 1o pay in lieu of plonting lo meel free Densily requirehenls into fhe	 (8) Rail Lines and Utility Conido¡s: 

Tree Plonfing ond Preserva'lion Fund- Thes¿ r¿v¿nues moy be used lo plont or conserv¿ trees anywhete in 'rhe 
ç­wotershed, and typically the plant¡ng takes plûce on public londs or rights of woy. 

The site is !¿ilhin the þlutdadcs_elihLPortland lnternational Airport ++æ"4. @ alCÂscadc_Sra!ffiÌand
Clorificationr PDX Fulures hos not yet been adopfed, therefore the reference to the relqfed Plon Dislricl is Intemational Cente and is subject to the Airport Landscape 
erroneous. The omended language will conlinue to dpply the exemption'fo theaÍfecled areo ond subs¿quent 

Standards; see Title 33. Planning and Zoning. 
possoge of PDX Futures will omends lhis r¿fetence. The Coscod¿ Stotioh/ Portland fnternofionol Cenfer Plon 

Distr¡ct wos incdvertently omitted from the list of exemptions. Siles in this oreo ore subjecl 1o stricl limìÌs on A_q	 Planting on sites shall meet the Cit)'
londscoping ond lree plonting, consistenl wilh the Airport wildlife hozord reduction objeclives. specifications and standards in Chapter I 1.60 and the following 

The required tree area is based on the size of the sìte and the type and size of 
proposed and existing development. The appìicant ma¡ choose Option A or Option B 

for calculating required tree area. 
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Attachment 2A-3 

Co11mentory 

Typo: The Tree Areo for Insl¡tulionol Development Type is copped at 25 perceht os shown in lhe February 
2010 Planning Commission/Urbon Foreslry Commission Proposed Drofl, noT 35 percent. 

Clqrificolionr The omended Table 50-2 heodinq is cleor and more descr¡pfive 

T¡tle 1 1 Amendments intrcduced February 2, 2011 

March 4, 2011 

Proposed Amendments to Tree Preservation and Densiry- Requirements of Title ll 

50-1 De a 
Dèvefôômdif :Iúnà f'íirîâ;l.Å '.0otion.B 

Site area rrinus buildingOne and Two Family 
coverage ofexrsÍng ard	 40 percent ofsite aea Rcsidenti¡l 
proposed developnrent 

Site uea minus buildingMulti Dwelling 
coverage of exìsting æd	 20 percetrt of stte area Rcs¡dentiål 
proposed develooment 

Site aø minus buildrngCommercial/Officel 
coverage ofexìstìng æd	 I 5 percent ofsite areaRetail/Mixed Use proposed developnrent 

Srte aea minus building 
Industriâl	 coverage ofexisting ad I 0 percent ofsite area 

proposed development 

Srte area nrinus building 
Inst¡lutional coverage ofexisting æd 35 25 perceot ofsite area 

DroÞosed development 

Site area nrinus burlding 
Ofher	 coverage ofexistiug æd 25 percent ofsite dea 

proposed develoÞment 

The requìred tree area shall be planted with some combination of large, medium ot 
small canopy trees at the lollowrng rales: 

Table 50-2 

Mii: rcqûirêd d.ladtingNuidber of trees ièqùired 
.{reâ þèf tre ._per iÞê oftree areâ 

I per 1.000 s I I50sf (10'x J0') 

75 s f. (5'x 5') 
L per 300 s.f 

Refer to Chapter 11.60, Technical Specifications, to calculate rree canopy size 
categories. When the canopy size category of the tree species is not or cannot be 
determined, the tree wili be considered a small tree. 

aa 	 Tree Density Credits 

4q= 	Trees planted to meet other requirements. Trees planted on site to meet any 
required stormwater or other landscaping requirement may be counted toward 
the On-site tree densiry.* requirements. 

2L 	 Trees that are retained and protected, including trees preserved per Section 
11.50.e€e04o, may be credÍted as follows: 

"-{Jl 	Trees between 1.5 and less than 6 inches in diameter count as one 
smail canopy size tree. 
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Àttachment 2A-3	 Proposed Amendments to Tree Preservation and Densilv R€quirements of Title I I 

Comrnentory 

@ 	 Trees 6 or mo¡e inches in diameter count as one medium canopy size 
tree for each full increment of6 diameter inches. 

3q, 	 Pa¡rments made in lieu of planting to the Tree Fund. The appìicant may pay a 

fee per tree which is equivalent to planting one medium canopy size tree. 

Street Tree Plonting Requiremenls Lt=50,a60 
R¿orgonizct¡onr The oñ-site ond stteet ttee requireñ¿hts dr¿ spl¡1 inlo separote secTiohs lo moke it ecsier 1o 

A.
relote the requirements ond ¿xemplions To each porl¡culor stsndord. 

L This Section apnli 
Subsection A is adopled from longuage previously ¡n Section 11.50.020 Where these Regulotions Apply. Nole 
thot for slreet ftees.These provisions do notcpply in the County Urbon Pocket Areas. since they ore under the 2, For alterations where the project value is more than 525,000, the cost of requjred
jurisdiction of the County Engineer ond ore not subject fo 'th¿ 1n'tergovernmentol Ágreemenl. Street Tree iil'rprovements is limited to l0 percent of the value ofthe proposed 

development. 

B. Bxemotions. fne lol 
Subsect¡on B includes the list of siïuotions lhot ar¿ ¿xempl from fhe 51re¿t Tree requirements- l. Addìtions, alterations, repair or new construction where the project va)ue is less than 

$25.000: 

2. The development activitv js limited to the street, and does not modifl' or create 
Clorificolion: The term ''sidewolks" wos odd¿d 10 ensur¿ thoT sidewolk improvemenls will be reguired to sidelÀ_alks. tree wells. or tree planling areas: or 
integrale tree plonl¡ng 

3. 	 Where physical constrainls preclude meeting the Street Tree densitv requirement 
because: 

a. 	 Existing above or below grade utilities prevent planting sÍeet trees: or 

b. 	 The design ofthe street wìll not accommodate street tree planting because the 
planting strip is less than 3 feet wide, there is not a planting strip, or there is 

insuffìcient space to add úee wells. 

c.	 Street Trees Eþrqing. 
Any proposed change in width in a public street right-of-way or any other proposed street 
improvement. including the development of new public streets. shall include areas for tree 
and landscape planting where practical. Utility connectlons and specifications for planting 
such areas shall be integrated into the site plan. Specific locations and species wjll be 
determined by the Cit1, Engineer and City Forester. Planting in public strees shall meet the 
specifications in Chapter 1 I.60 and the following: 

Clorificationr The provìsion has been clorified to recognize thof existing lrees con be used 1o me¿1 the slr¿el l. 	 One Street Tree shall be planted glr:lq¡agLfor each full increment of 25 linear feet 
tree requiremeñ1.	 per side olstreet frontage. When the required number oftrees cannot be planted. a lee 

in lieu ol planring may be requìred. For Ciq, projects. required trees that cannot be 
planted rvithin the improvement area ma)' be planted elseu'l-rere in the same 
wate¡shed, instead ofpaying a fee in Iieu ofplanting. 

fìUe 1 1 Amendments ¡ntroduced Februaù 2, 2011 Proposed Text to be added is D,qrLbILLInds¿1Uled Attâchment 2A-3 Page 6 

March 4. 2011 Proposed Text to be deleted is€t+r.1re+h+eugh - 8!­

a'*, 



Attachment 2A-3 Proposed Amendments to Tree Preservation and Densiry- Requirements of Title l1 

For projects affecting 200 linear feet offrontage or more, the applicant shall consult 
on the design of such improvements with the City Forester early in the pro_ject design

No omendmenls on this poge phase to identify opportunities to integrate existing trees and maximize new street tree 
planting consìdering the plarter width, the location ofexisting and proposed utìlities, 
and visibilit-v requirements. 

¡ When new streets are being created in association with a land division. Street Tree 
planting may be defened untii the complerion ofthe buiiding permit on each new lot. 
subject to Ciry Forester approval. 

;.*, . 
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Attachment 2B-1 
Title 33 Amendments Introduced Fe 20LL March 4 20Lt 

Pedestriaq stæddds. Reword to refer to a "connection" ratier than a "straight line Revise as shown below: 
B.1.a connection' to provide for consistent code construction- Applies in multi-dwelling,
 
(p.1e) commercial and employment/industrial base zones. (ctarificotion) 33.120.255.8. 1 Pedestriæ Staada¡ds - Couectio¡s (Multi-dE'elling zones)
 

a. 	 Connection between slreets and entræces, 
33.130.240	 (1) Sites with one süeet frontage. 

o 	 Generallv. JNo changel 
(p.27)	 o Household Livins. Sites rvhere all of the floor area is in HousehoÌd Living uses are onl]'
 

required to provide â €tFâ¡Êhåliå€ conneciion to one main entrance on the site.,-I¡g
 
33.140.240	 connection mav not be more than 20 feel longer or I 20 Dercent of the straight line 
B. i.a	 distæce. r'hichever is less. 
(p.31) . 	 Tree preseruation. [No change]. 

33.130.24O.8.1 Pedestria¿ Staqda¡ds - Couectiots (Commercial zonesl 
a. 	 Connection between streets and entrances. 

(i) 	 Sitcs u'ith one street frontâge. 
. 	 Generallv. There must be a €tmr€h+¡¡tr connection between one main enlmnce of each 

building on lhe site and the adjacent street. The €tmi€ht-¡iæ connection may not be 
more than 20 feet longer or 120 percent of the straight iine distance, rvhichever is less­

o 	HousehoÌd Living. Sites where àil of the floor area is in l-lousehold Living uses are only 
required to provide a €ì€jÊhtfiæ connection lo one main entrancc on ihe site. T_g 
connection inav not be more than 20 feet loneer or i 20 pe.cent of the strajght line 
distance, lvhichever is less. 

. 	 Tree Dresen-ation. [No change] 

(2) Sites w-ith more than one street frontage. 
. 	 The standard ofB.1.a(1) must be met to connect the main entrance ofeach building on 

the site to tlìe closest sidewalk or roadwal if there are no sidewalks. Sites whcre all of 
the floor area is in Household Living uses are onl¡i required to provide a et*tgà+fu 
connection trlee-LiDgj.b-Ls,tandaß1_qlB.llúU to one main entrance on the site; 

33.t4O-24O Pedestria! Staudards - Couectiors (Employment and Industriai æne s) 

a. 	 Connection between streets and ent¡ances. 
{11 Sites wit¡ one street fronlage. 
. Generallv. there must be a €t+€ighil# connection between one main entrance ofeach 

building on t¡e site and tìe adjacent street. The ietrdgl*J# connection may not be more 
than 20 feet longer or 120 percent of the stmight line distânce, $'hichever is less. 

. 	 Household Livine. Sites shere all of t-he floor area is in Household Living uses are only 
required to provide a €tm¡€ht-1.itr connection to one main entræce on tle site - I¡9
connection nav not be more than 20 feet lonqer or 120 þercent of Lhe straisht line 
distance. whichever is less. 

. 	 Tree preseruation. lNo chânge] 

{2) Sites rviti more lhan one street f¡ontage. Where the site has more than one street frontage, 
th€ following must be met: 

. 	 The standard of B- 1-a{1) must be met to connect tlle main entrance of each building on 
the site to the closest sidewâlk or roadrvaf if there are no sideE alks. Sites where all of the 
floor area is in Household Livjng uses are onll' required to provide a €'trâ*gå{-+i.m 
connection meeÌlllthLslandard olÈ].,alll to one main ent¡ance on the site; 

;ë#ii 
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33.258_070 Nonronfomiag upgndes. Removes existing language in non-co.fõmirgìpgrãã.i­
D.i.a & chapter related to expired Adjustments. with the reorganized list of upgráde options, this 

refere¡ce could be mistakenly read to indicate t¡at only parking lot landscaping relatedD.2.b 
|p.45,47) to Adjustments approved prior to March 16, 2OO1 require upgrading. (ctarificaion) 

D¡wlro¡ae¡tal zone prui¡g exemptioûs. Stâte that pruning shrubs within lO,of a 
building wiil continue to be exempt frôm envíronmental zone regulations. This exempLion 
was inadvefently deleted when the curent environmental zone tree pruning exemptions 
were consolidated inlo Title 11.. (ctarifcation) 

Delete the ¡eference to Subsecrion 33.230. 130.D, Expirarion oi aa¡uirmmGãþprcreãlããiE 
16, 2OOI. Revise as shown below. 

33.258.O7O.D Development that Eust be brought i¡to confoma¡ce.
1. Nonconforming development with a new confoming use or new nonconfoming resident¡al
density. 

Exterior disDlav. storage. and work activitv areas:
 
Setbacks for surface parkine and exlerior develoÞment areas:
 

. Minimum landscaoed areas olher than described above: and
 

. Tree densiô' standards of Chapter I 1.50 lor rhe site.
 

Nonconfoming development with an exisling nonconforming use, alÌowed use, limiled use, or 
conditional use. 

b. 	 Standards which must be met. 
f1) Landscapinq and trees required for the followinq arcas:
 

. Eiterior disÞia\'. storaqc, and work acdvitï areâs:
 

. Setbacks for surface parkíne and exterior development areas:
 

Ðxisting buiiding setbacks: 
Minimum landscaÐed areas other thm described above: and 
Tree densitv standards of ChâDter I 'l 5O for fhe sitc 

Revlse the proposed code to retain the current allowance lor pruning trees and bs within 10 fect 
of buildings and make it consistent with updated læguãge as shown below. 

33.43O.O8O Items Exempt F¡oq Theee Regulatios 
c. 	 Existing development, operations, and improvements, including the follorving activities: 

2. 	 Continued maintenance of existing gardensr pastures, lawns, and other planted areas, 
including the installation ofnew irigation and drainage facilities, new erosion control 
features, and the installation of plants except tllose listed on t¡e Nuisance Plants List-
Change of crop type or farming technique on land currently in agricultural use. Fæi+g 
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4 
8.5 
(p.6e) 

33.465.155 
F.4 
|p.97) 

5 33.440.{J4Ots 
.c(4) 
(p.109) 

b 33.537.125C 
.4 and C.6 
Table 

lp.I27, I29l 

Eqvi¡oûmental and Pleasaat Valley Natura¡ Resou¡ce ove¡lay zone staDda¡ds for 
utilltj¡ li¡es. Address the location of replacement piantings along st¡eams when a utility 
easement does not allow tlee pianting. (clarirtcøtion) 

SceEic corridor t¡ee preseryatio! studards. Reword the standard lor tree removal 
related to utilit-v installation to apply to a "sile" as opposed to a "lot". The intent rvas to 
apply the âlloü-ance to development sites which cân be made up of severâl lots. 
(clarifcatíott) 

Note: lle same reuision ís proposedfor RockA Butte and Jolnson Creek Pløn DistrÌct 
chapters. 

Job¡son Creek plu district tlee removal starda¡ds. Simplify the proposed tree 
replacement standards, generaliy consistent with environmental zone standards. 
AIso see Item No.4 for discussion oî the proposed revision to 33.537.I25.C.4. 
þtørtrtc atio n/ c o 1 1 s o lidøtio n ) 

Note: TIe same reuisíonis proposedínthe RockA Butte Plan Distríctchogter. 

Revise as show'n below: 

33.430.15O Stanalalds for Utility Li¡es 
E. 

rvheae â rJtilifv eâsement nreclDdes tree ñlântiñg 

33.465.155 Sta¡ddals for UtilitSz Liues
 
F Tree removal and reDlacement standards are as foiiou's:
 

Revise code language to alloü- tree removal rvithin a ulilily corridor for each "site' as shown below­

33.48O.O4O.8.2 Developoeat Stædards - Scenic Coridos, 
g. Presenation of rees. 

(3-4) The tree must be removed due to installation, repair, or majntenance ofj€+r{him water, 
sewer, or stormwater services €f-etå€r-ü#i+Leasemefft. For new installation of services, 
tree removal allowed under this provision is limited to a single 10 foot wide utility corridor 
on each le+sife' 

Consolidate tree size categories; require 2 to 1 tlee replacement. Delete the proposed replacement 
lables because no longer needed. Revise to a1low t¡ee removal wìtlìin a utility coridor for each 
'site". Revise as shown below. 

33.537.125.C. T¡ee Removal Sta¡dæds 

stomwater sen'ices. For nef instâllation of senice s. tree removal allowed under this Drof ision
 
is limited to a sinsle 10 foot wide utilitv corridor Þer +€+ silg:
 

Corridor: or 

Îêblëé€+-f
 
I+ee.Reelææ


H€hå6o+Hr-Ba6ir++Ì€+Ði*Ëe
 

Si*€lìr.*eå#€+ed H*{

æ€¿Ð.diR+ {*€f..*


6åsÐlæt€dì
 

-f"d 
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n dtatrict tree ¡eE@a.l staaduds. See discussion under item No, 4 
.4, C.6 & and 5. Cross-reference 33.248 for replacement planting siæs. (cl@ríf.cation/consolidation) 
Table 
570-1 
(p.l3s,137) 

tree standüds for Iæd diyisioE. Consolidate land division standards regarding
Title, List of street trees from 2 chapters into tlìe Rights-of-way chapter, which applies to all læd 
Sections divisions. Make corresponding change to the purpose statement and title of 33.630 since 
33.630.010 street tree planting will be addressed in â different chapter. (cotrsolidatíon) 
{p. 1a i) 

33.630.600 
{p.163) 

33.654.120H 
{p.169) 

Revise as shown below. 

33.57O.O4O.C Tree ¡emoval staudards 
3 4-The ûee must be removed for installation, repair or ma.intena¡ce of ¡*ítå+Hl water, sewer, qI 

allowed under this orovision is limite.l to â sinsle I O fôôt q'i.le rtilitu .ôfti.ìôr nc. k eirê 

Delete Table 570-l 

street tree standard in 33.630, change title of Chapter back to 'Tree PreseF'ation" and 
update purpose statement consistent with charge. Add relevant læguage to 33.654, Rights-of-way 
See proposed changes below. 

AMEND CIIAPTER 33.630, TREF€ PRESERVATIo¡J PRESEEI¿ôÎIg¡I
 
Change chapter title back to "Tree Presen'ation" $'here referenced throughout code.
 

Sections: 
e3,639,600 Standa 

33.630.010 	Purpose 

The reguÌations of this chapter 

INo change 

33.654.120 Design of Righk-of-Way 

¡__,; 
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SubEittal staadarda fo¡ land use reviews. Reword land use review site plan 
requirements to refer to the development impact area option in Title I 1, as opposed to 
"areas to be disturbed". (clari,frcalion) 

Add ¡ew Chapte¡ 33.860 Comprehereive Natural Resource Plds. This chapter rvas 
adopted as part of the Rìver Plan/North Reach code packagc. lt wiil not be going into 
effect ín the near-teflr because of the recent LUBA decision on the River Plan. This 
chapter was not challenged as part of the LUBA case. It is recommended that jt be 
adopted as part ot the CiqTide Tree Project because it provides an important tool for 
applicants t¡at $'ish to take a master plan approach to sites in natural resource overlay 
ænes. Some minor changes are proposed to ['hat was originall-v adopted to address 
conce¡ns expressed during the CiB&'ide Tree Project plocess about the lack ola 
procedure to obtain approval for longer-range natural resource master plans for managed 
natuml ârcas and other open spaces uses, such as golf courses or cemcteries. Thc 
chmges clarify that t¡e tooi can be used for long-tem resource management ând 
enhâncemenL Droiects- as well as for t¡âditional develoDment oronosâls 

LIST OF' SI'PPORINCG ATTACHMETCTS 

Revise site plan submittal standards as 

33.73O.O6O.C.3 Required i¡fomatioq for la¡d use leviews except laud divisioas. 
5ù bullet: 
. The location. size and species oî aAil trees g:eater+hæ 6 inchcs and larqer Ín diamcter, 

Ci+++r+b€C f)n sites u'here fhe alevelônmenf ìmnâ.f âreâ ôñfiô¡ fôr lâree sites ìn ahânfer I I 5fì 

w
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ATTACHMENT 2B-2 

CO^ /r ENTAR.y
 

Chopfer 33.8ó0 Compreheroive Noturol Resource plons
 

ThischopterwosodopledasportofrheRiverPlon,/NorlhR¿achcode pockage,howeverirwillnol 6egoinginïo
elfec't in ¡he netr-lerm os o ræul1 of lhe tecenl LUBA decision on the River Plon. This chopter wos hot 
chollenged as parl of the LUBÁ case. It is recommended thol if be ûdopted os port of rhe C,ty*ld" 1"". 
Proiecf b¿@use ¡t providæ qh importont tool for appliconfs thot w¡sh fo toke o moster plon opprooch lo siles ¡n 
nolurol resource overlay zones. Som¿ minor cho-nges ore proposed frorn whol wæ originolly odopted to clorify
that this tool con be used for long-terrn resource monogemehl and enhcncement projãcts. æ well os for 
lrodilionol d¿veloPment proposols to respond 1o concerns expressed during '¡he Ci'tywide Tree project process. 

This chopler wos designed 1o cllow o comprehen sive review of multiple developm¿nt oct¡ons occurring over lime 
on sites conro¡n¡ng noturol resource oreas. It will allow opplicon'ts to gef opprovol for development ond 
mitigolion octions wilhin Th¿ C¡ty's nolural resourcø overlay zones for up to 10 yecrs under one comprehensive 
lond use review. This review will ollow pnoposols to be evaluoted in lhe conlext of 'rhe overoll cumulative 
imPocts on nolural resource yolues and require miligotion occordirgly. ln addition, Ìhrough a Comprehensive 
Naturol Resource Plon, o property owner con gûih flex¡b¡l¡ry 10 conduct mitigot¡on in o phosed cpprooch thct is 
more in ìine wilh how fhe plonned ocliv¡ties ûre ontic¡poted fo unfold over f he yeors. This will help to ovoid 
siluofions wher¿ mit¡gaî¡oh for one developnehl oclioh is conducled and fh¿n removed a few yecrs laï¿r when 
additional development is approved. The Comprehensive Naturol Resource Plon will olìow o coordinoted approach 
to Plonning develophenl. disturbonce ond mitigûÎ¡on ocl¡vities over tim¿ so thsT they will occur in o coordino.Ìed. 
¿fficienl ond holist¡c monner. 

These plons are íntended os d tool 1o provide flexibil¡ty for users such ûs universilies, golf courses or 
c¿meleri¿s wilh long-lerm developmenl and sile ond vegeloiion monogemenf strotegies, dnd lorge indusiriol 
sites or focilities with ownerships that spon multiple overloy zones (such os th¿ Port). fn oddition, lhese plons 
could be used 1o guide resource manogement proj¿cts ond activilies in lorge noturol creas, such os Smith dnd 
Bybæ Lakes. 

A Comprehensive Nofurol Resource Review con toke lhe ploce of Environmentol Review, Pleosant Vclley 
Resource Review, qnd Greenway Review in fhe River Noturol ond River water euolity overloy zones. 

î¡ile 33 Amendments ¡ntroduæd February 2, 2011 

March 4,2011 

Proposed Amendments to add Chapter 33.860 Comprehensive Natural Resource Management plans 

coMpREr{ENsf,åIffrlRXl' IRou*"" 
""or,," 

Sections 
33.860.010 Purpose 
33.860.020 When a Comprehensivc Natural Resource plan ls Alloq,ed
33.860.030 Durâtion of a Comprehensive Natural Resource pian 
33.860.040 Procedure
 
33.860-050 Amendments to a Comprehensive Natural Resource plan
 
33.860. 100 Applicarion Requirements 
33.860.200 Approval Criteria 
33.860.250 Overlay Zone Map Refinement 

33.86O.O1O Purpose 
For sites within one or more of the City's natural resource overlay zones, a Comprehensive Natural
 
Resource Plan is intended to allow fo¡ the following:
 

A. ComPrehensive consideration of future plans for sites where multiple development, disturbance, 
or resource enhancement actions are ânticipated over time within one or mole natural resource 
overlay ænes. An adopted resource plan may substitute for case by case Environmental Revierv,
Pleasant Valley Resource Review, or River Review. Comprehensive Natural Resource plans may
be compieted at various levels of detail. Generally, lhe more specific the plan, the lêss ¡eview will 
be required as the luture development is built; 

B. 	Comprehensive consideralion of the long-term cumulative impacts of development wit_hin a
 
natural resource overlaJ¡ zone, with attention paid to site-specific goals and õbjectives. \Mith a
 
Comprchensive Natural Resource plan impacts to natural resourcès may be avoided by

coordinating the timing of different development actions;
 

C-	 Mitigation and resource enhancement strategies that occur throughout the life of the pian, with
 
g¡eater llexibility for when and how specific mitigâtion acLions occur in relation to specilic

development impacts;
 

D' 	 Comprehensive consjderation 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 federâl agencies. 

33.860.020 U¡her a Corp¡ehe¡sive Natural Resou¡ce plan Is Allowed 
A Comprehensive Naturaì Resource Plan is allowed as an alternative to Environmentai Review, pleasant 
Vallev Resource Review, or Greenway Review for sites that are fully or pãtiallv wiLhin one or more of the 
foUowing natural resource overlay zones: 

A. 	Environmentâl Protection; 

B. 	Environmentål Consenation; 

C. 	Pleasant Vallel' Natural Resource; 

D. 	River Natural; or 
ì¿#

Ð. 	River Water Qualiry. :&e:'Çbi' 
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ATTACHI{ENT 2B-2 

COMIAENTARY 

33.8ó0.030 Durotion of o Comprehensive Nolural Resources Plqn 

The plan mcy be opproved for up 1o 10 yeors ond musT ìnclude oll proposød developñ¿hl ond d¡slurbohce 
octivities on the s¡îe. 

33.860.040 Procedure 

Comprehensive Nalurql R¿source Plans will originolly be opproved lhrough o Type llI review.fen'laJive 
proposols moy be identified in the plon thot ore generolly onlicipoted, bul ìock sufficien'f deloil to evoluofe 

th¿ir full impocl ahd necessory m¡ligolion. For exomple, construcfion fnonqgement plans may not be ovoiloble 
unïil lhe sp¿cif¡c designs are complet¿d. These lenlotive proposals con be opproved subj¿ct 1o a second Type 1 

review to evaluate those details. 

33.860.050Anendments to o Comprehensive NaTurol Resource Plan 
This section speci'fies the review procedure thot will be required il an applicont proposes cn aclivily thof is nol 
ìncluded in lhe approved Comprehensive Nalural Resourc¿ Plon. A Type IlI procedure is required for 
signìf¡cont new ¡ñpocfs, such os new developmenf or disfurbance within on envirohmental protection zone or on 

i¡creas¿ of more thon 10 perceh'l in rhe cres proposed lo be developed or dislurbed. Oîher omendmenïs or¿ 
processed through o Type II procedure. 

fiile33AneùdñentsintrcduôedFebruary2.2011 
March 4, 201 ì 

Proposed Amendments to add Chapter 33.860 Comprehensive Nâturâl Resource Management Plans 

33.860.030 Duration ofa Comprehensive Natural Resources Plan
 
The Comprehensive Natural Resource Plan may be approved for up to l0 years. The plan must include
 
proposed development. dìsturbance, or resource enhancement activities, and possible future developmenl.
 
disturbance, or resource enhancement activities that might occur within the next 10 years.
 

33.86O.O4O Procedure 

A Comprehensive Natural Resource Plan is processed through a1_\pe III procedure. Some proposals in a 
Comprehensive Naturâl Resource Plan ma!-be identjfied as tentatively approved, and subject to æ 
additional Type I procedure at a lâter date. The additional revieB' will evaluate more detailed proposals 
and ensure confomance w-ith the plan. 

33.860.050 Amendments to a Comprehensive Natural Resource Plan 
Amendments to a Comprehensive Natural Resource Plan are required for any development within the 
boundaries ofthe River Natural, River Water Qualib-. Pleasant Valley Natural Resources, environmenlal 
conservation, orenvironmental protection overlay zones that is not in conlormance n'ith the approved 
Conrprehensive Natural Resource PIan. Amendments are nol required lor deveìopment listed as exempt 
from the relevant overlay zone regulations. Amendments are subject to the same approval criteria as the 
initial resource plan. The thresholds and procedures lor amendments are stated below. 

A. 	Type IfI procedure. Unless Ure resourcc plan specificall]-provides differentl¡,, the lollowing 
amendmenLs to a resource pìan are processed through a T]*pe IJI procedure; 

1. 	Any proposed dcvelopment or disturbance within the environmental protection overlâ_vì 

2. 	 A propose<l reduction in the area of the environmental protection overla]¡; 

3. 	 An increase in the area proposed lor development or disturbance more t¡an 10 percent from 
what was included in the original resource plan; 

4. 	 Substanlial changes to conditions of approval; and 

5. 	 Proposed development tlìat was previously reviewed, but r.as denied because it n-as found 
not to be in confomance with the approval criteria. 

B. 	Type II procedure. Unless the resource plan specilìcally provides differentiy, amendments to a 
resource plan not specificalb' stated in Subseclion A. above are processed t¡rrough a T-vpe 
procedure. 

t*; 

Thìsisanewchapter. Foreaseofreadabìlit).',thep¡oposedtextisnotunderlined. Anaclrnrent 2B-2 rhx 
Page 2 

;,,iì 
1"'s,' 

i'ìå. 

11 



ATTACHMENT 2B-2 Proposed Amendments to add Chaptcr 33,860 Comprehensive Nâturat Resource Manâgement plans 

col /UENTARy 

33.860.100 Applicotion Requirements 33.860.1OO Applicatiou Requirements
 
Comprehensive Naturol Resource Plons may be complered An application lor a Comprehensive Natural Resource Plan rnust include the following components:
ot vorious levels of d¿toil. c¡enerally,lh¿ more
 
specific the plan, the less review will be required os the fulure development. disturbance or."aou"..
 
enha¡cement qcliyit¡es take place. A' An inventory of identified significant nâtural resources and functional values present within thc
site. ldentiüed resources and functional values ae those idenlified ad descibed in the

applicable ciqv-adopted Natural Resourccs inventory. The applicant may choose to provide a site­
specific cnvironmental assessment, prepared by a qualifìed óonsurtant, io more precìserJ.
determine the location, type, extent, and qualil,v of the city designated natural ràsources on thesite. This assessment ma,v verifl' or chailengc the site ¡eature infomaûon in the Ciq._,s inventory.
Site features include, for examplc, phl.sical aspects of the site such as streams, *.etíands, secpi
and springs, topography, fìoodplains, vegetation, speciai habitat areas, or use of the site byplant/anilnal species of interest; 

B. 	A description of proposed natural resource overlay æning map refinements to be approved wit¡
the adoption of the resource plan. 

c. 	 A list of proposed developmcnt within natural resource areas to be approved with the adoption of
the resource plan. The list must identify t¡e development that will bì allowed without further
land use reviews, and the development that will be tentatively approved. 

D' 	 Other infomation necessary to understând the natural resource impacts associated with the 
Iisted development proposâls. 

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

F-	 A description of t}re specífic natural resource enhancement and mitigation actions proposed with 
t¡e resource plan. This ma]' include actions to be taken both on- anã off site, as wen as specific ' physical actions and programmatic actions related to nâtural resource consenation and
protection. 

G. 	Site plans and ot¡er mâps necessary to understând the listed development and miligation actions
anticipated over the life of tlte resource plân, including maps of æeas where mitigatiãn and 
enhancement w-ill occur and where development and uses will occur. 

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

l. 	 A summary of anticipated state and federal pemirs requìred for the proposed developmenr,
disturbance, mitigatjon, and resource enhancement actions; and 

J. 	 the supplemental application requirements that would be required if the proposal were going
through Ðnvironmental Review, pleasant valley Resource Review, or Greenrvåy Review. 

g@l: 

1"46"
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ATTI\CHMENT 2B-2 

CO^ ,ì¿tENTARY 

33.8ó0.20O Approvol Criterio 
The opprovol tileria for a Comprehensive Nofural R.esourc¿ Plan have been modeled on the approvol criteria 
for o Condilionql Use Masl¿r Plon- The c¡iteria focus comprehensively on th¿ proposed development actions 
thot will occr:r over the life of lhe plan. The criterio oddress the cumulotiv¿ impocTs of deyelopment over lime, 
mifigotion ûnd phosihg for miligotioh cctions. and lh¿ integrdt¡on of resource conservolion, prol¿ction ohd 
enhoncement inlo the overall gools for lhe sil¿. 

33.8ó0.2oo.0 Thiscril¿riondescribshowlobaloncelheneedfor detoiledplonswilhlhel¿vel of deloil 
possibl¿w¡lhacomprehensiveplan. Ilallowscertoinoct¡onstobeideîIifiedloraddilionolreview. Tent3t¡v¿ 
opproval is oppropriaTe for development that is generolly anticipoted bul locks sp¿cific developmenl plons at 
thefimeof theresourceplohsubllliltol. Theplonmoyolsospecifyslondardslhatwill opplyToprojeclsotthe 
Time of developmenl perm¡ÎTihg. This ollows oddilionaì flexibility for proj¿cts fo occur withouï o fuTure lond 

use revi¿w when the scope of impûcls con b¿ liñì¡Îed through slondards. 

Criterion "0", r¿qu¡res thot the Comprehensive Nolurol Ræource Plon me¿t oll relevont opprovol crilerio for 
o'ther reviews that would be required if the proposol was going through o resource review, such os 
Environmentol Review. Therefore,tesoutce enhoncem¿nÎ proj¿cts will be subjecl to the relevant crilerio for 
those reviews. 

Criterion "D" olso requires thoï the crilerio of odop-t¿d Noturol R¿sourc¿ Monogem¿nt Plans (NRMP) be met. 
NRMPs govern projecTs ûnd miligûlion for c¿rtoin geogrûphic oreos. During the Citywide lree Projeci process, 
properly owners locoted with¡n th¿se areos rois¿d concerns about odopled NRMPs being ouT of date ond no 

longer allowing for projects thot they would like 1o und¿rloke. Properly owners have expressed ìnfer¿sl in 

using the Comprehereive Notural Resource Plon process 10 obloin long-ferm opprovol of plonned acfivities, 
however in some coses thol moy noI be possible becouse the projecls do not conform fo the currenl NRMP 

criter¡c. NRMPs or¿ difficulf Io updote becouse o legislotive process is reguired. Becouse opprovol ond 

omendment of o Comprehensive Nolurol Resourc¿ Plon is o quosi-judiciol process. they con be developed ond 

updoled ol fhe requesl of th¿ oppl¡conÎ. 

,Appliconts ih NRMP oreos will hove the oplion 10 use the Comprehensive Nafurol R.esourc¿ Monog¿menf Plon 

lool,provided'lheyme¿t lhecriteriaof theadopledNRMP. If Theyorenotoble'loft\eeTJhecrilerioof th¿ 
NRMP, they would need to undergo a legislotive process to chonge the NRMP crilerio or 1o remove their 
p¡op¿rty from the boundory of the NRMP. 

T¡tle33AmendmentsintroduædFebruary2,2011 
March 4,201I 

Proposed Amendments to add Chapter 33.860 Comprehensive Natural Resource Management Plans 

33.86O.20O Approvel Criterie 
A Comprehensive Natural Resource Plan, or an amendment to a Comprehensive Natural Resource PIan, 
will be approved if it meets the following approval criteria: 

A. 	The plan eståblishes coordinated phasing of the development, disturbmce, or resource 
enhancement actions within t¡e naturai resource overlay zones, witlì the goal of avoiding impacts 
that might arise if each action were planned separately. The plân includes the timing of 
anticipated construction access routes, building conslruction sequencing, and disturbance area 
boundaries for the site as a whole; 

B. 	The plan u'ill integrate natural resource consen-ation, prolectjon and enhancement u-ith other site 
planning plan goals and ôbjectives; 

C. 	On balance, the proposed mitigation plan demonstrates thât all anticipated significant 
detrimentâl impacts on identilìed resources and functional values wjll be compensated for within 
the life of the plan- Each mitigation action is not required to directly corelate wit¡ a specific 
development proposal, but the overall mitigation plan wiil be evaluated against the overail iist of 
anticipated uses and development actions, including cumulalive impacts- The miligalion plan 
must include performance standards for judging mitigation success, a specitìc 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- ìf the proposai was 
proceeding through an Environmental Revicw, Pleasant Vallev Natural Resource Re!'iew, or 
Greenú'ây Revieu', including approval criteria from an adopted Nâtural Resource Management 
Plan, are met. Consideration will be given to lhe level of detail prolided with the plan application. 
Proposals that address most of the relel,ant approval criteria, but are not detailed enough to 
address all of the relevant approval críteria mal- be identified for tentative approval. Conditions of 
approvel may be imposed to list those aspects of the plan subject to tentative approval, and to 
specifv lvhich approval criteriâ need furlher evaluation through a later re\:ieq'. the decision mây 
also specify standards for future dcvelopment or resource enhancement activities. 

Thisisanewchapter. Foreaseofreadabilitv,theproposedtextisnotunderlined Anachnrent 2B-2 
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ATTACHMENT 2B-2 

COMAAENTAR.Y 

33.8ó0.250 Overlay Zone [{ap Refinemenf 
This secl¡on provides for environmenlol or Pl¿osont Volley nolurol resource overlay zone boundûries to be 
modified os part of the Comprehensive Notural Resource Plan process, insleod of requiring o sepcrofe review 10 
make.chonges. Thenivernaturalqndriverwal¿rgualityoverloyzonesarenotlisTedbeccusetheyoreopplied 
1o full parcels ihsT¿od of being mopped bos¿d on fhe locotion of resources. Iherefore,it would nor be 
oppropriote 'ìo tefine/change lh¿ boundories in those overlay zones. 

T¡lle 33 Amendments ¡ntroduced February 2, 2011 

March 4,2011 

Proposed Amendments to add Chapter 33.860 Comprehensive Natural Resource Management plans 

33.860.250 Ovetlay Zore Map Refiaement 
The boundaries ofthe environmenlal conseruation, envi¡onmental protection, and pleasant Valle!, Natural
Resource overlay zones mal' be modifìed as part ofa Comprehensive Natural Resource plan in any ofthethree situalions stated below. All otheroequests for bounàary changes are processed as a change of ânove¡lay zone, as stated in Chapter 33.855, Zoning Map Amenãments. 

A' 	 creatio¡ ofnew resource æeæ. The natural resource overlay zone will be expanded âs part of
the comprehensive NaturaÌ Resource ptan to incrude areas idenrified for mitigaïon. 

B' 	 Loss ofexisti¡g ¡esouce deas. The natural resource overlay zone ma¡r be removed from an
existing natural resource zone where approved development wilÌ eliminaie the natural resourcc. 

c' 	 Mi¡or modification ofnatural resoutce zo¡e boundaries based o[ a Eore dctailed site­specific enwiroaEe¡tal study. The natural resource zone line locatjon ñav be modilied to more 
accurately reflect tìe location of the idenlified resources and funcûonal values on the site. The
identified resources and functional values are those identifled and descrjbed in the applicable
CiÞ--adopted Natural Resources Inventoru. The applicant mav supplement the Cirt's rnventoru
information u'ith a site specifìc assessment. Thc proposed ne*.orcilry æne line must be
consistent with any leglslalive intent expressed when the overlay was âpplied to the site. 

ffi 
iþ* 
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ATTACHMENT 3A' Titte 11 Amendments Introduced March g, 2oLL 

and *buffer noise' 
st ot tree benefits in purpose statement omits "providC ow Agree. O{y'gen is an important be.efit of trees 

qualities of trees are generally associated with large stæds of trees as opposed to individual trees,
this benefit nevert¡eless exists, md should be listed- Revise as follows: 

11'o5-o1o B. The chapters within this title address trees in both development md non-development
silualions and seek to enhance the qualit-v of the urbân fo¡est and optimize the benefits *rui t 

"""provide. Desired tree benefits include: 

€ryd¿ng!¡s¿eeÀ-and€Capturing air pollu tants and carbon dioxide;
Providing visual screening and buffering from wind*+nd stom$,ggs!=Eg!=ççj 

ace "not in conflict" with'in Agree that ianguage should be in the posit_ive v 
options {e 9., not be specificalty required to comply with the title}, rerise first sentence of second
paragraph as follows: 

I 1. 1O.O1O Code .âdeiltutntior ud Duties perfomed 
The Cit-v Forester and BDS Director are authorized to adopt, àmend and repeal administrative rules,n€+iR*nj€J consi$crl w'ith the provisions of this Tille, pertaining to matìers within tlìe authority
or responsibility of the ciB, Forester or BDS Director under the provisions of this Titte. 

i 1.10.010 
4.4.a. 
(p. l3) 

çranÐz Dutget æqueat process. It is not clear with the proposed language who 
Forester would submit the budget request to-

Agree. Revise as follows: 

11.1O.O1O .A'.4. Managing the Urban Forestry program by:
a. Preparing and submitting the annual budget request for the operation of the parks Ðd

Recreation Forestrl,. Division J-alhLDjleqtolol_thc_B_u.Leau_alÁüs_and_RecleÂtj_qn; 

seems to implv that a public meeting bv council is not required for passage ofan 
emergenc¡z ordinance which contradicts tfte Ciry Charter (section 2_120). 

the procedu¡e8 fo¡ eme¡gency ameûdEeDta to Title 11. The tast smtre Agree. Removing the last sentencc in this provision ani-nsteaOieferr,ry
will eliminate conflicting interpre taLion. Revise as follows: 

rc æ 

1I.1O.O4O F. Declaring an emergenc].. 
Cilv Council may declare an emergency rn]?gcllr.dangelr¿iúJ[h-LÇfllç-Lürrler and amend rhis Title
and associated Administrative Rules witìout foliowing the process set out in this section. puå+È 

Fud Reportiug Requi¡eEe¡tr. The Urban forestry fund report stróuldlnËluãõãn- Agree. This was an inadvertent omission. Revise aÁaccounting of collections in addition to expenditures, similar tã the îree planting and 
Presenation Fund. 11.15.O4O á,uualReport

B. The Urban Forestr_v Fund. The report will include an accounting of ¡eyenJJcs_cgllecfed_anfl
expenditures. 

urbaD Forestly com.is'io. firFC) Meetiag s"hud.ti.@ gree. Revise as follows 
nexibility in the urba¡ Forestry commission's annual schedule, revise mandale t¡at thev 
meet at least 10 times a yeil as opposed to every mont¡. With the Urban Forestry Appeás 7L.2O.O2O D. Meetings.
Board in place to address appeals as needed, t-he need for the full uFC to meet even àonth The Commission will meet at least RêÊth+ Ig¡-.]tjrcs_ærfcar and may meet more oftenis reduced. Ten times per year provides ample opportunities to convene, and t¡e 
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Codrmissioner I[ Chdge fo¡ UFC Btdget Reco@eBdatioq Advice 
The Urbaú Foresr,v Commission should also be advising the Commissioner-in-Charge of 
t¡e Bureau of Ptrks and Recreation on issues reìated to the Forestry Division budget. 

Lisk Betweea P¡ocedq¡es Chapter (11.30) ud Aæe A Pemit Þvâluatiot 
Factos (11.4O) 
The City Forester's decision making process for Type A pennits, described in Chapter 
1 1.30, shôuld mâke reference to the applicable consideralion factors of Chapter 1 I .40 

1 1.30.050 Between P¡ocedures Chapter (1 .3Ol aûd Twe B Pemit EvaluatioD 
8.1.	 Factoa (11.4O) 
(p.51)	 The Cit], Forester's decision making process Íor Type B permils, described in Chaptsr 

i 1.30, should make reference to tìe applicabie consideration factors of Chapter 1 1 .40 

uil Simplify Section 11.4O.O2O 8., Relati¡g to Private T¡ee Pemits. 
It is diffìcult to foltow the Iist of areas where the 6" tree size applies in specified overiay 
zones and pian districts. Replacing the list with a table will mâke it easier to refer at-a­
glance. Also, this section should include a statement that the regulations only apply to 
reas witlin t¡e municipal boundaries oî the Cir]- ol Portland, and not the County Urban 
Pocket Areas. while this is stated in Chapter 1 1.05, it is repeated here for easier relerence 

Note: This proposed language replâces the âmendment language p¡oposed for Seclion 
1 1.40-020.8. in Attachment 2A-2 of the Title 1 1 February 2, 201 I Amendment Packet 
submitted by the Bureau of Planning and SustainabiliB/ to the City Council. 

rvas an inadvertent omission. Revise as fol 

IL.2O.O2O. E. Duties 
3. 	 Advising the City Forester, !hç Director aad Ç-ommiç-s_i.one,r:rn:Ç-hargç. of the Bureau of Parks 

and Recreation, and Citizen's Budget Advisory Committee on the preparation and contents of 
the annual Forestry Division budget request. 

Agree. Revise as follows; 

11.3O.O4O Procedure for T¡>e A Peruits. 
B. 1. The Cit-v Forester's decision shail be based on an evaluation of the facts and applicabie 

s tan dard s an d revìew f ac to rs i_n_.lqEU¿!ç¡_LL-4O. 

se as lollows: 

11.3O.O5O Procedure for \pe B Pemits. 
B. 1. The CiO' Forester's decision shall bc based on an e$aÌuation of the facts and applicable 

standards and review factors in-.ChaILleLLLflO. 

Agree. Revise as follorvs: 

IL.4O.O2O Where These RegulatioG Apply. 
The regulations of this chapter apply to trees withiñ the Citv 
i€1+s+ing+it+âtiffihen no activiry requiring a development permit or land use review is 
Droposcd or occurring on the site as folloq's: 

B. 	 Private Trees. 

1. 	 Generally. Trees eilffi€ 12 ar-jEtote inches in diameter on sites and tracts Ê€ì 
@ are reguiated by this chapter, except as 
specified in 8.2 through 8.3. 

lj¡Jd! 
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11.45.030 
(p.871 

AMENDMENTS 

Haza¡¿lous Material Clearup Ordere. Clæify that lree pemits are not required 
activities reiating to haardous material cleanup orders. These activiLies are exempt from 
ciq!' procedural requirements but musl show that tìey substântively meet City 
requiremerts. State Law prevents the City from imposing pennit requirements on tlese 
cleanup orders. 

Note: This proposed language replaces the previous amendment language proposed for 
Issue #5 of the litle 1 1 Februarr 2, 20 1 I Amendment Packet submitted by the Bureau of 
Planning and Sustainâbility to tÌìe Citv Council.. 

PayEeat i¡to the Tree P¡esetration æd Plaatiag Fud. Replace the term "allow' with 
the tem "require" payment into the fund when tree planting cannot occu¡ 

Prog¡aEEatic Pemit Review Facto$. Relerence to ûre need to adhere to proper 
arboricultural pEctices as defined in t¡e Titlc should be an additional permit limitation 
Revise seclions to clârify and consolidate pennit limitations. 

Clarify Table 5O-1 for Developmeut Impact Area. While lhe provisions descrrbrng the 
Development lmpact Arca Option (11.50.040) specify that onl!' Option B may be used to 
detemine required tree densiqv and t¡at the percentage be applied only to the area of the 
development impact area and not the entire síte, Table 50-1 does not make this clear. This 
may result in confusjon when applying t¡e requirement. 
Note: The required percentage for institutional development types ü'ould be conected from 
'35 percent' to "25 percent" per prior amendment. See lssue #28, of the Titlc 1 I February 
2, 2011 Amendment Pâcket submitted by the Bureau of Planning and Sustâinability to t¡e 
Citv Council. 

|WVIDETREE DEC 2010 

Agree. Revise as 

11.4O.O2O Where Tb.ese Regulatiors Apply 
D. 	 State, Federal, and court orders. Trees that must be removed or pruned by an order of the 

court, or State or Federal order, i are not 
subject to the public notice and appeal procedures of Chapter i 1.30 and approval standards 
and review factors of this chapter. Horvever, a tree pemit is required and the tree 
replacement requirements of this châpter shali be met. 

se as lollows: 

11.40.060 TreeReplacementRequi¡eme[ts
B. Pal¡ment inlo Tree Preseilation and Planting Fund. When the CiB, Forester deternÍnes that 

there is insufficient or unsuitabic area to accommodate some or ali of t¡e replacement trees 
within lhe street planting area or site, the Citl¡ Forester mal-feluirc aI+ê+ payment into the 
Tree Preseruation and Planting Fund instead of requiring replacement trces. Payment is 
based on th€ adopted fee schedule. 

e. Revise as iollows 

11.45.O3O P¡oceilues.
D. PermitlilniJatiolrsdà*tiæ 

l-______Dme_t_i¡¡its. The CiÞ-' Forester ma)" approve a Programmatic 
to 5 years. An annual report from the applicant to the 
conducted under lhe pcmit is required 

Permit for a period of up 
Cit-v Forester on actjvity 

[re-letter "C." to "B."l 

11.50.060 Tree Density Studa¡ds­
4.1. The required tree area is based on the size of t}le site and the type and size of proposed and 

existing deveiopment. Except for sites usin e applicant 
may choose Option A or Option B for caiculating required tree area-

Table 5O-1 Detemiai¡q Required T¡ee Area 
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O¡e and TÞo 
Fanily Resideatial 

Site aea minus 
building coverage of 
existiag æd proposed 
developmcnt 

40 percent of site q 
lfcKlolmc¡Linpact
4ea 

Multi Dwelling 
Residertia¡ 

Site dea minus 
building coverage of 
existing md proposed 
develooment 

20 percent of site ø 
dexlqnEgnilEpacl 
4ea 

Commercial/Oflìce 
/Retail/Mixed Use 

Slte dea tuinus 
building coverage of 
existing æd proposed 
development 

15 pe¡cent of site u 
dc¡¿glolftûiruacl 

Indutrial 
Srte ùea minus 
building coverage of 
existing ed proposed 
deeeiopment 

10 percent of site ü 
dsYclamellimpacf 
æeã 

Institutioua-l 
Site æea minus 
buildirg coverage of 
existing æd proposed 

35 percent of site q 
dcrelo¡ncqilmaçl 

development 

11..b0.020 
D.1. 
{p.1 13J 

Tlee Speci6 DivecitJ¡ Requitement. Clariry the applicability of the specieJ dir-ersq,.
requirement. lt is not clear whetÌìer street trees are included with the site trees for this 
purpose. 

Agree. The requirement shouid be applied to all planted trees, but *te rorèiGimãvnêêãiãTãiãlñã 
ãbilit-v to grant an exception for the street tree requirements. Revise as follows: 

Otåer 
Slle area m¡nus 
building coverage of 
existing md proposed 
deveiopment 

25 perccnt of site q 
ds¿cfapneelinpact 
ãeâ 

1 1.6O.02O. D. Species requirements 
1. species diversitv. eFa€iãstsi+erilf tt¡ere are fewer tlan g required ûees, the-!- may all be 

the same species. if there are between I and 24 required trees, no more than 40 percint can 
be of one species. lf there are more ttran 24 required trees, no more than 24 percent can be of 
one species. this standard applies only to the trees being ptanted, not to existing trees. 

EgISÊçlJIgSSJ+he city Foresler may make an exception to this requirement f€+t+re€+
+*€€ in order to fulfill or complement an adopted street or landscape plan. 

44 11.60.060 
|p.123) 

Tree Pe*its for ciþ ordered Actio¡s. when the ciry nas requiredã træ to b?lruned-­
or removed in order to meet tree maintenmce requirements rclating to public healt¡ and 
safety, t¡e city Forester must coordinate with city Engineer. The Fo¡ester still has a roie in 
evaluating the extent of required work, and may prescribe alternatives that don,t 
necessitate t¡ee removal. However, t¡ese situations should not be subject to public notice 
and possible appeal. Additionally, provisions to allow fee waivers when the Cily Forester 
has ordered t¡at the work be done should be included. 

Agree. The provision should specify tllat a Type A pemit is required in these cases, tæncormge
timely comp.liance- Revise as follow-s: 

11.6O.060 A. Ge¡eral
1- Pemits required. Any person pruning, removing, or conducting any ot¡er rvork on âny street 

Tree or City Tree and anl¡ person removing any regulated Private Tree in order to comply- with 
the requirements of tlis section, shall irrst obtain a twc¿ tree pemit in accordance with 
t}le provisions of Chapter I t.@4€. firrappticatron fe_Uqav be waiv 
hardirc_sted-the_srarLtLbfll']m-e. 

là*d 
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tion references are incorect. 

Note: The term "County urban pockets" would be revised to "Count! Urban Pocket Areas' 
per prior amendment. See Issue #27, of the Title 1 1 Februâry 2, 201 I Amendment Packet 
submitted by lhe Bureau of Pìanning and SustainabilitJ, to the Citv Councit­

1r.70.o40	 Eûgiaee¡'s Authorlty to Eafo¡ce Violations. As curently ù'ritten, the City 
authority to enforce violations affecting public health or safety is not explicitly granted in 
litle I I . For work in the right of 1vay, emergency tree removal is addressed in Chapters 
1 1.40 and 1 1.50 allowing the City Engineer to respond to the emergency situation-
However, when trees on private property are creating the hâzard, the Cir_y- Engineer does 
not have specilìc authorit! to direct lhe haard be abated, and q'ould need to rely on the 
Citl¡ Forester to pursue abatement action, resulting in undue deiay. 

Also, reference to Chapter "3.30" only applies to the BDS Director, and is unnecessâry. 

Note: The tem City Engineer is proposed to be amended with lhe term "Responsibie 
Ðngineef in a separate amendment in this Amendment Packet, see Issue #48, beloú'. 

rr.70.o70	 Ti¡ne Limits fo¡ Eqfo¡cehent. All compliance cases should establish time limits for 
D. resolving tlle violalion. As written, it is discretionary whether a time limit will be set by the 
(p.1a9) Citv Forester ôr BDS Director. 

ginee¡ TeEi¡olo$¡. The Bureau of Transportatlon is updatìng refcrences 
8.8, to Citv Engineer in other piaces throughout îi'Lle 17- One such change is replacing the term 
{p.163}	 "City Enginee/ with'Responsible Ðnginee/. For consistenc¡,', Title l1 shouid use a simiiar 

tem. 

Agree. Revise section references. The terrn 'County urban pockets" rvill be repiaced ú'ith 'Coun!!-
Urban Pocket Areas" through â separate amendment. 

11.7O.O2O Whe¡e these Regulatioûs Apply 
B. 	 Count-v urban pockels. Trees in the "Count¡; urban pockets" are subject to ail regulations of 

this Chapter except Subsections I l.70.Q5Oo4S A. through C. and E. through C. (sorne 
Subsections of Prohibited Actions); 1 1.70.O6QO5€ B. tlrough E. (some Subsectjons of 
lnspections and Evidence); and 1 1.70.Q8Oê34i C. {a Subsection of Correcting Violations of 
This Title). the County urban pockets are àreas outside t}Ìe City of Portland $'here the 
Portland Zoning Code and other Portland regulations are administered. The County urban 
pockets are shown on Lhe Zoning Map. 

Agree. Whrle the CitJ, Engrneer is not the primary en ment authority for Title I l, the abilirj* to 
summaril!' abate clear æd present haards to public infrastructure or the travelling public should 
be grarted for tìe CitJ' Engineer. The tem "Citl Ðngineef will be replaced w-ith "Responsibie 
Ðngineer" through a separate amendment. 

1 1.7O.O4O Eqfo¡ceme¡t Authority 
he City Forester and BDS Director are hereby authorized to enfo¡ce 

this Title utilizing Tit-le 3 adopted remedìes and any of the remedies prescribed in this Titie. 
Enforcement responsibilities are summarized in Table 70-1. 
When vioiations occur that involve trees in overlay zones and plan district ileas, the Citf, 
Forester and BDS Director will consult and coordinate their enforcement action to the degree 
possible in order to avoid the issuance of multiple or conflicting orders. 

In cases where multiple violalions of City code exist on a property, t¡e Citv Forester aåC-BDS 
Director,--aûL]Qi¡¿*Ð¡gi¡eer are authorÞed, but not required, to delegate enforcement 
autllority of this Title to æother Bureau to facilitate a coordinated remedj- and single agenc]­
responsible for obtaining compliance. 

Agree. Revise as follo*'s: 

11-7O.07O Notice aud O¡der. 
D. 	 Time limits. The BDS Director or Ciry Forester ShaltRa.+ set time limits in which thc 

violations of this Tilie are to be comected. Failure to compit'with the time limits ma!- i)e 
considered a separate violation of this Title. 

Agrec. Revrse definition and all referenc€s in Code to "Responslbie Engineer" as follows: 

1 1.8O.02O Defi¡itiors ud Meæuremeots 
s.8. 	 "ßcslanåiþlcêgEngineer"FortheBureauofTrânspôrtationthissballÞe+stheCjtv 

Engineer, for the Bureau 01 Environmental Senices this sball.þgis the Chief Engineer of the 
Bureau of Environmentai Seruices, and for the Portland water Bureau this s¡all*þ-eis the 
Chief Engineer of the Portland Water Bureau. Each ResDonstble €i++ Engineer mal delef{ate 
their authorily and dulies to another employee in the same bureau. The duties are as 
prescribed in Section i i.10-010. 

Replacereferencesinsections: t1.10.010, 11.10.0Ì0C., 11.40.020C.2., 1i.40.040.A..1-a, ll-50.060 
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11.80.020 hæging "and." from delinition velopment Impact Area. Agree. Revise as follows: 

(p.16s) 
1 1,8O.O2O Defi¡itioas a¡d Meæu¡eæents 
B. 13. "Development Impact Area" is the area on a site affected by. proposed site improvements,

including buildings, st¡uctures, pæking and Ìoading areas, Iandscaping, anã pared or
graveled areasq++d.îhe development impact area also refers to a."as àetóted to jtorage of 
materials, or construction activities such as g¡ading, hlling, trenching, or other excavation 
necessary to instâll utilities or access. 

Defiûe Si¡gle Dwelling Developed Site. The TiUe 11 Februa0, 2, 2011 Amendment 
Packet submitted b¡z the Bureau of planning ând Sustainability to the Ciry* Council 
included a proposed definition of"single Dweuing Developed Site". See Atiachment 2A-2 of 
that packet. Attachment 2A-2 also included proposed amendments to section 1 r.40.020 B. 
This proposed language in combination with t¡e proposed amendment lânguage in Issue 
#38 above, effectively repiaces AttachmentzA-2, and divides these two amended sect-ions 
into separate amendments in this packet. 

Agree. Insert a new definilion as followsi 

1 1.8O.O2O Defi¡itions ud Meæu¡ements 

ùes: 
lvo¿e: This parLicular prcvision is also being raised as a substantive amendment. lf the citv 
council opts to change to a singie site size exemption, t¡at amendment would replace thiJ 
amendment­

bÃÊ 

gilc 
size 

R¿5 

+.'I5U 
sf 

R5 

9.500 
sf 

RZ 

13.300 
sf 

8E 

19.OOO 

R2q 

3ð.UUU 
sf 

BE 

165.528 
sf 

c.i+s& 
dwe[t 

-3-O_O*O_s-f 

4,.!*J 
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ATTACHMTNT 3B-1, Title 33 Amendments Introduced March 9,2OLL 

Multiple code ofTitle 33 aÍ¡endmeqts. Add language to indìcate that the second set 
sections of Title 33 amendments lvill become effective at the same time that Title 1 1 goes into 
{p.3) €ffect. This ü'ill ensure that Title 33 amendments that rely on Title 1 1 being in place to 

do precede t}ìe effective dâte ofTitle 1 t. 

33.430.080,C.8 is also added to the list of early amendments at the request oI the Fire 
Bureau. See item #12 below for discussion-

This page preceiles the Title 33 code amendme¡ts a¡ fo¡ the 
aEerdEeats. This sectioa is aot code- Revise the listed effective dates as follos-s: 

Effective Dates for Title 33 Amendments 

The following list of Title 33 code sect¡ons ¡dentifies amendments that will become effective on July 1 , 2Ol 1 

This set of amendments was selected for near-term ¡mplementation because they do not require addit¡onal 
funding to be imp¡emented and they can stand alone without other parts of the proposal. The remaining 
amendments 1o Tìtle 33 will become effective 
sçbedujed þr February 1 ,2013. 

Base Zones INo change] 

Development Standards [No changej 

Overlay Zones 
33.430 080.C.8.
 
33.480.M0.8 Scenic Coridors (except 8.2.h, Tree removâl without development is deferred until fitlej!:Lqoes

inþ-efiecl,luÍcnly-sc!ç94ell]|oú February 1. 201 3)
 

Plan Districts 
33.537, Johnson Creek PD (except 33.537.125.D, Tree removal without development is deferred until lúlçjLl 
ooes into effect currentlv scheduled for Februaru 1 2013)­
33.570, Rocky Butte (except 33.570.040.D, Tree removâl without development is deferred unt¡l IillejlljQgt
ìn1æffe!rcuÉenïy-sç¡efuiej-foI February'1, 2013). 
33.580.130 South Auditorìum, Preseruation of Ex¡sting Trees (except 33.580.130.C, Tree removal without 
development is deferred until Title 1 1 ooes into February 1 , 201 3). 

Land Div¡s¡ons [No change] 

Administration and Enforcement 
33.730.140, Requests for Changes to Cond¡tions ofApproval 
33.853 Tree Review (except 33.853.020.8.2-b. Changing tree preseruat¡on requirements following land use 
approval - exception for dead, dying and dangerous trees - is deferred until litlel_l_E¿esj¡lotffçel;qurcE! 
s_ç[qdlfelllol February 1 , 201 3) 

33,910 Definit¡ons [No change] 
33.930 Measurements [No change] 

iii4*, 
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Pru¡i¡g exe'ptior ia e-zonea. Add an amendmeni@

that removes the restrict-ion on pruning everg¡een trees in wildfire Haard areás above 6,

from the ground. This same alìowance [,ill be incorpomted into the pruning permit

exemptions in litle 1 I when it goes into effect.
 

Þ.zoûe tree replacemeat requiremeats. Add allowance foiãppliãnGãJayã­
revegetatíon fee in lieu of planting on site for removal of t¡ees in tIansition areas and
remoral of non-nâtive trees. This would ensure that these new tree replacement
standards would not trigger a land use review unless the applicant chõse to that option, 
as is intended­

Re'umberi¡g i¡ the lad diwisioq t¡ee p¡esepatio' chapte!. Renumber to pruidm

(p.1a1-163)
 more logical flow that is closer to t¡e organiation of the existing chapter, 

33.730_D.1.d 
(2J, 3d buuet 
(p.187) 

Revisethecodesectionasfoilowstoallo{'forearlyi-@ 
Wildfire Haard areas: 

33.¿1ilO.O8O.C, Items ExeEpt From These Regulations 

Effective July 1, 2O11:
 
9.PruningconiferousrecSthatarewithin3ofeetofaStructure@
 

ab€re+h€-g€uçd, when the structure is within ttìe wildlire hazard 
zone as shown oå tn. clty,"
Wildfirc Haærd ZoneMap; 

Effective February 1, 2013 (or sane date æ Tiüe 11):

+9. Pruninq trees in accordance with Title I I Demit re(
 

Add new ianguage as follows: 

33.¿1Í!0.14o.J Geaerar Developaeqt staadæds - Tree remoyal aad replacemeat stardqd.s 

Renumber sections, and related subsections, as shown below aniln a i 
Sections: 

33.630.010 	Purpose 
33.630.020 Where These Regulations Apply 

33.630.200 	Tree Preseruation Ap¡rOval_Çdleria Reqìtirements .er Trees têeated en the Site
 
M€tå€Cs
 

33.630.400 Modiñcations That Will Better Meet Tree presefralión Reouirements 
33.630.500 Tree Presen'ation Credit
 
33,63e,60e sÞnderdferTreesinErusËn
 
33.630.7.900 Recordins Tree Preseruation plans and Relatcd Conditions
 
33.630.6ee8zq0 Reìationship To Other Tree Regulations
 

.ix. 
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iwision sltes ia C, E aud I zo¡es. The intent of this provision is to allow built-
B out land division sites to defer the review of tree preseroation unül any future 
(renumbered redevelopment of the site. At that time, the site would be subject to Title 1 1 tree 
.from preservatjon standards applied in the building pemit process. However, based on t¡e 
33.6s0.200. proposed Title I I amendmenls introduced February 2, 201 I , sites in certain C, E, and I 
A.2 in Dec zones will be exempt from the Title 11 standards. This amendment s'ill exclude sites in 
2010 dra,ft- those zones that will be exempt frcn t¡e Title 11 t¡ee preseruation requirements from 
see Atl- 3B-2) using this provision, thereby ensuring that t¡ee presenation is addressed during the land 

division review, as is curently required. 
(p.1a5) 

Lard divisioû appio%l criteria. Add a relerence to the cntena to nlorrnation conlained 
ûr the Portland Plant List about t¡e size and growt¡ rates of native trees. The Portland 

(renumbered Plant List will also be âmended lo incorporâte the infomâtion in Lhe "Signif,icâ¡t Tree 

from Table' that is cune ntly in 33.630, but that is proposed to be deleted. See Attachment 
33.630.200. 
C.1 in Dec 
2010 drafi, 
see AÍt- 3B-2) 

3B-3,foranexampieofhowt¡ePortìandPlantListwouldbeamended. 
will be updated tirough a separate ruiemaking process-

ThePlantList 

(p.1s3) 

LIST OF SUPPORTING ATTACHMENTS 

3B-2 Renumbering changes in 33.630 

¡lIJ-3 Example of Portland Plant Llst Amendments 

33.630.020 l[he¡e Tb.ese RegulatioË .qpply 

option âre subiect to the standards of Title 1 1 . Trees at the time of development. 

:Movgd to list,o.f dsc¡ssiQ!:related âmendm,ents. 
',:;,1,,,;:.,',.:,:ì ì r(SeerDlscù-sSionrltdnt2,:B"L),, . 
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AT'TACHMENT 3B-2 
Title 33 Amendments lntroduced March g, ZOLL 

RENUMBER 33.630, TRÞÐ PRESERVATION 

Sections: 
33.630.010 Purpose 
33.630.020 Where These Regulations Apply 

io*+s
 
SS.630.030 Exempt
 

S3.630.100 Tree Pr 
33.630. 200 Tree Preservation ApprovafÇrite¡ia


+h€-Si Me+h€dç
 
@i€n

_+e 

33.630.400 Modifications That Will Better Meet Tree Preservation Requirements
33.630.500 Tree Preservation Credit
 
33,630,600 Sta ts
 
33.630,76QO Recordins Tree Preservation plans and Related conditions
 
33.630.6OO8ZQQ Relationship To Other Tree Regularions
 

33.630.020 lVhere These Regulations Apply
 
,630'030 @AUh#i+íêigr*s-in-a[
 

€€-6€++€e2e0 +ree-+resen¡*gier* Stand**ds 
S+te 

41. Generallv. The rezulations of this section applv to all proposals for land divisions
 
on,sites outside 9f tllg Cent that have at least oné tree that is
 
at least 6 inches in diameter. except where all trees on the site are exernpt under
 
å-4 33é3OO3Q. Where a tree trunk is partiallv on the land division site, it iã
 
considered part of the site.
 

82- lsee chanses in Attachment D-1. Item 5] 

Q3. Proposals to divi.de sites that are partiallv within an environmental overiav zone or 
the Pleasant Valley Natural Resources overlav zone and incluàe a cormrrerrt 
environmental review or Pleasant Vallev Resource review are not iubject to the tree
preservation standards of section 33.630.foO@.€. However. the tieè
preservation approval criteria in 33.630.200-e applv to these proposàLs. 

iens- The followinq trees are exempt from the tree

preservation requifements of this seeêien chaBtcr:
 

(Renumber a-f to A-F) 

Amendments to Citywide Tree Project Dec 2010 Recommended Draft Attachment 3B-2
March 4,2OI1 litle 33 Amendments 

Page 1 
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33Jó3Q-1 rQQ-B. Minimum Tree Preservation Standards. 

A*. The applicant must show how existinq trees will be preserved. The options listed 
below reþresent minimum tree p¡eservation standards. Additional tree 
preservation mav be required to meet the approval criteria of Subsection 
33.630.200=e. The total tree diameter on the site is the totai diameter of all trees 
completelv or partiallv on the site, minus the diameter of trees that are listed in 
paraeraBh Section 33.630.Q3!J2OO-.Ç4, Trees exempt from these rezulations. The 
applicant must choose one of the followinq options: 

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

33J63IL2OO G. Tree Preservation Approval Criteria. 
(Renumber C. 1-4 to 33.630.200.4-D) 

D4. Mitieation. Where the minimum tree preservation standards of 33.630.IQQ?Oæ 
can not be fully met, as determined bv evaluating the above criteria. or when there 
is a concurrent Environmental Review and the minimum tree preservation 
standards do not apply, mitigation must be provided as needed to replace the 
functions of trees removed from the site. Options for mitigation mav include 
preservation of smaller diameter or native trees. permanent preservation of trees 
within a tree preservation or environmental resource tract. tree planting. pavment
 
into the City's Tree Planting and Preservation Fund, or other options that are
 
consistent with the purpose of this chapter.
 

33.630.400 Modifications That Will Better Meet Tree Preservation Requirements 

A. 	Site-related development standards. The review body may consider
 
a¿jus+æe+æ modifications to site-related development standards as part of the
 
land division review. These modifications are done as part of the land division
 
process and do not require an adjustment. Adjustments to use-reiated
 
development standards are subject to the
 
adjustment process of Chapter 33.805, Adjustments. Modification to a
 
regulation that contains the word "prohibited," or a regulation that is a
 
qualifying situation or threshold is prohibited.
 

trn-e+der-tTo approve the modification, the review body must find that the 
modification wili result in the app+i€aËi€n proposal better meeting the 
reqr*irem€nts criteria of Subsection 33.630.1€€2Oâle1OQ, and will, on balance, 
be consistent with the purpose of the regulation being modified. 

B. 	Minimum density. 
2.b. The review bodv will approve the reduction in minimum densitv if the
 

followins are met:
 

(1) The reduction in minimum density will result in the proposal better 
meeting the criteria of Section 33.630.200-ê: and 

33.630.7€O-6OO Recording Tree Preservation Plans and Related Conditions 

33.630.@ 8OO ZOO Relationship To Other Tree Regulations 

Amendments to Citywide'Iree Project Dec 2010 Recommended Draft Attachment 3B-2
 
March 4,2OlI Title 33 Amendments
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33.730.060 Application Requirements 

D.1.d(21 Required information for land divisions 

Surveyed information: [3'<t bullet) 
. 	 All trees completelv or partiallv on the site that are ag+eas+ 6 or more inches in

diameter. Trees more than 25 feet inside a tract ."itnin which all trees wiil be
preserved do not have to be surveyed. +rees-e-An a-tanéÐivisie+.siteq tha+prepese
v¿here the proposal is_to preserve tree canopy uãder r+se Option 5 or 6ãf the îree
Preservation standard in 33.636.M 1@. 	 t¡r.
trees do not have to be surveyed; 

Amendments to citywide Tree project Dec 2010 Recommended Draft Attachment 3B-2March 4,2OII Title 33 Amendments 
Page 3 
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ATTACHMDNT 3B-3 
EXAMPLE PORTLAND PLANT LIST AMENDMENT 

The foliowing is an example of how the Portland Piant List couid be amended to address 
tree growth rates as provided in the Significant Tree table formerly contained in 33.360. 
Since the Portland Plant List is an administrative rule, the amendment would be done 
prior to the code going into effect through a separate administrative rulemaking 
process. 

Portland Plant List, Section 3 Native Plants in Detail 

Add new subsection: 

3.5, 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 yew 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 care, 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 Tree Sizes 

Common Name Scientific Name Diameter 
Bis-leaf Manle Acer macrophvllum l8 inches 
Bitter Cherry P¡unus emarginata lO inches 
Black Cottonwood Ponulus balsamifera sso. trichocaroa 1B inches 
Black Hawthorn Crataesus douslasii var. douslasii 8 nches 
Blacl< Hawthorn Crataesus suksdorfii 8 nches 
Cascara Rharnnus purshiana ír nches 
Douslas Fir Pseudotsuea menziesii 18 inches 
Garrv Oak Ouercus garrvana 4 inches 
Grand Fir Abies srandis 10 inches 
Madrone Arbutus menziesii 4 inches 
Oreson Ash Fraxinus latifolia l0 inches 
Pacific Yew Taxus brevifolia 2 inches 
Ponderosa Pine Pinus ponderosa 8 inches 
Red Alder Alnus rubra 18 inches 
Scouler Willow Salix scouleriana 6 inches 
Western Flowerins Doswood Cornus nuttallii 6 inches 
Western Hemlock Tsuea heterophvlla 10 inches 
Western Red Cedar Thuia plicata 1O inches 

Amendments to Citywide Tree Project Dec 2O1O Recommended Draft Attachment 3B-3
 
March 4,2OlI Title 33 Amendments
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ATTACHMENT 4Lot Size and Ganopy Distribution 

Exempting lots <3,000'90.0% 
exempts 7%o of the80.0% 
total lots and70.0% 
<1% of the canopy in60.0% 
the city 

50.0% 
40.0% 

Exempting lots <5,000'
30.0% 

exempts 22Toof the 
20.0o/o total lots and 
10.0o/o 

lYo of the canopy in 
O.Oo/o the city. 

0-2999 3,000- 3,999- 5,000- 10,000 s.f. 
s.f. 3,999s.f. 4,999s.f. 9,999s.f. + 

Development Distr¡but¡on 

90.0% 

80.0% 

70.0o/o 

60.0% D Land Div.% 
50.0% I SF Permit% 
40.0o/o 

tr CO Pernit % 
30.0% 

20.0Yo 

10.0o/o 

O.0o/o
 
0-2999 s.f. 3,000- 3,999- 5,000- 10,000 s.f. +
 

3,999s.f. 4999s.f. 9,999s.f.
 

Addressing treesà20"Tree Size Distribution 
addresses t4%ooflhe(based on public tree data) 
canopy. 

6Oo/o Addressing treesàL6" 
addresses 2OToofthe5Oo/o 
canopy, 

40o/o 

Addressing treesàL2"30o/o 
addresses 28T"ofthe 

20o/o canopy. 

1Oo/o 
Addressing treesà6" 

0o/o addresses 4TYoofthe 
0-5.9" 6-11.9" 12-15.9" 16-19.9" 20"+ canopy. 

Diameter Size (inches) 
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CITYVI'IDE TREE PROJECT - BUREAU ISSUE ASSESSMENT FOR CITY COUNCIL e4 
Notes lrom 2116ll I - lnterbureau Worksession 

PPR - Dave McAllister, Kathleen Murrin; BDS-Rebecca Esau, Douglas Hardy, Kimberly Tallant; BES, Mike Rosen, Jennifer Karps, Comm. Leonard's office: Sara Petrocine; 
Comm. FriÞ's office: Tom Bizeau: Comm. Fish's office: Hannah Kuhn. BPS: Susan Anderson (facilitator). Joe Zehnder. Roberta Jortner. M 

Bureau Discussion/Notes 
: Ganopy quantity, qualiÇ, & distribution; complexity, administrative 

Direction Mayor/Comm. and customer ease ; consistency, fairness ; cost-effectiveness ; political 
ftom Bureau acceptability 
Directors Voting: 3= strongly support, 2= can live with it, l= question, 0= do not 

ons for industrial, employment, commercial zones w/out 
existing minimum landscape area requirements	 lnterim exemption for lH, lG1, EX, CX, CS, CM zones, until issues raised by 
lnterim in response to LUBA remand of North Reach River Plan	 the remand (impacts on industrial land) are sufficienty addressed. Add 

ordinance language seeking directing staff to retum in a set period of time (1 
year) and report to Council on the status of these issues and updated 
recommendations as appropriate 

Commission roles 

Commission overs¡qht for Title ll Trees 

Should Council draft be amended? (UFC has primary Title 11 

oversight; PSG must hold a hearin and recommend to City 
Council for chapters 11.50 - 11.80 

Should the PSG have primary oversight for Title 1 1? 

int¡oduced by BPS on 
PSC required holding a hearing and recommending to City Council on 
amendments to Chapters 11.50 through l1 .80; retaining advisory role and 
option to hold hearing on other portions of Title 11. 
Discusslon.' lt is important that there be coordination between the UFC and 
PSC for any amendments to Title 11. 

BDS: 2 - provided PSC refains advisory roll and ability to hold a hearing and 
make recommendations for other non-development related provisions. 
lmpoftant to ensure regulatory consistency between development and non 
development situations. BES; J PPR: 2. BPS 3. 

updated 3/4/II 
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Kathleen Murrin; 
n Bizeau: Comm 

CT -- BUREAUrU ISSUIUE ASSEESSMENT FORR CITY COUINCILE TREE PROJECT 
Notes from - lnterb'bureau WorksessionIlom2116111­

BDS-Rebecca Esau, Douglr limberly Ta S, Mike Rosen, Jennif 
r Kuhn. BPS: Susan rson (facilitaator). Joe Zehnder. Roberta Jortner,R Moroan Tri 
Douglas Hardy, Kim lallant; BES rifer Karps, Comrm. Leonard 

. Fish's ofñce: Hannah Kuhn ;an Anders, 

lnïormaüon Îc 
Mayor/Comm 

Proposal includes PE 
Should proposal be a ed to add the City Fo 

PBOT/BEStslt/Ëus/vvater as ex 
e amended 

officio member of the ¡ oR,:he UFC? ( 

:signate liai 
participate on an ad t rsis, rather than servi 
Should bureaus desi¡ liaisons to monitor Ul 

d hoc basir 
members? 

Flexible Development Standards 

Should the proposal be amended to delete the allowance for 
required outdoor area to be located partially in the front setback to 
preserve a large healthy tee? (Would not reduce the required 
outdoor area) 

Bureau Discussion/Notes 
Gntena: çanopy quranüty, qu ¡, & distril )utlon; complexfty, a( 
and customer êâSêi r cy, fairness; cost-effectiveness; politicalconsisten p 
acceptability 
Voting:3= strongly support, can live wiür it, l= questionn,0= do not 
suoport 

Refer to Burcau Dircctors. 
Forester as ex-officio or remove allPotentialAmendment: Either add Gity F 

bureaus/staff ex-offi cios. 

what about ONl, BPS, etc.? BES feelsDiscussion: lf City Forester is added, wl 
rble, but also raised concerns thatit facilitates coordination to sit at the tabl 
;e issues need to be worked out beforebureaus could be conflict and that these 

addressing issues at UFC. 

PBOT has existing ex-officio role. Cannot ret 
PBOT. r director meeting on 2125. 
NOTE - rt remove without consulting 

Susan will follow up with Sue Keil before dire 
BDS:3 with being removedeitherway. BES: 2with adding Forester, 00 wt 
PPR:3 concerned about need toeither way. BPS: 2 with adding forester (conc 
include multiple other bureaus OA//. etc) 2 with no exexo offrcio 

ssioner Fritz on 2l2l11z 
Remove allowance to locate outdoor area in front setback; not consistent 
w/original intent 
BDS: 2 - not a make it or break issue 
BES: 0 - we need to rethink urban form and opportunities to integrate trees 
where possible, ftont yard can serue as active play space if properly designed 
PPR: 2 - additional flexibility is helpful incentive to builders 
BPS: 2 - added flexibili$ is good, recognÞes some enjoy front yard as active 
play/gathering area; some concern that the allowance could erode 

updated 3/4/I I 
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Tree Preservation Standards 

Should standard be reduced lrom3SYoto 33%? 

Should small lot exe threshold remain at 3000 s.f.? 

Should threshold be raised to 5000 s.f.? (lf approved should 
replace Mayor's proposed amendment allowing planting for first 
mitigation tree on lots 3000 - 5000 s.f.) Alternatively, 4000 s.f.? 

Should proposal be amended to reduce building coverage 
threshold from 90% to 80o/o? 

Ghange tree preservation standard ftom 35 to 33% 
BDS;3
 
BES: 2 - so/ne margfn of additionalfree /osg but is a reasonable change
 
PPR:3
 

Exempt all lots less than 5,000 square feet ftom tree preservation standards.
 
(responds to builders, simplifies SFR exemption rules)
 

Outstand ing questions:
 
Retain 12" size threshold as proposed?
 
lncrease to 16"?
 
lncrease to 20"?
 

Larger regulated tree size: 
- reduced workload 
- more potential loss of canopy 
- may be more difficulVcosty to protect only large trees but would reduce the 
number oftrees preserved and protected, and associated cost 

Note: lf tree size is increased for the Tree Preservation Standard and canied 
over to the tree permit system (absent development) this would be perceived 
as a large rollback of existing Gity tree rules for lots currently regulated, 
however. the svstem would also extend to new prooerties. See item #10 
Amendment introduced by MayorAdams on 2;i2111: 
Allow sites with at least 80% building coverage to be exempt ftom tree 
preservation standards. 
BDS:2 
BES 0 - concerned about losing opportunities to encourage integration of 
tees in site design and loss of tree canopy from reduced preservation or 
mitigation. 
PPR:2 
BPS: 2 - it is preferable to exempt developmentwith slighüy lower building 
coverage than sites with more paving. May wish to reconsider in light of 

d 5,000 s.f. lot exemption (that applies to all zones 

updated 3/4/I I 
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Tree Densitv Standards 
'ç.;{ 
æ Should on-site and street tree densities addressed separately in all 
ç-! cases as proposed? 

Should the proposal be amended to allow street trees to count 
toward tree density on lots 53000 s.f.? (Mayor's proposed 
amendment): <5000 s.f.? other s.f.? all lots? 

Should tree density levels be reduced or otherwise modified? 

Should per tree planting area requirement be deleted? 

n¡f¡cant Tree Table 

nificant Tree Table be deleted as 

Should Significant Tree Table be added to Portland Plant List and 
referred to in the land division section outlining qualitative tree 

Should Significant Tree Table be reinstated in the land division 
section outlinin g qualitative tree preservation criteria? 

Refer to Bureau Directors
 
Potential Amendment:
 
Allow street trees planted or preserved to count toward tree density for sites
 
less than 5,000 square feet. This lot size comports with (but is not related to)
 
the potential <5,000 square foot lot size exemption ftom the Tree
 
Preservation standard.
 

BDS: 3 - no need to further reduce tree density (5c) with this change.
 
BES: 0 - ok with 3,000 s.f. but not 5,000 s.f. - generally results in fewer trees
 
planted on sites. Need lot data to evaluate impact.
 
PPR: 0 -ok with 3,000 but not 5,000, generally results in fewer trees planted
 
on sites, less canopy lift.
 
BPS: 2 - acceptable if less than 5000 (vs. <
 

Potential Amendment: Move minimum tree planting area requirement to Tree
 
Manual as a Best Management Practice
 

BDS: 3 - requirement won't get inspected, so don't codiff it (and require
 
additional review time).
 
BES: 0 - without code requirement, no authority to enforce or prevent
 
shoehorning in trees.
 
PPR: 0 - Proposal helps to ensure right tree has the right space.
 
BPS: 2 - Gan revisit and chanqe later if oroblems arise
 

Amendment introduced by Commissioner Fritz on 212111:
 
Bureaus suggest following approach:
 
Reinstate significant tree list in the Portland Plant List to inform application of
 
land division qualitative criteria; highlights importance of different native trees
 
at different sizes (i.e., 20" diameter fir compared a 20" diameter yew). lnclude
 
a reference to PPL in the land division criteria.
 

BDS: 3 - An agreeable compromise that adds guidance but doesnt add
 
complexity.
 
BES: 2 - Would prefer inclusion in code criteria - clearer, more explicit. PPR:
 
2 - No real preference. Portland Plant List is appropriate location and also
 
useful for more general reference.
 
BPS: 2 -lnclusion in code criteria would keep information in one place, but
 
PPL can be amended more easily to reflect new information.
 

updated 3/4/11 
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Should Significant Tree Table be reinstated in the land division 
chapter w/exta credit toward quantitative standards? 

Nuisance Trces 

Planting - Should the Council draft be approved as proposed or 
amended to include an exemption to plant Norway maples in 
Ladd's Addition? 

Replacement - Should the Gouncil draft be amended to eliminate 
replacement requirement for Nuisance species trees except in 
environmental zones 

Replacement - Should the Council draft be amended to eliminate 
replacement requirement for all Nuisance species trees 

Should the Council draft be approved as proposed w/exemptions 
for prunino branches < 1/¿" 

Should Council draft be amended to exempt pruning of branches 
<1 " or other size? 

Should pruning permit be eliminated or converted to a "self issued" 
permit (or registration?) with requirement to adhere to proper 
practices added? 

Eureaus rlecommend aga¡nst the followtng approach:
 
BDS: 0, BES: 0, PPR: 0, BPS: 0 - preference is with amendment listed
 

No Amendment Prooosed for exe 

BDS: 0, BES:0, PPR:0, BPS:0 

ritz on 212111: 
Delete replacement requirement for removal of nuisance species trees on 
private properties, outside e-zones. 

BDS: 2 - some complexity with 7.b. e-zone vs. non e-zone rules/message. 
BES: 0 - replanting is not a major disincentive; cost of removal is the 
disincentive. Nuisance trees provide significant canopy benefit which should 
be replaced, account for roughly 10-15% of total tree population - major loss 
if not replaced. 
PPR: 0 - loss of canopy lifr, complication in message "cut a ûee, plant a tree" 
BPS: 0 - proposal is streamlined and important to promote urban forest 
replenishment; lf deleting replacement requirement, would prefer consistent 

Delete Type A permit requirement in favor of adopting standards that speciff 
pruning be conducted in accordance with "proper arboriculfural practices" 
(could be self administered permit or registration to ensure info on standard 
practices is provided). 
BDS: 3 ; BES: 2 - permit process is an opportunity to provide pruning 
education to those wanting to prune trees. Not all vúro prune get permits, 
ûue, we still need to find ways to connect with those people. There is a 
difference between arguing over how hacked a tree is versus enforcing 
against those who did not get a permit and hacked a tree. 
PPR: 3 - although would alternatively support Type A permit with larger 
exempt limb size. 
BPS: 3 - although would alternatively support Type A permit with larger 

updated 3/4/ll 
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Private tree removalF{ 

Should Council drafr be ¿pproved as proposed (¡6" diameter e. 
zones; 212" d. currenfly regulated lots, ¿20' d for currently exempt 
SF lots - usino lot sizes instead of "dividable 

Should Council draft be amended to require removal permits for 
>6" or 8" d. tees citvwide? 

Should Council draft be amended to require removal permits for 
>'12" d trees citvwide 

Should Council draft be amended to require removal permits for 
>16' d trees citvwide 

Should Gouncil draft be amended to require removal permits for 
ì20" d tees citywide 

to Burcau Directors (see also, ltem 4): 
Gunent drafr prooosal: 
No lot exemptions, permits required to remove 
1) 6" diameter in e-zone/plan districts 

2) 12" diameter in general 

3) 20" diameter on single family lots w/limited development potential (based 
on zone and lot size). 

4) Appeals for removals of any healthy tee>20" or >4 healthy ûees ¿12" 

Key BDS and Parks concerned about complexity/equity: 

- multiple tree sizes 

- use of lot size table to determine homeowner permit eligibility 

Potential amendment to reduce # of tree size and eliminate lot siz'e table: 
1) Single lot size exemption - exempt all lots <5,000 s.f. (matches 

potential exemption from tee preservation development standard ­
see item #4)

2) Retain 6" in e-zone/plan districts 

3) One tree size - 12" or 16" for all others (20" felt to be a non-starter 
given sensitivity to rollback of current City policy/rules) 

4) Continue limiting public appeals to large trees and multiple ûees 

Questions/Decisions: 
1) Erempt 5,000 lots? 5000 SF lots? (review lot and canopy data) 
2) Retain 12" general size threshold as proposed? 
3) lncrease to 16"- w/ increase tee preservation development standard 
threshold? - need to consider public tesümony calling for lower ûee sizes 
No vote was taken but BDS expressed support for 16" and BES for 12' BPS 
expressed concern about rollback of cunent 12" permit requirements AND 
concem re: going to 12" for homeowners; feels additional tier at 20' is 
appropriate and supported by neighborhood advocates; is intuitive; helps 
manage costs. PPR supports single lot exemption; feels ifs important to 
have opportunity to connect dPortlanders and review tee removal requests; 
supports retaining appeals for larger trees (not all permits) 

updated 3/4/l I 



\ï1 
-ì'.t 

-\ É' 

Should the Council draft be amended to retain the environmental 
zone standards for 10' d. trees (e.9., in utility corridors)? 

.-.fl 

Should Council draft be amended to include a single lot size 
for SF lots llink to tree oreservation exemotion)? 

Should Council draft be amended to retain exemption for SF lots 
based on lot sizes instead of .dividable" term? 

Penalties lGomm. Leonard concern 

Should Gouncil draft retain flexibility and discretion in assigning 

Should Council draft be amended to codi 

Should Council draft be amended to remove option to modiff or 
waive fines? 

Rules for fund e 

Should fund revenues be expended w/in same watershed where 
development took olace as prooosed? 

Should Council draft be amended to limit fund expenditures to 
where development takes place? 

Should fund revenues be allowed to go to purchase conservation 
easements as prooosed or limited to olantinq onlv? 

Amendment introduced bv Gommissioner Fritz on2l2l11:
 
Reverse the proposed change to increase the tree size at which an
 
environmental review is required in e-zones Írom '12" to the original 10".
 

BDS: 0, BES: 0, PPR: 0, BPS: 0 - the proposed small increment of change
 
for the sake of reducing the number of tree size thresholds is not significant.
 
Also, these trees (between 10 and 12) will continue to be addressed and be
 
required to be replaced, just without the need for an environmental review.
 

NOTE: if the directors opt to change the tree preservation standard tree size
 
threshold and corresponding non-development tree permit size threshold to
 
16" or 20", füe bureaus do not advocate for a similar change for the e-zone
 
standards. (2" is an acceptable marqin. but not 6 or 10 inches).
 
See ltem 10 a.-e. Potential amendment includes ex
 
square feet.
 

m 10 a.-e. Potential amendment includes exemption of lots <5,000 
square feet which replaces current "dividable" lot exemption/ and proposed 
homeowner permit for currently exempt lots. 

Both BDS and PPR recommended retaining the flexibility afforded in the 
proposed code. Priorities or directives for imposing fines or other penalties 
are better established as administrative rule or elsewftere, and not codified. 

Directors should follow up on this issue w/ Urban Forestry and BDS to ensure 
consistency, coordination and collaboration in how violations (non­

nt to develooment. i.e. site ore-clearino) are addressed. 

No amendments proposed: 
Retain current proposal to expend Tree Fund dollars to plant based on 
watershed. Develop goals and criteria to plant near where removal occuned, 
same neighborhood, target ûee deficient areas, etc. But do not codi! given 
challenges on finding tree planting opportunities. Often City needs to plant 
where opportunities arise. 
Retain ability to purchase conservation easements as determined by fund 
administrator. 
BDS:3. BES:3. PPR:3. PPS:3 
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Port request - exempt area Win future PDX Plan District<f 
from Tll and T33 tree rules; develop plan districtOO 

c tree p reservat ion/m itiqatio n reou irements.r.t 
Should Council draft be approved w/Tree Density exemption for 

Should Council draft be amended to exempt areas subject to PDX 
landscape standards from Tiüe 11 Tree Preservation standards? 

Should Programmatic Permit proposal be amended to allow 
removal of healthy, non-Nuisance species trees ¿6" diameter, 

Should Council draft be amended to exempt areas subject to PDX 
landscape standards ftom Tifle 11 

Should Council draft be amended to exempt entire PDX plan 

Landscape Standa rds - Several testifi ers expressed concern 
about current landscape standards, including parking lot standards 
and impact of cunent standards on capped contaminated sites. 

Trees and Solar - Several testifiers suggested there should be 
special allowances for new development w/solar energy systems, 

Tree rules in overlay zones and plan districts - BDS has 
raised new concerns and suggested allowances for tree removal in 
overlay zones and plan districts. 

Proceed WGouncilado 

Not Discussed - BPS will follow up by meeting with üe Port and 
Forester to discuss alternatives and propose an amendment if necessary 

Contaminated site cleanup already addressed in ûee permit chapter. Other 
landscaping requirement issues beyond the scope and timeline of this 
project. 

Council drafr provides sufficient flexibility to avoid conflicts in most instances 
- BPS recommends that the issue be monitored through tree permitting and 
development permits. 

Some minor changes for Rocþ Butte and Johnson Creek are already 
included in BPS amendment package;these amendments improve 
consistency and simpliff replacement requirements. Additional tee removal 
allowances being requested now have not been researched, evaluated or 
discussed intemally or dstakeholders or addressed in public forums. lssues 

V\fllconfirm approactr at Bureau Director meeting 
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ATTACHMENT 6 
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New Staff Amendments with Pros and Cons 

The following three amendments were discussed on February 25,2011 by directors of the Bureaus of 
Development Services, Parks and Recreation, Environmental Services, and Planning and Sustainability. 
The fourth amendment is presented for Council consideration by the Bureau of Planñing and 
Sustainability. These amendments are also presented in the City Council Decision Guiãe (Attachment 1);
and correspond to shaded numbers shown below. 

This document concludes with a list of items the bureaus discussed on February 16,2011, and for which 
no amendments are proposed (see Attachment S). 

1- Ex'Officio Membership to Urban Forestry Commíssion - Eliminate current and proposed code 
provisions designating bureaus as ex officio members of the Urban Forestry Commission. 
(Gorresponds to ltem l.A. in Council Decision Guide - Attachment 1) 

lntroduction: Current City code identifies the Bureau of Transportation as an ex officio member of the 
Urban Forestry Commission. The Tree Project Recommended Draft to City Council (December
2010)proposes adding BDS, BES and the water Bureau as ex officio members. 

Analvsis: Ex officio status includes authority to vote per Robert's Rules of Order and the bureaus, 
including Water and Transportation, as well as BDS, PPR, and BES, generally agree that bureaus 
and city staff should not be voting members of the urban Forestry commission. 

Pros: Eliminating bureaus as ex officio members allows the Urban Forestry Commission to function 
purely as an appointed citizen body, similar to the Planning and Sustainability Commission. The 
bureaus are encouraged to designate liaisons to coordinate with the Urban Forestry Commission and 
Urban Forestry Program staff. 

Cons: There is some concern that a less formalized affiliation with the Urban Forestry Commission 
will discourage coordination and collaboration on urban forestry issues and programs. 

2' Title 11 Tree Preservation Standard - small lot exemption - Expand the exemption for small 
lots from less than or equal to 3,000 s.f. lots to less than 5,000 s.f. (Gorresponds to ltem 
2.8.2.b. in Gouncil Decision Guide - Attachment l) 

lntroduction: The Recommended Draft to City Council (December 2010)exempts lots < 3,000 s.f. 
from the proposed Title 11 Tree Preservation Development Standard. The Planning and Urban 
Forestry commissions added this exemption to address developer concerns about the feasibility and 
cost of preserving trees on small infill sites. Testimony to City Council includes requests from the 
Homebuilders Association and the Bureau of Development Services to increase the exemption to 
include lots up to (but not including) 5,000 square feet. 

Analvsis: The bureaus reviewed the distribution of different-sized lots and existing tree canopy in the 
city (see Attachment 5). Lots <5,000 s.f. comprise 21% of the lots in the city and contain 37o of the 
tree canopy in the city (outside environmental resource zones). Lots <3,000 s.f. comprise 1 1% of the 
lots in the city and contain 1% of that tree canopy. 

Pros: 
1 . Raising the exemption threshold to lots <5,000 s.f. would reduce the level of regulation, developer 

costs, and BDS workload without risking significant losses in tree canopy. (Note: Tree Density 
Standards still apply to lots of any size.)

2. Responds to testimony requesting additional flexibility for developing small infill lots. 
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Cons: 
1. Raising the exemption threshold will result in some loss of existlng tree canopy and opportunities 

to generate additional canopy through mitigation plantings. 

2. Doesn't respond to testimony requesting that lot size exemptions be eliminated. 

3. Private Tree Removal Permit (Corresponds to ltem 3.8.2. in Gouncil Decision Guide -
Attachment 1) 

lntroduction: The Recommended Draft to City Council (December 2010) proposes requiring a permit 
for removal of trees on private property on all lots in the City. The permit would be required to 
remove trees 12" and larger in diameter (consistent with current City regulations), with two exceptions 
as follows: 

a. For the pool of currently exempt single family zoned lots developed with a single family 
dwelling, and that are too small to be further divided, simple permits would be required to 
remove a tree 20" or more diameter. The proposed code includes a table of different lot sizes 
that vary by zone to determine whether a property is eligible for the streamlined homeowner 
permit. 

b. For trees in natural resource overlay zones the proposed tree size threshold is 6" in diameter 
which is consistent with the size threshold for trees regulated by the Zoning Code. 

The bureaus expressed several concerns about the current private tree permit proposal, including:
L complexity associated with the lot size table 
2. complexity associated with multiple tree sizes 
3. level of regulation and increased workload 
4. loss of canopy associated with the 20" tree size threshold for homeowners 
5. potentially discouraging people from planting trees 

Analvsis: The bureaus spent considerable time and effort to address and balance the issues and 
concerns. We discussed a number of options, including introducing a minimum lot size exemption 
and shifting to a single tree size threshold of 12", 16" or 20" in diameter. 

Ultimately, the bureaus agreed to forward for Council consideration a permit system that would be 
simpler to administer, but that retains the Type A and Type B permit types and tiered tree sizes. The 
permit would retain the 12" diameter standard lot size threshold (which corresponds to the Tree 
Preservation Standard in development situations). lt would also retain a higher tree size threshold 
and simple permit process for typical homeowner lots. This simplified process involves no review, no 
appeals, and requires one tree be planted for each tree removed. 

The bureaus also agreed it would be less complicated to determine eligibility for the simple 
homeowner permit using a single lot size of <10,000 s.f. instead of the multiple lot size table. The 
amendment would require "homeowner permits" for tree removal on any built single-family zoned lot 
<10,000 s.f. 

The bureaus did not reach full consensus on whether to add a minimum lot size exemption or a 
preferred lot size for that exemption. The bureaus also did not agree on a specific tree size threshold 
for the homeowner permit. The options are presented below along with associated pros and cons. 

a. Addinq a minimum lot size exemption frorn private tree removal permit: The minimum lot size 
exemption could be <3000 s.f. or <5000 s.f. to correspond to the Tree Preservation Standarci 
exemption for development discussed above. 
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Pros: 
1. A new lot size exemption would help manage workload while focusing the City's permitting 

investment on lots containing the bulk of the existing tree canopy in the city. 

2. Partially response to testimony expressing concern about regulating trees on private 
property. 

3. Setting the minimum lot size exemption similar to the Title 11 Tree Preservation sends a 
consistent message that City wants to limit regulatory burden on development and owners of 
small infilllots. 

Cons: 
1. Adding a minimum lot size exemption would reduce opportunities to encourage tree retention 

and ensure that trees are replaced when removed; particularly a concern in target infill areas. 

2. May be perceived as inequitable or inconsistent, e.g., "why are trees less important on 
smaller lots than larger lots?" 

b. Tree size threshold for the homeowner permit: The current proposal would set a tree size 
threshold of 20" in diameter for the simple homeowner permit. lt was suggested that this 
threshold be reduced to 16", particularly if a minimum lot size exemption is adopted. 

Pros: 
1 . Shifting the "homeowner permit" tree size threshold from 20" to 16" in diameter would ensure 

replacement of more trees on built single family lots less than 10,000 s.f. 

2. Partially responds to testimony supporting adoption of smaller trees size thresholds. 

Cons: 
1 . Difference between 12" and '16" diameter is not as intuitive as the distinction between 12" and 

20", leaving some to ask, "why the distinction in the regulations?" 

3. Programmatic Permit (Corresponds to ltem 3,D. in Gounci! Decision Guide - Attachment 1) 

lntroduction: The Programmatic Permit as recommended by the UFC/PC is intended to facilitate and 
improve the efficiency and transparency of routine public agency tree-related activities. The 
Programmatic Permit would allow routine activities for up to 5 years, as long as the activities would 
result in a net benefit to the urban forest. The UFC/PC proposal would allow removal of dead, dying, 
dangerous and Nuisance species trees, but would not allow removal of healthy non-Nuisance species 
trees larger than 6" diameter. The UFC/PC intended to limit tree removal given the five year duration 
of the permit, and because the permit process would not offer the same opportunity for public appeal 
as is provided for with individual tree permits. 

The Port of Portland submitted a request for an exemption from the tree-related requirements of Title 
33 and Title 11, stating that the proposed Programmatic Permit would not accommodate the 
vegetation management activities they are required to conduct on or near PDX. Activities may 
involve substantial pruning and periodic removal or thinning of trees to meet critical airspace height 
limits, as well as tree spacing and crown management to comply with their FAA-required Wildlife 
Hazard Management Plan. Through the Airport futures project the City is proposing specific 
landscape requirements within PDX and in specified surrounding areas to meet these obligations. 

Analvsis:
 
The Port manages more than 3,000 acres and 5,000 trees (excluding trees in environmental overlay
 
zones). The Port must comply with specific federal vegetation management requirements in addition
 
to day to day operational requirements.
 

Primarily, the Port is interested in addressing their vegetation management needs and federal 
requirements programmatically, rather than through multiple individual tree permits that are each 
subject to public appeal. Rather than exempting PDX from the City's tree codes, the Bureau of 
Planning and Sustainability and the City Forester propose that the Programmatic Permit proposal be 
amended to allow removal of trees larger than 6" in diameter and that an opportunity for the public to 
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appeal be added for these applications. The City Forester would retain the ability to prescribe the 
conditions under which trees are allowed to be removed, when consultation is required prior to 
removal, and limit the maximum size of tree allowed to be removed through the programmatic permit 
review. 

Pros: 
1. Amending the Programmatic Permit will make it a more useful tool to more agencies 

2. Greater efficiencies are obtained for land managers of large geographic areas. 

3. More equitable between public agencies that manage Private Trees (regulated starting at 12" 
diameter) and those managing City or Street Trees (regulated starting at 3" diameter) 

4. More equitable and accountable to the public than exempting PDX from the tree codes generally. 

5. lnstituting a public appeal opportunity increases accountability to the public, and ensures greater 
transparency in the development of the programmatic permit conditions. 

Cons: 
1. Potential for larger tree removal with less City oversight than is generally conducted for individual 

tree permits. 

5. 	 ltems for which the bureaus recommend no amendment to the current proposal 

A number of other issues were also discussed at the February 16th interbureau meeting for which 
the bureaus collectively agreed that no additional amendments would be proposed. Additional 
information pertaining to these issues and the bureaus positions is contained in Attachment 4. 

1. 	 Constrain expenditure of tree funds to watershed or neighborhood. 

2. 	 Limit use of Tree Fund to tree planting only (not conservation easements, education) 

3. 	 Revise landscape requirements in Title 33 to address parking lot standards and impact of 
current standards on capped contaminated sites 

4. 	 Special allowances for new development w/solar energy systems, and for tree 
removal/replacement to provide for solar access 

5. 	 Exception to allow planting of Norway maples in Ladd's Addition 
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