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MEMO 

DATE:  September 15, 2021 

TO:  Planning and Sustainability Commission 

FROM:  Mindy Brooks, City Planner, Project Manager 

 Daniel Soebbing, City Planner 

CC:  Andrea Durbin, Eric Engstrom, Sallie Edmunds 

SUBJECT:  September 28, 2021 PSC Work Session on Ezone Map Correction project 

ATTACHMENTS: 

 B 1-18: Vulnerability Risk Factor Maps 

C 1-3: Wildfire Documents 

D: Permission to Access Form 

E: Zoning Code Language for Map Error Corrections  

G1-31: Site-Specific Testimony and Staff Responses 

 

City staff are pleased to be coming back to you on September 28 for what we envision to be the 

final PSC work session and vote on  the Ezone Map Correction Project.  

 

At the hearing on August 24, commissioners asked for additional information regarding a 

number of topics listed below. A summary for each topic is provided in this memo along with an 

attachment with additional details.  

 

http://www.portland.gov/bps
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If any commissioner would like staff to present one or more of these topics at the work session, 

please let us know on or before September 20 so we can prepare PowerPoint materials. Also, if 

any commissioner would like to propose an amendment, please get those to staff on or before 

September 20. 

Topics: 

A. General information about the project

B. Demographics, vulnerability and relationship to proposed ezone changes

C. Wildfire and vegetation management

D. Wetlands definition, mapping protocols and timelines

E. Smoothing the overlay zone boundaries

F. Map error corrections after the project is over

G. Site by site analysis of impacts of ezones on potential site development and land divisions

A. General Information

The intent behind the ezones is to protect systems of natural resources in a consistent way

to make sure functions like stream flow, channel migration, flood control, water quality and

habitat corridors remain intact. If the project proposals were to take a piecemeal approach,

in which some portions of a stream, wetland or forest are protected differently than other

portions, it would create a situation where new development could negatively impact stream

flow, or cause flooding, erosion, or landslides, on other properties. Project staff have

attempted to avoid arbitrary applications of ezones by creating a systematic mapping

methodology that is based on clear and objective criteria. The Ezone Map Correction Project

is ensuring that the original intent of the ezones is being applied to the resources in a

consistent and replicable way. This is why staff are not proposing that individual properties

be treated differently from other properties – the policy approaches are being applied to the

resource features as systems.

Table 1 provides the existing and proposed total ‘c’ and ‘p’ zones in the project area;

Table 1: Comparison Existing and Proposed Ezones 

‘c’ zone 

acres 

‘p’ zone 

acres 

Total 

acres 

Existing 5276.3 7903.6 13,179.9 

Proposed 4212.6 9115.4 13,328.1 

% Change -20.2% +15.3% +1.12%

Below is a breakdown by ezones changes on individual properties. Because this is a 

correction project, there are both increases and decreases based on adjusting the zone 

boundaries to match the existing natural resources.  
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Number of private properties with: 

• Any change to ezone – 12,040 

• Existing ezones are increasing – 7,334 

• Existing ezones are decreasing – 4,706 

• No ezone today, but new ezones are proposed – 3,280 

• Existing ezone today, but the ezone is recommended for complete removal - 931 

Note the changes may be very small or very large, depending on the site and resources. 

 

Since the start of public testimony in July 2020, project staff have conducted 256 site visits at 

the request of property owners. The site visits and other edits that staff made by reviewing 

aerial imagery at the request of property owners have produced 223 changes to feature 

mapping. The majority of these changes resulted in reductions to the proposed coverage of 

ezones. In each situation, staff are verifying the feature mapping and confirming that the 

adopted protection policies are appropriately applying to the resources on the site. OHSU 

and Audubon are two examples of site verifications that reduced the application of the 

ezones. The other changes are primarily on individual residential properties. 

 

Finally, in May, staff produced a table that summarized all testimony and all site visits 

completed and attached maps. That table has been updated to reflect site visits completed 

since May, including the testimony received by the September 10 deadline. The table is 

available on the project website under PSC Materials.  

 

B. Demographics, vulnerability and relationship to proposed ezone changes 

The City of Portland uses a measure of “Vulnerability Risk”, which includes the collective 

ranking of the following factors: (1) Renters; (2) Communities of color; (3) Educational 

attainment; and (4) Households with income at or below 80 percent of median family 

income (MFI) for the city. This information is collected from the census and provide a census 

tract-level understanding of where the most vulnerable people live in Portland. 

 

Within the Ezone Map Correction Project area, the census tracts with the highest 

vulnerability risk are in the following neighborhoods: Powellhurst/Gilbert, Lents, 

Eastmoreland/Reed, Wilkes, Kenton and St. Johns. The areas with the lowest vulnerability risk 

are in the Northwest Hills and Southwest Hills. The majority of the changes to the ezones are 

on the west side of the Willamette River where the vulnerability risks are the lowest. 

 

Maps B.1 – B.18 found in Attachment B show the existing and proposed ezones within the 

census tracks with the highest vulnerability. Map B.1 and B.2 below show the vulnerability 

indices citywide overlayed with the ezones. The individual maps (B.3-B.18) are zoomed in 

views of each of the vulnerable Census Tracts overlayed with the existing and proposed 

ezones. There are 15 tracts that score high in the vulnerability analysis that intersect with 

ezones in the project area. In several of these tracts, the majority of the existing and 

proposed ezones are primarily located in parks, and they intersect with few private 

properties. But there are several tracts in which the existing and proposed ezones have 

https://www.portland.gov/bps/ezones/project-documents
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significant overlap with a substantial number of the residential lots that are located therein. 

Tract 89.01 is the most obvious example of this (maps B.13 and B.14). Within this Tract, there 

are both areas where ezones are proposed to expand to increase coverage on lots, and 

places where there are proposed reductions, in which ezones are being removed from lots. 

 

 
Map B.1: Existing Ezones and Vulnerable Populations 
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Map B.2: Proposed Ezones and Vulnerable Populations 

 

Because the data is only available at the census tract-level, this analysis does not provide 

detailed information about where exactly people live who are more vulnerable to regulatory 

changes or who may not have the same level or type of access to those who are making 

decisions about regulatory changes. It only provides a general summary of the areas of 

Portland where those people may live. The potential impacts of ezones are highly specific to 

individual properties, but the Census data only provides information at a neighborhood level 

scale. 

 

Additional information: Existing Conditions Report (pg 66-69) and PSC memo dated August 

25, 2020. 

 

C. Wildfire 

Wildfire is becoming an increasing concern in Portland and the region. But the issues of 

wildfire must be discussed in the context of the other risks that homeowners face. For 

example, vegetation near homes can burn but that vegetation is also holding hillsides in 

place reducing landslide risks in times of heavy rain; vegetation reduces in-stream rate and 

volume and erosion, thus minimizing impacts to downstream properties; and trees provide 

shade and air-cooling benefits. The long-term approach to vegetation management must 

consider all of the risks and requires a strategic, multi-disciplinary approach.  That type of 

strategic evaluation is not within the scope of the Ezone Map Correction Project. However, 

https://www.portland.gov/sites/default/files/2019-07/2018-08-16_publicreviewdraft_existingconditionreport.pdf
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PSC has included a few minor code amendments and has forwarded on a request for the 

upcoming update of Title 11, Tree Code, to consider additional allowances for tree pruning 

within wildfire hazard zones. 

 

Attachment C.1 is a handout produced by BPS, Portland Fire and Rescue, Urban Forestry and 

Bureau of Development Services to help homeowners understand what is currently allowed 

in Portland to manage vegetation to reduce wildfire risk.  Attachment C.2 is a handout about 

fire protection produced by OR Department of Forestry.  The ezones largely comply with the 

state guidance: 

• Ground cover should be non-flammable, (e.g., rock outcroppings, or fire-resistant 

including green grass, succulents or wildflowers). 

o The ezones allow for removal of invasive plants and planting native plants; 

fire-resistant ground covers are encouraged. 

o The PSC amendment will allow firebreaks of non-combustible materials. 

• Shrubs and trees should be maintained in a green condition and substantially free of 

dead plant material or ladder fuels. 

o The ezones allow for removal of dead and dying trees that pose an 

immediate risk. 

o Ladder fuels, such as ivy and blackberries, can be removed within ezones. 

• All dead branches overhanging portions of roofs should be removed. 

o The ezones allow for removal of trees and tree branches within 10 feet of 

structures. 

• Trees and shrubs should be arranged so that fire cannot spread or jump. 

o Pruning to create separation between trees and the shrub layer is allowed in 

ezones. 

 

Attachment C.3 is the report cited in testimony, Wildfire Readiness Assessment: Gap Analysis 

Report (2009).  Two key findings that related to ezones are quoted below: 

 

“The Environmental Overlay Zone provides some balance between protecting natural 

resources and allowing development, but the land use review process for vegetation 

removal is cumbersome and expensive, and may not allow enough flammable native 

vegetation to be cleared or pruned away from buildings even when permits are issued.” 

(pg 9) 

 

“Modify existing regulations to improve the permitting process and allow an increase of 

the defensible space around homes.” (pg 12) 

 

Multnomah County is currently updating the Community Wildfire Protection Plan.   BPS and 

staff from other city bureaus, are participating. The outcomes of this work may include 

suggestions about specific changes to zoning codes to reduce the risk of wildlife. These 

amendments would be part of a follow up project, which could include not only changes to 

the ezone code, but also a comprehensive look at building codes and other aspects of City 
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Code, and proposals for managing vegetation on public and private property. Proposals 

could also include outreach, technical assistance and guidance that will instruct property 

owners on how they can manage properties using existing provisions in the code.   

 

D. Wetlands 

Concurrent with but independent of the Ezone Map Correction Project, the Bureau of 

Environmental Services (BES) has been conducting the Wetland Inventory Project (WIP). This 

is a rigorous wetland mapping and characterization project that follows Oregon Department 

of State Lands (DSL) wetland mapping guidance. 

 

BPS staff recommended to PSC, and on July 27 PSC voted to approve, two amendments. The 

first amendment was to include the WIP data in the Natural Resources Inventory (NRI). The 

NRI is a city-wide inventory of all existing natural resource features and serves as a factual 

basis for planning and decision making. The second amendment was to apply a consistent 

protection policy to wetlands located in resource sites where no wetland policy was 

previously adopted. 

 

The WIP approach and methodology was presented in Attachment 3 to a memo to PSC 

dated July 16, 2021, . On July 27, Matt Vesh from BES joined the PSC work session and 

explained the WIP project. The presentation is available on YouTube and the discussion of 

wetlands starts at approximately 49:25 minutes. 

 

BES hired a wetland consultant, SWCA Environmental, to conduct wetland determinations on 

properties where a “potential wetland” was identified. Wetland determinations are done 

following DSL’s mapping protocols and are performed in the spring. The first round of 

wetland determinations were completed in June 2021. Determinations will begin again in 

March 2022. If a property owner wants a free wetland determination completed, they must 

fill out a Permission to Access form available in Attachment D. 

 

If a wetland determination is performed but the property owner wishes to contest the 

results, they may hire a consultant to conduct a more in depth wetland determination and 

have that approved by DSL.  Once “Concurred” by DSL as meeting the state’s mapping 

protocols, the City will   simply replace the BES wetland determination with the concurred 

delineation. This can happen at any time and the ezones can be corrected to match (see E 

below). 

 

E. Map Error Corrections 

The purpose of the Ezone Map Correction Project is to conduct a comprehensive and 

consistent correction to ezones throughout the city. However, there will be situations where 

additional site-specific corrections are needed. There is an existing zoning code process 

already in place and that has been used for many years to correct zone boundaries. 

 

https://efiles.portlandoregon.gov/Record/14600959/
https://efiles.portlandoregon.gov/Record/14600959/
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=RDQBJ95NV7U
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Attachment E is the zoning code language for map error corrections.  City code 33.855.070.A 

says that a correction may be made for mapping errors if the map line was intended to 

follow a topographic feature (e.g., stream top of bank or edge of wetland) and does not do 

so, or if there is a discrepancy between maps and there is legislative intent about where the 

line is supposed to go. That means, after the Ezone Project is completed, if a property owner 

submits a survey of a stream top of bank or a wetland delineation (see previous section), the 

ezone boundaries can be corrected.  

 

Map errors are a quasi-judicial Type II land use review with a staff-level decision that is 

appealable to the Hearings Officer.  It is a free process and can be done at any time by any 

property owner.  The reason it is free to property owners in these situations is because if the 

City has made an error in the mapping, the city becomes the applicant not the property 

owner. 

 

F. Smoothing 

There is always tension between wanting to be clear and specific in the zoning code and 

wanting to provide for simple and flexible implementation. In the past, the later has been 

used to draw the ezone boundaries – broad brush, smooth zoning lines. The issue is that 

these lines don’t follow the resources and often times it is very difficult to understand where 

a zone line is supposed to be on a property. This makes correcting the maps challenging. 

 

As part of this correction project, staff chose to use the best mapping available and tether 

the zoning lines to the natural resource features themselves. So, when someone asks why 

the ‘c’ zone is where it is, staff can say because it follows the edge of tree canopy that is 

contiguous to the stream. There is clear, specific legislative intent about where the zoning 

boundary should be located. 

 

See below for an example of two ways to draw the zoning lines. The underlying solid dark 

green is the forest mapping based on aerial photography and verified by site visits. The blue 

lines are streams based on LiDAR and verified by site visits. The green hatch applied to 

streams and riparian areas is the proposed ‘p’ zone and the brown hatch applied to forest 

contiguous to streams is the proposed ‘c’ zone. The black line is a hand drawn “smooth” line 

that captures the forest contiguous the streams. The black line is subjective, while the 

proposed ezones follow the resources themselves.. 

 

Note – There is no Attachment F. 
 
 



9 
 

 

 
 
 

 

G. Site-Specific Testimony and Staff Responses  

There are a number of properties where the owner or a neighborhood recently testified 

either in person or in writing regarding concerns about either the feature mapping or the 

application of ezones on a specific site. Attachment G presents each of these properties, a 

summary of the testimony and concerns, and staff’s analysis. Potential impacts to 

development or fiscal impacts are described to the extent they can be. 

 

A few important notes: 

1. Future development depends on many factors, not just the ezones. For example, the 

standards of the ‘c’ zone might be met by a development proposal, but the engineering 

to address landslide hazard may be very expensive or there may not be a sewer hook up 

resulting in a need to extend a sewer line or street frontage improvements may be 

required.  

2. Property value is complex. A site might already be developed to the maximum extent 

allowed by the base zone and the project is applying a ‘p’ zone to a wetland located 

partially on the site. This may have no impact on property value because no additional 

development would be allowed anyway. But if the site is dividable, it could impact 

property value depending on the extent of the ‘p’ zone coverage. Other factors beyond 
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ezones that may impact property value are the neighborhood itself, views, proximity to 

parks, etc.  

 

The properties included in Attachment G are listed below with the attachment’s page 

number to make it easier to find a specific site. In the attached documents, staff responded 

to specific concerns that were raised about feature mapping, the application of ezones to 

specific features, or the impact that the application of those ezones would have on the 

developability of specific sites. Some of the testimony that was submitted also touched on 

other topics that were not related to these specific topics. The site-specific memos are not 

intended to address these other topics, some of which are addressed elsewhere in this 

memo: 

 

G.1 – 4810 SW 60th Place, Kenneth McGhehey – pg 1 

G.2 – 10134 SW 55th Avenue, Kathy Staat McGowan  – pg 3 

G.3 – 2231 SW Montgomery Drive, John Rabkin – pg 5 

G.4 – 4007 SW Comus Street, Dave Salholm – pg 7 

G.5 – 4919 SW Texas Street, David Youmans – pg 12  

G.6 – 6917 SW 49th Avenue, Dominic Corrado – pg 14 

G.7 – 3352 SW Spring Garden St, Erik Swanson – pg 17 

G.8 – 1011 S Comus Street, Thomas Hatch – pg 19 

G.9 – 11411 S Elysium Avenue, John van Staveren – pg 21 

G.10 – 5838 SE 111th Avenue, Jack Benson – pg 23 

G.11 – 15580 NE Siskiyou Court, Donald Bowerman (on behalf of William and Margret 

Bitar) – pg 25 

G.12 – Marquam Park, Roger Brown – pg 27 

G.13 – 11346 S Northgate Avenue, Dana Krawczuck (on behalf of Paul Francis and 

Jennifer Johnson) – pg 29 

G.14 – Cornell Mountain, Robin Abadia and Cassandra Dickson – pg 31 

G.15 – 4210 SW 58th Avenue, Devin Holmes – pg 36 

G.16 – 7933 WI/SW 40th Avenue, Matthew Robinson – pg 38 

G.17 – Various Resource Sites, group testimony (supported by 40 people) – pg 40 

G.18 – 11660 SW Lancaster Road, Douglas Kinnaird – pg 51 

G.19 – 11888 S Breyman Avenue, Michael Robinson (on behalf of Leslie Goss and Sam 

Gruener) – pg 52 

G.20 – 4700 SW Humphrey Blvd, Jamie Howsley – pg 54 

G.21 – Quail Park Association, John Gibbon – pg 56 

G.22 – 1250 SW Englewood Drive, Karen Rafnel – pg 58 

G.23 – 10701 SW 25th Avenue, Laurie Rutenberg and Gary Schoenberg – pg 62 

G.24 – 4504 SE Tenino Street, Amanda Spencer – pg 70 

G.25 – 13927 SE Tenino Street, Sandra Lohstroh – pg 72 

G.26 – 3300 SW Evergreen Lane, James Cameron – pg 74 

G.27 – 3315 SW Marigold Street, Antonie Jetter – pg 76 

G.28 – SW Lancaster Road and SW Coronado St, Kari Hallenburg – pg 78 



11 
 

 

G.29 – 9735 NW Skyline Blvd, Kim and Mike Johnson – pg 80 

G.30 – NW Red Cedar Court #25 (R541487), Kim and Mike Johnson – pg 82 

G.31 – Friends of Terwilliger Parkway, Robin Vesey – pg 84 

 

If a commissioner would like staff to provide additional evaluation of any site, please let us know 

on or before September 20. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 




