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As directed by Council we are here today is to present BDS’ and Urban Forestry’s staffing and budget plan for tree code implementation.

Our staffing request is based on the bureaus analysis of the new codes requirements as well as public expectations.  It is the minimum of what it will take to get the project implemented and meet baseline customer service levels.

The budget is an estimate of what it will the project will cost. 

It is based on previous tree code budgets that have been submitted to council, one at the time of project adoption in and the second which was submitted in December of 2011 by the Special Projects Manager who reported to council on recommended improvements to tree code implementation.

The bureaus did not re-create the wheel.  However, as directed reviewed and refined preliminary estimates.  

The bureaus will continue to work with their finance directors and the City Budget office to continue to refine the numbers which will be evaluated during the regular budget process.

Funding for tree code implementation needs to be available on July 1, 2014 so the bureaus can begin the hiring process.

Today we ask the City Council accept our report.

Before we get into more details on the budget and staffing proposal we thought it would be useful to review the reason for the new regulations and the history behind their development.

Roberta Jortner from BPS, who was one of the authors of the tree code will do a brief review the history and highlights of the tree project 

Jenn Cairo and I will review the staffing and funding plan, next steps and recommendation.

Roberta






= Key Challenges with Existing Codes

 Loss of trees from development and construction

O Inconsistent regulations create gaps and conflicts
1 Development vs. Non-Development

 Inadequate inspections and enforcement

 Low customer satisfaction
[ Confusion about tree removal permit requirements
 Difficult to check permit status
1 No clear citywide contact for tree inquiries
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Community dissatisfaction with Portland’s tree regulations is long-standing, including among residents, developers, and environmental organizations such as Friends of Trees. City staff also complain about the regulations.



In 2007 the Council-adopted Urban Forest Action Plan called for a project to update the City’s tree regulations, assigning it a high priority, but the project wasn’t funded at that time.  Subsequently, the 2009 Climate Action Plan and 2012 Portland Plan also calls for updated tree rules to protect and enhance the urban forest.



A group of citizens from Southwest submitted a report calling for an update to the tree rules and teamed up with folks from east Portland to request that Council fund the project.  



Their primary concern were loss of trees to development and the lack of tree preservation and planting requirements on development sites.  Especially compelling expected growth and increased density (135,000 new households in next 20 years, or 50% increase.)  



There was also concern about the tree permit rules which require permits to remove trees on some types private property and not others, leading to confusion, frustration, and inadvertent violations. 



Given the dispersed nature of the codes among 8 titles, it is difficult to find the rules and get answers from the bureaus, or to track status of tree permits. 




Citywide Tree Project Timeline

2005

- The Southwest Tree Committee began meeting in March 2005
» Forwarded a proposal to the City in October of the same year

Fiscal Year 2007-2008

= Portland City Council funded the citywide tree project

= Bureau of Planning led the multi-bureau effort

2008 - 2009

= Stakeholders involved in project scoping

» Stakeholder Discussion Group spent >1,000 hours w/bureaus to assess concerns and help
shape solutions

= |nitial code concepts vetted at Planning and Urban Forestry Commission

2009 - 2010

= Multi-bureau effort transformed proposal into draft code language and program
recommendations

» Fiscal impacts and funding options analyzed
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2007-2008 , city council was asked by a group of citizens (southwest tree committee) to improve the city’s tree regulations



In response to this request, council directed BPS to …

 

SDG

20 members represented interests of homebuilders, urban forestry, friends of trees, neighborhoods, residential & non-residential development community

Met for 7 months

Volunteer


= Citywide Tree Project Timeline (cont)

2010

» Planning Commission/Urban Forestry Commission hearing and work
sessions, 5-months long

= Extensive testimony and work with Planning Bureau, Development
Services and Parks

= Commissions directed revisions to strengthen, streamline, reduce costs
= Agreed to joint recommendation to City Council

February to April 2011 — Project Adopted
= City Council hearings

= Council directed further revisions
= Project unanimously adopted on April 13 with broad based support

» Phased implementation allowed time to ramp up and wait out the
economic downturn.
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The tree project took just a bit more than 3 years to complete.



The Bureau of Planning and Sustainability led the multi-bureau effort, working closely with the bureaus of Development Services, Parks and Recreation, and Environmental Services throughout.  



There was also targeted coordination with Transportation, Water, Parks and BES re: the infrastructure related code improvements.



Extensive community participation began with stakeholder interviews during project scoping, and continued with the work of a broad-based Stakeholder advisory group.  Representatives from neighborhoods, homebuilders, industry, and institutional uses, watershed councils, arborists, and friends of Trees collectively put more than 1000 hours toward shaping the now-adopted codes and customer service improvements.



Initial concepts were vetted at the then Planning Commission and the Urban Forestry Commission to get direction before staff actually began drafting the code and evaluating costs and resource requirements.




- Tree Project Highlights

Customer Service Improvements

» Enable public access to tree related information

* One stop shopping with single point of contact
* Improve City program efficiency
= New tree website

New Code, Title 11 Trees, Title 33 Amendments

= Addresses trees on public and private, development and
non-development settings

= New tree preservation requirements
= Regulatory consistency
= Simplifies and improves enforcement
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So the final package includes:

Consolidated new Tree Code -  Title 11, Trees – establishes integrated regulatory framework for trees on public and private property, and in development and non-development situations, including new tree preservation and planting standards for public and private development sites and infrastructure projects. Developers said that having clear and objectives standards rather than additional reviews was their highest priority. Standards allow developers to choose a fee in lieu of preservation and revenues collected will be used to plant trees in the same watershed.  City has focused on tree-deficient areas so that the program has a built-in equity component.



In land divisions tree preservation new criteria will focus on preservation of large healthy trees, native trees and groves, rather than protection of lower quality trees simply to meet numeric  requirements.



The code also provides more flexible root protection options which will hopefully encourage more protection of trees on development sites. 



A standardized, streamlined tree removal and replacement system that’s based on the size, health, and number of trees to be removed, rather than the type of property the tree is on.  Eliminates partial exemption for SF lots to provide more consistent, equitable system.  The updated permit system will allow removal of most trees with simple replacement without review or appeal option.  Additional scrutiny and mitigation requirements would apply to proposed removal of large healthy trees or multiple healthy trees. 



Customer service improvements – messages.



Now I am going to hand it back to Mieke who is going to discuss some of the key accomplishments of the bureaus since implementation


- Key Accomplishments

Key accomplishments since adoption

Zoning code amendments effective

Program Coordinator hired to facilitate implementation
Housekeeping amendments adopted

Online pruning permits available

TRACSs, tracking completed, testing started

Website under development

Public outreach plan in process

V.. V BVE V=SSN =N

Processes and procedures underway
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BDS and Parks have had an unprecedented level of collaboration over the past two years.  In my role as program coordinator I have seen two very different and separate tree programs come together and work at creating an integrated and consistent program that fits together seamlessly.

We discuss things on a weekly basis either over the phone, email and in meetings, and by in large agree on how we want the program to work.

We identify problems, both under existing regulations and the new codes.  

The decisions that have been made and accomplishments are truly a joint effort, 

For example we created a new intake procedure for tree permits, including a new application, necessary application materials that will trigger staff to know which bureau regulates the tree.

I attended a TRACs training session for the new A/B permit folders last week.  These folders mimic BDS’ permit folders so they can be read and understood by both BDS and Parks Staff.     



When code interpretation questions have come up BPS has been available on a consultation basis to let us know the intent of the code.

We have worked with BES on the tree website which is approximately 50% complete and targeted to be available this summer 2014.

We have started scoping the public outreach requirements and will revisit the outreach plan in Jan/Feb of 2014.

Like to reiterate the hard work that the bureaus are putting into this project and that they have working toward implementation for January 1, 2015


" Staffing and Budget Objectives

Meet the baseline project requirements
Build on original project estimates
Retain consistency with original budget proposal

Update budget estimate based on current
staffing costs
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Improved customer service from faster permit turn-around times, to better enforcement, consistent and predictable requirements, regulatory transparency.



2) Budget and staffing estimates included with tree project at the time of adoption.  At that time the bureaus were directed to review the assumptions as they got closer to implementation.  Staff began revising these estimates with a greater understanding of tree project requirements and existing workloads.  

In addition, staff included direct and indirect costs, and growth rates in addition to salary and benefit requirements for each position.  The previous budget included salary and benefits only.



3) What we are proposing is the minimum of what it will take to implement these regulations successfully, and to provide good customer service, and make sure the regulations are enforced.  Where possible we maintained the same assumptions used in the original proposal, i.e. time to complete tasks, and the tasks that would need to be performed.  We did not start from scratch, but rather built on the original proposal.  

Consulted with BPS on the original budget, how it was derived etc.  Also reviewed the budget included with the report created by the Special Projects manager for tree code implementation, submitted in December 2011.  Our recommendation is generally consistent with the recommendation in that report.



4) It should be noted that what we are presenting today is an estimate of implementation costs.  As directed, BDS and Parks have been working closely with their individual finance departments and with the City Budget Office.  All parties are comfortable with the methodology used to come up with the estimates and the projections themselves.  



What we are presenting today, and what is included in the report are estimates that will be further refined during the regular budget cycle.  The bureaus, and implementing team will continue to work closely with their budget specialists and the CBO to further refine and respond to budget office requests.


%  Staffing Recommendation

Single Point of Contact

Development Services Tech |l

Primary Tasks

Return calls within 48 hours

Issue non-development tree permits
Maintain accurate tree website content
Answer tree emergency calls
Research reported violations

Original Proposal: 1 FTE
Recommending: 2 FTE
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Classification – DSC Tech II that will be supervised by Urban Forestry but co-located at the Development Services Center.

- Four Urban Forestry staff will be co-located at the Development Services Center to provide one-stop shopping for customers.

- Front-line staff for all tree questions.  This will be the first person that the public interfaces with regarding any tree related questions, including permit processes, regulations, and costs.  

Bridge the gap between BDS and UF in terms of tree requirements for development permits 

Issue some types of tree permits

The Tech position will be responsible for doing the initial review of reported violations, check permit history, Ariel photographs, zoning, and existing land use requirements.

We are proposing two DSC Tech II positions based on current workloads and the tasks that this position is responsible for.  The original staffing proposal assumed that other unspecified staff would assist with Single Point of Contact roles.  Given the specialized role of this position, knowing both Zoning code and tree code requirements, and issuing permits, dedicated, trained staff is necessary.  Workload significantly exceeds the capacity of one full time employee.  

Daily tasks include:

Call volume at UF - + 70 calls per day, currently takes one full time employee just to return calls

Issue permits - responsible for issuing some types of permits in the Development Services Center.  Time requirements vary by day.

Maintain Tree Website content

Dispatch emergency tree removals in the ROW – need a live person for this (no breaks, lunches etc.)

Respond to email and mail inquiries

Serve as a resource for staff from BDS and Parks on each bureaus tree requirements.


®  Staffing Recommendation

Dedicated Tree Inspector
Tree preservation during development

Primary Tasks

* |nspect tree preservation

* |nspect tree planting

= Enforce corrections of tree violations

Original Proposal: 1 FTE
Recommending: 2 FTE
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2.0 FTE Tree Inspectors, that will be supervised by Urban Forestry but be co-located at the Development Services Center.

Tree inspectors for development permits will be located at the Development Services Center and supervised by UF

Will inspect development projects when tree preservation is required.  Will check:

	root protection fencing

	tree health

	consistency with site plans

Tree planting for on site trees and street trees when 5+ trees are required to be planted.  Will check:

	- tree species 

	- tree location

	- consistency with site plan

Respond to reported violations for development projects, such as;

	trees removed or damaged

	RPZ moved/removed etc

Requesting one additional inspector based on 2012 permit levels and tasks required to complete for each permit.  Assume that each permit will receive 1 inspection, although some will receive 0 inspections and other up to 4 inspections if there is a reported violation.

Initial estimates indicate that 2.4 tree inspectors are required, but the bureaus will evaluate after implementation.



Adopted Proposal– I think we should discuss this only if questions come up

Original proposal was to spot check 10% of development permits.  

Tree inspector would also need to design the spot check program. Respond to tree emergencies




®  Staffing Recommendation

Tree permits, non-development
Tree Inspector

Primary Tasks

= Evaluate private property tree removal requests
= Enforce corrections of tree violations

Original Proposal: 1.5 FTE
Recommending: 1.5 FTE
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1.5 FTE Tree Inspector when no development is proposed

T11 regulation expands the situations where a tree permit is required.  Currently a tree removal permit is required under a limited number of situations depending on zoning and lot size.  Increases regulated properties by approximately 35%.  

More permits, more violations, more enforcement.

Additional time for tree inspectors to review capital projects under the new regulations.  Additional processes.

Same staffing level that was estimated in 2011 at the time of project adoption.


®  Staffing Recommendation

City Planner Il

Development permits and land use reviews

Original Proposal: 1.5 FTE
Recommending: 1.5 FTE

Program Coordinator (through August 2015)

Hiring, training, and public outreach

Original Proposal: 0 FTE
Recommending: 1FTE
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1.5 City Planner IIs are required to review the additional regulation in the tree code and zoning code amendments

Tree preservation and planting requirements for more types of development projects.  Currently most tree planting requirements are associated with new single family construction.

The new regulations require tree preservation and planting for more types of development projects.

Land use reviews require planners to review tree requirements during their review.  This is a new requirement.

These are new tasks that will add time to each review.  The additional planners will absorb the added time for permit reviews, keeping review times efficient.



Program Coordinator

Recommend continuing the program coordinator position through August 2015 to assist with hiring and training staff, assisting with public outreach, and to help the bureaus transition to the new regulation during the first 6 months of implementation.




= Budget Summary

Job Title - GF Year 1 GF Year 2

Program $142,216

Coordinator

(temporary)

DSC Tech Il 2.0 $186,206 $239,634 $0
Tree Inspector 3.5 $304,611 $157,145 $271,978
City Planner Il 1.5 $117,920 $34,419 $180,697
Public Outreach 5 $30,000 N/A N/A
Total Year 1 8.5 $780,953

Total Year 2 7.0 - $431,198 $452,675
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Explain the Table

Initial 1x costs for 1.5 positions, program coordinator and public outreach for a total of 8.5 positions 

Consistent with budget estimates in 2011 with code adoption, we are proposing 100% general fund support for the first year of implementation.

We estimate that that cost will be approximately $780,0000



In year two and ongoing general fund requirements will be approximately $430,000, with fees covering approximately $452,000.

With a total of 7.0 FTE.



The difference between the budget estimates from 2011 are as follows:

As Jenn mentioned earlier the initial budget from 2011 was an estimate, that was anticipated to be refined and updated by BDS and Parks, as they gained a better understanding of the code requirements.  As directed, the bureaus have included costs in addition to salary and benefits

Not an applies to apples comparison.  But generally speaking the differences are as follows:

Two additional positions,1 DSC Tech II, 1 tree inspector for development permits

2 additional cars for inspectors

The increase in employee costs since 2011

The bureaus included indirect costs such as rent, insurance, and BTS/Comnet (computer and internet support).



Reiterate that this is an estimate and the bureaus will continue to work with the city budget office to further refine the proposal during the regular budget process.



Consistent with adopted proposal, which proposed 100% general fund for the first year of implementation, and split between GF and Fees for year two and ongoing.


® Next Steps & Recommendation

Next Steps for Implementation
Request funding for Fiscal Year 2014 - 2015
Start recruiting process July 1, 2014

Hire new staff fall and winter 2014
Implement code January 1, 2015

Recommendation

1. Provide $350,000 GF one time for Fiscal Year 2014 - 2015
2. Provide $430,000 GF for Fiscal Year 2014 — 2015, ongoing
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The bureaus need to have funding available on July 1, 2014 in order to begin the recruiting process.

Hiring will be staggered to allow appropriate time for training prior to implementation.



Provide GF support for the first year of implementation so the bureaus can hire 7 new full time employees and 1.5 temporary positions.

Provide approximately 430,00 in ongoing general fund support

Provide additional 350,00 for the first year of implementation.



This concludes our presentation and staff is now available to answer any questions.
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