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To:

Chair Butler and Planning Commissioners

From:

Tina Osterink, Natural Resources Planner, 503-618-2392

Memo Date:

Feb. 16, 2017

Meeting Date: Feb. 27, 2017
Subject:

Environmental Overlay Project
Introduction and Alternatives

Attachments: A: Environmental Resource Protection Areas Map
B: Stakeholder Meeting Summary
C: Draft Alternatives Analysis Memorandums, prepared by Angelo Planning Group
D: Alternative Approaches Summary

The purpose of this work session is to introduce and outline alternatives for the Environmental Overlay Project,
which includes updates to the Gresham Community Development Code and GIS mapping process. This project
was identified in the 2016 Council Work Plan as a Significant Operational Decision, and is expected to conclude
in the fall of 2017.
BACKGROUND
As of 2009, the City has new updated and detailed aerial maps that significantly improve the accuracy of stream
locations and the adjoining environmental resource buffers. To reflect this new more accurate data on the
maps, the GIS models used to create the environmental buffer maps will need to be updated.
The goal of this project is to ensure the City’s environmental overlays and land use districts are based on the
most accurate GIS data available, and the associated Development Code provisions are clearer and more user
friendly. There are currently three sets of maps and Development Code language to protect environmental
resources in three different parts of the city, as shown in Attachment A – Environmental Resource Protection
Areas Map. This makes it confusing for property owners to understand the level of resource protection and
development potential of their property. The three environmental code sections described below include:
•

•

Habitat Conservation Area (HCA) Overlay District (Section 5.0400): The HCA is an overlay district
that implements environmental standards to protect Gresham’s streams, wetlands, riparian areas and
upland wildlife habitat in the existing City (as opposed to the new community areas of Pleasant Valley
and Springwater). It was adopted in 2008, and largely reflects the original Metro Title 13 safe harbor
ordinance language. The HCA overlay also includes areas called the Water Quality Resource Area
(WQRA) that consist of the protected water feature and the adjacent vegetative corridor.
Environmentally Sensitive Restoration Area-Pleasant Valley (ESRA-PV) Land Use District (Section
4.1430): The ESRA-PV is a land use district that implements environmental standards to protect
streams, wetlands, riparian areas, and upland wildlife habitat in the new community area of Pleasant
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•

Valley, which is west of the existing City limits. It is based on field work, mapping, and original
Development Code creation conducted between 1999 and 2003 in partnership with the City of
Portland, who spearheaded the creation of the GIS-based model and associated map.
Environmentally Sensitive Resource Area-Springwater (ESRA-SW) Land Use District (Section
4.1570): The ESRA-SW is a land use district that implements environmental standards to protect
streams, wetlands, riparian areas, and upland wildlife habitat in the new community area of
Springwater, which is southeast of the existing City limits. It is based on field work, modeling, and
Development Code creation conducted by a consulting team between 2002-2005.

Issues Summary
Property owners and the development community find the above-listed sections of the Development Code
challenging to interpret and implement. Stakeholders, including City staff, have expressed the need for
consistency, simplification and clarification of these portions of the Development Code, especially related
to:
•
•
•
•
•

Interpretation of environmental resource setbacks;
Field identification of environmental resource boundaries;
Mapping guidelines and the map verification process;
Map revision requirements as they relate to on-the-ground resource changes that occur prior to
annexation; and
Implementing mitigation options.

For instance, property owners and developers have a difficult time in the field identifying a natural resource
buffer adjoining a stream that runs through their property. Similarly, planning staff find it difficult to explain
the field identification process when handling inquiries at the planning counter or when approving
development applications.
PROJECT OVERVIEW
In July 2016, Gresham hired a consultant team to assist with the Development Code and mapping update,
which includes planning staff from Angelo Planning Group and biologists from Pacific Habitat Services.
The project goals are to:
• Clarify, simplify and if possible, unify the three environmental zones (HCA, ESRA-PV and ESRA-SW)
• Revise environmental rules for ease of Development Code integration and implementation
• Update the GIS models and resulting resource buffer maps in the three environmental zones
• Maintain the degree of environmental resource protection currently provided

Project Outreach
On October 4, 2016, city staff and our consultant team conducted Stakeholder Meetings, engaging developers,
neighborhood and environmental groups. The purpose of these meetings was to outline the scope of the
project and have an informal discussion about concerns from key stakeholder groups. A list of attendees and
key themes are included in Attachment B – Stakeholder Meetings Summary.
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The City is also currently working with the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) to update the
regulatory flood maps as part of the Environmental Overlay Project. On June 27, 2016, FEMA held a public open
house in Gresham to help property owners understand the impacts of the proposed flood map changes. FEMA
estimates a three-month appeal period (for Gresham properties in the Lower Columbia-Sandy Watershed) to
begin in April 2017 and the final flood maps becoming effective in June 2018. Depending on the timing of
FEMA’s ongoing negotiations with the National Marine Fisheries Services (NMFS), the Environmental Overlay
Project may also update floodplain code to reflect newer federal guidelines intended to ensure Endangered
Species Act considerations are included in floodplain management decisions.
ALTERNATIVES ANALYSIS
To address the specific deficits and challenges with Gresham’s environmental overlay and land use district code
sections and GIS mapping process, the consultant team provided staff with an initial evaluation of the strengths
and weaknesses of the various alternative options, which is included in Attachment C – Draft Alternatives
Analysis Memorandums. Due to the complexity of this project, the draft report was prepared by the
consultants in three parts, as noted in Table 1 below:
Table 1. Development Code and Mapping Alternatives
Part One (Development Code)
A. Consolidate Zones
Alternative A.1
Alternative A.2
B. Consolidate WQRA into HCA
Alternative B
C. Density Transfer
Alternative C.1
Alternative C.2

Part Two (Development Code)
D. Temporary Disturbance Areas
Alternative D. 1
Alternative D.2
E. Tree Survey
Alternative E.1
Alternative E. 2
F. Mitigation Program
Alternative F.1
Alternative F.2
Alternative F.3
G. Field Verification for
Developers
Alternative G.1
Alternative G.2
Alternative G. 3
H. Map Update Process
Alternative H. 1
Alternative H.2

Part Three (Mapping Options)
Alternative 1.
No change. Retain existing
model inputs.
Alternative 2.
Average distances from
stream centerline.
Alternative 3.
Metro HCA Methodology.

Staff evaluated the strengths and weaknesses of the various alternatives on how well they addressed the
Development Code and mapping process challenges, as well as the overall goals for the Environmental Overlay
Project. A summary of staff’s Development Code approaches recommended for further consideration is
included in Attachment D-Alternative Approaches Summary.
Since staff and the consultant team are still working through the GIS analysis for mapping Alternatives 1, 2 and
3, the analysis focuses on the qualitative and methodological differences between these three alternatives.
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A full list and description of all Development Code and mapping alternatives can be found in Attachment C and
D. Below is the list of the Development Code and mapping alternative approaches moving forward (with some
noted as hybrid or modified) to be further evaluated and settled on in the preferred approach analysis phase of
this project.

I. Development Code Alternative Approaches for Further Consideration
A - Consolidate Zones
Issue: Different standards across the three zones result in inconsistent application of the code.
Alternative A.1: Full consolidation into HCA with explicit protections for ESRA-PV and ESRA-SW.
B-Consolidate Water Quality Resource Area (WQRA) into HCA Code Section
Issue: WQRA requirements are difficult to locate and apply to individual development cases and add a degree of
unnecessary complexity to the Development Code.
Alternative B: Consolidate the WQRA into HCA code section with WQRA designated as HCA “high value”.
C-Density Transfer
Issue: Lack of clarity in the current density transfer provisions to reduce the impact to land within the HCA and
ESRAs that result in limited incentives for developers to protect these areas.
Alternative C.1: On-site density transfer with limits for transfer to HCA and expanded transfer options for
ESRAs.
D-Temporary Disturbance Area
Issue: Current provisions in the Development Code do not adequately protect the natural resource functions,
such as large site trees, during the construction and post-construction phases of development.
Alternative D.1,2 Hybrid: Define temporary disturbance areas and allow additional areas of temporary
disturbance for shrubs and trees of a certain size and location; and include required restoration.
E-Tree Survey
Issue: Current provisions are only applied to calculate mitigation requirements as opposed to guiding the
approval process that determines the extent of a disturbance area and does not adequately factor in higher
value resources, such as mature trees.
Alternative E.2 Modified: Require detailed tree survey information only for those trees within disturbance area
and 50 feet beyond the location of identified trees (that 50 feet to encompass critical root zone of trees of a
“trigger-size” yet to be determined).
F-Mitigation Program
Issue: Application of mitigation standards is inconsistent across the three environmental zones.
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Alternative F.3 Modified: Develop new mitigation criteria detailed in a shared guidance document with a
combination of prescriptive and alternative standards outlined in both Alt. F.1 and F. 2; which would vary by
parcel size.
G- Field Verification Process
Issue: Available GIS mapping for some natural resources within the boundaries of environmental protection
zones vary in accuracy, resulting in an inadequate environmental protection zone and uncertain development
potential at the parcel level.
Alternative G.1.2.3 Hybrid: Require applicants to field verify certain elements only when evidence shows
unmapped or mis-mapped resources occur on the development site. Landowners’ to verify environmental
buffer boundaries on the parcel in certain circumstances. Procedures will be developed for landowners to
correct environmental zones on their property.
H-Map Update Process
Issue: Current procedures for city-initiated and applicant-initiated map corrections are unclear and
cumbersome across all three environmental zones.
Alternative H.2: Establish a new system as summarized in the table in the Alternatives Analysis Part Two report,
which would be applied in all three zones. Consider modifying timeframe provisions, related to city initiated
map updates, out of the new process. For instance, the current annual provision requiring a map update could
be replaced with a more feasible timeframe of every five years.

II. Mapping Alternatives for Further Consideration
Alternative 1: No change. Retain existing GIS geoprocessing model and inputs.
The status quo means the City would not change the mapped extent or methodology of the ESRA-PV, ESRASW or HCA zones and the GIS model inputs will be different for all three zones, keeping the current GIS
mapping process in place.
Alternative 2: Establish Resource Boundaries Based on Average Distances from Stream Centerline.
This alternative is intended to simplify the GIS model and mapping process by distilling various riparian layers
into an average distance from the stream centerline, and with an average buffer around wetlands, with the goal
of maintaining the degree of resource protection currently provided.
Alternative 3: Establish Resource Boundaries based on Metro HCA Methodology.
This alternative would use and apply Metro’s HCA methodology for resource protection to establish resource
boundaries within the ESRA areas. Within the portion of the city covered by the Habitat Conservation Overlay,
the only change under this alternative would be to update the stream and floodplain data with the latest
available information.
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Key questions for the Planning Commission are:
1. Do you agree with the alternatives under consideration?
2. Do the alternative approaches provide a wide enough range to ensure the issues can be addressed in
the process for identifying the preferred approach?
3. Are there suggestions to add, delete or modify the list of alternative approaches?
NEXT STEPS
Upcoming activities to discuss the alternative approaches include a community forum in late May 2017.
The preferred approach selection phase of the project is just getting underway. Staff intends to bring a finalized
Preferred Approach report to Planning Commission in Spring of 2017 where the Development Code alternative
approaches and mapping alternatives will be more refined with additional quantitative analysis provided at that
time.
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Attachment B

City of Gresham
Environmental Overlay Project
Stakeholder Meetings: Summary
Introduction
Stakeholder meetings were held on October 4, 2016. The purpose of these meetings was to outline the
scope of the project and have an informal discussion about the concerns and key stakeholder groups.
Two meetings were held, one for the development community and one for neighborhood association
members and environmental groups, each consisting of a staff presentation followed by discussion.
Staff and consultants provided a PowerPoint presentation (available on the City’s website) that included
project goals, schedule, and an introduction to the topics of overlay zone consolidation, updating
regulations with new environmental data, density transfer, forthcoming FEMA floodplain regulations,
and next steps in the project.

Development Group:
Attendees:
•

Dale Hult

•

Ray Moore

•

Carey Sheldon

•

Jim Leeper

•

Jesse Brand

•

Ray Moore

Comments and themes from the group:
•

Thank you for getting this process started.

•

Property owners cannot interpret the regulations that apply to their property. The
HCA zone is somewhat easier to understand.

•

Overall we agree with the stewardship concept.

•

Would like to see regulations based on a field-identifiable feature, rather than a line
on a map. Floodplain can be identified by elevation.

•

Some properties are mostly or entirely covered with ESRA - this is overreach.
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•

Buffer is 200' on one property, and 100' on a neighboring property. What is the
reason?

•

You're on the right track with this project - we would still like to see significantly less
area protected in places it doesn't make sense. One participant expressed the
opinion that if the project wasn’t going to result in smaller natural resource areas, it
was of limited benefit.

•

There may be an opportunity for a pilot/example project - it will come in for land
use approvals before this process is complete.

Neighborhood Groups / Environmental Groups
Attendees:
•

Daniel Newberg, Johnson Creek Watershed Council

•

Carl Clinton, SW Neighborhood

•

Carl Rulla, Coalition of Neighborhood Associations

•

Karen Bohrstedt, GPVNA

•

John Bildsoe, Friends of Grand Butte Wetlands, neighborhood associations

•

Kevin Peterson, homeowner

Comments and themes from the group:
•

Interest in density transfer - concern that the rate of ESRA density transfer is lower
than the HCA, but the desire is to have a greater amount of protection than the
HCA.

•

It seems like the process would benefit from ground-truthing these designations.
Aerial data identified a quarry as an environmental zone.

•

Mitigation requirements under HCA requires "seedling trees." Consider requiring
larger trees.

•

Concern about what's on the map vs. what's on the ground - streams move, data
can be outdated.

•

Maybe requirements to mail notices are the right time to ask if there are corrections
to maps. Or during map amendments.

•

Discussion of the pros/cons associated with converting the ESRAs from base zones
to overlay zones.
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•

Are Intermittent streams included? (we are using identified Goal 5 resources)

•

Role of neighborhood associations in identifying natural resources in project areas very important to the City.

•

Over time the City should build better data by requiring original data from
applicants as they complete surveys of their property.

•

General support for ESRA as an overlay zone. The cases where a non-obvious
decision about which base zone should apply may be few.

Meeting summary prepared by Angelo Planning Group, 10/31/2016
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Memorandum

TRANSPORTATION PLANNING

Date:

October 19, 2016

To:

Environmental Overlay PMT

From:

Cathy Corliss

cc:

File

Re:

DRAFT Memorandum #2: Alternatives Analysis - PART 1

•

PROJECT MANAGEMENT

INTRODUCTION
Part 1 of the alternatives analysis covers the following three Development Code issues:
A. CONSOLIDATE ZONES (FULL AND PARTIAL CONSOLIDATION)
B. CONSOLIDATE WQRA INTO HCA
C. DENSITY TRANSFER
The draft alternatives analysis below provides an initial evaluation of the strengths and weaknesses of
various solutions in terms of how well they address the specific deficits and challenges identified in Task
1 as well as the overall goals for the Environmental Overlay project. In particular, the following project
goals relate to these three Development Code issues:
•

Clarify, simplify, and, if possible, unify the three environmental codes (HCA, ESRA-PV and ESRASW).

•

Revise regulations to be more easily implementable, effectively integrated with Gresham
development code regulations, and supported by the City’s Comprehensive Plan.

•

Maintain compliance with Oregon’s Statewide Planning Goals and regional requirements.

•

Maintain the degree of resource protection currently provided.

This draft is intended as a starting place for discussion.
Our analysis of other code and mapping issues will be addressed in Part 2 and Part 3 of the Alternatives
Analysis which will be provided under separate cover.
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A. CONSOLIDATE ZONES
Alternative A.1:
A.1: Full consolidation. The consultant team completed a side-by-side comparison of the
three zones (HCA, ESRA-PV, ESRA-SW). Our overall assumption is that it would be easiest to convert
the ESRAs into HCA and retain and amend the HCA code rather than the reverse. Key findings include:
•

Differing purpose. HCA is limited to Title 13 which addresses Goal 5 riparian and fish and wildlife
only, not wetlands (other than those adjoining riparian). Upland habitat is only protected in UGB
expansion areas. The ESRAs, which are very similar to each other, cover a wider range of natural
resources riparian areas, fish and wildlife habitat (including upland habitat) and wetlands. This
is potentially one of the biggest challenges to full consolidation.
HCA does include provisions for mapping and protecting upland habitat in UGB expansion areas.
Metro identified upland habitat based on the existence of contiguous patches of forest canopy,
with limited canopy openings [are these provisions being applied anywhere in Gresham?]. A
possible map/code consolidation option would be to re-map the ESRA upland using Metro’s
upland habitat mapping protocols and apply the HCA to ESRAs (this will be addressed further in
Part 3).

•

Overlay vs. Base Zone. While the ESRAs are structured as base zones, converting them to
overlay zones might not be as complicated as initially thought given ESRA map verification
language: If the modification of ESRA-SW boundary under this section results in land being
relocated or removed from ESRA-SW designation then the former ESRA-SW land shall assume
the Springwater Plan District sub-district(s) designation adjacent to the land. [NOTE: same
provision is included in ESRA-PV]. The challenge will be on split zoned sites that have multiple
designations on adjacent land. However, for this limited number of sites a methodology could
be devised that fairly and consistently extends the adjacent zones. Additionally, the conversion
to overlay zones could impact Density Transfer (see below).

•

Applicability. Both HCA and ESRAs misstate the correct extent of the applicability. ESRAs state
that regulations only apply within zone, but establish requirements for activities outside the
boundary. Similarly, HCA states that it applies to entire parcel that contains overlay, but then
includes requirements for adjacent parcels as well. This should be clarified in all cases.

•

Exemptions/prohibitions/field-verification. HCA and ESRAs have many of the same exemptions
and prohibitions, although ESRAs require field-verification within 100 ft. and in HCA it is only
required within 50 ft. This could be consistent and should be a reflection of the accuracy of the
mapping.

•

Standards/procedures. HCA and ESRAs have many of the similar standards and procedures.
ESRAs standards tend to be stricter than HCA, but not in all cases. HCA includes discretionary
review process and detailed submittal requirements, which could be useful in ESRAs. HCA
standards are complicated by multiple classes. If consolidated, all ESRAs would be most similar
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to High HCA. ESRAs include special standards for trails and rights-of-way which could be helpful
in HCA.
•

Mitigation. Many of the mitigation standards are very similar and could be consolidated across
zones; however, ESRAs require 2:1 mitigation area, whereas HCA requires tree planting, but
does not specify a 2:1 mitigation area. Also, ESRAs require finding of “no feasible alternative,”
while HCA has the somewhat easier criterion of “no practical alternative”.

•

Density Transfer. ESRAs allow residential transfer of 1 unit per acre whereas HCA allows 50%
of the maximum density of the underlying zone. If ESRAs become overlay zones, then an
approach similar to HCA could be used, but it could result in more units being permitted than
were intended by the concept plans. (See discussion of Density Transfer in Section C below).

•

Procedures. Review procedures are similar for ESRAs and HCA. HCA includes a variance process
that could be helpful in ESRAs.

Alternative A.2:
A.2: “Partial” consolidation (ESRA
(ESRAESRA-PV and ESRAESRA-SW)
SW). The consultant team completed a sideby-side comparison of the two zones (ESRA-PV, ESRA-SW) to evaluate whether it would be possible to
consolidate the Pleasant Valley Environmentally Sensitive Restoration Area District and the Springwater
Environmentally Sensitive Resource Area District into a single overlay zone. Key findings include:
•

ESRA-PV and ESRA-SW are identical in most aspects.

•

References to different background documents and location-specific resources could be solved
in a consolidated zone. For example, by noting that within the Pleasant Valley Plan area, “X”
goals and policies are being implemented or “Y” resources are being protected.

•

Farming practices as defined in ORS 215.203 and farm uses, excluding buildings and structures,
as defined in ORS 215.203 are listed as exempt in Springwater, but not in Pleasant Valley.
However, they are likely exempt in Pleasant Valley in practice even though not listed and so
could be included in a consolidated zone with no impact.

•

The is a substantive difference in Uses Allowed Under Prescribed Conditions that should be
resolved in a consolidated zone.
o PV 4.1437.B. Development on a vacant lot that existed before annexation and that has
less than 3,500 sq. ft. of buildable area, with minimum dimensions of 40 feet by 40 feet
remaining outside the ESRA-PV portion of the property.
o SW 4.1577.B. A residence on a vacant lot that existed before annexation and that had
less than 5,000 square feet of buildable area, with minimum dimensions of 50 feet by 50
feet, remaining outside the ESRA-SW.
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•

Density transfer provisions are similar except that Pleasant Valley allows unused credits to be
transferred to other non-ESRA-PV properties where site constraints prevent the use of awarded
credits. This does not appear to be the case in Springwater which only allows density transfer
on-site or on contiguous properties within the same development site. (See discussion of
Density Transfer in Section C below).

•

Springwater includes additional standards for industrial uses; however, because they are
specific to uses and zones which do not occur in Pleasant Valley, including them in a
consolidated zone would not impact Pleasant Valley.

•

There are slight differences in the standards (e.g., the description of the in-water work window);
however, these should be resolved in favor of best practices in a consolidated zone.

•

As noted above, while the ESRAs are structured as base zones, converting them to overlay zones
might not be as complicated as initially thought given ESRA map verification language: If the
modification of ESRA-SW boundary under this section results in land being relocated or removed
from ESRA-SW designation then the former ESRA-SW land shall assume the Springwater Plan
District sub-district(s) designation adjacent to the land. [NOTE: same provision is included in
ESRA-PV]. The challenge will be on split zoned sites that have multiple designations on adjacent
land. However, for this limited number of sites a methodology could be devised that fairly and
consistently extends the adjacent zones.
CONSOLIDATED ZONES
Strengths of the Alternative A.1
Weaknesses
Weaknesses of the Alternative A.1
Full consolidation would simplify the overall • It is possible that the overlay chapter itself
development code making it easier for staff
would be more complicated if additional
to learn and apply.
distinctions between zones are needed.
Given that most property owners only have
Opportunity to benefit from lessons learned
property in one natural resource zone, any
and apply best standards from all 3
internal complexity in the Chapter may add
chapters.
to their confusion.
Consistent regulations across all of Gresham
• Compromises between HCA and ESRA
may feel more equitable.
standards may be needed which could
change levels of protections in some
circumstances.
• May be challenging to ensure consistency
with adopted plans and ESEEs.
Strengths of the Alternative A.2
Weaknesses
Weaknesses of the Alternative A.2
Similar to the above alternative, but because • Similar to the above alternative, but because
the ESRA zones are so similar it would be
the ESRA zones are so similar few
relatively easy to implement this alternative;
compromises would need to be made when
however, benefits from consolidation would
consolidating just the ESRAs.
also be less.
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B. CONSOLIDATE WQRA INTO HCA
The alternatives analysis below considers whether the Water Quality Resource Areas (WQRA) provides
protection for resources that are not otherwise protected by the HCA/ESRAs; Compliance with Metro’s
Titles 3 and 13.
•

Title 3 implements Statewide Planning Goals 6 and 7. Because it is not implementing Goal 5,
it’s not subject to the Goal 5 process requirements in OAR 660-023 (i.e., inventory,
determination of significance, ESEE, and program).

•

Currently Gresham applies WQRAs only within the HCA, not ESRAs. The UGMFP Title 3 applies
within the entire Metro Boundary and requires protection of WQRAs. However, jurisdictions
can demonstrate that existing regulations substantially comply with all performance standards.
[Is this what Gresham did in Pleasant Valley and Springwater?]

•

Current requirements regulate WQRAs as “High” value resources. HCA standards are generally
comparable to the Title 3 performance measures (i.e., focus on “no practicable alternatives”,
minimize, mitigate).

•

Title 3 requires that the City have a process to amend its Title 3 map to add Title 3 regulated
wetlands. The HCA requirements state that:
Section 5.0402 I. A wetland identified during the course of a development permit review
that meets the State of Oregon’s definition of a “Locally Significant Wetland” shall be
subject to the standards of this overlay. Such wetlands shall be added to the HCA map
by the Manager, under the Type 1 procedure, after the development permit becomes
final.

•

Title 3 allows jurisdictions to choose to either adopt code language which prevails over the map
and uses the map as reference; or adopt a city field verified map of Water Quality and Flood
Management Areas based on the Metro Water Quality and Flood Management map
implementing this title which prevails over adopted code language. Based on the language
below it appears Gresham selected the second option (map based), although the first option
would have provided the City with greater latitude to protect resources found during
development review.
Section 5.0417: The WQRA, Water Quality Resource Area is an area identified by the City
of Gresham in order to comply with Title 3 of Metro’s Urban Growth Management
Functional Plan, Metro Code sections 3.07.310-3.07.370. These areas are shown on
Gresham’s Title 3 map.
The City of Milwaukie protects both Water Quality Resources and HCAs using one map and
generally one set of standards but has differing language addressing the role of the map. For
WQRs, the NR Administrative Map is a general indicator of the location of vegetated corridors;
the specific location of vegetated corridors shall be determined in the field in accordance with
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Table 19.402.15. For HCAs the HCA locations on the NR Administrative Map are assumed to be
correct unless demonstrated otherwise.

•

•

•

Consolidating WQRAs into HCAs as High value resources could expand the geographic extent of
High value HCAs.

•

Within ESRAs the current regulations are generally more protective than for High Value HCAs,
so unless WQRAs would apply to resources in Pleasant Valley and Springwater that are not
currently protected, expanding WQRAs to ESRAs would not provide additional protection.
[NOTE: Consider mapping WQRAs in ESRAs to evaluate how boundaries relate to ESRA
boundaries].
CONSOLIDATE WQRA INTO HCA (as HCA “High” value)
Strengths of the Alternatives
Weaknesses
Weaknesses of the Alternatives
If City continues to rely on the Title 3 map
• Even though there is no substantive impact
rather than the definitions, consolidating
property owners may see this as an
Title 3 resources and HCA High value
expansion of the HCA.
resources seems like a useful simplification. • If WQRA were applied based on definitions
Clarifies the requirements for property
(map as general reference only), then
owners and staff.
keeping as a separate requirement would
provide the City with more latitude to
protect resources found during
development review.

C. DENSITY TRANSFER
Staff suggested that there should be more robust density transfer provisions to reduce the impact to
land within the ESRAs/HCA while providing incentives for developers to protect these areas. For
example, if a lot has ESRA over 100% of it, the City allows one home to be built on that lot. If a density
transfer of two homes to another location were permitted, the owner of the lot with ESRA could build
twice the lots at another location or sell/trade those rights, increasing his monetary benefit while
eliminating the impact of one home to the ESRA.
On-Site Density Transfer - The table on the following page compares the current density transfer
requirements between the ESRAs (Pleasant Valley and Springwater) and the Habitat Conservation
Areas. The focus of the current standards is on on-site transfer. HCA provides a larger bonus and more
flexibility to make use of it within the receiving area. The City of Milwaukie provides an example of even
more flexibility in on-site transfer of residential density (See Attachment A). Under Milwaukie’s code, all
of the residential units may be clustered so that land can be developed at allowed densities while
avoiding or minimizing impacts to WQRs or HCAs. The cumulative density for all lots or parcels cannot
exceed the density allowed for the parent lot; however, considerable flexibility is permitted in terms of

City of Gresham Environmental Overlay Project
Draft Memorandum #2: Alternatives Analysis - PART 1 (DRAFT)

page 7

housing types and development standards. Impacts must be avoided or minimized to the greatest
degree practicable.
Off-Site Density Transfer - With the exception of a mention of it in Pleasant Valley, the concept of offsite transfer is not addressed. Transfer of development rights (TDR) programs can be complicated to
develop and administer. Community acceptance of, and developer demand for, the increased density
at the receiving area is a fundamental concern. In addition, the procedures to track and record the
transferred units on the public side, and the real estate transactions involved on the private side can be
challenging. The Pleasant Valley ESRA is silent on all of these points, so it’s unclear how the City would
implement the current provisions. The City of Portland has a Floor Area Ratio (FAR) Transfer Program
consisting of six different transfer mechanisms which apply to some or all of the Central City (e.g. to
protect historical and other landmarks). The code is specific about where within the Central City FAR
can be transferred and the maximum amount that can be received; however, the results have been
somewhat controversial at some receiving sites.
Comparison of Current Density Transfer Provisions
ESRAs (Pleasant Valley and Springwater)*
Springwater)*

HCA

Density may be transferred from the ESRA-PV sub-district to
non-ESRA-PV portions of the same property or of
contiguous properties within the same development site; or

Flexible Site Design (On-site Density Transfer) to avoid or minimize
development within HCAs.

Where site constraints prevent the use of awarded credits,
unused credits may be transferred to other non-ESRA-PV
properties [Pleasant Valley Only].
The residential transfer credit shall be 1 unit per acre of land
within the ESRA-PV Sub-district

For residential development proposals on lands with a HCA, a transfer of
density of up to 50% of the maximum density permitted on the HCA portion
of the site is permitted to be transferred onto the non-HCA portion of the site.

For transfers to the Employment sub-district, the transfer
credit is 10,000 sq. ft. FAR per acre of land within the ESRAPV sub-district;

For on-site density transfers in Commercial or Industrial districts, the transfer
credit is 10,000 sq. ft. FAR per acre of land within the HCA.

The maximum gross density for the non-ESRA-PV area of
the site shall not exceed 150% of the maximum density or
FAR allowed by the underlying sub-district;

lot sizes may be adjusted by no more than 20 percent.

All other applicable development standards, including
setbacks and building heights, shall continue to apply when
a density transfer occurs

In order to accommodate the transferred density, dimensional standards and
lot sizes may be adjusted by no more than 20 percent.

however, the minimum lot size may be reduced by 20% for
only those units transferred outside of the ESRA-PV district.
Such transfers and reductions shall be exempted from a PD
process [Pleasant Valley Only].

Building setback flexibility to avoid or minimize development within HCAs. The
minimum building setback of the base district may be reduced to any distance
between the base district minimum and zero, unless this reduction conflicts
with applicable fire or life safety requirements.
Flexible landscaping requirements to avoid, or minimize, development within
HCAs.
Minimum percentage landscaping requirements, apart from those required
for parking lots, street trees, buffers (Section 9.0100) and required mitigation
areas may be met by preserving the HCA.
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Comparison of Current Density Transfer Provisions
ESRAs (Pleasant Valley and Springwater)*
Springwater)*

HCA
Facilities that infiltrate stormwater onsite, including the associated piping,
may be placed within the HCA so long as the forest canopy and the areas
within the driplines of the trees are not disturbed.
Density bonus if HCA is protected. In multi-family residential districts, a 25
percent density bonus may be allowed for any development of four (4) or
more dwelling units if 75 percent or more of the HCA on a site is permanently
preserved, such as by making a public dedication or executing a restrictive
covenant. The bonus density shall be in addition to the base density allowed
in the applicable zoning district.

* Code language in table from ESRA-PV; however, ESRA-PV and ESRA-SW code language is the same except where specified.

Density Transfer Comparative Example:
2 acres natural resource

6 acre site with 2 acres of protected natural resources
4 acres developable area

ESRAs (Pleasant Valley or Springwater)

HCA

4 acres LDR-PV or LDR-SW @ 5000 sf minimum lot size = 35
dwelling units

6 acres LDR-5 @ 5000 sf minimum lot size = 52 dwelling
units

Plus 2 acres ESRA = 2 dwelling units

[Total constrained by lot size of receiving area]

Acceptable max density with ESRA = 150% of zone

Acceptable min lot size with HCA = 80% of zone

11.85 du/ac in LDR-PV

Max lot size in receiving area = 4,000 sf

10.95 du/ac in LDR-SW

4 acres at 4,000 sf min lot size

Result

Result

37 possible dwelling units

44 possible dwelling units

Density in developable area = 9.25 du/ac

Density in developable area = 11 du/ac

City of Gresham Environmental Overlay Project
Draft Memorandum #2: Alternatives Analysis - PART 1 (DRAFT)

page 9

Provide More Robust OnOn-Site Density Transfer and/or OffOff-Site Density Transfer
Strengths of the Alternative
Weaknesses
Weaknesses of the Alternative
On-Site Density Transfer
On-Site Density Transfer
• For consistency and fairness ESRAs should
• Providing a consistent approach to the
have same flexibility for receiving sites that
amount of residential density that can be
is available for HCA.
transferred would significantly increase the
potential buildout in PV and SW (or reduce
• Providing even more flexibility in the
the amount available in HCA).
standards applied to receiving areas (as in
Milwaukie) would be a way of making on• Additional flexibility in receiving areas could
site transfer more viable.
mean that housing types are not necessarily
Off-Site Density Transfer
the type envisioned by the underlying zone.
Off-Site Density Transfer
• Off-site transfer could provide a means to
reduce impacts to protected resources while • Creating an off-site TDR program is complex
mitigating costs to property owners.
and would require identifying receiving
areas and establishing a tracking program in
order to ensure that transferred
development rights are used only once and
then extinguished.

.
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ATTACHMENT A
City of Milwaukie
19.402 NATURAL RESOURCES NR
http://qcode.us/codes//milwaukie/?view=desktop&topic=19-19_400-19_402-19_402_3
19.402.14 Adjustments and Variances
C. Residential Cluster Development
For residential proposals, development may be clustered so that land can be developed at allowed
densities while avoiding or minimizing impacts to WQRs or HCAs. The intent of this section is to
encourage creative and flexible site design that enables the allowable density to be transferred
elsewhere on a site to protect environmentally sensitive areas and preserve open space and natural
features. A residential cluster development may be permitted in any residential or mixed-use zoning
district, subject to Type III review and approval by the Planning Commission. A cluster development
proposal may be considered in conjunction with a proposal for land division or property line adjustment
as provided in Subsection 19.402.13.
1. Calculation of Permitted Number of Dwelling Units
a. The maximum number of dwelling units proposed for a residential cluster development shall not
exceed the number of dwelling units otherwise permitted for the residential zoning district in which the
parcel is located. The number of units allowed on a parent lot may be transferred to one or more newly
created lots or parcels on the site. The cumulative density for all lots or parcels shall not exceed the
density allowed for the parent lot.
b. The number of permitted dwelling units on a site shall be calculated in the following manner:
(1) Measure the gross area of the proposed cluster development site in acres and tenths of an acre.
(2) From the gross area, subtract the area of public streets, other publicly dedicated improvements,
and common open space (whether or not it is conveyed pursuant to Subsection 19.402.14.C.2.c),
measured in acres and tenths of an acre. The remainder shall be the net buildable area.
(3) Convert the net buildable area from acres to square feet, using the equivalency of 43,560 sq ft = 1
acre.
(4) Divide the net buildable area by the smallest minimum lot size (in square feet) per unit for a dwelling
unit permitted in the zoning district. This figure shall be rounded to the nearest lower number to
establish the maximum number of dwelling units permitted in the cluster development.
2. Development Standards
a. All principal and accessory uses authorized in the underlying zoning district(s) shall be allowed in
the cluster development. In addition, single-family attached dwellings, multifamily dwellings, and
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townhouses may be permitted for a cluster development located in a residential zoning district that
does not otherwise allow attached dwelling units.
b. Maximum lot coverage, building height, and off-street parking requirements for the applicable
zoning district shall apply to the cluster development. Maximum lot coverage, floor area ratios, and offstreet parking requirements shall be applied to the entire site rather than to any individual lot.
c. The following provisions shall apply to any residential cluster development, regardless of the general
requirements of the applicable residential zoning district:
(1) The adjustments allowed by Subsection 19.402.14.A shall be available for cluster development
proposals.
(2) Minimum lot width and lot depth standards shall not apply.
(3) A minimum separation of 10 ft shall be provided between all principal buildings and structures.
(4) A minimum yard or common open space shall be provided, with a minimum depth of 25 ft, as
measured from all public streets and from the side and rear lot lines of the entire cluster development.
(5) Each lot shall provide at least 12 ft of frontage on a public street.
(6) More than 1 principal building or structure may be placed on a lot.
(7) No less than 25% of the site shall be conveyed as common open space.
(8) No less than 50% of the designated natural resources on the site shall be included in calculating the
common open space.
3. Site Plan Requirements
The preliminary and final site plans for a residential cluster development shall include the following
information, in addition to the items listed on the City’s Site Plan Requirements:
a. The maximum number and type of dwelling units proposed.
b. The areas of the site on which the dwelling units are to be constructed or are currently located and
their size. This may take the form of the footprint of the dwelling unit or a building envelope showing
the general area in which the dwelling unit is to be located.
c. The calculations for the permitted number of dwelling units, derived pursuant to Subsection
19.402.14.C.2.
d. The areas of the site on which other principal and accessory uses are proposed to be located and
their size.
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e. The areas of the site designated for common open space and their size.
4. Approval Criteria
a. Proposals for residential cluster development shall demonstrate compliance with the following
criteria:
(1) The site plan satisfies the requirements of Subsections 19.402.14.C.1 and 2.
(2) Buildings and structures are adequately grouped so that at least 25% of the total area of the site is
set aside as common open space. To the greatest degree practicable, common open space shall be
designated as a single tract and not divided into unconnected small parcels located in various parts of
the development. Common open space shall be conveyed as allowed by Subsection 19.402.13.J.
(3) Individual lots, buildings, structures, streets, and parking areas are situated to minimize the
alteration of natural features, natural vegetation, and topography.
(4) Impacts to WQRs and HCAs are avoided or minimized to the greatest degree practicable.
(5) The cluster development advances the purposes established in Subsection 19.402.1.
b. The Planning Commission may apply such conditions or stipulations to its approval as may be
required to maintain harmony with neighboring uses and promote the objectives and purposes of the
Comprehensive Plan and the Zoning and Land Division Ordinances.
c. If the Planning Commission finds that the criteria in Subsection 19.402.14.C.4.a are met, it shall
approve the residential cluster development, subject to any conditions established pursuant to
Subsection 19.402.14.C.4.b.
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PROJECT MANAGEMENT

INTRODUCTION
Part 2 of the alternatives analysis covers the following five Development Code issues1:
D.
E.
F.
G.
H.

TEMPORARY DISTURBANCE AREAS
TREE SURVEY
MITIGATION PROGRAM
FIELD VERIFICATION - DEVELOPER OBLIGATIONS / PROCESS
MAP UPDATE PROCESS

The draft alternatives analysis below provides an initial evaluation of the strengths and weaknesses of
various solutions in terms of how well they address the specific deficits and challenges identified in Task
1 as well as the overall goals for the Environmental Overlay project. In particular, the following project
goals relate to these five Development Code issues:
•

Clarify, simplify, and, if possible, unify the three environmental codes (HCA, ESRA-PV and ESRASW).

•

Revise regulations to be more easily implementable, effectively integrated with Gresham
development code regulations, and supported by the City’s Comprehensive Plan.

•

Maintain compliance with Oregon’s Statewide Planning Goals and regional requirements.

•

Maintain the degree of resource protection currently provided.

The draft is intended as a starting place for discussion. In some cases, we have also identified “best
practices” from other jurisdictions where we thought it would be helpful to illuminate options.

1

Part 1 of the Alternatives Analysis addressed the following: A. CONSOLIDATE ZONES
(FULL AND PARTIAL CONSOLIDATION); B. CONSOLIDATE WQRA INTO HCA; and C.
DENSITY TRANSFER
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D. TEMPORARY DISTURBANCE
DISTURBANCE AREAS
The Gresham Development Code defines “Disturbance Area” to include both temporary and
permanent development.
Disturbance Area. An area that contains all temporary and permanent development, exterior
improvements, and staging and storage areas on the site. For new development, the disturbance
area must be contiguous. The disturbance area does not include agricultural and pasture lands
or naturalized areas.
However, in practice the existing environmental regulations do recognize a distinction between
temporary and permanent disturbances. For example, the ESRAs and HCA include exemptions for
certain small scale activities such as site investigations and utility services (single utility pole) provided
that such areas are restored to their original condition when the investigation is complete. In addition,
ESRAs and HCA provide special exceptions for underground utility facilities, in part on the assumption
that the area can and will be restored.
Staff has asked whether there would there be a benefit in defining disturbance areas that are
permanent, versus those that are temporary. Staff noted that in some cases, due to existing vegetation
conditions on lots, it may be reasonable to permit temporary disturbance areas beyond the MDA
amounts that can be utilized as “construction or staging zones” during construction activities. There
could be a separate cap on the size of these temporary disturbance areas, such as a 5-foot buffer from
the edge of the home’s footprint. There could be an overall maximum square footage cap as well. These
temporary disturbance areas would have to be fully revegetated prior to issuance of C/O.
Best Practices from Other Jurisdictions
Portland. The City of Portland defines Disturbance Area as: The area where all temporary and
permanent disturbance occurs. For new development the disturbance area must be contiguous. Native
vegetation planted for resource enhancement, mitigation, remediation, and agricultural and pasture
lands is not included. The disturbance area may contain two subareas, the permanent disturbance area
and the temporary disturbance area:
•

Permanent Disturbance Area. The permanent disturbance area includes all areas occupied by
existing or proposed structures or exterior improvements. The permanent disturbance area also
includes areas where vegetation must be managed to accommodate overhead utilities, existing or
proposed non-native planting areas, and roadside areas subject to regular vegetation management
to maintain safe visual or vehicle clearance.

•

Temporary Disturbance Area. The temporary disturbance area is the portion of the site to be
disturbed for the proposed development but that will not be permanently occupied by structures or
exterior improvements. It includes staging and storage areas used during construction and all areas
graded to facilitate proposed development on the site, but that will not be covered by permanent
development. It also includes areas disturbed during construction to place underground utilities,

City of Gresham Environmental Overlay Project
Draft Memorandum #2: Alternatives Analysis - PART 2 (DRAFT)

page 3

where the land above the utility will not otherwise be occupied by structures or exterior
improvements.
Portland’s Environmental Zones allow some additional area for temporary disturbance. For example,
where the distance between a building and the edge of the disturbance area is less than 10 feet,
additional temporary disturbance area is allowed. The edge of the additional temporary disturbance
area may extend no more than 10 feet from the building.
Milwaukie.
Milwaukie The City of Milwaukie also defines “temporary disturbance areas” and allows some
additional leeway for these areas relative to permanent disturbance areas.
Temporary disturbances are those that occur during an allowed or approved development or activity
but will not persist beyond completion of the project. Temporary disturbances include, but are not
limited to, accessways for construction equipment; material staging and stockpile areas; and
excavation areas for building foundations, utilities, stormwater facilities, etc.
In Milwaukie, all disturbances within an HCA that occur during construction or other development
activities, whether temporary or permanent disturbances, count equally for the purposes of calculating
and tracking the maximum disturbance area allowed for a particular site. However, natural resources
that are affected by temporary disturbances are only required to be restored, whereas those affected
by permanent disturbances must be mitigated. It appears this approach would produce a result similar
to Gresham’s current requirements for HCAs; however, because ESRAs require 2:1 mitigation it would
result in less mitigation in those areas.
Alternatives
Alternative 1: Retain the current HCA approach to disturbance areas and apply to ESRAs as well. Do
not require 2:1 mitigation for temporary disturbance areas in ESRAs (this approach is also similar to
Milwaukie).
Alternative 2: Implement an approach similar to the City of Portland – define temporary disturbance
areas and allow additional areas of temporary disturbance with required restoration.

•

•

TEMPORARY DISTURBANCE AREAS
Strengths of the Alternative 1
Weaknesses of the Alternative 1
Recognizes that some resources (e.g.,
• Low quality resources areas might benefit
mature trees) will take decades to restore,
from post-construction restoration, allowing
thus temporary disturbance areas can have
additional temporary disturbance would
long-term impact.
increase that opportunity.
Limits the total area of disturbance to a fixed • In order to maximize building area within
amount, applicants can choose to use area
the disturbance area, applicants may be
for permanent or temporary disturbance.
unrealistic about the area needed for
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•

•

A single disturbance area number is easy to
administer and explain.

Strengths of the Alternative 2
Allows for the restoration of additional
resource areas after construction,
potentially improving the function of low
value resources.
Applicants can allow for construction
impacts without reducing the amount of
land available for permanent disturbance
area.

•

•

•
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construction, resulting in additional impacts
to areas outside the approved disturbance
area.
Calculating mitigation could be confusing if
2:1 mitigation is required in ESRAs for
permanent disturbance areas but not for
temporary disturbance areas. (see analysis
of Mitigation Program below)
Weaknesses of the Alternative 2
Some resources (e.g., mature trees) will take
decades to restore, thus temporary
disturbance areas can have long-term
impact.
A larger total area can be approved for
disturbance (permanent + temporary
disturbance areas)

E. TREE SURVEY
SURVEY
The current code requires that Type II applications include a tree survey of all trees within the ESRA or
HCA portion of the site (as applicable). Both ESRAs and HCA require some information about all trees
within the ESRA or HCA (regardless of whether they are within the disturbance area) and more detailed
information about trees that are proposed to be disturbed.
ESRAs - Within the ESRA-PV area of the subject property:
1. The distribution outline of shrubs and ground covers, with a list of the most abundant species;
2. The individual location of trees 6 inches or greater in diameter, identified by species and size.
When trees are located in clusters they may be described by the approximate number of trees,
the diameter range, and a listing of dominant species;
3. An outline of the disturbance area or ESRA-PV area being challenged that identifies the
vegetation that will be removed. All trees to be removed with a diameter of 6 inches or greater
shall be specifically identified as to location, number, trunk diameters and species;
(NOTE: Similar language in ESRA-SW)
HCA - The following additional information shall be provided about the HCA:
a. For properties containing less than one acre of HCA, the location of all trees within the HCA
that are greater than six inches diameter at breast height (DBH), shall be identified by size and
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species. For properties containing one acre or more of HCA, the applicant may approximate the
number of trees and the diameter range, and provide a listing of the dominant species;
b. For proposed disturbance areas containing less than one acre of HCA, all trees with a diameter
of six inches or greater that will be removed shall be specifically identified as to diameter at
breast height (DBH) and species. For proposed disturbance areas containing one acre or more
of HCA an approximation of the number of trees, their diameters and the dominant species;
Staff has asked would it be more valuable to have the tree survey focus on those trees in a buffer
distance from where the proposed permanent structures will be built. For example, establish a buffer
distance such as 50, 75, 100, or 150 feet, or based on the critical root zone of those trees adjacent to a
proposed driveway, house, utility line, etc. The remainder of the site can be summarized by dominant
species and range of DBH.
Best Practices from Other Jurisdictions
Portland. Portland does not require detailed survey information about trees outside of the disturbance
area.
Within the disturbance area, all trees that are 6 or more inches in diameter must be indicated by size
and species. Trees outside of the disturbance area must be shown as crown cover with an indication
of species composition;
Wilsonville.
Wilsonville. Wilsonville does not require detailed survey information about trees outside of the
disturbance area.
Within the area proposed to be disturbed, the location, size and species of all trees that are more
than six (6) inches in diameter at breast height (DBH). Trees outside the area proposed to be
disturbed may be individually shown or shown as drip line with an indication of species type or types;
Alternatives
Alternative 1: Retain the current HCA approach and apply to ESRAs as well, but reduce the amount
of area that triggers a detailed tree survey from one acre to one-half acre. For properties with more
than one-half acre of HCA or ESRA, the applicant may approximate the number of trees and the
diameter range, and provide a listing of the dominant species.
Alternative 2: Require detailed tree survey information only for those trees within 50 feet of the
disturbance area. Other trees within the HCA and ESRA can be shown individually or shown as drip
line with an indication of species type or types. (Similar to Wilsonville and Portland but with the
addition of a 50 foot buffer)
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Both Alternatives. Under both alternatives, apply current ESRA requirement for detailed tree survey
information about trees to be disturbed in order to ensure accurate mitigation requirements.
Delete reference to “tree groves” in the ESRAs.
TREE SURVEY
•

•

•

Strengths of the Alternative 1
Alternative would reduce the area (and
number of sites) subject to a detailed tree
survey (when trees are not being disturbed)
relative to current ESRA and HCA
requirements.
The current HCA language may not provide
sufficient detail to accurately apply the
required tree mitigation, alternative would
require that all trees within the disturbance
area be surveyed. This is already the case in
the ESRAs.
Strengths of the Alternative 2
Similar to Alternative 1, but would allow a
more targeted approach to the tree survey
thus further reducing the cost for with
relatively small amounts of resource area.

•

•

•

Weaknesses of the Alternative 1
On sites with a very small amount of
disturbance area, a one-half acre tree survey
may still generate unnecessary information
about trees which are not being disturbed
and increase applicant costs.
The trees on sites within the HCA which
have more than 1 acre of disturbance area
would have to be surveyed. Currently for
proposed disturbance areas containing one
acre or more of HCA, applicants can provide
an approximation of the number of trees,
their diameters and the dominant species.
Weaknesses of the Alternative 2
Similar to Alternative 1, applicant would
have to survey trees within 50 feet of the
disturbance area even if these trees were
not being impacted.

F. MITIGATION PROGRAM
PROGRAM
This section considers alternatives for the mitigation standards including updating the mitigation
programs in a consistent manner across resource zones and potentially create a “shared” guidance
document that is relied on by all three zones.
The ESRA-SW and ESRA-PV mitigation requirements are nearly identical. The HCA requirements are
quite similar as well with just a few notable differences, as summarized below:
• ESRAs require mitigation at a 2:1 ratio of mitigation area to proposed disturbance area. HCA does
not specify a land area, but instead focuses on vegetation replacement.
• ESRAs specifically name the watersheds in which mitigation should be provided. HCA requires same
sub-watershed (6th Field Hydrologic Unit Code).
• Required plants and plant densities and plant size standards are the same for ESRAs and HCA.
• Monitoring and reporting standards are generally the same for ESRAs and HCA – 5 years, annual
reporting, and financial guarantee. The ESRAs go into more detail about the nature of the financial
guarantee.
• Required Tree and Shrub Survival Rates and General Stewardship Practices are the same.
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HCA provides two options for alternative mitigation – off-site mitigation or varying the number and
size of trees and shrubs. ESRAs allow alternative mitigation, but criteria are stricter (even for varying
the number or size of trees and shrubs) and 2:1 ratio for mitigation areas is still required (no
alternative for that).

•

Alternatives
Alternative 1: Retain the current system of regulations and procedures as described above for
ESRAs including the mitigation ratio of 2:1 ratio of mitigation area to proposed disturbance area,
and apply this approach consistently to both ESRAs and HCAs.
Alternative 2:
2: Retain the current system of regulations and procedures as described above for HCA
(i.e., no 2:1 ratio, more options for alternative mitigation), and apply this approach consistently to
both ESRAs and HCAs.
Alternative 3:
3: Move the details of the mitigation requirements into a “shared” guidance document
that is relied on by all three zones. This alternative could work with either Alternative 2 or
Alternative 3. (The strengths and weaknesses of this alternative should be discussed with the City
Attorney).

•

•

•

•

•

MITIGATION PROGRAM
Strengths of the Alternative 1
Weaknesses of the Alternative 1
Maintains 2:1 mitigation ratio for ESRAs in
• It’s unclear from a policy basis why
addition to tree replacement. This approach
mitigation areas in the ESRA are required to
serves to discourage encroachments as well
be larger than mitigation areas in the HCA.
as expand ESRAs.
There is no relationship to quality of
resource being impacted.
Many of the mitigation requirements are
• Remaining differences between ESRAs and
already the same.
HCA can create confusion.
Strengths of the Alternative 2
Weaknesses of the Alternative 2
Mitigation standards are applied
• Reduces mitigation requirements in ESRAs
consistently across the City. Treats PV and
by removing requirement for 2:1 mitigation
SW as part of the Gresham rather than
area.
separate places.
Removes all remaining differences between • Reduces requirements somewhat in ESRAs
ESRAs and HCA simplifying implementation.
which are currently somewhat more
restrictive.
Allows more flexibility for alternative
• More flexibility to allow off-site mitigation or
mitigation in the ESRAs (same as currently
vary the number and size of trees and
allowed in HCAs).
shrubs may allow less effective mitigation.
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•
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Strengths of the Alternative 3
Mitigation guidance could be updated to
stay current with best practices without
requiring a code amendment.
Mitigation requirements would apply to all
three NR areas so changes and updates
would apply to all consistently.
Technical standards and illustrations would
not add to complexity of the development
code.

•

•

•
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Weaknesses of the Alternative 3
If an applicant wanted to challenge
requirements, they might have less
authority than if adopted as land use
ordinance.
Reduces requirements somewhat in ESRAs
which are currently somewhat more
restrictive.
Applicants will have to check a second
document to understand the details of how
the regulations apply.

G. FIELD VERIFICATION - DEVELOPER OBLIGATIONS
OBLIGATIONS / PROCESS
This section of the alternatives analysis addresses the development code requirements related to the
field verification process. It is closely related to, but separate from, the analysis of field-verifiable map
inputs. Under current Development Code, the three environmental code sections (HCA, ESRA-PV, and
ESRA-SW Code) all require an applicant to verify the protection area boundary when development is
proposed within or within the proximity of the resource area according to the map verification
procedures outlined in the code. The ESRA-PV and ESRA-SW codes are largely the same, with only minor
differences. Both require field verification of the mapped ESRA boundary when development is
proposed within the ESRA or within 100 feet of the ESRA. The HCA code requires verification of the
mapped HCA boundary when development is proposed within the HCA or within 50 feet of the HCA.
The HCA code does not, however, specifically require field verification, and the map verification
procedures for HCA allow the applicant to accept the mapped HCA if the applicant believes the HCA is
accurately mapped. While accepting mapped HCA boundaries is allowed, all three code sections require
the applicant to flag the environmental zone in the field prior to development. As such, for HCA,
applicants could be flagging environmental boundaries that do not reflect field conditions.
Best Practices from Other Jurisdictions
Milwaukie. The City of Milwaukie requires applicants to verify the boundaries of the Water Quality
Resource (e.g., streams, wetlands and associated vegetated corridors) and HCA on a development site
whether or not the applicant believes the City’s Natural Resources Administrative Map is accurate. The
NR Administrative Map is considered to be a general indicator of protected water features on a site,
but the actual location of WQRs is determined according to the parameters spelled out in the Code.
The HCA, as depicted on the City’s mapping is assumed to be correct, unless demonstrated otherwise.
The Code provides boundary verification procedures for correcting inaccuracies in the mapped HCA,
but the applicant may use the HCA boundary, as mapped if he/she does not wish to challenge the
mapping.
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Water Environment Services (WES). WES, which administers Sanitary Sewer, Surface Water
Management and Erosion Control Programs in parts of Clackamas County, approaches field verification
of HCA boundaries as described above for the City of Milwaukie.
With the exception of only a few jurisdictions, such as Clean Water Services and the City of Oregon City,
confirmation by jurisdictions of the accuracy of their mapping does not occur. As such, in most
jurisdictions there is a potential for incorrect environmental boundaries to be used for site development
purposes.
The consultant team has looked at three alternatives for the field verification requirement for the three
environmental protection zones with the goal of making verification requirements consistent
throughout the City. In both cases, the distance wherein field verification is required, it should be a
reflection of the accuracy of the mapping. If new maps are produced for ESRA and HCA based on the
same underlying data sets, then the accuracy of those maps, and therefore the distance required for
verification should be the same (i.e., either 50’ or 100’ or other?). Alternative 3 considers that the maps
do not identify many resources (especially wetlands) and would therefore require that applicants
evaluate the entire site.
Alternatives
Alternative 1: No Field Verification Requirement. Under Alternative 1, applicants would not be
required to field verify the location of the environmental protection zone on their property. The
boundary of the environmental zone, as mapped by the City, would be used to evaluate compliance
with the applicable sections of the Development Code. This alternative would, however, include
procedures for landowners to correct the environmental protection zones on their property when
there are obvious mistakes in the City’s mapping, as provided for in the current ESRA-PV, ESRA-SW,
and HCA codes. This alternative is similar to that currently used for HCA properties where applicants
can choose to accept the boundary as shown on the map.
Alternative 2: Field Verification
Verification Required. Under Alternative 2, applicants would be required to field
verify the location of the environmental zone when development is proposed within a specified
distance of the environmental zone, as mapped by the City. The City’s environmental protection
zone mapping would be used as a guide for landowners and show the approximate extent of
environmental protection. It would be the landowner’s responsibility to verify the actual location of
the environmental protection zone boundaries on the parcel through mapping of streams,
wetlands, and other resources on the parcel. This alternative is similar to that currently used for
ESRA properties where applicants must field verify the location of the resource when development
is proposed within 100 feet of the ESRA boundary.
Alternative 3: Full Site Field Verification Required. Currently development which is more than 100
feet from an ESRA or more than 50 feet from an HCA is exempt from the field verification process.
Under Alternative 3, applicants would be required to field verify the location of the environmental
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zone on a development site when environmental zones are mapped within 200 feet of the
development site or when other sources of information indicate the possibility that resources occur
on the development site. To determine when a proposed activity requires field verification of
environmental zones on a site, the City (or its designee) would use the most recent aerial
photographs, the City’s natural resources mapping, NRCS soil surveys, and other applicable
resources to determine if regulated natural resources are likely to occur on the site. It would be the
landowner’s responsibility to verify the actual location of the environmental protection zone
boundaries on the parcel through mapping of streams, wetlands, and other resources.

•

•

•

FIELD VERIFICATION
Strengths of the Alternative 1
Weaknesses of the Alternative 1
Relying on City mapping would provide
• Available GIS mapping for some resources
more certainty to property owners. Property
on which the boundaries of environmental
owners would know what constraints
protection zones are based vary in accuracy.
related to environmental protection zones
Many existing wetlands are not shown on
are on their property, and they would they
existing inventories and would not be
would be certain that those constraints will
included in the City’s environmental
not increase.
protection zone mapping. Relying on City
mapping would mean that some resources
Relying on City mapping would result in less
would not be protected and some nonburden being placed on the property owner.
resource areas would be protected.
Property owners would not be required to
• There is a potential for the City to be
expend resources to confirm the presence
considered partially liable for violations
and location of environmental protection
occurring due to unmapped and regulated
zones on their property.
wetlands being found on active
development properties. This scenario could
occur if City mapping does not identify an
existing wetland and the property owner
proceeds with development only to be cited
by State and Federal agencies for filling a
wetland without State and Federal permits.
Strengths of the Alternative 2
Weaknesses of the Alternative 2
Requiring field verification would increase
• Requiring field verification would increase
the probability that all resources would be
the burden to property owners. Property
captured within the environmental
owners would be required to expend
protection zone and all resources intended
resources for surveys of streams, wetlands
to be protected under the code would
and other resources to accurately determine
actually be protected.
the location of the environmental protection
zone on their property.
• If field verification is required, property
owners would be uncertain of the
constraints on their property until after they
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Strengths of the Alternative 3
Requiring field verification would increase
the probability that all resources would be
captured within the environmental
protection zone and all resources intended
to be protected under the code would
actually be protected.

•

•

•
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have mapped streams wetlands and other
resources on their property.
Requiring field verification for all
development projects would increase the
time and resources spent by the City to
review individual projects.
Weaknesses of the Alternative 3
Requiring field verification would increase
the burden to property owners. Property
owners would be required to expend
resources for surveys of streams, wetlands
and other resources to accurately determine
the location of the environmental protection
zone on their property.
If field verification is required, property
owners would be uncertain of the
constraints on their property until after they
have mapped streams wetlands and other
resources on their property.
Requiring field verification for all
development projects would increase the
time and resources spent by the City to
review individual projects.

H. MAP UPDATE PROCESS / PROCEDURES
The ESRA and HCA chapters acknowledge that the maps may not be accurate or that new information
may become available and they outline processes for making updates. The current map updates can
generally be categorized as follows:
• City-initiated map updates. Typically larger scale updates resulting from the availability of better
data (e.g., updated floodplain maps) would be completed as part of a legislative process, although
ESRAs and HCA each include language that seems to allow “resource information updates” to be
done on an annual basis through a Type I procedure. All three chapters note that these Type I
updates shall not be considered a comprehensive plan map amendment. However, it’s not clear
whether there is a limit on the scale of a “resource information update” (i.e., wholesale update of
resource information vs. site-specific) and it’s not clear whether compliance with Measure 56 notice
requirements are addressed. In addition, all three chapters require that maps be amended through
Type I process to add any wetlands that are identified during development review.
The City shall incorporate all ESRA-SW delineations associated with development permit
applications and resource information updates on the Springwater Plan District ESRA Map on an
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annual basis, or as necessary, through a Type I procedure initiated by the Manager. [Similar
language is included in ESRA-PV and HCA].
A wetland identified during the course of a development permit review that meets the State of
Oregon’s definition of a “Locally Significant Wetland” shall be subject to the standards of the
ESRA-SW sub-district. These wetlands shall be officially added to the City’s Springwater Plan
District ESRA Map by the Manager, under a Type I procedure, after the development permit
becomes final. [Similar language is included in ESRA-PV and HCA].
•

Applicant-initiated map corrections. In all three chapters applicants can accept the boundary
location through a Type I process, but applicant-initiated corrections are processed as a Type II.
Any change to the ESRA-SW boundary, not initiated by the City, that requires an adjustment of
the boundary as shown on the Springwater Plan District ESRA Map shall be processed under the
Type II development permit procedure. [Similar language is included in ESRA-PV and HCA].
When an applicant needs to amend the boundary to allow for a proposed development, or is
proposing development in the ESRA or HCA, the Type II process seems appropriate (at least when
the problem is not the result of an obvious mapping error). What’s less clear is what happens when
the map error is in the applicant’s favor (i.e., the resource in the field is actually closer to the
proposed development than shown on the map). In the case of the HCA, the applicant can choose
to “accept the map” without field verification (see discussion of field verification above). In cases
where the map is in the applicant’s favor, this seems a likely outcome (although it could have a
negative impact on natural resources). The ESRAs require that the applicant field-verify the location
of the resource in all cases. However, the language is unclear with regard to the result. It could
mean that even if the applicant would prefer to accept the map boundary as shown, they are
required to apply for a Type II correction that is not in their favor. This is potentially an unreasonable
request – after all, why would the applicant complete and pay for a Type II application that they
don’t want approved in the first place. A more logical result is that the applicant provides the
information to the City and builds in compliance with the new boundary, but declines to initiate the
Type II amendment. The City then updates the map as a City-initiated correction based on the
applicant’s information.
Adjustments to the map boundary resulting from development within the resource itself may
require a Type III review if the development exceeds the standards or certain thresholds.
Adjustments to the standards in ESRAs require a Type III review. This is similar to the requirement
in HCA that a variance that would result in a reduction of greater than 20% of the HCA width on a
site or an increase/decrease of more than 20% of another numerical standard requires a Type III
Major Variance.
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Best Practices from Other Jurisdictions
Portland.
Portland. Portland’s Environmental Zones require Type II environmental review when an applicant
wishes to fine-tune the zone boundary location based on a detailed environmental study. The approval
criteria for map corrections requires that the applicant demonstrate that the proposed environmental
zone line location accurately reflects the location of the significant or highly significant resources and
functional values on the site, plus 25 feet of transition area. The significant or highly significant resources
are identified in the Resource Site Inventory of the relevant Environmental Study Report (Natural
Resource Management Plans).
Milwaukie.
Milwaukie. The NR Administrative Map shows the locations of WQRs and HCAs. Some locations are just
WQRs, others have overlapping WQR/HCA designations (see figure below). For WQRs, the NR
Administrative Map is a general indicator of protected water features and their associated vegetated
corridors; the location of actual WQRs is determined according to established parameters. With respect
to HCA locations, the NR Administrative Map is assumed to be correct unless demonstrated otherwise.
In speaking recently with planners at the city, they lean heavily towards allowing applicants to accept
the HCA mapping even when though the City may realize the results are in the developer’s favor. If a
property owner or applicant believes that the NR Administrative Map is inaccurate, they may propose
corrections. Minor corrections to mapped HCAs may be proposed are subject to Type I review, more
significant corrections are subject to Type II.
Excerpt from Milwaukie NR Administrative Map

Wilsonville.
Wilsonville. The Significant Resource Overlay Zone (SROZ) represents the area within the outer
boundary of all inventoried significant natural resources. The Significant Resource Overlay Zone includes
all land identified and protected under Metro’s UGMFP Title 3 Water Quality Resource Areas and Title
13 Habitat Conservation Areas, as currently configured, significant wetlands, riparian corridors, and
significant wildlife habitat that is inventoried and mapped on the Wilsonville Significant Resource
Overlay Zone Map. The text provisions take precedence over the Significant Resource Overlay Zone
maps. The Wilsonville Significant Resource Overlay Zone Map is used to determine whether a Significant
Resource Impact Report (SRIR) is required. Through the development of an SRIR, a more specific
determination can be made of possible impacts on the significant resources. The code then provides a
list of maps and documents that may be used as references for identifying areas subject to the
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requirements (e.g., Metro’s UGMFP Title 3 Water Quality Resource Area maps, Federal Emergency
Management Agency (FEMA) Flood Insurance Rate Maps (FIRM), Wilsonville Local Wetland Inventory
(LWI) (1998), etc.)
The Planning Director shall determine the location of any Significant Resource Overlay Zone on the
subject property by considering information submitted by the applicant, information collected during
any site visit that may be made to the subject property, information generated by Significant
Resource Overlay Zone Map Verification that has occurred on adjacent properties, and any other
relevant information that has been provided.
Regional Requirements: Metro UGMFP.
UGMFP.
• Title 3 (Water Quality Resource Areas) provides two options: adopt code language which prevails
over the map and use the map as reference; or adopt a city or county field verified map of Water
Quality and Flood Management Areas based on the Metro Water Quality and Flood Management
map implementing this title which prevails over adopted code language. The City of Gresham
appears to use the second option for its WQRAs.
•

Title 13 (Nature In Neighborhoods) establishes an inventory of the areas that have been determined
to contain regionally significant fish and wildlife habitat (high, medium and low in two categories:
riparian and upland wildlife). Metro applied its ESEE analysis to the inventory to create the HCA
map which established areas of high, moderate, and low levels of habitat conservation. The City is
required to establish a map verification process consistent with Title 13. The site-level verification
of Habitat Conservation Areas is a three-step process. The first step is determining the boundaries
of the habitat areas on the property (which is itself a 5-step process for riparian area boundaries).
The second step is determining the urban development value of the property. The third step is
cross-referencing the habitat classes with the urban development value of the property. For
territory brought within the Metro UGB after December 28, 2005, the location of upland wildlife
habitat must also be verified – considerations for amending the upland wildlife habitat boundary
include only: the habitat was legally removed, errors were made at the time the vegetative cover
status was established, and discrepancies between the locations of property lot lines and the
location of the HCA.
Title 13 specifies that the jurisdiction’s regulations shall “provide property owners with a
reasonable, timely, and equitable process to verify the specific location of habitat areas” and that it
is “the intent of this requirement that, in the majority of cases, the process be as simple and
straightforward as possible and not result in a change that would require an amendment to the
city’s or county’s comprehensive plan.” The Model Code (and City of Gresham HCA standards) limit
the Type I corrections to three situations: Applicant Believes HCA Map is Accurate, Obvious
Misalignment Between Mapped Habitat and Property Lot Lines, and Property Developed Between
Summer 2002 and September 29, 2005. All other corrections require a detailed verification (even
if there is an obvious GIS error).

City of Gresham Environmental Overlay Project
Draft Memorandum #2: Alternatives Analysis - PART 2 (DRAFT)

page 15

Alternatives
Alternative 1: Retain the current system of reviews and procedures as described above, including
variation between ESRAs and HCA.
Alternative 2: Establish a new system as summarized in the table below that would be applied in all
three zones.
Summary of Alternative 2:
2: New Map Update Process
1. City initiated updates to resource information based on new
Type IV legislative amendments
natural resource information.
on annual (or as needed) basis.
Measure 56 notice to impacted
property owners.
2. Applicant-initiated. Applicant proposes development within 100 ft of HCA or ESRA (consider
reducing to 25 ft if new maps are more accurate).
a. Applicant provides field verified information of boundary in all cases based on clear and
objective mapping protocols (e.g., distance from stream centerline, slope, vegetation category,
floodplain and wetland edges).
b. If applicant desires an amendment of boundary to enable their development and…
Type I (concurrent with
• The map change corrects a GIS error (i.e., the map shows
resource where in reality none is present based on clear and application)
objective mapping protocols).
Type II (concurrent with
• The map change is not a GIS error (i.e., does not qualify for
application -- map change
Type I) but the applicant can meet the standards for
resulting from encroachment
development in an ESRA or HCA.
and mitigation)
Type
III (or consider making a
• The map change is not a GIS error (i.e., does not qualify for
Type II)
Type I) and standards for development within an ESRA or
HCA cannot be met.
c. If applicant does not desire an amendment of boundary (i.e.,
Map correction during annual
map is in their favor or neutral), applicant provides the
update by City, no charge to
verification to the City and is required to build in compliance
applicant
with verified boundary.

•

MAP UPDATE PROCESS / PROCEDURES
Strengths of the Alternative 1
Weaknesses of the Alternative 1
Allows City to amend maps through a Type I • City amendments of map may require
process.
additional notice if process is happening
without the property owner’s approval.
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Applicants can accept map boundary
through Type I process. Field verification not
required in HCA.
Allows applicants to amend maps through a
Type II process.

Strengths of the Alternative
Alternative 2
Annual legislative update of the maps will
ensure adequate notice.

Applicants required to field verify the
boundary in all cases. If more accurate
maps are available, could apply to
development within 25 feet of resource
boundary rather than 100 feet or more.
Allows all types of map errors to be
corrected through a Type I process.
Type II review required for encroachments
that meet the standards. This is consistent
with current practice.
Type III review required for encroachments
that cannot meet the standards and must
use the discretionary approval process
consistent with current practice.

•

•

•

•

•
•

•
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Applicants may be inclined to accept an
inaccurate boundary when it is in their favor.
Thus resources may go unprotected.
A Type II process is required even when the
error is clearly a result of the GIS mapping
which seems an unfair burden to the
applicant.
Weaknesses of the Alternative 2
City will be required to provide notice and
go through a public hearing process in order
to amend NR maps. This will have an impact
on administrative costs and City staff.
Will require field verification for applicants
with HCA who are satisfied with the mapped
boundary. (Field verification currently
required in ESRAs).
Requires clear and objective mapping
protocols in order to process as a Type I.
Standards need to ensure that discretion is
limited in order to allow for Type II decision.
Type III approval process may not provide
the best review for technical decisions such
as the adequacy of mitigation.
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Memorandum
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Date:
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Environmental Overlay PMT

From:

Cathy Corliss and Andrew Parish

cc:

John van Staveren, PHS

Re:

DRAFT Memorandum #2: Alternatives Analysis - PART 3

•

PROJECT MANAGEMENT

INTRODUCTION
Part 3 of the alternatives analysis covers the following Development Code issue1:
I.

GIS Model Inputs

The draft alternatives analysis below provides an initial evaluation of the strengths and weaknesses of
various solutions in terms of how well they address the specific deficits and challenges identified in Task
1 as well as the overall goals for the Environmental Overlay project. In particular, the following project
goals relate to this mapping issues:
•

Clarify, simplify, and, if possible, unify the three environmental codes (HCA, ESRA-PV
and ESRA-SW). More specifically, are three different models to create the buffers
necessary? To what degree can we standardize across these areas?

•

Update the geoprocessing models (and resulting maps) for the three buffer codes in order to
incorporate new resource data and provide inputs that can be more easily understood by map
users. More specifically, how do we incorporate new higher resolution LiDAR data and new
floodplain maps? What changes would make it easier to field verify mapped features and to
interpret setback calculations? How do we more easily correct maps when new data becomes
available?

•

Maintain compliance with Oregon’s Statewide Planning Goals and regional requirements.

•

Maintain the degree of resource protection currently provided.

1 Part 1 of the Alternatives Analysis addressed the following: A. CONSOLIDATE ZONES (FULL AND PARTIAL
CONSOLIDATION); B. CONSOLIDATE WQRA INTO HCA; and C. DENSITY TRANSFER. Part 2 addressed: D.
FIELD VERIFICATION; E. MAP UPDATE PROCESS/PROCEDURES; F. MITIGATION PROGRAM; G.
TEMPORARY DISTURBANCE AREAS; H. TREE SURVEY

City of Gresham Environmental Overlay Project
Draft Memorandum #3: Alternatives Analysis - PART 3 (DRAFT)

page 2

The “GIS Model Inputs” analysis is the most complicated of the topics in the alternatives analysis. For
all three zones (ESRA-PV, ESRA-SW, and HCA), GIS–supported mapping processes were developed to
map significant natural resources. While the inputs are different in all three zones, the GIS mapping
process is similar. The GIS mapping process begins with the selection of specific data layers to represent
landscape features that contribute to the identified riparian and wildlife habitat functions. Each GIS data
layer represents a landscape feature that contributes to the riparian and upland wildlife functions. The
GIS model searches for and maps features from each data layer than meet appropriate spatial
parameters, and together these various layers form the boundaries of the zone. Once the initial GIS
map is created, field-work can be used to correct errors and make refinements.
In theory the GIS program can easily and quickly incorporate new or updated data or criteria, and it
produces a set of maps that can be easily accessed and distributed. The process also reflects a clear and
logical set of steps that can be followed and repeated. However, the complexity of the current GIS
models has presented challenges. The three alternatives considered below include:
•
•
•

Alternative 1: Retain existing GIS model and inputs.
Alternative 2: Establish resource boundaries based on average distances from stream
centerline.
Alternative 3: Established resource boundaries based on Metro HCA methodology (based on
slope and veg cover, etc).

This draft is intended as a starting place for discussion.

ALTERNATIVE 1. RETAIN
RETAIN EXISTING GIS MODEL AND INPUTS
This alternative represents a “base case” or “no change” alternative – under Alternative 1 the City of
Gresham would not change the mapped extent or methodology of the ESRA-PV, ESRA-SW or HCA
zones.
Table 1. Areas Regulated by Alternative 1 (Current Regulations)
Zone

Acres

No. of Parcels
Affected

Environmentally Sensitive Restoration AreaPleasant Valley (ESRA-PV) Land Use District
Environmentally Sensitive Resource AreaSpringwater (ESRA-SW) Land Use District
Habitat Conservation Area (HCA) Overlay District
A brief explanation of the current methodology and mapping for each zone is described below as well
as some of the issues associated with the current approach.
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ESRAESRA-PV Methodology
ESRA-PV was based on field work, mapping, and original development code creation conducted
between 1999 and 2003 in partnership with the City of Portland and is supported by an adopted ESEE.
The basic resource functions listed below provided the foundation for the Pleasant Valley Riparian and
Upland Habitat Functions significance criteria:
• Water quality
• Channel dynamics and
morphology
• Water quantity: stream flow,
sources, and storage
• Microclimate
• Fish and aquatic habitat

• Organic inputs
• Riparian and upland wildlife
habitat quality
• Upland sensitive species
• Upland interior habitat

Each of the resource functions described above is represented in the criteria developed for determining
the relative importance or “significance” of the resource areas identified in the inventory. The Pleasant
Valley Significance Matrix identifies the applicable resource functions, the landscape features that
contribute to the function, and the criteria used to weigh the quality or relative importance of the
function.
The significance criteria (and primary and contributing factors) are based on suggested buffer widths
and/or other size or distance thresholds recommended in recent scientific literature pertaining to
riparian and upland wildlife habitat functions. Within Pleasant Valley all areas within the first 50 feet of
a water body were deemed significant. The GIS search area for features that serve as contributing
factors extend from primary factor area out to the greatest distance found in the scientific literature.
For example, vegetation, water bodies, and floodplains are the landscape features most essential to
maintain the “Organic Materials” function. Vegetation contributes leaf litter, branches, logs, and other
organic matter for fish and other wildlife to consume or utilize in other ways. The Pleasant Valley
Significance Matrix identifies vegetation within 75 to 170 feet of a stream or water body as important
for this function. The GIS mapping program maps all vegetation within 75 feet of a stream or wetland
as a primary significant factor for the “Organic Materials” function, and vegetation between 75 feet and
170 feet of a stream or wetland as a contributing factor for this function. However, only areas with one
or more primary factors were determined to be significant natural resources.
The Pleasant Valley Natural Resources appendix lists the following as GIS model inputs below. Sources
were based on the data available at the time:
•
•
•
•

Streams
Wetlands
Vegetation
Flood Area

•
•
•
•

Concept Plan Boundary
Fish Presence
Fish Barriers
Fish Habitat Rating
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Developed Floodplain
Steep Slopes
Stream Meander Zones
Sensitive Species Sitings
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•
•

Subarea Wildlife Habitat
Rating
Wildlife Habitat Corridor

ESRA-PV Specific Issues
• ESRA-PV was adopted prior to the creation of the more accurate 2007 LiDAR-based stream
data, resulting in ESRA where there’s no stream, and stream where there’s no ESRA.
• The mapping/modeling was completed by the City of Portland. Portland has since modified its
model multiple times and re-defined the model inputs, and the City of Gresham was never given
a copy of the original GIS model. Therefore the current model can’t be rerun.
• The data sheets that support findings is scant, particularly for non-waterbody data.
• The juncture between ESRA and HCA is confusing. Junction points don’t align, leaving odd
discrepancies in resource protection.
• The data source for the Stream (Channel) Meander Zone is unavailable.
ESRAESRA-SW Methodology
ESRA-SW was based on field work, modeling, and development code creation conducted by a
consulting team in 2002-2005 and is supported by an adopted ESEE. Similar to ESRA-PV in approach,
but representing the “next generation” in GIS mapping, ESRA-SW has many of the same issues. In ESRASW, field data collected and established in the GIS layers included land use, channel characteristics,
aquatic habitat, fish barriers, riparian characteristics, and other features that are comparable to the
baseline conditions inventory of the City of Gresham’s Watershed Assessment (City of Gresham
Department of Environmental Services prepared by NRPS 2002). Field observations were be used to
determine the condition of each stream reach and riparian corridors.
In Springwater the team used GIS, topographic maps (USGS quads), and aerial photography to
determine sensitive natural resource areas and land use considering the following:
•
•
•
•

Stream channels (including stream
gradient and sinuosity)
Riparian zones (width, composition,
connectivity)
Wetland areas (approximate
locations)
Vegetation Patches (composition of
vegetation components in the area,
including agricultural, commercial,
residential, forested, and nonforested areas

•
•
•

Slope Stability (high
erosion concern)
Culvert and bridge
locations
Land use
determination
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ESRA-SW Specific Issues
• Field mapping “tree groves” as they were in 2005 is not possible.
• If there are changes in zoning, shifting from RSIA to residential, then the ESEE analysis needs to
be revisited to reassess the economic development value vs. the environmental conservation
value. The urban development values are a factor in assessing buffer widths.
• Adopted prior to 2007 LiDAR-based stream data, so as in PV, there is obvious misalignment
between new stream layer and buffers in some areas and the model input of 1996 flood extent
(from aerials) should be replaced with new floodplain model data.
• There are discrepancies between the field sheet records and the mapping model which makes
it very difficult to interpret buffers.
HCA Methodology
The HCA implements environmental standards to protect Gresham’s streams, wetlands, riparian areas
in all other areas of the City other than Pleasant Valley and Springwater. It was adopted in 2008, and
largely reflects the original Metro Title 13 safe harbor ordinance language. Metro built on the
methodologies the City of Gresham developed in Pleasant Valley and Springwater, so there are some
significant similarities. The current HCA is intended to protect and improve the functions and values
that contribute to fish and wildlife habitat in urban streamside areas. The ecological functions and the
landscape features that were modeled are described in Table 5.0412(A) of Development Code shown
below.
Table 2. Table 5.0412(A) of Development Code
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Metro’s HCA methodology was used to create the Title 13 Inventory features that are available on the
Regional Land Inventory System (RLIS), for the purposes of creating a framework for comparing
ecological values to competing development values and to break landscape features into logical units
for management. It categorized natural resources throughout the region into the following categories
shown in Table 3.
Table 3. Metro Natural Resource Categories
Category
Riparian Corridors / Wildlife
Habitat Class I
Riparian Corridors / Wildlife
Habitat Class II
Riparian Corridors Class III
Upland Wildlife habitat class A
Upland Wildlife habitat class B
Upland Wildlife habitat class C
Aquatic Impact Areas

Upland Impact Areas

Criteria
Areas support 3 or more riparian functions
areas supporting 1 or 2 primary riparian functions
Areas supporting only secondary riparian functions outside
wildlife areas
Areas with secondary riparian value that have high value for
wildlife habitat
Areas with secondary riparian value that have medium value
for wildlife habitat
Areas with secondary riparian value that have low value for
wildlife habitat
Areas within 150 of streams, river, lakes, or wetlands that are
not considered regionally significant resources but could have
some adverse impacts.
Areas within 25 feet of any regionally significant resources
except riparian class III. Could adversely affect resource

Within existing urban areas only the first two categories listed above are applicable to private property.
These inventory features were then cross-referenced with the urban land use categories in the Metroadopted ESEE. The result was a system of High, Moderate and Low HCAs (the ESRAs only have a single
classification.
HCA Specific Issues:
• Map verification requires use of Vegetated Cover Map by Metro. Current Metro data has "swiss
cheese holes" on parcels that were always vegetated, and should be mapped as vegetated HCA.
• Wetland data should be further reviewed to remove non-wetland waterbodies such as active
quarry pits.
• Need for simplification and clarification, especially related to field verification and map update
processes.
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ALTERNATIVE 2. AVERAGE DISTANCES
DISTANCES FROM STREAM CENTERLINE
This alternative is intended to simplify the GIS model and mapping process by “distilling” the various
riparian layers described in Alternative 1, above, into an average distance from the stream centerline
with the goal of maintaining the degree of resource protection currently provided. The average “buffer
width” represents the riparian corridor. Wetlands, floodplain, and upland habitat areas (ESRA-PV and
ESRA-SW districts only) are retained as separate GIS model layers.
The average riparian corridor is calculated using the existing maps, but once established it can be
applied to updated 2007 LiDAR-based stream data, allowing for a level of protection that is, on average,
similar to original ESRA protections. In order for the average riparian width to avoid over-protecting
less significant streams and under-protecting more significant streams, some form of stream
classification is be required. Also because the three ESEE analyses resulted in different
Allow/Limit/Prohibit decisions, the width of the riparian corridor also varies by location. The table below
illustrates how this might work. (NOTE: in this version of the memo the stream classifications and
riparian widths are only hypothetical)
Table 4. Average Riparian Corridor Widths by Stream Classification and Location
Stream Classification
Significant stream corridors (e.g., critical habitat
and/or third order or greater streams)
Moderate (second order streams)
Minor/headwater (First order streams)

ESRAESRA-PV

ESRAESRA-SW

HCA

Operationally, there are several options that the Project Team is examining:
• A total left-of-centerline and right-of-centerline average for all stream features
• Taking separate left-of-centerline and right-of-centerline measurements every five feet
• Taking a more generalized average left-of-centerline and right-of-centerline measurement for
an entire stream reach
• A combination of the above methods as needed to produce the closest fit with existing ESRA
protections.
Table 5. Areas Regulated by Alternative 2
Zone
Environmentally Sensitive Restoration AreaPleasant Valley (ESRA-PV) Land Use District
Environmentally Sensitive Resource AreaSpringwater (ESRA-SW) Land Use District
Habitat Conservation Area (HCA) Overlay District

Acres

No. of Parcels
Affected

City of Gresham Environmental Overlay Project
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ALTERNATIVE 3 METRO HCA METHODOLOGY
METHODOLOGY
The City currently uses the Metro HCA methodology in all of areas of the City except Pleasant Valley
and Springwater. The HCA is provides less protection for riparian resources when compared to ESRAPV and ESRA-SW and doesn’t protect upland resources on private land. This is a reflection of Metro’s
ESEE analysis which considered that areas inside the existing UGB were already substantially developed.
In recognition of this Metro set a higher standard for lands added to the UGB after October 1, 2005. In
these areas, Metro requires the protection and improvement of the following additional functions and
values that contribute to upland wildlife habitat in new urban growth boundary expansion areas:
• Large habitat patches
• Interior habitat
• Connectivity and proximity to water; and
• Connectivity and proximity to other upland habitat areas
Under this alternative, within the ESRA areas all of the categories in the Metro inventory methodology
(see Table 3) were evaluated to identify boundaries which approximate the current ESRA boundaries.
Within the existing HCA the only change was to update the stream and floodplain data with the latest
available information.
Table 6. Areas Regulated by Alternative 3
Zone
Environmentally Sensitive Restoration AreaPleasant Valley (ESRA-PV) Land Use District
Environmentally Sensitive Resource AreaSpringwater (ESRA-SW) Land Use District
Habitat Conservation Area (HCA) Overlay District

Acres

No. of Parcels
Affected

City of Gresham Environmental Overlay Project
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COMPARISON OF ALTERNATIVES
ALTERNATIVES
Alternative 2: Average
Alternative 3: HCA
Buffer Distances
Methodology
Provides a similar level
of protection, though
Likely to provide a
will be different in places
similar level of
due to updated streams protection, but has the
and more generalized
possibility of being the
protection boundaries.
most different from
These differences may
today out of the
be difficult to explain in
alternatives
specific instances
Fairly easy to update
Fairly easy to update
with new LiDAR data,
with new LiDAR data - it
once averages and
requires running all
classifications for a given
components of the
stream segment are
model
established
A separate methodology
Fairly easy to update
is required for
with other new data - it
incorporating other
requires running all
data, since the average
components of the
is based on stream
model
centerline
Easily verified in the
Challenging to verify in
field, as lengths are
the field, although terms
measured from stream
are better defined than
centerline
in ESRAs
Indirectly, but
Yes (Metro ESEE), but
supplemental ESEE
supplemental ESEE
analysis may be required analysis may be required

Desired Attributes

Alternative 1: No Change

Provides a level of
protection similar to
today’s regulations

Yes

Easily updated with
new LiDAR stream data

Unable to incorporate
new, more accurate
stream data. Some
streams may not be
protected due to map
error

Easily updated
updated with
additional new data
(e.g.
e.g. updated
floodplains, new
resource delineations)

Unable to incorporate
expected changes to
FEMA floodplains or
additional new data

Easily field verifiable

Difficult to verify in the
field

Supported by ESEE
Analysis

Yes

Based on clear inputs
that are wellwelldocumented

Not based on clear
inputs, potentially
erroneous
documentation

Average widths are built
on the assumptions in
Alternative 1

Based on fairly clear
inputs that are welldocumented

No, very unclear

Straightforward to
explain, but may not
clear why a distance
from centerline is
appropriate in a given
location

Somewhat challenging

Easily explained by
planning staff

City of Gresham Environmental Overlay Project
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Alternative 2: Average
Alternative 3: HCA
Buffer Distances
Methodology
Less defensible, though More defensible, though
there are few judgment
the HCA Methodology
Legal defensibility
Less defensible
calls to be made once
does contain some
methodology is
judgement calls in
established
classification of inputs
May potentially correct
May potentially correct
Corrects various “donut
errors by smoothing the
errors, but may
holes” and other odd Does not correct any GIS
shape of the area
introduce new ones with
features of current
errors
protected, but may
a new “patch analysis”
boundary
introduce new errors for
of vegetated cover
the same reason
Resolves ESRAESRA-PV
geometries in
No
No
Potentially
relationship to
Portland's
Portland's ESRA's
Metro generally
Support of Regulatory
Metro approved at time
Metro generally
supportive, and can
Bodies/Other
of adoption
supportive
provide resources to
Jurisdictions
assist in the model run
Desired Attributes

Alternative 1: No Change

Attachment D

Environmental Overlay Project
Alternative Approaches Summary – Part One
A - Consolidate Zones

B- Consolidate WQRA into HCA

Alternative A.1:
A.1: Full consolidation. Convert the
Pleasant Valley Environmentally Sensitive
Restoration Area (ESRA) District and the
Springwater Environmentally Sensitive Resource
Area (ESRA) District into the Habitat
Conservation Area (HCA) Development Code
section; then retain and amend the HCA code.

Alternative B: Consolidate the WQRA into HCA.
Consolidate the Water Quality Resource Area
(WQRA) Development Code into the HCA
Development Code section as “HCA High
Value”.

Alternative A.2:
A.2: “Partial” consolidation (ESRA
(ESRAESRA-PV
and ESRAESRA-SW).
SW). Consolidate the Pleasant Valley
Environmentally Sensitive Restoration Area
District and the Springwater Environmentally
Sensitive Resource Area District into a single
overlay zone.

Approach Under Consideration
Alternative A.1:
A.1: Full consolidation into HCA with
explicit protections for ESRA-PV and ESRA-SW.

EOP Planning Commission

C-Density Transfer
Alternative C.1:
C.1: OnOn-Site Density Transfer.
Transfer.
Maintain the current on-site density
transfer requirements between the ESRAs
(Pleasant Valley and Springwater) and the
Habitat Conservation Areas).

Alternative C.2:
C.2: OffOff-Site Density Transfer.
Transfer.
Allow developers to transfer development
rights off-site between the ESRAs (Pleasant
Valley and Springwater) and the Habitat
Conservation Areas).

Approach Under Consideration

Approach Under Consideration

Alternative B: Consolidate the WQRA into HCA Alternative C.1:
C.1: On-Site Density Transfer
with WQRA designated as HCA High value.
with limits for transfer to HCA and
expanded transfer options for ESRAs.
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Environmental Overlay Project
Alternative Approaches Summary – Part Two
D-Temporary Disturbance
Areas

E-Tree Survey

F-Mitigation Program

G-Field Verification Process

Alternative D.1: Retain the current HCA
approach to disturbance areas and apply
to ESRAs as well. Do not require 2:1
mitigation for temporary disturbance
areas in ESRAs (this approach is also
similar to the City of Milwaukie).

Alternative E.1: Retain the current HCA
approach and apply to ESRAs as well, but
reduce the amount of area that triggers a
detailed tree survey from one acre to one-half
acre. For properties with more than one-half
acre of HCA or ESRA, the applicant may
approximate the number of trees and the
diameter range, and provide a listing of the
dominant species.

Alternative F.1: Retain the current system of
regulations and procedures as described
above for ESRAs including the mitigation ratio
of 2:1 ratio of mitigation area to proposed
disturbance area, and apply this approach
consistently to both ESRAs and HCAs.

Alternative G.1:
G.1: No Field Verification Requirement.
Applicants would not be required to field verify
the location of the environmental protection
zone on their property. The boundary of the
environmental zone, as mapped by the City,
would be used to evaluate compliance with the
applicable sections of the Development Code.

Alternative H.1: Retain the current
system of reviews and procedures as
described in the Alternatives Analysis
Part Two report, including variation
between ESRAs and HCA.

Alternative D.2: Define temporary
disturbance areas and allow additional
areas of temporary disturbance with
required restoration (this approach
similar to the City of Portland).

Alternative E.2: Require detailed tree survey
information only for those trees within 50
feet of the disturbance area. Other trees
within the HCA and ESRA can be shown
individually or shown as drip line with an
indication of species type or types. (Similar to
Wilsonville and Portland but with the addition
of a 50-foot buffer)

Alternative F.2: Retain the current system of
regulations and procedures as described
above for HCA (i.e., no 2:1 ratio, more options
for alternative mitigation), and apply this
approach consistently to both ESRAs and
HCAs.

Alternative G.2:
G.2: Applicants would be required to
field verify the location of the environmental
zone when development is proposed within a
specified distance of the environmental zone, as
mapped by the City. It would be the landowner’s
responsibility to verify the actual location of the
environmental protection zone boundaries.

Alternative H.2: Establish a new system
as summarized in the table in the
Alternatives Analysis Part Two report,
which would be applied in all three
zones.

Alternative F.3: Move the details of the
mitigation requirements into a “shared”
guidance document that is relied on by all
three zones. This alternative could work with
either Alternative 2 or Alternative 3. (The
strengths and weaknesses of this alternative
should be discussed with the City Attorney).

Alternative G.3:
G.3: Full Site Field Verification
Required. Applicants would be required to field
verify the location of the environmental zone on
a development site when environmental zones
are mapped within 200 feet of the development
site. The City (or its designee) would determine if
regulated natural resources are likely to occur on
the site. It would be the landowner’s
responsibility to verify the actual location of the
environmental protection zone boundaries.

Approach Under
Consideration
Alternative D.1,
D.1,2
1,2 Hybrid:
Hybrid: Define
temporary disturbance areas and allow
additional areas of temporary
disturbance for shrubs and trees of a
certain size and location; with required
restoration.

EOP Planning Commission

Approach Under Consideration

Approach Under Consideration

Approach Under Consideration

Alternative E.2 Modified:
Modified: Require detailed tree
survey information only for those trees within
disturbance area and 50 feet beyond the
location of identified trees (that 50 feet to
encompass critical root zone of trees of a
“trigger-size” yet to be determined.

Alternative F.3 Modified:
odified: Develop new
mitigation criteria detailed in a shared
guidance document with a combination of
prescriptive and alternative standards
outlined in Alt. F.1 and F. 2 above; which
would vary by parcel size.

Alternative G.1.2.3 Hybrid:
Hybrid: Require applicants to
field verify certain elements only when evidence
shows unmapped or mis-mapped resources occur
on the development site. Landowner’s to verify
environmental buffer boundaries on the parcel in
certain circumstances. Procedures will be
developed for landowners to correct
environmental zones on their property.
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H-Map Update Process

Approach Under
Consideration
Alternative H.2: Establish a new system
as summarized in the table in the
Alternatives Analysis Part Two report,
which would be applied in all three
zones. Consider removing timeframe
provisions, related to city initiated map
updates, out of the new process.
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Environmental Overlay Project
Alternative Approaches Summary – Part Three
1 – Retain existing GIS model and inputs
This alternative represents a “base case” or “no change” alternative.
Under Alternative 1, the City of Gresham would not change the
mapped extent or methodology of the ESRA-PV, ESRA-SW or HCA
zones. Additionally, the GIS model inputs will be different for all three
zones and the current GIS mapping process would remain the same.
The Alternatives Analysis Report – Part Three, includes and an
explanation of the current methodology and mapping for each zone
as well as some of the issues specific to each zone.

2 – Establish Resource Boundaries Based on
Average Distances from Stream Centerline

3 – Establish Resource Boundaries based on Metro HCA
Methodology

This alternative is intended to simplify the GIS model and
mapping process by “distilling” the various riparian layers
described in Alternative 1, above, into an average distance from
the stream centerline with the goal of maintaining the degree of
resource protection currently provided.

Under this alternative, within the ESRA areas all of the categories in the Metro inventory
methodology (see table below) were evaluated to identify boundaries which
approximate the current ESRA boundaries. Within the existing HCA the only change was
to update the stream and floodplain data with the latest available information.
Metro Natural Resource Categories

The average “buffer width” represents the riparian corridor.
Wetlands, floodplain, and upland habitat areas (ESRA-PV and
ESRA-SW districts only) are retained as separate GIS model
layers.

The GIS model inputs currently used for ESRA-PV and ESRA-SW, include:
ESRA-Pleasant Valley (ESRA-PV) GIS Model Inputs
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Streams
Wetlands
Vegetation
Flood area
Developed floodplain
Steep slopes
Stream meander zones
Sensitive species sitings

•
•
•
•
•
•

Category
Riparian Corridors / Wildlife
Habitat Class I
Riparian Corridors / Wildlife
Habitat Class II
Riparian Corridors Class III
Upland Wildlife habitat class A

Concept plan boundary
Fish presence
Fish barriers
Fish habitat rating
Subarea wildlife habitat
rating
Wildlife habitat corridor

Upland Wildlife habitat class B
Upland Wildlife habitat class C
Aquatic Impact Areas

Upland Impact Areas

Criteria
Areas support 3 or more riparian functions
areas supporting 1 or 2 primary riparian functions
Areas supporting only secondary riparian functions outside
wildlife areas
Areas with secondary riparian value that have high value for
wildlife habitat
Areas with secondary riparian value that have medium value
for wildlife habitat
Areas with secondary riparian value that have low value for
wildlife habitat
Areas within 150 of streams, river, lakes, or wetlands that are
not considered regionally significant resources but could have
some adverse impacts.
Areas within 25 feet of any regionally significant resources
except riparian class III. Could adversely affect resource

ESRA-Springwater (ESRA-SW) GIS Model Inputs
•
•
•
•

Stream channels
Riparian zones
Wetland areas
Vegetation patches

EOP Planning Commission

•
•
•

Slope stability
Culverts and bridge
locations
Land use determination
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Environmental Overlay Project
Alternative Approaches Summary – Part Three
COMPARISON OF ALTERNATIVES

Desired Attributes

Alternative 1: No Change

Alternative 2: Average Buffer Distances

Alternative 3: HCA Methodology

Provides a level of protection
similar to today’s regulations

Yes

Provides a similar level of protection, though will be different in places due to
updated streams and more generalized protection boundaries. These
differences may be difficult to explain in specific instances

Likely to provide a similar level of protection, but has
the possibility of being the most different from
today out of the alternatives

Easily updated with new LiDAR
stream data

Unable to incorporate new, more accurate
stream data. Some streams may not be protected
due to map error

Fairly easy to update with new LiDAR data, once averages and classifications
for a given stream segment are established

Fairly easy to update with new LiDAR data - it
requires running all components of the model

Easily
Easily updated with additional
new data (e.g. updated
floodplains, new resource
delineations)

Unable to incorporate expected changes to FEMA
floodplains or additional new data

A separate methodology is required for incorporating other data, since the
average is based on stream centerline

Fairly easy to update with other new data - it
requires running all components of the model

Easily field verifiable

Difficult to verify in the field

Easily verified in the field, as lengths are measured from stream centerline

Supported by ESEE Analysis

Yes

Indirectly, but supplemental ESEE analysis may be required

Based on clear inputs that are
wellwell-documented
Easily explained by planning
staff

Not based on clear inputs, potentially erroneous
documentation

Average widths are built on the assumptions in Alternative 1

No, very unclear

Straightforward to explain, but may not clear why a distance from centerline is
appropriate in a given location

Less defensible

Less defensible, though there are few judgment calls to be made once
methodology is established

Legal defensibility

Corrects various “donut holes”
and other odd features of
Does not correct any GIS errors
current boundary
Resolves ESRAESRA-PV geometries in
relationship to Portland's
No
ESRA's
Support of Regulatory
Metro approved at time of adoption
Bodies/Other Jurisdictions

EOP Planning Commission

May potentially correct errors by smoothing the shape of the area protected,
but may introduce new errors for the same reason

Challenging to verify in the field, although terms are
better defined than in ESRAs
Yes (Metro ESEE), but supplemental ESEE analysis
may be required
Based on fairly clear inputs that are welldocumented
Somewhat challenging
More defensible, though the HCA Methodology does
contain some judgement calls in classification of
inputs
May potentially correct errors, but may introduce
new ones with a new “patch analysis” of vegetated
cover

No

Potentially

Metro generally supportive

Metro generally supportive, and can provide
resources to assist in the model run
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