



Watershed Health: 
Concepts to Consider in the River Plan/North Reach 
Many of the following concepts were discussed by the River Plan/North Reach Watershed Health Task Group during meetings held between April and October 2006.  Generally, members of the group responded to these concepts positively. Questions and challenges raised by the group will need continued discussion and resolution as these concepts are further explored by River Plan staff and stakeholders through the integration phase of the River Plan.
These concepts are proposed for consideration in the context of the River Concept (endorsed by City Council April 26, 2006), which states:  The North Reach will continue to provide Oregon with access to global markets and support the region’s economy as a West Coast distribution hub and a heavy industrial area.  Environmental cleanup, recreational access, and watershed health actions will contribute to the harbor’s long-term vitality.
Priorities for conservation and restoration
· Conservation and restoration activities in the Greenway should be designed to improve riparian and upland functions (including bank stabilization, sediment control, wildlife movement, flood storage, organic inputs and food web, and many others).

· Streams, wetlands, and forested areas (riparian and upland) are key resources that should be protected where practicable.   While larger areas often provide greater function, small areas may be very valuable as “islands” of habitat in developed areas.  
· Every development and redevelopment in the North Reach should incorporate “best practice” enhancements (e.g., low impact site planning and building design) that incrementally contribute towards improvement to watershed function.
· Riverbank restoration (including laying back the bank where practicable to allow for stabilization through vegetation, removal of invasive plant species, and riparian plantings) is generally the highest priority for enhancement along the river because of the importance of banks in providing riparian functions.
· Where altering a portion of the riverbank is proposed to accommodate a river-dependent use, some portion of the riverbank on the property should be conserved and restored where practicable.
· A setback between development and the river is necessary to protect riparian functions, and should be applied wherever practicable.  Through a set of standards, river-dependent development that incorporates sensitive design (e.g., finger docks) should be allowed within this setback.  Existing impervious area within the setback may be improved, while also incorporating enhancements to riparian function that are scaled appropriately to the development.
· Nearly all of the remaining acreage within the North Reach’s 100-year floodplain has been previously developed.  As sites are altered to facilitate industrial development or expansion in the floodplain, opportunities to restore some level of floodplain function (including flood storage and habitat) can potentially be incorporated. 
 
 
Tools to promote/require conservation and restoration

· The revised code for the river should incorporate or adapt tools currently used in the City’s environmental zones, including a streamlined review for projects that meet objective standards in lieu of discretionary review.  Examples of standards that could be developed for the river include setbacks from streams and wetlands and design specifications for docks or trails.  
.   
· The revised code should expand the current requirement for site enhancement for most development – either riverbank restoration, which is now required when altering the bank, or other options selected from a menu.  Enhancement options approved through a standards track should be scaled appropriately to the amount of development or redevelopment to occur, and should allow for flexibility to address a variety of site characteristics and operational needs. Options to improve water quality and habitat, for example, could range from an eco-roof to a vegetated swale; an applicant should be able to select an option from the menu that will best meet individual site objectives.
· To encourage industrial retention and reinvestment, site enhancement standards should be designed to apply differently to already-developed sites than to vacant sites, where more flexibility exists.
Tools to enable mitigation of impacts 

· Development should avoid impacts to on-site resources (e.g., streams, wetlands and forested areas) whenever practicable.  Where the design of development cannot avoid the resource, an applicant should demonstrate why the impact is unavoidable and propose measures to compensate for impacts on the affected function(s).  The City should provide examples of mitigation approaches that provide particular functions, recognizing that sites conditions vary.  Mitigation plans would likely need to be developed as part of a discretionary review process, but a standards track would streamline permitting and should be explored.

· On-site mitigation is generally preferred, but in some cases off-site mitigation could achieve greater ecological improvements than mitigating on-site.  Criteria should be developed to guide mitigation decisions.
· Use of a mitigation bank should be explored.  Concentrating mitigation on strategically selected sites in the river corridor would provide greater flexibility for developing/redeveloping constrained industrial sites, and under some circumstances, could result in greater improvement to watershed health than mitigating impacts on individual sites one by one.
· Allowing an applicant to pay into a fund or mitigation bank could support necessary long-term maintenance of mitigation or enhancement projects (often overlooked). 
· The City should develop illustrative examples to encourage mitigation efforts that meet dual objectives: creating flood storage capacity (to compensate for fill in the floodplain) and enhancing habitat.
Tools to monitor effectiveness of enhancement and mitigation projects 
· The revised code could incorporate requirements to monitor the success of mitigation and enhancement projects (e.g., establishment and survival of plantings over time).
Suggestions for process improvements
· A River Handbook could assist applicants with the permitting and development process.
· A coordinated review process for projects requiring multiple agency permits could improve the clarity, consistency and timeliness of reviews for applicants.

· Permit process assistance and/or a “fast track” process could serve as an incentive for applicants to incorporate green building and site enhancement elements into their projects.  Similarly, the pricing structure of greenway reviews could be tiered so that projects which provide public benefits (trails, resource enhancement) or minimize disturbance in a resource area are reviewed through a streamlined process and pay a smaller fee.
Questions for staff to explore further
1. Should requirements for protection and enhancement be linked directly to the important resource areas shown on Willamette River Natural Resource Inventory maps (similar to environmental overlays)?  OR, should the inventory maps be used as a reference, and protection/restoration requirements triggered by the presence of certain functions as described in the code?  Are there other approaches to consider?
2. Is bank restoration always the top priority for enhancement on a site? 
3. How should low-functioning resource areas (primarily the developed floodplain in the North Reach) be addressed through the River Plan?  Should development in these areas (i.e., addition of new impervious area) trigger a requirement for site enhancement?  Or, should these areas be identified as priorities for voluntary restoration and enhancement activities only?
4. What criteria should be used to determine when off-site mitigation is preferred over on-site mitigation for a particular development? (Note that this question will also be explored by a soon-to-be-formed mitigation task group.)
5. What is the appropriate setback for development from the river to protect and maintain riverbank and riparian functions, while optimizing use of the site for working waterfront activities? (Note that this question will also be explored by a setback task group and/or other multi-interest group.)
6. Should non-river dependent industrial site plans be evaluated differently than river-dependent site plans in terms of required watershed health protection and restoration approaches?
7. Should upstream mitigation (for example, in the Johnson Creek floodplain) be considered as a way to comply with balanced cut and fill requirements in the North Reach?  (Note that this question will also be explored by a soon-to-be-formed balanced cut and fill task group.)
8. When restoration occurs on a site voluntarily to improve habitat or other watershed functions, should these restored areas be restricted from future development?
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