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Introduction
The Forest Park Project Evaluation Method (PEM) is an evaluation of studies and documents developed
to inform and guide the management of Forest Park. The objectives of the PEM are to review recent
information compiled on the ecology of the park related to wildlife, vegetation and habitat and the
baseline recreation survey and to create a science‐based evaluation tool to assess projects that propose
alterations to the current landscape. The evaluation tool provides a, systematic and consistent method
to do an initial screening of proposed construction or capital projects. Capital projects are defined as
projects that help maintain or improve city assets, often called infrastructure. To be included in the
City’s Capital Budget, a project must meet one of the following criteria:
 It is a new construction, expansion, renovation, or replacement project for an existing
facility or facilities. The project must have a total cost of at least $10,000 over the life of the
project. Project costs can include the cost of land, engineering, architectural, planning, and
contract services needed to complete the project. Or
 It is a major maintenance or rehabilitation project for existing facilities with a cost of
$10,000 or more and an economic life of at least 10 years.
Potential sources of projects may include those initiated by Portland Parks & Recreation (PP&R),
submitted through the Park Proposal process, Non‐Parks Use Permit (NPUP), and projects introduced
through partnerships. The evaluation tool is not intended to be utilized to assess events or programs
that occur within existing park infrastructure. (Events and programs will be evaluated utilizing the Forest
Park Events Policy and through the development of an Educational Permit anticipated in 2014). This tool
is also not intended to evaluate enhancement and/or restoration projects.
In the past five years PP&R completed a number of Forest Park studies and documents that along with
the Forest Park Natural Resource Management Plan (1995; NRMP) will guide the evaluation of
construction or capital projects. These documents are:
1. City of Portland – Forest Park Wildfire Risk Reduction (2008)
2. Forest Park Desired Future Condition (2011)
3. Forest Park Ecological Prescriptions (2011)
4. Forest Park Recreational Survey (2012)
5. Forest Park Wildlife Report (2012)
The information from these documents is synthesized in the Project Evaluation Methodology for Forest
Park. This document will be refined as PP&R continues to collect additional information for the park.
After a project is evaluated and has received a successful ranking score its implementation will be
dependent upon the permit requirements, feasibility of funding and PP&R staff resources. Elements
that need to be included in this determination of feasibility include:
 Level of Environment al Review
 Staff time for planning, design, permitting and construction oversight
 Funding for project implementation
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Level of ongoing operations and maintenance required
Public involvement

Forest Park Natural Resources Management Plan
The Forest Park NRMP was adopted by City Council in 1995 and guides park management through
conservation, recreation and education goals that are the foundation for all actions in Forest Park. As
stated in the NRMP, “Implicit in the plan’s vision statement and more obvious in the goal statements is
the adoption of preservation of natural systems as its top priority.”
Conservation Goals
1. Protect Forest Park’s native plant and animal communities, its soil and its water resources while
managing the ecosystem in order to grow a self‐sustaining ancient forest for the enjoyment and
benefit of future generations.
2. Design management and restoration efforts to:
 Maintain and enhance regional biodiversity
 Provide wildlife habitat and migration opportunities
 Improve water quality and aquatic habitat
 Repair damaged and fragmented natural systems
Recreational and Educational Goals
1. Protect and enhance the value of Forest Park as a regionally‐significant recreational resource‐a
place that can accommodate recreational and educational use at appropriate seasons of the
year without environmental damage.
2. Enhance the value of Forest Park as a regionally‐significant educational resource‐an urban
laboratory for environmental research and resource enhancement and restoration.
Based on the NRMP recommendation Forest Park is managed in three units – South, Central and North,
based on a gradient of ecological health and habitat protection that increases from south to north. The
one exception is Balch Creek in the Southern Unit that is of high ecological value. To correlate with the
habitat protection gradient, the NRMP also set a recreation gradient that concentrates trails and users in
the southern unit and limits recreation use in the northern unit. In addition to the ecological health
gradient, the NRMP recommends the establishment of core preserves in which human use and
intervention is limited to ecological management activities. Preserve areas include locations of interior
forest habitat, rare plant and animal communities, Balch and Miller Creek Watersheds, Newton
Wetlands and Doane Lake.
Projects for all management units and specific to each unit are listed on pages 119‐126 of the NRMP.
The projects are assigned a priority (high, medium, low), and an estimated cost. The NRMP also lays out
the environmental review process for adding new projects, recognizing that over time there will be
additional activities in Forest Park.

Document Synthesis
These recent documents give PP&R additional information on ecology (habitat, wildlife use, and
vegetation), recreation, wildfire risk and actions necessary to achieve the Forest Park Desired Future
Condition (DFC). Using the information in these documents and the vegetation survey completed in
(2004), PP&R developed a methodology to evaluate new construction and capital projects as they relate
to the NRMP. Both the wildlife report and the recreation survey provided essential data and helped to
identify gaps and next steps for gathering additional data. Based on the NRMP goals for conservation
and recreation the following key points are highlighted from each document. These documents can be
found on line at http://www.portlandoregon.gov/parks/53425.
City of Portland – Forest Park Wildfire Risk Reduction (2008)
 Fuels: “Because the Park has a mostly young, healthy forest with deciduous trees and not much
dead vegetation, it is relatively resistant to fire.”
 Terrain: Steep ravines in Forest Park can cause fires to burn quickly upslope. South facing slopes
dry out more rapidly and tend to burn more quickly than cooler north‐facing slopes.
 Weather: Much of Forest Park slopes to the east‐northeast so gusty winds from the Columbia
River Gorge are the greatest concerns. East winds may tend to be strongest at the upper
reaches of the park, near Skyline.
 Control: Vehicle access is poor with narrow roads, under‐maintained fire lanes and limited
water sources. This may hamper the ability to control wildfire.
 Homes and Buildings: Reducing fuels in the immediate surroundings of residences is the best
way to prevent fire damage; making buildings more fire‐resistant.
Forest Park Desired Future Condition (2011)
1. The DFC for Forest Park is:
 A mosaic of evergreen‐dominated and mixed deciduous forest
 Oak woodland along portions of the park’s eastern edge
 A diversity of native shrubs and open meadows within the disturbance corridors
2. The DFC structurally mirrors the current condition with a trajectory moving towards an old‐
growth forest and reducing fire risk at key interfaces.
3. Ecological Goals for Forest Park are:
 Protection of air and water quality
 A forest with structural complexity: vertically (canopy, mid‐story and understory, snags and
downed wood) and at the landscape‐scale (mosaic of habitat types, natural gaps)
 Floristic native biodiversity with increased habitat opportunities for target wildlife species
and avian, terrestrial and aquatic native wildlife corridors (within and surrounding Forest
Park)
 Intact native plant and animal communities with minimal disturbance from non‐native
species and invasive species populations controlled through management.
 Reduction of catastrophic fire risk.

Forest Park Ecological Prescriptions (2011)
For each ecological goal in the DFC there are a series of projects listed in the Ecological Prescriptions
identified as necessary to achieve those goals. These projects were vetted by a multi‐agency
partnership and evaluated to determine the highest priority projects for achieving the ecological goals.
Over 30 individual projects were identified ranging from on‐the‐ground improvements to policy changes
to recommended studies to fill data gaps.
Forest Park Recreation Survey (2012)
PP&R contracted with Portland State University (PSU) Survey Research Lab to conduct the baseline
recreation survey for the park. PSU conducted intercept surveys over six days in three seasons. 2,277
park users completed the survey. This method was selected “because it is effective at capturing
perceptions of park users as they occur in the park and allow for immediate reporting of experiences,
attitudes and behaviors before the effect of time have lessened reactions” (page 3). The report suggests
that the next survey be completed within ten years. The survey highlights are:
 Predominate Users: 25‐54 years old, white with slightly higher than average household incomes
and substantially higher levels of education relative to the Portland metropolitan area
population.
 Use: Majority of respondents use the park at least once a month or more
 Location: Majority of users (68%) live in Multnomah County
 Access: Thurman Gate is the most popular access point
 Motivations: Exercise/Fitness (49%) and Enjoying Nature and Being Outdoors (28%)
 Most Popular Activities: Hiking/Walking (38%), Jogging/Running (25%) and Walking the Dog
(28%)
 Important Natural Area Features: Trails, Forest, Native Plants and Wildlife
 Recommended Actions: Increase cycling trails, adding restrooms, better maps and signage
Forest Park Wildlife Report (2012)
The Forest Park Wildlife Report provides a baseline inventory of general wildlife habitat, a broad
description of wildlife found in the park and detailed species information based on the best available
data – historical, recent, anecdotal, or rigorously collected in research. The report also identifies gaps in
knowledge about wildlife and their habitat, threats and next steps in research. The key findings are:
1. Habitat
 Interior Forest: dominates the park; the most abundant and well‐distributed vertebrate
species are associated with this Special Status Habitat type
 Powerline Corridors: dominated by native shrubs and ground cover, provides habitat for
shrub nesting birds, grazing mammals, insectivores and pollinators.
 Late Successional Stands: contain old‐growth individuals that are structurally complex with
key wildlife components such as snags and coarse woody debris. This habitat complexity is
important for all wildlife classes.
2. Wildlife
 Vertebrate Diversity









104 avian and 45 mammalian species, of these about 30% are Special Status Species
within the City of Portland and few are non‐native.
 Relatively few species of amphibian, reptile and fish likely due to a lack of perennial
standing water, springs and ponds; all are native.
Invertebrate Diversity
 23 species of terrestrial and aquatic mollusks, most are native, several are common
and abundant
 More than 400 species of insects are currently known to occur with beetles and
moths contributing at least 340 species (similar to dominance worldwide)
Threats to Wildlife and Habitat (top 3 not listed in order of importance.)
 Climate Change
 Non‐native invasive plants, insects and other wildlife
 Habitat alteration outside the park
Gaps in Wildlife Information
 Species level: abundance, breeding, habitat use, distribution, seasonality
 Population: trends and fluctuations
 Response: to management actions and park users
 Habitat: number of snags, volume of coarse woody debris, use of habitat outside the
park

Summary
A synthesis of the five documents shows that Forest Park is generally in good health within the context
of an urban natural area. It has a maturing mixed‐deciduous, conifer forest that provides habitat for a
wide variety of native wildlife species. Invasive plant and animal species management must remain a
high management priority to preserve and enhance the forest. Measured progress on accomplishing
projects to achieve the Desired Future Condition is necessary. Wildfire risk is low within the park but
needs to be continually managed along the park and neighborhood edges. Park users surveyed are
mainly local, in the 25‐54 age range and have a higher income and education level than the average
household in the Portland metropolitan area.
The key objectives and evaluation criteria developed for this methodology are the working tools for
synthesizing the detailed information that has been gained through these studies.
Project Evaluation Use
PEM gives PP&R staff a systematic method to initially screen proposed construction and capital projects
within Forest Park. To encourage stewardship and assist with the protection and enhancement of the
park, proposed projects need to include a habitat enhancement component. Projects proponents are
encouraged to coordinate with PP&R Forest Park staff including the Supervisor, Ecologist and/or Trail
Coordinator to discuss proposed projects and the associated habitat enhancement before review
submittal. Each proposed project needs to include a narrative which explains how the project meets the
goals of the NRMP, identifies impacts and benefits, and landscape alterations including scale and
proposed construction methods; maps and other graphics.

Methodology
Utilizing the goals and strategies established in the NRMP and the objectives of the recent documents,
key data was selected and used to create evaluation criteria for Ecology – includes Habitat, Vegetation
and Wildlife; Wildfire Risk; and Recreation (categories). Also included is a section that evaluates the
PP&R resources that will be needed to implement the project. This section will be used by staff to
understand the resources associated with project implementation.
PP&R staff developed a list of possible responses for each criteria and gave the response a numerical
score from 0 (low) to 5 (high) based on whether the proposed project met, did not affect (i.e. not
applicable to), or did not meet these objectives. A total score is calculated for each category and the
highest possible total for all categories is 100 points. Maximum points for each category are:
 Ecology = 60
 Recreation = 30
 Wildfire Risk = 10
With habitat protection and enhancement as the top priority for the management of Forest Park, an
Ecology score of 20 was established as a minimum threshold for project approval (33%). If a project does
not meet the minimum Ecology score, it will not be further evaluated. A project that potentially
adversely impacts the ecology of Forest Park should include habitat enhancements to offset potential
impacts. All proposed projects must meet the overall minimum Ecology score. Projects that move
forward in the evaluation must receive a minimum of 51 points (greater than 50%) to be considered for
implementation.
Evaluation Criteria (Project’s Impacts and Enhancements – Direct and Indirect)
Ecology ‐ Habitat, Vegetation, Wildlife
The Natural Resources Management Plan (1995), Forest Park DFC, Ecological Prescriptions (2011) and
Forest Park Wildlife Report (2012) were evaluated and the following objectives were synthesized from
these sources. Embedded in these key objectives is the intent to build resilient systems that can
respond to shifting conditions such as the effects of climate change; including changes in water
availability, wildfire, extreme weather events, and increased landslides.
Key Objectives
1. Manage to maintain a gradient of ecological health/value increasing from south to north
with the exception of Balch Creek in the south.
2. Address data gaps in wildlife and forest ecosystem knowledge through continued
research and regular monitoring.
3. Enhance the condition of the park in all management units through invasive removal,
restoration of damaged areas and enhancement of forest structure.
4. Maintain forest health, enhance forest structure, foster succession to old growth and
develop core preserves.
5. Protect and enhance Special Status Species and Habitats.
6. Enhance riparian vegetation buffers, improve water quality and increase channel
complexity and fish habitat.

7. Monitor and respond to new invasive plant, animal and pathogen populations.
8. Protect, enhance and expand wildlife habitat features and wildlife corridors.
9. Outreach to private landowners to address invasive species, wildfire fuel reduction and
the protection of wildlife resources beyond the Park’s boundaries.
10. Reduce impacts to native habitat during regular maintenance (utility, access, mowing)
Evaluation Criteria (Maximum 60 Points)
1. Habitat Connectivity (max=8)
a.
b.
c.
d.

Trail Density is not increased beyond NRMP recommendation (Trail Projects Only) =2
Special Status Habitat is not reduced, fragmented or impacted=2
Infrastructure includes maintenance or upgrades that provide opportunities for
increased wildlife passage=2
No barriers to dispersal to target species (i.e. inappropriately sized culverts, fences,
roads/trails or areas of unfavorable habitat)=2

2.

Habitat Quality (max=4)
a.
Majority of project is in area with a Poor Ecological Health rating=2
b.
Majority of project is in area with a Fair Ecological Health rating=1
c.
No impact to areas within Healthy or Good Ecological Vegetation Unit =2

3.

Structural Complexity (max‐=8)
Enhancement of habitat features (See Appendix A)
a. Snags=2
b. Canopy Protection through invasive vine removal=2
c. Large wood (aquatic)=2
d. Instream complexity =2

4.

Soil Health (max=2)
Reduces erosion and compaction (physical changes or the removal of a disturbance) =2

5.

Protected Air and Water Quality (max=10)
a. Reduces fine sediment load/turbidity =2
b. Allows for improved conveyance of coarse sediments/water transport =2
c. Improves water quality in the Balch or Miller subwatershed=2
d. Improves water quality in a subwatershed other than Balch or Miller = 1
e. Reduces nutrient loading and/or bacterial contamination (ammonia, E. coli) =1
f. Fuel efficient and Fuel safe (bio‐fuels)=1
g. Project improves air quality (i.e. reduces need to drive to park (Tri‐met, ride to your ride)) =1

6.

Vegetation Composition(max=5)
a. No disturbance of native vegetation=5
b. Disturbance with enhancement=2
c. Disturbance is larger than enhancement=0

7.

Cumulative Enhancement Size* (see Appendix B) (max=6))
Disturbance must be less than enhancement to receive points in this category. Categories are
defined based upon cumulative enhancement which is the enhancement minus the
disturbance acreage. For example a project with 6 acres of disturbance and 7 acres of
enhancement equals 1 acre of cumulative enhancement and thus receives a small
enhancement score of 2.
a. Small (0.25 ac‐1 ac) vegetation enhancement: small= 2
b. Medium (1‐5 ac) vegetation enhancement =4
c. Large (>5 ac) vegetation enhancement: large=6

8.

Enhancement Quality (max=6)
a. Vegetation enhancement within riparian area=2
b. Adjacent to existing enhancement activity=2
c. Special Status Habitat Enhancement=2

9.

Ecological Approach (max=6)
a. Project identified in Ecological Prescriptions (EP) or NRMP=2; or EP Priority Project =4
b. Project supports landscape or watershed scale objectives that protect ecosystem
services outlined in the City’s Watershed Management Plan.=1
c. Project includes outreach to adjacent landowners about resource enhancement or
protection that impacts the Park =1

10. Potential for Invasive Species Introduction (see Appendix C) (max=5)
a. Project has a high invasive species introduction potential=0
b. Project has a medium invasive species introduction potential=2
c. Project has a low invasive species introduction potential=5

Wildfire Risk
The Forest Park Wildfire Risk Reduction (2008) report was evaluated and key objectives from this
document are synthesized below.
Key Objectives
1. Reduce possibility of fuel ignition;
2. Reduce fuel loads in the warmest, driest areas, especially the eastern edge of the park at low
elevations; and
3. Manage forest to reduce risk to nearby homes.
Evaluation Criteria (Maximum points=10)
1. Maintains access for fire and other emergency vehicles = 3
2. Completes one of the potential risk reductions projects = 3
3. Removes/reduces surface and ladder fuels along park borders = 3
4. Construction proposed outside of the dry season (July‐October) = 1
Recreation
The Forest Park Recreational Survey (2012) was evaluated and key objectives are listed below.
Key Objectives
1. Manage recreation use intensity on a gradient ranging from the most in the southern unit to the
least in the northern unit except for Balch Creek Canyon in the southern unit.
2. Construct and maintain a sustainable trail system
3. Expand and develop appropriate facilities within limits of resource protection; work with
partners.
4. Develop and divert access away from Leif Erikson at NW Thurman St. and Upper/Lower Macleay
entrances
Evaluation Criteria (Maximum points=30)
NRMP and Environmental Review
1. Project allowed in NRMP (project list: pages 119‐126). Projects listed in the NRMP are allowed
and the level of Environmental Review already determined. (max = 3)
a. Allowed in the NRMP =3
b. Improving existing trails/facilities with less than 10% increase in ground disturbance =1
c. New activity not listed in the NRMP =0

2. Management Unit Location (max = 5)
a. South Management Unit, not Balch Creek Canyon=5
b. Central Management Unit =3
c. Balch Creek and allowed in NMRP =2
d. North Management Unit and allowed in NMRP =1
3. The project can be constructed from an existing trail or road (max=2)
a. Yes ; no new trail or road access is needed =2
b. No: off trail activities included or needed for the project =0
4. Level of Environmental Review (pages 119‐126) (max =5)
Project Identified in the NRMP (number and level of Environmental Review listed)
a. Type 1 =5
b. Type 2 =3
c. Type 3 =1
OR
Project not identified in the NRMP – level of Environmental Review determined by the Bureau
of Development Services or from the NRMP
a. Type 1 =3
b. Type 2 – evaluate requirements and resource costs =1
c. Type 3 = 0
Park Stewardship
5. Enhancing Park Stewardship (max = 4)
a. User group will assist with maintaining the project and ecological enhancements
through a Stewardship Agreement or as required by the conditions listed in the local
land use permit/environmental review =4
b. Project includes environmental education about Forest Park natural resources=2
c. Increase need for enforcement by PP&R staff because group does not have the
resources to assist with compliance=0
User Experience
6. Park user interactions (max =5)
a. Enhances the user experience by reducing conflicts– separate facility; increases sight
lines, removes blind intersections =5
b. No change in present use patterns =3
c. Increases interactions of different user types – creates more intersections; concentrates
uses in one area =0
7. Increases exercise and fitness opportunities (max=3)
a. Creates a loop trail =3
b. Improves existing trail conditions – surface, drainage =2
c. Fails to upgrade trail conditions (erosion, safety) = 0

8. Improves wayfinding or environmental interpretation in accordance with PP&R Interpretation
Strategy Media Format (2012) (max =3)
http://www.portlandoregon.gov/parks/article/386031
a. Improves wayfinding and/or provides environmental interpretation =3
b. Improves existing wayfinding signs through replacement and/or improves existing
environmental interpretation information =2
c. Limited or No improvements to wayfinding and/or environmental interpretation=0

PEM Score Sheet
Ecology ‐ Habitat, Vegetation, Wildlife

(60 points)
1. Habitat Connectivity (max=8)
2. Habitat Quality
(max=4)
3. Structural Complexity (max=8)
4. Soil Health (max=2)
5. Protected Air & Water Quality (max=10)
6. Vegetation Composition (max=5)
7. Cumulative Enhancement (max=6)
8. Enhancement Quality (max=6)
9. Ecological Approach (max=6)
10. Invasive Potential (max=5)

Score

Total
Wildfire Risk

(10 points)
Wildfire Risk Reduction (max=10)
Recreation

(30 points)
1. Facility allowed in NRMP (max=3)
2. Management Unit Location (max=5)
3. Project constructed from trail or road (max=2)
4. Level of Environmental Review (max=5)
5. Enhancing Park Stewardship (max=4)
6. Park user interactions (max=5)
7. ↑ exercise & fitness opportunities (max=3)
8. Improves wayfinding/enviro interpretation (max=3)
Total
PEM Total

Notes

Appendix A‐Habitat Structure Standards and Recommendations
Snags Specifications
(Excerpted from TEES unpublished, Wildlife Trees, Down Wood and Brushpiles 2011 draft document)
 Locate snags away from trails, roads, buildings and other structures.
 Conifers at least 14” dbh should be selected for snag creation .
 Top or girdle trees above the first whorl of branches, but at least 14 feet high (ideally, above the
second whorl and much higher). Smaller trees may be useful for some cavity‐nesting birds, as are
stumps at least 3 feet high.
 If topping a tree, try to make a jagged top; it will decay faster and provide better habitat than a
smooth‐topped tree.
 Consider adding “roosting slits” and cavity “starts” in created snags at the time of topping or
girdling1. Cavity “starts” should be at least 6” deep and 4” high. Do not put these features (or bird
boxes) on existing snags.
 Large branches extending at least 2 feet out from the trunk of the tree can be cut to create foraging
habitat on live trees that are not intended to be used as snags.
 Snag density goals are 15‐30 snags per acre

Canopy Protection
A minimum number of 30 trees in an area determined by PP&R should have tree ivy removed with a full
lifesaver. A full lifesaver is defined as a 6 foot ivy‐free radius that is created around the base of a tree
that has been girdled of tree ivy.
Instream Enhancement
Large wood installation and the creation of instream complexity will involve engineering, permitting and
planning through PP&R, the Bureau of Environmental Services and regulatory agencies. If your project
proposal includes large wood installation or the creation of instream complexity, anticipate additional
time for planning and preparation. A first step will be communication with PP&R to determine potential
sites for this type of enhancement. The Bureau of Environmental Services’ Willamette Watershed
Subwatershed Plan for Forest Park anticipated in 2014 should help identify appropriate locations for
instream enhancement.

Appendix B‐Enhancement Guidelines
Enhancement is the removal of invasive species and the restoration of native plant community diversity
and structure through the installation of native vegetation. Enhancement locations will be directed and
guided by PP&R staff based on restoration priorities and the location of the proposed project.
Enhancement projects can be small (>0.25‐1acre), medium (1‐5 acres) or large (>5 acres).
PP&R will assess a fee for enhancement based upon a per acreage calculation for restoration. This fee
will be collected prior to construction and put into the Forest Park Fund to be utilized within 5 years for
ecological enhancement within Forest Park. These funds will be banked to be applied collectively to the
1 Cavity “starts” allow decay‐causing fungus to enter the tree wound. The cavities may be used by flying squirrels,
swallows, kestrels and small owls. In time, as rot progresses, the cavities may be used by a large variety of cavity‐nesters,
such as pileated woodpeckers, nuthatches and chickadees.

most comprehensive and beneficial enhancement within the park. For example, the funds from several
small enhancement fees may be combined until an enhancement project minimum of 5 acres can be
undertaken.
Enhancement projects that are implemented using fees collected through this process will be subject to
monitoring by PP&R utilizing the protocol listed below.
Monitoring Protocol (Derived from Vigil‐Agrimis recommendations for restoration of disturbance sites)
Randomized plots (unique to each sample event) are to be used.
6‐10 sample plots are recommended, assuming the disturbance area is approximately 0.25 acres.
o Please state the quadrat size (20cm X 50 cm, for example)
o Photo‐document each quadrat during each monitoring event before and after project

Requirements years 1‐5
 80% of the original specified woody plants have survived and are showing healthy vigor.
 Bare ground and forest duff comprise not more than 25% of the ground cover strata in any
monitoring plot.
Requirements years 3‐5
 Native herbaceous plants cover at least 67% of the ground cover strata in any monitoring
plot.
 No more than 2% of any monitoring plot is occupied by any one non‐native invasive species
and the total non‐native invasive coverage is 8% or less.
 Multnomah County/City of Portland EDRR species are absent in all monitoring plots.

Appendix C Potential for Invasive Species Introduction
The potential of invasive species introduction is evaluated based upon factors that may contribute to
new introductions of or spread of existing populations of invasive species. These may include:
 Project Proximity: Does a project include activities that will involve movement from an area
infested with invasive plant species into an area where those plants do not yet exist? For
example, this could include moving through an area of lower ecological health into one of higher
ecological health or from the Park’s edge into the interior
 High vector potential: horses, bikes, vehicles/equipment not certified as weed‐free.
 Early Detection Rapid Response (EDRR) populations: Does the project have the potential to
increase the distribution of EDRR species?

Appendix D: PP&R Resources to Consider (Not scored)
1. Planning + Design
a. Staff time
b. Funding
c. Permitting
2. Capital Project or Improvement
a. CIP evaluation – where would the project fall on the list
b. Funding
(a) PP&R Funded
(b) PP&R + Partner
(c) Fully funded by Partner/proponent
c. Construction
(a) Oversight staff
(b) PP&R staff
3. Maintenance
a. Level of maintenance required
(a) More than one time/year
(b) Once a year
(c) Every 2‐5 years
(d) Self sustaining
b. Responsibility
(a) PP&R Staff exclusively
(b) PP&R Staff + Partner (i.e. Forest Park Conservancy)
(c) PP&R Staff + project proponent
(d) No or very limited PP&R staff time
c. Funding – on going
4. Stewardship Activities
a. Organize work days
b. Partnership Agreement

