River Plan / North Reach

Industrial Development and Natural Resources Integration Task Group

Meeting # 5
November 15, 2007

Handout: Preliminary Shoreline Concepts 
Facilitator: Brian Campbell
Integration Task Group Members: Ann Gardner, Nancy Munn, Susie Lahsene, Bob Sallinger
Bureau of Planning Staff: Sallie Edmunds, Arianne Sperry, Grant Morehead, Matt Lustig, Shannon Buono, Steve Kountz, Roberta Jortner
Others: Robin Bellanca, Dan Dishongh, Chris Prescott, Kevin Johnson, Phil Grillo, Steve Pfeiffer, Frank Flynn, Greg Theisen
Minutes
Ms. Gardner expressed concern that the minutes contain unanswered questions, particularly with regard to 1) developing an adequate mitigation bank, given the high level of existing development in the North Reach, and 2) the relationship between Goal 5 and Goal 15.

Mr. Campbell responded that the mitigation bank question is still up in the air, and is being explored by Dennis Canty.  The Goal 5/15 question will be addressed at the December 5 River Plan Committee meeting.  

NRI Update
Ms. Jortner provided an overview of the process for responding to comments received on the Natural Resources Inventory.  Some comments are “easy fixes;” i.e., editorial comments, while others are methodological or site-specific in nature, and will require a more in-depth analysis by staff.  
Mr. Campbell stated that staff will respond to comments by January or February, to ensure that we have a realistic inventory to use going forward with development of the mitigation program.  
Mitigation
Ms. Edmunds stated that Dennis Canty is planning on having a draft proposal ready in about a month or so.

Staff site visits are scheduled with Kinder Morgan, Owens Corning, and a Sauvie Island property owner.

Staff has had discussions with the NRDA Trustees regarding a potential mitigation pilot project.

A discussion then ensued about the uncertain nature of this type of mitigation program.  Ms. Munn noted that there is no successful model for this habitat type in the U.S., but the status quo of site by site negotiations is not adequate.  Ms. Gardner reiterated that there must be consensus on all elements of the program before it can be successful.  Others agreed.

Landscape Mapping Definitions and Refinements

Mitigation Sites
Mr. Campbell explained the Preliminary Shoreline Concepts handout, and how staff developed the “blue” designation: a programmatic mix of natural resource and economic development priority.  The discussion draft is intended to address the shoreline only, not anything upland.  
Ms. Gardner: I want to flag #6 (“avoid, minimize, mitigate will be a basic foundation for the program”) as something that concerns me.  Is that a given?  What does that mean, on the ground?

Mr. Sallinger: I am concerned about the “like for like” issue again.  Why limit ourselves to the shoreline?  There is not a process to fall back on for upland areas, so they are even more vulnerable than riparian areas.  And what about the Columbia Slough?  That would be an appropriate mitigation receiving site.  
Ms. Edmunds: Eventually, we will expand this description to fill in the entire North Reach.  The shoreline is just a starting point.  
Ms. Lahsene: What about the possibility of looking outside the North Reach?  Why should we limit ourselves?  Willamette Cove, for example, is going to take a long time.  
Ms. Munn: This is our opportunity to improve habitat in the North Reach, the most impacted stretch of river in the entire Columbia system.   It doesn’t take much to vastly improve conditions.  Five listed species require this stretch of rive to complete their life cycle.  
Ms. Gardner: What is the minimum we have to do to be in compliance with federal law?  Are we going above that?

Ms. Munn: This goes beyond that.  I am talking about the City’s policy to restore salmon habitat.  This is the opportunity for us to take that responsibility seriously.  This opportunity won’t come again.  

Mr. Theisen: What Susie Lahsene meant to say was that the short term possibilities may be more problematic than we are anticipating, due to Superfund issues.
Mr. Campbell: Noted.  

Ms. Lahsene: Is the City going to want to acquire these (mitigation) sites?

Mr. Campbell: We are just trying to keep options open. That could happen, or through a conservation easement.  

Ms. Lahsene: What about the zoning?  Will that change?  Keeping the underlying zoning the same may help property owners maintain the value of their land.  
Mr. Campbell: We haven’t worked all that out yet, but the word “permanent” is there for a reason.

Ms. Gardner: There needs to be a benefit to the landowner.  

Mr. Sallinger: The language makes it sound like banks won’t be front-loaded.  We want advance restoration.  If they’re not restored up front, we at least need a clear, tightly constructed strategy.
Ms. Lahsene: I think we need an overarching goal statement for this program.  It should be clear about acquiring the right to enhance and manage these properties over the long term, as natural resource sites for federal and state regulatory purposes.  
Ms. Gardner: I would add the words “in perpetuity” to that.

Ms. Munn: I would like to see something about recreation being subordinate to natural resource protection.  

Ms. Lahsene: I also think we should avoid using the phrase “economic value.”  While we want to restore sites and use them for natural resource protection, we don’t want to reduce the value of the properties.  How about we use the word “development?”
Ms. Munn: That is important.  When it comes time to apply for grant funding, there are certain words that do not look attractive to funders.  
Ms. Gardner: I want sites to be restored through community investment, not just mitigation from development.  Is there an assumption that any development on red sites will trigger mitigation?  What about a red site with high value natural resources?
Mr. Campbell: That would be a blue site.  

Mr. Grillo: We need to customize the approach for each site.  

Ms. Munn: Yes, that is why I think this approach will work, because we have the opportunity to customize.  If we had to do a generic approach to all sites, that’s when it falls apart.  

Ms. Gardner: Is off site mitigation preferred on red sites?  We need to make sure nothing we do inhibits the function of the working harbor.  

Ms. Munn: I agree with that entirely.  We want these mitigation sites to be functioning, and adjacent to a dredge facility may not be the best location.  Feasibility and ecological lift are important considerations.  

Ms. Gardner: I think we need a clear goal statement for each type of site (red, mitigation, etc)
Ms. Lahsene: When it says “the City will commit to ensuring…that these sites are managed over the long term” what does that mean?
Mr. Campbell: That the City will monitor these sites and make sure that they are functioning.  That is one reason these mitigation banks often fail.  

Ms. Munn: And that a portion of the funds paid go to maintenance.  

“Red” Sites
Ms. Gardner: We need a similar protection on the red sites to what the mitigation sites have, something “in perpetuity.”  There should be verbiage about ability to grow and expand businesses.  And when I look at the criteria for red sites, I don’t see any economic criteria.  
Mr. Campbell: The first two criteria are intended to address that.  Perhaps we could reword them.  

Ms. Gardner: Are we assuming that any development in the harbor would require mitigation?

Ms. Lahsene: I’m not.  What if we are putting up a fence?

Mr. Campbell: We haven’t gotten to that level of detail yet, what specifically is going to trigger mitigation.  

Ms. Gardner: What if a red site has high value resources?

Mr. Campbell: Well, the idea of the red sites is that they are essentially devoid of high value resources.  We wouldn’t put a red on a site with any significant high value resources.  And remember that the NRI is still an unresolved issue.  

Ms. Munn: Well if an activity such as dock construction affects the water or other habitat, then it would require mitigation.  But generally the economic function in these areas is being protected.  
Mr. Grillo: It would be useful to be able to see the red areas with the NRI data overlaid upon it.  

Mr. Sallinger: Does the 50 foot riparian (in the NRI) area go away on red sites?

Mr. Campbell: That has not been resolved yet.  

“Green” Sites
Ms. Munn: Under this definition, the only sites that would be green are those under public ownership.  Why can’t all green sites be mitigation receiving sites?  They all have room for improvement.  

Ms. Lahsene: I object to the inclusion of T4 as a green site under this definition.  We would rather have flexibility on most of these sites than receive mitigation dollars on T4.  
Mr. Campbell: There are several green areas on the east bank, but on the west side, it is pretty much just the “pearls’ we identified, with the exception of the areas right around Linnton.  
Ms. Munn: The connection to Forest Park is key to the mitigation sites.  

Mr. Grillo: I think there needs to be flexibility on the green sites, as the shoreline may serve as a gateway to upland industrial functions.  

Ms. Lahsene:  If Toyota, for example, is unable to adapt to the changing global economy because they can’t use their waterfront, well, we can’t do that to them.  

Ms. Munn:  If you receive mitigation dollars, we are going to expect protection.  We need to differentiate between the green sites that receive mitigation dollars vs. those that have flexibility.  
In return for flexibility, a site could get less credit.  If you guarantee a site as habitat for 20 years, you won’t get as much credit as a permanent one.  But it does have value.  

Mr. Sallinger: We could just forget about the green sites for receiving money.

Ms. Munn: Except we will need green sites for mitigation because all of the M sites have contamination issues.  

“Blue” Sites

Ms. Lahsene: I think the blue is what we are really trying to achieve, where industry and natural resources function together.  But at T5, I have a concern with the phrase “development must be minimized.”  We currently have a functioning dock with a good riparian area.
Ms. Munn: If you move out the dock, so you don’t have to dredge in shallow water, that would be my definition of “minimized.”

Ms. Gardner: I think the third sentence under the definition of blue is unnecessary.  You don’t want to discourage development in the harbor, do you?  

Ms. Munn: If development is part of the project’s purpose and need statement, we are going to do whatever we can to get it permitted.
Mr. Grillo: I still think we need a map with base zones on it, and with the NRI overlayed.  

Mr. Campbell: We (staff) will take your suggestions and come up with a refined red, green, blue map.  On the 26th, we can come back and continue the discussion.  

Adjourn at 2 PM.  
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