

apunton
Cross-Out

apunton
Sticky Note
To the degree this code applies in the Willamette River Greenway, you might want to be sure there is no confusion about requirements for access in the city's greenway compatibility review.




apunton
Sticky Note
Is vegetation removal covered in this list? 

apunton
Sticky Note
Consider the wording here. Only ODA has authority to regulate agricultural activities for the purpose of water quality protection. Regarding DEQ staff comments about referencing the Agricultural Water Quality Management Plan for the area, this information is useful for the TAC and the public. Given the division of regulatory authority, it might not fit as a reference in your local code. 

apunton
Sticky Note
Maintenance of exiting irrigation and drainage ditches is regulated by DSL.
Do any of these items on this list exist in the city now? 

apunton
Cross-Out

apunton
Cross-Out

apunton
Highlight

apunton
Sticky Note
A lot can fit in this bucket. How does this relate to C.1?




apunton
Sticky Note
What are the other riparian corridor submittal requirements are these in addition to? 

apunton
Sticky Note
Above, the code says the overlay is mapped. Here the implication is that the code applies a narrative standard to determine the boundary in the field. Consider the word "survey" this will add cost and is not necessary to establish where the code applies. 

apunton
Sticky Note
The terms "vegetative fringe" and significant vegetation need to be defined. 

apunton
Sticky Note
Why this requirement? Is it relevant to Willamette River greenway compatibility review, but not for WQ considerations.  


A
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apunton
Sticky Note
Subjective.

apunton
Highlight

apunton
Sticky Note
What are these? My understanding is that the city has not identified Goal 5 significant riparian areas and wildlife habitat.

apunton
Highlight

apunton
Sticky Note
Same question as above.

apunton
Highlight

apunton
Highlight

apunton
Sticky Note
How would the city determine compliance with this criterion? 

apunton
Highlight

apunton
Sticky Note
Issues with terminology and subjectivity.

apunton
Highlight

apunton
Sticky Note
This sounds more like a policy statement. The code should specify the circumstances under which vegetation can be removed. 

apunton
Highlight

apunton
Sticky Note
Subjective

apunton
Highlight

apunton
Sticky Note
How is erosion potential determined? Change and intensification of use  intensification of use is broad terminology that can include what happens inside buildings. Change "compatible" to "compliant".

apunton
Highlight

apunton
Sticky Note
Is this needed in a riparian protection code?

apunton
Highlight

apunton
Sticky Note
Has a concern been voiced? This consideration is relevant to actions involving public access, but this code does not have a public access component. 

apunton
Highlight

apunton
Sticky Note
What types of water dependent uses might be developed on stream reaches other than the Willamette? 

apunton
Sticky Note
For Section E. Review Standards and Criteria: Recommend reworking with clear and objective standards so this can be applied to residential/mixed use development.  Common approach can be multi pathway: A. to prohibit development in X resource area and then B. to allow it when it can meet certain standards. City would be more protected then from claims in residential development proposals that the applied code is not clear and objective. Possibly the list of standards listed here could become the alternative, subjective review path (Like B, described above.)DLCD staff can provide follow up guidance on this and example code, as needed.  






apunton
Highlight

apunton
Sticky Note
Subjective. Also if the code applies only to the riparian corridor, how can it address development away from the corridor?

apunton
Highlight

apunton
Sticky Note
Subjective. This and #13 are review criteria for the Willamette River Greenway. This code should not try to incorporate Greenway compatibility review standards. 

apunton
Highlight

apunton
Sticky Note
Is this relevant to water bodies other than the Willamette? 

apunton
Highlight

apunton
Highlight

apunton
Sticky Note
It is a better practice to require a 1:2, 1:3, or greater loss to enhancement ratio. Some evaluation of the area to be enhanced is needed to determine the capacity for improved function.  

apunton
Highlight

apunton
Sticky Note
For Section G. 1. Riparian Corridor Width Reduction. Mitigation and Planting: Recommend specifying clear and objective thresholds for reducing the corridor width.
Given this adjustment is allowed in the code, consider not allowing variances to the code. 



apunton
Highlight

apunton
Sticky Note
See earlier comment on how the city should apply this code in conjunction with existing Greenway Management Overlay. Also, ensure consistency with Goal 15, City comp plan and comp plan map. DLCD staff can help with this review.  




apunton
Highlight

apunton
Sticky Note
If the 500 sf is the 50' wise riparian area X 10 ft of stream frontage, this makes sense. If the 500 sf is a long skinny area along a stream reach, it makes less sense. 

apunton
Sticky Note
It is best practice to require a maintenance plan for the first couple of years and a contingency if some specified % of plantings don't survive. 

apunton
Highlight

apunton
Sticky Note
Check grammar. Also, should this apply to native veg only?  

apunton
Sticky Note
This sounds more stringent than the above, What would motivate an applicant to use this approach? It seems that this approach might be more clear and objective. 

apunton
Highlight

apunton
Sticky Note
How will it be determined if other plans are OK? 










