
As adopted by the
Metro Council
June 26 1980

BEFORE THE COUNCIL OF THE
METROPOLITAN SERVICE DISTRICT

AN ORDINANCE RELATING TO THE USE ORDINANCE NO 80-95
OF URBANIZABLE LAND AND THE
CONVERSION OF URBANIZABLE LAND Introduced by the Regional
TO URBAN USE WITHIN THE URBAN Planning Committee
GROWTH BOUNDARY AND PRESCRIBING
REGULATIONS THEREFOR

THE COUNCIL OF THE METROPOLITAN SERVICE DISTRICT HEREBY ORDAINS

Section Purpose and Authority

The purpose of this ordinance is to implement the Metro

Urban Growth Boundary UGB and to establish temporary restrictions

on certain land therein consistent with policies relating to

Specially Protected Areas and to conversion of urbanizable land as

approved by the Land Conservation and Development Commission LCDC

as conditions upon the acknowledgment of the UGB under ORS 197.251

This ordinance is adopted pursuant to 1977 Oregon Laws

Chapter 665 section 18 1979 Oregon Laws Chapter 402 ORS 268.030

and ORS 268.360

Section II Findings

The Council finds as follows

Metro is required by 1979 Oregon Laws ch 402 to

adopt an urban growth boundary for the district in compliance

with applicable goals adopted under ORS 197.005 to 197.430 said

UGB having been adopted by Ordinance No 7977 on November 1979

Pursuant to LCDC rulings in LCDC Nos 78039 79001 and 79009 the

applicable Statewide Goals are Goal Citizen Involvement Goal

Land Use Planning and Goal 14 Urbanization
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Goal 14 Urbanization requires that conversion

of urbanizable land to urban uses shall be based on consideration

of Orderly economic provision for public facilities and

services Availability of sufficient land for the various uses

to insure choices in the marketplace LCDC goals and

Encouragement of development within urban areas before conversion of

urbanizable areas

Guideline A2 of Goal 14 provides that the size of

the parcels of urbanizable land that are converted to urban land

should be of adequate dimension so as to maximize the utility of the

land recource and enable the logical and efficient extension of

services to such parcels Guideline Bi of Goal 14 provides that

the type location and placing of public facilities and services

are factors which should be utilized to direct urban expansion

During the process of acknowledgment of the Metro UGB

pursuant to ORS 197.251 the LCDC directed that the UGB could not be

acknowledged as complying with Goal 14 unless Metro or its con

stituent local jurisdictions adopted and implemented policies relat

ing to the conversion of future urbanizable land to urban use in

accordance with Goal.l4 Prior to acknowledgment such policies

were developed by Metro Metro Resolution No 7983 and Resolution

No 79102 in coordination with Washington Multnomah and Clackamas

Counties Such policies must be implemented in Washington and

Clackamas Counties by July 1980 LCDC acknowledged the Metro UGB

based in part on finding in the Acknowledgment of Compliance order

dated January 16 1980 that Metro is committed to continue to
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utilize...the policy guidelines in Metros Resolution of August 23

1979 as amended on November 1979 The Order established

additional expectations for local jurisdictions relative to Goals

11 and 14
Multnomah and Clackamas Counties have adopted poli

cies for the conversion of urbanizable land within their jurisdic

tions to urban use which are substantially consistent with the

policies approved by the LCDC Washington County has not adopted

such policies and has informed Metro that the County will not be

able to adopt such policies by July 1980 Washington County has

however endorsed said policies pursuant to Washington County

Resolution No 79197 dated August 21 1979

Temporary restrictions on development and individual

sewage disposal systems within Washington County are necessary to

allow the County time to properly plan the use of urban land and to

prevent local planning options from being precluded by premature

development

Washington Countys Comprehensive Plan will be

reviewed by Metro to ensure that that it includes and implements

policies for the conversion of urbanizable land and the protection

of Specially Regulated Areas which are equally as strong as those

adopted by Metro in Resolutions Nos 7983 and 79102

Metro has shown in the Urban Growth Boundary

Findings adopted November 1979 that sufficient land exists

within the Boundary to accommodate projected needs until the year

2000 In adopting the Boundary Metro examined several methods of

controlling the premature conversion of urbanizable land to urban
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uses Metro concludes the temporary residential development

restrictions adopted herein will cause the least shortage unavail

ability or dislocation of housing To minimize adverse impacts

Metro will monitor the effect this ordinance has on development in

Washington County and the Metro Council will review the ordinance

after six months

The unincorporated land within Washington County and

within the UGB and the conversion of that land to urban use are

areas and activities having significant impact upon the orderly and

responsible development of the metropolitan area and said impacts

must be controlled temporarily until local comprehensive plans are

adopted which regulate such impacts

10 The purpose of this ordinance is to promote urban

level development which can be efficiently provided with urban

services This ordinance is not intended to inhibit or otherwise

regulate annexations to cities in any way

11 This ordinance establishes minimum standards for the

approval of certain specified land use actions in Washington County

and does not supercede County regulations except to the extent that

such regulations may be inconsistent with this ordinance The

ordinance is to be administered in manner consistent with other

applicable rules and regulations including but not limited to LCDC

goals and DEQ rules for the issuance of septic tank permits

Section III Application and Duration

This ordinance shall apply to all unincorporated land in

Washington County Oregon which is within the UGS adopted by Metro

in Ordinance No 7977 The County shall take no land use related

action inconsistent with the terms of this ordinance
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The terms of this ordinance shall apply as stated in

paragraph of this section until July 1981 or until the Compre

hensive Plan of Washington County Oregon is submitted to LCDC for

compliance with the Statewide Goals pursuant to ORS 197.251 which

ever shall occur first

Six months from the effective date of this ordinance

Metro staff will present to the Council for its consideration

review of the effects of this ordinance Such review will include

an evaluation of the impacts of this ordinance on the rates of

residential development and on the conversion of urbanizable land to

urban use

Section IV Definitions

For purposes of this ordinance

ttCountytt means Washington County Oregon

Metro means the Metropolitan Service District

Specially Regulated Areas refers to all land described

in Appendix of this ordinance which is incorporated

herein by this reference

Section Subdivision and Partitions

When consistent with other applicable law the County may

approve subdivisions and partitions inside the tJGB but outside of

Specially Regulated Areas only when one of the following condi

tions is met

The land is zoned by the County for one of the following

RU3 RU4 RU6 RU8 RUlO RU15 RU20 RU30 Bi B2A B2
B3 B4 RID MAl or MA2 and connections to public sewer and

public water systems will be provided concurrent with development
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Appropriate zoning for the development proposed is not

available outside the Urban Growth Boundary consistent with LCDC

Goals Natural Resources and Natural Hazards the County

finds that topographic or other natural constraints are such as to

make development at densities of 10000 square feet or less per unit

inappropriate as planned urban use and connection to public

sewer and public water systems will be provided concurrent with

development

Appropriate zoning for the development proposed is not

available outside the Urban Growth Boundary consistent with LCDC

Goals Natural Resources Natural Hazards and 11 Public

Facilities and Services the County finds that topographic or other

natural constraints are such as to make development at densities of

10000 square feet or less per unit inappropriate as planned urban

use and that the topographic or other natural constraints on land

are such as to make sewer extension impractical in the longterm

All lots in the proposed subdivision or partition are ten

10 acres or larger where the lot area is defined in the manner

provided in Article II Chapter 104 of the Washington County

Community Development Ordinance

When acting on subdivisions or partitions subject to the

requirements of paragraph A.4 of this section the County may

approve variances from the 10 acre minimum lot size required Such

variances may be granted only pursuant to and in accordance with the

procedures conditions and guidelines established in the Countys

Community Development Ordinance for the purposes of granting

variances from lot area requirements are followed

Ord No 8095
Page of



Section VI Specially Regulated Areas

In Specially Regulated Areas the following regulations shall

apply

In Specially Regulated Areas zoned for residential use

the partitioning or subdivision of land is prohibited

In Specially Regulated Areas zoned for commercial or

industrial use the following regulations apply

No building permit shall be issued for residential

use

No building permit shall be issued for

nonresidential use unless it is found that there are

no suitable alternative locations elsewhere within

the Urban Growth Boundary outside Specially Regulated

Areas

LCDC has established that Goal Agricultural Lands

applies to Specially Regulated Area lands The requirements for

taking an exception to Goal as provided in Goal Land Use

Planning may place further restrictions on the development of

these lands

Section VII Septic Tank Permits

When consistent with other applicable law the County may issue

septic tank permits within the Urban Growth Boundary only for lots

which meet one of the following conditions

The lot was legally created and recorded prior to the

effective date of this ordinance and has not been further parti

tioned or subdivided and if the lot is zoned for residential use

the location of the house on the lot will not prevent future
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urbanization at density of at least units an acre and will not

interfere with the efficient provision of sewer water and streets

when the land is urbanized

The lot has been created as result of subdivision or

partition approved pursuant to Section paragraph of this

ordinance

The lot is located outside of Specially Regulated Area

the lot is ten 10 acres or larger or has received lot size

variance pursuant to Section V1 paragraph and waiver of the

right to remonstrate against future formation of local improvement

district for sewers has been recorded as deed restriction

Section VIII Severability

The provisions of this ordinance shall be severable If any

provision or section of this ordinance is found unlawful or invalid

by any Court or agency of competent jurisdiction all other provi

sions and sections shall remain in effect

ADOPTED by the Council of the Metropolitan Service District

this 26th day of June 1980

//LJ/7 i/v

Pres4ding Officer

ATTEST

///
Cirk of the Council

AJ/qi
8498/130
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West North and east sides of lot 100 2S 1W Sec

West side of lOt 600 2S 1W Sec 30A along and across Scholls
Sherwood Road East and South sides of 1t 1400 2S 1W Sec
30A south eastern portion side of lot 1500 2S 1W Sec
30A East and South sides of lot 1601 2S 1W Sec 30A across

Edy Road East side of lot 100 2S 1W Sec 30C East side of

lot 300 2S 1W Sec 30C across and along south side of
Pacific Hwy 99W North side of lot 500 2S 1W Sec 31B
city limit line 200 feet West of the East side of 1t 500 2S
1W Sec 31B the 200 feet Eastern portion of the South side

of lot 500 2S 1W Sec 31B South side of lot 2000 2S 1W

31A South side of lot 2090 2S 1W 31A West and North sides

of lot 2200 2S 1W Sec 31A West and South and East sides of

lot 2201 2S in Sec 31A West Villa Road East South sides

of Section 31 2S 1W

West side of Sec 31 2S 1W along Elwert Road
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APPENDIX SPECIALLY REGULATED AREAS

Legal Description

SPA No West Union

N- West Union Road
Cornelius Pass Road
South side of lot 100 iN 2W Sec 23 Southwestern corner of

lot 100 IN 2W Sec 23 Southeastern corner of lot 104 1N 2W

Sec 22
East and North sides of lot 102 iN 2W Sec 22 East side of

the Bonneville Power Administration powerline rightofway

SPA No West Union

Evergreen Road
East and South sides of lot 100 iN 2W Sec 27
Airport Road South and West side of lot 1600 iN 2W Sec 28
South western 1350 feet side of lot 1601 iN 2W Sec 28
Airport Road
268th Avenue

SPA No West Union

Evergreen Road
Cornelius Pass Road
South and Western Corners of Lot 2600 iN 2W Sec 26

SPA No Sprinyville Road

Springville Road
Southwestern corner of Sec 16 iN 1W Multnomah/Washington
County line North East and Southeastern sides of 1t 1100 iN
1W Sec 21 East side of lot 1300 iN 1W Sec 21 East side

of lot 1400 iN 1W Sec 21 across Laidlaw Road Ea.st and

South sides of lot 1300 iN 1W Sec 21 South side of lot 1206

iN 1W Sec 20 across Bonneville Power Administration
powerline rightof-way East North and West sides of lot

1201 iN 1W Sec 20 Kaiser Road South side of lot 205 iN
1W Sec 29 Southwestern corners of lot 300 iN 1W Sec 29
West Union Road
185th Avenue

SPA No Sherwood

South and East sides of 1t 701 2S 1W Sec 30C North
Western half side of lot 300 2S 1W Sec 30C East North

sides of lOt 200 2S 1W Sec 30C Across Edy Road North
Eastern portion side of 1t 400 2S 1W Sec 30C West and
North sides of 1t 500 2S 1W Sec 30B Northwestern corner
and North side of lot 400 2S 1W Sec 30B South side of 1t
300 2S 1W Sec 30B along and across Scholls Sherwood Road
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AGENDA MANAGEM1T7TE
TO Ntro Council
FROM Executive Officer
SUBJECT Amendment and Adoption of Ordinance No 8095 Relating to

the Use of Urbanizable Land Washington County

RECOMMENDATIONS

ACTION REQUESTED Second reading
and amendment as recommended by Reg
Committee and adoption

POLICY IMPACT Approval of the recommended amendments
will make the ordinance clearer and more workable
Adoption of the amended ordinance is consistent with
Resolution Nos 7983 and 79102 establishing policy
guidelines for the control of urban sprawl and will

fulfill the agreement among LCDC Metro and Washington
County to implement these guidelines by July

BUDGET IMPACT None The necessary monitoring of the
administration and efects of the ordinance can be
undertaken as part of the Urban Growth Boundary UGB
maintenance program currently included in the proposed
budget

IT ANALYSIS

BACKGROUND The attached copy of the ordinance

incorporating the amendments proposed by the Regional
Planning Committee was developed through twomonth
process for public review and comment All but three of

the proposed amendments were available to the Council and

interested parties at the first reading of the ordinance

May 22

The three additional amendments are provision for

variance procedure for the tenacre minimum lot size
definition of lot area and language clarification

In response to Committee questions staff has consulted
with DLCD staff on the variance provision and been assured
that DLCD does not view such provision as violation
of the guidelines

Staff has also reexamined the question of lot area
definition and recommends small revision in the language
to clarify rather than revise the definition The

revision proposed by Jim Allison would establish
situation where two properties of identical dimensions
could be affected differently depending on whether the



property was zoned AF5 in which case it might use street
dedications to meet the 10acre minimum or RS1 in which
case it could not Staff believes this type of arbitrary
variation in the application of the ordinance should be
avoided

staff report explaining the basis for each proposed
amendment was included in the agenda materials for the
June Regional Planning Committee meeting Additional
copies of this staff report are available from the Metro
Council Secretary

ALTERNATIVES CONSIDERED Since preliminary draft of the
ordinance was first released for hearing staff has
continued to evaluate every alternative which would make
this ordinance simpler clearer more effective and more
responsive to public concern within the framework of the
guidelines established by the Council last fall The
revised ordinance submitted to the Council for first
reading incorporated series of revisions to the

preliminary ordinance as result of this evaluation The
recommended amendments are continuation of this effort

CONCLUSION recommendation for Council adoption of
Ordinance No 8095 amended as recommended by the
Regional Planning Committee will provide for the
successful fulfillment of Metros commitment to LCDC in
manner as responsive as possible to the various needs and
interests affected

JHbk
8505/135
6/26/80



AGENDA MANAGEMENT SUMMARY

TO Metro Council
FROM Executive Officer
SUBJECT Ordinance Relating to the Use of Urbanizable Land

Washington County

RECO1MENDAT IONS

lic hearing on and first reading of

POLICY IMPACT Adoption of the Ordinance is consistent
with Resolution Nos 7983 and 79-102 establishing policy
guidelines for the control of urban sprawl and will fulfill

the agreement among LCDC Metro and Washington County to

implement these guidelines by July

The public hearing continues process for public review of

and comment on the proposed ordinance consistent with Goal

Citizen Involvement

BUDGET IMPACT None

II ANALYSIS

BACKGROUND During the acknowledgment of the regional UGB
Metro provided testimony to LCDC regarding its interest in

and ability to control urban sprawl within the UGB Metro
committed to allowing the counties the time to implement
the guidelines through their own planning process which in

all three counties was scheduled for completion by at least

July 1980 Metro also committed to implementing the

guidelines through use of its statutory UGB powers should
the counties not enforce the guidelines Since that time
Washington County has officially adopted compliance
schedule which shows completion of their comprehensive
plan including growth management policies not occurring
until December 1980

The attached ordinance is intended to assure that land

within the Washington County portion of the UGB is

effectively used for urban development Availability of

urban services and assurances of urban densities provide
the major criteria for allowing new development Lots of

record existing prior to July 1980 are exempt from

these regulations

Both Multnomah County and Clackamas County are scheduled to

have adopted and/or acknowledged comprehensive plans
including develnment controls prior to July 1980
Because of this timing Ordinance No 8095 is proposed at



this time to apply only to Washington County If the
proposed ordinance is adopted it would ensure that the
guidelines are met in Washington County between July
1980 and the time of the Countys plan adoption

public hearing was held in Washington County before the
Regional Planning Committee on April 21 In addition
series of meetings was held with variety of different
groups including Special Conversions Guidelines Task
Force

As result of response received the ordinance as origi
nally proposed has been substantially revised The Task
Force endorsed the revised ordinance at its April 30 meet
ing and on May the Regional Planning Committee released
it for first reading before the Council

The Regional Planning Committee will determine its recom
mendation to the Council at its June meeting Second
reading of the Ordinance and Council action is scheduled
for June 26

ALTERNATIVES CONSIDERED The revised ordinance is the
result of an evaluation of alternatives with respect to
some 10 issues raised in the public involvement process
These alternatives and the staff recommendations were
included in the report to the Regional Planning Committee
for their May meeting Additional copies of these agendamaterials are available at the Metro office The two most
significant changes in the revised ordinance are the
elimination of Types II and III land classifications
and provision for septic tanks on newly created lots 10
acres or larger In general these changes were designed
to make the operation of the ordinance simpler and clearer
and to tie its provisions more directly to regional policyinterests

Based on comments of the Regional Planning Committee staff
is still investigating alternative concepts and wording for
Section paragraph on page of the ordinance This
provision is designed to allow development in zones with
minimum lot size greater than 10000 square feet in areas
subject to Community Plan or other adopted plan which
provides for range of zoning consistent with the overall
average density for new development assumed in the UGB
Findings Based on these investigations and testimony
received staff may recommend an amendment to this section
to the Regional Planning Committee at its June meeting

CONCLUSION Public hearing on and first reading of
Ordinance No 8095 will continue the process for public
review and comment on schedule allowing for Council
action by July to fulfill the commitments expressed in
Resolution Nos 7983 and 79102

JH bk
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SUMNARY OF ORDINANCE NO RELATiNG TO THE USE OF

URBANIZBLE LAND WASHINGTON COUNTY

As Revised May 1980
Deletions are marked out with dahe Additions are underlined

General Features

Applies to land inside the Urban Growth Bouncirv UGB only
Section III p.4

Applies only until the County submits its plan to LCDC for

acknowledgment or until July 1981 whichever comes first
Section II p.4

DOES NOT APPLY TO LOTS OF RECORD i.e Does not affect the

issuance of building permit or septic tank permit to

construction of one house or other use on lot legally
recorded prior to the effective date of the ordinance

Section VII

In summary this ordinance affects only land inside the UGB which
would be subdivided or partitioned within the next year

Regulations on Development Outside Specially Regulated Areas

Section V1 p.8

Multifamily housing and commercial and industrial uses are

permitted wherever public sewer and water are available

subject to the Countys zoning and other regulations

Subdivision and partitioning of land for single family housing
is subject to the following requirements in addition to zoning
and planning requirements currently established by 1ih County

LOTS 10000 SQUARE FEET OR HfJJER Public sewer and water
hook-ups are required

LOTS BETWEEN 10000 SQUARE FEET AND TEN ACRES Allowed only in

special circumstances as listed in Section paragraphs
and p.9
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LOTS 10 ACRES OR LARGER waiver of the right to remonstrate

against future formation of local improvement district must
be entered as deed restriction

Specially Regulated Areas Section VI
Regulations apply only in the areas shown on LhL map included

with the ordinance as attachment

Subdivisions or partitions for residential purposes are

prohibited

Nonresidential uses are allowed only when there are no suit
able alternative locations for the proposed use elsewhere within

the UGB

JH lz



Legal Description

SPA No West Union

West Union Road
Cornelius Pass Road
South side of lot 100 iN 2W Sec 23 Southwestern corner of
lot 100 IN 2W Sec 23 Southeastern corner of lot 104 iN 2W
Sec 22
East and North sides of lot 102 lN 2W Sec 22 East side of
the Bonneville Power Administration powerline rightof-way

SPA No West Union

Evergreen Road
East and South sides of lot 100 1N 2W Sec 27
Airport Road South and West side of lot 1600 iN 2W Sec 28
South western 1350 feet side of lot 1601 iN 2W Sec 28
Airport Road
268th Avenue

SPA No West Union

Evergreen Road
Cornelius Pass Road
South and Western Corners of Lot 2600 iN 2W Sec 26

SPA No Springville Road

Springville Road
Southwestern corner of Sec 16 iN 1W Multnomah/Washington
County line North East and Southeastern sides of lot 1100 iN
1W Sec 21 East side of lot 1300 iN 1W Sec 21 East side
of lOt 1400 iN 1W Sec 21 across Laidlaw Road East and
South sides of lot 1300 iN 1W Sec 21 South side of lot 1206
lN 1W Sec 20 across Bonneville Power Administration
powerline rightofway East North and West sides of 1t
1201 lN 1W Sec 20 Kaiser Road South side of lot 205 lN
1W Sec 29 Southwestern corners of lot 300 iN 1W Sec 29
West Union Road
185th Avenue

SPA No Sherwood

South and East sides of lOt 701 2S 1W Sec 30C North
Western half side of lot 300 2S 1W Sec 30C East North
sides of lot 200 2S 1W Sec 30C Across Edy Road North
Eastern portion side of lot 400 2S 1W Sec 30C West and
North sides of lot 500 2S 1W Sec 30B Northwestern corner
and North side of lot 400 2S 1W Sec 30B South side of 1t
300 2S 1W Sec 30B along and across Scholls Sherwood Road



West North and east sides of lot 100 2S 1W Sec

West side of lot 600 2S 1W Sec 30A along and across Scholls
Sherwood Road East and South sides of lot 1400 2S 1W Sec
30A south eastern portion side of lot 1500 2S 1W Sec
30A East and South sides of lot 1601 2S 1W Sec 30A across
Edy Road East side of 1t 100 2S 1W Sec 30C East side of
lot 300 2S 1W Sec 30C across and along south side of
Pacific Hwy 99W North side of lot 500 2S 1W Sec 31B
city limit line 200 feet West of the East side of lot 500 2S
1W Sec 31B the 200 feet Eastern portion of the South side
of lot 500 2S 1W Sec 3lB South side of lot 2000 2S 1W
31A South side of lot 2090 2S 1W 31A West and North sides
of lot 2200 2S 1W Sec 3lA West and South and East sides of
lot 2201 2S in Sec 31A West Villa Road East South sides
of Section 31 2S 1W

West side of Sec 31 2S 1W along Elwert Road
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April 28 1980

Metropolitan Service District

Portland 0reon

Re ordinance relating to the use of urban
izable land arid the conversion of urbanizable

lard to urban use within the urban growth

boundary and prescribing regulations therefore

Comnun.ty Planning Organization Bull Mt Area is opposed to this

ordinance because it does not fulfill Goal 10 under Statewide Planning
Goals namely F3uildable lands for residential use shall be inventoried

and plans shall encourage the availabity of adequate numbers of housing units at

price rns and rent levels which are commensurate with the financial

capabilities of Oregon households and allow the flexibility of housing location
type and density

This ordinance takes away the opportunity for any SUBURBAN LIFESTYLE as the
subdivided or partitioned lots muat either be 10 acres or 1O sq feet or
higher density Our community plan calls for varied lifestyle in this

area with high density near Pacific Highway and large lots acreages of
or 10 acres on the other land westward to Beef Bend Road and Scholls Ferry

Road This is the established 1ivin pattern now and we are not proposing any
change in this pattern this ordinance requires complete change We oppose this

We also oppose the use of the word Temporary aa there is way that anytime
that word is used and an ordinance of any kind is passed the next step is to
become permanent We believe that if the Washington County Comprehensive Plan
does not contain the exact wording or wording so similar it will not be accepted
and then t.he citizens or the County are not doing the local planning but some
third or fourth parties called Metro and LCDC There are ways to allow large
lot building now and redivide for smaller lots at some time in future
There are probably other options also all of which should be considered together
with the Conununity Plan which the citizens In an area have spent time and
effort to do

Sincerely

Beverly Froude CPO

12200 SW Bull Mt Rd
Tigard Oregon 97223

Iw
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April 30 1980

d.k WV 1980
Mr Richard Gustafson

Executive Officer

Metropolitan Service District METRO SERVICE DISTRIL

527 SW Hall

Portland Oregon 97201

Dear Mr Gustafson

This letter provides comment on Metros draft ordinance to Implement and

Enforce Rules to Cont Ill Urban Development in Washington County Please

enter this letter into the public record if Metros public hearings on the

ordinance on behalf of our client Shute Joint Venture

Section of the draft ordinance prohibits residential development on Type
III land or Specifically Protected Areas formerly called Agricultural
Soft Areas We object to the outright prohibition of residential develop
ment even though Section III specifies that the ordinance shall be effec
tive for term not to exceed July 1981

The policy guideline adopted by riltro in Resolution 79-83 as amended is

much more reasonable and reads in part

Prohibition of residential development be in effect for Type
III Lands fur 10 years except for lots of record Exceptions to

this policy may be included in local jurisdiction comprehensive

plans and policies as follows

these specially protected areas may be re
evaluated every two years in accordance with

clear and concise conversion criteria

evaluate each parcel on case-by-case basis

as part of an annual review process in accor
dance with clear and concise conversion criteria

allow development only after annexation

One or combination of these exceptions may be used but

the criteria must be identified in local jurisdicticuus

comprehensive plan and must address why these lands are

needed prior to the cunvrion of other vacant urban land

in the jurisdictions urban planning area

cl1LlLurIlIL .IlrC\ 1111 llIsIp rLIIttirL
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Mr Richard Gustafson

Page

We strongly urge the Metro Council to adopt the language on exceptions
as cited above rather than an outright prohibition of residential developtuent
ve undertand the ordinance self-terminates as of July 11 and we under
stand Washington County has new work program which schedules adoption of

its own rules by December 1980 However the ritro ordinance conceivably
could be readopted intact in July 1981 thus extending the prohibition of

residential development

In 1979 the adoption of Resolution 7UJ_83 -- with its exceptions provisions --

was result of participation by all interested parties including Wilsey
Ham and our clients Shute Joint Venture see our letter to 1i Gustfson
dated ctober 22 1979 To adopt an unnecessarily restrictive ordinance
would devalue the process of Metros hearings held previously and Hi

substance of Resolution 79-83 In the fall of 1979 the Metro Council

responded very well to making reasonable changes to its growth management

policies ihile still protecting the public interest Je hope that the

Council will be consistent in its responsiveness and effective use of the

public forum

It you have any questions do not hesitate to contaLt me

Sincerely

WILSEY HAM

Timothy Holder

Urban Planner

TRHlrnh

cc Larry Frazier Washington County
Don Schauermann

Stephen Bump
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WASHINGTON COUNTY
METRO SERVICE DISTRICT

ADMINISTRATION BUILDING 150 FIRST AVENUE

HIILSBORO OREGON 97123

IO3 648-8681

BOARD OF COMMISSIONERS ROOM 418

MILLER DUAlS Chairman

JIM FISHER Vice Chairman
VIRGINIA DAGG

April 23 1980

Mr Rick Gustafson Executive Officer

Metropolitan Service District

527 S.W Hall

Portland Oregon 97201

Dear Rick

As you know there has been much discussion regarding the new ordinance

proposed by Mtro on conversion on the issuing of building permits in

Washington County within the urban area until such time as our Comprehensive
Plan is adopted

have personally felt there is need for variety of housing in Washington

County including larger lot sizes in the urban intermediate area which are
not currently serviced by sewer and would not be served within several years
By utilizing those larger lots it would relieve pressure to convert more
farm land to urban designation to amend the Comprehensive Plan within few

years can forsee some properties in the County being used for homesites

now at lower denisty that might not ever be used if sewers were required

personally would favor as condition to issuing building permits in such

instances that the owner agree not to remonstrate against an LID for sewer
to serve that particular area

In talking with Gary Krahmer General Manager of USA and his assistant Chuck

Liebert an idea was suggested that would be an answer to worries about septic
tanks not working properly or perhaps even failing The County could also

impose condition that for such building permit to be issued that the

applicant also agree to condition that the County would impose continued
fee on the lot to enable the County or perhaps the USA to insure that the

Sc tic tank have periodic inspections and to be pumped every 3-5 years

Our personell in USA indicate that with proper maintenance septic tanks very
rarely fail

The maintenance of the septic tanks could be monitored by the County or USA
by using private contractors on bid basis

Hoping these ideas might be compatible to less restrictive ordinance remain

ince rely

JinFi\er Vice Chairman

Washi-ugon County Board of Commissioners
JF rb

cc Gary Krahmer

Art Schlack



Revised May 1980

BEFORE THE COUNCIL OF THE
METROPOLITAN SERVICE DISTRICT

AN ORDINANCE RELATING TO THE USE ORDINANCE NO 80-95

OF URBANIZABLE LAND AND THE
CONVERSION OF URBANIZABLE LAND Introduced by the

TO URBAN USE WITHIN THE URBAN Regional Planning
GROWTH BOUNDARY AND PRESCRIBING Committee
REGULATIONS THEREFOR

THE COUNCIL OF THE METROPOLITAN SERVICE DISTRICT HEREBY ORDAINS

Section Purpose and Authority

The purpose of this ordinance is to implement the Metro

Urban Growth Boundary UGB and to establish temporary restrictions

on certain land therein consistent with policies relating to

Specially Protected Areas and to conversion of urbanizable land as

approved by the Land Conservation and Development Commission LCDC

as conditions upon the acknowledgment of the UGB under ORS 197.251

This ordinance is adopted pursuant to 1977 Oregon Laws

Chapter 665 section 18 1979 Oregon Laws Chapter 402 ORS 268.030

and ORS 268.360

Section II Findings

The Council finds as follows

Metro is required by 1979 Oregon Laws ch 402 to

tadopt an urban growth boundary for the district in compliance

with applicable goals adopted under ORS 197.005 to 197.430 said

UGB having been adopted by Ordinance No 7977 on November 1979

Pursuant to LCDC rulings in LCDC Nos 78-039 79001 and 79009 the

applicable Statewide Goals are Goal Citizen Involvement Goal

Land Use Planning and Goal 14 Urbanization



Goal 14 Urbanization requires that conversion

of urbanizable land to urban uses shall be based on consideration

of Orderly economic provision for public facilities and

services Availability of sufficient land for the various uses

to insure choices in the marketplace LCDC goals and

Encouragement of development within urban areas before conversion of

urbanizable areas

Guideline A2 of Goal 14 provides that the size of

the parcels of urbanizable land that are converted to urban land

should be of adequate dimension so as to maximize the utility of the

land recource and enable the logical and efficient extension of

services to such parcels Guideline Bi of Goal 14 provides that

the type location and placing of public facilities and services

are factors which should be utilized to direct urban expansion

During the process of acknowledgment of the Metro UGB

pursuant to ORS 197.251 the LCDC directed that the UGB could not be

acknowledged as complying with Goal 14 unless Metro or its con

stituent local jurisdictions adopted and implemented policies

relating to the conversion of future urbanizable land to urban use

in accordance with Goal 14 Prior to acknowledgment such policies

were developed by Metro Metro Resolution No 7983 and Resolution

No 79102 in coordination with Washington Multnomah and Clackarnas

Counties and were approved or implementation by the LCDC in its

Acknowledgment of Compliance order dated January 16 1980 Such

policies must be implemented in Washington and Cláckamas Counties by

July 1980



Multnomah and Clackamas Counties have adopted

policies for the conversion of urbanizable land within their juris

dictions to urban use which are substantially consistent with the

policies approved by the LCDC Washington County has not adopted

such policies and has informed Metro that the County will not be

able to adopt such policies by July 1980 washington County has

however endorsed said policies pursuant to Washington County

Resolution No 79197 dated August 21 1979

Temporary restrictions on development and individual

sewage disposal systems within Washington County are necessary to

allow the County time to properly plan the use of urban land and to

prevent local planning options from being precluded by premature

development

ant_.ad_
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Metro has shown in the Urban Growth Boundary

Findings adopted November 1979 that sufficient land exists

within the Boundary to accommodate projected needs until the year

2000 In adopting the Boundary Metro examined several methods of

controlling the premature conversion of urbanizable land to urban

uses Metro concludes the temporary residential development

restrictions adopted herein will cause the least shortage

unavailability or dislocation of housing To minimize adverse



impacts Metro will monitor the effect this ordinance has on

development in Washington County and the Metro Council will review

the ordinance after six months

The unincorporated land within Washington County and

within the UGB and the conversion of that land to urban use are

areas and activities having significant impact upon the orderly and

responsible development of the metropolitan area and said impacts

must be controlled temporarily until local comprehensive plans are

adopted which regulate such impacts

The purpose of this ordinance is to promote urban

level development wherever it can be efficiently provided with

services for future urban level development

Section III Application and Duration

This ordinance shall apply to all unincorporated land in

Washington County Oregon which is within the UGB adopted by Metro

in Ordinance No 7977 The County shall take no land use related

action inconsistent with the terms of this ordinance

The terms of this ordinance shall apply as stated in

paragraph of this section until July 1981 or until the

Comprehensive Plan of Washington County Oregon is submitted to

LCDC for compliance with the Statewide Goals pursuant to OHS

197.251 whichever shall occur first

Six months from the effective date of this ordinance

Metro staff will present to the Council for its consideration

review of the effects of this ordinance Such review will include

an evaluation of the impacts of this ordinance on the rates of



residential development and on the conversion of urbanizable land to

urban use

Section IV Definitions

For purposes of this ordinance
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Metro means the Metropolitan Service District

Specially Regulated Areas refers to all land described in

Appendix of this ordinance which is incorporated herein by this

reference
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Section Subdivision and Partitions

The County may approve subdivisions and partitions inside the

UGB and outside of Specially Regulated Areas only when one of the

following conditions is niet

The land is zoned by the County for one of the following

RU3 RU4 RU6 RUB RUlO RU15 RU20 RU30 Bi B2A B2



B3 B4 RD MAi or MA2 and connections to public sewer and

public water systems will be provided concurrent with development

The land is zoned consistent with land use designations in

an adopted plan for the area which provides for an overall average

density for development of vacant residential land of at least 6.23

units per net residential acre and connections to public sewer and

public water systems will be provided concurrent with development

Appropriate zoning for the development proposed is not

available outside the Urban Growth Boundary topographic or other

natural constraints are such as to make development at densities of

10000 square feet or less per unit inappropriate as planned urban

use and connection to public sewer system will be provided

concurrent with development

Appropriate zoning for the development proposed is not

available outside the Urban Growth Boundary topographic or other

natural constraints are such as to make development at densities of

10000 square feet or less per unit inappropriate as planned urban

use and the topographic or other natural constraints on land are

such as to make sewer extension impractical

All lots in the proposed subdivision or partition are ten

10 acres or larger

Section VI Specially Regulated Areas

In Specially Regulated Areas the following regulations shall

apply

In Specially Regulated Areas zoned for residential use

the partitioning or subdivision of land is prohibited



In Specially Regulated Areas zoned for commercial or

industrial use the following regulations apply

No building permit shall be issued for residential

use

No building permit shall be issued for

nonresidential use unless it is found that there are

no suitable alternative locations

elsewhere within the Urban Growth Boundary outside

Specially Regulated Areas

LCDC has established that Goal Agricultural Lands

applies to Specially Regulated Area lands Compliance with Goal ff3

may place further restrictions on the development of these lands

Section VII Septic Tank Permits

Septic tank permits may be issued by the County within the

Urban Growth Boundary only for lots which meet one of the following

conditions

The lot was legally created and recorded prior to the

effective date of this ordinance and has not been further

partitioned or subdivided

The lot has been created as result of subdivision or

partition approved pursuant to Section paragraph of this

ordinance

The lot is not located in Specially Regulated Area the

lot is ten 10 acres or larger and waiver of the right to

remonstrate against future formation of local improvement district

for sewers has been recorded as deed restriction



Section VIII Severability

The provisions of this ordinance shall be severable If any

provision or section of this ordinance is found unlawful or invalid

by any Court or agency of competent jurisdiction all other provi
sions and sections shall remain in effect

ADOPTED by the Council of the Metropolitan Service District

this ______ day of _______ 1980

Presiding Officer

ATTEST

Clerk of the Council

AJ/gl
7588/118
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AGENDA MANAGEMENT SUMMARY

TO Regional Planning Committee
FROM Executive Officer
SUBJECT Release for the First Reading of an Ordinance Relating to

the Use of Urbanizable Land Washington County

RECOMMENDATIONS

ACTION REQUESTED Amendment and release of Ordinance
No for public hearing and first reading by the Council

May 22 Action at the Committees May meeting is

necessary to allow for ordinance adoption by July

POLICY IMPACT Action on the ordinance amendments recom
mended by staff will ensure that the ordinance released
for hearing accurately reflects Council intent as

expressed in Resolution No 7983 and No 79102 adopting
and amending policy guidelines for the control of urban

sprawl It also may include such additions or refinements

some of which are based on comments from outside sources
on the original draft ordinance as the Committee feels

appropriate

Action on the amendments prior to the ordinances release
for hearing will ensure full opportunity for public
comment on such changes as the Committee may feel appro
priate The Committee will however have second

opportunity to consider needed changes at its June meet
ing when it can vote to recommend that the ordinance as

released be further amended at the June 26 Council meeting
for which the second reading is scheduled

BUDGET IMPACT None

II ANALYSIS

BACKGROUND During the acknowledgment of the regional
UGB Metro provided testimony to LCDC regarding its

interest in and ability to control urban sprawl within the

UGB Metro committed to allowing the counties the time to

implement the guidelines through their own planning
process which in all three counties was scheduled for com
pletion by at least July 1980 Metro also committed to

implementing the guidelines through use of its statutory
UGB powers should the counties not enforce the guide
lines Since that time Washington County has officially
adopted compliance schedule which shows completion of

their comprehensive plan including growth management
policies not occurring until at least December 1980



The attached ordinance is intended to assure that land
within the Washington County portion of the UGB is
effectively used for urban development

At its April meeting the Committee approved release of
this ordinance for public hearing in Washington County
on April 21 at its April meeting summary of
testimony presented at the hearing is attached along with

summary of public notification procedures

ALTERNATIVES CONSIDERED Alternatives are discussed in
the attached staff report

CONCLUSION Release of the Ordinance for public hearingand first reading will continue process for public
review and comment on schedule allowing for Council
action by July Action on the recommended amendments
prior to release will enhance opportunities for meaningful
input at the hearing

JHbk
793 3/33



STAFF REPORT GROWTH MANAGEMENT ORDINANCE FOR WASHINGTON COUNTY

Since the Committee released this ordinance for hearing Metro staff
have participated in series of briefings and discussions with
variety of groups in order to explain the preliminary ordinance and
solicit comment on it These groups included the Washington County
Planning Commission and Board of Commissioners Washington County
CPO leaders group of private sector development interests and
special Conversion Guidelines Task Force representing range of
different interests number of productive comments have emerged
from these discussions suggesting ways the ordinance might be
amended to make it more effective

Staff has used these suggestions along with testimony received at
the April 21 hearing to develop and evaluate series of alterna
tives for possible ordinance amendment Following is discussion
of these alternatives along with staff recommendations for Commit
tee action The material is organized to follow the sequence in the
original ordinance

Overall Approach

The current approach uses County plan and zone designations to
categorize all land in the County as Type planned and zoned for
urban level development Type II urbanizable land requiring action
by the County on plan or zone changes to allow urban level develop
ment and Type III Specially Regulated Areas Members of the
Task Force are uncomfortable with this approach because

it adds new classification system and new terminology
which will complicate efforts to explain clearly and
implement effectively the new regulations in conjunction
with existing County regulations and

it perpetuates and may appear to support the Countys
line within line approach which requires plan amend
ment for any conversion and which therefore slows and
restricts the conversion process

This group would like simpler and more straightforward approach
which makes it clear that urban development anywhere in the County
is consistent with Metro policy guidelines provided it occurs at
the minimum densities provided for in Policy Guideline and where
appropriate meets the tests for contiguity or efficient service
provision provided for in Policy Guidelines Staff is currently
investigating alternative approaches which would address these
concerns The next meeting with the Task Force is scheduled for
April 30 Following this meeting one or more alternatives for
ordinance revision will be developed for presentation to the
Committee at its May meeting



Any alternative developed is not expected to effect any substantive
changes in the nature of the regulations nor in the steps
property owner would have to go through to comply with those regulations An alternative could however describe and implement theregulations in somewhat different way
Section II Findings and Section III Application and Duration

Based on recommendation made by the Home Builders at Task Forcemeeting staff recommends that the Committee amend the proposedordinance to include the following two additional paragraphs

REPLACE SECTION 2.A.7 WITH THE FOLLOWING

Metro has shown in the Urban Growth Boundary Findings adoptedNovember 1979 that sufficient land exists within the
Boundary to accommodate projected needs until the year 2000
In adopting the Boundary Metro examined several methods of
controlling the premature conversion of urbanizable land to
urban uses Metro concludes the temporary residential development restrictions adopted herein will cause the least shortage
unavailability or dislocation of housing To minimize adverse
impacts Metro will monitor the effect this ordinance has on
development in Washington County and the Metro Council willreview the ordinance after six months

ADD THE FOLLOWING AT THE END OF SECTION III

Six months from the effective date of this ordinanceMetro staff will present to the Council for their consideration
review of the effects of this ordinance This review will

include an evaluation of the impacts of this ordinance on the
rates of residential development and on the conversion of
urbanizable land to urban use

Data from the Land Market Monitoring process will be available
during this period for use in such an evaluation In addition theHome Builders have offered assistance from their data records
Staff believes that review clause of this type is an appropriateway to ensure that the ordinance is effective in achieving itsobjectives

Section Land Conversion Classifications Minimum Urban Densities

The definition of Type zones on establishes separate minimumdensities for single family and multifamily zones The Task Forceand the Washington County Planning Commission and Board of Commis
sioners would like this definition amended to establish the minimum
density for all residential development as 10000 square feet perunit or less Alternatives are as follows

2--



ESTABLISH SEPARATE MINIMUM DENSITIES FOR MULTI-FAMILY
DEVELOPMENT This would require ordinance amendmentsince the Countys current zones allow single family hous
ing at appropriate densities in multifamily zones so
that even the lower density multifamily zones qualifyas Type under the provisions of paragraph Such
an amendment would prohibit some multifamily developmentwhich uses less land per unit than allowed single familydevelopment Staff does not believe it is necessary ordesirable to discourage multifamily development in any
way and so does not recommend such an amendment

ESTABLISH MINIMUM DENSITY FOR ALL RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT
OF 10000 SQUARE FEET OR LESS Although this is the
effect of the current provisions given the character of
the Countys zoning regulations the ordinance should be
amended to express its intent more clearly and directlyStaff believes such an amendment is appropriate and will
develop specific language after the task force has pre
pared reconunendatjon on the overall approach anticipated
by April 30

ESTABLISH AN OVERALL MINIMUM DENSITY FOR ALL RESIDENTIALDEVELOPMENT OF 7000 SQUARE FEET If separate minimum
densities for single family and multifamily development
are not imposed then minimum density of the assumedoverall average density of 6.23 units net acre would bemore strictly consistent with the assumptions in the UGE
Findings This would be an extremely restrictive provi
sion however and one which would appear to be unneces
sary and inappropriate when the Findings do recognize
10000 square foot lots as an appropriate density for new
single family development Since this is an interim
measure designed only to make sure the Countys options
for meeting the regionwide averages are not foreclosed by
substantially lower density development in the interimsuch regulation would be excessive

RECOMMENDATION The ordinance should be amended to establish 10000square feet per unit as the minimum density for residential development Recommended language changes will be provided by staff at the
May meeting

Section VII Type II Land Use Regulations Septic Tank Prohibition

Paragraph of this section prohibits the issuance of septic tankpermits except for development on lots of record as provided for in
paragraph or when variance is granted as provided for inSection VIII discussed below Two issues have been raised aboutthis provision

SEPTIC TANKS ON NEWLY CREATED LOTS TEN ACRES OR LARGER



The ordinance as written would prohibit development on new lots 10

acres or larger by virtue of the prohibition on septic tank permits
As currently drafted the 10 acre minimum would allow the sale of

portions of lots 20 acres or larger but development would be pro
hibited after purchase until it is further subdivided and developed
at urban level densities under the provisions of Section IX

Redesignation of Land from Type II to Type The only exception
would be through the variance procedures provided for in Section
VIII

These provisions were established based on staffs interpretation of
the Councils intent relative to Policy Guidelines and

Policy provides for 10 acre minimum on parcelization but does
not speak to development Policy provides for prohibition on
septic tanks subject to certain exceptions but does not include
lots over 10 acres as such an exception

strict reading of these two policy guidelines suggests therefore
the Councils intent to allow parcelization but not development of
lots 10 acres or larger However the guidelines have been

generally understood by many to allow development on septic tanks on
new lots 10 acres or larger Both Multnomah and Clackamas Countys
plans currently allow such development to occur Committee deci
sion on this issue will thus affect not only the provisions of the
ordinance for Washington County but the possibility of needed plan
and zoning changes in the other two counties as well

At its April 23 meeting the Task Force passed motion requesting
the Committee to express its intent clearly on this issue although
it did not take position on how the issue should be resolved
Opinion was unanimous however that the ordinance as written is not

sufficiently clear in its prohibition on development of new lots 10
acres or larger and that itis thus misleading and unfair

Alternatives are as follows

ADOPT MOTION AFFIRMING THE COMMITTEES COMMITMENT TO
PROHIBITION ON SEPTIC TANKS FOR NEW LOTS 10 ACRES OR
LARGER AND DIRECTING STAFF TO REVISE THE ORDINANCE AND/OR
EXPLANATORY MATERIALS TO MAKE THIS EFFECT OF THE ORDINANCE
CLEAR

This approach is clearly the most effective in limiting
any type of nonurban development which impedes future

redevelopment to urban level densities At the same time
to the extent 10 acres is considered an adequate parcel
size for conversion it may be considered sufficiently
large to allow efficient conversion even when house is

constructed on such lot provision which allows land
to be sold but not developed is confusing and may invite
abuse Since discussions with DLCD staff indicate that
somewhat more liberal interpretation of the policies would
not be inconsistent with Metros understanding with the

LCDC staff does not recommend this approach



AMEND THE ORDINANCE TO PROHIBIT PARCELIZATION ON TYPE II

LANDS

Such an amendment would eliminate any possible misunder

standings about the effect of the ordinance and if the

Councils intent was to virtually prohibit development on

urbanizable lands would be consistent with this intent

This approach would nonetheless create severe hardships

on owners of large parcels who wish to sell off portions

of it whether to provide for retirement income or for

any other reason There does not appear to be sufficient

policy justification for the imposition of such hardship

AMEND THE ORDINANCE TO ALLOW ISSUANCE OF SEPTIC TANK

PERMITS ON ALL LOTS 10 ACRES OR LARGER

No data is currently available on the frequency of new

construction on 10 acre lots within the UGB but it would

seem likely that such activity is limited Such an amend

ment would be unlikely to have significant impact on

redevelopment potential therefore and would make the

regulations more understandable and more consistent with

past understandings on the meaning and effect of the

policy guidelines To minimize the impact on future

redevelopment an additional requirement for waiver of

the right to remonstrate against future sewer assessment

could be added

RECOMMENDATION Amend the ordinance to allow the issuance of septic

tank permits on any lot 10 acres or larger upon receipt of waiver

of the right to remonstrate against sewer assessment Septic tank

permits could be issued for lots of record without such waiver

Staff will provide specific language for such an amendment at the

May meeting

PROHIBITION OF SEPTIC TANKS FOR INDUSTRIAL DEVELOPMENT

Although industrial development was not extensively discussed at the

time the policy guidelines were adopted Policy Guideline estab

lishing limited conditions for septic tank approval did not exempt

industrial use from the general prohibition

The Countys MAE zone currently allows for land extensive indus

trial development in the Urban Intermediate Future Urban area on

septic tanks The appropriateness of such zone has long been

subject of debate and the city of Tualatin in particular has con

tinued to oppose vigorously the Countys approval of such develop

ments in the area between Tualatin and Sherwood

Industries which employ few workers on large expanses of land can be

served by septic tanks and are costly to serve with sewer The need

to limit septic tanks as way of controlling development which may

preclude future urban conversion does not arise since the develop

ment which would be permitted would be permanent rather than interim



in nature The issue then is whether such development is appro
priate as permanent urban use or whether industries which are not
labor intensive are an inefficient use of the limited supply of
urban industrial land and so should not be allowed

In general staff believes that decision on the appropriateness of
land extensive industrial as planned use for the year 2000 is
planning decision which should be made in the context of the
Countys adoption of its comprehensive plan and which should not be
made now by Metro continued prohibition on septic tanks for
industrial use does not constitute.a decision that such uses should
never be allowed only that they should not be allowed in advance of
the Countys comprehensive reconsideration of this issue

If however the Committee approves the staff recommendation on the
issuance of septic tanks for any lot 10 acres or larger above
this would naturally allow continuation of industrial development on
such lots as well unless the Committee chose to adopt additional
amendments to exclude it

RECOMMENDATION Industrial development should not be treated any
differently than other types of development affected by this
ordinance

Section VIII Variances

Two types of variances are currently provided for the provisions of
Section VII regulating land use in Type II areas one relating to
septic tanks paragraph A1 and one to lot sizes paragraphA2 To develop new lot smaller than 10 acres but larger than
10000 square feet both variances would be required

Phil Thompson testified both at the hearing and at Task Force meet
ings that both variances are based on tests which can never be met
and so should be revised to provide for more flexibility

In evaluating possible amendments to this section two objectives
should be separately considered These are

to ensure that interim nonurban development does not
foreclose or impede the opportunity for future redevelop
ment to urban level densities and

to ensure that permanent urban development occurs at
densities consist-tnt with the UGB Findings in particular
and the efficient use of land generally

Interim Development

More flexibility might be provided in allowing lot sizes at the
upper end of the range e.g between five and ten acres if
development on such lots were regulated to protect redevelopment
potential Such regulations might include requirements for



redevelopment plat as proposed by Mr Thompson show
ing future lot division street locations etc to ensure
that the location of interim development would not
physically restrict redevelopment opportunities

waiver of the right to remonstrate against future sewer
assessment or

actual construction of sewer lines to be stubbed ready for
connection when sewer service is available

Staff recognizes that package of such regulations might be equally
as effective as 10 acre minimum lot size in protecting redevelopment options However good deal of research and evaluation would
have to be undertaken to design such package which could be relied
upon to be effective Staff believes the investigation of these
alternatives can best take place at the local level as part of the
comprehensive planning process and the ordinance as proposed is the
most efficient approach as an interim measure to keep options openwhile this work is being done Alternatives are as follows

AMEND THE ORDINANCE TO PROVIDE MORE FLEXIBILITY FOR
INTERIM DEVELOPMENT

This amendment could include the one proposed by Mr
Thompson for septic tanks alone or in conjunction with
other requirements Mr Thompsons proposed amendment
might have to be supplemented by some method to
distinguish interimt from permanent development since
replatting or other requirements would not be appropriate
for e.g development on one acre lots which due to
topographic constraints were found unsuitable for any
future redevelopment

MAINTAIN THE TEN ACRES MINIMUM LOT SIZE AS THE METHOD FOR
REGULATING INTERIM DEVELOPMENT

This approach is both simple and effective While staff
is actively investigating all ways to make the ordinance
as flexible as possible in allowing appropriate urban
level development staff does not believe that Metro has
an obligation to facilitate interim nonurban development
within the UGB Although property owners may have to hold
their land in large parcels for some time until it can be
developed to urban level densities this hardship may be
necessary to make land available for those who desire
urban level densities with urban services Provisions
allowing more flexibility for interim development would
only encourage those seeking large lot development to
locate inside rather than outside the Boundary



DIRECT STAFF TO WORK WITH WASHINGTON COUNTY TO DEVELOP
PACKAGE OF REGULATIONS TO CONTROL INTERIM DEVELOPMENT ON
LOTS LESS THAN TEN ACRES FOR INCORPORATION IN THE

COUNTYS PLAN IF POSSIBLE OR IN AN AMENDMENT TO METROS
ORDINANCE IN JANUARY IF NEEDED

If the Committee is committed to exploring ways to provide
more flexibility in this area this alternative would be

appropriate This work could be undertaken at the start
of the next fiscal year as part of the program on UGB

Maintenance but only at the expense of the diversion of
staff time from other elements of this program

RECOMMENDATION The ten acre minimum should be maintained as the

appropriate method for control of interim development during the

time for which the ordinance would be in effect

Permanent Development

Although development on less than ten acres may not be appropriate
on an interim basis Metro recognizes that development on lots rang
ing in size from 15000 square feet up to one or two acres may be

appropriate as planned year 2000 level of development in limited
circumstances provided the range of densities Countywide is consis
tent with regional assumptions on appropriate overall density

In Policy Guideline ff3 the Council recognized that development at

less than regionwide averages would be appropriate on land with

unique topographic or natural features This guideline did not

establish standard for determining what densities are appropriate
in such cases however

The standard chosen for the ordinance as written that the density
proposed must be the maximum density possible is stringent
standard deemed to be appropriate for these interim circumstances
In practice virtually all lands can be physically developed at four

units an acre or more although the costs of development at such

densities may rise dramatically with the number and type of topo
graphic constraints present

Alternatives are as follows

MAINTAIN THE CURRENT STANDARD Section VIII paragraph

As an interim measure this approach may be the simplest
and most effective but it does prohibit urban development
e.g on half acre lots on sewers which would be allowed
elsewhere in the region and which is not necessarily
inconsistent with regional objectives

In addition the difficulty of getting variance under

the standard in the draft ordinance may lead to misunder
standings on the part of those who purchase land with the

expectation of receiving variance which is unlikely to

be forthcoming



ELIMINATE ANY LOT VARIANCES

If the Committee nonetheless wants to provide maximum
protection for future options this approach would be
clearer and more straightforward and have virtually the
same effect as the current approach This approach would
be stricter than provided for by Policy Guideline how
ever and would limit development opportunities without
strong policy justification

AMEND THE ORDINANCE TO PROVIDE MORE FLEXIBILITY FOR YEAR
2000 DENSITIES

Staff is working on an amendment that would establish
procedures for the County to make casebycase decisions
on when lower densities are appropriate as year 2000
urban use In general these provisions would be similar
to the second variance provision proposed by Mr Thompson
allowing the creation of lots between 10000 square feet
and ten acres on lands where topographic or other natural
features make smaller lots undesirable With such pro
vision the variance on septic tanks should allow the
issuance of permit whenever the lot sizes so approved
are found to be too large to be sewered economically

To avoid to liberal an application of these provisions by
the County staff is investigating additional language to
ensure that the County provides compensation for such
development in the overall densities provided for in its
plan

RECOMMENDATION The ordinance should be amended to allow develop
ment on lots between 10000 square feet and ten acres in cases where
topographic or other natural features make the proposed densities
appropriate for planned year 2000 urban use Specific provisions
and language will be provided at the May meeting

Section Type III Land Use Regulations

Clarification

An amendment to this section is needed both to eliminate ambiguities
in the current regulations on residential development and to imple
ment the policy guidelines relative to commercial and industrial
use Staff recommends the following amendment

DELETE SECTION AND REPLACE WITH THE FOLLOWING

On Type III lands zoned for residential use the parti
tioning or subdividing of land is prohibited



On Type III land zoned for commercial or industrial use
the following regulations apply

No building permit shall be issued for residential
use

No building permit shall be issued for nonresidential
uses unless it is found that there are no suitable
alternative locations elsewhere within the UGB
outside Type III lands

Zone changes may be granted to commercial or industrial
zones

Except as provided in paragraph no septic tank permits
shall be issued

Paragraph shall not apply to or on lots in Type III
lands lawfully created and recorded prior to the effective
date of this ordinance

In the Task Forces discussion of this proposed amendment Phil

Thompson recommended that the word available be added after

locations Staff recognizes that land which cannot be expected to

become available during the next twenty years e.g being held by

an industrial user for expansion should not be considered
suitable alternative To go further and exclude as alternatives
land which may not be on the market at the time development
request in Specially Regulated Area is processed appears to go

beyond the intent of the Councils guidelines for these areas

Application of Goal Agricultural Lands

In the compliance acknowledgment order for the Metro UGB LCDC
established that Goal should still be applied in Specially
Regulated Areas This means that no land use action relating to

nonfarm uses including zone changes or the issuance of building
permits for commercial or industrial use can be approved without

taking an exception to this goal Exception requirements are more
extensive than those provided for by the policy guidelines for these

areas

The ordinance as written did not include these additional require
ments because the application of Goal is requirement imposed
directly by LCDC rather than by the Metro Council in its policy
guidelines

The Task Force recommended that the application of Goal nonethe
less be referenced in the ordinance to avoid misunderstandings

Staff recommends that the following paragraph be added to the

amendment proposed above

10



LCDC has established that Goal Agricultural Landsapplies to Type III lands Compliance with Goal mayplace further restrictions on the development of theselands

Exceptions for Residential Development

On Novenber 1979 the Council amended the guidelines for SpeciallyRegulated Areas to provide that exceptions to this policy may beincluded in local comprehensive plans and policies consistent withstandards provided Staff has not attempted to provide for comparable exception process in the proposed ordinance Staff believesthat such exceptions can be effectively developed and evaluated onlywithin the context of the local comprehensive planning process andthat complete prohibition on residential development remains
appropriate as an interim protective measure until such work is
completed

JHbk
7919/127
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SUMMARY OF ORAL TESTIMONY

Public Hearing Washington County
April 21 1980 Regional Planning Committee

Conversion of Urbanizable Land to
Urban Use

Councilors Present Donna Stuhr Cindy Banzer Mike Burton
Ernie Bonner Corky Kirkpairick

Jim Fisher Washington County Commissioner Criticized Metros
role in Washington County Explained that the conversion policies
were too restrictive that they would encourage development on
agricultural lands outside the UGB prevent the construction of
the variety of housing types required by Goal 10 and discourage

rural lifestyle He also criticized the lack of involvement of
the CPOs in Washington County in developing the policies and
ordinance

Audrey Jackson Action 80 Testified in support of the ordinance
She pointed out that Washington County made an agreement to put
the necessary conversion policies into place and that since thy
seem unable to do so Metro must take the responsibility for them

Philip Thompson Architect Criticized the proposed ordinance
as being too rigid and restrictive Pointed out that citizens
were not aware that LCDCs acknowledgment of the UGB was con
tigent on conversion policies in Washington County Believes the
policies were drafted rapidly and under pressure without adequate
participation from Washineton County officials and citizens
Suggested that if these policies are adopted variance pro
cedure also be implemented to allow more flexibility He sub
mitted written testimony to the Councilors describing his proposed
variance procedure

Jim Allison Washington County Landowners Association Does not
support adoption of the ordinance since the conversion policies
were developed without adequate citizen involvement He indicated
that Metro could anticipate law suit on Goal violation and
requested the Council review Goal requirements

In addition to his comments on procedural violations Mr Allison
explained that he did not believe LCDC approved the UGB contingent
upon Metro adopting conversion factors and that the proposed
ordinance exceeded LCDC approval requirements

Richard Matthews Representative Industrial Developer
The land owned by his client is perfect site for industrial
development but because of the present land use designation
he cannot build since sewer and water are not available Mr
Matthews requested statement be included in the policies
which would permit builder/developer to build on septic tank
provided he would not object to being brought into the UGB when
services were available or oppose an LID Denton Kent explained
that since the land in question was inside Metros UGB and was
lot of record the owners could develop on septic tanks
Matthews responded that he was concerned the area would be

annexed to the city of Tualatin and become part of its UGB or
planning area This designation would prohibit development on
septic tanks



Oral testimony Page

Charles Kennerly Property owner Sherwood Specially Protected
Area Explained that he was not sufficiently prepared to testify
since the report was not available until the night of the hearing
He indicated that the legal and technical nature of the ordinance
makes it difficult for the average citizen to comprehend He also

resented not being able to get definite information from either

Washington County or Metro on the policies Referred to an article
in the Oregonian which discussed the inability of citizens to use
their property as they saw fit Resents the indecision and interfer
ence of government

Leah Zednik Citizen and property owner Bull Bountain Area
Does not endorse the ordinance because the policies are too
restrictive The inability to develop on septic tanks condemns
too much land which is not suitable for agricultural use She does

not support urban sprawl but as resident of the Bull Mountain

area feels the minimum 10 acre lot policy will cause hardship
on property owners She believes that 10 acres can accommodate sub
dividions on septic tanks if designed properly

Jim Fisher requested an opportunity to clarify his earlier testimony
Suggested Metro make greater effort to notify CPOs in the future
Also pointed out to the Councilors that sufficient amount of high
density housing will develop in Washington County and that Metro
was too concerned about density He also stated that Washington
County feared lawsuit from tru if they refused to adopt the
ordinance as drafted

Jim Allison returned to testify and lengthy discussion between
Mr Allison Commissioner Fisher and the Metro Councilors followed
concerning the question of citizen involvement The Councilors
expressed their concern that adequate opportunity for citizen input
be provided

Sue Klobertanz explained to the Councilors that written communi
cation had been sent to each CPO leader Councilor Stuhr also

pointed out that there would be another public hearing held on

May 22 at the Metro offices

Hal Hewett private planning consultant suggested that Motro

use the City of Portlands method of notificationusing paid ads

for public notice as he found it superior to that of Washington
Countiv and Metro
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Proposed Revision to Section VIII Variances

The County may grant variances to the provisions of Section VII of this

ordinance as follows

Septic tank permits may be issued for development on Type II land if

there is no plan to provide sewers to the land within period of

five years from the date of application for such development provided

that

Such permits shall be subject to DEQ and county health department

regulations

Plans for such development include provision for future redevelop
ment of these areas to urban densities

Developments may be approved with minimum lot sizes which are larqer than

10000 sq ft but less than 10 acresupon showing that topographic or

other natural constraints on the land are such that higher densities would

be undesirable

Philip Th
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Architect

Pearse ODohert
Landscape Architect

Oregon State Land Conservation and

Development Commission

1175 Court St N.E
Salem OR 97310

Subject Summary and expansion of testimony given at the September 6th Hearing

Agenda Item 4.2 and editorial comments and observations

Ladies and Gentlemen

My name is Philip Thompson am planner in the Portland Metropolitan

Area and registered architect in the state of Oregon In my business we

annually develop plans and secure approval for 1000 to 2500 urban suburban

and rural units on parcels from to 100 acres have been resident of the

Portland Metropolitan Area all of my life and have had strong and continuing

interest in the LCDC in the development of the goals and guidelines and in the

CRAG/MSD urban growth planning process have been monitoring it throughout

have not testified previously because it appeared to me that given difficult

task with multitude of political ramifications the planning agencies have been

doing an acceptable job of identification of an urban growth boundary

Several years ago when the goals and guidelines were being adopted

testified that felt that boundary was not good idea Nonetheless the

concept of an urban boundary was adopted under Goal 14 and we have since that

time worked within the adopted land use concepts dictated at the state level

938 NW Everett Street Portland Oregon 97209503 228-4343
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am not an idealist understand that the pendulum has to swing away

from Oregonians desire for large lot single family residences to higher

density mode of living in order to control urban sprawl and to protect the

agricultural areas of the state understand that the pendulum has to swing

perhaps too far and that some people have to get hurt in order for this goal to

be achieved would like to point out that in Mr Josselsons testimony con

cerning this issue he stated that it is going to take us ten years to find out

whether or not we are wrong Mr Josselson is clearly correct We are now

planning for twenty year time span and in ten years well find out whether we

did the right thing in 1979 This should be carefully kept in mind in all deci

sions being made in reference to the adoption of an urban growth boundary

am here now because at the last minute after four years of consideration

of such boundary the MSD has made major error in adopting policy guidelines

which will effectively eliminate significant portion of the general population

from living chosen and traditional lifestyles for the foreseeable future These

policies have been adopted without public input or notice Mr Kvarsten has

testified today that this has been essentially staff procedure Mr Burton

testified that the enforcement of these policies was question of trust between

LCDC and MSD Mr Gustafson has testified that he had to get conversion policies

through some very tough circumstances should like to submit to you that there

has not been during the last sixty days public scrutiny of these policies If

there had been such scrutiny the policies would not be before you today as they

are There was no published notice that the MSD would consider growth management

policies within the urban boundary at its August 23rd meeting which was not

advertised The testimony today seconds that opinion It has been the development
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industrys understanding that an urban growth boundary was to be adopted in order

to protect agricultural and timberland outside of the boundary but that within

such boundary the industry would be allowed the freedom to respond to market

demands The boundary itself protects against.sprawl Sprawl within the boundary

is expected to occur in the near future and to be limited over time as the effect

of the boundary becomes felt

As see it the Urban Growth Boundary isa politically necessary compromise

that over time will hopefully change the average Oregonians incessant desire for

large lots view property and other aspects of the American Dream which taken

together help create sprawl The purpose of the boundary is to protect agricul

tural land not to tell us what our cities will look like and how we will develop

within the boundary The location of the boundary has been subjected to enormous

amounts of debate and intense scrutiny in public hearings The boundary should

be approved as submitted It is intended to be studied and changed over time as

we learn grow and accommodate the inevitable errors of todays actions In my

opinion the boundary should be large enough to accommodate free market and not

crampedin manner that will provide only for high density housing within the

urban area After all this is only 1979 and we are planning for the year 2000

as though we know what is going to be happening them It is clear that we cannot

have any idea what is going to be happening by the year 2000

My opinion of what has occurred in the last sixty days is as follows

In response to heavy lobbying by 1000 Friends of Oregon who are lawyers

not planners and whose interest is in enforcing the law not in the quality of

lifestyle enjoyed by Oregonians in general you and your staff have directed the

staff of MSD to adopt growth management policies within the UGB to prevent sprawl
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It is not enough that the purpose of the boundary itself is to prevent sprawl

Apparently these policies are created in order to prevent minisprawl in the near

future as opposed to overall sprawl in the distant future Dutifully such policies

were prepared by MSD in conjunction with LCDC staff and adopted without public

scrutiny and with no regard to the workings of the marketplace The adoption of

these policies has withdrawn two basic American lifestyles from the options of

Oregonians without second thought

Policy Guideline LCDC Conversion Policy states that you cant live

on lot that is less than ten acres There are to be no more two acre lots or

five acre lots There is
to

be no more rural lifestyle No more hardworking

American dream where one buys small parcel and gets house on it and holding

down one or two jobs works the land fixes up the house and gets himself estab

lished There is to be no place where you can grow garden in your spare time

manage five acres of filbert trees run small apple orchard or whatever other

agricultural pursuits might be appropriate while working at another job in order

to feed the family and grow and build life for yourself

Outside the urban boundary everything is agricultural or forest lands

These carry twenty or thirty-eight acre minimum They are large enough for

working farm units Such requirement is clearly needed However by fiat

the MSD has eliminated small parttime truck farms without any hearing on the

need for such uses

think its important that in our twenty year plan for the Portland Metro

politan Area we do allow time for the pendulum to swing There was room within

the UGB for these uses to be accommodated in the near future while plans and

studies progress and while we learn Now with the limitation on subdivision of

any parcels within the UGB smaller than ten acres this lifestyle is effectively

eliminated
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Policy Guideline LCDC Conversion POlicy /4 There are to be no large

lots on septic tanks there is to be no more sub-urban living

Once upon time in the planning business we had four land classifications

in urban areas We had urban sub-urban rural and agriculture and forest Now

without due consideration we have taken these four classifications and made them

into two Urban-suburban and ruralagricultural Finally by MSDs action we

have eliminated the two troublesome intermediate classifications by fiat The

allowable lot size within the urban area is either ten acres or 10000 square feet

No more rural no more suburban

These policies speak directly to the lifestyle hav lived and intend to

continue live and they do not allow decent say ten year interval

Oregonians to adjust the new policies id new lifestyles which niy be required

under growth management programs tink that my li tu date is fairly typical

example of tie way Oregonians have lived and intend to live and think this

example should taken into consideration when urban urwth and management policies

are adopted started my married life in an apartment in Portlrid As soon as

we could afford it we moved to five acre farinlet on Bonny Slope We were renting

the place It had barn and an orchard and enough room fr garden We fixed

it up little grew garden for couple of yea took apples from the orchard

and never could afford cow to put in the barn was unsuccessful at holding

down two jobs and faning the property and we left but somebody else picked it up

and made nice place out of it It is still working hobby farm

Later we moved to half acre lot in Lake Grove buying fifty year old

shack which was on septic tank fixed it up and when the sewer came by we

built another house on the lot TH entire Lake Grove area is now redeveloping to
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urban standards because sewers are available My kids are nine and eleven years

old In two or three years if am lucky perhaps can buy an acre lot on Bull

Mountain or Cooper Mountain or in Beaver Creek want them to have some room to

grow up in am interested in now not twenty years from now am interested

in how my kids are going to live during the next ten years This is what refer

to when discuss this swing of the pendulum We have to allow some time for

people who have been working for as much as twenty years with dream in mind to

achieve that dream We have to allow some time for people to change their goals

You cant just change all of society all at once agree with the goals but we

have to remember that people have rights as well

If am sixty-five years old today instead of forty and live on.a ten

acre parcel that bought twenty years ago so that could be near the city and

have some space and have good investment dont have time to wait ten years

for sewer need to recoup my investment now while am still alive

Adoption of an urban growth boundary without internal management programs

will allow for these kinds of transitions to occur within the boundary if such

boundary is large enough to accommodate twenty year growth span Such bound

ary without internal management will allow for the workings of the market and for

the changes which are occurring in the market to occur without executive fiat

As working planner know how strong the demand for large lots is

Developers do not usually develop large lots in areas that are served by sewers

because it is too expensive and not very profitable However whenever we have

large lot subdivision in the planning stage we get continual calls from people

who have found out about it who are interested in purchase This does not occur

with standard developments on R-1O or R-7 lots not does it usually occur when we

are planning apartment projects
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Also as an expert planner would like to testify that it is extremely

possible to re-develop small parcels of land to urban densities when services and

market conditions are available and when the land itself comes on the market We

do it all the time We have done four and six lot subdivisions on an acre to an

acre and half we have done number of subdivisions on five to seven acres

It is also possible to re-develop single family residences on 50 100 lots into

duplexes or triplexes Higher density is entirely possible within the framework

of existing development when the market is ready

The staffs insistance on orderliness and contiguity ignores the fact that

we can only develop land which the people who have the rigi to own their land

are willing to sel If contiguity is required and it deniand continues the

requirecient for contiguity will clearly be reflected in land costs If larger

parcels are not allowed te develop until such time as some county cr civic agency

is prepared to provide sewer and water to the parcels this will clearly be re

flected in the land costs of parcels which do have services larjr parcels

are not allowed to develop on septic tanks to densities approximating one unit per

acre those parcels wil1 not be allowed on the market and other parcels to which

full urban services have been extended will develop at the lower densities demanded

by the sector of the market which desires this lifestyle The market for half

acre and acre lots and even for five acre lots is strong and continuing and is

not affected by cost restraints

am here to etify that NSD Policy Guidelines and are in fact not

needed If the goal is to control urban sprawl Policies and will do just

4ine thank you They are extremely difficult to achieve and will ountrol develop

ment to urban densities There is no existirco problem with development at lower

than urban densities on parcels of land which are not served with all public



Oregon State Land Conservation and

Development Commission

September 1979

Page

services If such parcels are developed they can clearly be re-developed when

the services arrive

Policies and are not in fact directed at sprawl but at development

They attempt to determine the allowable use of parcel and to determine that it

shall be developed at minimum of three dwelling units to the net acre or not at

all or that full urban services shall be available prior to development and that

no matter what the coniiiunities master plan and time frame for provision of those

serviices that there shall be no allowable interim use This is unconscionable

It has never been an LCDC goal that planners could dictate development type and

timing on urban land Encourage yes dictate no There have been no findings

to support these policies If there had been findings the policies could not

have been adopted If there had been public hearings the policies would not have

been adopted

Frankly we have had very little time to prepare for this hearing was

surprised to see what had happened when read the paper on August 24th irnmedi

ately called MSD and requested documentation and inquired as to provisions for re

hearing was told there were no provisions for petition for rehearing at MSD

and that should talk to my councelOr Finally on August 30th received

letter from Mr Gustafson which is enclosed which states that public input on

these policies would be appropriate when LCDC considers acknowledgement of the

boundary on September 6th or when the counties hold hearings on implementing

ordinances The letter also states that the MSD has the assurance of the county

jurisdictions that these conversion policies or equally strong alternatives will

be enacted In fact Mr Gustafson stated in public hearing today that he will

push through the policies Thus all has been previously agreed to by staffs of

LCDC MSD and the counties without any direct input from the public
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Under separate cover we are submitting brief stating our legal position

The brief concentrates on Goal Citizen Involvement there has been none to

my knowledge at this time Goal Land Use Planning which requires plans and

implementation ordinances to be adopted after public hearing and which requires

opportunities for review and revision on periodic cycle to take into account

changing public policies and circumstances and Goal 14 the urbanization goal

which requires availability of sufficient land-for the various.uses to insure

choices in the marketplace and which also requires an orderly transition from

urban to rural land use submit that nobody who has reviewed these plans and

these policies has any idea what the Portland Metropolitan Area is going to look

like in the year 2000 if these policies are adopted and made operative at this

time and if they are not revised over time Clearly the Metropolitan Area is

going to be entirely high density community The Willamette Valley will be

agricultural and immediately at the boundary of the Metropolitan Area high

density apartments will begin There will be no green space left in the city

except for that open space which exists within city parks there will be minimum

of trees and there will be minimum of suburban and rural lifestyle in the Port

land Metropolitan Area These aspects should be clearly considered if hard and

fast urban growth boundary with containment policies within the boundary are

going to be adopted at this time

On the other hand if the UGB is going to be adopted and if the market is

going to be allowed to operate within its own constraints for the next five to

ten years While there is still some room to maneuver believe that the boundary

will have chance to be successful and that it will be possible to change the

goals and lifestyles of Oregonians to goals which more nearly approximate the
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requirements of life in large metropolitan urban area This cannot be done by

executive fiat This must be done over time so that Oregonians may have time to

change their plans to adjust their lifestyles and to recognize the requirements

that their environment has placed upon them

Respectfully submitted

Philip Thompson

cc Rick Gustafson

Mike Burton
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Editorial Comments on the LCDC Hearing concerning the MSD UGB September 1979

Agenda Item 42

Listening to Burton Weast and Bob Stacey speak was again reminded of the

reason why chose not to attend the advertised public hearing on August 23 at

which time the MSD not only adopted the UGB as advertised but adopted the growth

management policy guidelines which were not advertised know what Burton Weast

has to say and know what Bob Stacey has to say also am aware of what the

Counties have had to say so in effect know what everybodys position was on

the day of the hearing and it was my expectation that the boundary would be adopted

in some form or another knew that not everybody would get what they wanted

but we have understood that if there were any specific problems that occurred in

the final adoption of the boundary they could be hammered out in later hearings

For those of us in the private planning industry this is the way of things

since it is not possible to constantly monitor every action of everyone of the 27

community plans in the Metropolitan Area We have become used to comprehensive plans

becoming compromises between various political and citizen factions The compro

mises are never perfect However the public hearing process does hammer out

great deal of what is wrong unclear fuzzy and muddled in original public planning

staff presentations The public hearing process is not the most efficient way to

achieve an adequate comprehensive plan but it is clearly the most democratic method

No public planning staff can adequately predict and cover every aspect of compre

hensive plan without public assistance and input nor can any private planner
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We clearly saw today the flaws which can occur when two public staffs

attempt to produce compromise which is then adopted by commission when none

of them have listened to the input of all interested parties The problems

refer to are major have to believe for example that it was not the intention

of the municipalities and the MSD to eliminate all lot sizes within the IJGB between

10000 square feet and ten acres

This was my first LCDC meeting was struck by the professionalism of the

testimony received Each of the members of the public who spoke appeared to be

able to condense twenty minute presentation into five minutes and still get his

point across The speaking was good forceful and to the point was thereby

reminded of the rarified atmosphere within which LCDC sits in which lawyers dis

cuss fine points of law and question whether there is need because supreme

court judge who also sits in rarified atmosphere once determined that need had

to be proven to exist

This atmosphere is so entirely different from the atmosphere within which

comprehensive plans are developed through community planning organization meetings

and through public hearings at planning commissions and boards of commissioners

that the LCDC cannot possibly know the difficulty with which these compromises

which are evidenced in final community plans are reached Citizens who have

received public notice come unprepared to meetings to find out whats going on

Citizens whoseproperty is directly affected by such meetings frequently discover

this fact only at the last minute Business men and private industry planners who

are unable to constantly monitor every plan in every municipality are caught un-j

awares and present arguments at the last minute This is the process over which

LCDC sits in judgement
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Well financed organizations such as 1000 Friends of Oregon spend all their

time monitoring LCDC actions Other well financed attorneys with specific axe

to grind make well prepared presentations In the interim the great mass of

citizenry who does not have the time or the money to monitor every step of the

process waits for plans to be adopted inserts input at the appropriate times

and assumes because Goal says that they should be able to assume this that

plans can be adjusted from time to time and that we will be able to rectify the

inevitable errors in the future This is the only possible way to see the success

ful completion of the process that it is variable to be refined over time

Finally would like to express again as planner and architect my frus

tration that we have come to place where we continually seem to be arguing over

points of law instead of doing any realistic planning There appear to be nothing

in Goal 14 that requires anybody to consider what the physical result of the com

prehensive plan will be be Nobody is talking about what the Portland Metropolitan

Area is going to look like or live like if this plan is adopted This was my testi

mony during the process of adoption of the goals and it remains my opinion today

If the MSD UGB and the MSD Plan is adopted with the conditions and restrictions

requested by 1000 Friends of Oregon who have their own bias toward high density

housing the Portland Metropolitan Area in the year 2000 will be high density

city without the fortuitous fingers of green which have occurred as result of

some leap frogging and random sprawl As testified today am aware that the

pendulum has to swing and am aware that leap frogging and sprawl must be controlled

However it is my considered prediction that ten years from today we will under

stand the need for preserving the open space that has fortunately remained as

result of random development because we will begin to understand what the appli

cation of these goals means in the physical result of the total urbanization of

the Portland Metropolitan Area.
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do not believe that the community is going to appreciate the physical

result of this planning and believe that the community is going to rise up in

opposition and will effect changes in the UGBs and their location and in the

density requirements being adopted today am willing to wait because do not

believe that these changes can be politically effectively adopted at this time

However think that the LCDC and the MSD should not undertake to adopt final

plan in 1979 for the next twenty years cannot be done correctly It cannot

be done polit1ca1ly and it cannot be accomplished operationally The plan ust

be seen as 1exible and continuing We must allowed to learn from our mistakes

We must be allowed to make mistakes and hopefully to revise them before they are

irreversible Thereure support the mistakn adoption of the urban containment

boundary as proposed because believe thrt through the operation of time the

mistakes that have been made will surface and that adjustments will occur firmly

believe that while 1000 Friends of Oregon be correct in their assessment of

the law they are incorrect in their assessment of the eventual results of the

adoption of this plan think that the LCDC should unde tand that most public

planning sffs and most jur4sdictions have not undergorthe rigors of trial by

fire in tn economic necessities of private industry and that private industry

which is so deepTy affected by these plans does not have the resources nor the

clout to af4t the necessary changes at this time and that they will not do so

until irresistibly pressed by market requirements

The LCDC should understand that in the ran fied atliosphere ot the State

Capitol Building its acknowledgement of individual community plans is not final
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act but only the beginning of continuing and developing planning process which

will of necessity include changes throughout the next twenty years

Respectfully submitted

Philip Thompson

enclosure

cc Rick Gustafson

Mike Burton



Rick Gustatson
Executive Officer

MSD Council

Mike Burton
Presiding Officer

District 12

Donna Stuhr
Deputy Presiding

Officer

District

Charles Williamson
District

Craig Berkman
District

Corky KIrkpatrick
District

Jack Deines
DistrIct

METROPOLITAN SERVICE DISTRICT
527 S.W HALL PORTLAND OREGON 97201 503/221-1646

August 28 1979

UG ci 979
Mr Philip Thompson
938 NW Everett Street TOMPSO
Portland Oregon 97209 PHIUr

Dear Mr Thompson

understand that Judith Bieberle MSD Public Information
Officer has contacted you regarding the concerns expressed
in your August 24 letter

Enclosed is copy of the policy guidelines as adopted by
resolution by the Council on Thursday August 23 These
policy guidelines were prepared in response to request
from LCDC that MSD provide direction to local jurisdictions
on the management of growth within the Urban Growth Boundary
The NSD has thea urnceof the countyjurisdictions thatrI%s
thes conversion olicies or uall stron alter iv

poicies wi be enacted and implemented in local plan and
ordinance adoption Public input on these policies would
eppropriatewhen LCDC conside acknowladgrnent of th
..pundary on September6 or when the counties hold hearings
on implementing ordinances

Ms Bieberle also suggested that we include the UGB Findings
copy enclosed and the August 23 Council meeting minutes
which will be forwarded to you at later date An appendix
to the policies has been prepared for LCDC and includes the

Initial Housing Policies the executive summary of the

Housing Opportunity Plan the Market Level Housing Prospectus
and copies of county resolutions supporting the conversion
policies Should you wish copies of any of these materials
the Information Office staff will forward them to you

hope these materials will meet your needs Please feel

free-i con act me or my staff for further information

Sincerel
./

Rick Gustafsq
Executive Ofcer

Jane Rhodes
District

Betty Schedeen
District

Caroline Miller
District

Cindy Banzer
District

Gene Peterson
District 10

Marge Kafoury
District 11

RGbh



for Oregon sure havent seen it jMnnp mm th nffpra t_

By RICHARD NOKES
Edlior Th Oregor1an

SOVETIMES letter from an old

subscriber person completely un
known the editor can bring you up

art Such letter ht my desk

this week and Ill share it ft you

because it says some things that maybe
the elite as he calls us forget from

time to time as we adopt laws concern

ing land-use plan

ning zoning build

ing restrictions and

the like And as we
adopt monetary
policies that send

the interest rate

soaring cr permit
inflation to rage un
abated

Heres the letter

in its entretv

Dear Mr
Nokes NOKES

believe

-you are In the same age genera
tion as am that Is in the lower

60s am Northwest native born

in Tacoma You seem to be kind

considerate and compassionate

person am high school grad

but not college so there is huge
Grand Canyon between us due

only to one item and that is your
brain-washed experience in col

lege

Have you and your ilk ever

thought that the working class

and the poor and majority of se
nior citizens who have never at
tended college have far different

opinion need viewpoint outlook
and solution to our man prob
lems than does the elite college

minority
Take housing for example

Thirty years ago the lower
classes could buy cheap lot or

acreage and build tent shack
cabin or garage and live in it until

they could afford better housing
In this so very precious and im
portant right they could save
much money and could look to

future that could only grow more
bright They had primitive sanita

tion but this was all of tempo
rary nature They had stake or

concrete investment in the United
States

This has all been destroyed
demolished with not one iota of

thought for the wants or needs of

the lower classes by snobbish

college-educated elite who have

become ignorant calloused indif

ferent in their greed to amass

million dollars and who have run

roughshod over the histum-h tradi

tional basic rights of free hu
man being to buy build and live

in shelter that he can afford not

what the county commissions
city councils state legislatures or

U.S Congress say that he shall

build

If there is anything uncon
stitutional in this so-called free

nation It is In the brazen denial of

the poorest to build shelter of

their own and on available land

that if necessary the govern
ment either federal or state will

make affordable to all

The plan of government prod
ded by the moneyfd classes to

enact bylaws building ordi

nances restrictions zoning etc
to block the lower classes and

even well-paid working people
from buying building shelters on
land that is affordable thereby

forcing them to become renters of

high-priced rental apartments

many subsidized by government
is on the same mora level as

the greed and laws that stole the

Indians native lands and also that

failed criminally to give the freed

slaves in 1865 40 acres and

mule
The czar of Russia in 18G2

reed the serfs and gave them land

to till The blacks and Indians

have coming to thin untold bil

lions to pay for the saffering and

thievery of the greedy white en
trepreneurs who are even now
using the same tricks to deprive
the working class and poor from

owning their own shelter no mat
ter how humble after all who
can afford $60000 ranch home
or who among the lower classes

want it Cant the establishment
the college elite understand that

we dont want or need that fancy

housing
How much more happy con-

tented and free of worry is the

family that lives in or shack

but on its own land How
much is this neglect adding to in
flation We have no say in local or

state government Money talks

Roy Sandwick

5700 Kerby No 206
P.S Dry sewage disposal is

perfected No water expensive
pipes or construction needed
Greed and denial of basic human
rights from cave man das is de
stroying the U.S

RGS

The man Is right you know 30

years and more ago at least up to

\Vorld War II person of low income
or without job could buy little piece
of ground not too far frrn Portland for

mere pittance and put up garage to

live in or tar paper shack and an out
house until things got better as they
used to say in depression days Now tar

paper shacks and outhouses would be

verboten and code estrictions have
added tremendously to the costs of to
days homes

Civilization has become too compli
cated as we strive to protect the envi
ronment and most of cne protective
restrictions have come trom the col
lege elite Does the little man get
crushed Have the elite gone too far

in telling us what Is good for us
Sandwick certain thnks so

Maybe the rest of us ought to think
alut It little

in oe in uia u.u.- .-
ii-lJanoruo ThII J1TLLL L.I IT-

Ouç 1//20

-ditors note Have elite taken away hoLisinç

t1



RICHARD MATTHEWS
REALTOR

commercial Industrial investment real estate

.\pril 24 1980

Mr Mike Burton
ouncillor

eti ditan Service Ii-t rict

527 1-Jail Si
Portland Oregon 97201

Dear Burton

\\ attended the public hearing that was held at the Washington
County Court House on April 21 1080 The iieel iri was held

on the proposed use of Urhanizabie Lands within Washington
County and out-dde the cities within the County

It is our understanding that this proceedure is required as the

Washington County projnu-ed Comprehensive Plan will not be

presented to until sometime in Ieeember of this

year It is also understandable that some interim plan must be
drawn for the orderl processing of building permit in Specially
Protected areas

We testified at this metding on April 21 at \Vasldngton County
Court lions regarding our Clients two Parcels of Land comp
rising total of 53 Acres iied M.A in \\ ashington County
Tax Lot 800 of 22 Acres in S.E 1/4 Sen ion 2iIwns Soirli

Range \Vest \\ and Tax Lot 100 of 33 Acres contiguous
with Tax Lot 800 on the South Tax Lot 800 fronting Herman Road
and Tax Lot 100 fronting Cipole Hoad The 53 acres are served by
1900 toni of Southern Pacific Lail Our Client has Sand Mining
Pernit that expires in September 1980 and it appears that he will

not be using same Pettibone Mercury Corp is continuous on the

I4ast of lot 800 Industries Fabiica rs and other Industrials

more or less fill the land on the South side of 1-lerman up to the new
Industrial Park being developed by Southern Pacific The City limits

and 2l sewer line are about 4000 East of our Tax Lot 800 It

appears that no great problem would be incurred in conneting to the

existing sewer as it would he gravity flow and the Tualatin City Eng
inee informs us that the have plenty capacity

We have said all this to get to the meat of our testimony that we would

desire Annexation by the 1i1v of Tualatin and that we would not rem
onsi rate against being organized to serve our area and we
haw already discussed this with other Industrial people who would be
served by the same Urban Services and they are of like mind

continued

P.O BOX 508 EDWARDS INDUSTRIAL PARK 10600 SW COMMERCE CIRCLE WILSONVILLE ORE3ON 97070 503 682-0551
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RICHARD MATTHEWS
REALTOR

commercial Industrial investment real estate

Our proposal to the 1\Ictrpolitan Servire District was that where
immediate Development is required in the MAE zone of Washin
ton County and the Urban Services are attainable vliere the land

is in the potential Urban Growth boundry that development could

piorced on the follow i11L basis

the Developer or owner would apply for building permit that would

require approval for Septic Sysleni along with Drilled Well
to be used until the land was Annex into the City oh Tualatin and
able to be supplied with Urban Services ie Water Sewer Storm
Drains This proceedure would require that the applicant would not

Remonstrate against any of the Urban Ser ices and do so in writing

and agree not io sell or hypothecate the land in any manner without

passing on the same conditions that allowed the Permit initially

\Ve have an immediate need to build 100 000 ft Manufacturing
Plant on Tax Lot 100 this would house Light Manufacturing facility

that would meet all zoning requirements for MAE as well as an

anticipated Industrial Zoneo the City of Tualatin

As to adopting proceedure as requested above it appears economically
feasible for the Commercial or Industrial user but might put
severe strain on an applicant who desired to build one Residence
There might be instances where several applicants in the same area

might be able to form an Li D.and proceed for Annexation

In the mean time we are bit confused as we have had lilferent

opinions from your Staff Mr Rent told us in the meetin that this

ordinance didnt apply to our particular situation and JUIernt
opinion from another staff member in telephone conversation We
would like an immediate res1 oiie so hat we could proceed with Wash
ington County in applying for Septic Permits and other necessary
survey and Engineering

Respectfullyyours

/-// Tr
B.C MahJl\vs

CC Mr Wink Lrooks
Mr Kenneth Bush

Enclosures
ott or from City of Tualatin April 17

Letter to from Bush
Letter to by ouncil Tualatin

Plat Map of Tax Lots 800and 100

Area Map of same
P.O BOX 506 EDWARDS INDUSTRIAL PARK 10600 SW COMMERCE CIRCLE WILSONVILLE ORE3ON 97070 503 682-0551
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METRO

METROPOlITAN SERVICE DISTRICT
527 SW HAI1 ST PQRTLAND OR 97201 5031221-164h

MEMORANDUM
Date April 24 1980

To Planning Catinittee

From Sue K1ortaj-z Local Government Assistant

Regarding Public Notification of the Washington County
Public Hearing

As per your request information on the Metro

action to publicize the proposed ordinance

to tiiçorarily regulate urban developnent
in Washington County is attached

As suggested through public testirrony at the

April 21 hearing mailing also went out on

April 22 1980 to all Washington County 90
groups affected by this proposed ordinance
This mailing supplients the oral presentation

given to the CEO leaders on April 161980
by Metro staff
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Home Builders Association of Metropdfitan Portland
May 22 1980

3140 N.E

Bro.dwaV

Portlend Oregon

97232

Telpflons

288-0121

OFFICERS

DALE JOHNSON
Prijtideiil

NationI Director

PAlM BRIDGES
ii Vice Predent

Neuli Director

.I.MlS RVINE

Vice Pri-id.nt- Truurer
National Dvicror

RICHARD COOLEY
Vice President-Secretary

National Director

MICHAEL ROBINSON
Polianreritari.n/Sgt at Arm
NIionI Director

IAMESM GOODRICH
Esecutive Vice Pr-udent

DIRECTORS
RICHARD EDWARDS

Imrrredi.te Pretident

National Director

EDWARD MURPHY
Builder Director

TEARVE SHEA
Builder Director

STEVE SMELSER
8uilder Director

MARY LOU CURMIN
Builder Director

ED REINHARDT
Subcontractor Director

MIKE KIMBERLIPJG
SupplIer Dlrctor

TOM lYE

Supporting Director

ROBERT ROGERS
Chairman
P.si Presidents Council

CLAYTON TEACH
Chair roan
ClecIramat COunty Osislon

ROY ASBAHA
Chairman

Multnorriah COunty Division

RICHARD WAXER
Chairrrrn

Walrn9ton County DerisIon

JIM DeYOUNG
Chairman
YamhiII County Division

ROSS 0EV
President

Mulilemily Houirrg Couniii

ROBERTS MILLER

Prsidant

HOW Council

JOHN McLEOD
National Lfn Director

WILLIAM LAMB
National Life Director

DALE D8HARPPORT
Naiionul Drectoi

RYCHEN PADDACI
NjtiOflal Director

CLIFF SCHILLINC
National Director

ALLEN EDWARDS JR

NatIonal Director

RON STEINKE
National Director

RICHARD SMELSER
OSHBA RCprventatiu.r

JIMMIE TAYLOR
NARS Oregon Repr.sentariotr

HONORARY DIRECTORS
VINCENT RASCHIO
AL NORBRATEN
FRANK EVANS
KENNETH HOOSON
TEOR ASBAHR
ARCHIE HODGES
WILLIAM COOLEY
RAY HALLBERG

Metropolitan Service District
527 S.W Hall
Portland OR 97201

Dear Councillors

With regret we ask for your approval of the ordinance
controlling the conversion of land in Washington County
Our regret is based upon our continuing concern over
the failure of Washington County to comply with the
stitewide planning goals

As participant in the process of developing the ordinance
before you we believe that the proposal is the best
possible under the circumstances Some strengths of the
ordinance are

The ordinance conforms to the existing land-use
patterns and terminology of Wihinqton County and
will not create major confusion during its implementation

The ordinance calls for sixmonth review to monitor
both the effecLLveness of the ordinance and its
impact upon needed residential construction

The proposal insures that development will occur at
densities consistent with the LCDC order approving
the urban growth boundary

We support the amendment proposed by st.iJf concerning large
lot development in compliance with an adopted comprehensive
plan

It should be clear to anyone familiar with the situation
in Washington County that the ordinance is not an attempt
by Metro to take over the county It should also be clear
that Washington County no matter the reason will not
be allowed to avoid its planning responsibilities required
under the law

We urge your adoption of the ordinance

cc Dick Waker

B-.rton Weast
Director of Planfiing
and Governmental Affairs



CITY OF BEAVEBTON
\V hail Blvd iriu O-ii 7X

MAY 221gj
May 22 1980

METRO SERVICE DISTRICT

Metropolitan Service District

527 S.W Hall

Portland OR 97201

Dear Councilors

The City of Beaverton has reviewed the proposed Ordinance regulating
development in Washington County and would like to make the following
comments for the record of your hearing on May 22 1980

First would like to state that the City supports the Urban Growth

Boundary and conversion policies necessary to implement the boundary
The following comments are meant to be in support of the proposed ordi
nance however we have suggested changes to improve its administration

and implementation and are even more concerned that the proposed ordi
nance doesnt go far enough

While we understand the rationale for establishing the UGB primari
ly based upon availability of sewer and water as the two essential

services we believe that within the boundary when it comes to

conversion Metro should be seriously concerned that conversion
take place when other essential urban services are available as

well especially those services of regional import In Washington
Countys case transportation facilities and services are critical
and the lack of such facilities and services is regional issue
The proposed ordinance while it makes findings under Goal 14 does

not suggest that there are other essential urban services such as

transportation that must exist before conversion can take place
As now written it appears that Metros only concern in Washington
County will be sewer and water The City of Beaverton sees trans
portation as just as critical from regional perspective and

requests this recognition in the ordinance The fact that county
voters turned down the tax base and 2/gallon gasoline tax for

road improvements further demonstrates the near crisis at hand

Under Section subsection and particularly appear to be

loopholes to the intent of the ordinance Appropriate and

inappropriate are terms difficult to administer and interpret on

an individual case by case basis Who will be the judge What
kind of proof is needed



Metropolitan Service District

May 22 1980

Page of

It is unclear in reading this ordinance how it fits in with other

county ordinances who administers it how it can be appealed and

what sort of hearing and notice provisions apply to its administra
tion and implementation Metro should give clear direction to the

county in the ordinance as to how it expects this ordinance to be

administered

In sumary then the City supports the proposed ordinance but feels

sense of frustration in that it does not go as far as it should in

assuring that growth in Washington County will be orderly efficient
economic and not prntire all concepts embodied in Goal 14 Urbaniza
tion We are hopeful that you will consider strengthening the ordi
nance before final adoption

Thank you for the opportunity to submit these comments

Si ncerely

//
t/

Jack Nelson

Mayor

JNLDjg30



Burton

Stuhr

Williams

Be rkman

Kirkpatrick

Deines
Rhodes

Schedeeri

BONNER
Ban

Peterson

Kafoury

ORDINANCE NO 80-95

TITLE AN ORDINANCE RBLATI.C TO THE USE OF

URBANIZABLE LAND AND THE CONVERSION OF

URBANIZABLE LAND TO URBAN USE ITHIN THE

URBAN GROWTH BOUNDARY AND PRESCRIBING
BEGULATION THEREFOR

DATE INTRODUCED May 22 1980

FIRST READING __________

SECOND READING

DATE ADOPTED

DATE EFFECTIVE ____________________

May 22 1980

June 26 1980

June 26 1980

July 1980

ROLLCALL

Yes No Abst
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Clerk of the Board
Room 606N1I County Courthouse
Portland Oregon 97204

Gentlemen

Enclosed are true copies of the following ordinances
adopted by the Council of the Metropolitan Service District

Ords Nr 8097 and 8095 adopted June 26 1980

Ord Nn 8091 adopted June 27 1980

Please file these copies in the Metro ordinance files

Sincerely

//
Cynthia Wichmann
Clerk of the Council

cW
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Mr Daniel Potter
County Administ rator
Administration Building
150 Nrh 1st
Hilisboro Oregon 97123

Dear Mr Potter

Enclosed are true copies of the following ordinances
adopted by the Council of the letropolitan Service Dis

trict

Ords Nos 8097 and 8095 adopted June 26 1980

nil RI In lie
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Ord Rn 8091 adopted June 27 1980

Please file these copies in thi ltro ordinance files

Sincerely

Cynthia Wi cI1nlnrl

Clerk of the Council

cw
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1i George Poppen
County Clerk
Clackarrias County Courthouse

Oregon City Oregon 97045

Dear Mr Poppen

Enc1cd are true copies of the following ordinances

adopted by the Council of the Metropolitan Service Dis

Ords Nos 8097 and 8095 adopted June 26 1980

Ord No 80-91 adopted June 27 1980

Please file these copies in the Metro ordinance files

nn P.r. in

tIcl RIP III

.iik huh

Sincerely

--
Cynthia Wichmann
Clerk of the Council

CMW



Affidavit of Publication

DAILY EXCEPT SATURDAY AND SUNDAY

2014 N.W 24th Ave Portland Oregon 97210

Phone 503 226-1311

STATE OF OREGON COUNTY OF MULTNOMAHss

CAPLANI being first duly sworn depose and say that am the Manager of the DAILY JOURNAL OF COMMERCE newspaper of

general circulation in the counties of CLACKAMAS MLJLTNOMAH and WASHINGTON as defined by ORS 193.010 and 193.020 published at

May

Portland in the aforesaid County and State that the

NOTICE 8360
Ad No._________ METROPOLITAN

Council Meeting SERVICE DISTRICT
NOTICE is hereby given that the

Metropolitan Service District Council
will convene In the Metro Council

printed copy of which is hereto annexed was published in the entire issue of said newspaper Chamber 52 SW Hall St. Porthnd
on Thursday Miy 22 at 300 PM fore

special meeting to consider reulta of

for .xxsxxo-dxc..Xlve in the following issues thç Zoo ballot measures and future

funding alternatives The Council wiil

reconvene at 730 PM for its regular

May 16 1980 meeting to consider the following
items of business

Public Communications
Case PUBLIC HEARING on Or-
Ho dinance No 80-95 Relating to the Uae

of Urbanizable Land and the Conver
.sion of Urbäizable Larcd to Urban
Use Within the Urban Growth Bou
dary and Prescribing Regulations
Therefor First Reading 73.5 PM

Reports from Executive Officer
and Council Committees .. -e .-

A-95 Review Report_

Procurenndgore
No 79-78 First Reading .1

___ Ordlnance No 80-94 or the Pur-
pose of Transferring Approprialions
Vithin the Solid Waste Operatinj

Subscribed and sworn to before me this 16- day of
80 -Fund for the Fiscal Year 1981

Metropolitan Service District Budget
First Reading i- .-- .-

pose of Establishing DiposaI Charge

___________________________________
fillandDec1arjtt5

Resolution No 80-14t For the

Notary Pubt.ic.JorOregon urpOse of Recommending Con
.tsnuance of the city of Tualatins Re

My Commission Expires Sept 6.1981 hiiac
of

Resolution No 80-148 For the-

Purpose of Adopting the Inter-natIonal

City Management Association tIC-

MA Retirement Corporation Plan

__________OptionforMetroEmployees ..
Resolutton No 80-149 For the

This portion may be detached .PurposeofStatingtheCouncilslnten
to Proceed with the Johnson Creek

DAILY JOURNAL OF COMMERCE 2014 N.W 24th Ave Portlond Ore 97210 1Pollutlon

ment District

Resolution No 80-1st the

I...
Purpose of Clarifying the Intention of

the 208 Waste Treatment Manage..

Metrop1oitafl Service District ment Ccmponent with Regard to the

Columbia Region Treatment Plan

527 Ha Element Thereof_

Portland Oregon 97201
.- r1iiie

Unified Work Program UWP
Resolution No 80.152- For the

Purpose of Authorizing Federal
Interstate Funds for Resurfacing
Restoration and Rehabilitation 3R
Project on 1-84 Sundial Road to Sandy

--._-----.-.- ----.-..-.--.- Boulevard --
Reaoiution ho 80153 For the

.Purpose of Authorizing Federal 1.805

.-
the TerwiliigerfEarbur Blvd Project

Resolution- No 80-154 For the
Purpose of Authorizirg Federal Funds

Funds for Preliminary Engineering of

for the City of Portland Central
Business District Bic dc Parking

Reiolutlo0 ho 80 155 For the

Purpose of Approing and Authorizing
the Positions of Chief Landfill Clerk
nd Landfill Attendant in the Solid

asic Department

Agenda Item material is aailable

--
.- for public viewing at the Metro Office

522 SW Hall St. Poland and will be
available at the Council meeting

Published May 16 1980 83C4 It
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METRO
METROPOLITAN
SEIV1CE DISTRICT
5275W HALL POR11NflOIt1CO1

501 221

TRO COUNCIL MEETING
June 26200 P.M

Council Chamber -a

527 SW Hall St Portand

Matters to be considered

Publk Communications

Consent Agenda
A-95 Review

Minutes of May 22 1980

Rrports
Executive Officers Report

Council CommitteF Reports

--A-95 Review Report --
Ordinances

Use of urbanizable land and the conversion of ur

banizable lind to urban usewithin the Urban

Growth Boundary No.80-95 Second Reading

Adoption of the annual budget of the Metropolitan

Service District for Fiscal Year 1981 making appr
-.priatioris from District funds in accordance with

said- budget and levying ad valorem taxes No
80-97 Secdnd Reading

Resolutions

Recommendation for Continuance of Oregon Citys

request for comprehensive plan acknowledgment

No.80-156
Authorization to establish new positions No
80-157

Establishment of rate for mileage reimbursement

No.80-158
Amendment to the 1981 Unified Work Program

for inclusion of the B-State Transportation Study

No.80-159
Authorization of Federal Aid Interstate Funds for

the Willamette FallaSfety Rest Area remodeling

project No.80-160
Authorization of Federal Funds for 16b2 ape-

cial transportation projeCts No.80-161

Endorsement of -the Section 504 Special Neds

Transportation Transition Plan No.80-162

_-Reçommendation on feasibility study for develop-

ment of iriver transitaystem No 80-163

New Business
-- --

--

-Adoption rule to allow negotiated bid for re

source recovery facility CR13 80-4

Selection of panel of hearings officers

Metro consideratonof locaiplan continuance re

slews

General Discucsion

Five.Ycar Operaional
Plan ana finindng opt iorm

Th egulir meting.will be adjóurnd to 200 Noon

FridayJuite 27 for the SecondReading of Ordinance No

80-9 estahlishin the Johnson Creek Basin Flood Control

and Pollution Abatement Project Local Improvcmeqt Dis

trict

Public Hearing -.7

Time Thursday June 26700-1000 P.M

Place Convention Hal gate south side

Memorial Coliseum

.- .. .--
The MeiroCouncif will receive public testimony on the

--

proposed establishment of the Johnson Creek Basin Flood

Control and Pollution Abateinnt Project Local Improve

ment Distnict DeidlinC for accepting remonstrances on
--

this project has been extended to 500 PMJune 23 19S0

.ADJOURNED METRO COUNCIL MEETING

Time Friday June27 1200 Noon -.
Place Metro Council hamber .-

527SWHallSt.P0rt1nd .-
Mattertobeconstdered

brdiianc No 80-91 Estabifahing th Johnson Creek Ba

sin Flood Control nd Pollution Abatement Project Local

Improvement Disrict Second Reading

Copks of ordinances resolutions and additions informa

-tion is available at Metro

In the ______________ Court of the State of Oregon

for the County of Mu/tnornah

Plaintiff

vs

Defendent

Affidavit of Publication

STATE OF OREGON

.5

County of Multnomah

organ being first duly sworn drpose and

say that am the Principal Clerk Of The Publisher of The Oregonian newspaper of grnerat

circulation as defined by ORS 193.010 and 193.020 published in the City of Portland in Muttno

rnah County Oregon that the advertisement printed copy of which is hereto annexed was published

without interruption in the entire and regular issues of The Oregonian for one

issue on the following dates

June 20 198Q

Subscribed and swon to before me this

F-1703
My

Notary Public for Oregon

JjJL

--



METROPOLITAN SERVICE DISTRICT
527 SW HALL ST. PORTLAND OR 97201 503/221.1646

METRO MEMORANDUM
Date April 17 1980

To Donna Stthr

From
Caryl Waters

Regarding Media Notification of Washington County
Public Hearing

The Public Information Office has taken the following steps

to notify the public and press of the April 21 public hearing
in Washington County on the urban development regulations

Legal Notice

Thelegal notice copy attached was approved by Andy Jordan
and mailed on April to the following papers

The Oregonian for publication on April 11

The Daily Journal of Commerce for publication on April 11

The Hillsboro Argus for publication on April 15

Media Public Affairs Notice

notice of public hearing was mailed on April to radio and
TV public affairs directors and to the community calendar editors
of local newspapers copy of the notice and list of labels is

attached

News Release

news release has been prepared for mailing today April 17
to the news media list copy of the press release and the

mailing list is attached
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Dy HARRY BODIN
olTh.0r.goiIan stall

HJLLSBORO
commlssioners viu1.t.acke groups along .the
versia land use Issues ._.ó of._the Peterkot

with lural ny residents alóiig

AveiueiechaIlenk-

opoiedBarnesreaiignmentas
.---- -.- the amouñof commercial and

.ryiée.Dlstnict 1sF ltiple.unit hàus1ng the changes
the countys

control deelópthent lri.ün eanwhile the MetropiItan Set-

urban areas vice District plans to enter the Wash
The hearing will focus on the long- ington County land-use planning plc

debated new rurà zones.for the comi- turé activelon Monday April 21.
tys updated comprehensive land use The ser ice district will consideran

plan and op plans for development of- ordinance regulating theconverionof
the 252-acre Peterkort properly north .Washington County land to urban uses

of the Sunsdt Highway because the county thus far has not tak
The drafting of language imple en that step -- --

mentirg the fiverural zones has oci-._ Servke1istrict staff memberswill

pied the attention of th county Plan- explain the proposed urbangrowth
fling CommIssion County commission management ordinance to county 01fF-

county staff and landowners for dais atan a.m work session that diy
months At public hearing has been

Tuesday the commission will hear scheduled on the topic in Room 402 of

testimony on revisions worked out in the County Administration BuiIding
series of work sessions Hillsboro

central Issue has been spelling out .The most controversial aspect of the

conditions by which single-family service district proposal is re.quire

homes can be built outside the Portland-- ment that-future land partitioning in
area regional urban growth boundary future urban areas be limited to par-
the area to be regulated through the cels of 10 acres or more.- -- -i

rural zone text .. The proposed ordinance offers an

new grbuphas entered the picture escape hatch allowing lots of 10.000

since the last round of County CommIs- square feet four units per acre in
sion Planning Commission discussions areas where steep terrain makes small

Led by County Extension Agent erlotsimpracticaL
Lloyd Baron and farmers the new Septic tanks rallier than swizs

group is asking that tlghfer restrictions would be allowed on the same premise .-
be placed on persons seeking to build that sewer line would be impracti-..
homes in exclusive farm and forestry cal to build

areas

Baion group also wants the The service district decision to adopt

new comprehensive plan to retain
growth management ordinance for

38-acre minimum lot size in any future Washington County has generated

land partitioning in the exclusive zones position from local officials who resent

in order to help preserVe land for farm what they feel is outside interference

and forestry uses Service district executive offier

Thé.Peterkortissue.centers onhow Rick.Gustafson said the distriçtwuld

the large open tf 1i4 wst of St act 9n Its pposançe.pçoro
Lincent HospItal-1stDbedQloed Juile 30 because jmtsed the.Iae

.The Planning Commission has ap- Lard Consrvation andD7eToiiifl
proe4plap and zone changes which Commisslona year ago that urban

coulhpeq jieajor extensie coin

erc1aI1v1cprnent north of the SunL throühout tlie.iietropólitan.area by

set Hig1fCedar HIl ouTeari in- tlien z.2



METROPOLITAN SERVICE DISTRICT
527 SW HALl ST. PORTLANO.OR.97701 5031221.1646

METRO
METROPOLITAN SERVICE DISTRICT

NOTICE is hereby given that the Metropo1itan_ervice

District will hold the following public hearings on
proposed ordinance to temporarily regulate Urban

Development in Washington County

April 21 1980 Room 402 Administration Bldg

Washington County Courthouse

150 First Hilisboro

700 p.m

May 221980. Metro Council Chamber

527 SW Hall Portland

7.30 p.m
Deadline for receipt of written testimony is 00 p.m
May 23 1980 Written testimony should be sent to
Executive Officer Ietrd 527 SW Hall Portland Oregon

97201

Copies of the proposed ordinance are available from

the Metro Information Office 221-1646



METROPOLITAN SERVICE DISTRICT
527SW.HAtt.ST..PORTLAWD.OR 9720 5031221-1646

METRO
--

PUBLIC HEARINGS Proposed Metro ordinance to

temporarily regulate urban
development in Washington County

DAIES MOnday April 21
700 P.M
Room 402 Administration Bldg
Washington County Courthouse Complex
150 First Hilisboro

.\Thursday$ May22
73b P.M
Metro Council Chamber
527 SW Hall Street Portland

Deadline for receipt of written testilrony is

500 p.m May -23 1980. Written testimony
should be sent to Executive Officer Metro
527 SW Hall Portland Oregon 97201

Copies of the proposed ordinance are available

from the Metro In formation Office 2211646

FOR ADDITIONAL INFORMATION Contact Sue KlobertanZ at
Metro 2211646

-I

.t

PURPOSE

-i.e

The Metro Council will receive public .-

testimony on proposed ordinance which
would- put into place interim rules for

allowing urban development within the

acknowledged regional Urban Growth Boundary
UGB in Washington County The rules are

based on the Policy Guidelines on the
Control of Urban Sprawl and the Policy for

Amending the Urban Growth Boindary adopted

by the Council on August 23 -1979 and would

be effective July 1980
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Public Affairs Directors/Community Calendar Editors Metro
Maràh 1980

lrttQLQ

John Erickson
Public Affairs Director
KGWAM
1501 SW Jefferson
Portland OR 97201

Robert Childs
KKSN/Public Affairs
P.O Box 3910
Portland OR 97208

Metro Calendar Editor
THE OREGONIAN
1320 SW Broadway
Portland OR 97201

Community Calendar Editor
OREGON JOURNAL
1320 SW Broadway
Portland OR 97201

Jan Lovell Editor
THE CITIZEN
20336 SE Hwy 212

Claôkamas

Ray Horn Editor
CLACKPMAS COUNTY NEWS
P.O Box 548
Estacada OR 97023

Gary Cornelius News Ed
ENTERPRISE COURIER
P.O Box 471
Oregon City OR 97045

Community Calendar Editor
THE GRESHAM OUTLOOK
P.O Box 678
Gresham OR 97030

THE HILLSBORO ARGUS
Attn Mona
P.O Box 29

Hilisboro OR 97123

Jim FranshierCounty News
County News Editor
LAKE OSWEGO REVIEW
P.O Box 548
Lake Oswego OR 97034

Mike Carter
News Editor
THE NEW REVIEW
P.O Box 22086

Milwaukie OR 97222

Community Calendar Editor
RURAL TRIBUNE
276 Main Street
Hilisboro OR 97123

Community Calendar Editor
TIGARD TIMES
P.O Box 23217
Tigard OR 97223

THE VALLEY TIMES
Attn Cathy Thomas
P.O Box 370

Beaverton OR 97005

Community Calendar
WASH COUNTY NEWS TIMES

Box .7

Forest Groqe OR 97116

In the Public Interest
WILLAMETTE WEEK
320 SW Stark St Room
Portland OR 97204

Deborah Kohihoff
WILSONVILLE TIMES
P.O Box 305

Wilsonvil-le OR 97070

Joella Zivins Werlin
Public Affairs Director
KATUTV2
P.O Box 8799
Portland Or 97208

Elizabeth Scranton
Community Calendar Editor
KGW-TV
1501 SW Jefferson
Portland OR 97201

Karen Lee
Public Affairs Director
KOINTV
140 SW Columbia
Portland OR 97201

Gene Brendler
Public Affairs Director
KPTV-TV 12
P.O Box 3401
Portland OR 97208

Jane Hoyt
Public Affairs Director
KEXAM
4949 SW Macadam Avenue
Portland OR 97201

Pete Linsky
Public Affairs Director
KYTE AM
2040 SWFirst
Portland OR 97201

Public Affairs Director
KMJK FM
9500 SW Barbur Blvd1 302
Portland OR 97219

Rosemary Reynolds
Public Affairs Oirector
KPAM FM
4700 SW Council Crest Dr
Portland OR 97201

Bruce Pokarney
Public Affairs Director
KQFMFM
4949 SW Macadam Avenue
Portland OR 97201

Gail Cunningham
Community Calendar Editor
KRDR AM
P.O Box 32

Portland OR 97030

Desiree Steelman
Public Affairs Director
KUIK AM
P.O Box 496

Hilisboro OR 97123

Jean Ishil
Public Affairs Director
KXL AMFM
1415 SE Ankeny
Portland OR 97214

Ed Smith
Public Affairs Director
KYXI AM
P.O Box 22125

Portland OR 97222



METROPOLITAN SERVICE DISTRICT
527 SW HAU ST PORT1A4D OR 97201 503/221-1646

METRO PRESS RELEASE FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE April 17 1980

contact Caryl Waters or Jill Iinckiey

METRO PROPOSES GROWTH CONTROL POLICIES FOR WASHINGTON COUNTY

series of public hearings has been scheduled on proposed

conversion policies for development of land within the Urban

Growth Boundary in Washington County

Metro the Metropolitan Service District has developed the

policies as part of an agreement made with the Land Conservation

and Development Commission LCDC at the time of LCDCs approval

of Metros Urban Growth Boundary UGB
That agreement was based on the understanding that the three

counties within the Metro boundary would have adopted comprehensive

plans by July 1980 and that those plans would ensure urban

development within the UGB Washington Countys plan is now

scheduled to be completed by December 1980 Metros proposed

conversion policies are intended to be an interim measure until

the Countys comprehensive plan and growth management poliáies are

in place
The proposed conversion policies include measures that would

limit all development within the Urban Growth Boundary

to urban densities that is lots of 10000 square feet or

less for residential or urban commercial and industrial development

establish minimum lot size of 10 acres for that land

within the UGB which cannot now be developed to those densities

in order to protect that land for future development and

restrict septic tank permits

These policies would not appXy to development on lots of

record lots legally recorded prior to adoption of the ordinance

more



Page 22222

containing the conversion policies if that development can occur

without further parcelization

Metro Executive Rick Gustafson stated Our meetings with

Washington County officials on the proposed policies have been

productive-- -They recognize the need for policies to coñErol

urban sprawl The policies developed by Metro staff will in

my opinion assure the highest and best use of the land within

the Urban Growth Boundary
Gustafson and Metro planning staff will meet again with

Washington County Commissioners on Monday April 21 at AM to

brief them on the ordinance public hearing on the policies

will be held by the Metro Council Regional Planning Committee

also on Monday April 21 at the Washington County Courthouse

in Hilisboro starting at PM
Metro Councilor Donna Stuhr chairperson of the Regional

Planning Committee represents District including most of

Washington County Councilor Stuhr commented These controls

are not intended solely to restrict development They will also

encourage development to urban densities where it is appropriate

and increase the longterm availability of land for urban uses
The Metro Council will conduct another public hearing on

the policies at their regular meeting of Thursday May 22 730 PM

at the Metro offices 527 SW Hall Portland Second reading of

the ordinance and final adoption is scheduled for the Metro Council

meeting of June 12


