
BEFORE THE METRO COUNCIL 

FOR THE PURPOSE OF ENTEEUNG AN ) Resolution No. 06-3714A 
ORDER RELATING TO THE HAROLD S. 1 

I 
AND REBECA MACLAUGHLAN CLAIM ) Introduced by Chief Operating Officer Michael 
FOR COMPENSATION UNDER ORS 197.352 ) Jordan with the concurrence of Council President 
(MEASURE 37) ) David Bragdon 

WHEREAS, Harold S. and Rebeca MacLaughlan filed a claim for compensation under 

ORS 197.352 (Measure 37) and Chapter 2.21 of the Metro Code contending that Metro regulations had 

reduced the fair market value of property they own in the Clackamas, Oregon, area; and 

WHEREAS, the Chief Operating Officer ("COO") reviewed the claim and submitted a report to 

the Metro Council, pursuant to section 2.21.040 of the Metro Code, recommending denial of the code for 

the reason that the Metro regulation that is the basis for the claim has not reduced the fair market value of 

the claimant's property; and 

WHEREAS, the Metro Council held a public hearing on the claim on July 13,2006, and 

considered information presented at the hearing; now, therefore 

BE IT RESOLVED that the Metro Council 

1. Enters Order 06-007% attached to this resolution as Exhibit A, which denies the claim I 
for compensation. 

2. Directs the COO to send a copy of Order No. 06-007&, with Exhibit A attached, to I 
the claimants, persons who participated in the public hearing on the claim, 
Clackamas County and the Oregon Department of Administrative Services. The 
COO shall also post the order and Exhibit A at the Metro website. 

ADOPTED by the Metro Council this 2oth day of July, 2006 
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Exhibit A to Resolution No. 06-3714A 

Order No. 06-007A 

RELATING TO THE HAROLD S. AND REBECA MacLAUGHLAN CLAIM 
FOR COMPENSATION UNDER ORS 197.352 (MEASURE 37) 

Claimant: Harold S. and Rebeca MacLaughlan 

Property: 14674 SE Sunnyside Road, Clackamas, Oregon; 
Township 2.5, Range 3E, Section 7A, Tax Lot 602 (map attached) 

Claim Temporary 20-acre minimum size for creation of new lots and parcels in Title 11 of the 
Urban Growth Management Functional Plan has reduced the value of the claimant's 
land. 

Claimants submitted the claim to Metro pursuant to Metro Code Chapter 2.21. This order 
is based upon materials submitted by the claimant,-and the reporbprepared by the Chief 
Operating Officer ("COO") prepared pursuant to section 2.21.040, and testimony at the public 
hearing. 

The Metro Council considered the claim at a public hearing on July 13,2006. 

IT IS ORDERED THAT: 

The claim of Harold S. and Rebeca MacLaughlan for compensation be denied because it 
does not qualify for compensation for reasons set forth in the report of the COO, as revised 
followiug the public hearing. 

ENTERED this 2oth day of July, 2006. 
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CLAIM FOR COMPENSATION  
UNDER BALLOT MEASURE 37  

AND METRO CODE CHAPTER 2.21 
 

REVISED REPORT OF THE METRO CHIEF OPERATING OFFICER 
July 14, 2006 

 
METRO CLAIM NUMBER:      Claim No. 06-007 
 
NAME OF CLAIMANT:     HAROLD AND REBECA MACLAUGHLAN  
 
MAILING ADDRESS:    Harold S. and Rebeca MacLaughlan 
       14674 SE Sunnyside Road, PMB #115 
       Clackamas, OR  97015 
 
 
PROPERTY LOCATION:  14820 SE 172nd Avenue, Clackamas, 

Oregon  97015 
  
 
LEGAL DESCRIPTION:      T2S R3E Section 7A, Tax Lot 602 
        
        
DATE OF CLAIM:                                                   July 19, 2005 
 
180-DAY PROCESSING DEADLINE:  January 17, 2006 
 
 
 

I. CLAIM 
 
Claimants Harold and Rebeca MacLaughlan seek compensation in the amount of 700,000 to 
$800,000 for a claimed reduction in fair market value of property owned by the claimant as a 
result of enforcement of Metro Code Section 3.07.1110 C of Title 11.  In lieu of compensation, 
claimant seeks a waiver of that regulation so claimant can apply to the City of Damascus and 
Clackamas County to divide the 5.85-acre subject property into lots of at least one acre and to 
allow a single family dwelling to be developed on each lot that does not already contain a 
dwelling.  There is one existing single-family dwelling on subject property that was constructed 
in 1985. 
 
The Chief Operating Officer (COO) sent notice of date, time and location of the public hearing 
on this claim before the Metro Council on June 23, 2006.  The notice indicated that a copy of this 
report is available upon request and that the report is posted on Metro’s website at www.metro-
region.org/measure37. 
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II. SUMMARY OF COO RECOMMENDATION 

 
The COO recommends that the Metro Council deny the claim for the reasons explained in 
Section IV of this report.  The facts and analysis indicate that Metro’s action to bring claimants’ 
land into the Urban Growth Boundary (UGB), designate it Regionally Significant Industrial Area 
(RSIA) (allowing urban scale industrial and limited commercial uses), and applying a 20-acre 
minimum lot size temporarily while planning is completed did not reduce the fair market value 
of claimants’ property. 
 

III TIMELINESS OF CLAIM 
ORS 197.352(5) requires that a written demand for compensation be made: 
 
1.  For claims arising from a land use regulation enacted prior to the effective date of Measure 
37 (December 2, 2004), within two years of that date, or of the date a public entity applies the 
regulation to the property as an approval criterion in response to an application submitted by the 
owner, whichever is later; or 
 
2.  For claims arising from a land use regulation enacted after the effective date of Measure 37 
(December 2, 2004), within two years of the enactment of the regulation, or of the date the owner 
of the property submits a land use application for the property in which the regulation is an 
approval criterion, whichever is later. 
 
Findings of Fact 
The claimant submitted this claim on July 19, 2005.  The claim identifies Metro Code section 
3.07.1110 C as the basis of the claim.  The Metro Council adopted the regulation that gives rise 
to this claim on September 10th, 1998, by Ordinance 98-772B.  Metro Council applied the 
regulation to the claimants’ property on December 5, 2002 (effective March 5, 2003), by 
Ordinance No. 02-969B, prior to the effective date of Measure 37 (December 2, 2004).   
 
Conclusions of Law 
Metro adopted the regulation that gives rise to this claim prior to the effective date of Measure 
37, and claimants filed the claim within two years of the effective date of Measure 37.  The 
claim, therefore, is timely. 
 

IV. ANALYSIS OF CLAIM 
1.  Ownership 
Metro Code section 2.21.020(c) defines “owner” to mean the owner of the property or any 
interest therein.  “Owner” includes all persons or entities who share ownership of a property. 
 
Findings of Fact 
The claimants acquired the 5.85-acre subject property on June 26, 1974 and the claimants have 
had a continuous ownership interest since that time.  Attachment 1 is a site map of the subject 
property (ATTACHMENT 1).  There is one existing single-family dwelling on the subject 
property constructed in 1985. 
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Conclusions of Law 
The claimants, Harold and Rebeca MacLaughlan, are owners of the subject property as defined 
in the Metro Code. 
 
2.  Zoning History 
 
The first zoning of the property was Rural (Agricultural) Single Family Residential District (RA-
1), applied in 1964.  The property was rezoned Rural Residential Farm Forest 5-Acre (RRFF-5) 
on December 17, 1979.   
 
3.  Applicability of a Metro Functional Plan Requirement 
 
Findings of Fact 
On December 5, 2002, Metro Council expanded the UGB by adopting Ordinance No. 02-969B, 
including the subject property in the UGB expansion area.  The claimants’ property was 
designated Regionally Significant Industrial Area (RSIA) under Ordinance No. 02-969B.  The 
effective date of Ordinance No. 02-969B was March 5, 2003. 
 
Section 3.07.1110 C of Metro’s Code prohibits any division of land into lots or parcels smaller 
than 20 acres, except for public schools or other urban services, pending adoption of urban 
comprehensive plan designations and zoning.  Ordinance No. 02-969B requires local 
governments such as the City of Damascus and Clackamas County to apply the interim 
protection measures to the subject property as set forth in Metro Code Title 11, Urban Growth 
Management Functional Plan, Section 3.07.1110.  Ordinance No. 02-969B requires the local 
government with land use responsibility for the area of claimants’ property (City of Damascus in 
this case) to complete urban planning by March 5, 2007. 
 
Clackamas County adopted Order No. 2005-150 on July 6, 2005, waiving certain land use 
regulations including Zoning and Development Ordinance Subsections 309.07A, 309.08B and 
309.08D which regulate lot divisions in the RRFF-5 District, including a prohibition of partitions 
for subdivisions less than 20 acres inside the Metro UGB.  Order No. 2005-150 allows the 
claimants to apply to the county to divide their property into lots of at least one acre in size and 
to allow a single-family dwelling to be constructed on each lot not already containing a dwelling, 
consistent with RA-1 zoning in effect when the claimants acquired the property in 1974.  The 
Order recognizes that Metro Code Section 3.07.1110 applies and that the claimants also may 
need approval by Metro of a Measure 37 claim. 
 
Prior to its inclusion within the UGB in 2002, the property was subject to the state-imposed 20-
acre minimum lot size.  This requirement was adopted by the Land Conservation and 
Development Commission on April 29, 1992 and applies to lands located within one-mile of the 
urban growth boundary.   
 
Conclusions of Law 
Section 3.07.1110 C of the Metro Code applies to the subject property and became applicable 
after the claimants acquired the property.  Thus, the section did not apply to the subject property 
at the time claimants acquired it.   
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4.  Effect of Functional Plan Requirements on Fair Market Value 
  
Findings of Fact 
Section 2.21.040(d)(5) requires the Chief Operating Officer (COO) to determine whether 
Metro’s temporary 20-acre minimum size for the creation of new lots or parcels applicable to 
territory newly added to the UGB has reduced the value of claimants’ land.  The COO’s 
conclusion is based upon the analysis of the effect of Metro’s action contained in this report and 
in the attached memorandum to Paul Ketcham and Richard Benner from Sonny Conder and 
Karen Hohndel dated June 23, 2006 (Conder Memo). 
 
Claimants have submitted comparable sales data to support their assertion that the temporary 20-
acre minimum size has reduced the value of their property by $700,000 to $800,000.  Based on 
the comparable sales data, claimants assert that a one-acre parcel for a homesite has a current 
FMV of $175,000.  County zoning at the time of purchase (1974) allowed creation of one-acre 
homesites.  Claimants believe they could have received approval of four homesites.  Hence, they 
multiply $175,000 times the four homesites they could have created, yielding a value of 
$700,000.  The claimants make adjustments for the remainder lots with an existing dwelling and 
the costs of infrastructure. This calculation yields the range of claimed reduction in FMV of 
$700,000 to $800,000.  
 
The Conder Memo analyzes the claimant’s information and applies two different methods for 
determining the effect of Metro’s action on the value of claimant’s property. 
 
A. “Comparable Sales” Method 
This method compares the value of the property in its current regulatory setting with its value 
today as though Metro’s action had not happened, using transactions involving comparable 
properties in both “with” and “without” scenarios.  Under the “without” scenario, the property 
would be outside the UGB under RRFF-5 (Rural Residential-Farm/Forest, five-acre minimum lot 
size) zoning that applied at the time of the application of Metro’s regulation.1  Given the five-
acre minimum lot size, claimants would not have been able to obtain approval for a land 
division.   
 
Under the “with” scenario (current regulatory setting), the land lies within the UGB; it is 
designated Regionally Significant Industrial Area; and it is subject to a temporary 20-acre 
minimum lot size to preserve the status quo while the city of Damascus completes the 
comprehensive planning necessary to allow urbanization of the previously rural (outside the 
UGB) land.  This method, therefore, assumes claimants will be able to use the property for 
industrial and other uses consistent with Title 4 of Metro’s Urban Growth Management 
Functional Plan.  
 

                                                 
1 The property was also subject to a state-imposed 20-acre minimum lot size prior to and at the time of application of 
Metro's regulations to the property.  However, because this 5.85-acre property could not be divided under the 
RRFF-5 zoning that applied at that time, the applicability of the state lot size does not affect this analysis. 
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Table 4 of the Conder Memo compares today’s values of the property with and without Metro’s 
action, adjusting in both cases for costs of development and limitations on development of the 
site that a prudent investor would take into account.  The table shows that the FMV of the 
property under existing regulations exceeds the value of the property under RRFF-5 zoning 
outside the UGB.  The analysis using this methodology indicates that the current regulatory 
setting has not reduced the FMV of the MacLaughlan property. 
 
B.  Alternative Method Using Time Trend Data Suggested by Plantinga/Jaeger 
The Conder Memo uses times-series data to determine whether the application of Metro 
regulations to the property reduced its value.  The data show values before and after application 
of the regulations.  The data are displayed in Table 3 of the memo.  There is no indication from 
the data that Metro’s regulations reduced the value of the property.  The data show that the 
property continued to increase after March 5, 2003, the date the regulations became applicable to 
the property. 
  
Conclusion 
Metro’s action to bring claimants’ land into the UGB, designate it Regionally Significant 
Industrial Area and apply a temporary 20-acre minimum lot size did not reduce the value of the 
MacLaughlan property.   
  
5 .  Exemptions under ORS 197.352(3) 
 
Findings of Fact 
Section 3.07.1110C of the Metro Code does not restrict or prohibit a public nuisance, the selling 
of pornography or nude dancing, is not intended to protect public health or safety, and is not 
required to comply with federal law. 
 
Conclusions of Law 
Section 3.07.1110C of the Metro Code is not exempt from Measure 37 under ORS 197.352(3). 
 
6.  Relief for Claimant 
 
Findings of Fact 
The Metro Council has appropriated no funds for compensation of claims under Measure 37.  
Waiver by Metro would allow the claimants, due to the waiver granted by Clackamas County in 
Order No. 2005-150, to proceed with land use applications to the City of Damascus and to 
Clackamas County to divide the subject property into one-acre lots and to develop a single 
family dwelling on each lot that does not already contain a dwelling.  The effect of development 
as proposed by the claimant would be to allow land uses incompatible with industrial uses and 
reduce employment capacity within the UGB.  It would also make the provision of urban 
services less efficient and more complicated.  Finally, it would undermine the planning now 
underway by the City of Damascus to create a complete and livable community. 
 
Conclusions of Law 
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Based on the record, the claimants have not established that they are entitled to relief in the form 
of compensation or waiver of the interim 20-acre minimum lot size requirement under Metro 
Code Section 3.07.1110C. 
 
Recommendation of the Chief Operating Officer: 
The Metro Council should deny the MacLaughlins’ claim for the reasons that the Council’s 
Ordinance No. 02-969B did not reduce the value of the MacLaughlan’s property.  
 
 
ATTACHMENTS TO THE REPORT OF THE CHIEF OPERATING OFFICER 
 
Attachment 1:  Site Map of Harold and Rebeca MacLaughlan Property 
 
Attachment 2:  Metro Memorandum to Paul Ketcham and Richard Benner from Sonny Conder 
and Karen Hohndel, “Revised Valuation Report on the MacLaughlan Measure 37 Claim,” dated 
July 14, 2006 
 
Attachment 3:  Sample Area of 2004-2005 Sales Data for Damascus UGB Expansion Area and 
One Mile Buffer, Clackamas County, OR 
 
Attachment 4:  Harold and Rebeca MacLaughlan Measure 37 Claim Submittal to Metro 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
M:\plan\lrpp\projects\Measure 37\M 37 report.MacLaughlan.doc 
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July 14, 2006 
 
 
To:   Paul Ketcham, Principal Regional Planner 
  Richard Benner, Senior Staff Attorney 
 
From:  Sonny Conder, Principal Regional Planner 
  Karen Hohndel, Associate GIS Specialist 
 
Subject: Revised Valuation Report on the MacLaughlan Measure 37 Claim 
 
Conclusion: 
Per your request we have conducted a valuation analysis of the MacLaughlan Measure 
37 Claim. The Metro designation of “Regionally Significant Industrial Area” (RSIA) 
applies to the MacLaughlan claim.  We conclude that the Metro action of including the 
5.85 acre property inside the UGB, designating it RSIA and imposing a temporary 20 
acre minimum lot size for development did not produce a material loss of value for the 
subject property 1.   
 
Using the time-series variation of the Plantinga-Jaeger method of determining property 
value loss due to regulation indicates no loss of value for the 5.85-acre parcel.  This 
conclusion rests on the observation that the assessor’s market value for that particular 
property has continued to increase since the Metro 2003 regulation. Moreover, the entire 
class of RRFF-5-acre lot size designated parcels within the expansion area have 
continued to increase since the Metro 2003 regulation.  
 
Conceptual Understanding for Basis of Property Value Analysis: 
 
We understand the present Measure 37 valuation problem to consist of making two 
property value estimates.  These are: 

                                                 
1 We use the term “material” in the accounting/auditing sense that given the statistical variability 
inherent in the data there is no difference between two measurements of land value.  
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1. Estimate the current market value of the property subject to the regulation that 

the claimant contends has reduced the value of his property. 
2. Estimate the current market value of the property in the absence of that 

regulation, and with the zoning that applied prior to the Metro regulatory action. 
 
Metro Ordinance No. 02-969B applied a set of new regulations to the claimant’s 
property.  First the ordinance brought claimant’s property into the region’s urban 
growth boundary, making the property eligible for industrial densities rather than rural 
low-density development. The parcel was designated RSIA, allowing industrial use and 
associated non-industrial uses on the property.  Third, the ordinance applied a 
temporary 20-acre minimum lot size to protect the status quo while local governments 
complete amendments to comprehensive plans to allow urban development. Within 
this overall framework any particular property may have a substantial range of 
development types and lot sizes.  Implicit in this design designation is the availability of 
urban level capital facilities including sanitary sewers, storm water retention and 
management, water distribution, streets, roads, parks and other infrastructure and 
services associated with urban living.  All development is assumed to occur in 
compliance with all health and safety regulations.  
 
The default land use at the time of Metro regulatory action was the Clackamas County 
designation of RRFF-5.  This land use designation is a rural designation allowing one 
dwelling unit per five acres.  All development under RRFF-5 must conform to 
applicable health and safety regulations.  Most significant is that the reference default 
land use must be outside the present UGB in a rural setting.  While seeming to be a 
subtle distinction, the requirement of a rural setting outside the UGB is conceptually 
pivotal to the valuation.  To use RRFF-5 or equivalent land inside the UGB as a basis for 
valuation includes the property-value-increasing amenity effects of urban services and 
infrastructure. It is logically contradictory to argue that inclusion inside the UGB and 
designation of the land for urban purposes has reduced a property’s value but to 
include those very effects in the estimate of the property value without the subject 
action. 
 
Alternative Method of Computing Property Value Loss Resulting From Regulation 
 
Estimating loss of property value using the usual appraisal method of “comparative 
sales” has been the subject of substantial criticism.  Andrew Plantinga and William 
Jaeger 2, economists as OSU, have written papers pointing out that using the method of 

                                                 
2 Andrew Plantinga, Measuring Compensation Under Measure 37: An Economist’s Perspective, Dec. 2004, 15 
pages. (Available at OSU Department of Agricultural and Resource Economics, URL: 
plantinga@oregonstate.edu). 
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comparative sales does not compute the loss due to regulation.  Rather the estimated 
“value loss” is actually the gain resulting from obtaining an exemption to the general 
rule. To better understand their arguments, we may think of the comparative sales 
method of determining an economic loss as equivalent to determining the value of 
issuing someone a special license or franchise to carry out an economically valuable 
function that others may not do. For instance, licenses to operate taxi cabs in New York 
are seldom issued and in great demand.  As a result the license itself has acquired 
substantial economic value.  An example closer to home is the value of an Oregon 
Liquor License prior to more liberal issuing standards in the 80’s. In the 1950’s through 
roughly the 70s, an Oregon liquor license for a restaurant or bar vastly increased the 
property value of the establishment that had one.   Plantinga and Jaeger argue that the 
value of the property hinges on scarcity resulting from regulation.  If everyone had a 
taxi cab or liquor license, they would have no value.  From an economic perspective, 
using a method that really measures value gained from regulation is not the same as 
determining economic loss resulting from regulation.    
 
Plantinga and Jaeger go on to suggest an economically appropriate measure of loss 
resulting from subsequent land use regulation.  Their method is grounded in the well 
established and tested Theory of Land Rent.  Simplified a bit the Theory of Land Rent 
holds that the value of land at any particular time is the future net profit from the land 
used in its most efficient allowable use.  The market also adjusts (discount factor) this 
value to account for time and uncertainty as to future uses.  What this means is that the 
original sales price incorporates future expectations about how the land might be used. 
If we take the original sales price and bring it up to the current date by using an 
appropriate price index, we are able to measure in today’s prices what the land was 
worth when it was purchased under the original regulatory requirements.  
 
As Metro’s regulatory action was taken in 2003, we have actual time-series data to 
determine if the subject property experienced a loss of value after Metro’s action. 
Consequently, we need not index the original sales price as we can observe whether the 
value actually decreased.  We are able to make these observations for the particular 
property and for the entire class of subject properties within the Damascus expansion 
area.  In essence, the simplest approach to answering the question of whether a 
property lost value as a result of Metro’s regulation is to measure whether the property 
value decreased following Metro’s action. 

                                                                                                                                                             
William K. Jaeger, The Effects of Land Use Regulations of Land Prices, Oct. 2005, 38 pages. (Available at OSU 
Department of Agricultural and Resource Economics, URL: wjaeger@oregonstate.edu). 
Also: William K Jaeger, The Effects of Land-Use Regulations on Property Values,  Environmental Law, Vol. 
36:105, pp. 105 – 127, Andrew J. Plantinga, et. al., The effects of potential land development on agricultural land 
prices, Journal of Urban Economics,  52, (2002), pp. 561 – 581. and  Sonny Conder and Karen Hohndel, 
Measure 37: Compensating wipeouts or insuring windfalls?, Oregon Planners’ Journal,   
Vol. 23, No 1. Dec. – Jan 2005.  pp. 6 – 9.  
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This method allows a consistent computation of property loss due to subsequent 
regulatory changes.  At the same time it avoids awarding particular property owners a 
bonus that was not anticipated in the original purchase price.  Owners are compensated 
for what they lost; but they are not awarded an extra benefit owing to unanticipated 
growth, infrastructure investment or regulatory changes.  
 
Property Valuation Analysis Procedure: 
Our property valuation analysis procedure consists of the following steps: 
 

• Briefly describe the property and make a prudent assessment of development 
limitations to establish a likely range of development capacity under both 
“RSIA” and RRFF-5 designations assuming health and safety regulations are 
enforced.  

• Based on recent sales (2004,2005,2006) of lots and existing properties inside the 
Damascus expansion area and the eastern portion of the Clackamas industrial 
district determine the current (2006) value of the property with a reasonable 
range of  “ Industrial” or “RSIA” development configurations . 

• Based on recent sales (2005) of property in a buffer zone extending one mile 
outside the present UGB within Clackamas County determine the value of 
residential property on lots of 2.5 to 7.5 acres in size. This procedure establishes a 
reasonable range of values for residential properties of RRFF-5 configuration in a 
rural setting. 

• Provide an alternative determination of loss of value of the MacLaughlan 
property based on time-series before and after Metro’s regulatory action. 

• Evaluate the lot value and home value comparables submitted as evidence with 
the MacLaughlan Measure – 37 claim. Comment on whether those estimates are 
logically relevant to establish a Measure –37 property value loss assertion. 

• Provide and compare estimates of the value of the subject property as of 2006 
with Metro’s RSIA designation versus Clackamas County’s RRFF-5 designation. 

 
MacLaughlan Property Description: 
 
The subject property consists of one parcel of 5.85 acres located on 172nd about ¼ mile 
north of Highway 212, about two miles west of the Damascus town center and 1.7 miles 
east of the eastern edge of the Clackamas industrial district.  The parcel has access to 
172nd.    Assessor appraised value as of 2005 for the 5.85-acre parcel is $413,071 with 
$212,400 improvement value and $200,400 in land value.  Data submitted with the claim 
indicate the property was purchased in 1974, and the present structure was built in 
1985.  Though not explicit in the record we assume the purchase price of $19,800 
included land only at that time. 
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Visual inspection from 172nd and air photo inspection as well as relevant GIS data 
indicate that the property per se poses no substantial limitations to development for 
industrial purposes. It is generally flat on the crest of a hill.  Surrounding properties do 
however, have slope limitations in regard to industrial development.  Consequently, the 
scale of industrial development in this general area may be limited.  In the case of 
industrial use on the 5.85-acre parcel, the residential structure would need to be 
demolished or moved when the land is converted to a more intense use.   
 
Again, it is not in our professional capacity to assert with authority any definitive 
estimate of what the site limitations are; but rather to reflect what any prudent property 
investor must consider when pricing raw land.  This holds true for both Metro’s RSIA, 
and the default use of RRFF-5.  
 
Land Use Capacity Estimates – 5.85 Acre Parcel: 
  
For purposes of determining RSIA capacity, we note that the site is roughly 1.6 miles 
east of the eastern edge of the existing Clackamas industrial district.  In designating 
these lands for industrial use there was an implicit presumption that a major 
transportation corridor – the “Sunrise Corridor” would be constructed through the area 
with available access.  Our understanding at present is that no identified funding for the 
project exists and that a number of other regional transportation projects have higher 
priority. Consequently, we cannot prudently consider such an improvement to be in 
place over a 20 year planning horizon. Slope on surrounding parcels, poor access and 
general lack of demand portend an industrial market for the property of very low 
density and low value structures.  
 
Current Value Estimate of “RSIA” in Damascus Expansion Area: 
 
 RSIA: 
Comparables for the RSIA designation are far more problematic.  To establish a starting 
point for valuation, we examined recent (since 2004) sales of industrially designated 
property in the eastern section of the Clackamas Industrial District and two sales of 
Industrial and RSIA property along Highway 212 in the Damascus expansion area.  
Table 1A below summarizes the information on the sales. 
 
 
See next page for Table 1A
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Table 1A:  Summary Property Value Data – Clackamas Industrial District and 

Damascus Area Industrial/RSIA Highway 212 Development Recent Sales 
 

 Property Description  Sale Date Size Acres Per Acre Sale $ 
            3 land assembly sales, 
 ready to build, hwy 212 
 Clackamas Ind. Dist.  2004  29.8   $102,300 
 
            2 land assembly sales, 
 ready to build, hwy 212 

Clackamas Ind. Dist   2004   4.8  $130,200 
 

2 land assembly sales, 
Damascus expansion area, 
Hwy 212, Ind.- RSIA  2005 – 06 69.3  $131,600 

 
1 land sale, Damascus 
expansion area, Hwy 212, 
Ind.- RSIA    2005  34  $45,700 

 
2 land assembly sales,  
Damascus expansion area, 
Highway 212, RSIA   2005  20.8  $75,300 

 
1 land sale, Damascus 
expansion area, Hwy 212, 
RSIA     2003  17.9  $83,600 

 
In the context of the MacLaughlan property industrial valuation, the above sales merit 
some discussion.  The Clackamas Industrial District sales represent transactions for 
ready to build industrial land at the east end of the industrial district.  As such they are 
legitimate comparators for flat land, with services in an existing, developed industrial 
area.   
 
The remaining four sales are located adjacent to or close to Hwy 212 in the Damascus 
expansion area on a combination of industrial and RSIA designated land with slope 
characteristics similar to or more extreme than the MacLaughlan property. The 69-acre 
property was purchased by Providence Health System for $131,600 per acre.  The  34-
acre property, north and adjacent to the Providence property was purchased by a 
developer for $45,700 per acre and consists of sloping Industrial and RSIA designated 
land.   
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The final two sales are particularly close to the MacLaughlan property on land 
designated RSIA.  The 17.9-acre sale was to Sunrise Water Authority and may reflect a 
future public facility use. The 20.8-acre sale was to a developer for undetermined 
purposes. 
 
Given the above information, we take the $75,000 per acre value as the base for 
comparison purposes for valuing industrial on the MacLaughlan property.    For 
purposes of our valuation we assume a raw land sales price of $75,000 per acre.  We 
note, however, that having only two closely comparable sales as the basis for 
comparison makes our second method of analysis – the time series analysis – a more 
reliable indicator of values. 
 
Current Value Estimate of  RRFF-5 Buildable Lots in the 1 Mile Buffer Area Outside 
the UGB: 
 
To establish the value range for RRFF-5 properties within the Clackamas County rural 
area we selected all residential properties that sold in 2004 and 2005 within one-mile 
from the UGB with a lot size of 2.5 to 7.5 acres.  These comprised 177 properties and 
their summary statistics are included below in Table 2.  
 

Table 2:  Summary Property Value Data – Clackamas Rural Residential (“RRFF-5”) 
 

   Average Lot Size:      4.45 acres 
   Median Lot Size:  4.56 acres 
   Average Lot Value: $233,200 
   Median Lot Value: $204,000 
   Average Total Prop. $510,200 
   Median Total Prop. $421,800 
   Average House Size:  3,500 Sq. Ft. 
   Median House Size:   3,350 Sq. Ft 
 
For purposes of valuation we observe that our sample properties closely correspond to 
the 2005 assessor’s market value for the MacLaughlan property.  Accordingly, we 
accept the 2005 assessor’s value as the market value with the present improvements and 
RRFF-5 zoning. 
 
Alternative Valuation of  MacLaughlan  Property Using the Time Trend Method 
Suggested by Plantinga and Jaeger: 
 
OSU economists Andrew Plantinga and William Jaeger have challenged the 
“comparable sales” approach of traditional appraisal methods.  They have pointed out 
that it really measures the value obtained by an exception to the current rule, rather 
than a measure of economic loss suffered as a result of government land use regulation. 
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Since the subject Metro regulatory change was recent (2003), we have before and after 
time-series data to determine whether the MacLaughlan property actually experienced 
a loss of value after the Metro regulation.  
 
Accordingly, we have tabulated property value data for the entire expansion area from 
assessor’s records for the years 2000 through 2006.  We present the data for the 
MacLaughlan property specifically and for all RRFF-5-designated properties within the 
expansion area.  Table 3 below depicts the results by year. 
 

Table 3:  MacLaughlan Property Value and Expansion Area Property Values 
2000 – 2006 

 
Year  MacLaughlan Value  Average All RRFU-5 
2000   310,430   309,353 
2001   292,770   331,342 
2002   300,332   346,958 
2003   299,475   351,695 
2004   326,279   369,960 
2005   359,105   392,706 
2006   413,071   416,137 

 
Both the MacLaughlan property assessor’s market value and the average value of all 
RRFF-5 tax lots within the study area increase steadily from 2003 through 2006. There is 
no evidence that Metro’s action of including the property within the Urban Growth 
Boundary and imposing a temporary minimum lot size of 20 acres has reduced 
property values. Figure A attached depicts the time trends graphically. 
 
Evaluation of MacLaughlan Claim of Comparable Properties: 
 
The basis for the MacLaughlan property value loss estimate of $700,000 - $800,000 rests 
on a market value estimate of $175,000 per developed, ready-to-build lot assuming four 
or more buildable lots are available on the property, plus the value of the existing 
structure on a one-acre lot.  To arrive at the loss estimate the value of the existing 
structure on the existing 5.85 acre lot is subtracted.  Though we are unable to replicate 
the exact amounts, the range stated is roughly consistent with the claimant’s property 
value assumptions.  
 
We take issue with some of the claimant’s list of comparable properties as it uses 
properties from areas inside the Urban Growth Boundary in some prestige 
neighborhood of developed cities with full urban services. However, a number of 
properties in rural locations outside the UGB are also included. Examining comparables 
for rural locations that have actually sold we find the highest to be a 4.2-acre lot that 
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sold for $159,000. The average sales price of the sold comparables in rural locations is 
$135,800 with a lot size range of 1.14 to 4.22 acres.  
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MacLaughlan Claim Property Values Compared: 
 
Given the data developed in the previous tables we may now summarize our estimates 
of the total value in 2006 for the MacLaughlan property in its present location.  To do so 
we have followed the procedure below: 
 

1. Assume the 5.85 acre parcel is developed as RSIA. 
2. For the default RRFF-5 use we assume the assessor’s market value of $413,000 

plus 15% is the appropriate property value since the property cannot be further 
subdivided under RRFF5 designation. 

3. For the 5.85 acre parcel we assume a $75,000 per acre raw land price based on 
comparables adjusted for access. To account for the value of the existing 
improvements on the property, we value them on an annual net rental proceeds 
basis discounted 6.5% per year until time of land conversion (10 years) at which 
time the improvements are demolished. The summed and discounted residential 
rents we add to the land value. 

4. We compare the resultant values for the property with RRFF-5 usage to the value 
of the property with RSIA usage. 

 
Table 4 below depicts the results for both RSIA and RRFF-5. 
 
Table 4:  Comparison of Estimated Market Value of Raw Land for RSIA and RRFF-5 

 
RSIA 5.85 Acre Parcel Used as Industrial 

 
               Parcel Size:     5.85 acres 
    Estimate of raw land value at  
    Time of conversion (per acre):  $75,000 
    Total value (5.85 x 75,000):  $438,750    
     Plus present value of 10 years net 
     Rents from SFD improvement:  $69,013 
     Total Value:    $507,763 
     Value per acre (5.85 acres):  $86,800 
   
 
   RRFF-5 5.85 Acre Parcel 
 
     Assessor’s value of  
       Property;     $413,071 
       Plus 15%                                        $61,961 
    Total Value of property:   $475,032 
    Value per acre total  (5.85 acres):              $81,201 
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Using comparable sales, we estimate the current value of the MacLaughlan property 
subject to Metro regulations to be $508,000.  The same property used as RRFF-5 is worth 
$475,000.  Using the time-series method - a more reliable indicator in this case - there is 
also no indication that Metro’s actions reduced the value of the MacLaughlan property.  
Instead, the comparisons indicate that the value increased, as did the values of all other 
properties in the expansion area.   
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
M:\plan\lrpp\projects\Measure 37\MacLaughlan M37 claimRevValuationMemo7.14.06.doc 
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Figure A:   Time Trend of RRFF5 Property in Damascus Expansion Area Compared to 
MacLaughlan Property
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June 23,2006 

Harold S. and Rebeca MacLaughlan 
14674 SE Sunnyside Road, PMP # I  15 
Clackamas, OR 9701 5 

RE: Harold and Rebeca MacLaughlan Measure 37 Compensation Claim with Metro 
P roperfy Address: 14820 SE 17Yd Avenue, Clackamas, Oregon 97015 

Legal Description: T2S R3E Section 7A, Tax Lot 602 

Dear Mr. and Mrs. MacLaughlanr 

A public hearing has been scheduled before the Metro Council for the Measure 37 Claim of 
Harold and Rebeca MacLaughlan. The hearing date is Thursday, July 13,2006 at 2:00 p.m. at 
the Metro Council Chamber, 600 NE Grand Avenue, Portland, Oregon. Enclosed is a copy of 
the Notice of Public Hearing and the Report of the Metro Chief Operating Officer. Both the 
notice and the COO Report are posted on Metro's website at: www.metro- 
reqion.orafmeasure37. Please note that a copy of the notice and the COO Report were mailed 
to you and posted on Metro's website on June 23,2006. 

If you have any questions about the upcoming hearing, please do not hesitate to contact me. 

Thank you. 

Sincerely, 

Paul Ketcham 
Principal Regional Planner 
503-797-1 726 
Ketcham@metro.dst.or.us 

Enclosures 



I 
In the Matter of a Ballot Measure Order No. 2005-1 50 
37 Claim for Nlaclaughian Page 1 of 2 

File No. ZC035-05 

. . -  

Claimants1 Property Owners: Harold and ~ebeca  MacLaughlin 

Date Filed: February 17,2005 C::. . ; 
1; ~ e g a l  Description: T2S-R3E-SECTION 07A-TAX LOT 602 
. . .  . . . .. . 
. . . .- 

1 
Location: 14820 SE 1 7znd Avenue; east side of SE 1 7znd Avenue, approximately 

. . .2 mile north of SE Armstrong Circle; Damascus area. 

Proposal1 Relief Requested: The claimants are.asking that the existing RRFF-5 
z~.ning riot be applied, allowing creation of additional home sites consistent with 

\ . . 

- 
' tti&.$revious RA-1 zoning district that was in place when the applicants acquired 

the property. 
8 ' .  

! : . . Ownership HlstorylDate Acquired by ~urrent.0wnec The claimants acquired 
. the property on June 26, 1974. Deed records demonstrate that the claimant has 

held a continuous property'interest since acquisition in 1974. 

Zoning History: The first zoning of the property in 1964 was RA-I, Rural 
(Agricultural) Single Family Residential District, I-acre minimum lot size. The 
property was zoned RRFF-5, Rural Residential Farm Forest 5 Acre ori December 

. 17,1979. 

Reduction in Land Value: The claimant contends that the application of the 
RRFF-5 zoning district reduces the value of the property by $700,000-$800,000. 
The applicant has provided evidence in the form of comparable sales of one acre 
residential lots in the area. This information is sufficient to substantiate a 
reduction in land value resulting from the application of the RRFF-5 zone to the 
property. 

DECISION 

(1) The claimants have a valid claim. 

(2) Monetary compensation for any reduction in value is not available. 
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BEFORE T H ~  BOARD OF ~QUNTY COMM~SS~ONERS 
OF CLACKAMAS COUNTY, STAE OF OREGON 

. . 

In the Matter of a Ballot Measure Order No. 2005-150 
C 37 Claim for MacLaughlan Page 2 of 2 

File No. ZC035-05 

(3) Remove from the subject property ZDO 309.07A and subsections 
309.08.8 and 309.08.D, which regulate lot divisions in the RRFF-5 District. 
Development of the property will be subject to the lot size standards of the RA-1 
zoning district that were in effect when the current owner acquired the property, 
June 26,1974, and to all other current ZDO provisions. 

(1) The claimant will need to receive approval of a subdivision or partition to 
allow creation af new lots. 

(2) Approval of building and septic permits for new residences also will be 
required. 

(3) The claimant also may need approval by Metro of a Measure 37 claim. Metro 
Code Section 3.07.1 1 10 may apply. 

(4) This action does not resolve several questions about the application of 
Measure 37, including the question of whether the rights granted to the 
claimant by this decision can be transferred to an owner who subsequently 
acquires the property. 

DATED this day of July, 2005. 

BOARD OF COUNTY COMMISSIONERS 



DEPARTMENT OF 
WSPORTATON AND DEMLOPAnENT 

PLANNfNG STAFF REPORT 
TO THE BOARD OF COUNN COMMISSIONERS 

MEASURE 37 CLAIM 

File Number: ZC035-05 
Report Author: Greg Fritts, Senior Planner 
Hearing Date: ' June 8,2005 
Report Date: May 31,2005 

Claimants1 Property Owners: Harold and Rebeca MacLaughlin 

Date Fited: February 17,2005 

Legal Description: T2S-R3E-SECTION 07A-TAX LOT 602 

Location: 14820 SE 172"~ Avenue; east side of SE 172* Avenue, approximately 
.2 mile north of SE Armstrong Circle; Damascus area. 

Proposal1 Relief Requested: The claimants are asking that the.existing RRFF-5 
zoning not be applied, allowing creation of additional home sites consistent with 
the previous RA-I zoning'district that was in place when the applicants acquired 
the property. . 

Ownership HistorylDate Acquired by Current Owner: The claimants acquired 
the property on June 26,1974. Deed records demonstrate that the claimant has 
held a continuous property interest since acquisition in 1974. 

Zoning History: The first zoning of the property in 1964 was !?A-I, ~ u r a i  
(Agricultural) Single Family Residential District, l-acre minimum lot size. The 
property was zoned RRFF-5, Rural Residential Farm Forest 5 Acre on December 
17,1979. 

Reduction in Land Value: The claimant contends that the application of the 
RRFF-5 zoning district reduces the value of the property by $700,000-$800,000. 
The applicant has provided evidence in the form of comparable sales of one acre 
residential lots in the area. This information is sufficient to substantiate a 
reduction in land vaIue resulting from the application of the RRFF-5 zone to the 
property. 

Discussion: The claimant's property is a 5.7acre parcel.   here is an existing 
residence on the parcel. The property was zoned RA-1 when the c la i r nan t~~_~~~_~ ,  -]--C-t-ii) 

l ; ;db~.i:a> d 
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acquired it in 1977'. The claimants propose to divide the fot into additional 
building sites pursuant to the RA-I zone, which has a one-acre minimum lot size. 
Under the current RRFF-5 zoning district, the minimum lot size for new parcels is 
5 acres, and therefore the property cannot be divided (see ZDO 309.08.8). The 
current RRFFd zone also prohibits a subdivision or partition within the Metro 
UGB creating a lot of less than 20 acres (ZDO 309.07.D). Under the RA-I 
zoning, up to 4 new lots could be created. The suitability of the property for on- 
site sewage disposal will determine the actual number of lots that can be created. 
This determination will be made when a subdivision application is reviewed. 

The facts discussed above demonstrate a valid Measure 37 claim. The minimum 
lot size standard of the current RRFF-5 zoning district reduces the value of the 
property, compared to the development opportunity if the property was zoned 
RA-I, as it was when acqulred by the current owner. 

The claimant also may need to have a claim reviewed by Metro. Metro Code 
Section 3.107.1410 sets forth standards regulating land within an urban growth 
boundary, when that land has not yet been planned and zoned for urban 
development. Among other things, a twenty acre minimum lot size is established 
by these standards. 

Remedy: The Board of County Commissioners must decide whether to 
compensate for the reduction in value, or modify, remove or not apply the land 
use regulations that have caused the reduction in value. The County has 
received 162 Measure 37 claims, with a total claimed reduction in value 
exceeding $275 million. There has been no money allocated to compensate for 
the reduction in value. The c1ai.mant would prefer to have the regulations 
modified, removed or not applied, so that additional lots could be created. 

Recommendation: Based on the facts discussed above, staff recommends the 
Board of County Commissioners remove from the subject property subsections 
309.08.B and 309.08.D, which regulate lot divisions in the RRFF-5 District. 
Development of the property will be subject to the lot size standards of the RA-I 
zoning district that were in effect when the current owner acquired the property 
June 26, 1974, and to all other current ZDO provisions. 

AddStlonal Comments: 

(1) The claimant will need to receive approval of a subdivision or partition to 
allow creation of new lots* 

(2) Approval of building and septic permits for new residences aiso will be 
required. 

(3) The claimant also may need approval by Metro of a Measure 37 claim. Metro 
Code Section 3.07.1 110 may apply. 1 



(4) The recommended action does not resofve several questions abwt the 
application of Measure 37, including the question of whether the rights 
granted to the claimant by this decision can be transferred to an owner who 
subsequently acquires the property. 



6W NORTHEAST GRAND AVENUE PORTLAND, OREGON 97232 2736 
Ta50379i'lmD I FAX5037971794 

July 12,2006 

TO: Christina Billington, Council Operations Manager 

FROM: Paul Ketcham, Principal Regional Planner 

RE: Amended Measure 37 Claim Materials for Harold and Rebeca MacLaughlan 

Attached is a letter of transmittal with enclosures dated July 12, 2006 from Jeanette L. Moore, 
attorney. These documents comprise their amended Metro M 37 claim. 

Please include these documents in the Council file for the Harold and Rebeca MacLaughlan 
case, Council Order No. 06-007. 

Thank you. 

Attachments 



Law o@ce.s of 
Ivan M. Karmel 

1023 SW YamhiU Stteet, Poaland, Oregon 97205 
Telephone: (503) 295-2486 Facsimile: (503) 295-0126 

Ivan M. &me1 
Admitted in Oregon and Washington 

i v a n @ v ~ e L c o m  

Jeannette L. Moore 
Admitted in Oregon 

jeannette @vankarmel.com 

July 12,2006 

Attention: Michael Jordan, COO 
Metro - Chief Operating Officer 
600 NE Grand Avenue 
Portland, Oregon 97232-2736 

Re: Harold and Rebeca MacLaughlan Amended Metro M37 Claim No. 06-007 

Dear Mike: 

On behalf of our clients, Harold and Rebeca MacLaughlan, we are submitting the 
amended Metro M37 claim to comply with the requirements of ORS 197.352 by 
specifically making a written demand for compensation. If compensation is not an 
option, than we request removal of regulations. 

Additionally, based on the growth of property values over the past year, we 
modified the approximate loss in value to represent values consistent with the market 
today. This information was based on the investigation and research of properties in 
the area by Mr. MacLaughlan. A declaration by Harold MacLaughlan pursuant to 
ORCP 1E is provided. We recognize that measure 37 does not require that we prove a 
substantial reduction in fair market value to qualify for a claim. The standard is "a 
reduction in fair market value of the property, or any interest therein." ORS 197.352(1). 

We have submitted copies of county tax statements for the MacLaughlan 
property and for some adjacent tax lots of one acre dimensions. These statements 
reflect the real market values for the properties as assessed by the county. The county 
tax statements also specifically set forth the real market values allotted for the land and 
the buildings. Please note that the analysis prepared with respect to the property tax 
statements is based upon the real market values for the land only and excludes the real 
market value for any buildings upon the property. 

By the submission of the claim, we do not waive any objections to the conditions 



Michael Jordan 
Page 2 

imposed by Metro for filing measure 37 claims which are not required by the text of the 
measure. 

Enclosures 
cc: Harold and Rebeca MacLaughlan 

(via US MAIL) 



AMENDED MEASURE 37 CLAIM 
METRO - LAND USE PLANNING 

OFFICE OF THE CHIEF OPERATING OF'FTCER 
600 NE Grand Avenue, Portland, Oregon 97232-2736 

PHONE (503) 797-1839 FAX (503)797-1804 

FOR STAFF USE ONLY 
FiLE NUMBER: DATE RECEIVED: 

APPLICANT INFORMATION 
(PLEASE TYPE OR PRINT IN BLACK INK ONLY) 

WHAT IS PROPOSED Compensation or. if compensation is not an option. than removal of 
regulations. 

LEGAL DESCRIPTION: TZ_ R x  SECTION 07A TAX LOT(S) 0602 

CONTACT Jeannette L. Moore 
MAILING ADDRESS 1023 SW Yamhill, Suite 200 
CITY-Portland STATE-Oregon ZIP 97205-2536 
PHONE J503) 295-2486 FAX (503) 295-0126 

PROPERTY OWNER@) (The name, address and telephone number of all owners, 
including their signatures, must be provided. In the event there are more than 3 property 
owners, please attach additional sheets. Please print clearly) 
FOR EACH OWNER WHO IS ALSO A CLAIMANT, PLEASE CHECK THE 
BOX MARKED "CLAIMANT" 

CITY Clackamas STATE Oregon . ZIP 97015 
PHONE J503) 329-8442 CELLPHONE -- 

CITY Clackamas STATE Oregon ZIP 97015 
PHONE (503) 329-8442 CELLPHONE -- 



AMENDED 
METRO MEASURE 37 CLAIM 

SUPPLEMENTAL INFORMATION 
(Attach additional sheets as needed.) 

1. Other persons with an interest in the property (such as lien holders): 

Name: N/A Phone: 

Address: 

Type o f  Interest: 

2. Exact date the claimant acquired an ownership interest in the property? 
June 26, 1974 (Ex. A - copy of Clackamas County Record of Descriptions of Real Property reflecting the 
June 27.74 recording of Purchase Contract, Ex. 6 - Warranty Deed (reflecting real estate contract dated 
June 17, 1974), Ex. C - Copy of mortgage information relating to purchase) 

3. If the claimant acquired the property from a family member, what is the exact date the 
family member acquired the property? NIA 

What is the relationship of the family member to the claimant (e.g. father, uncle, 
brother, etc.)? NIA 

If there is more than one event where the property was transferred among family 
members, such as a series of inheritances, please provide a list of all such events, their 
dates, .and the relationship between the parties. If transfer was by inheritance, please 
provide the date of death. NIA 

4. If a husband and wife are both claimants but acquired a documented ownership 
interest (e.g. deed, contract to purchase) on different dates, please identify the date of 
the marriage. NIA 

5. What regulation (if more than one, please describe) do you believe lowered the value of 
your property? When did the regulation take effect? Any and all sections of the Metro Code to 
the extent they are applicable to claimant's property, specifically: Metro Ordinance 98-7728 (adopted 
9110198, applied 12/5/02)), Metro Ordinance No. 02-9698 (3/5103), Metro Code Section 3.07.1 110C 
(3/5103), including any and all sections of Title 1 I and section 3, but in no way limited to those sections if 
other Metro Codes or regulations are deemed to apply. Any continued application or enforcement of 
Metro Codes based on County zoning of RRFFd or State regulations which are no longer in effect. 



6. Please describe how the regulation(s) restricts the use of the property and reduces the 
property's fair market value. Continued application of the regulation prevents the division and 
development of the property, induding but not limited to approximately 5 to 6 one acre residential home 
sites. 

7. How much has the fair market value of your property been reduced by enactment or 
enforcement of the regulation(s)? Current approximate value of one acre building sites is $250,000 
per lot. $250,000 x 6 = $1,500,000. Subtract current RMV land assessment by the county ($200,671) = 
loss in value of $1,299,329. (See Ex. D - county tax statement) (See Ex. E - Declaration of Harold 
MacLaughlin) 

8. Are you requesting compensation, or removal of the regulation(s), modification of the 
regulation(s), or a decision not to apply the regulation(s)? (Please note that the County 
has exclusive authority to choose whether to pay monetary compensation, or remove, 
modify or not apply the regulation(s) causing a valid claim.) Compensation or, if compensation 
is not an option, than removal of regulations to allow development pursuant to RA-1 zoning. 

9. Are you requesting that a specific use be allowed? Please describe the use. Any and all 
available uses at time of property acquisition (June 26, 1974), including but not limited to development of 5 
to 6 one acre residential building sites, approximately 30,000 to 40,000Lsq. ft.in size per county approval 
dated 4/21/75 when zoning of RA-1 was in effect. (See Ex. E - Declaration and County Development 
approval dated 412 1/75). 

10. The following additional material must be submitted with the application: 

a. If the property is owned by a trust (or an LLC, corporation, partnership, etc.) but the 
claimant is an individual rather than the trust, provide documents sufficient to establish 
the claimant's relationship to the trust (e.g. trustee, beneficiary) and the date that the 
relationship originated. This information is also required if the claim relies upon an 
ownership history that includes previous ownership by a trust. NIA 

b. An appraisal that meets the requirements of the county's Measure 37 Claims Process 
Ordinance; or other evidence demonstrating that there has been a reduction in the fair 
market value of the property (e.g. data on sales of comparable properties in the area or 
fair market values established by the Department of Assessment and Taxation for 
comparable properties in the area); An appraisal to be provided upon request if compensation is an 
option. 

See Ex. F1- Comparative market analysis, dated 2/3/05, reflecting market values of $175,000 for 1- 
acre, vacant lots, septic approved. 

See Ex. F2- Comparative market analysis, dated 2/3/05, reflecting a suggested sales price of 
$345,000 for a home & almost 6 acres. 

See Ex. F3 -Comparative market analysis, dated 2/3/05, reflecting suggested sales price of 
$250,000 for a house on a one acre lot. 

Also Included (see ex. D, G I  - 02, H &Attachment I), but in no way waiving the claimed loss in 
value based upon the current market as stated in number 6, are county tax statements of adjacent 



1 acre properties, reflecting a RMV land assessed value of $92,445 per acre compared to claimants 
per acre value of $34,303 (62% loss in value). 

Exhibits D, G I  - G2 reflect county tax statements for claimant's property and 2 adjacent 1 acre 
parcels. Statements reflect comparable inflationary increases in county assessed value for all 
properties from 2005 to 2000 (See Attachment 1). The differences in property values per acre 
remain constant from 2000 to 2005, which includes time periods prior to application of Metro 
regulations and inclusion within the UGB. 

c. A title report issued no more than 30 days prior to the submission of the claim that 
reflects the ownership interest in the property, or other documentation proving ownership 
of the property; See Ex. I - Preliminary Title report issued 2/9/05. 

d. Copies of any leases or covenants, conditions and restrictions applicable to the property 
and any other documents that impose restrictions on the use of the property; See Ex. I - preliminary 
title report commitment dated 2/9/05. 

e. List of all compensation claims, or development or permit applications previously filed 
with any regulatory body relating to the property, and any enforcement actions taken by 
any governmental body, regarding the use restriction identified in Question 5, above. Clackamas County 
claim filed 2M7105, approved 7/6/05 (See ex. J ); State of Oregon claim filed March 18,2005. Claim 
denied as the state concluded that no state law was found to prevent or restrict the ability of the 
claimant to divide the property into smaller parcels. 



TABLE OF COMPARTSON PROPERTY VALUES 
Utilizing RMV Land values as assessed by the County Assessor's Office 

Tax Year 2005 - 2000 

Comparison Table - MacLaughlin Metro 37 Claim ATTACHMENT 1 

Count 
y Tax 
Year 

2005 

2004 

2003 

2002 

2001 

2000 

Claimant 
Property per 
acre value of 
RMV land only 

RMV land/ 
per acre value 

200,671 
34,303 pla 

183,265 
31,327 pla 

164,939 
28,195 pla 

155,775 
26,628 pla 

152,722 
26,106 pla 

146,950 
25,120 pla 

RMV land 
value 
increase and 
% increase 

from 
previous 
year as 
assessed by 
county 

2,975 
(9.4%) 

3 132 
(11.1) 

1567 
(5.88) 

522 
(1.99) 

986 
(3.9) 

--- 

2 - 1 acre 
lots adjacent 
to claimant 
(TL 0301 & 
0500) per 
acre RMV 
value 

92,445 pla 

81,490 pla 

73,957 pla 

69,849 pla 

68,480 pla 

66,090 pla 

RMV land 
value 
increase and 
% increase 

fiom 
previous 
year as 
assessed by 
county 

10,955 
(13.4) 

7,533 
(10.2) 

4,108 
(5.88) 

1,369 
(1.99) 

2,390 
(3.6) 

--- 

RMV land value 
differences (as assessed 
per county tax records) 
per acre between 
comparable 1 acre lots 
and claimants property 

58,142 

50,163 

45,762 

43,221 

42,374 

40,970 

Claimants property value as 
a percent of the comparable 
1 acre lots adjacent. 

(Value of diff / 
1 acre value) 
values rounded up fiom 
61.8 or 61.9 

63% less pla 

62% less pla 

62% less pld 

62% less pla 

62% less pld 

62% less pla 
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4.: X 1  '. . OU(~C&(H MLO RES~LWION 616.06-3714 
HARIAN fiRllERS * ............ AttaGfimeqt 4: COO Report KNOW ALCMEN nv r irm~ PRE.SMTS. r ~ .  - ................................. ... ,---.-.*...-..-. = ---. 4.44.,~..4.4... . .- ........................... - .............. - ...................... .-.--. -.-.-.. -...-. .....-...-..... ".. -..-..,,..... ..,., hercinnffet called druntor, I. 

. . br tltc wnsideratian heminalter atnlcd, dous hereby rsrnise.telenre and ;tclain~ unto .--...,--..- -,-,--..".."-... . 
1. .~~-~~q~r..s.~...~~~~~~~i~~-fia~.ch.r.\~c,~,~t?~~~.hr~~~~~aY~t:,~,t.~,+, ...- - . .  .-_---._..- 

hnindter  called lronlre, and uatv Uantc='. h*, M.SO* and ud&m dl 01 IIIn @,.ntor?, ritltt, title a d  intenst 
in that certain renl property with tltc tancntntr. hcrcdilamcnts a d  appurtennncn thereunto belongin& or in  ony 

. way npperfairrind, aitunred i n  fhc Covnfy d  stars ol Grtpan, described a t  falIows, fa-svit: 
li 

A t r a c t  o f  land i n  Lhe Northwest one-quarter of  the Northeast one-quarter of  
S c c ~ i o n  7 ,  T.ZS.,R.)E., o f  l l l c  W.hI,, i n  the County of  Clackaml; and State o f  
Oregon. described as €01 Lovs: fic~inning a t  the Soulttwest corner of t h a t  t r ac t  
s o l d  by ContracL L O  Danie l  C. Schwei~xer ,  k i  UX, recorded July 18. 1973,  as 
Rccordc r ' r  FCC NO. 73-22700, Film Records, vh i ch  i s  557.44 feet West along the 
Soultt l i n e  o f  sa id  d i v i s i o n  from l l tc  Ssuchcasc corner thereof ;  thcnce Wesc 
elonp, the So~t th  l i nc  o f  s a i d  d i v i s i o n  34 1.97 feet: thence North p a r a l l e l  u i c h  
ihc EJISL l inc of l7Znd Avcnuc, 224.40 Feet : thcnce Hcst para1 lcl .w i th  the  
South t i n e  of r a i d  d i v i s i o n  403.39 fee t  t o  Lhe East l i n e  a €  saLd rood: thence 
N o r t h  a lon8 t l ~ c  s a i d  road l i n e  249.85 Ecet t o  t h e  South l i n a  of  that t r e c t  
canvcycd t o  l lcnry i f .  Cac, rccordcd March 3 0 ,  1970 sr Recorder's Fee No. 
7 0 - 5 8 3 2 ,  F i l m  Records; Llicncc East a l o n ~ ,  the South ! inc o f  s a i d  Coc t r a c t  
745.69 €ecL t o  the Hor t l ~ves t  corner o f  sa id  Schwel f~ .c r  t r ac t ;  Lhcnce South 
nlonp. the  WCXL l i n e  of  k r i d  Schweitxcr t r a c t  - 4 7 0 . 3 8  €eat t o  the  po in t  o f  
beginning. SUllJECT TO 20.00 f oo t  casement alonfi Lhe Nocth Line of sa id  t r e c t  
as d isc losed  by s a i d  document rccordcd as Recorder's Fcc No. 73-22700, F i l m  
Records. 

. i 
* SUCCESSOR I N  ONE-llffRD IHTWEST TO REAL ESTATE CONTRACT BETWEEN JOltN R. REILBERG, j i  
Dl?CEhSD,  IWD IhR0T.D S. XAClAUCllW M D  REBECCA HACLAUCHIN(, DATED JUNE 17, 1974. ! 1 

(If SPACE IrfiUfFICIENr, CONllNlE OL(CUC1lON W W E & €  SlOU 
To Have and trr Hold the aams unlo rhs pranfee and grnntes'b heirs, surcerwrs and assi~na forever. 

1 The tnre and actual cons;do~tion udid lor this frartsler, stated i n  terms o l  dollars, i s  6,.!./?1-~f&19.~.[?0_0_~90 
j @However, tfre acfual comiderat;on consists of or includes other property ot  value given or promiaed tvhich ia 

~("SL eonriddralion (indicate urhiclr). Y T h .  nnlWC~&l4mn thm s , - d d & ,  11 not ~@nl i~bk ,should ln  dels(.d. See c k s  93,oxt.) 
I n  construing (his deed, where the context su rapvirus, the slndulnr ificludcs the p l u r ~ l  and al l  gr>rcmaticn[ 

!! jf a corpomtn &antor, it has -sed i ts  neme fo 6r 

............. 

...... ..... 
sr*ra OF OREGON, county * ~ ~ ~ ~ . k i ~ ~ % o . d - - . . ~ s s .  . 

...-.. ..-....- 

rfh i g t ' y y t  w ~ ~ d u w w l ~ ~ e d  belore ma on,...,%z..r(!& ,-.. - ,.., 1?.9~* .. liar on r ges b y . .  " " - . " " . . . , r , "  ,.,... u r w  . . a  r r  ,,.. ".",," ,,", ""4 
This inafrumenl was acknowledged before me on -, ,,,,--.- 19 --., 



RESOLUTION NO. 06-3714 

F E D E R A L  S A V I N G S  AND ' L ( J A N  A S S O C I A T I O N  

P O R T L A N D ,  t3REGClN 

FRANKLIN 'BLOO, 
5. W. 6m AT =ARK 

P O R T U N o .  OREGON 97204 

June 26, 1974 

Harold S. and Rebeca McLaughfan 
17716 S. E. Alder Street 
Por t land ,  Oregon. 97233 

Re: Collection 'Account #802225-1 McLaughl&hberg 
Property: a976 S. E. 172nd. Averme, ~ l a c ~ s ,  Oregon 

Dear I&, and &s. &&cLaughlan: 
a . .  

The ~ e d j .  Franklin has been asked to act as collection agent on your acCount 
as l iated above, . 

We are enclosing tyo copies of the collection agreement: 

, The green copy i s  f0.r your rec0r.d~; and 
The white copy i s  to  be signed, where indicated with a red mark and - 

returned to us in t h e  SPamtped envelope provided. --. 

The ouly chqrge app%icrble to you as buyers cir ~eaee.es i s  the assigunent fee 
of $7.50 in the event .you sell o'r agsign your interest in' th i s  account. 

Tbe monthly payment. Q£ -$ ' .&g&6 . w i l l  be due the 3enj. Franklin on 
. . qf iy  20, 197.4*.- . ' ' . .. , . .. . . 

In the near .future you w i l l  rkqive a packet of '(Payment Identification Cardsf1 
- to  be wed in wklng your paf.euts .' Pleade read the instructions accompanying 

the cards 80 that you'will receive the best possible service on. your account. 
Included in this  packet will be sufficient 'envelopes for the remainder of the 
year, 

. . . ...-.-. c 

In December each pear you will receive a 'hew. supply - of "payneat ~dentification 
Cards" for the coming year. 

Zn January each year you w i l l  receive a s  annual statement showing a recap of 
the previous years transactions, 

Please refer to your account n q b e x  *hen contacting us. 

P, S, To' Buyers : Enclosed herewith is a 
mo~thly payment card for your use in 
making your July payment, in the event 
you do not receive your payment cards by 

tmen t the due date, 

P, 8, To SeUerr Enclosed herewikh is t@HIBIT 
Page 13 of 73 

Cr 
pink copy of the collection w e e m a t   fop^^^ tm 

1 ~ 2 9 1  1 / 7 2  
YOUT records* 



CLACKAMAS COUNTY 

Property Account Summary 

Account No.: 00614295 
- - 

Alternate Property Number: 23E07A 00602 

Account Type: Real Property 

TCA: 012-115 

Situs Address: 14820 SE 172ND AVE 
CLACKAMAS OR 97015 

Legal: Section 07 Township 2s  Range 3E Quarter A TAX LOT 00602 

Parties: 

Role Name & Address 

Owner 

Taxpayer 

Property Values: 
- - -  

Value Name 2005 2004 2003 

AVR Total $239,694 $232,713 $225,935 
TVR Total 
Real Mkt Land 

'Real Mkt Bldg 
Real Mkt Total 

Property Characteristics: 

Tax Year Characteristic Value 

2005 Farm or Forest Tax Liability 
Neighborhood 
Land Class Category 
Building Class Category 
Year Built 
Acreage 
Change property ratio 

$5,018.01 
11094: Pleasant Valley all other 
401: Tract land improved 
14 : Single family res, class 4 

Exemptions: 

(End of Report) 

I Run: 711 012006 9:39:47 AM ' ASC0037 [ascend30_1agonda] Page I 



CLACKAMAS COUNN 

Property Account Summary 

Account No.: 00614295 
- - 

Alternate Property Number: 23E07A 00602 

Account Type: Real Property 

TCA: 012-115 

Situs Address: 14820 SE 172ND AVE 
CLACKAMAS OR 9701 5 

Legal: Section 07 Township 2s Range 3E Quarter A TAX LOT 00602 

Parties: 

Role Name & Address 

Owner 

Taxpayer 

Property Values: 
- -- - 

Value Name 

AVR Total 
TVR Total 
Real Mkt Land 
Real MM Bldg 
Real MM Total 

Property Characteristics: 

Tax Year Characteristic Value 

2002 Farm or Forest Tax Liability 
Neighborhood 
Land Class Category 
Building Class Category 
Year Built 
Acreage 
Change property ratio 

$5,018.01 
11094: Pleasant Valley all other 
401: Tract land improved 
14 : Single family res, class 4 

1985 
5.85 
4XX: 71.60% 

Exemptions: 

(End of Report) 

EXHIBIT 

Run: 7/10/2006 9:39:03 AM ASC0037 [ascend30-lagonda] Page 1 



Declaration pursuant t o  Oregon Civil Rules o f  Procedure (ORCP) 1E: 

DECLARATION 

I, HAROLD MACLAUGHLAN, DO HEREBY DECLARE that I own property at 14820 SE 
172& Avenue, Clackamas, Oregon, 97015, identified by Clackamas County Tax Lot # 23E07A 
0602. I acquired the property on June 26,1974 and I have owned it continually since that time. 
At the time of acquisition, the property was zoned RA- 1 by Clackamas County. County zoning 
changed to RRFF-5, effective December 17, 1979. At the time of acquisition, the property'had 
been approved for the development of building sites approximately 30,000 to 40,000 square feet 
in size. A copy of the September 7,1972 letter &om Clackamas County with an approval stamp 
signed and dated April 21, 1975 is attached and incorporated into this declaration by reference. 

On February 17,2005, I filed a measure 37 claim with Clackamas County. The County issued a 
final order approving the claim and removing the property from the zoning ordinances which 
regulate lots in the RRFF-5 districts July 6,2005. The property is now subject to the lot size 
standards of RA-1 zoning districts. On July 19,2005, I sent Metro a letter, advising of the 
approval by both the County and the State of Oregon of my measure 37 claim, enclosing a copy 
of approval fiom the Clackamas County Board of County Commissioners. The original 
application and supporting documentation were previously mailed to Metro in Mid March. 

Currently, the only regulations in effect which limit my ability to develop my property utilizing 
the RA-1 regulations are those imposed and enforced by Metro. 

I have investigated and I am familiar with the values of comparable properties in this area. 
Based upon my investigation, research, and familiarity with the values of comparable properties 
in the area, it is my opinion that one acre building sites have a value of $250,000 each. For 
example, I have personal knowledge that two building sites, 10,000 square feet in size on 
Parkside Drive, Happy Valley area were recently sold for $193,000 each. Additionally, a % acre 
lot on Sun Shadow in Happy Valley sold for $235,000. These properties are in the area near my 
property. It is my opinion that one acre building sites would be sold at a higher value. 

Based on values of property within the area and personal knowledge of the prices developers are 
paying for lots in the area, I believe the fair market value of my property to currently be 
approximately $1,250,000 based on 5 lots at $250,000 each. 

I hereby declare that the above statement is true to the best of my knowledge and 
belief, and that I understand it is made for use as evidence in court and is subject to 
penalty for perjury. 

Date a of July 2006 
Harold MacLaughlan 

MacLaughlan Metro M37 Claim 

o ~ ~ e r r  1 
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i .I 
Mr. J o b  H. Rchberg 

. September 7, 1972 
Page -2- 

RESOLUTION NO. 06-3714 
Attachment 4: COO Report 

,.* 2- ].:\;<..'::c;;r;'<.t ! t q c < t - i  

- -.--- .- . inches. A l l  houses should be located on the low so that a m u i t y  
. flow system can be established between the septic tank and leach 

f i e l d  without exceeding the prescribed trench d e p t h .  

... .<;~p!ic::t.~~:~ Sc. --. --.--- 
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I I I 
Comparative Market ~ n a i ~ l i i s  RESOLUTlON Attachment 4: NO. COO 06-3714 Report 

for 

MacLaughlan 

SUBJECT 
PROPERTY 

L 

1 acre lots on 172nd Ave 
Clackamas Or 

+ Level one acre lots 

Suggested Price: $1 75,000 

Prepared By: 

Wendy Burns 
Burns & Olson Realtors Inc. 

2/3/2005 

report not intended a meet Ute requirements set oul ul lh.9 Unhbm StendanZs ofAppraisalPm&ca and b not intended as an appralsel. Ifan a p p w  
ir desired, the sewice$ of a mnpemntprnf8ssIanal lkensed ~ppmi'sershoukibe obtained. 



bdnparables to Your ~ d .  .ie ,oL,vnou NO. M-3714 
Attachment 4: COO Rep& 

[vai;.nt  and ~ o t  11 w LND ACT $1~0,000 I 
MLlf: 4064607 Bedrooms: 
MLS Area: 1 44 Bathrooms: 
County: Multnomah &&=Type: RESlD 

AvaQable Neighborhood:. Style: 
Zip Code: 97080 .Year Built: 
TiGuide: 62905 Total SF: 
Tax Id #: R340339 Tax per Year: 298.99 

Directions:~. ON WALTERS RD. FROM POWELL FOLLOW TO SW BLAINE. PARK & WALK. 
Remarks: BEAUTIFUL PRIVATE SEITNG ATOP GRESHAM B U I X .  WlLL REQUIRE SEPTIC. ELECTRICITY 

AVAILABLE AND WATER, BUT LINES WlLL HAVE TO BE BROUGHT TO PROPERTY. CHECK WITH 
CITY OF GRESHAM FOR SPECIFICS. 

LND ACT $249,900 I 
ML#: 
MLS Area: 
County: 
Nefghborhood: 
Zip Code: 
TIGuide: 
Tax Id #: 

4075268 
144 
Multnomah 

97080 
629C4 
Not Found 

Bedrooms: 
Bathrooms: 
Sub-Type: 
Style: 
Year Built: 
Total SF: 
Tax per Year: 

0ireCtions:REGNER TO ELUOT, LEFT ON 15TH. RIGHT ON 16W CT. TO END OF CUL-DE-SAC 
Remarks: ONCE IN A LlFE TIME MT. HOOD & CITY LIGHTS VIEW LOT. PRESTIGIOUS "DAWN CREST 

ESTATES" NEIGHBORHOOD. 4 BLOCKS FORM THE SPRING WATER TRAIL, NEW SPORTS PARK 
UNDER CONST. & PERSIMMONS GOLF NEAR-BY. NO HOME OWNERS FEES. READY TO BUILD 
YOUR DREAMS ON. 1031 EXCHANGE 

[w. K. Anderson RD LND FEN $169.950 I 
ML#: 
MLS Area:. 
County: 
Neighborhood: 
Zip Code: 
TIGuide: 
Tax Id #: 

406881 2 
144 
Multnornah 

Bedrooms: 
Bathrooms: 
Sub-Type: 
Style: 
Year Built: 
Total SF: 
Tax per Year: 

RESlD 

131.82 

Directions:TROUTDALE RD (282ND), EAST ON WKANDERSON RD, 2ND PROP ON RIGHT. 
Remarks: 1.98 ACRES. BEAVER CREEK FLOWS THROUGH. NO CC&R8S. OK FOR ANIMALS. OK FOR MANU. 

HOME. CLOSE IN GRESHAM, POWELL VALLEY GRADE, SAND FILTER (BECAUSE OF CREEK) 
APPROVED. TALL CEDARS, LOTS OF ALDER TREES 200' ROAD FRONTAGE & NEAR UG 
BOUNDARY, BROKER OWNED. . .. . . 

Regner RD LND PEN $200,W0 1 
MI W. 406661 5 Bedrooms: 
MLS Area: 1 44 Bathrooms: 

NO Photo County: Multnornah Sub-Ty pe: RES1D 

Awlable Neighborhood: Style: 
Zip Code: 97080 Year Built: 
~ i ~ u i d e :  62986 T~ta l  SF: 
Tax Id #: R340924 Tax per Year: 5700 

r)irections:REGNEWGABBERT RO., GRESHAM 
Remarks: DEVELOPMENT PROPERTY. POSSIBLE 8-9 LOTS WITH CITY CONSTRAINTS, 

O CapJ~&ht 2006 RMLSWPoriiand - MLS INFORMATlON NOT QUARANTEED AND SHOUU) BE VERIFIED. 
SQUARE FOOTAGE IS APPROXIMAE& MAY lNCLUOE BOTH FlNSHED & UNflNISHED AREAS - CONSULT BROKER FOR INFO, 

SCHOOL AVAILABIUN SU&IECT TO CHANGE. 
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6 ~qowes varrey no UYU r- PEN -J- 1% 
$200,000 I 

'. . 
ML#:~, 1 4052846 
MLS Area: 

tledrd,. k: 
144 Hmms: RESOLUTION NO. Q6-3714 

, NO #oto . county: Muftnomah ~ u z 1 - 7 ~ ~ :  A-t 4: COO Report 

Awilable Neighborhood: style. 
Zip Code: gi'080 year bunt 
Tffiuide: 829J6 Total SF: 
Tax Id #: R240399 Tax per Year: 1533 

Directians:ORIENT DR TO DODGE PARK TO SHORT-LEFT ON SHORT-LEFT ON POWEU V U Y  
Remarks: 1 ACRE LOT NEXT TO 29138 SE POWEXL VALLEY RD (NOTE: THE PROSPECWE PURCHASER OF 

29138 SE POWEU VALLEY RD HAS FIRST OPTION TO PURCHASE THIS 1 ACRE LOT). FLAT LOT, 
EXEUENT AREA. LOT TO CLOSE WITH 29138 SE POWELL VALLEY RD 

9670 SE 257ih DR LND PEN $179,000 J 
ML#: . 
MLS A m :  
county: 
Neighborhood: 
Zip Code: 
TIGuide: 
Tax Id #: 

405991 5 
1 45 
Clackamas 

Bedrooms: 
Bathrooms: 
Sub-Type: 
Style: 
Year Built: 
Total SF: 
Tax per Year: 

RESID 

Direotions:242ND TO SUNSHINE VALLEY RD, N ON 257TH FOLLOW SIGNS 
Remarks: PRICE REDUCED! BEAUTIFUL VIEW PROPERTY OVERLOOKING SUNSHINE VALLEY. SECLUDED 

AREA OF UPSCALE HOMES ON PRIVATE ROAD. MANY LARGE TREES1 

Hwy 212 1000Ff Off HWY CND PEN $189,500 1 

MLS Area: 145 .. 
County: Clackamas 
Neighborhood: 
Zip Code: 97009 
T/Guide: 659A7 
Tax Id #: Not Found 

Bedrooms: 
Bathrooms: 
Sub-Type: 
Style: 
Year Built: 
Total SF: 
'Tax per Year: 

RESID 

480 

Dlmctions:DAMASCUS, EAST 1/4 MILE ON 212, SIGNS ON RIGHT, FOLLOW ARROWS 
Remarks: PRIVATE APPROVED BLDG SIT'E WITH PASTORIAL VALLEY VIEW. CURRENTLY THE ONLY SMALL 

ACREAGE APPROVED BLDG SITE IN THE AREA. SELLER TO INSTALL LINES FOR UTILITIES. 
UTILITY HOOKUPS AND SEPTIC INSTALL RESPONS181LTY OF PURCHASER. BROKER OWNED. 
DRIVE ALL THE WAY TO THE BUILDING SITE AT THE TOP. 

LND PEN. $297,500 1 
Mi.#: 4013071 
MLS Area: 145 
County: Clackamas 
Neighborhood: 
Zip Code: 9701 5 
TIGuide: 650A7 
Tax Id tk Not Found 

Bedrooms: 
Bathrooms: 
Sub-Type: 
Style: 
Year Built: 
Total SF: 
Tax per Year: 

D1rections:ROYER ROAD TO BARLOW CT 
Remarks: 4.73 ACRES IN UGB..,BUILDABLE.. NOT DIVIDABLE ... BEAUTIFUL AREA. .. 

RESID 

950 

Q Cappfght2005 F3MLSVortIand - MLS INFORMATION NOT GUARANTEED AND SHOULD BE VERIFIED. 
SQUFE FOOTAGE IS APPROXIlGCAE & MAY IHCLUDE BOTH FINISHED & UNFINIHELJ AREAS - CONSULT BROKER FOR INFO. 

SCHOOL AVAlLABlUTYSUBJECT TO CHANGE, 
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uur:i. .I - 3078313 
MLS Area: 144 

8 d  fs: eatfuooms: RESOLUTION NO. 06-3714 

. .bb?bb County: Ctackarnas Sub-Type: t 4: COO Report 
Neighbomood: Amitable . a, w: S f y k  

97080 Year Buik 
T'Gutde: 65902 Total SF: 
Tax Id #: 01587287 Tax per Year: 2.26 

Dlrectlons:242 TO BORGES RD. WEST TO KfNGSWOOD WAY 2ND DRIVE ON RIGKT 
Remarks: GOLFERS DREAM, BUILDING SITE WITH GREAT VIEWS AND SOUTHERN EXPOSURE LOCATED 

. FNE MIN. TO PERSIMMON GOLF COURSE. 

crescent LND SLD $1 45,000 I 
MLB: 3043466 Bedrooms: 
MLS Area: 144 

No Mto 
Bathrooms: 

County: Clackamas SubType: RESlD 

Available Neighborhood: Style: 
Zip Code: 97009 Year Built: 
TIGuide: 690F1 Total SF: 
Tax Id #: 00652877 Tax per Year: ' 587.41 

Directions:ORlENT TO CRESCENT 
Remarks: WONDERFUL PROPERTY, STANDARD SEPTIC APPROVAL, RECENTLY SURVEYED, GREAT 

LOCATION TO BUILD A DREAM HOMEE OR PLACE A MANUFACTORED HOME. 

34935 SE CRESCENT RD W D  SLD $150,000 1 
Bedrooms: 
Bathrooms: 
Sub-Type: . RESlD 
Styie: 
Year Built: 
Total SF: 
Tax per Year: 1146.35 

Directions:HWY 26, ORIENT DRIVE 
Remarks: 3 ACRE PARCEL OFF HWY 26. WELL, SEPTIC, AND ELECTRICITY AVAILABLE. LARGE HOME HAS 

NO VALUE (TEAR DOWN). RUNNING CREEL BORDERS PROPERTY. 

ARROW CREEK LN M D  SLD $220,000 I 
ML#: 3041 647 
MLS Area: 1 44 
County: Muhornah 

Bedrooms: 
Bathrooms: 
Sub-Type: RESlD 
Style: 
Year Built: 
Total SF: 
Tax per Year: 1941 

Directions:POWEU VALLEY RO, N ON ARROW CREEK LANE..A STUNNING NEIGHBORHOOD! 
Remarks: GORGEOUS NEIGHBORHOOD OF HIGH END CUSTOM HOMES ON LONG CULDESACI BACKS TO 

APPROX 50 ACRES OF PROTECTED GREENWAY W/TRAILS & GREAT VIEWS! GATED ENTRY, 
TENNIS COURT & ADDlTiONAL GREENWAY ACROSS THE STREET. 

Q CopyngM 2005 RW*Portlmd - MLS INFORMATION NOTGUARANTEED RND SHOULD BE VERIflfD, 
SQUARE FOOTAeE IS APPROXIMAlE& MAYINCLUDE BOTH FINISHED & UNMNISHED AREAS - CONSULTBROKER mR INK). 

SCHOOL AVAILABIUTYSUBJECT TO ChXNGE 
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p72nd f-‘ LND /- . 
- .  - i SLD $Ila,m 

-: 

M B ~  . I 30841 5 
MLS Area: 145 * RESOLLITION NO. 0637U 

&Photo Ba-ms: Attachment 4: COO Report 
~County: Clackamas Sub-Type: RESID 

Awilatde Neighborhood: Styfe: 
Zip Code: 97009 Year Built: 
TIGuide: 65QF4 Tobl SF: 
tax Id I: R13E31 COO1 00 Tax per Year: 1256 

Directions:FOSTER TO SE 172 SOUTH OR SUUNYSIDE TO 172 NORTH, AT CO 
Remarks: LEVEL LOT ON GOLF COURSE. LOTS OF TREES AND YEAR AROUND CREEK AT PROP ERTY UNE. 

BUILD YOUR DREAM HOME HERE. CLOSE TO EVERYTHING AND Yf3 STILL IN THE COUNTRY. 

124040 SE Eagle creek RD LND SLD $1 I!~,OOO I 
Bedrooms: 
Bathrooms: 
Sub-Type: AESID 
Styk: 
Year Buik 
Total SF: 
Tax per Year: 1334.13 

0Zrectioris:HWY 224 TO HWY 21 IEAGLE CREEWSANDY EXIT, R ON EAGLE CREEK 
Remarks: NICE PEKE OF LNEL LAND W12 RANCH S M E  HOUSES CONNECTED BY ENCLOSED WALK 

WAY(OCCUP1ED). HOUSES ARE MAJOR FIXERS OF LITTLE VALUE. 2ND HOUSE CANT BE USED 
AS A RENTAL, CURRENTLY USED AS A CARETAKERS QUARTERS ON A HARDSHIP BASIS. 

27120 SE Hwy212 east of LND SLD $159,000 1 
Bedrooms: 
Bathrooms: 
Sub-Type: RESID 
Style: 
Year Buitt: 
Total SF: 
Tax per Year: 31 9.01 

Directions:JUST WEST AND DUE EAST OF BORING, TO 27120 SE HWY 212 
Remarks: WONDERFUL 4.22 ACRE PARCEL WITH UNOBSTRUCTED VIEW OF MT. HOOD. MOSTLY LEVEL 

AND SLOPED. HAS AN OLD ORCHARD. WATER, GAS, AND ELECTRIC TO SITE. DO NOT CALL 
LISTING AGENT DIRECT IF YOU ARE WORKING WITH ANOTHER AGENT, PLEASE. 

Q Copyright 2006 RMffiNPortland - MLS lNFORMATlON NOTGUARANTEW AND SHOULD BE VERIflED. 
SQUARE FOOTAGE IS APPROXlMAEd M Y  MCLUDE BOTH flNlSHED & UNnNISHEDARG4S - CONSULTRrK,KER FOR INFO, 
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bdrnmary of ~omparabkd ,oLm,, 
Attachment 4: COO Report 

w Area Acres Price 
RESlD 1 ACRE LOTS ON 172ND AVE 145 1.0 

4064607 0 RESID V m t  h d - l b t  1100 
$175,000 

Gresham 144 3.35 
4075268 8 RESlD 76th CT 

$Iso,ooO 
Gresham t44 1.1 $249,900 

Pending 
MLSa P Type Address . City Area Acres ' Price 

RESlD 1 ACRE LOTS ON 172ND AVE 145 1 .O $176,000 
4068812 6 RESlD W. K. Andersw RD Gresham 144 1.98 $169,960 
4086615 0 RESlD Regner AD Gresham 144 2.93 
4052846 0 RESlD Powell Valley Rd Gresham ' 144 1 

$~00,000 

4059915 4 RESID 9670 SE 257th DR 
$zoolooO 

Gresham 145 4.54 $179,000 
4059664 1 RESlD Hwy 212 lOOOFt Off HWY Damascus 145 1.8 
4013071 2 RESID BariOwCT Damascus. 145 4.73 $297,500 

$189,500 

MLS# P Type Address c@' Area Acres Price 

RESlD 1 ACRE LOTS ON 172ND AVE 145 1 .O $175,000 
3078313 0 RESlD 9388 SE ldngswood WAY Gresham 144 2.01 $125,000 
3043466 RESlD crescent Boring 144 2.84 $145,000 
4033782 6 RESID 34935 SE CRESCENT RD Boring 144 3 $150,000 
3041647 8 RESlD ARROW CREEK LN Gresham 144 1.24 $220,000 
308415 0 RESlD 172nd Happy Valley 145 1.14 $1 14000 
(1036782 3 RESlD 24040 SE Eagle Creek RD Eagle Creek 145 1.25 $1 15,000 
4044484 1 RESlD 27120 SE Hwy212 east of Boring 145 4.22 $159,000 

Q CopHght 2005 RMLS~POrlland - MLSINFOWTiON NOTGUARAMEED AND SHOULD BE VERIRED. 
SQUARE FOOTAGE IS APPROXIMATE & AMY INCLUDE BOW FINISHED & UNFINISHED AREAS - CONSULTBROKER FOR I W .  

SCHOOL AVAILABIilTYSUsJECTTO CHANQE. 
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i I ' ' Pricing Your Home - .  
RESOLUTION NO. 06-3714 

I Amount Wqft 
Average Sales Price $146,266 $0 
Min. List Prlce $125,000 $0 

Max. List Price $239,900 $0 

~ .... 
Attachment 4: COO Report 

m w  

# Average Wmimum h h u m  Avg sqft AvgSqft I 
Active 2 $199,g50 $1 50,000 $249,900 0 
Pending 6 $205,992 $569,950 $297,500 $0 0 
Sold 7 $146,286 $1 10,000 $220,OOO ' 0 $0 $0 

Suggested Ust Price $175,000 $ . -- 

- 

How the Suggested Price Looks in the Market 

'FablLiktings Sold Propefies .dosed averaging 94.44% of their Final Un Price. 

. CMA Props Subject Pmperhr 0 Average Sold + Median Sold 
CklA Scatter Graph 

CamparlsaclListInes I 

This reflects a 5.56% difference between Sale Price and List Price. 
P 

Price in Thousands I 
O W h t  2005 R~~LSNPOIUM MLS INFORMA 7WN NOT GUAF14NTEED AND SHOUW BE VERIRED. 

SQUARE FOOTAGE IS APFROMMAEd MAY INCLUDE BOTH FINISHED & UNflNISMW ARCIS - CONSULTSROXER #R INFO. 
SCHOOL A V A I L A B I L ~  s u m  ro CHANGE 
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,L Cdm parative Market Anal ys~s z;~:;: g;;:;= 
for 

Harold MacLaugfan 

4 

. ' 

. . 
4 

.A 

SUBJECT. 
PROPERTY 

14820 Se 172nd ave 
Clackamas, Or 97015 

3 Bedrooms + 2 Bathrooms 

., 4 khf 6 /emL do1'ES- 

Suggested Price: $345,000 

Prepared By: 

Wendy Burns 
Burns & Olson Realtors Inc. 

. . . 

2/3/2005 , ., 



~t h pa fables to Your H d  . /e , , O ~ ~ ~ O ~  ,, ,,,,, 
Attachment 4: COO Report 

RES S t0  $302,000 1 
ML#: 
MLS Area: 
County: 
Neighborhood: 
Zip Code: 
TIGuide: 
Tax id #: 

4034545 Bedrooms: 
1 44 Eathmoms: 
Clackamas Sub-Type: 
Boring, Darnacus,toSan Style: 
97009 Year Built: 
660EI . Total SF: 
00150749,001 50767,01597Tax per Yea1 

4 
2 
RESlD 
DAYRNCH 
1971 
2960 
2784 

Directlons:E.HWYRG-N.ON &UFFRD.TO S.E 347lli (8 MI). HOUSE ON LEFT SIDE 
Remarks: GREAT HORSE PROPERlY,W/ BARN & LG. SHOP,U(CELLENT LOCATION. WINTER CREEK, MT 

HOOD MEW. HOUSE HAS 2 SEPARATE LIVING QTRS.. LOTS OF SPACE. FABULOUS POTENTIAL. 

56078 SE LUSTED RD RES SLD $315,000 1 
ML#: 401 581 8 
MLS Area: 144 
County: Multnornah 
Neighborhood: 
Zip Code: 97009 
TIGuide: 630G7 
Tax Id #: R240226 

Bedrooms: 
Bathrooms: 
Sub-Type: 
Styie: 
Year Built: 
Total SF: 
Tax per Year: 

3 
2.1 
RESlD 
2STORY 
2000 
1 935 
2077 

0irections:LUSTED RD EAST OF BARLOW HIGH 
Remarks: lNCREDI6l.E 2 STORY ON 5AC.OPEN FLOOR PLAN,SPACIOUS LR WIFRPL,K!TCHEN HAS 

EATBAR,CHERRYWOOD CABINETS,PANTRY & HARDWOODS.WWDWRAPPED * 

WINDOWS,BULLNOSE CORNERS,DET.SHOP W/CONCRETE FLOOR & ELEC.PATIO,BBQ 
PITIGARDEN SHED & PLENTY OF PARKING.GREAT AREA & EXCELL SCHOOLS! 

18823 SE Tickle Creek CT RES SLD $335,000 I 
ML#: 
MLS Area: 
County: 
Neighborha 
Zip Code: 
TlGuide: 
Tax Id #: 

3066938 
144 
Clackarnas 

~edrooms: 
Bathrooms: 
Sub-Type: 
Style: 
Year Built: 
Total SF: 
Tax per Year: 

3 
1 
RESID 
RANCH 
1971 
1346 
2280.44 

Dlrections:EAST ON HWY 26; RT ON KELSO; L7 ON TICKLE CREEK; RT ON TICKLE CREEK CT; 
Remarks: QUIET COUMRY LfVlNG WIPEACEF UL VIEW1 3 BEDROOM RANCH HOME ON 7.44 ACRES! 

EVERYTHING READY FOR YOU TO SET UP YOUR OWN NURSERY: 30x48' SHOP, 2-STORY 
POTTING BARN, 2 GREEN HOUSES, 1 DOUBLE HOOP GREEN HOUSE 96x84'. 
POWEFWATEWPHONE TO MOST OUTBUILDINGS. NOT A DRIVE-BY1 MUST SEE! 

2072 SE Revenue RD RES SLD $367,000 I 
4041 826 
144 
Clackamas 

97009 
660C4 
001581 71 

Bedrooms: 
Bathroams: 
Sub-Type: 
Style; 
Year Built: 
Total SF: 
Tax per Year: 

3 
3 . .  

RESiD 
FARMHSE 
1981 
2816 
1 735 

Dir&ions:HWY 26 BORING EXIT E ON COMPTON N ON ORIENT E ON REVENUE - 10 MIN TO GR 
Remarks: YOU WON7 WANT TO LEAVE WHEN YOU REACH THIS DESTINATION. PEACEFUL SETTING WITH 

CREEK, 2 PONDS(KO1) AND A MULTITUDE OF WILDLIFE. PASTURE AND WETLANDS, 4 CAR SHOP 
WTTH.2 BONUS ROOMS FOR STORAGE AND ANIMALS, WELL MAINTAINED AND UPDATED HOME 
WlTH '%BRUCE" HARDWOODS & 10 MlNS TO SANDY RIVER 



~ e d r i  ,is: 
Bathrooms: R OLUTION NO. 06-3714 

~Ub-TYpe: A L @ t  4: COO Rep& 
Styft?: - DAYRNCH 
Year Bulk 1 966 
Total SF: 2532 
Tax per Year: 3005.38 

L3iians:HWY 212, SOUTH ON ANDERSON TO PROPERTY. 
Remarks: GREAT PROPERTY IN THE COUNTRY, YET ONLY BLOCKS FROM DOWNTOWN DAMASCUS. HOME 

IS ON A 1 ACRE LEVEL PARCEL WITH A REAR 4 ACRE WOODED PARCEL INCLUDED IN THE SALE. 
COULD MAKE A GREAT HORSE PROPERTY! THIS HOME WAS BUILT TO LAST WITH VERY HtGH- 
QUAUTY CONSTRUCTION. WIRED FOR GENERATOR. 

1271 10 SE WOLST RD RES . .SLD S395.000 f 
MU: 500001 1 Bedrooms: 3 
MLS Area: 145 

Na Photo 
Bathrooms: 2 

County: Clackamas Sub-Type: RESiD 

Available Neighborhood: Style: RANCH 
Up Code: 97009 Year Buitt: 1978 
TIGuide: 68963 Total SF: 1889 
Tax Id #: 00625229 Tax per Year: 2958.1 8 

Directions:224 TO AMlSlGGER TO JUDD TO HOLST 
Remarks: 2 TAX LOTS WlAPPROX40X60SPRING-FED POND, VIEWABLE FROM EXTENS WE OUTDOOR 

DECKING, W/ HOT-TUB. ONE-LEVEL,WEU-MAINTAINED HOME ON OVER 5 ACRES. FENCED AND 
CROSSFENCED FOR HORSES WMEWER 30x35 BARN WJPOWER & WATER FOR 

' 

$435,000.PRICED TO SALE. AIC & SPRINKLER SYSTEM 

QCopynght 20o5 RMLSWPodand - MLS INFORMAlXPI NOT GUARANTEED AND SHOULD BE VERIFIED, 
SQUAREFOOTAGE IS APPROXIMAEi? MAY (NCLUDE BOW flNISHED & UNHNSHED AREAS CONSULT BROKER FOR INFO, 

SCHOOL AVAlLABlLlfY SUWECT TO CHANGE 
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' Sold 

slrnrnafy of CompaiabkJ ,,, ,,,,,, 
Attachment 4: COO Report 

(MW P Type Address city Area Bed Bath APX SCUT price 1 
RESlD 14820 SE 172ND AVE 145 3 2 1370 

q034545 5 RESfD 8707 SE 347ii1 h* 144 4 2 2980 
wsooo 

4015818 6 RESID 36078 SE LUSTED RD Raring 144 3 2.1 1935 
moo0 

30669% 8 RESID 18823 SE T i i e  Creek CT Boring 144 3 1 1346 
$315,000 

4041826 8 RESlD 12072 SE Revenue RD Boring 144 3 3 2816 
$336,000 

4006238 8 RESID 15199 SE ANDERSON RD Clackamas 145 5 2 
$367,000 

2532 
5000011 0 RESID 271 10 SE HOLST RD Boring 145 3 2 1889 $395.000 

$349,000 

Q Copynght2905 R M L S N P ~ k n d -  MLS INFORMAnON N Q T G U W E D  AND SHOULD BE VERIFIED. 
SQUARE FOOTAGE IS APPROMMtE& h44Y NCLUDE BOTH FINISHED & UNFINISHED AREAS - CONSULT BROKER FOR !NU). 

SCHOOL AVAILABILITY SUBJECT TO CHANGE. 
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. ' Pricing Your Hc ' 

j 
RESOLUTION NO. 06-3714 
Attachment 4: COO Rep& 

Ststus 8 Average Minimum 8ifaxiium Avgsqff Avg$Sgn 

Sof d 11 * A,.** --A - 

Total Ustings Sold Properties closed ave 
This reflects a 3.04% difference be 

I 

0 m , W J  
- - 

$302,000 $395,000 2246 $1 53 
!raging 96.Wo of their Final List Price. 

Ween Sale Price and List Price. I 
I Amount $IS* j 

Average Sales Price $343,833 $153 

Min. List Price $300,000 $101 

Max. List Price $435,000 $230 

Suggested List Price $345,000 $252 -- 
How the Suggested Price Looks in the Market 

CMA Props ~ubject Property Average Sold Median Sold 

CMB Scatter Graph 
C o m p = ~ ~  I 

f Price In Thousands 

@ Cbp&ht 2005 RMLSmPortIand- hKS / N F O ~ A l W N N O T G U ~ E D  AND SHOUW BE VERIFIED. 
SQUARE FOOTAGE IS A.PPR0XIMATE & M Y  INCLUDEBOM FINISHED & UNFINISHED AREAS - CONSULT EROkZR FOR INFO. 

SCHOOL AVAlLABIIUNSU&iECT TO W O E .  
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. 
Cbt h p  rat hre Market RESOLU~ION NO. 0 6 3 7 ~  

Attachment 4: COO Report 

for 

Harold MacLauglan 

. .  . 

SUBJECT 
PROPERTY 

L 

r 

14820 Se 772nd ave 
Clackamas, Or 9701 5 

3 Bedrooms + 2 Bathrooms 

$ One Acre lot 

suggested Price: $250,000 

Prepared By: 

Wendy Burns 
Burns & Olson Realtors Inc. 

- .  

2/3/2005 

mk m p f l  is not intended to meet the requImmenIs set out in ff18 U n h n  Sttwmrds of AppraW Pnicfic8 and k mt intended as an msll Kw 
b des;md I0e se~.ces of a mrnpe!~ntpn,fessIonaII~e~sed appmkrshotkfbe obtain& 

cLe,.t V- L.  ~ L F  
d 
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. :*. r .  r 
i . ( 

6-h para bles to Your H& - he R E ~ O L ~ , O N  ,, ,,14 
Atta&rnent 4: COO Report 

28810 SE ~hurcir RD RES PEN erqsao I 
MW 4069040 
MlS Area: 144 
County: Clackamas 
Neighborhood: 

. . 
Zip Code: 97009 
TlOuide: 659H6 
Tax Id I: 00649864 

Bedrooms: 3 
Btltluooms: f 
Sub-Type: RESID 
Style: RANCH 
Year Built: 1959 
Total SF: 1510 
Tax per Year: 1603.22 

Dirdons:BOFUNG, SOUTH ON RlCHlE (R1GI-R GOING EAS'IBOUND) LEFT TURN ON CHURCH RD 
Remarks: OPPORTUNITY TO OWN A BEAUTIFUL ACREAGE IN UPSCALE AREA OF BORING. ALMOST 60,000 

SQ ff LOT SURROUNDED BY TAU SHADY TREES AND PASTURES. NICELY LANDSCAPED ONE 
LEVEL RANCH WlTH FIREPLACE AND HUGE FAMILY ROOM. BIG RED BARN, COULD BE A GREAT 
SHOP WITH ARTIST LOm ABOVE. 

15f60 SE ORIENT OR RES ' PEN $289,000 I 
! MLS Area: 144 

Bedrooms: 2 
Bathrooms: 2 
Sub-Type: RESlD 
Styie: COTTAGE. , 

Year Built: 1966 
Total SF: 1201 
Tax per Year: 1768.35 

Dlrectians:ORl#rlT DRIVE, EAST OF KELSO ROAD 
Remarks: HORSE HEAVEN! 2 4  FENCED ACRES W/3 STALL BARN AND BIG STORAGE ROOM + 30X48X14 

WEB STEEL SHOP WROF7. HOME FEATURES NEW CARPET, KITCHEN & BATH FLOORING, HUGE 
VAULTED MASTER, WBATH, HRDWOODS IN DINING + WOODSTOVE IN LIVING. HOT7216 
APPUANCES INCLUDED. 

14820 SE NORTH CT RES PEN $264,900 1 
Bedtrroms: 
Bathrooms: 
Sub-Type: 
style: 
Year Built: 
Total SF: 
Tax per Year: 

4 
3 
RESID 
RANCH 
1942 
2200 
1759.24 

Directi0cis:WEST OF DAMASCUS ON 21 2, N ON NORTH CT. 
Remarks: MOTIVATED SELLER. LIGHT FIXER WKONS OF POSSIBILlTES. THIS 2200SF. 4BRBBA RANCH HAS 

BIG WINDOWS THROUGHOUT FOR ENJOYING THE FRUIT ORCMDS,  GARDENS AND MORE ON 
THE IAC COT. TAKE IN THE VIEW OF Mf. HOOD IN THIS PRIVATE, WOODED, PARK-LIKE SEITING. 
THIS ONE WON'T LAST. ' 

. . 

28775 SE Andy ST RES SLP $21 5,000 I 
MLk 4027632 Bedrooms: 3 
MLS Area: 144 Bathroomsi 2 
County: Clackamas Sub'Qpe: RESID 
Neighborhood: style: 2STORY 
t ip  Code: '97009 . Year Built: 1 978 
TIGutde: 659H4 Toial SF: 1700 
Tax Id 8: 001 55744 fax pet Year: 1794.83 

Directtons:HW 212 TO 282ND; N TO ANDY; EAST TO PROPERTY 
Remarks: NICELY, LANDSCAPED SEITING ON AN ACRE. SPACE, BUT CLOSE TO TOWN, QUIn ROAD ABLE 

T O  LISTEN TO THE BIRDS. NICE NEIGHBORHOOD. FENCED AREA FOR A DOG, WlTH AN 
ENTRANCE f 0 THE GARAGE. DOG WILL BE IN GARAGE. 

@a 
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, L-IU oc Pwne nu f :. 

RES -i SLB I 
. . 

$2w,Ooo 

&!I.-#< .,I 
MlS Area: 
County: 
Nelghborhocrd: 
Zip Code: 
Tffiuide: 
Tax M t: 

eedk h ~ :  
Ba&rooms: 
-Type: 
m: 
Year Bum 
Total SF: 
Tax per Year: 

RANCH 
1964 
1375 
2041 

Dimctions:MNY 26 TO ORIENT DR SO ON =NO, L ON STONE RD. 
Remarks: LWf3.Y COUMRY SEIT1NG-WI CFEEK MINUTES FROM PORTLAND. 1 LNEL, 2 ACRES, CUSTOM 

KITCHEN* 82Xl4' tR. CHARMING VERMONT CAST. W/SrOVE IN BRICK ALCOVE. KOHLER 
JACUZU. 55'PATiO. LARGE GARAGE GREAT SCHOOLS. MUST SEE! 

as31 SE ndde  reek RD RES SLD $=B,OOO I 
MI.#: . ' 3072602 
MLS Area: 144 
Cou* Clackamas 
Neighborhood: WILLIAMS 
Zip Code: 97009 
TIGukle: 69083 
Tax Id #: 00674764 

Bedrooms: 
8athrooms: 
Sub-Type: 
Sfyle: 
Year BuiR: 
Total SF: 
Tax per Year: 

4 
21 
RESlD 
RANCH 
1974 
1696 
1548.1 

Directfons:S. SANDY ON HWY 21 1 - WEST ON TICKLE CREEK FOR .7 MILE 
Remarks: FIAT USABLE ACRE-ENCED + CROSS FENCED-CLOSE TO. SANDY & GRESHAM, MASTER OPENS 

TO BACKYARD. ADOTIONAL BEDROOMS PLUS OFFICE OFFER A LOT OF SPACE AND 
POSSIBILfTlTES. SEVERAL LARGE TREES. PRIVATE. GOOD FOR ANIMALS AND GARDENS. - -. 

34144 SE Jarl RD RES SLD $243,000 I 
MW. 4006842 Bedrooms: 1 
MLS Area: 144 

No m'to 
Bathrooms: 2 

County: . Clackamas Sub-Type: RESID 

Aw1abte Neighborhood: Style: OMER 
Zip Code: 97009 Year Built: i S95 
TIGuide: 690E1 Total SF: 1456 
Tax Id if: 01599782 Tax per Year: 1939.35 

Directions:HWY 26 / JAR1 
Remarks: ONE OF A KIND! CLOSE IN 1.46 AC 1,456 SQ FT OF CHARM. MUST SEE! VAULTED ROOMS AND 

MANY WINDOWS K)R VIEWING COUNTRYSIDE. GARDEN AREA AND ROOM FOR RV, BOAT ETC. 
ENJOY 24x36 FT SHOP WITH CEMENT FLOOR. WOOD SHED AND GARDEN SHED INCLUDED. 

113425 SE a n d  RES SLD $255,900 1 
ML#: 4049204 Bedrooms: 3 

NoQkoJIo 
MLS Area: 144 Bathrooms: 2 
County: Clackamas Sub-Type: REND 

Available Neighborhood: Style: SPLIT 
Zip Code: 97009 Year Bullt: 1979 
TiQuide: 65985 Total SF: 1812 
PBX fd #: 00605955 Tax per Year: 2430.36 

Directions:HOFFMESTER & 222ND 
Remarks: 

O Copydght 2005RMLSmPorlIand - MLS INFOFMflON NOT G U M #  AND SHOULD BE VERIFIED. 
SQUARE FOOTAGE IS APPUOMMATE & M Y  INCLUDE BOM F7NSHED & UNFINISHED AREAS CONSULT BROKER FOR NFO. 

. . ..,. :.. - .  : . - .  . - . 
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65083 1550 
00156431 . Tax per Year: 1523 

D1rections:HWY 26 TO HALEY RD GO EAST TO ORIEM DR THEN SOUTH TO PROPERW 
Remarks: FFESHPAINTlNSlDE&OUT. N E W C A R P ~ ~ & V I N ~ & P E R ~ ~ F L ~ ~ R I N G & C A B I N E T S . ~ ~ O  
. . STEELSHOP WI~~X~~PA~NTBOOTH,CONCRETROOR~OV&WA~R. DENCOUtDBE4Tf-f BED. 

GR~fl.OCAVON&YARDl00%US~LE.SEVERALFRUTTTREES. 

14303 SE 312 AVE RES SLD $295,006 I 
MI.#: 405071 4 
MLS Area: 144 
County: Clackamas 
Neighborhood: Ba&ara Ann 
Zip Code: 97009 
TJGuide: 66087 
Tax id #: 00647900 

Bedrooms: 
f3athrooms: 
sub-Type: 
Styre: 
Ybar Built: 
Total SF: 
Tax per Year: 

3 
2 
RESID 
RANCH 
1Q69 
I 660 
2099 

Directions:26 TO t(ELS0 RD R L R ONTO 312 APPROXIMATELY I MftE 
Remarks: STRESS FREE ZONE1 BEAUTIFUL 1.64 ACRE PARCEL, FLAT, WITH LOTS OF GARDEN SPACE, 

FRUIT TREES, FENCED, 43 X 26 SHOPBARN, 3 BR 2 84 1660 SFT, 25 YEAR ROOF, NEWER 
SEPTIC, ELECTRONIC AIR CLEANER, HIGH EFFiClENCY HYDROHEAT SYSTEM, 50 GAL WH, QUIET 
COUNTRY ROAD, MANY UPDATES! 

21122 SE Hwy212 1000 f t off HWY RES SU) $217,.lO ' ] 
Bedrooms: 3 
Bathrooms: 2 

, . Sub-Type: RESID 
Style: SPLIT 
Year BulIt: 1976 
Totaf SF: 1920 
Tax per Year: 950 

Dlrecfions:lN MILE EAST OF DAMASCUS CENTER, SOUTH DOWN LANE, TURN WEST TO HOME. 
Remarks: 'LIKE WALKING INTO A NEW HOME COMPLETELY REDONE. SfTS ON OVER AN ACRE WITH 

TREES. GREAT VfEW OFTHE VALLEY THROUGH LARGE NEW PICTURE WINDOWS. NEW 
APPLIANCES, JACUZZIE AND SEP SHOWER IN MASTER, LOTS OF TILE WORK. BROKER OWNED. 

18545 SE Sunnyslde RD RES SLD $227,000 1 
MLlf: 401 8976 
MLS Area: 145 
County: Clackamas 
Neighborhood: 
Zip Code: 97009 
TfGuide: 65866 
T8x Id 8: 00609372 

Bedrooms: 3 
Bathrooms: 1 
Sub-Type: , . RESID' , . . . 

Style: RANCH 
Year Built: . . 1 945 
Total SF: 1147 
Tax per Year: 1554.46 

0hections:HWY 212 TO SUNNYSIDE RD WEST 
Remarks: CLOSE IN 1.76 ACRES, FULLY-FENCED PASTURE WITH BARN AND CARPORT WlTH ELECTRICIN. 

FUUY LANDSCAPED WITH FRUIT TREES, YEAR ROUND SPRING THAT FLOWS INTO THREE 
TERRACED PONDS WlTH BRIDGE OVER TROUT POND. W E  3 BEDROOM, 1 BATH YOME 
FEATURES A NEW GAS FURNACE, HARDWOOD FLOORS, AND DOG RUN. 

89 C4pytighf 200s RMLSWPorilend- MLS INFORMATION NOT ff UAR4NTEED AND SHOULD BE VERIFIED. 
SQUARE FOOTAGE IS APPROXIMATE & MAY INCLUDEBOTH FIN$H&D & UNFINISHED AA&4S. CONSULTSRQKER FOR INFO, .-.. - 

SCHOOL AVAILABILW.SUBJECT TO CHANQE, 

Page 37 of 73 



r - .  . L& t O W  9 G  EUWUIU Vn f --:- RES 
. . -: 

SLD $235,500 

9701 6 
TIWde: 659D7 
Tax fd #: 00820607 

b. UTION N0.06-3714 y b t  4: COO Report 
Sub-WE: 
style:- - TRI 
Year Bd%: 1 972 
row SF: I800 
Tax per Year: 2266 

Dlrect&ns:E-HWY 212, R-ROYER RD, L-EDWARD DR "1 YR HM WARRAlf!YhC 
Remarks: DESIRABLE DAMASCUS TRI-LEVELGREAT STREET & DEMANDED SCHOOLS! 4 BD, 2.5 BA LOWER 

LEVEL REMODEL JUST COMPLETEO.NEWER ROOF, HEAT PUMP, WTR HfR. ROOM FOR ANIMALS 
& SHOPI LOTS BERRlES,GWES,FFIUK TREE% ON OVER t ACRE1 

21 160 SE Foster Rd RES SU1 $246,000 I 
ML#: 4046653 Bedrooms: 4 
MLS Area: 145 Bathrooms: 2.1 
County: Clackamas Sub-Type: RESID 
Neighborhood: Damascus Style: S P L ~  
t ip  Code: 97009 - Year Built: 1968 
TIGuide: 658H5 Total SF: 1850 
TaxW#k 00609979 Tax per Year: 21 16.07 

Directions:FOSlER RD JUST ABOVE HWY 212 
Remarks: NICELY SET BACK FROM ROAD, SOLID HOME ON 1 ACRE 1N DESIRABLE DAMASCUS 

AREkFlNISHED LOWER LEGL WFAMILY RM, UTTLIP//BATW, & 4TH BDRM. BRICK FIREPLACES 
UP & DOWN. NEW HI-EFFICIENCY FURNACE PLUS GENERATOR TO RUN ELECT & HEAT IF 
POWER GOES OUT1 SMALL BARN IN PRIVATE BACK YARD. RV SPACE1 

16269 SE Royer RD RES S t 0  $285,000 I 
ML#: 4062532 
MLS Area: 1 45 
County: Clackamas 
Neighborhood: Damascus 
Zip Code: 9701 5 
T/Gulde: 689A2 
Tax Id % 00620402 

Bedrooms: 
Bathrooms: 
Sub-Ty pe: 
Style: 
Year Built: 
Total SF: 
Tax per Year: 

3 
2 
RESiD 
RANCH 
1987 
1813 
2723.62 

0irections:HWY 212, SOU ON ROYER RD IN COMMUNITY OF DAMASCUS 
Remarks. DOG FANCIERS TAKE NOTICE. MIS IMMAC.HM WITH NEW CPT & FLOOR COVERINGS, PERGO, 

PAINT, ETC. KENNEL IS AlTACHED TO HOUSE FOR CONVENIENCE OR SELLER WILL REMOVE. 12 
DOG CAPACITY. RARE OPPORTUNIN FOR DOG ENTHISIAST. NOTE OVERSIZED GAR, 753 SF. 
INCLUDE WASHER & DRYER 

Q Copy@tt2#5 RMLS"FO& - MLS INFOMTION NOT G L Z I I R ~ N ~ E D R N D  SHOULD BE VERIFIER. 
SQUARE fVOMGE lSMPROXiMAE & MAY 11VGl.UDEBC)M FINISHED & MFlNISHED ARUlS - CONSUL TBROKEA FOR tNFd. 

SCHOdl. AVAIlABNN SUBJECT r0 CHANGE. 
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chmmar~ ComparaMwL ,SOLUTION NO. 06-37,, 
Attachment 4: COO Report 

Pending 
Address (w Bed Bath APX SQFT ~llcel 

RESIO 14820 SE 172ND AVE 145 3 2 1370 
4089040 4 RESID 28810 SE Church RD M n g  144 3 1 1510 
4078723 8 RESlD 15160 SEORIENTDR Boring 144 2 2 1201 

Sl4gOO 
5002808 7 RESID 14820 SE NORTH CT Cladmas 145 4 3 22W 

@89,@JO 
$264.900 

Sold 
IMLW P type Address CitY Area Bed Bath APX SQFT ~riwl 

RESlD 14820 SE 172ND AVE 
4027632 4 RESlD a775 SE Andy ST Boring 
3026134 5 RESlD 28373 SE Stone RD 
3072602 1 RESlD 19531 SE Tickle Creek RD 

Bot'hl 
Boring 

4006842 0 RESID 34144 SE Jad RD 
+204 O RESID 15425 SE 222nd 

-g 

4065908 8 RESlD 10882 SE Orient DR 
Boring 

4050714 8 RESlD 14303 SE 312 AVE Boring 
401 4350 4 RESID 21 122 SE Hwy 21 2 1000 f t off HWY Damascus 
401 9976 6 RESlD 18545 SE Sunnyside RD Boring 
4004594 6 RESID 21900 SE Edward DR Clackamas 
4046653 3 RESID 21 160 SE Foster Rd Boring 
4062532 1 RESID 16269 SE Royer RD Boring 

5 Copynigh: ZOOS RMLSMPortland - MLS INFORMATION NOT GUARAN7EED AND SHOULQ BE VERINED. 
SQUARE FOOTAGE IS APPROXIMATE d bG4 Y INCLUDE BOW FINISHED & UNnNSHED ARAREAS - CONSULT BROKER FOR INFO. ' 

SCHOOL AVAILABlLf7YSUSJECT TO CHANGE. , , 
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CLACKAMAS COUrv N 

Property Account Summary 

Account No.: 01401557 Alternate Property Number: 23E07A 00301 

Account Type: Real Property 

TCA: 012-115 ' 

Situs Address: 14700 SE 172ND AVE 
CLACKAMAS OR 97015 

Legal: Section 07 Township 2s  Range 3E Quarter A TAX LOT 00301 

Parties: 

Role Name & Address 

Owner 

Taxpayer 

I 

Property Values: 
- 

Value Name 2005 2004 2003 

AVR Total $302,365 $293,558 $285,008 
WR Total $302,365 $293,558 $285,008 
Real Mkt Land 
Real Mkt Bldg 
Real Mkt Total 

Property Characteristics: 

Tax Year Characteristic Value 

2005 Neighborhood 
Land Class Category 
Building Class Category 
Year Built 
Acreage 
Change property ratio 

11091: Pleasant Valley 100, 101 
101 : Residential land improved 
14 : Single family res, class 4 
1975 
1 .o 
1XX: 68.40% 

Exemptions: 

(End of Reporf) 

Run: 7/10/2006 9:38:02 AM ASC0037 [ascend30_lagonda] Page I 



! 

CLACKAMAS COUN N 

Property Account summary 

Account NO.: 01401557 Alternate Property Number: 23E07A 00301 

Account Type: Real Property 

TCA: 012-115 

Situs Address: 14700 SE 172ND AVE 
CLACKAMAS OR 9701 5 

Legal: Section 07 Township 2s Range 3E Quarter A TAX LOT 00301 

Parties: 

Role Name & Address 

Owner 

Taxpaye 

Property Values: 
- 

Value Name 2002 2001 2000 

AVR Total $276,707 $268,648 $222,995 
TVR Total 
Real Mkt Land 
Real Mkt Bldg 
Real Mkt Total 

Property Characteristics: 

Tax Year Characteristic Value 

2002 Neighborhood 11091: Pleasant Valley 100, 101 

Land Class Category 101: Residential land improved 

Building Class Category 14 : Single family res, class 4 
1975 Year Built 

Acreage 1 .O 
Change property ratio IXX: 68.40% 

Exemptions: 

(End of Report) 

Run: 711 012006 9:38:27 AM ASC0037 [ascend30-lagonda] Page 1 



CLACKAMAS COUN N 

Property Account Summary 

Account No.: 00614268 Alternate Property Number: 23E07A 00500 

Account Type: Real Property 

TCA: 012-1 15 

Situs Address: 14790 SE 172ND AVE 
CLACKAMAS OR 9701 5 

Legal: Section 07 Township 2s Range 3E Quarter A TAX LOT 00500 

Parties: 

Role Name 8 Address 

Owner 

Taxpayer 

Property Values: 

Value Name 2005 2004 2003 

AVR Total $286,452 $278,109 $270,009 
TVR Total $286,452 $278,109 $270,009 
Real Mkt Land $92,445 $81,490 $73,957 
Real Mkt Bldg $306,990 $278,010 $255,810 
Real Mkt Total $399,435 $359,500 $329,767 

Property Characteristics: 

Tax Year Characteristic Value 

2005 Neighborhood 11091: Pleasant Valley 100, 101 

Land Class Category 101: Residential land improved 
Building Class Category 14 : Single family res, class 4 
Year Built 1970 
Acreage 1.0 
Change property ratio IXX: 68.40% 

Exempiions: 

(End of Report) 

Run: 711 012006 9:34:43 AM ASC0037 [ascend30_lagonda] Page I 



CLACKAMAS CO&W 

Property Account Summary 

Account No.: 00614268 Alternate Property Number: 23E07A 00500 

Account Type: Real Property 

TCA: 012-115 

Situs Address: 14790 SE 172ND AVE 
CLACKAMAS OR 9701 5 

Legat: Section 07 Township 2s Range 3E Quarter A TAX LOT 00500 

Role Name & Address 

Owner . . .-- 

Taxpayer 

Property Values: 

Value Name 2003 2002 2001 

AVR Total 
TVR Total 
Real Mkt Land 
Real Mkt Bldg 
Real Mkt Total 

Property Characteristics: 

Tax Year Characteristic Value 

2003 Neighborhood 

Land Class Category 
Building Class Category 
Year Built 
Acreage 
Change property ratio 

11091: Pleasant Valley 100, 101 
101: Residential land improved 
14 : Single family res, class 4 
1970 
1 .o 
1XX: 68.40% 

Exemptions: 

(End of Report) 

- - -- - 

Run: 7/10/2006 9:34:01 AM Page 1 



CLACKAMAS COUN N 

Property Account Summary 

Account No.: 00614268 Alternate Properiy Number: 23E07A 00500 

Account Type: Real Property 

TCA: 012-115 

S i s  Address: 14790 SE 172ND AVE 
CLACKAMAS OR 97015 

Legal: Section 07 Township 2s  Range 3E Quarter A TAX LOT 00500 

Parties: 

Role Name & Address 

Owner 
.---. 

Taxpayer 

Property Values: 

Value Name 2000 

AVR Total $247,097 
TVR Total $247,097 
Real MM Land $66,090 
Real MM Bldg $227,090 
Real Mkt Total $293,180 

Property Characteristics: 

Tax Year Characteristic Value 

2000 Neighborhood 11091: Pleasant Valley 100, 101 

Land Class Category 101: Residential land improved 

Building Class Category 14 : Single family res, class 4 
1970 Year Built 

Acreage 1 .O 
Change property ratio IXX: 68.40% 

Exemptions: 

(End of Report) 

Run: 7/10/2006 9:33:02 AM ASC0037 [ascend30_lagonda] Page 1 
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RESOLUTION NO. 06-3714 
Attachment 4: COO Report 

Geographic Informath Systems 
121 Library Court 
Otegon Cay, OR 97045 

Propetty Report 

IUWCLAUGHLAN HAROLD S & REBECA 
14674 SE SUNNYSIDE RD #I15 
CLACKAWIAS, OR 97015 

Site Address: 14820 SE I M N D  AVE 
Taxlot 23E07A 00602 
Number: 

Land Value: 183266 
Building Value: 176840 
Total Value: 359105 

Acreage: 6.85 
Year Built: 1985 
Sale Date: 317M995 0:OO:Oo 
Sale Amount: 6600 

Sale Type: 

Land Class: 
Tract land improved Site Characteristics: Zoning DesignaUon(s): 

Building Class: UGB: In Zone Overlay: Acreaqe: 

Data unavailable -contact ~sdessors office Flood Zone: No RRFF6 5.76 

Neighborhood: 
Pleasant Valley all other 

Taxcode Districts: 121 16 

Flre 
Park 
School 
Sewer 
Water 
Cable 
GPO 
QarblRecyc 
Jurisdiction 

Clackamas RFPD #I 
Unknown 
North Clackamas 
Unknown 
SUNRISE WATER AWHORIM 
COMCAST (AT&T of 0hio)Flear Creek; 
Rock Creek 
B & J Garbage Co 
Clackamas 

This map and all other information have been complled for preliminary andlor general purposes 
only. This information is not intended to be complete for purposes of determining land use 
restridions, zoning, Me, parcel size, or suftabllii of any property for a specffic use. Users are 
cautioned to field veiify all infonation before making decisions. Printed at t0:18 AM on 02/i?I 

Page 10 of 73 . EXHIBIT W 
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TRI~C0UMY 
8020 SW Washf@on Sq. Rd. Suae 220 

rgad OR 97223 
Trde; Sfl3-677.0506 Fax; 5a3-643-3746 

I 
r 7 . . 

RESOLUTION NO. 06-3714 
Attachment 4: COO Rep& 

Order Number: 05263 179-C 
Property Address: 14820 SE 172nd Ave. 

Clackamas, OR 97015 
Padfic Northwest Tltle of Oregon, Inc. 
12050 SE Stevens Rd., #to0 
Pocttand, OR 97266 

AttenUon: Christine D. Crenshaw-Boring 
Telephone: (503) 350-5080 

Reference: MaclaughlanlBums 

mount Premiurq 
ALTA Owner's Policy (1 992) $400,000.00 $ 1,036.00 STR 
ALTA Loan Poilcy (1 992) $ TO COME $ TO COME 

- Government Service Charge $50.00 
City Lien Search - Sunrise Water Authority $ 10.00 
Endorsements 7:4,7.11 & 7.3 1 $50.00 

This is a prelminary billing only; a consolidated statement of aU charges, credlts, and advances, if any in 
connection with this order will be provided at closing. 
Pacific Northwest Title Is prepared ta Issue on request and on recording of the appropriate documents, a poiicy or 
polides as applied for, with coverages as Indicated, based on this preliminary cornrnttment that as of January 26, 
2005 at 300 p m. title of #le property described herein is vested In: 

HAROLD S. MACLAUGHLAN and REBECA MACLAUGNLAN, 
as tenants by the entrrety 

Subject anly to the exceptions shown herein and to the terms, conditions and exceptions contained in the pollcy 
form This commitment is preliminary to the issuance of a po!icy of title Insurance and shall become null and wid 
unless a policy is Issued, and the fuH prernlurn paid. . . . .  . . . . .  . .. .. . 

Dscdptlon: 
See Exhibit A Attached hereto and made a part hereof 
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RESOLUTION NO. 06-3714 
Attachment 4: COO Report 

SCHEDULE B 

G E N W  EXCEPTIONS: 

1 .  Taxes or assessments which are not shown as existing lens by the records of any taxing authodfy that levies 
taxes ar assessments on real pmperty ar by the public records. Proceedimgs by a publfc agency which may 
m f t  in faxes or assessments, or notices of such proceedings, whether or not shown by the records of such 
agency or by the public records. 

2. Any facts, rfghts, Interest, easements of dairns whlch are not shawn by the public records but which could be 
ascertained by an Inspection of said land or by rnakIng Inquiry of persons in possession thereof. 

3. (a) Unpatented mining dairns; (b) resetvations ar exceptions in patents or in Acts authorizing the issuance 
thereof; (c) water rights, claims or title fo water, whether or not the matters excepted under (a), (b), or (c) are 
shown by the public records. 

- 4. Dlscrepandes, conflicts in boundary Unes, shortage in area, encroachments or any other facts whlch a correct 
survey would dlsc!ase. and which are not shown by the public recards. 

5. Statutory liens or other liens or encumbrances, or daims thereof, whlch are not shown by the public records. 

SPECIAL EXCEPTIONS: 

6. t h e  herein described pmtses are within the boundaries of and subject to the statuary powers, including the 
power of assessment, of the Sunrlse Water AMarity. 
NOTE: We have requested a search and will advise when we have received a response 

7 Easement, including the tenns and provisions thereof: 
For Utility lines 

. Granted to Portland General Electric Company 
Recorded June 26, 195 1 
Book 445 
Page 705 
Affects . 10 feet in width, exad route not disclosed 

8. Easement, induding the terms and provisions thereof: 
For Driveway and utilities 
Granted to . . Adjacent pmperty owners 
Recorded July 18,1873 
Fee No. 73 22700 
Affects the North 20 feet 

9. Easement, including the terms and provisions thereof: 
For Waterline . , . 

Granted to Damascus Water Dlstrtct, a munfcipaI corporation 
Recorded March 29,1899 
F ea No. 9&031001 
Affects the West 10 feet 

Page 2 of PIellrnkrary Camrnllmenl Order No Order Number: 05263179-C 
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RESOLUTION NO. 06-3714 
Attachment 4: CQO Report 

SCHEDULE B - CONTINUED 

10. Trust Deed, including the t m s  and provls1ans thereof to smre the amount noted below and other amaunts 
.secured thereunder, If any: 
Omtor  Hamld S. MacLaughlan and Rebew MaeLaughian 
Trustee Transnatlon T i e  Insurance Company 
Benefidary Mortgage Electrclnic Registration Systems, Inc. as nominee for Capltd 

Commetce Matgage Co., a Califarnta corporation 
Dated May 15,2003 
Recarded . May23,2003 
Fee NO. 2003-065853 . . ' 

Amount $l44,000.00 
Loan No. 419532 

1 1. Parties in possessian or claiming to be in possession, other than the vestees shown herein. For the purpose 
of ALTA Extended coverage, we will require an Affidavit of Possession be completed and returned to us. 
Exception may be taken to such matters as may be shown thereby 

12. Statutory liens for labor or materials, including liens for contributions due b the State of Oregon for 
unemployment compensation and for workmen's compensation, which have now gained or hereafter may 
gain priority aver the lien of the Insured mortgage where no notice of such fiens appear of record. 

NOTE. We find no judgments or Federal Tax Llens against WENDY BURNS. 

NOTE: Taxes paid in full for 20062005: 
Levied Amount : $3,0%.6 1 
Aocount No. 23E07A 00602 
Levy Code 012-1 15 
Key No. 006 14295 

NOTE: The following is provided for Informational purposes only and will not be shown in the policy to be 
issued: 

We find no recorded Deeds or Conveyances of said pmperty in the past 24 months. 

If you have any questions regarding this report or your escrow closing please contact Christine D. 
Crenshaw-Boring at (503) 3504i080, located at 92050 SE Stevens Rd., #loo, Porfland, OR 97266. 
Email address: christlnec@pnwtor.com 

FAClFtC NORTHWEST TITLE OF OREGON, INC; 

BY 
Diane M. Bmome 
Mle ORicer 

cc: Maraid & Rebeca MacLaughlan 
cc: Burns & Olson Realtors, Inc. 

Attn: Wendy Burns (Enclosure) 

Page 3 of ReUmInary Commitment Order Number: 06263170-C 
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RESOLUTION NO. 06-3714 
Attachment 4: COO Report 

Exhibit A 

A tract of land In the Northwest one-quarter of the Northeast one-quarter of Section 7, Township 2 South, Range 
3 East, of the Wilfamette Meddlan, in tfie County of Clackamas and State of Oregon, described as follows: 

Beginning at the Southwest comer of that tract sold by Contract to Daniel G. Schweitzer, et w, recorded July 18, 
1973 ad Recorder's Fee No. 73 22700, Film Records, which Is 557.44 fed West along the South line of sald 
divlsion fmm the Saotheast corner therwt thence West along the South line of said division 34 1.97 feet: thence 
North parallel wlth the East Ine of 172* Avenue, 224.40 feet; thence West parallel with the South llne of said 
divlsion 403.39 feet tothe East line of said mad; thence North along the said mad line 249.85 feet to the South 
line of that tract conveyed to Henry W Coe, recorded March 30, I970 as Recorder's Fee No. 70 5832, Film 
Recomls: thence East along the South llne of safd Coe Tract745.69 feet to the Northwest comer of said 
Schweitzer Tmd; thence South along the West line of said Schweitter Tract 470.58 feet to the point of beglnnlng. 

Page 4 of Pretlmlnary Commitment Order Number: 05283179-C 
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OF CCACKAMAS COUNTY, GTATE OF  REG^^^^^,^^ NO. ~ 3 7 l 4  
Affachment 4: COO Report 

fn the Matter of a Ballot Measure - Order No. 2005-.150 
37 Claim for MacLaugfilan Page 1 of 2 

Ffle No. ZC03565 

Claimants! Property Owners: Harold and Rebeca MacLaughiin 

.Date Ffled: February i7,2005 

Legaf Description: T2S-R3E-SECTION 07A-TAX LQT 602 

Location: 14820 SE 172"~ Avenue; east side of SE 172'~ Avenue, approximately 
.2 mile north of SE Armstrong Cirde; Damascus area.: 

- ProposaIf Relief Requested: The claimants are askihg that the existing RRFF-5 
zoning not be applied, allowing creation of additional home sites consistent with 
the previous RA-1 zoning disbict that was in place when the applicants acquired . 
the property. 

Ownership Hlstory/Date Acquired by Current Owner: The claimants acquired 
the property on June 26,1974. Deed records demonstirate that #e claimant has 
held a continuous property interest since acquisition irr; 1974. 

Zoning History: The.first zoning of the property in 19fX was RA-1. Rural 
(Agricultural) Single Family Residential District, 1-acre:minirnum lot size. The 
property was zoned RRFF-5, Rural Residential Farm t?or*t 5 Acre on December 
1 7,1979. 

Reduction in Land Vaiue: The claimant contends ihat the application of the 
RRFF-5 zoning district reduces the value ofthe pmpe* by $700,000;$800,000. 
The applicant has pmvided evidence in the form of corhparable sales of one acre 
iesidential lots in the area. This information Is sficientto substantiate a 
redudion in land value resulting from the application ofithe RRFF-5 m e  to the , 

property, . 

rn.§l*.. ... 

( I }  The claimants have a valid claim. 

(2) Monetary compensation for any reduction in value is not available. 
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'BEFORE T H ~  .)OARD OF C ~ U N T Y  CG. .IMISSIONERS 

OF CLACKAMAS COUNTY, STATE bF OREGOY SOLUTION NO. 06-3714 
ttachrnent 4: COO Report 

In the Matter of a Ralfot Measure Order No. 2005-1 50 
37 Claim for MacLaughfan Page 2 of2 . 

. . 

File No. ZC035-05 f 

(3) Remove from the subject property ZDO 309.07A and subsections 
I 309.08.8 and 309.08.0, which regulate lot divisions in b e  RRFF-5 District. 

' Development of the property will be subject to the lot'sbe standards of the RA-1 
mning district that were in effect when the current owner acquired the property, 

, June 26.1974, and b all other current ZDO provisionsi 

(1) The claimant will need to receive approval of a subgivision or partition to 
allow creation of new lots. 

(2) Approval of building and septic permits for new residences also will be 
required. 

(3) The claimant also may need approval by Metro of a:Measure 37 claim. Metro 
Code Section 3.07.1 ? 10 may apply. 

(4) This adion does not resolve several questions aboyt the application of 
Measure 37. induding the question of whether the mhts granted to the 
daimant by this decision can be transferred to an o e e r  who subsequently 
acquires the property. - 

DATED this day of July, 2005.' - 

, BOARD OF COUNTY COMMISSIONERS 

Page 5 of 73 



Page 1 of 1 - Resolution No. 06-3714 
 m:\attorney\confidential\7.2.2.16.8\06-3714.001 
 OMA/RPB/kvw (06/13/06) 

BEFORE THE METRO COUNCIL 
 
FOR THE PURPOSE OF ENTERING AN 
ORDER RELATING TO THE HAROLD S. 
AND REBECA MACLAUGHLAN CLAIM 
FOR COMPENSATION UNDER ORS 197.352 
(MEASURE 37) 

) 
) 
) 
) 
)

Resolution No. 06-3714 
 
Introduced by Chief Operating Officer Michael 
Jordan with the concurrence of Council President 
David Bragdon 

 
 WHEREAS, Harold S. and Rebeca MacLaughlan filed a claim for compensation under 

ORS 197.352 (Measure 37) and Chapter 2.21 of the Metro Code contending that Metro regulations had 

reduced the fair market value of property they own in the Clackamas, Oregon, area; and 

 WHEREAS, the Chief Operating Officer (“COO”) reviewed the claim and submitted a report to 

the Metro Council, pursuant to section 2.21.040 of the Metro Code, recommending denial of the code for 

the reason that the Metro regulation that is the basis for the claim has not reduced the fair market value of 

the claimant’s property; and 

 WHEREAS, the Metro Council held a public hearing on the claim on July 13, 2006, and 

considered information presented at the hearing; now, therefore 

 
 BE IT RESOLVED that the Metro Council 

 
 1. Enters Order 06-007, attached to this resolution as Exhibit A, which denies the claim for 

compensation. 
 
 2. Directs the COO to send a copy of Order No. 06-007, with Exhibit A attached, to 

the claimants, persons who participated in the public hearing on the claim, 
Clackamas County and the Oregon Department of Administrative Services.  The 
COO shall also post the order and Exhibit A at the Metro website. 

 
 ADOPTED by the Metro Council this 13th day of July, 2006 
 
  

 
       
David Bragdon, Council President 

Approved as to form: 
 
 
       
Daniel B. Cooper, Metro Attorney 
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 m:\attorney\confidential\7.2.2.16.8\06-3714.Ex A.001 
 OMA/RPB/kvw (06/13/06) 

Exhibit A to Resolution No. 06-3714 
 

Order No. 06-007 
 

RELATING TO THE HAROLD S. AND REBECA MacLAUGHLAN CLAIM  
FOR COMPENSATION UNDER ORS 197.352 (MEASURE 37) 

 
 
 
Claimant: Harold S. and Rebeca MacLaughlan 

 
Property: 14674 SE Sunnyside Road, Clackamas, Oregon; 

Township 2s, Range 3E, Section 7A, Tax Lot 602 (map attached) 
 

Claim: Temporary 20-acre minimum size for creation of new lots and parcels in Title 11 of the 
Urban Growth Management Functional Plan has reduced the value of the claimant’s 
land. 

 
 Claimants submitted the claim to Metro pursuant to Metro Code Chapter 2.21.  This order 
is based upon materials submitted by the claimant and the report prepared by the Chief Operating 
Officer (“COO”) prepared pursuant to section 2.21.040. 
 
 The Metro Council considered the claim at a public hearing on July 13, 2006. 
 
 IT IS ORDERED THAT: 
 
 The claim of Harold S. and Rebeca MacLaughlan for compensation be denied because it 
does not qualify for compensation for reasons set forth in the report of the COO. 
 
 ENTERED this 13th day of July, 2006. 
 
  

 
       
David Bragdon, Council President 
 

Approved as to form: 
 
 
       
Daniel B. Cooper, Metro Attorney 
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CLAIM FOR COMPENSATION  
UNDER BALLOT MEASURE 37  

AND METRO CODE CHAPTER 2.21 
 

REPORT OF THE METRO CHIEF OPERATING OFFICER 
June 23, 2006 

 
METRO CLAIM NUMBER:      Claim No. 06-007 
 
NAME OF CLAIMANT:     HAROLD AND REBECA MACLAUGHLAN  
 
MAILING ADDRESS:    Harold S. and Rebeca MacLaughlan 
       14674 SE Sunnyside Road, PMB #115 
       Clackamas, OR  97015 
 
 
PROPERTY LOCATION:  14820 SE 172nd Avenue, Clackamas, 

Oregon  97015 
  
 
LEGAL DESCRIPTION:      T2S R3E Section 7A, Tax Lot 602 
        
        
DATE OF CLAIM:                                                   July 19, 2005 
 
180-DAY PROCESSING DEADLINE:  January 17, 2006 
 
 
 

I. CLAIM 
 
Claimants Harold and Rebeca MacLaughlan seek compensation in the amount of 700,000 to 
$800,000 for a claimed reduction in fair market value of property owned by the claimant as a 
result of enforcement of Metro Code Section 3.07.1110 C of Title 11.  In lieu of compensation, 
claimant seeks a waiver of that regulation so claimant can apply to the City of Damascus and 
Clackamas County to divide the 5.85-acre subject property into lots of at least one acre and to 
allow a single family dwelling to be developed on each lot that does not already contain a 
dwelling.  There is one existing single-family dwelling on subject property that was constructed 
in 1985. 
 
The Chief Operating Officer (COO) sent notice of date, time and location of the public hearing 
on this claim before the Metro Council on June 23, 2006.  The notice indicated that a copy of this 
report is available upon request and that the report is posted on Metro’s website at www.metro-
region.org/measure37. 
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II. SUMMARY OF COO RECOMMENDATION 

 
The COO recommends that the Metro Council deny the claim for the reasons explained in 
Section IV of this report.  The facts and analysis indicate that Metro’s action to bring claimants’ 
land into the Urban Growth Boundary (UGB), designate it Regionally Significant Industrial Area 
(RSIA) (allowing urban scale industrial and limited commercial uses), and applying a 20-acre 
minimum lot size temporarily while planning is completed did not reduce the fair market value 
of claimants’ property. 
 

III TIMELINESS OF CLAIM 
ORS 197.352(5) requires that a written demand for compensation be made: 
 
1.  For claims arising from a land use regulation enacted prior to the effective date of Measure 
37 (December 2, 2004), within two years of that date, or of the date a public entity applies the 
regulation to the property as an approval criterion in response to an application submitted by the 
owner, whichever is later; or 
 
2.  For claims arising from a land use regulation enacted after the effective date of Measure 37 
(December 2, 2004), within two years of the enactment of the regulation, or of the date the owner 
of the property submits a land use application for the property in which the regulation is an 
approval criterion, whichever is later. 
 
Findings of Fact 
The claimant submitted this claim on July 19, 2005.  The claim identifies Metro Code section 
3.07.1110 C as the basis of the claim.  The Metro Council adopted the regulation that gives rise 
to this claim on September 10th, 1998, by Ordinance 98-772B.  Metro Council applied the 
regulation to the claimants’ property on December 5, 2002, by Ordinance No. 02-969B, prior to 
the effective date of Measure 37 (December 2, 2004).   
 
Conclusions of Law 
Metro adopted the regulation that gives rise to this claim prior to the effective date of Measure 
37, and claimants filed the claim within two years of the effective date of Measure 37.  The 
claim, therefore, is timely. 
 

IV. ANALYSIS OF CLAIM 
1.  Ownership 
Metro Code section 2.21.020(c) defines “owner” to mean the owner of the property or any 
interest therein.  “Owner” includes all persons or entities who share ownership of a property. 
 
Findings of Fact 
The claimants acquired the 5.85-acre subject property on June 26, 1974 and the claimants have 
had a continuous ownership interest since that time.  Attachment 1 is a site map of the subject 
property (ATTACHMENT 1).  There is one existing single-family dwelling on the subject 
property constructed in 1985. 
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Conclusions of Law 
The claimants, Harold and Rebeca MacLaughlan, are owners of the subject property as defined 
in the Metro Code. 
 
2.  Zoning History 
 
The first zoning of the property was Rural (Agricultural) Single Family Residential District (RA-
1), applied in 1964.  The property was rezoned Rural Residential Farm Forest 5-Acre (RRFF-5) 
on December 17, 1979.   
 
3.  Applicability of a Metro Functional Plan Requirement 
 
Findings of Fact 
On December 5, 2002, Metro Council expanded the UGB by adopting Ordinance No. 02-969B, 
including the subject property in the UGB expansion area.  The claimants’ property was 
designated Regionally Significant Industrial Area (RSIA) under Ordinance No. 02-969B.  The 
effective date of Ordinance No. 02-969B was March 5, 2003. 
 
Section 3.07.1110 C of Metro’s Code prohibits any division of land into lots or parcels smaller 
than 20 acres, except for public schools or other urban services, pending adoption of urban 
comprehensive plan designations and zoning.  Ordinance No. 02-969B requires local 
governments such as the City of Damascus and Clackamas County to apply the interim 
protection measures to the subject property as set forth in Metro Code Title 11, Urban Growth 
Management Functional Plan, Section 3.07.1110. 
 
Clackamas County adopted Order No. 2005-150 on July 6, 2005, waiving certain land use 
regulations including Zoning and Development Ordinance Subsections 309.07A, 309.08B and 
309.08D which regulate lot divisions in the RRFF-5 District, including a prohibition of partitions 
for subdivisions less than 20 acres inside the Metro UGB.  Order No. 2005-150 allows the 
claimants to apply to the county to divide their property into lots of at least one acre in size and 
to allow a single-family dwelling to be constructed on each lot not already containing a dwelling, 
consistent with RA-1 zoning in effect when the claimants acquired the property in 1974.  The 
Order recognizes that Metro Code Section 3.07.1110 applies and that the claimants also may 
need approval by Metro of a Measure 37 claim. 
 
Prior to its inclusion within the UGB in 2002, the property was subject to the state-imposed 20-
acre minimum lot size.  This requirement was adopted by the Land Conservation and 
Development Commission on April 29, 1992 and applies to lands located within one-mile of the 
urban growth boundary.   
 
Conclusions of Law 
Section 3.07.1110 C of the Metro Code applies to the subject property and became applicable 
after the claimants acquired the property.  Thus, the section did not apply to the subject property 
at the time claimants acquired it.   
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4.  Effect of Functional Plan Requirements on Fair Market Value 
  
Findings of Fact 
Section 2.21.040(d)(5) requires the Chief Operating Officer (COO) to determine whether 
Metro’s temporary 20-acre minimum size for the creation of new lots or parcels applicable to 
territory newly added to the UGB has reduced the value of claimants’ land.  The COO’s 
conclusion is based upon the analysis of the effect of Metro’s action contained in this report and 
in the attached memorandum to Paul Ketcham and Richard Benner from Sonny Conder and 
Karen Hohndel dated June 23, 2006 (Conder Memo). 
 
Claimants have submitted comparable sales data to support their assertion that the temporary 20-
acre minimum size has reduced the value of their property by $700,000 to $800,000.  Based on 
the comparable sales data, claimants assert that a one-acre parcel for a homesite has a current 
FMV of $175,000.  County zoning at the time of purchase (1974) allowed creation of one-acre 
homesites.  Claimants believe they could have received approval of four homesites.  Hence, they 
multiply $175,000 times the four homesites they could have created, yielding a value of 
$700,000.  The claimants make adjustments for the remainder lots with an existing dwelling and 
the costs of infrastructure. This calculation yields the range of claimed reduction in FMV of 
$700,000 to $800,000.  
 
The Conder Memo analyzes the claimant’s information and applies two different methods for 
determining the effect of Metro’s action on the value of claimant’s property. 
 
A. “Comparable Sales” Method 
This method compares the value of the property in its current regulatory setting with its value 
today as though Metro’s action had not happened, using transactions involving comparable 
properties in both “with” and “without” scenarios.  Under the “without” scenario, the property 
would be outside the UGB under RRFF-5 (Rural Residential-Farm/Forest, five-acre minimum lot 
size) zoning that applied at the time of the application of Metro’s regulation.1  Given the five-
acre minimum lot size, claimants would not have been able to obtain approval for a land 
division.   
 
Under the “with” scenario (current regulatory setting), the land lies within the UGB; it is 
designated Regionally Significant Industrial Area; and it is subject to a temporary 20-acre 
minimum lot size to preserve the status quo while the city of Damascus completes the 
comprehensive planning necessary to allow urbanization of the previously rural (outside the 
UGB) land.  This method, therefore, assumes claimants will be able to use the property for 
industrial and other uses consistent with Title 4 of Metro’s Urban Growth Management 
Functional Plan.  
 
Table 4 of the Conder Memo compares today’s values of the property with and without Metro’s 
action, adjusting in both cases for costs of development and limitations on development of the 

                                                 
1 The property was also subject to a state-imposed 20-acre minimum lot size prior to and at the time of application of 
Metro's regulations to the property.  However, because this 5.85-acre property could not be divided under the 
RRFF-5 zoning that applied at that time, the applicability of the state lot size does not affect this analysis. 
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site that a prudent investor would take into account.  The table shows that the FMV of the 
property under RRFF-5 zoning outside the UGB exceeds the value of the property under existing 
regulations.  The analysis using this methodology indicates that the current regulatory setting has 
reduced the FMV of the MacLaughlan property. 
 
B.  The Plantinga/Jaeger Method 
The Conder Memo uses times-series data to determine whether the application of Metro 
regulations to the property reduced the value.  The data show values before and after application 
of the regulations.  The data are displayed in Table 3 of the memo.  There is no indication from 
the data that Metro’s regulations reduced the value of the property.  The data show that the 
property continued to increase after March 5, 2003, the date the regulations became applicable to 
the property. 
  
Conclusion 
Metro’s action to bring claimants’ land into the UGB, designate it Regionally Significant 
Industrial Area and apply a temporary 20-acre minimum lot size did not reduce the value of the 
MacLaughlan property.   
  
5 .  Exemptions under ORS 197.352(3) 
 
Findings of Fact 
Section 3.07.1110C of the Metro Code does not restrict or prohibit a public nuisance, the selling 
of pornography or nude dancing, is not intended to protect public health or safety, and is not 
required to comply with federal law. 
 
Conclusions of Law 
Section 3.07.1110C of the Metro Code is not exempt from Measure 37 under ORS 197.352(3). 
 
6.  Relief for Claimant 
 
Findings of Fact 
The Metro Council has appropriated no funds for compensation of claims under Measure 37.  
Waiver by Metro would allow the claimants, due to the waiver granted by Clackamas County in 
Order No. 2005-150, to proceed with land use applications to the City of Damascus and to 
Clackamas County to divide the subject property into one-acre lots and to develop a single 
family dwelling on each lot that does not already contain a dwelling.  The effect of development 
as proposed by the claimant would be to allow land uses incompatible with industrial uses and 
reduce employment capacity within the UGB.  It would also make the provision of urban 
services less efficient and more complicated.  Finally, it would undermine the planning now 
underway by the City of Damascus to create a complete and livable community. 
 
Conclusions of Law 
Based on the record, the claimants have not established that they are entitled to relief in the form 
of compensation or waiver of the interim 20-acre minimum lot size requirement under Metro 
Code Section 3.07.1110C. 
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Recommendation of the Chief Operating Officer: 
The Metro Council should deny the MacLaughlins’ claim for the reasons that (1) the Council’s 
Ordinances No. 02-969B did not reduce the value of the MacLaughlan’s property and (2) 
development of one-acre lots as allowed by Clackamas County’s waiver in Order No. 2005-150 
will undermine the vision of the Damascus community and the City of Damascus’ planning 
efforts, particularly when considered in the context of pending and future Measure 37 claims in 
the area.   
 
 
ATTACHMENTS TO THE REPORT OF THE CHIEF OPERATING OFFICER 
 
Attachment 1:  Site Map of Harold and Rebeca MacLaughlan Property 
 
Attachment 2:  Metro Memorandum to Paul Ketcham and Richard Benner from Sonny Conder 
and Karen Hohndel, “Valuation Report on the MacLaughlan Measure 37 Claim,” dated June 23, 
2006 
 
Attachment 3:  Sample Area of 2004-2005 Sales Data for Damascus UGB Expansion Area and 
One Mile Buffer, Clackamas County, OR 
 
Attachment 4:  Harold and Rebeca MacLaughlan Measure 37 Claim Submittal to Metro 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
M:\plan\lrpp\projects\Measure 37\M 37 report.MacLaughlan.doc 
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M         E         M         O         R         A         N         D         U         M 
 

600 NORTHEAST GRAND AVENUE PORTLAND, OREGON 97232 2736 
TEL 503 797 1700 FAX 503 797 1794 

 

 
 
 
June 23, 2006 
 
 
To:   Paul Ketcham, Principal Regional Planner 
  Richard Benner, Senior Staff Attorney 
 
From:  Sonny Conder, Principal Regional Planner 
  Karen Hohndel, Associate GIS Specialist 
 
Subject: Valuation Report on the MacLaughlan Measure 37 Claim 
 
Conclusion: 
 
Per your request we have conducted a valuation analysis of the MacLaughlan Measure 
37 Claim. The Metro designation of Regionally Significant Industrial Area (RSIA) 
applies to the MacLaughlan Claim.  We conclude, using the comparable sales method of 
determining possible reduction in value, that the Metro action of including the 5.85 acre 
property inside the UGB, designating it RSIA and imposing a temporary 20 acre 
minimum lot size for development did produce a material loss of value for the subject 
property1.  The loss results from the restriction in use to industrial and the cost of 
converting residential improvements on the property.  
 
Using the a time series variation of the Plantinga-Jaeger method of determining 
property value loss due to regulation indicates no loss of value for the 5.85 acre parcel.  
This conclusion rests on the observation that the assessor’s market value for that 
particular property has continued to increase since the Metro 2003 regulation. 
Moreover, the entire class of RRFF-5 acre lot size designated parcels within the 
expansion area have continued to increase since the Metro 2003 regulation.  
 
Conceptual Understanding for Basis of Property Value Analysis: 
 

                                                 
1 We use the term “material” in the accounting/auditing sense that given the statistical variability inherent in the data 
there is no difference between two measurements of land value.  
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We understand the present Measure 37 valuation problem to consist of making two 
property value estimates.  These are: 
 

1. Estimate the current market value of the property subject to the regulation that 
the claimant contends has reduced the value of his property. 

2. Estimate the current market value of the property in the absence of that 
regulation, and with the zoning that applies prior to the Metro regulatory action. 

 
Metro Ordinance No. 02-969B applied a set of new regulations to the claimant’s 
property.  First the ordinance brought claimant’s property into the region’s urban 
growth boundary, making the property eligible for industrial densities on the parcel 
rather than rural low-density development. The parcel was designated “RSIA”, 
allowing industrial use and some associated non-industrial uses on the property.  Third 
the ordinance applied a temporary 20-acre minimum lot size to protect the status quo 
while local governments complete amendments to comprehensive plans to allow urban 
development. Within this overall framework any particular property may have a 
substantial range of development types and lot sizes.  Implicit in this design designation 
is the availability of urban level capital facilities including sanitary sewers, storm water 
retention and management, water distribution, streets, roads, parks and other 
infrastructure and services associated with urban living.  All development is assumed 
to occur in compliance with all health and safety regulations.  
 
 
The default land use at the time of Metro regulatory action was the Clackamas County 
designation of RRFF5.  This land use designation is a rural designation allowing one 
dwelling unit per 5 acres.  All development under RRFF5 must conform to applicable 
health and safety regulations.  Most significant is that the reference default land use 
must be outside the present UGB in a rural setting.  While seeming to be a subtle 
distinction, the requirement of a rural setting outside the UGB is conceptually pivotal to 
the valuation.  To use RRFF5 or equivalent land inside the UGB as a basis for valuation 
includes the property value increasing amenity effects of urban services and 
infrastructure. It is logically contradictory to argue that inclusion inside the UGB and 
designation of the land for urban purposes has reduced a property’s value but to 
include those very effects in the estimate of the property value without the subject 
action. 
 
Alternative Method of Computing Property Value Loss Resulting From Regulation 
 
Estimating loss of property value using the usual appraisal method of “comparative 
sales” has been the subject of substantial criticism.  Andrew Plantinga and William 
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Jaeger2, economists as OSU, have written papers pointing out that using the method of 
comparative sales does not compute the loss due to regulation.  Rather the estimated 
“value loss” is actually the gain resulting from obtaining an exemption to the general 
rule. To better understand their arguments, we may think of the comparative sales 
method of determining an economic loss as equivalent to determining the value of 
issuing someone a special license or franchise to carry out an economically valuable 
function that others may not do. For instance, licenses to operate taxi cabs in New York 
are seldom issued and in great demand.  As a result the license itself has acquired 
substantial economic value.  An example closer to home is the value of an Oregon 
Liquor License prior to more liberal issuing standards in the 80’s. In the 1950’s through 
roughly the 70’s, an Oregon Liquor License for a restaurant or bar vastly increased the 
property value of the establishment that had one.   Plantinga and Jaeger argue that the 
value of the property hinges on scarcity resulting from regulation.  If everyone had a 
taxi cab or liquor license, they would have no value.  From an economic perspective, 
using a method that really measures value gained from regulation is not the same as 
determining economic loss resulting from regulation.    
 
Plantinga and Jaeger go on to suggest an economically appropriate measure of loss 
resulting from subsequent land use regulation.  Their method is grounded in the well 
established and tested Theory of Land Rent.  Simplified a bit the Theory of Land Rent 
holds that the value of land at any particular time is the future net profit from the land 
used in its most efficient allowable use.  The market also adjusts (discount factor) this 
value to account for time and uncertainty as to future uses.  What this means is that the 
original sales price incorporates future expectations about how the land might be used. 
If we take the original sales price and bring it up to the current date by using an 
appropriate price index, we are able to measure in today’s prices what the land was 
worth when it was purchased under the original regulatory requirements.  
 
As Metro’s regulatory action was taken in 2003, we have actual time series data to 
determine if the subject property experienced a loss of value after Metro’s action. 
Consequently, we need not index the original sales price as we can observe whether the 
value actually decreased or not.  We are able to make these observations for the 
particular property and for the entire class of subject properties within the Damascus 
expansion area. In essence the simplest approach to answering the question of whether 

                                                 
2 Andrew Plantinga, Measuring Compensation Under Measure 37: An Economist’s Perspective, Dec. 2004, 15 
pages. (Available at OSU Department of Agricultural and Resource Economics, URL: plantinga@oregonstate.edu). 
William K. Jaeger, The Effects of Land Use Regulations of Land Prices, Oct. 2005, 38 pages. (Available at OSU 
Department of Agricultural and Resource Economics, URL: wjaeger@oregonstate.edu). 
Also: William K Jaeger, The Effects of Land-Use Regulations on Property Values, Environmental Law, Vol. 
36:105, pp. 105 – 127, Andrew J. Plantinga, et. al., The effects of potential land development on agricultural land 
prices, Journal of Urban Economics,  52, (2002), pp. 561 – 581. and  Sonny Conder and Karen Hohndel, Measure 
37: Compensating wipeouts or insuring windfalls?, Oregon Planners’ Journal,   
Vol. 23, No 1. Dec. – Jan 2005.  pp. 6 – 9.  
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a property lost value as a result of Metro’s regulation is to measure whether the 
property value decreased following Metro’s action. 
 
This method allows a consistent computation of property loss due to subsequent 
regulatory changes.  At the same time it avoids awarding particular property owners a 
bonus that was not anticipated in the original purchase price.  Owners are compensated 
for what they lost; but they are not awarded an extra benefit owing to unanticipated 
growth, infrastructure investment or regulatory changes that happen after the 
application of Metro’s regulations.  
 
 
Property Valuation Analysis Procedure: 
 
Our property valuation analysis procedure consists of the following steps. 
 

• Briefly describe the property and make a prudent assessment of development 
limitations to establish a likely range of development capacity under both 
“RSIA”,and RRFF5 designations assuming health and safety regulations are 
enforced.  

• Based on recent sales (2004,2005,2006) of lots and existing properties inside the 
Damascus expansion area and the eastern portion of the Clackamas industrial 
district determine the current (2006) value of the property with a reasonable 
range of  “Industrial” or “RSIA” development configurations including a 10 year 
discount factor for lag time in service provision.  

• Based on recent sales (2005) of property in a buffer zone extending 1 mile outside 
the present UGB within Clackamas County determine the value of residential 
property on lots of 2.5 to 7.5 acres in size. This procedure establishes a reasonable 
range of values for residential properties of RRFF5 configuration in a rural 
setting.  

• Provide an alternative determination of loss of value of the MacLaughlan 
property based on time series before and after Metro’s regulatory action. 

•  Evaluate the lot value and home value comparables submitted as evidence with 
the MacLaughlan Measure – 37 claim. Comment on whether those estimates are 
logically relevant to establish a Measure –37 property value loss assertion.  

• Provide and compare estimates of the value of the subject property as of 2006 
with Metro’s “RSIA”  designation versus Clackamas County’s RRFF5 
designation.  

 
MacLaughlan Property Description: 
 
The subject property consists of one parcel of 5.85 acres located on 172nd about ¼ mile 
north of Highway 212, about 2 miles west of the Damascus town center and 1.7 miles 
east of the eastern edge of the Clackamas industrial district.  The parcel has access to 
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172nd.    Assessor appraised value as of 2005 for the 5.85 acre parcel is $413,071 with 
$212,400 improvement value and $200,400 in land value.  Data submitted with the claim 
indicate 5.85 acres comprising the property was purchased in 1974 and the present 
structure was built in 1985.  Though not explicit in the record we assume the purchase 
price of $19,800 included land only at that time. 
  
Visual inspection from 172nd and air photo inspection as well as relevant GIS data 
indicate that the property per se poses no substantial limitations to development for 
industrial purposes. It is generally flat on the crest of a hill.  Surrounding properties do 
however, have slope limitations in regard to industrial development.  Consequently, the 
scale of industrial development in this general area may be limited.  The RRFF5 zone 
does not allow division of the property because the zone has a five-acre minimum lot 
size. 3 In the case of use as “Industrial” on the 5.85 acre parcel the residential structure 
would be a nonconforming use and would need to be demolished or moved when the 
land is converted to a more intense use.   
 
Again, it is not in our professional capacity to assert with authority any definitive 
estimate of what the site limitations are; but rather to reflect what any prudent property 
investor must consider when pricing raw land.  This holds true for both Metro’s 
“RSIA”, and the default use of RRFF5.  
 
 
 
 Land Use Capacity Estimates – 5.85 Acre Parcel: 
For purposes of determining “RSIA” capacity we note that the site is roughly 1.6 miles 
east of the eastern edge of the existing Clackamas industrial district. In designating 
these lands industrial there was an implicit presumption that a major transportation 
corridor – “the Sunrise Corridor” would be constructed through the area with available 
access.  Our understanding at present is that no identified funding for the project exists 
and that a number of other regional transportation projects have higher priority. 
Consequently, we cannot prudently consider such an improvement to be in place over a 
20 year planning horizon. Slope on surrounding parcels, poor access and general lack of 
demand portend an industrial market for the property of very low density and low 
value structures.  
 
 
Current Value Estimate of “RSIA” in Damascus Expansion Area: 
 
 RSIA: 

                                                 
3 At the time Metro’s regulations became applicable to the property, it was also subject to a state-imposed 20-acre 
minimum lot size.  The applicability of this state regulation, however, does not affect this analysis because no 
division of the property is allowed by the RRFF5 zone. 
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Comparables for the RSIA designation are far more problematic.  To establish a starting 
point for valuation, we examined recent (since 2004) sales of industrially designated 
property in the eastern section of the Clackamas Industrial District and two sales of 
Industrial and RSIA property along Highway 212 in the Damascus expansion area.  
Table 1A below summarizes the information on the sales. 
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Table 1A:  Summary Property Value Data – Clackamas Industrial District and 
Damascus Area Industrial/RSIA Highway 212 Development Recent Sales 
 
 Property Description  Sale Date Size Acres Per Acre Sale $ 
 3 land assembly sales, 
 ready to build, hwy 212 
 Clackamas Ind. Dist.  2004  29.8   $102,300 
 
 2 land assembly sales, 
 ready to build, hwy 212 

Clackamas Ind. Dist   2004   4.8  $130,200 
 
2 land assembly sales, 
Damascus expansion area, 
Hwy 212, Ind.- RSIA  2005 – 06 69.3  $131,600 
 
1 land sale, Damascus 
expansion area, Hwy 212, 
Ind.- RSIA    2005  34  $45,700 
 
2 land assembly sales,  
Damascus expansion area, 
Highway 212, RSIA   2005  20.8  $75,300 
 
1 land sale, Damascus 
expansion area, Hwy 212, 
RSIA     2003  17.9  $83,600 
 

In the context of the MacLaughlan property industrial valuation, the above sales merit 
some discussion.  The Clackamas Industrial District sales represent transactions for 
ready to build industrial land at the east end of the industrial district.  As such they are 
legitimate comparators for flat land, with services in an existing, developed industrial 
area.  Areas located at a distance from adjoining industrial development, without access 
or services and not possessing flat land site characteristics must be substantially 
discounted. 
 
The remaining four sales are located adjacent to or close to Hwy 212 in the Damascus 
expansion area on a combination of industrial and RSIA designated land with slope 
characteristics similar to or more extreme than the MacLaughlan property. However, 
the 69-acre property was purchased by Providence Health System. To our knowledge 
they have no intention to develop it for industrial purposes.   
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The  34-acre property, north and adjacent to the Providence property was likewise 
purchased by a developer for $45,700 per acre and consists of sloping Industrial and 
RSIA designated land. At this time we have no information on how the developer 
intends to use this property given the Providence intended land use.  However, we 
must at this time accept at face value that the developer was willing to pay $45,700 per 
acre for industrial and RSIA designated property.  
 
The final two sales are particularly close to the MacLaughlan property on land 
designated RSIA.  The 17.9 acre sale was to Sunrise Water Authority and may reflect a 
future public facility use. The 20.8 acre sale was to a developer for undetermined 
purposes but given the RSIA designation we must accept that as the intended use.   
 
Given the above information we take the $75,000 per acre value as the base for 
comparison purposes for valuing industrial on the MacLaughlan property.    For 
purposes of our valuation we assume a raw land sales price of $75,000 per acre and a 
time to development of 10 years. 

 
 
Current Value Estimate of  “RRFF-5 Buildable Lots” in the 1 Mile Buffer Area Outside 
the UGB: 
 
To establish the value range for “RRFF-5” size lots within the Clackamas rural area we 
selected all residential properties that sold in 2004 and 2005 within the 1 mile buffer 
zone with a lot size of 2.5 to 7.5 acres.  These comprised 177 properties and their 
summary statistics are included below in Table 2.  
 

Table 2:  Summary Property Value Data – Clackamas Rural Residential (“RRFF-5”) 
 

   Average Lot Size:     4.45 acres 
   Median Lot Size: 4.56 acres 
   Average Lot Value: $233,200 
   Median Lot Value: $204,000 
   Average Total Prop. $510,200 
   Median Total Prop. $421,800 
   Average House Size:  3,500 Sq. Ft. 
   Median House Size:   3,350 Sq. Ft 
 
For purposes of valuation we observe that our sample properties closely correspond to 
the 2005 assessor’s market value for the MacLaughlan property.  According we except 
the 2005 assessor’s value as the market value with the present improvements and RRFF-
5 zoning. 
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Alternative Valuation of  MacLaughlan  Property Using the Time Trend Method 
Suggested by Plantinga and Jaeger. 
 
OSU economists Andrew Plantinga and William Jaeger have challenged the 
“comparable sales” approach of traditional appraisal methods.  They have pointed out 
that it really measures the value obtained by an exception to the current rule; rather 
than a measure of economic loss suffered as a result of government land use regulation. 
Since the subject Metro regulatory change was recent (2003), we have before and after 
time series data to determine whether the MacLaughlan property actually experienced a 
loss of value after the Metro regulation.  
 
Accordingly, we have tabulated property value data for the entire expansion area from 
assessor’s records for the years 2000 through 2006.  We present the data for the 
MacLaughlan property specifically and for all RRFF-5 designated properties within the 
expansion area.  Table 3 below depicts the results by year. 
 
Table 3:  MacLaughlan Property Value and Expansion Area Property Values 2000 - 2006 

Year  MacLaughlan Value  Average All RRFU-5 
2000   310,430   309,353 
2001   292,770   331,342 
2002 300,332   346,958 
2003 299,475   351,695 
2004   326,279   369,960 
2005   359,105   392,706 
2006   413,071   416,137 
 

Both the MacLaughlan property assessor’s market value and the average value of all 
RRFU5 tax lots within the study area increase steadily from 2003 through 2006. There is 
no evidence that Metro’s action of including the property within the Urban Growth 
Boundary and imposing a temporary minimum lot size of 20 acres has reduced 
property values. Figure A attached depicts the time trends graphically. 
 
 
Evaluation of MacLaughlan Claim of Comparable Properties 
 
The basis for the MacLaughlan property value loss estimate of $700,000 - $800,000 rests 
on a market value estimate of $175,000 per developed  ready to build lot assuming 4 or 
more buildable lots are available on the property plus the value of the existing structure 
on a 1 acre lot.  To arrive at the loss estimate the value of the existing structure on the 
existing 5.85 acre lot is subtracted. Though we are unable to replicate the exact amounts, 
the range stated is roughly consistent with the claimant’s property value assumptions.  
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We see two problems with the claimant’s list of comparable properties: (1) the list uses 
one-acre lots as comparators rather than five to six-acre parcels, indivisible under the 
county zoning that applied at the time Metro’s regulations first applied; and (2) it uses 
properties from areas inside the Urban Growth Boundary in some prestige 
neighborhood of developed cities with full urban services. However, a number of 
properties in rural locations outside the UGB are also included. Examining comparables 
for rural locations that have actually sold we find the highest to be a 4.2 acre lot that 
sold for $159,000. The average sales price of the sold comparables in rural locations is 
$135,800 with a lot size range of 1.14 to 4.22 acres.  
   
 
MacLaughlan Claim Property Values Compared 
 
Given the data developed in the previous Tables we may now summarize our estimates 
of the total value in 2006 for the MacLaughlan property in its present location.  To do so 
we have followed the procedure below. 
 

1. Assume the 5.85 acre parcel is developed as RSIA. 
2. For the default RRFF5 use we assume the assessor’s market value of $413,000 

plus 15% is the appropriate property value since the property cannot be further 
subdivided under RRFF5 designation.  

3. For the 5.85 acre parcel we assume a $75,000 per acre raw land price based on 
comparables adjusted for access. To account for the value of the existing 
improvements on the property, we value them on an annual net rental proceeds 
basis discounted 6.5% per year until time of land conversion (10 years) at which 
time the improvements are demolished. The summed and discounted residential 
rents we add to the discounted land value.  

4. Compare the resultant values for the property with RRFF5 usage to the value of 
the property with RSIA usage. 

 
Table 4 below depicts the results for low and high range assumptions for both RSIA 
and RRFF5. 
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Table 4:  Comparison of Estimated Market Value of Raw Land for RSIA and RRFF5 

 
     
RSIA 5.85 Acre Parcel Used as Industrial 
 
     Parcel Size:    5.85 acres 
     Estimate of raw land value at  
    Time of conversion (per acre):    $75,000 
     Total value (5.85 x 40,000):  $438,750    
     Discounted to time of conversion 
      In 10 years:    $233,734 
     Plus present value of 10 years net 
     Rents from SFD improvement:    $69,013 
     Total Value:    $302,746 
     Value per acre (5.85 acres):    $51,752 
   
 
 RRFF5 5.85 Acre Parcel 
     Assessor’s value of  
       Property;     $413,071 

Plus 15%                            $61,961 
    Total Value of property:   $475,032 
     Value per acre total  (5.85 acres):             $81,201 
 
 
 
  
We estimate the current value of the MacLaughlan property with RSIA designation to 
be $302,700.  The same property used as RRFF5 would yield $475,000. If developed with 
Metro’s designation in 10 years the property would experience a loss over the default 
RRFF5 use.   
 
Using the time trend method yields no loss.  The MacLaughlan property value did not 
decrease after Metro’s designation but instead increased as did all other properties in 
the expansion area.   
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