6bo NORTHEAST GRAND AVENUE I PORTLAND, OREGON 97232 2736 ™
. =
TEL 503 797 1700 FAX 503 797 1797
C -
J 97 -

TO: . Jon Kvistad
Presiding Officer
FROM: MicHael Mo%rissey
Senior Council Analyst
DATE: February 20, 1997
IiE: Amendments to Urban Reserve Map, Exhibit C of Ordinance 96;6558

These are the sites to which counselors plan to make amendments at today’s council
meeting, based on information turned in to you as of Tuesday, February 18 at 5:00 pm.

Site Kvistad McCaig McFarland | McLain Morissette | Naito Washington
1 Delete '
2 _ - | Delete

5 Del. EFU

14 v ' Add Rock -

: Creek
(Clack Co.)
15 Del. some
: north
17-26 : Add as per
) ' Or. City

30 Delete

31 Delete

32 Delete

35 | Del. some

36 Add Modify

41 : Delete

46 Add

49 ; Del. some Del. some
50 Delete '

51 . Del. some

53 ' ‘ Add Add -

'1

Recycled Paper




54 Delete

55 .

56 Delete Delete

59 Delete Delete

62 Delete Del. most

64 Delete Modify :
65 Delete Del. some Del. all




M EM OURANJUDU M

8600 NORTHEAST GRAND
TEL 503 7

. TO: Councilors
FROM: _ Jeff Stone, Assistant to the Presiding Officer
COPY TO: Presiding Officer Jon Kvistad
DATE: ‘ February 19, 1997
RE: A | URBAN RESERVE AMENDMENTS

Attached are the amendments submitted to the Presiding Officer regarding Urban
Reserves. As you'are aware, consideration of these amendments will occur on Thursday, February
20.

If you have any questions, feel free to contact me.



Naito Amendment Number 1

I move that Exhibit C of the Urban Reserves Ordinance be amended to delete all or part of URSA # 65
containing 448.9 acres. )

RECEIVED
FEB 18 199

m
IME:
T METRO SERVICE
OFFICE GENERAL COUNSEL




Naito Amendmeni Number 2 V\AI&J‘IJX‘//D—{N

I move that Exhibit C of the Urban Reserves Ordinance be amended to delete all or part of URSA # 49
containing 555.5 acres.

REGEIVED
FEB 18 1997

TIME
ETRO SERVICE
O CE GENERAL G



- McFarland Amendment Number 1 -

I’ move that Exhibit C of the Urban Reserves Ordinance be amended to include URSA # 53 containing
204 acres.” . )

RECEIVED
FEB 18 1997

e 1 4Sp '
TlMEN:!ETRO SERVICE DI
OFFICE GENERAL COUNSEL



RECEIVED
FEB 18 1397

' UGB PROCEDURES AMENDMENT # 1
TIME: 793 4 , T
METRO SERVICE DISTRIC .

OFFICE GENERAL COUNSEL

KVISTAD PROPOSAL

3.01.010 (e) “First Priority Urban Reserves” means urban reserves or designated and mapped by
Metro Council Ordinance.” _

This revision of the definition of first priority urban reserves is in draft changes to UGB
Amendment procedures. This allows the Metro Council to clearly indicate these first UGB amendment
areas by a map in the UGB procedures in Exhibit A of the urban reserve ordinance. The map for first
priority urban reserves should indicate the approximately 4,100 acres that cities and counties have
indicated could be served by urban services in the near term.

3.01.012 (d) First priority urban reserves shall be included in the Metro Urban Growth Boundary
prior to other urban reserves unless are immediate special land need is identified which cannot be
accommodated on first priority urban reserves. Upon approval by the Metro Council of any exception
{under Title 8, Section 2.b.) to the required (Title 1, Table 1) capacities for households in the Urban
Growth Management Functional Plan, land estimated to provide an equivalent number of households
shall be added to first priority lands (map) from urban reserves on the St. Mary’s site.”




Kvistad Amendment Number 3

I move that Exhibit C of the Urban Reserves Ordinance be amended to delete URSA # 50 containing
282 acres. '

RECEIVED
" FEB 18 1997

300 PM
TIME: .
METRO SERVICE DIST|

OFFICE GENERAL COUNSEL



TO:

FROM:
DATE:

RE:

Jon Kvistad
Presiding Officer

Councilor Susan McLain

February 18, 1997

Amendments to Ordinance #96-655B.

RECEIVED
FEB 18 1997

Tive: 3T o

* METRO SERVICE DISTRI
OFFICE GENERAL COUNSEL

I intend to make the following amendments to urban reserve sites at the February 20,
1997 Council meeting.

1) Recommendations to remove.

Site

~

Action Net Acre Change Comment
56 Remove (38) All EFU
59 | Remove (35) All EFU
62 Remove @ 3 9* Retain small area N. of
. Sunset Highway
65 Remove EFU east of (40)
Kaiser Rd.
2) Recommendations to amend.
Site Action Net Acre Change Comment
5 Remove EFU (48.5)
15 Move N. Boundary to C%)—X As per Doug Bollen
follow electrical pylons,
below Monner Creek
35 Remove 1.6 acres (1.6)
51 Remove 6.2 acres (6.2)
64 Remove EFU, round off (/5’ Pa map/staff error
triangle top boundary :
3) Recommendations to add.
Site Action Net Acre Change Comment
14 Add Rock Creek finger | /oo # - ' Nat. resource protection
17, 18, 19 | Add to sites 4 oo+ As per Oregon City
24, 25,26 -
36 Add 33.2 Nat. resource
protection. As per
v Wilsonville
46 Add 111.6

¢ = ¢slmaie

/Vp bot [dable
acLyes.



E M o R A N D U

600 NORTHEAST GRAND AVENUE PORTLAND
700 FAX 7

OREGON 97232 2736 N
TEL 503 797 1 17907 '

DATE: February 18, 1997
TO: Jon Kvistad
FROM: Patricia McCaig:-\E \\»,\;Q/

RE: YOUR REQUEST FOR AMENDMENTS

| As you requested | am formally submitting notice that | plan to preéent amendments as a result
of the findings dated February 7. '

My amendments will deal with the following sites:

1-" delete 36- add . 59 - delete

2 - delete 41 - delete : 62 - delete’
30 - delete 49 - delete (partial) 64 - delete
31 - delete 54 - delete 65 - delete

32- delete’ . 56- delete

I would appreciate receiving a copy of other councilor's amendments as soon as possible.

" C:\LRVIPMC\CORRESP\URAMND.DOC

RECEIVED

FEB 18 199
TIME: 102PM
METRO SERVICE DI CT .

OFFICE GENERAL COUNSEL

Recycled Paper



. AMENDMENT
TO PROPOSED URBAN RESERVE AREA DESIGNATIONS

With the inclusion of the Sisters of St. Mary’s property and adjacent tracts (Site Nos. 54
and 55) and Site 52 (as an exception area) in the urban reserve, URSA Site 53 (the balance of the

Hanauer parcel) warrants incorporation into the urban reserve for the following reasons:

(1)  These properties all form a contiguous block of parcels which are most
' approprlately planned as a single master planning unit. The City of Hillsboro has stated that its
planning activities, extensions of urban services and a logical city boundary would be adversely

affected without inclusion of all these properties as a single planning unit.

(2)  The City of Hillsboro supports inclusion of Site 53 into the urban reserve as a
logical extension of its city limits, permitting efficient delivery of urban services to the southeast

area of the City.

(3) Site53is non:productive agricultural land not in current cultivation due to
extreme soil conditions and the existence of large numbers of overgr;)wn ornamental trees and
- shrubs. poograbhically, it is suitable for urban uses, if included in a future urban growth
boundary adjustment. It is a site of sufficient size (188 acres) to permit meaningful urban

planning, urban services extensions and is adjacent to the existing urban growth boundary.

Submitted By,

DO

Don Morissette
Metro Councilor District 2

c: John Kvistad
Susan McLain
Mike Burton

RECEIVED

FEB 18 1997
"”?}%rséésszéif%s%

0125761.01
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MEMORANDUM - _ 2 PAGE(s) VA DY Ay

DATE; December 11, 1996
TO: Metro Council Members & 797-1793

FRoM: Paul F \[z 18, ASL A~
Vice P.".—*:l 13t

SUBJECT HEFD Recownsideraiion of Sm: 733 For Urban Reserve Inclusion

b e a . s . . .

LCMmEnsl The purpose of (his memoeranduwg i3 ¢ rovids vou will imponant :nformation

relating to this 200 acre site and its context in the Urban Rassrves decision
maxing procass. It is eritical w muke wail informed ::cmons about grow in
our rzgion. I hepe this information will help vou in vour effisrs.

THE SITE

v,
O
'L'J

Prior to fast weszl's hearing, Steve Janik met with several Metre councilers to
> rese i iv5is supporting the nclusion of Site £33 in

of thr‘: ;2 $1t2s under consideratio.., should be ranked in the top 10% for
in tusion, save {Or lweo criteria - agricultural capability and agriculiurai

tability. However, Metro's cxalu.mon of these two criteria failed to
mcorporate critical site conditions.

Prior to last weak's hearing we submited (‘omm—eimmxv-1 evidence illustrating
thar the 183 acre EFU designated postion is unfit for agricultural uss. Mapping
of soils in the general area may suggest it is suitable and capible of sustaining
agricultural sciivity, However, site investigation and scientific analysis confirm
it canaet.

Here are the facts. The property is:

*  An abandoned tree farm/nursery since 1580.

+  Covered with diseased. dying and INZTOWN/OVergrown tress.

*  Surrounded by non-agricuitural uses.

« Non-economical to farm.

Tre soils were .sucnn]n.auv aralyged and found to reqmrc extensive
rehabilitation to make the site useful for future furming.

Fralie Iivoloonent
Crufecr Manz Ienens
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The potential 1 farm is lost because the Financial cost to remove the trees.
trunks, and roots and restore the nurrient deplerzed soil will be over
S8O0.000. No agriculiural enterprise can amoriize these costs.

The Ljfu!‘fS to jrr/n i par: of the site a faw vears ago were abandprzd due o
the condition of the site and soil,

The testimony hv C otinciiors last week stated the site was recommended for

<
thdrewal bocause. i) 2 It was ;
withdrewal because, "ihe meps showed it was yood jor agriculiure”. The
, i

receInme! exclusion was pased on bad informerion.
+  The site hes izz:m«; ete access w0 [ull ransporation and utitity wlrastructure
te support urban densitizs and mixes o meet 2040 buildout recomrnendations.
SITE I» mexi 0 urban deveiopment and surronnded ‘o_\ Non-EFU
with no epporiinity (@ connact w0 neardy EFU &gnu ral vses o the

Wesl {48 Nas oeen \w”cwcd»

.

The reserve cotecia should make Site #53 a Key urban reserve site.

THE CONTEXT

Sie #1535 and oiher wbuming rézerve properties, Metro and
oor '}d\., 1 rarz opportuntiy in the region o de \ckﬂ an app
4 masier plan development area on 2 site sised for wrban consid
« The site s supported by good community vlanging goals,

» The sie i3 nezr a city with the ability 2nd conmnitent to serve il

Over 500«

: oy of acrively rarmed E.EC ‘l.:md north of Hwv. 26 in
Washington € o

nty were included

( ] cc:{‘ urbm reserve
recommendations. These sites cannot be e vely by 2 ciiy and do not
stipport good community planning goals.

Only fully wiomed decigion making wiil ensure the nght reserves are wdentfied
and considerad for fuwure regional growth. The goal should be o consider
those sites that

1. Are unsuitable for agricultural use;

2. Support Good Community Planaing Goals: and
3. Are readily located for servica by a nearby clty,
Site #53 passes this fest

We believe Site #33 1s an appropriate and quaiified site for urban reserves and
arc requesting your swppert (or inclusion.

Thank you for your time. I am availabie for further disgussion at your
convenience. Please fee] free to contact me at my office: 228.7352,




. CITY OF HILLSBCRO -

RECEIVED

-

. Ccicber 30, 1995

Metro Council Land Use Committee
c/o John Fregonese. '
Metiro Regional Center

4C0 N.E. Grand Avenue

Pcriland, CR 97232-273%

RE: Hancuer Recuest for Urban Reserve Studv Arec Designation

Decr Committee Members:

The City of Hillsboro has hed a series of discussions about the City's osition ccncerning designaticn
of the Joe Hanauer croperty as part of Metro's urben reserve. The Cily undersiands that Mr. Hanauer
was seecifically requested by Washington County to confer with us tecause of the strong likelihecd
that the Hanauer preperty, if included in the urban reserve, will ultimctely ce a pert of the City cf
Hillsboro. We also understand that Washingten County stafi believes that the Hanauer property is Q
gcod cnd logical cendidate for urban reserve study area status. the City of Hillsboro concurs with
this cssessment. The Hencuer orocerty is a large fract gresently under a single ownership. 1t is
immediately acjccent to the existing Urban Growth Boundcry in an crea that has been urbanizing
and will likely continue lo urbanize. From the City's persoeciive, large trects of property
immedictely adjccent to the axisiing UG3 ciford maximum plenning opportunity. This will cilow the
City (and Covunty) to master picn these large ccreages for future urban use compctitle with existing
urccn deveiopment and, mere impcricnily, new developmeni consistent wiih}the Region 2040
cencept.

The Cily celieves intelligeni, considered “ciure planning for large scrcels like the Hanauer fract, as
ecrly in the process as feasitle, is vital to dealing with these parcels when, and if, they urbanize.

Thank you for the opportunity o comment on the Henauer parcel. The City understands thi.s chéel
will be considered at your commiitee’s Octooer 31 meeting. The Cily urges its inclusicn within the
}ercn reserve study crea.

Sincerely,

~
CITY Of HILLSBORO PLANNING DEPARTMENT

Winsiow C. Brooks \Oé'/

Plcnning Director _ ‘ ) '

cc: Tim Erwert,-Jack Orchard .

123 West Main Street, Hillsboro, Oregon 97123-3999 « 503/681-6100 + FAX 503/681-6245
AN EQUAL CPPORTUNITY EMPLOYEA  PAWTED ON RECYCLED PAPER
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TO: ' Jon Kvistad

ROM: Presiding Officer EXH‘B‘T 03 o Qﬁ ; _ 1 5

Councilor Susan McLain ;
DATE: February 18, 1997 3 )
RE: : Amendments to Ordinance #96-655B

Iintend to make the following amendments or urban reserve study sites at the February 20, 1997
Council meeting. ‘

1) Recommendation to remove

Site Action Net Acre Change Comment
56 Remove (38) All EFU
59 Remove : (35) All EFU :
62 | Remove ~ | 200 EFU - estimate | Retain small area north of Sunset Highway
_ . & exception lands below Sunset Highway
65 Remove EFU : (40) - estimate Land east of Kaiser Road
2) Recommendation to amend
~ . Action Net Acre Change Comment
5 Remove EFU land (48.5)
15} Move northern boundary to follow | (35) - estimate - | As per Doug Bollen
-| electrical pylons below Monner
: Creek |
35 Remove 1.6 acres (1.6)
51 Remove 6.2 acres (6.2)
64 Remove EFU land; round off (15) - estimate
triangle at top boundary :
3) Recommendation to add
Site Action Net Acre Change Comment
14 | Add Rock Creek finger ' 100 - estimate natural resource protection
17, | Add to sites , 400 - estimate As per Oregon City
18, _ All exception land
19,
24,
25,
26
36 Add 33.2 natural resource protection -
46 Add | 111.6 Exception land :




-

i

TO: , Councilor Susan McLain, Chair, Growth .Managcmcnt Committ _
FROM: John Fregonese, Director, Growth Management Services
DATE: February 18, 1997

SUBJECT:  Oregon City Proposed Changes to Urban Reserves

You have requested a staff review of the site changes to urban reserves recommended by Oregon
City. These changes are as follows: :

Site 17 - addition of 36 acres

Site 18 - reduction of 31 acres

Site 19 - addition of 4 acres

Site 22 - addition of 90 acres

Site 23 - addition of less than 1 acre
Site 24 - addition of 4 acres

Site 25 - addition of 123 acres

Site 26 - addition of 105 acres

Site 29 - addition of 155 acres

Using as a basic criteria the absence of rural résource lands (efu, etc.) and the proposal from
Oregon City as a sign that urban services can be provided, the proposed Oregon City
amendments to sites 17, 18, 19, 23, 26 and 29 would seem workable: If the rural resource lands
were deleted from the proposed amendments to sites 22 and 25, these too would seem workable.
The only site which seems problematical is the amendment to site 24, which, if approved would
create a “cherrystem”, a site which has a narrow (perhaps 100 feet wide or less) connection with
the balance of the site. Administering a boundary for Metro, local service districts or for city
services would seem'to be difficult with this configuration. Accordingly, we would not
recommend this particular amendment.

1 hope that the above information is useful. I would be happy to discuss any aspect of this at
your request.

Thank you.

c: Mayor Fowler, _ _
Henry Machenroth, City Engineer,
Rich Carson, Community Development Director
Mike Burton, Executive Officer



EXHIBIT 020697 -17
N CITY OF TUALATIN

PO BOX 369
TUALATIN, OREGON 97062-0369
(503) 692-2000
TDD 692-0574

February 20, 1997

Honorable Jon Kvistad, Presiding Officer and Metro Councilors

L.adies and Gentlemen,

| am respending to information | received only minutes ago regarding a vote today by the
Council on the Metro Code amendments that apply to Urban Growth Boundary adjustments. |
admit that the information | have is sketchy and this is a rather hurried reply, so my
understanding of the amendment may be incomplete or out of context. However, | feel it
necessary to get this point into the record.  The amendgment in question, 3.01.012(c)(2), appears
1o provide for an UGB amendment without city agreement or annexation under certain
conditions.

While we are peipiexed why such an amendment to the Code woilld be proposed for a Council
vote without the input of the cities in the Region, we are even more dismayed that the Councii
would consider such a2n action in the Code. While we are aware of the need to compiy with the
2040 Growth Concept, as well as the State’s requirernents to meet housing and a 20 year
buiidable land supply, it is nct accepteble to the cities of Washington County to have the
dictatorial language in the Code to allow Metro to move the UGB in specific locations at their
pleasure without the agreement of the local jurisdiction that will need to service that locale.

We are ail committed to meeting the goals of 2040 and Statewide Planning Goals. We in the
cities of Washington County are prepared to do the job necessary to meet those objectives.
However, we do not need, nor do we support this type of Code domination.

Mayor of Tualatin

oC: Mayors of Cities in Washington County
City Managers in Washington County
Richard Kidd, Councilor, Forest Grove
MPAC Representatives and Alternates

LOCATED AT: 18880 SW Martinazzi Avenue
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VIA FAX

February 24, .95y

Ronorable Jon Kvisted
Presiding Officer

Metro Counc:

600 N& Grand Avenue
port.land, OR 97232 2736

RE: Urban Reserve Area 41
Parcels 1, 2, and 3, Partition Plat 1993-165

Dear Mr. Kvistad:

»f the above property were Ingluded .1 Urbayu Reserve Area

y 51
Purtioke ©

41 in the decisions mede by the Council through Thursday, February §°

26, "9Y7. On Fildlay, February 21, ¥ abtaized the sttached map from
Metro staff showing the property outsxd¢ the Reserve Area, contrary
Lo Counai? dezlsians o date. It was my understanding ::nm sratf
throughout the prLebu t.hat afrer Reoetve Areas were established by
the Couuncli, She maps would be reflred, with properties "gpliz" hy
the houndary included .f the owner desired. I previously submitted
vhe attached letter reguesting that Lhe porvion of the property
ineluded in Coarcil votes be included in the Reserve Area. It is
my prefereance to have the entire prope~ty -ncluoded in the Reserve
hArea to allow for futuze yxanang and service extension efficiency
ard flexibiiity Tf zhar is not possible, ! wou d like & portion

PO

laciuded, even iT the ent.re prtpgxtg is now.

TEiz properly Rog pren the subliect
and vorLes. rol .'ﬁwinq, tor your use
thke eompellicg veaseny f[or inclusion
during tie past thiee years.

f a arge amonnt or testisony
in evasuating this issue, are
v nat kave heepn submitted

» rhe property is adjacent #8 che Uspan Growth Soundary and Ciry

Limits of Wilsornville.

wilsorvilic Yag & NBigh jobu/leopoing imbalanee Caorversgion of
' his property To residentiali use will hel te relieve the
prLop ¥

imbalance.
. “ur_i “: t*'.’ -cv.-'-,i“nr'f"‘r o u'.r'__s.:yi }__!il:l t b ﬁf?ﬁf'h‘:ﬂ‘j ;:“)i l &t l]d\!l
previously submitted shows that the properiy 18 not nigh value
e soil 18 veiy thin and so rocky it

- . - 1 - 4
Up [ IO it nwde o agl icuotvral une in

or primwe tarmland.
cannol e el Jlanloal DY wu
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hrer

Years

(1% wae

e tor pAasture) and there is only one

There

is no

commercial

farm

within

a five mile rad.us.

sorimnlearsl gee or industry 1o pratect on this property or in
st CUZH. ! 3
thiy area.

4 The property ie gerrovnded oy rhe City of Wilsonville and

ar isolared pocket of EFU land
resideat 1al nses, even if it
of Wilsouville develops

wil) he sewveral thousand

This wakes il

omoat ibhle with

farming. IY fhe ity

as pl re
L

ption land.
will bhe i
suitable fo-

alba

e x ce

wAar

thae Dairnasc 5

o':

o
T

people living adjacen 18 p“opezty. h
la sdditien to the ghove consigderslle previously submitted are %
the fo.low:ng: g
. e joka/hoaning caleclasions for Wileonville assume that e

")d"‘!ld +Ch }’Irp tal i1l he converted Lo !.1gh densit.y hcmsing o :

s elieve the current imbalesrce, whick is ene of the worst in

the region. oDemmasch is currently the top site for a proposed

0 b, & Ay Sp selsoiod, wihidch erss likely 3s of this

date, 190 acres will be removed from use for housing. i

Theaunion of this prupesty wil! be ascessary to provide for i

tne housinrg required to relieve the jobs/ housing imbalance. &
) Gerviee saxtensions o the area shown on the map prepared by S

sratt wil. alpo be extremely difficalit, if not impossible .

slrrout goding through cur property due to topography. .

‘ e alcached levtier from the scil selertist who performed the %

stody on this property shows vhat the FFU land in the 3

v emal nder of Aree 41 swiil® OF TuouZe Road is likely sx:bjec‘: To :;

e same suil limitatiuns snd aiso unsuited for agpiculture. ,2
£ o CxL W kD e ombopes are 1o e koow what peede ta he done to i
correct 'he map ¢t Area 4 ro reflect the Council vote. Pleane %
dinnr bty whens o othér Chaadll swemby "y, svaff, »r legel counsel R
A& @pulops 1At Liiark y=u rtor your assistance, 2

ery Truiy
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February 14, 1997

RO AT D, VAN BRUCKLIS
Diract Drad
($03) 2049680
sail sdvanhrocklindswoel . com

DELIVEREINVAY FACSIMILE \ND MESSENG
The Henorable Jou Kvistad

Presiding Officer

Metro Council

GO0 NE Grand Avenu

3

Ponlass, OR 97232

Re: Urban Reserve Aren 41

Dear Councdor Kvistad:

fhis uihee C LEpisHails ML Robert W Honferd i the Metro Urban Reseove lund
designztien process  Mr. Hartford owns property whxch is fovated partially within and
parnaily oviside Urban Resene Azea 41 (TAvez 217 Arm 11 wae d2signaterd 2¢ an Urban
Reserve arex by the Council tast Deconber. The purpose ot this letter is simply to encourage
the L ounctl o reiain Arca 41 a8 an Urlal oo alea andd 1o continus o nclude Mr.
Hartford’s property, 1 whole or part. within that area.

WC [U\)\ 'Ut“’d.(U wJ -«\HALM) v-uh )w-l W uJ;J.\.{ :-:L“.-';l:': uﬁ: :,".SCI t‘C‘JI}d&riCS Of th
Urban Reserve Jands mu 41 1n determining those bounddaries, we reference for your
considetanon a March 13, 1555 jetter fiom e City of Witsonville's (“City’s™) Planning

Dirccty Wayne Soreisen (0 Mcrro Growth Management Durector John Fregonese, which

-

suggested that,

“Tasta Uik 8 .v\;-'-- Q{ il pa..\,“,.,.a"") and 7(‘"‘( f""‘“’n( '“1;)‘ . x> l\l']C

recomprerid that Iamd i the ares nonh of the eatewsion of Boeckman Road, below the
150 100t conteur, be eadludad fiom the U han Restrye and that land ahove that le‘-’el he
included 1 the Urban Reserve

PO asedtfy 1SS

e b i - e it i ————— ———— A - A a— - =

ettt Foo,Larl LT TR A N i tiner M woassg s (0C
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Fal-25-97 03:670 Robert W. Hartford K03 682 0622
02 16497 13.3) 25803 226 2330 STNEL RIVFS 8 2010010

STOFL. RivES

re Honorable Jun Kvistac
February 18 1997
Page 2

We sgree aadyihis sapgested undary. Regardizst o of where the beundary lines are
drawn, however, Mr. Hartford requests that Alca 41 be included as an Urban Reserve area
=ven if it only comaine only 2 payt of Mr Hartford’s fand

1 behatf of Ma. Hartford, we utee the Council @ adeqt the findings, cenclusions and
.‘-,rmnan\c which will designate Area 81 as an Urban Reserve area

Sincetely,

e Yo S

Robcn% Van Brocklin

RVEB-milb
< The Honorable Susan Mclaimn
The lionurable Ruth McFarland
The enrrable Parrtcls MeCaip
The Honcahle Lisa Naito
1he Honerable Don Morissete
The Hendeable Ed Wachington
Dan Cooper, Esq. ]
Lany Shaw. Fsq.
Mr Robert W, Hartford

FOX . a-2ahnt i FXs e
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February 10, 1997

Roberi W. Hardord
2694¢ S.W. Grahams Ferry Read
Sherwood, OR 97140

RE.  Clackamas County, Oregon pasition plat no. 1993-165 for Pareels L2 & 3,
T.3S. R, 1W, SE /4 of Section 10, W.M.

Dear Mr Hardord,

Abyour tvgueal ] have prepared tils letter to summarize this firm's high resoluton soi
inapping of your thee parcels (¥ acres combined) located at the address above. The technical
yerori B iRty Boai slegcs ui vompletion and it should be ready seen for erideal review. The
purpuse of our nvestigation was o re-evaluate the original soil mapping completed by the Soil
Conses vaton Scrvice tiow Matoral Resoarce Corsmarvation Service). Although it is not the
intention of a high intensity soil survey to "down grade” a particular site, the physical
Chatattoastes which define the suils across the Hartford wact clewly huve more significant
limitations dran the onginal SCS mapping would imply. On the basis of the field wotk, only 4.7
ares of e stebjoct S0-acve paree! qualifics as high vilue fam kind (all Class T, T and specitic
wertes haveng Class T aued IV radngs). In addation, the 10.4 acres of Class HIw soil (Wapato) is
Dot fetad as high valuwe fann fand and acithei is the 313 ates of Class 1Vs and Ve soii
(taxsdjunct Baedwzil). Firally, the boaemland in the cenier of the property rates only as Clase IV,
Lo it aise does ot quallly as high value fane Jad. Again, s inipuitant {u pe-ilerake Mat the
differences between tie SCS mapping and the high miensity mupping are not due o error in the
SUS mapping Pu rather W moic deunied delieation, documeniation of subswfuce limitatons,
and sepasate mapping of inclusions not differentiated by the SCS soil survey. The "revised” Land
Capabitdy ¢ essification (LCCy vaings wnd sefliet the carrent and past use of thie property,
which has been limued w pasture and forssi on the terruces, and varions anempts of cultivation in
tha toaomland wnow seasonal catide pasivicr. The sainainder of this lerter summarizes the field
work anid mtionale for soil mapping and LOC rating changes.

1. Fieidboeatvation. The fehd worh wvoheed docunenting 34 50l profiles znd raapping
coil conditions on azrial phomwgraphy of 1inch = 200 feet scale. Soil documentation included
depily, toriure, coiod, moithineg, sttocluw ¢ oS, hopizen bouwadarias, cansistency, and percent
cearse fregments. Soil tasting included pereent available moisrure, percent organic matter and
purticle size disnirunon, As you may recuil, e o iginal SC5 wapping identified Salem silt loam
(Cluws 1s, mapping unit 768 w the Soil Survey.of Clackamus Connty. Atea, Oregon), Salem
sraveliy silt loam (Class fis, mapping unit 7757, and Hutmaguepts (Class ITlw, mapping unit 42)
actoss the sabject propeny. Duong our field investigation, it became apparent that the mapping of
the Sateni SO IYTC WS DT enticly acouting plus ihie vsite conditivie vaned from the "typical”
Humiae uzpt paraisetess spesificd i the Sorf Survey.

Nyt Gffice box 384%
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Mr Roben Hatford - February 16, 1997
Pradond Teae” Suil Suitabiline Smdy Sumezary
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3 Geameiphology. Too Hartfond propeny cunsists of tag landtorms -- alluvial terraces
ind bottomland. The terraces, locazd on the east and west edge of the property, are composed of
oy over ofd aliovium, The Jouss appeais 10 be snixmee of volcanic ash and fine silt that occur
eleewhere the lower Willamete Valley. The vnderlying alluvium has various sizes of coarse,
patidadiy tounded rocks with few Daes. This wely stbstratum is similar o other geologic debnis
impuorted by Missenla-Spobene tlood events: thus, the surface topography has slightly rolling
adges with sl opeo depressions. The bedtotisl4idl afei, situgted batween the two terraees, is an
“1d s our channel from the Missoula-Spokane Neods that has bsen namrally backfilled with fine
Afuvium, foess md voicanic asiy, pins layers of oigan.c inatlel 7aiging Fem muck to peat. Under
native conditions (prior o agrcultural diwhing), the bottomland areas were saturated to the surface
S so bene duration inthe growing season

3. SeilSetigs. The field stndy dovuseented the preseing of tha Briedwel! soil series where
the Salem soil wus erigmally mapped (Figure 1), The difference between these series is primarily
the pareat materiai from whicl: the seils fonned. The Briedwell series was esiablished for the
Tongnin «ub lunds where the Jow terpaces are corposed of pravelly material deposited by the pre-
histore: Missonly Spokane floods (sime physiographic province as the subject property); whereas,
the Saiem wnes was developed for mid-Willamene Valley conditons where old. river gravel bars
have pecn Guiisd undel sty wioiziial TWO 0byous Gifferences are the soit coloss, which end be
redder n the Briedwell, and the subsurfuce giavel, which are well-ronnded in the Salem.
Foapesiapmically, ot sotis occupy susiia gewnorpluc seilings - oHave ihe active flood plain, but
just beiow old enaces with more developed soils - Due (o minor differences in soil characteristcs,
e onaite BReawell crassifies as Uitk Argiverotis and Uhic Hapivseralls {wchuically considered
e adicsot and variant 1o the Boiedwell series, respectively), :

Fop the botloniand, the wiginal soil sweiey only described it in the broad category of
Humaguepis.  Upon closer examination, the field study detesmingd the bottomland to best
resamile the Labish sefies, whicih ovouds i sinlar =eitings in the Tonquin scah lands and parts of
the lower Willamare Valley, This botomland classifies as Humic Endoaquepts {alsu taxadjunct).
Yhe peameter of the botwsiiand cuutaits e st and less organic mater, thus, it betier resembles
tha Wapato serigs, that alse occurs in the sune physiogrphic province. The unsite conditions for
the Weapute series ciassiy as Typic fadouquoils (unutiier taxadjunct circurustance), Finally,
several inclusions wete identified during the field work and properly delineated primarily on the
beisis o lamdforn «ering. For exampie, the west edge of the cast lefiave fias u side slope that best
rasembles the Commelius series (Ultic Haploxeralfs). and gmall lincar depression in the east terrace

1y guite simih o il Kinton serios (TP Fragiochrepts).

Harthnd R870230 hrrev
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Mr. Robent Hurtford -- February 16, 1997
Hartford Traci Soal Suitability Siudy Suinniun
Page 3

4. Swidbbditggions. 0 eddition to mapping Lclusions and different soil types, the purpose
of the 1ield ~tudy was to identify site -specific limitations, particularly coarse fragments (gravels and
cobbles ). muisture retention. iicative rooting depth, and drainage. The two termce areas of the
site contain moderate o high volumes of coarse fragments, which in urn gready reduce the narural
water holding capacity in the sail. For example, the west terrace soils huve an Available Water
Capacity (AWC) ranging from 2.53 to 4.7 inches; whereas, the typical Briedwell soil has an AWC
ranging from .10 o0 8.67 inches. In contrast, most of the east terrace has o siony surface and
very stony substratum that is severely limiting. A small portion of the east terrace has a subsurface
resmctive layer (fragipan) that iimits effective rooting depth and furiher decieases watei retention in
the soil. lu terms of soil drainage. only the bottomland arcas historically formed under poor to
very poor dratnage; and they siili have flooding, pondisg or high water table and redoximorphic
feature~ in the upper part of the soil profiles. ‘Past agriculture ditching through the bottom!and and
maintsnance of the Seely Diwh has not effectively druined the center of the propeity. nor eliminated
annual tlooding.

S Leivs Capability Classificagions. The Land Capability Classification (LCC) system
assigns a rating of 1to VI, depending upon the limitaions of a soil. It is appropriate to re-
evaluate the LOC rating when a higher intensity soil survey is conducted o reflect site specific
lismitations. instead of relying wpon raungs intended 10 summarize limitations for a very broad
geogrupine area. For te Hanford ey the tow AWC of the wese wliace dand e stony surfece of
the cast terrace makes the vpsite «uil conditions more lmitng than the "typical” Briedwell soil;
cousaqnantly, the LCC saung s Tigss IVs (37 fur shaliow, dioughy v seony cordiitunsi and TVe
e tor accelerated erosion potental, due 1o the steeper terruce slope). The bottomland in the
cenwer oI the propenty, that beat resembles Labish, Lo sufficiently poon diainage and annual
flooding idespite old agricultural ditches); thus, it has 4 LCC rating of Class VI, The remaining
[IOITIONS ¢ e propeny -- ne Wapins soil on the perinest of the bottantand, pies the Kinton and
Comelius soils just cast 6f the Seely Ditch -~ have 1.0CC ratings of Class Hlw ("w" for seasonal
wetnesa). These 1O ratings differ from those designated for the Salem (Class 1ls) and
Humayuepis (Class Hw) sails, and they generally reflect more severe lintations of the Hartford
o ity taa originally prediciad by the woll survey.

v

o, Conclusipgy. Aveording 1o slale laod ost regulations {ORS 215710, Secuon 8),
farmiend 15 considered high vaine if it quaditiss as Class For I, or if itis included on a listing of
numeroos Class 11 and TV sails mat oceur in the Willancte Valicy. The Bricdweli soil is included
on that tisting for Class Me: Kinun for Class e and Ve and Comelius for Class [He. The list
does not clude LA, Wapao, Saier and Huinayucpts suil fypes. In teims of acreages, the
mhiz on tie (ellowing page vutlines the acreages of each soil type and 1CC nmating.

Hardord, R ©70210 ta ey
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Mr. Robert Hartford  Februwry i, 1997
Hatford Tract Soil Suitabilin Susle Summary

Page 4

Soil Type Acreage Land Capabilisy

Briedweil, Taxadjonct (w. tzrraze) 202 AUN
Briedwell, Taxadjunct (slope) 3. Ve

Vs
Iw

>
o i
.

Briadwell, Stony Variunt (¢ terr)
Waparo, Taxadjunct (perimeter)

1
Labish, Taxadjunct (bortomiand) 236 A%
Kinton silr loam (linear dspression) 2 Hiw
Cornelius silt loan (slops by e.tamry 2 s
Total 8().0

GRZ2 OL22 .10

Comments

e Cassifisagen _

Low AWC

>20% slope, erodes
Stony. low AW
Seasonally wet, hydric
Floods annually, hydric
Wesk fragipan
Moderate erosion

Bob, Vhoepo this swaninary provide, dic mfnuanin oy nzed 1o ontinue your planning

and address concerns from various regulatory badies. In the aeat twe weeks the {ull report will be
o

compiete, and furvarded fur your review  As alway$, plesse Toad wolcome o cadl me i you have

any other guestions or connments. Once agidn, thank you again for the opportuniry to provide

these services.
Cordially yours,

SCOLES ASSOCIATES. INC.
Y, f szg- Lo o

PPhil Scolas. CPSS/RPSS
Soil and Water Sciennat

Hugoid 0 YTUuX it irsey
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February 215 1997

Robert W Hartford
76940 S W Grahams Fary Road
Sherwood, OR 97140

gt Clacsamas County, Orogon partices plat o 1993 165 for Parcels 1,2 &3
i 3% R 1W, SE 1/4 of Section 10, WM.

Diegr Mr Hartford,

inis lewes (oliows vl recent discassion regarding the designauon of high valos farm
susiuniding your property locawed at the address above. As you already know, owr recent high
tensity sonl survey of yolr property conk luded tas ooly 4.7 scres of the subgct 80-acre parcel
qualifies as high value farm land (all Class L i1 and specific sernies having Class 11 and IV
raungs) This conwiusion s well supported by the ficld data, but it does diffes sigaificandy from
the original soul mapping generates by the Soil Conservation Service (SCS, now Narural Resource
Conservanon Service ) As previously suisd, the differcaes berwecn the 5CS mappiang asd ow
high intensity mapping are not due to eoror i the SCS mapping, but rather o more detailed
delinestion documentaiion of subsursce hmtatious, and scpara mapping of inclusivas Bot
differendaced by the SCS soil sarvey  Coasequeatly, the post-detailed soil survey Land Capability
Clasufy stion (00 retngs ehart casie woudition, rather than offsite interpretations.

Most o1 e fand surroeading yous property shaies the same geomorpliic sctting as your
progerty, that b, those lands inclede & winace fomed from Missoula-Spokane flood events that
contams a rutey subsbiawsmn Tlus e, i YO propeTty, lacked sufficient available water-
holdhmg capacity (AWC), 50 it became Class TV soil (inssead of Class Ll as provicasly mapped by
the SCN) | el ve sumilag fow AWC condinons exist oo portions of yow ncighboring propertics
iy the osth, sonth, wod directly o e west. Your propeny slso included & botwomland area and
rocky termme 1 the east part, which tcked suificient drainuge (for dw boucmland) and soil depth
(for the casi wnace); thus, the 1LC became Class VI and Class IVs, respectively. Again, it is
rERsSONRDK tidr sl pom draisge sod shallow sonl condinons exist direetly narth asd south of
your property  if cugen( land use is uny indicator of the sail conditions, then your neighboring
properoes appea to Lbeve Jic sawe Liitalions that affeat yous pruperty. Specifically, the termace
areas Jack sufficient soil moisture rewention for dry land agriculiae, and the bottomiand arcas flood
enncally [t is plausible that the slope and stoniness of die errece soil is different on the adjacent
parvels, b suse of the differentisl setthig of gravel thut fonmed the: terrace i the first place.

Post Office Box 1858

Hactford 2 Y7029 e Portiang Ore 97308
1503 32e-2m1 L
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My Roben Hanthad o Febrvary 25 (95!
Page 2

Bt of mend, |owowhd say Whai yoss neighbaring g ope riwas Save the same potential as your

ooaperty tat the origins] sl mapping overestinuates the amount of high value farm land

L empage g UR toaily sounlaciies, 1 helicve an oigie im'caﬁgnﬁ(::t, like the one conducted for your
iy wouid refine the fevel of information and potentially demoasirate samilar mapp
 any flthes, please 3o aot hesitare 1o call me. Once agair, thank you <,

wi provide these services.

Cewdialiy you
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‘VIIHAMSON 1211 SOUTHWEST FIFTH AVENUE ® PORTLAND, QREGON 97204-3795

& ATT TeLEPHONE: 503 2229981 = FAX: 503 796-2900 ® TELEX: 650-686-1360
BC.

ATTORNEYS AT LAW

STEVE C. MORASCH

February 26, 1997

VIA HAND DELIVERY
METRO Council:

Presiding Officer, Jon Kvistad

Deputy Presiding Officer, Susan McLain
Councilor, Ruth McFarland

Councilor, Don Morissette

Councilor, Ed Washington

Councilor, Lisa Naito

Councilor, Patricia McCaig

600 NE Grand Avenue
Portland, OR 97232

Re: Designation of Urban Reserves -
Urban Reserve Study Area No. 49

Dear Councilors:

We represent a group of citizens who own property
within Urban Reserve Study Area ("URSA") No. 49. Our clients
include the following: Stuart Honeyman; Kim Vandehey; William
and Ekatrini Garyfallou; Jack Brian; and Buzz Siler. Previously
we have submitted a letter to METRO Council dated November 18,
1996. For your convenience, a copy of that letter, together with
the exhibits thereto is attached to this letter and incorporated
herein by reference.

On December 5, 1996, and December 12, 1996, the Council
took action to designate 555.5 acres of URSA No. 49 as urban
reserves. As shown by the summary of Council’s action dated
February 13, 1997, none of these 555.5 acres are resource acres.
Nevertheless, without any apparent justification in the record,
Council approved a last minute amendment entitled "Naito
Amendment Number 2," which deleted most, if not all, of URSA No.
49 from the urban reserves. The amendment read as follows: "I
move that Exhibit C of the Urban Reserves Ordinance be amended to
delete all or part of URSA # 49 containing 555.5 acres."

One of our clients was present at the hearing at which
this amendment was voted upon and could discern no justification
for this amendment from the Council’s discussion or in the

PORTLAND SEATTLE VANCOUVER WASHINGTON
OREGON = WASHINGTON » WASHINGTON * DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA
503 222-9981 206 622-1711 360 64-7551 202 624-8901 (17/34741/104126/SCM/142359A1)



METRO Council
November 18, 1996
Page 2

written record.  The Council’s reversal of its prior decision to
designate URSA No. 49 as urban regerves is particularly puzzling
because the amendment contradicts METRO’s own studies, as well
Council’s past actions.

: According to METRO’s own URSA Analysis, a copy of which
is attached to this letter, the minimum qualifying score to be
designated as urban reserves is 33. According to the METRO
Analysis, URSA No. 49 has a score of 49.0, which places URSA No.
49 in the top half of all URSAs and well above the minimum score
of 33. ' .

Further, in the METRO Utility Feasibility Analysis
METRO’s own engineer determined that the total cost for providing
sewer, water, and stormwater utilities to URSA No. 49 is
approximately $4,000 per equivalent density unit ("EDU"). This
amount places URSA No. 49 in the top 37.5% of all URSAs for
economic provision of utilities and makes provision of utilities
for URSA No. 49 $800 per EDU cheaper than the average URSA. See
Table B-1 of the METRO Utility Feasibility Analysis. As
discussed in our November 18, 1996 letter to Council, the public
facilities concerns raised by the Petitioners for Cooper Mountain
have already been addressed in the METRO Utility Feasibility
Analysis by METRO’s own engineer.

As explained in our November 18, 1996, letter to
Council, the criteria for designating land as an urban reserve
area listed in OAR 660-21-030(2), including factors 3 through 7
of Goal 14 and the criteria for exceptions in Goal 2 and ORS
197.732, are all met by the Northernmost Portion of URSA No. 49.
(The "Northernmost Portion of URSA No. 49" is shown on the area
map attached as Exhibit A to our November 18, 1996, letter.)

our clients request that the Council reconsider its
decision on Naito Amendment Number 2 and that Council reinstate

its original decision to designate the Northernmost Portion of
URSA No. 49 as urban reserves.

‘Thank you for your consideration of this matter.
Very truly yours,
Steve C. Morasch
SCM:lcr

cc: The Honorable Robert Drake, Mayor of the City of Beaverton
Kim Katsion, Washington County Commissioner

SCHWABE WILLIAMSON & WYATT (17/34741/104126/SCM/142359.1)
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METRO

Meuwo is the directly elected regional gov-
ernment that serves more than 1.3 million
residents in Clackamas, Mulmomah and
Washington countes and the 24 cities in
the Portland metropolitan area.

.Méﬁ'c;isn;cspoﬁs:i.b]; for frowth manage-

ment, transportation and land-use plan-
ning; solid waste management; operation
of the Metro Washington Park Zoo; re-
gional parks and greenspaces programs;
and technical sérvicestolocal governments.
Through the Metropolitan Exposition-
Recreation Commission, Metro manages
the Oregon Convention Center, Civic Sta-
dium, the Portland Center for the Per-
forming Arts and the Expo Center.

Metro is governed by an executive officer,

. elected regionwide, 2nd a seven-member

council elected by districts. Metro also has
an auditor who is elected regionwide.

For more information about Metro or to
schedule a speaker for a community group,
call 797-1510 (public affairs) or 797-1540

(council). .

For more information about job opportu-
nities at Mewro, call 797-1777.

Metro’s web site:
hep://www.mulmomah.lib.or.us/metro

Executive Officer
Mike Burton

Council

Presiding Officer
District 3
Jon Kvistad

. Deputy Presiding Officer
. District4 -
- Susan McLain

: .Districtl., , .,

-~ Ruth'McFarland
,Di.s'tdctzl.i- .
., DonMorissette ', .
' bimass

Ed Washingron-.

: P"a.tricia'McCaig‘.“ o

Aud}tor
Alexis Dow, CPA

governments to change some of their -
ordinances to address specific issues.
MPAC carefully reviewed and refined
the functional plan during the past 18
months. In a strong show of support
for the document, MPAC voted
unanimously to forward the functional
plan to the Metro Cquncil for adop-
ton.

The Urban Growth Management
Functional Plan creates land-use tools
to achieve the following goals:

Allowing more efficient
development of land

Efficient development of land will

be established by population and job
growth targets for each jurisdiction
based on vacant land and redevelop-
ment opportunities within its borders.
Vacant land close to transit corridors
such as light-rail lines offers the best

opportunity to build compact new

communities with housing and retail.

Reducing parking in future
developments

Increased efficiency of lands used

in commercial development and a
reduction of the required amount of
parking also match Metro’s growth
management goals. Parking will be
reduced primarily in areas where
frequent transit service is provided,
pedestrian accessibility is good and
land-use patterns encourage more
walking, biking, transit and other non-
auto trips. Metro also is working with
business and neighborhood groups to
encourage more innovative approaches
to meeting parking needs, such as
shared parking.

Protecting stream corridors
Protecting streams is a priority. Vacant
lands immediately adjacent to streams
must be protected to reduce flooding
hazards to people and property, and
allow monitoring of water quality and
conservation of fish and wildlife
habitat.

Managing future retail

store locations

By carefully controlling the location of
new “big box” retail businesses, retail
investment will be encouraged in
existing centers, rather than in areas
that are set aside for industrial and
other employment uses not adequately
served by transit or that have strong
transportation systems. Retail uses
generate three to four times the traffic
per employer.

“Big boxes” are retail stores with more
than 60,000 square feet of retail space,
usually with a very large parking lot.
Under the functional plan, big boxes
will continue to serve a vital role in the
region but likely will be located mare
conveniently, with other nearby uses.

Keeping roads accessable

In keeping with the Regional Trans-
portation Plan, Metro and the local
jurisdictions will work to ensure that
regional roads continue to serve both
freight and auto trips in a way that
avoids unacceptable levels of conges-
tion. Street design and traffic perfor-
mance standards will be put into place
to meet the entire range of transporta-
tion needs ~ from industrial freight
and high-speed throughways to
pedestrian-friendly boulevards and
attractive choices for traveling by a

"means other than a car.

Creating affordable housing
To promote housing affordability,
Metro will encourage public and
private ventures to build an adequate
supply of affordable housing and
reduce the regulatory barriers for
manufactured housing parks.

Checking the progress

of implementation

To monitor the progress of the region’s
counties and cities in implementing
the functional plan, Metro will estab-
lish performance measures. “These
performance measures will allow

vy
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2040 Framework Plan - Fall 1996/ Winter 1997
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418 121 241 2,412 983
124 0 30 325 121
1,371 48 759 8,148 7,344
1,797 221 1,158 11,750 8,875
413 1 ‘249 2,522 1,584
429 0 274 2,910 6,182
436 3 275 2,487 2,291
134 0 82 824 338
436 49 296 3,271 1,802
195 0 45 454 186
67 0 31 305 125
233 0 154 1,791 924
347 0 200 1,999 819

15 0 2 16 7
153 0 105 1,108 431
128 7 91 938 374
9 0 6 58 24
160 3 106 783 308
12 10 6 7 1
322 0 222 2,219 910
23 0 16 160 65
212 0 140 1,401 574
970 0 677 5,777 4,949
1,965 0 1,060 9,569 6,592
19 13 12 120 49
55 51 34 334 137
188 0 120 1,184 484
139 0 78 780 320
736 615 407 4,072 1,669
87 76 57 573 235
338 72 149 1,490 611
756 0 305 2,822 1,738
48 2 31 314 129
33 0 7 72 29
146 0 94 974 386
42 41 30 320 123
13 10 10 105 39
36 12 22 218 90
419 286 240 2,561 985
243 0 164 1,773 673
11 0 6 62 25
162 114 89 430 155
432 0 207 2,073 850
112 6 72 722 296
80 0 47 473 194
218 0 129 1,290 529
555 0 286 2,938 __ 1,170 . . ..
282 1 177 1,670 680 '
78 6 39 390 160
103 11 68 683 280
189 142 136 1,425 557
883 475 493 5,150 2,020
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62 255 168 1,684 690 48.5
64 191 110 1,148 448 59.0 -
65 449 319 3,206 1,306 51.0~
66 S — —_— —_— —— 30.0
67 406 48 109 1,009 410 52.0-
68 67 0 20 210 78 60.5~
69 ' 14 14 8 82 33 40.5
70 28 28 15 153 63 47.0
71 ' 28 26 17 175 72 45.0
72 23 20 11 112 46 41.5

19,123 3,298 10,949 107,504 67,717




1 . . . . 3.0 2.0 1.5 0.0 5.0 12.0 8.0
2 54.0 2.0 2.0 3.5 1.0 6.0 3.0 1.5 0.0 5.0 14.0 10.0
3 26.0 0.0 1.0 3.5 0.5 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 5.0 4.0 12.0
4 57.0 4.0 1.5 1.5 4.0 0.0 0.5 4.5 0.0 50 18.0 18.0
5 64.5 4.5 2.5 1.5 3.5 5.0 3.0 - 4.5 0.0 5.0 16.0 14.0
6 58.0 3.5 3.0 1.5 1.0 7.0 3.5 2.0 0.0 1.5 16.0 12.0
7 61.0 3.5 2.5 1.5 0.5 6.0 3.5 2.0 0.0 1.5 18.0 16.0
8 60.0 3.0 4.0 1.5 0.5 7.0 4.0 2.5 0.0 1.5 16.0 14.0
9 §6.0 2.0 2.0 1.5 0.5 7.0 3.5 1.0 0.0 1.5 16.0 14.0
10 53.0 2.5 1.0 1.5 0.5 7.0 4.0 2.0 0.0 1.5 16.0 12.0
11 59.0 4.0 3.0 1.5 0.5 8.0 4.0 25 0.0 1.5 14.0 12.0
12 38.0 2.5 1.5 1.5 0.5 0.0 0.0 0.5 0.0 1.5 16.0 14.0
13 46.0 2.0 5.0 1.5 0.5 3.0 1.5 2.0 0.0 1.5 16.0 10.0
14 60.0 3.5 2.0 1.0 2.0 . 8.0 3.5 2.5 0.0 1.5 16.0 12.0
15 54.5 2.5 1.5 1.0 2.0 6.0 3.0 4.0 0.0 1.5 14.0 14.0
16 44.0 0.0 1.0 .1.0 2.0 0.0 0.0 4.5 0.0 1.5 16.0 18.0
17 65.5 3.0 3.5 2.0 3.0 8.0 4.0 4.5 0.0 1.5 14.0 14.0
18 60.0 2.0 3.0 2.0 1.0. 9.0 4.0 2.5 0.0 1.5 14.0 12.0
19 62.5 2.0 1.5 2.0 4.0 7.0 4.0 4.5 0.0 1.5 12.0 18.0
20 70.5 4.0 5.0 2.0 4.5 8.0 3.5 4.0 0.0 1.5 16.0 14.0
21 38.5 1.0 2.5 2.0 5.0 4.0 2.5 5.0 0.0 1.5 2.0 10.0
22 63.5 3.5 2.5 2.0 4.0 8.0 4.0 20 0.0 1.5 14.0 14.0
23 57.0 2.0 1.5 2.0 5.0 9.0 4.0 2.0 0.0 1.5 10.0 12.0
24 57.0 3.5 1.0 2.0 4.5 8.0 4.0 1.5 0.0 1.5 12.0 12.0
25 62.5 3.5 3.0 0.5 3.5 8.0 4.0 0.5 0.0 1.5 16.0 14.0
26 46.5 3.0 2.0 0.5 1.5 5.0 3.0 0.0 0.0 1.5 14.0 12.0
27 48.5 2.0 1.0 0.5 4.5 7.0 4.0 3.0 0.0 1.5 4.0 14.0
28 46.5 4.0 3.5 0.5 3.0 7.0 4.0 3.0 0.0 1.5 2.0 12.0
29 61.0 . 4.0 2.0 0.5 2.0 7.0 4.0 2.0 0.0 1.5 16.0 16.0
30 57.0 1.5 1.5 3.5 3.0 5.0 3.0 5.0 0.0 1.5 14.0 14.0
31 41.5 2.5 2.5 4.5 3.0 5.0 3.0 2.5 1.5 0.0 6.0 6.0
32 55.5 2.0 2.5 4.5 4.0 8.0 3.5 4.5 1.5 0.0 8.0 10.0
33 53.5 3.0 4.0 4.5 4.5 2.0 1.5 2.5 1.5 0.0 14.0 14.0
34 46.5 3.0 4.0 4.5 4.5 1.0 1.0 3.0 1.5 0.0 14.0 8.0
35 41.5 0.0 3.5 1.5 1.0 8.0 4.0 2.0 1.5 0.0 6.0 6.0
36 41.5 2.0 1.0 1.5 3.0 0.0 0.0 0.5 - 1.5 0.0 16.0 16.0
37 §7.0 3.5 2.0 1.5 4.5 8.0 3.5 1.5 1.5 0.0 14.0 10.0
38 38.0 2.0 2.0 1.5 4.5 9.0 4.0 0.5 1.5 0.0 2.0 2.0




Ranking

Site # Score
39 33.5
40 43.5
41 33.0
42 64.5
43 : ~ 58.0
‘44 40.5
45 46.5
46 49.5
47 ' 54.5
48 46.0
49 49.0
50 65.0
51 ' ~ 53.0
52 56.5
53 26.5
54 39.5
55 37.0
56 26.5
57 24.5
58 23.5
59 35.0
60 33.5
61 61.5
62 48.5
64 59.0
65 51.0
66 30.0
67 v 52.0
68 60.5
69 40.5
70 v 47.0
71 45.0

72 41.5
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1 5348 | 1627 257 2,361 1,744 6 6 7 3 4 3 4 3 0 10 6 4
2| 417.7 121.1 241 2,412 983 4 4 7 2 6 6 6 3 0 10 7 5
3 8.0 7.7 1 6 2 0 2 7 1 0 0 0 0 0 10 2 6
4] 1239 0.0 30 325 . 121 8 3 3 8 0 0 1 9 0 10 9 9
5] 1,371.4 48.5 759 8,148 7,344 9 5 3 7 5 5 6 9 0 10 8 7
611,797.2 221.5 1,158 1 11,750 8,875 7 6 3 2 7 7 7 4 0 -3 8 6
71 412.7 0.6 249 2,522 1,584 7 5 3 1 6 6 7 4 0 3 9 8
8] 429.0 0.1 274 2,910 6,182 6 8 3 1 6 7 8 S 0 3 8 7
9] 4355 3.1 275 2,487 2,291 4 4 3 1 7 7 7 2 0 3 8 7
10] 134.5 0.0 82 824 338 5 2 3 1 5 7 8 4 0 -3 8 6
11] 435.5 48.8 296 3,271 1,802 8 6 3 1 8 8 8 5 0 3 7 6
12| 194.9 0.0 45 454 186 5 3 3 1 0 0 0 1 0 3 8 7
13 66.5 0.0 31 305 125 4 10 3 1 3 3 3 4 0 3 8 5
14] 233.2 0.0 154 1,791 924 7 4 2 4 8 8 7 5 0 3 8 6
15| 347.3 0.0 200 1,999 819 5 3 2 4 5 6 6 8 0 3 7 7
16] 15.2 0.0 "2 16 7 0 2 2 4 0 0 0 9 0 3 8 9
17 153.5 0.0 105 1,108 431 6 7 4 6 8 8 8 9 0 3 7 7
18] 128.1 7.0 91 938 374 4 6 4 2 9 9 8 5 0 3 7 6
19 9.3 0.0 6 ~ 58 . 24 4 3 4 8 6 7 8 9 0 3 6 9
20f 159.6 3.0 106 783 308 3] 10 4 9 8 8 7 8 0 3 8 7
21 11.7 10.1 6 7 1 2 5 4 10 3 4 5 10 0 3 1 5
22] 3224 0.0 222 2,219 910 7 5 4 8 8 8 8 4 0 3 7 7
23 22.7 0.0 16 160 65 4 3 4 10 8 9 8 4 0 "3 5 6
24| 2125 0.0 140 14011 - 574 7 2 4 9 7 8 8 3 0 3 6 6
25] 969.9 0.0 677 5,777 4,949 7 6 1 7 8 8 8 1 0 3 8 7
261 1,964.7 0.2 1,060 9,569 6,592 6 4 1 3 4 5 6 0 0 ] 7 6
27 18.8 13.0 12 120 49 4 2 1 9 7 7 8 6 0 3 2 7
28 55.1 50.7 34 334 137 8 7 1 6 6 7 8 6 0 3 1 6
28] 188.0 0.0 120 1,184 484 8 4 1 4 6 7 8 4 0 3 ] 8
30{ 138.7 0.0 78 780 320 3 3 7 6 5 5 6 10 0 3 7 7
31| 735.6 615.1 407 4,072 1,669 5 5 9 6 5 5 6 5 3 0 3 3
32 87.4 76.0 57 573 235 4 5 9 8 7 8 7 9 3 0 4 5
33] 338.4 71.6 149 1,490 611 6 8 9 9 2 2 3 5 3 0 7 7
34 756.5 - 0.3 305 2,822 1,738 6 8 9 9 2 1 2 6 3 0 7 4
35 48.1 1.6 31 314 129 0 7 3 2 8 8 8 4 3 0 3 3
36 33.2 0.0 7 72 29 4 2 3 6 0 0 0 1 3 0 8 8
37| 1455 0.0 94 974 386 7 4 3 9 7 8 7 3 3 0 7 5
38 417 41.2 30 320 123 4 4 3 9 9 9 .8 1 '3 0 1 1
39 13.2 10.4 10 105 39 0 2 3 10 9 9 8 1 3 0 0 1
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56 482" 48.3 23 231 95

57 771 64.1 23 229 94

58| 526.8 513.7 274 1,242 4,392

59 46.7 46.9 27 104 461

60] 279.8 140.5 136 850 1,842

61 272 0.0 16 163 | - 67

62| 255.0 212.9 168 1,684 690

64| 1914 0.0 110 1,148 448

65| 4489 200.8 319 3,206 1,306

66 62.1 61.4 27 273 112

67{ 406.0 48.2 109 1,009 410

68 67.5 0.0 20 210 78 10 1
- 69 14.2 14.4 8 82 33 2
70 28.4 28.3 15 153 63 6

71 27.5 25.7 17 175 72 3

72 233 20.3 1 112 46 10 3

ToTAl 20,049 4,176 11,410 ] 110,622 | 72,845
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&I'IWABE PACWEST CENTER, SUITES 1600-1800

1211 SOUTHWEST FIFTH AVENUE » PORTLAND, OREGON 97204-3795

{ﬁ‘p‘f‘gxlqr1nuanonasmzna%1 FAX: 503 796-2900  TELEX: 650-686-1360

ATTORNEYS AT LAW

STEVE C. MORASCH

November 18, 1996

VIA HAND DELIVERY

METRO Council
600 NE Grand Avenue
Portland, OR 97232

Re: Designation of Urban Reserves -
Urban_ Reserve Study Area No. 49

Dear Councilors:

We represent a group of citizens who own property
within Urban Reserve Study Area ("URSA") No. 49. Our clients
include the following: Stuart Honeyman; Kim Vandehey; William
and Ekatrini Garyfallou, Jack Brian; and Buzz Siler. Our clients
own property in Site No. 113, a site proposed for subtraction
from URSA No. 49 by the Petltloners for Cooper Mountain. Site
No. 113 was included in URSA No. 49; however, the Executive
Officer Recommendations, dated September 3, 1996, recommend that
only the southern portion of URSA No. 49 be de51gnated as Urban
Reserves. Our desire that their property located in the
northernmost portion of URSA No. 49 (referred to herein as the
"Northernmost Portion of URSA No. 49"), as shown on the area map
attached as Exhibit A, be designated as Urban Reserves.

The Northernmost Portion of URSA No. 49 apparently not
recommend for inclusion as Urban Reserves because of the 138
acres of Exclusive Farm Use ("EFU") land located within URSA No.
49. However, as pointed out on Page 118 of the Executive Officer
Recommendations - Background Data, the 138 EFU acres are situated
in the center and southwest corner of URSA No. 49 and do not
constitute a part of the Northernmost Portion of URSA No. 49.
The Northernmost Portion of URSA No. 49 is situated north of the
138 EFU acres, is not designated EFU and is designated as
exception lands pursuant to Goal 2. Consequently, the
Northernmost Portion of URSA No. 49 should be designated as Urban
Reserves because it does not contain resource land.

PORTLAND SEATTLE VANCOUVER ‘WASHINGTON
OREGON = WASHINGTON ® WASHINGTON * DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA .
5032229981 206 6221711 360 634-7551 202 624-8501 (17/34741/104126/SCM/131377.1)
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CRITERIA

The criteria for designating land as an urban reserve
area are listed in OAR 660-21-030(2):

Inclusion of land within an urban reserve
area shall be based upon factors 3 through 7
of Goal 14 and the criteria for exceptions in
Goal 2 and ORS 197.732. Cities and counties
cooperatively, and the Metropolitan Service
District for the Portland Metropolitan area
growth boundary, shall first study lands
adjacent to the urban growth boundary for
suitability for inclusion.within urban
reserve areas, as measured by factors 3
through 7 of Goal 14 and by the requirements
of OAR 660-04-010. Local governments shall
then designate for inclusion within urban
reserve areas those suitable lands which
satisfy the priorities in subsection (3) of
this Section. '

The Northernmost Portion of URSA No. 49 is made up
entirely of exception land under Goal 2. Thus, the criteria for
exceptions in Goal 2, ORS 197.732, and OAR 660-04-010 have been
met for the Northernmost Portion of URSA No. 49.

Further, under OAR 660-21-030(3) (a), first priority for
designating an urban reserve goes to land adjacent to an urban
growth boundary which is identified in an acknowledged
comprehen51ve plan as an exception area or non-resource land.
Since all of the Northernmost Portion of URSA No. 49 has been
designated as an exception area in the Washington County
Comprehensive Plan, the Northernmost Portion of URSA No. 49 is
"first priority" land under OAR 660-21-030(3) (a).

Factors 3 through 7 of Goal 14 are:

(3) Orderly and economic provision for public
facilities and services;

(4) Maximum efficiency of land uses within
and on the fringe of the existing urban area;

(5) Environmental, energy, economic and
social consequences;

(6) Retention of agrlcultural land as
defined, with Class I being the highest

SCHWABE WILLIAMSON & WYATT (17/34741/104126/SCM/131377.1)
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priority for retention and Class VI the
lowest priority; and

(7) Compatibility of the proposed urban uses
with nearby agricultural activities.

The Northernmost Portion of URSA No. 49 satisfies each of these
criteria. Before beginning a detailed discussion of each of
these factors, it is important to note that according to the
METRO Urban Reserve Relative Ranking, dated June 11, 1996, URSA
No. 49 received a high or moderate ranking for each of the above
factors. Although 21 of the 33 URSAs recommended for designation
as Urban Reserves by the Executive Officer have one or more low
rankings, URSA No. 49 does not have any low rankings. The
Northernmost Portion of URSA No. 49 satisfies all of the criteria
for designation as Urban Reserves and should be so designated.

ANALYSIS OF CRITERIA

Factor 3. Orderly and economic provision for public
facilities and services.

Public facilities and services may be provided to the
Northernmost Portion of URSA No. 49 in an orderly and economic
fashion. As shown on the utility map attached as Exhibit B to
this letter, underground water, power, telephone service, natural
gas, and cable television (as well as electrical stubs for some
street lights) are already installed to and through the
Northernmost Portion of URSA No. 49. Sewer lines extend to
within approximately 350 feet of the Northernmost Portion of URSA
No. 49 at one location and to within 110 feet of the Northernmost
Portion of URSA No. 49 at a second location. Further, sewer,
utility and drainage easements extend through the Northernmost
Portion of URSA No. 49 and throu?h the adjacent land situated
inside of Urban Growth Boundary.' There are also 3 large water
tanks on Cooper Mountain, and there is a fire station adjacent to
the northwest corner of the Northernmost Portion of URSA No. 49.

The METRO Utility Feasibility Analysis shows that the
total cost for prov1d1ng sewer, water, and stormwater utilities
to URSA No. 49 is approximately $4,000 per equivalent density
unit (“EDU"). This amount places URSA No. 49 in the top 37.5% of
all URSAs for economic provision of utilities and makes provision
of utilities for URSA No. 49 $800 per EDU cheaper than the

! Sewer lines would need to cross a portion of Murrayhill’s open space, as shown on the attached maps.
However, future sewer extension through this area was contemplated at the time Murrayhill was platted.
The plat bears a notation that this area may be used for sewer extension 1f approved by the City of
Beaverton.

SCHWABE WILLIAMSON & WYATT (17/34741/104126/SCM/131377.1)
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average URSA. See Table B-1 of the METRO Utility Feasibility
Analysis.

The METRO study further found that "The study’s most
important conclusion is that all of the URSAs are serviceable and
that while there are cost differences between them, none of the
servicing costs are so significant that some URSAs should be
eliminated from further consideration as part of the region’s
future urban area. [Emphasis in original.]" The METRO Utility
Feasibility Analysis, page 1. In any event, the cost of
providing utilities is generally borne by the developer. Some of
our clients are experienced land developers and, based on their
experience as developers, believe that they can provide utilities
to the Northernmost Portion of URSA No. 49 in an orderly and
economic fashion at their own cost.?

In their supplementary memorandum, dated January 24,
1996, the Petitioners for Cooper Mountain attempt to show a
higher cost per EDU for providing utilities to Site No. 113
(which encompasses most of the north half of URSA No. 49).
However, the conclusions of the Petitioners for Coo?er Mountain
are based on false assumptions and faulty analysis.

2 The Northernmost Portion of URSA No. 49 encompasses the boundaries of a natural drainage and
thus offers a logical boundary line for the urban area. Prior to adoption of the current Urban Growth
Boundary, the Northernmost Portion of URSA No. 49 had been annexed into the Unified Sewerage Agency
("USA") and the Wolf Creek Water District because of this natural drainage. Petitioners for Cooper
Mountain assert that sewer services cannot be provided in an orderly manner in part because the
Northernmost Portion of URSA No. 49 was deannexed from the jurisdiction of the USA. However, contrary
to the Petitioners’ assertions, the reason that the Northernmost Portion of URSA No. 49 was deannexed
from the USA had nothing to do with the terrain (Murrayhill has the same steep slopes as the Northernmost
Portion of URSA No. 49). The Northernmost Portion of URSA No. 49 was deannexed from the USA
because the property owners in the area were paying taxes to a jurisdiction that was not providing any
services. Since the existing residences are served by septic systems, sewer (and hence inclusion within the
USA) is not currently required because the property cannot now be developed at urban densities. If the
Urban Growth Boundary were eventually expanded to include the Northernmost Portion of the
Northernmost Portion of URSA No. 49, the Northernmost Portion of URSA No. 49 could be reannexed into
the USA at that time. Like many of the arguments raised by the Petitioners for Cooper Mountain, their
argument regarding deannexation from the USA assumes what it seeks to prove. Petitioners assume that
URSA No. 49 is not suitable for designation as Urban Reserves because it is currently developed at rural,
rather than urban, densities. However, the rural development of URSA No. 49 occurred, not because of any
limitations inherent in the land, but because it is currently outside of the Urban Growth Boundary. If URSA
No. 49 were to be brought into the Urban Growth Boundary, the restrictions on development of this land at
urban densities would disappear.

3 The Petitioners’ assertion that a lift station will be required because of the steep slopes is clearly
erroneous because, with the exception of a very small part (approximately 3/4 of an acre) of the
Northernmost Portion of URSA No. 49, the terrain of the Northernmost Portion of URSA No. 49 (like the
terrain in the southern portion of URSA No. 49) slopes downward toward the existing sewer systems. A Lift

SCHWABE WILLIAMSON & WYATT (17/34741/104126/SCM/131377.1)
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The Petitioners for Cooper Mountain do not dispute
METRO’s estimated total cost of providing services to Site No
113. Rather, the Petitioners for Cooper Mountain argue that the
total density for Site No. 113 will be less than estimated by
METRO because of the relatively steep slopes that exist
throughout much of Site No. 113. Based on the fact that some of
Site No. 113 is already developed with one acre lots, the
Petitioners assume that Site No. 113 cannot be developed at a
density of greater than 3 units per acre. However, the METRO
study already took into account the fact that some of URSA No. 49
had already been developed. URSA No. 49 contains 694.5 acres,
but the METRO Utility Feasibility Analysis was based on a net
buildable land area of only 477 acres. Thus, the METRO study had
already taken the developed and undevelopable area into account
when calculating total density for URSA No. 49.

Petitioners for Cooper Mountain assume that 60% of the
total cost of providing utilities to URSA No. 49 will be incurred
to provide utilities to Site No. 113. However, Site No. 113
represents only 40% of the total area of URSA No. 49. Thus, at
most, the total cost of providing utilities to Site No. 113 would
be 40% of the total cost of providing utilities to URSA No. 49.
However, since sewer lines are adjacent to Site No. 113 and to
the northernmost Portion of URSA No. 49 and water is already
present, the total cost for providing utilities to Site No. 113
will likely be somewhat less than 40% of the total cost of
providing utilities to URSA No. 49.* See Exhibit B.

Finally, Petitioners for Cooper Mountain ignore the
fact that Site 113 is adjacent to Murrayhill. As shown by the
topographical map attached as Exhibit C, Murrayhill shares the
same steep terrain as Site No. 113. This terrain has not
prevented the construction of Murrayhill at relatively high
densities.’ The Murray Ridge development, which is approved for
construction adjacent to Murrayhill and Site No. 113, also shares
the same type of terrain as Sité No. 113, yet Murray Ridge is

station is not required to move sewage downhill.

4 Stormwater could be channelled through appropriate stormwater detention facilities and drained into
Summer Creek or storm sewer lines, which would further decrease the cost of providing utilities to Site No.
113. Many other sites recommended for inclusion do not offer a natural drainageway like Summer Creek.

5 For example, the roads in Murrayhill are built to urban standards and can accommodate transit.
Within the boundaries of the Northernmost Portion of URSA No. 49, Mt. Adams Drive and Mt. Hood Drive
each have a 50-foot right-of-way, and Mt. Hood Drive has a 15-foot grading easement. The cul-de-sac at Mt.
Adams Drive also has a 50-foot right-of-way connection and two 15-foot grading easements. A review of the
street map attached as Exhibit D shows that the other streets in the Northernmost Portion of URSA No. 49
also have sufficiently wide rights-of-way to accommodate urban densities. Thus, the existing streets can be
widened to urban standards without acquiring additional right-of-way. Transit can serve URSA No. 49, and
the area already attracts a number of bicyclists who have not been deterred by the terrain.
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designed for an average density of over five units per net
buildable acre.® As shown by the Murrayhill and Murray Ridge
developments, the concerns of Petitioners regarding the terrain
of Site No. 113 are misplaced. Past experience shows that the
terrain of URSA No. 49 will not prevent dense residential
development.

Because public facilities and services can be provided
in an orderly and economic fashion, Factor 3 supports designation
of the Northernmost Portion of URSA No. 49 as Urban Reserves.

Factor 4. Maximum efficiency of land uses within and on the
fringe of the existing urban area.

The Executive Officer analyzed Factor 4 by creating two
analytical criteria: the Efficiency Factor and the Buildable
Lands Factor. URSA No. 49 has an Efficiency Factor of 5 and a
Buildable Lands Factor of 6. Executive Officer Recommendations,
Background Data, Exhibit A, page 14. Five other URSAs
recommended for inclusion in the Urban Reserves have virtually
identical Efficiency and Buildable Land Factors and. two other
URSAs recommended for inclusion have substantially lower
factors.” Therefore, URSA No. 49 will provide as efficient use
of land as at least seven other URSAs which are recommended for
inclusion in the Urban Reserves.

Petitioners for Cooper Mountain assert that Site No.
113 cannot be efficiently developed because of the slopes. This
argument ignores the efficient use of land in the surrounding
developments such as Murrayhill, Fallatin, Madrona Heights, Deer
Park, Tiffany Heights, Bishop Ridge, Holly Ridge, and Kemmerview
Estates.®? Further, a review of the topographic maps attached to
the Executive Officer Recommendations shows that many other URSAs
recommended to be designated as Urban Reserves by the Executive
Officer have slopes of a similar steepness to URSA No. 49. See
Maps Nos. 1, 2, 5, 6, 7, 8, 11, 15, 30, 33, and 48.
Additionally, the southern portion of URSA No. 49 contains areas
that are only slightly less steeply sloped than the Northernmost
Portion.

¢ Another example of urban densities being developed in this terrain is Tiffany Heights which is
currently being developed inside the Urban Growth Boundary directly to the north of URSA No. 49.

7 URSA Nos. 1, 2, 5, 26, 30, and 48 have both Efficiency and Buildable Land Factors of 6 or less.
URSA Nos. 33 and 34 have both Efficiency and Buildable Land Factors of 3 or less.

® Streets and roads supporting transit and other alternative modes of transportation were successfully
developed in Murrayhill. The existing rights of way in the Northernmost Portion of URSA No. 49 are
sufficiently wide to accommodate strect expansion to urban standards without costly condemnation.

ScHWABE WILLIAMSON & WYATT (17/34741/104126/SCM/131377.1)
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The most steeply sloped portions of URSA No. 49 occur
along Summer Creek. Our clients propose that a strip along
Summer Creek be protected and enhanced as a natural resource
corridor and trail site leading to the future Cooper Mountain
park area. See Exhibit D. This would support RUGGO Goal II,
Objectives 12 and 15, which call for protection of watersheds and
development of "interconnected recreational and wildlife
corridors within the metropolitan region [emphasis added]." Some
of our clients are currently working with The Trust for Public
Land and METRO to develop a recreation trail across our clients’
property along Summer Creek.’ With protection of this riparian
corridor, Objective 15 would be satisfied by inclusion of the
Northernmost Portion of URSA No. 49 within the Urban Reserves and
eventual inclusion of the Northernmost Portion of URSA No. 49
within the Urban Growth Boundary.

Finally, the Rural Planned Development ordinance,
through which much of the Northernmost Portion of URSA No. 49 was
developed, has created a cluster pattern of housing which makes
this area an ideal candidate for designation as Urban Reserves.
The larger tracts surrounding the housing clusters can easily be
redeveloped to urban densities without disturbing the existing
residences. Because of this clustering, Factor 4 supports
designation of the Northernmost Portion of URSA No. 49 as Urban
Reserves.

Factor 5. Environmental, energy, economic and social
consequences ("EESE").

METRO has analyzed Factor 5 by creating three
analytical criteria: Environmental Factors; Access to Centers;
and Jobs/Housing Balance. According to the METRO Urban Reserve
Relative Ranking dated June 11, 1996, URSA No. 49 has a high
ranking for Environmental Factors and moderate rankings for
Access to Centers and Jobs/Housing Balance. The Petitioners for
Cooper Mountain argue that this rating should be lowered because
the slopes and Summer Creek riparian area "were not considered in
the technical criteria." Testimony Report from Petitioners for
Cooper Mountain, page 14. This statement is clearly and
demonstrably false. Under the heading of Environmental
Constraints, page 8 of the Executive Officer Recommendations,
Background Data, Exhibit A states:

This analysis estimates the environmentally
constrained land in each study area. :
Environmentally constrained land includes

9 Stuart Honeyman has already set aside a resource corridor through the Timberline RPD which is 1/4
mile long and 50 fect wide at one end and 90 feet wide at the other end. This exceeds the county’s
minimum requirement of a 25-foot wide resource corridor by more than 100%.

SCHWABE WILLIAMSON & WYATT . (17/34741/104126/SCM/131377.1)
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steep slopes, floodplains, flood prone soils,
wetlands and riparian corridors, and are
considered hazardous or sensitive
environmental resources. [Emphasis added.]

Steep slopes and riparian corridors were obviously considered in
the technical analysis. Even with its slopes and riparian
corridor, URSA No. 49 ranks equal to or greater than virtually
all of the other URSAs recommended for designation as Urban
Reserves.

Nineteen of the 33 URSAs recommended for designation as
Urban Reserves are ranked low for Access to Centers. Thus, since
URSA No. 49 has a moderate ranking for Access to Centers, URSA
No. 49 is more suitable for designation as Urban Reserves than 19
of the 33 URSAs recommended for designation as Urban Reserves
with respect to Access to Centers.!”

All of the other URSAs recommended for designation as
Urban Reserves by the Executive Officer are also ranked as
moderate for Jobs/Housing Balance. Since URSA No. 49 has a
moderate ranking for Jobs/Housing Balance, URSA No. 49 is roughly
as suitable for designation as Urban Reserves as the other 32
URSAs recommended for designation as Urban Reserves with respect
to the Jobs/Housing Balance.

As explained above, the Northernmost Portion of URSA
No. 49 has good Access to Centers, which offsets the fact that
jobs are limited within URSA No. 49 itself. Thus, the EESE
analysis of the Northernmost Portion of URSA No. 49 supports an
Urban Reserves designation.

Factor 6. Retention of agricultural land as defined, with
class I being the highest priority for retention
and Class VI the lowest priority.

METRO has analyzed Factor 6 by creating one analytical
factor, the Agricultural Retention Factor. According to METRO’S
Urban Reserve Relative Ranking, dated June 11, 1996, URSA No. 49
has a moderate ranking for Agricultural Retention. Nineteen
other URSAs recommended for designation as Urban Reserves also

1 Ppetitioners for Cooper Mountain argue that the 3.5 mile distance from URSA No. 49 to the
Murrayhill Town Center is "out-of-direction travel.” However, an examination of a road map reveals that
 only one quarter of a mile of the 3.5 mile trip is out-of-direction travel. This out-of-direction travel can be
eliminated entirely through an extension or Wier Road from SW 170th Avenue to SW 175th Avenue on
existing county right-of-way. Travel distances can be further reduced by extending Mt Hood Drive to SW
175th Avenue near Siler Ridge Lane. Finally, in its analysis, METRO calculated Access to Centers based on
travel along existing rights-of-way. Therefore, the concerns expressed by Petitioners for Cooper Mountain
have already been addressed in the rankings.

SCHWABE WILLIAMSON & WYATT (17/34741/104126ISCMI131371.1)"
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have a moderate ranking for Agricultural Retention. However, the
Northernmost Portion of URSA No. 49 should have a higher
Agricultural Retention rating than URSA No. 49 as a whole
because, while there are 138 acres of EFU land in the central and
southwest portion of URSA No. 49, the Northernmost Portion does
not contain any EFU land. The Northernmost Portion of URSA No.
49 is entirely made up of exception land and the soils are
predominately Class III.

Under OAR 660-21-030(3) (a), first priority for
designating land as Urban Reserves goes to land adjacent to an
urban growth boundary which is identified in an acknowledged
comprehensive plan as an exception area or non-resource land.
Since the Northernmost Portion of URSA No. 49 is adjacent to the
Urban Growth Boundary on two sides and all of the Northernmost
Portion of URSA No. 49 has been designated as an exception area
in the Washington County Comprehensive Plan, the Northernmost
Portion of URSA No. 49 is "first priority" land under OAR 660-21-
030(3) (a) .

Finally, the relatively small lot sizes and slopes
which are characteristic of the Northernmost Portion of URSA No.
49 are not conducive to farming.!! Moreover, farming in this
area is not practical because of the shortage of water. The
Northernmost Portion of URSA No. 49 is within the Cooper Mountain
- Bull Mountain Critical Groundwater Area; thus, using
groundwater for irrigation is prohibited. Since the Northernmost
Portion of URSA No. 49 is not suitable for farming, Factor 6
supports designation of the Northernmost Portion of URSA No. 49
as Urban Reserves.

Factor 7. Compatibility of the proposed urban uses with
nearby agricultural activities.

METRO has analyzed Factor 7 by creating one analytical
factor, the Agricultural Compatibility Factor. According to the
METRO Urban Reserve Relative Ranking dated June 11, 1996, URSA
No. 49 has a moderate ranking for Agricultural Compatibility.
Twenty-five other URSAs recommended for designation as Urban
Reserves also have a moderate or lower ranking for Agricultural
Compatibility. However, the Northernmost Portion of URSA No. 49
should have a higher Agricultural Compatibility rating than URSA
No. 49 as a whole because, while there are 138 acres of EFU land
in the central and southwest portion of URSA No. 49, the
Northernmost Portion does not contain any EFU land.

1 1t has been well documented before the Council that small parcels do not produce economically
feasible farms.

SCHWABE WILLIAMSON & WYATT (17/34741/104126/SCM/131377.1)
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The Northernmost Portion of URSA No. 49 is entirely
made up of exception land. Although farming activities are the
dominant land use in the southern section of URSA No. 49, farming
is much less prevalent within the boundaries of the Northernmost
Portion of URSA No. 49.2 The existing levels of traffic are not
conducive to operation of farm equipment on the roads, and
farmers generally do not use the roads in and around the
Northernmost Portion of URSA No. 49. Many large farm operations
are conducted beyond URSA No. 49 to the south and west where the
topography is flatter and the soils are better.

The Petitioners for Cooper Mountain emphasizes the
steep slopes that are characteristic of the Northernmost Portion
of URSA No. 49; however, steep slopes are not at all suitable for
farmland. The Northernmost Portion of URSA No. 49 is surrounded
by urban areas on two sides and contains three internal clustered
Rural Planned Developments. Farming activities on the other two
sides are sparse because of the steep slopes and the relatively
small parcel size which is characteristic of this area.

The land around the Northernmost Portion of URSA No. 49
is generally unsuitable for farming. Consequently, urban use of
the Northernmost Portion of URSA No. 49 is entirely compatible
with the limited agricultural activities on nearby lands. Factor
7 supports designation of the Northernmost Portion of URSA No. 49
as Urban Reserves.

CONCLUSION

Based on the above analysis, all of the relevant
factors support designation of the Northernmost Portion of URSA
No. 49 as Urban Reserves.!? The Northernmost Portion of URSA No.
49 is adjacent to the Urban Growth Boundary on two sides and is
not adjacent to any major farming activities. The Northernmost
Portion of URSA No. 49 is not suitable for farming for a variety
of reasons, including poor soils, slope, unavailability of water
and small parcel size.

The riparian corridor along Summer Creek can and will
be protected to provide a wildlife and recreation corridor.
Finally, and perhaps most importantly, utilities and other public
facilities and services can be provided to the Northernmost
Portion of URSA No. 49 in an orderly and economic fashion.

2 Although there are some existing forests, the Northernmost Portion of URSA No. 49 is not
extensively or intensively managed as forestland.

1 Petitioners for Cooper Mountain discuss the RUGGOs at length. However, under OAR 660-21-
030(2), Factors 3 through 7 of Goal 14 are the relevant criteria for designating Urban Reserves, not the
RUGGOs. This letter discusses the RUGGO:s in the context of the relevant factors where appropriate.

SCHWABE WILLIAMSON & WYATT (17/34741/104126/SCM/131377.1)
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For these reasons, our clients recommend that the Northernmost
Portion of URSA No. 49 be designated as Urban Reserves and be
considered for eventual inclusion within the Urban Growth
Boundary.

Thank you for your consideration of this matter.
Very truly yours,
Steve C. Morasch
SCM:1lcr

cc: The Honorable Robert Drake, Mayor of the City of Beaverton
Kim Katsion, Washington County Commissioner

SCHWABE WILLIAMSON & WYATT (17/34741/104126/SCM/131377.1)



96

Urban Reserve
Study Areas
Metro Council 2-8-
D Other URSAs

| B Outside UGB and URSAs
sssen Specific Study Area
—f Urban Growth Boundary

[_Jucs

Adopted By

EFU Acres

694.50 138.242

Acres

600 NE Grand Ave

Portland, OR 97232-2736

(503) 797-1742

l :] This Map's URSA

95418/pltsmsites.aml, plot date: July 11, 1996

SUBJECT PROPERTY

AREA MAP

1/2

EXHIBIT A

Page 79

Urban Reserves

10ns -

ive Officer Recommendat

Execut
Back Ground Data

Source

Ex. A September 1996



Lo
>
<T
I,___
ip,
N~
i
. P
L
>
<C
I
*_,_
o
"

| KHMHR] /72 ™7

11

|

NUKHJH

] i )
R BE
- |
LS
>
<[
I -
R
— A
<
\ cT
a
1]
2
)
Lo wt 003 e
<
4
i
2
)
4
—/
L)
o
R
’_
)
G~
HILC N
/ EXHIBIT A - 2/2

AREA MAP -

Red
Orange

Blue

Source: City of Beaverton, Engineering Department

NORTH END URSA # 49

- Subject Property

- Urban Growth Boundary

- Urban Reserve Study Area Boundary

NORTH

——>

SUBJECT PROPERTY

s

CORMORANT

EATOWLARK




KEMER |

[ I

Wacs

i

|

|

NN T N\

NDRAJ\
[T W]

Sources :

EXHIBIT B - UTILITY AND EASEMENT MAP

City of Beaverton, Engineering Department;

Tualatin Valley Water District; PGE;
Washington County DLUT

NORTH
1”'=250"

D

Orange - UGB
Blue - TVWD Water Purple - Sewer
Green - Power, Gas, Tel, & CATV
Yellow - Utility Easements

Red - Subject Property

l

SW

<\

|
WEIR | ROAD

z
L)
& 4
L)
M1 0 o

8%

(=]

4

Lt

L

»

o

HILL LN

I

Q\/

[Ny

COR AN
Ch

Ce

CT




{

AV

|
+—
{
I J/
/|
/,
A
Ny
ﬂj )
4
|1
N
o

)
5“\“’//
N \\
I3 170TH AVE
S
=
—
=8

{

/

=

-

[/

it

[
\

(|
N \{\}{ |
WML
(11

>>>\\x\ ing’

7 B e
/(BN S
// / : S~ ~]_
=i /7_\\
= — LN AN
W H ) [~ e

EXHIBIT C - TOPOGRAPHY AND LOT LINE MAP

10° Topography : U.S.G.S. Quad Map
Lot lines : City of Beaverton,
Engineering Department

Orange - UGB Blue - URSA # 49
Red - Subject Property




II [ Sw &AYBERRY PL 185 TH AVE.
- S
| | e
L <
%
é\‘ B : \
0 ﬁ__ f__ﬁ %
SW 175TH AVE J [* 5
e M1, - _D 17S5ThH AVE. 2 45 W [17BTH A gl‘
R 2 sV TfowaE , ]
a2l |} Walp” . L ﬂ V
- >\ 2 P V i ‘§" BERRY
Qe | B S —
i — L__ - A — 5] 3
a3 @ J - s ;
‘ gg % TOTH-AVT ( 1',?
STEERE DR F;,, I'é h—-’ §
- 1 e
‘———L_F‘ %ea‘;f‘“ ) m Z
=z it o O
' " > 70
- , O >
2|
pL
[ J
\\
BONNEVILLE

I DaNFA3L1VS

MURRAY BLVD

EXHIBIT D

NORTH @

- STREETS AND TRANSPORTATION MAP

- NATURAL RESOURCE CORRIDOR AND
POTENTIAL METRO GREENSPACE
TRAIL SITE (SHADED AREA)




Urban Reserve Ratings

Note: The higher the rating, the higher the " Urban Reserve Rute - - .Urban Reserve - Urban Reserve Rule ‘] urban Reserve | Urban Reserve
sultability for urbanization. Factor 3' Rule - Factor 42 S - Factor§®:"- . /i...-. 7 ... | Rule-Factor 8| Rule-Factor7*
Site Acres - | Resource| Buildable Exec. Officer Rec." Utility Road Traffic Efficiency | Buildable Envir, Access to | JobsHousing Balance' | Ag. Retention Agricultural

» Acres® | Acres’” | WoUT | Acres [ Res.Ac. | Feasibility’ | Network' | Congestion" | schoots® | Factor®™ Land* | Constraints™] Centers' | Jobs Rich |Hsng. Rich Factor" Compatibility*
1] - 1,085 219 616 IN 1,085 219 € 7 T 8 3 6 6 9 0 10 8 - ' 8
2 418 122 244 IN 418 122 4 4 7 2 6 6 6 3 0 10 8 7
3 94 85 19 ouT 0 [ 0 2 7 1 0 0 0 3 0 10 4 4
4 124. 0 34| our 0 0 8 4 3 10 1 1 1 5 0 10 1 2
s| 1,371 48 792 IN 1,324 1 9 5 3 3 8 6 ] 9 0 10 9 9
6] 1,797 221 1,180 IN 1,797 221 7 6 3 2 7 7 7 4 0 3 8 9.
7 412 0 259 IN 412 0 7 5 3 1 6 7 7 7 0 ] 9 10
8 430 0 294 IN 430 0 € 8 3 1 7 8 8 10 0 3 9 10
9 436 3 290 IN 436 3 4 5 .3 2 7 8 7 7 0 3 10 10

10 248 113 168 IN 137 2 [ 2 3 1 7 8 8 5 0 3 7 7
11 436 49 304 IN 436 49 8 8 3 1- 8 8 8 5 0 3 9 )
12 195 0 45| our .0 0 5 "3 3 1 0 0 1 3 0 3 8 8
13 67 0 32 out 0 0 4 10 3 1 4 4 4 3 0 3 9 4
14 233 0 155 IN 233 0 7 5 2 4 7 8 7 3 0 3 8 8
15 347 0 201 IN 347 0 5 3 2 4 5 6 7 5 0 3 7 8
16 15 0 2 ouT 0 0 0 1 2 8 0 0 0 8 0 3 4 7
17 183 0 107 IN 153 0 3 7 4 3 . 8 8 .8 9 0 3 7 8
18 128 7 92 N 128 7 4 8 4 1 8 8 8 4 0 3 ] 9
19 9 0 3 N 9 0 4 3 4 7 6 7 8 9 0 3 8 7
20 160 3 109 N 160 3. 8 10 4 9 8 8 8 10. 0 3 9 8
21 12 10 8] out 0 0 2 8 4 5 3 4 [ 5 0 3 1 2
22 375 51 262 (1] 378 51 7 5 4 7 8 8 8 5 0 3 8 9
23] 23 [ 16 N 23 0 4 3 4 4 B 8 8 8 0 3 7 8
24 244 31 164 IN 244 31 7 2 4 8 7 8 8 3 0 3 7 8
28] 1,027 38 728 IN 990 1 7 8 1 7 8 8 8 3 0 3 9 9
28] 1,947 0 1,057 IN 1,947 0 6 5 1. 3 4 5 3 3 0 3 8 9
27 19 1131 12] our 0 0 4 2 1 10 6 7 8 9 0 3 3 2
28 65 51 5] our 0 0 8 7 1 3 8 7 8 9 0 3 2 2
29 322 134 - 218 IN 188 0 8 3 1 4 7 8 8 5 0 3 [] 8
30 139 0 79 IN 139 0 3 3 7 3 8 8 3 7 0 3 7 7
31 738 616 414] our 0 0 ] s 9 8 5 5 G 3 3 0 2 3
2 87 76 68 ouT 0 0 4 4 9 8 7 7 7 3 3 0 2 2
33 338 72 154 IN 338 72 3 8 9 8 3 3 4 3 3 0 7 7
34 756 0 316 IN 7568 0 6 8 9 9 2 2 3 3 3 0 7 7
35 48 1 3t ouT 0 0 0 6 3 1 (] 8 8 3 3 0 3 4
36 a3 0 7] our 0 0 4 2 3 5 0 0 0 3 3 0 7 7-
37 146 0 96 IN 148 0 7 4 3 5 7 8 7 3 3 0 7 €
38 42 41 ©30| our 0 0 4 4 3 7 9 9 8 4 3 0 1 0
39 13 11 10| our 0 0 0 1 3 3 9 9 8 s 3 0. 0 0
40 38 12 2] our 0 0 0 4 3 ) 7 7 [ 3 3 0 7 3
41 419 285 242] out 0 0 5 5 3 7 8 8 8 3 3 0 2 3
42 243 0 165 IN 243 0 5 7 3 9 8 8 7 3 3 0 9 9
<) KT 0 8 N 11 0 0 2 4 8 7 6 5 3 3 0 7 9
44 182 114 - 89| our 0 0 7 2 4 3 7 7 3 3 3 -0 3 3

Page 1




Urban Reserve Ratings

Note: The higher the rating, the higher the Urban Reserve Rule - Urban Reserve Urban Reserve Rule - Urban Reserve | Urban Reserve
sultability for urbanization. Factor 3' Rule - Factor 47 Factor 5° Rule-Factor 6* | Rule-Factor 7°
Site Acres | Resource | Buildable Exec. Officer Rec." Utility Road Traffic Efficiency Buildable Envir. Access to | Jobs/Housing Bilance" | Ag. Retention Agricultural

# Acres® | Acres’ INOUT | Acres | Res. Ac. | Feasibility’ | Network™ | Congestion" | Schools”| Factor™ Land™ | Constraints"| Centers™ | Jobs Rich |[Hsng. Rich Factor* Compatibility"
45 632 197 332 ouT 0 0 7 6 4 7 5 5 5 3 3 0 5 5
46 112 ] 73 IN 106 0 5 6 4 5 7 7 7 6 3 0 7 6
47 127 0 31 ouT 0 0 7 2 3 5 0 0 0 3 3 0 4 5
48 218 0 130 IN 218 0 6 2 3 2 6 5 7 3 3 0 7 7
49 695 138 397 IN 260 3 7 5 3 2 5 3 6 3 3 0 6 6
50 282 1 189 IN 282 1 7 4 3 3 7 8 8 3 ‘3 0 9 9
51 117 45 69 ouT 0 0 7 8 4 8 6 6 6 3 10 0 4 3
52 103 11 74 IN 93 1 8 7 4 9 8 8 8 3 10 0 8 5
83 204 183 114 ouT 0 0 8 2 4 7 [ - 5 3 10 0 0 1
54 189 143 137 ouT 0 0 8 3 4 9 9 9 8 3 10 0 0 0
55 883 476 499 ouT 0 0 8 3 4 10 6 5 5 (] 10 0 2 2
56 48 48 23 ouT 0 0 7 2 10 7 5 45 4 4 10 0 0 0
57 77 64 23 ouT 0 0 6 4 10 10 1 0 -0 5 10 0 1 1
58 527 516 275 ouT 0 0 8 2 10 8 5 4 4 3 10 0 1 1
59 66 64 19 ouT 0 0 7 2 10 9 1 0 0 4 10 0 1 1
60 280 140 139 ouT 0 0 8 4 10 5 5 4 4 7 10 0 3 3
61 48 17 27 IN 29 0 ] 6 10 3 7 6 [} 7 3 0 4 6
62 692 590 409 ouT 0 0 7 -] 10 3 7 8 8 3 3 0 2 2
63 19 19 1M1 ouT 0 0 5 2 10 3 7 6 [:] 3 3 1] 1 1
64 816 400 354 ouT 0 0 7 5 10 3 [} [:] ] 3 3 0 3 3
65 541 285 318 ouT 0 0 8 6 6 5 6 ] ] 4 3 ) 4 3
66 82 62 28 ouT 0 0 5 2 6 2 4 3 3 3 3 0 2 3
67 408 47 115 ouT 0 0 [} 4 6 4 0 1 1 3 3 0 8 8
68 67 0 23 ouT 0 0 7 9 8 3 1 1 2 9 3 0 4 4
69 238 229 30 ouT 0 0 2 3 | 1 0 0 0 ] 3 0 1 1
70 223 219 30 ouT 0 0 2 3 2 1 0 0 0 ‘3 S 0 3 2
71 28 26 18 ouT 0 0 2 ] 2 1 7 7 8 3 3 0 2 2
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Factor 3, referenced in the state Urban Reserve Rule, is the "Orderly and economic provision of public facilities and services.”
Factor 4, referenced in the state Urban Reserve Rule, is the *Maximum efficiency of land uses within and on the fringe of the existing urban area.” )

Factor 5, referenced in the state Urban Reserve Rule, is the “Environmental, energy, economic and social consequences.”

Factor 6, referenced in the state Urban Reserve Rule, is the “Retention of agricultural land as defined, with Class ! being the highest priority for retention and Class V the lowest priority.”

Factor 7, referenced in the state Urban Reserve Rdle. is the *Compatibility of the proposed urban uses with nearby agricultural activities.”

Resource acres are those acres zoned Exclusive Farm and Forest (EFU), or meeting state EFU requirements (for example, the AF-20 zone in Washington County).

Buildable acres are those acres considered developable after considerations are made for environmental obnstraints. efficiency factors and for future roads, parks, schools and other public facilities.

The utility feasibility analysis examinés the relative cost of extending urban \cvater. sanitary sewers and slonnwa_ter facilities.

This shows the Execufive Officer's recommendation (9/96): whether the URSA is included or not, the number of acres and the resource acres.

The road network analysis compares the existing local and regional road network in the urban reserve study areas to the required road network for future urbanization.

Traffic Congestion estimates the relative lack of congestion of the prima

Regional Transportation Plan. '

School facilities were examined for accessibility by evaluating walking distance to elementary schools, middle schools and hlgh schools.

The efﬁciency factor is an estimate of how much of the urban reserve study area, which is not environmentally sign
consideration development limitations (land locked parcels, partially vacant parcels, small parcels, and steep slopes under 25% that inhibit development).

ry arterials, highways and freeways serving the area after additional improvements, as described by th.a financially constrained

gnificant land, is likely to be avallable for urban development. ‘This factor takes into

Buildable lands are those lands that are assumed to be suitéble for building. These lands include resource lands, but exclude steep slopes, wetlands, floodplains and other envimnn;enbal constraints.
These lands have been discounted for development limitations and a gross to net reduction of 25%has been applied (for future roadways, schools and other public facilities).

Environmental factors include slopes over 25%, floodplains, wetlands, riparian corridors and flood prone soils. Urban res;efve study areas are ranked by' the percentage of environmental factors within each
.area. . : ' .

Access to centers uses the distance along public rights-of-way to the central city,
- of Factor 5.

Jobs/housing balance estimates the amount of balance of jobs to housing for the urban reserve area using-year 2015 population and employment forecas

ts. The centra

in the calculations so that areas closest to the existing urban growth boundary are compared with each other rather than thevmore established central core of the region.

. Agricultural retention analyzes the types of fand contained in each urban reserve s

state's Urban Reserve Rule.

Agricultural compatibility assesses the existence of agricultural lands a
of the site making agriculture less viable in the long run.

regionél centers and town centers, the three centers identified in the 2040 Growth Concept, to evaluate the energy aspect

| part ¢f the region was not included

tudy area and classifies land according to priority for urbanization and agricultural retention using priorities set out in the

djacent to the urban reserve study area and the location of any natural features that could buffer agricultural uses or the awessibility‘
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Feb. 25, 1997

Honorable Jon Kvistad, Presiding Officer
and Members of the Metro Council

Ladies and Gentlemen:

On behalf of the West Linn City Council, I am writing to express our strong
opposition to a proposed amendment to Metro's urban reserve ordinance.

The City Council wants to be clear that it opposes any Urban Growth Boundary
amendment without city agreement and/or annexation.

Proposed amendment 3.01.012(e)(2) would authorize Metro to amend the urban
growth boundary

". .. if the proposed amendment is required to assist the region or
comply with the 2040 Growth Concept or to assist the region, a city or
county in demonstrating compliance with statute, rule or statewide goal
requirements for land within the urban growth boundary."

The proposed amendment appears to empower the Metro Council to override or
disregard proposed requirements [ 03.01.012(e)(1) ] that UGB amendments include
provisions for annexation to a city or service district(s), and that cities and counties
agree to adopt comprehensive plan and zoning provisions for lands to be added to the
UGB.

We believe this amendment undercuts the close consultation and cooperation between
Metro and units of local government that led to adoption of the 2040 Growth
Concept. It opens the way for enclaves of urban-density development on rural lands
that may be added to the UGB.

The fundamental concept that lands designated for urbanization be annexed to a city as
a condition of urbanization would be compromised. That this amendment was
introduced without input from cities in the metropolitan area is also very troubling.
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Accordingly, the West Linn City Council urges you to reject the amendment.

Sincerely,
Thom, Mayor
City of West Linn

cc: Mike Burton, Metro Executive Officer
Metropolitan Policy Advisory Committee
City Council
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February 25, 1997

Honorable Jon Kvistad, President Officer and Metro Councilors

Ladies and Gentlemen:

This letter is in response to an action taken by the Metro Council at the meeting of February 20th
that amends the Metro Code as it relates to Urban Reserve planning. Specifically, Section
3.01.012(e)(2) appears to provide for an amendment to the UGB without city agreement or
annexation under certain conditions.

We are concerned with the content of this amendment and that this amendment would be
proposed for a Council vote without the input of the cities in the region. While we are aware of the
need to comply with the 2040 Growth Concept, as well as the State’s requirements to meet
housing and a 20 year buildable land supply, it is not acceptable to the cities of Washington
County to have the dictatorial language in the Code to allow Metro to move the UGB in specific
locations at their pleasure without the agreement of the local jurisdiction that will need to service
that locale.

We are all committed to meeting the goals of 2040 and Statewide Planning Goals. We, in the
cities of Washington County, are prepared to do the job necessary to meet those objectives.
How/ever, we do not need nor do we support this type of Code domination.

I\LRPLN\NADINE\UGB.DOC

13125 SW Halll Bivd., Tigard, OR 97223 (503) 639-4171 TDD (503) 684-2772
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EXHIBIT 03 0637- 32~

TO: * - Councilor Susan McLain, Chair, Growth Management Committee
FROM: John Fregonese, Director, Growth Management Servwes
DATE: March 11, 1997 V
SUBJECT: Rural Resource Zoning & Urban Reserves

As requested, we have recalculated the amount of rural resource lands (those that meet State
standards as exclusive farm or forest lands) in the three county area. The corrected results are

‘on the attached data sheet

I would be happy to discuss these data with you and members of the Council as needed.

Thank you.

c: Mike Burton, Executive Officer

-~
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Resource Lands Stat_istics

- Revised -

Comparison of 3 Coimty Resources and Metro Urban Reserves ‘

Total existing EFU lands in the 3 counties -
Acres of EFU lands in proposed Metro Urban Reserves
Remaining EFU lands in 3 Counties

Acres of existing EFU in Washington County

Acres of EFU lands in proposed Metro Urban Reserves
Remaining EFU lands in County

Acres of existing EFU in Multnomah County
Acres of EFU lands in proposed Metro Urban Reserves
Remaining EFU lands in County

Acres of existing EFU in Clackamas County
Acres of EFU lands in proposed Metro Urban Reserves
Remaining EFU lands in County

233,553 acres
2,910 acres
230,623

120,148

1,191
118,957

23,370
327
23,043

90,034
1,392
88,642

EFU Lands on Prime (Classes I-IV) Soils - 3 County Totals

Existing Class I Soils
Urban Reserves
Remaining

Existihg Class II Soils
Urban Reserves
Remaining

~ Existing Class IIT Soils

Urban Reserves
" Remaining

Existing Class IV Soils
Urban Reserves
Remaining

. 4,185 acres
70
4,115

108,037 acres
1,082
106,955

52,750 acres

1,373

51,377

33,434 acres
34
33,093
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~EXHIBIT

TO: Councilor Susan McLain, Chair, Growth Management Committe:
FROM: John Fregonese, Director, Growth Management Services
DATE: = March 6, 1997

SUBJECT: Rural Resource Zoning & Urban Reserves

As requested, we have calculated the amount of rural resource lands (those that meet State
standards as exclusive farm or forest lands) in the three county area. David Ausherman,
Senior Regional Planner compiled these data. The results are on the attached data sheet.
I would be happy to discuss these data with you and members of the Council as needed.

Thank you.

c: Mike Burton, Executive Officer
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Resource Lands Statistics

Comparison of 3 County Resources and Metro Urban Reserves

Total existing EFU lands in the 3 counties

Acres of EFU lands in proposed Metro Urban Reserves
' Remaining EFU lands in 3 Counties

Acres of existing EFU in Washington County
Acres of EFU lands in proposed Metro Urban Reserves
Remaining EFU lands in County

Acres of existing EFU in Clackamas County
Acres of EFU lands in proposed Metro Urban Reserves
: Remaining EFU lands in County

Acres of existing EFU in Multnomah County
Acres of EFU lands in proposed Metro Urban Reserves
' ‘Remaining EFU lands in County

233,553 acres
2,910 acres
230,623

120,148

1,191

118,957

23,370 -
327 .
118,957

90,034
1,392
88,642

EFU Lands on Prime (Classes I-IV) Soils - 3 County Totals

Existing Class I Soils
Urban Reserves
Remaining

Existing Class II Soils
Urban Reserves
Remaining

Existing Class IIT Soils
Urban Reserves
 Remaining

Existing Class IV Soils
Urban Reserves
Remaining

4,185 acres
70
4,115

108,037 acres
1,082

106,955

52,750 acres

1,373

51,377

33,434 acres

. 341

33,093
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: Kim A Vandeﬁéy -
17207 SW Siler Ridge Lane
Aloha Oregon 97007

5 March 1997
Metro Council:

Presiding Officer, Jon Kvistad
Councilor, Susan McLain
Councilor, Ruth McFarland
Councilor, Patricia McCaig
Councilor, Ed Washington

- Councilor, Don Morissette
Councilor Lisa Naito

Re: Deletion of URSA # 49

- Dear Councilors: .
I agree with Mr. Honeyman's letter to you and wholeheartedly support it. In fact I
have said that repeatedly for over 2 years. : ’

Our attorney's letter dated 18 Nov. 1996 also pointed out many of the errors in the
Cooper Mountain Petitioners letter. Then at the last possible moment and without any
prior notification the council votes to delete URSA # 49. You ignored our testimony for
someone's half true argument. What does a citizen have to do to get a government to
listen to the truth? You ask for citizen involvement ,but you don't really want it .

The Petitioners state over and over that the Summer Creek Drainage is such a
Significant Natural Resource Area. Right after your vote on 27 Feb. 1997 I went down to
your Greenspaces people and asked them if they would consider buying the land here for
greenspace. They could hardly be bothered even if the ravine is donated. I guess that the
area is not so significant after all.

As I stated before I asked the Petitioners if they wanted to work on a way we could all
get what we all want . They said No! (Of course because they want nothing to develop) I
offered my place for sale so they could have their park, but they aren't interested.(Big
surprise) They want to control someone else's property without paying for it or allowing
anyone to develop it to it's best use.

The Washington County Commission Chairwoman Linda Peters says the roads are
taxed now. Who's at fault for that? They lured the Business here. I can't see what she



means as the county just widened Murray road to five lanes and is widening Scholls Ferry
Road right now.

If Murray hill is a "Town Center" doesn't it make sense that people within a mile of the
Town Center be part of it? Our interior roads for this URSA will connect 175th with.
Weir road and thus cut off a mile from the direction of travel.

“Councilor Naito says in her remarks that "we (the Council) are not going to achieve the
kind of compact design and will not get any kind of density out of this area because of
significant environmental concerns"”. We think you can do that a number of ways. Even
the Metro staff thought that when they made the scores in the URSA-matic. If you
decide to make a plan work it will, if you decide it will fail it will. We have the techriology -
to make things happen or not. Let's be positive and make this happen.

I think you need to reconsider and vote For an Amendment to allow the 140 acres in
the northern most part of URSA 49 to be an Urban Reserve, as we stated in your 27 Feb.
1997 meeting. ' '

Sincerely yours,

Y

Kim A Vandehey



EXHIBIT 0%069%- 27

STUART HONEYMAN
17400 SW REUSSER COURT —~ — — - ..
BEAVERTON, OREGON 97007-8772
(503)590-7174
March 4, 1997

METRO Council :

Presiding Officer, Jon Kvistad
Deputy Presiding Officer, Susan McLain
Councilor, Ruth McFarland
Councilor, Don Morissette
Councilor, Ed Washington
. Councilor, Lisa Naito
Councilor, Patricia McCaig

600 NE. Grand Avenue
Portland, Oregon 97232-2736

Re:  Designation of Urban Reserves - URSA #49

Dear Councilors,

Thank you to each and every one of you who made time in your schedules to see
me on such short notice today. It was very gratifying to see all of the Councilors hard at
work and that six of you took the time to meet me face to face.

As was explained, I left on vacation February 19" and returned to find that the
northern portion of URSA #49 had been deleted from urban reserves inclusion by Naito
Amendment #2 on February 20™ (“Naito #2”). Mr. Michael Morrissey provided me the
brief transcript of the motion and discussion leading to the vote on Naito #2 (see
Exhibit A on page 3). I find factual errors were incorporated in the argument to support
carrying the amendment. Please take the time to weigh the following:

L Councilor Naito stated that “As far as utility feasibility, the sewers are not
available in that portion”. There are appropriately designed and extendible sanitary and
storm sewer facilities presently constructed to the east boundary of the northern portion
of URSA #49 along the entire length of that boundary with the Murrayhill subdivision
(refer to Exhibit B in November 18, 1996 testimony letter to METRO from Schwabe,
Williamson & Wyatt). Ongoing development within the UGB is extending additional
sewer services to the boundary and shall progress to the south all the way to Scholls Ferry
Road. The entire northern portion of URSA #49 is already served by Tualatin Valley
Water District, PGE, GTE, NW Natural Gas, and TCI, all of which have main service
lines installed. There is also a fire station at the northwest corner of URSA #49.

II. Washington County Commission Chairwoman Peters stated that she opposes the
site. She was heavily lobbied by the Petitioners for Cooper Mountain and subsequently
made the political decision to oppose the site without regard to the criteria for designating
land as urban reserve as listed in OAR 660-21-030(2), in particular factors 3 through 7 of

1



Goal 14. Washington County DLUT approved all of the local development in URSA #49
and the accompanying utility installation. Chairwoman Peters assessment of the site as
very difficult to serve is in error, in fact it is easily and efficiently served. METRO’s own
engineering study shows this.

III.  The “road problem” does not exist. All of Murrayhill’s traffic is channeled to
Weir Road, Murray Blvd. and Scholls Ferry Road. Northern URSA #49 does not need an
outlet into the residential streets of Murrayhill, it should be served by Weir Road, 175"
and Scholls Ferry Road, the intended major arterial and collector streets. The “internal
streets” already developed are appropriately designed and up to current standards for
urbanization. Previous development activity has required road right of way dedications
that brought all widths up to standards. When urbanization occurs in this area, the
accompanying roads shall shorten the travel distance to jobs and commercial centers.
“Private easements” do serve as access to two Rural Planned Developments (“RPDs”),
but the rest of the area is accessible by public streets and extensions of such. The two
RPDs do not block access and extension of public street access. Public transit would be
logically expanded into the area from the Murray Blvd. bus route when density provides
reason to do so.

IV.  METRO staff has shown the area to be topographically acceptable as reflected in
the score sheet of Qualifying URSAs (score of 49). The steep land lies in the Summer
Creek drainage, which shall be preserved in the course of development. It is currently
protected by Significant Natural Resource designation. Ironically, development provides
more protection to this stream. Under the Oregon Forest Practices Act, the mature timber
is more vulnerable to removal than if urbanization were to occur. The land owners who
now use their land as tree farms have the right to harvest the timber resources to make the
farms profitable. By not now seeking preservation of this drainage, it may well be set
back drastically in regards to its value as greenspace and mature natural condition.

V. The group referred to in the November 18, 1996 Schwabe, Williamson & Wyatt
letter owns the large parcels in the northernmost portion of URSA #49. Our properties
have no restrictive covenants, conditions or restrictions that are contrary to the 2040 plan.
The Rural Planned Development home clusters have been restricted, but do not interfere
with future land use of the surrounding larger parcels.

VI.  Councilor Naito based the deletion of the northern portion from urban reserves on
“environmental constraints”. This is not criteria for disqualification. All URSAs have
considerable environmental constraints that must be addressed in the course of pursuing
the 2040 plan. This should not have been cited as a final reason for deletion of this area.

A disturbing fact I heard from the Councilors and staff is that this decision has
been politicized and “horse traded” to make a final package palatable to a majority of the
Council for passage at this time. The factual criteria as required by law had been being
used until the Naito #2 Amendment was passed. Now the Council is relying on
erroneous information and emotional issues that have no place to be used in this decision
making process. I ask that this urban reserve site be amended to include the northernmost
portion as defined in the November 18, 1996 testimony letter. (As of February 27,
Councilor Naito had not reviewed the entire file on URSA #49 and in particular, the

2



testimony letter). My attorney tells me that we have a strong case to appeal the ordinance
as it stands now to LUBA, especially in the light that priority four resource land has been
selected over priority one exception land. Steve Morasch from Schwabe, Williamson &
Wyatt has sent a letter to Mr. Dan Cooper, METRO General Council, (February 26,
1997) indicating our desire to avoid an appeal and seek a remedy.

Please do not fall prey to those who wish to close the door in the face of so many
others. We must make room for our future neighbors. Cooper Mountain is big enough
for those who wish to live here if the job is done right. The regional park project has
begun to succeed and shall be of great benefit to the environment and the people.

Thank you for your consideration.

Sincerely yours,

Stuart Honeyman

I 49 Exhibit A 'M\f +‘° MI(((AU%O
sk 49 Aol

Motion:Councilor Lisa Naito moved the exclusion the northernmost portion of Site 49.
Second:Councilor Patricia McCaig seconded the motion.

Discussion: Councilor Lisa Naito stated that when the Council voted on this parcel in December, 1996, and
to exclude that middle EFU (exclusive farm use) portion, it changed the efficiency factors as far as this portion goes.
Testimony has come in with respect to the steepness of this exception land and also Summer Creek runs through here.
Since we are voting to exclude exception land at this point, I think the record needs to be very clear on what the factors
are that warrant that exclusion. As far as utility feasibility, the sewers are not available in that portion. Washington
County Commissioners oppose the site. They believe that it is a very difficult one to serve. There is a road problem
here. There is no direct access from the existing Urban Growth Boundary on Murray Hill. A lot of internal streéts are
already developed. There is private easements. There is no transit available. As far as efficiency factors, there is about a
15% slope generally and some of it is quite steep. It is already highly parcelized and there are deed restrictions on some
of the properties. There are significant environmental constraints. We are purchasing, through the Green Spaces
program, some area near here. It is a significant natural resource area. It is the headwaters of Summer Creek. It is a
wildlife corridor. Some of the slopes are about 25%. The Audubon Society has submitted testimony to request removal.
In terms of access to town centers, I talked with people in the Murray Hill area who often drive to Lake Oswego which is
much farther away rather than Beaverton just because of the traffic and road problems in that area. We are not going to
achieve the kind of compact design and will not get any kind of density out of this area because of significant
environmental concerns here, I do think that northern portion should be excluded.

Councilor Susan McLain: Again, as I look at the findings, which are really important to me as far as the exception land
being deleted. One of the elements that I am concerned about is that you have used the reasoning of efficiency because
of steepness and also because of the fact that there are a number of parcels that are small and partitioned. There is, on the
corner, what I would call the northeast corner - there are 27 acres there that is in one contiguous piece and has been clear
cut. Also, if you would look down at the bottom - let’s go to the middle there - on Road 175, there is a fire station and
there is at least a twenty-acre piece going up from there that has one or two ownership’s and is it a contiguous piece?
Would it be your purpose to exclude all of it and just what you consider to be steep and not efficiently served?

Councilor Lisa Naito: In light of the environmental constraints, I believe that the whole northernmost portion should be
deleted. With regard to the issues I spoke to earlier, it is not just the topography of individual parcels of the land that
may be included but all of the factors that I have mentioned before including the headwaters of the creek, the wildlife
corridor, the steepness of the slopes, and the local government has indicated that it is very expensive and difficult to
serve and transportation issues as well. I think all of those factors support deleting the whole northern portion.

Vote: Aye - 6; No - 0; Abstain 1 (Councilor Morissette)
3
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Ms. Susan Stevens Humm%lylﬁpogiﬁ\g( r%hiqu'cﬁ"ad' Lake Oswego, OR 97034 appeared to speak and 4o cxpreas i

: <«;F‘§§‘i‘§{‘:'¢;ns about URSA #33, which is Gy a iﬁ/ farm/forest that straddles the=iaterseetiorefChilds Road a+ the 1atersechim

. wivh tis Stafford Road. Her family has owned the farm since the 1850°s. The focus of her remarks was on the e
'vegetation, hydrology, topography, and management ofﬁr? property, specifically the land bordered to the s o8

south by Ecotopia Lane, to the east by Stafford Road, and to the north by Childs Road.

epproamate b

Ms.Wummei reported that from 1881 fo 1983 her family planted trees onyten acres which had
previously been used as cattle pasture. From 1987 to 1992, some of these trees were soid during the
Christmas season. In 1996 she initiated a long-term competition/density experimeigtevyitil;the remaining
irees. The objective of the study was to measure responses of tree growth, + =2) plant 4 1.t
diversity, and bird species abundance associated with density. Annual measurements are taken inffour
: permanent sampie plots. Resuits from the study ﬂmp establish guidelines for the conversion and
. management of Christmas tree plantations ;r;sﬁorthwest Oregon. In adaition to the young forest they
‘ planted, their property has approximatelyf&q acres of mature forest. The mature forest is characterized by
a diversity of native plant and animal species, three streams, natural springs and siopes of between 30 to
40%. Dominant tree species include Western Red £edar, Douglas-Fir, Westerniﬂ'emlqchg_ Red Alder, Wild
ACherry, and Big Leaf Maple” She offered the testimony as an over-30-year resident ofyStafford {Faensie, as
a forest scientist, and as a citizen.
~the

Ms. BtevensfHumme! said the forested land on &%epmpeﬂy IS a current and future asset to the Tualatin
River)h’éltershed and to local communities. She said she envisioned an educational forest where children
and adults can experience upland and riparian managed forest eco-systems.

ficomnton names jor tree speues not caprtalized, except she proper narme _')ol‘«ﬂfa":- "11.! ,l"vguci—.
=t »l:’i ngkw.#—sd}gma it 1s not & hrue fur )
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SHIBIT 020697 -39

Urban Reserves as of 2127197

Site Total Resource Exception
# Acres Acres Acres
1 532.5 199.6 332.8
2 388.8 88.7 300.1
3 22.3 22.3 - 0.0
4 123.5 0.0 123.5
5 1,358.5 0.0 1,358.5
6 2,166.3 380.8 1,785.6
7 441.9 0.0 441.9
8 528.7 0.1 528.6
9 561.2 0.0 561.2
10 139.5 0.0 139.5
1 - 473.0 60.1 412.9
13 65.5 0.0 65.5
14 307.2 426 264.6
15 314.7 0.0 3147
17 188.6] 0.0 188.6
.18 © 98.8 0.0 98.8
19 12.2 0.0 12.2
22 337.2 0.0 337.2
23 22.8 0.0 22.8
24 1734 0.0 173.4
25 1,048.6 0.0 1,048.6
26 2,140.2 0.0 2,140.2
29 189.6 0.0 189.6
30 206.6 0.0 206.6
31 736.4 615.1 121.3
32 87.4 76.0 11.5
33 338.7 71.6 267.0
34 756.5 0.3 756.2
35 71.8 0.0} 71.8
36 33.1 0.0 33.1
37 145.5 0.0 145.5
39 13.1 10.4 2.8
41 423.1 286.1 137.0
42 249.1 0.0 2491
43 - 103 0.0 ) 10.3|"
44 237.9 189.5 48.4
45 462.9 0.0 462.9
47 82.3 0.0 82.3
48 216.5 0.0 216.5
49 261.6 0.0 261.6
- 51 84.4 0.0 .84.4
52 106.8 1.7 105.1
53 203.5 "182.9 20.6
54 191.1 1441 471
55 827.0 414.0 413.0
61 276 0.0 27.6
‘62 53.3 10.0 43.3
63 10.1 10.1 0.0
64 193.8 16.5 177.3
65 485.2 220.4 264.8
67 318.4 0.0 318.4
68 67.6 0.0 67.6
69 14.5 14.4 0.1
" 70 28.3 28.3 0.0
Total 18,579.2 3,085.4 15,493.9
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E M o R A N D U

EXHIBIT
| 030637- ko)

Date: March 3, 1997 : S i
To: Plresiding Officer Kvistad, Metro Council -

From: Larry g%%/, Office of General Counsel

Subject: ©=  Technical Amendments | |

Two technical amendments have been brought to our attention and included in the attached "E"
version of the urban reserve ordinance. After review of these amendments, the Office of General
Counsel has determined that these amendments are not material changes requiring further
con51derat10n of this ordinance.

. 1. Ordinance section incorporating the First Tier Map. The UGB procedures in Exh1b1t A were

~ amended to generalize the reference to the First Tier map, eliminating the reference to this
ordinance. The First Tier map attached as part of Exhibit A is now explicitly referenced in
Section 5 of the ordinance.

2.- Amendments to 3.01.012(g), the "urban reserve plan" added references to "school districts" in . '
addition to the general term "service districts.”. For consistency, "school districts" is added to
3.01. 005(c)(4) and 3.01 015(d)
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