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TO: Jon Kvistad
Presiding OJ^cer

FROM: Michael Morrissey
Senior Council Analyst

DATE: February 20, 1997

RE: Amendments to Urban Reserve Map, Exhibit C of Ordinance 96-655B

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 McLaih Morissette Naito Washington
1 Delete
2 Delete
5 Del. EFU
14 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

Rteycted Paper



54 Delete
55
56 Delete Delete
59 Delete Delete
62 Delete Del. most
64 Delete Modify
65 Delete Del. some Del. all



MEMORANDU M
600 NORTHEAST GRAND AVENUE I PORTLAND, OREGON 97232 2738 

TEL 5 0 3 7 9 7 1 5 3 8 FAX 5 0 3 7 9 7 1 7 9 3

Metro

TO: 

FROM: 

COPY TO: 

DATE:

RE:

Councilors

Jeff Stone, Assistant to the Presiding Officer 

Presiding Officer Jon Kvistad 

February 19,1997

URBAN RESERVE AMENDMENTS

Attached are the amendments submitted to the Presiding Officer regarding Urban 
Reserves. As yon 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 ail or part of URSA # 65 
containing 448.9 acres.

RECEIVED

FEB 18 199
TIME:

Ml
ij-^Oavv,

lEtRO SERVICE IICE C
OFFICE GENERAL COONSEL



Naito Amendment Number 2

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

received 

FEB 18 199J
Tl METROSER^

OFFICE GENERAL



McFarland Amendment Number 1

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

Ci

RECEIVED

TIME;

FEB 18 1997
vieMETRO SERVICE Di: r 

OFFICE GENERAL COUNSEL



TIME:

RECEIVED 

FEB 1 8 1997
'7'ti3 H M

METRO SERVICE DISTRIC . 
OFFICE GENERAL COUNSEL

KVISTAD PROPOSAL 

UGB PROCEDURES AMENDMENT # 1

3.01.010 (e) “First Priority Urban Reserves” means urban reserves or designated and manned 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 11 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. s

RECEIVED

TIME:

FEB 18 1997
3-00 ftA.

METRO SERVICE OtSTI 
OFFICE GENERAL COUNSEL



TO: Jon Kvistad
Presiding Officer

FROM: Councilor Susan McLain

DATE: February 18, 1997

RE: Amendments to Ordinance #96-655B

RECEIVED 

FEB 1 8 1997
TIME; —

METRO SERVICE OISTRL . 
OFFICE GENERAL COUNSEL

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

1) Recommendations to remove. 

Site Action Net Acre Change

2) Recommendations to amend.

Site Action Net Acre Change

3) Recommendations to add. 
Site Action Net Acre Change

Comment
56 Remove (38) All EFU
59 Remove (35) All EFU
62 Remove Retain small area N. of 

Sunset Highway
65 Remove EFU east of 

Kaiser Rd.
(40)

Comment '
5 Remove EFU (48.5)

15 Move N. Boundary to 
follow electrical pylons, 
below Monner Creek

As per Doug Bollen

35 Remove 1.6 acres (1.6)
51 Remove 6.2 acres (6;2)
64 Remove EFU, round off 

triangle top boundary
f/sy- map/staff error

Comment
14 Add Rock Creek finger Nat. resource protection
17,18,19 
24,25,26

Add to sites As per Oregon City

36 Add 33.2 Nat. resource 
protection. As per 
Wilsonville

46 Add 111.6

/V(F Jpui
(UrA^.
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DATE:

TO;

FROM:

RE:

M R N U M
600 NORTHEAST GRAND AVENUE I PORTLAND OREGON 97232 273B 

TEL 5 0 3 7 9 7 1 7 0 0 |fAX 5 0 3 7 9 7 1 7 9 7

M ETRO

February 18, 1997 

Jon Kvistad 

Patricia

YOUR REQUEST FOR AMENDMENTS

Af,!!0U/e1C,UeSted 1 am formaIly submitting notice that I plan to present amendments as a result 
of the findings dated February 7.

My amendments will deal with the following sites:

1 - 
2- 

30- 
31 - 
32-

delete
delete
delete
delete
delete

36 - add 
41 - delete 
49- delete (partial) 
54 - delete 
56 - delete

59 - delete 
62 - delete
64 - delete
65 - delete

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

C:\LR\1PMC\CORRESP\URAMND.DOC

RECEIVED 

FEB 18 199,
TIME: S

METRO SERVICE DISTTHTCT 
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 
appropriately 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) Site 53 is non-productive agricultural land not in current cultivation due to 

extreme soil conditions and the existence of large numbers of overgrown ornamental trees and 

shrubs. Topographically, 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,

John Kvistad 

Susan McLain 

Mike Burton

Don Morissette 
Metro Councilor District 2

RECEIVED 

FEB 18 199Z
TIME:

METRO SERVICE DIS' 
OFFICE GENERAL COUl

0125761.01
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Memorandum 2__ PACE(S) VIA^FAX

Date: December n, 1996 

iO: Metro Council Members @ 797-1793

F.50W; Paul F. Morns, .\SL?r'7^
Vice President £/" \

SbB-JECi h-T.: Rceousiueraiion of Site ff53 For Urban Reserve Inchi.siun

wCiT-iTjc.ats: i Me purpose ol ;his memorandum is to provide you will iniponant mformation 
relating to thi.s '200 acre sire and its conte.vt in the ■ L'rbar." Resarva.s decision 
nrajcmg proce.ss. It is cruica! to rruis -.veil mronrvad ..ieci.sions about srro'.vm in 
cur region. I hope this infonn.aiio.n vvili help you in your efforts.

THE .SITE

Prior to last wee.k's hearing, Steve lar.ik naec with severai Metro councilors to 
present e.'ttensive research and anai\ .os supporting the inclusion of Sire -=53 in 
the urban reserves.

/
Our analysis of the findings from Metro's modeling showed that this orooeiav. 
or the 12 sites under consideration, should be ranked in the top \Q% for 
inoiusiori. save- for (wo criteria - agriculiurai capabilitv anci agricultural 
suitability. However, Metro's evaluation of these two criteria failed to 
incorporate critical site conditions.

Prior to last week's hearing we. submitted comprehensive evidence illustrating 
that the iS3 acre EFU designated portion is unfit for agricultural use. Mapping 
of soils in the general area may suggest it is suitable and capable of sustaining 
agricultural activity. However, site investigation and scientific analysis ccnfiim 
it cannot.

Here are the facts. The propeiiy is:

* .An abandoned tree farm-nursery since 1980.

♦ Covered with diseased, dying and ingrown/overgrown trees.

• Surrounded by non-agricultural uses.

* Non-econornical to farm.

Tne noth were scientijicaily analyzed and found to require extensive 
rehabilitation to make the site useful for future farming.

Flamimv
p^i^ii -
i-'uruc Jtivolvemcr.i 
Project Managetntw



End. 

The potential ro .T(UfI! is lost hecause ,he /iJl.l.7Ju:ial cost to remove [he [rf,;'es. 
[rllllks. and TOOI,\' nnd restore' the Jwtrienr dc:p/c'!ed soil "'ill be over 
S500.000, No agric!!lturd enre.rprisc: ... '(iIl wnoni:.t: those cosrs. 

The eiforts to farm a parr (If the sirr! a few ':ears ego 1<:ere uh,wriOf',::"d dll~' !(} 

ihe coru.iiriOrl r.f ;/"ze sire alia soil. 

TEtt"; restir:lDny h:'.t' (~ulo;cilt,)rs fa .. ;!. ~\Jeek STatc:a lne s'iie H:as recu;nrl!{;"'.'?.l.!ed jor 
\1:ir.f1f.ira;~'L11 bdco!lse. ";he maps sh.owed it ',I'as :;ood f<."if" <)griculrure", The 
reCO!!!!I1e!;.:.icw'c:-' for :';:.s~r/£ exclusion ,\',75 based on bad ill/ormcrion. 

The sitc hV.;i ;n~:,~c·.:!i[:t:: :lCCCSS to (uU tftil1$pOnaTion and utililV {llr'rasrructure 
tu suppo:-r urban .:1cosici;;s [U1d. rTIlxes [0 f!}cct 20'-i-O buildou{ ;e:~o~nrnt:f1d:.lrions, 

The .sire i~ r;e-:'L ~0 urban dtveIopmCrH :llid surrollnded by :-;on-£f'U 
;'H.::ti \'!~ics \\'iL~ no npp<)rill oj t y to ;~·(\nn.;:,.:[ ,0 ne:ifby EFU agri(,Ll [rur::!l uses to r,ne 
:)(')u'lh Jnd \J.I:C~t \ as I!.:lS been ~ug~e.sted). 

The reserve <:riteri<l sh~JUlu m;;he Site itS.') ,1 ke\' urban reserve sitG" 

THE ('O,Y[[\.1' 

\\:ilh Sire #:<:~ i:.uL1 ut.!:cr aOl!!:ring rtSC~~:2 ~r()gerties~ ?vlet.ro and th~ ('ity of 
Hill .. :;bi)f'-' ha\'~! ) rart opponurmy in [he rc~l·,)1~ ,0 develop an appri)pri:H21y 
~:.~·~~!cd rU:lst~r pl2-! ,:i.:\<·t!OPf!J.c!!f. .1:'':-.1 ('Jil :'~ ~itc- sU.i~:::d for urban (:<..)n~ldt;~·~(!'0n. 

Over 300 .:!t;[C::i of acrivtiv (armed Efe l:lnd nonh 
\:Y'a.shingron. (~0t~~(Y \\~ei'c i"ncluded t~l t~~t .\VC~kl$ 
rccommendatlGns . .!. hc~.:: .)l[t$ c~\rln.)t he 5..::r\.:,~d ciicCl1 vcly by 
supporr good community pl<lnning goals. 

or Hwv .26 in 
urban reserv~ 

1.!. cr ty 2.Hd do :Jot 

0,';1\' ,\llh- i.Iif~)rm;::ti dt:c:i~:ic>n making wiil ensure che ri!?:ht re-strves afe identified 
and - cl!ns-idered for future r;::giOll:lC grQ'.l,·th, The go;! :::h(JUld be [i) consider 
thOSe sires (h;:~t: 

'-. L. 

3. 

Arc u!1$uitabk for 2.s:ricuttural use: 
Supporr Good COIl1i1lUnity Planning Goals: and 
.:\re readily located for .'":t:f\"1,:c by a ne~by .:-tcv. 

Site #S3 pa::.<;es this {e:;;;r. 

We believe Sit:: TfS3 is un uppropriate and quc.iified sire for urban reServes and 
arc requesting your support for indusion. 

Thank you for your time. I am uvailabie for further disctlssion at your 
convenience, Plt:;I~e fed free to contact me at my office: :228,7352. 

-



CITY OF HILLSBORO

RECEIVED

NG7 011S95

8ALL. JAMIn ^ NOVACK

Winslow C. Brooks 
Planning Director

cc: Tim Efwert, Jack Orchard

October 20, 1995

Metro Council Land Use Committee 
c/o John Fregonese.
Metro Regional Center 
600 N.E. Grand Avenue 
Portland, CR 97232-2736

RE; Hancuer Request ror Urban Reserve Study Area Designation 

Dear Committee Members:

The City of Hillsboro has had a series of discussions about the City’s position concerning designation 
of the Joe Hancuer prope.ny as pert of Metro's urban reserve. The City understands that Mr. Hancuer 
was specifically requested by Washington County to confer with us oecause of the strong likelihood 
that the Henauer property, if included in the urban rese.we. will ultimately 'oe a pert of the City of 
.Hiilsboro. We also unde.rstcnd that Washington County staff believes that the Hancuer property is a 
good and logical candidate for urban reserve study area status. The City of Hiilsboro concurs with 
this assessment. The Hancuer property is a large tract presently under a single ownership. It is 
imm.ediately acjcce.nt to the e.xisting Urban Growth Boundary in cn area that has been urbanizing 
and will likely continue to urbanize. From the City's persoective, large tracts of property 
im,mediately cdjcce.nt to the existing UG3 afford maximum planning opportunity. This will allow the 
City (and County) to master plc.n these large acreages for future urban use compatible with existing 
urban development end. more importantly, new development consistent with the Region 2040 
concept.

The City believes intelligent, considered ‘uture planning for large parcels like the Henauer rraci, as 
early in the process os fecsi'ole, is vital to dealing with these parcels when, and if, they urbanize.

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Henauer parcel. The CUy understands this parcel 
will be considered at your committee's October 31 meeting. The City urges its inclusion within the 
urban rese.we study area.

Sincerely,

ClT^bF HILLSBORO PLANNING DEPARTMENT

123 West Main Street. Hillsboro. Oregon 97123-3999 • 503/681-6100 • FAX S03/'631-62-15
AN eouM cpooRruNny ewpiore;? fflwreo cw f>€cycled paper
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2
TO:

FROM:
DATE:
RE:

Jon Kvistad 
Presiding Officer 
Councilor Susan McLain 
February 18, 1997
Amendments to Ordinance #96-655B

EXHIBIT:

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

1) Recommendation to remove

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

Mte Action Net Acre Change Comment
5 Remove EFU land (48.5)
15 Move northern boundary to follow

electrical pylons below Monner
Creek

(35) - estimate As per Doug Bollen .

35 Remove 1.6 acres (1.6)
51 Remove 6.2 acres (6.2)
64 Remove EFU land; round off 

triangle at top boundary
(15) - estimate

■V.

3) Recommendation to add

Site Action Net Acre Change Comment
14 Add Rock Creek finger 100 - estimate natural resource protection
17,
18,
19,
24,
25,
26

Add to sites 400 - estimate As per Oregon City
All exception land

36 Add 33.2 natural resource protection
46 Add 111.6 Exception land



IVI U R N D U M

EXHIBIT
Metro

TO:
FROM:
DATE:
SUBJECT:

Councilor Susan McLain, Chair, Growth Management Commit 
John Fregonese, Director, Growth Management Services 
Febmary 18, 1997
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 resource 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. Adrninistering 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

I 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 03oL^?-Z:^
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

Ladies and Gentlemen,

I am responding to information I received only minutes ago regarding a vote today by the 
Council on the Metro Code amendments that apply to Urban Growth Boundary adjustments. I 
admit that the information I have is sketchy and this is a rather hurried reply, so my 
understanding of the amendment may be incomplete or out of context. However, I feel it 
necessary to get this point into the record. The amendment in question, 3,01.012(c)(2), appears 
to provide for an UG8 amendrrient without city agreement or annexation under certain 
conditions.

While we are perplexed why such an amendment to the Code would be proposed for a Council 
vote without the input of the cities in the Region, we are even more dismayed that the Council 
would consider such an action in the Code. While we are aware of the need to comply with the 
2040 Growth Concept, as well as tfie State’s requirements to meet housing and a 20 year 
buiidable land supply, it is not acceptable to the cities of VA/ashington 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 tnis type of Code domination.

Sincerely,

-ou Ogden, 
Mayor of Tualatin

cc: 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 b4 , .

Hoaortubie Jon Kvibtttu 
I’le^^ldinq Otiicei'
Mfttro Cou.'ic; 1
6 00 Nb Grruid Avei.ae
Fo cl.-', a n d, 09 7 2 3 j 2 7 51 10

RE: Urban Reserve Area 41
Parcels 1, 7, and 3, Part it-lon Plot 1993-16C.

Deal Mr . K'/ .stad:

r-,. - :^r.f i-v;c Lt..:.;' p:\~cc. fty H'cic i 1 n d e d In Jrbar; Reserv'e Area
41 : r. t-hc dec; i6 ions made by t he Coun .'il thiough Thursday, February j 
20, '99';. On February 21, I obd. aired tKe attached :-;ap i:om
Metro uraff showuicj the property outside the Reserve Area, coni rary 
to det-lc'.ons r / ua i -j. It v.ar; ny undo'-Htap.d i .uy iron staff
throughout, the pi ocesu that aft.er Reset ve Areau were established by 
: 1, e :■. . the raps vcu id ho :fcf ired, -o'hh y..A -aps vouid ho
the boundary included if the owner desirad. I previously submitted

. i.f> rior'■ on of the proj'crty 
included in Con nr i ] vote-., be Included in the Reserve Area. it in

tl ' et ' f-»i r eq-i c S *■ ' ng tnat •. ;;e norr ■ on o* 1* r»e nror'err v

n'' 1 'J d ed i r the Reserve■ ■ y y r [i 5 ft r C r. t C *: Ci ^ ^ 6 n t i i' ^ j.'*^ Up ^ ‘1 " ' LM 7J - I - .11^ J-- to p. V ^
Ai t?a to aii'-'w for tutui e pianciing and service extension et f rciency # 
,,.,t I aytT,' iit’-’ Tf tnat 's not r»Oft •*! i b1 e. 1 won d 1 iKe a port ion
inoiuded, even ir the ent I re propert/ is not.

... ...... I....... r r. I .9 .9 or*,4 i;iit or t (‘*71 i ruony^ t- >- y . - V. — .................................^ , . - - ^ j

bo I i ng, for your use in eva.uatrng this issue, are 
T eayoi.t f O'* it--- • • ••t.it Fa'fe been s.ilnfritted

diio ‘'O : es . 
the (.■..opt.:.; 
dniing the p,ast ti.iee years

\ 'i

' ‘V : .* ad j ace: * hb the Ur can ('ho'xth Boundary and Ci -f y €
Lim11 e ot Wi ;none 1 1ie.

i so, l',ns 4 h : p’' ' t b! op.-' ■ ’ r'TiVm i .a.'ve ff)«-ve',«; ion c
hirt propecty to t (u,: den t La i- sue will help to relieve the

i >1^(1 1 t3 I'lC .

!,/ f, ; 1 T ^ F' ^ '1 ■ ? I'. r* f— f ^ y I', i ■ f h t" T1 n C' ^i(,i -.Oil t i j (i y
O' o V i o u P 1V oubiTil t. show;, that t he p;op*-f y is not high value 
Gi prine ‘raM.tla.-id. .In' soi 1 1-s veiy ' r. i n and uo rocky it 
rani.o■■. i>e tt-.eejinn i ...a i . wo. • it*.. . , t i■ ■ • ■ > <»g. i . a . ^ . - a . .. i e ■. ••
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20 ye-ars < : ♦ was ■ >- i u r e) ^r.-i t >; f-re is only oneOver J.': 
eomriie ro j fi 1 f ri iiii wjtnin a
w ., , ; ^ . 1 f 1 V ^ ' . • r ^ or ' • n «•< ’ '

,'v • ......................
tills ,lsl‘en.

five il'ile rad 1 as, There is no 
T <■> inc.’-fvt cTi t I ■ i! ■ property or in

l-y c M • , n|. nri(a3 ->./ ^ hf r f V ')f W i 1 SOn V i 1 1 e and
k- V. - • j - 1

This itaXes it ar isolated pc'ckct. of £FU land
T w o r ■. I... ^ f
except ion land

. ii .y \ ! 1 t>,=, r I;or', o a ■* i r 1. e w i t ti »i - s i ci e i * i a I > i s e s even it it 
s suitable fo'- farniiiuj. If t.he bity oi W.lvonville developswa;

c Ti 1 i ne re will be sever al t liocyand
people living adiacent to this property.

Ill a*t>'• 1 ' .1.0 t: 
(he f o . lo'A - ng:

a hove i: ' ci c'r "i 1 : 1 C‘'' i '' u s 1 y ^3 ub:v 111. vcl i ^

J. .. ;a ; eclat ie tor Wi.sonville assume that 
nai'in-dooh hospital will be converted Lu high density housing to 
,j v< t,:.e . i-eat ir..ba iar. ,'u, •*'.; :.h is one of the worst in 
r. he region, Daiumaoch is cur ren*' 1 y ’he top site for a proposed

i': * ------- f i; in sol c-etc...J, wbi rh ft ee.tr. likely as of this 
dale, 1^0 acres will bo removed frot ase for housing. 
Tin I a 1' ; ';. ■ •■ -■ ' ' I. i S p i < g ■ e r • y ’• i . ’ L>0 0 C 0 S S rf t V * O p r O / d c for
t .no hooding i eqn i i ed to i e' ie«/e t.he iobs/ housing imbalance.

J, ; i .1 in V 'r t.h e nrco Khov.'.u on the jc.ap prepared by
n-.aft wil - also bo exu on.eiy nifficj'.t, if not impossible

rur property due to topography.

.it t|:„ 'x^i sc_tc't:st -.•.•ho performed the

' • *‘ r«

li o_ t i •-

vtid. ., n t h 1 c property jl.owr (hat the KFU la ltd in the
. t.' 1* r .J.. V C j ' . I • 1. V f t O r V y ti V. J s 1 . k. t 1 ^ s u K. J c - w . . c
•_r|j? fi.'ui.e sol.. 1 iill;tat ioils and also unsui fed lor agiiculture.

)

'to map y.:
. r ■- 1 f,» ■■■■■ Jf • ... r)t pys-p.-lo » o bO dOflO t O'

(‘.a 4 t -J I';! loci the ' Tin. no i i vi.ite. Please
r

r f; r rt'ct I r'- f
Ux hi * • 1. ■ 5 b' . i. J. •’

,-if. iiooivi.! >t. . luci'd. >••••.. for your assistance
-. i ’ .*u.mb..'fs , .staff , 1 COi ii

V o! y ■; rc. . > VpUI n 
/

ij

Robvr t V.. Haiti'.;.'()
h\
M

■'XiaK-^(i«gS£Ss*igia^aiV;.w^
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Fcbruaiy 14. 1997

Rom i(T D. V.4us: Bltuc^Ll^ 
ptrtci Dial

(?o?) 'M-ma
cnail iiJv»nt>rovkUn®sto<l.Coni

OKLrV'tHh'l' RV f ACSrMU h A77n MESSENGER

The Honorable Jun Kvisuui 
PiesidiiiH Oilicer 
Metro Courvcil 
OOO NE Grand Avenue 
PunlaiiO. OR 97J32

Re: Urban Rf«;rvc Area 41

Dear Comic (lor Kvi'.tad-

n,.i u.Ti,.c ttpic.cr.t.s SC Roberr ’.V Hnnfcrd u: tie; Metre Urban Rorrve land 
dcMinaticn process Mr. Hartford nsvfir. prupert)' '^jhich is Ixatcd panially wjthin and 
pm,'i.^iiv outside lobar. Re.csr.e /uei 41 (“Area 41') Area M -.vat d-isigoatal a? an Urban 
Reserve area !.y the Council last December. Tire purpose of this letter is simply to encourage 
tnc euiiCii to ici.iin Area 41 is mi Uibati R>.^t.r*e a;ea aiui to corilmue to iticluds Mr. 
Ilinfuid’s properly, tn wbole or part, wiihin that area.

We look, luivvaid iu •'OiiCiiig sviCii)•;«! 10 furtitcn dciuoautt the tKici bcundaiies of the 
Urban Reserve lands m Arc*a 4! In determining those b<)UiKlat)C.s. we tefcreiice for your 
.'onsidennon a Maitii 13, I95j letter fioni the City of '•VLlsoriV'.llc s ( City s ) Planning 
Difcciui Way lie Sorensen to Metro Growih Maiugemenl Duettnr Jotm Fregonese. which 
sujposted that.

-nased on - review of aerial phoutgraphy 2nd topcgr-pliic maps. * ‘ * Me 
rcc.munend ih^i larnl m a-c .Ates north of ihs; eAicusion of Boeckman Road, below rhe 
1 sij iuui coiitGur, be c.Vwluueu fium the Uiban Rtscnc and that land above that level be 
included in the lJtb.i:i Reserve

.f I.\#f rrti fC
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Ii;r. Honorable1 Jon K'vistac: 
1 fhraarv !*1 
Page- 2

We A tn.uni!axy. RcSar;il«'. sf where -Jic bcurxJarj' lines are
drjMn. however, Mr. Hartford requcsii Uut Area 41 be included as an Urban Reserve area 

er if it onJy conMin* only a part of Mr Hapfoid’s land

Oi; behalf of Ml. Hanford, wc uue ih« Council ic adopt the iindings, conclusions and 
ordinance which will designate Are.v 4! as an Urban Resirrvc .irca

Smccicly.

Robcit'l^ Van DrockJin

RVB mlb
cc The Honorable Susan Mcl.uin 

Ihe Hoiiurablc Ruth McFarland 
Tlu- TToiir.rable P.ericU McC’ie 
I lie l!orn'r,ihle Lisa Naito 
Ihs Hom'ruble Don Morissciie 
Thi HcnCMithJ Ed V.'-uchin.'Tton 
Dan Cooper. Esq.
Lan>- Shaw, Esq.
Mr R.olieil W. Hartford
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uTTiAsm
M llVnSTi

Februiiry H), 1947

RolvjTi \V, Hiinlord
26040 S.W. Grahams Ferry Risui
Sherwood, OR 97140

R12 Clakk/'.nia.-i C'.'uniy. OiCg>'u j).iiutir.u plat t.o. 1993-165 for Pnrcfls 1, 2 &• 3, 
’r 3S. R. IW. SF i/4 of vSeclioii 10, W.M.

Dca: Mr Hartford,

At y will' tsap'jt'sl. 1 iiSvc p*vp‘Oew to sa* Miiin'i thi;. firm';, high isolation soil 
mapping ol vriui three parcels (80 acres combined} h»c-atcd at the adclrcss .ihove. Ihc technical 
lejnni is in its isiiuj stages o! compkuoa and it should be rcrioy soon for critiwal revitv.. The 
purpose of our mvcstigulinn was to re-evaluate the original wil mapping completed by the Soil 
Cuiisci v.iuou Service u'iow Natai.il C .irciervatiiin Sci/ice). Although it is not the
intention of a high intensity soil survey lo "dowm grade" a particular site, the physical 
ciiti! iiLs v>hich vientj.; the Si7Is > the Fliirtford ira,^. cleatly have niorw significant 
luinmtioa.- Jian the original SCS mapping wosild imply. On die luLsis of die Held work, only 4.7 

it Pmc I bii'aCi'c puiftcI Cjiialilic.. a.s high v,i*ue fa.TT. land (all t.,ia.>s 1,17, lUiu specific 
.senes luvtng Class Ill and IV ratings}. In addition, the 10.4 acirs of Class Olw .soil (Wapato) is 
lift iisie.d as high value faiin land, and neiilici is dir 41.3 acie.s of Class I\’s and IVV, soil 
(taKadjunct llricdwell). Finally, the hotiomlarid in the center of the property rates*only as Clast- IV, 
*>o It ;n'.u tf..X".s ii-.ii tjuiiiiiy as ilign value iaiiti lanif r-tgaiii, it i.s lliiptutanl kO pc-laraic that the 
difleK-nces between die SCS mapping and the high inteasity mapping are. iiol dUe to error in the 
M ,s tnanping. hut rather to mo;c dcunlcd Jcliiicaiioi., dCH-iimentatitin of subsurface ILmitations, 
and .sepaii'iie mapping of iiiolmsioris not differentiaird by the SCS soil .survey. Tlie "revised" Land 
Capaoiitiy «. hissificiimii (LCo-,/ iiniiig-s tend (u jennet the. Ciiirent and |.'asi use o. die piopcrty, 
which has l>ee;; limned u* pasture and fores: on die terraces, and various artempis of cultivation in 
die hoaomlanu uiow seasonal caiLie pusiuic,'. i lie iciiiainuci of this iCiVf siinrniari7e;S the field 
wi'irk anil rationale for soil mapping and IXIC rating changc.s.

1 _bteid (jiVf'> 1 dti11 i*■ ■ diic. ju*l\i w..rk ii>v.dve.i ii»>ctinjttijti,.g .j-i .sc.d p.ofilcs and mapping
s-ul rolujitions on aerial photography of 1 inch = 200 feet scale. Soil documentation included 
(icpdi. tesoue, Lviiui, iiioitbrig. siiuciiue. lOoLs, hv-iriiOit hoo.'idaries, cvin.St.stcri.-y, and pcrcs-nt 
ec.ar.se fugiucnts. Soil testing incUuied percent available moisrum, percent organic matter and 
partK'i;’ si/.'■ distiiruruiii, A.s you inas recall, liie i,u igiiiai 5>c.S uiapping iticntiiif.i1 Salem silt Itjam 
tCiavs ll.s, mapping unit 7bB in the imLSunify-QUilads.antaii..Coumy.Atgafc.Qiej^n). Salem 
graveliy *ilt loam ((das,s Us. mapping unit 77i>i, and Huiuaqucpb (Cla.s.s IIIw, mapping unit 42) 
ucrovs the siihicct property Dtirim: our field inve.stig.ioon, it Isecame apparent that the mapping ol
Uie Srdem .coil type was not eruircly au-ui:nc plus the ousiie conditiou.s 
HuiiKtiiuepi'- [>araiiieie.fs speciried in tlie Soil .Survey.

railed fiI'oru the ' typical

Hvniw.-.iK ‘i7(;;ii

"•Jit ufti'.-t W-n 3' V
rc.iisnd. Off v;:.'S 

,so). ia-t-rsi 1
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Pace 2
;il Suitabiliry SoiJy Sainrcar,'

?. Gci'iiiiayboto- T..c pu-.p.-ny cr.a.sist-s of two laaUlomv. -■ alluvial terraces
md br.ttomlajid. Tl«? terraces. l.>oatc(i on the ea.st and west cds-e of the property, are composed of 

ovci Old aliiiviuin. The loc.vs ayf<.r.> u% he .rdicTiirr of volcanic ash and fine sill that occur 
e!ve\\hcre t)ie lower Willamette Valley. 'I’hc underlying alluvium has various sizes of coarse, 
pul daily loimded vvitJi le w Imes. This icchy si.hstratuin ;s similar t\> other geologic debris 
i'll ported hv Missouhi-SpoLane tloou events; thus, the surface topography has slightly rolling 
ndf'c.v w'lin sniiul o}.>ch lirpieesMOn^ Hit; bi'lioiuiaiiii area, sicjuicv.' between tli" TiVO ti.rraees, is an 
■ id -conr channel from the Missoula-Spokanc floods that has been narurally backfilled with fine 
.ilUiviuni. ioess and voicaiiic ash, piu> layers «if Oig«u*/C inattei M»ng»ng ~o«» muck to peat. Lnder 
native conditioas (prioi to agricultui’al dnching), the bottomland areas were saturated to tlic surface 

r‘ ■ durj'tif'O )rx- ,.hc <r.a.snfi

^ TSt*,i Sciics. Ti:c licul siiiiiy vt firif-dAf.ll
the Salem soil was originally mapj'cd (Figure 1). The difference between thc.se series Is primarily 
(lie parent rnaicriai from which the stubs iol'iue^>. > h«; Bricdwcil scries was established for the 
Toiuj'iin M-ab lands where the low terfares are toinwiscd of gravelly material deposited by the pre- 
hbior.; Mvss*'ijla Spokane florvj.s (same piiy.sio.graphk province a.s die .subject properly); whereas, 
th*. Saiem v. nes was developed for mid-Willamette Valley conditions where old. river gravel bars 
tia\c ix’cri ruiiird uikIci 'luv luaieo.n ' wi' .i'osuhis uiftcii1 nec> aic utC X''n vo!>vs, SYiiich tend be 
rj-adti in the Briedwcll. ;uid the subsurface guivd, which arc w'cll-romided in the Salem, 
i .'ptsuapnic.idv, hotii sihis ixicupy Mtuiiai gcoiuofpliic .sellings •* «>:>ovi die activy flood plain, but 
juM U-U-.w old ten-aecs vridi more developed soils Due to minor differences in soil characicrisdcs. 
li'c oi.snc rineuweU aayviies as Ultk AigisciolLs and Uhic 1 lapio.ccrall.s (tecluucally considered 
Li> .idir : ,'t -md variant to the Hrirdwrll series, respectively). i

Fill liic i'uiii’iiilaHti. the urigina’ soil YuAgy only dcixribed i: in the broad category of 
I imn:ii]ucpts- Upon doset c.irtminatmn, the Add study deieimincd the bottomland to best 
rcseinhlr the luibi.sii ieiir.s, which viccurs tii .Miatltu' >e*t-ing» in tJtc Fontjutn scab lands and parts of 
the lower WLIlamene Valley, lliis bottomland elos-sifies as Humic lincloaqucpLs (also taxadjunct). 
ihe pcntncie.r cf the Knioiulami couLaun luoi't silt and Ic.ss organic inattcr, tlius, it bCitet resembles 
the Wapalo .scries, 'Jiat al.M- occurs in the smtic phy.siograpliic province. The onsite conditions for 
the Wapalo. .series classify a.s Typic rindouquoil.s (anoiher i&.vadjunul circumstance). Finally, 
several indu.sions weie idt-nlriled during Uie Feld work and prui>erly delineated primarily on the 
IriS'S o! lamlform sening. for exaiupie, the vse.si edge of die e.-o.l tefirtcc has a side .slope dial best 
resembles Uic Comdius'seiies (llUic Haploxenilfs). and small linear depression in die east terrace 
IS quite Miuiku O' iliC IFoitnu I * vpic Fragiochtcpts).

HifU.nJ R 9102J'l Itr tcv
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*1! b"li i.iiiiilaiiv'i'o. In aoJiliOii M- iTiapping liiclaoiv'-ns and diffcraiu .soil types, the purpose 
of til- field Bti.iy was to identify .site specific liiniiations. particularly coarse Intginents (gravels and 
cobbies), llU)!^lulc reiciuion. cf»t.'_i.ivc looting depth, lUicI ftiainagi1.. The ivvo terrace arear, ol thw 
site contain modenite to high volumes of coarse fragmciiLs, which in rum greatly reduce the natural 
watri holding ^jpacity in U'.e soii. For example, the v.c.si terrace soils have an Available Water 
Capacity (AWC) ranging from 2..i.3 to 4.7 inches; whereas, tlie typical Briedwell .soil has an AWC 
ranging intm 4.It) lo 8.67 inches. In c<.)utrasu mt.).si uf the east icrTctce has u stony surface and 
very stony substratum dial is severely limiting. A .small portion of die cast terrace has a subsurface 
resmetive layer U'ragipan) that iimits elTcaive rooting dejitli and fuxUier decreases water reteutiun in 
die soil. In terms of soil drainage, only the bottomland areas historically formed under poor to 
very poor draniagc; and they still have flooding, ponding or liigli water table and reduximorphic 
feature•> in die upper pan of die soil pmflle.s. Past agriculture ditching through die bottomland and 
ni,'unL.*nance (4'thc Seely Ditch has run eii'ectlvely drained the ceiHCi of the pn){)cfly. nor eliminated 
annual tloixiing.

C-ipahility f"sssificatiuiiS. The Land Capability Cla.s.‘.iflcation (LCC) .system 
assigas a rating of 1 to VIII, depending upon die Hmiiaiions of a soiJ. It is .appropriate to re 
evaluate die L-CC rating when a iiigiin mien.sii) .soil .survey is voaductcu lo retlecl site specific 
liiuitaiions. in.siead of relying upon ratings intended to summarize limitations fur a very broad 
ceograpinc area. For die liitiiioui irucu die low AWC of the west k.iiacc arid diC .stony .surface of 
the east icnace makes the onsite s^il conditions more limiting than the "typii al" Brieihvell .soil; 
consevjnendy* die LCC' lating is <,.ifcvs iVs { .s fi-r slialuiw, tlruugliy vi, .su-njj s>>>'idiiiuu.si and I^sc 
, c" for accelerated erosion pr.tendal, due to the steeper terrace slope). The bottomland in the 
ccmci oi the property, iliat Ix'.st re .sc rubles Labish, i.aa sufficrenlly pooi drainage and annual 
flooding ; despite old agriciiltufal dildies); thus, it has a LCC rating of Class Vf. The remaining 
[■onionsme pn.ipieny -- uie WCpaio .soil on the pciimcc-i of the boiuuuliuid, pli s die fCinlon and 
Cumdius soils just east o! die .Seely Ditch -- have l/'C ratings of Class IIlw (’’w" for seasonal 

7iie.se LCC lutings differ from liin.'-c. dCiigriatcvl for the Srdcni (Class IIs) and 
I Imii'Ujuepi.s (C’a.ss lllwl ,v;ils, and they generally reflect more .severe luniuttioms of Uic Hartford 
p.rwiciiy dtiu’i originally predicted by die soil survey.

(S C(»r,c]u,s|ons. Av-sviiCuig to .slulc lauv- i'egu!ain>ii.s (Ore..' -LiTH), Secaon 8). 
tarmiand is considered high value if it i^urdities a.s (. lass I or II, or if it is included on a listing of 
numerous Class ill imd fV scuis mat u'ceur in die Wili.uncttc Valley. Tfie Baedwc-ll .soil is included 
oil that listing for Class llle; Kinum for Class Die and IVc; and Cornelius for Class Hie. The list 
(liie.s not uiclude iainisn, Vvapaio. Salem tinu 1 luniaijutpC'* .soil types. In tenn.s o» acreages, die 
tab!- on Lbc following page oulhn.-s the acreages of each .soil type and IX.'C rating.

IliJilor.i.R ‘>■'(0 1 U ;u ir\
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Soil Type Acreage t.iuid Capability Comments
-CkaiJikiifioiL...

Briedvvrll, Ta-sadjimct (w. {erntcel 29.2 r,'s Lov\' AWC
Brictlwtll, Taxadjuncr (slope) d.4 JVe >20% slope, erodes
Brifdwdi, Stony Variant (e rerr ) S’.? IV< Sionv. low AWC
Wapaio, Ta-xadjunci (peiinieter) 10.4 II Iw Seasonally tvcL, hydhc
1 jbish, Taxadjunct ‘;b.,;rtorrJ.and) \rl Flood.'-' annually, hydric
Kinurn silrloam (linear depre.s.sion) 2.1 lIJw Weak fragipan
CoraeliiLs silt loam (slope by e.terr.) 2.6 Ills Moderate erosion

Total 80.0

Bob. 1 hop.' liil^ p i t ^ ww-> iiliC s»1 t •. t *>-
».i ,a tki::fd to continue your p’a

and adtlrcss concffi)S from varioiis rrgulaiory brulieb. In th<- ru;xi two wcpLs rhe full repon uill be 
complete, anti furv>aided loi yt»uf I'r.t icA1* A> <dwa>$, pleafc >;1 wclc<‘'<niv‘ lo call me if you have 
any other questions or commenLs, Once apaiii, thank you apain for ihe oppommiry to provide 
these ser\-ices.

Cordially yours,

SCOl.HS A.SSOCIaxes. INC

yi-P S't-4-
Plii! Scoles. CP.SS.'RI’SS 
Soil and Water .Scientist
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RH: (.''Uu'Jusun County. Ocguti |>tu'Uu«'u 1‘V- i‘»3 165 C" Pitfcel-* !. 2 #
i 3i> K IW. St 1/4 ot Sc^nion 10. W M

IlV-st; Mr *

Sfui icuci iu.io**A ui*» I60CO5 ihe dc5d^atioo of high vdw fann
SU.1'.•uLiiiM^ yL»ui p:v)fH.riy uxraud W the addirsA above. As yw already know, our rcccol high 
intensity v»i) v.uvry Of yuir j<op«Ty ojikIik^ oju only 4.7 of tk 80-jk^t parcel
Ruaiifics as hrgh value fapn land (all Oas-s I H. and specific scries having Class III and W 
raungi) This cont ius.’ .n is well supp-xtrd by tr»e tick; ujua, bui u doe* JifTci .•ugaifKWUly fiooi 
the ungirutl soil mapp p,t.neratt>J by the Soil Conscivaiioo Service (SCS. now Natural Rrsoiuvc 
ronnervatioo Seivice .* .At previously sotted, (be difiacuccs lciwe«t. tk 3CS flapping and our 
high iuiensity mappirig itit not due u> emit in tl«c SC’S mappuiy, but rather to more detailed 
rJeUneadv't; (ii'cumrm^oon or suosunauc imutaiiou*, miu scpaiaie m«f/p«ng \)l invlusoo* noi 
difierentiaied b> the 5k'>; sod survey (.'uaseriUtoTly the pest-deuiJed soil suA^cy Land Capability 
(. lassxk aiior. vlCX ■ rauiigs i vaiaiie v«.*u*l»U0u, .'adar-f than o£f$itc iiitr-rpretaHoai,

Mi.ist ui i£*£ i«tiu Mil tuuuJing yoiu pjoywiiy Ik geuiaorplik: icuiag as y our
ptopeny, rfiaf is-, ihuic lands indodc a lenace fonned from Missoula Spokane flood events that 
coiuains a rv»v<y sut-.iuuio'i' Tlu.*i ixniuc, vu yiAu p.^.jVfTy, lacked .sufficient available water- 
h ikhng capacity i AWQ. *0 it became (’Uas IV soil (insscad of Oass 111 aa previously mapped by 
the S< ‘S( i iKUr vr sinjila? iow AWC umtliuota caxM on p^irtiotia of you. iioia'iU'i uig piopenjcs 
to ttie auo.h. (Miuth, and directly U) itie. wr*L Your prgpcny also inclodcxi a bottomland area and 
focky iroTiw^ ir. the east pan wtueb Lacioed auificient diaiiiage (for tk buOv'uikfid) w»d udi depth 
(for (lie e*4i tenace), (bus, the LLX;' t-ccaruc Class VI and CkiS IVs, respectively Again, it u 
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ScHWABE PACWEST CENTER, SUITES 1600-1800 EXHIBIT
\^nXJAMSON 1211 SOUTHWEST FIFTH AVENUE - POR'OAND, CPTiGON 97204-3795 

’7 &WYArr TELEPHONE; 503 222-9981 « FAX; 503 796-2900 ■ TELEX; 650-686-1360
P.C

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-I71I 360 694-7551 202 524-8901 (17/34741/104126/SCM/142359.1)



METRO Council 
November 18, 1996 
Page 2

written record. The Council's reversal of its prior decision to 
designate XJRSA No. 49 as urban reserves 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 minimxim 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

SCMrlcr
cc: The Honorable Robert Drake, Mayor of the City of Beaverton

Kim Katsion, Washington County Commissioner

ScHWABB Williamson & Wyatt (17/34741/104126/SCM/142359.1)



Metro

Metro is the directly elected regional gov­
ernment that serves more than 1.3 million 
residents in Clackamas, Mulmomah and 
Washington counties and the 24 cities in 
the Pordand metropolitan area.

.Metro is responsible for growth 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 tecnnical services to local governments. 
Through the Metropolitan Exposition- 
Recreation Commission, Metro manages 
the Oregon Convention Center, Civic Sta­
dium, the Pordand Center for the Per­
forming Arts and the Expo Center.

Metro is governed by an executive officer,
. elected regionwide, and 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 Metro, call 797-1777.

Metro’s web site:
http://wrvvw.multnomah.lib.or.us/metro

Executive Officer 
Mike Burton

Council

Presiding Officer 
District 3 

Jon Kvistad

Deputy Presiding Officer .
. District?

■ Susan McLain

District 1 ,
Ruth McFarland

District 2 ■
/ ■ DonMorissette

. .. : . . District 5 ■
.j/i;.- . -Ed Washington -;

.-Rod Monroe’----,' • :J.

District 7’ i i ■ • ; -;’- 
• - • Patricia McCaig

Auditor
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 Council for adop­
tion.

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 bo.xes 
will continue to serve a vital role in the 
region but likely will be located more 
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 udll estab­
lish performance measures. “These 
performance measures will allow

2040 Framework Plan - Fall 1996/Winter 1997

http://wrvvw.multnomah.lib.or.us/metro
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Acres
Resource
Acres

Buildabic

Acres HH

“Capacity

163 257 2,361
121 241 2,412

0 30 325
48 759 8,148
221 1,158 11,750
1 249 2,522
0 274 2,910
3 275 2,487
0 82 824
49 296 3,271
0 45 454
0 31 305
0 154 1,791
0 200 1,999
0 2 16
0 105 1,108
7 91 938
0 6 58
3 106 783
10 6 7
0 222 2,219
0 16 160
0 140 1,401
0 677 5,777
0 1,060 9,569
13 12 120
51 34 334
0 120 1,184
0 78 780

615 407 4,072
76 57 573
72 149 1,490
0 305 2,822
2 31 314
0 7 72
0 94 974
41 30 320
10 10 105
12 22 218
286 240 2,561
0 164 1,773
0 6 62
114 89 430
0 207 2,073
6 72 722
0 47 473
0 129 1,290
0 286 2.938
1 177 1,670
6 39 390
11 68 683

142 136 1,425
475 493 5,150

_ _ _

EMP Score
1,744 46.5
983 54.0 **

26.0
121 57.0-^
7,344 64.5 -
8,875 58.0-
1,584 61.0 -
6,182 60.0-
2,291 56.0 -
338 53.0 -
1,802 59.0 -
186 38.0
125 46.0
924 60.0 '
819 54.5
7 44.0

431 65.5 '
374 60.0 -
24 62.5 -
308 70.5 *
1 38.5

910 63.5 -
65 57.0 '■
574 57.0 *
4,949 62.5 -
6,592 46.5
49 48.5
137 46.5
484 61.0-
320 57.0 -
1,669 41.5
235 55.5 ■
611 53.5 '
1,738 46.5
129 41.5
29 41.5
386 57.0 -
123 38.0
39 33.5
90 43.5
985 33.0
673 64.5 -
25 58.0 -
155 40.5
850 46.5
296 49.5
194 54.5 -
529 46,Q_-

..1,170. . . . (Ts.o ^
680 657b

160 53.0 -
280 56.5 "

26.5
557 39.5
2,020 37.0
— 26.5

24.5
28.5

1
2
3
4 
.5 
6
7
8
9
10 
11 
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20 
21 
22
23
24
25
26
27
28
29
30
31
32
33
34
35
36
37
38
39
40
41
42
43
44
45
46
47
48
49
50
51
52
53
54
55
56
57
58

535
418

124
1,371
1,797
413
429
436
134
436
195
67
233
347
15
153
128
9

160
12
322
23
212
970
1,965
19
55
188
139
736
87
338
756
48
33
146
42
13
36
419 
243 
11 
162 
432 
112 
80 

218 
555
282
78
103

189
883
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m
Buildable

Acres
Capacity

61.5 -
1,684

59.0 ••
3,206

52.0-
60.5 ~

10,949 107,504 67,71719,123 3,298
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ScHWABE PACWESr CENTER, SUITES 1600-1800 

"yyiLLIAMSON 1211 SOUTHWEST FIFTH AVENUE ■ PORTLAND, OREGON 97204-3795 
&WTAIT TELEPHONE: 503 222-9981 ■ FAX: 503 796-2900 ■ TELEX: 650-686-1360

P.C
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 Petitioners 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 designated 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 Exedutive 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.

rORIIAND SEATTLE VANCOUVER WASHINGTON
OREGON ■ WASHINGTON • WASHINGTON • DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA 
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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 XJRSA 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 
comprehensive 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 agricultural 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.

Factor 3.

ANALYSIS OF CRITERIA

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 through 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 providing sewer, water, and stormwater utilities 
to URSA No. 49 is approximately $4,000 per eguivalent 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

1 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 if approved by the City of 
Beaverton.

SCHWABE WniMMSON & WYATT (17/34741/10U26/SCM/131377.1)
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average URSA. 
Analysis.

See Table B-1 of the METRO Utility Feasibility

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.2

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 Cooper 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 argiunents 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 southem portion of URSA No. 49) slopes downward toward the existing sewer systems. A lift

ScHWABE Williamson & Wyatt (I7/34741/KM126/SCM/13I377.1)
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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. 49.4 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.5 The Murray Ridge development, which is approved for 
construction adjacent to Murrayhill and Site No. 113, also shares 
the same type of terrain as Site 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.

s 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.

ScHWABE Williamson & Wyatt (17/34741/104126/SCM/131377.1)
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designed for an average density of over five units per net 
buildable acre.6 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 \irban 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.7 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 
Haps 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.

6 Another example of urban densities being developed in this terrain is Tiffany Heights which is 
currently tying 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 EfBdency and Buildable Land Factors of 3 or less.

8 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 
sufBdently wide to accommodate street eiqpansion 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.9 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 feet wide at one end and 90 feet wide at the other end. This exceeds the county’s 
minimiitn requirement of a 25-foot wide resource corridor by more than 100%.
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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.10

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, TOSA No. 49 
has a moderate ranking for Agricultural Retention. Nineteen 
other URSAs recommended for designation as Urban Reserves also

10 Petitioners for Cooper Mountain argue that the 33 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 33 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 
fricring 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 ranldngs.

SCHWABB WlUJAMSON & WYATT (17/34741/1M126/SCM/131377.1)
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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.11 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.

11 It has been well documented before the Council that small parcels do not produce economically 
feasible farms.
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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. 49.12 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.13 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.

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

a 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 RUGGOs in the context of the relevant factors where appropriate.
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Page 11

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: Icr
cc: The Honorable Robert Drake, Mayor of the City of Beaverton

Kim Katsion, Washington County Commissioner

ScHWABE Williamson & Wyatt (17/34741/104I26/SCM/131377.1)
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EXHIBIT A - 2/2
AREA MAP - SUBJECT PROPERTY 

NORTH END URSA # 49

;d - Subject Property

ange - Urban Growth Boundary

ue - Urban Reserve Study Area Boundary
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EXHIBIT B - UTILITY AND EASEMENT MAP
Sources : City of Beaverton, Engineering Department;

Tualatin Valley Water District; PGE; 
Washington County DLUT

Orange - UGB Red - Subject Property
Blue - TVWD Water Purple - Sewer 
Green - Power, Gas, Tel, & CATV

NORTH

Yellow - Utility Easements

we:\r ROAD
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RIDER Z

EXHIBIT C - TOPOGRAPHY AND LOT LINE MAP
Sources : 10’ Topography : U.S.G.S. Quad Map

Lot lines : City of Beaverton,
Engineering Department

NORTH 
1” = 500’

Orange - UGB Blue - URSA # 49
Red - Subject Property
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oh^.ai^-'bo EXHIBIT

."Administration

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 Coimcil wants to be clear that it opposes any Urban Growth Boxmdary 
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 
coimty in demonstrating comphance 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 beheve 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 atmexed to a city as 
a condition of urbanization would be compromised. That this amendment was 
introduced without input from cities in the metropohtan area is also very troubling.

(503) 657-0331 • J5UC (503) 650-9041 
22825 Widamette (Drive T.O. tBo?c48 West Linn, 02^97068



Page 2

Accordingly, the West Linn City Council urges you to reject the amendment.

Sincerely,

lill Thom, Mayor 
City of West Linn

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



3)0 4,^57-3/ HIBIT

CITY OF TIGARD

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. 
However, we do not need nor do support this type of Code domination.

JHti Nicoli, 
ayor

l:\LRPLN\NADINE\UGB.DOC

13125 SW Hall Blvd„ Tigard, OR 97223 (503) 639-4171 TDD (503) 684-2772
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exhibit 03 o(^R7- ^3-

Metro

TO: ' Councilor Susan McLain, Chair, Growth Management Comnji
FROM: John Fregonese, Director, Growth Management Services
DATE: March 11, 1997
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



Resource Lands Statistics 
- Revised -

Comparison of 3 County Resources and Metro Urban Reserves

Total existing EFU lands in the 3 counties 233,553 acres
Acres of EFU lands in proposed Metro Urban Reserves 2,910 acres 

Remaining EFU lands in 3 Counties 230,623

Acres of existing EFU in Washington County 120,148
Acres of EFU lands in proposed Metro Urban Reserves 1,191 

Remaining EFU lands in County 118,957

Acres of existing EFU in Multnomah County 23,370
Acres of EFU lands in proposed Metro Urban Reserves 327

Remaining EFU lands in County 23,043

Acres of existing EFU in Clackamas County 90,034
Acres of EFU lands in proposed Metro Urban Reserves 1,392 

Remaining EFU lands in County 88,642

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

Existing Class I Soils 
Urban Reserves 

Remaining

Existing Class n Soils 
Urban Reserves 

Remaining

. 4,185 acres 
70

4,115

108,037 acres 
1,082

106,955

Existing Class in Soils 
Urban Reserves 

Remaining

52,750 acres 
1,373

51,377

Existing Class IV Soils 
Urban Reserves 

Remaining

33,434 acres 
341

33,093

3/11/97
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Urban Reserves 
Tax Lot Boundaries

'pmim DesignaMUibuiRnnwt 
mill RmourceLandjwithinUrt«nRearrvr

Modified Uilnn Reserve Boundnin 
Urban Growth Boundur
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MAP #1
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Urban Reserves 
Tax Lot Boundaries
staff Recommendation 
2-3-97
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Urban Reserves 
Tax Lot Botindaries

DetignaM Utban Re wxvM 
4^ Rnmice Lands within UtUnRcwm 
/\/ Modified UihanRetemBounchiies 
/V Urban Growth Boundsrjf

MAP #4

, —t phatda»:



rmurm
Llliiiiiiunom

TT
m BD

n □
PteBSMt

f

Urban Reserves 
Tax Lot Botindaries
Staiff Recommendation 
2-3-97

Drsigiurtrd Uitxn Reserves 
t jtjll Rctoutct Lands within Urban Resrrvt 
/\/ Modified UifaanRncivc Boundaries 

Uit*n Growth Boundaiy

MAP #5

iOONB Grand Ab« 
Ftetbsid, OR V2S1-27M

(sa)7fr-v>a

fS4U^4(nritas jmil plol daM MmaryH 1*^



s:::
U

safcnsni

w.

m

Urban Reserves 
Tax Lot Boundaries

Recommendation 
2-3-97

Si DeetgiutedUibBnRnervce 
lllll) Resomce Lands wMibiUttamBcMive 
/\/ ModiScdUitamResoye Boundaries 

Urban Growth Boundary

MAP #6

COONBCnsidAvt
MmlOKinSI-sm

(5a)nr*vt2

MraorliLl’V



Urban Reserves 
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J Urban Reserves 
Tax Lot Boundaries
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Urban Reserves 
Tax Lot Boundaries
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Urban Reserves 
Tax Lot Boundaries

Dcrignalcd Uifaui Rncrvct
If-jfl) Rcsouice Lands within Urt»n Rtservr
/\/ ModifietlUitiui Reserve Boundnin
/V Urben Grovrth Boundery

MAP #12



Urban Reserves 
Tax Lot Boundaries
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MAP #13



miiMMiimirng

□Q

HiiiiTri

Urban Reserves 
Tax Lot Boundaries
Steff Recoimnendation 
2-3-97

DefignaltdUiljuiRncivcf 
lljll'l Rgaoufce Landa witKin Urfan R<p*rvt 
^7' ModifiecI Uitan Reaeivc Boundnics

Uifaan Growth Bounduy

MAP #14

MiNiCnndABt 
ratted. OK W1»«M 

(5<B)m-VO

naafphmultmjmilpletdMr. MtnmrjTik 1997



r~^ri-------- y 1—1

m\

Urban Reserves 
Tax Lot Boundaries

>

DcbI^uiIbq Uffaui Rcfccws 
Rnooicc Lunli wMiin Uitan Re 
Mociified Urtien Reserve Boundaries 

/\/ Utben Growth Bcmndeiy

liiipiiii* MAP #15
1

IllNYSlDE

p>o< date MnwjZI^ 199T



Urban Reserves 
Tax Lot Boundaries

Derignalcd Uitian Rrtcrvc*
Knomce Luidi wMiiii Uitan Retcrve
Modified Urfc«n Rr«ervT Boundtriti

/V Urbin Grovrtfi Boundary

MAP #16



Urban Reserves 
Tax Lot Boundaries
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Metro exhibit
TO: Councilor Susan McLain, Chair, Growth Management Committee,
FROM: John Fregonese, Director, Growth Management Services
DATE: March 6, 1997
SUBJECT: Rural Resource Zoning & Urban Reserves (y
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.

M

c: Mike Burton, Executive Officer



Resource Lands Statistics

■Jr;

Comparison of 3 County Resources and Metro Urban Reserves

Total existing EFQ lands in the 3 counties 
Acres of EFU lands in proposed Metro Urban Reserves 

Remaining EFU lands in 3 Counties

233,553 acres 
2,910 acres 

230,623

Acres of existing EFU in Washington County 120,148
Acres of EFU lands in proposed Metro Urban Reserves 1,191 

Remaining EFU lands in County 118,957

Acres of existing EFU in Clackamas County 23,370
Acres of EFU lands in proposed Metro Urban Reserves 327 

Remaining EFU lands in County 118,957

Acres of existing EFU in Multnomah County 90,034
Acres of EFU lands in proposed Metro Urban Reserves 1,392 

Remaining EFU lands in County 88,642

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

Existing Class I Soils 
Urban Reserves 

Remaining

Existing Class n Soils 
Urban Reserves 

Remaining

4,185 acres 
70

4,115

108,037 acres 
1,082

106,955

Existing Class HI Soils 
Urban Reserves 

Remaining

52,750 acres 
1,373

51,377

Existing Class IV Soils 
Urban Reserves 

Remaining

33,434 acres 
341

33,093

3/6/97
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Kim A Vandehey 
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 wall connect 175 th 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.

Kim A Vandehey



exhibit!
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,h and returned to find that the 
northern portion of URSA #49 had been deleted from urban reserves inclusion by Naito 
Amendment #2 on February 20th (“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:

I. 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 boimdary 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 comer 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 charmeled 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, 175th 
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 27th, 
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

Exhibit A
Item 49 n

Motion:Councilor Lisa Naito moved the exclusion the northernmost portion of Site 49. 

Second:Councilor Patricia McCaig seconded the motion.

2---24?- f

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 streets 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 
comer, what I would call the northeast comer - 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, 1 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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Urban Reserves as of 2/27/97
Site

#
Total
Acres

Resource
Acres

Exception • 
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
11 473.0 60.1 412.9
13 65.5 0.0 65.5
14 307.2 42.6 264.6
15 314.7 0.0 314.7
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
24 173.4 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 0.0 249.-1
43 10.3 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 6.0 261.6
51 84.4 0.0 84.4
52 106.8 1.7 105.1
53 203.5 182.9 20.6
54 191.1 144.1 47.1
55 827.0 414.0 413.0
61 27.6 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
3/3/97
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Date: March 3,1997

To: Presiding Officer Kvistad, Metro Coimcil
OOC)

From: Larry 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 materiar changes requiring further 
consideration of this ordinance.

1. Ordinance section incorporating the First Tier Map. The UGB procedures in Exhibit 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(e), 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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