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Presenter 

CALL TO ORDER AND ROLL CALL 

1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

6. 

6 . 1 

7. 

7.1 

8. 

8 . 1 

INTRODUCTIONS 

CITIZEN COMMUNICATIONS 

EXECUTIVE OFFICER COMMUNICATIONS 

AUDITOR COMMUNICATIONS 

MPAC COMMUNICATIONS 

CONSENT AGENDA 

Consideration of Minutes for the December 3, 1998 Metro Council Regular Meeting. 

1998 GENERAL ELECTION VOTE ACKNOWLEDGMENT AND 
OATH OF OFFICE 

Resolution No. 98-2737, For the Purpose of Accepting the 
November 3, 1998 Election Abstract of Votes for Metro. 

ORDINANCES - FIRST READING 

Ordinance No. 98-791, For the Purpose of Adopting a New Chapter 
in the Metro Code Making the Local Government Boundary 
Changes and Declaring an Emergency. 

McLain 



9. ORDINANCES - SECOND READING 

9.1 Ordinance No. 98-768, For the Purpose of Amending the Metro Code Finance 
Authorizing Exemptions from Competitive Bidding for Utilities and Certain Committee 
Other Types of Contracts. 

9.2 Ordinance No. 98-790, For the Purpose of Amending Metro Code 2.06 Finance 
(Investment Policy) Regarding Authorized Qualified Institutions; and Committee 
Declaring an Emergency. 

10. RESOLUTIONS 

10.1 Resolution No. 98-2722, For the Purpose of Confirming the Appointment Finance 
of Herbert S. Pelp and Eric Johansen to the Investment Advisory Board. Committee 

10.2 Resolution No. 98-2725, For the Purpose of Adopting the Capital Finance 
Improvement Plan for Fiscal Year 1999-00 through 2003-04. Committee 

10.3 Resolution No. 98-2730, For the Purpose of Amending the Capital Finance 
Improvement Plan for Fiscal Year 1998-99 through 2002-03. Committee 

10.4 Resolution No. 98-2732, For the Purpose of Authorizing the Executive Morissette 
Officer to Execute a Recycling Business Development Grant with Mursen 
Environmental, Inc. 

11. POSSIBLE ACTION ON URBAN GROWTH BOUNDARY ORDINANCES AND 
RESOLUTIONS 

11.1 Ordinance No. 98-779C, For the Purpose of Amending Metro Urban Growth Boundary 
and the 2040 Growth Concept Map in Ordinance 95-625A in Urban Reserve Areas 43 
and 47 of Washington County. 

11.2 Ordinance No. 98-788B, For the Purpose of Amending Metro Urban Growth Boundary 
and the 2040 Growth Concept Map in Ordinance 95-625A in Urban Reserve Area 55 of 
Washington County. 

11.3 Ordinance No. 98-786C, For the Purpose of Amending Metro Urban Growth Boundary 
and the 2040 Growth Concept Map in Ordinance 95-625A in the Sunnyside Area of 
Clackamas County. 

11.4 Ordinance No. 98-781C, For the Purpose of Amending Metro Urban Growth Boundary 
and the 2040 Growth Concept Map in Ordinance 95-625A in the Pleasant Valley Area 
of Clackamas County. 

11.5 Ordinance No. 98-782B, For the Purpose of Amending Metro Urban Growth Boundary 
and the 2040 Growth Concept Map in Ordinance 95-625A in the Stafford Area of 
Clackamas County. 

11.6 Resolution No. 98-2726B, For the Purpose of Expressing Council Intent to Amend 
the Urban Growth Boundary to Add Urban Reserve Area 65 in Washington County. 



11.7 Resolution No. 98-2728B, For the Purpose of Expressing Council Intent to Amend 
the Urban Growth Boundary to Add Urban Reserve Areas 51, 52, 53, 54 and 55 to the 
Hillsboro Regional Center Area. 

11.8 Resolution No. 98-2729C, For the Purpose of Expressing Council Intent to Amend 
the Urban Growth Boundary to Add Urban Reserve Areas 39, 41, 42, 62 and 63 in 
the West Metro Subregion. 

12. EXECUTIVE SESSION, Held pursuant to ORS 192.660 (l)(h), to consult 
with legal counsel concerning the legal rights and duties of a public body with 
regard to current litigation or litigation likely to be filed. 

13. COUNCILOR COMMUNICATION 

ADJOURN 

CABLE VIEWERS: Council Meetings, the second and fourth Thursdays of the month are shown on City Net 30 (Paragon and TCI 
Cablevision) the first Sunday after the meeting at 8:30 p.m. The entire meeting is also shown again on the second Monday after the meeting at 
2:00 p.m. on City Net 30. The meeting is also shown on Channel 11 (Community Access Network) the first Monday after the meeting at 4:00 
p.m. The first and third Thursdays of the month are shown on Channel 11 the Friday after the meeting at 2:00 p.m. and the first Sunday and 
Wednesday after the meeting on Channels 21 & 30 at 7:00 p.m. 

PUBLIC HEARINGS: Public Hearings are held on all Ordinances second read and on Resolutions upon request of the public. 
Agenda items may not be considered in the exact order. For questions about the agenda, call Clerk of the Council, Chris Billington, 797-1542. 
For assistance per the American Disabilities Act (ADA), dial TDD 797-1804 or 797-1540 (Council Office). 
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Agenda Item Number 6.1 

Consideration of t he December 3, 1 9 9 8 Metro Council Meeting minutes-

Metro Council Meet ing 
Thursday , December 10 , 1 9 9 8 

Council Chamber 



MINUTES O F T H E M E T R O COUNCIL MEETING 

Decembers, 1998 

Council Chamber 

Councilors Present: Jon Kvistad (Presiding Officer) Ruth McFarland, Ed Washington, Don 
Morissette, Patricia McCaig, Susan McLain, Rod Monroe 

Councilors Absent: 

Presiding Officer Kvistad convened the Regular Council Meeting at 2:15 p.m. 

1. INTRODUCTIONS 

None. 

2. CITIZEN COMMUNICATION 

Brent Curtis, Planning Manager, Washington Co., 155 N. First, Hillsboro, OR 97124, 
requested that the Council intervene on a Washington County ordinance dealing with minimum 
densities that was appealed to LUBA. He said Washington County had adopted the ordinance to 
fulfill their obligation to Metro to comply with the Functional Plan. He had talked to Mr. Shaw 
about this and knew time was very short for Council to consider the matter. He said Washington 
County very much wanted council to join them in the appeal because they were fulfilling their 
responsibilities to undertake the minimum density ordinance. He asked Council to please join in 
and intervene on their behalf in the LUBA proceeding. 

Councilor Washington asked if it would cost them anything. 

Mr. Curtis pointed out that as far as he was aware, this would be the first challenge to a 
minimum density ordinance to a local government seeking to fulfill Metro's Functional Plan 
requirements so he thought they would be interested in what the issues were and defending that 
particular set of provisions. 

Presiding Officer Kvistad said he would talk with Mr. Shaw and send out a notice to council 
members, then next week they would potentially do an executive session to discuss it. 

Mr. Dan Cooper said the deadline for giving notice to LUBA of Metro's intent to intervene was 
Monday. If Council wanted to, he would give the notice to LUBA and do an executive session 
with Council. After that, if Council concluded they did not want to participate he could withdraw 
the notice. He reiterated that in order to protect the timeliness of their participation, Council 
would need to make notice of their intent to be involved by Monday. 

Councilor McLain said she would like to move that they do just that. She said it supported their 
own rules and it was Council's document Mr. Curtis was working from to try to produce the kind 
of land use development Metro had been discussing in the 2040 plan. She pointed out that if they 
did not like the way it was put together or felt it did not follow their guidelines, they could 
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withdraw, but they could not be added to the case. This was the only opportunity before Monday 
to get involved. 

Presiding Officer Kvistad said if there were no objections following the discussion they could 
move it forward and review it at the next council meeting to determine what to do. 

Councilor McCaig asked if Mr. Curtis had prepared any documentation to read regarding the 
appeal. She requested the matter be moved to the end of the agenda so she could see something 
in writing before they talked about it. 

Presiding Officer Kvistad said that would be fine. 

3. EXECUTIVE OFFICER COMMUNICATIONS 

Mike Burton, Executive Officer, brought council's attention to his letter to the Presiding 
Officer summarizing the current status of code interpretations for making their decisions. He 
pointed out that the only thing new was under number 12 on page 8, addressing the park land and 
open spaces area which was required under the Functional Plan codes. 

He recognized the Council for the tremendous amount of work and effort that had gotten them to 
this point. He said this process, which had been underway since 1992, with the adoption of 
RUGGOs, the 2040 concepts and the Regional Framework Plan had allowed the region to do 
work unprecedented in the United States today. He said no other multi-jurisdictional government 
had been through what they had been through to make very difficult decisions to maintain the 
region in the way Council had done and he felt congratulations and thanks for their very hard 
work was in order. He said they would be looking for close to 120,000 acres of expansion rather 
than the less than 10,000 that was being considered now if it weren't for that work. He wanted 
everyone to keep that in mind as the very difficult decisions were being made. He recognized 
Ms. Wilkerson, Mr. Turpel and Mr. Shaw of Metro staff for their dedication to getting the 
reports out for the Council. He finally thanked local government partners, elected officials of the 
region and their planning staffs who spent almost as much time as Metro staff in working 
through the details and providing analysis for the Council. He said it was truly a collaborative 
effort that had gotten the process this far. He said obviously everyone would not be happy with 
the decisions made but they could be proud of the fact that they had done the work with the best 
interests of the community in mind. 

Councilor Morissette said and you too Mike. 

Councilor McCaig asked Mr. Burton about letters of commitment as an acceptable measure for 
going forward. She said the issue was highlighted in the staff reports but with no 
recommendation. She was curious if there was an official position. 

Mr. Burton said the local governments would ultimately have to provide the governance and 
infrastructure and costs for these areas and their sign-off on that was extremely important. He 
felt it was a policy question and he was concerned that making the difficult decisions was the 
first step and the next step was how to actually provide the services into the area. He said the 
state did not have an urban agenda that he knew of so it .was left to the local governments to do 
that and to Metro to help coordinate it. 
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Councilor Morissette added that what was driving this was the fact that people were looking for 
different types of sheher. He felt it was important to allow all income brackets to have the choice 
of housing they were looking for. He said the goal was to make a positive impact on the citizens 
already here and keep in mind that it was not possible to have new people come into the region 
without impacting the area. 

4. AUDITOR COMMUNICATIONS 

None. 

5. MPAC COMMUNICATION 

Judie Hammerstad, MPAC Chair and Clackamas County Commissioner, read her testimony 
in favor of bringing in urban reserve areas that met the Metro Code (a copy of which may be 
found in the permanent record of the urban growth boundary amendment record). She thanked 
the Council for honoring the hard work MPAC had done and appreciated the work Council was 
doing. 

Councilor McCaig remarked that the Stafford area was not included on Ms. Hammerstad's chart 
and assumed it did not meet some of the Metro Code components. She summarized there were 
15,222 units in the First Tier areas which met the Code and state law, and those elements that 
potentially did not meet the code or state law or were not First Tier land made up the remaining 
units on the chart. 

Commissioner Hammerstad said the Stafford sheet had not been included because they were 
not recommending that area. 

Councilor McCaig commented that if she was looking at the chart correctly they would get to 
the 15,222 housing units without the Stafford or St. Mary's property. 

Commissioner Hammerstad said that was correct. She said they did not specifically look at 
them in parcels and had tried to follow the process and criteria outlined. She said she understood 
there was a master plan that met Hillsboro's approval. She said MPAC did not look at state law 
during their process. She pointed out that that chart had been generated by MPAC and not by 
Metro staff. 

Councilor McLain appreciated the distinction being made between state law and Metro Code as 
far as the MPAC review but felt it was also important for the Councilors to know that MPAC had 
been given documents and reports from the Metro Growth Management staff indicating the 
differences in Goals 2 and. 14 as to how they met state law. MPAC did not act on that but those 
documents were available and they all had them. 

Chair Hammerstad said she would piit copies of her testimony at the back of the room for any 
interested persons. 

6. CONSENT AGENDA 

6.1 Consideration of the minutes of the November 19 and 24,1998 Regular Council 
Meetings. 



Metro Council Meeting 
Decembers, 1998 
Page 4 . ' 

Motion: Councilor Washington moved to adopt the meeting minutes of 
November 19 and 24,1998 Regular Council Meetings. 

Seconded: Councilor McLain seconded the motion. 

Vote: The vote was 7 aye/ 0 nay/ 0 abstain. The motion passed unanimously. 

7. PUBLIC HEARING AND POSSIBLE ACTION ON URBAN GROWTH 
BOUNDARY ORDINANCES AND RESOLUTIONS. 

7.1 Ordinance No. 98-779B, For the Purpose of Amending Metro Urban Growth Boundary 
and the 2040 Growth Concept Map in Ordinance 95-625A in Urban Reserve Areas 43 
and 47 of Washington County. 

7.2 Ordinance No. 98-788A, For the Purpose of Amending Metro Urban Growth Boundary 
and the 2040 Growth Concept Map in Ordinance 95-625A in Urban Reserve Area 55 of 
Washington County. 

7.3 Ordinance No. 98-786B, For the Purpose of Amending Metro Urban Growth Boundary 
and the 2040 Growth Concept Map in Ordinance 95-625A in the Sunnyside Area of 
Clackamas County. 

7.4 Ordinance No. 98-781A, For the Purpose of Amending Metro Urban Growth Boundary 
and the 2040 Growth Concept Map in Ordinance 95-625A in the Pleasant Valley Area 
of Clackamas County. 

7.5 Ordinance No. 98-782, For the Purpose of Amending Metro Urban Growth Boundary 
and the 2040 Growth Concept Map in Ordinance 95-625A in the Stafford Area of 
Clackamas County. 

7.6 Resolution No. 98-2726A, For the Purpose of Expressing Council Intent to Amend 
the Urban Growth Boundary to Add Urban Reserve Areas 62,63 and 65 in 
Washington County. 

7.7 Resolution No. 98-2728A, For the Purpose of Expressing Council Intent to Amend 
the Urban Growth Boundary to Add Urban Reserve Areas 53, 54 and 55 to the Hillsboro 
Regional Center Area. 

7.8 Resolution No. 98-2729B, For the Purpose of Expressing Council Intent to Amend 
the Urban Growth Boundary to Add Urban Reserve Areas 39,41,42,62 and 63 in the 
West Metro Subregion. 

Presiding Officer Kvistad opened a public hearing on the urban growth boundary ordinances 
and resolutions. 

Mayor Gordon Faber, City of Hillsboro, urged the Metro Council to support Resolution No. 
98-2728A and to follow their code by bringing into the UGB only those sites which satisfied 
code requirements. He said Hillsboro would be out of buildable residential land by 2003. He 
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reported that they added'6,500 residents (2,600 living units) to their city in the last year and by 
2017 they would need to accommodate 58,000 new jobs according to the functional plan which 
would create a huge jobs/housing imbalance if the resolution was adopted. He said the city had 
provided Council with documentation demonstrating how the south Hillsboro UGB expansion 
complied with Goals 2 and 14 of the 2040 growth concept and assured that their plan fully 
satisfied all the Metro Code considerations and requirements. 

Councilor Morissette said this process would hinge a lot on an area where they were not ready 
for growth and on an area where there had been billions of dollars worth of infrastructures spent 
on jobs. He said he had been working very hard to see that Washington County had some amount 
of housing with the jobs they would be creating and had been creating in the past. He said if 
someone came to Portland having no knowledge of the urban growth boundary and wanted to 
find the logical place for housing, especially in an unbalanced situation, they would rather 
quickly figure out where the jobs were being created and put housing near those jobs. He said 
when there was congestion, people would want to live close to the jobs. He hoped the Council 
would remember the City of Hillsboro's statement that it made more sense to put growth near 
jobs in Washington County than in Damascus where they would have to commute all the way 
across town to get to the jobs. 

Councilor McCaig asked for clarification on the MPAC chart about Site 55. She asked if they 
wanted the entire site included in the UGB. 

Mayor Faber answered yes, they did want the entire site included. 

Tim Sercombe, Hillsboro City Attorney, asked to keep the record open until next Tuesday to 
receive additional information from the City of Hillsboro. 

Presiding Officer Kvistad said he had the discretion to keep the record open and he wanted to 
be fair. He said if they Wanted to put forward a place holder that there was more coming, he 
would accept it until noon on Tuesday. He said others had asked to do the same. 

Councilor McCaig clarified that the ordinance only covered site #55. 

Presiding Officer Kvistad said people were generically speaking of 55. 

Councilor McCaig said people should speak to her about exactly what they were speaking 
about. 

Presiding Oflicer Kvistad said the mayor had been speaking to the entire area surrounding St. 
Mary's along the TV Highway and 209th Street which would include #51 through #55. • 

Councilor McLain said her understanding of Mayor Faber's testimony was he was speaking to 
both the ordinance and the resolution. The ordinance was inside the jurisdictional boundary #55. 

Mayor Faber concurred. 

Mayor Jill Thorn, City of West Linn, 22825 Willamette Dr., West Linn, OR 97068, said her 
city was opposed to the inclusion of the Stafford basin, areas #31,32, 33, and 34, as part of the 
expansion of the UGB. She said West Linn believed in the principles drawn by the regional 
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partners in regard to how growth would occur in the metropolitan area and planning was the key 
to its success. She said planning had not occurred in these areas and the local governments had 
not resolved the many issues of governance, infrastructure funding and environmental affects on 
the area. She said according to Metro's own rules, these areas should not be included. She 
respectfully requested these areas be left out of the UGB based on the Metro Code. 

Oregon State Senator Ken Baker, 10121 SE Sunnyside Rd., #325, Clackamas, OR 97015, 
addressed an amendment to area #15 which was originally 54 acres south of the designated area 
15 recommended by Clackamas County in regard to a litigation settlement. He said neither he 
nor his neighbors had notice of the settlement or that it would be included. He said the original 
amendment would have violated Monner Creek and Monner Road and he appreciated the work 
that had been done there to bring it south of Monner Road. He added that a 200' buffer on 
Monner Creek was insufficient. He felt they should move the area in light blue on the map 
because they were coming too close to the creek. He said moving the buffer to 500' would form 
a natural buffer and the crest of the hill would provide a good access point and would keep the 
community viable. 

Joe Grillo, PO Box 4755, Beaverton, OR 97076, representing Mayor Rob Drake spoke on Area 
65. He summarized that the city had a keen interest in this area because they saw it as within 
their eventual urban service area. They had a memorandum of understanding with Washington 
County dealing with governance. He said this was the appropriate time to deal with this request 
given the cooperative effort of Ryland with the City of Beaverton and Washington County. He 
said there had been a complete submittal under the rules. He noted his letter outlining 6 items for 
consideration (a copy of this letter can be found with the permanent record of this meeting.) that 
represented a commitment from them regarding what they intended if the area was brought in. 

Councilor McCaig said this was not originally included in the First Tier and she wanted to 
know if it was before council now because there was a partner willing to pay for the master 
planning. 

Mr. Grillo felt that was a fair statement. 

Councilor McLain asked if he was speaking only of the blue elements of #65 or the whole site 
as far as the impacts and commitments for planning. 

Mr. Grillo responded that they were only talking about the blue portion of #65. 

Councilor McLain said she had seen a very simple IGA between Washington County and the 
City of Beaverton and asked if there had been more conversation addressing the issue of off-site 
mitigation of transportation and the transportation plan as far as who would take responsibility 
for the financial planning or funding. 

Mr. Grillo said there were two levels of review that the City of Beaverton and Washington 
County went through every day. One was at the comprehensive plan level when a piece of 
property was brought in or changed fi"om one planning designation to the other. That detail of 
review had yet to be done of this issue. The package in front of council today had the review 
required under Metro rules. Their second level of review done for transportation was when a 
specific development plan came to them with a commitment from the developer, there was a 
further detailed review dealing specifically with off-site impacts. 
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John Russell, Oregon Transportation Commission, 2000 SW Market St., Suite 678, Portland, 
OR 97201, said it was important to say that funding for the transportation network required for 
any UGB expansion was not in place and was not likely to be in place. Metro transportation staff 
believed, for example, that the cost of the transportation network Would equate to a 20^ per 
gallon gasoline tax increase plus an additional 10 every year for 20 years. He said contemplating 
an increase of that magnitude was ludicrous in the light of the recent history of state legislatures 
and local voters. He said allowing the UGB to expand knowing transportation funds were not 
likely to be available was deceptive to the public and while he realized there was a state mandate 
to add to the UGB, he wanted to suggest that the system of analyzing different factors for each 
potential tract of land under-weighted transpiration costs. He said all of the five factors were 
arbitrarily equally weighted and transportation was only part of one of the five factors. He said 
the methodology used to evaluate transportation costs underestimated the total costs because the 
methodology did not include expansions to the downstream regional collector systems. He said 
the methodology used to analyze public facility costs under-weighted transportation because it 
mixed transportation costs with other public facilities such as sewer and water. He said the sewer 
and water costs, however, not only had their own funding source but were repaid to some extent 
by the users. So, while there may be a gross cost for water and sewer there may not be a net cost, 
while for transportation systems the gross and the net costs were the same. He felt the most 
important recommendation they could make was that the actual development of lands to be 
added to the UGB be conditioned on the presence of funding for the transportation costs. He said 
the presence of the cost could either be because of an increase in federal, state, or regional 
funding or county and municipal funding. He felt regardless of the source, allowing development 
to occur without the availability of funding for transportation dug us even deeper into the hole 
created from living off road infrastructures built during the '60s and '70s. He said they were 
failing to invest in accommodation of growth now and in the future. He said they hoped Council 
would recognize that fact when they permitted development within the new UGB. 

Mike Houck, Audobon Society of Portland and the Coalition for a Livable Future, 5151 NW 
Cornell Rd., Portland, OR 97210, spoke about the conditions that would be applied for planning 
these areas before there were any comprehensive plan changes, he said they were particularly 
concerned about conditions 5) stormwater management, 6) flooding, 7) steelhead, and 12) parks. 
He noted that for the first time in 20 years he had heard elected officials talking about the need to 
provide better protection to streams. He offered support for those conditions. He felt it was 
crucial to get it right this time because past mistakes were so divisive. 

Councilor McLain said the legal staff had given her those conditions for 3 out of the 4 that Mr. 
Houck had suggested. She said she had indicated that to the Presiding Officer and said they 
would be looking at those. 

Mr. Houck added that was not sure whether Senator Baker was advocating this but there had 
been discussion in the past about the wisdom of bringing the stream areas and natural resources 
in with the urban reserves. He said he felt strongly that it was very important to do that because 
the fact of the matter was that if you looked at agricultural and forest practices there was a much 
greater opportunity through urban development to provide more protection to those areas than if 
they were left out. 
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David Farr, 580 Bergis Rd., Lake Oswego, OR 97034, read his letter in support of including 
site #32 in the UGB into the record (a copy of which may be found in the permanent record of 
the urban growth boundary amendment record) 

Katy Amato, 9161 SE 172nd Ave., Boring, OR 97009, read a letter written to the Council by 
her neighborhood voicing their opposition to being included in the UGB. (A copy of this letter 
can be found with the permanent record of this meeting.) She urged Council to drop "area C" 
from the expansion plan and leave it unincorporated and unannexed until the master plan was in 
place, the roads had been improved and environmental and other considerations had been 
addressed. 

Mary Bjomstad, 16225 SE Sager Rd., Portland, OR 97236, said it was their understanding that 
a master plan was required before an area could be included in the urban reserve. She said 
although Clackamas County had no money for planning it had made a vague and weak 
commitment to plan for the portion of urban reserve #5 south of the Clackamas County border 
sometime in the next 2-3 years. Her question was why was the area being considered for the 
urban reserve when the residents of the area believed a letter of commitment was not enough to 
follow Metro's codes. They felt urban area #5 should stop at the Multnomah County line where 
the commitments were definite. 

David Adams, 19621 S. Hazelhurst Lane, West Linn, OR 97068, did a visual presentation 
opposing inclusion of the Stafford Triangle into the UGB for the council. He noted there was no 
service provider, no annexation agreements, and no approved master plan. He noted flaws in the 
master plan including zero citizen input, no coordination with the city, county or school district, 
and many transportation issues, such as no planning or funding for future projects, no jobs in the 
area so the people would have to go elsewhere to work thus aggravating the traffic situation even 
more. He listed all those he knew were opposed to the inclusion of this area in the UGB. He 
quoted Mike Burton, "the prize is not bringing in the land, it's making the communities work." 
He said this project would not work and it would destroy two communities in the process. 

Lou Fasano, 2455 SW Gregory Dr. West Linn, OR 97068, repeated his testimony from 
previous meetings regarding his support of including site #41 into the UGB. He noted written 
testimony he had submitted at a previous meeting. He noted that there was nobody opposed to 
this inclusion that he knew of. 

Mark Greenfield, 111 SW Columbia, Suite 1080, Portland, OR 97201 said he had provided a 
motion to Metro legal counsel for review that corrected the maps for sites #62 and #63. He asked 
favorable consideration of the motion so the resolution could move forward. 

Art Lewellan, 3205 SE 8th, #9, Portland, OR 97202 said he thought some of the planning that 
was going on would end up developing another kind of sprawl by not addressing the needs 
transportation was now experiencing. He was afraid if this kind of planning continued that did 
not include mass transportation the result would be overloaded roads which would cause 
problems as they tried to deal with that problem at a later tirne. He noted examples of where he 
thought they could be making plans for. He noted that Beaverton was creating higher densities in 
its core and thought that may mean the surrounding land might not be suitable for parking 5 
acres of trucks. He thought maybe only one acre for truck parking and another use for the reset 
of the land might be a better use. He noted that the Lloyd District was also densifying and he 
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thought the character of the new buildings was appropriate. He said a transit dependent 
community was being set up that one day should be able to see a reduction of its traffic load. 

Mary Kyle McCurdy, representing 1000 Friends of Oregon and the Coalition for a Livable 
Future, 534 SW 3rd Ave., Suite 300, Portland, OR 97204, opposed inclusion of sites 53 - 55, 62, 
63 and the resource lands in #65 into the UGB for two practical reasons. First, the land did not 
have to be brought in at this time because the claimed need could be met on First Tier and non-
resource lands. Secondly, the resource lands in these areas were the focal point of current 
litigation and any decision to move these lands forward now would result in appeals. It would be 
far more practical for the Council to not move these lands in this year but wait until next year to 
consider them when there would be a decision from the LUBA and an update of technical 
information. Bringing the lands in now could potentially generate unnecessary public ill will. 
She noted significant legal reasons she had included in a letter to Council. (A copy of this letter 
can be found it the permanent record of this meeting.) she included additional comments in 
writing as she ran out of time. 

Ms. McCurdy reviewed her map in response to a question from Councilor Morissette. 

Tom McConnell, 9600 SW Oak St., Suite 230, Portland, OR 97223, representing Jim Standring 
in support of including areas #62 and #63 into the UGB and noted that they had submitted 
additional materials into the record today in that regard including a 6 page letter he had written 
and a concept transportation plan prepared by DKS Associates and a national resource evaluation 
and protection plan prepared by Envirosciences, Inc., in response to a staff request for additional 
information demonstrating compliance with Metro Code 3.01.012. (These materials can be found 
in the permanent record of this meeting.) He said they had been informed that their submittal had 
met all code requirements at this time. He appreciated staff cooperation and help. 

Councilor McCaig asked for clarification that staff had indeed reviewed all of the concerns 
regarding sites #62 and #63. 

Elaine Wilkerson, Growth Management, said they had been working with this proponent all 
week and had reviewed the material, particularly the transportation plan. She said staff had 
advised her that they thought everything was now satisfied under the requirements for urban 
reserve plans. 

Dell Smith, 380 Rosemont Rd., West Linn, OR 97068, said he had testified November 12. He 
said he had additional written testimony to submit regarding some of the things Seattle was 
doing to cope with their growth and transportation issues. He also included a paper comparing 
quality of life issues for 15 metropolitan areas that he had picked up in Pittsburg recently. He 
thought it might be helpful to the council in their deliberations. The third page he submitted was 
a suggestion that council consider the development of a community plan containing elements 
that should accompany any master plan. He said he was opposed to including the Stafford 
Triangle into the UGB. He believed no master plan should be accepted without an accompanying 
community plan. 

Bill Dickis, Kell, Alterman & Runstein, 1001 SW 5th Ave., Suite 1800, Portland, OR 97204, 
representing Stewart Linquist, noted he had submitted a letter of testimony. (A copy of this letter 
can be found with the permanent record of this meeting.) He said his client wanted to be able to 
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use his property in site #32 on Burgis Road some day but he knew he never would be able to do 
so until the UGB came out and there was a realistic plan for the property. 

Shari Sirkin, 74 NE Saratoga, Portland, OR 97211, said she farmed in Hillsboro, area #55 on 
Davis Road. She said she grew medicinal herbs and other types of organic produce. She said she 
and others needed close in farmland for growing good healthy food. She said good soil was a 
precious non-renewable resource that needed to be saved and urged council to keep this site as 
farm land for everyone's good. 

Richard Stevens, 18880 S. Whitten Lane, West Linn, OR 97068 said he had not intended to 
testify today because he had done so previously, but he felt he needed to speak about farmland in 
his area because of Ms. Hammerstad's agency's contentions that the land he lived on was good 
for the production of hay and pasture. He thought it was rank hypocrisy for Clackamas County 
and the City of Lake Oswego, who owned land at Lusher farm and could not even give their hay 
away, to contend that it was prime farmland. He said they had used taxpayer fiinds to destroy the 
hay crop to avoid it becoming a fire hazard. He said it was not right to use an argument of 
"farmland" when you owned it and could not farm it and that was what the City of Lake Oswego 
had done. He specifically thanked the Presiding Officer and the other councilors for the inhuman 
patience they had exhibited through the process. He said he knew they would make good 
decisions based on the testimony. 

DeLorls Casey, 814 SE 46th Ave., Portland, OR 97215, read her letter in opposition to 
including south Hillsboro area #55 into the UGB for the record (a copy of which may be found in 
the permanent record of the urban growth boundary amendment record). 

Councilor McLain clarified that Ms. Casey's property was on Davis Road, to the left of the blue 
line on the map. 

Wendie Kellington, Schwabe Williamson & Wyatt, 1211 SW Fifth Ave., Suites 1600-1800, 
Portland, OR 97204, representing the Halton Company, proclaimed that their concept plan was 
not deficient and said she was very frustrated by the opposition and the misinformation being put 
out. She had done a lot of work on this private effort with no public subsidies for the master plan 
which was 100% privately funded, but also 100% inclusive of everybody who had any interest in 
it and they were welcome to be part of shaping it. She said the only people who had been willing 
to listen and give them a fair shake were the council and a handful of others. She felt council 
would look at the evidence and make the right decision per their code. She said Metro's staff 
report from November 23 and 30th was flat out wrong. 

Councilor McCaig appreciated Ms. Kellington's passion but said the 24 cities and 3 counties 
who represented Metro at MPAC had universally agreed that this piece did not meet the Metro 
Code. She said she understood the arguments being made but as far as making decisions and 
moving forward, those were the people she would have to work with in the future and they did 
not support moving that land in at this time. She asked for help as an elected official to figure out 
how to overcome that. 

Ms. Kellington said Metro had the authority as the coordinating body to make unilateral 
decisions. She said Metro had stayed out of the decision and the jurisdictions had not looked at 
the code or the plan. 
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Councilor McCaig asked if Ms. Kellington meant that Metro staff as well as MPAC 
recommendations were wrong in their assessment that it did not meet the Metro Code, and it in 
fact did meet the code and Council should exercise their independent authority to overturn that 
advice and move to approve it because it did meet the code. 

Ms. Kellington said that was absolutely correct and once it was done under Goal 11, the debate 
was over. She said she appreciated the question and the difficulty of the task but it was a 
situation they had not seen before in this state and she thought it would be a shame for the 
metropolitan region to establish a precedent that it was okay to establish a red line and send the 
growth somewhere else. 

Councilor McCaig reminded Ms. Kellington that it was not just one or two local governments in 
Clackamas County but the regional representation of MPAC who had just come forward in the 
last 24 hours with a universal conclusion. It was a widely held view that this site did not meet the 
Metro Code. 

Ms. Kellington said her memo would help council understand that their staff really blew it. 

Larry Derr, 53 Yamhill St., Portland, OR 97204, spoke about area #47. He advised council that 
Kitig City had submitted a detailed work program into the record with timelines for completion. 

Lee Leighton, Shapiro and Associates, 1650 NW Front Ave., Suite 302, Portland, OR 97219, 
said they were proud to deliver the concept plan and other paperwork for the Rosemont Village 
property. He said they had been working very hard on the plan which now allocated 60 acres to 
schools and had detailed refinement of the transportation system as to phasing costs and roadway 
designations. He said they had demonstrated that the Rosemont Village neighborhood had a 
jobs/housing balance with the region's needs. He suggested that the responsible thing to do in 
this part of the subregion was to move into the planning necessary at the local level as well as the 
regional level to begin to respond to the pressures in that area. He urged inclusion of the 
Rosemont Village into the UGB. 

Steve Larrance, 20660 SW Kinnaman Rd., Aloha, OR 97007, CPO #6 (Aloha, Cooper 
Mountain) said it was not true that the City of Hillsboro had approved the concept plan for this 
area and in fact they were meeting for the second hearing that night. They had not recommended 
anything to the city council as yet and could take as long as until January to decide. He noted 
Councilor Morissette's quote that the economic engine needed to be close to the jobs and 
answered that the south Hillsboro sites were a long way from those sites, about $200 million 
away and nobody had a clue how to come up with those dollars. He said one could simply say 
that all the sties had transportation problems and the legislature needed to step up. 

He said a successful appeal to all the sites in the south Hillsboro area based on the acknowledged 
transportation problems and inability to fund them would send council back to square one. He 
said an appeal to the west part of #55 because it was not a stand alone site would also be 
successful. He submitted written material to that point (a copy of this written testimony can be 
found with the permanent record of this meeting.) and said he would submit more before next 
Tuesday. He felt the reasonable thing to do was to table the site until they could look at an 
alternative area right across the street from the jobs and adjacent to Highway 26 where the state 
had commitments to improvement. 
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Councilor Morissette commented with due respect to Mr. Larrance that the political reality of it 
was they only had a couple of areas in Washington County where there was the opportunity to 
move forward. He" said council could have put jobs and housing closer together in Hillsboro but 
it would have meant moving into agricultural land which the majority of the councilors did not 
support. 

Marilyn Brock, 22170 SW Stafford Road, Tualatin, OR 97062, Rosemont Property Owners 
Association, said she had testified a few times on this matter and thanked the council for 
listening. She said they were looking for a solution that would benefit their surrounding area as 
well as the entire Metro area. She said there was still an argument but they had tried to show that 
the farmland was no longer worth keeping as farmland. She noted a letter from the Clackamas 
County Farm Bureau stating so. 

Judy Eselius, 18018 Skyland Circle, Lake Oswego, OR 97034, was called but had left for an 
appointment. 

Presiding Officer Kvistad closed the public hearing at 4:01 and recessed the meeting. After a 
short break he reconvened the meeting at 4:26 PM and explained the rest of the process for the 
UGB decisions and the timeline. 

Councilor McLain reported that during the break three individuals had turned in written 
material. They were Larry Lack and Susanne Briggs representing the Hollywood Farmer's 
Market and speaking to the exception land in site #55, and Doug Bollam who had also submitted 
written material for the record. 

Presiding Officer Kvistad said further written material could be submitted until Monday at 5:00 
PM except for the City of Hillsboro who had asked for and been granted a special exception until 
Tuesday at noon. 

Councilor McCaig directed her questions about the process to legal counsel. She said the 
manner in which they took the sites had an impact on the overall number. She asked if the only 
way under the law to start dealing with the sites was to start with those that had a master plan. 

Mr. Cooper said the code was written in a way that said sites with master plans were considered 
first, and if, after those were considered and taken in, there was still a need for more. First Tier 
land with local government commitment, timeline and funding to complete the plan could be 
considered. He said council had determined last year, and findings had suggested that the need 
was approximately 32,000 housing units, which was greater than the amount of all of the agenda 
items today, whether or not they voted on the ones with plans first. He said there was no way 
they would exceed their need number with the mix in front of council today 

Councilor McCaig understood that a master plan would not necessarily mean it had approval by 
the local government, that it had been judged a complete master plan, or that it met Metro Code 
or state law. She said there could be a site that had no government support but had a private 
developer who had prepared a plan and council could start there rather than another location 
where they met the master code, there was not a question about state law, and there was a letter 
of intent. 
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Mr. Cooper wanted to separate the procedural steps council might choose while considering 
these and address the question of what it meant to have a master plan. He said if land was going 
to be brought in based on it having a master plan, then that master plan must be complete and 
meet all of the master planning requirements. He said there were 3 alternative governance 
provisions in the code. The primary one was where a city or a city/county agreement dealt with 
eventual annexation to provide services. The second alternative was subject to interpretation 
because it was not cleanly written. The question was the sentence about whether the urban 
service agreement was consistent with ORS 195.065 was required. He said the interpretation was 
whether that meant the agreement was required before it could be moved into the UGB or did 
that become a condition after the boundary was moved. He believed that was ambiguous and 
could be read different ways by different people. He said council had the latitude to interpret its 
own words which then the Oregon courts should give great deference to, but whether they would 
or not on appeal he could not answer. He said all of the other master plan requirements in that 
subsection must be met. He said the last one, sub 13, required local governments to have the 
opportunity to consider the plan for adoption, but did not require that they approve the plan. 

Councilor McCaig felt she was being asked to make decisions on the most controversial sites 
prior to the sites with more general support and if she wanted to support those sites with more 
general support it would increase the total number of acres she would be voting for at the end of 
the process. She said she would be forced to choose on the first set of master plans which would 
hold them up in the public arena because of lawsuits or other controversy around them. She said 
that meant they would potentially pass those and add them to the overall total of the expansion, 
and then move on to the easy ones. She thought that would be a bad thing. 

Mr. Cooper said the procedure to consider them was at the discretion of the Presiding Officer 
but was subject to a majority vote of the body if they wanted to change it. He said the final vote 
was not scheduled until December 17 and the order question would come up again at that 
meeting. 

Presiding Officer Kvistad said the work that had been ongoing for as long as 4-6 years for 
some of the councilors and as long as 7-8 years for others, would now begin the process of the 
first major adjustment in bulk of the urban growth boundary in several decades. He said they 
would take the need assessment of 32,000 units and do what the state mandated, take at 
minimum 50% of that need into the urban growth boundary. He said the process began in 1993 
with the development of the 2040 growth plan and growth concept plan. Since that time they had 
put together the future vision, the functional plan and the framework plan. He reported they had 
reduced the urban reserve need down from 120,000 acres to 18,300 acres of land for the next 40 
years, which was a terrific achievement. He said it was not just the members of this council and 
the executive officer but members of the community as well that had allowed that to be done. He 
said the urban edge, however, was a controversial thing to deal with and they had met a very' 
tight schedule with very tight timelines on these decisions. He said it had been very difficult to 
get through and it had been nothing less than lightly controversial. Regardless of what they did 
today it would be no less so. He said no jurisdiction in the United States had ever been successful 
in doing what this region had already accomplished, let alone going to where we were going in 
the future if we followed the master plans this community had decided on. He thought this was a 
terrific opportunity. The councilors had different views and philosophies as to how it should 
work and he was going to try in his capacity at Presiding Officer and one of the 7 to move 
through quickly to the decisions today. He complimented and thanked staff and the executive, 
and the other 6 members of the council for all the hard work and the years it took to get to this 
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point. He said regardless of what happened now it was a terrific achievement and everyone could 
be very proud of what had been accomplished. He gave special kudos to the legal staff, to the 
analytical staff, and to John Fregonese who worked in the development of2040 to get to the 
point where there was a plan and a concept. He thought the plan they had was an excellent one. 
He continued that they had neither the option nor the inclination to do "nothing" and a decision 
would be made today. He said they would do their best to make decisions in a very short timely 
order. He called for general comments and Councilor McLain's technical amendments. 

Councilor McCaig noted MPAC's chart which included site #45. The site had been noticed but 
was not included in any ordinance or resolution. She said it had met all Metro Code requirements 
and had 1,772 potential housing units. She said she would like to make it an ordinance and asked 
for the procedure. She said she had understood if it had been noticed, this would be an 
appropriate action and asked it that was so. 

Presiding Officer Kvistad asked Mr. Cooper for a legal interpretation. 

Mr. Cooper said to get to this point we gave general notice in the newspaper and to DLCD at 
least 45 days before today of many of these sites including the site #45. Because it was not 
included in an ordinance or resolution that came out of the growth management committee 
process they did not give a required individual property owner's notice by letter to everybody 
who owned land or lived inside that or was within 500' of the boundary. That notice was also 
required. He said because it did not make it into an ordinance the individual letters were not sent 
out and without those individual letters you can't act on it. He said an ordinance could be 
prepared and introduced however it could not meet the timeline for the 17th. 

Jeff Stone, Chief of Staff, confirmed that the letters had not been sent. 

Councilor McCaig asked why it hadn't been included. 

Councilor Morissette answered that Growth Management Committee discussions found it did 
not meet the test for moving forward into an ordinance. He said they had been concerned at the 
time that Sherwood had not done their master planning, although he thought they had committed 
to doing it now. 

Councilor Morissette continued that he had tried to come up with a philosophy that made sense 
to an urban form and as a representative of the district with the most urban reserves and the least 
number of jobs he wanted to make sure they did not create traffic gridlock. He believed it was 
important to work with local partnerships and believed it was also important for people not to be 
able to opt out. He said moving Stafford forward at this time would cause the whole process to 
step back as it was not moving and they were debating around in circles. He believed the 
boundary should moved with fair distribution throughout the region but getting houses close to 
jobs with limited transportation dollars made the most sense to him. He said he preferred a larger 
expansion at this time but did not want to run over the people who had to implement it like he 
tried not to run over the people he worked with so they could have a successful team. He 
believed that was what they had now with MPAC and hoped the councilors would consider that 
in their Stafford votes. 

Councilor McLain said it was important to remember Mr. Cooper's comments about the votes 
today and on the 17th. She said her purpose today was to make amendments, for housekeeping 



Metro Council Meeting 
Decembers, 1998 
Page 15 
and to clean up certain findings or public hearing items from the last month and a half. She said 
the today's votes were to make the best possible ordinances and resolutions to go before council 
with completed findings on December 17th. She told staff to consider this their instruction to 
complete the findings for the final decision on the 17th. She pointed out that she, too, thought 
this was 2 year process and felt it was important to move in a pragmatic way with the partners so 
they understood this was only half of the work to be done. She said a commitment had been 
made at MPAC to look at the issue brought up today by 1,000 Friends and Ms. McCurdy 
regarding the 200' buffer being unbuildable because it was supposed to be Title 3 protected land 
but no longer was. She also thought it was important to remember as they looked at the Metro 
Code that the refinement between a plan that was completed, a commitment that was made, or a 
plan that had one or two items that still needed to be met, that they were going to be making 
decisions on analysis of whether those items that still needed to be met were longer or more 
complicated, or were dealing with infrastructure and funding issues more than others and what 
was the cost of the productivity for that particular area. It was not simply whether it met state 
law or the Metro Code, but whether it was doable or could the local jurisdiction, with the help of 
the state, Metro and others, actually be able to provide the kinds of services that were possible. 
Lastly she pointed out that the properties which were still in litigation, and which could possibly 
be in litigation for 6 months, were in resolutions and those resolutions would not be made into 
ordinances for at least 6 months, and those litigations would have an opportunity to work 
themselves out. 

Mr. Cooper reviewed the process for considering legislative amendments to the Metro Urban 
Growth Boundary. He said it was set forth in the code and was consistent with state law. They 
would apply the criteria from the code and state law to the facts they had heard in testimony in 
the record before them. He said if they chose to bring a piece of land into the urban growth 
boundary they must explain the decision and why the property met the criteria. He said if the 
land was not already inside the urban growth boundary there was a 2 step process to follow. First 
adopt a resolution based on fact stating the intent to move the UGB if and when the land was 
annexed to Metro, then after the annexation occurred to act by ordinance to move the UGB in 
that area. He said adoption of a resolution was not a final land use decision. That happened when 
the ordinance moving the UGB was actually adopted. He said today there were 5 ordinances and 
3 resolutions for consideration. The ordinances would be final decisions, if adopted. He said 
council was requested to make preliminary decisions today on each of the ordinances, after any 
amendments they wished to make, and then to forward those for final action. He said they should 
then direct his office prepare findings in support of those specific ordinances. 

He said then they would make motions to forward the resolutions for final adoption. He said the 
findings needed to reflect which land they were choosing to bring into the UGB and which they 
were not choosing to bring in at this time. He said that was the reason for going through this 
procedural stage of finding out where they were on all of these before the findings could be 
written on the ones chosen to move forward. He said ordinances should not be amended on the . 
day they are adopted, except technical, non-substantive amendments. He noted that any 
additional condhions made to an ordinance after today would require it to be continued before it 
was adopted. He said that was why they had recommended, since the record was open through 
Tuesday, that each of the ordinances chosen to move forward be placed on the agenda for 
December 10th for possible amendments so there would still be time to vote on final adoption on 
December 17th. 
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Councilor McLain said there were conditions that needed to be added to the ordinances today to 
be sure there was a full package on December 17th. 

Presiding Officer Kvistad said he would recognize her to read the item, make the motion and 
take a second, then they would move to questions. 

Motion to: Councilor McLain moved the following conditions be added to 
Add Conditions: Ordinance No. 781 A: 

c) Prior to conversion of the new urbanizable land in this ordinance to urban land 
available for development stormwater management plans shall address means of assuring the 
speed, temperature, sediment and chemical composition of stormwater runoff meets the state and 
federal water quality standards as development occurs. This plan shall address on-site 
stormwater detention plan requirement. 

d) Prior to the conversion of the new urbanizable land in this ordinance to urban land 
available for development the city shall consider the adoption of a requirement that the quantity 
of stormwater runoff after urban development of each development site is not greater than the 
stormwater runoff before the development. 

e) Prior to the conversion of the new urbanizable land in this ordinance to urban land 
available for development the city shall adopt urban growth management functional plan 
requirements for revegetation and Title 3 building setbacks from streams, wetlands, and 
addressing federal requirements adopted pursuant to the ESA (Endangered Species Act). 

Seconded: Councilor Monroe seconded the motion. 

Councilor Morissette asked if the motion was just to sites #4 and #5. 

Councilor McLain said yes, just to those sites. 

Discussion: None. 

Vote: The vote was 7 aye/ 0 nay/ 0 abstain. The technical adjustment was 
agreed to and the Ordinance became a "B" version. 

Motion to; Councilor McLain moved to add the following conditions to 
Add Conditions: Ordinance No. 98-786B. 

c) Urban development consistent with Goal 14 and Factor 3 on orderly provision of 
stormwater urban services feasible with the condition that the urban reserve plan shall require 
that a stormwater management plan be adopted for this area to assure that the velocity, the 
temperature, the sediment, the chemical composition of the stormwater runoff for tiie form of 
approved development needs meet state and federal water quality. 

d) Urban development consistent with Title 3 of the urban growth management 
functional plan on flooding is feasible with the condition that the urban reserve plan and the 
subsequent urban zoning provided for stormwater management to assure that a quality of 



Metro Council Meeting 
Decembers, 1998 
Page 17 
stormwater runoff leavitig each site after urban development is no greater than before urban 
development. 

e) Urban development consistent with Title 3 on water quality is feasible with the 
condition that Title 3 water quality setbacks and revegetation requirements shall be adopted prior 
to the adoption of an urban comprehensive plan and zoning designations for this area. 

Seconded: Councilor Monroe seconded the motion. 

Discussion: Mr. Cooper, responding to a question from Councilor Morissette, said 
these types of conditions were related to the timing of the release of the volume and it would be 
coming out when it was not flooding. 

Councilor Morissette clarified that you could release water downstream as previously, but you 
were not going to encourage additional runoff during a particular period of high rains by 
detention ponds. 

Mr. Cooper said that was basically correct. 

Vote: The vote was 7 aye/ 0 nay/ 0 abstain. The motion to amend passed and 
the ordinance became a "C" version. 

Motion to Councilor McLain moved to add the following conditions to 
Add Conditions: Ordinance No. 98-782. 

c) Adoption of an urban comprehensive plan designation in urban zoning for this area 
shall include means to assure the speed, temperature, sediment and chemical composition of the 
stormwater runoff to meet state and federal water quality standards. 

d) Urban zoning shall address on-site stormwater detention requirehicnts. The city shall 
consider a requirement the amount of stormwater runoff after completion of development shall 
not be greater than the stormwater runoff before development. 

e) Adoption of an urban comprehensive plan designation in urban zoning for the subject 
area shall be approved only after the city or county adopts functional plan requirements for 
vegetation, title 3 setbacks from top of bank of streams, wetlands and address federal 
requirements adopted pursuant to the Endangered Species Act (ESA). 

Seconded: Councilor Monroe seconded the motion. 

Discussion: None. 

Vote: The vote was 7 aye/ 0 nay/ 0 abstain. The motion to amend passed and 
the Ordinance became an "A" version. 

Motion to Councilor McLain moved to add the following conditions to 
Add Conditions: Ordinance No. 98-779B: 
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a) The urban reserve plan and urban comprehensive plan in zoning shall be consistent 
with Goal 14 Factor 3 for stormwater facilities by treating stormwater runoff by filtration 
through a bifiltration swail. 

Seconded: Councilor Washington seconded the motion. 

Discussion: Councilor McLain explained that this was a little bit smaller and there 
needed to be a particular appropriate fix due to the small site. 

Vote: The vote was 6 aye/ 0 nay/ 0 abstain. The motion to amend passed of 
those present and the ordinance became a "C" version. Councilor McCaig was out of the room at 
the vote. 

Motion to Councilor McLain moved to add the following conditions to 
Add Conditions: Ordinance No. 98-788A; 

• c) Adoption of an urban comprehensive plan designation and urban zoning for this area 
shall include means to assure the speed, temperature, sedimentation and chemical composition of 
the stormwater runoff meet state and federal water qualities. 

d) Urban zoning shall address on-site stormwater detention requirements. The city shall 
consider a requirement that the amount of stormwater runoff after completion of development 
shall not be greater than the stormwater runoff before development. 

e) An adoption of urban comprehensive plan designation and urban zoning for the 
subject area shall be approved by the city only after the city adopts a functional plan requirement 
for vegetation. Title 3 setbacks from top of bank of stream and wetlands and addressed federal 
requirements adopted pursuant to the Endangered Species Act (ESA). 

Seconded: Councilor McFarland seconded the motion. 

Discussion: Councilor McLain pointed out that there might be additional conditions 
on certain areas that were not present today. Those could take place on December 10th. 

Vote: The vote was 6 aye/ 0 nay/ abstain. The motion to amend passed and the 
Ordinance became a "B" version. Councilor McCaig was out of the room at the vote. 

Councilor McLain said there was a situation where there was a mapping error on site #62 and 
#63. She said that error had been corrected and there were correct maps available for their 
discussion. 

Motion: Councilor McLain moved Resolution 98-2726A to accept the 
correction of the map of Urban Reserve #62 north of Sunset Highway and Urban Reserve #63 by 
substituting the concept plan map as the boundary map. This motion was to this and any other 
resolution pertaining to these sites. 

Seconded: Councilor Morissette seconded the motion. 
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Discussion: 'Councilor McLain said the boundary map of UR #62 and #63 in the 
packets were not consistent with the description of boundaries as adopted in the urban reserve 
areas. 

Vote: The vote was 6 aye/0 nay/0 abstain. The motion to correct the map 
passed. Councilor McCaig was out of the room at the vote. 

Motion: Councilor McLain moved Ordinance No. 98-788B. 

Seconded: Councilor Morissette seconded the motion. 

Discussion: Councilor McLain indicated that this was the portion of site #55 that was 
inside the jurisdictional boundary of Metro and was exception land. 

Councilor Monroe clarified that according to the MPAC chart it was 353 acres and would 
produce 1,493 housing units. 

Councilor McLain said it was 355.9 and 1,405 dwelling units and 520 jobs. 

Presiding Officer Kvistad said that information was included in each ordinance. 

Councilor McLain said she moved the ordinance as amended to include the conditions 
recommended by the staff report and findings prepared by the office of general counsel for this 
ordinance. The new version of Ordinance 98-788B shall be forwarded to the council agenda on 
December 17 for final adoption. She said this ordinance included the portion of site #55 inside of 
the Metro boundary which was almost exclusively First Tier land. The acreage for the site was 
355.9 acres which could accommodate approximately 1,405 dwelling units and 520 jobs 
according to Metro's productivity analysis. The property in this ordinance was properly noticed 
in compliance with Metro Code and state statute. The public has had an opportunity to provide 
input on this site and in fact a Metro public hearing on November 10 focused specifically on this 
site out in Hillsboro. The staff report for this site was available in a timely manner, Hillsboro had 
completed an urban reserve plan for site #55, included this portion of the site and staff was 
instructed to prepare findings and conditions of approval to assure implementation of the urban 
reserve plan. This also included the maps. 

Vote: The vote was 7 aye/ 0 nay/ abstain. The ordinance was agreed to 
unanimously and moved forward for findings. 

Motion: Councilor Morissette moved Resolution No. 98-2728A. 

Seconded: Councilor McFarland seconded the motion.. 

Discussion:. Councilor Morissette said he believed firmly in this issue and they 
needed to do the best they could with limited transportation dollars to try to get people as close 
to jobs as possible. 

Councilor McLain said this sites #51 and #52 were not included in this resolution. She said she 
had an ordinance that included them and she wanted to explain this amendment. She said the site 
#51 acreage was 93.6, the dwelling units were 323 and the jobs accommodated were 108. Site 
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#52 was 98.8 acres, 42rdwelHng units and 140 jobs. She said these sites could not wait because 
they were exception lands and needed to be included in this ordinance to make it appropriate for 
findings, state law and the Metro Code. 

Motion to Councilor McLain moved to amend Resolution No. 98-2728A to 
Amend: include sites #51 and #52 which were previously and properly noticed. 

Seconded: Councilor Morissette seconded the motion. 

Councilor McFarland asked about the acres and dwelling units for the total package as now 
constituted. 

Councilor Morissette said approximately 1,400 acres and approximately 6,400 dwelling units. 

Elaine Wilkerson and Mark Turpel came forward to testify on the record. 

Ms. Wilkerson said 5,358 units and 2,801 jobs according to the productivity analysis which was 
not necessarily identical to the concept plan. 

Councilor McCaig clarified that the amendment was for sites #51, #52, #53, #54 and the portion 
of #55 outside the Metro boundary. She understood that the housing units for the package was 
6,842. 

Ms. Wilkerson said that included the land inside the Metro boundary. 

Councilor McCaig said in her calculation it did not include the land inside. 

Discussion among councilors and staff regarding which sources of numbers were correct. 

Councilor McFarland said that was exactly why she had asked the question, because it was 
obvious that everyone had added them differently and she wanted to be sure they were all 
dealing with the same thing. 

Presiding Officer Kvistad said the numbers coming from the Growth staff were the correct 
numbers. 

Vote: The vote was 6 aye/ 1 nay/ 0 abstain. The ordinance to amend the 
resolution for consideration was agreed to and became a "C" version to move forward for 
findings. Councilor McCaig voted nay. 

Councilor McLain indicated that after looking at the documentation, an issue for her was 
transportation. She said the first configuration of the ordinance had only sites #55 and #54 in it. 
It needed #52 and #53 to complete the transportation plan that this particular urban reserve plan 
was trying to use to address the transportation issues in the area. She pointed out that #52 and 
#51 were smaller areas and needed to be brought in to be certain they were master planned 
properly and appropriately. She said the conditions they had put on this resolution indicated a 
very high standard of the city of Hillsboro and Washington County in the next 6 months to make 
sure he issues were addressed. She said if this was an ordinance she could not vote for it. The 
only reason she was comfortable voting for it was because it was a resolution and allowed the 
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city to see if they could figure out some of the issues that had been brought up by the public at 
the hearings. The other issues was that there were still appeals on EFU land. She believed the 
resolution was appropriate. 

Councilor Morissette suggested that if there was an EFU example it was completely surrounded 
by exception land. He felt this was an opportunity to build something really neat. He believed 
there were issues to be dealt with for the surrounding communities concerning transportation but 
he sincerely hoped council would support it. 

Councilor Morissette moved Resolution 98-2728C to the council agenda of December 10 for 
final adoption and then to December 17th for final adoption. This resolution included urban 
reserve sites #53, #54 and a portion of #55 and then amended to include all of #51 and #52 
outside of the Metro boundary. This resolution encompasses approximately 856 acres plus the 
newly added acreage, which can accommodate approximately 4,365 dwelling units and 2,217 
jobs, keeping in mind those last two numbers would be amended with the additional area, based 
on Metro's productivity analysis. The sites were not Tier 1 site and included exclusive farm use 
land. The site in this resolution was properly noticed in compliance with Metro Code and state 
statute. The public had opportunity to provide testimony as to those sites at several public 
hearings, and in fact a Metro public hearing on November 10 specifically focused on this site. 
Hillsboro has completed an urban reserve plan for these sites referred to as the south Hillsboro 
plan and which includes the area generally referred to as St. Mary's. Staff reports for these sties 
were available in a timely manner and the maps were included. 

Presiding Oflicer Kvistad said the motion included the inclusion of the appropriate amended 
map. 

Vote: The vote was 4 aye/ 3 nay/ 0 abstain. The resolution passed as a C 
version to be forwarded to staff for findings. Councilors Washington, Monroe and McCaig voted 
nay. 

Motion: Councilor McLain moved to amend Resolution No. 98-2729B. 

Seconded: Councilor Morissette seconded the motion. 

Discussion: Councilor McLain said this resolution incorporated urban reserve sites 
#39, #41, and #42 and included #62 and #63 for a total of about 28 acres. 

Presiding Officer Kvistad clarified that this item had been amended before Metro Council to 
include areas #62 and #63 and there was a competing resolutioi) that included #62, #63 and #65. 
He said if the item before council was successful then for area #65 to be considered it would 
have to be considered separately as an item. The current item included sites #39, #41, #42, #62, 
and #63. 

Councilor McCaig asked why they were combined in this manner. 

Councilor McLain replied that the Presiding Officer had not wanted to have #62 and #63 with 
the south Hillsboro area. She believed the findings were more similar to sites #39 and #41. 
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Presiding Officer Kvlsiad said the item before council was the amended version that had been 
amended by a motion from Councilor McLain at a previous council meeting. It was not simply 
the three Wilsonville sites (#39,#41, and #42), it also included sites #62, #63 in western 
Washington County. He noted the amended map which had been moved by Councilor McLain. 

Councilor McLain commented that legal counsel told her she should mention the map at this 
time. 

Presiding Officer Kvistad said he would accept the motion as amended which included the new 
adjusted map as part of the motion. He called for general comments of the item. 

Presiding Officer Kvistad said he had questions about this due to the prison siting. He said he 
was now comfortable voting it forward. 

Councilor McLain said she was moving to incorporate #39, the school site, #41, the Dammasch 
site, and #42, the Day Road site into the Wilsonville area as well as sites #62 and #63 in northern 
Hillsboro. 

Sites #39 and #41 are Tier 1 sites. Sites #39, #41, #62 and #63 do contain land designated as 
exclusive farm use land. The combined acreage of these sites is about 645 acres which can 
accommodate approximately 1,435 dwelling units and 4,512 jobs according to Metro's 
productivity analysis. This includes land in the urban reserve plan for site #62 and site #63. This 
resolution includes site #42 on the assumption that it will be used as a prison site. If that is not 
demonstrated by the time of final adoption, site #42 will be reviewed. This site and this 
ordinance were properly noticed in compliance with Metro Code and state statute. The public has 
had opportunity to provide testimony as to these sites at several public hearings and in fact the 
Metro public hearing on November 10th and November 19th focused specifically on these sites. 
Based on these hearings the council amended site #39, a proposed school site for Wilsonville-
West Linn School District by adding an additional 7 acres to that school district's request. Staff 
reports for these urban reserve sites were available in a timely manner. Results of the staff 
analysis of state required factors varied and should be taken into account with the unique context 
of each site. Each of these sites involved unique factors for consideration. Site #39 is owned by 
the state of Oregon and may be transferred to a school district only for the purpose of a school 
siting. The district indicates it wants to put 2 school on this site and Metro has been a partner in 
seeking solutions to the difficulty of locating school sites in the metropolitan area. Wilsonville 
has committed to completing the urban reserve plan for this site. Either site #41 or #42 may be 
yet receive final designation as a prison site. The Dammasch portion site of #41 however, holds 
great promise as a model planned community meeting 2040 objectives based on work done by 
Wilsonville. Wilsonville has committed to complete an urban reserve plan for the First Tier site. 
Site #42, which is the Day Road site, was previously amended by Metro Council to add 72 acres 
conditioned on the state Department of Corrections making a final determination that this urban 
reserve would contain the women's prison. Productivity analysis for site #42 was based on the 
site containing the prison thus it's projected to produce some dwelling unit equivalence inside 
the prison of about 4,000 jobs. The purpose of the urban reserve plan is complete if the site is 
designated as a prison. Sites #62 and #63 are north of the Sunset Highway, Highway 26 near 
Hillsboro, and have completed an urban reserve plan of commitment which has been prepared 
with the assistance of the city of Hillsboro. These are highly productive sites which total only 
about 28 acres and may produce over 350 dwelling units according to the productivity analysis. 
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Presiding Officer Kvistad said this item also included the appropriate amended map. 

Vote: The vote was 7 aye/ 0 nay/ abstain. The motion passed unanimously. 
Presiding Officer Kvistad declared this Resolution passed as amended. 

Motion: Councilor Monroe moved to amend Resolution No. 98-2726A to 
remove sites #62 and #63. 

Seconded: Councilor Washington seconded the motion. 

Discussion: Councilor Monroe said since #62 and #63 had just been added to the 
previous package and passed it, it would be redundant to also have it in this package. 

Councilor McCaig asked for some background. She noted that there was a private developer 
willing to put forward the money to develop the site and asked about the role that would play in 
council's choosing how and where to develop in the future. 

Presiding Officer Kvistad explained why this was packaged as it was. Councilor McCaig said 
she would wait for the proper discussion to ask her questions about site #65. 

Vote: The vote was 6 aye/ 1 nay/ abstain. The amendment to Resolution No. 
98-2726A passed with Councilor McLain voting nay. 

Motion: Councilor Monroe moved to adopt Resolution No. 98-2726B to be put 
forward for findings. 

Seconded: Councilor Washington seconded the motion. 

Discussion: Councilor Monroe said the portion of #65 that was encompassed by this 
resolution had been carefully planned and had the support of the city of Beaverton and MPAC. 
He said it was exception land and appropriate for inclusion in the UGB. 

Presiding Officer Kvistad asked if this parcel qualified under the ownership requirements to be 
moved forward. 

Ms. Wilkerson said at this time there were at least 4 owners. 

Presiding Officer Kvistad said he wanted the record to show that it did not qualify as a land use 
adjustment and it was a properly amended amendment. 

Councilor McCaig asked for clarification regarding inclusion of sites that may hot have been 
First Tier, and may or may not have had local governments interested in the site until a developer 
came forward with a proposal. She wondered how to measure the public good when the drive 
was coming from outside of the process and council was incorporating it in the process. 

Councilor Morissette said there had been a lot of discussion about the limited resources for 
master planning. He said this master planning in public testimony from the Growth staff, met the 
criteria to fit the requirements. The city of Beaverton had aggressively come forward in support 
of it. 
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Councilor McCaig said and that was a good thing. 

Councilor McLain responded that the reason she had struggled with the site was for a different 
reason. They had tried very hard to take the EFU land out of Site 65. They were fairly successful 
on that but there were still some portion of EFU land. They had the same issues there as in St. 
Mary's. That had to be settled in the court. It was a special needs issue. Where Councilor 
McLain had some problems was the fact that even though she thought the developer was an 
extraordinarily creative and had great product she still thought that there was some issues in the 
commitment from Beaverton and Washington County that had not been addressed. In her mind 
as she was making choices between what was approved this year and trying to encourage people 
to" do the best or the most they can do to meet those standards, she thought there was still more to 
be done. She had to make an analysis of the staff reports and in her mind there was still some 
issues on off-site mitigation, transportation plan issues that were part of the Metro Code. She was 
having those difficulties with this site. She may not have those difficulties with it next year. It 
was again an analysis, not that they didn't meet the basic standard, she thought you could say 
they met the basic standard but she did not think they were over the hurdle. There was also the 
issue of annexation and the fact that this was originally seen as being an orphan site even though 
a city had come forward and indicated interest. 

Presiding Officer Kvistad called for further questions. 

Councilor Monroe closed by saying, they were very impressed with the plan. It included school 
siting, connectivity, it was compatible with 2040 guidelines. They were cognizant that there were 
transportation problems in this area. There were transportation problems all over the region. 
There was no URSA that could be brought in that wouldn't create additional transportation 
problems. He believed that this site, had this plan been.prepared at the time the Council made the 
decision between Tier 1 and Tier 2, would be classified as Tier 1. He urged the Council aye vote. 

Vote: The vote was 4 aye/ 3 nay/ 0 abstain. The motion passed with Councilors 
McLain, McCaig and Morissette voting no. 

Presiding Officer Kvistad declared on a 4 to 3 vote. Resolution No. 98-2726B was agreed to 
with the appropriate amended maps in place and forwarded on for findings. 

Presiding Officer Kvistad announced consideration of Ordinance No. 98-782A, the area in the 
Stafford basin. 

Motion: Presiding Oflicer Kvistad moved Ordinance No. 98-782A. 

Seconded: Councilor McFarland seconded the motion. 

Motion to 
Amend: Councilor Monroe moved to amend Ordinance No. 98-782A to include 

only those areas described in the attached map, the Rosemont Village urban reserve plan area 
which included Urban Reserve 32 and a portion of Urban Reserve 31 and 33. He noted that this 
was the part that had been planned. 

Seconded: Councilor McFarland seconded the amendment. 
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Councilor Monroe directed his question to Mr. Cooper, any ordinance that was put forward at 
this time required legal counsel to determine findings on how it met the Metro Code and why it 
should be brought into the UGB. He asked if it would be possible to determine such findings 
without this amendment. 

Mr. Cooper responded that the Code required that land be brought into the Urban Growth 
Boundary either have a urban reserve plan that the Council approved of or be first tier land for 
which there was a local government commitment to complete the plan. The portion that was not 
part of the plan include a large part of land that was not either Tier 1 nor subject an urban reserve 
plan. To include all of the area that was currently in the ordinance would be inconsistent with the 
Code. 

Councilor Monroe believed that this was the most controversial piece along with St. Mary's 
that the Council had looked at. If you looked at the map, this was an important compromise to 
take in only the northern portion of the Stafford Triangle at this time and to allow proper 
planning and determination of governance and so on to follow and then at some later time the 
Council may want to consider whether or not the remaining portions were appropriate for 
bringing into the Urban Growth Boundary. 

Presiding Officer Kvistad clarified that this was a motion to amend and called for further 
discussion. 

Vote to The vote was 6 aye/ 1 nay/ 0 abstain. The motion passed with Councilor 
Amend: Morissette voting no. Presiding Officer Kyistad declared Ordinance No. 

98-782A amended making it Ordinance No. 98-782B. 

Councilor McLain said that there were several reasons why she could not vote for this 
particular ordinance this year. She explained why it was important not to bring this parcel in this 
year: the Metro Code spoke of governance, plans towards annexation, making sure that the 122 
agreements had been met, and that those people who had completed the 122 agreements would at 
least keep those 122 agreements in their work and their planning. This had not been done in this 
area of Stafford. This was another area where, she thought, six months to a year would allow 
local jurisdictions and partners who need to be on board for this to happen to get their work 
done. Metro had had conversations from the MPAC members and Lake Oswego Council which 
indicated that they understood that there was going to be growth there some day. They had 
indicated their interest in making sure that they do that planning correctly. They wanted to have 
an opportunity to do that. We had tried to move them along. There was also a boundary 
commission change that started on January 1,1999 where they would have an opportunity, she 
believed in the next six months, to see this as a challenge but also a reality because there would 
be a portion of that document that would indicate that local jurisdictions had to at least act on 
armexation requests that were before them. It was important for the Council not to try put the cart 
before the horse. Metro needed to let the local jurisdiction partners that would have to do this 
planning get that work done before it was moved. Metro said they would do that in the Metro 
Code. MPAC asked the Council unanimously to not move the boundary without meeting their 
own Metro Code. She thought that was were they fell down with this amendment and with this 
entire ordinance. She pointed out that, just as Councilor McCaig had brought up, some of her 
votes would be different on the 17th. This was because she was not going to vote in 27,000 
dwelling units this year. She had made a commitment to herself and to their MPAC partners to 
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readdress that 200 foot buffer, the endangered species act and the steelhead issues. There were a 
number of those need factors that they agreed to revisit in a more holistic way in 1999. MPAC 
had agreed to help them with it. Those were many reasons why a vote in support of this 
ordinance would unravel this process. All of the hard work that the staff, local jurisdictions, 
MPAC and this Council had done would not be able to accomplish what they had hoped to 
accomplish here tonight. She in no way shape or form believed that West Linn, Tualatin, or Lake 
Oswego should not have some of the same responsibilities for growth that anyone else did and 
she did not think any of those 24 cities and three counties would opt out. They had agreed to the 
Functional Plan and the 2040 Growth Concept but they could not take it all in at one time. They 
couldn't use it all at one time and the Metro Code was not met with this ordinance tonight. 

Councilor Morissette expressed a wish to quote a couple of number and reminded the Council 
that right now they had 2200 acres and 10,000 housing units. If 50% matters to the Council, just 
remember the Sites 4 and 5 represented 1531 acres and 6500 dwelling units. He did not know if 
there was a whole lot of controversy to that, he felt there was potentially going to be an 
amendment to that which might reduce those figures. Site 14 and 15, so 147th could be fixed, 
had unanimous support in the Council. Most likely the Council may be looking favorably 
towards those sites as well as a great master plan. These sites included 662 acres and 3262 
housing units. Sites 43 and 47 were also supported unanimously and represented 92 acres and 
406 housing units. These totals represented 2285 acres and 10,253 housing units. If the Council 
added together what they already had with the proposed acreage and housing units, this would 
put the figures at 4500 acres and 20,000 housing units not including what was being supported in 
the Stafford area of 820 acres and 320 housing units. He reminded the Council that this decision 
was not about whether .Lake Oswego should be doing their fair share. He thought the Council 
had addressed this. What this issue was about was that MPAC, as a partner, came forward to start 
moving this process rather than deny the responsibility of need for growth and land in this 
region. MPAC had discussed the fact, even though they did not come to conclusions on the 
individual parcels, as to whether or not the Council was going to do it all now. For the Council to 
move everything in was certainly within their ability and their right but was the Council really 
doing what they had agreed to with the MPAC partnership if the Council brought all of the land 
in. He questioned whether they wanted to do this now or were just putting the final vote off until 
December 17th. 

Councilor McCaig noted that this was the last one of these kinds of votes she would be casting 
this evening but it was her point originally when the Council started this process. She would like 
to have had a different opportunity to look both at Stafford, St. Mary's and Site 65 but because of 
the process and the description that Councilor Morissette had just given, she didn't have that 
opportunity. She knew that there were sites throughout this region where they had agreement and 
those sites were important to bring in and to allow Metro to move forward to meet some of the 
real needs. For the Council to try and make a point right now by pushing some of these was 
really dangerous for the Council and it was dangerous for Metro's success in the future. Had this 
process been structured differently, she thought she would have had an opportunity to view each 
one of these proposals for its uniqueness, which was true about Stafford, St Mary's and Site 65. 
They were all unique, different under the other standards that the Council was looking at for 
expanding the boundary but because the Council started with those sites she was afraid she must 
vote no on this one as well. 

Presiding Officer Kvistad said that he had been a supporter of the entire parcel since the 
beginning and he had taken a lot of heat for it. He and Commissioner Hammerstad had had their 
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discussion on this site. He feU strongly that this should come in and would support it doing so. 
As for the process, he was very proud of the process and what they had been able to do. They had 
been working on some of these parcels for six years. He understood the frustration of Councilor 
McCaig but he believed that should the Council vote this ordinance forward, which was a 
excellent compromise, he would support that compromise. 

Councilor Monroe said they needed to know the number of acres left after his amendment and 
the approximate number of housing units. 

Ms. Wilkerson said she did not have exact numbers but she believed that there were about 830 
acres in the Rosemont Plan and she had looked at the productivity analysis numbers, she thought 
it had to be around 3800 dwelling units. The productivity analysis did not break out that 
particular number but it was pretty much Urban Reserves 31 and 32. She had added these two 
together and made an estimate on that basis. 

Councilor Monroe urged the Council's aye vote. Councilor Monroe re-read his motion: he 
moved that Ordinance No. 98-782A be amended and forwarded to the Council agenda for 
December 17,1998 for final adoption and that they Office of General Counsel be directed to 
produce findings and a condition of approval for the ordinance. The condition of approval was 
that urban service agreement consistent with ORS 195065 must be entered into before any urban 
development occurs. A condition of approval is required because the Council should interpret 
Metro Code Section 3.01.012e sub 2 to allow an urban growth boundary amendment subject to 
such a condition where the city/county agreements required by Metro Code 3.01.012e sub 1 had 
not been entered into. The findings should reflect this interpretation. This ordinance included the 
first tier portions of Urban Reserve site 33 and 34, Rosemont Village Plan which included all of 
site 32. The combined area would include about 881 acres which could accommodate about 4756 
dwelling units and 1895 jobs based on Metro's productivity analysis and the Roseniont Village 
Plan. 

Presiding Officer Kvistad reiterated that this ordinance was as amended with the appropriate 
language from Councilor Monroe's preliminary amendment which changed the version. 

Mr. Cooper corrected the record and clarified that the ordinance as amended did not include the 
first tier portions of Urban Reserves 33 and 34. It simply included the Rosemont Village Plan 
which included all of Urban Reserve 32 and a large portion of 31 and a small portion of 33 as 
indicated on the map attached to the amendment that was made. 

Presiding Ofilcer Kvistad announced that this amended ordinance had been moved and 
seconded, the final adjustments included the amended maps. 

Vote on Main The vote was 4 aye/ 3 nay/ 0 abstain. The motion passed 
Motion: with Councilors McLain, Morissette and McCaig voting no. 

Presiding Officer Kvistad announced that Ordinance No. 98-782B passed and was forwarded 
for findings. 

He then announced that the Council had completed the planned areas and would move on to 
those areas that had commitments which included Ordinance No. 98-779C, 98-786C, and 98-
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78IB. They would move first to complete the Washington County section. First under 
consideration was areas 43 and 47. 

Motion: Councilor Morissette moved Ordinance No. 98-779C be 
amended to include conditions, recommended in the staff report of findings prepared by the 
Office of General Counsel for this ordinance. The version of the ordinance 98-779C shall be 
forwarded to the Council agenda on December 17th for final adoption. The ordinance 
incorporates urban reserve sites 43 and 47 in Washington County. They are first tier sites 
encompassing about 100 acres. These sites can accommodate approximately 400 dwelling units 
and 135 jobs based on Metro's productivity analysis. Sites in this ordinance were properly 
noticed in compliance with Metro Code and State Statute. The public had opportunity to provide 
testimony on these sites at several public hearings. In fact Metro Public Hearings on December 
10th and 19th specifically focused on these sites. Based on these hearings, the Council approved 
an amendment to correct the flood plain on the southern boundary of site 47 adding about 7.5 
acres to the site. The staff reports for urban reserve sites 43 and 47 were available in a timely 
manner and indicated generally high marks across the board for factors related to required state 
goal analysis. The commitment to cornplete an urban reserve plan had been submitted from the 
City of Tualatin for Site 43 and in the case of Site 47, a commitment had been received from 
King City. The Council had received little or no testimony against inclusion of Site 43 being " 
included in the urban growlh boundary. The almost 10 acres of Site 43 under single ownership 
would be combined with an adjacent 12 acre parcel inside the UGB to create a single 
development. In addition to land for housing the site contained steeply slopped and wetland areas 
that could be designated as open spaces. Site 47 which currently included a mobile home park 
could be an important sources of affordable housing in the area. It was a first tier site with no 
EFU land and had been carefully drawn to exclude important riparian areas. The map was 
included with this ordinance. 

Seconded: Councilor McLain seconded the motion. 

Councilor Morissette felt that the Council had been briefed on this ordinance. The city of King 
City supported this ordinance as well as a development plan proposed by Derek Brown including 
the addition to the flood plain of the Whitney property. 

Vote: The vote was 7 aye/ 0 nay/ 0 abstain. The motion passed unanimously. 

Presiding Officer Kvistad declared that Ordinance No. 98-779C was agreed to. This item was 
now forwarded to staff for findings. 

Presiding Officer Kvistad announced that Ordinance No. 98-786C as amended would now be 
considered. This area included Site 14 and 15, Sunnyside Happy Valley area. 

Motion: Councilor Morissette moved Ordinance No. 98-786C be amended to 
include conditions recommended in the staff report and findings prepared the Office of General 
Counsel for this ordinance. The new ordinance No. 98-786C shall be forwarded to the Council 
agenda on December 17, 1998 for final adoption. This ordinance incorporates urban reserve sites 
14 and 15 in the Sunnyside Road/Happy Valley area. They are first tier sites which encompass 
661 acres. These sites could accommodate approximately 3300 dwelling units and 950 jobs 
according to Metro's productivity analysis. The sites in this ordinance were properly noticed in 
compliance with Metro Code and State Statute. The public had opportunity to provide testimony 
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as to these sites at several public (learings and in fact the Metro Public Hearing on November 26, 
1998 specifically focused on sites 14 and 15. Based on these hearings, the Council amended 
Ordinance No. 98-786A to add to urban reserve area 15 and the UGB approximately 39 acres of 
exception lands south of Monner Creek adjoining both sites 14 and 15. The City of Happy Valley 
and Clackamas County provided testimony on this amendment. Staff reports for urban reserve 
sites 14 and 15 were available in a timely manner and indicated generally high marks across the 
board for factors related to required state goal analysis. In addition, letters committed to 
coinpleting urban reserve plans have been received from Clackamas County and indicated 
coordination with the City of Happy Valley. Citizens testimony with regard to traffic amounts on 
Monner Road and possible impacts to Monner Road were addressed by modifying those 54 acres 
to 39 acres. All of this land is south of Monner Creek, not adjacent to Monner Road. The maps 
were included in this version. 

Seconded: Councilor Washington seconded the motion. 

Councilor Morissette said that they had heard testimony from Senator Baker on this ordinance. 
This area had the support of Clackamas County and a plan that John Fregonese was working on. 
Due to the commitments on the amount of buffer that Senator Baker brought forward. Councilor 
Morissette declared that he was not prepared to make a motion to enlarge the buffer. He thought 
meeting the requirements under Title 3, advanced buffering to stream corridors was a positive 
thing and he reminded, the Council about what Mr. Houck said about more protection inside the 
UGB as opposed to outside the UGB. The area had a master plan in process and there was also 
support from Happy Valley. 

Councilor Monroe asked for total acreage and housing units? 

Councilor Morissette responded there were 662 acres, 3262 dwelling units and 939 jobs in these 
sites. This included the 39 acre modification which had originally been 54 acres. Councilor 
Morissette urged support of the Council. 

Vote: The vote was 6 aye/ 1 nay/ 0 abstain. The motion passed with Councilor 
McCaig voting no. 

Presiding Officer Kvistad announced consideration of Ordinance No. 98-78 IB as amended. 

Motion: Councilor McLain moved Ordinance No. 98-781B. 

Seconded: Councilor Washington seconded the motion. 

Councilor McCaig asked for an update on the total number of acres and the total number of 
housing units the Council had now added as a result of the Council's decision to this point. 

Councilor Morissette responded that it was 4485 acres. 

Ms. Wilkerson said that her calculations were that there were approximately 3700 acres and 
about 17,500 dwelling units. 

Motion to 
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Amend: 'Councilor McFarland moved the amend Ordinance No. 98-781A to 
exclude the 235 acres that were in Clackamas County at the southwest 
comer of the Pleasant Valley Urban Reserve 5. 

Seconded: Councilor Washington seconded the amendment. 

Councilor McFarland said they had heard earlier testimony that she thought was very 
compelling. One of the reasons that they were taking this in was the fact that it was almost all 
exception land, hence, was the kind of place were they would like to build houses and not take 
productive farmland. She noted the discussion earlier about this area being wetlands a portion of 
the year. She knew from personal experience that this area acted as a sump during certain times 
of the year to absorb some of the run off. This area was in the Johnson Creek Watershed and she 
thought that people understood the flooding issues on lower Johnson Creek. This amendment 
was in the interest of retaining this area in a state where it would not be developed and paved 
over. She noted the testimony concerning traffic congestion and said that these problems were a 
problem no matter what area had been taken in. She felt that if this area were taken out, both the 
Council and those residents of the area interests would be served. 

Mr. Cooper clarified that Councilor McFarland referred to the area south of the Clackamas 
County line. He wanted to confirm what her intentions were because there had been a 27 acre 
amendment adding the mobile home park which was also south of the Clackamas County line 
but away from the area that the witness identified as Area C from previous testimony. He pointed 
this out on the map. As Mr. Cooper understood it the motion to delete did not include the mobile 
home park area. 

Presiding Officer Kvistad clarified that the motion would include all of the area south of the 
county line with the exception of the mobile home park which DEQ came forward and discussed 
with Council. Both the maker and seconder of the motion agreed to this exception. Therefore, the 
item before the council was to delete the area south of the Clackamas County line. 

Vote to 
Amend: The vote was 7 aye/ 0 nay/ 0 abstain. The motion passed 

unanimously. 

Presiding Officer Kvistad announced that Ordinance No. 98-78IC was now on the table. 

Motion as 
Amended: Councilor McLain said this was Pleasant Valley which included 
portions of Site 4 and 5 as amended. These were first tier sites which encompasses 1532 
acres less the 265 acres that Councilor McFarland took out. These sites could 
accommodate approximately 6500 and 3000 jobs according to the Metro productivity 
analysis. The sites in this ordinance were properly noticed in compliance with Metro 
Code and State Statute. The public had had opportunity to provide testimony as to these 
sites at several public hearings, in fact, the Metro Public Hearing on November 26,1998 
specifically focused on this site. Based on these hearings, the Council approved one 
amendment to this ordinance to add an additional 27 acres to urban reserve site 5 and the 
urban growth boundary amendment here which was that site that could be seen below the 
Clackamas County line that was a DEQ requested includance of an trailer court. This 
addition was involving areas around and including Happy Valley Mobile Home Park that 
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she had just mentioned. There were many environmental reasons related to inadequate 
sewage treatment capacity. Staff reports for urban reserve site 4 and 5 were available in a 
timely manner and indicated generally high marks across the board for factors relating to 
the required state goal analysis. In addition letters committing to completing urban 
reserve plans had been received for these sites. Portland will take the lead with regard to 
site 4 and the mobile home park. Gresham would take the lead with regard to site 5 with 
the cooperation of Clackamas County and Metro. Some testimony was offered reflecting 
concerns about the watersheds in these areas. These concerns would be addressed in part 
through the application of the Metro Title 3, further refinement of the urban reserve 
plans and local considerations enacted in the city and county comprehensive plan 
changes. 

Seconded: Councilor Washington seconded the motion. 

Councilor McCaig said this was her nightmare. The Council was exactly where she did not 
want to be and all due respect, she understood that she might not share a majority of the council 
position but she had never intended nor would she vote for more numbers than were necessary to 
meet the minimum requirements of the state law. The Council had the capacity to do that without 
controversy but the Council chose to go the controversial route. What the Council was looking at 
now, and she thought it was very important that the staff give the Council numbers that they 
could rely on right now, but in looking at what the Council had done so far, the Council was 
close to 17,000 dwelling units and somewhere above 4,500 acres. If the Council added this 
parcel, the Council would have 23,000 housing units and another 1500 acres that the Council was 
adding to the boundary. It was unnecessary, it may be the right place to have done it in the first 
place which was the reason to do the process differently but she was not going to be coerced 
through a process into ultimately voting for a larger expansion than she thought was necessary 
and that meets the minimum requirements of state law. She would be voting against this 
ordinance. 

Councilor McLain said she was going to vote for it but she wanted everyone to understand that 
she might not vote for all of these pieces on the 17th. She happened to know that from the study 
she had done in the last month that this piece needed to be in. It needed to be in for the reason 
that the Council had to look at these individually but the need assessment all together make a 
complete puzzle that was going to be reflected upon, reviewed and appealed. This piece needed 
to be part of the mix that finished the race because this ordinance met the Metro Code and the 
state standard. Even though she would be voting on other properties that she had already voted 
for and voting in the negation on the 17th, this one she had to vote for because it was one of the 
pieces that met the Metro Code and the state standards the best. The staff report got one of the 

, highest numbers that the staff aligned to these properties. 

Councilor McCaig continued that if the Council was relying on the staff report, the Council 
would not have voted how they did on the first three sites that were dealt with during this 
process. If the Council had done this process in a manner in which they reviewed those areas first 
she agreed that she might be voting to support this site. But the process had been done in such as 
way where the Council was going to leave this meeting with 23,000 housing units and 5000 
acres. 

Councilor McLain responded that all the pieces that have the best opportunity to complete the 
package will be there for her to vote on on December 17th. She was leaving this with the hard 
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task," that the Council had already completed once, but would now have to complete again and 
choosing where she picked her 16,000 dwelling units. 

Councilor McCaig said she just did that in this meeting! She made those choices.. 

Presiding Officer Kvistad said he normally did not get involved in these. He said he 
understand the frustration. He said he has been working on this for a long time as well. He said 
he understood Councilor McCaig's position. He said he did not support this site and he did not 
support bringing it in and he will not vote for bringing it in, but for a different set of reasons. 

Councilor McCaig said that in all fairness, there was no clarity until the break as to how the 
presiding officer planned to proceed. She said it was a question for all the Councilors, because it 
would have an impact. 

Presiding Officer Kvistad acknowledged that what she said was true. He said that the Council 
had the opportunity to make adjustment to that up front, by making a motion to select another 
direction. No one chose to do that. He thanked the Councilors for allowing him to comment and 
for keeping the discussion positive. He then, called for general discussion of the parcel related to 
Ordinance 98-78IC, as amended. 

Councilor McLain said the amendment should include the maps. 

Vote: The vote was 5 aye/ 2 nay/ 0 abstain. The motion -passed with Presiding 
Officer Kvistad and Councilor McCaig voting no. 

Presiding Officer Kvistad announced that completed the items before the Council and the 
selections of the properties. 

Councilor McCaig asked for the total acreage. 

Ms. Wilkerson said that an accurate total would require going into the Geographic Information 
Systems (GIS) program, but she estimated the total was about 5,000 acres and 23,000 dwelling 
units. 

8. RESOLUTIONS 

8.1 Resolution No. 98-2736, For the Purpose of Authorizing the Execution and 
Delivery of a Lease/Purchase Agreement with Bank of America for Computer 
Equipment; Declaring Intent to Reimburse Expenditures, and Related Matters. 

Motion: Councilor Monroe moved to adopt Resolution No. 98-2736. 

Seconded: Councilor Washington seconded the motion. 

Craig Prosser, Metro Financial Planning Manager, said the purpose of the resolution was to 
finance two projects that were included in the 1998- 2003 Capital Improvement Plan (CIP). One 
project was for consolidation services that served our network, and the other was for upgrades to 
our InfoLink hardware and database. These were approved projects in the CIP. The financing 
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was included in the 199^-99 budget. This was simply the financing mechanism through Bank of 
America. The anticipated interest rate was about 4.5% over a three-year period. 

Vote; The vote was 7 aye/0 nay/ 0 abstain. The motion passed unanimously. 

Presiding Officer Kvistad requested to intervene on a matter that had come up earlier in the 
meeting. 

Councilor Morissette said it was totally inappropriate for Mr. Curtis to request support at the 
last minute. 

Presiding Officer Kvistad said there would be two options on this discussion. One was to 
direct staff to intervene. 

Councilor McLain said she had held a motion until the end of the meeting to support staffs 
putting in the appropriate notice that Metro would be there to intervene. She said if the Council 
chose not to intervene after hearing particulars from staff at the executive session, the request 
could be withdrawn. She said if this notice was not put in, then Metro could not be there as an 
intervenor. 

Motion: Councilor McLain moved that Metro participate. 

Councilor Washington clarified that this was simply a placeholder in the event Council chose to 
act. 

Councilor McCaig said she had it and read it and had not und'erstood what it said. She asked 
that it be explained again. 

Mr. Cooper said Washington County adopted an ordinance adopting minimum densities, in part, 
throughout areas in Washington County. The Functional Plan, adopted in 1996, required all 
jurisdictions to do that. Someone had filed a notice of intent to appeal, but the reason would 
remain unclear until a brief was filed with LUBA. He said if the challenge brought raises issues 
that directly related to the regional issues involved with minimum densities, then the Council 
might need to be involved. The Executive Officer independently asked that notice be given. In 
light of that, this issue might be moot. Nonetheless, an executive session would be granted if the 
Council disagreed with his intentions on using resources to be involved, the Council would likely 
be granted deference to remain uninvolved. It was hard to tell at this point because the issues 
involved won't be known until after the notice to intervene was filed. 

Councilor Morissette said the land-use and appeal process was a long process. Why was the 
Council being asked at the last minute to do something? 

Mr. Cooper said you only get 21 days from the file date to make a decision. It was not a long 
time. Metro received copies of the notice of intent to appeal and was asked by the Executive 
Officer to look into what this was about, and given what the legal staff and the planning staff had 
been doing for the past couple of weeks, they hadn't delved deeply into the issue nor had a 
conversation with Washington County. Washington County came here first; Metro had intended 
to call them before the 21 days ran out. It was not uncommon for these things to happen quickly 
like this. 
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Councilor Morissette said he was uncomfortable taking that action, so he assumed there were 
people more comfortable than he. 

Presiding Officer Kvistad said the issue could be reviewed at the Council meeting on 
December 10, also. 

Second: Councilor Monroe seconded the motion.. 

Vote: The vote was 6 aye /I nay/ 0 abstain. The motion passed with Councilor 
Morissette voting no. 

9. COUNCILOR COMMUNICATION 

Presiding Officer Kvistad thanked everyone—staff, and all the Councilors. He said this had 
been six years working through. He said he had both the luxury and the displeasure of chairing 
both the 2040, the Regional Framework Plan, the Functional Plan decision, the Urban Reserve 
decision, and tonight. He thanked all for their professionalism, for caring, for paying attention. 
He said he knew they disagreed on certain issues. He recognized that sometimes they didn't 
thank each other enough. This was a difficult undertaking that few jurisdictions anywhere in the 
country have been able to do. He commended them for being good partners and friends. 

Councilor Washington said he would not be in Council on December 10. 

10. ADJOURN 

There being no further business to come before the Metro Council, Presiding Officer Kvistad 
adjourned the meeting at 6:35 p.m. 

• Chris/Billingto 
ClerK of the 
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Resolution No, 9 8 - 2 7 3 7 , For t he Purpose of Accept ing t h e November 3, 1 9 9 8 Election Abs t rac t of 
Votes for Metro. 
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Metro Council Meeting 
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FOR THE PURPOSE OF ACCEPTING ) RESOLUTION NO. 98-2737 
THE NOVEMBER 3, 1998 GENERAL ) 
ELECTION ABSTRACT OF VOTES FOR ) Introduced by Presiding Officer 
METRO ) Jon Kvistad 

WHEREAS, a General Election was held in the State of Oregon on November 3, 1998; and 

WHEREAS, the positions of Metro Councilors representing Districts 2, 6 and 7 appeared on 
the General Election ballot; and 

WHEREAS, ORS 255 .295 requires that Metro shall determine the result of the election and 
notify the Multnomah County Elections Division of same; and 

WHEREAS, the Multnomah and Clackamas County abstracts were received by the Council, 
attached herein at Exhibit A; now therefore. 

BE IT RESOLVED 
1. That the Metro Council hereby accepts the results of the November 3, 1998, General 
Election, relating to elections for Metro officials and ballot measures; and 

2. That the voters of District 2 have elected Bill Atherton for the position of Metro 
Councilor for a term commencing on January 1, 1999 and ending on December 31, 2002; 
and 

3. That the voters of District 7 have elected David Bragdon for the position of Metro 
Councilor for a term commencing on January 1, 1999 and ending on December 31, 2002; 
and 

4. That the voters of District 6 have elected Rod Monroe for the position of Metro 
Councilor, vacated by the resignation of Lisa Naito, to fill the remaining term of office ending 
on December 31, 2000; and 

5. That the voters of the Metro region have defeated a measure that would have 
authorized the general obligation bonds for expansion and completion of the Oregon 
Convention Center. 

ADOPTED by the Metro Council this day of , 1998. 

Jon Kvistad, Presiding Officer 

Approved as to form: 

Daniel B. Cooper, General Counsel 

c:r98-2737 (stone) 



NtTNOmH COUNTY, OREGON 
GENERflL ELECTION 
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ffiTRO COUNCILOR DIST. 2 

DISTRICT REPORT 
Page 112 
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R V V C T B ft J J U 0 U 
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I E E T N L E N K E R T 
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E T 0 Y 0 T I 
R N T E N 
E E S S 
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nil Districts . 

084 PCT. eUl 59 38 64.4 % 14 4 20 0 0 
080 PCT. 14W 1466 852 58.1 % 351 161 329 2 9 
081 PCT. 1 « 2 446 279 62.5 * 129 65 83 2 0 

nil Districts 

RnCE TOTnLS 

1971 1169 59.3 * 494 230 432 4 9 nil Districts 

RnCE TOTnLS 1971 1169 59.3 i 494 230 432 4 9 

T lQ9p; 

EXuGU'i iVE Ori-'iCc-3 

Certificate 

I cenifv ths i the votes recorded on this abstract 
cp'T^:Tsv5U*|T}jnsr§ze ths tally of v o t ^ c a s t a t the 

V :. Eri'in, Director of Elections 
/ v'it1 n i 0 r it t c; 11 County, Oregon 

EXHIBIT A 
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CLACKAMAS COUUTY 
GENERAL ELECTION 
NOVEMBER 3, 1998 

CORRECTED 

I, JOHN KAUFFMAN, COUNTY CLERK, CERTIFY THAT THE VOTES 
RECORDED ON THIS ABSTRACT CORRECTLY SUMMARIZE THE 
RESULT OF VOTES CAST AT THE ELECTION INDICATED. 

BY DATE OF ABSTRACT 
NOV 2 3 1998 

METRO (2) COUNCILOR ZONE 2 
A - - JOHN JACKLEY 
B -- BILL ATHERTON 

Precinct A B over under total 

0001 225 298 4 291 818 
0002 231 311 6 299 847 
0003 209 258 6 211 684 
0005 158 191 3 207 559 
0006 241 264 5 269 779 
0007 353 416 8 451 1,228 
0008 310 420 4 446 1, 180 
0009 119 194 3 198 514 
0010 29 31 1 33 94 
0011 90 147 3 113 353 
0031 106 101 7 110 324 
0032 120 96 7 93 316 
0033 310 281 10 362 963 
0034 319 271 9 281 880 
0038 163 188 9 233 593 
0039 287 267 8 331 893 
0090 0 0 0 2 2 
0094 1 5 0 3 9 
0096 345 515 17 724 1, 601 
0130 283 329 4 320 936 
0131 352 424 12 395 1,183 
0132 336 346 4 293 979 
0134 423 332 9 353 1,117 
0135 226 326 3 238 793 
0136 250 324 3 229 806 
0137 9 3 0 1 13 
0138 399 313 3 294 1,009 
0139 325 297 8 227 857 
0140 187 185 1 178 551 
0151 216 433 15 315 979 
0152 172 386 5 237 800 
0153 209 357 8 272 846 
0154 207 327 13 366 913 
0155 258 538 11 342 1,149 
0157 104 254 9 201 568 
0158 190 397 7 274 868 
0159 210 489 7 289 995 
0160 229 479 8 265 981 
0162 249 522 6 338 1,115 
0163 287 578 15 333 1,213 
0164 160 331 5 292 788 
0165 193 399 4 288 884 
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CLACKAMAS COUNTY 
GENERAL ELECTION 
NOVEMBER 3, 199B 

I, JOHN KAUFFMAN, COUNTY CLERK, CERTIFY THAT THE VOTES 
RECORDED ON THIS ABSTRACT CORRECTLY SUMMARIZE THE 
RESULT OF VOTES CAST AT THE ELECTION INDICATED. 

BY DATE OF ABSTRACT 

N O V 2 3 1 9 9 8 

METRO (2) COUNCILOR ZONE 2 
A -- JOHN JACKLEY 
B -- BILL ATHERTON 

Precinct A B over under total 

0166 257 417 9 324 1, 007 
0167 166 346 6 292 810 
0169 97 172 7 153 429 
0170 1 3 1 1 6 
0300 146 269 4 249 ' 668 
0301 249 448 4 358 1, 059 
0303 65 118 6 97 286 
0305 25 31 1 23 80 
0306 11 13 0 8 32 
0313 55 157 5 85 302 
0326 283 333 6 304 926 
0327 251 299 7 340 897 
0328 14 22 0 29 65 
0390 194 264 8 395 861 
0394 130 207 8 259 604 
0401 190 323 14 394 921 
0403 95 158 4 223 480 
0405 129 170 4 252 555 
0407 53 102 2 134 291 
0411 . 159 314 7 339 819 
0412 182 228 10 345 765 
0413 127 165 5 295 592 
0414 183 227 4 360 774 
0422 68 64 4 90 226 
0441 71 77 2 94 244 
0442 \ 228 250 7 335 820 
0443 233 265 12 338 848 
0444 165 242 9 291 707 
0445 291 288 11 357 947 
0451 0 1 0 0 1 
0480 151 201 2 247 601 
0490 0 0 0 2 2 
0491 80 71 4 69 224 
0492 10 . 21 0 22 53 
0503 218 235 14 359 826 
0505 223 252 7 334 816 
0506 114 174 7 206 501 
0507 172 201 5 253 631 
0521 202 212 18 264 696 
0522 120 101 19 130 370 
0523 74 50 9 84 217 
0525 229 225 4 285 743 
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CLACKAMAS COUNTY 
GENERAL ELECTION 
NOVEMBER 3, 1998 

I, JOHN KAUFFMAN, COUNTY CLERK, CERTIFY THAT THE VOTES 
RECORDED ON THIS ABSTRACT CORRECTLY SUMMARIZE.THE 
RESULT OF VOTES CAST AT THE ELECTION INDICATED. 

BY DATE OF ABSTRACT 

N O V 2 3 1 9 9 8 

METRO (2) COUNCILOR ZONE 2 
A -- JOHN JACKLEY 
B -- BILL ATHERTON 

Precinct 

0526 
0530 
0531 
0532 
0533 
0538 
0549 
0550 
0551 
0552 
0553 
0555 
0560 
0561 
0562 
0563 
0568 
0587 

TOTAL 

A B over under total 

219 253 11 313 796 
216 254 15 346 831 
206 253 6 288 753 
127 152 1 194 474 
162 219 16 255 652 
119 187 8 217 531 
175 161 3 198 537 
284 252 9 362 907 
216 216 5 266 703 
238 229 4 327 798 
108 85 5 104 302 
275 304 9 396 984 
145 219 4 254 622 
42 59 2 89 192 
9 14 0 14 37 

184 228 5 205 622 
36 41 0 53 130 
21 17 1 37 76 

17,583 23,482 630 23,934 65,629 

METRO COUNCILOR ZONE 2 

MISC WRITE-INS 7 
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HULTOfWH COUNTY,OREGON 
GENERAL ELECTION 
NOVEMBER 3,1996 

METRO COUNCILOR DIST. 6 UNEXP. 

DISTRICT REPORT 
Pane 1 
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R V V C T R 11 R 11 S P U 0 U 
E 0 0 n U 0 C 0 0 C R N V R 
6 T T S R N C D N 0 n D E I 
I E E T N n R T T E R T 
S R S 0 R 0 T T R V E 
T S U T E V 0 -

E T Y 0 T I 
R T E N 
E E S 5 
D 5 

nil Districts 

010 PCT. 0300 1 0 0.0 1. 0 0 0 0 0 0 
011 PCT. 0332 231 69 29.8 < 18 19 15 14 0 3 
016 PCT. 05A1 0 0 0.0 % 0 0 0 0 0 0 
023 PCT. 0548 27 6 22.2 * 2 3 1 0 0 0 
025 PCT. 0601 0 0 0.0 i 0 0 0 0 0 0 
113 PCT. 3000 1069 500 45.9 * 170 127 65 106 1 11 
115 PCT. 3002 1348 622 46.1 i 191 173 113 141 1 3 
134 PCT. 3122 1122 747 66.5 * 73 292 148 231 0 3 
141 PCT. 3156 1258 715 56.8 % 155 207 139 207 0 7 
142 PCT. 3160 1350 659 48.6 1- 169 211 129 141 1 6 
143 PCT. 3163 1126 663 56.6 % 150 193 119 191 1 9 
144 PCT. 3174 1014 615 60.6 % 71 211 116 212 0 5 
145 PCT. 3177 1384 865 62.5 * 124 303 173 255 0 10 
146 PCT. 3165 741 459 61.9 * 111 141 67 116 1 1 
147 PCT. 3166 1345 714 53.0 * 171 169 164 164 0 6 
146 PCT. 3193 1338 820 61.2 < 76 273 196 263 1 9 
149 PCT. 3196 1194 748 62.6 i 86 266 165 222 0 9 
150 PCT. 3205 1307 614 62.2 < 66 276 176 266 1 9 
151 PCT. 3212 1463 631 56.0 * 95 264 175 287 2 8 
152 PCT. 3217 613 340 55.4 * 64 106 60 109 0 1 
153 PCT. 3219 927 478 51.5 % 110 122 63 159 0 4 
154 PCT. 3223 1021 514 50.3 i 59 175 122 151 0 7 
155 PCT. 3226 1160 612 52.7 * 111 167 119 179 2 14 
156 PCT. 3233 880 470 53.4 > 76 134 111 146 0 3 
157 PCT. 3234 944 427 45.2 i 75 130 64 136 0 2 
158 PCT. 3240 1519 795 52.3 * 142 244 165 233 0 11 
159 PCT. 3246 1563 870 55.6 % 116 321 207 216 0 10 
166 PCT. 3284 1769 1154 65.2 t 67 426 362 276 0 3 
169 PCT. 3286 1315 913 69.4 % 52 276 330 241 2 10 
170 PCT. 3290 1005 701 69.7 * 55 250 241 149 0 6 
173 PCT. 3306 1223 723 59.1 * 145 219 169 167 0 3 
174 PCT. 3307 1263 704 55.7 * 120 209 165 206 0 4 
175 PCT. 3308 972 667 68.6 i 114 232 160 157 0 4 
177 PCT. 3310 1204 616 51.1 % 161 140 135 172 0 8 
178 PCT. 3311 1466 625 56.2 * 248 232 155 176 1 11 
179 PCT. 3312 2010 1108 55.1 > 266 369 198 260 4 11 
180 PCT. 3315 1312 555 42.3 i 144 162 100 136 2 11 
162 PCT. 3323 1075 666 62.1 t 146 214 128 173 0 7 
163 PCT. 3324 1195 720 60.2 % 172 195 125 221 0 7 
184 PCT. 3326 674 272 40.3 * 63 75 62 65 0 7 
207 PCT. 4065 1451 866 61.0 % 109 309 209 250 3 6 
208 PCT. 4092 1294 675 52.1 i 113 207 126 220 0 9 
210 PCT. 4111 1035 647 62.5 * 66 205 158 211 2 5 
211 PCT. 4114 1245 822 66.0 % 72 262 208 273 2 5 
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METRO COUNCILOR DIST. 6 WEXP. 

R V V C T R M R M S P U 0 H 
E 0 o n U 0 C 0 0 C R N V R 
G T T S R N C D N 0 n D E I 
I E E T N n R T T E R . T 
S R S 0' R 0 T T R - V E 
T S U T E V 0 -

E T Y 0 T I 
R T E N 
E E S S 
D S 

nil Districts 

212 PCT. 4117 1423 660 60.4 % 128 314 181 232 1 4 
213 PCT. 4110 1210 746 61.6 % 108 263 151 211 0 13 
214 PCT. 4125 1432 667 46.5 * 129 195 126 207 0 10 
215 PCT. 4128 1483 666 44.9 * 122 223 123 166 0 12 
216 PCT. 4131 1381 743 53.6 > 62 299 153 201 0 8 
217 PCT. 4132 1179 795 67.4 * 73 292 162 239 1 8 
220 PCT. 4152 1459 669 59.5 % 93 361 160 249 e 6 
221 PCT. 4155 1429 775 54.2 * 105 309 141 214 1 5 
222 PCT. 4156 1410 693 49.1 % 101 290 117 173 1 11 
224 PCT. 4176 1121 552 49.2 < 87 169 116 154 0 6 
225 PCT. 4178 1473 665 45.1 * 91 242 148 176 0 6 
226 PCT. 4185 1533 697 45.4 * l i e • 269 119 179 0 12 
227 PCT. 4190 911 430 47.2 * 81 156 62 125 1 5 
228 PCT. 4196 1459 560 38.3 * 115 182 103 149 0 11 
229 PCT. 4202 1507 747 49.5 < 104 273 156 207 0- 7 
230 PCT. 4208 1427 669 46.8 * 119 226 137 174 1 10 
231 PCT. 4216 1673 664 39.6 i 124 239 110 174 0 17 
232 PCT. 4221 1460 651 44.5 % 121 216 123 162 4 5 
239 PCT. 4246 907 518 57.1 * 62 166 105 156 1 6 
240 PCT. 4248 1212 556 46.0 % 67 222 IK 159 2 3 
241 PCT. 4250 1325 770 56.1 < 68 331 149 220 0 2 
246 PCT. 4278 1367 777 56.6 % 111 246 162 244 2 10 
247 PCT. 4279 1366 756 55.3 % 97 256 166 231 1 1 
251 PCT. 42% 3 3 100.0 % 2 1 0 0 0 0 
252 PCT. 4297 1523 629 41.3 * 116 246 106 149 1 9 
253 PCT. 4298 1546 634 41.0 * . 116 200 132 176 0 10 
254 PCT. 4299 1204 536 44.6 * 79 181 110 160 1 7 
255 PCT. 4307 1618 694 42.6 > 96 2 % 107 164 1 8 
258 PCT. 4319 1389 807 58.0 i 164 262 131 223 I 6 
259 PCT. 4320 706 276 39.0 X 63 65 42 76 1 7 
265 PCT. 4337 972 361 39.1 i 74 133 69 98 0 7 
267 PCT. 4339 1370 562 42.4 i 105 198 102 165 • 1 11 
268 PCT. 4340 971 430 44.2 i 63 172 66 119 0 8 
288 PCT. 5029 580 369 67.0 * 63 117 62 104 2 1 

nil Districts 

RfiCE TOTnLS 

90522 46200 53.2 X 7905 16251 10049 13420 51 524 nil Districts 

RfiCE TOTnLS 90522 46200 53.2 X 7905 16251 10049 13420 51 524 
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CLACKAMAS COUNTY 
GENERAL ELECTION 
NOVEMBER 3, 1998 

CORRECTED 

I, JOHN KAUFFMAN, COUNTY CLERK, CERTIFY THAT THE VOTES 
RECORDED ON THIS ABSTRACT CORRECTLY SUMMARIZE THE 
RESULT OF VOTES CAST AT THE ELECTION INDICATED. 

BY 

Vk^.N.. 
• DATE OF ABSTRACT 

: NOV 2 3 1998 

METRO (6) COUNCILOR ZONE 6 UNEXPIRED TERM 
A -- SCOTT PRATT 
B -- ROD MONROE 
C -- RON MCCARTY 

Precinct 

0093 
0411 
0451 
0452 
0453 
0454 
0478 
0481 

TOTAL 

A B C over under total 

21 31 5 5 51 113 
20 24 7 3 48 102 
74 136 49 9 189 457 
82 95 39 7 135 358 

155 266 99 11 355 886 
141 221 96 15 391 864 
74 91 59 15 166 405 

175 222 115 7 259 778 

742 1, 086 469 72 1, 594 3,963 

METRO COUNCILOR ZONE 6 

MISC WRITE-INS 



MLjLTNOMflH COUNTY, OREGON 
GENERAL ELECTION 
NOVEMBER 3 , 1 9 9 0 

DISTRICT REPORT 
Paqe 1 
1 1 / 2 3 / 9 8 1 0 ; 1 3 ; £ 2 

METRO COUNCILOR DIST. 7 

R V V C T D B L C U 0 W 
E 0 0 fl U ft R I R N V R 
G T T S R V fi Z L D E I 
I E E T N I G L . E R T 
S R S 0 D D I R V E 
T S U 0 S V 0 -

E T N 0 0 T I 
R N T E N 
E E S S 
D S 

fill D i s t r ' i c t s 

005 PCT. 0151 15 8 5 3 . 3 % 4 1 0 0 
006 PCT. 0156 79 60 7 5 . 9 */. 23 24 13 0 0 
012 PCT. 0424 80 60 7 5 . 0 V. 36 13 11 0 0 
041 PCT. 1143 1010 719 7 1 . 1 y. 411 122 185 0 1 
0 4 3 PCT. 1156 1407 1013 7 1 . 9 -A 577 159 264 1 12 
044 PCT. 1160 748 476 6 3 . 6 -A 2 2 5 99 149 1 2 
045 PCT. 1170 1447 1078 7 4 . 4 -A 596 173 304 0 5 
046 PCT. 1173 . 1353 1036 7 6 . 5 % 499 2 0 3 Jju 1 0 3 
047 PCT. 1177 646 331 5 1 . 2 •/. 102 100 127 0 £ 
048 PCT. 1179 564 347 6 1 . 5 y. 153 9 5 97 1 1 
049 PCT. 1183 1328 652 4 9 . 0 y. 278 182 181 2 9 
050 PCT. 1186 1441 1034 7 1 . 7 •/. 5 0 3 235 290 1 5 
051 PCT. 1189 1414 8 6 5 6 1 . 1 y. 3 5 5 232 272 0 6 
052 PCT. 1200 1599 980 6 1 . 2 y. 467 2 3 8 270 1 4 
053 PCT. 1205 1289 660 5 1 . 2 % 227 2 1 5 212 1 5 
054 PCT. 1206 2081 1271 6 1 . 0 y. 443 432 380 2 14 
055 PCT. 1211 819 537 6 5 . 5 y. 266 133 134 0 4 
056 PCT. 1213 846 459 5 4 . 2 y. 151 134 169 1 4 
057 PCT. 1215 1454 966 6 6 . 4 % 407 2 7 5 2 8 0 0 4 
058 PCT. 1220 1312 796 60 .6 y. 265 288 232 3 8 
059 PCT. 1222 1316 889 6 7 . 5 y. 400 244 238 0 7 
060 PCT. 1223 967 668 6 9 . 0 y. 2 6 3 174 230 0 1 
061 PCT. 1224 1446 1036 7 1 . 6 % 467 269 298 0 2 
062 PCT. 1225 9 9 8 668 6 6 . 9 y. 329 145 194 0 0 
0 6 3 PCT. 1226 1171 7 8 2 66 . 7 'A 381 159 241 1 0 
064 PCT. 1229 1054 727 6 8 . 9 y. 266 244 208 4 5 
0 6 5 PCT. 1230 1406 897 6 3 . 7 y. 315 304 271 0 7 
066 PCT. 1232 1390 949 6 8 . 2 % 341 350 257 0 1 
067 PCT. 1233 1194 867 7 2 . 6 % 306 301 2 5 6 1 3 
068 PCT. • 1236 1626 1160 7 1 . 3 % 405' 429 322 0 4 
069 PCT. 1238 1921 1082 56 . 3 V- 409 341 319 1 12 
071 PCT. 1244 1357 888 6 5 . 4 y. 296 307 277 1 7 
072 PCT. 1245 1486 936 6 2 . 9 -A 320 311 2 9 6 0 9 
0 7 3 PCT. 1246 927 668 7 2 . 0 % 2 6 2 158 248 0 • 0 
074 PCT. 1248 1069 7 4 3 6 9 . 5 -A 312 217 211 1 £ 
075 PCT. 1250 986 632 6 4 . 0 S 231 179 2 1 5 0 7 
076 PCT. 1253 587 408 5 9 . 5 y. 162 115 127 3 1 
079 PCT. 1315 0 0 0 . 0 5C 0 0 0 0 0 
081 PCT. 1402 0 0 0 . 0 S 0 0 0 0 0 
087 PCT. 1515 1077 804 7 4 , 6 y. 414 114 2 7 3 0 3 
088 PCT. 1546 1133 8 0 3 7 0 . 8 y. 387 162 251 1 £ 
165 PCT. 3273 654 286 4 3 . 7 % 94 105 8 3 0 4 
166 PCT. 3274 952 501 5 2 . 6 % 200 139 152 1 9 
167 PCT. 3283 1233 611 4 9 . 5 y. 2 1 3 208 185 2 3 



MULTNOMAH COUNTY,OREGON 
GENERAL ELECTION 
NOVEMBER 3 , 1 9 9 8 

DISTRICT REPORT 
Page S 
1 1 / S 3 / 9 0 1 0 : 1 3 : 2 3 

METRO COUNCILOR DIST. 7 

R V V C T D B L C U 0 U 
E 0 0 A U A R I A N V R 
G T T S R V A Z L D E I 
I E E T N I 6 L E R T 

• S R S 0 D D I R V E 
T S U 0 S V 0 -

E T N 0 0 T I 
R N T E N 
E E 5 S 
D S 

R l l D i s t r i c t s 

194 PCT. 4005 1280 621 4 8 . 5 •/ 2 3 8 192 183 1 7 
195 PCT. 4009 1363 7 3 3 5 3 . 7 y. 307 189 231 0 6 
196 PCT. 4022 1504 611 4 0 . 6 % 206 194 195 13 
197 PCT. 4026 1431 7 2 8 5 0 . 8 y. 260 249 211 0 8 
198 PCT. 4027 1318 7 3 8 5 5 . 9 % 2 9 8 225 206 1 8 
199 PCT. 4033 1382 7 8 3 5 6 . 6 i. 286 244 2 4 5 0 8 
200 PCT. 4041 1115 6 6 5 5 9 . 6 i. 297 162 194 1 11 
201 PCT. 4044 1041 6 8 3 6 5 . 6 V. 332 167 180 1 3 
202 PCT. 4048 1149 6 9 5 6 0 . 4 •/ 302 184 204 0 5 
2 0 3 PCT. 4049 1312 7 1 5 5 4 . 4 i. 309 197 204 0 5 
204 PCT. 4064 1140 679 5 9 . 5 % 287 181 207 0 4 
2 0 5 PCT. 4065 1649 954 5 7 . 8 y. 402 286 250 1 15 
206 PCT. 4 0 6 8 1213 6 1 3 5 0 . 5 y. 2 0 8 219 180 1 5 
209 PCT. 4106 1797 1012 5 6 . 3 y. 408 294 300 1 9 
216 PCT. 4131 174 8 3 4 7 . 7 i. 2 3 3 5 2 2 0 3 
217 PCT. 4132 168 74 4 4 . 0 % 26 26 20 1 1 
2 1 8 PCT. 4 1 4 3 1443 880 6 0 . 9 % 4 0 3 2 4 5 2 2 8 0 4 
219 PCT. 4147 1311 750 5 7 . 2 % 292 240 208 0 10 
2 2 3 PCT. 4167 1451 731 5 0 . 3 i. 296 222 209 1 3 
2 2 5 PCT. 4178 13 5 3 8 . 4 V. 3 2 0 0 0 
2 3 3 PCT. 4 2 2 3 1998 1058 5 2 . 9 399 3 4 3 306 0 10 
234 PCT. 4228 1255 596 4 7 . 4 % 2 3 3 194 162 1 6 
2 3 5 PCT. 4236 1130 5 8 2 5 1 . 5 % 252 166 153 1 10 
2 3 6 PCT. 4242 1417 8 3 5 5 8 . 9 -A 3 1 3 267 2 4 5 1 9 
237 PCT. 4 2 4 3 1266 626 4 9 . 4 -A 278 172 170 3 
2 3 8 PCT. 4244 935 619 6 6 . 2 * 259 184 171 0 5 
239 PCT. 4246 211 138 6 5 . 4 % 50 52 3 5 0 1 
2 4 0 PCT. 4 2 4 8 830 443 5 3 . 3 i. 140 174 121 0 8 
242 PCT. 4254 9 6 3 569 5 9 . 0 % 282 115 168 0 4 
2 4 3 PCT. 4259 1524 981 6 4 . 3 .% 439 287 247 2 6 
244 PCT. 4264 1415 8 9 3 6 3 . 1 S 484 206 199 1 3 
2 4 5 PCT. 4271 1027 724 7 0 . 4 i. 3 3 3 202 184 1 4 
248 PCT. 4282 1447 1058 73 . 1 i. 584 193 276 1 4 
2 4 9 PCT. 4285 1535 7 9 8 5 1 . 9 'A 3 0 3 255 230 0 • 10 
250 PCT. 4295 1594 902 5 6 . 5 5C 3 9 8 274 2 2 3 1 6 
251 PCT. 4296 2 0 3 128 6 3 . 0 y. 50 40 34 0 4 
2 7 0 PCT. 4342 1149 601 5 2 . 3 -A 208 222 166 0 5 
2 7 6 PCT. 4349 1212 764 6 3 . 0 i. 305 215 239 0 5 

fill D i s t r i c t s 9 1 2 4 7 55421 6 0 . 7 -A 23254 15642 16062 54 409 

II 11 II II II II II II II II II II II II II II II II II II II II II II II II II II II II II II II II II II II II II II II II II II II II II II II II II II II II II 

RfiCE TOTALS 9 1 2 4 7 55421 6 0 . 7 * 23254 15642 16062 54 409 
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CLACKAMAS COUNTY 
GENERAL ELECTION 
NOVEMBER 3, 1998 

I, JOHN KAUFFMAN, COUNTY CLERK, CERTIFY THAT THE VOTES 
RECORDED ON THIS ABSTRACT CORRECTLY SUMMARIZE THE 
RESULT OF VOTES CAST AT THE ELECTION INDICATED. 

BY • DATE OF ABSTRACT 

METRO (7) COUNCILOR ZONE 7 
A -- DAVID BRAGDON 
B -- LIZ CALLISON 

Precinct A B over under total 

0051 253 240 3 307 803 
0053 199 222 7 272 700 
0054 202 193 7 218 620 
0056 160 182 6 217 565 
0057 218 268 4 301 791 
0058 173 165 3 234 575 
0060 226 264 6 303 799 
0062 227 255 7 353 842 
0063 210 273 2 260 745 
0064 227 268 2 301 798 
0091 41 22 0 37 100 
0092 20 26 0 26 72 
0095 3 0 0 3 6 
0303 - 76 91 1 143 311 
0313 85 38 2 75 200 
0475 201 277 6 364 848 
0478 97 128 2 158 385 

TOTAL 2,618 2,912 58 3, 572 9,160 



**** OFFICIAL STATEMENT OF THE GtNtRAL ELECTION ON NOVEMBER 3, I W H -
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3 6 3 RALEIGH HLS SCH 9 8 7 612 62.051 21 24 

365 VALLEY COMH CH 9 5 4 6 7 5 7 0 . 7 > 9 1 63 

3 6 6 RALEIGH PK SCH 3 2 5 229 70 .4 /1 6 3 66 

0 6 9 W SYLVAN SCHOOL 6 8 9 482 6 9 . 9 5 174 131 

392 RALEIGH PK SCH 1 3 5 8 9 8 3 72 .3 /1 3 4 1 2 2 3 

0 9 3 HONTCLAIR SCH 6 5 7 416 63 .3 )1 0 C 

1 9 8 RIDGEUOOO SCH 7 3 1 4 7 5 6 4 . 9 5 2 5 26 

2 0 9 VBM 61 29 47 .5 )1 9 3 

2 3 3 VBM 289 151 52 .2 )1 34 43 

269 HONTCLAIR SCHOOL 5 7 5 379 6 5 . 9 5 s 64 3 7 

T O T A L S 6 6 2 6 4 4 3 1 66.B> 822 6 1 6 



WIILTNOMRH COUNTY, OREGON 
GENERAL ELECTION 
NOVEMBER 3 , 1 9 9 8 

£ 6 - 6 9 METRO CONVENTION CENTER BONDS 

DISTRICT REPORT 
Page 1 
l l / £ 3 / 9 a 1 3 : 3 9 : £ 7 

R V V C T Y N U 0 U 
E 0 0 A U E 0 - N V R 
G T T S R S D E I 
I E E T N E R T 
S R ( i s 0 R V E 
T S U V 0 -

E T 0 T I 
R f E N 
E E S S 
D S 

A l l D i s t i ' i c t s 

001 PCT. 0102 1518 956 6 2 . 9 •/• 370 537 43 6 0 
00£ PCT. 0 1 0 3 15 8 53 . 3 '/• 2 5 1 0 0 
003 PCT. 0104 14 11 7 8 . 5 V. 6 5 0 0 0 
004 PCT. 0141 59 38 6 4 . 4 y. 14 21 0 0 
005 PCT. 0151 15 8 53. 3 % 3 5 0 0 0 
006 PCT. 0156 79 60 7 5 . 9 •/. 15 40 4 1 0 
008 PCT. 0 1 5 8 191 143 7 4 . 8 % 70 66 7 0 0 
009 PCT. 0159 151 94 6 2 . 2 % 39 51 J/ 1 0 
010 PCT. 0300 34 19 55 . 8 -A 7 11 1 0 0 
011 PCT. 0332 231 69 2 9 . 8 -A 20 45 4 0 0 
01£ PCT. 0424 80 60 7 5 . 0 % 19 38 3 0 0 
013 PCT. 0432 227 . 83 36 . 5 •/• 18 60 4 1 0 
014 PCT. 0 4 3 3 260 124 4 7 . 6 •/. 36 81 7 0 0 
015 PCT. 0500 0 0 0 . 0 */. 0 0 0 0 0 
016 PCT. 0 5 0 3 0 0 0 . 0 -A 0 0 0 0 0 
017 PCT. 0521 68 41 6 0 . 2 •/. 12 £ 5 4 0 0 
018 PCT. 0541 0 0 0 . 0 -A 0 0 0 0 0 
019 PCT. 0542 15 4 2 6 . 6 % 2 2 0 0 0 
0£0 PCT. 0 5 4 3 22 8 36 . 3 'A 5 0 0 0 
0£1 PCT. 0546 108 37 3 4 . 2 -A 14 20 3 0 0 
0££ PCT. 0547 2 0 0 . 0 -A 0 0 0 0 0 
0 £ 3 PCT. 0 5 4 8 2 7 6 2 2 . 2 % 2 4 0 0 0 
0£4 PCT. 0590 64 17 2 6 . 5 -A 7 9 1 0 0 
0 £ 5 PCT. 0601 0 0 0 . 0 y. 0 0 0 0 0 
0£6 PCT. 0 6 0 3 0 0 0 . 0 % 0 0 0 0 0 
0£7 PCT. 1001 560 332 5 9 . 2 •/. 94 227 9 £ 0 
0£8 PCT. 1002 206 131 6 3 . 5 % ' 32 87 1£ 0 0 
0£9 PCT. 1013 1451 844 58. 1 -A 445 346 5 3 0 0 
030 PCT. 1017 7 7 5 547 7 0 . 5 % 2 6 9 229 48 1 0 
031 PCT. 1019 1407 1004 7 1 . 3 % 471 485 45 0 
032 PCT. 1025 1141 5 7 8 5 0 . 6 % £92 £40 4 5 1 0 
0 3 3 PCT. 1031 1217 6 3 5 5 2 . 1 V. 327 £54 54 0 0 
034 PCT. 1043 2078 9 8 5 4 7 . 4 V. 532 3 6 3 89 1 0 
035 PCT. 1045 260 191 7 3 . 4 % 80 101 9 1 • 0 
036 PCT. 1049 1501 686 4 5 . 7 V. 397 ££7 61 1 0 
037 PCT. 1053 1580 585 3 7 . 0 % 340 £ 0 3 41 1 0 
038 PCT. 1103 931 535 5 7 . 4 •/. 300 195 39 1 0 
039 PCT. 1117 1017 720 7 0 . 7 % 3 6 5 3 1 3 40 £ 0 
040 PCT. 1118 1678 852 5 0 . 7 y. 483 311 56 £ 0 
041 PCT. 1143 1010 719 7 1 . 1 % 3 4 5 340 34 0 0 
04£ PCT. 1155 501 274 5 4 . 6 V. 147 113 13 1 0 
0 4 3 PCT. 1156 1407 1013 7 1 . 9 :A - 521 445 44 U 0 
044 PCT. 1160 7 4 8 476 63 . 6 "A £ 7 8 161 36 I 0 
0 4 5 PCT. 1170 1447 1078 7 4 . 4 V. 539 488 48 0 



MULTNOMAH COUNTY,OREGON DISTRICT REPORT 
GENERAL ELECTION Page 2 
NOVEMBER 3, 1998 1 1 / 2 3 / 9 8 1 3 : 3 9 : 2 9 

2 6 - 6 9 METRO CONVENTION CENTER BONDS 

R V V C T Y N U 0 U 
E 0 0 A U E 0 N V R 
G T T S R S D E I 
I E E T N E R T 
S R S 0 R V E 
T S U V 0 -

E T 0 T I 
R T E N 
E E S S 
D S 

A l l D i s t r i c t s 

0 4 6 PCT. 1173 1353 1036 7 6 . 5 '/. 420 566 50 0 0 
0 4 7 PCT. 1177 646 331 5 1 . 2 % 153 140 37 1 0 
048 PCT. 1179 564 347 6 1 . 5 54 162 166 19 0 0 
049 PCT. 1183 1328 652 4 9 . 0 54 340 266 44 2 0 
050 PCT. 1186 1441 1034 7 1 . 7 >4 470 509 5 5 0 0 
051 PCT. 1189 1414 8 6 5 6 1 . 1 f. 372 428 62 3 0 
052 PCT. 1200 1599 980 6 1 . 2 54 459 470 49 2 0 
0 5 3 PCT. 1205 1289 660 5 1 . 2 54 2 6 3 349 47 1 0 
054 PCT. 1206 2081 . 1271 6 1 . 0 54 500 674 96 1 0 
0 5 5 PCT. 1211 819 537 6 5 . 5 y. 2 2 5 282 27 3 0 
056 PCT. 1213 846 459 5 4 . 2 54 184 215 60 0 0 
057 PCT. 1215 1454 966 6 6 . 4 S 381 516 69 0 0 
05B PCT. 1220 1312 796 6 0 . 6 54 337 410 49 0 0 
059 PCT. 1222 1316 889 6 7 . 5 54 306 536 45 2 0 
060 PCT. 1223 967 6 6 8 6 9 . 0 •/. 262 369 3 7 0 0 
061 PCT. 1224 1446 1036 7 1 . 6 y. 449 528 58 1 0 
062 PCT. 1225 998 6 6 8 6 6 . 9 54 3 0 3 329 36 0 0 
0 6 3 PCT. 1226 1171 • 782 6 6 . 7 54 350 390 42 0 0 
064 PCT. 1229 1054 7 2 7 6 8 . 9 54 267 422 3 5 3 0 
0 6 5 PCT. 1230 1406 897 6 3 . 7 y. 354 487 56 0 0 
066 PCT. 1232 1390 949 6 8 . 2 54 390 505 54 0 0 
067 PCT. 1233 1194 867 7 2 . 6 54 331 493 42 1 0 
068 PCT. 1236 1626 1160 7 1 . 3 54 434 656 6 5 5 0 
069 PCT. 1238 1921 1082 5 6 . 3 >4 447 572 61 2 0 
070 PCT. 1240 734 532 7 2 . 4 54 2 5 9 252 20 1 0 
071 PCT. 1244 1357 888 6 5 . 4 * 2 9 3 5 4 3 51 1 0 
072 PCT. 1245 1486 936 6 2 . 9 •/. 3 3 8 547 50 1 0 
0 7 3 PCT. 1246 927 668 7 2 . 0 i. 281 347 40 0 0 
074 PCT. 1248 1069 7 4 3 6 9 . 5 >4 277 427 3 5 4 0 
0 7 5 PCT. 1250 986 632 6 4 . 0 y. 260 339 30 3 0 
076 PCT. 1253 587 408 6 9 . 5 54 176 204 2 8 0 0 
077 PCT. 1305 1901 7 8 3 4 1 . 1 54 466 255 60 2 0 
0 7 8 PCT. 1313 2074 1094 5 2 . 7 y. 6 3 3 364 9 3 4 0 
0 7 9 PCT. 1315 1256 7 7 5 6 1 . 7 54 4 2 3 310 42 0 0 
080 PCT. 1400 1466 852 58 . 1 54 374 394 8 3 1 0 
081 PCT. 1402 446 279 6 2 . 5 54 119 136 2 3 1 0 
082 PCT. 1500 3 3 5 209 6 2 . 3 y. 59 135 14 1 0 
0 8 3 PCT. 1503 222 150 6 7 . 5 54 54 91 5 0 
0 8 6 PCT. 1507 361 281 7 7 . 8 54 122 138 20 1 0 
087 PCT. 1515 1077 804 7 4 . 6 >4 418 349 36 1 0 
088 PCT. 1546 1133 8 0 3 7 0 . 8 54 3 6 3 3 9 3 46 1 0 
089 PCT. 2002 1314 549 4 1 . 7 5t - 132 391 25 1 0 
0 9 0 PCT. 2 0 0 5 1635 711 43 . 4 J4 161 517 w/L. 1 0 
091 PCT. 2015 1563 811 5 1 . 8 y. 231 544 35 1 0 



MUJ-TNOMflH COUNTY, OREGON 
GENERAL ELECTION 
NOVEMBER 3 , 1 9 9 8 

DISTRICT REPORT 
Page 3 
1 1 / 2 3 / 9 8 1 3 : 3 9 : 3 0 

2 6 - 6 9 METRO CONVENTION CENTER. BONDS 

R V V C T Y N U 0 W 
E 0 0 fi U E 0 N V R 
G T T S R S D E I 
I E E T N E R T 
S R S 0 R V E 
T S U V 0 -

E T 0 T I 
R T E N 
E E S S 
D S 

fill D i s t r i c t s 

092 PCT. 2018 1449 7 1 3 4 9 . 2 •/ 195 474 . 43 1 0 
0 9 3 PCT. 2 0 2 3 1567 696 4 4 . 4 •/. 207 4 5 3 35 1 0 
094 PCT. 2026 1462 454 3 1 . 0 -A 161 272 20 . 1 0 
095 PCT. 2027 1232 5 7 3 4 6 . 5 •/. 170 374 29 . 0 0 
096 PCT. 2029 1599 7 4 0 4 6 . 2 •/! 2 3 3 468 38 • 1 0 
097 PCT. 2 0 4 3 1439 637 4 4 . 2 y. 147 461 29 0 0 
098 PCT. 2049 1175 604 5 1 . 4 •/. 179 397 28 0 0 
099 PCT. 2051 1353 8 5 3 6 3 . 0 y. 244 568 39 . 2 0 
100 PCT. 2061 2 0 8 3 1158 55.5 y. 381 719 57 1 0 
101 PCT. 2077 1336 776 58. 0 y. 2 3 5 499 40 £ 0 
102 PCT. 2 0 8 3 569 211 37.0 y. 72 127 12 0 0 
103 PCT. 2086 1210 581 48.0 y. 214 . 327 40 0 0 
104 PCT. 2099 1674 5 9 2 35.3 y. 232 311 46 0 
105 PCT. £100 1 768 5 7 . 6 % 2 4 3 490 33 1̂ , c 0 
106 PCT. 2109 1537 7 2 3 47.0 y. 244 438 40 1 0 
107 PCT. 2114 1472 750 50.9 y. £49 452 49 0 0 
108 PCT. 2118 1546 661 42.7 y. 209 411 41 0 0 
109 PCT. 2139 1444 497 34.4 y. 192 269 35 1 0 
110 PCT. 2142 1021 649 63 . 5 'A 248 367 34 0 0 
111 PCT. 2 1 4 3 1535 846 55.1 y. 342 460 42 2 0 
112 PCT. 2145 1068 537 50.2 y. 163 352 21 1 0 
113 PCT. 3000 1089 500 45.9 y. 124 357 19 0 0 
114 PCT. 3001 1299 579 44.5 y. 188 3 6 3 27 1 0 
115 PCT. 3002 1348 622 46.1 y. 186 406 29 1 0 
116 PCT. 3004 1540 609 39.5 y. £ 1 3 359 30 1 0 
117 PCT. 3008 1312 659 5 0 . 2 -A 242 382 34 1 0 
118 PCT. 3021 1420 659 46.4 y. 287 3 3 5 3 5 2 0 
119 PCT. 3026 1495 5 4 8 36 . 6 % 198 320 30 0 0 
120 PCT. 3027 1519 621 4 0 . 8 % 284 298 37 2 0 
121 PCT. 3032 1471 707 48.0 y. 285 376 45 1 0 
122 PCT. 3039 1078 464 43.0 y. 2 1 3 221 28 2 0 
123 PCT. 3042 1746 570 32 .6 y. 240 301 29 0 0 
124 PCT. 3052 1300 797 61.3 y. 294 465 36 2 0 
125 PCT. 3058 1553 736 47.3 y. 270 3 9 9 65 2 • 0 
126 PCT. 3071 1348 467 3 4 . 6 -A 197 230 38 £ 0 
127 PCT. 3 0 7 3 1685 697 4 1 . 3 •/ 297 328 69 3 0 
128 PCT. 3080 1244 846 68.0 y. 379 434 3 3 , 0 0 
129 PCT. 3086 1573 771 4 9 . 0 -A 221 514 35 1 0 
130 PCT. 3090 1087 692 6k̂ . 6 y 269 388 3 5 0 0 
131 PCT. 3097 1453 841 57.8 y. 382 428 31 0 0 
132 PCT. 3109 1368 9 3 3 6 8 . 2 y 467 420 43 3 0 
133 PCT. 3 1 1 3 1477 1038 7 0 . 2 y- • 538 449 49 £ 0 
134 PCT. 3122 1122 747 6 6 . 5 -A . 307 399 40 1 0 
135 PCT. 3128 1466 938 6 3 . 9 y 430 4 6 3 44 1 0 



DISTRICT REPORT 
GENERAL 1 ELECTION Page 4 
NOVEMBER 3 , 1 9 9 8 1 1 / 2 3 / 9 8 1 3 : 3 9 : 3 1 

2 6 - 6 9 METRO CONVENTION CENTER BONDS 

R V V C T Y N U 0 w 
E 0 0 fl U E 0 N V R 
G T T S R S. D E I 
I E E T N E R T 
S R S 0 R V E 
T B U V 0 -

E • T 0 T I 
R T E N 
E • E S S 
D S 

fill D i s t r i c t s 

136 PCT. 3 1 3 5 1662 1139 6 8 . 5 •/. 505 5 5 8 73 0 

137 PCT. 3 1 3 8 1221 831 6 8 . 0 •/. 410 382 37 2 0 

138 PCT. 3144 1368 936 6 8 . 4 y. 494 391 51 0 0 

139 PCT. 3151 1279 7 3 3 5 7 . 3 •/. 348 337 48 0 0 

140 PCT. 3 1 5 5 1009 422 4 1 . 8 S 201 181 39 1 0 

141 PCT. 3156 1258 7 1 5 5 6 . 8 % 2 5 5 426 1 0 

142 PCT. 3160 1350 659 4 8 . 8 -/C 210 420 27 2 0 

143 PCT. 3 1 6 3 1126 6 6 3 5 8 . 8 y. 168 456 36 0 

144 PCT. 3174 1014 6 1 5 6 0 . 6 '/• 217 360 37 1 0 

145 PCT. 3177 1384 8 6 5 6 2 . 5 y. 309 509 46 1 0 

146 PCT. 3 1 8 5 741 459 6 1 . 9 y. 117- 324 18 0 0 

147 PCT. 3186 1345 714 53 . 0 '/• 2 3 3 439 40 L_ 0 

148 PCT. 3 1 9 3 1338 820 6 1 . 2 y. 330 452 37 1 0 

149 PCT. 3196 1194 7 4 8 6 2 . 6 y. 324 367 54 0 

150 PCT. 3205 1307 814 6 2 . 2 y. 364 4 0 2 47 1 0 

151 PCT. 3212 1483 831 5 6 . 0 y. 342 427 62 0 0 

152 PCT. 3217 6 1 3 3 4 0 5 5 . 4 y. 109 219 12 0 0 

153 PCT. 3219 927 478 5 1 . 5 y. 141 3 1 5 22 0 0 

154 PCT. 3 2 2 3 1021 514 5 0 . 3 y. 2 0 3 281 28 2 0 

155 PCT. 3228 1160 612 5 2 . 7 y. 200 370 42 0 0 

156 PCT. 3 2 3 3 8 8 0 4 7 0 5 3 . 4 y. 141 3 0 3 26 0 0 

157 PCT. 3234 944 427 4 5 . 2 y. 129 266 31 1 0 

158 PCT. 3240 1519 7 9 5 5 2 . 3 y. 267 483 45 0 0 

159 PCT. 3248 1563 870 5 5 . 6 t 346 488 34 2 0 

160 PCT. 3 2 5 3 1320 707 53 . 5 i' 3 7 3 269 60 5 0 

161 PCT. 3258 1243 806 6 4 . 8 y. 374 377 53 c 0 

162 PCT. 3259 1256 741 5 8 . 9 429 248 62 c 0 

163 PCT. 3 2 6 3 1052 616 5 8 . 5 •/. 317 2 5 5 40 4 0 

164 PCT. 3 2 6 8 744 3 3 9 4 5 . 5 'U 155 138 44 2 0 

165 PCT. 3 2 7 3 6 5 4 286 4 3 . 7 54 146 129 11 0 0 

166 PCT. 3274 9 5 2 501 5 2 . 6 y. 2 2 8 2 4 3 28 2 0 

167 PCT. 3 2 8 3 1233 611 4 9 . 5 y. 269 2 9 3 49 0 0 

168 PCT. 3284 1769 1154 6 5 . 2 'U 468 628 57 1 0 

169 PCT. 3286 1315 9 1 3 6 9 . 4 y. 415 447 48 Jj 0 

170 PCT. 3290 1005 701 6 9 . 7 y. 278 378 40 5 0 

171 PCT. 3297 1299 617 4 7 . 4 y. 192 384 40 1 0 

172 PCT. 3299 1109 530 4 7 . 7 y. 173 3 4 3 14 0 0 

173 PCT. 3306 1223 7 2 3 59 . 1 i. 202 487 33 1 0 

174 PCT. 3307 1263 704 5 5 . 7 •/ 210 447 47 0 0 

175 PCT. 3308 972 667 6 8 . 6 5C 201 4 3 3 0 0 

176 PCT. 3309 1366 1066 7 8 . 0 % 281 7 2 5 59 1 0 

177 PCT. 3310 1204 616 51 . 1 i- • 181 400 34 1 0 

178 PCT. 3311 1466 8 2 5 5 6 . 2 54 211 567 46 1 0 

179 PCT. 3312 2 0 1 0 1108 5 5 . 1 339 699 70 0 0 
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fill D i s t r i c t s 

180 PCT. 3315 1312 555 4 2 . 3 •/. 175 3 4 6 34 0 e 

181 PCT. 3322 1638 954 5 8 . 2 f. 2 7 3 639 42 0 0 

182 PCT. 3 3 2 3 1075 668 62 . 1 •/. 155 483 28 2 0 

183 PCT. 3324 1195 720 6 0 . 2 i. 171 531 • 16 2 0 

184 PCT. 3326 674 272 4 0 . 3 V- 90 170 12 0 0 

185 PCT. 3327 874 422 4 8 . 2 •/. 151 254 17 0 0 

186 PCT. 3328 1353 7 1 5 5 2 . 8 •/. 190 489 3 5 1 0 

187 PCT. 3329 845 559 6 6 . 1 t 124 411 2 3 1 0 

188 PCT. 3330 1378 627 4 5 . 5 •/. 168 4 3 3 2 5 1 0 

189 PCT. 3332 1295 735 5 6 . 7 % 208 486 37 4 0 

190 PCT. 3336 868 470 54 . 1 •/. 132 307 31 0 0 

191 PCT. 3337 1051 530 5 0 . 4 •/. 152 350 26 2 0 

192 PCT. 3338 1146 551 4 8 . 0 •/. 306 207 37 1 0 

193 PCT. 3339 1205 676 5 6 . 1 •/. 249 394 32 1 0 

194 PCT. 4005 1280 621 4 8 . 5 •/. 274 304 42 1 0 

195 PCT. 4009 1363 7 3 3 5 3 . 7 '/. 335 340 58 0 0 

196 PCT. 4022 1504 611 ' 4 0 . 6 •/. 286 269 5 5 1 0 

197 PCT. 4026 1431 7 2 8 5 0 . 8 'A 338 64 3 0 

198 PCT. 4027 1318 7 3 8 5 5 . 9 i- 339 340 58 1 0 

199 PCT. 4033 1382 783 5 6 . 6 •/. 325 398 60 0 0 

200 PCT. 4041 1115 665 5 9 . 6 •/. 264 346 54 1 0 

201 PCT. 4044 1041 683 6 5 . 6 •/. 282 364 37 0 0 

202 PCT. 4048 1149 6 9 5 6 0 . 4 -A 310 346 39 0 0 

2 0 3 PCT. 4049 1312 715 5 4 . 4 •/. 327 336 50 2 0 

204 PCT. 4064 1140 679 5 9 . 5 % . 284 354 39 • -"i 
C 0 

2 0 5 PCT. 4065 1649 954 5 7 . 8 -A 385 509 59 1 0 

206 PCT. 4068 1213 6 1 3 5 0 . 5 i. 222 358 0 0 

207 PCT. 4085 1451 886 6 1 . 0 'A 356 477 51 2 0 

208 PCT. 4092 1294 675 5 2 . 1 -A 200 428 4 5 2 0 

209 PCT. 4106 1797 1012 56 . 3 % 413 502 9 5 2 0 

210 PCT. 4111 1035 647 62 . 5 •/. 231 3 7 8 3 6 2 0 

211 PCT. 4114 1245 822 6 6 . 0 -A 325 447 47 Jr 0 

212 PCT. 4117 1423 860 6 0 . 4 •/. 255 5 4 3 6 2 0 0 

2 1 3 PCT. 4118 1210 746 6 1 . 6 -A 265 436 43 2 • 0 

214 PCT. 4125 1432 667 4 6 . 5 i- 194 444 29 0 0 

2 1 5 PCT. 4128 1483 666 4 4 . 9 -A 186 437 4 3 0 . 0 

216 PCT. 4131 1555 826 53 . 1 •/. 264 499 6 2 1 0 

217 PCT. 4132 1347 , 869 6 4 . 5 % • 357 470 41 1 0 

218 PCT. 4143 1443 ' 880 6 0 . 9 •/. 364 458 54 4 0 

219 PCT. 4147 1311 750 5 7 . 2 y. 301 405 42 2 0 

220 PCT. 4152 1459 869 5 9 . 5 f. 269 527 7 2 1 0 

221 PCT. 4155 1429 775 5 4 . 2 'A 2 2 3 501 49 £ 0 

222 PCT. 4156 1410 6 9 3 49 . 1 'A . 216 436 40 1 0 

2 2 3 PCT. 4167 1451 731 5 0 . 0 %A 2 8 3 3 0 5 63 0 0 
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£24 PCT. 4176 1121 552 4 9 . 2 •/. 144 381 £7 0 0 
225 PCT. 4170 1486 670 4 5 . 0 % 2 3 3 4 0 3 34 0 0 

226 PCT. 4105 1533 697 4 5 . 4 -U 207 450 39 1 0 
227 PCT. 4190 911 430 4 7 . 2 y. 134 255 41 0 0 

220 PCT. 4196 1459 5 6 0 38 . 3 "/• 167 360 0 0 

229 PCT. 4202 1507 747 4 9 . 5 •/. 211 489 45 2 0 
230 PCT. 4200 1427 669 4 6 . 8 y. 182 459 28 0 0 

231 PCT. 4216 1673 664 3 9 . 6 y. 169 468 24 0 

232 PCT. 4221 1460 651 4 4 . 5 y. 167 452 31 1 0 

2 3 3 PCT. 4 2 2 3 1990 1050 5 2 . 9 y. 455 5 3 5 66 2 0 

234 PCT. 4220 1255 596 4 7 . 4 262 294 40 0 0 
2 3 5 PCT. 4236 1130 5 0 2 5 1 . 5 •/. ££1 327 34 0 0 
236 PCT. 4242 1417 8 3 5 5 0 . 9 y. 3 0 8 474 52 1 0 

237 PCT. 4243 1266 626 4 9 . 4 •/. £60 322 42 ll. 0 

230 PCT. 4244 9 3 5 619 6 6 . 2 •/• 2 1 3 364 42 0 0 
239 PCT. 4246 1110 656 5 0 . 6 •/. 2 0 8 400 46 cl 0 

240 PCT. 4240 2 0 4 2 1001 4 9 . 0 % 317 622 60 2 0 

241 PCT. 4250 1325 770 50 . 1 f. 266 461 40 3 0 

242 PCT. 4254 9 6 3 5 6 9 5 9 . 0 •/. 240 266 6 3 0 0 

2 4 3 PCT. 4259 1524 .981 6 4 . 3 •/. 371 526 81 0 

244 PCT. 4264 1415 8 9 3 63 . 1 •/. 352 489 50 £ 0 
2 4 5 PCT. 4271 1027 724 7 0 . 4 1. 287 400 37 0 0 

246 PCT. 4270 1367 777 5 6 . 8 226 499 52 0 0 

247 PCT. 4279 1366 756 55 . 3 •/• 222 485 47 2 0 

240 PCT. 4202 . 1447 1058 73 . 1 y. 436 576 45 1 0 

249 PCT. 4205 1535 7 9 8 5 1 . 9 54 311 428 57 2 0 

250 PCT. 4295 1594 902 5 6 . 5 •/. 356 501 42 Jj 0 
251 PCT. 4296 £ 0 6 131 6 3 . 5 y. 43 8 2 5 1 0 

252 PCT. 4297 1523 629 4 1 . 3 •/. 148 456 2 5 0 0 
2 5 3 PCT. 4290 1546 634 4 1 . 0 •/. 148 459 25 2 0 

254 PCT. 4299 1204 5 3 8 4 4 . 6 •/. 141 3 7 3 2 3 1 0 

255 PCT. 4307 1610 694 4 2 . 8 y. 183 495 15 1 0 

256 PCT. 4309 1005 640 5 8 . 9 i- 167 441 . 31 1 0 

257 PCT. 4 3 1 3 1053 639 6 0 . 6 y 189 428 21 1 0 

250 PCT. 4319 1389 807 5 8 . 0 i. 2 3 3 541 31 2 0 

259 PCT. 4320 7 0 6 276 39.0 y. 51 211 14 0 0 

260 PCT. 4324 1117 597 5 3 . 4 y 173 394 28 0 

261 PCT. 4325 1527 7 5 3 4 9 . 3 y 226 482 45 0 0 

262 PCT. 4329 7*i*i 354 4 8 . 2 y. 99 235 20 0 0 
2 6 3 PCT. 4 9 0 0 334 3 7 . 1 y. 86 229 16 1 0 
264 PCT. 4333 1357 707 5 2 . 1 1. 196 475 34 • - I 

L . 0 
265 PCT. 4337 1596 666 4 1 . 7 i- • 195 444 26 1 0 
266 PCT. 4330 1851 874 4 7 . 2 •/ 195 639 38 2 0 
267 PCT. 4339 1370 502 4 2 . 4 f. 158 397 26 1 0 
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A l l D i s t r i c t s 
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£ 6 8 PCT. 4340 1150 50£ 4 3 . 6 •/. 125 3 5 3 24 0 0 
£69 PCT. 4341 1037 51£ 4 9 . 3 •/. 138 338 36 0 0 
£70 PCT. 434£ 1149 601 5£ . 3 y. 2 7 5 £78 47 1 0 
£71 PCT. 4 3 4 3 730 385 5£ . 7 •/. 81 291 12 1 0 
£7£ PCT. 4344 1193 605 5 0 . 7 y. 156 428 21 . 0 0 
£ 7 3 PCT. 4 3 4 5 6 9 8 364 5£ . 1 •/. 87 269 . 8 0 0 
£74 PCT. 4346 9 1 5 3 9 9 4 3 . 6 •/. 132 £49 18 0 0 
£ 7 5 PCT. 4348 1194 605 5 0 . 6 •/. 129 455 • £1 0 0 
£76 PCT. 4349 1£1£ 764 63 . 0 •/. £96 4 £ 3 45 0 0 
£77 PCT. 4350 1196 594 4 9 . 6 •/. 134 4£7 0 0 
£78 PCT. 4351 1584 697 4 4 . 0 •/. 191 466 38 2 0 
£79 PCT. 435£ 1136 494 43. 4 •/. 157 317 19 1 0 
£80 PCT. 4 3 5 3 871 437 50 . 1 '/• 96 3 1 5 £5 1 0 
£81 PCT. 4354 £058 1014 49 . £ £70 6 9 5 48 1 0 
£8£ PCT. 4356 1 cc!xj 566 4 6 . 2 •/. 1 4 0 3 30 0 0 
£ 8 3 PCT. 4357 758 407 53 . 6 •/. 88 £94 25 0 0 
£84 PCT. 4 3 5 8 1£40 709 57 . 1 •/. 163 516 30 0 0 
£ 8 5 PCT. 4359 10£6 55£ 53 . 8 •/. 139 388 -£5 0 0 
£86 PCT. 4360 1046 468 4 4 . 7 •/. 100 348 £0 0 0 
£87 PCT. 4361 10£7 5 1 3 4 9 . 9 •/. 1£7 364 illcl 0 0 
£88 PCT. 50£9 580 389 6 7 . 0 •/. 1£5 £41 £0 •u 0 
£89 PCT. 5100 1373 586 4 2 . 6 •/. 154 408 1 0 
£90 PCT. 5101 1466 599 4 0 . 8 •/. 180 401 17 1 0 
£91 PCT. 5£00 1113 567 5 0 . 9 y. 168 375 ££ C 0 
£9£ PCT. 5£01 1502 837 5 5 . 7 y. 221 577 3 5 4 0 
£ 9 3 PCT. 5£0£ 1422 81£ 57 . 1 y. 2 4 3 530 39 0 0 
£94 PCT. 5 2 0 3 1487 718 4 8 . 2 y. 191 496 30 1 0 
£ 9 5 PCT. 5£04 1571 819 52 . 1 y. 2 5 3 534 30 2 0 
£96 PCT. 5301 16£7 7 4 3 4 5 . 6 y. £37 456 50 0 0 
£97 PCT. 5401 3£0 £06 64 . 3 y. 73 119 13 1 0 
£ 9 8 PCT. 54£4 444 £58 58 . 1 y. 6 3 17£ £ 3 0 0 
300 PCT. 5551 88 5£ 5 9 . 0 y. 10 39 0 0 
301 PCT. 560£ 517 £89 5 5 . 8 y. 56 £18 14 1 0 
30£ PCT. 5603 451 £41 53 . 4 y. 48 177 16 0 0 
3 0 3 PCT. 5604 ' 745 466 6 2 . 5 y. 107 336 Cl. 1 0 
304 PCT. 5605 587 3£5 5 5 . 3 y. 67 £ 4 3 15 0 0 
306 PCT. 5805 1303 640 49. 1 y. 155 4£9 5 3 0 
307 PCT. 5806 13£7 497 3 7 . 4 % 185 £76 36 0 0 
308 PCT. 5809 1133 6 0 3 53 . 2 y. 124 432 46 1 0 
309 PCT. 5819 879 47£ . 6 y. 107 3 2 3 4£ 0 0 
310 PCT. 5820 1076 540 5 0 . 1 y. 140 3 2 8 71 1 0 
311 PCT. 5 8 £ 3 101£ 557 5 5 . 0 k ' 158 359 39 1 0 
31£ PCT. 58£4 1£84 697 5 4 . 2 s £ 1 5 407 74 1 0 
3 1 3 PCT. 58£5 1470 806 5 4 . 8 y. 2 1 3 520 71 £ 0 



DISTRICT REPORT 
GENERAL ELECTION Page 8 
NOVEMBER 3,1998 11/23/98 13: 39:36 

26-69 METRO CONVENTION CENTER BONDS 

R V V C T Y N U 0 W 
E 0 0 A U E 0 N V R 
G T T S R S D E I 
I E E T N E R T 
S R S 0 R V E 
T S U V 0 -

E T 0 T I 
R T E N 
E E S S 
D S 
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314 PCT. 5828 1540 706 45.8 % 202 448 53 3 0 
315 PCT. 5829 893 556 62.2 y. 180 343 32 1 0 
316 PCT. 5840 1698 869 51.1 •/. 231 547 85 6 0 
317 PCT. 5842 1363 806 59.1 % 252 478 75 1 0 
318 PCT. 5843 969 506 52.2 % 186 260 60 0 0 
319 PCT. 5845 1230 503 40.8 5C 166 295 41 1 0 
320 PCT. 5846 1035 601 58.0 % 142 411 45 vJ 0 
321 PCT. 5850 1434 655 45.6 % 198 404 52 1 0 
322 PCT. 5851 1269 657 51.7 y. 199 388 69 1 0 
323 PCT. 5853 1284 700 54.5 -A 204 414 81 1 0 
324 PCT. 5855 1547 943 60.9 'A 276 581 85 1 0 
325 PCT. 5857 1341 587 43.7 -A 138 394 53 2 

0 
0 

326 PCT. 5858 1398 605 43.2 % 214 352 39 
2 
0 0 

327 PCT. 5859 1818 808 44.4 i. 255 469 84 0 0 
328 PCT. 5860 1149 642 55.8 -A 192 390 58 a 0 
329 PCT. 5861 1441 827 57.3 'A 258 486 81 c. 0 
330 PCT. 5864 1318 770 58.4 •/. 220 483 63 4 0 
331 PCT. 5865 1034 504 48.7 % 146 311 46 1 0 
332 PCT. 5866 1464 846 57.7 -A 250 538 56 2 0 
333 PCT. 5867 391 171 43.7 i- 51 104 16 0 0 
334 PCT. 5868 1211 537 44.3 -A 179 325 32 1 0 
335 PCT. 5869 869 469 53.9 f. 146 288 34 1 0 
336 PCT. 5870 2023 853 42. 1 •/. 266 510 77 0 0 
337 PCT. 5871 1221 501 41.0 'A 170 294 36 1 0 
338 PCT. 5873 1284 583 45.4 'A 133 405 45 0 0 
339 PCT. 5874 1020 419 41.0 i- 123 264 32 0 0 
340 PCT. 5876 1369 826 60.3 y. 245 516 64 1 0 
341 PCT. 5900 1024 533 52.0 i- 147 351 35 0 0 
342 PCT. 5901 861 458 53.1 % 161 250 47 0 0 
343 PCT. 5902 642 316 49.2 y. 80 202 33 1 0 

— — 

All D i s t r i c t s 389940 210705 54.0 •/. 76274 121338 12732 361 0 

= = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = 

RACE TOTALS 389940 210705 54.0 y. 76274 121338 12732 361 0 
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GENERAL ELECTION 
NOVEMBER 3, 1998 

CORRECTED 

I, JOHN KAUFFMAN, COUNTY CLERK, CERTIFY THAT THE VOTES 
RECORDED ON THIS ABSTRACT CORRECTLY SUMMARIZE THE 
RESULT OF VOTES CAST AT THE ELECTION INDICATED. 

BY 
* * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * 

DATE OF ABSTRACT 

NOV 2 3 1998 

METRO MEASURE 26-69 
A -- YES 
B -- NO 

BONDS TO EXPAND AND COMPLETE THE OREGON CONVENTION CENTER 

Precinct A B over under . total 

0001 252 467 0 99 818 
0002 254 473 2 118 847 
0003 201 407 1 75 684 
0005 176 301 0 82 559 
0006 207 499 0 ^ 73 779 
0007 349 749 0 130 1,228 
0008 343 684 1 152 1, 180 
0009 120 335 1 58 514 
0010 27 58 0 9 94 
0011 111 200 0 42 353 
0031 98 185 0 41 324 
0032 81 203 0 32 316 
0033 283 600 1 79 963 
0034 204 591 0 85 880 
0038 204 344 1 44 593 
0039 265 568 0 60 893 
0051 287 422 0 94 803 
0053 210 419 2 69 700 
0054 186 368 0 66 620 
0056 176 327 0 62 565 
0057 260 466 1 64 791 
0058 188 329 0 58 575 
0060 243 476 0 80 799 
0062 246 531 1 64 842 
0063 250 434 3 58 745 
0064 231 497 0 70 798 
0090 0 2 0 0 2 
0091 39 53 0 8 100 
0092 15 52 0 5 72 
0093 31 73 0 9 113 
0094 2 7 0 0 9 
0095 0 5 0 1 6 
0096 506 949 1 145 1, 601 
0130 254 568 0 114 936 
0131 340 672 2 169 1,183 
0132 303 559 1 116 979 
0134 345 628 0 144 1,117 
0135 272 408 0 113 793 
0136 228 460 0 118 806 
0137 8 4 0 1 13 
0138 365 527 0 117 1,009 
0139 316 442 0 99 857 
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CLACKAMAS COUNTY 
GENERAL ELECTION 
NOVEMBER 3, 1998 

I, JOHN KAUFFMAN, COUNTY CLERK, CERTIFY THAT THE VOTES 
RECORDED ON THIS ABSTRACT CORRECTLY SUMMARIZE THE 
RESULT OF VOTES CAST AT THE ELECTION INDICATED. 

BY • DATE OF ABSTRACT 

KQV. .2> J998f 

METRO MEASURE 26-69 
A -- YES 
B -- NO 

BONDS TO EXPAND AND COMPLETE THE OREGON CONVENTION CENTER 

Precinct A B over under total 

0140 195 297 0 59 551 
0151 387 468 0 124 979 
0152 330 371 1 98 800 
0153 366 358 0 122 846 
0154 428 360 0 125 913 
0155 457 528 0 164 1,149 
0157 276 231 0 61 568 
0158 382 404 0 82 868 
0159 400 496 2 97 995 
0160 456 428 0 97 981 
0162 455 549 0 111 1,115 
0163 514 548 0 151 1,213 
0164 352 330 1 105 788 
0165 375 413 0 96 884 
0166 409 492 0 106 1, 007 
0167 415 303 1 91 810 
0169 187 174 1 67 429 
0170 0 4 0 2 6 
0201 198 271 0 43 512 
0202 295 418 0 98 811 
0203 377 440 1 116 934 
0204 284 402 0 81 767 
0205 191 276 1 57 525 
0206 280 453 0 62 795 
0251 0 2 0 0 2 
0252 351 420 0 80 851 
0300 258 342 1 67 668 
0301 446 543 0 70 1, 059 
0303 277 273 1 46 597 
0305 43 31 0 6 80 
0306 17 12 0 3 32 
0313 219 231 0 52 502 
0326 355 470 0 101 926 
0327 263 558 1 75 897 
0328 22 35 0 8 65 
0390 246 536 0 79 861 
0394 171 360 1 72 604 
0401 249 555 0 117 921 
0403 108 336 1 35 480 
0405 146 347 0 62 , 555 
0407 63 200 0 28 291 
0411 362 498 0 61 921 
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CLACKAMAS COUNTY 
GENERAL ELECTION 
NOVEMBER 3, 1998 

I, JOHN KAUFFMAN, COUNTY CLERK, CERTIFY THAT THE VOTES 
RECORDED ON THIS ABSTRACT CORRECTLY SUMMARIZE THE 
RESULT OF VOTES CAST AT THE ELECTION INDICATED. 

BY DATE OF ABSTRACT 

A 
B --

METRO MEASURE 26-69 
-- YES 

BONDS TO EXPAND AND COMPLETE THE OREGON CONVENTION CENTER 

NO 

Precinct A B over under total 

0412 281 413 1 70 765 
0413 214 338 0 40 592 
0414 286 430 1 57 774 
0422 59 138 1 28 226 
0441 106 114 0 24 244 
0442 268 481 1 70 820 
0443 230 548 0 70 848 
0444 213 438 0 56 707 
0445 333 528 1 85 947 
0451 •195 197 0 66 458 
0452 119 205 1 33 358 
0453 257 557 0 72 886 
0454 305 469 0 90 864 
0475 273 512 1 62 848 
0478 251 473 1 65 790 
0480 172 371 0 58 601 
0481 258 458 1 61 778 
0490 0 2 0 0 2 
0491 65 142 0 17 224 
0492 17 31 0 5 53 
0503 277 463 0 86 826 
0505 263 480 1 72 816 
0506 152 316 0 33 501 
0507 199 380 1 51 631 
0521 243 ' 393 0 60 696 
0522 198 94 1 77 370 
0523 102 62 0 53 217 
0525 220 460 2 61 743 
0526 266 457 0 73 796 
0530 258 484 0 89 831 
0531 258 431 0 64 753 
0532 139 296 0 39 474 
0533 186 385 0 81 652 
0538 173 293 0 65 531 
0549 148 337 1 51 537 
0550 264 566 0 77 907 
0551 191 444 1 67 703 
0552 277 435 3 83 798 
0553 97 175 0 30 302 
0555 309 586 0 89 984 
0560 154 423 0 45 622 
0561 55 124 0 13 192 



11/23/98 9:55:34 
•• OFFICIAL CANVASS WITH OVER AND UNDER VOTES 

Page 148 

CLACKAMAS COUNTY 
GENERAL ELECTION 
NOVEMBER 3, 1998 

• I, JOHN KAUFFMAN, COUNTY CLERK, CERTIFY THAT THE VOTES • 
• RECORDED ON THIS ABSTRACT CORRECTLY SUMMARIZE THE • 
• RESULT OF VOTES CAST AT THE ELECTION INDICATED. • 

BY DATE OF ABSTRACT 

N O V 2 3 1 9 9 8 

METRO MEASURE 26-69 
- YES A 

B -- NO 

BONDS TO EXPAND AND COMPLETE THE OREGON CONVENTION CENTER 

Precinct A B over under total 

0562 8 27 0 2 37 
0563 170 388 0 64 622 
0568 25 92 0 13 130 
0587 17 50 0 9 76 

TOTAL 28,632 46,591 50 8,676 83,949 



**•* OFFICIAL STATEMENT OF 
METRO 26-69 

THE GENERAL ELECTION ON NOVEMBER 3 , 1 9 9 8 * * * * 
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301 TUALATIN HIGH SCHOOL 741 4 3 2 5 8 . 2 7 92 248 
302 SHERWOOD INT SCHOOL 1 1 0 8 6 9 1 6 2 . 3 7 219 4 0 9 
303 HOPKINS SCHOOL 567 3 3 3 5 8 . 7 7 12 40 
304 TUAL COUNCIL BLDG 112C 7 0 9 6 3 . 3 7 2 2 7 4 2 5 
305 K CITY TOWN HALL 1047 8 0 d 7 6 . 7 7 236 4 2 5 
306 TUAL ELEM SCHOOL 982 4 9 0 4 9 . 8 7 158 2 9 6 
307 DURHAM PLANT. USA 626 4 2 3 6 7 . 5 7 174 210 
308 TERRA LINDA SCH 781 5 2 0 6 7 . 6 7 197 278 
309 CHRIST KING LUTH 90£ 6 0 6 6 6 . 8 7 201 3 5 4 
310 KINNAMAN SCHOOL 911 5 5 q 6 0 . 3 7 11£ 37£ 
311 GRONER SCHOOL 575 3 5 0 6 0 . 4 7 3 39 
313 WITCH HAZEL SCH 411 2 6 6 6 4 . 7 7 17 8G 
314 COOPER MTN SCH 1 0 8 3 687^ 6 3 . 4 7 1 8 3 4 2 4 
315 METZGER PK CLUB 1087 5 9 0 5 4 . 2 7 185 3 5 0 
316 HAISON ARMORY 1 0 3 i 664^ 6 4 . 3 7 218 3 8 8 
317 SW BIBLE CHURCH 1006 4 7 3 4 7 . 0 7 184 226 
318 LIVING SAVIOR LUTH 1196 6 7 2 5 6 . 1 7 262 3 5 5 
319 E HASSELL ELEM SCHOC 9 4 5 5 2 3 5 5 . 3 7 145 3 5 1 
320 ALOHA PARK ELEM SCHC 9 5 8 5 6 a 5 9 . 2 7 1 5 8 3 6 7 
321 HT VIEW MIDDLE SCH 9 6 8 4 9 0 5 0 . 6 7 126 3 2 8 
322 BUTTERNUT CREEK 1247 6 5 9 5 2 . 5 7 157 4 4 3 
323 BUTTERNUT CREEK 1398 7 8 0 5 5 . 7 7 21c 4 9 8 
324 HAZELBROOK MIDDLE SC 8 3 9 4 0 0 4 7 . 6 7 139 22c 
325 KING CITY CROWN CTR 8 0 7 6 7 0 8 3 . 0 7 197 4 0 4 
326 GARDEN HOME REC 9 5 9 6 3 J 6 6 . 1 7 2 1 5 3 6 5 
027 HETZGER PK CLUB 8 8 2 5 6 d 6 3 . 9 7 140 3 7 9 
328 FOWLER HID SCHOOL 714 4 5 a 6 4 . 1 7 128 3 0 1 
329 EDWARD BYROM SCHOOL 1264 8151 6 4 . 4 7 2 7 1 4 6 4 
330 TIGARD WATER DIVISIC 1 0 8 9 53f l 49 .35! 174 3 2 5 
331 TIGARD WATER DIVISIC 1 4 6 9 7 5 a 51.451 2 3 5 4 3 5 
332 C F TIGARD ELEM SCH 1 7 5 2 1047^ 59.75! 3 3 8 6 2 7 
333 M WOODWARD ELEM SCHC 7 7 0 4 6 a 60.75! 128 292 
034 J TEMPLETON SCH 1 3 0 a 7 8 9 60.55! 271 4 4 7 
335 VINEYARD CHRISTIAN 773j 3 9 a 51.45! 136 227 
336 LIVING SAVIOR LUTH 372! 2 2 2 59.65! 72 133 
337 HAZELDALE ELEM SCHOC 1 8 2 2 9 8 2 53.85! 273 6 0 ? 
038 KING CITY CROWN CTR 641 3 4 a 54.251 9C 152 
340 TWALITY MID SCH 1547^ 801 51.751 284 45C 
341 SUMMERFLD CLUB HOUSE 1 2 1 a 9 5 6 78.651 2 9 6 4 9 4 
342 CONESTOGA MIDDLE SCH 861 3 6 9 42.851 166 1 6 5 
343 ROYAL VILLA REC 4901 2 8 2 5 7 . 5 « 66 165 
344 CENTRAL CHURCH 1 2 1 9 701 57.65i 232 3 9 6 . 

345 1ST UNITED METH 971 5 1 3 52.85^ 168 2 6 6 
346 OUR REDEEMER LUTH CK 8 5 d 5 3 0 62. 1 7 3 3 1 5 
347 ST MARY VALLEY 7 0 q 354^ 50 .5% l i d 2 0 7 
348 FIR GROVE SCH 1 0 9 9 6 8 0 61 .85! 2 0 4 4 2 0 
049 HITEON ELEM SCH 948l 5 5 9 58.95! 192 3 1 9 
350 FIR GROVE SCH 1 1 2 3 6 8 0 60 .55! 2 0 3 4 0 5 
351 VOSE SCHOOL 1281 8 1 3 6 3 . 4 7 261 4 8 8 
352 VOSE SCHOOL 8 3 6 4 7 2 56.45! 152 2 6 6 
353 HIGHLAND PARK MIDDLE 1 0 1 5 674^ 6 6 . 4 7 2 1 8 3 8 8 
354 ELSIE STUHR ADULT CE 126?1 6 2 3 4 9 . 0 7 184 3 5 6 
355 GREENWAY SCH 1 2 7 0 7 0 6 5 5 . 5 7 2 5 0 3 7 9 
356 CHEHALEM SCH 11461 7 4 J 64.95! 236 4 3 3 
358 MCKAY SCHOOL 1264| 8 2 0 64.85! 298 4 6 2 
359 ALOHA PK SCHOOL 1132; 517^45 .65! 124 3 5 7 
060 ST BARTHOLOMEW 1156; 4 1 0 3 5 . 4 7 151 199 
061 HITEON SCH 1 1 9 3 7 2 9 61.15! 248 4 1 9 
362 KOREAN SOCIETY OF OR 4 4 6 2 8 3 64.5*/! 9 1 175 
363 RALEIGH HLS SCH 987| 612i 6 2 . 0 7 262 284 
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364 RALEIGH HLS SCH 1197 758 6 3 . 3 » 312 3 7 7 
365 VALLEY COHM CH 954 6 7 5 7 0 . 7 * 308 293 
366 RALEIGH PK SCH 3 2 5 229 7 0 . 4 X IOC 107 
367 VALLEY COHM CH 8 3 6 559 66 .853 219 283 
368 ST MATTHEW LUTHERAN 902 459 5 0 . 8 S 182 239 
369 W SYLVAN SCHOOL 689 482 6 9 . 9 % 1 8 8 l 2 6 4 
370 RIDGEWOOO SCHOOL 1052 742 7 0 . 5 * 3 0 3 a 389 
372 ST BARTHOLOMEW 1196 701 5 8 . 2 3 0 408 
373 W WALKER SCHOOL 7 2 5 4 6 5 6 4 . d 1 5 2 2 5 8 
374 CEDAR PARK MIDDLE 487 287 5 8 . 9 * 119 142 
375 CHEHALEM SCHOOL 1272 7 7 1 6 0 . 6 / 0 2 6 3 4 5 1 
376 TERRA LINDA SCH 5 7 5 244 4 2 . 4 * 8 1 13C 
377 CEDAR HILLS REC 1174 757 6 4 . 4 * 2 6 9 4 1 1 
378 BARNES SCHOOL 9 5 3 557 5 8 . 4 * 1 8 7 3 1 0 
379 BEAVER ACRE SCH 99C 587 5 9 . 2 * 1 7 0 3 6 7 
380 MEADOW PARK MIDDLE 1167 6 2 9 5 3 . 853 2 0 3 3 6 9 
381 MCKINLEY SCHOOL 574 3 3 6 5 8 . 5 * 1 3 5 173 
382 PRINCE OF PEACE 1170 510 4 3 . 5 * 1 9 9 251 
083 CHRIST UNI METH CHUR 1684 1095 6 5 . 0 * 4 3 6 5 7 0 
384 CEDAR MILL SCH 557 3 7 4 6 7 . 1 * 1 4 4 211 
385 CEDAR MILL SCH 98C 6 3 6 6 4 . 8 * 2 2 1 3 6 5 
386 W TUALATIN VIEW 7 9 a 449 5 6 . 2 * 208! 202 
387 W TUALATIN VIEW 1181 810 6 8 . 5 * 3 2 1 4 2 8 
388 CHRIST UNI METH CHUR 1119 707 6 3 . d 2 7 q 3 7 1 
389 ST ANDREW LUTHERAN C 1 2 4 5 703 5 6 . 4 * 187] 452 
390 CEDAR PARK MIDDLE 1225 8 1 7 6 6 . 6 * 3 0 q 4 4 9 
391 INDIAN HLS SCH 902 4 6 7 5 1 . 7 * 13f l 281 
392 RALEIGH PK SCH 1 3 5 8 9 8 3 7 2 . 3 * 4 i a 4 9 1 
393 MONTCLAIR SCH 657 4 U 6 3 . 3 * 1 9 9 168 
394 KOREAN SOCIETY OF OR 774 507 6 5 . 5 * 1 9 d 272 
395 WHITFORD MIDDLE SCH 9 0 5 569 6 2 . 8 * 194^ 322 
396 ALOHA CHURCH OF GOO 1024 • 508 4 9 . 6 ) i 1 2 9 3 4 1 
3 9 7 HERITAGE VL CTR 1 3 4 5 711 5 2 . 8 * 2 1 6 43C 
398 MCKAY SCHOOL 9 6 2 5 4 7 5 6 . 8 * 197(| 309 
399 GARDEN HM REC CTR 5 8 9 3 5 9 6 0 . 9 * 127] 204 
100 WHITFORD MIDDLE SCH 5 2 7 3 4 2 6 4 . 8 * 1 1 3 184 
101 ST MARY VALLEY 1537 5 6 3 36.65Q 2 0 9 3 0 4 
102 DAVID HILL SCH 8 6 6 . 3 7 5 4 3 . 3 * 9 3 2 4 5 

103 HILLSBORO LIB 9 0 6 4 3 0 4 7 . 4 ; S 8 9 2 9 8 
104 BROOKWOOO SCH 1305 8 4 5 6 4 . 7 * 1 8 2 6 0 7 
105 JACKSON SCHOOL 2 1 5 0 1389 6 4 . 6 * 3 i q 6 8 4 
106 PUBLIC SERVICES BLDG 1109 6 0 1 5 4 . 1 * 1 3 9 3 9 2 
1 0 7 POYNTER JR HIGH 572 297 51 .953 57^ 2 1 3 
108 HILLS PRESBYT CHURCh 1408 8 1 2 5 7 . 6 * 17a| 581 
109 W HENRY SCHOOL 946 538 5 6 . 8 * 1 1 9 3 6 9 
110 ECHO SHAW SCH 1208 6 5 8 5 4 . 4 * 141 4 7 5 
111 CORN GRADE SCH 1186 597 5 0 . 3 * l i d 4 2 5 
113 UNITED METH CH 1073 6 6 3 6 1 . 7 * 1381 4 4 7 
114 N ARMSTRONG SCH 1436 812 5 6 . 5 * 1 4 9 5 5 5 
115 FG HIGH SCHOOL 1372 860 6 2 . 6 * 1 6 9 5 9 3 
1 1 6 1ST CHRISTIAN 708 30C 4 2 . 3 * 7 2 184 
117 JOSEPH GALE SCH 1273 568 44 .65a 1 3 7 3 2 7 
119 SEXTON MT SCH 1232 7751 bZ.97\ 2 5 3 470 
120 BEAVER ACRE SCH 863 2 7 9 3 1 . 8 s 12f l 122 
122 JOSEPH GALE SCH 8131 4931 6 0 . 6 5 i 5 9 247 
123 TUAL VALLEY ACA B27\ 4 1 3 4 9 . 9 5 3 1 1 « 2 6 6 

124 DILLEY BIBLE CHURCH 1 0 8 9 7 2 2 66 .25a q c 
126 INDIAN HLS SCH 5 8 3 2 9 3 50 .25^ 8 4! 178 
1 2 7 GALES CREEK SCH 771 4 7 9 6 2 . I M 51 13 
130 T MCCALL UPPER ELEM 2 5 l | 1711 68 .15^ 19, 7C 
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131 BETHLEHEM LUTHERAN C 1 2 1 3 594 4 8 . 9 * 164 392 
132 ALOHA CHRISTIAN CHUR 967^ 5 6 5 5 8 . 4 * 15C 356 
133 ORENCO PRESB CH 3 2 3 195 6 0 . 3 * 40 136 
134 EVERGREEN JR HI 637^ 396 6 2 . 1 * • 3 2 
138 TERRA LINDA SCH 697^ 451 6 4 . 7 * 166 25 C 
139 BETHANY SCHOOL 8 9 8 543 6 0 . 4 * 186 310 
U O ROCK CREEK SCH 1 0 4 8 5 8 8 5 6 . 1 * 21C 3 1 7 
U 4 T MCCALL UPPER ELEM 1 4 8 2 999 6 7 . 4 * 2 1 7 683 
145 GREENWAY SCHOOL 96f l 567 5 8 . 6 * 196 3 3 4 
146 BETHANY BAPT CH 1 4 6 2 103e 7 0 . 9 * 3 1 7 6 2 7 
1 4 7 ROCK CREEK SCH 7 5 9 499 6 5 . 7 * 138 322 
1 4 8 MOOBERRY SCHOOL 1 3 7 9 882 6 3 . 9 * 194 607 
1 4 9 MOOBERRY SCHOOL 1 4 6 9 843 5 7 . 5 * 189 593 
150 WV HCKINNEY SCH 1 2 8 2 7 5 8 5 9 . 1 * 157 5 3 4 
151 HILLSBORO HIGH 1 3 9 3 840 6 0 . 3 * 175 574 
152 REFORM LUTH CHURCH 6 8 1 3 6 5 5 3 . 5 * 80 2 5 5 
153 LENOX SCHOOL 1274^ 794 6 2 . 3 * 2 4 7 490 
154 HILLSBORO HIGH 8 3 2 531 6 3 . 8 * 133 3 6 2 
155 UESTVIEU HIGH SCHOOL 1 0 4 2 650 6 2 . 3 * 222 3 7 0 
156 OAK HILLS SCH 1 1 1 3 5 6 5 5 0 , 7 * 208 3 0 8 
1 5 7 ORENCO PRESB CH 6 0 2 292 4 8 . 5 * 103 172 
158 VBH 2 0 1 129 6 4 . 1 * 24 9 5 
159 OAK HILLS SCH 907^ 600 6 6 . 1 * 206 3 6 3 
160 VBH 1 8 2 111 6 0 . 9 * 0 26 
161 CONESTOGA MIDDLE SCH 1 1 2 0 6 8 1 6 0 . 8 * 2 1 3 4 0 7 
163 HAZELDALE SCH l o o d 539 5 3 . 5 * 149 3 4 4 
165 DEER CREEK ELEM SCH 7 8 8 531 6 7 . 3 * 117 2 5 3 
1 6 6 VBM 2 6 0 15£ 6 0 . 7 * 3 3C 
168 LADD ACRES SCH 1 0 7 / 61C 5 6 . 6 * 146 4 1 7 
171 VBH 1 8 9 98 5 1 . 8 * 17 75 
172 BEAVER ACRE SCH 7 4 0 3 / 5 5 0 . 1 * 9 7 234 
1 7 3 VBM 1 6 0 119 7 4 . 3 * 0 6 
175 GOLDEN RD BAPT CHURC 1 4 8 3 797 5 3 . 5 * 187 5 3 5 
1 7 6 FARMINGTON VIEW 1 4 3 2 9 0 7 6 3 . 3 * 1 12 
178 UNITED METH CH 7 l d 402 5 6 . 3 * 92 253 
1 7 9 HITEON SCH 1 0 7 9 515 4 7 . 9 * 197 279 
180 SUMMERFLD CLUB 8 9 3 668 7 4 . 3 * 162 4 1 7 
181 CREEKSIDE COMMONS 1461 816 5 5 . 8 * 199 553 
182 SU BIBLE CHURCH 1 0 6 9 397 3 7 . 1 * 147 209 
1 8 3 OUR REDEEMER LUTH CH 1044^ 5 0 5 4 8 . 3 * 169 282 
185 SEXTON MT SCHOOL 1 2 3 8 68G 5 4 . 9 * 221 4 1 1 
186 TUAL HILLS CHRIST CH 7 8 3 479 6 1 . 1 * 174 267 
1 8 7 TOBIAS ELEM SCHOOL l l l f l 569 5 0 . 9 * 169 3 4 1 
188 COOPER HT SCH 1 6 4 8 981 5 9 . 5 * 297 60C 
1 8 9 TUAL COUNCIL BLDG 1 6 0 q 555 3 4 . 6 * 2 1 8 287 
190 VBH 2821 133 4 7 . 1 * 52 57 
191 VBM 6 d 36 5 4 . 5 * 1 3 20 
192 HETZGER SCHOOL 7 7 9 363 4 6 . 8 * 1 0 9 204 
193 SU BIBLE CHURCH 1 2 1 9 611 5 0 . 1 * 209 353 
194 VINEYARD CHRISTIAN 7 9 9 371 4 6 . 6 * l i e 217 
195 FRIENDS CHURCH 7 8 9 49£ 6 3 . 1 * 184 27C 
1 9 6 0 HILLS CHR REF CH 1 0 3 8 64E 6 2 . 4 * 236i 3 5 1 
1 9 7 VBM 1 5 8 7 8 4 9 . 3 * 3 5 39 
198 RIDGEWOOO SCH 731 4 7 5 6 4 . 9 * 1 9 0 23£ 
199 CEDAR MILL LIBRARY i i 7 a j 7 5 3 6 3 . 9 * 2 6 2 424 
200 MEADOW PARK MIDDLE 4 4 9 2 6 7 5 9 . 4 * 8 5 157 
201 VBH 3 9 i 

2 9 7 4 . 3 * 0 3 
204 WASH CO MUSEUM 7361 4 5 4 6 1 . 6 * 2 2 
205 VBM 3! 0 0 . 0 * 0 C 
206 W HENRY SCHOOL 481| 3 0 4 6 3 . 2 * 6 9 217 
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207 VBM 0.0% 
208 ROYAL VILLA REC 3 8 1 2U 5 6 . 1 > 6A 131 
209 VBM 61 29 « 7 . 5 > 17 
210 ECHO SHAW SCH 1 1 6 3 5 6 9 A 8 . 9 J 7C 3 1 0 
211 MOUMTAIW VIEW MIDDLE 6 5 1 3 0 5 A6.S>: 9 8 184 
212 HILLS SENIOR CENTER 7 1 2 3 7 4 5 2 . 5 * 9 4 2 5 3 
213 EDWARD BYROH SCHOOL 9 8 9 596 60.2): 201 3 5 2 
214 E HASSELL SCH 1462 861 58.8)1 2 7 1 5 3 2 
215 CHRIST KING LUTH 1216 762 62.6)1 2 4 1 4 4 5 
216 1ST UNI TED-METH 4 1 6 221 5 3 . 1 > 4 8 156 
217 VBM 3 1 13 4 1 . 9 ) ! 
218 CHURCH OF NAZARENE 4 7 6 193 4 0 . 5 ) ! 55 119 
219 FIVE OAKS MIDDLE 1 2 5 3 597 47 .6% 195 35C 
220 NANCY RYLES SCHOOL 7 9 6 4 5 7 5 7 . 4 J 177 241 
221 TRINITY EVAN CHURCH 7 5 9 4 4 5 5 8 . 6 ) 140 264 
222 CHEHALEM SCHOOL 1 1 3 3 6 4 8 5 7 . 1 * 202 376 
223 ARCHER GLEN ELEM 1 3 3 4 768 5 7 . 5 > 220 5041 

224 FOWLER MID SCH 7 5 1 3 9 5 5 2 , 5 « 132 222 
225 CHUR OF CHRIST 1 3 4 5 768 5 7 . 1 % 2 7 6 4 1 2 
226 M WOOOWARD ELEM SCHC 9 6 5 4 9 4 5 1 . 1 ) ! 187 2571 
227 LENOX SCHOOL 7 2 5 4 5 2 6 2 . 3 ) ! 145 
228 W TUALATIN VIEW 7 6 9 529 6 8 . 7 ) ! 207] 
229 CHURCH OF NAZARENE 1004 6 1 4 61.1)> 156' 3 9 8 
230 REEDVILLE SCH 1216 628 5 1 . 6 ) ^ 3 8 3 
231 MCKINLEY SCHOOL 2 3 2 9 8 2 3 35 .3% 3 8 3 
232 FIVE OAKS MIDDLE 1286 711 5 5 . 2 ) 2 6 2 3 9 8 
233 VBM 289 151 5 2 . 2 ) ! 
234 VBM 5 0 . 0 ) ! 
235 TUALATIN HIGH SCHOOL 3 8 2 2 5 5 6 6 . 7 ) ! 1 0 3 143 
236 VBM 131 82 6 2 . 5 * 
238 VBM 171 61 35.6)1 

"225}" 358 239 DEER CREEK ELEM SCH 1134 628 5 5 . 3 ) 
240 ELDORADO VILLA 1 1 7 4 770 6 5 . 5 ) 2 3 3 4 3 7 
241 NANCY RYLES SCHOOL 4 5 8 288 62.8) 11£i 140 
242 BETHANY SCHOOL 6 2 4 4 0 4 6 4 . 7 ) 154 224 
243 BETHANY SCHOOL 8 2 4 4 3 9 53.2: 115 2 8 5 
244 ST MARY VALLEY 1011 5 8 5 5 7 . 8 ) 1 7 9 3 3 1 
245 WESTSIDE CHURCH 881 4 0 9 4 6 . 4 ) 156 217 
246 WESTSIDE CHURCH 4 4 6 2 2 4 5 0 . 2 ) 146 
247 HITEON ELEM SCH 7 4 4 4 6 9 6 3 . OX 136 2 9 8 
248 BEAVER ACRE SCH 9 2 2 4 6 2 5 0 . 1 ) 137| 2 7 6 

l 4 3 154 249 REG PARK LIV CENTER 7 0 7 3 3 6 4 7 . 5 ) 
250 FRIENDS CHURCH 72 q 4 3 a 6 0 . 3 ) 1 3 8 2 5 5 

144j 2 6 4 251 M WOOOWARD ELEM SCHC 7 3 3 4 5 1 6 1 . 5 ) 
252 KINNAMAN SCHOOL 5 9 8 298 4 9 . 8 X 82 19; II-253 E HASSELL SCH 5 4 5 2 6 5 4 8 . 6 X 

l O T 3 4 6 254 JACKSON SCHOOL 7 6 2 487 6 3 . 9 
255 POYNTER JR HIGH 8 7 4 5 7 5 6 5 . 7 12 4oa 
256 ARCHER GLEN ELEM SCH 1 7 5 3 1065 6 0 . 7 3 0 659, 
257 SHERWOOD INTERM 1 7 0 2 902 5 2 . 2 8 4 499, 

2 7 2 4461 258 WESTVIEW HIGH SCH 1 4 3 2 793 5 5 . 3 ) 
259 GOLDEN RD BAPT CHURC 4521 5 2 . 3 ) 87| 3 2 1 
260 FINDLEY ELEM SCHOOL 
261 VBM 
262 VBM 
263 VBM : 

264 VBM 
265 VBM 
266 VBM 
267 VBM 

5691 3 9 3 
12 
29 

6 9 . 0 ) 
60.0) 
7 4 . 3 ) 

51100 .0 ) 

11£ 2 3 8 

_34 
15 

27 

7 0 . 8 ) 
6 5 . 2 ) 

0.0) 
5 4 . 0 ) 

0 
T 
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268 BETHANY BAPT CH 120? 7 1 3 5 8 . 9 « 2 3 8 4 2 4 
269 MONTCLAIR SCHOOL 5 7 5 3 7 9 6 5 . 9 5 137 2 1 2 
270 VBM 48 3 5 72.931 1C 2 0 
271 VBH 946 4 8 5 5 1 . 2 > 133 3 0 2 

**** T O T A L S * * * * 21883E 1 2 5 9 6 5 57.55! 3 7 8 3 S 7 2 1 2 3 

• 
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oâ
vo

vo
*̂«

NJ
co

 n 
OP

J JO
 

rr 
wo

 2 PI
 

>
 w
 

c ia P3
 

to <J\
 

a\ vo
 

0 o 
>
 

z o w
 

H
 

O
 

PI
 

CD
 

X
 

i Z o 
0 < (D

 
z D

 
n O

 
C 

s 
9 

*0
 

a o 
PI

 
n 

H
 

n •-5
 

rr 
£ 

0 
PI

 
rr ii 

O
 

M
 

73
 

Pi
 

a o z o o P3
 

z M
 

o z o PI
 

z H
 

p]
 

70
 

raro
M

 
pim̂

 
wo

 
G

O
Q

 
rr

oo
 

H
O

X
 

nz
 

OD
 

<Z
G

 
O

 *
*3

 
P3

XS
 

cni
Hi#

 
cn

z 
o 

-
» wc

oo
 

HC
OO

 

S 
O

 
nn

t*
 

OP
J 

H
 JO

 JO
 

rjo
??

 
n P

I* 
oo

 
»^

H
O

 
H

trn
 

OK
JO

 
Z 

H
 

W
M

 
Z
S

k;
 

D2
 

M
>H

 
n^

a:
 

>m
5 

HN
H

 
PlP

] 
O

 H
 

HS
C 

X
P]

 
W

< o H
 

n (n
 

H
 

X
 

o < PJ
 D
 

P3
 

JO
 

< O
 

»-3
 

PI
 

(/) 

;z
 s

 » 
»0

 tn
 » 

»
< 

* 
, 

» 
o 

* 
J 

ts
o 

13
 * 

J 
ts

o 
13

 * 

» 
oo

 » * 
* 

w
 * 

I 
^5

^ 
» 

» 
to

? 
J 

I 
C

D
n 

C
D

 
H

 »
 

'O
 

0)
 (Q
 

EX
H

IB
IT

 A
 



11/23/98 9:55:34 
•• OFFICIAL CAHVASS WITH OVER AtJD UHDER VOTES 

Page 146 

CLACKAMAS COUNTY 
GENERAL ELECTION 
NOVEMBER 3, 1998 

* I, JOHN KAUFFMAN, COUNTY CLERK, CERTIFY THAT THE VOTES * BY 
* RECORDED ON THIS ABSTRACT CORRECTLY SUMMARIZE THE * 
* RESULT OF VOTES CAST AT THE ELECTION INDICATED. * 

* DATE OF ABSTRACT 

KQv. ?. ?. J.9.9.8. 

METRO MEASURE 26-69 BONDS TO EXPAND AND COMPLETE THE OREGON CONVENTION CENTER 
-- YES A 

B -- NO 

Precinct 

0140 
0151 
0152 
0153 
0154 
0155 
0157 
0158 
0159 
0160 
0162 
0163 
0164 
0165 
0166 
0167 
0169 
0170 
0201 
0202 
0203 
0204 
0205 
0206 
0251 
0252 
0300 
0301 
0303 
0305 
0306 
0313 
0326 
0327 
0328 
0390 
0394 
0401 
0403 
0405 
0407 
0411 

A B over under total 

195 297 0 59 551 
387 468 0 124 979 
330 371 1 98 800 
366 358 0 122 846 
428 360 0 125 913 
457 528 0 164 1,149 
276 231 0 61 568 
382 404 0 82 868 
400 496 2 97 995 
456 428 0 97 981 
455 549 0 111 1,115 
514 548 . 0 151 1,213 
352 330 1 105 788 
375 413 0 96 884 
409 492 0 106 1,007 
415 303 1 91 810 
187 174 1 67 429 

0 4 0 2 6 
198 271 0 43 512 
295 418 0 98 811 
377 440 1 116 934 
284 402 0 81 767 
191 276 1 57 525 
280 453 0 62 795 

0 2 0 0 2 
351 420 0 80 851 
258 342 1 67 668 
446 543 0 70 1,059 
277 273 1 46 597 
43 31 0 6 80 
17 12 0 3 32 

219 231 0 52 502 
355 470 0 101 926 
263 558 1 75 897 
22 35 0 8 65 

246 536 0 79 861 
171 360 1 72 604 
249 555 0 117 921 
108 336 1 35 480 
146 347 0 62 555 
63 200 0 28 291 

362 498 0 61 921 
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CLACKAMAS COUNTY 
GENERAL ELECTION 
NOVEMBER 3, 1998 

* I, JOHN KAUFFMAN, COUNTY CLERK, CERTIFY THAT THE VOTES * 
* RECORDED ON THIS ABSTRACT CORRECTLY SUMMARIZE THE * 
* RESULT OF VOTES CAST AT THE ELECTION INDICATED. * 

BY DATE OF ABSTRACT 

2 3 1 9 9 8 m t 
METRO MEASURE 26-69 

A -- YES 
B -- NO 

Precinct 

0412 
0413 
0414 
0422 
0441 
0442 
0443 
0444 
0445 
0451 
0452 
0453 
0454 
0475 
0478 
0480 
0481 
0490 
0491 
0492 
0503 
0505 
0506 
0507 
0521 
0522 
0523 
0525 
0526 
0530 
0531 
0532 
0533 
0538 
0549 
0550 
0551 
0552 
0553 
0555 
0560 
0561 

BONDS TO EXPAND AND COMPLETE THE OREGON CONVENTION CENTER 

A B over under total 

281 413 1 70 765 
214 338 0 40 592 
286 430 1 57 774 
59 138 1 28 226 

106 114 0 24 244 
268 481 1 70 820 
230 548 0 70 848 
213 438 0 56 707 
333 528 1 85 947 
195 197 0 66 458 
119 205 1 33 358 
257 557 0 72 886 
305 469 0 90 864 
273 512 1 62 848 
251 473 1 65 790 
172 371 0 58 601 
258 458 1 61 778 

0 2 0 0 2 
65 142 0 17 224 
17 31 0 5 53 

277 463 0 86 826 
263 480 1 72 816 
152 316 0 33 501 
199 380 1 51 631 
243 393 0 60 696 
198 94 1 77 370 
102 62 0 53 217 
220 460 2 61 743 
266 457 0 73 796 
258 484 0 89 831 
258 431 0 64 753 
139 296 0 39 474 
186 385 0 81 652 
173 293 0 65 531 
148 337 1 51 537 
264 566 0 77 907 
191 444 1 67 703 
277 435 3 83 798 
97 175 0 30 302 

309 586 0 89 984 
154 423 0 45 622 
55 124 0 13 192 
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CLACKAMAS COUNTY 
GENERAL ELECTION 
NOVEMBER 3, 1998 

1, JOHN KAUFFMAN, COUNTY CLERK, CERTIFY THAT THE VOTES 
RECORDED ON THIS ABSTRACT CORRECTLY SUMMARIZE THE 
RESULT OF VOTES CAST AT THE ELECTION INDICATED. 

BY DATE OF ABSTRACT 

N O V 2 3 1 9 9 8 

METRO MEASURE 2G-G9 
A -- YES 
B -- NO 

Precinct 

0562 
0563 
0568 
0587 

TOTAL 21 

BONDS TO EXPAND AND COMPLETE THE OREGON CONVENTION CENTER 

A B over under total 

8 27 0 2 37 
170 388 0 64 622 
25 92 0 13 130 
17 50 0 9 76 

63!2 46,591 50 8,676 83,949 
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CLACKAMAS COUNTY 
GENERAL ELECTION 
NOVEMBER 3, 1998 

CORRECTED 

* I. JOHN KAUFFMAN, COUNTY CLERK, CERTIFY THAT THE VOTES * BY 
* RECORDED ON THIS ABSTRACT CORRECTLY SUMMARIZE THE * 
* RESULT OF VOTES CAST AT THE ELECTION INDICATED. ***** 

METRO (2) COUNCILOR ZONE 2 
A -- JOHN JACKLEY 
B -- BILL ATHERTON 

* DATE OF ABSTRACT 
: NOV 2 3 1998 

Precinct A B over under total 

0001 225 298 4 291 818 
0002 231 311 6 299 847 
0003 209 258 6 211 684 
0005 158 191 3 207 559 
0006 241 264 5 269 779 
0007 353 416 8 451 1,228 
0008 310 420 4 446 1,180 
0009 119 194 3 198 514 
0010 29 31 1 33 94 
0011 90 147 3 113 353 
0031 106 101 7 110 324 
0032 120 96 7 93 316 
0033 310 281 10 362 963 
0034 319 271 9 281 880 
0038 163 188 9 233 593 
0039 287 267 8 331 893 
0090 0 0 0 2 2 
0094 1 5 0 3 9 
0096 345 515 17 724 1, 601 
0130 283 329 4 320 936 
0131 352 424 12 395 1,183 
0132 336 346 4 293 979 
0134 423 332 9 353 1,117 
0135 226 326 3 238 793 
0136 250 324 3 229 806 
0137 9 3 0 1 13 
0138 399 313 3 294 1,009 
0139 325 297 8 227 857 
0140 187 185 1 178 551 
0151 216 433 15 315 979 
0152 172 386 5 237 800 
0153 209 357 8 272 846 
0154 207 327 13 366 913 
0155 258 538 11 342 1,149 
0157 104 254 9 201 568 
0158 190 397 7 274 868 
0159 210 489 7 289 995 
0160 229 479 8 265 981 
0162 249 522 6 338 1,115 
0163 287 578 15 333 1,213 
0164 160 331 5 292 788 
0165 193 399 4 288 884 
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CLACKAMAS COUNTY 
GENERAL ELECTION 
NOVEMBER 3, 1998 

I, JOHN KAUFFMAN, COUNTY CLERK, CERTIFY THAT THE VOTES * BY 
RECORDED ON THIS ABSTRACT CORRECTLY SUMMARIZE THE * 
RESULT OF VOTES CAST AT THE ELECTION INDICATED. * 

DATE OF ABSTRACT 

N O V 2 3 1 9 9 8 

METRO (2) COUNCILOR ZONE 2 
A -- JOHN JACKLEY 
B -- BILL ATHERTON 

Precinct A B over under total 

0166 257 417 9 324 1,007 
0167 166 346 • 6 292 810 
0169 97 172 7 153 429 
0170 1 3 1 1 6 
0300 146 269 4 249 668 
0301 249 448 4 358 1,059 
0303 65 118 6 97 286 
0305 25 31 1 23 80 
0306 11 13 0 8 32 
0313 55 157 5 85 302 
0326 283 333 6 304 926 
0327 251 299 7 340 897 
0328 14 22 0 29 65 
0390 194 264 8 395 861 
0394 130 207 8 259 604 
0401 190 323 14 394 921 
0403 95 158 4 223 480 
0405 129 170 4 252 555 
0407 53 102 2 134 291 
0411 159 314 7 339 819 
0412 182 228 10 345 765 
0413 127 165 5 295 592 
0414 183 227 4 360 774 
0422 68 64 4 90 226 
0441 71 77 2 94 244 
0442 228 250 7 335 820 
0443 233 265 12 338 848 
0444 165 242 9 291 707 
0445 291 288 11 357 947 
0451 0 1 0 0 1 
0480 151 201 2 247 601 
0490 0 0 0 2 2 
0491 80 71 4 69 224 
0492 10 21 0 22 53 
0503 218 235 14 359 826 
0505 223 252 7 334 816 
0506 114 174 7 206 501 
0507 172 201 5 253 631 
0521 202 212 18 264 696 
0522 120 101 19 130 370 
0523 74 50 9 84 217 
0525 229 225 4 285 743 
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CLACKAMAS COUNTY 
GENERAL ELECTION 
NOVEMBER 3, 1998 

I, JOHN KAUFFMAN, COUNTY CLERK, CERTIFY THAT THE VOTES 
RECORDED ON THIS ABSTRACT CORRECTLY SUMMARIZE THE 
RESULT OF VOTES CAST AT THE ELECTION INDICATED. 

BY * DATE OF ABSTRACT 

2 3 1998 

METRO (2) COUNCILOR ZONE 2 
A -- JOHN JACKLEY 
B -- BILL ATHERTON 

Precinct A B over under total 

0526 219 253 11 313 796 
0530 216 254 15 346 831 
0531 206 253 6 288 753 
0532 127 152 1 194 474 
0533 162 219 16 255 652 
0538 119 187 8 217 531 
0549 175 161 3 198 537 
0550 284 252 9 362 907 
0551 216 216 5 266 703 
0552 238 229 4 327 798 
0553 108 85 5 104 302 
0555 275 304 9 396 984 
0560 145 219 4 254 622 
0561 • 42 59 2 89 192 
0562 9 14 0 14 37 
0563 184 228 5 205 622 
0568 36 41 0 53 130 
0587 21 17 1 37 76 

TOTAL 17,583 23,482 630 23,934 65,629 

METRO C O U N C I L O R ZONE 2 

M I S C W R I T E - I N S 
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CLACKAMAS COUNTY 
GENERAL ELECTION 
NOVEMBER 3, 1998 

CORRECTED 

I, JOHN KAUFFMAN, COUNTY CLERK, CERTIFY THAT THE VOTES 
RECORDED ON THIS ABSTRACT CORRECTLY SUMMARIZE THE 
RESULT OF VOTES CAST AT THE ELECTION INDICATED. 

BY 

VkVhv, 
• DATE OF ABSTRACT 

I NOV 2 3 1998 

METRO (6) COUNCILOR ZONE 6 UNEXPIRED TERM 
A -- SCOTT PRATT 
B -- ROD MONROE 
C -- RON MCCARTY 

Precinct A B C over under total 

0093 21 31 5 5 51 113 
0411 20 24 7 3 48 102 
0451 74 .136 49 9 189 457 
0452 82 95 39 7 135 358 
0453 155 266 99 11 355 886 
0454 141 221 96 15 391 864 
0478 74 91 59 15 166 405 
0481 175 222 115 7 259 778 

TOTAL 742 1, 086 469 72 1,594 3,963 

METRO C O U N C I L O R ZONE 6 

M I S C W R I T E - I N S 
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CLACKAMAS COUNTY 
GENERAL ELECTION 
NOVEMBER 3, 1998 

CORRECTED 

I, JOHN KAUFFMAN, COUNTY CLERK, CERTIFY THAT THE VOTES 
RECORDED ON THIS ABSTRACT CORRECTLY SUMMARIZE THE 
RESULT OF VOTES CAST AT THE ELECTION INDICATED. 

* BY 

METRO (7) COUNCILOR ZONE 7 
A - - DAVID BRAGDON 
B -- LIZ CALLISON 

* DATE OF ABSTRACT 

1998 M X 2 3 

Precinct A B over under total 

0051 253 240 3 307 803 
0053 199 222 7 272 700 
0054 202 193 7 218 620 
0056 160 182 6 217 565 
0057 218 268 4 301 791 
0058 173 165 3 234 575 
0060 226 264 6 303 799 
0062 227 255 7 353 842 
0063 210 273 2 260 745 
0064 227 268 2 301 798 
0091 41 22 0 37 100 
0092 20 26 0 26 72 
0095 3 0 0 3 6 
0303 76 91 1 143 311 
0313 85 38 2 75 200 
0475 201 277 6 364 848 
0478 97 128 2 158 385 

TOTAL 2, 618 2, 912 58 3,572 9,160 



STAFF REPORT 

Consideration of Resolution No. 98-2737, for the Purpose of Accepting the Novembers, 
1998, General Election Abstract of Votes 

Decembers, 1998 Prepared by: Jeff Stone 

BACKGROUND 
State law requires that Metro declare the election results for Metro positions and ballot measures on the 
ballot. In the November 3,1998 General Election, the positions of Metro Councilor for Districts 2 , 6 and 7, 
and the general obligation bonds for expansion and completion of the Oregon Convention Center (OCC) 
were on the ballot. 

RESULTS 
According to the attached abstracts, Bill Atherton was elected to the Council for District 2; David Bragdon 
was elected to the Council for District 7; Rod Monroe was elected to fill the position vacated by Lisa Naito 
for District 6; and the Bond Measure for expansion and completion of the OCC failed. . . 

STAFF RECOMMENDATION 
Staff recommends to the Presiding Officer that this resolution be fast tracked to the December 10, 1998 
Metro Council meeting and be approved. 

c:r98-2737.sr (stone) 



Agenda Item Number 8.1 

Ordinance No. 9 8 - 7 9 1 , For t he Purpose of Adopting a n e w Chapter of t h e Metro Code Making t h e 
Local Government Boundary Changes and Declaring an Emergency. 

F i rs t Read ing 

Metro Council Meeting 
Thursday , December 10, 1 9 9 8 

Council Chamber 



BEFORE THE METRO COUNCIL 

FOR THE PURPOSE OF ADOPTING A 
NEW CHAPTER OF THE METRO CODE 
RELATING TO LOCAL GOVERNMENT 
BOUNDARY CHANGES AND 
DECLARING AN EMERGENCY 

ORDINANCE NO 98-791 

Introduced by Councilor McLain 

WHEREAS, the 1997 Oregon Legislature adopted Chapter 516 of Oregon Laws of 1997, 

which abolished the Portland metropolitan area Boundary Commission effective January 1,1999, 

and authorized Metro, pursuant to ORS 268.347 through ORS 268.354, to adopt procedural and 

substantive provisions related to local government boundary changes; and 

WHEREAS, MPAC, after study, has recommended to the Council that provisions be 

adopted to carry out the legislative authorization; now, therefore, 

THE METRO COUNCIL ORDAINS AS FOLLOWS: 

1. Chapter 3.09, Local Government Boundary Changes, attached hereto as 

Exhibit A, is hereby adopted; and, 

2. This Ordinance is necessary for the immediate preservation of public health, 

safety and welfare; and an emergency is therefore declared to exist, and this Ordinance shall take 

effect immediately, pursuant to Metro Charter Section 39(1), in order for the provisions of 

Chapter 3.09 to be in effect on January 1,1999, when the Portland metropolitan area local 

government Boundary Commission is abolished. 
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ADOPTED by the Metro Council this day of . 1998. 

\\metro2\ogc\depts\r-o\d01 ord.doc 
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Jon Kvistad, Presiding Officer 

ATTEST: Approved as to Form: 

Recording Secretary Daniel B. Cooper, General Counsel 



Exhibit A 

CHAPTER 3.09 

LOCAL GOVERNMENT BOUNDARY CHANGES 
As Approved By MPAC Subcommittee 

SECTIONS TITLE 

3.09.010 Purpose and Applicability 
3.09.020 Definitions 
3.09.030 Uniform Notice Requirements for Final Decisions 
3.09.040 Minimum Requirements for Petitions 
3.09.050 Uniform Hearing Requirements for Final Decisions 
3.09.060 Creation of Boundary Appeals Commission 
3.09.070 How Contested Case Filed 
3.09.080 Alternate Resolution 
3.09.090 Conduct of Hearing 
3.09.100 Ex Parte Communications to the Boundary Appeals 

Commission 
3.09.110 Ministerial Functions of Metro 

3.09.010 Purpose and Applicability 
The purpose of this chapter is to carry out the provisions of 
ORS 268.354. This chapter applies to all boundary changes 
within the boundaries of Metro or any urban reserve designated 
by Metro prior to June 30, 1997. 

3.09.020 Definitions 

As used in this chapter, unless the context requires otherwise; 

(a) "Affected entity" means a city, city-county, or 
special district for which a boundary change is proposed or is 
ordered. 

(b) "Affected territory" means territory described in a 
petition. 

(c) "Boundary change" means a major or minor boundary 
change. 

Page 1 - EXHIBIT A - Chapter 3.09 
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(d) "Contested case" means a boundary change decision by a 
city or county that is contested or otherwise challenged by a 
necessary party. 

(e) "Final decision" means a decision adopted by 
resolution or ordinance of a city or county approving a 
boundary change/ including a resolution or ordinance that 
declares the result of an election to which a boundary change 
decision has been referred, and that is final if not appealed 
to the entity having jurisdiction over the appeal. 

(f) "Major boundary change" means the- formation, merger, 
consolidation or dissolution of a city or district. 

(g) "Minor boundary change" means an annexation or 
withdrawal of territory to or from a city or district or from a 
city-county to a city. "Minor boundary change" also means an 
extra-territorial extension of water or sewer service by a city 
or district. 

(h) "Necessary party" means: (l)The county(ies) where the 
affected territory is located; (2) The city(ies) with adopted 
urban service areas that include the affected territory;(3) The 
district(s) that provide(s) an urban .service to any portion of 
the affected territory; (4) Metro; and (5) Any other unit of 
local government, as defined in ORS 190.003, that is a party to 
an agreement for provision of an urban seirvice to the affected 
territory, including an agreement under ORS Chapter 190, ORS 
195.020 or ORS 195.065. 

(i) "Petition" means the form of initiatory action for a 
boundary change. 

(j) "Uncontested case" means a boundary change decision 
by a city or county that is not challenged by a necessary party 
to that decision. 

(k) '̂ Urban services" has the meaning assigned by ORS 
195.065(4). 

3.09.030 Uniform Notice Requirements for Final Decigions 

(a) The following minimum requirements apply to all 
boundary change decisions by a city or county. These procedures 
are in addition to and do not supersede the requirements of ORS 
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chapters 198, 221 and 222 and any city or county charter for 
boundary changes. Each city and county shall provide for notice 
of boundary change decisions to its residents. 

(b) A city or county presented with a complete petition 
for a boundary change shall, within 3 0 days after the petition 
is complete, schedule the matter for final decision and give 
notice of its proposed date of decision by mailing to all 
necessary parties, by weatherproof posting in the general 
vicinity of the affected territory, and by publication in a 
newspaper of general circulation in the affected territory and 
in the affected entity, at least 45 days prior to the date of 
decision. 

(c) The notice of a proposed final decision at a minimum 
shall describe the affected territory in a manner that allows 
the description to be made certain, shall state the date, time 
and place where the city or county will consider its final 
decision on the boundary change, and shall state the means by 
which any interested person may obtain a copy of the entity's 
report on the proposal. The notice shall state whether the 
city or county intends to reach the decision by an expedited 
process if a necessary party does not request a public hearing 
on the proposed decision. 

(d) A city or county may adjourn or continue its final 
decision on a proposed boundary change to another time. For a 
continuance later than thirty-one days after the time stated in 
the original notice, notice shall be reissued in the form 
required by subsection (b) of this section at least 15 days 
prior to the continued date of decision. For a continuance 
scheduled within thirty-one days of the previous date for 
decision, notice shall be adequate if it contains the date, 
time and place of the continued date of decision. 

(e) A city or county's final decision shall be reduced to 
writing and authenticated as its official act within thirty 
(30) days following the decision and mailed to Metro and to all 
necessary parties to the decision. The mailing to Metro shall 
include payment to Metro of the filing fee required pursuant to 
Section 3.09.120. The date of mailing shall constitute the 
date from which the time for appeal runs for appeal of the 
decision to the Metro Boundary Appeals Commission. 
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(f) Each county shall maintain a current map and list 
showing all necessary parties entitled to receive notice of 
proposed boundary changes. The counties shall provide copies 
of the map and list to Metro including any changes thereto. 

3,09.040 Minimum ReouiremfintR for Petitions 

(a) A petition before a city or county for a boundary 
change shall be deemed complete if it includes the following . 
information: 

(1) The statutory or other basis on which the petition is 
before the city or county for a proposed final 
decision; 

(2) A narrative, legal and graphical description of the 
affected territory in the form prescribed by the 
Metro Executive Officer, and in a manner that allows 
the description to be made certain; 

(3) The names and mailing addresses of all persons owning 
property and all electors within the affected 
territory; 

(4) A listing of all present providers of urban services 
to the affected territory; 

(5) A listing of the proposed providers or urban services 
to the affected territory following the proposed 
boundary change; 

(6) The current tax assessed value of all property within 
the affected territory; and 

(7) any other information required by state law. 

(b) A city or county may charge a fee to recover its 
reasonable costs to carry out its duties and responsibilities 
under this chapter. 

3.09.050 Uniform Hearing Requirements for Final Decisions 

(a) The following minimum requirements for hearings on 
boundary change decisions are intended to and shall operate in 
addition to and not in lieu of any and all procedural 
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requirements for boundary changes provided for under^ORS 
chapters 198, 221 and 222. Nothing in this chapter allows an 
affected entity to dispense with a public hearing on a proposed 
boundary change when a public hearing is required by those 
statutes or is required by the affected entity's charter, 
ordinances or resolutions. 

(b) A city or county may proceed to a final decision on a 
completed petition for an annexation of territory to a city or 
special district without a public hearing when such proposal is 
uncontested by any necessary party within the time allowed by 
this chapter, when a decision without public hearing is not 
inconsistent with the city or county's charter or state 
statutes, when the affected territory is surrounded by a city 
as described-in ORS 222.750 ("island annexations") or when the 
petition is accompanied by the written consent of one hundred 
percent (100%) of the property owners and at least fifty 
percent (50%) of the electors within the affected territory 
("100% owner annexations"). 

(c) A city or county shall conduct a public hearing on 
the proposed boundary change in all cases if a necessary party 
requests a hearing in a writing delivered to the city or county 
not later than 15 days prior to the date set for the decision. 
At such hearing the affected entity shall have the burden to 
prove that the petition meets the criteria for a boundary 
change set out in this section. 

(d) Not later than 30 days prior to the date set for a 
boundary change decision, the city or county that will make the 
final decision shall make available to the public a report that 
includes at a minimum the following: 

(1) The extent to which urban services presently are 
available to serve the affected territory; 

(2) The extent to which urban services serving the 
affected territory result from extraterritorial 
extensions of service outside the sejrvice provider's 
legal boundary; 

(3) A description of how the proposed boundary change 
complies with any urban service provider agreements 
adopted pursuant to ORS 195.065 between the affected 
entity and all necessary parties; 
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(4) A description of how the proposed boundary change is 
consistent with the comprehensive land use plans, 
public facility plans, regional framework and 
functional plans, regional urban growth goals and 
objectives, urban planning agreements and similar 
agreements of the affected entity and of all 
necessary parties; 

(5) Whether the proposed boundary change will result in 
the withdrawal of the affected territory from the 
legal boundary of any necessary party; and 

(6) The proposed effective date of the decision. 

(e) A city or county's final decision shall be reduced to 
writing and authenticated. A final decision that is subject to 
a public hearing shall be based on substantial evidence in the 
record of that hearing. All boundary change decisions whether 
made with or without a public hearing shall include findings of 
fact and conclusions from those findings as to address the 
following minimum criteria for decision: 

(1) The decision complies with urban service provider 
agreements adopted pursuant to ORS 195.065 between 
the affected entity and all necessary parties; 

(2) The decision is consistent with the comprehensive 
land use plans, public facility plans, regional 
framework and functional plans, urban planning 
agreements and similar agreements of the affected 
entity and of all necessary parties; 

(3) The affected entity can assure that urban seirvices 
are now or can be made available to serve the 
affected territory, by its own forces or by contract 
with others. 

(4) If the proposed boundary change is for annexation of 
territory to Metro, a determination by the Metro 
Council that the territory should be included in the 
Urban Growth Boundary shall be the primary criteria 
for approval. 
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f) In addition to the criteria for decision set out in 
subsection (e) of this section, in those cases where the 
agreements required by ORS 195.065 are not yet adopted and a 
proposed provider of an urban service to the affected territory 
is disputed by a necessary party, a final decision by a city or 
county made after public hearing shall address and consider, as 
to the proposed providers of urban services to the affected 
territory: 

(1) Financial, operational and managerial capacity to 
provide the service; 

(2) The effect on the cost of the urban service to the 
users of the service, the quality and quantity of the 
service provided and the ability of urban service 
users to identify and contact service providers, and 
to determine their accountability with ease; 

(3) Physical factors related to the provision of the 
urban service; 

(4) The feasibility of creating a new entity for the 
provision of the urban service; 

(5) The elimination or avoidance of unnecessary 
duplication of facilities; 

(6) Economic, demographic and sociological trends and 
projections relevant,.to the provision of the urban 
service; 

(7) The allocation of charges among urban service users 
in a manner that reflects differences in the costs of 
providing services to the users; 

(8) Matching the recipients of tax supported urban 
services with the payers of the tax; 

(9) • The equitable allocation of costs between new 
development and prior development; and 

(10) Economies of scale. 

(11) Where a proposed decision is inconsistent with 
adopted intergovernmental agreements by or among any 
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• necessary parties, the city or county making the 
final decision shall include factual findings that 
the decision better fulfills the criteria of 
subsections (1) through (10) of this section. 

(g) A final boundary change decision by an affected 
entity shall state the effective date, which date shall be no 
earlier than 30 days following the date that the decision is 
reduced to writing, authenticated, and served on all necessary 
parties by mailing. 

(h) A city or county may decide a petition for annexation 
to a city, or creation of a new city, only as to territory 
already within the defined Metro Urban Growth Boundary at the 
time the petition is complete. A city or county may not decide 
a petition for annexation of territory to a city, or creation 
of a new city, as to territory within an adopted Urban Reserve 
but outside the existing Urban Growth Boundary. The Metro 
Council shall retain exclusive jurisdiction to amend the Metro 
Urban Growth Boundary. 

3.09.060 Creation of Boundary Appeals Commission 

(a) The Metro Boundary Appeals Commission is created to 
decide contested cases of final boundary change decisions made 
by cities and counties within the boundaries of Metro. The 
Metro Council shall appoint the Commission which shall consist 
of three citizen members, one each to be appointed from a list 
of nominees provided to the Metro Executive Officer at least 30 
days prior to the commencement of each term by Clackamas, 
Multnomah and Washington counties, respectively. The Council 
shall appoint two of the members for a initial four-year term 
and one for a nominal two-year term, the initial terms to be 
decided by chance; thereafter, each Commissioner shall serve a 
four year term. . Each Commission member shall continue to serve 
in that position until replaced. Commission members may not 
hold any elective public office. 

(b) The Metro Executive Officer shall provide staff 
assistance to the Commission and shall prepare the Commission's 
annual budget for approval by the Metro Council. . 

(c) At its first meeting and again in its first meeting 
of each successive calendar year, the Commission shall adopt 
rules of procedure that address, among other things, the means 
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by which a position is declared vacant and the means of filling 
a vacant position; and, the Commission at that first meeting 
shall elect a chairperson from among its membership, who shall 
serve in that position until a successor is elected and who 
shall preside over all proceedings before the Commission. 

3.09.070 How Contested Case Filed 

(a) A necessary party to a final decision that has 
appeared in person or in writing as a party in the hearing 
before the city or county on that decision may contest the 
decision to the Metro Boundary Appeals Commission. A contest 
shall be allowed only if notice of appeal is served on the city 
or county making the decision no later than the close of 
business on the 10th day following the date that the decision 
is reduced to writing, authenticated and mailed to all 
necessary parties. A copy of the notice of appeal shall be 
served on the same day on Metro together with proof of service 
on the affected entity accompanied by payment of.Metro's 
prescribed appeal fee. Service of notice of appeal on the 
affected entity within the time allowed by this chapter and 
payment of the prescribed appeal fee shall be jurisdictional as 
to Metro's consideration of the contested decision. 

(b) A city or county that is served with notice of appeal 
of a boundary change decision within the time allowed by this 
chapter shall prepare and certify to Metro, no later than 2 0 
days following the date the notice of appeal is served, the 
record of the proceedings that resulted in the decision being 
appealed. 

3.09.080 Alternate Resolution 

(a) On stipulation of all.parties to a contested case 
made at any time before the close of the hearing before the 
Commission, the Commission shall stay further proceedings 
before it for a reasonable time to allow the' parties to attempt 
to resolve the contest by other means. 

(b) A contested case that is not resolved by alternate 
means during the time allowed by the Commission shall be 
rescheduled for hearing in the normal course. 
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3.09.090 nnndiict of Hearing 

(a) The Commission shall schedule and conduct a hearing 
on a contested case no later than 3 0 days after certification 
of the record of the proceedings below on the decision that is 
the subject of the contested case. 

(b) The Commission shall hear and decide a contested case 
only on substantial evidence in the record of the proceeding as 
certified by the city or county that made the decision below. 
No new evidence shall be allowed. The party bringing the appeal 
shall have the burden of persuasion. 

(c) The Commission shall hear, in the following order, 
the Metro staff report, if any; argument and summary of 
evidence by the city, county or district in support of its 
action; argument and summary of evidence of the party that 
contested the decision below; rebuttal argument. The Commission 
may question any person appearing before it. Metro staff shall 
not make a recommendation to the Commission on the disposition 
of a contested case. 

(d) A hearing before the Commission may be continued for 
a reasonable period not to exceed thirty (3 0) days as 
determined by the Chairperson. 

(e) The Chairperson may set reasonable time limits for 
oral presentation and may exclude or limit cumulative, 
.repetitious or immaterial testimony. The Chairperson shall 
cause to be kept a verbatim oral, written, or mechanical record 
of all proceedings before the Commission in contested cases to 
be presejTved for subsequent judicial or other review. 

(f) No later than 30 days following the close of a 
hearing before the Commission on a contested case, the 
Commission shall consider its proposed written final order and 
shall adopt the order by majority vote. The Order shall 
include findings of fact as to all the criteria for decision 
listed in Section 3.09.050 of this chapter. The Order shall be 
deemed final when reduced to writing in the form adopted, 
authenticated and served by mailing on all parties to the 
hearing. 

(g) The Commission shall affirm or deny a final decision 
made below based on substantial evidence in the whole record. 

Page 10 - EXHIBIT A - Chapter 3.09 
i:\docs#07.p&d\13bound.ary\02changr.ule\metcd309.doc {n25) 



The Commission shall have no authority to remand a decision 
made below for further proceedings before the city or county 
that made the decision, and may only stay its proceedings to 
allow for alternate resolution as provided for in this chapter. 

3.09.100 Ex Parte Communications to the Boundary Appeals 
Commission 

Commission members shall place in the record a statement of the 
substance of any written or oral ex parte communication on a 
fact in issue made to them during the pendency of the 
proceeding on a contested case. A party to the proceeding at 
its request shall be allowed a reasonable opportunity to rebut 
the substance of the communication. 

3.09.110 Ministerial Functions of Metro 

(a) Metro shall create and keep current maps of all 
service provider service areas and the jurisdictional 
boundaries of all cities, counties and special districts within 
Metro. The maps shall be made available to the public at a 
price that reimburses Metro for its costs. Additional 
information requested of Metro related to boundary changes 
shall be provided subject to applicable fees. 

(b) The Metro Executive shall cause notice of all final 
boundary change decisions to be sent to the appropriate county 
assessor(s) and elections officer(s), the Secretary of State 
and the Oregon Department of Revenue. 

(c) The Metro Executive Officer shall establish a fee 
structure for establishing the amounts to be paid upon filing 
notice of city or county adoption of boundary changes appeals 
to.the Boundary Appeals Commission and for related services. 
The. fee schedule shall be filed with the Council Clerk and 
distributed to all cities, counties and special districts 
within the Metro region. 
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Agenda Item Number 9.1 

Ordinance No. 9 8 - 7 6 8 , For t he Purpose of Amending t h e Metro Code Authorizing Exemptions f rom 
Competi t ive Bidding for Utilities and Certain Other Types of Cont rac t s . 

S e c o n d Read ing 

Metro Council Meeting 
Thursday, December 1 0 , 1 9 9 8 

Council Chamber 



BEFORE THE METRO COUNCIL 

FOR THE PURPOSE OF AMENDING THE ) ORDINANCE NO. 98-768 
METRO CODE AUTHORIZING ) 
EXEMPTIONS FROM COMPETITIVE ) Introduced by Mike Burton, Executive 
BIDDING FOR UTILITIES AND CERTAIN ) Officer 
OTHER TYPES OF CONTRACTS 

WHEREAS, Chapter 2.04, Metro Contract Policies, establishes policies for Metro 
regarding public contracts, personal services contracts and intergovernmental agreements, and 

WHEREAS, occasional business and economic changes promote needed changes in 
Metro's contracting procedures, and 

WHEREAS, the utility industry being deregulated provides opportunity for cost savings 
and competitive bidding is not an efficient manner to procure these services, and 

WHEREAS, contracts for art and art related fabrication are needed and competitive 
bidding is not an efficient manner to procure these services, and 

WHEREAS, occasionally Metro sponsors events such as SOLV for which competitive 
processes are not efficient. 

THE METRO COUNCIL ORDAINS AS FOLLOWS: 

1. Council adopts the findings in Attachment A. 

2. Metro Code Section 2.04.054 is amended as follows: 

2.04.054 Competitive Bidding Exemptions 

Subject to the policies and provisions of ORS 279.005 and 279.007, and the Metro Code, 
all Metro and Metropolitan Exposition-Recreation Commission public contracts shall be 
based upon competitive bids except: 

(a) State Law. Classes of public contracts specifically exempted from 
competitive bidding requirements by state law. 

(b) Board Rule. The following classes of public contracts are exempt from 
the competitive bidding process based on the legislative finding by the board that the 
exemption will not encourage favoritism or substantially diminish competition for public 
contracts and that such exemptions will result in substantial cost savings: 

(1) All contracts estimated to be not more than $25,000 provided that 
the procedures required by section 2.04.056 are followed. 



(2) Purchase and sale of zoo animals, zoo gift shop retail inventory' 
and resale items, and any sales of food or concession items at 
Metro facilities. 

(3) Contracts for management and operation of food, parking or 
similar concession services at Metro facilities provided that 
procedures substantially similar to the procedures required for 
formal Request for Proposals used by Metro for personal services 
contracts are followed. 

(4) Emergency contracts provided that written findings are made that 
document the factual circumstances creating the emergency and 
establishing why the emergency contract will remedy the 
emergency. An emergency contract must be awarded within 60 
days of the declaration of the emergency unless the board grants an 
extension. 

(5) Purchase of food items for resale at the zoo provided the provisions 
of section 2.04.060 are followed. 

(6) Contracts for warranties in which the supplier of the goods or 
services covered by the warranty has designated a sole provider for 
the warranty service. 

(7) Contracts for computer hardware and software provided that 
procedures substantially similar to the procedures required for 
formal Request for Proposals used by Metro for personal services 
contracts are followed. 

(8) Contracts under which Metro is to receive revenue by providing a 
service. 

(9) Contracts for the lease or use of the convention, trade, and 
spectator buildings and facilities operated by the Metro Exposition-
Recreation Commission. 

(10) Public contracts by the Metro Exposition-Recreation Commission 
in an amount less than $75,000, which amount shall be adjusted 
each year to reflect any changes in the Portland SMSA CPI, 
provided that any rules adopted by the commission which provide 
for substitute selection procedures are followed; or 

(11) Contracts for equipment repair or overhaul, but only when the 
service and/or parts required are unknown before the work begins 
and the cost caimot be determined without extensive preliminary 
dismantling or testing. 



(12) Contracts in the nature of grants to further a Metro purpose 
provided a competitive request for proposal process is followed. 

(13') The procurement of utilities, including telephone service, electric, 
natviral gas, and sanitary services, (provided that competition is 
available') and a request for proposal process is followed. 

(14') The procurement of art and art related production and fabrication 
provided that a request for proposal process is followed. 

(15') Sponsorships which are identified and approved in the proposed 
budget and are not designated bv Council as having a significant 
impact as outlined in 2.04.026 need not follow a competitive 
bidding or proposal process. In order to be eligible for this 
exemption the sponsorship shall provide Metro with event 
advertising and/or media releases. 

(c) Board Resolution. Specific contracts, not within the classes exempted in 
subsections (a) and (b) above, may be exempted by the board by resolution subject to the 
requirements of ORS 279.015(2) and ORS 279.015(5). The board shall, where 
appropriate, direct the use of alternate contracting and purchasing practices that take 
account of market realities and modem innovative contracting and purchasing methods, 
which are consistent with the public policy of encouraging competition. 

(Ordinance No. 96-635B, Sec. 3. Amended by Ordinance No. 97-677B, Sec. 2) 

ADOPTED by the Metro Council this day of , 1998. 

Jon Kvistad, Presiding Officer 

ATTEST: Approved as to Form: 

Recording Secretary Daniel B. Cooper, General Counsel 



S T A F F R E P O R T 

F O R T H E P U R P O S E O F AMENDING T H E M E T R O C O D E AUTHORIZING 
E X E M P T I O N S F R O M COMPETITIVE BIDDING F O R UTILITIES AND CERTAIN 
O T H E R T Y P E S O F C O N T R A C T S 

D a t e : A u g u s t 13, 1 9 9 8 P r e s e n t e d by: S c o t t M o s s 

P R O P O S E D ACTION 

A d o p t O r d i n a n c e No. 9 8 - 7 6 8 author iz ing a m e n d i n g 2 . 0 4 to al low r e q u e s t fo r p r o p o s a l s 
( r a the r t h a n low bid) for utilities a n d ar t p roduc t ion . T h e o r d i n a n c e a l s o p r o v i d e s t h a t 
s p o n s o r s h i p s a p p r o v e d by t h e Counci l in t h e b u d g e t p r o c e s s a n d on t h e con t r ac t list, 
no t d e s i g n a t e d s ignif icant impact , d o not n e e d to g o t h r o u g h a compe t i t ive p r o c e s s . 

F A C T U A L B A C K G R O U N D A N D A N A L Y S I S 

M a n y utilities a r e be ing d e r e g u l a t e d allowing for compet i t ion a m o n g s e r v i c e p rov iders . 
M e t r o / M E R C d e s i r e s au thor iza t ion to e v a l u a t e s e r v i c e p rov ide r s b a s e d o n cos t , s e rv i ce , 
quality, f e a t u r e s , e x p e r i e n c e , del ivery m e t h o d s a n d reliability. R e q u e s t i n g p r o p o s a l s , 
r a t h e r t h a n bids , would not diminish compet i t ion a n d al low for all a p p r o p r i a t e f a c t o r s to 
b e c o n s i d e r e d in t h e se l ec t ion of t h e utility. Utilities inc lude t e l e p h o n e s e r v i c e (local a n d 
long d i s t a n c e ) , electricity, na tura l g a s , a n d san i t a ry s e r v i c e s . 

Art a n d ar t fabr ica t ion r e q u i r e s s p e c i a l art ist ic skills a n d qual i f ica t ions . M e t r o / M E R C 
d e s i r e s au thor iza t ion to e v a l u a t e ar t p r o d u c e r s b a s e d on f a c t o r s o t h e r t h a n cos t , s u c h 
a s e x p e r i e n c e , qual i f ica t ions , p a s t p e r f o r m a n c e , a n d r e f e r e n c e s . R e q u e s t i n g p r o p o s a l s 
r a t h e r t h a n b ids would not diminish compet i t ion a n d al low for all a p p r o p r i a t e f a c t o r s to 
b e c o n s i d e r e d in t h e se l ec t ion of t h e ar t p r o d u c e r . 

Metro Counci l occas iona l ly a u t h o r i z e s s p o n s o r s h i p c o n t r a c t s with en t i t ies s u c h a s 
SOLV, R e g i o n a l Ar ts C o m m i s s i o n , e t c . T h e cu r ren t con t r ac t c o d e r e q u i r e s s u c h 
s p o n s o r s h i p s to h a v e t h e Counci l w a i v e t h e compet i t ive p r o c u r e m e n t p r o c e s s e v e n 
a f t e r t h e f u n d s h a v e b e e n b u d g e t e d a n d a p p r o v e d by Counci l . Th i s a m e n d m e n t 
p r o p o s e s t h a t s p o n s o r s h i p s t h a t a r e in t h e a p p r o v e d b u d g e t a n d t h e c o n t r a c t s list, a n d 
no t d e s i g n a t e d a s having s ignif icant impact , a r e w a i v e d f r o m compet i t ive b idding a n d 
p r o p o s a l s . 

B U D G E T I M P A C T 

N o n e 

EXECUTIVE O F F I C E R R E C O M M E N D A T I O N 

T h e Execu t ive Off icer r e c o m m e n d s a p p r o v a l of O r d i n a n c e No. 9 8 - 7 6 8 . 



A t t a c h m e n t A 

O R S 2 7 9 . 0 1 5 ( 2 ) r e q u i r e s t h a t a n a g e n c y m a k e cer ta in f ind ings a s a par t of e x e m p t i n g 
cer ta in publ ic c o n t r a c t s o r c l a s s e s of publ ic c o n t r a c t s f r o m compet i t ive bidding. T h e 
Con t rac t ing Boa rd m u s t find t h a t - It is unlikely t h a t s u c h e x e m p t i o n will e n c o u r a g e 
favor i t i sm in t h e a w a r d i n g of publ ic c o n t r a c t s or subs tan t i a l ly diminish compet i t ion for 
publ ic c o n t r a c t s . 

T h e s e f ind ings s u p p o r t t h a t favori t ism will not o c c u r a n d compet i t ion will no t b e 
d imin i shed . 

A) Sol ic i ta t ions A d v e r t i s e m e n t : R e q u e s t for P r o p o s a l s a r e a d v e r t i s e d in a c c o r d a n c e 
with Metro C o d e a n d p l a c e d o n t h e in te rne t a n d con t r ac t t e l e p h o n e hotl ine. 

B) Full Disc losure : T o e n s u r e full d i s c l o s u r e of all p ro jec t r e q u i r e m e n t s , t h e 
Con t rac t ing M a n u a l r e q u i r e s p r o p o s a l s t o obta in t h e following: Deta i led desc r ip t ion of 
t h e projec t , Con t r ac tua l T e r m s a n d Condi t ions , Se l ec t ion P r o c e s s Descr ip t ion , a n d 
Eva lua t ion Criteria. 

C) Se l ec t i on P r o c e s s : Se l ec t ion for con t r ac to r f rom a R e q u e s t fo r P r o p o s a l is out l ined 
in t h e Metro C o d e a n d t h e Con t rac t ing Manua l . P r o p o s a l s a r e i n d e p e n d e n t l y e v a l u a t e d 
by a t min imum of two individuals . 

D) S p e c i a l i z e d Expe r t i s e R e q u i r e d : T h e s e p ro j ec t s involves t h e n e e d for skills a t 
c o n c e p t u a l e s t ima t ing , de ta i l ed s c h e d u l i n g , artistic skills, p a s t e x p e r t i s e / e x p e r i e n c e , a n d 
s p e c i a l k n o w l e d g e . 

E) T e c h n i c a l Complexi ty : Providing utilities t o l a rge facilit ies a n d art fabr ica t ion is 
t echnica l ly c o m p l e x . 

F) Compe t i t ive Pr ice : Pe r fo rming a compe t i t ive p r o p o s a l p r o c e s s for utilities a n d ar t 
p r o d u c t s a n d fabr ica t ion e n s u r e s t h e b e s t v a l u e for t h e a m o u n t pa id . 



Agenda Item Number 9.2 

Ordinance No. 9 8 - 7 9 0 , For t he Purpose of Amending Metro Code 2 . 0 6 (Investment Policy) Regarding 
Authorized Qualified Institutions; and Declaring an Emergency. 

S e c o n d Read ing 

Metro Council Meeting 
Thursday, December 10, 1 9 9 8 

Council Chamber 



B E F O R E T H E M E T R O C O U N C I L 

AN O R D I N A N C E AMENDING M E T R O C O D E ) O R D I N A N C E NO. 9 8 - 7 9 0 
2 . 0 6 ( I N V E S T M E N T POLICY) R E G A R D I N G ) 
A U T H O R I Z E D QUALIFIED INSTITUTIONS; ) I n t roduced by Mike Burton, 
A N D D E C L A R I N G AN E M E R G E N C Y ) E x e c u t i v e Off icer 

W H E R E A S , T h e Metro C o d e , S e c t i o n 2 .06 , c o n t a i n s t h e i n v e s t m e n t policy which 

a p p l i e s to all c a s h - r e l a t e d a s s e t s he ld direct ly b y Metro; a n d 

W H E R E A S , Improved portfolio p e r f o r m a n c e c a n b e a c h i e v e d by t h e add i t ion of 

s e c o n d a r y d e a l e r s to t h e list of a p p r o v e d b r o k e r / d e a l e r s ; a n d 

W H E R E A S , T h e O r e g o n S h o r t T e r m F u n d B o a r d h a s r e v i e w e d t h e p r o p o s e d 

a m e n d m e n t to a d d s e c o n d a r y d e a l e r s ; a n d 

W H E R E A S , T h e I n v e s t m e n t Adv i so ry B o a r d h a s r e v i e w e d a n d a p p r o v e d t h e p r o p o s e d 

a m e n d m e n t t o t h e i n v e s t m e n t policy; now, t h e r e f o r e , 

T H E M E T R O COUNCIL H E R E B Y ORDAINS: 

1. T h a t Met ro C o d e C h a p t e r 2 . 0 6 is a m e n d e d a s wri t ten in Exhibit A. 

2 . T h i s O r d i n a n c e b e i n g n e c e s s a r y f o r t h e i m m e d i a t e p r e s e r v a t i o n of t h e publ ic hea l th , 

s a f e t y a n d w e l f a r e , in o r d e r to m e e t o b l i g a t i o n s a n d c o m p l y with O r e g o n R e v i s e d S t a t u t e s , a n 

e m e r g e n c y is d e c l a r e d to exist , a n d th i s O r d i n a n c e t a k e s e f f e c t u p o n p a s s a g e . 

A D O P T E D b y t h e Met ro Counci l th i s d a y of , 1 9 9 8 . 

J o n Kvis tad , P r e s i d i n g Off icer 

A T T E S T : A p p r o v e d a s t o Fo rm: 

R e c o r d i n g S e c r e t a r y Danie l B. C o o p e r , G e n e r a l C o u n s e l 



C H A P T E R 2 . 0 6 

I N V E S T M E N T P O L I C Y 

S E C T I O N S T I T L E 

2 . 0 6 . 0 1 0 Scope 
2 . 0 6 . 0 2 0 . Objectives 
2 . 0 6 . 0 3 0 Responsibility 
2 . 0 6 . 0 4 0 Prudence . . . 
2 . 0 6 . 0 5 0 Investment Diversification 
2 . 0 6 . 0 6 0 Competitive Selection of Investmi 
2 ! 0 6 . 0 6 5 Monitoring the Portfolio 
2 . 0 6 . 0 7 0 Qualifying Institutions 
2 . 0 6 . 0 9 0 Safekeeping and Collateralization 
2 ! 0 6 . 1 0 0 Indemnity Clause 
2 . 0 6 . 1 1 0 Controls 
2 . 0 6 . 1 2 0 Accounting Method 
2 . 0 6 . 1 3 0 Reporting Requirements 
2 . 0 6 . 1 4 0 Performance Evaluation 
2 . 0 6 . 1 5 0 Policy Adoption 
2 . 0 6 . 1 6 0 Policy Readoption 

2 . 0 6 . 0 1 0 S c o p e 

T h e s e i n v e s t m e n t p o l i c i e s a p p l y t o a l l c a s h-related a s s e t s 
i n c l u d e d w i t h i n t h e s c o p e o f M e t r o ' s a u d i t e d f i n a n c i a l s t a t e m e n t s 
a n d h e l d d i r e c t l y b y M e t r o . O t h e r t h a n b o n d p r o c e e d s o r o t h e r 
s e g r e g a t e d r e v e n u e s , t h e t o t a l o f f u n d s p o o l e d f o r i n v e s t m e n t s 
i m i s f r o m $ 6 0 m i l l i o n t o $ 1 0 0 m i l l i o n w i t h a n a v e r a g e o f $ 8 0 
m i l l i o n . F u n d s h e l d a n d i n v e s t e d b y t r u s t e e s o r f i s c a l a g e n t 
a r e e x c l u d e d f r o m t h e s e p o l i c i e s ; h o w e v e r , s u c h f u n d s a r e s 3 
t o t h e r e g u l a t i o n s e s t a b l i s h e d b y t h e S t a t e o f O r e g o n , 

F u n d s o f M e t r o w i l l b e i n v e s t e d i n c o m p l i a n c e p f ° ^ ^ s : L O n S 

O R S 2 9 4 0 3 5 t h r o u g h 2 9 4 . 0 4 8 ; O R S 2 9 4 . 1 2 5 t h r o u g h 2 9 4 . 1 5 / 
O M W 4 ^ 8 l 6 ; L d o t h e r a p p l i c a b l e s t a t u t e s . I n ^ s t m e n t s w i l l b e 
i n a c c o r d a n c e w i t h t h e s e p o l i c i e s a n d w r i t t e n a d m i n i s t r a t i v e 
p r o c e d u r e s . I n v e s t m e n t o f t a x b o r r o w i n g 
O f a n y d e b t s e r v i c e f u n d s w i l l c o m p l y w i t h t h e 1 9 8 6 T a x R e t o r m 
A c t p r o v i s i o n s a n d a n y s u b s e q u e n t a m e n d m e n t s t h e r e t o . 

2 . 0 6 . 0 2 0 O b j e c t i v e s 

( a ) S a f e t y . I n v e s t m e n t s s h a l l b e u n d e r t a k e n i n f 
t h a t s e e k s t o e n s u r e t h e p r e s e r v a t i o n o f p r i n c i p a l i n t h e 
portfolio and security of funds and i n v e s t o e n t s . For securities 
n o t b a c k e d b y t h e f u l l f a i t h a n d c r e d i t o f t h e f e d e r a l 
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g o v e r n m e n t , d i v e r s i f i c a t i o n i s r e q u i r e d i n o r d e r , t h a t p o t e n t i a l 
l o s s e s o n i n d i v i d u a l s e c u r i t i e s w o u l d n o t e x c e e d t h e i n c o m e 
g e n e r a t e d f r o m t h e r e m a i n d e r o f t h e p o r t f o l i o . 

( b ) L i q u i d i t y . T h e i n v e s t m e n t o f f i c e r s h a l l a s s u r e t h a t 
f u n d s a r e c o n s t a n t l y a v a i l a b l e t o m e e t i m m e d i a t e p a y m e n t 
r e q u i r e m e n t s i n c l u d i n g p a y r o l l / a c c o u n t s p a y a b l e a n d d e b t 

s e r v i c e . 

( c ) Y i e l d . T h e i n v e s t m e n t p o r t f o l i o s h a l l b e d e s i g n e d w i t h 
t h e o b j e c t i v e o f r e g u l a r l y e x c e e d i n g t h e a v e r a g e r e t u r n o n 9 0 - d a y 
U . S . T r e a s u r y B i l l s . T h e i n v e s t m e n t p r o g r a m s h a l l s e e k t o 
a u g m e n t r e t u r n s a b o v e t h i s l e v e l , c o n s i s t e n t w i t h r i s k 
l i m i t a t i o n s d e s c r i b e d i n t h i s p o l i c y a n d p r u d e n t i n v e s t m e n t 
p r i n c i p l e s . • 

D u e t o M e t r o ' s f i d u c i a r y r e s p o n s i b i l i t y , s a f e t y o f c a p i t a l a n d 
a v a i l a b i l i t y o f f u n d s t o m e e t p a y m e n t r e q u i r e m e n t s a r e t h e 
o v e r r i d i n g o b j e c t i v e s o f t h e i n v e s t m e n t p r o g r a m . I n v e s t m e n t 
y i e l d t a r g e t s a r e s e c o n d a r y . 

( d ) L e g a l i t y . F u n d s w i l l b e d e p o s i t e d a n d i n v e s t e d i n 
a c c o r d a n c e w i t h s t a t u t e s , o r d i n a n c e s a n d p o l i c i e s g o v e r n i n g 

M e t r o . 

2 . 0 6 . 0 3 0 R e s p o n s i b i l i t y 

( a ) I n v e s t m e n t O f f i c e r . T h e e x e c u t i v e o f f i c e r i s t h e 
i n v e s t m e n t o f f i c e r o f t h e d i s t r i c t . T h e a u t h o r i t y f o r i n v e s t i n g 
M e t r o f u n d s i s v e s t e d w i t h t h e i n v e s t m e n t o f f i c e r , w h o , i n t u r n , 
d e s i g n a t e s t h e i n v e s t m e n t m a n a g e r t o m a n a g e t h e d a y - t o - d a y 
o p e r a t i o n s o f M e t r o ' s i n v e s t m e n t p o r t f o l i o , p l a c e p u r c h a s e o r d e r s 
a n d s e l l o r d e r s w i t h d e a l e r s a n d f i n a n c i a l i n s t i t u t i o n s , a n d 
p r e p a r e r e p o r t s a s r e q u i r e d . 

( b ) I n v e s t m e n t A d v i s o r y B o a r d ( L A B ) . T h e r e s h a l l b e a n 
i n v e s t m e n t a d v i s o r y b o a r d c o m p o s e d o f f i v e m e m b e r s . 

(1) T e r m s o f S e i r v i c e . T h e t e r m o f s e r v i c e f o r 
c i t i z e n s a p p o i n t e d t o t h e l A B s h a l l b e t h r e e 
c a l e n d a r y e a r s . T h e t e r m o f a p p o i n t m e n t s h a l l b e 
s t a g g e r e d s o t h a t n o t m o r e t h a n t w o m e m b e r s ' t e r m s 
e x p i r e i n a n y c a l e n d a r y e a r . 

( 2 ) A p p o i n t m e n t . T h e i n v e s t m e n t o f f i c e r s h a l l 
r e c o m m e n d t o t h e c o u n c i l f o r c o n f i r m a t i o n , t h e 
n a m e s o f p e r s o n s f o r a p p o i n t m e n t t o t h e l A B . 
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( 3 ) D u t i e s . T h e l A B s h a l l m e e t a t l e a s t q u a r t e r l y . 
T h e l A B w i l l s e r v e a s a f o r u m f o r d i s c u s s i o n a n d 
a c t i n a n a d v i s o r y c a p a c i t y f o r i n v e s t m e n t 
s t r a t e g i e s / b a n k i n g r e l a t i o n s h i p s / t h e l e g a l i t y 
a n d p r o b i t y o f i n v e s t m e n t a c t i v i t i e s a n d t h e 
e s t a b l i s h m e n t o f w r i t t e n p r o c e d u r e s f o r t h e 
i n v e s t m e n t o p e r a t i o n s . 

( c ) Q u a r t e r l y R e p o r t s . A t e a c h q u a r t e r l y m e e t i n g / a r e p o r t 
r e f l e c t i n g t h e s t a t u s o t t n e p o r t f o l i o w i l l b e s u b m i t t e d f o r 
r e v i e w a n d c o m m e n t b y a t l e a s t 3 m e m b e r s o f t h e I S B . D i s c u s s i o n 
a n d c o m m e n t o n t h e r e p o r t w i l l b e n o t e d i n m i n u t e s o f t h e 
m e e t i n g . I f c o n c u r r e n c e i s n o t o b t a i n e d , n o t i f i c a t i o n w i l l b e 
- g i v e n t o t h e i n v e s t m e n t o f f i c e r i n c l u d i n g c o m m e n t s b y t h e I2iB. 

2 . 0 6 . 0 4 0 P r u d e n c e 

The standard of prudence to be applied by the investment officer 
shall be the "prudent investor" rule; "Investments shall be made 
with judgment and care/ under circumstances then prevailing/ 
w h i c h p e r s o n s o f p r u d e n c e / d i s c r e t i o n a n d i n t e l l i g e n c e e x e r c i s e 
i n t h e m a n a g e m e n t o f t h e i r o w n a f f a i r s , n o t f o r s p e c u l a t i o n / b u t 
f o r i n v e s t m e n t / c o n s i d e r i n g t h e p r o b a b l e s a f e t y o f t h e i r c a p i t a l 
a s w e l l a s t h e p r o b a b l e i n c o m e t o b e d e r i v e d . T h e p r u d e n t 
i n v e s t o r r u l e s h a l l b e a p p l i e d i n t h e c o n t e x t o f m a n a g i n g t h e 

o v e r a l l p o r t f o l i o . 

2 . 0 6 . 0 5 0 I n v e s t m e n t D i v e r s i f i c a t i o n 

(Definitions of terms and applicable authorizing statutes are 
listed in the "Summary of Investments Available to 
MSiSicIpSiSL" provided b y the state treasurer.) The,investment 
officer w i l l diversify the portfolio, to avoid incurring 
unreasonable risks inherent in over investing in specific__ 
instruments/ individual financial institutions/ or maturities. 

(a) Diversification by Investment Percent of 
Portfolio 
( M a x i m u m ) 

( 1 ) U . S . T r e a s u r y B i l l S / N o t e S / 1 0 0 % 
B o n d s , S t r i p s a n d / o r S t a t e 
a n d L o c a l G o v e r n m e n t S e r i e s 
( S L G S ) 

( 2 ) S e c u r i t i e s o f U . S . G o v e r n m e n t A g e n c i e s 1 0 0 % 
a n d U . S . G o v e r n m e n t S p o n s o r e d E n t e r p r i s e s 
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( 3 ) C e r t i f i c a t e s o f D e p o s i t ( C D ) 1 0 0 % 
C o m m e r c i a l B a n k s i n O r e g o n i n s u r e d 
b y F D I C 

( 4 ) R e p u r c h a s e A g r e e m e n t s ( R e p o ' s ) 5 0 % 
M a x i m u m 9 0 - d a y m a t u r i t y 

( 5 ) B a n k e r ' s A c c e p t a n c e s ( B A ) 1 0 0 % 

( 6 ) C o m m e r c i a l P a p e r ( C P ) 3 5 % 

I s s u e d b y a f i n a n c i a l i n s t i t u t i o n , 
c o m m e r c i a l / i n d u s t r i a l o r u t i l i t y 
b u s i n e s s e n t e r p r i s e . 

F o r a c o r p o r a t i o n h e a d q u a r t e r e d i n 
O r e g o n ; A - 1 a n d P - 1 o n l y , m a x i m u m 9 0 - d a y 
m a t u r i t y ; A - 2 a n d P - 2 , A - l / P - 2 , o r A -
2 / P - l o n l y , m a x i m v u a 6 0 - d a y m a t u r i t y . 

F o r a c o r p o r a t i o n h e a d q u a r t e r e d o u t s i d e 
O r e g o n ; A - 1 a n d P - 1 o n l y ; m a x i m u m 9 0 - d a y 
m a t u r i t y 

( 7 ) S t a t e o f O r e g o n a n d L o c a l G o v e r n m e n t 2 5 % 
S e c u r i t i e s w i t h A r a t i n g s o r b e t t e r 

( 8 ) S t a t e o f O r e g o n I n v e s t m e n t P o o l 1 0 0 % 

( 9 ) M a r k e t I n t e r e s t A c c o u n t s a n d C h e c k i n g 
A c c o u n t s M i n i m u m n e c e s s a r y f o r d a i l y 
c a s h m a n a g e m e n t e f f i c i e n c y 

(b) Diversification by Financial Institution 

(1) Q u a l i f i e d I n s t i t u t i o n s . T h e i n v e s t m e n t o f f i c e r 
s h a l l m a i n t a i n a l i s t i n g o f f i n a n c i a l i n s t i t u t i o n s 
a n d s e c u r i t i e s d e a l e r s r e c o m m e n d e d b y t h e l A B . 

• A n y f i n a n c i a l i n s t i t u t i o n a n d / o r s e c u r i t i e s d e a l e r 
i s e l i g i b l e t o m a k e a n a p p l i c a t i o n t o t h e 
i n v e s t m e n t o f f i c e r a n d u p o n d u e c o n s i d e r a t i o n a n d 
a p p r o v a l h o l d a v a i l a b l e f u n d s . 

A l i s t i n g o f t h e e l i g i b l e i n s t i t u t i o n s s h a l l b e 
h e l d b y t h e i n v e s t m e n t o f f i c e r a n d p r o v i d e d a n y 
f i d u c i a r y a g e n t o r t r u s t e e . 

( 2 ) D i v e r s i f i c a t i o n R e c f u i r e m e n t s . T h e c o m b i n a t i o n o f 
i n v e s t m e n t s i n C e r t i f i c a t e s o f D e p o s i t a n d 
B a n k e r ' s A c c e p t a n c e s a s o u t l i n e d i n d i v i d u a l l y a t 
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2 . 0 6 : 0 5 0 ( b ) ( 2 ) ( A ) a n d ( C ) i n v e s t e d w i t h a n y o n e 
i n s t i t u t i o n s h a l l n o t e x c e e d 2 5 p e r c e n t o f t h e 
t o t a l a v a i l c i b l e f u n d s o r 1 5 p e r c e n t o f t h e e q u i t y 
o f t h e i n s t i t u t i o n . 

( A ) C e r t i f i c a t e s o f D e p o s i t - C o m m e r c i a l B a n k s 

N o m o r e t h a n t h e - l e s s e r o f 2 5 p e r c e n t o f t h e 
t o t a l a v a i l a b l e f u n d s o r 1 5 p e r c e n t o f t h e 
e q u i t y o f t h e f i n a n c i a l i n s t i t u t i o n m a y b e 
i n v e s t e d w i t h a n y o n e i n s t i t u t i o n . 

( B ) R e p u r c h a s e A g r e e m e n t s 

M a y b e p u r c h a s e d f r o m a n y q u a l i f i e d 
i n s t i t u t i o n p r o v i d e d t h e m a s t e r r e p u r c h a s e 
a g r e e m e n t i s e f f e c t i v e a n d t h e s a f e k e e p i n g 
r e q u i r e m e n t s a r e m e t . A l l r e p u r c h a s e 
a g r e e m e n t s w i l l b e f u l l y c o l l a t e r a l i z e d b y 
g e n e r a l o b l i g a t i o n s o f t h e U . S . G o v e r n m e n t , 
t h e a g e n c i e s a n d i n s t r u m e n t a l i t i e s o f t h e 
U n i t e d S t a t e s o r e n t e r p r i s e s s p o n s o r e d b y t h e 
U n i t e d S t a t e s ' g o v e r n m e n t , m a r k e d t o m a r k e t . 

T h e i n v e s t m e n t o f f i c e r s h a l l n o t e n t e r i n t o 
a n y r e v e r s e r e p u r c h a s e a g r e e m e n t s . 

( C ) B a n k e r ' s A c c e p t a n c e s 

M u s t b e g u a r a n t e e d b y , a n d c a r r i e d o n t h e 
b o o k s o f , a q u a l i f i e d f i n a n c i a l i n s t i t u t i o n 
w h o s e s h o r t - t e r m l e t t e r o f c r e d i t r a t i n g i s 
r a t e d i n t h e h i g h e s t c a t e g o r y b y o n e o r m o r e 
n a t i o n a l l y r e c o g n i z e d s t a t i s t i c a l r a t i n g 
o r g a n i z a t i o n s . 

Q u a l i f i e d i n s t i t u t i o n m e a n s : 

( i ) A f i n a n c i a l i n s t i t u t i o n t h a t i s l o c a t e d 
a n d l i c e n s e d t o d o b a n k i n g b u s i n e s s iii 
t h e S t a t e o f O r e g o n ; o r 

( i i ) A f i n a n c i a l - i n s t i t u t i o n l o c a t e d i n t h e 
S t a t e s o f C a l i f o r n i a , I d a h o , o r 
W a s h i n g t o n t h a t i s w h o l l y o w n e d b y a 
b a n k h o l d i n g . c o m p a n y . t h a t o w n s a 
f i n a n c i a l i n s t i t u t i o n t h a t i s l o c a t e d 
a n d l i c e n s e d t o d o b a n k i n g b u s i n e s s i n 
t h e S t a t e o f O r e g o n . 
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N o m o r e t h a n t h e l e s s e r o f 2 5 p e r c e n t o f t h e 
t o t a l a v a i l a b l e f u n d s o r 1 5 p e r c e n t o f t h e 
e q u i t y " o f t h e f i n a n c i a l i n s t i t u t i o n m a y b e 
i n v e s t e d w i t h a n y o n e i n s t i t u t i o n . 

( D ) C o m m e r c i a l P a p e r 

N o m o r e t h a n 5 p e r c e n t o f t h e t o t a l p o r t f o l i o 
w i t h a n y o n e c o r p o r a t e e n t i t y . 

( E ) S t a t e a n d L o c a l G o v e r n m e n t S e c u r i t i e s 

N o m o r e t h a n 1 5 p e r c e n t o f t h e t o t a l 
p o r t f o l i o i n a n y o n e l o c a l e n t i t y . 

( F ) S t a t e o f O r e g o n I n v e s t m e n t P o o l 

N o t t o e x c e e d t h e m a x i m x i m a m o u n t e s t a b l i s h e d 
i n a c c o r d a n c e w i t h O R S 2 9 4 . 8 1 0 , w i t h t h e 
e x c e p t i o n o f p a s s - t h r o u g h f u n d s ( i n a n d o u t 
w i t h i n 1 0 d a y s ) . 

( G ) U . S . G o v e r n m e n t A g e n c i e s 

S e c u r i t i e s o f U . S . G o v e r n m e n t A g e n c i e s a n d 
U . S . G o v e r n m e n t S p o n s o r e d E n t e r p r i s e s a s 
d e f i n e d u n d e r O R S 2 9 4 . 0 3 5 a n d / o r 2 9 4 . 0 4 0 . N o 
m o r e t h a n 4 0 p e r c e n t o f t h e t o t a l p o r t f o l i o 
i n a n y o n e a g e n c y . 

( H ) U . S . G o v e r n m e n t T r e a s u r i e s 

N o l i m i t a t i o n s 

( c ) D i v e r s i f i c a t i o n b v M a t u r i t y . O n l y i n v e s t m e n t s w h i c h 
c a n b e h e l d t o m a t u r i t y s h a l l b e p u r c h a s e d . I n v e s t m e n t s s h a l l 
n o t b e p l a n n e d o r m a d e p r e d i c a t e d u p o n s e l l i n g " t h e s e c u r i t y p r i o r 
t o m a t u r i t y . • T h i s r e s t r i c t i o n d o e s n o t p r o h i b i t t h e u s e o f 
r e p u r c h a s e a g r e ^ e n t s u n d e r O R S 2 9 4 . 1 3 5 ( 2 ) . T h i s p o l i c y s h a l l 
n o t p r e c l u d e t h e s a l e o f s e c u r i t i e s p r i o r t o t h e i r m a t u r i t y i n 
o r d e r t o i m p r o v e t h e q u a l i t y , n e t y i e l d , o r m a t u r i t y 
c h a r a c t e r i s t i c o f t h e p o r t f o l i o . 

M a t u r i t y l i m i t a t i o n s s h a l l d e p e n d u p o n w h e t h e r t h e f u n d s 
b e i n g i n v e s t e d a r e c o n s i d e r e d s h o r t - t e r m o r l o n g - t e r m f u n d s . A l l 
f u n d s s h a l l b e c o n s i d e r e d s h o r t - t e r m e x c e p t t h o s e - r e s e r v e d f o r 
c a p i t a l p r o j e c t s ( e . g . , b o n d s a l e p r o c e e d s ) . 
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( 1 ) S h o r t - T e r m F u n d s 

( A ) I n v e s t m e n t m a t u r i t i e s f o r o p e r a t i n g f u n d s a n d 
b o n d r e s e r v e s s h a l l b e s c h e d u l e d t o m e e t 
p r o j e c t e d c a s h f l o w n e e d s . F u n d s c o n s i d e r e d 
s h o r t - t e r m w i l l b e i n v e s t e d t o c o i n c i d e w i t h 
p r o j e c t e d c a s h n e e d s o r w i t h t h e f o l l o w i n g 
s e r i a l m a t u r i t y : 

2 5 % m i n i m u m t o m a t u r e u n d e r t h r e e m o n t h s • 
7 5 % m i n i m u m t o m a t u r e u n d e r 1 8 m o n t h s 

• 1 0 0 % m i n i m u m t o m a t u r e u n d e r f i v e y e a r s 

( B ) I n v e s t m e n t s m a y n o t e x c e e d f i v e y e a r s . 
I n v e s t m e n t m a t u r i t i e s b e y o n d 1 8 m o n t h s m a y b e 
m a d e w h e n s u p p o r t e d b y c a s h f l o w p r o j e c t i o n s 
w h i c h , r e a s o n a b l y d e m o n s t r a t e . t h a t l i q u i d i t y 
r e q u i r e m e n t s w i l l b e m e t . M a t u r i t i e s b e y o n d 
1 8 m o n t h s w i l l b e l i m i t e d t o d i r e c t U . S . 
T r e a s u r y o b l i g a t i o n s . 

( 2 ) L o n g - T e r m F u n d s 

( A ) M a t u r i t y s c h e d u l i n g s h a l l b e t i m e d a c c o r d i n g 
t o a n t i c i p a t e d n e e d . O R S 2 9 4 . 1 3 5 p e r m i t s 
i n v e s t m e n t b e y o n d 1 8 m o n t h s f o r a n y b o n d 
p r o c e e d s o r f u n d s a c c i o m u l a t e d f o r a n y p u r p o s e 
w h i c h t h e d i s t r i c t i s p e r m i t t e d b y s t a t e l a w 
t o a c c u m u l a t e a n d h o l d f u n d s f o r a p e r i o d 
e x c e e d i n g o n e y e a r . T h e m a t u r i t i e s s h o u l d b e 
m a d e - t o c o i n c i d e a s n e a r l y a s p r a c t i c a b l e 
w i t h t h e e x p e c t e d u s e o f t h e f u n d s . 

( B ) I n v e s t m e n t o f q a p i t a l p r o j e c t f u n d s s h a l l b e 
t i m e d t o m e e t p r o j e c t e d c o n t r a c t o r p a y m e n t s . 
T h e d r a w d o w n s c h e d u l e u s e d t o g u i d e t h e 
i n v e s t m e n t o f t h e f u n d s s h a l l e v i d e n c e t h e 
a p p r o v a l o f t h e i n v e s t m e n t o f f i c e r a n d r e v i e w 
o f t h e C h i e f F i n a n c i a l O f f i c e r . 

( d ) T o t a l P r o h i b i t i o n s . T h e i n v e s t m e n t o f f i c e r m a y n o t 
m a k e a c o m m i t m e n t t o i n v e s t f u n d s o r s e l l s e c u r i t i e s m O r e t h a n 1 4 
b u s i n e s s d a y s p r i o r t o t h e a n t i c i p a t e d d a t e o f s e t t l e m e n t o f t h e 
p u r c h a s e o r s a l e t r a n s a c t i o n , a n d m a y n o t a g r e e t o i n v e s t f u n d s 
o r s e l l s e c u r i t i e s f o r a f e e o t h e r t h a n i n t e r e s t . P u r c h a s e o f 
s t a n d b y o r f o r w a r d c o m m i t m e n t s o f a n y s o r t a r e s p e c i f i c a l l y 
p r o h i b i t e d . 

( e ) A d h e r e n c e t o I n v e s t m e n t D i v e r s i f i c a t i o n . 
Diversification requirements must be met on the day an investment 
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t r a n s a c t i o n i s e x e c u t e d . I f d u e t o u n a n t i c i p a t e d c a s h n e e d s , 
i n v e s t m e n t m a t u r i t i e s o r m a r k i n g t h e p o r t f o l i o t o m a r k e t , t h e 
i n v e s t m e n t i n a n y s e c u r i t y t y p e r f i n a n c i a l i s s u e r o r m a t u r i t y 
s p e c t r u m l a t e r e x c e e d s t h e l i m i t a t i o n s i n t h e p o l i c y , t h e 
I n v e s t m e n t O f f i c e r i s r e s p o n s i b l e f o r b r i n g i n g t h e i n v e s t m e n t 
p o r t f o l i o b a c k i n t o c o m p l i a n c e a s s o o n a s i s p r a c t i c a l . 

2 . 0 6 . 0 6 0 C o m p e t i t i v e S e l e c t i o n o f I n v e s t m e n t I n s t r u m e n t s 

B e f o r e t h e i n v e s t m e n t o f f i c e r i n v e s t s a n y s u r p l u s f u n d s , a 
c o m p e t i t i v e o f f e r i n g s o l i c i t a t i o n s h a l l b e c o n d u c t e d o r a l l y . 
O f f e r i n g s w i l l b e r e q u e s t e d f r o m f i n a n c i a l i n s t i t u t i o n s f o r 
v a r i o u s o p t i o n s w i t h r e g a r d s t o t e r m a n d i n s t r u m e n t . T h e 
i n v e s t m e n t o f f i c e r w i l l a c c e p t t h e o f f e r i n g w h i c h p r o v i d e s t h e 
h i g h e s t r a t e o f r e t u r n w i t h i n t h e m a t u r i t y r e q u i r e d a n d w x t h i n 
t h e p r u d e n t i n v e s t o r r u l e . R e c o r d s w i l l b e k e p t o f o f f e r i n g s a n d 
t h e b a s i s f o r m a k i n g t h e i n v e s t m e n t d e c i s i o n . 

2 . 0 6 . 0 6 5 M o n i t o r i n g t h e P o r t f o l i o 

T h e i n v e s t m e n t m a n a g e r w i l l r o u t i n e l y m o n i t o r t h e c o n t e n t s o f t h e 
p o r t f o l i o c o m p a r i n g t h e h o l d i n g s t o t h e m a r k e t s , r e l a t i v e v a l u e s 
o f c o m p e t i n g i n s t r u m e n t s , c h a n g e s i n c r e d i t q u a l i t y , a n d 
b e n c h m a r k s . I f t h e r e a r e a d v a n t a g e o u s t r a n s a c t i o n s , t h e 
p o r t f o l i o m a y b e a d j u s t e d a c c o r d i n g l y . 

2 . 0 6 . 0 7 0 . Q u a l i f y i n g I n s t i t u t i o n s 

T h e i n v e s t m e n t o f f i c e r s h a l l m a i n t a i n a l i s t i n g o f a l l a u t h o r i z e d 
d e a l e r s a n d f i n a n c i a l i n s t i t u t i o n s w h i c h a r e a p p r o v e d f o r 
i n v e s t m e n t p u r p o s e s . W r i t t e n p r o c e d u r e s a n d c r i t e r i a f o r 
s e l e c t i o n o f f i n a n c i a l i n s t i t u t i o n s w i l l b e e s t a b l i s h e d b y t h e 
i n v e s t m e n t o f f i c e r . • F i n a n c i a l i n s t i t u t i o n s m u s t h a v e a b r a n c h i n 
O r e g o n . A n y f i r m i s e l i g i b l e t o a p p l y t o p r o v i d e i n v e s t m e n t 
s e r v i c e s t o M e t r o a n d w i l l b e a d d e d t o t h e l i s t i f t h e s e l e c t i o n 
c r i t e r i a a r e m e t . A d d i t i o n s o r d e l e t i o n s t o t h e l i s t w i l l b e 
m a d e b y t h e i n v e s t m e n t o f f i c e r a n d r e v i e w e d b y t h e I M . A t t h e 
r e q u e s t o f t h e i n v e s t m e n t o f f i c e r , t h e f i r m s p e r f o r m i n g 
i n v e s t m e n t s e r v i c e s f o r M e t r o s h a l l p r o v i d e t h e i r m o s t r e c e n t 
f i n a n c i a l s t a t e m e n t s o r C o n s o l i d a t e d R e p o r t o f C o n d i t i o n ( c a l l 
r e p o r t ) f o r r e v i e w . F u r t h e r , t h e r e s h o u l d b e i n p l a c e , p r o o f a s 
t o a l l t h e n e c e s s a r y c r e d e n t i a l s a n d l i c e n s e s h e l d b y e m p l o y e e s 
o f t h e b r o k e r / d e a l e r s w h o w i l l h a v e c o n t a c t w i t h M e t r o a s 
s p e c i f i e d b y b u t n o t n e c e s s a r i l y l i m i t e d t o t h e N a t i o n a l 
A s s o c i a t i o n o f S e c u r i t i e s D e a l e r s ( N A S D ) , S e c u r i t i e s a n d E x c h a n g e 
C o m m i s s i o n ( S E C ) , e t c . A t m i n i m u m , t h e i n v e s t m e n t o f f i c e r a n d 
t h e l A B s h a l l c o n d u c t a n a n n u a l e v a l u a t i o n o f e a c h f i r m ' s 
q u a l i f i c a t i o n s t o d e t e r m i n e w h e t h e r i t s h o u l d b e o n t h e 
a u t h o r i z e d l i s t . 
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S e c u r i t i e s d e a l e r s n o t a f f i l i a t e d w i t h a Q u a l i f i e d F i n a n c i a l 
I n s t i t u t i o n , a s d e f i n e d i n O R S . 0 3 5 . , w i l l b e r e q u i r e d t o h a v e 
h e a d q u a r t e r s l o c a t e d i n t h e S t a t e o f O r e g o n , W a s h i n g t o n o r I d a h o 
a n d , i f n o t h e a d q u a r t e r e d i n t h e S t a t e o f O r e g o n , t o h a . v e a n 
o f f i c e l o c a t e d i n O r e g o n . N o t w i t h s t a n d i n g t h e a b o v e , 
seccurities d e a l e r s w h o a r e b a n k o h a l l b o c l a s s i f i e d a s p r i m a r y 
r e p o r t i n g d e a l e r s a f f i l ' i a t o d w i t h t h e N e w Y o r k F e d e r a l R e s e r v e 
B a n k a r e a l s o e l i g i b l e , a a p r i m a r y d e a l e r • / o r m o o t t h o c r i t e r i a 

•for f i n a n c i a l i n o t i t u t i o n o . 

2 . 0 6 . 0 9 0 Safekeeping and Collateralization 

A l l s e c u r i t i e s p u r c h a s e d p u r s u a n t t o t h i s i n v e s t m e n t p o l i c y w i l l 
b e d e l i v e r e d - b y e i t h e r b o o k e n t r y o r p h y s i c a l d e l i v e r y t o a t h i r d 
D a r t v f o r s a f e k e e p i n g b y a b a n k d e s i g n a t e d a s . c u s t o d i a n . 
P u r c h a s e a n d s a l e o f a l l s e c u r i t i e s w i l l b e o n a p a y m e n t v e r s u s • 
d e l i v e r y b a s i s . T h e t r u s t d e p a r t m e n t o f t h e b a n k d e s i g n a t e d a s 
c u s t o d i a n w i l l b e c o n s i d e r e d t o b e a t h i r d p a r t y f o r t h e p u r p o s e s 
o f s a f e k e e p i n g o f s e c u r i t i e s p u r c h a s e d f r o m t h a t b a n k . T h e 
c u s t o d i a n s h a l l i s s u e a s a f e k e e p i n g r e c e i p t t o M e t r o l i s t i n g t h e 
s p e c i f i c i n s t r i o m e n t , r a t e , m a t u r i t y a n d o t h e r p e r t i n e n t 

i n f o r m a t i o n . 

D e l i v e r y v e r s u s p a y m e n t w i l l a l s o b e r e q u i r e d f o r a l l r e p u r c h a s e 
t r a n s a c t i o n s a n d w i t h t h e c o l l a t e r a l p r i c e d a n d l i m i t e d i n 
m a t u r i t y i n c o m p l i a n c e w i t h O R S 2 9 4 . 0 3 5 ( 1 1 ) . 

Deposit-type s e c u r i t i e s ( i . e . . C e r t i f i c a t e s o f Deposit)-shall b e 
collateralized t h r o u g h t h e s t a t e c o l l a t e r a l p o o l a s r e q u i r e d b y 
O R S 2 9 5 . 0 1 5 a n d O R S 2 9 5 . 0 1 8 f o r a n y a m o u n t e x c e e d i n g F D I C 
c o v e r a g e , r e c o g n i z i n g t h a t O R S 2 9 5 . 0 1 5 r e q u i r e s o n l y 2 5 p e r c e n t 
c o l l a t e r a l i z a t i o n a n d O R S 2 9 5 . 0 1 8 r e q u i r e s 1 1 0 p e r c e n t 
collateralization w h e n t h e i n s t i t u t i o n i s n o t i f i e d b y t e 

t r e a s u r e r . 

2 . 0 6 . 1 0 0 I n d e m n i t y C l a u s e 

( a ) M e t r o shall.indemnify t h e i n v e s t m e n t o f f i c e r , c h i e f 
f i n a n c i a l o f f i c e r , i n v e s t m e n t m a n a g e r , s t a f f a n d t h e l A B m e t e r s 
f r o m p e r s o n a l l i a b i l i t y f o r l o s s e s t h a t m i g h t o c c u r p u r s u a n t t o 
a d m i n i s t e r i n g t h i s i n v e s t m e n t p o l i c y . 

( b ) T h e i n v e s t m e n t o f f i c e r , a c t i n g . i n a c c o r d a n c e w i t h 
w r i t t e n p r o c e d u r e s a n d e x e r c i s i n g d u e d i l i g e n c e , s h a l l n o ^ ^ e , 
h e l d p e r s o n a l l y r e s p o n s i b l e f o r a s p e c i f i c s e c u r i t y s e r e 
o r m a r k e t p r i c e c h a n g e s , p r o v i d e d t h a t t h e s e d e v i a t i o n s a r e 
r e p o r t e d t o t h e c o u n c i l a s s o o n a s p r a c t i c a b l e . 
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2 . 0 6 . 1 1 0 C o n t r o l s 

T h e i n v e s t m e n t o f f i c e r s h a l l m a i n t a i n a s y s t e m o f w r i t t e n 
i n t e r n a l c o n t r o l s , w h i c h s h a l l b e r e v i e w e d a n n u a l l y b y t h e l A B 
a n d t h e i n d e p e n d e n t a u d i t o r . T h e c o n t r o l s s h a l l b e d e s i g n e d t o 
p r e v e n t l o s s o f p u b l i c f u n d s d u e t o f r a u d , e r r o r , 
m i s r e p r e s e n t a t i o n o r i m p r u d e n t a c t i o n s . 

M e t r o ' s i n d e p e n d e n t a u d i t o r a t l e a s t a n n u a l l y s h a l l a u d i t 
i n v e s t m e n t s a c c o r d i n g t o g e n e r a l l y a c c e p t e d a u d i t i n g s t a n d a r d s 
a n d t h i s o r d i n a n c e . 

2 . 0 6 . 1 2 0 A c c o u n t i n g M e t h o d 

M e t r o s h a l l c o m p l y w i t h a l l r e q u i r e d l e g a l p r o v i s i o n s a n d 
G e n e r a l l y A c c e p t e d A c c o u n t i n g P r i n c i p l e s ( G A A P ) . T h e a c c o u n t i n g 
p r i n c i p l e s a r e t h o s e c o n t a i n e d i n t h e p r o n o u n c e m e n t s o f 
a u t h o r i t a t i v e b o d i e s , i n c l u d i n g b u t n o t n e c e s s a r i l y l i m i t e d t o , 
t h e A m e r i c a n I n s t i t u t e o f C e r t i f i e d P u b l i c A c c o u n t a n t s ( A I C P A ) ; 
t h e F i n a n c i a l A c c o u n t i n g S t a n d a r d s B o a r d ( F A S B ) ; a n d t h e 
G o v e r n m e n t A c c o u n t i n g S t a n d a r d s B o a r d ( G A S B ) . 

2 . 0 6 . 1 3 0 R e p o r t i n g R e q u i r e m e n t s 

( a ) A t r a n s a c t i o n r e p o r t s h a l l b e p r e p a r e d b y t h e 
i n v e s t m e n t m a n a g e r n o t l a t e r t h a n o n e b u s i n e s s d a y a f t e r t h e 
t r a n s a c t i o n , u n l e s s a t r u s t e e , o p e r a t i n g u n d e r a t r u s t a g r e e m e n t , 
h a s e x e c u t e d t h e t r a n s a c t i o n . T h e t r u s t e e a g r e ^ e n t s h a l l 
p r o v i d e f o r a r e p o r t o f t r a n s a c t i o n s t o b e s u b m i t t e d b y t h e 
t r u s t e e o n a m o n t h l y b a s i s . 

( b ) Q u a r t e r l y r e p o r t s s h a l l b e p r e p a r e d f o r e a c h r e g u l a r 
m e e t i n g o f t h e l A B t o p r e s e n t h i s t o r i c a l i n v e s t m e n t i n f o r m a t i o n 
f o r t h e p a s t 1 2 - m o n t h p e r i o d . C o p i e s s h a l l b e p r o v i d e d t o t h e 
e x e c u t i v e o f f i c e r a n d t h e M e t r o c o u n c i l . 

2 . 0 6 . 1 4 0 P e r f o r m a n c e E v a l u a t i o n 

T h e o v e r a l l p e r f o i n u a n c e o f M e t r o ' s i n v e s t m e n t p r o g r a m i s 
e v a l u a t e d q u a r t e r l y b y t h e l A B u s i n g t h e o b j e c t i v e s o u t l i n e d i n 
t h i s p o l i c y . T h e q u a r t e r l y r e p o r t w h i c h c o n f i r m s a d h e r e n c e t o 
t h i s p o l i c y s h a l l b e p r o v i d e d t o t h e M e t r o c o u n c i l a s s o o n a s 
p r a c t i c a b l e . 

T h e p e r f o r m a n c e o f M e t r o ' s p o r t f o l i o s h a l l b e m e a s u r e d b y 
c o m p a r i n g t h e a v e r a g e y i e l d o f t h e p o r t f o l i o a t m o n t h - e n d a g a i n s t 
t h e p e r f o r m a n c e o f t h e 9 0 - d a y U . S . T r e a s u r y B i l l i s s u e m a t u r i n g 
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c l o s e s t t o 9 0 d a y s f r o m m o n t h - e n d a n d t h e L o c a l G o v e r n m e n t 
I n v e s t m e n t P o o l ' s m o n t h l y a v e r a g e y i e l d . 

2 . 0 6 . 1 5 0 P o l i c y A d o p t i o n 

T h i s i n v e s t m e n t p o l i c y m u s t b e r e v i e w e d b y t h e l A B a n d t h e O r e g o n 
S h o r t - T e r m F u n d B o a r d p r i o r t o a d o p t i o n b y t h e M e t r o c o u n c i l . 
A d o p t i o n o f t h i s p o l i c y s u p e r s e d e s a n y o t h e r p r e v i o u s c o u n c i l 
a c t i o n o r p o l i c y r e g a r d i n g M e t r o ' s i n v e s t m e n t m a n a g e m e n t 

p r a c t i c e s . 

2 . 0 6 . 1 6 0 P o l i c y R e a d o p t i o n 

T h i s p o l i c y s h a l l b e s u b j e c t t o r e v i e w a n d r e a d o p t i o n a n n u a l l y b y 
t h e M e t r o c o u n c i l i n a c c o r d a n c e w i t h O R S 2 9 4 . 1 3 5 ( b ) . 
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S T A F F R E P O R T 

C O N S I D E R A T I O N O F O R D I N A N C E NO. 9 8 - 7 9 0 AMENDING M E T R O C O D E 2 . 0 6 
( I N V E S T M E N T POLICY) R E G A R D I N G A U T H O R I Z E D QUALIFIED INSTITUTIONS; AND 
DECLARING AN E M E R G E N C Y 

Date: November 5 , 1 9 9 8 P re sen t ed by: Howard Hansen 

FACTUAL BACKGROUND AND ANALYSIS 

Metro Code , Section i2.06, conta ins the investment policy which applies to all cash-rela ted 
a s s e t s held directly by Metro. T h e major objectives of the policy a r e safety, liquidity, a n d yield, with 
safe ty of capital and availability of f u n d s a s the overriding objectives. 

T h e Oregon Revised S ta tu te s require annual readoption of the investment policy whe the r or not 
any a m e n d m e n t s a r e proposed . T h e last readoption by Metro Council took place April 1 9 , 1 9 9 8 . 

An a m e n d m e n t to b roaden the s c o p e of broker/dealers available to Metro is p roposed by staff . 
It will allow improved yield while maintaining accep tab le risk and meeting investment policy objectives. 
This a m e n d m e n t h a s b e e n reviewed with a n d approved by Metro's Investment Advisory Board; It h a s 
a lso b e e n p resen ted to the Oregon Short-Tenn Fund Board for their review. They review a n d commen t 
on all public a g e n c y investment policies. Their r e s p o n s e da ted October 1 , 1 9 9 8 is included a s 
a t t achment A. 

Historically, Metro h a s u s e d broker/dealers a s soc ia ted with qualified financial institutions. This 
industry h a s unde rgone dramatic c h a n g e s in structure and style of operation and it.will continue to 
evolve. T h e s e c h a n g e s have resul ted in reduced service and returns to Metro. Metro will t ake 
a d v a n t a g e of the existing code to survey primary dea le r s to add to the list of approved broker/dealers . 
O n e componen t of this industry a b s e n t from the existing c o d e is known a s secondary maricet 
broker/dealers . While primary dea le r s provide closer a c c e s s , a n d somet imes bet ter pricing, for initial 
offerings, Metro's investments a r e more suited to s econda ry martlet t ransact ions d u e to its c a s h flows. 

T h e proposed a m e n d m e n t will allow u s e of s econda ry broker/dealers a s long a s they a r e 
headquar t e red in Oregon, Washington or Idaho with a n office located in Oregon. Surveys vwll b e 
periodically conducted to insure that the selection of financial institution dealers , primary dealers , a n d 
seconda ry dea le r s a s approved broker/dealers will provide t he optimum returns to Metro. W h a t e v e r 
d a s s of dea le r Is used , pu rchased inves tments a r e a lways delivered to Metro's third-party custodian 
before payment for the investment is m a d e . 

T h e full Chap te r 2.06, a s a m e n d e d , is a t t ached to t he ordinance a s Exhibit A. T h e specific 
a m e n d m e n t to Section 2 .06 .070 is included with this staff report a s a t t achment B. 

EXECUTIVE OFFICER'S RECOMMENDATION 

T h e Executive Officer r e c o m m e n d s a m e n d m e n t of Metro C o d e 2 .06 by Ordinance No. 
98-790. 



OREGON SHORT TERM 
FUND BOARD 

350 WINTER gTREET NE, SUITE 100 
SALEM, OREGON 97310-0840 

(503)378-4633 
FAX (503) 373-1179 

O R E G O N S H O R T T E R M F U N D B O A R D 

October 1,1998 

Howard Hansen 
Investment Manager 
METRO 
600 NE Grand Avenue 
Portland, OR 97232-2736 

Dear Howard, 

In refercncc to your revised investment policy submitted to the Oregon Short-Term Fund 
Board for review and comment, comments by Jim Yasutome, Senior Investment Officer, 
Short-Term Fund Board included the following: 

METRO has made some minor changes to their investment policy with wiiich we 
concur. We have no fur ther comments except that Metro's poUcy is exceUent. 

There were no other comments offered by the Board. If we can be of further assistance to 
you, please call 1-800-452-0345. 

Sincerely, 

Debbe Moore . 
Recording Secretary 
Oregon Short-Term Fund Board 

dm 
cc: OSTF Board 
Jim Yasutome, OSTF Senior Investinent Officer 



s t a f f R e p o r t 
A t t a c h m e n t B 

2 . 0 6 . 0 7 0 Q u a l i f y i n g I n s t i t u t i o n s 

T h e i n v e s t m e n t o f f i c e r s h a l l m a i n t a i n a l i s t i n g o f a l l 
a u t h o r i z e d d e a l e r s a n d f i n a n c i a l i n s t i t u t i o n s w h i c h a r e 
a p p r o v e d f o r i n v e s t m e n t p u r p o s e s . W r i t t e n p r o c e d u r e s a n d 
c r i t e r i a f o r s e l e c t i o n o f f i n a n c i a l i n s t i t u t i o n s w i l l b e 
e s t a b l i s h e d b y t h e i n v e s t m e n t o f f i c e r . F i n a n c i a l , 
i n s t i t u t i o n s m u s t h a v e a b r a n c h i n O r e g o n . A n y f i r m i s 
e l i g i b l e t o a p p l y t o p r o v i d e i n v e s t m e n t s e r v i c e s t o M e t r o 
a n d w i l l b e a d d e d t o t h e l i s t i f t h e s e l e c t i o n c r i t e r i a a r e 
m e t . A d d i t i o n s o r d e l e t i o n s t o t h e l i s t w i l l b e m a d e b y t h e 
i n v e s t m e n t o f f i c e r a n d r e v i e w e d b y t h e l A B . A t t h e r e q u e s t 
o f t h e i n v e s t m e n t o f f i c e r , t h e f i r m s p e r f o r m i n g i n v e s t m e n t 
s e r v i c e s f o r M e t r o s h a l l p r o v i d e t h e i r m o s t r e c e n t f i n a n c i a l 
s t a t e m e n t s o r C o n s o l i d a t e d R e p o r t o f C o n d i t i o n ( c a l l r e p o r t ) 
f o r r e v i e w . F u r t h e r , t h e r e s h o u l d b e i n p l a c e , p r o o f a s t o 
a l l t h e n e c e s s a r y c r e d e n t i a l s a n d l i c e n s e s h e l d b y e m p l o y e e s 
o f t h e b r o k e r / d e a l e r s w h o w i l l h a v e c o n t a c t w i t h M e t r o a s 
s p e c i f i e d b y b u t n o t n e c e s s a r i l y l i m i t e d t o t h e N a t i o n a l 
A s s o c i a t i o n o f S e c u r i t i e s D e a l e r s ( N A S D ) , S e c u r i t i e s a n d 
E x c h a n g e C o m m i s s i o n ( S E C ) , e t c . A t m i n i m u m , t h e i n v e s t m e n t 
o f f i c e r a n d t h e l A B s h a l l c o n d u c t a n a n n u a l e v a l u a t i o n o f 
e a c h f i r m ' s q u a l i f i c a t i o n s t o d e t e r m i n e w h e t h e r i t s h o u l d b e 
o n t h e a u t h o r i z e d l i s t . 

S e c u r i t i e s d e a l e r s n o t a f f i l i a t e d w i t h a Q u a l i f i e d F i n a n c i a l 
I n s t i t u t i o n , a s d e f i n e d i n O R S . 2 9 4 . 0 3 5 , w i l l b e r e q u i r e d , t o 
h a v e h e a d q u a r t e r s l o c a t e d i n . t h e S t a t e o f O r e g o n , W a s h i n g t o n 
o r I d a h o a n d , i f n o t h e a d q u a r t e r e d i n t h e S t a t e o f O r e g o n , 
t o h a v e a n o f f i c e l o c a t e d i n O r e g o n . N o t w i t h s t c u i d i n g t h e 
a b o v e , s e c u r i t i e s d e a l e r s w h o a r e b a n k o h a l l b e c l a s s i f i e d 
a s p r i m a r y r e p o r t i n g d e a l e r s - a f f i l i a t e d w i t h t h e N e w Y o r k 
F e d e r a l R e s e r v e B a n k a r e a l s o e l i g i b l e a a p r i m a r y d e a l c r o / -
o r m o o t t h o c r i t e r i a f o r f i n a n c i a l i n a t i t u t i o n o . 



Agenda Item Number 10.1 

Resolution No, 9 8 - 2 7 2 2 , For t he Purpose of Confirming the Appoin tment of Herbert S, Pelp and Eric 
J o h a n s e n to t he Inves tment Advisory Board. 

Metro Council Meeting 
Thursday, December 10, 1 9 9 8 

Council Chamber 



BEFORE THE METRO COUNCIL 

FOR THE PURPOSE OF CONFIRMING THE ) RESOLUTION NO. 98-2722 
APPOINTMENT OF HERBERT S. PLEP AND ) 
ERIC JOHANSEN TO THE INVESTMENT ) Introduced by Mike Burton 
ADVISORY BOARD ) Executive Officer 

WHEREAS, The Metro Code, Section 2.06.030, provides that the Council confirms 

members to the Investment Advisory Board; and, 

WHEREAS, Herbert S. Plep and Eric Johansen come highly recommended by their 

background and experience; and, 

WHEREAS, The Council finds that Herbert S. Plep and Eric Johansen are exceptionally 

qualified to perform these duties, nov^, therefore, 

BE IT RESOLVED, 

That Herbert S. Plep and Eric Johansen are confirmed as members of the Investment 

Advisory Board for terms ending October 31, 1999 and October 31, 2001 respectively. 

ADOPTED by the Metro Council this day of , 1998. 

Jon Kvistad, Presiding Officer 
Approved as to Form: 

Daniel B. Cooper, General Counsel 



STAFF REPORT 

CONSIDERATION OF RESOLUTION NO. 98-2722 CONFIRMING THE 
APPOINTMENT OF HERBERT S. PLEP AND ERIC JOHANSEN TO THE 
INVESTMENT ADVISORY BOARD. 

Date; October 15, 1998 Presented by: Howard Hansen 

FACTUAL BACKGROUND AND ANALYSIS 

Metro Code, Section 2.06.030, includes the creation of the Investment Advisory Board. 
One provision of this Code requires the Investment OflScer to recommend to the Council for 
confirmation those persons who shall serve on the Board to discuss and advise on investment 
strategies, banking relationships, the legality and probity of investment activities, and the 
establishment of wntten procedures for the investment operation. 

On April 14,1994, Jeflf S. Stewart was appointed to the Investment Advisory Board for the 
term ending October 31, 1999. EQs employment has evolved to the point where he is unable to 
complete his term. We propose Mr. Herbert S. Plep as a candidate for the remaining term of JefiFS. 
Stewart. 

Mr. Plep is Assistant Treasurer of Esco Corporation where he has been for twenty eight 
years. His resume (Attachment A) reports a wide exposure to banking relationships, cash 
management, and review of investment management performance. 

David Smith has served on the Investment Advisory Board smce April 14, 1994. He does 
not plan to continue fiill time employment after the end of the calendar year, and therefore is unable 
to serve beyond his present term which expires October 31,1998. Mr. Smith has proposed, and 
staff recommends the appoint of Mr. Eric Johansen for a new three year term to end October 31 
2001. 

Mr. Johansen has an extensive background in investments and public finance. His resume 
(Attachment B) recaps a five year employment with the City of Portland, a five year employment 
with Public Fmancial Management, plus five years as an investment banker with Shearson Lehman 
Brothers. S t ^ also recognizes the value of appointing an individual fi-om the public sector based 
on their familiarity with the regulatory restrictions controlling the investment of public funds. Mr. 
Johansen is well qualified to serve in this capacity. 

The Executive OfiBcer, acting as the Investment Officer, recommends appointment of 
Herbert S. Plep for a term ending October 31, 1999 and Eric Johansen for a three year terms 
ending October 31, 2001. 

EXECUTIVE OFFICER'S RECOMMENDATION 

The Executive Officer recommends approval of Resolution No. 98-2722 
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Herbert S. Plep 

S u m m a r y o f Q u a l i f i c a t i o n s 

2 8 h n m ^ n 3 i i ; L v e r s e w o r k e x p e r i e n c e i n a c c o u n t i n g , f i n a n c e a n d 
h u m a n r e s o u r c e m a n a g e m e n t 

W o r k e d w i t h i n v e s t m e n t m a n a g e r s a n d a c t u a r i e s f o r 1 5 + vears 
I m p l e m e n t e d 4 0 1 ( k ) p r o g r a m y 

P r o f e s s i o n a l E x p e r i e n c e - E S C O C o r p o r a t i o n 

J u n i o r A c c o u n t a n t - 1 9 7 0 
V a r i o u s a c c o u n t i n g p o s i t i o n s 
C o r p o r a t e F i n a n c e M a n a g e r - a p p r o x . 1 9 8 5 
A s s i s t a n t T r e a s u r e r - 1 9 9 1 

Responsibilities; 

G l o b a l b a n k i n g r e l a t i o n s h i p s 
G l o b a l c a s h m a n a g e m e n t 

P e r f o r m a n c e o f 3 p e n s i o n i n v e s t m e n t m a n a g e r s , ( 2 f o r d e f i n e d 

S t r u T t u r p n ? H S a i l d 1 f . 0 r d e f i n e d c o n t r i b u t i o n p l a n ) 

. O u t s w n c ? u a r ? ^ ! 1 ^ o r k y l n v e s t a e n t a n d 

G l o b a l r i s k m a n a g e m e n t - c a s u a l t y a n d p r o p e r t y . 
U . S . p a y r o l l a n d U . S . a c c o u n t s p a y a b l e 
H a d m a n a g e d e m p l o y e e b e n e f i t d e p a r t m e n t f o r 3 y e a r s 

i m p l e m e n t i n g m a j o r c h a n g e s i n r e t i r e m e n t p r o g r a m 
H a d a s s i s t e d w i t h i n t e r n a l 4 0 1 ( k ) e d u c a t i o n a l p r o g r a m 

E d u c a t i o n 

B a c h e l o r o f S c i e n c e , A c c o u n t i n g - U n i v . o f O r e g o n , 1 9 6 5 
G r a d u a t e c o u r s e s i n f i n a n c e - U n i v . o f O r e g o n f g ? 9 6 6 

- P o r t l a n d S t a t e U n i v . , 1 9 7 1 
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Agenda Item Number 10.2 

Resolution No. 9 8 - 2 7 2 5 , For t h e Purpose of Adopt ing t h e Capital Improvement Plan for Fiscal Year 
1 9 9 9 - 0 0 through 2 0 0 3 - 4 . 

Metro Council Meeting 
Thursday , December 10, 1 9 9 8 

Council Chamber 



B E F O R E T H E M E T R O C O U N C I L 

F O R T H E P U R P O S E O F ADOPTING T H E ) RESOLUTION NO. 9 8 - 2 7 2 5 
CAPITAL IMPROVEMENT PLAN F O R FISCAL ) Introduced by 
Y E A R S 1999-00 T H R O U G H 2 0 0 3 - 0 4 ) Mike Burton, Execut ive Officer 

W H E R E A S , Metro r ecogn ize s t h e n e e d to p r e p a r e a long- range plan 
es t imat ing t h e timing, s c a l e a n d c o s t of its m a j o r capital a s s e t s ; 

W H E R E A S , Metro d e p a r t m e n t s h a v e inventoried existing ma jo r capital 
a s s e t s , p r epa red s t a t u s repor t s on current capital p ro jec t s a n d a s s e s s e d fu ture capital 
n e e d s ; 

W H E R E A S , Metro ' s Execut ive Officer h a s directed t he prepara t ion of a 
Capital Improvement P lan for fiscal y e a r s 1999-00 through 2 0 0 3 - 0 4 tha t p ro jec t s w h a t 
Metro ma jo r capital s p e n d i n g n e e d s a r e ove r t h e next five y e a r s , a s s e s s e s t h e impact of 
capital pro jec ts on t h e f o r e c a s t e d financial condition of Metro f u n d s , a n d a s s e s s e s t h e 
impact on opera t ing cos t s ; 

W H E R E A S , T h e Metro Council h a s reviewed the FY 1999-00 through FY 
2 0 0 3 - 0 4 Capital Improvemen t Plan; a n d 

W H E R E A S , T h e Council h a s c o n d u c t e d a public hear ing on t h e FY 1999-00 
through FY 2 0 0 3 - 0 4 Capital Improvement Plan; a n d 

BE IT RESOLVED, 

1. T h a t t h e P r o p o s e d FY 1999-00 through 2 0 0 3 - 0 4 Capital Improvement 
Plan a s a m e n d e d with capital project c h a n g e s a p p r o v e d by the Metro Council F i n a n c e 
Commit tee , which is on file a t t h e Metro off ices , is h e r e b y a d o p t e d . 

2 . T h a t t h e Execut ive Officer is r e q u e s t e d to include t h e FY 1999-00 
capital p ro jec t s f rom t h e FY 1999-00 through 2 0 0 3 - 0 4 Capital Improvement P lan in his 
p r o p o s e d FY 1999-00 b u d g e t 

A D O P T E D by t h e Metro Council this d a y of , 1998 . 

Approved a s to Form: 
J o n Kvistad, Pres iding Officer 

Daniel B. Cooper , G e n e r a l C o u n s e l 
Tlirs 
i:cip99-00\resoluti\98-2725.doc 



S T A F F R E P O R T 

C O N S I D E R A T I O N O F R E S O L U T I O N 9 8 - 2 7 2 5 A D O P T I N G T H E CAPITAL 
I M P R O V E M E N T PLAN F O R F I S C A L Y E A R S 1 9 9 9 - 0 0 T H R O U G H 2 0 0 3 - 0 4 

D a t e : N o v e m b e r 6 , 1 9 9 8 P r e s e n t e d by: Mike Bur ton , E x e c u t i v e Off icer 

FACTUAL B A C K G R O U N D A N D A N A L Y S I S 

T h e P r o p o s e d Cap i t a l I m p r o v e m e n t P l a n f o r F i sca l Y e a r s 1 9 9 9 - 0 0 t h r o u g h 2 0 0 3 - 0 4 will 
b e f o r w a r d e d t o Counc i l o n N o v e m b e r 6 , 1 9 9 8 . R e s o l u t i o n No. 9 8 - 2 7 2 5 is t h e fo rma l 
i n s t r u m e n t b y wh ich t h e p lan will b e a d o p t e d . Final ac t ion t o a d o p t t h e p l an will n e e d to 
o c c u r by J a n u a r y 1 , 1 9 9 9 t o a l low suf f i c ien t t i m e to i n c o r p o r a t e t h e p l a n ' s FY 1 9 9 9 - 0 0 
cap i ta l p r o j e c t s into t h e E x e c u t i v e Of f i ce r ' s p r o p o s e d FY 1 9 9 9 - 0 0 b u d g e t . 

T h e p r o p o s e d C I P fo r FY 1 9 9 9 - 0 0 t h r o u g h FY 2 0 0 3 - 0 4 i n c l u d e s 7 6 cap i t a l p r o j e c t s a t a 
total c o s t of o v e r $ 1 9 6 . 6 million. 

T h r e e cap i ta l p r o j e c t s - O r e g o n C o n v e n t i o n C e n t e r E x p a n s i o n , G r e a t N o r t h w e s t P r o j e c t 
a t t h e O r e g o n Zoo , a n d O p e n S p a c e s Acqu i s i t i ons ( including Loca l S h a r e Acquis i t ions) 
- a c c o u n t fo r o v e r $ 1 6 5 million o r 8 4 p e r c e n t of M e t r o ' s p r o p o s e d cap i ta l e x p e n d i t u r e s 
for t h e n e x t f ive y e a r s . All t h r e e p r o j e c t s a r e o r wou ld b e f i n a n c e d in w h o l e o r in pa r t 
with g e n e r a l obl igat ion b o n d s . B o n d m e a s u r e s fo r t h e Z o o ' s G r e a t N o r t h w e s t P r o j e c t 
a n d R e g i o n a l P a r k s a n d G r e e n s p a c e s ' O p e n S p a c e s Acqu i s i t i ons h a v e a l r e a d y b e e n 
a p p r o v e d b y v o t e r s . T h e major i ty of t h e cap i t a l p r o j e c t s a r e f r o m t w o Met ro 
d e p a r t m e n t s : M E R C a t a little o v e r 4 9 p e r c e n t a n d R e g i o n a l P a r k s a n d G r e e n s p a c e s 
a t 3 5 p e r c e n t . 

T h e F i n a n c e C o m m i t t e e will n e e d to s c h e d u l e m e e t i n g s t o d i s c u s s t h e p lan a t t h e 
e a r l i e s t p o s s i b l e d a t e . 

T h i s ac t ion wou ld formal ly a d o p t M e t r o ' s Cap i t a l I m p r o v e m e n t P l a n fo r F i sca l Y e a r s 
1 9 9 9 - 0 0 t h r o u g h 2 0 0 3 - 0 4 a n d r e q u e s t t h e E x e c u t i v e Of f i ce r t o i n c l u d e t h e p l a n ' s FY 
1 9 9 9 - 0 0 cap i ta l p r o j e c t s in h i s p r o p o s e d FY 1 9 9 9 - 0 0 b u d g e t . 

E X E C U T I V E O F F I C E R ' S R E C O M M E N D A T I O N 

T h e E x e c u t i v e Off ice r r e c o m m e n d s a d o p t i o n of Reso lu t i on No . 9 8 - 2 5 7 5 . 

"n:rs 
i:cipg9-00\resoluti\2725staf.doc 



Agenda Item Number 10.3 

Resolution No. 9 8 - 2 7 3 0 , For t h e Purpose of Amending tl ie Capital Improvement Plan for Fiscal Year 
1 9 9 8 - 9 9 th rough 2 0 0 2 - 0 3 . 

Metro Council Meet ing 
Thursday , December 1 0 , 1 9 9 8 

Council Chamber 



B E F O R E T H E M E T R O C O U N C I L 

FOR THE P U R P O S E O F AMENDING T H E ) RESOLUTION NO. 9 8 - 2 7 3 0 
CAPITAL IMPROVEMENT PLAN F O R FISCAL ) Introduced by 
YEARS 1998-99 T H R O U G H 2 0 0 2 - 0 3 ) Mike Burton, Execut ive Officer 

W H E R E A S , Metro r ecogn ize s t h e n e e d to p r e p a r e a long- range plan 
est imating t h e timing, s c a l e a n d cos t of its ma jo r capital a s s e t s ; 

W H E R E A S , T h e Metro Council a d o p t e d t h e FY 1998-99 through FY 2 0 0 2 - 0 3 
Capital Improvement Plan on D e c e m b e r 1 1 , 1 9 9 7 ; a n d 

W H E R E A S , A n e e d h a s a r i sen to comple t e certain projects , not previously 
p lanned in t h e CIP, during FY 1998-99, a n d 

W H E R E A S , T h e Metro Council h a s reviewed t h e s e pro jec t s a n d concur r s in 
t he necess i ty to a m e n d t h e FY 1998-99 through 2 0 0 2 - 0 3 Capital Improvemen t Plan, N O W 
T H E R E F O R E 

BE IT RESOLVED, 

1. T h a t t he P r o p o s e d FY 1998-99 through 2 0 0 2 - 0 3 Capital Improvement 
Plan b e a m e n d e d with capital project c h a n g e s , a t t a c h e d a s Exhibit A, a n d a p p r o v e d by the 
Metro Council F i n a n c e Commi t tee . 

A D O P T E D by the Metro Council this d a y of , 1 9 9 8 

J o n Kvistad, Pres iding Off icer 

Approved a s to Form: 

Daniel B. Coope r , G e n e r a l Counse l 

i:cip98-99\resoluti\amend\resolutn.doc 



Exhibit A 

Project Detail 
P r o j e c t Title: Lory Exhibit 

Project 
Number: 

Department/Division: 
Oregon Zoo 

Type of Request: 
0 Initial 
• Continuation • Revision 

DepL 
Priority: 

2 

Date: 
8/10/98 

Type of Project: 
0 New 
• Expansion 
• Replacement 

Department/Division: 
Oregon Zoo 

Type of Request: 
0 Initial 
• Continuation • Revision 

DepL 
Priority: 

2 

Date: 
8/10/98 

Type of Project: 
0 New 
• Expansion 
• Replacement 

Source of Estimate: 
EI Preliminary 
• Based on Design • Actual Bid Documents 

Project: Prepared By: 
Kathy Kiaunis 

Type of Project: 
0 New 
• Expansion 
• Replacement 

Source of Estimate: 
EI Preliminary 
• Based on Design • Actual Bid Documents 

start Data: Completion Date: 

October 1998 ' May 1999 

Prepared By: 
Kathy Kiaunis 

Project Estimates 1998-99 1999.2000 1 2000^)1 2001.02 |:;::t2002^)3itiiii{ 2003-04 Beyond 2004 Total 
Capital Cost: 

Plans & Studies 
Land & Right-of-Way 
Design & Engineering 
Construction 
Equipment/Furnishings 
Project Contingency 
1% for Art 
Other 

Total 

Plans & Studies 
Land & Right-of-Way 
Design & Engineering 
Construction 
Equipment/Furnishings 
Project Contingency 
1% for Art 
Other 

Total 

Plans & Studies 
Land & Right-of-Way 
Design & Engineering 
Construction 
Equipment/Furnishings 
Project Contingency 
1% for Art 
Other 

Total 

Plans & Studies 
Land & Right-of-Way 
Design & Engineering 
Construction 
Equipment/Furnishings 
Project Contingency 
1% for Art 
Other 

Total 

250,000 $250,000 

Plans & Studies 
Land & Right-of-Way 
Design & Engineering 
Construction 
Equipment/Furnishings 
Project Contingency 
1% for Art 
Other 

Total 

Plans & Studies 
Land & Right-of-Way 
Design & Engineering 
Construction 
Equipment/Furnishings 
Project Contingency 
1% for Art 
Other 

Total 

Plans & Studies 
Land & Right-of-Way 
Design & Engineering 
Construction 
Equipment/Furnishings 
Project Contingency 
1% for Art 
Other 

Total 

Plans & Studies 
Land & Right-of-Way 
Design & Engineering 
Construction 
Equipment/Furnishings 
Project Contingency 
1% for Art 
Other 

Total 

Plans & Studies 
Land & Right-of-Way 
Design & Engineering 
Construction 
Equipment/Furnishings 
Project Contingency 
1% for Art 
Other 

Total $250,000 $250,000 
Funding Source: 

Fund Balance . 
Grants 
G.O. Bonds 
Revenue Bonds 
Other 

Total 

250,000 $250,000 Fund Balance . 
Grants 
G.O. Bonds 
Revenue Bonds 
Other 

Total 

Fund Balance . 
Grants 
G.O. Bonds 
Revenue Bonds 
Other 

Total 

Fund Balance . 
Grants 
G.O. Bonds 
Revenue Bonds 
Other 

Total 

Fund Balance . 
Grants 
G.O. Bonds 
Revenue Bonds 
Other 

Total 

Fund Balance . 
Grants 
G.O. Bonds 
Revenue Bonds 
Other 

Total $250,000 $250,000 
Annual Ooeratin d Budaet Imoac 

Project Description/Justification: 

P.nnsfnirrfinn nf a hirH pvhihif tn hniisp Inrins /small hirHfi similar in narakc^pfs^ The ev 

Annual Revenues: Project Description/Justification: 

P.nnsfnirrfinn nf a hirH pvhihif tn hniisp Inrins /small hirHfi similar in narakc^pfs^ The ev hihit wni ilH Annual Expenditures: 

be constructed so that visitors would have an opportunity to feed the birds. The exhibit would be 
mesh construction with an entry structure, holding area, concrete pathway, plantings, and an exit 
structure (possibly with photo sales). The exhibit will be located in the former sculpture garden 
area. 

Personal Sen/ices Costs 
Materials & Services Costs 
Capital Outlay Costs 
Other Costs 

Sub-total, Expenditures: 
Net Operating Impact 

Estimated Useful Life (years) 

$20,000 be constructed so that visitors would have an opportunity to feed the birds. The exhibit would be 
mesh construction with an entry structure, holding area, concrete pathway, plantings, and an exit 
structure (possibly with photo sales). The exhibit will be located in the former sculpture garden 
area. 

Personal Sen/ices Costs 
Materials & Services Costs 
Capital Outlay Costs 
Other Costs 

Sub-total, Expenditures: 
Net Operating Impact 

Estimated Useful Life (years) 

10,000 
be constructed so that visitors would have an opportunity to feed the birds. The exhibit would be 
mesh construction with an entry structure, holding area, concrete pathway, plantings, and an exit 
structure (possibly with photo sales). The exhibit will be located in the former sculpture garden 
area. 

Personal Sen/ices Costs 
Materials & Services Costs 
Capital Outlay Costs 
Other Costs 

Sub-total, Expenditures: 
Net Operating Impact 

Estimated Useful Life (years) 

be constructed so that visitors would have an opportunity to feed the birds. The exhibit would be 
mesh construction with an entry structure, holding area, concrete pathway, plantings, and an exit 
structure (possibly with photo sales). The exhibit will be located in the former sculpture garden 
area. 

Personal Sen/ices Costs 
Materials & Services Costs 
Capital Outlay Costs 
Other Costs 

Sub-total, Expenditures: 
Net Operating Impact 

Estimated Useful Life (years) 

be constructed so that visitors would have an opportunity to feed the birds. The exhibit would be 
mesh construction with an entry structure, holding area, concrete pathway, plantings, and an exit 
structure (possibly with photo sales). The exhibit will be located in the former sculpture garden 
area. 

Personal Sen/ices Costs 
Materials & Services Costs 
Capital Outlay Costs 
Other Costs 

Sub-total, Expenditures: 
Net Operating Impact 

Estimated Useful Life (years) 

30,000 

be constructed so that visitors would have an opportunity to feed the birds. The exhibit would be 
mesh construction with an entry structure, holding area, concrete pathway, plantings, and an exit 
structure (possibly with photo sales). The exhibit will be located in the former sculpture garden 
area. 

Personal Sen/ices Costs 
Materials & Services Costs 
Capital Outlay Costs 
Other Costs 

Sub-total, Expenditures: 
Net Operating Impact 

Estimated Useful Life (years) 
$30,000 

Personal Sen/ices Costs 
Materials & Services Costs 
Capital Outlay Costs 
Other Costs 

Sub-total, Expenditures: 
Net Operating Impact 

Estimated Useful Life (years) 30 

First Full Fiscal Year of Operation: 1999-2000 

Fund(s); Zoo Capital Fund 

A-1 



Exhibit A 

Project Detail 
Pro jec t Title: Invertebrate/Reptile H o u s e 

Project 
Number: 

Department/Division: 
Oregon Zoo 

Type of Request : 
El Initial 
• Continuation • Revision 

DepL 
Priority: 

3 

Date: 
8/10/98 

Type of P ro jec t 
• New 
• Expansion 
0 Replacement 

Department/Division: 
Oregon Zoo 

Type of Request : 
El Initial 
• Continuation • Revision 

DepL 
Priority: 

3 

Date: 
8/10/98 

Type of P ro jec t 
• New 
• Expansion 
0 Replacement 

Source of Estimate: 
B Preliminary 
• Based on Design • Actual Bid Documents 

Project: Prepared By: 
Kathy Kianus 

Type of P ro jec t 
• New 
• Expansion 
0 Replacement 

Source of Estimate: 
B Preliminary 
• Based on Design • Actual Bid Documents 

start Dat»: Complation Data: 

Oct. 1998 May 1999 

Prepared By: 
Kathy Kianus 

Project Estimates 1998-99 1999-2000 2000-01 2001-02 2 0 0 2 - 0 3 2 0 0 3 - 0 4 Beyond 2004 Total 
Capital Cost: i , : 

Plans & Studies 
Land & Right-of-Way 
Design & Engineering 
Construction 
Equipment/Fumishings 
Project Contingency 
1% for Alt 
Other . 

Total 

a:'...is., v.!/..:..'..;..:;]: .i :. • Plans & Studies 
Land & Right-of-Way 
Design & Engineering 
Construction 
Equipment/Fumishings 
Project Contingency 
1% for Alt 
Other . 

Total 

J - •: :!•:.< '.i." -i;:.: V . 
Plans & Studies 
Land & Right-of-Way 
Design & Engineering 
Construction 
Equipment/Fumishings 
Project Contingency 
1% for Alt 
Other . 

Total 

: : . 

Plans & Studies 
Land & Right-of-Way 
Design & Engineering 
Construction 
Equipment/Fumishings 
Project Contingency 
1% for Alt 
Other . 

Total 

$75,000 

Plans & Studies 
Land & Right-of-Way 
Design & Engineering 
Construction 
Equipment/Fumishings 
Project Contingency 
1% for Alt 
Other . 

Total 

Plans & Studies 
Land & Right-of-Way 
Design & Engineering 
Construction 
Equipment/Fumishings 
Project Contingency 
1% for Alt 
Other . 

Total 

i . 

Plans & Studies 
Land & Right-of-Way 
Design & Engineering 
Construction 
Equipment/Fumishings 
Project Contingency 
1% for Alt 
Other . 

Total 

Plans & Studies 
Land & Right-of-Way 
Design & Engineering 
Construction 
Equipment/Fumishings 
Project Contingency 
1% for Alt 
Other . 

Total 

Plans & Studies 
Land & Right-of-Way 
Design & Engineering 
Construction 
Equipment/Fumishings 
Project Contingency 
1% for Alt 
Other . 

Total $75,000 $75,000 
Funding Source: 

Fund Balance 
Grants 
G.O. Bonds 
Revenue Bonds 
Other 

Total 

75,000 $75,000 Fund Balance 
Grants 
G.O. Bonds 
Revenue Bonds 
Other 

Total 

Fund Balance 
Grants 
G.O. Bonds 
Revenue Bonds 
Other 

Total 

Fund Balance 
Grants 
G.O. Bonds 
Revenue Bonds 
Other 

Total 

... i 

Fund Balance 
Grants 
G.O. Bonds 
Revenue Bonds 
Other 

Total 

Fund Balance 
Grants 
G.O. Bonds 
Revenue Bonds 
Other 

Total $75,000 $75,000 
Annual Operating Budget Impact 

Project Description/Justification: 

This project calls for the refurbishing the former gift shop and Tiger Cafe to house a short-term 
(5 years) exhibit for invertabrates and reptiles. The construction includes minimal improvements 
to the existing building to make it usable and construction of exhibit cases and interpretivie 
stations. 

Annual Revenues: 
Annual Expenditures: 
Personal Services Costs 
Materials & Services Costs 
Capital Outlay Costs 
other Costs 

Sub-total, Expenditures: 
Net Operating Impact: 

Estimated Useful Life (years) 

First Full Fiscal Year of Operation: 

$10,000 

10,000 
$10,000 

1999-2000 

Fund(8): Zoo Capital Fund 
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Exhibit A 

Project Detail 
P r o j e c t Title: Civic Aud i to r ium - W i n d o w D r a p e r y S y s t e m 

Project Department/Division: Type of Request: Dept. Date: 
Number: MERC EEI Initial Priority: 8-23-98 
Type of Project: Portland Center for the Performing Arts • Continuation • Revision 3 
• New Source of Estimate: Project: Prepared By: 
• Expansion • Preliminary start Date: Completion Date: Harriet Sherburne 
EI Replacement B Based on Design • Actual Bid Documents Sept. 1998 Jan.1999 
Project Estimates 11998-89 1999-2000 i|;2000-<)1j:iii It2001,-<)2lli Ili:2002-r03i|il iil;:2Q03-04iill: Beyond 2004 Total 
Capital Cost: 

Plans & Studies 
Land & Right-of-Way 
Design & Engineering 
Construction 
Equipment/Furnishings 90,000 90,000 
Project Contingency 
1% for Art 
Other 

Total $90,000 $90,000 
Funding Source: 

Fund Balance $90,000 $90,000 
Grants 
G.O. Bonds 
Revenue Bonds 
Other 

Total $90,000 $90,000 
Annual Operating Budget impact: 

I Project Description/Justification: 
The existing window drapery coverings in three lobbies of Civic Auditorium were installed 
with the major reconstruction in 1967-68. Over 30 years' use is extraordinary longevity for 
such fabric and mechanized drapery track. The existing drapery fabric is seriously 
deteriorated and allows sun penetration which harms carpet, fine woods and art in the 
public spaces. In addition, the fabrics do not meet current code for fire safety in places of 
public assembly. The entire system of drapery track is too fragile to repair; full replacement 
is urgently needed. Complete specificaions and cost estimates have been prepared for 
competitive bidding of the project in FY 1998-99. 

Annual Revenues: 
Annual Expenditures: 
Personal Services costs 
Materials & Services Costs 
Capital Outlay Costs 
Other Costs 

Sub-total, Expenditures 
Net Operating Impact: 

Estimated Useful Life (years) 

First Full Fiscal Year of Operation: 

20 

1999-2000 

Fund(s): MERC Operating Fund ($80,000) 
MERC Pooled Capital Fund ($10,000) 

A-3 



STAFF R E P O R T 

CONSIDERATION O F RESOLUTION NO. 98-2730 AMENDING THE CAPITAL IMPROVE-
MENT PLAN FOR FISCAL YEARS 1998-99 THROUGH 2002-03 

Date: November 4, 1998 P resen ted by: Mike Burton, Executive Officer 

FACTUAL BACKGROUND AND ANALYSIS 

On December 1 1 , 1 9 9 7 the Metro Council adopted the FY 1998-99 through FY 2002-03 
Capital Improvement Plan. Projects listed in that plan for either construction or pu rchase in FY 
1998-99 were included in t he FY 1998-99 Adopted Budget. 

During preparation of the p roposed CIP for FY 1999-2000 through FY 2003-04 several projects 
w e r e identified a s needing to be accomplished during FY 1998-99. After careful review by staff 
the following projects a re submitted a s a m e n d m e n t s to the FY 1998-99 through FY 2002-03 
CIP. 

O r e g o n Z o o 

Two new exhibits have b e e n proposed to b e completed during FY 1998-99. T h e s e two projects 
a re submitted to add animals to the collection, focus on under represen ted species , and add 
interest to the Zoo during the construction of the Grea t Northwest Project. T h e s e two projects 
will provide for the ongoing enter ta inment and education of visitors. They will a lso help to k e e p 
the numbers of visitors to. the Zoo at a s t eady level and ass i s t in meeting revenue targets . 

Lory Exhibit - This project calls for construction of an exhibit to h o u s e lories (small birds 
similar to parakeets) . This exhibit offers visitors not only viewing of the birds but also an 
opportunity to f eed the birds. Total es t imated cost: $250,000 

Invertebrate/Reptile House - This project calls for the refurbishing of the fomner gift 
s h o p and the Tiger C a f e to h o u s e an exhibit for invertebrates and reptiles. This is an 
exhibit that would draw much interest and exci tement especially from school aged 
children. Total es t imated cost: $75,000 

Fiscal Impact 

It is believed that t h e s e two new projects can be completed within existing appropriations. Two 
projects currently scheduled within the CIP for construction during FY 1998-99 will b e 
eliminated. The project calling for construction of res t rooms at the Washington Pari< train 
station h a s been deleted pending possible construction of res t rooms in the park by the City of 
Portland. The other project that called for development of the amphi theater at the Zoo h a s 
been put on hold pending the review and reprioritization of the other projects at the Zoo. 

Additionally, funds for the C a s c a d e s Improvements project have carried over into the FY 1999-
2000 through FY 2003-04 CIP to begin in FY 1999-2000 rather than FY 1998-99. The c h a n g e s 
in t h e s e two projects, along with the expec ted under spending in all other capital projects with 
the exception of the Great Northwest Project, will provide sufficient appropriations for t h e s e two 
new projects. The c h a n g e s a r e outlined in the chart on the following page : 



Resolution No. 98-2730 Staff Report 

C o s t in 
P r o j e c t FY 1998-99 C o m m e n t s 

Add 
Lory Exhibit $ 2 5 0 , 0 0 0 n e w project 
Invertebrate/Repti le H o u s e $ 75 ,000 n e w project 

Subtota l $325 ,000 
Delete 

Washing ton Pari< R e s t r o o m s ($133,000) to b e cons t ruc ted by Port land P a r k s 
Bureau 

Develop Amphi thea te r ($ 60 ,000) project on hold pending review and 
reprioritization of o ther projects . 

Reprogram 
C a s c a d e Improvements ($ 75 ,000) m o v e d to FY 1999-2000 

Subtota l ($268,000) 

Difference $ 57 ,000 to b e f u n d e d by t h e anticipated 
unde r spend ing in t h e remaining in 
o the r capital pro jec ts budge t ed in t he 
Zoo Capital Fund 

MERC 

T h e existing widow drapery cover ings in t he t h r e e lobbies of t h e Civic Auditorium a r e in n e e d of 
r ep lacemen t . T h e d rape r i e s w e r e installed with t h e ma jo r reconstruct ion to t h e facility in 1967-
68 . O v e r 30 y e a r s of u s e is extraordinary longevity for s u c h fabric a n d m e c h a n i z e d drapery 
track. T h e fabr ics d o not m e e t current fire sa fe ty c o d e s a n d a s s u c h m u s t b e rep laced quickly 
to provide for t h e sa fe ty of t he visiting public. T h e total cos t of t h e r e p l a c e m e n t of t h e d raper ies 
a n d the mechan ica l t rack is $90 ,000 

Fiscal Impact 

T h e project p lanned in FY 1998-99 to r ep lace t hea t r e s e a t s in t h e New T h e a t r e Building h a s 
b e e n cance l ed . T h e total c o s t s of t h e project w a s $85 ,000 . T h e cancel lat ion of this project, a s 
well a s projec ted unde r spend ing on o the r projects , m a k e s poss ib le t h e complet ion of t he project 
to r ep l ace t h e d raper ies . 

M E R C h a s c a n c e l e d severa l projec ts including t h e r ep l acemen t of t h e t h e a t r e s e a t s d u e to t he 
downturn in Hotel/Motel Tax r e v e n u e s . In t h e review of all t h e pro jec ts it w a s de te rmined tha t 
t h e project to rep lace t he draper ies , a l though f u n d e d by Hotel/Motel T a x e s w a s o n e of high 
priority a n d n e e d . 

EXECUTIVE OFFICER 'S RECOMMENDATION 

T h e Execut ive Officer r e c o m m e n d s adopt ion of Resolut ion No. 98 -2730 

i;dp98-99\resoluti\aniend\staffrptdoc 



Agenda Item Number 10.4 

Resolution No. 9 8 - 2 7 3 2 , For t h e Purpose of Authorizing t h e Executive Officer t o Execute a Recycling 
Business Deve lopment Grant wi th IVIursen Environmental , Inc.. 

Metro Council Meet ing 
Thursday , December 10 , 1 9 9 8 

Council Chamber 



BEFORE THE METRO COUNCIL 

FOR THE PURPOSE OF AUTHORIZING THE ) RESOLUTION NO. 98-2732 
EXECUTIVE OFFICER TO EXECUTE A ) 
RECYCLING BUSINESS DEVELOPMENT GRANT ) Introduced by Mike Burton, 
WITH MURSEN ENVIRONMENTAL, INC. ) Executive Officer 

WHEREAS, The long-term success of Metro's recycling effort depends on 

strong markets for secondary materials; and 

WHEREAS, Mursen Environmental, Inc. has made application for a Recycling 

Business Development Grant pursuant to the application requirements of that program; and 

WHEREAS, An independent evaluation committee composed of experts in 

business finance and lending, business management, economic development, and solid waste 

and recycling, evaluated this grant application and recommended approval; and 

WHEREAS, The Council finds that approving this grant will support regional 

recycling goals within the restrictions established by the Recycling Business Development 

Program; and 

WHEREAS, The resolution was submitted to the Executive Officer for 

consideration and was forwarded to the Council for approval; now therefore, 

BE IT RESOLVED, 

That the Metro Council authorizes the Executive Officer to enter into a multi-

year grant contract with Mursen Environmental, Inc, under the terms and conditions specified 

in Exhibit A attached to this resolution. 

ADOPTED by the Metro Coimcil this day of , 1998. 

Jon Kvistad, Presiding Officer 

Approved as to Form: > 

Daniel B. Cooper, General Counsel 
\\METR01\REM\SHAR£\Dept\I^CYGRNT\appIicMts\mursen\Mursen resolution, doc 



Exhibit "A" 

J 

Metro Contract No. 920991 

GRANT CONTRACT 

THIS GRANT CONTRACT is by and between Metro, a metropolitan service district organized 
under the laws of the State of Oregon and the 1992 Metro Charter, located at 600 Northeast 
Grand Avenue, Portland, Oregon 97232-2736, and Mursen Environmental, Inc., whose address is 
3802 S.W. Huber, Portland, OR 97219, hereinafter referred to as "Mursen." 

RECITALS 

1. Metro is authorized imder the 1992 Metro Charter to exercise the function of disposal of solid 
waste and other solid waste functions as required by the state. 

2. Metro is obligated under the Regional Solid Waste Management Plan, adopted as a 
functional plan by Metro Coimcil and accepted by DEQ in 1995, to increase the number and 
quantity of materials that are recycled in the District. 

3. Since 1994, through its Recycling Business Development Grant Program, Metro has helped 
to develop demand for recyclable materials by providing funding to businesses that develop 
new technologies designed to increase recycling in the District. 

4. Mursen Envirormiental, Inc., an S corporation formed in 1998, is developing a device 
(hereinafter, "Device") that will divert food solids from the liquid and solid waste disposal 
systems of restaurants, and containerize these food solids at the site for collection and 
recovery. 

5. Recovery of food solids will help to stimulate the local recycling industry, reduce the tonnage 
sent to landfills, reduce the load placed on sewage treatment plants, and ultimately increase 
recycling in the Metro region. 

6. Mursen has developed preliminary designs for the Device, investigated the m^ket for the 
Device, developed a design for a prototype based on feedback from the market research, and 
has completed a patent search. Mursen has applied for a Recycling Business Development 
Grant to perform further research, development, engineering, testing, documentation, and to 
create a working prototype of the Device. The end result will be an Underwriter's 
Laboratories, Inc. (UL) certified, patentable and marketable version of the Device. 

7. Mursen intends to use grant funds to perform the following tasks, which are necessary to 
achieve its objectives. The good-faith dollar estimates have been provided by an independent 
engineering firm, and represent the direct costs* to Mursen of completing the indicated tasks; 
a) Conduct pressure tests** $2,900 
b) Design a computer model using data from (a) above $26,000 
c) Produce working prototype i $17,000 
d) Debug and redesign prototype $14,000 
e) Evaluate prototype in operating situations $3,200 
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f) Upgrade prototype per findings fi:om (e) above $8,500 
g) Field test re-designed prototype $4,900 
h) Final design changes, engineering & documentation firom field trials $2,500 
i) Fabrication (engineering oversight) $ 1,000 

GRAND TOTAL $80,000 
« Mursen will pay for other costs related to these tasks, such as patent fees. 

To determine the centrifugal force required to separate water from food solids. 

8. Specific objectives of Mursen during the term of this Agreement are to: 

a. Develop a marketable version of the Device; and 
b. Obtain Underwriter's Laboratories, Inc. (UL) certification of the Device; and 
c. Apply for a patent on the Device; and 
d. Install at least 24 Devices in restaurants within the Portland metropolitan area. 

Now, therefore, in recognition of the mutual interests of the parties and based upon the 
terms and conditions herein, it is mutually agreed that Metro shall provide fimding to be utilized 
by Mursen to perform further research, development, engineering, testing, documentation, and to 
create a working prototype of the Device that will divert food solids firom the liquid and solid 
waste disposal systems of restaurants, and containerize these food solids at the site for collection 
and recovery. 

AGREEMENT 

1. Provision of Metro Funding. Metro hereby provides fimding to Mursen in the sum of eighty 
thousand and 00/100 ($80,000) for development of a working prototype of the Device and 
delivery of reports, and for such additional purposes as set forth herein. 

2. Term of Agreement. This Agreement shall be effective on the last signature date below, and 
shall remam in effect through February 28,2000, unless earlier extended or terminated in 
conformance with this Agreement. The length of this grant extends beyond the current fiscal 
year. Therefore, it is subject to fiiture appropriations by the Metro Covmcil to fimd its 
provisions and may be cancelled by Metro upon a 30-calendar-day written notice to Mursen 
in the event that Metro Council fails to provide fiiture fimding. 

3. Responsibilities of Mursen. 
a. Mursen shall procure all work necessary to perform research, development, engineering, 

testing, documentation, and to create and market-test a working prototype of the Device 
with fimds firom this grant. 

b. Mursen shall demonstrate working prototypes of the Device to Metro staff and elected 
officials at reasonable times and by the request of the Metro Project Manager. Mursen 
shall not be required to provide demonstrations that could reveal trade secrets or 
compromise Mursen's ability to patent the Device. 

Page 2 o f? Grant Contract No. 920991 



c. Mursen agrees that any information and working Devices procured pursuant to this 
Agreement will be the exclusive property of Mursen Environmental, Inc., and shall not be 
conveyed to another person without prior notification to Metro. 

4. Reporting Requirements. 
a. The review of Mursen reports by Metro staff including the Metro Project Manager shall 

be governed by the. confidentiality protections described in paragraph 5.b of this 
Agreement. 

b. At the conclusion of each project phase, as represented by paragraphs 7(a) through 7(i) of 
the Recitals, Mursen shall prepare progress reports. Progress reports shall consist of a 
narrative description or journal of program activities, summary findings, barriers 
encountered, and strategies to overcome barriers. These reports shall be reviewed with 
the Metro Project Manager and Mursen shall deliver a written summary to Metro within 
20 business days after each phase is substantially completed. Mursen shall not be 
required to include in the summary reports any information that could compromise 
Mursen's ability to patent the Device. 

c. Mursen shall prepare and deliver a final report that documents the activities procured 
pursuant to this Agreement. Said report shall describe the findings and conclusions of the 
research. This report shall be reviewed with the Metro Project Manager and Mursen shall 
deliver a written summary to Metro within 45 business days after the final phase of the 
project (paragraph 7(i) of the Recitals). Mursen shall not be required to include in the 
fin^ report any information that could compromise Mursen's ability to patent the Device. 

d. Within 45 business days after the final phase of the project (paragraph 7(j) of the Recital), 
Mursen shall either: 
i) Deliver to Metro a copy of the audited financial report for Mursen Environmental, 

Inc. if available and prepared for distribution to the public; or 
ii) Allow Metro staff to examine Mursen Envirormiental, Inc. financial reports that shall; 

A) Include the balance sheet, income statement, and statement of changes in financial 
position (cash flow statement) for Mursen Environmental, Inc., and 

B) Be prepared in accordance with generally accepted accoimting principles 
(GAAP), including appropriate docimientation, and 

C) Include a separate explanation for all significant changes. 

e. Mursen shall notify Metro immediately of any event, or pending event of which the 
Mursen becomes aware, that in Mursen's knowledge would materially affect or impair 
the operation of the Facility or the profitability of Mursen Environmental, Inc., including 
but not limited to regulatory infractions, lawsuits, claims, liens, patent infringements, 
defaults, foreclosures, or material changes in contracts, warranties or leases. 

5. Responsibilities of Metro. 
a. Metro shall review the reports and notifications required by Paragraph 4 of this 

Agreement, and within ten (10) business days of receipt of each report or notification. 
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Metro shall approve the report or notification, or request additional information. If Metro 
does not act within ten (10) business days, the report or notification shall be approved. 

b. Metro will take all reasonable precautions, including but not limited to preparation and 
execution of confidentiality agreement(s), necessary to protect firom disclosure any 
proprietary information, trade secrets, and other information considered confidential by 
Mursen. 
In particular, the Metro Project Manager shall sign a confidentiality agreement with 
Mursen prior to being given access to confidential information regarding the Device that, 
if made public, could jeopardize the patentability of the Device. 

6. Release of Metro Funds. 
a. Subsequent to signing of this Agreement by both parties, Metro agrees to release $28,900 

of the fimds to Mursen within thirty (30) days of receipt of an invoice for "Advance on 
Grant" firom Mursen Enviroiunental, Inc. 

b. Release of the remainder of the grant fimds shall be based on Mursen invoices, and on the 
following terms and conditions: 
i. Invoices will be considered only for the costs of the activities cited in the Recitals to 

this Agreement. Each invoice must be accompanied by invoice(s), billing 
statement(s), work order(s) or other documentation of the expenditures listed in the 
invoice. 

ii. Invoices shall not be submitted more firequently than once per month, and shall be 
sent to the attention of the project manager identified as the Metro contact for this 
Agreement. 

iii. The reporting obligations required of Mursen in Paragraph 4 of this Agreement must 
have been timely received and approved by Metro before invoices will be considered 
for payment approval. 

iv. The Metro project manager shall review each invoice, and shall approve the invoice 
or request additional information within three (3) business days of receipt of each 
invoice. If Metro does not act within three (3) days, the invoice shall be considered 
approved. 

v. Metro shall make payment within 30 days of approving Mursen's invoice. 

c. Metro shall have the right to withhold firom any reimbursements due Mursen such sums 
as necessary, in Metro's sole opinion, if Mursen does not comply with all terms of this 
Agreement. All sums withheld by Metro under this Article shall become the property of 
Metro and Mursen shall have no right to such sums to the extent that Mursen has 
breached this Agreement. 

7. Obligation to Repay. 

a. Upon termination of this Agreement, Mursen shall convey to Metro a promissory note in 
an amount not to exceed the total disbursements by Metro to Mursen under this 
Agreement, on the following terms and conditions: 
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i. Terms. Said promissory note shall provide for quarterly payments (one payment 
every three months), but shall not provide for interest. Quarterly payments shall be an 
amount equal one hundred dollars ($100) for each Device over fifteen (15) Devices 
booked during the quarter. No payment shall be required for quarters in which no 
sales of Devices are booked. Monthly payments shall be due 30 days after the last 
day of each quarter in which a payment obligation has been incurred. 

/ 

ii. Commencement of Pavments. Payment obligations shall begin to accrue the month 
following the earlier of: (A) the sale of four himdred (400) Devices, or (B) when 
more than fifty percent (50%) of sales revenue during the previous three months is 
generated from Devices that are installed at locations outside Clackamas, Multnomah 
or Washington coimties in Oregon. 

b) Until said promissory note is satisfied: 
i. Mursen shall allow Mursen Envirormiental, Inc. financial reports to be examined 

annually by the Metro Project Manager or his designee. 
Metro shall provide Mursen with thirty (30) days notice of intent to examine fmancial 
records. 

ii. Mursen Environmental, Inc. financial reports shall reflect the revenue from sales of 
Devices, footnoted to document the number of Devices booked, ancillary revenue-
producing sales (such as service contracts), and the unit sales price of each Device. 

iii. Mursen Environmental, Inc. financial reports shall be prepared in accordance with 
generally accepted accounting principles (GAAP). 

8. Disclosures. By signing this contract, Mursen represents that there are no undisclosed events, 
or undisclosed pending events of which the Mursen has become aware, of the nature 
described in Section 4.e of this Agreement. 

9. Insurance. Mursen shall purchase and maintain at Mursen's expense, the following types of 
insurance, covering the Mursen, its employees, and agents: 
a. Broad form comprehensive general liability insurance covering bodily injury and 

property damage, with automatic coverage for premises, operations, and product liability. 
The policy must be endorsed with contractual liability coverage; and 

b. Automobile bodily injury and property damage liability insurance. 

Insurance coverage shall be a minimum of $500,000 per occurrence. If coverage is written 
with an annual aggregate limit, the aggregate limit shall not be less than $1,000,000. Metro, 
its elected officials, departments, employees, and agents shall be named as ADDITIONAL 
INSUREDS. Notice of any material change or policy cancellation shall be provided to Metro 
30 days prior to the change or cancellation. Mursen, its subcontractors, if any, and all 
employers working under this Agreement that are subject employers under the Oregon 
Workers' Compensation Law shall comply with ORS 656.017, which requires them to 
provide Workers' Compensation coverage for all their subject workers. Mursen shall provide 
Metro with certification of Workers' Compensation insurance including employer's liability. 
If Mursen has no employees and will perform the work without the assistance of others, a 
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certificate to that effect may be provided to Metro, in lieu of the certificate showing current 
Workers' Compensation. 

10. Indemnification and Release. Upon the receipt of any funds from Metro, Mursen hereby 
agrees to indenmify and hold harmless and defend Metro, its elected officials, officers, 
agents, and employees from any and all claims, demands, damages, actions, losses, and 
expenses (including all attomey's fees at trial or upon appeal), arising out of or in any way 
connected with Mursen's performance of this Agreement. Mursen is an independent 
contractor and assimies full responsibility for the performance of the program and the content 
of its work and performance of Mursen's labor, and assumes full responsibility for all liability 
for bodily injury or physical damage to person or property arising out of or related to this 
Agreement. Mursen is solely responsible for paying Mursen's subcontractors. Nothing in 
this Agreenient shall create any contractual relationship between any subcontractor and 
Metro. 

11. No Waiver. By making this agreement, the parties acknowledge and agree that Metro does 
not admit any liability or violation of law, and that nothing in this Agreement shall affect any 
right of contribution, indemnification, or cost recovery which Metro may now or in the future 
have against any third party. By making this Agreement, the parties also acknowledge and 
agree that Mursen does not waive any claim, cause of action or enforcement authority it may 
have as to any party other than Metro. 

12. Termination. Metro may terminate this Agreement upon giving Mursen seven (7) days' 
written notice. In the event of termination, Mursen shall be entitled to payment for work 
performed to the date of termination. Upon termination, Metro shall not be liable for indirect 
or consequential damages whatsoever. Termination of this agreement by Metro will not in 
any way waive any claim or any recovery of remedies Metro may have against Mursen. 
Metro's failure to object to any breach of this Agreement shall not constitute a waiver of 
Metro's right to object to an additional breach or to require strict performance of the 
Agreement. 

13. Public Contracts. Mursen shall comply with all applicable provisions of ORS Chapters 187 
and 279 and all other conditions and terms necessary to be inserted into public contracts in 
the state of Oregon, as if such provisions were apart of ORS 187.010.020 and 279.31.430 

14. Situs of Agreement. The situs of this agreement is Portland, Oregon, and any litigation 
thereto shall be governed by the State of Oregon and conducted in the Circuit Court of 
Multnomah Coimty. 

15. Non-Transferabilitv. This Agreement is binding on each party, its successors, assigns, and 
legal representatives and may not, under any circumstances, be assigned or transferred by 
either party without the expressed written consent of both parties. 
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16. Contacts. The manager of this grant for Metro shall be the person named below, until such 
time as the Executive Officer may name a replacement. Coordination of this Agreement will 
be conducted by, and all notices shall be delivered to, the following designated Project 
Managers: 
For Mursen: For Metro: 
Kristi Hansen, Vice President Meg Lynch 
Mursen Environmental, Inc. Metro • 
3802 S.W. Huber 600 NE Grand Ave. 
Portland, OR 97219 Portland, OR 97232 

(503) 977-9929 (503) 797-1671 
(503) 452-9522 FAX (503) 797-1795 FAX 

17. Extension. Metro may, at its sole discretion and upon written notice to Mursen, extend the 
term oftlus contract for a period of 12 months. During such extended term, all terms and 
conditions of this contract will continue in full force and effect. No additional funds will be 
provided in the event of a contract extension, except by Metro's discretion. 

18. Entire Agreement. Notwithstanding and succeeding any prior agreements or practices, this 
Agreement represents the entire agreement between the parties and may be expressly 
modified only by written instrument signed by both parties. 

In witness whereof, the parties have executed this Agreement on the dates hereinafter 
indicated as follows. 

Jeffrey A. Murray METRO 

Signature Signature 

Print Name and Title Print Name and Title 

Date Date 

DA:clk 
S:\SHARE\T1UKWJUEUE\CONTRACT\920991.GKT 
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 
RESOLUTION NO. 98-2732 

AUTHORIZING THE EXECUTIVE OFFICER 
TO EXECUTE A RECYCLING BUSINESS DEVELOPMENT GRANT 

WITH MURSEN ENVIRONMENTAL, INC. 

PROPOSED ACTION 
Authorizes the Executive Officer to enter into a muhi-year grant contract with 
Mursen Environmental, Inc., to develop a device that will enhance the ability to 
divert, collect, and recover organic waste from small-volume commercial generators. 

WHY NECESSARY 
• Food waste accounts for about 27 percent of the commercial waste stream generated 

in the region, and to meet Metro region recovery goals, RSWMP targets 41,700 tons 
of commercial food waste for recovery. This is an aggressive t^get, based on the 
marginal cost-effectiveness of diverting and recovering food waste. 

• Through the grant funds, Mursen Environmental, Inc., will develop a technology that 
allows cost-effective collection of food waste from small-volume generators and has 
the potential to divert an additional 23,000 tons of food waste annually. 

• On the basis of Metro's interest and[ commitment to this venture, this grant will 
leverage commitments of private capital for the balance of the necessary investment. 

ISSUES/CONCERNS 
• No significant issues or concerns. Mursen is not targeting materials for which 

privately-developed recycling markets already exist, Metro's funds will be used to 
leverage private investment; therefore, this grant does not compete with or substitute 
for private capital. Mursen has no direct competitors, and a patent search reveals that 
it is developing a new and patentable technology. 

• Without development of this technology, it is imlikely that food waste can be 
recovered from small-volume commercial generators. 

BUDGET/FINANCIAL IMPACTS 

• Awarding the grant would cost Metro $80,000 in FY 1998-99. 
• Although the adopted FY 98-99 Metro budget does not include a specific line item 

appropriation for Recycling Business Development Grants, the Budget Narrative does 
refer to the possibility of grant awards during FY 1998-99. 

• The Department has sufficient Materials & Services appropriations within the Solid 
Waste Revenue Fund's Operating Account to fund this grant. 

• The grant agreement contains provisions for repayment based on performance, so 
there is likelihood that these fimds will be retumed for re-granting in the future. 
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STAFF R E P O R T 

IN CONSIDERATION O F RESOLUTION NO. 98-2732, FOR THE P U R P O S E O F 
AUTHORIZING THE EXECUTIVE OFFICER TO EXECUTE A RECYCLING 
BUSINESS DEVELOPMENT GRANT WITH MURSEN ENVIRONMENTAL, INC. 

November 1 7 , 1 9 9 8 Presen ted by: Bruce Warne r 
Douglas Anderson 

I. Summary and Recommendation 

Approval of Resolution No. 98-2732 would authorize the Executive Officer to execu te a 
Recycling Bus iness Development Grant a g r e e m e n t with Mursen Environmental, Inc. in 
the amount of $80,000. 

Mursen is developing a device that will divert food solids from the liquid and solid w a s t e 
disposal s y s t e m s of res taurants , and containerize t h e s e food solids at the site for 
collection and recovery. Mursen h a s deve loped a preliminary design, performed a 
patent sea rch , d o n e market research , and written a bus ines s plan that they have sha red 
with Metro. Metro's grant f u n d s will go toward developing a working prototype of the 
device for field testing and obtaining a patent . Mursen h a s also lined up a number of 
private investors who, on the bas i s of Metro's interest and commitment to this project, 
have committed to provide the ba lance of funding for the bus iness . 

The grant is justified by the th ree primary p a r a m e t e r s of the Recycling Bus iness 
Development Program: it a d d r e s s e s deve lopment of d e m a n d for recyclable materials, it 
provides the funding n e c e s s a r y to leverage private investment, and if success fu l will 
result in recycling of w a s t e s that otherwise would have b e e n landfilled. 

The grant a g r e e m e n t with Mursen contains a "moral obligation to repay" that is triggered 
by per formance . Like a grant, Metro s h a r e s s o m e of the risk that this venture might not 
succeed . But unlike a "pure" grant, f u n d s a r e repaid if the venture is successfu l . The 
intent of this provision is to m a k e t h e s e grant monies available again for future 
applicants. 

The Executive Officer r e c o m m e n d s approval of Resolution No. 98-2732 

II. Background 

A. Reason for the Resolution 

The grant a g r e e m e n t that is authorized by this Resolution s t e m s from an application for 
a Recycling Bus iness Development Grant submitted to the Regional Environmental 
Managemen t Depar tment by Mursen Environmental, Inc. 

B. Recycling Business Development Program 

The Recycling Bus iness Development Program w a s establ ished in 1994 to support 
regional recycling goals . This program fos te r s d e m a n d for recyclable materials by 



supporting the deve lopment of e n d - u s e s for recyclable materials. In contrast , mos t 
w a s t e reduction p rograms a re des igned to inc rease the s u p p / y of recyclable materials. 
The distinction m a k e s Metro's Recycling Bus iness Development Program unique in the 
s ta te . 

Since 1994, the program h a s helped to fund specific initiatives that expand d e m a n d for 
recyclable materials. Among the accep tab le u s e s of funds are; es tabl ishment or 
expansion of b u s i n e s s e s that utilize recyclable materials genera ted in the Metro a rea , 
a s s i s t ance to b u s i n e s s e s that a r e substituting recycled for virgin content in their 
products, a n d deve lopment of new technologies that pennit recycling of materials that 
a r e currently landfilled. 

Grants a r e awarded only if they a r e likely to inc rease the regional recycling rate, and if 
they m e e t certain conditions and constraints, including: 

• The grant d o e s not compe te with or subst i tute for private capital. 

• The grant f u n d s a r e n e e d e d to bridge the g a p be tween private investment and 
the investment n e c e s s a r y to m a k e the bus ine s s happen . 

• The grant d o e s not target materials for which private markets already exist. 

• T h e applicant demons t r a t e s that the b u s i n e s s can ultimately opera te without the 
public subsidy. 

In evaluating applications, REM's W a s t e Reduction Division c o n v e n e s an independent 
evaluation commit tee to advise Metro on grant applications. The commit tee is chaired 
by the REM W a s t e Reduction manager , and includes outside exper t s in bus ine s s 
f inance and lending, bus ines s m a n a g e m e n t , economic development , solid w a s t e and 
recycling: a s well a s a Metro Council Analyst. T h e commit tee may r ecommend 
approval, denial, or approval with conditions. 

This commit tee h a s evaluated Mursen ' s grant application, and r ecommended approval. 
The grant a g r e e m e n t authorized by this Resolution reflects the commit tee ' s specific 
recommenda t ions and conditions. 

C. The Applicant's Request and Analysis 

Mursen Environmental, Inc. is researching and developing a technology to consolidate 
and dewate r food w a s t e gene ra t ed by res taurants , thereby allowing this material to b e 
diverted from the solid w a s t e and s e w e r s y s t e m s and collected for organics recovery. 
The company r eques t s up to $80,000 to research , test , document , produce, and field-
tes t a working prototype. 

W a s t e composition s tudies in the Metro region indicate that neariy 27 percent of the 
commercial w a s t e s t r eam is c o m p o s e d of food was te . Very little of this w a s t e is 
recovered at present . Furthermore, s tudies by Metro's W a s t e Reduction Division 
indicate that it is not cost-effective to recover food w a s t e from small genera to rs (such a s 
res taurants) with current technology.' Mursen ' s technology targe ts t h e s e problematic 
genera to rs with a solution that is likely to provide for cost-effective diversion, temporary 
s torage , and collection. 



Consistent with Metro's Regional Solid W a s t e M a n a g e m e n t Plan goals on. recycling and 
resource conservation, recovery of this material will help stimulate the local recycling 
industry, r educe the t onnage s en t to landfill, r educe the load on s e w a g e t reatment plants 
and, ultimately, inc rease recycling in the Metro region. 

Among the w a s t e reduction pract ices r e c o m m e n d e d in the Regional Solid W a s t e 
Management Plan is t he collection and off-site recovery of source -separa ted food from 
bus inesses . This r e c o m m e n d e d practice a lone accoun t s for 41 ,700 tons of w a s t e 
reduced by the year 2000. The Plan a s s u m e d that this t o n n a g e could b e obtained from 
large-volume genera tors . If the Mursen technology is success fu l with small-volume 
generators , even more food w a s t e could b e recovered. T h e applicant es t imates that 
their technology h a s the potential to divert a s much a s 23 ,000 tons per year in the Metro 
region within five y e a r s of commercialization. 

The company ' s principals, m a n a g e m e n t and legal counse l e a c h have many yea r s of 
exper ience in the solid w a s t e and recycling industries. B a s e d primarily on Metro's 
interest and commitment, Mursen h a s lined up a number of private investors that have 
cpmmitted to provide additional funding at more than a 2-to-1 ratio, over the Metro grant. 

Mursen h a s applied for this grant b e c a u s e it h a s exhaus t ed its own internal resources on 
preliminary design, patent s e a r c h e s , extensive market r esea rch , development of a 
bus iness plan, and other related e x p e n s e s . Mursen h a s applied to Metro for funds to 
take the next s t eps : engineer , build, field-test, and pa tent a working prototype of the 
device. Mursen 's additional investors s tand ready to fund the bus iness from this s tage . 

In s t a f f s opinion, Mursen ' s venture is likely to b e success fu l b e c a u s e (1) it provides 
significant potential sav ings on s e w e r and w a s t e disposal cos t s by the target u se r s (2) it 
is des igned to substi tute for existing equipment—little or no c h a n g e in operation is 
required by the u se r to achieve the cos t savings; and (3) any potentially competing 
equipment requires add -ons that t ake additional s p a c e , h a s significantly higher initial 
investment, and requires c h a n g e s in operation to utilize. Staff concludes that making 
this grant to Mursen would not result in c o m p e t e with existing technologies or materials 
mari^ets of any significant s ize. 

In conclusion, staff f inds that the Mursen proposal is fully eligible for consideration of a 
Recycling Bus iness Development Grant, that the Mursen proposal is consistent with the 
objectives of t he program and m e e t s all of the conditions and constraints on the u s e of 
the funds , and that the proposal is likely to s u c c e e d . REM's independent evaluation 
committee h a s concurred with t h e s e findings and r e c o m m e n d s approval. For t h e s e 
reasons , staff r e c o m m e n d s granting a Recycling Bus iness Development Grant in the 
reques ted amount of $80,000 to Mursen Environmental, Inc. 

III. Budget Impact 

Awarding this grant to Mursen Environmental, Inc. would result in expendi tures of 
$80,000 during FY 1998—99. Although the adopted FY 1998—99 Metro budget d o e s 
not include specific appropriations for Recycling Bus iness Development Grants, the FY 
1998—99 REM Budget Nan-ative m a d e re fe rence to the possibility of grant awards 
during FY 1998—99. T h e Depar tment h a s determined that it h a s sufficient Materials & 



Services appropriations within the Solid W a s t e R e v e n u e Fund ' s Operating Account to 
fund this grant. 

Upon temriination, the grant ag reemen t st ipulates that Mursen will convey to Metro a 
promissory note in the amount of the funds granted to Mursen. Under this a r rangement , 
Metro will b e remunera ted in future years for the f u n d s disbursed during FY 1998—99. 
The timing and level of r epayment of the promissory note can only b e es t imated at this 
time, a s repayment d e p e n d s on the bus iness pe r fo rmance of Mursen Environmental, 
Inc. Under the t e rms of the promissory no te—and if Mursen m e e t s its bus iness plan a s 
submitted to Metro—payments can be expec ted to begin during 2002, and a v e r a g e 
approximately $2 ,000 per month. This would indicate that the note would be satisfied 
be tween 3 and 3!^ y e a r s af ter the conditions to begin repayment a r e triggered. 
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AMENDED VERSIONS OF 
ORDINANCES NO. 98-779C, 98-788B, 98-786C, 

98-78IC, 98-782B AND 
RESOLUTIONS NO. 98-2726B, 98-2728B and 

98-2729C WILL BE AVAILABLE IN THE METRO 
COUNCIL OFFICE ON DECEMBER 10, 1998. 



Agenda Item Number 11.1 

Ordinance No. 9 8 - 7 7 9 C , For t h e Purpose of Amending iVIetro Urban Growth Boundary and t h e 2 0 4 0 
Growth Concep t Map in Ordinance 9 5 - 6 2 5 A in Urban Reserve Areas 4 3 and 4 7 of Wash ing ton County . 

Second Reading 

Metro Council Meet ing 
Thursday , December 10, 1 9 9 8 

Council Chamber 



BEFORE THE METRO COUNCIL 

FOR THE PURPOSE OF AMENDING 
METRO URBAN GROWTH BOUNDARY 
AND THE 2040 GROWTH CONCEPT 
MAP IN ORDINANCE 95-625A IN 
URBAN RESERVE AREAS 43,47 OF 
WASHINGTON COUNTY 

ORDINANCE NO 98-779BC 

•Introduced by Councilors Kvistad, Monroe, 
McLain, Morissette, Washington, McFarland 
and the Growth Management Committee 

WHEREAS, The Metro Council designated urban reserve areas in Ordinance No. 96-

655E, including these urban reserve areas 43 and 47; and 

WHEREAS, urban reserve study areas were shown on the 2040 Growth Concept map 

adopted as part of the Regional Urban Growth Goals and Objectives in Ordinance No. 95-625A 

and the map was amended by Ordinance No. 96-655E to show urban reserve areas; and 

WHEREAS, ORS 197.298(l)(a) requires that land designated as urban reserve land by 

Metro shall be the first priority land for inclusion in the Metro Urban Growth Boundary; and 

WHEREAS, the Metro Council has initiated a series of legislative amendments to the 

Urban Growth Boimdary, including this ordinance for lands inside the Metro jurisdictional 

boundary; and 

WHEREAS, notice of hearings was published and mailed in compliance with Metro 

Code 3.01.050(b), (c) and (d); and 

WHEREAS, a series of hearings was held before the Council Growth Management 

Committee on October 6,13, 20 and 27, and before the fiill Metro Council on November 10,12, 

16,17,19 and December 3,1998; and 

/ / / / / 

/ / / / / 
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WHEREAS, notice of Proposed Amendment for these urban reserve areas 43 and 47, 

consistent with Metro Code and ORS 197.610(1), was received by the Oregon Department of 

Land Conservation and Development at least 45 days prior to the December 3,1998 final 

hearing; and 

WHEREAS, the staff report for these areas was available at least seven days prior to the 

December 3, 1998 final hearing; and. 

WHEREAS, Metro Code 3.01.012(c)(3) requires designation of regional design types 

consistent with the 2040 Growth Concept for the land added to the UGB; and 

WHEREAS, the Metro Council considered all the evidence in the record, including 

public testimony in October, November, and December, 1998 hearings to decide proposed 

amendments to the Urban Growth Boundary; and 

WHEREAS, conditions of approval are necessary to assure that these urban reserve areas 

added to the Urban Growth Boundary are used to meet the need for housing consistent with the 

acknowledged 2040 Growth Concept; now therefore, 

THE METRO COUNCIL HEREBY ORDAINS AS FOLLOWS: 

1. Regional design types consistent with the Metro 2040 Growth Concept for the 

land added to the Metro Urban Growth Boundary in URAs 43 and 47 bv this ordinance aa shown 

nn nttfirhnH Fvbihit A nre herohy adoptedare hereby designated as "inner neighborhood design 

tyse . 

2. The Metro Urban Growth Boundary is hereby amended to add urbm reserve areas 

43 and 47 inside Metro's jurisdictiona:l boundary as shown on the map in Exhibit B, attached, 
I 

and incorporated by reference herein. 
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3. The 2040 Growth Concept map adopted as part of Ordinance No. 95-625A is 

hereby amended to show the Metro Urban Growth Boundary amendment in Exhibit B as within 

the UGB, instead of urban reserves. 

4. This amendment of the Metro Urban Growth Boundary is based on Findings of 

Fact and Conclusions in Exhibit C, attached hereto and incorporated by reference herein. 

5. In support of Findings and Conclusions adopted in Section 2 of this Ordinance, 

the Council hereby designates as the record herein those documents submitted and before the 

Council for consideration on these lands during the period between the October 6 Growth 

Management hearing, the December 3,1998 final hearing and final adoption of this ordinance. 

6. The following conditions of approval are needed to assure compliance of the 

developed use with statewide planning goals and Metro's acknowledged regional goals and 

objectives: 

A. The land added to the Urban Growth Boundary by this ordinance shall be 

planned and zoned for housing uses to the extent and in a manner consistent with the 

acknowledged 2040 Growth Concept text and the regional design types shown on 

Exhibit A. 

B. Prior to conversion ofthe new urbanizable land in this ordinance to urban 

land available for development, an urban reserve plan shall be completed for the lands 

added to the Urban Growth Boundary by this ordinance consistent with Metro Code 

3.01.012, as amended by Ordinance No. 98-772B, including Title 11 of the Urban 

Growth Management Functional Plan. 
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C. The urban reserve plan and urban comnrehensive plan and zoning shall be 

consistent with Goal 14. Factor 3 for stormwater facilities bv treating stormwater runoff 

bv filtration through a biofiltration swale. 

7. Consistent with ORS 268.390(3) and ORS 195.025(1), Washington County and 

the cities of Tualatin, Wilsonville and King City shall include the area added to the Urban 

Growth Boundary by this Ordinance as shown on the map in Exhibit B in applicable text and 

map provisions of their comprehensive plans. 

ADOPTED by the Metro Council this day of 1998. 

Jon Kvistad, Presiding Officer 

ATTEST: Approved as to Form; 

Recording Secretary 

i:\r-o\98wacos2.c 
(12/01/98) 

Daniel B. Cooper, General Counsel 
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EXHIBIT C 

ADOPTED FINDINGS AND CONCLUSIONS - ORDINANCE 98-779B (URA 43,47) 

3.0L015(e) 

Based on the analysis for Metro Code 3,01.0120(b)(1)(A), there is insufficient land 
available in the current UGB for about 32,400 housing units. Urban reserve areas with 
proposed urban reserve plan imder Council consideration in 1998 would provide less than 
10,000 units. Even if all these proposed urban reserve plans are approved in 1998, there is 
insufficient land available that satisfies the requirements of an urban reserve plan to meet 
the statutory requirement for 1998 that land for one-half the need, or about 16,200 units, be 
added to the UGB. 

This provision ofthe Metro Code provides that the Metro Coimcil may consider first tier 
lands where a city or county commits to complete and adopt such an urban reserve plan. 
Documentation must be provided to support its commitment to complete a conceptual plan 
for the urban reserve area. URAs 43 and 47 are first tier lands. 

For URA 43, the City of Tualatin has provided the Metro Council with a letter stating that 
it has committed to complete a conceptual plan. The city's letter of November 19,1998, 
provides for a work program, timeline for completion and funding for the planning. The 
Council accepts this demonstration of commitment and finds that 3.01.015(e) is satisfied. 
For URA 47, King City has committed in a November 10,1998 letter to complete and 
adopt an urban reserve plan for the area. The plan has identified funding and an estimated 
time for completion. 

3.01.020(a) 

Metro Code section 3.01.020 contains the complete requirements for amending the 
regional UGB. The code provisions have been acknowledged to comply with Statewide 
Planning Goals 2 and 14. They satisfy Metro's Regional Growth Goals and Objectives 
(RUGGO), as well. Application of this section constitutes compliance with ORS 197.298 
which sets land priorities for lands amended into the UGB because the lands being added 
to the UGB are designated urban reserve areas. The Metro Code has been acknowledged 
by the Land Conservation and Development Commission. Therefore, compliance with this 
code section satisfies Goals 2 and 14. 

3.01.020(b)(1) and (2) General Need Factors 

This acknowledged code section corresponds to Factors 1 and 2 of Goal 14. The need for 
urban growth boundary amendments may be demonstrated, generally, using either Factor 1 
or Factor 2 or both. 
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3.01.020(b)(1)(A) Factor 1 

The Metro Code requires that the demonstration of need shall include a forecast of regional 
population and employment. The forecast must also include a forecast of net developable 
land need. Concurrent with these forecasts, completion of an inventory of net developable 
land is required. 

The regional population and employment forecast, net developable land need and inventory 
of developable land are contained in Metro's Urban Growth Report (UGR). The first draft 
of the UGR was presented to the Metro Coimcil in March, 1996. After public hearings, the 
Council directed the Metro Executive Officer and Staff for conduct further research on 
urban growth demand. The results of this research were presented to the Council in the 
second draft ofthe UGR in June, 1996. On December 18,1997, the Metro Council 
adopted the final UGR in Resolution No. 97-2559B to comply with ORS 197.299(1). That 
final report estimated a UGB capacity deficit from 29,350 to 32,370 dwelling units and 
2,900 jobs. 

The UGR has two components. It contains the 2017 Regional Forecast which projects 
households and population, in demand for dwelling units, and demand for employment to 
the year 2017. This forecast represents an update ofthe 2015 Regional Forecast which 
made projections for three separate 25-year growth scenarios - Medium Growth, High 
Growth and Low Growth. The UGR predicted that the Medium Growth scenario has the 
highest likelihood of being realized over the 20 year forecast horizon. This forecast will be 
extended to 2019 or 2020 when UGB amendments are completed by December, 1999 as 
required by ORS 197.299(2)(b). 

The UGR also contains a Buildable Land and Capacity Analysis for the Metro UGB. The 
analysis estimates the supply of land inside the current UGB sufficient to meet future 
development for industrial, retail and commercial uses and lands "available and necessary 
for residential uses" under state law. ORS 197.295(1). The conclusion of the developable 
lands capacity analysis was that the region does not have a 20-year supply of land inside 
the current UGB. 

Two recent reports update data in the UGR: the Urban Growth Report Addendum 
(UGRA), and the Urban Growth Boundary Assessment of Need (UGBAN). The UGRA 
was completed August 26, 1998. The UGRA uses the same methodology as the UGR and 
updates UGR data in three areas. First, the data on vacant lands were updated from 1994 
information to include 1997 data. Second, the analysis of actual residential redevelopment 
and infill rates were measured for 1995 and 1996 to refine the estimates used in the UGR. 
Third, the inventory of unbuildable land inside the UGB was revised to better identify land 
constrained by environmental features. 

The UGRA also provides data on two scenarios for assessing the amount of developable 
land inside the UGB that will be constrained by Title 3 of Metro's Urban Growth 
Management Functional Plan. These estimates reflect 1998 adoption ofthe map of Title 3 
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regulated land. The first scenario calculates total developable land assuming a regionwide 
200-foot buffer from the centerline of streams and for steep slopes greater than 25 percent. 
This assumption is a conservative estimate of additional required buffer widths that could 
be required as a result of two contingencies, the Endangered Species Act (ESA) listing of 
lower Columbia River Steelhead and Metro's Fish and Wildlife Habitat planning. Both are 
in early stages of development. The second scenario calculates total developable land 
assuming only the buffer widths as required by Sections 1-4 of Title 3 on the 1998 map 
which provide performance standards for regional water quality and flood control. 

Metro Staff have a completed a draft work plan for Title 3, Section 5 Fish and Wildlife 
Habitat protection which will be coordinated with existing Statewide Planning Goal 5 
planning in the region. The work plan describes the research necessary to determine the 
scientific basis for buffers beyond those adopted for statewide Goal 7 and 7 purposes in 
riparian corridors, wetlands. These and other Goal 5 resources may require additional 
regulation that may be included in a regional flmctional plan. The work plan also sets a 
schedule for determining a methodology by which buffers can be applied to identified Goal 
5 and regional resources. It is anticipated that this analysis will be available in 1999, and 
that the Coimcil can determine at that time whether regionwide buffers up to 200 will be 
necessary to protect identified Goal 5 and ESA listing resources. That information will be 
included in the refined UGB capacity analysis prior to or concurrent with UGB 
amendments required to expand the UGB to bring in the remaining one half of needed land 
in 1999 as required by ORS 197.299((2)(b). 

In March,. 1998, National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS) listed lower Columbia River 
Steelhead as a threatened species under the ESA. The listing affects a major portion ofthe 
Metro region because the listing includes the Willamette River up to the Oregon City falls. 
NMFS is also reviewing a petition to list salmonid species in the upper Willamette River 
above the falls and a decision is expected in 1999. To conserve listed steelhead may 
require buffers along regional streams which are well in excess of the vegetated corridors 
required by the water quality and flood management provisions of Title 3 ofthe Functional 
Plan. NMFS has not yet promulgated rules which they are authorized to adopt under 
section 4(d) of the ESA, which contain restrictions to conserve threatened steelhead. 
However, the 4(d) rule is anticipated to be in place by early 1999. At that time, the Metro 
Council will have more specific information upon which to refine its Buildable Land and 
Capacity Analysis. 

The UGBAN was completed in October, 1998. This report summarizes all of Metro's 
efforts to assess the supply of developable land inside the UGB, and Metro's efforts to 
maximize the capacity ofthe current UGB. This updating of information in the UGRA and 
analysis in the UGBAN demonstrates that Metro has taken measures to increase the 
capacity of the UGB to accommodate unmet forecasted need for housing in the region. 
The Council finds these analyses sufficient evidence upon which to amend the UGB to 
satisfy the requirements of ORS 197.299(2)(a). However, more study is needed in 1999 to 
estimate the impact ofthe Functional Plan and to account for stream buffer requirements 
resulting from Metro's Fish and Wildlife Habitat planning and National Marine Fisheries 
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Service restrictions for Lower Willamette River Steelhead. The Council will revisit the 
UGB capacity assumptions with refined data prior to or concurrent with amending the 
UGB in 1999 to accommodate the remaining land needed as mandated by 
ORS 197.299(2)(b).3.0L020(b)(l)((B) 

The Metro Code requires a regional forecast and inventory "along with all other 
appropriate data" to be completed to determine whether the projected need for land to 
accommodate the forecast of population and employment is greater than the supply of 
buildable land inside the UGB. 

The UGR compares the 2017 Regional Forecast with the Buildable Land and Capacity 
Analysis for the Metro UGB. The UGR found that the current supply of buildable land 
inside the UGB can accommodate about 217,430 dwelling units and about 73,100 jobs. 
However, the regional forecast estimates that by 2017, the housing need will be for 
approximately 249,800 dwelling units and the employment need with be about 476,000 
jobs. This leaves a deficit of developable land inside the current UGB needed to 
accommodate about 32,370 dwelling imits and 2,900 jobs. The UGR indicated that at an 
estimated average 2040 Growth Concept density of 10 dwelling units per net developable 
acre, between 4,100 and 4,800 gross acres need to be added to the regional UGB to 
accommodate the need to comply with ORS 197.299(2). The Metro Council held a public 
hearing, providing the opportxmity for public comment on Resolution No. 97-2559B on 
December 18,1997. 

3.01.020(b)(1)(C) 

Since the inventory of net developable land is less than the forecasted need, the Metro 
Code requires an analysis to determine whether there is a surplus of developable land in 
one or more l ^ d use categories that could be suitable to meet that need without expanding 
the UGB. 

The UGBAN discusses Metro's Urban Growth Management Functional Plan (Functional 
Plan), which was an early implementation measure consistent with ORS 197.296. Under 
its statutory authority to adopt functional plans, Metro may require or recommend changes 
to the comprehensive plans and implementing ordinances of the 24 cities and three 
counties in Metro's jurisdiction. In 1996, the Metro Council adopted the Fimctional Plan 
which set targets for housing density with the goal of not having to expand the UGB at the 
time of this five-year need update. However, these targets were set prior to the Oregon 
Legislature's action to require Metro to assess the need for developable land and amend the 
regional UGB to accommodate at least one half of that need in 1998. Full compliance with 
the Functional Plan is not required until February, 1999. At that time, imless Metro 
approves an extension, local govenmients will adopt amendments to their comprehensive 
plans and implementing ordinances to accommodate housing densities on future 
development that are consistent with the 2040 Growth Concept design types. As a result, it 
will be some time before the full impact of the Functional Plan can be measured. 
Nevertheless, the Functional Plan requirements direct any surplus of developable 
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residential land inside the UGB to be developed at densities which address the unmet 
forecasted need calculated in the 2017 Regional Forecast as discussed in the UGR. 

The UGBAN also considered the potential for conversion of industrial lands to residential 
uses to address the unmet need. Based on regional review of industrial lands and 
compliance plans submitted by jurisdictions which have a significant amoimt of industrial 
land, the UGBAN concludes there is minimal opportunity to redirect industrial land to 
accommodate housing because those areas are already jobs poor or converting employment 
to housing will have adverse impacts on the 2040 Growth Concept goal of creating 
complete communities where residents have close access to jobs and services. 

3.01.020(b)(l)((D) 

The Metro Code requires consideration of lands outside the UGB which are best suited for 
expansion. This criterion was addressed in the Metro Council's designation of Urban 
Reserves in March, 1997 and through the Metro Urban Reserve Productivity Analysis 
(Productivity Analysis) which was completed in September, 1998. 

The Metro's Council's designation of urban reserves completed several years of analysis, 
public hearings and study of lands adjacent to the UGB which were deemed suitable for 
urbanization as measured by Goal 14, factors 3 through 7 and the exceptions criteria of 
Goal 2. State law sets priorities for amending the UGB which requires that urban reserves 
generally be considered for urbanization before other lands. ORS 197.298(1). 

The Productivity Analysis considered which urban reserves around the region represent the 
most efficient location for UGB expansion at this time. The study was conducted in two 
phases. Phase 1 analysis examined all 18, 571 acres of urban reserve land. The analysis 
generated an inventory of buildable land within the urban reserves to determine the range 
in the amount of land that might be needed to accommodate 32,400 dwelling units and 
2,900 jobs. Phase 2 selected a subset ofthe total urban reserves which would be most 
efficiently serviced and maximize the efficiency of the existing UGB. Those selection 
criteria included: 

• Inclusion of urban reserves in first tier urban reserves. The Metro Code 
requires that first tier urban reserves be considered for UGB expansion prior to 
consideration of other urban reserves. The Productivity Analysis included first 
tier lands in part to satisfy this requirement. 

• Proximity to UGB. While all urban reserves are adjacent to the UGB, the 
analysis did not select urban reserves that would require other more proximate 
iu:ban reserves to be developed first before they could develop. 

• Productivity Ratio. The Productivity Analysis focused on urban reserves which 
have a higher ratio of net buildable land to gross acres. Only urban reserves 
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with at least 40 percent buildable land to gross acreage were selected for 
Phase 2. 

• Serviceability Rating. Phase 1 considered the 1996 Utility Feasibility Analysis 
provided by KCM and the 1998 Urban Reserves Planning Status Report as a 
baseline for doing further serviceability research. If these reports indicated that 
the service was easy or moderate, then the urban reserve could be selected for 
Phase 2 analysis. 

• Exceptions. Some urban reserves were selected for Phase 2 analysis even 
thou^ serviceability was difficult if the urban reserve had a high productivity 
rating (70-80%) or there were existing urban reserve plaiming efforts imder 
way. 

The productivity analysis resulted in a comparative analysis of the public facilities 
efficiencies for 12,000 acres. The productivity of URAs 43 and 47 are addressed in Factor 
3 below. 

In the alternative, this section and OAR 660-004-0010(c)(B)(ii) requires a review to 
determine that areas which do not require a new exception cannot reasonably accommodate 
the use. The staff have completed a review of exception lands entitled "Exception Lands 
Not Considered as Alternative Sites for Urban Growth Boundary Expansion" attached as 
Appendix 1 to these findings. The Council finds that this analysis describes exception 
lands adjacent to the UGB which cannot reasonably accommodate the present need for 
about 32,400 dwelling units. 

3.01.020(b)(l)((E) 

Section 3.01.012(e) of the Metro Code requires an urban reserve conceptual plan. 
Consistent with section 3.01.015(e), for first tier urban reserves, a commitment firom the a 
city or county to complete a conceptual plan prior to implementing urban zoning is 
sufficient to satisfy tWs requirement provided that the city or county: 1) documents its 
commitment to complete the plan, 2) and adopts a work program, timeline for completion 
and identifies funding for completing the plan. Other urban reserves must provide a 
completed conceptual plan for review prior to or at the time of UGB amendment. URAs 
43 and 47 are first tier urban reserves with such commitments. See 3.01.015(e) above. 

3.01.020(b)(1)(F) 

The Council adopts and incorporates by this reference its findings for Metro Code section 
3.01.020(b)(1)(C). 

This code provision requires that the need identified in the Regional Forecast cannot 
reasonably be met within the existing UGB. The analysis in the UGR and the updates in 
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the UGRA demonstrate that Metro meticulously reviewed its buildable land inventory, 
vacant lands and infill and redevelopment rates to identify lands inside the UGB which are 
suitable for increasing the capacity of the existing UGB. The UGBAN summarizes these 
efforts. First, Metro considered all net developable land, regardless of parcelization or 
ownership in calculating existing UGB capacity. All 2040 Growth Concept design plan 
categories were considered in the UGR and UGRA. Second, an aggressive redevelopment 
and infill rate of 28.5 percent was initially used in the UGR. Actual data from 1995-1996 
refined this estimated rate. Matching the actual rate identified in new data from 1995-1996 
in the UGRA, combined with other factors did not significantly change the range of total 
housing units needed. 

Metro's Functional Plan requires the 24 cities and three counties in Metro's jurisdiction to 
increase densities to more efficiently use residential land. After local governments amend 
their comprehensive plans and implementing ordinances in February, 1999, development 
in residentially designated lands must occur at 80 percent of zoned density which will 
maximize the use of newly developed or redeveloped parcels. The effect of the Functional 
Plan requirements will be reviewed in 1999 after local governments amend their 
comprehensive plans to comply with Functional Plan requirements. At that time, trends in 
residential densities can be assessed to help refine the estimated amount of land needed to 
provide a 20-year supply of land in the region. That approach is consistent with 
ORS 197.299(2)(b). 

3.01.020(b)(3) 

Factor 3: Orderly and economic provision of public facilities and services. 

(A) For the purposes of this section, economic provision shall mean the lowest 
public cost provision of urban services. When comparing alternative sites with 
regard to factor 3, the best site shall be that site which has the lowest net increase in 
the total cost for provision of all urban services. In addition, the comparison may 
show how the proposal minimizes the cost burden to other areas outside the subject 
area proposed to be brought into the boimdary. 

According to the staff reports, the Productivity Analysis was performed to assess dwelling 
unit and employment capacity in selected URAs and to estimate costs for" wastewater, 
water, stormwater, and transportation service to these URAs. The Productivity Analysis 
indicates that although all URAs can be provided with the above services, some areas are 
more costly to serve than others. 

The cost of providing services to URAs were compared by calculating dwelling unit 
equivalents . The total estimated cost for wastewater, water, stormwater and transportation 
is expressed in staff reports as cost per Dwelling Unit Equivalent (DUE). A DUE is an 
estimate of service demand taking into consideration employment based needs as well. A 
DUE is the Estimated Dwelling Units (EDUs) per URA plus the estimated employment per 
URA. 
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The Council finds that URA 43 and 47 can feasibly be provided with services. According 
to the staff reports both URA 43 and 47 will be used for housing and subject to the 2040 
Growth Concept design type of inner neighborhood. This design type requires an average 
density consistent with at least 10 units per net developable acre as required by Metro Code 
3.01.012(e)(4). The staff report indicates that 45 units will be built on 7.2 net buildable 
acres for 43. For URA 47,412 dwelling units are anticipated for 57.2 buildable 
acres. Although both URS 43 and 47 can be served, when ranked firom lowest to highest 
for total cost, the estimated cost for URA 43 is $62,001 per DUE, the 44th lowest cost 
ranking. The information provided for 47 indicates it also has high relative costs among 
URAs - $34,125 - the 39tli lowest cost determined in the Productivity Analysis. 

The owner of URA 43 submitted more site specific evidence which shows that the area can 
be connected to the City of Tualatin's wastewater service as part of the city's gravity 
system which would eliminate the need for a pumping station as assumed for the 
productivity analysis ranking. The Metro Council accepts this site specific evidence that is 
confirmed by the city. 

The owner of lands in URA 47 has provided information which clarifies a mapping issue in 
the boundary of URA 47 at its southern border. This information demonstrates that the 
Floodplain boundary based on the FEMA fiood elevation should be located to the south of 
the line currently shown on the urban reserve maps. The corrected boundary is identified 
in Exhibit B of Ordinance 98-788A. 

This provision of the Metro Code states "the best site shall be that site which has the 
lowest net increase in the total cost for provision of all urban services." The cost estimates 
for URA 43 and 47 show that other URAs are relatively better by comparison of overall 
cost of connecting to existing service systems. However, Factor 3(A) must be balanced 
against the other factors in Metro Code 3.01.020. The higher, actual inner neighborhood 
minimum density levels will allow for costs to be spread over a larger number of dwelling 
units than in other URAs. Therefore, sites 43 and 47, on balance, are better than the 
average of the 12,000 acres of urban reserve land in Phase 2 of the productivity analysis. 
All such above average lands will be needed to add about 32,400 units to the UGB. 

(B) For the purposes of this section, orderly shall mean the extension of services fi"om 
existing serviced areas to those areas which are immediately adjacent and which are 
consistent with the manner of service provision. For the provision of gravity sanitary 
sewers, this could mean a higher rating for an area within an already served drainage basin. 
For the provision of transit, this would mean a higher rating for an area which could be 
served by the extension of an existing route, rather than an area which would require an 
entirely new route. 

URAs 43 and 47 are adjacent to the UGB. Both will integrate into existing service 
systems. For URA 43, the City of Tualatin has committed to a schedule, fimding and a 
work program for completing a public services plan for this area. For URA 47, the City of 
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King City has submitted a letter to the Council making a similar commitment. Funding for 
that planning will come from two owners of property in URS 47. 

Wastewater 

URA 43 

Site specific evidence on wastewater shows that wastewater service would be provided by 
attaching to the City of Tualatin's existing system. According to the Productivity 
Analysis, provision of sanitary sewer service to URA 43 was estimated to require one new 
pump station. In addition, this reserve would need approximately 7,200 feet of pipe, 
manholes and trenching, 2,250 feet of force mains and treatment capacity for 0.02 million 
gallons per day (mgd). However, site specific evidence indicates that a gravity sewer will 
be sufficient to provide service. Information from USA demonstrates that there is existing 
capacity for the additional wastewater that will be generated by this area. The Council 
concludes that extension of wastewater service outside the existing UGB into URA 43 will 
not impair existing service in the City of Tualatin. 

URA 47 

URA 47 is located immediately adjacent to King City with an existing sewer line located 
in 131st Avenue. The staff report states that additional capacity must be added to the 
treatment facility serving the current UGB. However, the United Sewerage Agency (USA) 
has indicated that the extension of services from existing serviced areas will be available to 
this area when it is included in the UGB. Based on this evidence, the Council concludes 
that this extension of wastewater service outside the existing UGB into URA 47 will not 
impair existing service in the City of King City or compromise USA's existing system. 

Water 

URA 43 

According to the staff report and the Productivity Analysis, provision of water service to 
URA 43 would require a water source expansion of 0.02 mgd and 200 feet of transmission 
lines. The City of Tualatin has stated that water service can be provided from its existing 
system. Based on this evidence, the Coimcil concludes that extension of water service 
outside the existing UGB into URA 43 will not impair existing service in the City of 
Tualatin. 

URA 47 

The staff report states that the Tigard Water District has indicated that services can be 
extended from areas within the UGB to serve URA 47. A water service master plan will be 
completed by the Tigard Water District to serve this area. Expanding water service to this 
area will not compromise the ability ofthe Tigard Water District to continue to serve the 
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area within the cuirent UGB and may actually enhance existing systems by providing more 
opportunities for looping water lines and increasing water pressure. Therefore, he Council 
finds that extension of water service outside the existing UGB into URA 47 will not impair 
existing service as provided by the Tigard Water District. 

Stormwater 

URA 43 

According to the staff report, the City of Tualatin states that stormwater services can be 
provided to URA 43. Exhibits 10 and 17 ofthe proposed "Site 43 Urban Reserve Plan" 
demonstrates that the drainage system site development uses the natural drainage to Seely 
Ditch in a manner consistent with Title 3. 

URA 47 

According to the staff report, there is no existing or planned, piped storm water collection 
system in place in this area. All existing runoff from nnpervious surface in this area is 
either allowed to infiltrate directly mto the ground or is collected in a roadside ditch 
system. 

The Council does not consider connection to existing piped stormwater systems to be 
necessary to demonstrate that stormwater can be adequately managed consistent with local 
govenunent regulations and Metro's Urban Growth Management Functional Plan. The 
Productivity Analysis estimates that water quality pond/marshes and detention will be 
required to address stormwater runoff from urbanization of URA 47. Detention facilities 
will slow and delay water run-off and prevent downstream flooding. Incorporation of 
water quality features will filter increased pollutant loads from urban run-off and collect 
sediments before this run-off reaches streams and creeks. 

Therefore, URA 47 stormwater facilities will be orderly on the condition that the final 
urban reserve plan provide sufficient on site stormwater detention consistent with USA 
guidelines and Tifle 3 ofthe Urban Growth Management Functional Plan. 

Transportation 

URA 43 

Grahams Ferry Road is the primary north and south roadway in the URA 43 area and 
provides two-lane access between Tualatin and Wilsonville. According to a traffic analysis 
completed by Kittleson & Associates, Inc. (March 1998), the transportation system in the 
area would be adequate to accommodate .year 2015 traffic with or without development of 
up to 70 single family houses on URA 43. While the Boones Ferry Road and Grahams 
Ferry Road intersection imder existing conditions is operating at unacceptable level of 
service (LOS) F during peak hours, the current improvement project is anticipated to 
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upgrade the LOS to an acceptable level (D or better). In addition, the report states that 
developing the reserve to anticipated Tualatin zoning would not significantly affect any of 
the transportation facilities serving the site. Therefore, the Council finds that urban levels 
of development in URA 43 will not compromise the existing transportation system inside 
the UGB or the surrounding areas. 

URA 47 

Fischer Road and 131st Avenue provide two-lane access to URA 47. Beef Bend Road 
(north of URA 47) has been identified in Metro's draft Regional Transportation Plan 
(RTP), Proposed Transportation Solutions for 2020 (September 1998) as being one of a 
list of projects identified as the most critical system need in the Portland region for the next 
20 years. Beef Bend Road and King City sidewalk improvements will improve the overall 
accessibility in this area. The list of projects and programs is part of a major update to the 
RTP that begins to implement the Region 2040 plan. Beef Bend Road (a street extension 
fi-om Scholls Ferry Road to Highway 99W) is identified for a Traffic Management Plan 
and will be included in the second round of analysis for the RTP scheduled in 1999. 

The staff report indicates that both 131st and Fischer Road can be extended to provide 
access to URA 47. Due to the shapes of the parcels within URA 47 there are opportunities 
for east-west and north-south connections. Transit bus service will also be included in any 
transportation plan. Therefore, transportation service is feasible for URA 47 with the 
condition that the final urban reserve concept demonstrate the planned transportation 
connections consistent with the Regional Transportation Plan and the applicable local 
transportation plan. 

Fire. Police and Schools 

URA 43 

The City of Tualatin has indicated that it will provide police and fire service for URA 43. 
The Sherwood School District has stated that it has sufficient existing schools capacity for 
the area. Therefore, schools service is feasible with the condition that the final Urban 
Reserve Plan indicates how the school district boundary issue affecting this property has 
been resolved. 

URA 47 

Tualatin Valley Fire District and the Washington Coimty Sheriff have indicated that 
emergency services can be provided. The Tigard School District (23 J) serves URA 47 and 
has indicated that it can adequately serve this area. The Council finds that school and fire 
service are available to URA 47 and that the providers have indicated that they have 
sufficient capacity to serve the area without compromising their other service obligations 
inside the UGB. 
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3.01.020(b)(4) 

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

(A) The subject area can be developed with features of an efficient urban growth 
form including residential and employment densities capable of supporting transit 
service; residential and employment development pattems capable of encouraging 
pedestrian, bicycle, and transit use; and the ability to provide for a mix of land uses 
to meet the needs of residents and employees. If it can be shown that the above 
factors of compact form can be accommodated more readily in one area than others, 
the area shall be more favorably considered. 

URA 43 

According to the staff report, URA 43 is capable of bemg developed with features that 
comply with the 2040 Growth Concept. The Productivity Analysis includes assumptions 
that URA 43 would most likely be developed with the 2040 design type of an inner 
neighborhood. This results in an estimated 45 to 54 dwelling imits and 15 to 18 jobs that 
can be accommodated within URA 43. Development at these levels will result in an 
average density of about 10 dwelling units or more per net buildable acre which is capable 
of encouraging pedestrian, bicycle and transit use. 

URA 47 

URA 47 consists of approximately 82 acres. The Productivity Analysis estimates that from 
361 to 436 dwelling imits and 120 to 145 jobs can be accommodated within this area. 
Development at this intensity will result in an average density of 10 dwelling units or more 
per net buildable acre which complies with the 2040 Growth Concept design type for inner 
neighborhood. The staff report also states that the addition of this URA combined with the 
existing level of development in the siurounding area will be sufficient to support transit 
service. The compact development envisioned for this area would provide opportunities 
for multi-modal transportation that would encourage walking, bicycling and transit. 

Compliance with Factor 4 of Goal 14, which this section ofthe Metro Code is 
acknowledged by LCDC to implement, also requires consideration of measures for 
satisfying the Factor 1 and 2 need inside the existing UGB. Metro has gone well beyond 
considering some measures to improve existing capacity inside the UGB. Metro's Urban 
Growth Management Functional Plan, Title 1 requires all ofthe 24 cities and three counties 
in Metro's jurisdiction to amend their comprehensive plans and implementing ordinances 
to require that new development result "in the building of 80 percent or more ofthe 
maximum number of dwelling imits per net developable acre permitted by the [existing] 
zoning designation for the site." This requirement will significantly increase the housing 
unit capacity inside the existing UGB. Therefore, Metro has considered and implemented 
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regionwide measures which comply with the Goal 14, Factor 4 requirement to avoid 
premature conversion of land outside the UGB to urban use. 

(B) The proposed UGB amendment will facilitate achieving an efficient urban 
growth form on adjacent urban land, consistent with local comprehensive plan 
policies and regional fimctional plans, by assisting with achieving residential and 
employment densities capable of supporting transit service; supporting the 
evolution of residential and employment development patterns capable of 
encouraging pedestrian, bicycle, and transit use; and improving the likelihood of 
realizing a mix of land uses to meet the needs of residents and employees. 

The staff report concludes that the anticipated densities in URAs 43 and 47 will facilitate 
efficient urban growth inside the UGB. Street connectivity would be improved through 
subdivision layout of streets in consistent with the land within the City of Tualatin with 
enhanced street connectivity. This would provide better access for fire and police 
protection, as well as increased opportunities for bike and pedestrian trips. Extension and 
looping of water lines between existing development within Tualatin and URA 43, and 
King City and URA 47 will enhance water service by eliminating dead end lines and 
increasing available water pressure. In addition to those efficiencies, urbanization of 
URA 43 will encourage the local street network to be improved to urban standards to add 
curbs and gutters, sidewalks, wheelchair ramps and bike lanes. Extension of sanitary sewer 
to URA 47 may allow areas inside the UGB without sanitary sewer service to gain such • 
service and reduce current dependence on individual septic systems over time. 

3.01.020(b)(5) 

Factor 5: Environmental, energy, economic and social consequences. 

(A) If the subject property contains any resources or hazards subject to special 
protection identified in the local comprehensive plan and implemented by 
appropriate land use regulations, findings shall address how urbanization is likely 
to occm: in a manner consistent with these regulations. 

URA 43 

No resources or hazards subject to special protection which are identified in the 
Washington County comprehensive plan are present in URA 43. However, Seely Ditch 
will be subject to protection provided by Title 3 of the Functional Plan (Water Quality, 
Flood Management and Fish and Wildlife Conservation) when brought into the UGB. 

URA 47 

No resources or hazards subject to special protection which are identified in the 
Washington County comprehensive plan are present in URA 47. A tributary of the 
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Tualatin River in URA 47 will be subject to protection provided by Title 3 ofthe 
Functional Plan once the area is amended into the UGB. 

(B) Complementary and adverse economic impacts shall be identified through 
review of a regional economic opportunity analysis, if one has been completed. If 
there is no regional economic opportunity analysis, one may be completed for the 
subject land. 

A regional economic opportunity analysis has not been completed as ofthe date of this 
report for any URA. 

(C) The long-term environmental, energy, economic, and social consequences 
(ESEE) resulting fi-om the use at the proposed site. Adverse impacts shall not be 
significantly more adverse than would typically result firom the needed lands being 
located in other areas requiring an amendment ofthe UGB. 

Environmental 

URA 43 

The staff report shows that Seely Ditch, a tributary of the Willamette River, runs north to 
south along the eastern portion of URA 43. The Creek Corridor includes 20 percent and 
greater slopes with a good forest cover. The forest cover provides multiple water quality 
and quantity benefits. The staff report mdicates that maintainmg the creek vegetation to 
protect these benefits is important protecting water quality in the areas. The Council 
agrees and finds that implementation of Title 3 of the Functional Plan in this area once it is 
made part ofthe UGB will provide that needed protection. 

URA 47 

A tributary ofthe Tualatin River crosses URA 47 and the Tualatin River is located directly 
south ofthe reserve area. Portions ofthe stream have intact riparian vegetation that should 
be protected to maintain water quantity and quality benefits. Generally, the riparian areas 
within the site provide a good linkage to the river and need to be protected. A portion of 
the stream upstream of the Tualatin River has had virtually all ofthe riparian vegetation 
removed. There is a valuable opportunity for stream restoration on this section ofthe 
stream. URA 47 is in the middle of a habitat corridor that is surrounded by heavy 
development. The Council agrees and finds that implementation of Title 3 of the 
Functional Plan in this area once it is made part ofthe UGB will provide that needed 
protection. 

The Council finds that the impacts of urbanizing both URA 43 and 47 are not more adverse 
than would typically occur in other urban reserves. 
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Social 

URA 43 and 47 

As the staff report demonstrates, there are positive and negative consequences to 
urbanizing any area. Through required urban reserve planning, the area can be developed in 
an efficient manner with the amenities of an urban area. This would provide an 
opportunity for mix-use development with a wide array of services for local residents. The 
closer proximity of housing to services and jobs will result in fewer vehicle miles traveled 
by local residents, and will provide opportunities for other modes of transportation such as 
transit, bicycling and walking. These benefits are gained at the cost of losing a small 
portion of the rural lands outside the ciurent UGB. Farming activities may feel the impacts 
of increased urbanization in the form of increased traffic or pressure to develop their lands 
or curtail farming activities. These social costs must be weighed against the costs of not 
providing enough land to accommodate needed housing and jobs. 

However, the Council finds that the social cost of not expanding the UGB in areas close to 
existing developed areas is great. Bringing limited amounts of land into the UGB and 
requiring development consistent with the 2040 Growth concept is anticipated to decrease 
the pressure on nearby farm land and rural residential land to accommodate more low 
density development. URAs 43 and 47 can accommodate 2040 Growth Concept densities 
which the Council finds will limit impacts such as the loss of agricultural production, 
increased costs of services, increased vehicle miles traveled and pollution that result from 
pushing growth outside of the areas that are contiguous to the current UGB. 

Both URA 43 and 47 are exception lands which are currently zoned to allow residential 
uses on five acre lots. Urbanization in these two areas will not cause the loss of EFU land. 
The staff report indicates that there are no archeological, historic or aggregate resources 
sites on either URA 43 or 47. Both sites offer the same opportunity to provide affordable 
housing at inner neighborhood 2040 design type densities. Therefore, Council finds that 
the social impacts of urbanizing these two URAs is minimal compared to the advantages 
discussed above and are certainly not more significant than would typically result from the 
needed lands being located in other urban reserves. 

Economic * 

URA 43 

The Council finds that urbanization of URA 43 and 47 will have the typical impacts that 
accompany urbanization of lands anywhere in the region. Intensification of residential 
development will increase the per acre value of land and improvements within this reserve. 
Once annexation to the adjacent cities and development occurs, all special districts serving 
this area will also receive an increase in their tax bases. Because the current use of the area 
is primarily rural residential, the Council finds there will be no significant loss of 
agricultural or forest production from URAs 43 or 47. Since these URAs will be 
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developed at densities corresponding to 2040 inner neighborhood design types, 
development will add to the economic base ofthe area by adding dwelling units and 
potentially some home-based jobs. 

Energy 

According to the staff reports URA 43 and 47 will not sigmficantly increase energy 
consumption. Both are located adjacent to the UGB and have close access to nearby town 
centers. Providing increased housing availability at 2040 growth concept densities will 
help reduce vehicle miles traveled by providing housing opportumties close to the jobs 
centers in King City, the City of Tigard and City of Tualatin. The Council finds that any 
increase in energy consumption firom fossil fiiels or electricity required for new residential 
development will not be typically more adverse that would typically result from 
development of other lands requiring and amendment to the UGB. 

3.01.020(b)(6) 

Factor 6: Retention of agricultural land. 

(B) After urban reserves are designated and adopted, consideration of Factor 6 
shall be considered satisfied if the proposed amendment is wholly within an area 
designated as an urban reserve. 

The staff reports correctly state that the Metro Council adopted urban reserves on March 6, 
1997 by Ordinance No. 96-655E. URAs 43 and 47 were adopted as part of that ordinance. 
As noted in Metro Code, the above hierarchy is only to be used prior to adoption of urban 
reserves. 

Alternatively, the staff reports also correctly note that the designated urban reserves are not 
yet acknowledged by LCDC and are currently imder appeal. However, both URA 43 and 
47 are composed completely of exception lands. Therefore, there is no agricultural land to 
retain. In the urban reserves study analysis, URSA 43 received a good agricultural land 
retention rating of 14. URA 47 received a rating of 12. These relative suitability scores 
are part of Metro's prior analysis demonstrate that adding these URAs to the UGB will 
have a region wide effect of retaining agricultural land. The Council finds that there is no 
evidence which indicates that the Factor 6 scoring for URA 43 and 47 should be revised. 
Therefore, the Council finds that amending the UGB in these two areas would retain 
farmland in accordance with Factor 6 even if the areas were not exception lands already 
designated as urban reserves. 
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3.01.020(b)(7) 

Factor 7: Compatibility of proposed urban development with nearby agricultiu-al activities. 

(i) A description of the number, location and types of agricultural activities 
occurring within one mile of the subject site. 

URA 43 

According to the staff report, there are 191 acres of EFU land within one mile of URA 43. 
None of that land is currently being farmed. No other agricultural activities are identified 
to be occurring on other lands within one mile of URA 43. 

URA 47 

URA 47 has approximately 649 acres of EFU-zoned land located within one mile of its 
western and southern boundary. This EFU land represents 21 percent of the entire land 
area within one mile of URA 47. Of the 649 acres identified, approximately 4 percent of 
the EFU land is in high value nursery stock, 2 percent in orchards and 93 percent is either 
in lower value field crops or is un-farmed. This estimation was made using Metro 
Regional Land Information System, aerial photos and information obtained fi-om the Farm 
Bureau. 

(ii) An analysis of the potential impacts, if any, on nearby agricultural activities 
taking place on lands designated for agricultural use in the applicable adopted 
county or city comprehensive plan, and mitigation efforts, if any impacts are 
identified. Impacts to be considered shall include consideration of land and water 
resources, which may be critical to agricultural activities, consideration of the 
impact on the farming practices of urbanization of the subject land as well as the 
impact on the local agricultural economy. 

URA 43 

The staff report indicates that none of the EFU land identified in Factor 7(i) above is 
presently being farmed. No other agricultural activities have been identified in this area. 
Therefore, the Council finds that there are no agricultural activities "taking place" at this 
time which could be impacted by urban development. Should such activities arise after 
URA 43 is amended into the UGB, it will be buffered by the forested areas to the south, 
Grahams Ferry Road to the west, and a tributary of the Tualatin to the east. The Council 
finds that any future impacts on traffic congestion will not compromise the present 
acceptable level of service on surrounding roadways, 

URA 47 
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The Council finds that the majority of EFU in this area is located across the Tualatin River 
and will not be adversely affected by the development of this URA. 
However, fresh vegetable and nursery operations may benefit from increased markets 
created by nearby development. Drainage impacts due to increased stormwater runoff 
from this URA on nearby farmland will be minimal. 

3.01.020(c) 

(1) The land need identified for Factors 1 and 2 of 3.01.020(b), above, included the 
estimated effect ofthe regionwide upzoning required by the Urban Growth Managenient 
Functional Plan. The requirements of Title 1 of that Plan include use of an 80% minimum 
residential densities and target upzoning for all 24 cities and 3 counties in Metro. Those 
regionwide policies require the accommodation of all the additional housing inside the 
UGB that is reasonable. The Council finds that the measures required by the Functional 
Plan goes beyond the Metro Code requirement to consider whether the identified land need 
cannot reasonably be accommodated within the current UGB. 

(2) URA 43 is compatible with the adjacent rural residential uses because urbanization 
will not compromise services in the area. Traffic impacts will be minimal and will not 
affect the presently acceptable level of service.. URA 43 is compatible with the nearby 
agricultural uses because it is buffered by Seely Ditch to the east, and Grahams Ferry Road 
to the west. Therefore, URA 43 is not adjacent to intensive farmmg practices. Also, URA 
43 adds to the nearby market for the nursery stock and fresh vegetables currently in 
production. 

URA 47 is compatible with adjacent agricultural use because it is separated from those 
uses by flood plan that is not appropriate for mtensive farming practices and the Tualatin 
River. 

(3) The ESEE consequences resulting from urban use at URA 43 and 47 are set forth in 
the Council's findings on Factor 5. Those findings demonstrate that the impacts of 
urbanizing these two URAs are not more adverse than would typically result in allowing 
urban development in other urban reserve areas. Since these URAs are primarily composed 
of exception land, the loss of agricultural land is minimized. Compared to other urban 
reserves which are also exception lands, these two URAs provide the benefits of compact 
urban form and 2040 housing densities. 

3.01.020(d) 

URA 43 

URA 43 is contiguous to urbanized residential land to the north and rural residential areas 
to the east, south and west. Seely Ditch and its associated riparian corridor, approximately 
150 feet wide, would buffer the land to the east ofthe site. The land to the south, zoned 
rural residential, would be contiguous to the urban residential development. Along the 
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western boundary of the site is Grahams Ferry Road, which would serve as a transition to 
the rural residential land to the west of the roadway. The Council finds that adding URA 43 
to the UGB will not create an island of urban land or allow lu-banized land to project into 
nearby resource lands. 

URA 47 

The UGB and urban uses to the north and east border URA 47. Areas to the south and 
west are located in Washington County. The area of Washington County to the south is 
located in the FEMA 100-year floodplain of the Tualatin River. The Council finds that 
adding URA 47 to the UGB will not create an island of urban land or allow urbanized land 
to project into, nearby resource lands. 

The Council fmds that adding URS 43 and 47 to the UGB will result in a clear transition 
between rural and urban lands. 

3.01.020(e) 

The applicable Statewide Planning Goals are 2 and 14. These goals are addressed by the 
analysis for Metro Code Section 3.01.020 discussed above. No other applicable goals were 
identified in the record. 

3.01.020(f) 

URAs 43 and 47 are consistent with the 2040 Growth Concept because the above findings 
show that development in these areas consistent with Region 2040 policies and the design 
types of inner neighborhood is feasible. 

i:\ken\ord98788.fhd 
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O r d i n a n c e No. 98-779B E x h i b i t C 
Appendix 1 

Date: October 26, 1998 

To: Mark Turpel, Senior Program IVIanager 
Growth Managemen t Services Department 

From: Glen Bolen, Associa te Regional Planner 
Growth Management Services Department 

Exception Lands Not Considered as Alternative Sites for Urban Growth 
Boundary Expansion 

In December 1997, Metro Council concluded, through adoption o f t h e Urban Growth Report, the 
Urban Growth Boundary (UGB) did not contain sufficient land to a c c o m m o d a t e the forecas ted 
20 yea r s of residential development . The Metro Council adopted the report describing the 
deficiency a s follows: the UGB must be expanded in order to accommoda te just over 32,000 
households and 2900 jobs. 

According to S ta te law, Metro h a s until December 31, 1998, to bring enough land into the 
boundary to a c c o m m o d a t e one-half o f t h e total need , just over 16,000 households and 1,450 
jobs. S ta te law requires that Metro establish urban rese rves to des igna te the a r e a s it will 
expand its UGB into over the next 30 years . Metro establ ished 18,579 ac r e s a s urban reserves 
on March 6, 1997. In acco rdance with S ta te law and Metro Code, the UGB can only be 
expanded into t h e s e adopted urban reserves . 

S ta te land-use laws specify a hierarchical approach to making a UGB expansion decision. The 
Sta te requires Metro to first look at exception lands n e a r the boundary. Exception lands are 
t hose that have been excep ted from Statewide Planning Goals 3 and 4, protecting farm and 
forest lands. If exception lands cannot mee t the entire need , then Metro may consider resource 
lands. Metro included both exception land and land des igna ted for farm or forest u s e in 
designating its initial Urban Rese rve Study Areas (URSAS). The adopted urban reserves , 
se lec ted from the URSAS also contain both exception land and resource lard . 

To decide which lands in proximity to the current UGB can bes t a c c o m m o d a t e the immediate 
forecas ted need , Metro contracted with Pacific Rim R e s o u r c e s to perform a productivity analysis 
of the adopted urban reserves . The consultants completed their task in two p h a s e s . The first 
s t ep w a s to analyze all of the urban reserves with a cursory look at household and job capacity. 
The first s t ep allowed the consul tants to narrow their focus to approximately 12,000 ac res for a 
more detailed s econd p h a s e of analysis. S o m e exception lands were dropped from 
consideration in the first p h a s e b e c a u s e they were shown to be less productive or more costly to 
serve. 

S o m e may quest ion why not all the exception lands around the region have been considered. 
The intent of this m e m o is to descr ibe why those lands were not considered in the UGB 
expansion. 
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The majority of the spatial information relied upon for this memo w a s derived from the data 
contained in Metro's RLISLITE CD-ROMS dated August 1998. Digital Ortho-photography 
c o m e s from Metro's RLIS Photo CD-ROMS dated Sep tember 1997. Copies of the CD-ROMS 
utilized are at tached. The remainder of the geographic infomiation relied upon w a s taken from 
the acknowledged Region 2040 Growth Concept Map. 

The staff analysis of exception lands not included in the urban reserves is categorized for e a s e 
of reading. The first two groupings include exception land s o m e distance from or not contiguous 
to the current UGB. Categories 3 through 41 are set up geographically a s a 'walk' around the 
UGB with an analysis on specific small groupings of exception lands that sha re a common 
issue. 

Category 
Number Description 

1. Dis t ance . None of the lands included in category one are near enough to the 
present UGB to enable efficient urban expansion. All of t h e s e exception a r ea s are at 
least one full mile from the present UGB. Urban development in t he se a r ea s would 
have negative impacts on the environment, specifically air quality; resultant from 
increases in vehicle mile traveled. 

In addition, many of the exception a r e a s within this category a re located within Metro 
identified rural reserves , and green corridors a s designated on the acknowledged 
Region 2040 Growth Concept Map. The policies contained in the Regional 
Framework Plan, and the Regional Urban Growth Goals and Objectives (RUGGOs) 
specify that rural reserves a re lands that will not be developed in urban u s e s in the 
fo reseeab le future. They are intended to support and protect farm and forestry 
operations. 

Metro is currently working with neighboring communities to develop agreements on 
shared policy. The intent of the agreement is to protect the rural reserves from urban 
development and maintain separation between communities. 

A green corridor is defined in the Regional Framework Plan, Objective 1.11 
(Neighbor Cities) a s a transportation facility through rural reserves that serves a s a 
link between the metropolitan area and a neighbor city that also limits a c c e s s to the 
farms and forests of the rural reserve. The intent is to keep urban to urban 
accessibility high to encourage a balance of jobs and housing, but limit any adverse 

' effect on the surrounding rural a reas . 

2. N o n c o n t i g u o u s Areas . T h e s e exception a r e a s are not contiguous to, or connected 
to, other exception a r e a s that are contiguous to the UGB. To expand the UGB onto 
non-contiguous exception a r e a s would require that the intervening agricultural a r ea s 
be urbanized. In addition, many of the exception a r e a s within this category are 
located within rural reserves a s designated on the acknowledged Region 2040 
Growth Concept Map. The policies contained in the Regional Frarnework Plan and 
the RUGGOs specify that rural reserves are lands that will not be developed in urban 
u s e s in the fo reseeab le future. They are intended to support and protect farm and 
forestry operations and maintain separation between communities. 
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3. Co lumbia G o r g e National S c e n i c Area. Exception lands in Multnomah County that 
are affected by Columbia Gorge National Scenic Area were excluded from 
consideration for urbanization. Urbanization of t h e s e a r e a s would conflict with the 
goals established by the federal government. 

4. Area E a s t of G r e s h a m . This area ha s a considerable amount of land that consists 
of s lopes in e x c e s s of 25 percent. Such lands were d e e m e d unbuildable in the 
analysis o f t h e Region 2040 Growth Concept and the Urban Growth Report. In 
addition, there is a significant canyon in the a rea with a s t ream that contains both 
wetlands and lands in the FEMA 100-year floodplain. 

5. G r e s h a m S a n d y S e p a r a t i o n . The RUGGOs Objective 26.1 specifies that 
communities will benefit from maintaining separation. This separation can be 
achieved by retaining the rural nature o f t h e lands between the UGB and neighboring' 
cities. The area between Gresham and Sandy se rves this function. This area is also 
contained within a rural reserve a s identified by the Region 2040 Growth Concept 
Map. The policies contained in the Regional Framework Plan and the RUGGOs 
specify that rural reserves are lands that will not be developed in urban u s e s in the 
foreseeable future. They are intended to support and protect farm and forestry 
operations and maintain separation between communities. 

The Region 2040 Growth Concept Map also identifies Highway 26 in this a rea a s a 
green corridor. A green corridor is defined in the Regional Framework Plan, 
Objective 1.11 (Neighbor Cities) a s a transportation facility through rural reserves 
that se rves a s a link between the metropolitan a rea and a neighbor city that also 
limits a c c e s s to the farms and forests of the rural reserve. The intent is to keep 
urban to urban accessibility high to encourage a balance of jobs and housing, but 
limit any adverse effect on the surrounding rural a reas . 

6. Area S o u t h of URAs 1, 2 a n d 3. This a rea w a s shown by the 1996 "Utility 
Feasibility Analysis for Metro 2040 Urban Reserve Study Areas" report completed by 
KCM to require "above average cost" for servicing. The land in this a rea is distant 
from existing urban services. The area contains a considerable amount of hilly land 
with s lopes greater than 25 percent. Such lands were d e e m e d unbuildable in the 
analysis of the Region 2040 Growth Concept and the Urban Growth Report. 

This land is separa ted from the urban reserve land to the north by a watershed 
boundary, and drains to the south, away from the gravity sys tems of Portland and 
Gresham. Using watershed boundaries for delineation of an UGB is consistent with 
the Regional Framework Plan Objective 1.7 (Urban/Rural Transition). In addition, 
the Metro Code Section 3.01.020(d) s ta tes the proposed location for the UGB shall 
result in a clear transition between urban and rural lands, using natural and build 
featured, such a s roads, drainage divides, floodplains, powerlines, major topographic 
features, and historic patterns of land u s e or sett lement. 

The Regional Framework Plan Objective 1.11 (Neighbor Cities) specifies that 
communities will benefit from maintaining separation. Not including these lands 
helps achieve this separation by retaining the rural nature of the a rea between 
Gresham and Sandy. 
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US Highway 26 is a des ignated Acces s Oregon Highway. The Region 2040 Growth 
Concept Map identifies Highway 26 in this a rea a s a green corridor. A green corridor 
is defined in the Regional Framework Plan Objective 1.11 (Neighbor Cities) a s a 
transportation facility through rural reserves that se rves a s a link between the 
metropolitan a rea and a neighbor city that also limits a c c e s s to the farms and forests 
of the rural reserve. T h e intent is to keep urban to urban accessibility high to 
encourage a balance of jobs and housing, but limit any adverse effect on the 
surrounding rural a reas . 

7. Area E a s t of URAs 6, 7 a n d 8. Much of the land in this a rea is shown to have 
s lopes of equal to or grea ter than 25 percent. Such lands were d e e m e d unbuildable 
in the analysis of the Region 2040 Growth Concept and the Urban Growth Report. In 
addition, the land in this a r ea is far from existing urban services. 

A considerable portion of this a rea is located within rural reserves a s shown on the 
acknowledged Region 2040 Growth Concept Map. The policies contained in the 
Regional Framework Plan and the RUGGOs specify that rural reserves are lands • 
that will not be developed in urban u s e s in the foreseeable future. They are intended 
to support and protect farm and forestry operations and maintain separation between 
communities. The scenic value of the buttes in this a rea is important to retain while 
balancing the land need for housing with quality of life n e e d s for the general 
population. 

A portion of this a r e a naturally drains into the Clackamas River. The Clackamas 
River is one of the three "pristine rivers" contained in the DEQ Three Basin Rule (the 
other two a re the McKenzie and the Santiam). This area , if urbanized, will have to 
have storm drainage water t reatment applied prior to discharge adding significantly 
to the cost of urbanization. 

8. Area E a s t a n d S o u t h of URA 9. Much of the land in this a rea is shown to consist of 
s lopes greater than 25 percent. Such lands were d e e m e d unbuildable in the 
analysis of the Region 2040 Growth Concept and the Urban Growth Report. In 
addition, the land in this a rea is distant from existing urban services. 

This a rea naturally drains into the Clackamas River. The Clackamas River is one of 
the three "pristine rivers" contained in the DEQ Three Basin Rule (the other two are 
the McKenzie and the Santiam). This area , if urbanized, will have to have storm 
drainage water t reatment applied prior to discharge making it expensive to develop. 

9. Area S o u t h of URA 9. Much of the land in this a rea is shown to consist of s lopes 
greater than 25 percent. Such lands were d e e m e d unbuildable in the analysis of the 
Region 2040 Growth Concept and the Urban Growth Report. In addition, the 
p resence of wet lands further excludes this land from being urbanized. 

This a rea naturally drains into the Clackamas River. The Clackamas River is one of 
the three "pristine rivers" contained in the DEQ Three Basin Rule (the other two are 
the McKenzie and the Santiam). This area, if urbanized, will have to have storm 
drainage water t reatment applied prior to discharge making it expensive to develop. 
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10. Area North of LIRA 15. Much of the land in this a rea is shown to consist of s lopes 
greater than 25 percent. Such lands were d e e m e d unbuildable in the analysis o f t h e 
Region 2040 Growth Concept and the Urban Growth Report. 

The scenic value of the buttes in this area. is important to retain, while balancing the 
land need for housing and quality of life n e e d s of the general population. 

11. Area W e s t of URA 15. Much o f t h e land in this a rea is shown to consist of s lopes 
greater than 25 percent. Such lands were d e e m e d unbuildable in the analysis of the 
Region 2040 Growth Concept and the Urban Grovirth Report. 

The scenic value of the buttes in this a rea is important to retain, while balancing the 
land need for housing and quality of life n e e d s of the general population. 

12. Carve r Vicinity. This a rea is almost entirely consumed by unbuildable land. A large 
proportion of this land is shown to consist of s lopes greater than 25 percent. Such 
lands were d e e m e d unbuildable in the analysis o f t h e Region 2040 Growth Concept 
and the Urban Grov\rth Report. Most of the land that is not steeply sloped lies within 
the FEMA 100-year floodplain o f t h e Clackamas River. Metro's adopted Urban 
Growth Management Functional Plan (Functional Plan) (Title 3) requires that land of 
this nature be protected from the effects of development. In addition, such lands 
were d e e m e d unbuildable in the analysis of the Region 2040 Growth Concept and 
the Urban Growth Report. 

This a rea naturally drains into the Clackamas River. The Clackamas River is one of 
the three "pristine rivers" contained in the DEQ Three Basin Rule (the other two are 
the McKenzie and the Santiam). This area, if urbanized, will be required to have 
storm drainage water treatment applied prior to discharge, adding significantly to the 
cost of development. 

13. Area S o u t h of C l a c k a m a s River. This a rea naturally drains into the Clackamas 
River. The Clackamas River is one of the three "pristine rivers" contained in the 
DEQ Three Basin Rule (the other two are the McKenzie and the Santiam). This a rea 
will have to have storm drainage water treatment applied prior to discharge. 

This a rea contains significant amounts of land that is shown to consist of s lopes 
greater than 25 percent. Such lands were d e e m e d unbuildable in the analysis of the 
Region 2040 Growth Concept and the Urban Growth Report. Other lands in this 
a r ea lie within the FEMA 100-year floodplain of the Clackamas River. The 
Functional Plan (Title 3) requires that land of this nature be protected from the effects 
of development. In addition, such lands were d e e m e d unbuildable in the analysis of 
the Region 2040 Grov\rth Concept and the Urban Growth Report. 

This a rea is located within rural reserves a s shown on the acknowledged Region 
2040 Growth Concept Map. The policies contained in the Regional Framework Plan 
and the RUGGOs specify that rural reserves are lands that will not be developed for 
urban u s e s in the foreseeable future. They a re intended to support and protect farm 
and forestry operations and maintain separation between communities. 
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14. Area E a s t of O r e g o n City. This a rea contains the Newell Creek Canyon, an area 
with significant amounts of land that is shown to contain s lopes equal to or greater 
than 25 percent. Such lands were d e e m e d unbuildable in the analysis of the Region 
2040 Growth Concept and the Urban Growth Report. According to testimony from 
the City of Oregon City ( see the legal record for the March 6 , 1 9 9 7 , Urban Reserve 
Decision) the topography in this a rea makes it difficult to efficiently deliver urban 
services. 

There is a substantial amount of land in this a rea that lies within the FEMA 100-year 
floodplain. It is a lso evident that there a re several wetlands in this a rea . The 
Functional Plan (Title 3) requires that land of this nature be protected from the effects 
of development. In addition, such lands were d e e m e d unbuildable in the analysis of 
the Region 2040 Growth Concept and the Urban Growth Report. 

This a rea is located within rural reserves a s shown on the acknowledged Region 
2040 Growth Concept Map. The policies contained in the Regional Framework Plan 
and the RUGGOs specify that rural reserves are lands that will not be developed in 
urban u s e s in the fo reseeab le future. They are intended to support and protect farm 
and forestry operat ions and maintain separation between communities. 

The addition of this land area would create an island of non-urban land surrounding 
Highway 213 or would increase the p ressures of urbanization on the agricultural 
lands between this a r ea and the UGB. 

15. B e a v e r c r e e k Area . T h e s e lands were excluded from consideration largely due to 
the existing set t lement patterns. Lot s izes in this a rea start a s small a s one-half 
acre. Examination of aerial photography shows land is being fully utilized by the 
existing development . There is only one large parcel (approximately 160 acres) of 
land in the area . This parcel, however, is under construction a s a county-owned golf 
course. Substantially developed a r e a s such a s this do not provide much additional 
development potential. Therefore, the increase in urban growth capacity from adding 
t h e s e lands to the UGB would be minimal. 

16. O r e g o n City, C a n b y S e p a r a t i o n . T h e s e exception a r e a s are located within rural 
reserves a s shown on the acknowledged Region 2040 Growth Concept Map. The 
policies contained in the Regional Framework Plan and the RUGGOs specify that 
rural reserves a re lands that will not be developed in urban u s e s in the foreseeable 
future. They a re intended to support and protect farm and forestry operations and 
maintain a separat ion between communities. 

The acknowledged Region 2040 Growth Concept Map identifies Highway 99 a s a 
green corridor. A green corridor is defined in the Regional Framework Plan 
Objective 1.11 (Neighbor Cities) a s a transportation facility through rural reserves 
that se rves a s a link between the metropolitan area and a neighbor city that also 
limits a c c e s s to the fa rms and forests of the rural reserve. The intent is to keep 
urban to urban accessibility high to encourage a balance of jobs and housing, but 
limit any adverse effect on the surrounding rural a reas . 

17. S t a f fo rd Area . Much of this exception land is shown to contain s lopes equal to or 
greater than 25 percent . Such lands were d e e m e d unbuildable in the analysis of the 
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Region 2040 Growth Concept and the Urban Growth Report. A large amount of the 
remaining terrain is found to contain s lopes between 18-24 percent. 

The acknowledged Region 2040 Growth Concept Map identifies 1-205 a s a green 
corridor. A green corridor is defined in the Regional Framework Plan Objective 1.11 
(Neighbor Cities) a s a transportation facility through rural reserves that se rves a s a 
link between the metropolitan area and a neighbor city that also limits a c c e s s to the 
farms and forests of the rural reserve. The intent is to keep urban to urban 
accessibility high to encourage a balance of jobs and housing, but limit any adverse 
effect on the surrounding rural a reas . 

T h e s e exception a r ea s are located within rural reserves a s shown on the 
acknowledged Region 2040 Growth Concept Map. The policies contained in the 
Regional Framework Plan and the RUGGOs specify that rural reserves are lands 
that will not be developed in urban u s e s in the foreseeable future. They are intended 
to support and protect farm and forestry operations and to maintain a separation 
between communities. 

The land directly west of URA 30 abuts a watershed boundary that directs sewer and 
stormwater away from the neares t service provider, the City of West Linn. This 
watershed boundary will make the efficient provision of urban services to t he se 
exception lands more costly. Using watershed boundaries for delineation of an UGB 
is consistent with the Regional Framework Plan Objective 1.7 (Urban/Rural 
Transition). In addition, the Metro Code Section 3.01.020(d) s ta tes the proposed 
location for the UGB shall result in a clear transition between urban and rural lands, 
using natural and build featured, such a s roads, drainage divides, floodplains, 
powerlines, major topographic features, and historic patterns of land use or 
settlement. 

18. S o u t h of ln ters ta te-205. The acknowledged Region 2040 Growth Concept Map 
identifies 1-205 a s a green corridor. A green corridor is defined in the Regional 
Framework Plan Objective 1.11 (Neighbor Cities) a s a transportation facility through 
rural reserves that se rves a s a link between the metropolitan a rea and a neighbor 
city that also limits a c c e s s to the farms and forests of the rural reserve. The intent is 
to keep urban to urban accessibility high to encourage a balance of jobs and 
housing, but limit any adverse effect on the surrounding rural a reas . 

This a rea also contains environmentally sensitive lands. There are significant a reas 
shown to contain s lopes equal to or greater than 25 percent. Such lands were 
d e e m e d unbuildable in the analysis of the Region 2040 Grov\rth Concept and the 
Urban Growth Report. There are also lands in this a rea that lie within the FEMA 
100-year floodplain of the Tualatin River. The Functional Plan (Title 3) requires that 
land of this nature be protected from the effects of development. In addition, such 
lands were d e e m e d unbuildable in the analysis of the Region 2040 Growth Concept 
and the Urban Growth Report. 

T h e s e exception a r ea s are located within rural reserves a s shown on the 
acknowledged Region 2040 Growth Concept Map. The policies contained in the 
Regional Framework Plan and the RUGGOs specify that rural reserves are lands 
that will not be developed in urban u s e s in the foreseeable future. They are intended 
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to support and protect farm and forestry operations and maintain a separation 
between communities. 1-205 provides a clear boundary consistent with Regional 
Framework Plan Objective 1.7 (Urban/Rural Transition). In addition, the Metro Code 
Section 3.01.020(d) s ta tes the proposed location for the UGB shall result in a clear 
transition between urban and rural lands, using natural and build featured, such a s 
roads, dra inage divides, floodplains, powerlines, major topographic features, and 
historic pat terns of land use or settlement. 

19. S h e r w o o d , Tualat in , Wilsonville. T h e s e exception a r e a s are located within mral 
reserves a s shown on the acknowledged Region 2040 Growth Concept Map. The 
policies contained in the Regional Framework Plan and the RUGGOs specify that 
rural rese rves are lands that will not be developed in urban u s e s in the foreseeable 
future. They a re intended to support and protect farm and forestry operations and 
maintain a separation between communities. 

A considerable amount of land in this a rea is environmentally sensitive. S o m e of this 
sensitive land is shown to contain s lopes equal to or greater than 25 percent. Such 
lands were d e e m e d unbuildable in the analysis of the Region 2040 Growth Concept 
and the Urban Growth Report. There is also a considerable amount of land in this 
a r ea that lies within the FEMA 100-year floodplain, and in federally protected 
wetlands. The Functional Plan (Title 3) requires that land of this nature be protected 
from the effects of development. In addition, such lands were deemed unbuildable in 
the analysis of the Region 2040 Grovirth Concept and the Urban Growth Report. 

In addition, the exception lands near Highway 99 are compromised by the presence 
of a g reen comdor a s identified by the acknowledged Region 2040 Growth Concept 
Map. A green corridor is defined in the Regional Framework Plan Objective 1.11 
(Neighbor Cities) a s a transportation facility through rural reserves that serves a s a 
link between the metropolitan area and a neighbor city that also limits a c c e s s to the 
farms and forests of the rural reserve. The intent is to keep urban to urban 
accessibility high to encourage a balance of jobs and housing, but limit any adverse 
effect on the surrounding rural a reas . 

20. S o u t h of Wilsonvil le. All of t he se exception a r e a s a re located within rural reserves 
a s identified by the acknowledged Region 2040 Growth Concept Map. The policies 
contained in the Regional Framework Plan and the RUGGOs specify that rural 
rese rves are lands that will not be developed in urban u s e s in the foreseeable future. 
They a re intended to support and protect farm and forestry operations and maintain 
a separat ion between communities. 

21. S o u t h of S h e r w o o d . T h e s e exception a r e a s are located within rural reserves a s 
identified by the acknowledged Region 2040 Growth Concept Map. The policies 
contained in the Regional Framework Plan and the RUGGOs specify that rural 
rese rves are lands that will not be developed in urban u s e s in the foreseeable future. 
They a re intended to support and protect farm and forestry operations and maintain 
a separat ion between communities. 

Highway 99 in this a rea is designated a s a green corridor on the acknowledged 
Region 2040 Growth Concept Map. A green corridor is defined in the Regional 
Framework Plan Objective 1.11 (Neighbor Cities) a s a transportation facility through 
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rural reserves that se rves a s a link between the metropolitan a rea and a neighbor 
city that also limits a c c e s s to the farms and forests of the rural reserve. The intent is 
to keep urban to urban accessibility high to encourage a balance of jobs and 
housing, but limit any adverse effect on the surrounding rural a reas . 

22. W e s t of S h e r w o o d . Much of the exception land in this a rea is located within rural 
reserves a s identified by the acknowledged Region 2040 Growth Concept Map. The 
policies contained in the Regional Framework Plan and the RUGGOs specify that 
rural reserves are lands that will not be developed in urban u s e s in the foreseeable 
future. They are intended to support and protect farm and forestry operations and 
maintain a separation between communities. 

Highway 99 in this a rea is designated a s a green corridor on the acknowledged 
Region 2040 Growth Concept Map. A green corridor is defined in the Regional 
Framework Plan Objective 1.11 (Neighbor Cities) a s a transportation facility through 
rural reserves that se rves a s a link between the metropolitan a rea and a neighbor 
city that also limits a c c e s s to the farms and forests o f t h e rural reserve. The intent is 
to keep urban to urban accessibility high to encourage a balance of jobs and 
housing, but limit any adverse effect on the surrounding rural a reas . The Oregon 
Department of Transportation (ODOT) h a s designated Highway 99 a s an Access 
Oregon Highway. The region d e p e n d s on this transportation facility a s a free-flowing 
connection to communities in Yamhill County and at the Oregon Coast . 

23. Area W e s t a n d S o u t h of URA 47. All of the exception land south of URA #47 and a 
significant amount to the west are located within the FEMA 100-year floodplain for 
the Tualatin River. The Functional Plan (Title 3) requires that land of this nature be 
protected from the effects of development. In addition, such lands were deemed 
unbuildable in the analysis of the Region 2040 Growth Concept and the Urban 
Growth Report. 

T h e s e exception lands are also compromised by the existing sett lement patterns. 
Lot s izes in this a rea begin at less than one-half acre. Examination of aerial 
photography shows these lands are largely being utilized by the existing 
development. Substantially developed a r e a s such a s this do not provide much 
additional development potential. Therefore, the increase in urban growth capacity 
from adding these lands to the UGB would be minimal. 

24. North of URA 49. T h e s e exception lands are compromised for urbanization by the 
existing settlement patterns. This a rea is comprised almost entirely of small ac reage 
single family residential dwellings. Residents in this a rea expressed concerns to the 
Metro Council about this a rea ' s suitability for further urbanization. Examination of 
aerial photography shows these lands are largely being utilized by the existing 
development. Substantially developed a r e a s such a s this do not provide much 
additional development potential. Therefore, the increase in urban growth capacity 
from adding these lands to the UGB would be minimal. 

25. C o o p e r Mountain . T h e s e exception lands are compromised for urbanization by the 
existing settlement patterns. This a rea is comprised almost entirely of small ac reage 
single family residential dwellings. Residents in this a rea expressed concerns to the 
Metro Council about this a rea ' s suitability for further urbanization, and that there is an 
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operating vineyard in the vicinity. There are deed restrictions in place currently that 
limit the additional capacity of the smaller ac r eage tax lots in this a rea . Examination 
of aerial photography shows these lands are largely being utilized by the existing 
development. Substantially developed a r e a s such a s this do not provide much 
additional development potential. Therefore, . the increase in urban growth capacity 
from adding these lands to the UGB would be minimal. 

26. Area S o u t h w e s t of URA 51. It would be difficult to provide public services to these 
exception lands if they were added to the UGB. Water, sewer, and storm drainage 
will have to be run perpendicular to the UGB for s o m e dis tance in order to serve very 
few properties. 

This a rea protrudes from the existing UGB into an a rea designated for farm or forest 
u s e by the Washington County Comprehensive Plan. Urbanization of this a rea 
would be in conflict to Regional Framework Plan Objective 1.7 (Urban/Rural 
Transition). In addition, the Metro Code Section 3.01.020(d) s ta tes the proposed 
location for the UGB shall result in a clear transition between urban and rural lands, 
using natural and build featured, such a s roads, drainage divides, floodplains, 
powerlines, major topographic features, and historic patterns of land use or 
sett lement. 

27. Area S o u t h of URA 55. T h e s e exception lands are almost entirely within the FEMA 
100-year floodplain. In "addition, the p resence of wetlands is also an issue. The 
Functional Plan (Title 3) requires that land of this nature be protected from the effects 
of development. In addition, such lands were d e e m e d unbuildable in the analysis of 
the Region 2040 Growth Concept and the Urban Growth Report. Using the FEMA 
floodplain a s a boundary is consistent with the Regional Framework Plan 
Objective 1.7 (Urban/Rural Transition). 

There is one small piece of exception land in this a rea that is isolated from the land 
that is constrained environmentally. This isolated parcel appea r s from aerial 
photography to be the clubhouse and other structures associa ted with the vineyard 
and golf course known a s "The Reserve." Substantially developed a r e a s such a s 
this do not provide much additional development potential. Therefore, the increase 
in urban growth capacity from adding t h e s e lands to the UGB would be minimal. 

28. Area W e s t of Hillsboro. T h e s e exception a r e a s a re des ignated rural reserves by 
the acknowledged Region 2040 Growth Concept Map. The policies contained in the 
Regional Framework Plan and the RUGGOs specify that rural reserves are lands 
that will not be developed in urban u s e s in the fo reseeab le future. They are intended 
to support and protect farm and forestry operations and maintain a separation 
between communities. 

T h e s e a r e a s are not contiguous to, or connected to, other exception a r e a s that are 
contiguous to the UGB. To expand the UGB onto non-contiguous exception a reas 
would require the addition and urbanization of the intervening agricultural area . 

29. Area b e t w e e n Corne l i u s Hillsboro. The exception land in this area is located 
within rural reserves a s identified by the acknowledged Region 2040 Grov\rth 
Concept Map. The policies contained in the Regional Framework Plan and the 
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RUGGOs specify tliat rural reserves are lands tliat will not be developed in urban 
u s e s in the foreseeable future. They are intended to support and protect farm and 
forestry operations and maintain a separation between communities. 

Highway 8 in this a r ea is designated a s a green corridor on the acknowledged 
Region 2040 Growth Concept Map. A green corridor is defined in the Regional 
Framework Plan Objective 1.11 (Neighbor Cities) a s a transportation facility through 
rural reserves that s e rves a s a link between the metropolitan a rea and a neighbor 
city that also limits a c c e s s to the farms and forests of the rural reserve. The intent is 
to keep urban to urban accessibility high to encourage a balance of jobs and 
housing, but limit any adverse effect on the surrounding rural a reas . 

The western edge of this a rea is adjacent to the FEMA 100-year floodplain. The 
Functional Plan (Title 3) requires that land of this nature be protected from the effects 
of development. In addition, such lands were d e e m e d unbuildable in the analysis of 
the Region 2040 Growth Concept and the Urban Growth Report. 

Using the FEMA floodplain a s a boundary is consistent with the Regional Framework 
Plan Objective 1.7 (Urban/Rural Transition). In addition, the Metro Code Section 
3.01.020(d) s ta tes the proposed location for the UGB shall result in a clear transition 
between urban and rural lands, using natural and build featured, such a s roads, 
drainage divides, floodplains, powerlines, major topographic features, and historic 
patterns of land use or settlement. 

30. Area North of Corne l ius . The UGB in this a rea borders the FEMA 100-year 
floodplain. Using the FEMA floodplain a s a boundary is consistent with the Regional 
Framework Plan Objective 1.7 (Urban/Rural Transition). In addition, the Metro Code 
Section 3.01.020(d) s ta tes the proposed location for the UGB shall result in a clear 
transition between urban and rural lands, using natural and build featured, such a s 
roads, drainage divides, floodplains, powerlines, major topographic features, and 
historic patterns of land use or settlement. 

A considerable amount of the exception land in this a rea falls within both wetlands 
and the 100-year floodplain. The Functional Plan (Title 3) requires that land of this 
nature be protected from the effects of development. In addition, such lands were 
d e e m e d unbuildable in the analysis of the Region 2040 Growth Concept and the 
Urban Growth Report. 

31. Area S o u t h w e s t of F o r e s t Grove. The exception land in this a rea is located within 
rural reserves a s identified by the acknowledged Region 2040 Growth Concept Map. 
The policies contained in the Regional Framework Plan and the RUGGOs specify 
that rural reserves a re lands that will not be developed in urban u s e s in the 
foreseeable future. They are intended to support and protect farm and forestry 
operations and maintain a separation between communities. 

The UGB in this a rea borders the FEMA 100-year floodplain. Using the FEMA 
floodplain a s a boundary is consistent with the Regional Framework Plan Objective 
1.7 (Urban/Rural Transition). In addition, the Metro Code Section 3.01.020(d) s ta tes 
the proposed location for the UGB shall result in a clear transition between urban 
and rural lands, using natural and build featured, such a s roads, drainage divides. 



Memorandum 
October 26, 1998 
P a g e 12 

floodplains, powerlines, major topographic features, and historic patterns of land use 
or settlement. 

A considerable amount of the exception land in this a rea falls within the FEMA 100-
year floodplain. The Functional Plan (Title 3). requires that land of this nature be 
protected from the effects of development. In addition, such lands were deemed 
unbuildable in the analysis of the Region 2040 Growth Concept and the Urban 
Growth Report. 

32. Area North of F o r e s t Grove. The exception land in this a rea is located within rural 
reserves a s identified by the acknowledged Region 2040 Growth Concept Map. The 
policies contained in the Regional Framework Plan and the RUGGOs specify that 
rural reserves a re lands that will not be developed in urban u s e s in the foreseeable 
future. They a re intended to support and protect farm and forestry operations and 
maintain a separation between communities. 

The majority of this land is shown to contain s lopes equal to or greater than 
25 percent. Such lands were d e e m e d unbuildable in the analysis of the Region 2040 
Growth Concept and the Urban Growth Report. 

T h e s e a r e a s a re not contiguous to, or connected to, other exception a r ea s that are 
contiguous to the UGB. To expand the UGB onto non-contiguous exception a reas 
would require the addition and urbanization of the intervening agricultural areas . 

33. Area North of Eve rg reen Road . T h e s e exception lands are relatively small and 
situated within a larger a rea of agricultural lands. Urbanization of these lands would 
have negative effects on the agricultural activities in this a rea . This intrusion into an 
agricultural a rea would not be consistent with the Regional Framework Plan 
Objective 1.7 (Urban/Rural Transition). 

Inclusion of t he se exception lands within the UGB will c rea te difficulties in regard to 
the efficient provision of public services. Water, sewer and storm drainage will have 
to be run perpendicular to the UGB for a dis tance to serve very few properties. 

In addition, to the p resence of wetlands, t he se exception lands contain land within 
the FEMA 100-year floodplain. The Functional Plan (Title 3) requires that land of this 
nature be protected from the effects of development. In addition, such lands were 
d e e m e d unbuildable in the analysis of the Region 2040 Growth Concept and the 
Urban Growth Report. 

34. Area W e s t of URA 62. This small a rea of exception land is almost entirely within the 
FEMA 100-year floodplain. The Functional Plan (Title 3) requires that land of this 
nature be protected from the effects of development. In addition, such lands were 
d e e m e d unbuildable in the analysis of the Region 2040 Grov\rth Concept and the 
Urban Growth Report. Using the FEMA floodplain a s a boundary is consistent with 
the Regional Framework Plan Objective 1.7 (Urban/Rural Transition). In addition, 
the Metro Code Section 3.01.020(d) s ta tes the proposed location for the UGB shall 
result in a clear transition between urban and rural lands, using natural and build 
featured, such a s roads, drainage divides, floodplains, powerlines, major topographic 
features, and historic patterns of land use or settlement. 
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In addition, the exception a r ea s at the western end of Evergreen Road are within 
rural reserves a s designated on the acknowledged Region 2040 Growth Concept 
Map. The policies contained in the Regional Framework Plan and the RUGGOs 
specify that rural reserves are lands that will not be developed for urban u s e s in the 
fo reseeab le future. They are intended to support and protect farm and forestry 
operations and to maintain separation between communities. 

35. Area N o r t h e a s t of URA 62. A considerable amount of the exception land in this 
a rea is within the FEMA 100-year floodplain. The Functional Plan (Title 3) requires 
that land of this nature be protected from the effects of development. In addition, 
such lands were d e e m e d unbuildable in the analysis of the Region 2040 Grov\rth 
Concept and the Urban Growth Report. 

T h e s e a r e a s are not contiguous to, or connected to, other exception a r ea s that are 
contiguous to the UGB. To expand the UGB onto non-contiguous exception a reas 
would require the addition and urbanization of the intervening agricultural a reas . 

36. Area W e s t of URA 65. This a rea of exception land in this a rea is within the FEMA 
100-year floodplain. The Functional Plan (Title 3) requires that land of this nature be 
protected from the effects of development. In addition, such lands were deemed 
unbuildable in the analysis of the Region 2040 Growth Concept and the Urban 
Growth Report. 

The boundary o f t h e adjacent URA #36 corresponds to the 100-year floodplain. 
Using he FEMA floodplain a s a boundary is consistent with the Regional Framework 
Plan Objective 1.7 (Urban/Rural Transition). In addition, the Metro Code Section 
3.01.020(d) s ta tes the proposed location for the UGB shall result in a clear transition 
between urban and rural lands, using natural and build featured, such a s roads, 
drainage divides, floodplains, powerlines, major topographic features, and historic 
patterns of land use or settlement. 

37. Area North of URA 65. Agricultural lands and the FEMA 100-year floodplain 
surround this small a rea of exception land. Brugger Road w a s selected a s the 
logical boundary to enhance a compact urban form consistent with the 
acknowledged Region 2040 Growth Concept and the Regional Framework Plan 
Objective 1.7. % 

38. Area E a s t of URA 65. The majority of the exception lands in this a rea is shown to 
contain s lopes equal to or greater than 25 percent. Such lands were d e e m e d 
unbuildable in the analysis of the Region 2040 Growth Concept and the Urban 
Growth Report. Agricultural lands also surround this a rea . In addition, the 
topography of this a rea limits the accessibility to sewer trunk lines, making the 
provision of public services more costly. 

39. Skyl ine Area. This small a rea of exception lands is shown to almost entirely contain 
s lopes equal to or greater than 25 percent. Such lands were d e e m e d unbuildable in 
the analysis of the Region 2040 Growth Concept and the Urban Growth Report. 
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The addition of this a r ea to the UGB would create an island of non-urban land 
surrounded by the UGB. Creation of such an island is not consistent with the 
Regional Framework Plan Objective 1.7 (Urban/Rural Transition). 

40. Highway 30. The Region 2040 Growth Concept Map identifies Highway 30 in this 
a rea a s a g reen corridor. A green corridor is defined in the Regional Framework 
Plan Objective 1.11 (Neighbor Cities) a s a transportation facility through rural 
reserves that s e rves a s a link between the metropolitan a rea and a neighbor city that 
also limits a c c e s s to the farms and forests of the rural reserve. The intent is to keep 
urban to urban accessibility high to encourage a balance of jobs and housing, but 
limit any adverse effect on the surrounding rural a reas . 

In addition, the exception land in this a rea is within a rural reserve a s shown on the 
acknowledged Region 2040 Growth Concept Map. The policies contained in the 
Regional Framework Plan and the RUGGOs specify that rural reserves are lands 
that will not be developed for urban u s e s in the foreseeable future. They are 
intended to support and protect farm and forestry operations and to maintain 
separat ion between communities. 

41. S a u v i e Is land. The exception land in this a rea is within a rural reserve a s shown on 
the acknowledged Region 2040 Growth Concept Map. The policies contained in the 
Regional Framework Plan and the RUGGOs specify that rural reserves are lands 
that will not be developed in urban u s e s in the foreseeable future. They are intended 
to support and protect farm and forestry operations and maintain separation between 
communities. 

This a rea also suffers from poor accessibility for transportation services. 
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Agenda Item Number 11.2 
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BEFORE THE METRO COUNCIL 

FOR THE PURPOSE OF AMENDING 
THE METRO URBAN GROWTH 
BOUNDARY AND THE 2040 GROWTH 
CONCEPT MAP IN ORDINANCE 95-
625A IN URBAN RESERVE AREA 55 OF 
WASHINGTON COUNTY 

ORDINANCE NO 98-788AB 

Introduced by Councilors McLain, Morissette, 
McFarland and Washington 

WHEREAS, The Metro Coimcil designated urban reserve areas in Ordinance No. 96-

655E, including the portion of urban reserve area 55 inside Metro jurisdiction; and 

WHEREAS, urban reserve study areas were shown on the 2040 Growth Concept map 

adopted as part of the Regional Urban Growth Goals and Objectives in Ordinance No. 95-625A 

and the map was amended by Ordinance No. 96-655E to show urban reserve areas; and 

WHEREAS, ORS 197.298(l)(a) requires that land designated as urban reserve land by 

Metro shall be the first priority land for inclusion in the Metro Urban Growth Boundary; and 

WHEREAS, the Metro Council has initiated a series of legislative amendments to the 

Urban Growth Boundary, including this ordinance for lands inside the Metro jurisdictional 

boundary; and 

WHEREAS, notice of hearings was published and mailed in compliance with Metro 

Code 3.01.050(b), (c) and (d); and 

WHEREAS, a series of hearings was held before the Council Growth Management 

Committee on October 6,13,20 and 27, and before the full Metro Council on November 10,12, 

16,17,19 and December 3,1998; and 
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WHEREAS, notice of Proposed Amendment for urban reserve area 55, consistent 

with Metro Code and ORS 197.610(1), was received by the Oregon Department of Land 

Conservation and Development at least 45 days prior to the December 3, 1998 final hearing; and 

WHEREAS, the staff report for these areas was available at least seven days prior to the 

December 3,1998 final hearing; and 

WHEREAS, Metro Code 3.01.012(c)(3) requires designation of regional design types 

consistent with the 2040 Growth Concept for the land added to the UGB; and 

WHEREAS, the Metro Council considered all the evidence in the record, including 

public testimony in October, November, and December, 1998 hearings to decide proposed 

amendments to the Urban Growth Boundary; and 

WHEREAS, conditions of approval are necessary to assure that these urban reserve areas 

added to the Urban Growth Boundary are used to meet the need for housing consistent with the 

acknowledged 2040 Growth Concept; now therefore, 

THE METRO COUNCIL HEREBY ORDAINS AS FOLLOWS: 

1. Regional design types consistent with the Metro 2040 Growth Concept for the 

land added to the Metro Urban Growth Boimdary by this ordinance as shown on attached 

Exhibit A are hereby adopted. 

2. The Metro Urban Growth Boundary is hereby amended to add the exception land 

portion of urban reserve area 55 inside Metro's jurisdictional boundary as shown on the map in 

Exhibit B, attached, and incorporated by reference herein. 

3. The 2040 Growth Concept map adopted as part of Ordinance No. 95-625A is 

hereby amended to show the Metro Urban Growth Boundary amendment in Exhibit B as within 

the UGB, instead of urban reserves. 

Page 2 - Ordinance No. 98-788B 



4. This amendment of the Metro Urban Growth Boundary is based on Findings of 

Fact and Conclusions in Exhibit C, attached hereto and incorporated by reference herein. 

5. In support of Findings and Conclusions adopted in Section 2 of this Ordinance, 

the Council hereby designates as the record herein those documents submitted and before the 

Council for consideration on these lands during the period between the October 6 Growth 

Management hearing, the December 3,1998 final hearing and final adoption of this ordinance. 

6. The following conditions of approval are needed to assure compliance of the 

developed use with acknowledged Metro Code 3.01. Metro's acknowledged regional goals and 

objectives and related statewide goals: 

A. The land added to the Urban Growth Boimdary by this ordinance shall be 

planned and zoned for housing uses to the extent and in a manner consistent with the 

acknowledged 2040 Growth Concept text and the regional design types shown on 

Exhibit A. 

B. . Prior to conversion of the new urbanizable land in this ordinance to urban 

land available for development, the relevant portions of the South Hillsboro Urban 

Reserve Plan on urban reoer\re plan ohall bo completed for the lands added to the Urban 

Growth Boundary by this ordinance consistent with Metro Code 3.01.012, as amended by 

Ordinance No. 98-772B, including Title 11 of the Urban Growth Management Functional 

Plan. 

C. Adoption of an urban comprehensive plan designation and urban zoning 

for this area shall include means to assure that speed, temperature, sedimentation and 
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chemical composition of the stormwater runoff meet State and Federal water quality 

standards. 

D. Urban zoning shall address on-site stormwater detention requirements. 

The City shall consider a requirement that the amount of stormwater runoff after 

completion of development shall not be greater than the stormwater runoff before 

development. 

E. Adoption of an urban comprehensive plan designation and urban zoning 

for the subject area shall be approved onlv after the citv adopts the Functional Plan 

requirements for revegetation. Title 3 setbacks from the top of bank streams and 

wetlands, and addressed Federal requirements adopted pursuant to the Endangered 

Species Act. 

7. Consistent with ORS 268.390(3) and ORS 195.025(1), Washington County and 

the city of Hillsboro shall include the area added to the Urban Growth Boundary by this 

Ordinance as shown on the map in Exhibit B in applicable text and map provisions of their 

comprehensive plans. 

ADOPTED by the Metro Council this day of 1998. 

Jon Kvistad, Presiding Officer 

ATTEST: Approved as to Form: 

Recording Secretary 

i:\r-o\98wacos.b 
(12/08/98 2:00 pm)) 

Daniel B. Cooper, General Counsel 

Page 4 - Ordinance No. 98-788B 



19
8T

H
 

II
 m

il
 9

 
v«

i 
II

 
II

I 

V
 ii

aiH
xa

 



R E O I O N A L L A N D I N F O R M A T I O N S Y S T E M JQHIMSO 

Ordinance #98-788(L 
Urban Reserve #55 
(Partial) 

X APOLLO W S 7 

3 MARINER 
R Q WAy 
» N LUNA 

tt> WAY 

First Tier 
Within Metro Boundary 

A L E X A r j n t f R 

L j Area Considered by Council 
^ First Tier Urban Reserve 

A f Urban Growth Boundary 

Exhibit B 1 of 1 

i 

3 

Tk« w k r w e w e* llw mef w 4wtre4 hw* *e«d 4«*WBWI • CIS 

Stale: 1" - 1000' 

500 1000 1500 

SW PHESANT ST 
METRO 

600 NE Grand Av*. 
hartUnd. on 97232-2730 

VoKt BCKS 79J'174J 
PAX 503 797-1909 

Email dre@>m«trô storju« 
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Exhibit C 

ADOPTED FINDINGS AND CONCLUSIONS - ORDINANCE 98-788. B (URA 55) 

3.01.015(e) 

Based on the analysis for Metro Code 3.01.0120(b)(1)(A), there is insufficient land 
available in the current UGB for about 32,400 housing units. Urban reserve areas with a 
proposed urban reserve plan under Council consideration in 1998 would provide less than 
10,000 units. Even if all these proposed urban reserve plans are approved in 1998, there is 
insufficient land available that satisfies the requirements of an urban reserve plan to meet 
the statutory requirement for 1998 that land for one-half the need, or about 16,200 imits, be 
added to the UGB. 

This portion of URA 55 is first tier land.1 The City of Hillsboro has opted to include this 
area in its Hillsboro South Urban Reserve Concept Plan, Therefore, the portion of the 
concept plan for URA 55 must satisfy Metro Code section 3,01.012(e). Those criteria will 
be addressed at the end of these findings, 

3,01.020(a) 

Metro Code section 3.01.020 contains the complete requirements for amending the 
regional UGB, The code provisions have been acknowledged to comply with Statewide 
Planning Goals 2 and 14, They satisfy Metro's Regional Growth Goals and Objectives 
(RUGGO), as well. Application of this section constitutes compliance with ORS 197,298 
which sets land priorities for lands amended into the UGB because the lands being added 
to the UGB are designated urban reserve areas. Since the Metro Code has been 
acknowledged by the Land Conservation and Development Commission, compliance with 
this code section satisfies Goals 2 and 14, 

3,01,020(b)(1) and (2) General Need Factors 

This acknowledged code section corresponds to Factors 1 and 2 of Goal 14, The need for 
urban growth boundary amendments may be demonstrated, generally, using either Factor 1 
or Factor 2 or both. This acknowledged code section predates ORS 197.298(3). Therefore, 
need may, also, be met by complying with this statute on specific land need. 

3.01.020(b)(1)(A) Factor 1 

The Metro Code requires that the demonstration of need shall include a forecast of regional 
population and employment. The forecast must also include a forecast of net developable 
land need. Concurrent with these forecasts, completion of an inventory of net developable 
land is required. 

The regional population and employment forecast, net developable land need and inventory 
of developable land are contained in Metro's Urban Growth Report (UGR), The first draft 

1 These findings for Ordinance 98- 788A discuss the first tier portion of URA 55 only. References to URA 
55 in these findings refer only to the first tier areas. 
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of the UGR was presented to the Metro Council in March, 1996. After public hearings, the 
Council directed the Metro Executive OfiScer and Staff for conduct fiirther research on 
urban growth demand. The results of this research were presented to the Council in the 
second draft of the UGR in June, 1996. On December 18,1997, the Metro Council 
adopted the final UGR in Resolution No. 97-2559B to comply with ORS 197.299(1). That 
final report estimated a UGB capacity deficit firom 29,350 to 32,370 dwelling imits and 
2,900 jobs. 

The UGR has two components. It contains the 2017 Regional Forecast which projects 
households and population, in demand for dwelling units, and demand for employment to 
the year 2017. TTiis forecast represents an update of the 2015 Regional Forecast which 
made projections for three separate 25-year growth scenarios - Medium Growth, High 
Growth and Low Growth. The UGR predicted that the Medium Growth scenario has the 
highest likelihood of being realized over the 20 year forecast horizon. This forecast will be 
extended to 2019 or 2020 when UGB amendments are completed by December, 1999 as 
required by ORS 197.299(2)(b). 

The UGR also contains a Buildable Land and Capacity Analysis for the Metro UGB. The 
analysis estimates the supply of land inside the current UGB sufficient to meet fiiture 
development for industrial, retail and commercial uses and lands "available and necessary 
for residential uses" under state law. ORS 197.295(1). The conclusion of the developable 
lands capacity analysis was that the region does not have a 20-year supply of land inside 
the current UGB. 

Two recent reports update data in the UGR: the Urban Growth Report Addendum 
(UGRA), and the Urban Growth Boundary Assessment of Need (UGBAN). The UGRA 
was completed August 26,1998. The UGRA uses the same methodology as the UGR and 
updates UGR data in three areas. First, the data on vacant lands were updated fi-om 1994 
information to include 1997 data. Second, the analysis of actual residential redevelopment 
and infill rates were measured for 1995 and 1996 to refine the estimates used in the UGR. 
Third, the inventory of unbuildable land inside the UGB was revised to better identify land 
constrained by environmental features. 

The UGRA also provides data on two scenarios for assessing the amount of developable 
land inside the UGB that will be constrained by Title 3 of Metro's Urban Growth 
Management Functional Plan. These estimates reflect 1998 adoption of the map of Title 3 
regulated land. The first scenario calculates total developable land assuming a regionwide 
200-foot buffer firom the centerline of streams and for steep slopes greater than 25 percent. 
This assumption is a conservative estimate of additional required buffer widths that could 
be required as a result of two contingencies, the Endangered Species Act (ESA) listing of 
lower Columbia River Steelhead and Metro's Fish and Wildlife Habitat planning. Both are 
in early stages of development. The second scenario calculates total developable land 
assuming only the buffer widths as required by Sections 1-4 of Title 3 on the 1998 map 
which provide performance standards for regional water quality and flood control. 
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Metro Staff have a completed a draft work plan for Title 3, Section 5 Fish and Wildlife 
Habitat protection which will be coordinated with existing Statewide Planning Goal 5 
planning in the region. The work plan describes the research necessary to determine the 
scientific basis for buffers beyond those adopted for statewide Goal 6 and 7 purposes in 
riparian corridors, wetlands. These and other Goal 5 resources may require additional 
regulation that may be included in a regional functional plan. The work plan also sets a 
schedule for determining a methodology by which buffers can be applied to identified 
Goal 5 and regional resources. It is anticipated that this analysis will be available in 1999, 
and that the Council can determine at that time whether regionwide buffers up to 200 will 
be necessary to protect identified Goal 5 and ESA listed resources. That information will 
be included in the refined UGB capacity analysis prior to or concurrent with UGB 
amendments required to expand the UGB to bring in the remaining one half of needed land 
in 1999 as required by ORS 197.299(2)(b). 

In March, 1998, National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS) listed lower Columbia River 
Steelhead as a threatened species imder the ESA. The listing affects a major portion of the 
Metro region because the listing includes the Willamette River up to the Oregon City falls. 
NMFS is also reviewing a petition to list salmonid species in the upper Willamette River 
above the falls and a decision is expected in 1999. To conserve listed steelhead may 
require buffers along regional streams which are well in excess ofthe vegetated corridors 
required by the water quality and flood management provisions of Title 3 ofthe Functional 
Plan. NMFS has not yet promulgated rules which they are authorized to adopt under 
section 4(d) ofthe ESA, which contain restrictions to conserve threatened steelhead. 
However, the 4(d) rule is anticipated to be in place by early 1999. At that time, the Metro 
Council will have more specific information upon which to refine its Buildable Land and 
Capacity Analysis. 

The UGBAN was completed in October, 1998, This report summarizes all of Metro's 
efforts to assess the supply of developable land inside the UGB, and Metro's efforts to 
maximize the capacity of the current UGB. This updating of information in the UGRA and 
analysis in the UGBAN demonstrates that Metro has taken measures to increase the 
capacity ofthe UGB to accommodate unmet forecasted need for housing in the region. 
The Council finds these analyses sufficient evidence upon which to amend the UGB to 
satisfy the requirements of ORS 197.299(2)(a). However, more study is needed in 1999 to 
estimate the impact of the Functional Plan and to account for stream buffer requirements 
resulting firom Metro's Fish and Wildlife Habitat planning and National Marine Fisheries 
Service restrictions for Lower Willamette River Steelhead. The Council will revisit the 
UGB capacity assumptions with refined data prior to or concurrent with amending the 
UGB in 1999 to accommodate the remaining land needed as mandated by 
ORS 197,299(2)(b). 

3.01.020(b)(1)(B) ,<;• ? 

The Metro Code requires a regional forecast and inventory "along with all other 
appropriate data" to be completed to determine whether the projected need for land to 
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accommodate the forecast of population and employment is greater than the supply of 
buildable land inside the UGB. 

The UGR compares the 2017 Regional Forecast with the Buildable Land and Capacity 
Analysis for the Metro UGB. The UGR found that the current supply of buildable land 
inside the UGB can accommodate about 217,430 dwelling units and about 473,100 jobs. 
However, the regional forecast estimates that by 2017, the housing need will be for 
approximately 249,800 dwelling units and the employment need with be about 476,000 
jobs. This leaves a deficit of developable land inside the current UGB needed to 
accommodate about 32,370 dwelling units and 2,900 jobs. The UGR indicated that at an 
estimated average 2040 Growth Concept density of 10 dwelling imits per net developable 
acre, between 4,100 and 4,800 gross acres need to be added to the regional UGB to 
accommodate the need to comply with ORS 197.299(2). The Metro Council held a public 
hearing, providing the opportunity for public comment on Resolution No. 97-2559B on 
December 18,1997. 

3.01.020(b)(1)(C) 

Since the inventory of net developable land is less than the forecasted need, the Metro 
Code requires an analysis to determine whether there is a surplus of developable land in 
one or more land use categories that could be suitable to meet that need without expanding 
the UGB. 

The UGBAN discusses Metro's Functional Plan, which was an early implementation 
measure consistent with ORS 197.296. Under its statutory authority to adopt fimctional 
plans, Metro may require or recommend changes to the comprehensive plans and 
implementing ordinances of the 24 cities and three counties in Metro's jurisdiction. In 
1996, the Metro Council adopted the Functional Plan which set targets for housing density 
with the goal of not having to expand the UGB at the time of this five-year need update. 
However, these targets were set prior to the requirements in ORS 197.299 that Metro must 
assess the need for developable land and amend the regional UGB to accommodate at least 
one half of that need in 1998. Full compliance with the Functional Plan is not required 
until February, 1999. At that time, unless Metro approves an extension, local governments 
will adopt amendments to their comprehensive plans and implementing ordinances to 
accommodate housing densities on fiiture development that are consistent with the 2040 
Growth Concept design types. As a result, it will be some time before the fiill impact of 
the upzoning required by the Functional Plan can be measured. The Functional Plan 
requirements direct development of all residential lands at higher densities than existing 
comprehensive plans. No surplus lands zoned for nonresidential uses have been identified. 

The UGBAN also considered the potential for conversion of industrial lands to residential 
uses to address the unmet need. Based on regional review of industrial lands and 
compliance plans submitted by jurisdictions which have a significant amount of industrial 
land, the UGBAN concludes there is minimal opportunity to redirect industrial land to 
accommodate housing because those areas are already jobs poor or converting employment 
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to housing will have adverse impacts on the 2040 Growth Concept goal of creating 
complete communities where residents have close access to jobs and services. 

3.01.020(b)(1)(D) 

Consideration of a legislative amendment requires "review of an analysis of land outside 
the present UGB to determine areas best suited for expansion of the UGB to meet the 
identified need" (emphasis added). This analysis was done in stages. The first stage was 
to identify lands outside the UGB which cannot meet the need (see Appendix A). The 
second stage was designation of urban reserves. The third stage was a productivity 
analysis of urban reserves. Phase I of that analysis narrows the 18,600 acres of urban 
reserves designated to the year 2040 to 12,000 acres studied in Phase n . The analysis rated 
the productivity of 12,000 acres. Then, in Phase II, the absence of 998 quasi-judicial 
applications for UGB amendments, the Metro Council identified lands among the most 
productive Phase n lands which had begun conceptual plans for 1998 UGB amendment 
consideration. All of the lands considered for 1998 UGB amendment and more will be 
needed to comply with ORS 197.299 by December, 1999. 

The Council reviewed exception lands outside the UGB which are not designated as urban 
reserves. That analysis is contained in Exhibit A of the staff reports and is entitled 
"Exception Lands Not Considered as Altemative Sites for Urban Growth Boimdary 
Expansion." This report and accompanying map are attached as Appendix A and are 
incorporated into these findings by this reference. The factors that weighed against 
inclusion in the UGB included lands zoned for EFU, lands that would eliminate the 
separation between communities, lands more than one mile firom the existing UGB and 
noncontiguous areas. In addition, natural features and settlement patterns that effect the 
buildability of land were also considered. These features include steep slope, lands in the 
FEMA 100-year floodplain and small acreage single family residential areas. 

The Council then considered the urban reserves designated in March, 1997. That process 
was the culmination of several years of analysis, public hearings and study of lands 
adjacent to the UGB which were deemed suitable for urbanization as measured by Goal 14, 
factors 3 through 7 and the exceptions criteria of Goal 2. State law sets priorities for 
amending the UGB which requires that urban reserves generally be considered for 
urbanization before other lands. ORS 197.298(1). All urban reserves were then reviewed 
in the Productivity Analysis to determine those urban reserves which where relatively more 
efficient to serve in the near term to comply with the deadline set by ORS 197.299(2)(a). 

The Productivity Analysis was conducted in two phases. Phase 1 analysis examined all 
18,571 acres of urban reserve land. The analysis generated an inventory of buildable land 
within the urban reserves to determine the range in the amount of land that might be 
needed to accommodate about 32,400 dwelling units and 2,900 jobs. Phase 2 selected a 
subset of the total urban reserves which would be most efficiently serviced and maximize 
the efficiency of the existing UGB. Those selection criteria included: 

- 5 -



• Inclusion of urban reserves in first tier urban reserves. The Metro Code 
requires that first tier urban reserves be considered for UGB expansion prior to 
consideration of other urban reserves. The Productivity Analysis included first 
tier lands in part to satisfy this requirement. 

• Proximity to UGB. While all urban reserves are adjacent to the UGB, the 
analysis did not select urban reserves that would require other more proximate 
urban reserves to be developed first before they could develop. 

• Productivity Ratio. The Productivity Analysis focused on urban reserves which 
have a higher ratio of net buildable land to gross acres. Only urban reserves 
with at least 40 percent buildable land to gross acreage were selected for 
Phase 2. 

• Serviceability Rating. Phase 1 considered the 1996 Utility Feasibility Analysis 
provided by KCM and the 1998 Urban Reserves Plaiming Status Report as a 
baseline for doing further serviceability research. If these reports indicated that 
the service was easy or moderate, then the urban reserve could be selected for 
Phase 2 analysis. 

• Exceptions. Some urban reserves were selected for Phase 2 analysis even 
though serviceability was difficult if the urban reserve had a high productivity 
rating (70-80%) or there were existing urban reserve planning efforts under 
way. 

The productivity analysis resulted in a comparative analysis ofthe public facilities 
efficiencies for about 12,000 acres. 

The Council then reviewed the urban reserves identified in Phase 2 ofthe Productivity 
Analysis to determine whether sufficient information was available at this time to 
corroborate the service assumptions used for individual urban reserves. This analysis is 
found in Exhibit B of the staff reports and is attached as Appendix B and incorporated into 
these findings by this reference. This report identifies urban reserves where the cost 
estimates may not be reliable because there is little actual data available on service 
feasibility or funding sources for extension of existing services. The report also identifies 
urban reserves which, if urbanized, would exacerbate an existing subregional jobs/housing 
imbalance. The Council finds that the remaining urban reserves are those for which there 
is sufficient information at this time upon which to consider specific UGB amendments. 

The identified need for about 32,000 dwelling units for a 20-year UGB must be fully 
acconunodated by December, 1999. ORS 197.299(2)(a) requires half of that need to be 
accommodated within one year of the December, 1999 need analysis. This statutory 
requirement, to do half the needed UGB amendments by a date certain, affects the analysis 
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of land outside the UGB to meet the identified need. The staff reports on the urban reserve 
areas identified for 1998 legislative UGB amendment consideration conclude that if ^ 
these lands weie added to the UGB only about 28,700 dwelling units would be 
accommodated. Therefore, all of these lands, and more are the "best suited" lands outside 
the UGB to meet the identified need. 

3.01.020(b)(3) 

Factor 3: Orderly and economic provision of public facilities and services. 

(A) For the purposes of this section, economic provision shall mean the lowest public 
cost provision of urban services. When comparing altemative sites with regard to 
factor 3, the best site shall be that site which has the lowest net increase in the total 
cost for provision of all urban services. In addition, the comparison may show how 
the proposal minimizes the cost burden to other areas outside the subject area 
proposed to be brought into the boundary. 

The Productivity Analysis assumed the following 2040 design types for URA #55: Inner 
Neighborhoods (96 percent) and Main Street (4 percent). Based on this assumption, the 
average density of URA #55 is at least 10 dwelling units per net buildable residential acre. 

The cost of providing services to URAs were compared by calculating dwelling umt 
equivalents. The total estimated cost for wastewater, water, stormwater and transportation 
is expressed in staff reports as cost per Dwelling Unit Equivalent (DUE). A DUE is an 
estimate of service demand taking into consideration employment based needs as well. A 
DUE is the Estimated Dwelling Units (EDUs) per URA plus the estimated employment per 
URA. The total estimated cost for wastewater, water, stormwater and transportation for 
URA 55 is $11,398 per DUE - the 6th lowest cost. The Council finds that this low per unit 
cost estimate makes URA 55 among the better URAs for efficiency of providing services. 

(B) For the purposes of this section, orderly shall mean the extension of services firom 
existing serviced areas to those areas which are immediately adjacent and which are 
consistent with the manner of service provision. For the provision of gravity 
sanitary sewers, this could mean a higjier rating for an area within an already served 
drainage basin. For the provision of transit, this would mean a higher rating for an 
area which could be served by the extension of an existing route, rather than an area 
which would require an entirely new route. 

Wastewater 

The majority of residences in URA 55 are currently served by septic systems. This URA is 
adjacent to the City of Hillsboro and imincorporated Washington County. According to 
the City of Hillsboro urban reserve plan. United Sewerage Agency (USA) will provide 
wastewater treatment. USA's Rock Creek Treatment Plant is immediately northwest of the 

- 7 -



URA 55 and can serve the area if new collection facilities are provided. According to the 
city of Hillsboro, USA has room on their site to expand capacity. 

Provision of sanitary sewer to existing residential uses within this area will greatly reduce 
the potential of any current or future effluent leakage from septic systems and drain fields 
that would pollute ground water or degrade water quality in Gordon Creek and Witch 
Hazel Creek. Extension of sanitary sewer within URA 55 may allow economies of scale to 
be realized if these facilities are constructed at the same time and may reduce the overall 
public costs. The Council finds that providing wastewater service to this area is feasible 
and such provision will not compromise the existing service inside the UGB. 

Water 

The City of Hillsboro has stated that the City and the Joint Water Commission (JWC), 
which includes Hillsboro, Forest Grove and Beaverton, will provide water service to the 
URA. A 42-inch high-pressure transmission line exists north of the URA along the TV 
Highway, which according to the staff report has the capacity to serve this URA. Also, the 
recent enlargement of Barney Reservoir from 4000-acre feet of storage to 20,000 provided 
the JWC with a significant increase in water availability. The Coimcil finds that provision 
of water service to URA 55 is feasible without compromising the existing service inside 
the UGB. 

Stormwater 

The staff report states that there is no formal, piped stormwater collection system existing 
in this area. The Council does not read this provision to require existing stormwater 
facilities. The staff report shows that URA 55 presents significant opportunities to plan for 
regional detention and water quality facilities. Such regional facilities can be incorporated 
into the existing system of swales, stream corridors and previously converted wetlands. 
These detention facilities will slow and delay water runoff and prevent downstream 
flooding. Incorporation of water quality features will filter increased pollutant loads from 
urban runoff and collect sediments before this runoff reaches streams and creeks. 

The City of Hillsboro is addressing this issue in their urban reserve plan. Providing 
stormwater service to this area will not compromise the ability of the city to serve the areas 
within the existing UGB because most of the treatment and detention will occur in the 
immediate area. The specific water quality and detention systems for the basin shall be 
determined in the comprehensive plan and zoning consistent with the conditions in this 
ordinance. Compliance with these conditions will require basin studies will be necessary 
to determine pre- and post-development run-off rates and release projections to eliminate 
downstream flooding and prevent degradation of Witch Hazel Creek, Gordon Creek and 
the Tualatin River. 
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Transportation 

According to the staff report, the TV Highway is north of URA 55 and provides access for 
this area to points east and west. The highway is designated as an arterial in the current 
Hillsboro Transportation System Plan (TSP) and as a regional arterial in the Washington 
Coimty Plan. The section of the highway in the vicinity of the URA is five lanes with 
paved shoulders (bike lanes) and has intermittent sidewalks. It is a designated trunk transit 
route. The staff report explains that the Draft Hillsboro TSP (dated August 25, 1998) 
Access Management Strategies will need to be employed to ensure sufficient capacity for 
the TV Highway over the next 20 years. The plan indicates that 20-year demand can be 
satisfied without providing additional travel lanes on TV Highway, but that the need for 
seven travel lanes will occur shortly after the 20-year horizon. Washington County's TSP 
calls for TV Highway to be widened to seven lanes within the 20-year horizon. The 
Council finds that the future improvements identified in the urban reserve plan are 
consistent with the revised Level of Service Standard (LOS) in the Kittelson Report of that 
plan and required by the conditions of this ordinance. 

The record contains altemative estimates of needed transportation faciUties and costs fi-om 
a citizen. This testimony does not consider the effects of the policy decision by Hillsboro 
to accept greater traffic congestion in the South Hillsboro area with the enhancement of 
other modes of transportation consistent with the Functional Plan. The Metro Council 
finds that the Kittelson analysis in the urban reserve plan which uses the revised LOS is 
more detailed and credible than the altemative evidence fi-om citizen Larrance. The 
revised LOS is required to be included in the city comprehensive plan for the South 
Hillsboro area with other measures to assure greater availability of other modes of travel to 
reduce vehicle miles traveled per capita. 

Street cormectivity is addressed in the Kittelson analysis in the urban reserve plan 
consistent with the Urban Growth Management Functional Plan. As required in the 
conditions of this ordinance, 10-16 local street connections per mile will be provided as 
this area develops. This addresses citizen Larrance's claim that no east-west cormectivity 
is provided by the urban reserve plan for URA 55 alone. This internal street connectivity 
provides points of access east to 234th without accessing Tualatin Valley Highway. 

The Hillsboro South 'Tirst Tier Concept Plan"2 identifies a number of on and off-site 
transportation system improvements which are needed to make provision of transportation 
services feasible. Metro Transportation Planning staff have reviewed the "Hillsboro South 
Urban Reserve Concept Plan" Transportation Report provided by Kittelson & Associates 
and has generally found the conceptual plan to meet the spirit and intent of the Regional 
Transportation Plan. However, Metro staff agreed that certain steps should be pursued to 
ensure a sound transportation system. Therefore, the Council finds that provision of 
transportation service is feasible upon the following conditions; 

2 South Urban Reserve Concept Plan at 129. 
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• Hillsboro shall identify ofF-site transportation improvements with rough cost 
estimates in its Public Facilities Plan to assist in implementing its funding 
strategy. 

• Local streets shall be planned and provided at street connectivity of 10-16 
connections per mile. 

• Hillsboro shall provide or require construction in its approval of development of 
all on-site road improvements identified in the First Tier Concept Plan. 

• Hillsboro shall amend its transportation plan to provide for the identified off-
site road improvements. As part of amending its transportation plan, Hillsboro 
shall state that it adopts the altemative level of service standard consistent with 
Title 6 of the Urban Growth Management Functional Plan consistent with the 
conditions of this ordinance. 

• Hillsboro shall amend its comprehensive plan to require a corridor study of the 
Tualatin Valley Highway prior to development approvals to "provide a strategy 
to maintain the through traffic capacity of TV Highway, while providing 
acceptable access to and across the highway" fi-om Beaverton to Hillsboro.3 

The results of the study shall be implemented concurrent with urban 
development using the development proposal outlined in the First Tier Concept 
Plan. 

• Hillsboro shall amend its comprehensive plan to reflect the changes in the 
functional classification of Tualatin Valley Highway consistent with the 
Regional Motor Vehicles System Plan Map (1997) consistent with the 
conditions of this ordinance. 

As coordination with Hillsboro on the Tualatin Valley Highway study, Metro will address 
a corridor study for TV Highway in its Regional Transportation System Plan. 

The staff report states that Tri-Met Forest Grove Route 57 provides seven-day service firom 
Forest Grove to downtown Portland and carries approximately 8,500 daily riders. Tri-
Met's Draft Transit Choices for Livability (May 1998) includes neighborhood oriented bus 
service around Brookwood Avenue, Comelius Pass Road, 216th and 219th Avenues, and 
the two Hillsboro high schools, as well as connections to Westside Max stations. These 
services are planned for the next one to five-year time fi-ame. However, additional transit 
service may be needed as URA 55 develops. Therefore, the Council finds that orderly 
provision of transit services will be feasible with the condition in this ordinance that 
Hillsboro coordinate with Tri-Met to develop a transit implementation plan to be phased in 
as development occurs. 

3 Hillsboro South Urban Reserve Concept Plan - Transportation Report at 2-3. 
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Fire. Police and Schools 

The staff report indicates that the City of Hillsboro will provide fire and police services 
once the area is annexed to the City. Additional police and fire services are part of 
Hillsboro's conceptual plan. The plan also calls for a civic center, library, one middle or 
high school and three elementary schools. The conceptual school plan for URA 55 
includes a middle school location and 2 - 3 elementary school locations. The Hillsboro 
School District will absorb the new students generated by this area. Hillsboro's conceptual 
plan technical appendix "Technical Concept Impact Report - Schools" states that the 
district has some capacity to accommodate new students now. Once the area urbanizes, 
additional capacity will be needed. The potential school sites are identified, and the 
Coimcil finds that it is feasible that development of needed schools can take place 
concurrently as the area develops according to the concept plan. 

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

(A) The subject area can be developed with features of an efficient urban growth form 
including residential and employment densities capable of supporting transit 
service; residential and employment development patterns capable of encouraging 
pedestrian, bicycle, and transit use; and the ability to provide for a mix of land uses 
to meet the needs of residents and employees. If it can be shown that the above 
factors of compact form can be accommodated more readily in one area than others, 
the area shall be more favorably considered. 

Urban form issues have been partially determined for URA 55 by the acknowledged 2040 
Growth Concept. Exhibit A of this ordinance includes 2040 Growth Concept designations 
for this area to include it in the acknowledged urban form for the region. 

According to the staff report, URA 55 is capable of being developed with features that" 
comply with the 2040 Growth Concept. The main street area will accommodate mixed-use 
development with medium and high density residential housing. The Council finds that 
these development patterns are capable of encouraging pedestrian, bicycle and transit use. 
In addition, the First Tier Concept Plan calls for sidewalks and bicycle facilities which will 
improve opportunities for pedestrian and bicycle transit. 

URA 55 consists of approximately 402 acres. The staff report estimates that 
approximately 1,493 dwelling units and 457 jobs can be accommodated within this area. 
The urban reserve plan estimates a slightly higher 210 buildable acres and nearly 2,000 
dwelling unit capacity. Development at these densities will result in an average density of 
approximately 10 dwelling units per net buildable acre which is consistent with the 2040 
Growth Concept. The Council finds that this density is sufficient to develop transit service 
as it is comparable with the actual density of much of the area within the current UGB that 
is served by transit. 
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Compliance with Factor 4 of Goal 14, which this section of the Metro Code is 
acknowledged by LCDC to implement, also requires consideration of measures for 
satisfying the Factor 1 and 2 need inside the existing UGB. Metro has gone well beyond 
considering some measm-es to improve existing capacity inside the UGB. Metro's Urban 
Growth Management Functional Plan, Title 1 requires all of the 24 cities and three counties 
in Metro's jurisdiction to amend their comprehensive plans and implementing ordinances 
by February 1999, to require that new development result "in the building of 80 percent or 
more of the maximum nimiber of dwelling imits per net developable acre permitted by the 
[existing] zoning designation for the site." This requirement will significantly increase the 
housing unit capacity inside the existing UGB. Therefore, Metro has considered and 
implemented regionwide measures which comply with the Goal 14, Factor 4 requirement 
to avoid premature conversion of land outside the UGB to urban use. 

(B) The proposed UGB amendment will facilitate achieving an efficient urban growth 
form on adjacent urban land, consistent with local comprehensive plan policies and 
regional fimctional plans, by assisting with achieving residential and employment 
densities capable of supporting transit service; supporting the evolution of 
residential and employment development pattems capable of encouraging 
pedestrian, bicycle, and transit use; and improving the likelihood of realizing a mix 
of land uses to meet the needs of residents and employees. 

Urban development of URA 55 will facilitate efficient urban growth inside the UGB in 
several ways. Street connectivity will be improved by providing east/west street 
connections which do not rely on Tualatin Valley Highway consistent with the conditions 
of this ordinance. Enhanced street connectivity will provide better access for fire and 
police and protection. As the area urbanizes, the local street network will be improved to 
urban standards with curbs and gutters, sidewalks, handicapped ramps and bike lanes. The 
Coimcil finds that these improvements will integrate with the existing residential areas 
near SE Witch Hazel Road. The Council also finds that improvements to the wastewater 
system which will occur with development of URA 55 will generally improve efficient 
provision of service on adjacent urban land. 

Factor 5; Environmental, energy, economic and social consequences. 

(A) If the subject property contains any resources or hazards subject to special 
protection identified in the local comprehensive plan and implemented by 
appropriate land use regulations, findings shall address how urbanization is likely 
to occur in a manner consistent with these regulations. 

Gordon Creek and Witch Hazel Creek pass through URA 55. These streams will be 
subject to protection under Title 3 ofthe Functional Plan. All development, excavation 
and fill in the floodplain would be subject to Title 3 consistent with the conditions of this 
ordinance. The Council finds that Title 3 performance standards will adequately protect 
these two stream corridors as URA 55 develops. 
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(B) Complementary and adverse economic impacts shall be identified through review 
of a regional economic opportunity analysis, if one has been completed. If there is 
no regional economic opportunity analysis, one may be completed for the subject 
land. 

A regional economic opportunity analysis has not been completed as of the date of this 
report for URA 55. 

(C) The long-term environmental, energy, economic, and social consequences 
(ESEE) resulting from the use at the proposed site. Adverse impacts shall not be 
significantly more adverse than would typically result from the needed lands being 
located in other areas requiring an amendment of the UGB. 

Environmental 

Two stream systems are located on URA 55: Gordon Creek and Witch Hazel Creek. The 
Tualatin River is the western-most boimdary of URA 55. Gordon Creek in the eastern 
boundary of the site. There is little or no remaining vegetation adjacent to Gordon Creek 
due to intensive agricultural practices. The stream flows in a southwesterly direction 
through the southeastern comer of URA 55 where riparian wetlands and adjacent uplands 
are forested and relatively undisturbed. 

Witch Hazel Creek is a tributary of Rock Creek, Portions of the creek have been piped and 
culverted. According to the staff report a short segment of this stream flows through URA 
55 and is relatively undisturbed. The channel occupies a narrow riparian corridor that 
widens considerably to the south near River Road. Witch Hazel Creek occupies a narrow 
floodplain with dense riparian vegetation, the staff report identifies this area as having 
important habitat functions. 

The Council heard testimony asserting that an Indian burial ground and other historic sites 
are generally located in the area of URA 55. However, this testimony was not supported 
by substantive evidence of such sites. The staff report indicates that the State Historic 
Preservation Office reviewed URA 55 and found that no archeological or historic resources 
are located in URA 55. 

The Council finds that the typical environmental impacts of urban development near 
riparian areas can lead to stream degradation if measures are not in place to address those 
impacts. Title 3 of the Functional Plan requirements in conditions of this ordinance 
provide protection for riparian areas to improve water quality and manage Floodplain. 
Title 3 will apply to development in URA 55. Due to these protections, the Council finds 
that the impact of urbanizing URA 55 will not be significantly more adverse than 
developing other urban reserves. 
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Social 

As the staff report demonstrates, there are positive and negative consequences to 
urbanizing any area. Through required urban reserve planning, URA 55 can be developed 
in an efficient manner with the amenities of an urban area. This would provide an 
opportunity for mix-use development with a wide array of services for local residents. The 
closer proximity of housing to services and jobs will result in fewer vehicle miles traveled 
by local residents, and will provide opportunities for other modes of transportation such as 
transit, bicycling and walking. These benefits are gained at the cost of losing a small 
portion of the rural lands outside the current UGB. Farming activities may feel the impacts 
of increased urbanization in the form of increased traffic or pressure to develop their lands 
or curtail farming activities. These social costs must be weighed against the costs of not 
providing enough land to accommodate needed housing and jobs. 

However, the Council finds that the social cost of not expanding the UGB in areas close to 
existing developed areas is great. Bringing limited amounts of land into the UGB and 
requiring development consistent with the 2040 Growth concept is anticipated to decrease 
the pressure on nearby farm land and rural residential land to accommodate more low 
density development, URA 55 can accommodate 2040 Growth Concept densities which 
the Council finds will limit impacts such as the loss of agricultural production, increased 
costs of services, increased vehicle miles traveled and pollution that result firom pushing 
growth outside ofthe areas that are contiguous to the current UGB. The Council finds that 
the social impacts associated with urbanizing URA 55 are not typically more adverse than 
are likely to occur for other urban reserves. 

Economic 

The majority ofthe land in first-tier URA 55 is designated for rural residential use. 
According to the staff report, approximately 16 percent of URA 55 is zoned EFU (72 
acres) and is being cultivated with field crops such as grasses and grains, or used for 
pastures. A review of aerial photos shows that agricultural activity is also occurring on 
exception lands. As a result of urbanization, a loss of farm income due to the conversion 
of agricultural lands to housing and commercial uses will occur. Other URAs are 
anticipated to have similar losses of farm income as lands are urbanized. A shift in 
economic income will occur as construction occiurs in this area. 

Overall, the adverse economic consequences of a slight loss in farm-related income near 
URA 55 will be offset by increases in commercial and retail development by bringing 
these lands into the UGB with a new main street area. The relatively small number of 
existing farm uses and the lack of productive farm soils make the loss in this area minimal 
compared to other lands outside the UGB. Therefore, the Council finds that the economic 
impacts associated with urbanizing URA 55 are not typically more adverse than are likely 
to occur for other urban reserves. 
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Energy 

URA #55 is proximate to the City of Hillsboro boundary, which makes logical extension of 
roads to serve this area practical. Reduction in the number of miles to serve a developing 
area decreases fossil fuel consumption and decreases the negative consequences of 
pollution from using automobiles. In addition, the 2040 Growth Concept and the average 
of 10 dwelling unit per net acre makes for compact urban form that in itself is more energy 
efficient. Overall reductions in vehicle miles traveled and out-of-direction travel can be 
expected from locating the UGB expansion in this area as opposed to allowing .. 
development outside of the boundary. Planned development will increase the density of 
the area making existing and proposed street system more efficient. 

URA 55, with the new main street area and Fimctional Plan upzoned residential densities 
maximize energy efficient land uses. VMT is reduced compared to other lands outside the 
UGB without this planning. The Council finds that the impacts of urbanizing this area are 
not typically more adverse than amending the UGB in other urban reserve areas. 

Factor 6: Retention of agricultural land. 

(B) After urban reserves are designated and adopted, consideration of Factor 6 shall be 
considered satisfied if the proposed amendment is wholly within an area designated as an 
urban reserve. 

The staff report correctly states that the Metro Council adopted urban reserves on March 6, 
1997 by Ordinance No. 96-655E. URA 55 was adopted as part of that ordinance. As noted 
in the Metro Code, the above hierarchy is only to be used prior to adoption of urban 
reserves. 

Alternatively, the staff report also correctly notes that the designated urban reserves are not 
yet acknowledged by LCDC and are currently under appeal. However, URA 55 is 
composed primarily of exception lands. Therefore, there is almost no agricultural land to 
retain. The Council finds that amending the UGB in this area retains farmland in 
accordance with Factor 6 by adding the only large area of exception land in the Hillsboro 
regional center area, even if the area was not already designated urban reserve. 

3.01.020(b)(7) 
\ 

Factor 7: Compatibility of proposed urban development with nearby agricultural activities. 

(i) A description of the number, location and types of agricultural activities occurring 
within one mile of the subject site. 

The staff report identifies the number, location and types of agricultural activities 
occurring within one mile of URA 55. The report states that there are approximately 23 
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acres of orchards, 139 acres of row crops, 1,161 acres of field crops and about 648 acres of 
unfarmed EFU land. 

(ii) An analysis of the potential impacts, if any, on nearby agricultural activities taking 
place on lands designated for agricultural use in the applicable adopted coimty or city 
comprehensive plan, and mitigation efforts, if any impacts are identified. Impacts to be 
considered shall include consideration of land and water resources, which may be critical 
to agricultural activities, consideration of the impact on the farming practices of 
urbanization of the subject land as well as the impact on the local agricultural economy. 

Impacts to land and water resources critical to agricultural activities will be negligible firom 
urbanization of URA 55. Almost all of the identified agricultural activities in the area 
occur on lands that are south and southwest of URA 55. Although no specific adverse 
impacts have been identified, this farmland is buffered by the Tualatin River to the west 
and the Reserve Vineyards Golf Course to the south. Therefore, the Council finds that any 
impacts firom urban uses in URA 55 will be mitigated due to this buffering, 

3.01.020(c) 

(1) The land need identified for Factors 1 and 2 of 3.01,020(b), above, included the 
estimated effect ofthe regionwide upzoning of residential densities required by the Urban 
Growth Management Functional Plan. The requirements of Title 1 of that Plan include use 
of an 80% minimum residential densities and target upzoning for all 24 cities and 3 
counties in Metro. Those regionwide policies require the accommodation of all the 
additional housing inside the UGB that is reasonable. The Council finds that the measures 
required by the Functional Plan goes beyond the Metro Code requirement to "consider" 
whether the identified land need cannot reasonably be accommodated within the current 
UGB. 

(2) The 2040 Growth Concept densities anticipated for URA 55 are similar to the urban 
areas to the north of the site inside the UGB. Residential uses in URA 55 will also be 
compatible with the existing residential area to the west near Witch Hazel Road. Public 
facilities and transportation will be integrated with existing systems and are likely to 
improve existing services as explained in the findings for Factor 3. Furthermore, as 
explained in the findings for Factor 7, agricultural activities to the south and west will be 
adequately buffered fiom fixture urban uses. Therefore, the Council finds that the proposed 
uses for URA 55 will be compatible with other adjacent uses. 

(3) The ESEE consequences resulting from urban use at URA 55 are set forth in the 
Council's findings on Factor 5. Those findings demonstrate that the impacts of urbanizing 
this URA are not more adverse than would typically result in allowing urban development 
in other urban reserve areas. Since URA 55 is primarily composed of exception land, the 
loss of agricultural land is minimized. Compared to other urban reserves which are also 
exception lands, this URA provides the benefits of compact urban form and 2040 housing 
densities. 
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3.01.020(d) 

To the west, URA 55 is bordered by the Tualatin river. Witch Hazel Creek and River Road. 
These are natural and built features which are consistent with this code section. To the 
south and southwest, URA 55 is buffered by the Reserve Vineyards Golf Course. To the 
east, URA 55 is bordered by 229th Avenue which provides a clear built transition between 
URA 55 and other urban reserves to the east. The UGB is located directly north of 
URA 55. The Council finds that these natural and built features provide a clear transition 
between URA 55 and surrounding rural and agricultural lands. 

3.01.020(e) 

Although the staff report provides a general discussion of other Statewide Planning Goals, 
the Council finds that the only applicable Goals are 2 and 14. These goals are addressed by 
the analysis for Metro Code section 3.01.020 discussed above. No other applicable goals 
were raised in testimony before the Council or identified in the record. 

Alternatively, the Metro Council adopts the discussion of other goals in the November 24, 
1998 Staff Report at pp. 37-39. 

3.01.020(f) 
f • • 

URA 55 is consistent with the 2040 Growth Concept because the above findings show that 
development in the area will be consistent with Region 2040 policies and the primary 
design type of imier neighborhoods is feasible. 

3.01.012(e) 

The Metro Code Section 3.01.015(e) requires that the Council consider the urban reserve 
conceptual planning requirements set forth in 3.01.012(e). If msufficient land is available 
that satisfies the conceptual plan requirements, the Council may consider first tier lands 
where the city or county has committed to completing and adopting an urban reserve plan. 

The City of Hillsboro has submitted a draft concept plan known as the Hillsboro South 
Urban Reserve Concept Plan for URAs 51 through 55. The plan also includes a First Tier 
Concept Plan, which is a stand-alone plan for the first tier portion of URA 55. These 
findings address only the First Tier Concept Plan. 

Alternatively, if the urban reserve concept plan is not complete, the Metro Council accepts 
the Hillsboro transmittals in the record as a commitment to complete the concept plan in 
1999. This commitment satisfies Metro Code 3.01.015(e). 
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3.01.012(e)(l)(A - C) 

The City of Hillsboro and Washington County entered into a Memorandum of 
Understanding, dated January 29, 1998 to determine planning responsibilities for the 
purpose of preparing urban reserve conceptual plans for URAs 51-55. The Memorandum 
gives planning responsibility for URAs 51 - 55 to the City of Hillsboro. To address 
subsection (A), Hillsboro agrees to adopt comprehensive plan amendments implementing 
the conceptual plan upon Metro approval.4 To address subsection (B), Hillsboro agrees to 
initiate action to annex URA 55 to the city only after Metro amends the UGB.5 In response 
to subsection (C), the city and county agree that rural zoning will apply to URA 55 imtil it 
is annexed to the city.6 The Council finds the Memorandum of Understanding sufficient to 
satisfy Metro Code section 3.01.012(e)(1). 

3.01.012(e)(4) 

The First Tier Concept Plan Map7 shows a mix of low-medium density, medium-high 
density and mixed used-high density housing types in URA 55. The staff report states that 
the First Tier Concept Plan will provide 10 units per net developable acre because of the 
concentration of housing density near the main street portion of URA 55. This URA is also 
subject to the 2040 design type of inner neighborhood. The Council finds that the 
proposed allocation of housing densities will provide an average of 10 units per net 
developable acre and conform to the 2040 design type for iimer neighborhood. 

3.01.012(e)(5) 

The First Tier Concept Plan provides a residential housing program which estimates the 
diversity of the housing stock anticipated for URA 55. The program demonstrates that 
there will be at least eight different housing types ranging fi-om large single family to 
apartments and senior housing. The staff report estimates that approximately 55 percent of 
the housing imits will be owner occupied, and about 45 percent will be renter occupied. 
The Council finds that the residential program provides for a diversity of housing stock 
sufficient to satisfy this code criterion. 

3.01.012(e)(6) 

The First Tier Concept Plan explained that the need for affordable housing in URA 55 can 
be satisfied without public subsidy by providing row housing or plex ownership 
opportunities. Staff initially found that not enough information was provided to determine 
whether this section was satisfied. An additional report has been submitted firom the City 

4 Memorandum of Understanding - Section III. A. 
5 Memorandum of Understanding - Section V. A. 
6 Memorandiun of Understanding - Section in. E. 
7 Figure W of fu-st tier Concept Plan. 
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of Hillsboro which addresses affordable housing.8 This information identifies the need for 
housing units at or below 80 percent of median income. Affordable rental rates for the 
Hillsboro area are estimated to be approximately $851 at 80 percent of median income and 
$532 at 50 percent of median income. At these estimated rents, the associated rental unit 
value of two bedroom and studio multifamily or attached housing at approximately 
$73,265 and $45,791 respectively. With general housing densities of 10 units per net 
developable acres and up, and considering the rhix of housing discussed in the "Housing 
Program" above, the report shows that at current per acre land costs, affordable housing is 
possible at normal levels of profitability for development. The report demonstrates, and 
the Council finds that the First Tier Concept Plan for a mix of residential housing will 
provide opportimities for affordable housing without public subsidy. 

3.01.012(e)(7) 

The First Tier Concept Plan calls for about 15 acres designated for employment in the 
mixed-use Main Street and Neighborhood Center identified on the concept plan map. The 
site is planned to accommodate an estimated 225 jobs with commercial, retail and a 
grocery store and miscellaneous personal and health care services in the Main Street area. 
There is a difference between the niunber of jobs estimated by the Productivity Analysis 
and the Concept Plan. However, this difference appears to be primarily due to the estimate 
of home-based jobs in the Productivity Analysis, which is not included in the Concept Plan 
estimate. In addition, the First Tier Final Concept Plan Map9 shows the main street area to 
be in close proximity to the existing residential development near SE Witch Hazel Avenue. 
It is reasonable to assume that service and employment opportimities created in the main 
street - neighborhood center will also serve the needs of those residents inside the current 
UGB. The Council finds that the commercial and employment opportunities provided by 
the planned main street area satisfy this section of the code. 

3.01.012(e)(8) 

Metro's Transportation Department has reviewed the First Tier Conceptual Plan -
Transportation Plan for consistency with the RTP.10 The conceptual transportation plan 
substantially meets the RTP criteria with the improvements identified in the Hillsboro 
South Urban Reserve Plan Transportation Report, Kittelson & Associates, Inc. These 
improvements are needed for adequate transportation service for the area. The findings 
and conclusions under Factor 3 are adopted here by this reference. To ensure that the 
improvements identified by the First Tier Concept Plan and Metro's Transportation 
Department are made part of Hillsboro's comprehensive plan, the Council has attached 
conditions which must be satisfied prior to conversion of urbanizable land in URA 55 to 
urban uses. 

8 Memo - Ed Starkie to Sonny Conder, November 30,1998 
9 This map is identified as Figure W in the First Tier. 10 The Transportation Department's review is foimd in a memo dated November 22,1998. 
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3.01.012(e)(9) 

The First Tier Concept Plan relies on a Natural Resources and Stormwater Management: 
Backgroimd, Integrated Plan and Impact Assessment Report (August 1998)11, to identify 
and map areas to set aside for protection offish and wildlife habitat, water quality 
enhancement and mitigation, and natural hazards mitigation. The plan incorporates many 
of the recommendations in the report and the maps identify areas for protection fi-om 
development for riparian, wetland and upland habitat protection. The maps also identify 
wetland mitigation sites, potential stream and riparian restoration, regional stormwater 
detention sites and stormwater treatment sites. The Council finds the identification and 
mapping of natural resources is sufficient to satisfy this code section. 

The staff report indicates that while identification and mapping are adequate, the First Tier 
Concept Plan does not contain a funding strategy for protecting those areas identified. The 
City of Hillsboro has submitted a "Conceptual Financing Strategy" which provides a 
funding strategy for protecting areas in accordance with this code section.1 Part of 
Hillsboro's strategy for natural area protection is to incorporate protection into existing 
park and regional water quality detention facilities planning. Incorporated into those plans, 
the city has identified existing fimding, approximately $9.7 million, which can be provided 
through current parks system development charges. According to the city, this amount of 
fimding is sufficient to extend the existing level of park land to residents that currently 
existing in Hillsboro. The city also identifies developer exactions and dedications as part 
of its strategy for funding protection of identified natural resources. The Coimcil finds that 
Hillsboro's Conceptual Financing Strategy for natural areas identifies funding sources 
sufficient to make the city's funding strategy feasible. 

3.01.012(e)(10) 

The First Tier Concept Plan provides a conceptual public facilities and services plan which 
includes costs for the major utility needs of the proposed concept plan covering URA 55. 
The staff report indicates that the public facilities concept plan is adequate to satisfy this 
criteria. 

USA will provide wastewater treatment for the area. The Rock Creek treatment plant is 
immediately west of URA 55. The concept plan includes a small gravity line paralleling 
Gordon Creek and a large gravity line northwest of the site that will provide additional 
wastewater collection for URA 55. Pump stations and force mains will cross Gordon 
Creek. The plan indicates that facilities will be located in public right-of-way and existing 
and proposed roads when feasible. The staff report provides a rough cost estimate of 
$11,725,806 for wastewater facilities. 

" W & H Pacific report dated August 14, 1998. 
12 Memo - Wink Brooks to Carol Krigger, November 25,1998. 
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The City of Hillsboro and the Joint Water Commission (JWC) will provide water service to 
the area. A 42-inch water transmission line runs north ofthe urban reserve and can be 
tapped to provide service to the area. The City has indicated that the water source, Barney 
Reservoir, is more than adequate to provide the water needs to the proposed community on 
first tier lands. The staff report provides a rough cost estimate of $4,330,273 for water 
facilities. 

Stormwater detention and water quality facilities will be distributed along tributaries of 
Witch Hazel Creek and Gordon Creek. The staff report provides a rough cost estimate of 
$2,394,000 for stormwater facilities. 

The transportation needs of URA 55 have been addressed through a system of streets 
including commimity boulevards, commimity streets, collectors and local streets. The 
Council discussed the First Tier Conceptual Plan - Transportation Plan xmder Factor 3 of 
these findings and 3.01.012(e)(8) above. Those findings are adopted here by this reference. 
The staff report provides a rough cost estimate of $6,237,425 for transportation facilities 
for URA 55. 

Police and first protection for URA 55 will be provided by three agencies: the City of 
Hillsboro, Tualatin Valley Fire and Rescue and the Washington County Riu-al Fire 
Protection District #2. An emergency services complex for police and fire service, located 
at Century Boulevard and Davis Road, is identified in the plan to serve the entire planning 
area. The Plan states, however, that off-site emergency services may have capacity for 
approximately 2,000 residential units anticipated for development in URA 55. The city has 
provided an estimated cost of a combined police and fire services facility of $4.3 million. 
That cost is related to facility that would serve the entire South Hillsboro Urban Reserve 
Plan area. 

The First Tier Concept Plan identifies 90 acres land for active recreation use in URA 55. 
Specific components ofthe plan include a community park located west of River Road; a 
neighborhood park adjacent to the proposed elementary school near the main street center; 
a linear park near the regional detention facility; natural and stormwater areas along 
wetlands; riparian areas and stream corridors throughout the site; and bike and pedestrian 
pathways located along stream corridors and through linear parks. Rough cost estimates to 
acquire all land designated for parks in the South Hillsboro Urban Reserve Plan area are 
between $15,750,000 and 21,000,000. 

The Council finds that Hillsboro's conceptual public facilities plan adequately addresses 
sewer, water, storm drainage, transportation, fore and police protection facilities and parks. 
The plan and staff report also provide rough cost estimates for providing these services. At 
the time the staff report was completed, however, the city had not provided sufficient 
information to address a financing strategy for these estimated costs. Hillsboro has 
provided supplemental information which provides a conceptual financing strategy for 
public facilities. 

- 2 1 -



For wastewater, stormwater and water, the city has estimated that the total system 
development charges attributable to the South Hillsboro Urban Reserve Plan area are 
approximately $36,384,000. Applying this estimate against estimated costs results in a 
$10.2 shortfall.13 Hillsboro's information indicates that additional funding for these 
services can be provided by the developers of these sites. The Coimcil finds that the 
majority of the funding for wastewater, stormwater and water have been identified by the 
city and that financing for provided by developers is feasible as the area develops. 

Similarly, the city has identified projected transportation impact fees of $15.1 million fi-om 
residential development and $1.8 million firom commercial development that are 
chargeable against on-site improvements. The rough cost estimate in the Kittelson Report 
estimates that the total transportation improvement costs for South Hillsboro on-site 
improvements is approximately $33 million. The urban reserve plan indicates that the city 
anticipates that the developers of URA 55 can be required to pay for internal improvement 
which will address some of the shortfall. Based on this strategy and these estimates, the 
Council finds that the city's transportation financing strategy is feasible. 

The rough cost estimate in the Kittelson Report estimates that total off-site transportation 
improvement costs of about $22 million. The fimding strategy is to combine funds firom 
six potential sources of funding: transportation impact fees, additional systems, 
development charges, regional funding, developer exactions, gas tax for state-owned 
improvements, and/or Washington County MSTIP funding.14 The Metro Council finds 
these estimates and strategies to be based on detailed analysis, including the revised Level 
of Service and connectivity required next for streets. These estimates are more credible 
than the higher estimates for transportation facilities by citizen Larrance. 

Hillsboro's parks financing strategy is discussed under 3.01.012(e)(9), and the Council 
finds that the city's fimding strategy for parks and natural areas is feasible. Hillsboro has 
also provided information that it anticipates financing for police and fire facilities to be 
financed through intemal fimds and general obligation bonds. The city also explains that 
some existing facilities may be sold which will generate additional fimds for fire and police 
facilities. The Council finds that this funding strategy is feasible for providing funding for 
these services. 

While the Council concludes that the financing strategy component of 3.01.012(e)(10) is 
feasible for the services discussed above, to ensure that adequate fimding is available to 
provide these services at the time urban development occurs, the Council has conditioned 
approval upon the city adopting a financing plan for funding these public facilities 
improvements prior to conversion of urbanizable land in URA 55 to urban uses which 
demonstrates that identified fimding sources are adequate to provide such facilities as URA 
55 develops. 

13 Sec Table 9 of Hillsboro South Urban Reserve Concept Plan. 
l4Memo - Wink Brooks to Dan Cooper, December 7, 1998. 
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3.01.012(e)( l l ) 

The First Tier Concept Plan identifies a potential need for at least one elementary school 
within URA 55. The proposed location ofthe elementary school site, about 10 acres, is 
shown on the First Tier Final Concept Plan Map near the Gordon Creek Main 
Street/Neighborhood Center. According to the schools analysis performed, the need for a 
middle school in URA 55 area may not be necessary imtil the urban reserves to the east are 
added to the UGB. Thie Council finds that the conceptual school plan has demonstrated 
coordination with the affected school district and concludes that this criterion has been 
met. 

3.01.012(e)(12) 

First Tier Final Concept Plan Map attached as Appendix C to these findings shows all of 
the above elements required by this criterion. The Council finds that this section of the 
code is satisfied. 

3.01.012(e)(13) 

The Memorandum of Understanding between the City of Hillsboro and Washington 
County demonstrates coordination between those two local governments. The First Tier 
Concept Plan also demonstrates sufficient coordination with other public bodies including 
Metro, USA, Tualatin Hills Parks and Recreation District and Tualatin Fire and Rescue. 
The Council finds that this section ofthe code is satisfied. 

i:\docs#07.p&d\02ugbM 1 legamd\fmdSS.doc 
(12/08/98) 
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M E M O R A N D U lyi 

Appendix A 

M E T R O 

Date: October 2 6 , 1 9 9 8 

To: Mark Turpel, Senior Program Manager 
Growth Managemen t Services Depar tment 

From: Glen Bolen, Associate Regional P lanner 
Growth Managemen t Services Depar tment^ 

/ 

Re: Exception Lands Not Considered as Alternative Sites for Urban Growth 
Boundary Expansion 

in D e c e m b e r 1997, Metro Council concluded, through adoption o f t h e Urban Growth Report, the 
Urban Growth Boundary (UGB) did not contain sufficient (and to a c c o m m o d a t e the forecas ted 
20 y e a r s of residential development . The Metro Council adopted thi3 report describing the 
deficiency a s follows: the UGB mus t be expanded in order to a c c o m m o d a t e just over 32,000 
househo ld s and 2900 jobs . 

According to S ta te law, Metro h a s until December 3 1 , 1 9 9 8 , to bring enough land into the 
boundary to a c c o m m o d a t e one-half of the total need , just over 16,000 households and 1,450 
jobs . S ta t e law requires that Metro establish urban r e se rves to des igna te the a r e a s it will 
expand its UGB into over the next 30 years . Metro es tabl ished 18,579 a c r e s a s urban rese rves 
on March 6 , 1 9 9 7 . In acco rdance with Sta te law and Metro Code , the UGB can only be 
e x p a n d e d into t h e s e adopted urban reserves . 

S t a t e land-use lav;s specify a hierarchical approach to making a UGB expansion decision. The 
S ta te requires Metro to first look at exception lands n e a r the boundary. Exception lands are 
t h o s e that have b e e n excepted from Statewide Planning Goals 3 and 4, protecting farm and 
fpres t lands . If exception lands cannot m e e t the entire need , then Metro may consider resource 
lands . Metro included both exception land and land des igna ted for farm or forest u s e in 
designat ing its initial Urban Rese rve Study Areas (URSAS). T h e adopted urban reserves , 
se lec ted from the URSAS a lso contain both exception land and resource land. 

To dec ide which lands in proximity to the current UGB can bes t a c c o m m o d a t e the immediate 
fo recas ted n e e d , Metro contracted with Pacific Rim R e s o u r c e s to perform a productivity analysis 
of the adop ted urban reserves . The consultants completed their task in two phases . The first 
s t e p w a s to ana lyze all of the urban reserves with a cursory look a t household and job capacity. 
T h e first s t e p allowed the consultants to narrow their focus to approximately 12,000 ac res for a 
more detailed second p h a s e of analysis. S o m e exception lands were dropped from 
considerat ion in the first p h a s e b e c a u s e they were shown to be less productive or more costly to 
se rve . 

S o m e m a y quest ion why not all the Exception Lands around the region have been considered. 
The intent of this m e m o is to descr ibe why those lands were not considered in the UGB 
expans ion . 
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The majority of the spatial information relied upon for this m e m o w a s derived from the data 
contained in Metro's RLISLITE CD-ROMS dated August 1998. Digital Ortho-photography 
c o m e s from Metro's RLIS Photo CD-ROMS dated Sep tember 1997. Copies of the CD-ROMS 
utilized a re at tached. The remainder of the geographic Information relied upon was taken from 
the acknowledged Region 2040 Growth Concept Map. 

The staff analysis of exception lands not Included in the urban rese rves is categorized for e a s e 
of reading. The first two groupings Include exception land s o m e dis tance from or not contiguous 
to the current UGB. Categories 3 through 41 are se t up geographically a s a 'walk' around the 
UGB with an analysis on s p e d f i c small groupings of exception lands that sha re a common 
issue . 

Category 
Number Descriotion 

1. Dis t ance . None of the lands included in category one a re nea r enough to the 
present UGB to enable efficient urban expansion. All of t he se exception a reas are at 
least one full mile from the present UGB. Urban development in these a reas would 
have negative impacts on the environment, specifically air quality: resultant from" 
increases in veh ide mile traveled. 

In addition, many of the exception a r ea s within this category a re located within Metro 
identified rural reserves , and green corridors a s des ignated on the acknowledged 
Region 2040 Growth Concept Map. The pol ides contained in the Regional 
Framework Plan, and the Regional Urban Grov\rth Goals and Objectives (RUGGOs) 
specify that rural reserves are lands that will not be developed in urban u s e s in the 
foreseeable future. They are intended to support and protect farm and forestry 
operations. 

Metro is currently working with neighboring communities to develop agreements on 
shared policy. The intent of the agreement is to protect the rural reserves from urban 
development and maintain separation between communities. 

A green corridor is defined in the Regional Framework Plan, Objective 1.11 
(Neighbor Cities) a s a transportation fadlity through rural rese rves that serves a s a 
link between the metropolitan area and a neighbor d ty that also limits a c c e s s to the 
farms and forests of the rural reserve. The intent is to keep urban to urban 
accessibility high to encourage a balance of jobs and housing, but limit any adverse 
effect on the surrounding rural a reas . 

2." N o n c o n t i g u o u s Areas . These exception a r e a s are not contiguous to, or connected 
to, other exception a r e a s that are contiguous to the UGB. To expand the UGB onto 
non-contiguous exception a r ea s would require that the intervening agricultural a reas 
be urbanized. In addition, many of the exception a r e a s within this category are 
located within rural reserves a s designated on the acknowledged Region 2040 
Growth Concept Map. The policies contained in the Regional Framework Plan and 
the RUGGOs specify that rural reserves are lands that will not be developed in urban 
u s e s in the foreseeable future. They a re intended to support and protect farm and 
forestry operations and maintain separation between communities. 
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3. C o l u m b i a G o r g e National S c e n i c Area . Exception lands in Multnomah County that 
a r e affected by Columbia Gorge National Scenic Area were excluded from 
consideration for urbanization. Urbanization of t he se a r e a s would conflict with the 
goals established by the federal government. 

4 . Area E a s t of G r e s h a m . This a rea h a s a considerable amount of land that consists 
of slopes.in exces s of 25 percent. Such lands were d e e m e d unbuildable in the 
analysis of the Region 2040 Growth Concept and the Urban Growth Report. In 
addition, there is a significant canyon in the a rea with a s t ream that contains both 
wet lands and lands in the FEMA 100-year floodplain. 

5. G r e s h a m S a n d y Sepa ra t i on . The RUGGOs Objective 26.1 specifies that 
communities will benefit from maintaining separat ion. This separation can be 
achieved by retaining the rural nature of the lands between the UGB and neighboring 
cities. The a rea between Gresham and Sandy se rves this function. This area is also 
contained within a rural reserve a s identified by the Region 2040 Grov^h Concept 
Map. The policies contained in the Regional Framework Plan and the RUGGOs 
specify that rural reserves are lands that will not be developed in urban u s e s in the 
fo reseeab le future. They are intended to support and protect farm and forestry 
operat ions and maintain separation between communities. 

The Region 2040 Growth Concept Map also identifies Highway 26 in this a rea a s a 
green corridor. A green corridor is defined in the Regional Framework Plan, 
Objective 1.11 (Neighbor Cities) a s a transportation facility through rural reserves 
that se rves a s a link between the metropolitan a rea and a neighbor city that also 
limits a c c e s s to the farms and forests o f t h e rural reserve. The intent is to keep 
urban to urban accessibility high to encourage a balance of jobs and housing, but 
limit any adverse effect on the sun'ounding mral a r ea s . 

6. Area S o u t h of URAs 1 , 2 a n d 3. This a rea w a s shown by the 1996 "Utility 
Feasibility Analysis for filetro 2040 Urban Rese rve Study Areas" report completed by 
KCM to require "above ave rage cost" for servicing. The land in this a rea is distant 
from existing urban services. The a rea contains a considerable amount of hilly land 
with s lopes greater than 25 percent. Such lands were d e e m e d unbuildable in the 
analysis of the Region 2040 Growth Concept and the Urban Growth Report. 

This land is separa ted from the urban reserve land to the north by a watershed 
boundary, and drains to the south, away from the gravity sys tems of Portland and 
Gresham. Using watershed boundaries for delineation of an UGB is consistent with 
the Regional Framework Plan Objective 1.7 (Urban/Rural Transition). In addition, 
the Metro Code Section 3.01.020(d) s ta tes the proposed location for the UGB shall 
result in a clear transition between urban and rural lands, using natural and build 
featured, such a s roads, drainage divides, floodplains, powerlines, major topographic 
features , and historic patterns of land u s e or sett lement. 

T h e Regional Framework Plan Objective 1.11 (Neighbor Cities) specifies that 
communities will benefit from maintaining separat ion. Not including these lands 
helps achieve this separation by retaining the rural nature of the a rea between 
G r e s h a m and Sandy. 
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US Highway 26 is a designated Access Oregon Highway, The Region 2040 Growth 
Concept Map identifies Highway 26 in this a r ea a s a g reen corridor. A gre.en corridor 
is defined in the Regional Framework Plan Objective 1.11 (Neighbor Cities) a s a 
transportation facility through rural reserves that s e rves a s a link between the 
metropolitan area and a neighbor city that also limits a c c e s s to the farms and forests 
of the rural reserve. The Intent is to keep urban to urban accessibility high to 
encourage a balance of jobs and housing, but limit any adve r se effect on the 
surrounding rural a reas . 

7. A r e a E a s t of URAs 6 , 7 a n d 8. Much of the land In this a r e a is shown to have 
s lopes of equal to or greater than 25 percent. Such lands were d e e m e d unbuildable 
in the analysis of the Region 2040 Growth Concept and the Urban Grov^h Report. In 
addition, the land in this a rea is far from existing urban services . 

A considerable portion of this a rea Is located within rural r e se rves a s shown on the 
acknowledged Region 2040 Growth Concept Map. The policies contained In the 
Regional Framework Plan and the RUGGOs specify that rural reserves are lands 
that will not be developed In urban u s e s in the fo reseeab le future. They are Intended 
to support and protect farm and forestry operations and maintain separation between 
communities. The scenic value of the buttes in this a r e a is important to retain while 
balancing the land need for housing with quality of life n e e d s for the 'general 
population. 

A portion of this a r ea naturally drains into the Clackamas River. The Clackamas 
River Is one of the three "pristine rivers" contained In the DEQ Three Basin Rule (the 
other two are the McKenzie and the Santiam). This a rea . If urbanized, will have to 
have storm drainage water treatment applied prior to discharge adding significantly 
to the cost of urbanization. 

8. Area E a s t a n d S o u t h of URA 9. Much of the land in this a r ea is shown to consist of 
s lopes greater than 25 percent. Such lands were d e e m e d unbuildable In the 
analysis of the Region 2040 Growth Concept and the Urban Growth Report. In 
addition, the land In this a rea is distant from existing urban services . 

This a rea naturally drains Into the Clackamas River. The Clackamas River Is one of 
the three "pristine rivers" contained in the DEQ Three Basin Rule (the other two are 
the McKenzie and the Santiam). This area,' if urbanized, will have to have stonn 
drainage water treatment applied prior to discharge making it expensive to develop. 

9. A r e a S o u t h of URA 9. Much of the land In this a r ea is shown to consist of s lopes 
greater than 25 percent. Such lands were d e e m e d unbuildable in the analysis of the 
Region 2040 Growth Concept and the Uriaan Growth Report. In addition, the 
p re sence of wetlands further excludes this land from being urbanized. 

This a rea naturally drains into the Clackamas River. The Clackamas River is one of 
the three "pristine rivers" contained in the DEQ Three Basin Rule (the other two are 
the McKenzie and the Santiam). This area , if urbanized, will have to have storm 
drainage water treatment applied (Drior to discharge making It expensive to develop. 
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10. Area North of URA 15. Much of the land in this a rea is shown to consist of s lopes 
greater than 2 5 percent. Such lands were d e e m e d unbuildable in the analysis of the 
Region 2040 Growth Concept and the Urban Growth Report. 

The scenic value of the buttes in this a r e a is important to retain, while balancing the 
land need for housing and quality of life n e e d s of the general population. 

11. A r e a W e s t of URA 15. Much of the land in this a rea is shown to consist of s lopes 
greater than 25 percent. Such lands were d e e m e d unbuildable in the analysis o f t h e 
Region 2040 Growth Concept and the Urban Growth Report. 

The scenic value of the buttes in this a r ea is important to retain, while balancing the 
land need for housing and quality of life n e e d s of the general population. 

12. Ca rve r Vicinity. This a rea is almost entirely consumed by unbuildable land. A large 
proportion of this land is shown to consist of s lopes greater than 25 percent. Such 
lands were d e e m e d unbuildable in the analysis of the Region 2040 Growth Concept 
and the Urban Growth Report. Most of the land that is not steeply sloped lies within 
the FEMA 100-year floodplain of the Clackamas River. Metro's adopted Urban 
Growth Management Functional Plan (Functional Plan) (Title 3) requires that land of 
this nature be protected from the effects of development . In addition, such lands 
were d e e m e d unbuildable in the analysis of the Region 2040 Growth Concept and 
the Urban Growth Report. 

This a rea naturally drains into the Clackamas River. The. Clackamas River is one of 
the three "pristine rivers" contained in the DEQ Three Basin Rule (the other two are 
the McKenzie and the Santiam). This a rea , if urbanized, will be required to have 
storm drainage water treatment applied prior to discharge, adding significantly to the 
cost of development. 

13. A r e a S o u t h of C l a c k a m a s River. This a rea naturally drains into the Clackamas 
River. The Clackamas River is one of the three "pristine rivers" contained in the 
DEQ Three Basin Rule (the other two a re the McKenzie and the Santiam). This a rea 
will have to have stomi drainage water t reatment applied prior to discharge. 

This a rea contains significant amounts of land that is shown to consist of s lopes 
greater than 25 percent. Such lands were d e e m e d unbuildable in the analysis of the 
Region 2040 Growth Concept and the Urban Growth Report. Other lands in this 
a r e a lie within the FEMA 100-year floodplain o f t h e Clackamas River. The 
Functional Plan (Title 3) requires that land of this nature be protected from the effects 
of development . In addition, such lands were d e e m e d unbuildable in the analysis of 
the Region 2040 Growrth Concept and the Urban Growth Report. 

This a rea is located within rural rese rves a s shown on the acknow/ledged Region 
2040 Grovrth Concept Map. The policies contained in the Regional Framework Plan 
and the RUGGOs specify that rural reserves a re lands that will not be developed for 
urban u s e s in the foreseeable future. They a re intended to support and protect farm 
and forestry operations and maintain separation be tween communities. 
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14. Area E a s t of O r e g o n City. This a rea contains the Newell Creek Canyon, an area 
with significant amounts of land that is shown to contain s lopes equal to or greater 
than 25 percent. Such lands were d e e m e d unbuildable in the analysis of the Region 
2040 Growth Concept and the Urban Growth Report. According to testimony from 
the City of Oregon City ( see the legal record for the March 6 , 1 9 9 7 , Urban Reserve 
Decision) the topography in this a rea m a k e s it difficult to efficiently deliver urban ' 
services.-

There is a substantial amount of land In this a r e a that lies within the FEMA 100-year 
floodplain. It Is also evident that there a re several wetlands in this a rea . The 
Functional Plan (Title 3) requires that land of this nature be protected from the effects 
of development. In addition, such lands were d e e m e d unbuildable in the analysis of 
the Region 2040 Growth Concept and the Urban Growth Report. 

This a rea Is located within rural reserves a s shown on the acknowledged Region 
2040 Growth Concept Map. The policies contained in the Regional Framework Plan 
and the RUGGOs specify that rural reserves a re lands that will not be developed in 
urban u s e s In the foreseeable future. They a re Intended to support and protect farm 
and forestry operations and maintain separat ion between communities. 

T h e addition of this land area would create an Island of non-urban land surrounding 
Highway 213 or would Increase the p ressures of urbanization on the agricultural 
lands between this a rea and the UGB. 

15. B e a v e r c r e e k Area . T h e s e lands were excluded from consideration largely due to 
the existing settlement patterns. Lot s izes In this a r ea start a s small a s one-half 
acre . Examination of aerial photography shows land is being fully utilized by the 
existing development. There js only one large parcel (approximately 160 acnes) of 
land In the area . This parcel, however, Is under construction a s a county-owned golf 
course . Substantially developed a r e a s such a s this do not provide much additional 
development potential. Therefore, the Increase in urban growrth capacity from adding 
these lands to the UGB would be minimal. 

16. O r e g o n City, C a n b y S e p a r a t i o n . T h e s e exception a r e a s a re located within rural 
rese rves a s shown on the acknowledged Region 2040 Growth Concept Map. The 
policies contained in the Regional Framework Plan and the RUGGOs specify that 
rural reserves are lands that will not be developed in urban u s e s in the foreseeable 
future. They a re intended to support and protect farm and forestry operations and 
maintain a separation between communities. 

The acknowledged Region 2040 Growth Concept Map identifies Highway 99 a s a 
g reen comdor. A green corridor is defined in the Regional Framework Plan 
Objective 1.11 (Neighbor Cities) a s a transportation facility through rural reserves 
that se rves a s a link between the metropolitan a r e a and a neighbor cify that also 
limits a c c e s s to the farms and forests of the mral reserve. The Intent is to keep 
urban to urban accessibility high to encourage a balance of jobs and housing, but 
limit any adverse effect on the sun^ounding rural a r ea s . 

17. S t a f fo rd Area . Much of this exception land is shown to contain s lopes equal to or 
greater than 25 percent. Such lands were d e e m e d unbuildable In the analysis of the 
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Region 2040 Growth Concept and the Urban Growth Report. A large amount of the 
remaining terrain is found to contain s lopes between 18-24 percent. 

The acknowledged Region 2040 Growth Concept Map identifies 1-205 a s a green 
corridor. A green corridor is defined in the Regional Framework Plan Objective 1.11 
(Neighbor Cities) a s a transportation facility through rural reserves that se rves a s a 
link between the metropolitan a rea and a neighbor city that also limits a c c e s s to the 
f a n n s and forests of the rural reserve. The intent is to keep urban to urban 
accessibility high to encourage a balance of jobs and housing, but limit any adverse 
effect on the surrounding rural a reas . 

T h e s e exception a r e a s a re located within rural reserves a s shown on the 
acknowledged Region 2040 Growth Concept Map. The policies contained in the 
Regional Framework Plan and the RUGGOs specify that rural reserves are lands 
that will not be developed in urban u s e s in the fo reseeab le future. They are intended 
to support and protect farm and forestry operat ions and to maintain a separation 
between communities. 

The land directly west of URA 30 abuts a watershed boundary that directs sewer and 
stormwater away from the neares t service provider, the City of West Linn. This 
watershed boundary will make the efficient provision of urban services to these 
exception lands more costly. Using watershed boundaries for delineation of an UGB 
is consistent with the Regional Framework Plan Objective 1.7 (Urban/Rural 
Transition). In addition, the Metro Code Section 3.01.020(d) s ta tes the proposed 
location for the UGB shall result in a clear transition between urban and rural lands, 
using natural and build featured, such a s roads, drainage divides, floodplains, 
powerlines, major topographic features , and historic pa t t ems of land use or 
sett lement. 

18. S o u t h of ln te rs ta te -205. The acknowledged Region 2040 Growth Concept Map 
identifies 1-205 a s a green con-idor. A green comdor is defined in the Regional 
Framework Plan Objective 1.11 (Neighbor Cities) a s a transportation facility through 
rural rese rves that s e rves a s a link between the metropolitan a rea and a neighbor 
city that a lso limits a c c e s s to the farms and forests of the rural reserve. The intent is 
to keep urban to urban accessibility high to encourage a balance of jobs and 
housing, but limit any adve r se effect on the surrounding rural a r ea s . 

This a rea also contains environmentally sensitive lands. There a re significant a r e a s 
shown to contain s lopes equal to or greater than 25 percent. Such lands were 
d e e m e d unbuildable in the analysis of the Region 2040 Growth Concept and the 
Urban Grovirth Report. There a re also lands in this a r ea that lie within the FEMA 
100-year floodplain of the Tualatin River. The Functional Plan (Title 3) requires that 
land of this nature be protected from the effects of development. In addition, such 
lands were d e e m e d unbuildable in the analysis of the Region 2040 Growth Concept 
and the Urban Grov^rth Report. 

T h e s e exception a r e a s a re located within rural rese rves a s shown on the 
acknowledged Region 2040 Grovrth Concept Map, The policies contained in the 
Regional Framework Plan and the RUGGOs specify that rural reserves are lands 
that will not be developed in urban u s e s in the fo reseeab le future. They are intended 
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to support and protect farm and forestry operations and maintain a separation 
between communities. 1-205 provides a clear boundary consistent with Regional 
Frarnework Plan Objective 1.7 (Urban/Rural Transition). In addition, the Metro Code 
Section 3.01.020(d) s ta tes the proposed location for the UGB shall result In a clear 
transition between urban and rural lands, using natural and build featured, such a s 
roads , drainage divides, floodplains, powerlines, major topographic features, and 
historic patterns of land u s e or settlement. 

19. S h e r w o o d , Tualat in, Wilsonville. T h e s e exception a r e a s a re located within rural 
r e se rves a s shown on the acknowledged Region 2040 Growth Concept Map. The 
policies contained in the Regional Framework Plan and the RUGGOs specify that 
rural reserves are lands that will not be developed in urban u s e s in the foreseeable 
future. They a re intended to support and protect farm and forestry operations and 
maintain a separation between communities. 

A considerable amount of land In this a rea is environmentally sensitive. S o m e of this 
sensitive land Is shown to contain s lopes equal to or greater than 25 percent. Such 
lands were deemed unbuildable in the analysis of the Region 2040 Growth Concept 
and the Urban Growth Report. There Is also a considerable amount of land In this 
a r ea that lies within the FEMA 100-year floodplain, and In federally protected 
wetlands. The Functional Plan (Title 3) requires that land of this nature be protected 
from the effects of development. In addition, such lands were d e e m e d unbuildable in 
the analysis of the Region 2040 Growth Concept and the Urban Grdv/th Report. 

In addition, the exception lands near Highway 99 are compromised by the presence 
of a green corridor a s identified by the acknowledged Region 2040 Growth Concept 
Map. A green com'dor Is defined in the Regional Framework Plan Objective 1.11 
(Neighbor Cities) a s a transportation facility through rural rese rves that se rves a s a 
link between the metropolitan a rea and a neighbor city that also limits a c c e s s to the 
fa rms and forests of the rural reserve. The intent is to keep urban to urban 
accessibility high to encourage a balance of jobs and housing, but limit any adverse 
effect on the surrounding rural a reas . 

20. S o u t h of Wilsonville. All of these exception a r e a s a re located within rural reserves 
a s identified by the acknowledged Region 2040 Growth Concept Map. The polides 
contained in the Regional Framework Plan and the RUGGOs specify that rural 
r e se rves are lands that will not be developed In urban u s e s in the foreseeable future. 
They a re intended to support and protect farm and forestry operat ions and maintain 
a separat ion between communities. 

21. S o u t h of Shierwood. T h e s e exception a r ea s a re located within rural reserves a s 
identified by the acknowledged Region 2040 Growth Concept Map. The polides 
contained in the Regional Framework Plan and the RUGGOs specify that rural 
r e se rves are lands that will not be developed In urban u s e s in the foreseeable future. 
They a re intended to support and protect farm and forestry operations and maintain 
a separation between communities. 

Highway 99 In this a rea Is designated a s a green corridor on the acknowledged 
Region 2040 Growth Concept Map. A green corridor is defined in the Regional 
Framework Plan Objective 1.11 (Neighbor Cities) a s a transportation facility through 
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rural reserves that se rves a s a link between the metropolitan a rea and a neighbor 
city that a lso limits a c c e s s to the farms and fores ts of the rural reserve. The intent is 
to keep urban to urban accessibility high to encourage a balance of jobs and 
housing, but limit any adverse effect .on the surrounding rural a reas . 

22. W e s t of S h e r w o o d . Much of the exception land in this a r ea is located within rural 
rese rves a s identified by the acknowledged Region 2040 Growth Concept Map. The 
policies contained in the Regional Framework Plan and the RUGGOs specify that 
rural reserves are lands that will not be developed in urban u s e s in the foreseeable 
future. They a re intended to support and protect farm and forestry operations and 
maintain a separation between communities. 

Highway 99 in this a rea is designated a s a g reen corridor on the acknowledged 
Region 2040 Growth Concept Map. A green com'dor is defined in the Regional 
Framework Plan Objective 1.11 (Neighbor Cities) a s a transportation facility through 
rural reserves that se rves a s a link between the metropolitan a r e a and a neighbor 
city that a lso limits a c c e s s to the farms and forests of the rural reserve. The intent is 
to keep urban to urban accessibility high to encourage a balance of jobs and 
housing, but limit any adverse effect on the surrounding rural a reas . The Oregon 
Department of Transportation (ODOT) h a s des ignated Highway 99 a s an Access 
Oregon Highway; The region depends on this transportation facility a s a free-flowing 
connection to communities in Yamhill County and at the Oregon Coast . 

23. A r e a W e s t a n d S o u t h of URA 47. All of the exception land south of URA #47 and a 
significant amount to the wes t a re located within the FEMA 100-year floodplain for 
the Tualatin River. The Functional Plan (Title 3) requires that land of this nature be 
protected from the effects of development. In addition, such lands were deemed 
unbuildable in the analysis of the Region 2040 Growth Concept and the Urban 
Growth Report. 

T h e s e exception lands a re also compromised by the existing sett lement patterns. 
Lot s izes in this a rea begin at less than one-half acre . Examination of aerial 
photography shows these lands are largely being utilized by the existing 
development. Substantially developed a r e a s such a s this do not provide much 
additional development potential. Therefore, the increase in urban growth capacity 
from adding these lands to the UGB would be minimal. 

24. North of URA 49. T h e s e exception lands a re compromised for urbanization by the 
existing sett lement pat tems. This a rea is comprised almost entirely of small ac reage 
single family residential dwellings. Residents in this a r ea expressed concerns to the 
Metro Council about this a rea ' s suitability for further urbanization. Examination of . 
aerial photography shows these lands a re largely being utilized by the existing 
development . Substantially developed a r e a s such a s this d o not provide much 
additional development potential. Therefore, the increase in urban growth capacity 
from adding these lands to the UGB would be nhinimal. 

25. C o o p e r Mounta in . T h e s e exception lands a re compromised for urbanization by the 
existing sett lement patterns. This a rea is comprised almost entirely of small ac reage 
single family residential dwellings. Residents in this a r e a expressed concerns to the 
Metro Council about this a rea ' s suitability for further urtDanization, and that there is an 
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operating vineyard in the vicinity. There a re deed restrictions In place currently that 
limit the additional capacity of the smaller a c r e a g e tax lots in this a rea . Examination 
of aerial photography shows these lands a re largely being utilized by the existing 
development . Substantially developed a r e a s such a s this do not provide much 
additional development potential. Therefore, the Increase in urban growth capacity 
from adding these lands to the UGB would be minimal. 

26. A r e a S o u t h w e s t of URA 51. It would be difficult to provide public services to these 
exception lands if they were added to the UGB. Water, sewer , and storm drainage 
will have to be run perpendicular to the UGB for s o m e distance in order to serve very 
few properties. 

This a rea protrudes from the existing UGB Into an a r e a designated for farm or forest . 
u s e by the Washington County Comprehensive Plan. Urbanization of this area 
would be in conflict to Regional Framework Plan Objective 1.7 (Urban/Rural 
Transition). In addition, the Metro Code Section 3.01.020(d) s ta tes the proposed 
location for the UGB shall result In a clear transition between urban and rural lands, 
using natural and build featured, such a s roads, drainage divides, floodplains, 
powerlines, major topographic features, and historic patterns of land use or 
set t lement. 

27. A r e a S o u t h of URA 55. T h e s e exception lands a re almost entirely within the FEMA 
100-year floodplain. In addition, the p resence of wetlands is a lso an issue. The 
Functional Plan (Title 3) requires that land of this nature be protected from the effects 
of development. In addition, such lands were d e e m e d unbuildable in the analysis of 
the Region 2040 Growth Concept and the Urban Grovirth Report. Using the FEMA 
floodplain a s a boundary is consistent with the Regional Framework Plan 
Objective 1.7 (Urban/Rural Transition). 

There is one small piece of exception land in this a r ea that is isolated from the land 
that is constrained environmentally. This isolated parcel a p p e a r s from aerial 
photography to be the clubhouse and other structures associa ted with the vineyard 
and golf course known a s "The Reserve." Substantially developed a r ea s such a s 
this do not provide much additional development potential. Therefore, the increase 
in urban growth capacity from adding these lands to the UGB would be minimal. 

28. A r e a W e s t of Hillsboro. T h e s e exception a r e a s a re designated rural reserves by 
the acknowledged Region 2040 Growth Concept Map. The policies contained |n the 
Regional Framework Plan and the RUGGOs specify that rural rese rves a re lands 
that will not b e developed in urban u s e s In the fo reseeab le future. They a re intended 
to support and protect farm and forestry operations and maintain a separation 
be tween communities. 

T h e s e a r e a s a re not contiguous to. or connected to. other exception a r ea s that are 
contiguous to the UGB. To expand the UGB onto non-contiguous exception a r ea s 
would require the addition and urbanization of the intervening agricultural a rea . 

29. A r e a b e t w e e n Corne l ius Hil lsboro. The exception land in this a r ea is located 
within rural reserves a s identified by the acknowledged Region 2040 Growth 
Concept Map. The policies contained in the Regional Framework Plan and the 
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RUGGOs specify that rural reserves a re lands that.will not be developed in urban 
u s e s in the foreseeable future. They are intended to support and protect farm and 
forestry operations and maintain a separation betw^een communities. 

Highway 8 in this a r e a is designated a s a green corridor on the acknowledged 
Region 2040 Growth Concept Map. A green corridor Is defined in the Regional 
Framework Plan Objective 1.11 (Neighbor Cities) a s a transportation facility through 
rural reserves that se rves a s a link between the metropolitan a rea and a neighbor 
city that a lso limits a c c e s s to the farms and fores ts of the rural reserve. The intent is 
to keep urban to urban accessibility high to encourage a balance of jobs and 
housing, but linriit any adverse effect on the sun'ounding rural a r ea s . 

The w e s t e m e d g e of this a rea is ad jacent to the FEMA 100-year floodplain. The 
Functional Plan (Title 3) requires that land of this nature be protected from the effects 
of development. In addition, such lands were d e e m e d unbuildable in the analysis of 
the Region 2040 Growth Concept and the Urban Growth Report. 

Using the FEMA floodplain a s a boundary is consistent with the Regional Framework 
• Plan Objective 1.7 (Urban/Rural Transition). In addition, the Metro Code Section 

3.01.020(d) s ta tes the proposed location for the UGB shall result in a clear transition 
between urban and rural lands, using natural and build featured, such a s roads, 
drainage divides, floodplains, poweriines, major topographic features, and historic 
pat terns of land u s e or settlement. 

30. Area North of Corne l iu s . The UGB in this a r e a borders the FEMA 100-year 
floodplain. Using the FEMA floodplain a s a boundary is consistent with tlie Regional 
Framework Plan Objective 1.7 (Urban/Rural Transition). In addition, the Metro Code 
Section 3.01.020(d) s ta tes the proposed location for the UGB shall result in a clear 
transition between urban and rural lands, using natural and build featured, such a s 
roads, dra inage divides, floodplains, poweriines, major topographic features, and 
historic pa t t ems of land u s e or sett lement. 

A considerable amount o f t h e exception land in this a r e a falls within both wetlands 
and the 100-year floodplain. The Functional Plan (Title 3) requires that land of this 
nature be protected from the effects of development . In addition, such lands were 
d e e m e d unbuildable in the analysis o f t h e Region 2040 Growth Concept and the 
Urban Growth Report. 

31. Area S o u t h w e s t of F o r e s t Grove . T h e exception land In this a r ea is located within 
rural rese rves a s identified by the acknowledged Region 2040 Growth Concept Map. 
The policies contained in the Regional Framework Plan and the RUGGOs specify 
that rural rese rves a re lands that will not b e developed in urban u s e s in the 
fo reseeab le future. They are Intended to support and protect farm and forestry 
operat ions and maintain a separation between communities. 

The UGB in this a rea borders the FEMA 100-year floodplain. Using the FEMA 
floodplain a s a boundary is consistent with the Regional Framewori< Plan Objective 
1.7 (Urban/Rural Transition). In addition, the Metro C o d e Section 3.01.020(d) s ta tes 
the proposed location for the UGB shall result in a clear transition between urban 
and rural lands, using natural and build featured, such a s roads, drainage divides, 
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floodplains. powerlines. major topographic features , and historic pat terns of land use 
or sett lement. 

A considerable amount of the exception land in this a rea falls within the FEMA 100-
year floodplain. The Functional Plan (Title 3) requires that land of this nature be 
protected from the effects of development. In addition, such lands were deemed 
unbuildable in the analysis of the Region 2040 Growth Concept and the Urban 
Growth Report. 

32. A r e a North of F o r e s t Grove . The exception land in this a r e a Is located within rural 
r e se rves a s identified by the acknowledged Region 2040 Growrth Concept Map. The 
policies contained in the Regional Framework Plan and the RUGGOs specify that 
rural rese rves are lands that will not be developed In urban u s e s In the foreseeable 
future. They a re Intended to support and protect famri and forestry operations and 
maintain a separation between communities. 

The majority of this land is shown to contain s lopes equal to or greater than 
2 5 percent. Such lands were deemed unbuildable in the analysis of the Region 2040 
Growth Concept and the Urban Growth Report. 

T h e s e a r e a s are not contiguous to. or connected to. other exception a r ea s that are 
contiguous to the UGB. To expand the UGB onto non-contiguous exception a reas 
would require the addition and urbanization of the intervening agricultural a reas . 

33. A r e a North of Eve rg reen Road . T h e s e exception lands a re relatively small and 
situated within a larger a rea of agricultural lands. Urbanization of these lands would 
have negative effects on the agricultural activities In this a rea . This intrusion Into an 
agricultural a rea would not be consistent with the Regional Framework Plan 
Objective 1.7 (Urban/Rural Transition). 

Inclusion of these exception lands within the UGB will c rea te difficulties in regard to 
the efficient provision of public services. Water, s e w e r and stomri drainage will have 
to be run perpendicular to the UGB for a dis tance to serve very few properties. 

In addition, to the p resence of wetlands, these exception lands contain land within 
the FEMA 100-year floodplain. The Functional Plan (Title 3) requires that land of this 
nature b e protected from the effects of deve lopmen t In addition, such lands were 
d e e m e d unbuildable in the analysis of the Region 2040 Growth Concept and the 
Urban Growth Report. 

34. A r e a W e s t of URA 62. This small a r ea of exception land is almost entirely within the 
FEMA 100-year floodplain. The Functional Plan (Title 3) requires that land of this 
nature be protected from the effects of development. In addition, such lands were 
d e e m e d unbuildable In the analysis of the Region 2040 Growth Concept and the 
Urban Grov^rth Report. Using the FEMA floodplain a s a boundary Is consistent with 
the Regional Framework Plan Objective 1.7 (Urban/Rural Transition). In addition, 
the Metro Code Section 3.01.020(d) s ta tes the proposed location for the UGB shall 
result In a clear transition between urban and rural lands, using natural and build 
featured, such a s roads, drainage divides, floodplains, poweriines, major topographic 
features , and historic pa t tems of land u s e or sett lement. 
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In addition, the exception a r ea s at the wes tem end of Evergreen Road are within 
rural reserves a s designated on the acknowledged Region 2040 Growth Concept 
Map. The policies contained in the Regional Framework Plan and the RUGGOs 
specify that rural reserves are lands that will not be developed for urban u s e s in the 
fo reseeab le future. They are intended to support and protect farm and forestry 
operations and to maintain separation between communities. 

35. A r e a Nor thea s t of URA 62. A considerable amount of the exception land in this 
a r ea is within the FEMA 100-year floodplain. The Functional Plan (Title 3) requires 
that land of this nature be protected from the effects of development . In addition, 
such lands were deemed unbuildable in the analysis of the Region 2040 Growth 
Concept and the Urban Growth Report. 

T h e s e a r e a s a re not contiguous to, or connected to, other exception a r e a s that are 
contiguous to the UGB. To expand the UGB onto non-contiguous exception a r ea s 
would require the addition and urbanization of the intervening agricultural a reas . 

36. Area W e s t of URA 65. This a rea of exception land in this a r e a is within the FEMA 
100-year floodplain. The Functional Plan (Title 3) requires that land of this nature be 
protected from the effects of development. In addition, such lands were deemed 
unbuildable in the analysis of the Region 2040 Growth Concept and the Urban 
Growth Report. 

The boundary of the adjacent URA #36 corresponds to the 100-year floodplain. 
Using he FEMA floodplain a s a boundary is consistent with the Regional Franfiework 
Plan Objective 1.7 (Urban/Rural Transition). In addition, the Metro Code Section 
3.01.020(d) s ta tes the proposed location for the UGB shall result in a clear transition 
between urban and rural lands, using natural and build featured, such a s roads, 
drainage divides, floodplains, powerlines, major topographic fea tures , and historic 
patterns of land use or settlement. 

37. Area North of URA 65. Agricultural lands and the FEMA 100-year floodplain 
surround this small a rea of exception land. Brugger Road w a s selected a s the 
logical boundary to enhance a compact urban form consis tent with the 
acknowledged Region 2040 Growth Concept and the Regional Framework Plan 
Objective 1.7. 

38. Area E a s t of URA 65. The majority of the exception lands in this a r ea is shown to 
contain s lopes equal to or greater than 25 percent. Such lands were deemed 
unbuildable in the analysis of the Region 2040 Growth Concept and the Urban 
Growth Report. Agricultural lands also sun-ound this a r ea . In addition, the 
topography of this a rea limits the accessibility to s ewer trunk lines, making the 
provision of public services more costly. 

39. Skyl ine Area. This small a rea of exception lands is shown to almost entirely contain 
s lopes equal to or greater than 25 percent. Such lands were d e e m e d unbuildable in 
the analysis of the Region 2040 Growth Concept and the Urban Growth Report. 
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The addition of this a r ea to the UGB would create an Island of non-urban land 
surrounded by the UGB. Creation of such an Island is not consistent with the 
Regional Framework Plan Objective 1.7 (Urban/Rural Transition). 

40. Highway 30. The Region 2040 Growth Concept Map Identifies Highway 30, in this 
a rea a s a green corridor. A green corridor is defined In the Regional Framework 
Plan Objective 1.11 (Neighbor Cities) a s a transportation facility through rural 
rese rves that s e rves a s a link between the metropolitan a rea and a neighbor city that 
also limits a c c e s s to the farms and forests of the rural reserve. The Intent is to keep 
urban to urban accessibility high to encourage a balance of jobs and housing, but 
limit any adverse effect on the surrounding rural a r e a s . 

In addition, the exception land In this a rea Is within a rural reserve a s shown on the 
acknowledged Region 2040 Growth Concept Map. The policies contained In the 
Regional Framework Plan and the RUGGOs specify that rural reserves are lands 
that will not be developed for urban u s e s in the fo reseeab le future. They are 
intended to support and protect farm and forestry operat ions and to maintain 
separation between communities. 

41. S a u v i e Is land. The exception land In this a rea is within a rural reserve a s shown on 
the acknowledged Region 2040 Growth Concept Map. The policies contained in the 
Regional Framework Plan and the RUGGOs specify that rural reserves are lands 
that will not be developed In urban u s e s in the fo reseeab le future. They are intended 
to support and protect farm and forestry operations and maintain separation between 
communities. 

This a rea also suffers from poor accessibility for transportation services. 

GB/srb 
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Appendix B 

Appendix B _ Additional Si te Cons ide ra t i ons 

Urban 
R e s e r v e R e a s o n s for No Further Consideration a t This Time 

U R A # 1 

URA # 3 

URA #11 

URA #17 

No evidence of pubic service feasibility w h e n G r e s h a m is already 
shouldering primary responsibility for planning a n d public facilities for very 
large, primarily exception land uri3an r e se rve (URA #5). A large number 
of highly productive agricultural u s e s (nurseries) a r e located within and 
around the site. While the Productivity Analysis provides s o m e 
Information about the cos t s of public service provision, there Is no local 
government or private entity that h a s provided any corroborating 
information sufficient to further subs tan t ia te public service feasibility. 
Without this verification of information, the Productivity Analysis cost 
e s t ima tes may not b e reliable. Further, there is no ev idence to support 
funding feasibility of providing service ex tens ions from ad jacen t a r e a s 
within the UGB. 

Site a d d e d to the Metro UGB through locational ad jus tment in Fall 1998. 

No evidence of public service feasibility w h e n Clackamas County is 
a l ready shouldering primary responsibility for URAs # 1 4 and # 1 5 in close 
proximity. While the Productivity Analysis provides s o m e information 
about the cos ts of public service provision, there is no local govemment 
or private entity that h a s provided any corroborating information sufficient 
to further substant ia te public service feasibility. Without this verification of 
information, the Productivity Analysis cos t e s t ima tes may not b e reliable. 
Further, there is no ev idence to support funding feasibility of providing 
service extens ions from ad jacen t a r e a s within the UGB. 

Site is a m e n a b l e to urban residential, but not employment . Considering 
job/housing imbalance o f t h e a r ea , addition of residential a r e a would only 
further the imbalance. While the Productivity Analysis provides s o m e 
information al)out the cos t s of public serv ice provision, there is no local 
g o v e m m e n t or private entity that h a s provided any corroborating 
information sufficient to further subs tan t ia te public service feasibility. 
Without this verification of information, t he Productivity Analysis cost 
e s t ima tes may not be reliable. Further, there is no ev idence to support 
funding feasibility of providing service ex tens ions from ad jacen t a r e a s 
within the UGB. 

URA # 1 8 

URA #19 

S a m e a s URA #17. 

S a m e a s URA #17. 



URA # 2 2 While the Productivity Analysis provides s o m e information about the cos ts 
of public service provision, there is no local government or private entity 
that h a s provided any corroborating infomiation sufficient to further 
substant ia te public service feasibility. Without this verification of 
information, the Productivity Analysis cos t e s t ima tes may not be reliable. 
Further, there Is no evidence to support funding feasibility of providing 
service extensions from ad jacen t a r e a s within the UGB.. 

URA # 2 3 S a m e a s URA #17. 

URA # 2 4 S a m e a s URA #22. 

URA # 2 5 S a m e a s URA #22. 

URA # 2 9 Site is a m e n a b l e to urban residential, but not employment b e c a u s e of 
a c c e s s and parcel s ize. Considering job/housing imbalance of the a rea , 
addition of residential a r ea would only further the imbalance. While the 
Productivity Analysis provides s o m e information about the cos ts of public 
service provision, there is no local g o v e m m e n t or private entity that h a s 
provided any corroborating information sufficient to further substant iate 
public service feasibility. Without this verification of information, the 
Productivity Analysis cost e s t ima tes may not b e reliable. Further, there is 
no ev idence to support funding feasibility of providing service extensions 
from ad jacen t a r e a s within the UGB. 

URA # 3 0 Site is suitable for urtjan residential, but not employment , b e c a u s e of 
s lopes . Considering local job/housing imbalance, addition of residential 
only now would further the imbalance. While the Productivity Analysis 
provides s o m e information about the cos t s of public service provision, 
there is no local g o v e m m e n t or private entity that h a s provided any 
corroborating information sufficient to fur ther subs tan t ia te public service 
feasibility. Without this verification of information, the Productivity 
Analysis cos t es t imates may not b e reliable. Further, the re is no evidence 
to support funding feasibility of providing service ex tens ions from adjacent 
a r e a s within the UGB. 

URA # 3 5 No evidence of public facility capability a t this time w h e n the City of 
Wilsonville Is taking responsibility for planning a n d public facilities for 
URAs #41 a n d #42. The a r e a h a s a water sho r t age to the extent that the 
City h a s adopted a moratorium. T h e problem m a y not b e a d d r e s s e d until 
the yea r 2000. While the Productivity Analysis provides s o m e Information 
abou t the cos t s of public service provision, there is n o local govemment 
or private entity that h a s provided any corroborating information suff ident 
to further subs tant ia te public service feasibility. Without this verification of 
information, the Productivity Analysis cos t e s t ima tes m a y not be reliable. 
Further, there is no ev idence to support funding feasibility of providing 
service extens ions from ad jacen t a r e a s within the UGB. 



URA #36 This URA is primarily a riparian a r e a with very little buildable land. The 
Productivity Analysis es t imates very high public facility cos t per dwelling 
unit and very low productivity. This a r e a is Included a s an URA for 
protection of resources . While the Productivity Analysis provides s o m e 
information about the cos ts of public service provision, there is no local 
government or private entity that h a s provided a n y corroborating 
information sufficient to further subs tant ia te public service feasibility. 
Without this verification of information, the Productivity Analysis cost 
es t imates may not b e reliable. Further, there is no ev idence to support 
funding feasibility of providing service ex tens ions f rom ad jacen t a r e a s 
within the UGB. 

URA # 3 7 S a m e a s URA #35. 

URA #44 Active aggrega te resource extraction site a n d a s s u c h is a protected 
Goal 5 resource . Additional information abou t the r e source is needed 
before further consideration and Is not now in the record. Closure and 
reclamation a r e not yet Initiated. The City of Tualatin and the property 
owner have ag reed to begin the planning p r o c e s s next year . While the 
Productivity Analysis provides s o m e Information abou t the cos t s of public 
service provision, there Is no local government or private entity that h a s 
provided any corroborating information sufficient to further substantiate 
public service feasibility. Without this verification of infomiation, the 
Productivity Analysis cost es t imates may not b e reliable. Further, there Is 
no evidence to support funding feasibility of providing service extensions 
from ad jacen t a r e a s within the UGB. 

URA # 4 8 While the Productivity Analysis provides s o m e information about the cos ts 
of public service provision, there Is no local government or private entity 
that h a s provided any con-oborating information sufficient to further 
subs tant ia te public service feasibility. Without this verification of 
Information, the Productivity Analysis cos t e s t ima tes may not be reliable. 
Further, there is no evidence to support funding feasibility of providing 
service extens ions from ad jacen t a r e a s within the UGB. 

URA #49 S a m e a s URA #48 . 

URA #61 S a m e a s URA #48 . 

URA #64 S a m e a s URA #48 . 

URA # 6 7 This a r e a h a s a m o n g the highest public facility cos t s a s es t imated by the 
Productivity Analysis. While the Productivity Analysis provides s o m e 
Information about the cos t s of public service provision, the re is no local 
government or private entity that h a s provided a n y corroborating 
information sufficient to further subs tant ia te public service feasibility. 
Without this verification of Information, the Productivity Analysis cost 
es t imates may not be reliable. Further, there is no ev idence to support 
funding feasibility of providing service ex tens ions from ad jacen t a r ea s 
within the UGB. 



URA #68 The Productivity Analysis es t imated very high public facility cos ts and 
very low productivity. While the Productivity Analysis provides s o m e 
information about the cos t s of public service provision, there is no local 
g o v e m m e n t or private entity that h a s provided any corroborating 
information sufficient to further subs tant ia te public service feasibility. 
Without this verification of information, the Productivity Analysis cost 
es t imates may not be reliable. Further, there is no ev idence to support 
funding feasibility of providing service extens ions from ad jacen t a r e a s 
within the UGB." 

URA #69 The Productivity Analysis es t imated very high public facility costs . While 
the Productivity Analysis provides s o m e information about the cos ts of 
public service provision, there Is no local g o v e m m e n t or private entity 
that h a s provided any corroborating Information suff ident to further 
substant ia te public service feasibility. Without this verification of 
information, the Productivity Analysis cos t es t imates m a y not be reliable. 
Further, there is no ev idence to support funding feasibility of providing 
service extensions from ad jacen t a r e a s within the UGB. 

URA #70 The Productivity Analysis es t imated very high public facility costs , low 
productivity. While the Productivity Analysis provides s o m e information 
about the cos t s of public service provision, there is no local govemment 
or private entity that h a s provided any corroborating information sufficient 
to further substant ia te public service feasibility. Without this verification of 
information, the Productivity Analysis cos t es t imates may not be reliable. 
Further, there is no ev idence to support funding feasibility of providing 
service extensions from ad jacen t a r e a s within the UGB. 
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g-tr.*-'.' : '-Xŷ '-'VrjljADb-REED 
^ S l J e -

•• ' Wli! 
A-̂  

vrx •' 
MclnnfS UC» 

BUTtERNUT ^ !—CREEJC. — _ N 

(X 
M' .'i / '*-<l'"> 

k. 
SLS siu 

'''xrv5aK6£ii6y:j?. vy!?̂Ux%'V * 

—J .t •* 42*5 

Figure, W 

i n CITY OF yiLLSBORO 

Hil l sboro 
S o u t h 
U r b a n 
R e s e r v e 
A r e a 

Tier 1 
Final 
C o n c e p t P l a n 
October 29. 1998 

Prepared By: 

McKeever/Moirit. Inc. 

and 

W&H Paciftc 
Leiand Consulting Group 
Greerrworks, PC 
Confofth ConftuRants, Inc. 
Carl Worthingfon & Aasoc. 
Nttelson S Associates 

Legend 
Base Map bifonnallen 
i t CowepI Pton Bouftdarjf 
I I TOT Lois 

Urban CrMti Bo«ndar|r 
urtwn R«Mfv« 

Land Uses 
LowOmtyfln (2 4 30Wi«s/K) 
too M>diwiw OMMty Rat. 
(5 S-rO vKlH/ac) 
Wed^-High DemMy ftes 
|t7 t-22 0 «nNft/*c| 
Wb«4 Um a Hah 0*nsilr Ros 
(23 2-29 0 VMlwac) 

W CMe. P«Mie A Schools 
BH OoAoral Emptormfil 
809: OefCewrtt 

Tfanspofteeon 

Matural Sjrstems 
/ \ / 100" Contours 
A / KTComowt 

/ y Poronnaol Siroon 
y « ' MxmIioM Sirosm 
l i g PoAa i Ofoontpoc* 
m n SlofmweWf 

. Wfm TSlo 1A Roe Cotridof 


