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BEFORE THE METRO COUNCIL 

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 

ORDINANCE NO 98-786BC 

Introduced by Councilors McLain, Morissette, 
McFarland, Washington, Kvistad, Monroe and 
the Growth Management Committee 

WHEREAS, The Metro Council designated urban reserve areas in Ordinance No. 96-

655E, including these urban reserve areas 14 and 15; 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 (UGB); 

arid 

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 

WHEREAS, notice of Proposed Amendment for these urban reserve areas 14 and 15, 

consistent with Metro Code and ORS 197.610(1), was received by the Oregon Department of 
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Land Conservation and Development at least 45 days prior to the December 3,1998 final 

hearing;and 

WHEREAS, the Growth Management Committee voted to add 54 acres adjacent to 

URA 15 to Monner Road into consideration in this ordinance at its November 3, 1998 work 

session; and 

WHEREAS, testimony at subsequent Council hearings indicated that using the Title 3 

buffer of Monner Creek, which would add 39 acres to URA 15, is more appropriate; 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 

pubHc 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 Grovi^h Concept; now therefore, 

THE METRO COUNCIL HEREBY ORDAINS AS FOLLOWS: 

1. Urban Reserve Area (URA) 15 is hereby amended to designate approximately 39 

acres north of the existing urban reserve area adjacent to 162nd Avenue as part of urban reserve 

area 15. The record shows that this land is similarly situated exception land up to the Title 3 

Water Quality Area boundary of Monner Creek. 
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2. Regional design types consistent with the Metro 2040 Growth Concept for the 

land added to the Metro Urban Growth Boundary by this ordinance as shown on attached 

Exhibit A are hereby adopted. 

3. The Metro Urban Growth Boundary is hereby amended to add urban reserve areas 

14 and 15, as amended, and as shown on the map in Exhibit B, attached, and incorporated by 

reference herein. • 

4. 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. 

5. 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. 

6. In support of Findings and Conclusions adopted in Exhibit C 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. 

7. 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. 
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B. Prior to conversion of the 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. 

C. Urban development consistent with Goal 14. Factor 3 on orderly provision 

of stormwater urban service is 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, temperature, sedimentation and chemical composition of stormwater runoff 

from the form of approved development meets state and federal water quality standards. 

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 subsequent urban zoning provide for stormwater management to assure 

that the quantity of stormwater runoff leaving each site after urban development is no 

greater than before urban development. 

E. Urban development consistent with Title 3 on Water Ouality is feasible 

with the condition that Title 3 water quality setbacks and revegetation requirements shall 

be adopted prior to adoption of urban comprehensive plan and zoning designations for 

this area. 

8. Consistent with ORS 268.390(3) and ORS 195.025(1), Clackamas County and the 

city of Happy Valley shall include the area added to the Urban Growth Boundary by this 

/ / / / / 
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Ordinance as shown on the map in Exhibit B in apphcable 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 Daniel B. Cooper, General Counsel 

i:\r-o\98sunnys.c 
(12/01/98) 
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Exhibit C 

ADOPTED FINDINGS AND CONCLUSIONS - ORDINANCE 98-786C (URA 14,15) 

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 prpposed 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. 

Under these circumstances, this provision of the 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 14 and 15 are first tier lands. 

For URAs 14 and 15, Clackamas County has provided the Metro Council with a letter 
stating that it has committed to complete a conceptual plan. The city's letter of 
November 12, 1998, provides 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. 

As part of Ordinance 98-786B, the Council amends URA 15 to add similarly situated land 
to that urban reserve which was studied but not designated as an urban reserve in 
Ordinance 97-655E. Findings supporting the amendment are attached as Appendix A to 
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 
tWs 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 l4. 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. 
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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 Council in March, 1996. After public hearings, the 
Council directed the Metro Executive Officer 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 fi"om 29,350 to 32,370 dwelling units and 
2,900 jobs. 

The UGR has two corhponents. 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 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 fixture 
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 
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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 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 under 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 of the vegetated corridors 
required by the water quality and flood management provisions of Title 3 of the 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 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 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 of the Functional Plan and to account for stream buffer requirements 
resulting from Metro's Fish and Wildlife Habitat planning and National Marine Fisheries 
Service restrictions for Lower Willamette River Steelhead. The Council will revisit the 
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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 
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 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 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 fiinctional 
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 fixture 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 
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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 immet 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 
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 B). 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 II. 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 II 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 the staff reports and is entitled "Exception Lands 
Not Considered as Altemative.Sites for Urban Growth Boundary Expansion" (see 
Appendix B). This report and accompanying map are attached as Appendix B 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 fi-om 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 slopa, 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). 
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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: 

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 lu-ban 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 UtiHty 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 
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 of the public facilities 
efficiencies for about 12,000 acres. 

The Council then reviewed the urban reserves identified in Phase 2 of the 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 C 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 imits for a 20-year UGB must be fully 
accommodated 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 
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 aU 
these lands were 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)(1)(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 from the a 
city or county to complete a conceptual plan prior to implementing urban zoning is 
sufficient to satisfy this 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 14 and 15 are first tier urban reserves with such commitments. S ^ 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 carmot 
reasonably be met within the existing UGB. The analysis in the UGR and the updates in 
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 
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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 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. 

According to the staff report, 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. 

The Council finds that URA 14 and 15 can feasibly be provided with services. For the 
purposes of these findings, URA 15 is deemed to include the approximately 39 acres of the 
Hoffinan and Eraker properties described by the Council in its technical amendment of 
November 24,1998. According to the staff report, both URA 14 and 15 will be used for 
housing and subject to the 2040 Growth Concept design type of iimer neighborhood. This 
design type requires an average density consistent with at least 10 imits per net developable 
acre as required by Metro Code 3.01.012(e)(4). The staff report estimates that 2,941 
dwelling units can be accommodated in 339 acres of buildable land. Although both URAs 
14 and 15 can be served, when ranked firom lowest to highest for total cost, the estimated 
cost for URA 14 is 518,988 per DUE, the 22nd lowest cost ranking. The information 
provided for URA 15 indicates it has very low relative costs among URAs - 510,440 - the 
4th lowest cost determined in the Productivity Analysis. Since the URAs will be planned 
together, the costs can be spread over a larger area and economies of scale are predicted to 
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reduce overall public cost. The Council finds the cost estimates for URA 14 and 15 show 
that these URAs are relatively better by comparison of overall cost of connecting to 
existing service systems. While other factors must also be balanced with cost 
considerations, these 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 from 
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 14 and 15 are adjacent to the UGB. Both will integrate into existing service 
systems. For both URAs, Clackamas County is in the process of completing an urban 
reserve plan for URAs 14 and 15, including the Hoffman and Eraker properties. The 
County is working in conjunction with the City of Happy Valley to meet the planning 
requirements in the Metro Code. The plaruiing effort is partially funded by a grant fi-om 
Metro. Planning is underway by the County for the Sunnyside Road area which is partially 
funded by a matching TGM grant. 

Wastewater 

The majority of residences in URAs 14 and 15 are currently served by septic systems. 
According to the Productivity Analysis, in order to provide sanitary sewer service to the 
area, three new pump stations would be required to be constructed along with pipe, 
manholes, trenching, force mains and expansion of treatment capacity of approximately 
1.33 million gallons per day. This is due to topography and location of treatment facilities. 

Both URAs are located within Clackamas County with the closest city being Happy 
Valley. There are several options for serving this area which include Clackamas County's -
Kellogg Creek Plant or the Tri-Cities Plant in Oregon City. Additional treatment capacity 
would need to be added to the Tri-City Plant. Clackamas County is in the process of 
completing an urban reserve plan for the area that will include an update of its sanitary 
sewer master plan to serve this area. The sanitary sewer master plan completed by 
Clackamas County will determine the most economical and efficient routing of all lines, 
locations of all pump stations and which service district should provide treatment. Gravity 
sewer will be installed wherever possible to minimize construction and maintenance costs. 
The Council finds that existing services can be improved consistent with Clackamas 
Coimty's conceptual plan to serve URAs 14 and 15. Expanding wastewater service to 
serve this area will not compromise the ability of the governing jurisdiction to serve areas 
within the existing UGB. 
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Water 

Either private wells or the Mount Scott Water District currently provides domestic water to 
the majority of residences in URAs 14 and 15. There are three special service districts in 
this area that are capable of providing water service. All districts would require expansion 
of their treatment facilities and two do not have sufficient water rights. According to the 
Productivity Analysis, to provide water service to URAs 14 and 15, source expansion is 
needed and treatment capacity is needed for URA 15. Transmission lines, pressure 
reducing valves, water meters, and a distribution system storage will be required for both 
URAs. The costs for providing these improvements were assessed in the Productivity 
Analysis. The relative low cost demonstrates that providing water service is feasible, and 
that extension of existing service will not compromise the service inside the existing UGB. 

Stormwater 

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 
government regulation and Metro's Urban Growth Management Functional Plan. 

Currently there is no formally developed piped storm drainage system serving this area. 
All existing run-off from impervious surfaces in this area is either allowed to infiltrate 
directly into the ground or is collected in a roadside ditch system. 

The Productivity Analysis estimates that a number of water quality pond/marshes (one for 
URA 14, seven of varying sizes for URA 15) and detention facilities (one for URA 14, 
seven of varying sizes for URA 15) will be required to address stormwater runoff from the 
urbanization of the URAs. 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 local 
streams. 

The staff report recommends conditions to address stormwater detention to limit effects on 
Rock Creek. The Council finds that stormwater provision of services is feasible on the 
condition that a stormwater management plan be adopted for the area. That plan should 
assure that consistent with Title 3, the quantity of stormwater leaving each site after urban 
development is no greater than before urban development. The Council also finds the 
Title 3 water quality vegetated corridors should be maintained and any revegetation should 
be adopted prior to adoption of urban zorung. 

Transportation 

Sunnyside Road and 147th Avenue provide access in an east and west and a north and 
south direction through URA 14. The three major roads presently serve this area; 
Suimyside, 172nd and Highway 212. Surmyside Road, 172nd Avenue and Highway 212 
can be improved to accommodate urbanization of this area. East Sunnyside Road has been 
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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 needs in the Portland region for the next 20 years. The list of projects 
and programs is part of a major update to the RTP that begins to implement the Region 
2040 Plan. Sunnyside Road fi-om l22nd Avenue to 172nd Avenue has been identified in 
the Traffic Management Plan to widen the street to five lanes, improve safety and access to 
the east and will be included in the second round of analysis for the RTP anticipated in 
1999. 

Topography may dictate the alignment of fiiture roads and the number of north/south 
connections that can be safely constructed. The transportation plan will include a system 
of local collectors and arterials that will provide sufficient north-south and east-west 
coimectivity within the URA as it develops to urban densities. Transit bus service will also 
be included in any transportation plan. The Council finds that URA 14 and 15 can be 
feasibly provided with transportation service. Improvements to 147th Avenue are 
anticipated which will make it a through street while mitigating the existing road grade. 
Development of URAs 14 and 15 will not compromise the existing transportation system 
inside the UGB. 

Fire. Police and Schools 

Clackamas County will provide fire and police services. Clackamas County has included a 
section in their urban reserve plans to plan for incorporation of these areas into its service 
territories. Additional property tax revenue will be generated by the increased residential 
and commercial development that will be constructed as URAs 14 and 15 develop. 

Centeimial School District serves URAs 14 and 15. Clackamas County has received a 
grant to complete urban reserve planning work for this area. The work program will 
identify lands needed to provide school facilities. 

Factor 4: Maximum efficiency of land uses within and on the fringe 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. 

According to the staff report, URAs 14 and 15 are capable of being developed with 
features that comply with the 2040 Growth Concept. Maximum efficiency will be 
accomplished through compact development at 2040 design type densities with a mix of 
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uses - residential, retail, commercial, recreational, and opportunities for multi-modal 
transportation such as walking, bicycling, transit and driving. Metro Code Section 
3.01.015(f) requires that URAs meet planning requirements of the Functional Plan that 
apply to areas inside of the current UGB. 

URAs 14 and 15 together consist of approximately 622 acres. The Productivity Analysis 
estimates that 2,941 dwelling units and 853 jobs can be accommodated within these two 
areas.1 Development at inner neighborhood densities would result in an average density of 
approximately 10 dwelling units per net buildable vacant acre. This density is sufficient to 
develop transit service as it is comparable with the actual density of much of the area with 
the current UGB that is served by transit. 

There is an existing town center located at Sunnyside Village that is in close proximity to 
URAs 14 and 15. This existing development will provide opportunities to extend streets, 
and development to the north. The portion of Sunnyside Road that runs through these 
URAs will be developed as a 2040 designated corridor and is currently being planned by 
Clackamas County. The Council finds that the efficiencies of expanding into these two 
URAs will provide for a mix of land uses at 2040 densities which are capable of 
encouraging pedestrian, bicycle and transit use. 

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 measures 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 
to require that new development result "in the building of 80 percent or more of the 
maximum number of dwelling units 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 functional 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. 

1 Using the standard formula for estimating dwelling units and jobs, the 39-acre Hoffman and Eraker 
properties will provide approximately 224 dwelling units and 75 jobs. 
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Urban development of URAs 14 and 15 will facilitate efficient urbari growth inside the 
UGB in several ways. Street connectivity will be improved by extending a grid street 
pattern. Enhanced street cormectivity ivvill provide better access for fire and police 
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. Extension 
and looping of water lines within URAs 14 and 15, and in some cases within the existing 
UGB, will enhance water quality by eliminating dead end lines and increasing pressure 
available for fire flow purposes. Extension of sanitary sewer may allow areas previously 
not provided urban services within the UGB to be served. In URA 15, the topography of 
the added portions of the Hoffman and Eraker properties will enhance the prospects for 
gravity flow sanitary sewer service. 

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. 

No Goal 5 resource impacts have been identified in the record. 

(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 either URA 14 or 15. 

(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 

The confluence of Rock Creek and the Clackamas River provide critical habitat because of 
its rich diversity of species at the mouth of the creek: 87 percent of the salmonids captiu-ed 
in a recent ODFW study were found in the lower part of Rock Creek. Impacts on the upper 
portions of the watershed (located within this area) may have significant impacts on this 
population located in the lower reaches of this stream. 

The Hoffman and Eraker properties are entirely exception lands located in the FFIO and 
RRFF5 zones. They were originally studied as part of URSA 15, and were deleted toward 
the end of the study process because of concerns about Monner Creek and the portions of 
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these properties lying to its north. These concerns were resolved by the Council in this 
proceeding by omitting Monner Creek, the area within the Monner Creek Title 3 Water 
Quality Area boundary, and the remaining portions of these properties lying north of the 
creek. 

As development occurs, water quality and quantity concerns arise due to increased run-off 
from impervious surfaces. As a result, habitat areas along the ridge of Rock Creek Canyon 
and ridge needs to be protected to maintain water quality and quantity in this area. 
Portions of URA 15 may provide a groundwater recharge function, which would be 
impacted when the area is developed and more impervious surface is created. Upland areas 
(within a one-half mile) adjacent to riparian areas are important to support amphibian and 
reptile populations. Rock Creek is also located in the Lower Columbia River Evolutionary 
Significant Unit (ESU) where wild winter steelhead has been designated as a threatened 
species under the Endangered Species Act. 

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 provides protection for riparian areas to improve 
water quality and manage Floodplain. The Council finds that the impact of urbanizing in 
URAs 14 and 15 will not be significantly more adverse than developing other urban 
reserves on the condition that the measures to address stormwater management, consistent 
with Title 3 of the Functional Plan, as described in Factor 3 are adopted prior to adoption 
of urban zoning. 

Social 

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 marmer 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. URAs 14 and 15 can accommodate 2040 Growth Concept densities 
which the Council finds will limit impacts such as the loss of agricultural production, 
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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 14 and 15 are primarily exception lands which are currently zoned to allow 
residential uses. Urbanization in these two areas will not cause a significant loss of EFU 
land. The staff report indicates that there are no archeological, historic or aggregate 
resources sites on either URA 14 or 15, Both sites offer the same opportimity 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 

The Council finds that urbanization of URA 14 and 15 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 14 or 15. Since these URAs will be 
developed at densities corresponding to 2040 design types, development will add to the 
economic base of the area by adding dwelling units and potentially some home-based jobs. 
The Council finds that these impacts that are not typically more adverse than would occur 
for other lands requiring a UGB amendment. 

Energy 

According to the staff report, URA 14 and 15 will not significantly increase energy 
consumption. Both are located adjacent to the UGB and have close access to nearby town 
and regional centers. Providing increased housing availability at 2040 growth concept 
densities will help reduce vehicle miles traveled by providing housing opportunities close 
to the jobs centers in Gresham and East Portland. The Council finds that any increase in 
energy consumption from fossil fiiels or electricity required for new residential 
development will not be more adverse than would typically result from development of 
other lands requiring an amendment to the UGB. 

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. URAs 14 and 15 were adopted as part of that ordinance. 
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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, both URA 14 and 
15 are composed primarily of exception lands. The Hoffman and Eraker properties are 
entirely exception land. Therefore, there is almost no agricultural land to retain. In the 
urban reserves study analysis URA 14 received a good agricultural land retention rating of 
16. URA 15 received a rating of 14. These relative suitability scores as 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 these scores 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 already designated as urban reserves. 

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. 

URA 14 

According to the staff report, there are 494 acres of EFU land within one mile of URA 14, 
and 41.5 acres in the URA itself. The staff report also identifies the number, type and 
general location of those agricultural activities. 

URA 15 

URA 15 has approximately 243 acres of EFU-zoned land located within one mile of its 
western and southern boundary and no EFU in the URA itself. The staff report also 
identifies the number, type and general location of those agricultural activities. 

(ii) An analysis of the potential impacts, if any, on nearby agricultural activities taking 
place on lands designated for agriculttiral 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 mav 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. 

The staff report indicates that the only identified traffic impacts relate to the potential for 
increased traffic on highway 212 and Se 172nd Avenue. Increased traffic has the potential 
to make the movement of farm equipment more difficult during peak periods. However, 
the Council finds that these impacts will be mitigated through the update to the RTF 
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discussed in Factor 3 of these findings. The Council also finds that traffic impacts on 
agricultural activities will be mitigated through the conceptual planning process which 
Clackamas County has committed to completing for this area. 

These traffic impacts will not have an overall negative impact on the local agricultural 
economy. The staff report states that urban use of URA 14 and 15 is likely to improve the 
market for vegetables and nursery stock produced nearby. A review of the aerial photos 
for URAs 14 and 15 also shows that most agricultural activities that may be occurring on 
lands to the east and south of these areas will be buffered by Rock Creek and the Title 3 
vegetated corridors that will be required when the areas develop. Farming activities 
identified to the soMth will also be buffered by the Clackamas River. Monner Creek will 
provide a similar buffer for agricultural activities to the north of URA 15. Therefore, the 
Council finds that identified impacts caused by urban uses will be rendered compatible 
with nearby agricultural activities due to the buffering and transportation improvements 
discussed above. 

3.01.020(c) 

(1) The land need identified for Factors 1 and 2 of 3.01.020(b), above, included the 
estimated effect of the regionwide upzoning 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) URAs 14 and 15 are 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. URAs 14 and 15 are compatible 
with the nearby agricultural uses because they are buffered by Rock Creek, the Clackamas 
River and Monner Creek. 

(3) The ESEE consequences resulting from urban use at URA 14 and 15 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 14 is completely bordered by the UGB and urban uses to the west and the south, so 
the requirement does not apply. URA 15 is adjacent to urban areas to the southwest. East 
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of URA 15 is another URA which will eventually be included in the UGB and urbanized. 
The topography east of URA 14 contains slopes over 25 percent, terrain that will provide a 
transition between this area and Happy Valley. Additionally, higher density development 
will be concentrated along the corridors, with lower density development at the edges and 
in the foothills of the steeper slopes. The Council finds that adding URAs 14 and 15 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 14 and 15 are consistent this the 2040 Growth Concept because the above findings 
show that development in these areas will be consistent with Region 2040 policies and the 
design type of inner neighborhoods is feasible. 

i:\docs#07.p&d\02ugb\04urbres.dec\05appeal.s\findl415.doc 
(12/02/98) 
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Appendix A 

APPENDIX A — FINDINGS FOR AMENDMENT OF URBAN RESERVE AREA 15 

Introduction 

The portion of the Hoffman and Eraker properties in question 

comprises approximately 39 acres lying south of Monner Creek, and 

consists entirely of exception lands located in the FF-10 and 

RRFF-5 zones. These zoning districts are designated as rural 

residential zones by Clackamas County. 

The Hoffman and Eraker properties, totalling 54 acres, were 

originally studied as part of URSA 15, and were deleted toward 

the very end of the study process because of concerns about 

Monner Creek and the portion of these properties lying to the 

north of the creek. The area added to Urban Reserve Area 15 

herein resolves these concerns by omitting Monner Creek, the area 

within the Monner Creek Title 3 Water Quality Area boundary, and 

the remaining pprtion of these properties lying north of the 

creek. 

As the Hoffman and Eraker properties were similarly situated 

with the other properties ultimately included in URA 15 at the 

time URSA 15 was rated, the Council finds that they are similarly 

situated for the purpose of this amendment, and the findings 

originally made by the Council with respect to URSA 15 are 

applicable here. 

A. Public Facilities and Services. 

The URSA Reanalysis assigns Site 15 a rating of 5 for 

utility feasibility, 3 for road network, 2 for traffic 

congestion, and 4 for schools. (See pages 4009-4014 of the 

Council Minutes for Ordinance No. 96-655E ("URSA Ord."), attached 



hereto as Exhibit 1. In particular, see pages 4013-14, which set 

out the URSA Reanalysis.) 

The Hoffman and Eraker properties are served by all urban 

services other than sanitary sewer, which is readily accessible. 

(See letter of Kenneth Hoffman, URSA Ord. Ex. 012596-23, Council 

Minutes 7562-64, a copy of which is attached hereto as Exhibit 

2.) They lie within one quarter mile of mass transportation. 

(Id.) 

The Council finds that Clackamas County is presently 

undertaking a funded urban reserve planning process for URA 15 

and the additional properties in question here, which is expected 

to result in further enhancements to both utility feasibility and 

the road network, and to help reduce traffic congestion. With 

respect to the issues of roads and traffic congestion, 

improvements to SE 147th Avenue are expected to be especially 

beneficial. 

B. Maximum Efficiency of Land Uses. 

As set out in Exhibit 1, URSA 15 received high scores of 5 

and 6 for efficiency factor and buildable land, respectively. 

The addition to URA 15 of approximately 39 acres rather than the 

total 54 acres comprising the properties in question eliminates a 

steep, unbuildable area to the north, and the Monner Creek Title 

3 Water Quality Area boundary. The result is enhanced 

development efficiency, and the inclusion of a high proportion of 

buildable land. We find that the area added by this amendment 

serves to meet the need for housing units to serve the 20-year 
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urban growth boundary.. 

c . Economic, Social, Environmental and Energy 
Consequences. 

As shown in Exhibit 1, the relevant ratings are 6 for 

environmental constraints, 8 for access to centers, 0 for "jobs 

rich," and 3 for "housing rich." Again, the exclusion of the 

northerly acreage described above will limit the environmental 

constraints on the property included in this amendment. 

Clackamas County's urban reserve planning is expected to enhance 

access to centers for the reasons set out above, and to provide 

an improvement of the jobs/housing balance. 

D. Agricultural Retention and Agricultural Compatibility. 

The relevant assigned agricultural retention rating is 7; 

the agricultural compatibility rating is also 7. The Council 

finds that the properties in question here are entirely exception 

lands located in the FF-10 and RRFF-5 zones. The Council also 

finds that, based upon the location of the properties in question 

and the additional buffering created by deletion of the northerly 

portion, there is no likelihood of interference with agricultural 

uses on adjoining parcels. 

Conclusion 

Based upon the evidence described above, the above findings, 

and the high "suitability for urbanization" score of 56 set out 

in Exhibit 1, the Council finds that the area described in this 

amendment meets the criteria for inclusion in URA 15. 
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la.o 18.0 
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Ken Hoffman 
12401 SE 162nd 
Clackamas, Oregon 97015 
(503) 658-5212 (H) 
(503)655-17,11 (W) : 

^John Fregonese 
Director: Growth Management Services 
6000 N E Grand Avenue 
Portland, Oregon 97232 

Re: Inclusion in the proposed Urban Study Area (Map #77). The properties from 
Sunnyside Road, North to Monner Road and from 147th to 162nd Avenue. 

Dear Mr. Fregonese, 

I apologize for writing this letter at such a late date. However, it has just 
been brought to my attention that the Urban Study Area has a hole in the center 
which leapfrogs over these very important pieces of property. 

This parcel of ground is a major key to the transportation system which is 
rapidly changing in the area around the Sunnyside Village. As you are aware, the 
Sunnyside Village has been awarded 1.5 million federal dollars, for a 
Transportation Hub, and centers on the 10 acres of commercial property at the 
bottom of 147th & Sunnyside Road. For this commercial center to be successful 
and for the mass transportation system to work, it will need to tie together with the 
single family areas in Happy Valley. 

Happy Valley is a bowl with very poor ingress and egress.% The numbers 
and conditions of the roads in and out are very poor with today's population. There 
are close to 1000 new lots in Happy Valley coming on line in the next 24 months. 
All the property to the South of Happy Valley is too steep; grades of 10%-20%. 
Along the South property line of my property, the slope is approximately 5%. Tho 
Study a rea must have fhcso nropcrfio.?; incorpnrafod info itT fn ingiir<* fliaf 
f u t u r e t r ansnor ta f ion needs havo. Mio flpvihilify to use tho. mnsf î VPI rnitfnc 
possihlft. 

These properties are currently served with all urban services with the 
exception of sanitary sewer. Sanitary sewers could be made available to this area 

E X H I B I T J L 
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faster and cheaper than almost any of the other areas in which you are now 
including as a part of the study area. 

I serve on the North Clackamas County Sewer Facilities Task Force, and 
for any annexation to the current Urban Growth Boundary, it will be necessary to 
construct a new treatment plant or enlarge the current Kellogg Plant, and new or 
enlarged trunk lines. However a holding tank could be used and allow flow to run 
during the middle of the night when the trunk lines are now idle. 

All other urban services like the shopping center and mass transportation 
are within a 1/4 mile. Services such as water, cable TV, gas, power, etc. are all at 
the properties now. It would be a shame to waste these urban services on land 
with 1 home per 10 acres. Mark Turpel has stated for this reason there would be 
no islands. It is like the farm land inside the Urban Growth Boundary which has 
all services running by and they still farm on tax deferrals. 

I do realize that this is not an annexation to the Urban Growth Boundary, 
but only a study area. However, excluding it will not give any flexibility in the 
future if a time comes when it may be needed. I do not know what classifications, 
if any, are now a part of this study area or if there is an open space designation 
inside the study area. If so this may be a solution even though the properties are 
much more level than site 77 which will be high density. 

Clackamas County I know has urgent need of the site 77. Without it the 
entire Sunnyside Village will be in jeopardy and will probably fail. I know of little 
or no opposition to site 77 and I do not know anyone who would be in opposition 
to these properties being included in the study area. 

I am active in the area. I am on the North Clackamas Sewer Facilities Task 
Force and the Clackamas County Transportation Advisorj' Committee to the 
County Board of Commissioners (this committee has never had a presentation of 
this study area from Metro). I am on the board of the North Clackamas Educatijon 
Foundation, with Clackamas Rotary and running my business. Therefore it is very 
difficult to be involved with everything, but this is very important. I have also 
been a life long resident, and a Realtor in North Clackamas for over 27 years aiid 
helped form the Sunnyside 205 Corridor Association. I believe very few people 
understand this area like I do. I would very much like to be a part of this process. 

In summary, these parcels of land which are from Sunnyside Road North to 
Monner Road and from 147th to 162nd Avenues must be included in the study 
area because; it is the most level way to get from The Sunnyside Village to Happy 
Valley, it has all urban services or can be easily obtained, it has mass 
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transportation and major shopping within 1/4 mile and by including, does not 
mean it will be developed but it allows the flexibility to a highly developing, high 
density area. 

Lastly, this area is not suitable to farming nor does it have any marketable 
timber because most of the firs were blown down or have already been harvested. 

Thank you for your consideration, please call me at your earliest 
convenience. 

Sincerel 

niar 

cc: Mike Burton 
Ruth McFarland 
Don Morissette 
John Kvistad 
Susan McLain 
Ed Washington 
Rod Monroe 
Patricia McCaig 
Norm Scott 
Ron Weinman 

End . : Map of subject area 
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M E M O R . A N D U M 

Appendix B 

M E T R O 

Date: Oc tober 2 6 , 1 9 9 8 

To: Mark Turpel, Senior Program Manager 
Growth M a n a g e m e n t Services Depar tment 

From: Glen Bolen, Assoc ia te Regional P lanner 
Growth M a n a g e m e n t Services Departments^ 

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 of the 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 y e a r s of residential deve lopment . The Metro Council adopted the report describing the 
deficiency a s follows: the UGB must be e x p a n d e d in order to a c c o m m o d a t e just over 32,000 
h o u s e h o l d s and 2900 jobs . 

According to S ta te law, Metro h a s until D e c e m b e r 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 househo lds and 1,450 
jobs . S t a t e law requires that Metro establish urban r e se rves to des igna te the a r e a s it will 
e x p a n d its UGB into over the next 30 years . Metro es tabl ished 18,579 a c r e s a s urban r e se rves 
on March 6 , 1 9 9 7 . In a c c o r d a n c e with S ta te law and Metro Code , the UGB can only be 
e x p a n d e d into t h e s e adop ted urban rese rves . 

S t a t e l and-use laws specify a hierarchical app roach to making a UGB expans ion decision. The 
S t a t e requires Metro to first look a t exception lands nea r the boundary . Exception lands a re 
t h o s e that have b e e n excep ted from Statewide Planning Goals 3 and 4, protecting farm a n ^ 
fores t lands . If except ion lands cannot m e e t the entire need , then Metro m a y consider resource 
lands . Metro included both exception land and land des igna ted for farm or forest u s e in 
des ignat ing its initial Urban R e s e r v e Study Areas (URSAS). The adopted urban reserves , 
s e l ec ted f rom the URSAS a l so 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 t ed 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 r e se rves . The consul tants completed their task in two p h a s e s . The first 
s t e p w a s to ana lyze all of the urban r e se rves with a cursory look a t household and job capacity. 
T h e first s t e p allowed the consul tants to narrow their focus to approximately 12,000 a c r e s for a 
more detailed s e c o n d p h a s e of analysis . S o m e exception lands w e r e dropped from 
considerat ion in the first p h a s e b e c a u s e they were shown to be l ess productive or more costly to 
s e rve . 

S o m e m a y quest ion why not all the Exception Lands a round the region have been considered. 
The intent of this m e m o Is to descr ibe why those lands were not cons idered in the UGB 
expans ion . 
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T h e majority of the spatial information relied upon for this m e m o w a s derived from the da ta 
conta ined 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 S e p t e m b e r 1997. Copies of the CD-ROMS 
utilized a r e a t t ached . T h e remainder of the geographic information relied upon w a s taken from 
the acknowledged Region 2040 Growth Concept Map. 

T h e staff ana lys i s of exception lands not included in the urban r e s e r v e s is categorized for e a s e 
of reading. T h e first two groupings include exception land s o m e d i s tance from or not contiguous 
to t he current UGB. Categor ies 3 through 41 are se t up geographical ly a s a 'walk* around the 
UGB with a n analys is on specif ic small groupings of exception lands that s h a r e a common 
i s sue . 

Ca tegory 
N u m b e r Description 

1. D i s t a n c e . None of the lands included in category o n e a r e n e a r enough to the 
p re sen t UGB to enab le efficient urban expans ion . All of t h e s e exception a r e a s a re at 
leas t o n e full mile from the p resen t UGB. Urban deve lopment in t h e s e a r e a s would 
h a v e negat ive impacts on the environment, specifically air quality; resultant from 
i n c r e a s e s in vehicle mile traveled. 

In addition, m a n y of the exception a r e a s within this ca tegory a r e located within Metro 
identified rural r e se rves , and g reen corridors a s des igna ted on the acknowledged 
Region 2040 Growth Concep t Map. The policies conta ined in the Regional 
Framework Plan, and the Regional Urban Growth Goa l s and Object ives (RUGGOs) 
speci fy that rural r e s e r v e s a re lands that will not be deve loped in urban u s e s in the 
f o r e s e e a b l e future. T h e y a re intended to support and protect farm and forestry 
opera t ions . 

Metro is cun'ently working with neighboring communit ies to develop a g r e e m e n t s on 
s h a r e d policy. The intent of the a g r e e m e n t is to protect the rural r e se rves from urban 
deve lopmen t and maintain separat ion be tween communit ies . 

A g r e e n com'dor is def ined in the Regional Framewori^ Plan, Objective 1.11 
(Neighbor Cities) a s a transportation facility through rural r e se rves that s e rves a s a 

. link be tween the metropolitan a r ea and a neighbor city that a lso limits a c c e s s to the 
f a r m s and fo res t s of the rural reserve . T h e intent is to k e e p urban to urban 
accessibili ty high to e n c o u r a g e a ba lance of jobs and housing, but limit any adve r se 
ef fec t on the surrounding rural a r ea s . 

2. N o n c o n t i g u o u s A r e a s . T h e s e exception a r e a s a re not cont iguous to, or connec ted 
to, o ther except ion a r e a s that a re contiguous to the UGB. To expand the UGB onto 
non-cont iguous exception a r e a s would require that the intervening agricultural a r e a s 
b e urbanized. In addition, many of the exception a r e a s within this category are 
located within rural r e se rves a s des igna ted on the acknowledged Region 2040 
Growth Concep t Map. The policies contained in the Regional Framework Plan and 
the R U G G O s specify that rural r e se rves a re lands that will not be developed in urban 
u s e s in the f o r e s e e a b l e future. They a r e intended to suppor t and protect farm and 
forestry opera t ions and maintain separat ion be tween communit ies . 
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3. C o l u m b i a G o r g e Nat ional S c e n i c A r e a . Exception lands in Multnomaii County tiiat 
a r e affected by Columbia Gorge National Scen ic Area w e r e excluded from 
considerat ion for urbanization. Urbanization of t h e s e a r e a s would conflict with the 
goa l s es tabl ished by the federal government . 

4 . A r e a E a s t of G r e s h a m . This a r e a h a s a cons iderable amoun t of land that consis ts 
of s lopes. in e x c e s s of 2 5 percent . Such lands were d e e m e d unbuildable in the 
analys is of the Region 2040 Growth Concep t and the Urban Growth Report. In 
addition, there is a significant canyon in the a r e a with a s t r eam that contains both 
we t l ands and Isnds 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 R U G G O s Objective 26.1 specif ies that 
communit ies will benefit from maintaining separa t ion . This separa t ion can be 
ach ieved by retaining the rural nature of the l ands be tween the UGB and neighboring 
cities. The a r e a be tween G r e s h a m and S a n d y s e r v e s this function. This a rea is a lso 
conta ined 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 r e se rves a r e lands that will not be deve loped in urban u s e s in the 
f o r e s e e a b l e future. They a re intended to support and protect farm and forestry 
opera t ions and maintain separa t ion be tween communit ies . 

T h e Region 2040 Growth Concept Map a lso identifies Highway 26 in this a rea a s a 
g r een corridor. A green corridor is defined in the Regional Framework Plan, 
Object ive 1.11 (Neighbor Cities) a s a transportation facility through rural r e se rves 
that s e r v e s a s a link be tween the metropolitan a r e a and a neighbor city that a lso 
limits a c c e s s to the fa rms and fores ts of the rural rese rve . The intent is to keep 
urban to urban accessibility high to e n c o u r a g e a ba l ance of jobs and housing, but 
limit any a d v e r s e effect on the surrounding rural a r e a s . 

6. A r e a S o u t h of URAs 1 , 2 a n d 3. This a r e a w a s s h o w n by the 1996 "Utility 
Feasibility Analysis for fifletro 2040 Urban R e s e r v e Study Areas" report completed by 
KCM to require "above a v e r a g e cost" for servicing. T h e land in this a r ea is distant • 
f rom existing urban services . The a r e a contains a cons iderable amoun t of hilly land 
with s lopes grea ter than 2 5 percent . Such lands were d e e m e d unbuildable in the 
analys is of the Region 2040 Growth Concep t and the Urban Growth Report . 

This land Is s epa ra t ed f rom the urban r e se rve land to the north by a wate rshed 
boundary , and drains to the south, away from the gravity s y s t e m s of Portland and 
G r e s h a m . Using wa te r shed boundar ies 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 t a t e s the p roposed location for the UGB shall 
result In a clear transition be tween urban and rural lands, using natural and build 
fea tured , such a s roads , d ra inage divides, floodplains, powerlines, major topographic 
fea tu res , and historic pat terns of land u s e or se t t lement . 

The Regional Framework Plan Objective 1.11 (Neighbor Cities) specif ies that 
communit ies will benefit from maintaining separa t ion . Not including t h e s e lands 
helps ach ieve this separa t ion by retaining the rural na ture of the a r e a be tween 
G r e s h a m and Sandy . 
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US Highway 26 is a des igna ted A c c e s s Oregon Highway. The Region 2040 Growth 
Concep t Map identifies Highway 26 in this a r e a a s a g r e e n corridor. A green corridor 
is def ined in the Regional Framework Plan Objective 1.11 (Neighbor Cities) a s a 
transportat ion facility through rural r e s e r v e s that s e r v e s a s a link be tween 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 . T h e Intent is to k e e p urban to u rban accessibility high to 
e n c o u r a g e a ba l ance of jobs and housing, but limit any a d v e r s e effect on the 
surrounding rural a r e a s . 

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 l o p e s of equal to or g rea te r than 2 5 percent . Such lands were d e e m e d unbuildable 
in the analys is of the Region 2040 Growth Concep t and the Urban Growth Report. In 
addition, the land in this a r e a is far f rom existing urban serv ices . 

A cons iderable portion of this a r ea is located within rural r e s e r v e s a s shown on the 
acknowledged Region 2040 Growth Concept Map. T h e policies contained in the 
Regional Framework Plan and the R U G G O s specify that rural r e se rves are lands 
that will not be deve loped in urban u s e s in the f o r e s e e a b l e future. They are intended 
to suppor t and protect farm and forestry opera t ions and maintain separa t ion be tween 
communit ies . The scen ic value of the but tes 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 'genera l 
population. 

A portion of this a r e a naturally drains into the C l a c k a m a s River. The Clackamas 
River is o n e of the three "pristine rivers" contained in the DEO Three Basin Rule (the 
o ther two a re the McKenzie and the Sant iam). This a r e a , if urbanized, will have to 
h a v e s torm dra inage wa te r t rea tment applied prior to d i scharge adding significantly 
to the cos t of urbanization. 

8. A r e a E a s t a n d S o u t h of URA 9. Much of the land in this a r e a is shown to consist of 
s l o p e s g rea te r than 2 5 percent . Such lands were d e e m e d unbuildable in the 
ana lys i s of the Region 2040 Growth Concept and the Urban Growth Report. In 
addition, the land in this a r e a is distant f rom existing urban serv ices . 

This a r e a naturally drains Into the C l a c k a m a s River. T h e C l a c k a m a s River is o n e of 
the th ree "pristine rivers" contained in the DEQ Three Basin Rule (the other two are 
the McKenzie and the Sant iam). This area," If urbanized, will h a v e to have storm 
d r a i n a g e wa te r t rea tment applied prior to d i scharge making it expens ive to develop. 

9. A r e a S o u t h of URA 9. Much of the land In this a r e a is shown to consist of s lopes 
g rea t e r than 2 5 percent . Such lands were d e e m e d unbuildable in the analysis of the 
Region 2040 Growth Concep t and the Urban Growth Report . In addition, the 
p r e s e n c e of wet lands further exc ludes this land from being urbanized. 

This a r e a naturally drains into the C lackamas River. T h e C l a c k a m a s River is one of 
the th ree "pristine rivers" contained in the DEQ Three Basin Rule (the other two are 
the McKenzie and the Sant iam). This a r ea , if urbanized, will have to have storm 
d ra inage wa te r t rea tment applied prior to d i scharge making it expens ive to develop. 
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10. A r e a North of URA 15. Much of the land in this a r ea is shown to consist of s lopes 
g rea te r 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 . 

The scen ic value of the buttes in this a r e a is important to retain, while balancing the 
land n e e d for housing and quality of life n e e d s of the genera l population. 

11. A r e a W e s t of URA 15. Much of the land in this a r e a is shown to consist of s lopes 
g rea te r than 2 5 percent . Such lands were d e e m e d unbuildable in the analysis of the 
Region 2 0 4 0 Growth Concept and the Urban Growth Report . 

T h e scen ic value of the but tes in this a r e a is important to retain, while balancing the 
land n e e d for housing and quality of life n e e d s of the genera l population. 

12. C a r v e r Vicinity. This a r e a is almost entirely c o n s u m e d by unbuildable land. A large 
proportion of this land is shown to consist of s lopes g rea te r than 2 5 percent. Such 
lands were d e e m e d unbuildable in the analys is of the Region 2040 Growth Concept 
and the Urban Growth Report. Most of the land that is not s teeply sloped lies within 
the FEMA 100-year floodplain of the C l a c k a m a s River. Metro's adopted Urban 
Growth M a n a g e m e n t Functional Plan (Functional Plan) (Title 3) requires that land of 
this na ture be protected from the ef fects of deve lopment . In addition, such lands 
w e r e d e e m e d unbuildable in the analysis of the Region 2 0 4 0 Growth Concept and 
the Urban Growth Report . 

This a r e a naturally dra ins into the C l a c k a m a s River. T h e C l a c k a m a s River is o n e of 
the th ree "pristine rivers" contained in the DEQ Three Basin Rule (the other two are 
the McKenzie and the Sant iam). This a r e a , if urbanized, will be required to have 
s torm dra inage water t rea tment applied prior to d ischarge , adding significantly to the 
cos t 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 r e a naturally dra ins into the C lackamas 
River. The C l a c k a m a s River is o n e of the th ree "pristine rivers" contained in the 
DEQ Three Basin Rule (the other two a r e the McKenzie and the Sant iam). This a r e a 
will have to have s tonn dra inage water t rea tment applied prior to d ischarge . 

This a r e a contains significant amoun t s of land that is shown to consist of s lopes 
g rea te r 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 . Other lands in this 
a r e a lie within the FEMA 100-year floodplain of the C l a c k a m a s River. The 
Functional Plan (Title 3) requires that land of this na ture b e protected from the ef fec ts 
of development . In addition, such lands were d e e m e d unbuildable in the analysis of 
the Region 2040 Growth Concep t and the Urban Growth Report . 

This a r ea is located within rural r e se rves a s shown on the acknowledged Region 
2 0 4 0 Growth Concept Map. The policies contained in the Regional Framework Plan 
and the R U G G O s specify that rural r e s e r v e s a re lands that will not be developed for 
urban u s e s in the fo r e seeab l e future. They a re intended to support and protect farm 
and forestry opera t ions and maintain separa t ion be tween communit ies . 
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14. A r e a E a s t of O r e g o n City. This a r e a contains the Newell Creek Canyon, an a r ea 
•with significant amoun t s of land that is shown to contain s lopes equal to or grea ter 
than 2 5 percent . Such lands were d e e m e d unbuildable in the analysis of the Region 
2 0 4 0 Growth Concep t and the Urban Growth Report . According to test imony from 
the City of Oregon City ( s ee the legal record for the March 6 , 1 9 9 7 , Urban Rese rve 
Decision) the topography in this a r e a m a k e s it difficult to efficiently deliver urban 
se rv ices . 

T h e r e is a substantial amount of land in this a r e a that lies within the FEMA 100-year 
floodplain. It is a lso evident that there a r e severa l wet lands In this a r ea . The 
Functional Plan (Title 3) requires that land of this na ture be protected from the effects 
of deve lopment . In addition, such lands w e r e d e e m e d unbuildable in the analysis of 
the Region 2040 Growth Concept and the Urban Growth Report . 

This a r e a is located within rural r e se rves a s shown on the acknowledged Region 
2 0 4 0 Growrth Concep t Map. The policies contained in the Regional Framework Plan 
a n d the R U G G O s specify that rural r e se rves a r e lands that will not be developed in 
u rban u s e s in the fo re seeab le future. They a r e intended to suppor t and protect f ann 
a n d forestry opera t ions and maintain separa t ion be tween communit ies . 

T h e addition of this land a rea would c rea te an island of non-urban land surrounding 
Highway 2 1 3 or would increase the p r e s s u r e s of urbanization on the agricultural 
l ands be tween this a r e a and the UGB. 

15. B e a v e r c r e e k A r e a . T h e s e lands were excluded from considerat ion largely d u e to 
the existing se t t lement pat terns. Lot s i zes in this a r e a start a s small a s one-half 
a c r e . Examination of aerial photography s h o w s land is being fully utilized by the 
existing deve lopment . There is only o n e large parcel (approximately 160 acres) of 
land in the area.- This parcel, however , is under construction a s a counfy-owned golf 
cou r se . Substantially developed a r e a s such a s this do not provide much additional 
deve lopmen t potential. Therefore , the inc rease in urban growth capacity from adding 
t h e s e lands t o 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 r e located within rural 
r e s e r v e s a s shown on the acknowledged Region 2 0 4 0 Growth Concep t Map. The 
policies contained in the Regional Framework Plan and the R U G G O s specify that 
rural r e s e r v e s a r e lands that will not be deve loped in u rban u s e s in the fo re seeab le 
future . They a r e in tended to support and protect fa rm and forestry operat ions and 
maintain a separa t ion be tween communit ies. 

T h e acknowledged Region 2040 Growth Concep t Map identifies Highway 99 a s a 
g r e e n corridor. A g reen corridor is defined in the Regional Framework Plan 
Object ive 1.11 (Neighbor Cities) a s a transportation facility through rural r e se rves 
that s e r v e s a s a link be tween the metropolitan a r e a and a neighbor city that a lso 
limits a c c e s s to the fa rms and fores ts of the rural rese rve . The intent is to keep 
urban to urban accessibility high to e n c o u r a g e a ba lance of jobs and housing, but 
limit any a d v e r s e effect on the sun-ounding rural a r e a s . 

17. S t a f f o r d A r e a , Much of this exception land is shown to contain s lopes equal to or 
g rea te r than 2 5 percent . Such lands were d e e m e d unbuildable in the analysis of the 
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Region 2040 Growth Concep t and the Urban Growth Report . A large amount of the 
remaining terrain is found to contain s l o p e s be tween 18-24 percent. 

The acknowledged Region 2040 Growth Concep t Map identifies 1-205 a s a g reen 
corridor, A g reen corridor is defined in the Regional Framework Plan Objective 1.11 
(Neighbor Cities) a s a transportation facility through rural r e se rves that s e rve s a s a 
link be tween the metropolitan a r e a and a neighbor city that a lso limits a c c e s s to the 
famns and fores ts of the rural rese rve . T h e intent is to k e e p urban to urban 
accessibility high to e n c o u r a g e a ba l ance of jobs and housing, but limit any a d v e r s e 
ef fec t on the surrounding rural a r e a s . 

T h e s e exception a r e a s a r e located within rural r e s e r v e s a s shown on the 
acknowledged Region 2040 Growth Concep t Map, The policies contained in the 
Regional Framework Plan and the R U G G O s specify that rural r e se rves a re lands 
that will not be deve loped in urban u s e s in the f o r e s e e a b l e future. They a re intended 
to suppor t and protect farm and forestry opera t ions and to maintain a separat ion 
be tween communit ies . 

The land directly wes t of URA 30 a b u t s a wa te r shed boundary that directs s e w e r and 
s tormwater away from the n e a r e s t service provider, the City of Wes t Linn. This 
wa te r shed boundary will m a k e the efficient provision of u rban services to t h e s e 
exception lands more costly. Using wa t e r shed boundar ies for delineation of an UGB 
is consis tent with the Regional Framework Plan Objective 1,7 (Urban/Rural 
Transition). In addition, the Metro C o d e Section 3.01.020(d) s t a t e s the proposed 
location for the UGB shall result in a c lear transition be tween urban and rural lands, 
using natural and build fea tured , such a s roads , d ra inage divides, floodplains, 
powerlines, major topographic features," and historic pa t te rns of land u s e or 
se t t lement . 

18. S o u t h of l n t e r s t a t e -205 . The acknowledged Region 2 0 4 0 Growth Concept Map 
identifies 1-205 a s a g r een corridor. A g reen corridor is def ined in the Regional 
Framework Plan Objective 1.11 (Neighbor Cities) a s a transportat ion facility through 
rural r e se rves that s e r v e s a s a link be tween the metropolitan a r e a and a neighbor 
city that a lso limits a c c e s s to the f a rms and fores ts of the rural reserve . The intent is 
to k e e p urban to u rban accessibility high to e n c o u r a g e a ba l ance of jobs and 
housing, but limit a n y a d v e r s e effect on the surrounding rural a r e a s . 

This a r ea a l so conta ins environmentally sensit ive lands . T h e r e a r e significant a r e a s 
shown to contain s l opes equal to or g rea te r than 2 5 percent . Such lands were 
d e e m e d unbuildable in the analysis of the Region 2 0 4 0 Growth Concept and the 
Urban Growth Report . T h e r e a re a l so lands in this a r e a that lie within the FEMA 
100-year floodplain of the Tualatin River. The Functional Plan (Title 3) requires that 
land of this na ture be protected from the ef fects of deve lopment . In addition, such 
lands were d e e m e d unbuildable in the analys is of the Region 2040 Growth Concept 
and the Urban Growth Report . 

T h e s e exception a r e a s a re located within rural r e s e r v e s a s shown on the 
acknowledged Region 2040 Growth Concep t Map. The policies contained in the 
Regional Framework Plan and the R U G G O s specify that rural r e se rves a re lands 
that will not be deve loped in urban u s e s In the f o r e s e e a b l e future. Theiy are intended 
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to support and protect farm and forestry opera t ions and maintain a separat ion 
be tween communit ies . 1-205 provides a clear boundary consis tent with Regional 
Framework Plan Objective 1.7 (Urban/Rural Transition). In addition, the Metro Code 
Section 3.01.020(d) s t a t e s the p roposed location for the UGB shall result in a clear 
transition be tween urban and rural lands, using natural and build featured, such a s 
roads , d ra inage divides, fioodplains, powerlines, major topographic fea tures , and 
historic pat terns of land u s e or se t t lement . 

19. S h e r w o o d , Tua la t in , Wilsonvi l le . T h e s e exception a r e a s a r e located within rural 
r e s e r v e s a s shown on the acknowledged Region 2 0 4 0 Growth Concept Map. The 
policies conta ined in the Regional Framework Plan and the R U G G O s specify that 
rural r e s e r v e s a r e lands that will not be deve loped in u rban u s e s in the fo reseeab le 
future. They a r e intended to suppor t and protect fa rm and forestry operat ions and 
maintain a separa t ion be tween communit ies . 

A cons iderable amoun t of land in this a r e a is environmentally sensitive. S o m e of this 
sensit ive land is shown to contain s lopes equal to or g rea te r 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 . T h e r e is a lso a cons iderable amoun t of land in this 
a r e a that lies within the FEMA 100-year floodplain, and in federally protected 
wet lands . The Functional Plan (Title 3) requires that land of this nature be protected 
from the ef fec ts of development . In addition, such l ands w e r e d e e m e d unbuildable in 
the analys is of the Region 2040 Growth Concep t and the Urban Growrth Report. 

In addition, the exception lands nea r Highway 99 a r e compromised by the p re sence 
of a g r een corridor a s identified by the acknowledged Region 2 0 4 0 Growth Concept 
Map. A g reen corridor is defined in the Regional Framework Plan Objective 1.11 
(Neighbor Cities) a s a transportat ion facility through rural r e se rves that s e rve s a s a 
link be tween the metropolitan a r e a and a neighbor city that a l so limits a c c e s s to the 
f a rms and fores t s of the rural rese rve . The intent is to k e e p urban to urban 
accessibility high to e n c o u r a g e a ba l ance of jobs and housing, but limit any adve r se 
effect o n the surrounding rural a r e a s . 

20. S o u t h of Wilsonvi l le . All of t h e s e exception a r e a s a r e located within rural rese rves 
a s identified by the acknowledged Region 2040 Growth Concep t Map. The policies 
conta ined in the Regional Framework Plan and the R U G G O s specify that rural 
r e s e r v e s a r e lands that will not be deve loped in u rban u s e s in the fo reseeab le future. 
They a r e in tended to suppor t and protect farm and forestry opera t ions and maintain 
a separa t ion be tween communit ies . 

21. S o u t h of S h e r w o o d . T h e s e except ion a r e a s a r e located within rural r e se rves a s 
identified by the acknowledged Region 2040 Growth Concep t Map. The policies 
conta ined in the Regional Framework Plan and the R U G G O s specify that rural 
r e s e r v e s a r e lands that will not b e deve loped in u rban u s e s in the fo re seeab le future. 
They a re in tended to support and protect farm and forestry operat ions and maintain 
a separa t ion be tween communit ies . 

Highway 99 in this a r e a is des igna ted a s a g reen corridor on the acknowledged 
Region 2 0 4 0 Growth Concep t Map. A g reen corridor is def ined in the Regional 
Framework Plan Objective 1.11 (Neighbor Cities) a s a transportation facility through 
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rural r e se rves that s e rve s a s a link be tween the metropolitan a r e a and a neighbor 
city that a lso limits a c c e s s to the fa rms and fo res t s of the rural reserve . The intent is 
to k e e p urban to urban accessibility high to e n c o u r a g e a ba lance of jobs and 
housing, but limit any a d v e r s e effect on the sun-ounding rural a r e a s . 

22. W e s t of S h e r w o o d . Much of the exception land in this a r e a is located within rural 
r e s e r v e s a s identified by the acknowledged Region 2040 Growth Concept Map. The 
policies contained in the Regional Framework Plan and the R U G G O s specify that 
rural r e s e r v e s a re lands that will not be deve loped in urban u s e s in the fo reseeab le 
future. They a t e intended to support and protect farm and forestry operat ions and 
maintain a separa t ion be tween communit ies . 

Highway 99 in this a r e a is des igna ted a s a g reen corridor on the acknowledged 
Region 2040 Growth Concept Map. A g reen comdor is defined in the Regional 
Framework Plan Objective 1.11 (Neighbor Cities) a s a transportat ion facility through 
rural r e s e r v e s that s e rve s a s a link be tween the metropolitan a r e a and a neighbor 
city that a l so limits a c c e s s to the fa rms and fo res t s of the rural reserve . The intent is 

• to k e e p urban to urban accessibility high to e n c o u r a g e a ba lance of jobs and 
housing, but limit any adve r se effect on the sun-ounding rural a r e a s . The Oregon 
Depar tment of Transportat ion (ODOT) h a s des igna ted Highway 9 9 a s an A c c e s s 
Oregon Highway. The region d e p e n d s on this transportat ion facility a s a free-flowing 
connect ion to communit ies in Yamhill County and a t the Oregon Coas t . 

23. A r e a W e s t a n d S o u t h of URA 47. All of the except ion land south of URA #47 and a 
significant amoun t 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 ef fects of development . In addition, s u c h lands w e r e d e e m e d 
unbuildable in the analysis of the Region 2040 Growth Concep t and the Urban 
Growth Report . 

T h e s e exception lands a r e also compromised by the existing se t t lement pat terns. 
Lot s i zes in this a r e a begin at l e ss than one-half ac re . Examination of aerial 
pho tography s h o w s t h e s e lands a re largely being utilized by the existing 
deve lopment . Substantially developed a r e a s such a s this d o not provide much 
additional deve lopment potential. Therefore , the i nc rease in u rban growth capacity 
f rom adding t h e s e lands to the UGB would b e minimal. ^ 

24. Nor th of URA 49. T h e s e exception lands a r e compromised for urbanization by the 
existing se t t lement pat terns . This a r ea is comprised a lmost entirely of small a c r e a g e 
single family residential dwellings. Res iden ts in this a r e a e x p r e s s e d c o n c e m s to the 
Metro Council abou t this a r e a ' s suitability for fur ther urbanization. Examination of 
aerial photography shows t h e s e lands a r e largely being utilized by the existing 
deve lopment . Substantially developed a r e a s such a s this do not provide much 
additional deve lopment potential. Therefore , the i nc rease in urban growth capacity 
f rom adding t h e s e lands to the UGB would be minimal. 

25. C o o p e r M o u n t a i n . T h e s e exception lands a re compromised for urbanization by the 
existing se t t lement pat terns. This a r ea is comprised a lmost entirely of small a c r e a g e 
single family residential dwellings. Res iden t s in this a r e a e x p r e s s e d concerns to the 
Metro Council about this a r ea ' s suitability for further urbanization, and that there is an 
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operat ing vineyard in the vicinity. The re a r e d e e d restrictions in place currently that 
limit the additional capacity of the smaller a c r e a g e tax lots in this a r e a . Examination 
of aerial photography s h o w s t h e s e lands a r e largely being utilized by the existing 
deve lopment . Substantially deve loped a r e a s such a s this do not provide much 
additional deve lopment potential. Therefore , the inc rease in urban growth capacity 
f rom adding t h e s e lands to the UGB would b e 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 serv ices to t h e s e 
except ion lands if they were a d d e d to the UGB. Water , s ewer , and storm dra inage 
will h a v e to b e run perpendicular to the UGB for s o m e d i s tance in order to se rve very 
f e w propert ies . 

This a r e a prot rudes from the existing UGB Into a n a r e a des igna ted for farm or forest 
u s e by the Washing ton County Comprehens ive Plan. Urbanization of this a r ea 
would be in conflict to Regional Framework Plan Objective 1.7 (Urban/Rural 
Transition). In addition, the Metro C o d e Sect ion 3.01.020(d) s t a t e s the proposed 
location for the UGB shall result In a c lear transition b e t w e e n urban and rural lands, 
us ing natural and build fea tured , such a s roads , d ra inage divides, fioodplains, 
powerl ines, major topographic fea tures , and historic pa t te rns of land u s e or 
se t t l ement . 

27. A r e a S o u t h of URA 55. T h e s e exception lands a r e a lmos t entirely within the FEMA 
100-year floodplain. In addition, the p r e s e n c e of wet lands is a lso an issue . The 
Functional Plan (Title 3) requires that land of this na ture b e protected from the ef fects 
of deve lopment . In addition, such lands w e r e d e e m e d unbuildable in the analysis of 
the Region 2 0 4 0 Growth Concept and the Urban Growth Report . Using the FEMA 
floodplain a s a boundary is consis tent with the Regional Framework Plan 
Object ive 1.7 (Urban/Rural Transition). 

T h e r e is o n e small p iece of exception land In this a r e a that is isolated from the land 
that Is cons t ra ined environmentally. This isolated parcel a p p e a r s f rom aerial 
pho tography to b e the c lubhouse and other s tnJctures a s soc i a t ed with the vineyard 
a n d golf c o u r s e known a s "The Reserve ." Substantially deve loped a r e a s such a s 
this do not provide much additional deve lopment potential. Therefore , the Increase 
in u rban growth capaci ty f rom adding t h e s e lands to the UGB would be minimal. 

28. A r e a W e s t of Hl l l sboro . T h e s e except ion a r e a s a r e de s igna t ed rural r e se rves by 
t he acknowledged Region 2040 Growth Concep t Map. T h e policies contained in the 
Regional Framework Plan and the R U G G O s specify that rural r e se rves a r e lands 
tha t will not b e deve loped in urban u s e s in the f o r e s e e a b l e future. They a re intended 
to suppor t a n d protect farm and forestry opera t ions and maintain a separa t ion 
b e t w e e n communi t ies . 

T h e s e a r e a s a r e not contiguous to, or connec ted to, o ther except ion a r e a s that a r e 
cont iguous to the UGB. To expand the UGB onto non-cont iguous exception a r e a 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 C o r n e l i u s Hl l l sboro . T h e except ion land in this a r e a is located 
within rural r e s e r v e s a s identified by the acknowledged Region 2 0 4 0 Growth 
C o n c e p t Map. T h e policies contained in the Regional Framework Plan and the 
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R U G G O s specify that rural r e se rves a re lands that will not be developed in urban 
u s e s in the fo r e seeab l e future. They a re intended to suppor t and protect f ann and 
forestry opera t ions and maintain a separa t ion be tween communit ies . 

Highway 8 in this a r e a is des igna ted a s a g reen corridor on the acknowledged 
Region 2040 Growth Concept Map. A g reen com'dor is def ined in the Regional 
Framework Plan Objective 1.11 (Neighbor Cities) a s a transportat ion facility through 
rural r e se rves that s e r v e s a s a link be tween the metropolitan a r e a and a neighbor 
city that a l so limits a c c e s s to the fa rms and fores t s of the rural reserve. The intent is 
to k e e p urban to urban accessibility high to e n c o u r a g e a ba l ance of jobs and 
housing, but limit any a d v e r s e effect on the s u a o u n d i n g rural a r e a s . 

T h e wes te rn e d g e of this a r ea is ad j acen t to the FEMA 100-year floodplain. The 
Functional Plan (Title 3) requires that land of this na ture be protected from the effects 
of deve lopment . 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 consis tent with the Regional Framework 
• Plan Objective 1.7 (Urban/Rural Transition). In addition, the Metro Code Section 

3 .01.020(d) s t a t e s the p roposed location for the UGB shall result in a d e a r transition 
be tween urban and rural lands, using natural and build fea tured , such a s roads, 
d ra inage divides, floodplains, poweriines, major topographic fea tures , and historic 
pa t te rns of land u s e or se t t lement . 

30. A r e a Nor th of C o r n e l i u s . The UGB in this a r e a borders the FEMA 100-year 
floodplain. Using the FEMA floodplain a s a boundary is cons is tent with the Regional 
Framework Plan Objective 1.7 (Urban/Rural Transition). In addition, the Metro C o d e 
Sect ion 3.01.020(d) s t a t e s the p roposed location for the UGB shall result in a clear 
transition be tween urban and rural lands, using natural and build featured, such a s 
roads , d ra inage divides, floodplains, poweriines, major topographic features , and 
historic pat terns of land u s e or se t t lement . 

A cons iderable a m o u n t of the exception land in this a r e a falls within both wet lands 
a n d the 100-year floodplain. The Functional Plan (Title 3) requires that land of this 
na ture be protected from the ef fects of deve lopment . In addition, such lands were 
d e e m e d unbuildable in the analysis of the Region 2040 Growth Concept and the 
Urban Growrth Report . 

31. A r e a S o u t h w e s t of F o r e s t G r o v e . The exception land in this a r e a is located within 
rural r e se rves a s identified by the acknowledged Region 2 0 4 0 Growth Concept Map. 
T h e policies contained in the Regional Framework Plan and the RUGGOs specify 
that rural r e se rves a r e lands that will not be deve loped in urban u s e s in the 
f o r e s e e a b l e future. They a r e intended to support and protect farm and forestry 
opera t ions and maintain a separa t ion be tween communit ies . 

T h e UGB in this a r e a borders the FEMA 100-year floodplain. Using the FEMA 
floodplain a s a boundary is consis tent with the Regional Framewori< Plan Objective 
1.7 (Urban/Rural Transition). In addition, the Metro C o d e Sect ion 3.01.020(d) s t a t e s 
the proposed location for the UGB shall result in a c lear transition be tween urban 
and rural lands, using natural and build fea tured , such a s roads , dra inage divides. 
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fioodplains, powerl ines, major topographic fea tures , and historic pat terns of land use 
or se t t lement . 

A cons iderable a m o u n t of the exception land In this a r e a falls within the FEMA 100-
y e a r floodplain. T h e Functional Plan (Title 3) requires that land of this na ture be 
protec ted from the e f fec t s of deve lopment . In addition, s u c h lands were d e e m e d 
unbuildable in the analys is of the Region 2040 Growth Concep t and the Urban 
Growth Report . 

32. A r e a Nor th of F o r e s t G r o v e . The exception land in this a r e a Is located within rural 
r e s e r v e s a s Identified by the acknowledged Region 2 0 4 0 Growth Concep t Map. The 
policies conta ined in the Regional Framework Plan and the R U G G O s specify that 
rural r e s e r v e s a r e lands that will not be deve loped in u rban u s e s in the fo reseeab le 
future. They a r e in tended to support and protect farni a n d forestry operat ions and 
maintain a separa t ion be tween communit ies . 

T h e majority of this land is shown to contain s l opes equa l to or g rea te r than 
2 5 percent . S u c h lands were d e e m e d unbuildable in the analysis of the Region 2040 
Growth Concep t and the Urban Growth Report . 

T h e s e a r e a s a r e not cont iguous to, or connec ted to, o ther except ion a r e a s that a re 
cont iguous to the UGB. To expand the UGB onto non-cont iguous exception a r e a s 
would require the addition and urbanization of the intervening agricultural a r e a s . 

33. A r e a Nor th of E v e r g r e e n R o a d . T h e s e exception lands a r e relatively small and 
s i tuated within a larger a r e a of agricultural lands . Urbanization of t h e s e lands would 
h a v e negat ive e f fec t s on the agricultural activities in this a r e a . This intrusion into an 
agricultural a r e a would not be consis tent with the Regional Framework Plan 
Object ive 1.7 (Urban/Rural Transition). 

Inclusion of t h e s e except ion lands within the UGB will c r ea t e difficulties In regard to 
the efficient provision of public services . Water , s e w e r and storm dra inage will have 
to b e run perpendicular to the UGB for a d i s tance to s e r v e very few properties. 

In addition, to t he p r e s e n c e of wet lands , t h e s e except ion lands contain land within 
t he FEMA 100-year floodplain. The Functional Plan (Title 3) requires that land of this 
na tu re b e protected f rom the ef fec ts of development . In addition, such lands were 
d e e m e d unbuildable in the analysis of the Region 2 0 4 0 Growth Concep t and the 
Urban Growth Report . 

34. A r e a W e s t of URA 62. This small a r e a of exception land is a lmost entirely within the 
FEMA 100-year floodplain. T h e Functional Plan (Title 3) requires that land of this 

. na tu re b e protected from the ef fects of development . In addition, such lands were 
deenfied unbuildable in the analysis of the Region 2 0 4 0 Growth Concept and the 
Urban Growth Report . Using the FEMA floodplain a s a boundary is consis tent with 
the Regional Framework Plan Objective 1.7 (Urban/Rural Transition). In addition, 
the Metro C o d e Sect ion 3.01.020(d) s t a t e s the p roposed location for the UGB shall 
result in a c lear transition be tween urban and rural lands, using natural and build 
f ea tu red , such a s roads , d ra inage divides, fioodplains, poweriines, major topographic 
f ea tu re s , and historic p a t t e m s of land u s e or se t t lement . 
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In addition, ttie exception a r e a s a t the wes te rn end of Evergreen Road a re within 
rural r e se rves a s des igna ted on the acknowledged Region 2 0 4 0 Growth Concept 
Map. The policies contained in the Regional Framework Plan and the RUGGOs 
specify that rural r e se rves a re lands that will not b e deve loped for urban u s e s in the 
f o r e s e e a b l e future. They are intended to suppor t and protect fa rm and forestry 
opera t ions and to maintain separa t ion be tween communit ies . 

35. A r e a N o r t h e a s t of URA 62. A considerable amoun t of the exception land in this 
a r e a is within the FEMA 100-year floodplain. T h e Functional Plan (Title 3) requires 
that land of this nature be protected f rom the ef fec ts of deve lopment . In addition, 
such lands were d e e m e d unbuildable in the analysis of the Region 2040 Growth 
Concep t and the Urban Growth Report . 

T h e s e a r e a s a re not contiguous to, or connec ted to, o ther except ion a r e a s that a re 
cont iguous to the UGB. To expand the UGB onto non-cont iguous exception a r e a s 
would require the addition and urbanization of the intervening agricultural a r ea s . 

36. A r e a W e s t of URA 65. This a r e a 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 ef fects of development . In addition, s u c h lands were d e e m e d 
unbuildable in the analysis of the Region 2040 Growth Concep t and the Urban 
Growth Report. 

The boundary of the ad jacen t URA # 3 6 co r r e sponds to the 100-year floodplain. 
Using he FEMA floodplain a s a boundary is consis tent with the Regional Framework 
Plan Objective 1.7 (Urban/Rural Transition). In addition, the Metro Code Section 
3.01.020(d) s t a t e s the proposed location for the UGB shall result in a clear transition 
be tween urban and rural lands, using natural and build fea tured , such a s roads , 
d ra inage divides, floodplains, powerlines, major topographic fea tu res , and historic 
pa t te rns of land u s e or set t lement . 

37. A r e a North of URA 65. Agricultural l ands and the FEMA 100-year floodplain 
surround this small a r ea of exception land. Brugger Road w a s se lec ted a s the 
logical boundary to e n h a n c e a compac t urban form cons is tent with the 
acknowledged Region 2040 Growth Concep t and the Regional Framework Plan 
Objective 1.7. 

38. A r e a 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 grea ter than 2 5 percent . S u c h lands w e r e d e e m e d 
unbuildable in the analysis of the Region 2040 Growth Concep t and the Urban 
Growth Report. Agricultural l ands 'a l so surround this a r e a . In addition, the 
topography of this a r ea limits the accessibility to s e w e r trunk lines, making the 
provision of public services more costly. 

39. Sky l ine Area . This small a r ea of exception lands is shown to a lmost entirely contain 
s lopes 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 Concep t and the Urban Growth Report. 
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T h e addition of this a r e a to the UGB would c rea te an island of non-urban land 
su r rounded by the UGB. Creation of such an island is not consis tent with the 
Regional Framework Plan Objective 1.7 (Urban/Rural Transition). 

40 . H i g h w a y 30. T h e Region 2040 Growth Concept Map identifies Highway 3 0 in this 
a r e a a s a g reen corridor. A g reen comdor Is def ined in the Regional Framewori< 
Plan Objective 1.11 (Neighbor Cities) a s a transportat ion facility through rural 
r e s e r v e s that s e r v e s a s a link be tween the metropolitan a r e a and a neighbor city that 
a l so limits a c c e s s to the f a rms and fores ts of the rural r e se rve . The Intent is to keep 
urban to urban accessibility high to encou rage a ba l ance of jobs and housing, but 
limit a n y a d v e r s e ef fec t on the surrounding rural a r e a s . 

In addition, the except ion land In this a r e a is within a rural r e se rve 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 r e se rves a re lands 
that will not b e deve loped for urban u s e s in the f o r e s e e a b l e future. They a re 
intended to suppor t and protect fanm and forestry opera t ions and to maintain 
separa t ion be tween communit ies . 

41 . S a u v i e I s l and . T h e exception land in this a r e a is within a rural r e se rve a s shown on 
the acknowledged Region 2040 Growth Concept Map. T h e policies contained in the 
Regional Framework Plan and the R U G G O s specify that rural r e s e r v e s a re lands 
that will not b e deve loped in urban u s e s in the f o r e s e e a b l e future. They a re intended 
to support and protect farm and forestry opera t ions and maintain separa t ion be tween 
communit ies . 

This a r e a a l so suf fe r s f rom poor accessibility for t ransportat ion services . 

GB/srb 
l:\GM\LegAmend98\Exception Lands.doc 
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Appendix C 

Appendix C 
- Additional Site Considerations 

Urban 
Reserve R e a s o n s for No Further Considerat ion a t This Time 

U R A # 1 

URA # 3 

URA #11 

URA # 1 7 

URA # 1 8 

URA # 1 9 

No ev idence of pubic service feasibility w h e n G r e s h a m is a l ready 
shouldering primary responsibility for planning a n d public facilities for very 
large, primarily exception land urban r e se rve (URA #5). A large number 
of highly productive agricultural u s e s (nurser ies) a r e located within and 
around the site. 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 a n y 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 m a y not be reliable. Further, the re 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 tmen t in Fall 1998. 

No ev idence of public service feasibility w h e n C l a c k a m a s 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 
abou t 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 tan t ia te public service feasibility. Without this verification of 
information, the Productivity Analysis cos t e s t ima te s m a y not be reliable. 
Further, there Is no ev idence to suppor t funding feasibility of providing 
service ex tens ions from ad j acen 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 of the a r e a , addition of residential a r e a would only 
further the imbalance. While the Productivity Analysis provides s o m e 
information about 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 a n y corroborating 
information sufficient to further subs tan t i a te public service feasibility. 
Without this verification of information, the Productivity Analysis cost 
e s t ima te s m a y not be reliable. Further, the re 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. 

S a m e a s URA #17. 

S a m e a s URA #17. 



URA #22 

URA # 2 3 

URA # 2 4 

URA # 2 5 

URA # 2 9 

URA # 3 0 

URA # 3 5 

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 con-oborating infomnation sufficient to further 
subs tan t ia te public service feasibility. Without this verification of 
information, the Productivity Analysis cost e s t ima te s m a y 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. 

S a m e a s URA #17. 

S a m e a s URA #22. 

S a m e a s URA #22. 

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 e a would only further the Imbalance. While the 
Productivity Analysis provides s o m e Infonnation abou t 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 a n y coaobora t ing information sufficient to fur ther substant ia te 
public service feasibility. Without this verification of information, the 
Productivity Analysis cost e s t imates m a y not b e reliable. Further, there Is 
no ev idence to suppor t funding feasibility of providing service extens ions 
from a d j a c e n t a r e a s within the UGB. 

Site is sui table for urban 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 abou t 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 Infomriation, the Productivity 
Analysis cos t e s t ima te s may not be reliable. Further, the re Is no ev idence 
to suppor t funding feasibility of providing service ex tens ions from ad jacen t 
a r e a s within the UGB. 

No ev idence of public facility capability at this t ime w h e n the City of 
Wilsonville Is taking responsibility for planning a n d public facilities for 
URAs #41 and #42 . The a r e a h a s a wa te r s h o r t a g e to the extent that the 
City h a s adop t ed 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, the re Is no local government 
or private entity that h a s provided any con-oborating Information sufficient 
to fur ther subs tan t ia te public service feasibility. Without this verification of 
information, the Productivity Analysis cost e s t ima te s m a y not be reliable. 
Further, there is no ev idence to support funding feasibility of providing 
service ex tens ions from ad j acen t a r e a s within the UGB. 



URA # 3 6 This URA is primarily a riparian a r e a with very little buildable land. The 
Productivity Analysis e s t ima tes 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 t s 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 tan t 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 feasit)ility of providing service ex tens ions f rom ad jacen t a r e a s 
within the UGB. 

URA # 3 7 

URA # 4 4 

URA # 4 8 

URA # 4 9 

URA #61 

URA # 6 4 

URA # 6 7 

S a m e a s URA #35 . 

Active a g g r e g a t e r e source extraction site and a s s u c h is a protected 
Goal 5 resource . Additional information abou t the r e source is n e e d e d 
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 a g r e e d to begin the planning p r o c e s s next year . While the 
Productivity Analysis provides s o m e in fomat ion abou t the cos t s of public 
service provision, there is no local government or private entity that h a s 
provided any con-oborating information sufficient to fur ther substant ia te 
public service feasibility. Without this verification of information, the 
Productivity Analysis cost e s t ima tes m a y not b e reliable. Further, there is 
no ev idence to suppor t funding feasibility of providing service extensions 
from ad jacen t a r e a s within the UGB. 

While the Productivity Analysis provides s o m e information about the cos t s 
of public service provision, there is no local gove rnmen 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 cos t e s t i m a t e s m a y not be reliable. 
Further, there is no ev idence to suppor t funding feasibility of providing 
service ex tens ions from ad j acen t a r e a s within the UGB. 

S a m e a s URA #48 . 

S a m e a s URA #48 . 

S a m e a s URA #48 . 

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 tan t 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 f rom ad j acen t a r e a s 
within the UGB. 



URA #68 

URA # 6 9 

URA # 7 0 

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 
government or private entity that h a s provided a n y 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 m a y 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. 

The Productivity Analysis es t imated very high public facility costs . While 
the Productivity Analysis provides s o m e information abou t 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 a n y 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 te s m a y not be reliable. 
Further, there is no ev idence to suppor t funding feasibility of providing 
service ex tens ions from ad jacen t a r e a s within the UGB. 

The Productivity Analysis es t imated very high public facility costs , low 
productivity. While the Productivity Analysis provides s o m e information 
abou t the cos t s of public service provision, the re 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 cos t e s t ima te s m a y not be reliable. 
Further, there is no ev idence to suppor t funding feasibility of providing 
service ex tens ions from ad j acen t a r e a s within the UGB. 

l:\GM\LegAmend98\Staff Reporls\Exhibit B.doc 
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Ordinance No. 98-781C, For the Purpose of Annending IVletro Urban Growth Boundary and the 2040 
Growth Concept Map in Ordinance 95-625A in the Pleasant Valley Area of Clackamas County. 

Second Reading 

Metro Council Meeting 
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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 THE PLEASANT VALLEY 
AREA OF CLACKAMAS COUNTY 

ORDINANCE NO 98-78IBC 

Introduced by Councilors Kvistad, Monroe, 
McLain, Morissette, McFarland, Washington, 
and the Growth Management Committee 

WHEREAS, The Metro Council designated urban reserve areas in Ordinance No. 96-

655E, including these urban reserve areas URAs 4 and 5; 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 Coimcil 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) arid (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 

WHEREAS, notice of Proposed Amendment for these urban reserve areas 4 and 5, 

consistent with Metro Code and ORS 197.610(1), was received by the Oregon Department of 
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Land Conservation and Development at least 45 days prior to the December 3,1998 final 

hearing; and 

WHEREAS, the Growth Management Committee voted to add about 27.3 acres to 

URA 5 into consideration in this Ordinance at its November 3,1998 meeting to allow Portland 

sewer service to an area with failing septic systems; and 

WHEREAS, the Metro Council voted on December 3,1998. to amend the area under 

consideration for UGB amendment to about 265 less productive acres, called "Area C" in the 

southwest comer of TJRA 5 due to stormwater and flooding problems: 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. Urban Reserve Area (URA) 5 is hereby amended to designate approximately 27.3 

acres south of the UGB at SE 155th Street shown on Exhibit B as part of URA 5 based on the 

Findings and Conclusions in Exhibit C, Appendix C. 
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2 Regional design types consistent with the Metro 2040 Growth Concept for the 

land added to the Metro Urban Growth Boundary by this ordinance as shown on attached 

Exhibit A are hereby adopted. 

3. The Metro Urban Growth Boundary is hereby amended to add urban reserve areas 

4 and 5 as amended, and as shown on the map in Exhibit B, attached, and incorporated by 

reference herein. 

4. 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. 

5. 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. 

6. In support of Findings and Conclusions adopted in Exhibit C of this Ordinance, 

the Coimcil 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. 

7. 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. This includes provision for the town center indicated on the acknowledged 
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2040 Growth Concept map with some land planned and zoned for employment, including 

commercial services for the town center. 

B. Prior to conversion of the 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 Fimctional Plan. 

C. Prior to conversion of the new urbanizable land in this ordinance to urban 

land available for development, a stormwater management plan shall address means of 

assuring that the speed, temperature, sedimentation and chemical composition of 

stormwater runoff meets state and federal water quality standards as development occurs. 

This plan shall address on-site stormwater detention plan requirements. 

D. Prior to conversion of the new lu-banizable land in this ordinance to urban 

land available for development, the city shall consider adoption of a requirement that the 

quantity of stormwater runoff after urban development of each development site is no 

greater than the stormwater runoff before development. 

E. Prior to 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 

and wetlands and address federal requirements adopted pursuant to the Endangered 

Species Act, 
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8. Consistent with ORS 268.390(3) and ORS 195.025(1), Clackamas County and 

Multnomah County and the cities of Happy Valley, Portland and Gresham 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 Daniel B. Cooper, General Counsel 

i:\r-o\98pl4&5.c 
12/08/98 
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Exhibit C 

ADOPTED FINDINGS AND CONCLUSIONS - ORDINANCE 98-781C (URA 4 and 5) 

3.01.015(e) 
Based on the analysis for Metro Code 3.01.0120(b)(1)(A), below, 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 1Q,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. 

Under these circumstances, this provision of the Metro Code provides that the Metro Council 
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 4 and 5 are first tier land. 

For URAs 4 and 5, the Cities of Portland and Gresham have provided the Metro Council with 
letters stating that they have committed to complete a conceptual plan. The cities' letters of 
November 16,1998, and November 24,1998, respectively provide a work program, timeline for 
completion and funding for the planning. The November 24,1998 staff report identifies 
information about grants to shorten the planning timefi-ames in those commitment letters. With 
these grants, the Council accepts this demonstration of commitment and finds that 3.01.015(e) is 
satisfied. 

As part of Ordinance 98-78 IB, the Council amends URA 5 to add land to that urban reserve 
which state agencies have identified as an area of failing septic systems that can be served by 
Portland sewer. S ^ Appendix C, attached. 

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. 
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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 Council 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 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 fi-om 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 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 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 firom 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 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 
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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 Plaiming Goal 5 plarming 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 fimctional 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 under 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 of the vegetated corridors required by the water quality 
and flood management provisions of Title 3 of the 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 Coimcil 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 of the UGB to 
accommodate immet 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). 
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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 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 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 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 ordmances 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 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 to housing will have adverse 



impacts on the 2040 Growth Concept goal of creating complete commimities 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 II. The analysis rated the productivity of 12,000 acres. Then, in 
Phase n , the absence of 998 quasi-judicial applications for UGB amendments, the Metro Council 
identified lands among the most productive Phase 11 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 Boundary 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 
fi-om the existing UGB and noncontiguous areas. In addition, natural features and settlement 
pattems that effect the buildability of land were also considered. These features include steep 
slope, lands in the FEMA lOO-year floodplain and small acreage single family residential areas. 

The Coimcil 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 amoimt of land that might be needed to 
accommodate about 32,400 dwelling imits 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: 
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• 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 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 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 of the public facilities efficiencies 
for about 12,000 acres. 

The Council then reviewed the urban reserves identified in Phase 2 of the 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 fiilly 
accommodated 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 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 aH these lands 
were added to the UGB oniy 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. 
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The numerical Summary of Staff Report Conclusion attempt to quantify ratings on Goal 14 
factors is not accepted by the Metro Coimcil. Relative ratings among land providing the needed 
28,700 dwelling units is not necessary. From the testimony it is clear that these ratings are not 
accurate beyond the detailed ratings completed for the Productivity Analysis. Therefore, the 
Metro Council complied with ORS 197.299(2)(a) by completing half of the needed UGB 
amendments in 1998 from urban reserve areas that demonstrated feasibility for development 
consistent with Metro's acknowledged 2040 Growth Concept. This accomplishes the early UGB 
amendment purpose of ORS 197.299(2)(a) by assuring that lands among those eligible under 
Goals 2 and 14 are brought in first which are the furthest along in the planning process. Lands 
among those eligible under Goals 2 and 14 which are added to the UGB in 1999 are likely to be 
planned and available for development later in the 20-year UGB period. 

3.01.020(b)(1)(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 from the a city or county to 
complete a conceptual plan prior to implementing urban zoning is sufficient to satisfy this 
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 4 and 5 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 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 
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will be reviewed in 1999 after local governments amend their comprehensive plans to comply 
with Fimctional Plan requirements or seek exceptions. 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 within the range identified in the UGBAN. 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 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 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. 

The Council finds that URAs 4 and 5, as amended, can feasibly be provided with urban services. 
According to the staff report, URAs 4 and 5 will be used primarily for housing consistent with 
the 2040 design type of inner neighborhood around the new Town Center in URA 5. (See, 
Exhibit A of this ordinance.) These design types require 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 about 6,585 units will be built on about 826 buildable acres for URAs 4 and 
5. 

URAs 4 and 5 are among the lowest cost to serve with public facilities at 12,451 and 16,194 per 
DUE, respectively. (See November 24,1998 Staff Report at p. 14.) Therefore, the cost 
estimates show that URAs 4 and 5, as amended, have among the lowest net increase in total cost 
for provision of all urban services. 

(B) For the purposes of this section, orderly shall mean the extension of services from 
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 4 and 5, as amended, are directly adjacent to the UGB. Both will integrate into the 
existing urban service systems of Portland and Gresham. Portland and Gresham have committed 
to a schedule, funding and work program for completing the conceptual public facilities plan for 
this area. The schedule will be advanced by the grants estimated in the Staff Report. 
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Wastewater 

Service by the City of Portland to most of URAs 4 and 5, as amended, could be with gravity fed 
sewers, eliminating the need for pump stations. The urban reserve plan will identify routing, 
flow volumes, locations of basins served, pipe sizes and maintenance requirements. Sewers will 
reduce the potential of septic effluent leakage into groundwater and Kelly, Mitchell and Johnson 
Creeks. 

Water 

Existing private wells would be replaced by extensions of water service from Portland and 
Gresham. This extension of water service is feasible and among the lowest costs of all urban 
reserves. This water service expansion may enhance existing systems by providing more 
opportimity to loop water lines, increase water pressure to help ensure water volume and pressure 
for fire suppression. 

Stormwater 

There is no planned, designed or managed stormwater collection system in place in this area. All 
existing runoff fi-om impervious surface in this area is ether allowed to infiltrate directly into the 
ground or is collected in a roadside ditch system. The Productivity Analysis estimates that water 
quality pond/marshes (one for URA 4, seven of varying sizes for URA 5) and detention facility 
(one for URA 4, seven of varying sizes for URA 5) will be required to address stormwater runoff 
from urbanization of URAs 4 and 5. 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. 

This UGB amendment is conditioned on completion of a stormwater management plan that 
includes on-site detention requirements. 

Transportation 

The road and bus planning, including the funding plan, in the urban reserve f)lan will be 
important to the timing of conversion of this urbanizable land to urban land in the future. Jenne— 
Road provides two-lane access in a northeasterly direction fi-om Foster Road through URA 4. 
The road turns north and becomes NE 174th Avenue less than a mile fi-om Foster Road. This 
road currently experiences major congestion as many use it as a through route fi-om Foster Road 
to Powell Boulevard and vice versa. Jenne Road has been identified in Metro's draft Regional 
Transportation Plan (RTP), Proposed Transportation Solutions fo r 2020 (September 1998) as 
being one of a list of projects identified as the most critical system needs in the Portland region 
for the next 20 years. The list of projects and programs is part of a major update to the RTP, 
which begins to implement the Region 2040 Plan. Jenne Road is identified for a Traffic 
Management Plan and will be included in the second round of analysis for the RTP. Inclusion in 
second round analysis, however, does not guarantee that the project will be funded in the RTP. It 
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does give recognition to its importance to the regional system and ranks it higher in priority than 
other transportation projects identified in the reign. 

According to the Urban Reserve Planning Status Report (Fregonese Calthorpe Associates, April 
1998), transportation, including connectivity and infrastructure, is a significant concem 
expressed by local govemment representatives, for the URA 5. The area has inadequate rural 
road improvements. The main arterials providing a north-south connection through URA 5 are 
Foster Road, 172nd Avenue and 190th Avenue, and these roads, especially Foster Road/172nd 
Avenue, are currently experiencing major traffic congestion. There are no arterials providing an 
east and west connection through the URA. If a transportation plan were developed that includes 
a system of local collectors and arterials which provides increased north and south, and east and 
west connectivity this issue could be addressed. The most effective connectivity improvements 
would include urban street improvements, like curbs, gutter, sidewalks and bike lanes. Specific 
road improvement plans include the Foster Road Corridor Plan and the Damascus/Pleasant 
Valley Future Street Plan which are identified for a second round analysis in the RTP. The 20-
year regional planmng and needs identification make needed transportation facilities feasible 
during the 20-year UGB period. 

Fire. Police and Schools 

Fire and police services will be provided by the governing jurisdictions. Urban reserve plans are 
required to include a provision in the plan to incorporate these areas into their service territories. 
Funding for fire and police services is provided through allocation of general funding or bond 
measures to constract capital improvements, most likely from property taxes. 

Additional property tax revenue will be generated by the increased residential and commercial 
development that will be constmcted as URAs 4 and 5 develop. 

Centennial School District serves URA 4 and 5. A conceptual school plan is required by Metro 
Code Section 3.01.012(e), which will identify the amount of land and improvements needed for 
school facilities. The City of Gresham will govern the majority of this area. Gresham has 
received a grant to complete urban reserve planning work for this area. The preliminary work 
program indicates that school planning is included in the scope of work. 

3.01.020(b)(4) 

Factor 4; Maximum efficiency of land uses within and on the fringe 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 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. 
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Urban form issues have been partially determined for URAs 4 and 5 by the acknowledged 2040 
Growth Concept. The Gresham regional center will serve URA 5, and the 2040 Growth Concept 
Map shows a new town center in URA 5 to serve this area. Exhibit A of this ordinance includes 
2040 Growth Concept designations for this area to include it in the acknowledged urban form for 
the region. 

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 measures 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 to require that new development result "in 
the building of 80 percent or more of the 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 imit 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 functional 
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. 

3.01.020(b)(5) 

Urban development of URAs 4 and 5 will facilitate efficient urban growth inside the UGB in 
several ways. Street connectivity will be improved by extending a grid street pattern. Enhanced 
street connectivity will provide better access for fire and police 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. Extension and looping of water lines within 
URAs 4 and 5, and in some cases within the existing UGB, will enhance water quality by 
eliminating dead end lines and increasing pressure available for fire flow purposes. Extension of 
sanitary sewer may allow areas previously not provided urban services within the UGB to be 
served. 

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. 

Special protection for Johnson, Kelly and Mitchell Creeks will be provided by Title 3 of the 
UGM Functional Plan. Flood management provisions include 15-foot to 200-foot building 
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setbacks depending on slope and size of the stream. New development must be set back 50 feet 
from wetlands. All development in fioodplains are subject to excavation regulations of Title 3. 

(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 fpr the subject land. 

Neither a regional economic opportunity analysis, nor an economic analysis for URAs 4 and 5 
have been completed. 

(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. 

Enviromnental 

As development occurs, water quality and quantity concerns arise due to increased run-off from 
impervious surfaces. As a result, riparian areas along Johnson, Kelly and Mitchell Creeks need 
to be protected to maintain water quality and quantity, wildlife movement and fish habitat in this 
area. Upland areas (within a one-half mile) adjacent to riparian areas are important to support 
amphibian and reptile populations. Kelly and Mitchell Creeks are located in the area where wild 
winter steelhead has been designated as a threatened species under the Endangered Species Act. 

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 provides protection for riparian areas to improve water quality and 
manage floodplain. The Council finds that the impact of urbanizing in URAs 4 and 5 will not be 
significantly more adverse than developing other urban reserves on the condition that the 
measures to address stormwater management, consistent with Title 3 of the Functional Plan, as 
described in Factor 3 are adopted prior to adoption of urban zoning. 

Social 

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 opportxmity 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 losiiig a small portion of the rural residential lands outside the current UGB. 
The limited farming activities near URA 5 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 are less than most other areas adjacent to the UGB. These costs must be weighed 
against the costs of not providing enough land to accommodate needed housing and jobs. 
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However, the Council finds that the social cost of not expanding the UGB in areas close to 
existing developed areas is great. Bringing limited amoimts 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 4 and 5 can accommodate 2040 Growth Concept densities which the Coimcil finds will 
limit impacts such as the loss of agricultural production, increased costs of services, increased 
vehicle miles traveled and pollution that result fi-om pushing growth outside of the areas that are 
contiguous to the current UGB. 

Economic 

Overall, the adverse economic consequences of a slight loss in farm-related income near URA 5 
will be offset by increases in commercial and retail development by bringing these lands into the 
UGB with a new Town Center. 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. (See November 24,1998 Staff Report, pp. 19-20.) 

Energy 

URAs 4 and 5, with the new Town Center, corridors and Functional Plan upzoning maximize 
energy efficient land uses. VMT is reduced compared to other lands outside the UGB without 
this planning. Otherwise, there is no substantial deference decreasing fossil fiiel consumption 
between URAs 4 and 5 and other sites considered for inclusion in the UGB. 

Factor 5 impacts can be mitigated with the conditions on urban reserve planning, stormwater 
management, and steelhead in this ordinance. 

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 report correctly states that the Metro Council adopted urban reserves on March 6,1997 
by Ordinance No. 96-655E. URAs 4 and 5 were 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 imder appeal. However, both URAs 4 and 5 are 
composed entirely of exception lands. These areas have the highest rating for retention of 
agricultural land because no such resource land is added to the UGB by this ordinance. 

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 already designated as urban reserves. 
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3.01.020(b)(7) 

Factor 7: Compatibility of proposed urban development with nearby agricultural activities. 

(i) A description of the nimiber, location and types of agricultural activities occurring within 
one mile of the subject site. 

The November 24,1998 staff report analyzes agricultural activities at pp. 31-32 concluding that 
only 175 acres of EFU-zoned land is within one mile of the southern boundary of URA 5. Of 
this, 24 percent is high value nursery stock, 76 percent lower value field crops or is unfarmed. 
There is a buffer of rural residential land between URA 5 and this agricultural activity. 

(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. 

Impacts to water resources critical to agricultural activities will be negligible from urbanization 
of URA 5. URA 5 and the EFU land identified within one mile of URA 5 are located in separate 
watershed basins. URA 5 is in the Johnson Creek watershed, whereas the EFU land is in the 
Rock Creek watershed. 

Approximately 24 percent of the agricultural activities occurring on the EFU land within one 
mile of URA 5 are nursery stock. Nursery stock is classified as a high value farm product that 
can be cultivated on smaller parcels and can benefit from urbanization by providing customers 
for retail sales. The remainder of the EFU land within the one mile surrounding the URAs is 
either unfarmed or cultivates low value type products on larger parcels of land. 

Impacts on urbanization from dust, noise or application of chemicals will be negligible because 
the EFU land is concentrated in one area and is currently surrounded by rural residential uses. 

3.01.020(c) 

(1) The land need identified for Factors 1 and 2 of 3.01.020(b), above, included the estimated 
effect of the regionwide upzoning 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 exceed the Metro Code and Goal 2 
reasons exception requirement to "consider" whether the identified land need cannot reasonably 
be accommodated within the current UGB. 
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(2) URAs 4 and 5, as amended, are compatible with adjacent rural residential uses because 
urbanization with the addition of a new Town Center in URA 5 will enhance service availability 
for adjacent lands. Traffic improvements, including improved connectivity needed to serve 
URAs 4 and 5 will significantly improve current congestion affecting adjacent lands. URA 4 and 
5 are compatible with limited nearby agricultural use because the adjacent rural residential uses 
act as a buffer. 

(3) The ESEE consequences resulting fi-om urban use in URAs 4 and 5, as amended, are set 
forth in Factor 5 findings, above. These findings demonstrate that impacts of urbanizing this 
area are less adverse than would typically result from allowing urban development in other areas 
requiring an exception. These areas are entirely exception land. 

3.01.020(d) 

URA 4 is completely surrounded by the UGB and urban uses. URA 5 is adjacent to urban areas 
in the north and west. URA 6, which is south of URA 5, will eventually be included in the UGB 
and urbanized. The topography east and southeast of URA 5 contains slopes over 25 percent, 
terrain that will provide a transition between urban and rural lands. Additionally, higher density 
development will be concentrated in the town center and corridors, with lower density 
development at the edges and in the foothills of the steeper slopes. Adding URAs 4 and 5 to the 
UGB will not create islands of urban land or allow fingers of urbanized land to intrude to nearby 
resource lands. URA 4 is totally surrounded by Portland and Gresham and it is defined by land 
use and settlement pattern of surrounding urban development. URA 5 is defined generally by the 
boundary of the Kelly Creek watershed (drainage basin), the remaining undeveloped portion of 
Mitchell Creek watershed and the Boring Lava domes (topographic feature). 

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. 

Alternatively, the Metro Coimcil adopts the discussion of other goals in the November 24,1998 
Staff Report at pp. 37-39. 

3.01.020(f) 

URAs 4 and 5 are consistent with the 2040 Growth Concept because the above findings, and the 
conditions in this ordinance demonstrate show that development in the area will be consistent 
with Region 2040 policies and the design types in Exhibit A of this ordinance are feasible. 

i:\docs#07.p&d\02ugb\l llegamd\lss4-5.doc 
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M E M O R A N D U M 

Appendix A 

M E T R O 

Date: October 26,1998 

To: Mark Turpel, Senior Prograrn Manager 
Growth Management Services Department 

From: Glen Bblen, Assodate Regional Planner 
Growth Management Services Department'^ 

Re: Exception Lands Not Considered a s Alternative Sites for Urban Growth 
Boundary Expansion 

In December 1997, Metro Council concluded, through adoption of the Urban Growth Report, the 
Urban Growth Boundary (UGB) did not contain sufficient land to accommodate the forecasted 
20 years of residential development The Metro Council/adopted the report describing the 
deficiency as follows: the UGB must be expanded in order to accommodate just over 32,000 
households and 2900 jobs. 

According to State law, Metro has until December 31,1998, to bring enough land Into the 
boundary to accommodate one-half of the total need, just over 16,000 households and 1,450 
jobs. State law requires that Metro establish urban reserves to designate the areas it will 
expand Its UGB into over the next 30 years. Metro established 18,579 acres as urban reserves 
on March 6,1997. In accordance with State law and Metro Code, the UGB can only be 
expanded into these adopted urban reserves. 

State land-use laws spedfy a hierarchical approach to making a UGB expansion decision. The 
State requires Metro to first look at exception lands near the boundary, ^ceptlon lands are 
those that have been excepted from Statewide Planning Goals 3 and 4, protecting farni and 
forest lan'Ss. If exception lands cannot meet the entire need, then Metro may consider resource 
lands. Metro Induded both exception land and land designated for fami or forest use in 
designating its Initial Urban Reserve Study Areas (URSAS). The adopted urban reserves, 
selected from the URSAS also contain both exception land and resource land. 

To dedde which lands In proximity to the current UGB can best accommodate the Immediate 
forecasted need, Metro contracted with Padfic Rim Resources to perfonn a productivity analysis 
of the adopted urban reserves. The consultants completed their task In two phases. The first 
step was to analyze all of the urban reserves with a cursory look at household and job capacity. 
The first step allowed the consultants to narrow their focus to approximately 12,000 acres for a 
more detailed second phase of analysis. Some exception lands were dropped from 
consideration in the first phase because they were shown to be less productive or more costly to 
serve. 

Some may question why not all the Exception Lands around the region have been considered. 
The intent of this memo Is to describe 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 was derived from the data 
contained in Metro's RLISLITE CD-ROMS dated August 1998. Digital Ortho-photography 
comes from Metro's RLIS Photo CD-ROMS dated September 1997. Copies of the CD-ROMS 
utilized are attached. The remainder of the geographic Information relied upon was taken from 
the acknowledged Region 2040 Growth Concept Map. 

t h e staff analysis of exception lands not included In the urban reserves Is categorized for ease 
of reading. The first two groupings Include exception land some distance from or not contiguous 
to the current UGB. Categories 3 through 41 are set up geographically as a "walk* around the 
UGB with an analysis on specific small groupings of exception lands that share a common 
issue. 

Category 
Number Description 

1. Dlstance.^ None of the lands included In category one are near enough to the 
present UGB to enable efficient urban expansion. All of these exception areas are at 
least one full mile from the present UGB. Urban development In these areas would 
have negative Impacts on the environment, specifically air quality; resultant from" 
Increases In vehicle mile traveled. 

In addition, many of the exception areas within this category are located within Metro 
identified rural reserves, and green com'dors as 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 are lands that will not be developed In urtsan uses In the 
foreseeable future. They are Intended to support.and protect fanm 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 conidor Is defined In the Regional Frameworic Plan, Objective 1.11 
(Neighbor Cities) as a transportation facility through rural reserves that serves as a 
link between the metropolitan area and a neighbor dty that also limits access to the 
fanms 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 areas. 

2. Noncontiguous Areas. These exception areas are not contiguous to, or connected 
to, other exception areas that are contiguous to the UGB. To expand the UGB onto 
non-contiguous exception areas would require that the intervening agricultural areas 
be urbanized. In addition, many of the exception areas within this category are 
located within rural reserves as designated on the acknowledged Region 2040 
Growth Concept Map. The polides contained In the Regional Framewori< Plan and 
the RUGGOs specify that rural reserves are lands that will not be developed in urban 
uses In the foreseeable future. They are Intended to support and protect farm and 
forestry operations and maintain separation between communities. 
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3. Columbia Gorge National Scenic Area. Exception lands in Multnomah County that 
are affected by Columbia Gorge National Scenic Area were excluded from 
consideration for urbanization. Urbanization of these areas would conflict with the 
goals established by the federal govemment. 

4. Area East of Gresham. This area has a considerable amount of land that consists 
of slopes.in excess of 25 percent. Such lands were deemed unbuildable in the 
analysis of the Region 2040 Growth Concept and the Urban Growth Report. In 
addition, there is a significant canyon in the area with a stream that contains both 
wetlands and lands In the FEMA 100-year floodplain. 

5. Gresham Sandy Separation. The RUGGOs Objective 26.1 specifies that 
communities will benefit from maintaining separation. This separation can be 
achieved by retaining the rural nature of the lands between the UGB and neighboring 
cities. The area between Gresham and Sandy serves this function. This area is also 
contained within a rural reserve as identified by the Region 2040 Growth Concept 
Map. The polides contained in the Regional Framework Plan and the RUGGOs 
spedfy that rural reserves are lands that will not be developed in urban uses 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 area as a 
green corridor. A green corridor is defined in the Regional Framework Plan, 
Objective 1.11 (Neighbor Cities) as a transportation fadlity through rural reserves 
that serves as a link between the metropolitan area and a neighbor dty that also 
limits access 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 areas. 

6. Area South of URAs 1 , 2 and 3. This area was shown by the 1996 "Utility 
. Feasibility Analysis for Metro 2040 Urban Reserve Study Areas" report completed by 

KCM to require "above average cost" for servidng. The land in this area is distant 
from existing urban services. The area contains a considerable amount of hilly land 
with slopes greater than 25 percent. Such lands were deemed unbuildable in the 
analysis of the Region 2040 Growth Concept and the Urban Growth Report. 

This land is separated from the urban reserve land to the north by a watershed 
boundary, and drains to the south, away from the gravity systems 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) states the proposed k>cation for the UGB shall 
result in a dear transition between urban and rural lands, using natural and build 
featured, such as roads, drainage divides, fioodplains, powerlines, major topographic 
features, and historic pattems of land use or settlement. 

The Regional Framework Plan Objective 1.11 (Neight>or Cities) spedfies that 
communities will benefit from maintaining separation. Not induding these lands 
helps achieve this separation by retaining the rural nature of the area between 
Gresham 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 area as a green comdor. A gre.en conidor 
Is defined In the Regional Framework Plan Objective 1.11 (Neighbor Cities) as a 
transportation facility through rural reserves that serves as a link between the 
metropolitan area and a neighbor city that also limits access 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 areas. 

7. Area East of URAs 6 ,7 and 8. Much of the land in this area is shown to have 
slopes of 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. In 
addition, the land in this area Is far from existing urban services. 

A considerable portion of this area is located within rural reserves as 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 uses 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 area Is Important to retain while 
balancing the land need for housing with quality of life needs for the'general 
population. 

A portion of this area 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 prior to discharge adding significantly 
to the cost of urbanization. 

8. Area East and South of URA 9. Much of the land In this area Is shown to consist of 
slopes greater than 25 percent. Such lands were deemed unbuildable In the 
analysis of the Region 2040 Growth Concept and the Urban Growth Report In 
addition, the land In this area Is distant from existing urban services. 

This area 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 prior to discharge making It expensive to develop. 

9. Area South of URA 9. Much of the land In this area Is shown to consist of slopes 
greater than 25 percent Such lands were deemed unbuildable in the analysis of the 
Region 2040 Growth Concept and the Urban Growth Report. In addition, the 
presence of wetlands further excludes this land from being urbanized. 

This area 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 prior to discharge making It expensive to develop. 
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10. Area North of URA 15. Much of the land in this area is shown to consist of slopes 
greater than 25 percent. Such lands were deemed unbuildable In the analysis of the 
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 needs of the general population. 

11. Area West of URA 15. Much of the land in this area is shown to consist of slopes 
greater than 25 percent. Such lands were deemed unbuildable in the analysis of the 
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 needs of the general population. 

12. Carver Vicinity. This area Is almost entirely consumed by unbuildable land. A large 
proportion of this land Is shown to consist of slopes greater than 25 percent. Such 
lands were deemed 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 Clacl<amas 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 deemed unbuildable In the analysis of the Region 2040 Growth Concept and 
the Urban Growth Report. 

This area naturally drains into the Clackamas River. The Clackamas River is one of 
the three "pristine rivers" contains?! 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 South of Clackamas River. This area 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 
will have to have storm drainage water treatment applied prior to discharge. 

This area contains significant amounts of land that Is shown to consist of slopes 
greater than 25 percent. Such lands were deemed unbuildable in tfte analysis of the 
Region 2040 Growth Concept and the Urban Growth Report. Other lands in this 
area 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 deemed unbuildable in the analysis of 
the Region 2040 Growth Concept and the Urban Growth Report. 

This area is located within rural reserves as shown on the acknowledged Region 
2040 Growth Concept Map. The polides contained in the Regional Framework Plan 
and the RUGGOs spedfy that rural reserves are lands that will not be developed for 
urban uses in the foreseeable future. They are intended to support and protect farm 
and forestry operations and maintain separation between communities. 
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14. Area Eas t of Oregon City. This area contains the Newell Creek Canyon, an area 
with significant amounts of land that is shown to contain slopes 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 According to testimony from 
the City of Oregon City ( see the legal record for ^ e March 6 ,1997, Urban Reserve 

. Decision) the topography In this area makes It difficult to efficiently deliver urban ' 
services.-

There Is a substantial amount of land In this area that lies wjthln the FEMA 100-year 
floodplain. It Is also evident that there are several wetlands In this area. 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 

This area 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 spedfy that rural reserves are lands that will not be developed In 
urban uses In the foreseeable future. They are Intended to support and protect fann 
and forestry operations and maintain separation between communities. 

The addition of this land area would create an Island of non-urban land sun-ounding 
Highway 213 or would increase the pressures of urbanization on the agricultural 
lands between this area and the UGB. 

15. Beavercreek Area. These lands were excluded from consideration largely due to 
the existing settlement patterns. Lot sizes In this area start a s small a s one-half 
acre. Examination of aerial photography shows land Is being fully utilized by the 
existing development. There |s 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 areas such a s this do not provide much additional 
development potential. Therefore, the Increase In urban growth capadty from adding 
these lands to the UGB would be minimal. 

16. Oregon City, Canby Separa t ion . These exception areas are located within rural 
reserves a s shown on the acknowledged Region 2040 Growth Concept Map. The 
polides contained In the Regional Framework Plan and the RUGGOs spedfy that 
rural reserves are lands that will not be developed In urban use s In the foreseeable 
future. They are intended to support and protect farm and forestry operations and 
maintain a separation between communities. 

The adcnowledged Region 2040 Growth Concept Map Identifies Highway 99 a s a 
green com'dor. A green com'dor Is defined In the Regional Frameworic Plan 
Objective 1.11 (Neighbor Cities) a s a transportation fadllty through rural reserves 
that serves a s a link between the metropolitan area and a neighbor dty that also 
limits access to the farms and forests of the rural reserve. The Intent Is to keep 
urban to urtjan accessibility high to encourage a balance of jobs and housing, but 
limit any adverse effect on the surrounding rural areas . 

17. S taf ford Area. Much of this exception land Is shown to contain slopes equal to or 
greater than 25 percent Such lands were deemed unbuildable In the analysis of the 



Memorandum 
October 26.1998 
Page 7 

Region 2040 Growth Concept and the Urban Growth Report. A large amount of the 
remaining terrain Is found to contain slopes between 18-24 percent. 

The acknowledged Region 2040 Growth Concept Map Identifies 1-205 a s a green 
corridor. A green com'dor is defined In the Regional Framework Plan Objective 1.11 
(Neighbor Cities) a s a transportation fadlity through rural reserves that serves a s a 
link between the metropolitan area and a neighbor dty that also limits access 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 sun-ounding rural areas . 

These exception areas are located within rural reserves a s shown on the 
acknovyiedged Region 2040 Growth Concept Map. The polides contained in the 
Regional Framework Plan and the RUGGOs specify that rural reserves are lands 
that will not be developed In urban uses 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 nearest service provider, the City of West Linn. This 
watershed boundary win make the effident 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 Sedion 3.01.020(d) states 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, fioodplains, 
powerlines, major topographic features, and historic pattems of land use or 
set t lement 

18. Sou th of lnterstate-205. The acknowledged Region 2040 Growth Concept Map 
identifies 1-205 a s a green conidor. A green corridor Is defined In the Regional 
Framework Plan Objective 1.11 (Neighbor Cities) a s a transportation fadlity through 
mral reserves that serves a s a link between the metropolitan area and a neighbor 
city that also limits acces 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 areas . 

This area also contains environmentally sensitive lands. There are significant a reas 
shown to contain slopes 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 are also lands in this area that lie vnthin 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 deemed unbuildable In the analysis of the Region 2040 Growth Concept 
and the Urban Growth Report. 

These exception a reas are located within rural reserves a s shown on the 
acknowledged Region 2040 Growth Concept Map. The polides contained in the 
Regional Framework Plan and the RUGGOs spedfy that rural reserves are lands 
that will not be developed in urban uses in the foreseeable future. They are intended 
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to support and protect famn 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 tates 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 patterns of land use or settlement. 

19. Sherwood, Tualatin, Wilsonvllle, These exception areas are located within rural 
reserves a s shown on the acknowledged Region 2040 Growth Concept Map. The 
polides contained in the Regional Frameworic Plan and the RUGGOs specify that 
rural reserves are lands that will not be developed In urtsan uses In the foreseeable 
future. They are Intended to support and protect farm and forestry operations and 
maintain a separation between communities. 

A considerable amount of land In this area Is environmentally sensitive. Some of this 
sensitive land Is shown to contain slopes 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 
area 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 proteded 
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. 

In addition, the exception lands near Highway 99 are compromised by the presence 
of a green com'dor a s identified by the acknowledged Region 2040 Growth Concept 
Map. A green corridor is defined In the Regional Framework Plan Objedive 1.11 
(Neighbor Cities) a s a transportation fadlity through rural reserves that serves a s a 
link between the metropolitan area and a neighbor dty that also limits access 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 hous'mg, but limit any adverse 
e f f e d on the surrounding rural areas . 

20. Sou th of Wilsonvllle. All of these exception a reas are 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 spedfy 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 proted farm and forestry operations and maintain 
a separation between communities. 

21. Sou th of She rwood . These exception areas are located within rural reserves a s 
identified by the acknowledged Region 2040 Growth Concept Map. The polides 
contained in the Regional Framewori< Plan and the RUGGOs spedfy that rural 
reserves are lands that will not be developed In urban use s In the foreseeable future. 
They are Intended to support and proted farm and forestry operations and maintain 
a separation between communities. 

Highway 99 In this a rea Is designated a s a green com'dor on the acknowledged 
Region 2040 Growth Concept Map. A green com'dor Is defined In the Regional 
Framewori< Plan Objective 1.11 (Neighbor Cities) a s a transportation fadlity through 
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rural reserves that serves a s a link between the metropolitan area and a neighbor 
city that also limits access to the famis 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 areas. 

22. W e s t of Sherwood. Much of the exception land in this area 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 spedfy that 
rural reserves are lands that will not be developed in urban uses in the foreseeable 
future. They are intended to support and proted famn and forestry operations and 
maintain a separation between communities. 

Highway 99 in this area is designated a s a green com'dor 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 serves a s a link between the metropolitan area and a neighbor 
city that also limits access to the famns 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 ruraj areas. The Oregon 
Department of Transportation (ODOT) has designated Highway 99 as 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. Area Wes t and South 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. 

These exception lands are also compromised by the existing settlement pattems. 
Lot sizes In this area begin at less than one-half acre. Examination of aerial 
photography shows these lands are largely being utilized by the existing 
development. Substantially developed areas such a s this do not provide much 
additional development potential. Therefore, the increase in urban growth capadty 
from adding these lands to the UGB would be minimal. 

24. North of URA 49. These exception lands are compromised for urbanization by the 
existing settlement pattems. This area is comprised almost entirely of small acreage 
single family residential dwellings. Residents In this area expressed concerns to the 
Metro Coundl about this area 's suitability for further urbanization. Examination of 
aerial photography shows these lands are largely being utilized by the existing 
development. Substantially developed areas such a s this do not provide much 
additional development potential. "Rierefore, the increase in urban growth capadty 
from adding these lands to the UGB would be minimal. 

25. Coope r Mountain. These exception lands are compromised for urbanization by the 
existing settlement pattems. This area is comprised almost entirely of small acreage 
single family residential dwellings. Residents in this area expressed concerns to the 
Metro Coundl about this area '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 acreage tax lots in this area. Examination 
of aerial photography shows these lands are largely being utilized by ^ e existing 
development. Substantially developed areas 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 Sou thwes 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 some distance in order to serve very 
few properties. 

This area protrudes from the existing UGB into an area designated forfami or forest 
u se 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 tates the proposed 
location for the UGB shall result In a clear transition between urtjan and rural lands, 
using natural and build featured, such a s roads, drainage divides, floodplains, 
poweriines, major topographic features, and historic patterns of land use or 
settlement. ; 

27. Area Sou th of URA 55. These exception lands are almost entirely within the FEMA 
100-year floodplain. In addition, the presence 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 deemed unbuildable in the analysis of 
the Region 2040 Growth Concept and the Urtjan Growth Report. Using the FEMA 
floodplain a s a boundary Is consistfent with the Regional Framework Plan 
Objective 1.7 (Urban/Rural Transition). 

There Is one small piece of exception land in this area that is Isolated from the land 
that is constrained environmentally. This isolated parcel appears from aerial 
photography to be the clubhouse and other structures assoda ted with the vineyard 
and golf course known a s T h e Reserve." Substantially developed areas such a s 
this do not provide much additional development potential. Therefore, the Increase 
In urban growth capadty from adding these lands to ttie UGB would be minimal. 

28. Area W e s t of Hillsboro. These exception areas are designated rural reserves by 
the acknowledged Region 2040 Growth Concept Map. The polides contained in the 
Regional Framework Plan and the RUGGOs spedfy that rural reserves are lands 
that will not be developed in urban uses in the foreseeable future. They are intended 
to support and proted farm and forestry operations and maintain a separation 
between communities. 

These a reas are not contiguous to, or conneded to, other exception areas 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 be tween Cornel ius Hillsboro. The exception land in this area is located 
within rural reserves a s Identified by the acknowledged Region 2040 Growth 
Concept Map. The polides contained In the Regional Framewori< Plan and the 
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RUGGOs specify that rural reserves are lands that.will not be developed in urban 
use 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 area 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 serves a s a link between the metropolitan area and a neighbor 
dty that also limits access 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 lirriit any adverse e f f e d on the sun^ounding rural areas. 

The westem edge of this area Is adjacent to the FEMA 100-year floodplain. The 
Functional Plan (Title 3) requires that land of this nature be proteded 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. 

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 Code Sedion 

3.01.020(d) states the proposed location for the UGB shall result in a d e a r transition 
between urban and rural lands, using natural and build featured, such a s roads, 
drainage divides, fioodplains, poweriines, major topographic features, and historic 
patterns of land use or sett lement 

30. Area North of Cornelius. The UGB in this area borders the FEMA 100-year 
floodplain. Using the FEMA fioodpjain a s a boundary is consistent with the Regional 
Frarriework Plan Objective I .7 (Urban/Rural Transition). In addition, the Metro Code 
Section 3.01.020(d) s tates the proposed location for the UGB shall result In a d e a r 
transition between urban and rural lands, Using natural and build featured, such a s 
roads, drainage divides, fioodplains, poweriines. major topographic features, and 
historic pattems of land use or settlement. 

A considerable amount of the exception land In this area falls within t)oth wetlands 
and the 100-year floodplain. The Functional Plan (Title 3) requires that land of this 
nature be proteded 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. • 

31. Area Sou thwes t of Fores t Grove. The exception land In this area is 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 spedfy 
that rural reserves are lands that will not be developed in urisan uses In the 
foreseeable future. They are Intended to support and pro ted farm and forestry 
operations and maintain a separation between communities. 

The UGB in this area 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 Code Sedion 3.01.020(d) s tates 
the proposed location for the UGB shall result In a d e a r transition between urban 
and rural lands, using natural and build featured, such a s roads, drainage divides, 
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floodplains, poweriines, major topographic features, and historic pattems of land use 
or settlement. 

A considerable amount of the exception land In this area 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 UrtDan 
Growth Report. 

32. Area North of Fores t Grove. The exception land in this area is located within rural 
reserves a s identified by the acknowledged Region 2040 Growth Concept Map. The 
polides contained in the Regional Framewori^ Plan and the RUGGOs spedfy that 
rural reserves are lands that will not be developed In urban uses In the foreseeable 
future. They a re Intended to support and proted fann and forestry operations and 
maintain a separation between communities. 

The majority of this land Is shown to contain slopes 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. 

These a reas a re not contiguous to, .or conneded to, other exception areas that are 
contiguous to the UGB. To expand the UGB onto non-contiguous exception areas 
would require the addition and urijanization of the Intervening agricultural areas . 

33. Area North of Evergreen Road. These exception lands are relatively small and 
situated within a larger area of agricultural lands. Urbanization of these lands would 
have negative effects on the agricultural activities in this area. This intrusion into an 
agricultural a rea would not be consistent with the Regional. Framework Plan 
Objective 1.7 (Urban/Rural Transition). 

Induslon of these exception lands within the UGB will create difficulties in regard to 
the effident provision of public services. Water, sewer and stomi drainage will have 
to be run perpendicular to the UGB for a distance to serve very few properties. 

In addition, to the presence of wetlands, these exception lands contain land within 
the FEMA 100-year floodplain. The Functional Plan (Title 3) requires that land of this 
nature be proteded from the effects of development In addition, s u d i lands were 
deemed unbuildable In the analysis of the Region 2040 Growth .Concept and the 
Urban Growth Repor t 

34. Area W e s t of URA 62. This small area of exception land is almost entirely within the 
FEMA 100-year flocxlplain. The Functional Plan (Tttle 3) requires that land of this 
nature be proteded 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. Using the FEMA floodplain a s a boundary is consistent with 
the Regional Framework Plan Objedive 1.7 (Urtjan/Rural Transition). In addition, 
the Metro Code Section 3.01.020(d) states the proposed location for the UGB shall 
result In a d e a r 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 tems of land use or settlement. 
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In addition, the exception areas at the westem 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 uses in the 
foreseeable future. They are intended to support and protect farm and forestry 
operations and to maintain separation between communities. 

35. Area Northeast of URA 62. A considerable amount of the exception land in this 
area 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 

These areas are not contiguous to. or connected to, other exception areas that are 
contiguous to the UGB. To expand the UGB onto non-contiguous exception areas 
would require the addition and urbanization of the intervening agricultural areas. 

36. Area West of URA 65. This area of exception land in this area 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 Framework 
Plan Objective 1.7 (Urban/Rural Transition). In addition, the Metro Code Section 
3.01.020(d) states the proposed location for the UGB shall result In a clear transition 
between u i t an and rural lands, using natural and build featured, such a s roads, 
drainage divides, fioodplains. powerlines. major topographic features, and historic 
pat tems of land use or set t lement 

37. Area North of URA 65. Agricultural lands and the FEMA 100-year floodplain 
sun-ound this small area of exception land. Brugger Road was 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 Eas t of URA 65. The majority of the exception lands in this area is shown to 
contain slopes 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 surround this area. In addition, the 
topography of this area limits the accessibility to sewer trunk lines, making the 
provision of public services more costly. 

39. Skyline Area. This small area of exception lands Is shown to almost entirely contain 
slopes 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. 
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The addition of this area to the UGB would create an Island of non-urban land 
sun-ounded 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 3 0 In this 
area a s a green corridor. 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 serves a s a link between the metropolitan area and a neighbor city that 
also limits access 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 sun-ounding rural areas. 

In addition, the exception land in this area 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 uses In the foreseeable future. They are 

• intended to support and protect farm and forestry operations and to maintain 
separation between communities. 

41. Sauvie Island. The exception land In this area Is within a rural reserve as shown on 
the acknowledged Region 2040 Growth Concept Map. The polides contained In the 
Regional Framework Plan and the RUGGOs spedfy that rural reserves are lands 
that will not be developed in urban uses In the foreseeable future. They are Intended 
to support and protect farm and forestry operations and maintain separation between 
communities. 

This area also suffers from poor adcesslbllity for transportation services. 
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Appendix B 

Appendix B _ Additional Site Considerations 

Urban 
Reserve Reasons for No Further Consideration at This Time 

URA #1 No evidence of pubic service feasibility when Gresham is already 
shouldering primary responsibility for planning and public facilities for very 
large, primarily exception land urisan reserve (URA #5). A large number 
of highly productive agricultural uses (nurseries) are located within and 
around the site. While the Productivity Analysis provides some 
information about the costs of public service provision, there Is no local 
govemment or private entity that has provided any corroborating 
information sufficient to further substantiate public service feasibility. 

. Without this verification of information, the Productivity Analysis cost 
estimates may not be reliable. Further, there Is no evidence to support 
funding feasibility of providing service extensions from adjacent areas 
within the UGB. 

URA #3 Site added to the Metro UGB through locational adjustment In Fall 1998. 

URA #11 No evidence of public service feasibility when Clackamas County Is 
already shouldering primary responsibility for URAs #14 and #15 In close 
proximity. While the Productivity Analysis provides some Information 
about the costs of public service provision, there Is no local govemment 
or private entity that has provided any con-oborating infonnation sufficient 
to further substantiate public service feasibility. Without this verification of 
Information, the Productivity Analysis cost estimates may not be reliable. 
Further, there is no evidence to support funding feasibility of providing 
service extensions from adjacent areas within the UGB. 

URA #17 Site is amenable to urban residential, but not employment Considering 
job/housing Imbalance of the area, addition of residential area would only 
further the Imbalance. While the ProductivityAnalysis provides some 
Information about the costs of public service provision, there is no local 

- govemment or private entity that has provided any corroborating 
information sufficient to further substantiate public service feasibility. 
Without this verification of information, the ProductivityAnalysis cost 
estimates may not be reliable. Further, there Is no evidence to support 
funding feasibility of providing service extensions frpm adjacent areas 
within the UGB. 

URA #18 Same a s URA #17. 

URA #19 Same a s URA #17. 



URA #22 While the Productivity Analysis provides some Infomiation about the costs 
of public service provision, there is no local government or private entity 
that has provided any con'oborating infomnation sufficient to further 
substantiate public service feasibility. Without this verification of 
Information, the Productivity Analysis cost estimates may not be reliable. 
Further, there Is no evidence to support funding feasibility of providing 
service extensions from adjacent areas within the UGB. 

URA #23 Same a s URA #17. 

URA #24 Same a s URA #22. 

URA #25 Same a s URA #22. 

URA #29 Site is amenable to urban residential, but not employment because of 
access and parcel size. Considering job/housing Imbalance of the area, 
addition of residential area would only further the imbalance. While the 
Productivity Analysis provides some Infomnation about the costs of public 
service provision, there is no local govemment or private entity that has 
provided any corroborating Information sufficient to further substantiate 
public service feasibility. Without this verification of Information, the 
Productivity Analysis cost estimates may not be reliable. Further, there Is 
no evidence to support funding feasibility of providing service extensions 
from adjacent areas within the UGB. 

URA #30 Site Is suitable for urtpan residential, but not employment, because of 
slopes. Considering local job/housing imbalance, addition of residential 
only now would further the Imbalance. While the Productivity Analysis 
provides some informatlon.about the costs of public service provision, 
there is no local govemment or private entity that has provided any 
con'oborating Infonmation suffident to further substantiate public service 
feasibility. Without this verification of information, the Productivity 
Analysis cost estimates may not be reliable. Further, there is no evidence 
to support funding feasibility of providing service extensions from adjacent 
areas within the UGB. 

URA #3S No evidence of public fadlity capability at this time when the City of 
Wilsonville is taWng responsibility for planning and public fadlities for 
URAs #41 and #42. The area has a water shortage to the extent that the 
City has adopted a moratorium. The problem may not be addressed until 
the year 2000. While the Productivity Analysis provides some Information 
about the costs of public service provision, there Is no local govemment 
or private entity that has provided any corroborating Information suffident 
to further substantiate public service feasibility. Without this verification of 
infonmation, the Produdlvity Analysis cost estimates may not be reliable. 
Further, there Is no evidence to support funding feasibility of providing 
service extensions from adjacent areas within the UGB. 



URA #36 This URA is primarily a riparian area with very little buildable land. The 
Productivity Analysis estimates very high public fadlity cost per dwelling 
unit and very low productivity. This area is Included as an URA for 

- protection of resources. While the Produdivity Analysis provides some 
infonnation about the costs of public service provision, there Is no local 
govemment or private entity that has provided any corroborating 
informatioh suffident to further substantiate public service feasibility. 
Without this verification of infonnation, the Produdivity Analysis cost 
estimates may not be reliable. Further, there is no evidence to support 
funding feasibility of providing service extensions from adjacent areas 
within the UGB. 

URA #37 Same as URA #35. 

URA #44 Active aggregate resource extraction site and as such is a protected 
Goal 5 resource. Additional information about the resource is needed 
before further consideration and is not now in the record. Closure and 
redamation are not yet Initiated. The City of Tualatin and the property 
owner have agreed to begin the planning process next year. While the 
Productivity Analysis provides some infonnation about the costs of public 
service provision, there Is no local govemment or private entity that has 
provided any corroborating Information sufficient to further substantiate 
public service feasibility. Without this verification of information, the 
Productivity Analysis cost estimates may not be reliable. Further, there is 
no evidence to support funding feasibility of providing service extensions 
from adjacent areas within the UGB. 

URA #48 While the Productivity Analysis provides some information about the costs 
of public service provision, (here is no local govemment or private entity 
that has provided any corroborating information suffident to further 
substantiate public service feasibility. Without this verification of 
information, the Produdivity Analysis cost estimates may not be reliable. 
Further, there is no evidence to support funding feasibility of providing 
service extensions from adjacent areas within the UGB. 

URA#4a Same as URA #48. 

URA #61 Same a s URA #48. 

URA #64 Same a s URA #48. 

URA #67 "Riis area has among the highest public fadlity costs as estimated by the 
Produdivity Analysis. While the Produdivity Analysis provides some 
information al)out the costs of public service provision, there is no local 
govemment or private entity that has provided any corroborating 
information suffident to further substantiate public service feasibility. 
Without this verification of Information, the Produdivity Analysis cost 
estimates may not be. reliable. Further, there is no evidence to support 
funding feasibility of providing service extensions from adjacent areas 
within the UGB. 



URA #68 The Productivity Analysis estimated very high public facility costs and 
very low productivity. While the Productivity Analysis provides some 
information about the costs of public service provision, there Is no local 
govemment or private entity that has provided any conioborating 
Information sufficient to further substantiate public service feasibility. 
Without this verification of information, the Productivity Analysis cost 
estimates may not be reliable. Further, there Is no evidence to support 
funding feasibility of providing service extensions from adjacent areas 
within the UGB! 

URA #69 The Productivity Analysis estimated very high public facility costs. While 
the Productivity Analysis provides some information about the costs of 
public service provision, there Is no local govemment or private entity 
that has provided any con'oborating infonmation sufficient to further 
substantiate public service feasibility. Without this verification of 
Infomrjation, the Productivity Analysis cost estimates may not be reliable. 
Further, there Is no evidence to support funding feasibility of providing 
service extensions from adjacent areas within the UGB. 

URA #70 The Productivity Analysis estimated very high public fadlity costs, low 
productivity. While the Productivity Analysis provides some Information 
about the costs of public service provision, there is no local govemment 
or private entity that has provided any con'oborating information suffident 
to further substantiate public service feasibility. Without this verification of 
Information, the Produdlvity Analysis cost estimates may not be reliable. 
Further, there Is no evidence to support funding feasibility of providing 
service extensions from adjacent areas within the UGB. 
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Appendix C: Happy Valley Mobile Home Park 
Urban Reserve Amendment and UGB Amendment Findings 

URA 5 is amended to designate approximately 27.3 acres south of the UGB at SE 155th Street as 
part of URA 5. The Happy Valley Mobile Home Park and adjacent properties as shown on 
Attachment 1 are added to URA 5 by section 1 of this ordinance. 

660-21-030(1) 

This 27.3 acres consists of about 25 single-family detached lots and approximately 60 mobile 
homes in a mobile home park. This area is already developed with about three vacant lots. 
Therefore, this sriiall URA amendment does not exceed the need established for urban reserves to 
2040. 

660-21-030(2) 

This small area is exception land directly adjacent to the UGB. The locational factors of Goal 14 
and reasons exception factors are addressed in the UGB amendment findings below. This land is 
suitable for inclusion in urban reserves as first tier land based on those findings. 

660-21-030(3)(a) 

This exception land is first priority land for designation as urban reserves. 

660-21-040 

There is no need for this rural zoned land to be rezoned to protect it for future urbanization. The 
current rural zoning shall remain in place until the Clackamas County Urban Reserve Plan for 
URA 5 is approved. The minimum lot sizes required for designated urban reserves shall apply 
until urban zoning is adopted consistent with the approved urban reserve plan for this area. 

URAs 4 and 5, including this 27.3 acres, are added to the UGB by section 3 of this ordinance. 
The following findings relate to this 27.3-acre UGB amendment. These Findings and 
Conclusions apply to Metro's acknowledged UGB Amendment Procedures. 

3.01.015(e) Findings and Conclusions in Exhibit C of this ordinance on this Metro Code 
provision are incorporated herein by reference. This 27.3 acres is first tier land that is part of 
URA 5 first tier land. The City of Portland has committed to complete a conceptual plan for this 
area. 

3.01.020(a), 3.02.030(b)(l)(A-B)(2) 

Findings and Conclusions in Exhibit C of this ordinance on these Metro Code provisions are 
incorporated herein by reference. Addition of the developed 27.3-acre area is neutral as to the 
general need for about 32,000 dwelling imits. 

- 1 -



3.01.020(b)(3) Orderly and economic provision of public facilities and services. 

(A) • The cost of providing urban services to this already developed area is affected by the need 
and commitment from the 60-unit mobile home park owner to extend Portland gravity sewer 
services at his own expenses. This degree of certainty and known private fimding minimizes the 
cost burden to other areas and assures that this area has the lowest net increase in cost for 
provision of urban services. 

(B) Portland urban services are immediately adjacent and the proposed future sewer line is 
shown on Attachment 1. 

3.01,020(b)(4) Maximum efficiency of land uses. 

Findings and Conclusions in Exhibit C of this ordinance on. this Metro Code provision are 
incorporated herein by reference. 

3.01.020(b)(5) ESEE Consequences 

Findings and Conclusions in Exhibit C of this ordinance on this Metro Code provision are 
incorporated herein by reference. 

3.01.020(b)(6) 

This small area of exception land is the highest priority land for UGB amendments to retain 
agricultural land. 

3.01.020(b)(7) Compatibility with nearby agricultural activities. 

Findings and Conclusions in Exhibit C of this ordinance on this Metro Code provision are 
incorporated herein by-reference. The land surrounding this small area is exception land zoned 
for rural residential development. 

3.01.020(c) Reasons Exception Criteria 

Findings and Conclusions in Exhibit C of this ordinance on this Metro Code provision are 
incorporated herein by reference. 

3.01.020(d) Clear UGB line 

Attachment 1 indicates that the property lines and existing roads provide a clear distinction 
between urban and rural land. 

2 -



3.01.020(e) Other Statewide Land Use Goals 

No statewide goals were raised concerning this area other than Goals 2 and 14 addressed in 
Metro Code 3.01.020(a), (b). 

Alternatively, the Metro Council adopts the discussion of other goals in the November 24,1998 
Staff Report at pp. 37-39. 
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Agenda Hem Number 11.5 

Ordinance IMo. 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. 

Second Reading 

Mbtro Council Meeting 
Thursday, December 10, 1998 

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 THE 
STAFFORD AREA OF CLACKAMAS 
COUNTY 

ORDINANCE NO 98-782AB 

Introduced by Growth Management 
Committee ' 

WHEREAS, The Metro Council designated urban reserve areas in Ordinance No. 96-

655E, including these Urban Reserve Areas 31, 32. and 33 and 3^; 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 full Metro Council on November 10,12, 

16,17,19 and December 3,1998; and 

WHEREAS, notice of Proposed Amendment for these urban reserve areas 31,32, and 33 

and 34, consistent with Metro Code and ORS 197.610(1), was received by the Oregon 
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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 necessaiy 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 by this ordinance as shown on attached Exhibit 

A are hereby adopted. 

2. The Metro Urban Growth Boundary is hereby amended to add the portions of 

urban reserve areas 31,32, and 33-flnd 34 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. 
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D. Urban zoning shall address on-site stormwater detention requirements. 

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 fimctional plan 

requirements for vegetation, Title 3 setbacks fi-om top of bank of streams, wetlands and 

address federal requirements adopted pursuant to the Endangered Species Act (ESA). 

7. Consistent with ORS 268.390(3) and ORS 195.025(1), Clackamas Coimty and the 

cities of Tualatin and Lake Oswego shall include the area added to the Urban Growth Boimdary 

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 Daniel B. Cooper, General Counsel 

i:\r-o\98stalTd.b 
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EXHIBIT C 

ADOPTED FINDINGS AND CONCLUSIONS - ORDINANCE 98-782B (URAs 31-33) 

I, Supplement to Mark Turpel's October 26.1998 Alternatives Analysis 

These findings supplement the above memorandum concerning alternatives specifically 
regarding Item 17 Stafford area. Where the Turple analysis conflicts or is otherwise inconsistent 
with the analysis below, this analysis shall previail. -ii i : 

These findings, together with those in the Turple analysis, establish the Rosemont Village 
plan amendment's compliance with applicable acknowledged Metro code standards. The Metro 
standards are acknowledged to be in compliance with applicable Goals and administrative rules 
regarding urban growth boundary amendments including Goal 2, Goal 14 and OAR 660-04-020; 
022 and 660-014-040. Accordingly, Metro need not apply these standards directly to any UGB 
amendment. However, in the alternative and in an abundance of caution, these Goal and 
standards, together with the standards in ORS 197.732, are applied herein as part of this 
alternatives analysis. This alternatives analysis is termed a reasons exception analysis, 
notwithstanding its primary Metro Code basis 

Reasons Exception Standards 

The Metro Code, like OAR 660-040-0020(2)(b), requires a demonstration that areas 
which do not require new exception caimot be reasonably accommodate the use. This standard 
also requires a general discussion of why other areas which do not require a new exception 
cannot reasonably accommodate the proposed use. However, in this regard, economic factors 
may be considered along with other relevant factors in determining that the use cannot be 
reasonably be accommodated in other exception areas. In addition, it requires an analysis of 
whether there are other resource areas that can accommodate the proposed use that are 
irrevocably committed to nonresource uses. 

The law makes it clear that it is imnecessary to do a review of specific altemative sites 
imless another party to the proceeding describes why there are specific cites that can more 
reasonably accommodate the proposed use by specifically describing facts that support the 
assertion that the altemative sites are more reasonable then the one chosen. In this case, no party 
has described any. other altemative cites that do not require a new exception that can reasonably 
accommodate the 2040 concept community as well as Rosemont Village in a the manner that 
provides realistic opportunities for affordable and moderate priced housing. 

Clackamas County has generally argued that First Tier sites ought to be urbanized first. 
Clackamas County has been accommodated as much as possible in this regard by Metro's 
inclusion of most of URA 4 and 5 in the UGB, as well as URA 14 and 15, among other 'Tirst 
Tier" sites. However, the significance of the First Tier is not the what Clackamas Coimty 
appears to ascribe to it. Metro has conceded in the iirban reserve proceeding that the First Tier . 
referred to by Clackamas County is moot by later code amendments. Moreover, the first tier 
does not necessarily meet state law requirements. Each area must be measured oh its merits 
under applicable law. 

Clackamas County offers no specific facts to conclude any first tier area that is exception 
land or lower quality land zoned EFU that is not included in the ^opted Metro legislative 



package that could serve as a better altemative based to urbanization of Rosemont Village. It is 
noted herein that the Rosemont Village Concept plan area is land selected from the North 
Stafford area which is itself completely surrounded by exception areas and not composed of high 
value farm land as defined under ORS 197.710. Accordingly, the Rosemont Village Concept 
plan area is of a coequal priority to exception areas under principles of state law as they are 
expressed in ORS 197.298. Therefore, Clackamas County's assertions in this regard supply no 
basis to conclude there are altemative areas which must, as a matter of law or policy, be mcluded 
in the UGB ahead of the Rosemont Village Concept plan area. 

It is noted that the first tier areas in the North Stafford area include the URA 34 exception 
area that Lake Oswego favors located near the border of Tualatin, as well as the first tier portion 
of URA 33 is included in a different legislative UGB amendment ordinance. Both of these areas 
are included within the UGB at the request of Lake Oswego. In this regard, the concerns of the 
City of Lake Oswego have been accommodated as much as possible. 

Moreover, the City of Lake Oswego has identified several URA sites which it states have 
lower urbanization costs that Rosemont Village, based on the Productivity Analysis. However, 
the cities of Lake Oswego and Tualatin both added numerous transportation improvements 
located well outside fiie Rosemont Village Concept plan area to the productivity analysis. 
However, no other URA had such large off site public infirastmcture costs loaded into the 
Productivity Analysis. In fact, the Productivity Analysis itself makes it clear that its comparative 
methodology assumes only an analysis of the infrastmctiure adjacent to the specific URA area. 
Accordingly, the substantial extra Rosemont Village area transportation improvements that 
nearly doubled the transportation costs for the North Stafford area cause the productivity analysis 
to be unfavorably inflated against the North Stafford area which makes the comparison invalid as 
is explained below. Moreover, this statement about relative cost comparisons does not justify an 
alternatives analysis on other bases. This statement goes to the relative ability of the Rosemont -
Village Concept plan area to meet applicable legal standards. This is explained throughout these 
findings. There is nothing specifically identified in the City of Lake Oswego's correspondence 
that requires a site specific alternatives analysis beyond what is provided in these findings. 

Generally, the Rosemont Village concept plan serves a particular need in this area of the 
region for the opportunity to plan and develop over the 20 year plannmg horizon a 2040 concept 
community complete with opportunities for affordable housing as well as a mix of housing 
choices that otherwise do not exist withm the 6 mile radius area identified on the map attached to 
the Febmary 13,1976 Leland Consultants report, which is included in this record. 

' Moreover, also generally other areas are highly parcelized, or serve some other function 
in the regional planning contejrt, as is the case with regard to URA 34 which has been 
specifically identified as an area for employment and industrial uses by both the City of Tualatin 
and DLCD. Other exception areas across 1-205 while composed of exception areas are not 
contiguous to the existing Metro UGB and are also opposed by the Clackamas County Farm 
Bureau became they provide farming opportunities. In addition, the area south of1-205, as 
demonstrated by the Farm Bureau's two letters to the Metro Council supporting the Rosemont 
Village Concept Plan area's inclusion within the UGB, create an urban intrusion into an area that 
is prized agricultural land. Therefore, while the exception areas across 1-205 may themselves be 



exception areas, very close by is the prime and unique farm land of the Canby. area which the 
Clackamas Coimty Farm Bureau desperately wishes to preserve and protect. 

The Stafford area includes exception land which has not been included in the urban 
growth boundary. This exception land includes land not previously included within the Metro 
designated urban reserves that is generally south of the Rosemont Village concept plan area, as 
well as URA 30, a small and generally unproductive part of URA 33 and all ofURA 34 

Area South of Rosemont Village and URA 30 

This exception land contains steep slopes equal to or greater than 25%, as well as a 
continuous corridor of trees that is wider than the significant riparian corridors in this area that 
run along steep ravines to the Tualatin River. The upland forest area in these exception areas are 
quite dense, far more dense than anything seen in the Rosemont Village Concept plan area. 
These exception areas, together witii the EFU zoned land with which they are a factional part, 
provide some wildlife habitat of a kind that does not otherwise exist in this North Stafford area 
because it includes a relatively large and continuous forested area which could provide wildlife 
habitat beyond the limited riparian areas which are seen in the Rosemont Village area and which 
the Rosemont Village concept plan protects. 

\ 

The protection of wildlife habitat in areas where there exist continuous tree and wildlife 
habitat, as accomplished by the designation of Rosemont Village to be included within the Metro 
UGB, reflects the region's commitment to honoring a concern expressed by various agency and 
citizen participants in this process as much as possible, while balancing the objectives of 
lu-banization in appropriate areas. 

Moreover, the upland forest area omitted firom the UGB decision which is thus protected 
firom urbanization is a conscious tradeoff favoring dense development of the mixed uses of 
Rosemont Village which has few such sensitive lands, in a manner consistent with the City of 
Lake Oswego's sensitive lands ordinance. In other words, protection of the exception and EFU 
zoned lands south of Rosemont Village, but North of URA 34, protects the values expressed in 
the Lake Oswego sensitive lands ordinance, while making Rosemont Village available for dense 
urban development. Rosemont Village does not have upland forests that require special 
protection firom development, other than the treed area shown on the Rosemont Village concept 
plan map as an area meriting protection or the riparian corridors that are also protected under the 
Rosemont Village Concept plan. 

• Accordingly, omitting the exception and EFU zoned area south of Rosemont Village and 
North of URA 34 accommodates the concerns of agencies, cities and citizens as much as possible 
by excluding the most significant habitat area in the north Stafford triangle area. 

Moreover, the City of Lake Oswego, and others, expressed concern about the 
development of steeper slopes in the Stafford area and the necessity of maintaining water quality 
of the Tualatin River. This concern is accommodated as much as possible by excluding the 
steeper sloped areas south of Rosemont Village as well as the densely forested areas south of the 
Rosemont Village composed of areas providing riparian cover and water quality filtration 
opportunities, offering significant potential benefit to the Tualatin River watershed. Similarly, 



avoiding urbanization of this steeper exception area characterized by deep ravines, will further 
protect the water quality of the Tualatin River. A large amount of the terrain in this excluded 
area contain slopes equal to or greater than 25 percent in the excluded exception area. Such 
lands were deemed imbuildable in the Metro analysis of the Region 2040 Growth Concept and 
the Urban Growth Report. A large amount of the remaining terrain in this exception area is 
found to contain slopes between 18 and 24 percent. The City of Lake Oswego's concerns are 
hereby accommodated as much as possible to protect and preserve water quality in the Tualatin 
River by excluding this area from urbanization. 

We note in this regard, that the Tualatin River tributaries include land subject to 
urbanization in other areas of the region, such as Hillsboro, Tualatin and Wilsonville which the 
City of Lake Oswego, Tualatin and Clackamas County appear to support. These cities and 
Clackamas Comity's apparent satisfaction with the water quality protective mechanisms in the 
South Hillsboro Concept plan and the plans regarding urbanization in Tualatin reflect a tolerance 
of certain protective mechanisms and development generally upland of the Tualatin River. Here, 
the Rosemont Village concept plan includes protective mechanisms supporting water quality 
protection in the Rosemont Village concept plan area, that are as comprehensive and protective 
as those found elsewhere in areas newly added to the UGB as adopted in other parts of this 
decision. 

Moreover, Clackamas County supports urbanization of URA 4 and 5 which has known 
water qudity and flooding challenges to overcome, which challenges are feasible to resolve with 
appropriate protective mechanisms. This illustrates the region, and the local governments 
interested in this UGB amendment of the Rosemont Village concept plan area, do not have a zero 
tolerance for upland development of river and stream corridors. Rather, this illustrates in a 
regional context, the local governments of the region are ready, willing and able to employ best 

- management practices to protect water courses, including the Tualatin River. The Metro Coimcil 
finds the inclusion of the Rosemont Village master plan area within the UGB, while excluding 
the balance of the north Stafford area, particularly the steeper, ravines and riparian corridors 
south of Rosemont Village, employs best management practices and is protective of the Tualatin 
River, while applying consistent BMP standards and practices to the uibanization decisions 
region wide. 

The exception areas to the south of Rosemont Village are located within designated rural 
reserves as shown on the Acknowledged Region 2040 Growth Concept Map; The policies 
contained in the Regional Frameworic Plan and the RUGGOs specify that rural reserves are lands 
that will not be developed with urban uses over the 2040 planning horizon. Rural reserves are 

" intended to support and protect farm and forest operations and to maintain a separation between 
communities. Exclusion of the exception lands south of Rosemont Village serve to separate the 
communities of West Linn, Lake Oswego and Tualatin as much as possible, in the regional 
context. 

In addition, the Metro Code, Section 3.01.020(d) states the location of a UGB shall result 
in a clear transition between urban and rural lands, using natural and built features, such as roads, 
drainage divides, flood plains, power lines, major topographic features, and historic pattems of 
land use or settlement. The proposed location of the UGB to include only the Rosemont Village 



area will result in a clear transition between the urban and rural lands in a manner that is at least 
as clear as the existing transition that now exists. 

In this regard, it is important to note the entirety of the north Stafford basin is relatively 
developed with large lot home sites. However, extending the UGB to include the Rosemont 
Village concept plan area simply extends the boundary of urbanization southward from the City 
of Lake Oswego to a point at the end of the Rosemont Village concept plan area in a way that 
does not significantly impair the existing sense of separation. Moreover, including only 
Rosemont Village in the UGB maintains the existing rural residential nature of the balance of the 
north Stafford urban reserve area providing an equivalent clear, albeit smaller, transition between 
urban and rural lands as much as possible while honoring state law regarding urbanization of first 
and second priority lands such as Rosemont Village. 

Moreover, the proposed location of the UGB to encompass the Rosemont Village concept 
plan area, utilizes the steeper area just to the south of Rosemont Village as a geographical and 
natural separation feature distinguishing Rosemont Village from the rest of the Stafford area. To 
the east of Rosemont Village is an additional drainage directly west of URA 30, that abuts a 
watershed boundary that is fimctionally unrelated to the Rosemont Village concept plan area. 
Accordingly, this area also is distinct from Rosemont Village. Stafford Road provides a built 
feature separation between Rosemont Village and the balance of URA 33 which is excluded from 
the UGB. 

The exclusion of the exception and EFU zoned lands to the south of the Rosemont 
Village concept plan area excludes environmentally sensitive lands as well as the only pocket of 
good farm soil within the north Stafford area, and protecting it for.farming opportunities, to the 
extent possible. This is responsive to the concems expressed by Clackamas County to protect 
better agricultural land, while also accommodating the needs expressed by the Clackamas 
County Farm Bureau to bring in a significant amount of the North Stafford area into the UGB in 
order to take the significant pressure off of the tmly fine agricultural areas of Canby and 
elsewhere. 

While the Rosemont Village concept plan area is not composed predominately of prime 
and imique agricultural land as that term is defmed in ORS 215.710, the excluded lands zoned 
EFU in the north Stafford area are composed of the best soils that do exist in the north Stafford 
area and, in deference to the concems expressed, this area is protected from development. 

A portion of URA 30 which was included in the urban reserves was challenged by the 
City of West Linn and Metro conceded in its brief and at oral argument at LUBA that West 
Linn's challenge to a portion of URSA.in the City of West Linn challenge correctly identified a 
mapping error as to a few acres of land with greater than 25% slopes and that this area's 
inclusion within the UGB without explanation about these slopes w?^ erroneous. Accordingly, it 
is inappropriate to include that area within the UGB unless and until this issue is resolved. 

The balance of URA 30 is similarly excluded as it is not fimctionally a part of the 
Rosemont Village concept plan area and does not well serve identified needs in the equivalent 
efficient manner that Rosemont Village is able to serve such needs. Moreover, the City of West 
Linn has opposed a UGB amendment in this area. There is no reason to include this URA in the 



UGB at this time under these circumstances. The Metro Council is approving less than one half 
of the area it initially thought wise in the UGB at this time. This is in deference to the City of 
Lake Oswego, West Linn, Tualatin's and Clackamas County's requests to include less land near 
these cities within the UGB. The inclusion of only Rosemont Village accommodates these 
requests as much as possible in the regional context where Metro must allow uibanization of 
meritorious areas, but also make good faith efforts to accommodate local governments as much 
as possible. 

In addition, some of the excluded exception areas include a small pocket of fairly dense 
existing settlement pattems, comprised almost entirely of small acreage smgle family residential 
dwellings. The residents in this area expressed serious concerns about the areas suitability for 
urbanization. These lands do not provide an adequate amount of additional development 
capacity to the UGB to justify its inclusion, given the serious objections of the persons who 
reside in the area, as well as the objections of the cities of Lake Oswego, West Linn, Tualatin and 
Clackamas County. While Rosemont Village provides great productivity for a 2040 concept 
community, these excluded areas do not furnish similar efficient opportunities to do so. t o 
achieve the same amoimt of2040 concept corrununity plarming in the excluded exception areas 
as is accommodated in Rosemont Village would require utilization of more land, with greater 
enviroimiental impact, making more people unhappy with less public benefit. 

Especially in the Stafford area, only that area which is especially suitable for 
development, subject to the Rosemont Village Concept Plan and, which has relatively high 
marks for productivity, are worthwhile for the region to include in the regional UGB given the 
serious concerns expressed by the surrounding cities and Clackamas County. In this way, their 
concerns are accommodated as much as possible within the required regional context. 

URA 34 . 

A very small portion of the "First Tier" area of URA 34 is included in a different 
legislative amendment package. The larger, general area of URA 34 that is not first tier, has 
been identified by DLCD and the City of Tualatin as especially suited to industrial and 
commercial development However, the recognized need for this UGB expansion is 
overwhelmingly for more residential land. The need supporting this particular UGB amendment 
is the need to comply with ORS 197.299 which requires 1/2 of the region's housing need be . 
accommodated in 1998 by a UGB amendment as well as the subregional need for affordable 
housing opportunities close to jobs and consumer opportunities to avoid reliance on the 
automobile. While Metro was interested in including URA 34 to complete Rosemont Village, 
the City of Tualatin indicated it wished for URA 34 to be included at a later point when it had 
funding to master plan this area itself. Given the City of Tualatin's interest in URA 34 for 
industriaJ and commercial purposes, and the fact that the region is only racing this year to include 
land required for residential purposes in order to' comply with ORS 197.299, and. given tat. 
Rosemont Village includes ^equate commercial opportunities to reduce reliance on the 
automobile for the residents of the Village and the nearby area, it is appropriate to exclude 
URA 34 and include only Rosemont Village. In this way, the concerns of Tualatin have been 
accommodated as much as possible. However, it is noted that when a specific land need is 
identified for the addition to the UGB of more employment land, URA 34 is a prime candidate to 
be brought into the boundary to satisfy that need. 



Accordingly, the Rosemont Village Concept Plan area is the only area that can reasonably 
accommodate the proposed use as an area with demonstrated capability to provide realistic 
affordable housing opportunities that do not otherwise exist within this subarea of the region. In 
this regard, it is appropriate for the Council to consider the specific regional need for affordable 
housing opportunities in the Lake Oswego subarea in its consideration of the statewide planning 
goals including Goals 3,4 and 10 and II . ORS 197.340. 

Other Resource Areas 

There are no other candidate areas zoned EFU that have less productivity for agricultural 
use than Rosemont Village. There are no other candidate agricultural zoned areas that are more 
committed to nonresource use than Rosemont Village. A factor in this analysis is that Rosemont 
Village is an area considered a coequal priority to exception land under ORS 197.298 because it 
is within an area that is completely surrounded by exception areas and is not high value farm 
land as that term is defined by ORS 215.710. The entire surrounded area is not included for a 
variety of reasons including &at it is not strictly needed and in deference to the coordination 
requirement that the needs of the City of Lake Oswego, West Linn Tualatin and Clackamas 
County be accommodated as rtiuch as possible. Each has expressed that they wish less rather 
than more of the North Stafford completely surrounded area to be included within the UGB. 
This decision accommodates their concems as much as reasonably possible, within the regional 
context that Stafford cannot be ignored for urbanization because of its high suitability for the 
same. 

Moreover, there certainly are no other EFU zoned areas with the 6 mile radius area 
identified in the map appended to the Febmary 13, 1997 Leland Consultants report area, herein 
incorporated by this reference, that is capable of accommodating the opportunity for a 2040 
concept community like Rosemont Village provides. Clearly, the First Tier areas in URA 34 and 
33 do not provide a 2040 concept community opportunity elsewhere described and explained, 
that accommodates regional and subregional needs, as Rosemont Village does. 

Any adverse consequence that may result firom urbanization.of Rosemont Village, will 
result to any other area zoned EFU or even any other area for which an exception has been t^en. 

The policy choice has already been made in acknowledged Metro planning documents to 
concentrate density and human activity, rather than to spread it out. Concentrated activity has a 
greater singular impact on facilities and services than piecemeal additions that gobble up more 
land. However, piecemeal additions of urban activity is not the policy goal. The policy goal is 
to concentrate human activity to get the greatest public facility efficiency outcome firom the 
investment of public fimds. 

There will be no adverse impact to water tables firom Rosemont Village. Rosemont 
Village will not rely on water wells. Moreover, the storm water drainage system contemplates 
natural swales and ground water" recharge, rather than piping runoff away and making water 
otherwise unavailable for this purpose. Moreover, the costs of improving roads and providing 
urban services to Rosemont Village are cheaper than most other candidate areas as outlined in the 
Rosemont Village concept plan Table 8. None of these factors justify choosing another area over 
Rosemont Village to absorb its assigned density. 



n. Findings Concerning MC 3.01.020raVfbV 

MC 3.01.020(a) 

Metro Code section 3.01.020 contains the complete requirements for amending the 
region^ 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 0R5 197.298 which 
sets land priorities for lands amended into the UGB because the lands being added to the UGB 
are designated mban reserve areas. In addition, with respect to Rosemont Village, these findings 
establish that even if it were not within a designated urban reserve, Rosemont Village meets the 
priorities stated in the balance of ORS 197.298, particularly those associated with the 
"completely surroimded prong explained elsewhere in this decision. 

Since the Metro Code has been acknowledged by the Land Conservation and 
Development Commission, compliance with this code section satisfies Goals 2 and 14. 
Although, also stated elsewhere, altemative findings are adopted herein in compliance with goal 
and rule standards. 

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 mban 
growth boimdary 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. Conciurent 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 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 units and 2,900 jobs. However, all Metro 
planning documents make it clear that the addition of housing in newly added areas of the UGB 
must be accomplished under dense ''Village" standards that provide opportunities for working, 
shopping and pedestrian scale living environments. Accordingly, the newly added UGB 
amendment area of the Rosemont Village Concept plan includes not only housing opportunities, 
but also opportunities for jobs and consumer choices at a pedestrian scale as required. 

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 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 Miedium 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 tp 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 (URBAN). 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 firom 1994 information to 
include 1997 data. Second, the analysis of actual residential r^evelopment 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 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 Plaiming 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 and 
wetlands. These and other Goal 5 resources may require additional regulation that may be 
included in a regional fimctional 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 heeded 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 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 of the vegetated corridors required by the water quality 
and flood management provisions of Title 3 of the 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 of the current UGB. This updating of infonnation 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 of the Functional 
Plan and to account for stream buffer requirements resulting from Metro's Fish and Wildlife 
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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 
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 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 pubUc 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 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 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 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 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. 
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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 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 luban 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 II. The analysis rated the productivity of 12,000 acres. Then, in 
Phase n, the absence of998 quasi-judicial applications for UGB amendments, the Metro Coimcil 
identified lands among the most productive Phase n lands which had begun conceptual plans for 
i998 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 Boundary 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 pattems 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 uAanization 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 uibanization 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 
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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 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 Planning Status Rieport as a baseline 
for doing fiirther serviceability research. Ifthese reports indicated that the service 
was easy or moderate, theri 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 imder way. 

The productivity analysis resulted in a comparative analysis of the public facilities efficiencies 
for about 12,000 acres. 

The Coimcil then reviewed the urban reserves identified in Phase 2 of the 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, to the extent they are not inconsistent. This report identifies some of the 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 some of the 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 Rosemont Village Concept plan is reviewed on its merits. For the reasons 
explained in this decision, the staff reports contain inaccurate analyses. Moreover, the 
Productivity Analysis is not useful as a comparative tool for Rosemont Village because of 
incomparable costs added by Lake Oswego and Tualatin into the basic assumptions in a maimer 
inconsistent with how other urban areas were considered in the Productivity Analysis, The best 
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comparative cost analysis for Rosemont Village is in the December 1, 1998, Rosemont Village 
Concept plan, Table 8. 

The identified need for about 32,000 dwelling units for a 20-year UGB must be fiilly 
accommodated by December, 1999. ORS 197.299(2)(a) requires at least one- half of that need to 
be accommodated within one year of the December, 1997 need analysis. This statutory 
requirement, to do half the needed UGB amendments by a date certain, affects the analysis 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 all these lands 
were 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. 

in. Rosemont Village Concept Plan findings. 

A. Introduction. 

The Rosemont Village concept plan includes most of URA 31, all of URA 32 and a small 
portion of URA 33. It is composed of land shown on the concept plan map shown in the 
Rosemont Village Concept Plan, which is incorporated herein by this reference. The Rosemont 
Village concept plan area boundaries are distinguished by topographical separations, Stafford 
road, and the UGB. The property within the Rosemont Village concept plan area was previously 
designated by the Metro Council in Ordinance nimiber 96-655E, adopted on March 6,1997, as 
an urban reserve. The findings and conclusions fi-om that document regarding the Stafford Urban 
reserves are attached hereto and incorporated herein by this reference. 

The Rosemont Village concept plan area is appropriate to include within the UGB imder 
ORS 197.298(l)(a) as a designated urban reserve and also under ORS 197.298(l)(b) as a 
"second" priority area that, while zoned exclusive farm use (EPU), is "completely surrounded by 
exception areas" and is not high value farrriland as described in ORS 215.710. In this regard the 
Rosemont Village concept plan area is not predominately composed of lands made up of soils 
described in ORS 215.710. 

The Rosemont Village concept plan area is also included within the UGB under the 
altemative special analysis of ORS 197.298(3). 

B. MC 3.01.012(e)(2). 

MC 3.01.012(e)(2), is an altemative standard to MC 3.01.012(e)(1). MC 3.01.012(e)(2) 
requires two determinations. First, it requires the determination that the proposed UGB 
amendment is necessary to enable the region or local area to comply with law. Second, it 
requires an agreement consistent with ORS 195.065 be made a condition of UGB amendment 
approval, as is included in this ordinance. 

These principles are simple and were adopted to respond to proposals by certain local 
governments that Metro give away its authority as coordinating body for the UGB in favor of a 
local veto of proposed UGB amendments that were unwanted by any local govemment. Metro 
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could not then and cannot now give away its statutorily mandated responsibility as the region's 
coordinating body. Accordingly, the Council previously determined it appropriate to enact 
MC 3.01.012(e)(2) to protect its authority aiid responsibility in this regard. The legislative 
history of that enactment is included in the record of his decision and is relied on in this decision. 

While MC 3.01.012(e)(2) may not be written as artfully as possible, the Metro Council 
interprets its own code to make it clear this provision is intended to enable approval of a UGB 
amendment that meets applicable legal standards, but not test of local popularity, so long as there 
is imposed a condition of approval regarding an agreement consistent with 0 1 ^ 195.065 which 
must be satisfied prior to urban level development. There would have been no purpose in 
adopting MC 3.01.012(e)(2) if the condition Of approval must have been applied to be satisfied 
by the UGB candidate area prior to UGB amendment approval at all. That is the point precisely 
of MC 3,01.012(e)(l) (i.e.. that local jurisdiction will agree to either annex or establish an 
intergovernmental agreement to urbanize a particular area), MC 3.01.012(e)(2) is only triggered 
if such kinds of agreements in (e)(1) do not exist, 

MC 3.01.012(e)(2) also reflects the region's desire that regional concept planning 
standards be interpreted in a manner consistent with state law and in the best interest of the 
region, while accommodating the legitimate desires of potentially affected local govemment as 
much as possible. State law does not allow an otherwise meritorious area to be ignored for 
urbanization simply because of local jurisdiction refuses to constructively participate in UGB 
expansion efforts. S ^ the November 4,1998 letter firom DLCD. 

Metro is obliged to consider all of the evidence regarding the UGB expansion areas and 
cannot allow any area of the region to refuse to avoid urbanization. UGB amendment decisions 

. must be based on a fair evaluation, designation and appropriate comparisons of potential 
urbanization areas, UGB amendment decisions and choices must be rational and based on 
appropriate evaluations of law and policy, fiurthering the interest of the region as a whole, while 
correcting regional subregional imbalances foreseen over to 20-year plaiming horizon, as 
necessary. 

The region's fair share policy, as well as regional and state law, require that each area of 
the region be eligible for UGB amendments. The only questions are whether areas meet legal 
standards. Clearly, no city can be allowed to insist that its share of growth be absoibed by 
another jurisdiction. Determining the locations for UGB amendments must be an exercise based 

/on legal and policy principles. The critical UGB long-term plannmg decision cannot be allowed 
to degenerate into a popularity contest based on short-term desires of current political leadership. 

» 
Accordingly, Metro, as the coordinating authority, is left with the inevitable task in this 

case of determining the merits of the Rosemont Village concept plan without great cooperation 
fi-om Lake Oswego, Clackamas County or West Lihri. To date, d l have expressed disagreement 
with the policy choice to accommodate significant growth in the Stafford area or have expressed 
disagreement that the north Stafford area should be evaluated for inclusion in the Metro area 
UGB at all. Other jurisdictions within the region have provided constructive and helpful input 
regarding the Rosemont Village concept plan area. This reflects the region's interest in moving 
forward appropriate UGB amendments. 
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1. Regional need for land for housing—ORS 197.299. . 

As is e>qplained above, the region has an unmet housing need. ORS 197.299 requires that 
Metro include in the UGB, by the end of 1998, at least one half of the land needed to 
accommodate its unmet housing need. The regions, cities and counties have strongly encouraged 
Metro to include areas within the UGB that are concept planned under MC 3.01.012(e) to best 
ensure new urban development is consistent with the 2040 growth concept, frame work and 
functional plans, as well as state law. Metro uses concept planning as a tool to evaluate UGB 
amendments for consistency with applicable law. 

It is necessary for the region to include the Rosemont Village concept plan area within 
the UGB because of the region's unmet need for housing units, which the concept plan area 
greatly assists in solving. The Rosemont Village concept plan area should be included in the 
UGB because that area has been planned under the Rosemont Village concept plan in a manner 
that is consistent wi& MC 3.01.012(e) and, as such, provides unique opportunities to provide 
affordable housing opportunities to this part of the region where such opportunities do not 
otherwise exist. 

Moreover, the Metro adopted Housing Needs Analysis states: 

"Since 1990, there has been a growing concem on the issue of 
housing affordability in the Portland Metropolitan region." 

Housing Needs Analysis page 5. The Housing Needs Analysis goes on to identify a non-
exclusive list of factors contributing to the housiiig affordability issue in the Portland 
Metropolitan region. Those factors are (1) a widening gap between household income and the 
cost of housing; (2) an increase in population and homelessness; (3) rising land costs; (4) a lack 
of available land. Housing Needs Analysis page 5. The Housing Needs Analysis identifies the 
issue of housing affordability as a critical Goal 10 issue for the region to resolve. Housing Needs 
Analysis page 1. The Housing Needs Analysis identifies Clackamas County has having the least 
amoimt of concentration of single and multi-family housing lagging behind Multnomah County 
which has almost half the region's multi-family housing stock and 39 percent of the region's 
single family stock, and Washington County that has the second highest concentration of both. 

Housing Needs Analysis page 20. Moreover, Clackamas County has among the fewest 
number of lower cost units as compared with Multnomah and Washington counties. Housing 
Needs Analysis page 20. Also according to the Housing Needs Analysis, the City of Lake 
Oswego has the highest housing cost of any other jurisdiction in the region. Housing Needs 
Analysis page 41. Moreover, the Housing Needs Analysis predicts that the region will see an 
-increase in the demand for many low and moderate income households seeking decent housing 
they can afford. Housing Needs Analysis page 46. The Housing Needs Analysis also identifies 
as a regional barrier to the development of affordable housing, suburban areas zoning 
requirements for a minimum lot size for detached single family dwellings that are set above 
500 square feet per lot. The Housing Needs Analysis establishes that lot sizes over 5,000 square 
feet correlate to the size of the houses built on the land. Housing Needs Analysis page 49. One 
of the strategies identified in the Housing Needs Analysis of providing affordable and 
moderately priced housing to solve the region's need for the same, is providing adequate access 
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to public goods and services. Housing Needs Analysis page 57. Accordingly, areas with 
inadequate access to transit services, retail and employment centers and other centers are 
adversely affected in the opportunity for affordable housing. Id. 

This recognizes that affordable housing opportunities require adequate access to public 
goods and services, but also at a level of liij^ enough density to reduce the per dwelling unit cost 
of such housing. Providing urban services without correspondingly increasing densities, simply 
perpetuates housing pricing by spiraling out of control with no corresponding public benefit. 
The Housing Needs Analysis is consistent with the Goal 10 requirement that each city and 
county within the region work with Metro to establish local and regional policies to provide the 
opportunity within each jurisdiction for accommodating a potion of the region's needs for 
affordable housing opportunities, as well as for subregional needs for affordable housing 
opportuiiities. Accordingly, there is a particular regional need for affordable housing 
opportunities close to goods and services. This means that for a community to be livable, this 
means it must have adequate opportunities for decent and affordable housing. To achieve this, 
2040 concept communities must be established in newly urbanizing areas outside of the existing 
UGB in order to facilitate a balance of housing and jobs in the newly urbanizing area so that 
people have an opportunity to live and work as well as have access to services within the area 
within which they live. 

Including the Rosemont Village concept plan area within the Metropolitan UGB is 
required to assist the region in accommodating this regional need for housing including 
opportunities for 2040 concept communities which include the opportunity for affordable 
housing. 

2. Regional and subregional need for opportunities for affordable and 
moderately priced housing within the Lake Oswego area. 

It is also necessary to include the concept plan area within the UGB because it furnishes 
critically needed land supply in the Stafford area that furnishes the realistic opportimity to 
accommodate serious needs for affordable and moderately priced housing in this area. This 
subregional area has the most profound housing affordability problem in the entire region. ORS " 
197.298(3) and (4). 

The non First Tier portion of URA 34, while composed of exception lands, has been 
identified by the Gity of Tualatin, DLCD and others as an appropriate area for employment and 
commercial/industrial purposes, not housing. Moreover, URA 33 has low productivity. This 
means URSA 31 and 32 and a portion of 33 that functionally makes up the Rosemont Village 
concept plan area, are the other most reasonable candidates to satisfy this special housing need. 
There have been several analysis of the availability and cost of housing within the Lake Oswego 
area. The analysis of both Leland Consultants of February 13,1997, as well as the various 
memoranda fiom Randall Pozdena of ECONorthweSt from 1998, are'relied upon and hereby 
incorporated by this reference. The December 1, 1998 ECONorthwest memoranda contains 
expert opinion regarding housing opportunities within the Rosemont Village concept plan area 
and affordability issues as well as unique opportunities in Rosemont Village that will occur 
because of Rosemont Village, not the market forces generally. This analysis concludes that the 
Rosemont Village concept plan envisions a ratio of apartments and condominiums relative to 
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single family homes that is 66.8 times the ratio currently observed in the surrounding market 
place, that is represented by the communities of Lake Oswego and West Lirm. Because the 
housing stock of those two corrmiunities has evolved in response to market forces seeking 
maximum development value it is likely that the village design deviates significantly from the 
value maximizing pattern of development that previously has characterized Lake Oswego and 
West Liim. 

The Rosemont Village concept plan includes a large number of condominiums/apartment 
style units and smaller single family houses and townhomes. These kinds of housing 
opportimities as well as the possibility for a manufactured housing park, strongly enhances the 
affordability of Rosemont Housing. This is demonstrated with two altemative analyses. 

The first is to determine what proportion of the proposed housing would be affordability 
by a population with income characteristics like those of the surrounding communities of Lake 
Oswego and West Lirm. -This is the comparison required imder the Metro Code 
MC 3.01.012(e)(7). 

Under this analysis, 92.9 percent of the imits in Rosemont Village would be affordable by 
individuals at the median household income or above in the relevant adjacent area of West Liim 
and Lake Oswego, and 75.1 percent would be affordable to household at 80 percent of the 
median household income or above. This affordability finding is a direct result of the heavy 
emphasis in the Rosemont Village concept plan that is placed on apartments and condominiums. 

Another approach, respond to criticism from the City of Lake Oswego that 
affordability should be based not simply on the Metro Code standard of examining adjacent 
communities but should be examined on other basis. Accordingly, the second approach was to 
look at the pattem of the incomes of employees in the area rather than residents, and determine 
whether the proposed village provides a type of housing that would permit some of the area 
workers to live in the area. To be consistent with other analysis already performed in this regard 
the Leland Consultant Group information was updated by ECONorthwest. It was concluded that 
most people who work within the six miles radius area that was studied in the Leland report 
herein incorporated carmot afford the typical single family home in the City of Lake Oswego or 
West Linn. The housing that is affordable to these employees (smaller homes and 
condominiums/apartment style homes) do not have a great presence in the current market. 
Rosemont Village, in contrast, proposes that more that 81 percent of residential units be of these 
project typeis. Rosemont Village offers significant opportunities for the region as well as the 
subregion, to enjoy already improved jobs/housing, balance. Accordingly, Rosemont Village 
responds to a very real need for increased housing affordability opportunities within the Lake 
Oswego subregion and response to these needs appropriately. So long as a condition of approval 
is included, as consistent with MC 3.01.012(e)(2), the Rosemont Village concept plan complies 
with this section of the Metro Code. 

3. Rosemont Village's Mix of Commercial Uses Make The Area Livable as 
Required bv Acknowledged Metro Code Standards 

In the Metro RUGGOs, Goal II begins with this statement: 
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The quality of life and the urban form of our region are closely linked. The Growth 
Concept is based on the belief that we can continue to grow anid enhance the region's livability by 
making the right choices for how we grow. The region's growth will be balanced by; 

n . i Maintaining a compact urban form, with easy access to nature; 

n.i i Preserving existing stable and distinct neighborhoods by focusing commercial and 
residential growth in mixed use centers and corridors at a pedestrian scale; 

n.iii Assuring affordability and maintaining a variety of housing choices with good 
access to jobs and assuring that market-based preferences are not eliminated by regulation; 

n.iv Targeting public investments to reinforce a compact urban form. 

The Metro Council, in adopting Urban Reserve Planning requirements and criteria, 
recognizes the critical importance of applying these important concepts not just within the 
existing UGB, but aliso within the process of taking new land areas into the UGB to meet 
region^ and local growth needs. This approach is consistent with the implementation actions 
and studies that have followed adoption of the RUGGOs on December 14,1995, including 
amendments to the Regional Framework Plan and Functional Plan, adoption of urban reserve 
planning requirements, and the Urban Growth Report. 

The relevant growth management objectives include: 

"A regional 'fair share' approach to meeting the housing needs of the urban population" 
[RUGGO n.2.i]; 

"The continued growth of regional economic opportunity, balanced so as to provide an 
equitable distribution of jobs, income, investment and tax capacity throughout the region and to 
support other regional goals and objectives" [RUGGO n.2.iii]; and 

"The creation of a balanced transportation system, less dependent on the private 
automobile, supported by both the use of emerging technology and the location of jobs, housing, 
commercial activity, parks and open space" [RUGGO II.2.v]. 

These objectives recognize the importance of maintaining housing and economic 
development opportunities throughout the region, while locating and balancing those 
opportimities to achieve healthy, functioning communities. The objectives recognize that 

"bringing complementary land uses close together offers citizens access to open space, recreation, 
work, education, commerce, and socializing, all within local neighborhood areas close to their 
homes. As a result, reliance on private automobiles is reduced. Housing with easy access to all 
these activities is a cornerstone of quality of life in the regioti. 

Accordingly, the Metro Council has previously determined it is necessary to promote 
opportunities for balanced, integrated neighbo±oods and communities within the context of 
selecting UGB expansion areas. This is achieved by considering proposed expansion areas' 
potential yields not only with respect to production of housing units, but also based on 
demonstration that balanced, livable neighborhoods will result. This goal is reinforced by the 
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urban reserve planning requirements in the Metro Code, which mandate consideration of 
. numerous factors affecting quality of life. 

The Metro Coimcil therefore finds it appropriate to take into the UGB those areas that 
demonstrate a compact, localized mix of complementary land uses and transportation system 
elements. This balancing approach must to be applied not only with respect to the region as a 
whole, but in specific UGB expansion areas; if residents' needs for employment, open space, 
recreation, shopping, and services cannot be met in the immediate vicinity of their homes, their 
only option is to travel for all of those needs. At both the local and regional levels, such travel 
demand increases congestion and VMT, with resulting direct and indirect negative impacts on 
quality of life in the region, such as extended travel delays, fuel consumption, air and surface 
water pollution, and costly demands for transportation infirastmcture. 

Currently, housing and jobs are not in balance in several areas of the region, and 
particularly in the 6 mile^ubregion identified in the February 13,1997 Leland Report in 
Clackamas County when viewed fi-om the standpoint of the housing that jobs in this area can 
buy. This results in an overwhelming demand for commuter travel between housing located 
there and employment centers in other parts of the region. The resulting congestion, travel 
delays, and other impacts are detrimental to quality of life throughout the region. Without 
Rosemont Village which provides the opportunity for a different paradigm.in this area that so 
badly needs it, the situation can only get worse over the 20 year plaiming horizon. 

Consistent with this approach, the Metro Council finds that the Rosemont Village 
Concept Plan, while satisfying the housing fair share objective, is consistent with the Metro 
Council's preferred approach to managing the regional UGB to preserve quality of life. By 
providing land planned for housing, with affordable dwelling unit types and densities, the 
concept plan creates opportunities for many households that cannot currently afford housing 
located in the exclusive Lake OswegoAVest Linn market area. Centrally located within the 
concept plan area, however, is a mixed-use employment, residential, and "Main Street" shopping 
district, flanked to the north by the City of Lake Oswego's plaimed Luscher Farm Park, and to 
the west by a proposed public services center. A riparian open space corridor provides a 
trailhead opportunity at the southern "Main Street" plaza. This integratioii of multiple quality-
of-life elements into the "Village Center" provides an example of the kind of community design 
the RUGGOs and Metro planning requirements are specifically intended to promote. . 

The balancing of these land areas to serve local needs has been demonstrated by 
comparison to market data for Clackamas County. The ratios of office space to households and 

• population at Roisemont Village are within 5% of the comparable values for the City of Lake 
Oswego. Similarly, residential-to-commercial property value ratios were predicted for Rosemont 
Village and compared to ratios for Clackamas County, Lake Oswego, and West Linn. Lake 
Oswego and Clackamas County established the low end of the range; at 7.2 and 7.5 to 1, 
resp^tively; West Linn yielded a ratio of 31.2 to 1; and Rosemont Village produced a value of 
11.9 to 1. This figure is within a reasonable range, and indicates that Rosemont Village will 
have somewhat more residential property value, compared to commercial property values, than 
either Lake Oswego or Clackamas County today, gee ECONorthwest, December 1, 1998. 
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The Metro Council therefore finds that the Rosemont Village Concept Plan including its 
commercial elements is needed to enable the region to satisfy its established and acknowledged 
livabilify elements contained in the acknowledged RUGGOS. The simple provision of needed 
housing in any area of the region without corresponding plans for commercial uses at a. 
pedestrian scale and in a multi modal context, will only exacerbate long range transportation 
congestion which acknowledge 2040 concept plarming standards seek to avoid. 

4. Feasibilitv of an agreement consistent with ORS 195.065. 

ORS 195.065 concerns the following urban services: Sanitary sewers; water; fire 
protection; park; Open space; recreation; streets; roads; and mass transit. (ORS 195.065(4)). 
There is nothing that makes an agreement regarding these services, including their provision, 
fimction, planning, management and service responsibility unfeasible in any respect. The . 
evidence in the record is clearly to the contrary. Water and sewer service are available to service 
the concept plan area firom a variety of potential sources, including the Unified Sewerage Agency 
(sewer), Portland (water and sewer), and Lake Oswego (water). Tualatin Valley Fire and Rescue 
have stated its ability to provide fire protection services to the area. This concept plan sets aside 
adequate areas for parks and recreational opportunities, and the area includes three different park 
properties currently owned by the public, that the City of Lake Oswego has acquired and planned 
for recreational purposes outside of the UGB within the Rosemont Village concept plan area and 
immediately outside of it. The Rosemont Village concept plan provides approximately 166 acres 
of land and open space uses. Streets, roads and paths planned in and around the concept plan 
area maximize connectivity and safe and efficient conveyance of people to, firom, and within the 
concept plan area. Potential income streams fi-om the development of the concept plan area 
provide adequate revenue sources to support development of it. Metro will exercise its authority 
as the coordinating body imder ORS 195.065 to ensure an agreement consistent with 
ORS 195.065(2). This is Metro's responsibility and the authority to control UGB amendments . 
under state law. No local govemment may legitimately refuse to participate in this process. All 
areas within UGB's are required to be available for urban development and must be served under 
Goal 11. 

Accordingly, Metro requires as a condition of this UGB amendment approval an 
agreement consistent with ORS 195.065. All UGB amendments must be approved subject to 
conditions in any case (MC 3.01.040). Accordingly, the City of Lake Oswego city attorney's 
letter stating that conditions of legislative UGB amendment approvals are contrary to the Metro 
Code is clearly erroneous. All legislative amendments must be subject to conditions of approval 
as is clearly demonstrated in MC 3.01.040. Moreover, the Metro Code was adopted with the 
expressed provision and possibility of a condition of approval could be attached requiring 
agreement consistent with ORS 195.065, There is nothing inordinately difficult or impossible 
about this condition of approval. 

IV. MC3.01.012fe)f4). 

This section requires uiban reserved plans to provide average residential densities of at 
least 10 dwelling units per net developable residential acre, or lower densities which conformed 
to the 2040 concept plan designed type designation for the area. Here, for the Rosemont Village 
concept plan, there is no existing adopted 2040 design type in the Rosemont Village plan area. 
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The Rosemont Village concept plan provides for the potential production of4,242 dwelling units 
in residentially designated land areas. The combined net developable acreage of the residentially 
designated areas is 410.2, resulting in an aggregate density of 10.3 dwelling units per unit 
developable residential acre. An additional 218 units are to be provided within the mixed used 
village center's commercial office residential mix and commercial retail and service/residential 
mix areas, yielding a projected total of4,460 dwelling units for the Rosemont Village concept 
plan area. The Metro Council finds the Rosemont Village concept plan achieves an average of 
10.3 dwellmg units per unit developable residential acre, which exceeds the 10 units per acre 
required by this section, and complies with the minimum residential density requirements for 
urban reserve plans. Iimer-neighborhood main street designations are applied by the Rosemont 
Village concept plan and are hereby adopted by the council to apply in the manner it's shown in 
the Rosemont Village concept plan to limit and measure uses potentially allowable under the 
concept plan hereby approved. These irmer-neighborhood and main street designations are 
appropriate and consistent virith Metro standards and create the kind of2040 community in the 
Rosemont Village concept plan area that will make it a uniquely beautiful, livable and affordable 
place to live. Under applicable Metro standards, a key objective of the urban reserve planning 
process is to identify the highest and best use of designated urban reserves, enabling the Metro 
Coimcil to adopt region 20/30 design type designations in conjunction with, and relating 
specifically to, urban reserve plans as they are adopted. Among other requirements, such 
designation must be consistent with the requirement in the Metro Code at 3.01.012(e)(4) and the 
urban growth management fimctional plan title 113.07.01120(D) that urban reserve plan provides 
for residential densities of at least 10 dwelling units per net developable residential acre, except 
where a lower density design type designation has been adopted by Metro. 

No design type designation has been previously adopted by Metro in the Rosemont 
Village concept plan area lending an imique opportunity to the region and to the subregion to 
apply appropriate design types to strengthen and emphasize nature features as well as efficiently 
utilizing the substantial amount of plaimed and actual existing public infirastmcture that serves 
the area and to provide a uniquely livable and affordable community. 

The Rosemont Village concept plan area has been widely recognized as capable of 
supporting the level of use and population density higher than rural development, and higher than 
either of the region 2040 neighborhood design types alone (inner-neighborhood and 
outer-neighborhood). Furthermore, the 2040 growth concept emphasizes the importance of 
design type designations enabling people to live, work, shop, and recreate in close proximity, 
thus reducing automobile dependency. Such designation are advantageous because they promote 
livability, encourage use of altemative transportation modes, such as walldng, bicycling and 
transit; reduced vehicle miles traveled (VMT), and ultimately reduce traffic congestion in the 
region. 

The Metro Urban Growth Report, which is the primary source of the region's unmet land 
demand calculation and figures, include specific density standariis for region 2040 design types 
in uiban reserve areas. Appendix C of the UGR *'buildable lands and capacity analysis," explains 
the method used by Metro to represent changes needed in local plans to implement the 2040 
growth concept, and includes a set of three tables identified as the "2040 growth concept matrix." 
Based on Metro plan categories, this matrix identifies the changes in land designations necessary 
to achieve the 2040 growth concept. That is for any given land area, the appropriate future Metro 
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plan category designation can be identified based on its current Metro plan category designations 
and the region 2040 growth concept design type(s) adopted for a period in addition, the matrix 
indicates the corresponding maximum residential and employment capacity needed, and 2040 
expected yields for each Metro plan category, to achieve the 2040 growth concept. As are many 
urban reserve areas, the Rosemont Village concept plan area is currently located in an area 
principally shown on Metro's "FF-Farm and Forest, agricultural commercial uses". 

Importantly, in anticipating the transition to 2040 design types, the urban growth report 
and the 2040 growth concept matrix recognize differences between established urban areas, such 
as existing main streets and corridors, and the design types that will be introduced in the newly 
designated urban reserve area. The matrix specifically differentiates between main streets and 
urban reserve main streets, transit corridors and UR corridors, neighborhood I 
(inner-neighbOrhood) and UR neighborhood I and neighborhood II outer-neighborhood and 
UR neighborhood n. 

Concurrent with legislative UGB amendment proposal, the Metro Council is considering 
proposed 2040 design type designations to apply to UGB areas which were previously identified 
as urban reserve areas. The Metro Council hereby finds that in the Rosemont Village plan area, 
an iimer-neighborhood designation shall be adopted and applied to most of that area, as shown on 
the Rosemont Village concept plan map included in the concept plan. Moreover, a main street is 
to be adopted and applied along Rosemont road extending west firorh the Wilson Creek Corridor 
to a drainage way corridor located approximately 400 feet east of Stafford Road, as shown on the 
Rosemont Village concept plan map included in the hereby approved Rosemont Village concept 
plan. Such main street designation applies to a corridor which is 400 wide (200 feet on each side 
of the Rosemont road center line) and approximately 2,400 feet long, contained in an area of 
approximately 22 acres, which is the length. Of course, in the actual development of this area, 
the main street corridor may be reduced by adoption of protective buffers along the two drainage 
ways. 

The Metro regional zoning categories, maximum capacities, and 2040 expected yields as 
they will apply to the Rosemont Village area are shown on table 4 of the Rosemont Village 
concept plan which is hereby adopted and incorporated here and by this reference, and is 
determined to have been based on the proposed growth concept designations, the Urban Growth 
Report and the 2040 growth concept matrix and consistent with all of these. Table 5 of the 
Rosemont Village concept plan similarly adopted and herein iand incorporated by this reference, 
contains designations and provides a comparison with the Rosemont Village concept plan. 
Rosemont Village is anticipating housing productivity of4,460 dwelling units is between the 
required maximmn and projected yield values found in the matrix, 4,507 and 3,849 respectively. 
Employment figures for Rosemont Village are somewhat higher than projected in the matrix at 
1,773 versus the projected 1,516 potential jobs. Converted to Dwelling Unit Equivalent (DUE), 
the Rosemont Village concept plan yields a DUE total of 5,199, representing 4,460 households 
plus (1,773 jobs/2.4 persons per average household). 

Furthermore, the density per net. acre represent target yield figures within a range of 
density values as follows: Village center residential ranging firom 16 to 30 dwelling units/net 
acre, with an aggregate target yield of 22 DU/net acre; condos/apartments/manufactured dwelling 
park residential ranging from 10 to 22 dwelling units/net acre, with an aggregate target yield of 
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16 DU/net acre; townhouse/small lot single family residential, ranging from 8 to 12 DU/net acre, 
with an aggregate target yield of 10 DU/net acre; and single-family residential, ranging from 4 to 
6 DU/acre, with an aggregate target yield of 5 DU/net acre; and, therefore, the average housing 
density for Rosemont Village is 10.3 housing units per net for each net developed residential acre 
or 24.6 persons per net developed residential acre. 

These broad density ranges provide for an interesting and complex community structure 
surrounding the village center, providing the opportunity for range of housing types and styles to 
meet the needs of Oregon households of different sizes and incomes. This also provide an 
adequate opportunity for the subregion represented by the Rosemont Village concept plan to 
meet identified and severe shortages of lower and moderate class housing by providing a strong . 
supply of high density living opportunities, close to services, transit and employment 
opportimities that should also reduce the need for lower income families to own and maintain 
private vehicles, travel vast distances, thus fiirther enhancing high quality but lower cost living 
opportunities. 

The Rosemont Village concept plan meets the requirements of the RUGGO's, the Urban 
Growth Report and the Region 2040 design types, proposed for the Rosemont Village plan area. 

MC 3.01.012(e)(5) the concept plan includes demonstrable measures to provide a 
diversity of housing stock that will fiilfill needed housing requirements as that term is defined in 
ORS 197.303. ORS 197.303 defines needed housing as follows: "[H]ousing types determine to 
meet the need shown for housing within an urban growth boundary of particular price ranges and 
rent levels. Indicate omission [N]eeded Housing also includes: "(a) housing that includes, but is 
not limited to, attached and detached single family housing and multi-family housing for both 
owner and renter occupancy; (b) govemment assisted housing; (c) mobile home or manufactured 
dwelling parks. Indicate omission (d) manufactiured homes on individual lots planned in zone for 
single family residential use that are in addition to lots within designated manufactured dwelling 
subdivisions." 

The concept plan includes opportunities for rentals. Rentals and home ownership at a 
variety of price ranges. Examples of potential units within the concept plan area are shown on 
Figure 17 of the Rosemont Village Concept Plan which is approved and adopted herein by this 
reference. The concept plan offers unique opportunities for establishing all the needed housing 
types required under state law, including manufactured dwelling parks and mobile home parks. 
These opportunities are otherwise unavailable in the Lake Oswego and the West Linn area for the 
reasons previously explained imder the ECONorthwest and Leland Consultants analysis. The 
concept plan provides the opportunity to establish needed and otherwise unavailable housing -
opportunities within this subregional area as well as in the region as a whole. 

V. MC 3.01.012fEygt 

The standard requires that the concept plan establish, without relying on subsidies, how 
residential developments will provide housing affordable to households with incomes at or below 
area median incomes for home ownership, and at or below 80% of area median incomes for 
rental, as defined by the US Department of Housing and Uiban Development for the adjacent 
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Urban iurisdiction. Adjacent jurisdiction to the Rosemont Village concept plan area are West 
Linn and Lake Oswego. 

The method of calculating median household income inconsistent with the Metro Code 
for this concept plan was proposed in a memorandum circulated by fax to Metro staff Sonny 
Conder and Mark Turple on September 14,' 1998, followed by a telephone conversation with 
Sonny Conder confirming the validity of the method. See Supplemental Technical Appendix. 
Subsequently, ECONorthwest refined the method by averaging the income figures for Lake 
Oswego and West Linn according to their respective populations, arriving at the $75,150 median 
household income figure used in the ECONorthwest calculations. Using this method, 
ECONorthwest not only found that 92.9% of the housing units proposed in Rosemont Village 
would be affordable for ownership by households earning median incomes, but found further that 
75.1% of the housing units would be affordable for ownership by households at 80% of the 
calculated median income. (See Table 12). 

The City of Lake Oswego has argued the method of analysis used by ECONorthwest, 
following review of the median household income estimate by Metro staff, is inappropriate. 
Accordingly, as part of the coordination responsibility, the housing affordability test was applied 
a second time, based on estimated household incomes derived firom average wage figures of 
employers located within a 6-mile radius of the Rosemont/Stafford intersection, i ^ applying an 
analysis similar to that produced by the Leland Consulting Group and adopted in the Metro 
Council findings for Ordinance 96-655E, the Urban Reserve Area Designations. This analysis 
resulted in a range of estimated household incomes based on the average wages for employment 
categories within the 6-mile radius, which prove to be substantially lower than median household 
income figuries in Lake Oswego and West Linn. 

These estimated household income figures were then compared to the ownership costs of 
dwelling units, by type and number of bedrooms, in Lake Oswego, West Linn, and Rosemont 
Village. Table 13 lists the average value per unit for those housing types, which Rosemont 
Village creates the opportunity to provide, the current distribution of units in Lake Oswego and 
West Linn by type and number of bedrooms, and the proposed distribution in Rosemont Village. 

Two related observations can be drawn from this analysis. First, of the dwelling unit 
types affordable to households within the 6-mile employment radius—generally condominiums, 
apartments, townhouses and other small-lot types—Lake Oswego and West Linn collectively 
provide a total of only 294 existing units. Two-bedroom single-family homes, affordable to 20% 
of households in this analysis, make up a total of606 imits, resulting in unmet demand of 563 
units of the housing type. Only 5% of the households in this analysis could afford 3- or 
4-bedroom homes in L ^ e Oswego or West Linn. 

Rosemont Village, by contrast, provides the opportimity for (111) 2-bedroom single-
family homes, (1217) 2- and 3-bedroom townhouse/small-lot units,'and (2,365) 1-, 2-, and 3-
be^oom condominiums and apartments affordable to households with employment in the 6-mile 
vicinity. The opportunity for provision of such affordable units represent an 83% share of the , 
total number of dwelling units planned in Rosemont Village. These units have the potential for 
addressing the housing needs of literally thousands of households with one or more members 
who work in the 6-mile radius areas. 
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This analysis demonstrates the mix of housing product types proposed in Rosemont 
Village is designed to address a pressing sub-regional affordable housing need, and will provide 
both home ownership and rental housing opportunities for individuals and families who will 
otherwise be excluded entirely from the West Liim and Lake Oswego housing markets. The 
Metro Council finds that the concept plan meets the criterion for provision of affordable housing 
without public subsidy. 

VI. MC 3.01.012(E)(7) 

This standard requires the concept plan provide sufficient land for commercial and 
industrial development for the needs of the area and adjacent land inside the urban growth 
boundary consistent with 2040 Growth Concept Design types. Compliance with this standard is 
difficult, given that there is a relatively small region-wide need for additional jobs. The most 
pressing need justifying the UGB expansion is for housing linits. In deference to the extreme 
need for land for housing over the 20-year planning horizon, the concept plan focuses on the 
provision of such housing. However, in an effort to balance a number of different planning 
goals, including reducing demand on the automobile for environmental, affordability, and 
efficiency reasons, this concept plan includes the opportunity for 1,773 new jobs. In addition, 
Metro standards require such mixtures of jobs and housing opportunities. 

The Rosemont Village Center provides a "Main Street" area where local retail, services, 
and jobs will be located, at a scale appropriate to the Village's population. The location and 
acreage designations of the Village Center are designed to yield a balance that will enable 
Village residents at a wide variety of income levels to live, work, and shop within the Village 
area. This intended to bring jobs and housing into balance and to achieve related benefits, such 
as reduced vehicle miles traveled per capita (VMT) and increased reliance on walking, bicycling, 
andtranisit. 

The employment and hoUsing planned for the Rosemont Village Center itself are 
consistent with the "Main Street" 2040 design type, providing an estimated 1,773 jobs and 218 
dwelling units, and achieving a density of 52.7 Persons Per Acre. This figure meets the 
requirement of 39 persons per acre in the RUGGOs and Title 1 of the Functional Plan. (See 
Table 5). 

Table 14 compares the yield of the Village Center's designated office area, expressed as 
square feet of net rentable area, on a ratio basis with the office/household rations of several 
communities in the south Metro' area. This analysis demonstrates that Rosemont Village's office 
space per household and office space per resident rations are similar to existing ratios in Lake 
Oswego, higher than rations in Beaverton and Tualatin/Sherwood, and lower than in Tigard. 
This test validates the healthy relationship between the office employment and housing 
opportunities provided at Rosemont Village. 

The Main Street area of Rosemont Village also provides opportunities for approximately 
150,000 square feet of retail and service commercial development. A square-footage-based 
comparison of retail and service commercial uses against residential development is not possible 
due to limitations in available dates. However, data are available for capital values of 
commercial and residential properties, and rations can be compared to gauge generally the 
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proportionality of land allocations among communities. Table 15 demonstrates that rations of 
residential to commercial properties, and rations can be compared to gauge generally the 
proportionality of land allocations among communities. Table 15 demonstrates that ratios of 
residential commercial property, values range from a low of 7.2:1 in Lake Oswego and 7.5:1 in 
Clackamas County, to a high of 31.2 in West Liim. Rosemont Village's ratio of 11.9: T is within 
this range, and indicates relatively more residential than commercial development as compared 
to either Lake Oswego or Clackamas County. 

Finally, both DLCD and others have identified URA 34 as a particularly important area 
for provision of an industrial or commercial center, given its superior freeway access and 
relatively flat, undeveloped character. URA 34 will be brought into the boimdary at the time a 
need for additional employment and industrial land is identified. Accordingly, the concept plan 
reserves, and anticipates itself harmonizing with, the ultimate development of URA 34 as an 
employment or industrial center. Development of Rosemont Village paves the way for 
development of URA 34; because of maximization of public infrastructure efficiencies, as 
outlined in the Clackamas County urban fiinge study. 

The Metro Coimcil finds the Rosemont Village Concept Plan provides sufficient and 
appropriate land allocations for employment and commercial development to meet the needs of 
the concept plan area and adjacent areas within the UGB. The Council fiirther finds that the 
Village Center is consistent with the 2040 Growth Concept Main Street design type, which is 
appropriate at its proposed location. The concept plan is consistent with MC 3.01.012(e)(7). 

VTT MC3.01.012feV8V 

This standard requires a conceptual transportation plan consistent with the Regional 
Transportation Plan (RIP) and the protection of natural resources as required by Metro 
functional plans. The concept plan includes a conceptual transportation plan consistent with the 
RTP which RTP is part of both the Rosemont Village Concept Plan as well as the Supplemental 
Technical Appendix and Technical Supplement incorporated herein by this reference. A number 
of the improvements proposed in the concept plan are specifically envisioned in the documents 
making up the RTP. No part of the concept plan's transportation analysis is inconsistent in any 
respect with any RTP or other plan, including the comprehensive plans of Lake Oswego, West 
Linn and Clackam^ County. It is noted that the Comprehensive Plans of these cities do not 
currently apply to Rosemont Village because it is located outside of any city and there is no 
applicable intergovernmental agreement covering the area. However, there is nothing 
fimctionally inconsistent with the Village and any of those plans. 

Moreover, the transportation analysis is sensitive to import natural features and avoids 
affecting such features in a manner that is in consistent with the fimctional plan, including 
Title 3. Specifically, no Title 3 resources are adversely affected under the concept plan's 
transportation analysis or the concept plan itself Rosemont Village's land use design provides 
complimentary uses within close proximity to one another and relatively high development 
densities close to the Village Center. A principle goal of the Village's design which is consistent 
with the Region 2040 design principles, as well as the TPR, is to encourage modes of travel other 
than reliance on the automobile. These alternatives modes include walking, bicycling and transit, 
offering people choices among several modes of travel to reach their destination. In this regard 
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the comments by the City o f . City Attorney's office as well as the planning office that 
alternative modes are not included simply overlooks this aspect of the Rosemont Village Concept 
Plan. 

A further goal of the integrated land use and transportation plan included in the Rosemont 
Village Concept Plan is the reduction of vehicle miles traveled (VMT) and congestion in the 
region as well as the subregion represented by the Rosemont Village Concept Plan area. Like 
any other well-designed urban area, Rosemont Village n e e ^ and incorporates a fimctional 
structure of arterial, collector and local streets; pedestrian and bicycle facilities; and transit routes 
that it cormects to, and makes it a part of the regional transportation system. 

Like several areas facing development pressures, including other urban reserves at the 
perimeter of the Metropolitan Region, the Stafford area does not have roads capable of 
accommodating all the traffic they currently carry, t o evaluate transportation system needs in 
the Stafford area, Kittleson and Associates measured current traffic volume counts a key 
intersections and used year 2015 metro trip generation forecasts to identify the roadway and 
intersection configiirations necessary to provide adequate levels of service imder projected year 
2015 conditions. From a system-wide perspective, this analysis indicates both signalization and 
widening/lane configuration improvements will be required independent of the Rosemont 
Village at the following intersections along Stafford Road: Rosemont Road, Childs Road, 
Borland Road, and both north- and south-bound ramps to interstate 205. As part of the approval 
of this concept plan, Metro hereby determines that the improvements to Stafford Road shall be 
added to the RTP strategic projects list, as a preferred altemative to establish its viability. The 
City of Tualatin indicated it wished to see a second bridge over the Tualatin River and asserted 
this was necessary to comply with the TPR and functional plan. Metro hereby disagrees. A 
second bridge is a waste of both human and public resources, is unnecessary and adds unjustified 
expense to urbanization of this area. It was also suggested that Rosemont Road should be a 
five-lane arterial its entire length. Metro also disagrees." Transportation analysis establishes a 
lane configuration of Rosemont Road as proposed for a segment of five lanes and a 
predominance of three lanes, is more than adequate for the Rosemont Village concept plan area 
to function appropriately. Adding more width would provide few transportation benefits and 
would provide disproportionate adverse impacts on aesthetic values as well as efficient land uses. 
In this regard the City of Lake Oswego expressed concem regarding green corridors along 
Rosemont and Stafford Roads. This concem is accommodated as much as possible by limiting 
unnecessary transportation improvements to those that are necessary to allow the maintenance of 
as much as a green corridor as possible in this area. The concept plan is consistent with the 
adopted and acknowledged RTP provisions included in the Metro area fimctional plan. 

Because Rosemont Village may evolve and grow over time, only a few new streets and 
limited improvements to existing roadways and intersections will be required initially. However, 
nothing prevents a more aggressive program of establishing such roadways and intersectioiis. 

Gradually, new collector streets and signals will be needed within the Village and 
improvements on Stafford and Rosemont Roads will be required. Based on the concept plan's 
integrated approach, Stafford Road ultimately will require two travel lanes in each direction 
between Rosemont Road and the 1-205 interchange. This will facilitate the development of 
URAs 33 and 34 for future UGB amendments. Metro respectfully disagrees that Stafford Road 
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must be turned into a five-land collector beyond Rosemont Village all the way through the City 
of Lake Oswego to Highway 43. In this regard, the analysis of Kittleson and Associates and the 
Rosemont Village and supporting documents is hereby adopted. 

The adoption of the Rosemont Village Concept Plan and the roadway system it envisions, 
facilitates the eventual development of URAs 33 and 34 for fiiture UGB amendments in the 
matter consistent with that requested by the City of Tualatin. In this regard, it is specifically 
noted that the City of Tualatin suggested an requested that URA 34 be available for consideration 
for UGB amendment within the next five years. Accordingly, this concern of the City of 
Tualatin has been accommodated as much as possible in this decision. 

Comparatively, the concept plan transportation systems within and adjacent to the 
Rosemont Village Concept Plan area are relatively inexpensive to construct to accommodate the 
Rosemont Village Concept Plan. If URA 33 and 34iu-banized, these areas can also share a cost 
of the street improvements because such improvements benefit far more than simply Rosemont 
Village. 

Streets 

Rosemont Village's major street network is compatible with the transportation system 
planning that has been performed prior to designation of the Stafford urban reserves, while 
responding to the projected travel needs of the area in an urban context. Specifically, the 
Regional Transportation Plan, and local transportation planning by Clackamas County and the 
Cities of Lake Oswego and West Linn, all recognize the arterial fimctions of Stafford and 
Rosemont Roads. The Rosemont Village.plan provides for development of these arterials to 
meet the urban fimction they increasingly serve already. 

Within Rosemont Village, the concept plan calls for a connected network of collector 
streets, as specifically identified in the Transportation System map, and local service streets at a 
minimum spacing of 10-16 streets per mile. This requirement's objective is to provide many 
altemative routes for local travel, consistent with the Transportation Planning Rule, Title 6 of the 
Functional Plan, and the RUGGOs. Because of the need to address multiple planning objectives, 
such as minimizing the number of needed stream crossings and associated impacts, local street 
alignments are not proposed in the concept plan, but will be prepared as part of specific 

' development proposals within the concept plan area. At some locations, such as where inflexible 
street intersection spacing would conflict with Title 3 provisions or other legal or planning 
objectives, development standards will be required to allow exceptions. Accordingly, the system 
structure and capacities of the arterial and collector streets within the concept plan area are 

' designed to fimction satisfactorily within the context of balancing such competing objectives. 
Figure 2A in the Transportation Section of the Supplemental Technical Appendix shows the 
standard cross-section proposed for local streets in the village area. 

Transit 

Making transit service feasible and attractive is a major transportation-related objective of 
this concept plan. Because Rosemont Village is currently outside the Urban Growth Boundary, 
plans have not yet been made for expansion of transit to this area. However, the planned 
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residential densities within Rosemont Village will merit expanded bus service over the next 
planning period, providing an estimated 500 weekday boarding rides, according to an analysis by 
Tri-Met. See Technical Supplement. 

Transit is supported by the relatively high densities of both employment and housing 
concentrated in and aroimd the Village Center, making bus ridership convenient and functional 
for residents and employees. Youth as well as adults will be able to ride transit to and from the 
Luscher Farm Park for recreational activities. Within the village Center's PubUc Services area, a 
transit center can provide a designated central location where bus riders can wait with dignity and 
reliably transfer between routes. As the Village Center and surrounding residential areas 
develop, transit service should be provided along the Stafford Road and Rosemont Road 
corridors, providing linkages to the Oregon City and Lake Oswego Transit Centers. In addition, 
direct transit connections to Tualatin and Beaverton areas should be evaluated. To implement 
these transit extensions efficiently and economically, Tri-Met's existing routes 36,76 and 154 
could be extended into and through the Rosemont Village area. Route 36, South Shore, could 
provide direct access to Tualatin, Lake Oswego, and Portland with minor route modifications. 
Similarly, Route 76, Beaverton-Tualatin, and Route 154, Willamette, could be extended to 
provide service to Tualatin and Beaverton west of Rosemont Village, and West Linn and Oregon 
City to the east. A new Stafford Road bus line should be established, providing 10-15 minute 
peak and 1/2 hour non-peak service to/from Lake Oswego Transit Center. Bus routing within 
Rosemont Village should facilitate travel to activity nodes and residential areas, while doubling 
as feeder routes to bus trunk lines. This internal service would logicallybe provided as 
extensions to the new service described above. 

To facilitate efficient buS operations, transit-fiiendly street improvements shall be 
provided within the Village as well as on arterials in the vicinity. Examples of such installations 
include transit pullouts, shelters, and information centers, all of which improve the convenience 
and efficiency of transit service to the area. 

Bicvcle & Pedestrian Accessibilitv 

The standard design cross-section for public streets within Rosemont Village requires 
sidewalks on both sides of the street, as illustrated in Figure 2A in the Transportation Section of 
the Supplemental Technical Appendix. In addition, bicycle facilities are to be provided on all 
region^ boulevards, community boulevards, collectors, and arterials to make bicycling a safe 
and convenient mobility choice. 

In the absence of aggressively planning for greater variety of housing opportimities, there 
is no meaningful way to supply such opportunities to the Rosemont Village master plan area and 
the greater area it serves. As indicated in the memorandum fix)m Randall Pozdina dated 
November 25,1998, this general area has relatively high housing costs that exceed the wage 
capacity of most area workers. Accordingly, the existing p ^ d i g m requires employees to travel 
fi-om homes located outside to the area to their jobs thus increasing traffic congestion. 

By providing the opportunity for lower and moderate priced housing within the 
Rosemont Village Concept Plan area, a dramatic improvement in this jobs/housing balance is 
anticipated, thereby minimizing the need for travel by these present and future employees. It is 
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anticipated that employees, by virtue of being located near their jobs, will be able to travel to 
work via modes other than the a;utomobile. This is further facilitated by the provision of a 
multi-model transportation system in the Rosemont Village Concept Plan that includes 
pedestrian and bicycle facilities, and local and regional transit routes. Currently, there is no 
transit service to the Rosemont Village Concept Plan area. There are few safe and pedestrian and 
bicycle opportunities. By virtue of the employee demographics, few employees live close 
enough to their employment to attempt to ride a bicycle or walk to work. As a consequence, 
multi-model mobility is improved for this area by the development of the Rosemont Village 
Concept Plan area. 

The transportation system for the Rosemont Village Concept Plan area was developed in 
collaboration with the development of other elements of the project, including land use, urban 
design, economics, and public infrastructure. Each of these elements is integrated, and were 
developed and refined during a series of development team meetings over a period of about nine 
months. This insured the proposed concept plan provided transportation choices, improved 
accessibility and safety and conformed with the Metro 2040 growth concept. 

2015 Background and Total Capacitv Analvsis 

The forecast methodology used for this analysis is described in detail on pages 7 through 
20 in the Preliminary Transportation System Review dated August 28, 1998. It should be noted 
that the traffic volume forecasts for 2015 are conservatively high due to some double counting 
for land uses currently in URAs 31 and 32 and those proposed in the Rosemont Village Concept 
Plan; therefore, the level of transportation infrastructure may be oyerestimated. 

Evaluation Criteria 

The evaluation criteria used to identify the adequacy of public services in the area of the 
Rosemont Village Concept Plan area comes from several sources. Metro has recently adopted 
new level-of-service standards in the Regional Functional Plan. In the Functional Plan, Metro 
has a number of conditions for which standards are specified. These congestion performance 
standards are identified for levels that are Preferred, Acceptable, and Exceeds. The Functional 
Plan specifies that Preferred Operating Conditions should be met unless physical, environmental, 
fiscal, operating, or political conditions exist that would prohibit feasible attairunent-of this 
standard. In this event, an Acceptable Operating Standard applies. In recognition that severe 
physical, fiscal, political, and sometimes environmental conditions exist in those constrained 
corridors in the site vicinity (i.e.. Stafford Road and Rosemont Road), the Acceptable Operating 
Standard was used in this analysis. 

Metro's technical interpretation of Title 6 (Section 4b) requirements for transportation 
performance standards (as d e ^ e d in a Working Paper that was provided as technical background 
for the Functional Plan) indicates that to meet an Acceptable Operating Condition, the first peak 
hour should not exceed LOS "E", and that the second hour should not exceed LOS , ,E" and the 
second average volume-to-capacity ratio should not exceed 0.95 for an area. 

While the Metro Functional Plan has a number of conditions for which standards are 
specified, the plan states that Preferred Operating Conditions should be met unless physical. 
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environmental, fiscal, operating, or political conditions exist that would prohibit feasible 
attaimnent of this standard. In the Rosemont Village area, topographical constraints render this 
standard uhfeasible. Hence, the Acceptable Operating Condition was considered an attainable 
one, thereby complying with Metro Title 6 (Section 4b). 

In recognition that fiiture travel forecasts were not available for the two-hour peak, it was 
necessaiy to estimate the second hour peak volume. Based on observed traffic counts at the most 
critical intersection in the study area, Stafford/Rosemont, the second peak hour entering volume 
is 91% of the peak hour volume. Thus, using Metro's standard of 0.95 minimum acceptable 
volume-to-capacity ratio for the second peak hour, then the acceptable volume-to-capacity for the 
peak hour could range as high as 1.04. However, it is not reasonable to assume that during the 
peak hour that volume should exceed capacity; hence, an adjusted volume-to-capacity ratio of 
0.98 was used for the peak analysis. 

Trio Generation • 

The trip generation methodology used to evaluate the Rosemont Village Concept Plan is 
described in detail on pages 10 through 15 of the Preliminary Transportation System Review. 

Trip Distribution/Assignment 

The trip distribution and assignment methodology used to evaluate the Rosemont Village 
Concept Plan is described in detail on pages 15 through 16 of the Preliminary Transportation 
System Review. 

2015 Background and Total Traffic Conditions 

Figure 3 A shows the estimated 2015 background and total (with the development of 
Rosemont yillage) weekday p.m. peak hour roadway link volumes. As noted in previous 
submissions to Metro (Rosemont Village Concept Plan—Preliminary Transportation System 
Review), the improvements to the interchange at 1-205 and along the Stafford Road corridor are 
required with or without Rosemont Village if URAs 33 and 34 develop in a manner generally 
consistent with the Executive Officer's Exhibit "A" (September 1996) assumptions. Rosemont 
Village simply provides an efficient and prudent amortization of public infi-astructure 
improvements to maximize the utilization of the transportation infiastructure investment. In 
addition, several of the improvements listed to mitigate year 2015 total traffic conditions are 
required without the development of Rosemont Village. These improvements are outlined in 
Table lA. • 

As shown in Table 1 A, five intersections along the Stafford Road corridor would be 
required to be improved in Year 2015 without the development of the Rosemont Village Concept 
Plan area. Several of these improvements are already listed in the Clackamas County's 
Five-Year Capital Improvement Program, including: 

• Borland Road/Stafford Road —; The program calls for a new traffic signal and 
lefl-tum lanes to be installed at this intersection ($1,500,000). 
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• Rosemont Road/Stafford Road—The program calls for the intersection to be re-
aligned and left-turn lanes to be installed at this intersection ($75,000). 

• Stafford Road (Rosemont Road to 1-205)—The program calls for the 
reconstruction and widening of Stafford Road up to Rural Standards (2-lane section) from 
Rosemont Road to Interstate-205 ($5,000,000). 

Based on these programmed improvements, approximately $7,250,000 has been or will 
be allocated for transportation system improvements along the Stafford Road corridor. As such, 
this amount of fimding can be deducted from the total Year 2015 total (without development) 
ofif-site improvements costs. However, it should be noted that approximately $1,400,000 of 
necessaiy $3,300,000 in Year 2015 background transportation improvements are not currently 
programmed by either Clackamas Coimty or ODOT. 

Capacitv Analysis 

Operation of the fiiture roadway transportation system, and its ability to accommodate the 
increased demand from Rosemont Village, was examined by determining the volume-to-capacity 
rations on the key arterial and collector roadways in the site vicinity. The roadway capacities in 
the emme/2 model were used, and the volumes that were used are shown in Figure 3 A. The 
resultant volume-to-capacity ratios for each key link are shown in Figure 4B. 

As described previously, the Acceptable Operating Standard was applied, which indicates 
a maximum 0.95 volume-to-capacity ratio threshold for the second peak hour was applied to 
evaluate the available capacity within the study area. As described previously, a maximum 
volume-to-capacity ratio of 0.98 was used as the threshold for acceptable operations for the first 
peak hour. 

Based on this operating standard, it can be stated that all the facilities within the concept 
plan area will operate within acceptable parameters. It should be noted that a short segment of 
Rosemont Road within the Village Center is forecasted to operate above the volume-to-capacity 
ratio threshold of 0.98. However, the model fails to account for numerous altemative routes 
available to access the commercial and other amenities at the Village Center. Specifically, it 
should be noted that the model's analysis did not account for all local street and site-access 
points located along each segment of Rosemont Road. It is likely that the motorists desiring to 
travel east along Rosemont Road will use the available local street network to access commercial 
uses within the village and multi-family residential developments, which in turn will reduce the 

- overall demand on Rosemont Road. Accordingly, we find that, based on the available local and 
collector street accesses to the Village Center, that Rosemont Road will operate within 
acceptable volume-to-capacity ratios. 

Based on this operating standard, it was found that the local transportation system would 
meet the Acceptable Operating Standards set forth in Metro's Functional Plan. 

Relationship to External Transportation Network/Connectivitv 
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As in any area outside the UGB, there are transportation improvements on the area-wide 
transportation system needed to facilitate the development of2040 concept communities, 
including Rosemont Village. The recomihended improvements to Rosemont Village are 
described in this section. 

a. Streets 

. The previously completed Preliminary Transportation System Review and the next 
section of this addendum highlight all the recommended street improvements inside and outside 
the Rosemont Village development area. The proposed street plan (See Figure 1A— Functional 
Classification Map) was developed to promote altemative travel modes and reduce overall 
vehicle miles traveled within and to/firom the development area. This street plan was developed 
in compliance with the Urban Growth Management Functional Plan and the Regional 
Transportation Plan. All regional boulevards, community boulevards, arterials, and collectors 
have been designed to promote bicycle and pedestrian travel modes. Furthermore, the street 
cross-sections have been designed to accommodate bus pullouts and shelters within the Village 
Center (i.e.. regional and community boulevards). Further discussion on the street plan is 
provided in the Preliminary transportation System Review and the Rosemont Village Concept 
Plan. 

b. Transit 

Transit improvements have been described in detail in the Preliminary Transportation 
System Review and earlier in this addendum. These improvements include: 

• Increase frequency and modify Routes 36,76, and 154 to better serve 
Rosemont Village, as necessary. 

• Expand neighborhood oriented bus service within the Rosemont Village 
.and adjacent neighborhoods. 

• Add a Stafford Road bus line, providing 10-15 minutes peak and 14 hour 
non-peak service to the Lake Oswego Transit Center. 

c. Bicycle & Pedestrian 

Based on the adopted Lake Oswego and West Lirm Transportation System Plans and the 
Regional Transportation Plan, the planned Rosemont Village on-site bicycle facilities will match 

- well with those plarmed ofif-site. hi order to provide for good bicycle circulation to/from the 
adjacent communities (Lake Oswego and West Lirm), all collector and arterial facilities should 
have bike lanes. Similarly, all collector and arterial facilities cormecting to Rosemont Village 
should maintain bile lanes and sidewalks. This provision is called out in the proposed Street 
Design Standards (see Figure 2A). 

The Rosemont Village Concept Plan identifies exclusive multi-purpose paths along 
designated greenways to facilitate the movement of bicycles and pedestrians (see Rosemont 
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Village Concept Plan). Furthermore, all future residential developments should provide 
interconnecting pathways to the Village Center and the other activity centers within the 
development area. 

Transportation Improvement Costs and Phasing 
\ 

a. On-Site Transportation Improvements 

Table 2A shows the on-site transportation improvements and costs that would be 
associated with Rosemont Village. This table assumes that all transportation facilities would be 
constructed to the standards shown in Figure 2A. This table includes only the costs of street 
construction, and does not include right-of-way, and also does not include the costs of bicycle 
facilities that are not adjacent to streets, or transit routes. The latter costs are not estimated 
because it is impossible to know these costs with iany certainty. Moreover, no other potential 
UGB site that we are aware of has made any attempt to quantity these costs for this reason. 
Metro has not identified this as a deficiency in this regard, and we do not believe that there is 
one. .Accordingly, the estimated total on-site transportation improvement costs an estimated of 
$32,688,000. These improvements are required to be added to the Public Facilities Plan of the 
appropriate comprehensive plans by the conditions of this ordinance. 

b. Off-Site Transportation Improvements 

Table 3A shows the off-site transportation improvements recommended to accommodate 
the increased traffic associated with the development of Rosemont Village. It should be noted 
that the transportation system improvements required on Stafford Road, Rosemont Road, and the 
Interstate-205 interchange are not solely created by the development of the Rosemont Village 
concept plan area. In order to estimate the cost of transportation infrastructure attributable to the 
project, it was assumed that development area would be responsible for only its proportionate 
share of these transportation system improvements. Based on this cost proportioning, the 
Rosemont Village concept plan area development would be responsible for an estimated 
$28,317,000 of the total $54,786,000 of off-site transportation improvements. It should be noted 
this proportional share is based on the assumption that URSAs 33 and 34 are not developed. 
Rosemont Village's proportional share would be further reduced with the development of these 
two other URSAs. These improvements are required to be added to the Public Facilities Plan of 
the appropriate comprehensive plans by the conditions of this ordinance. 

It should be noted that of the $54,786,000 in off-site transportation system improvements, 
Clackamas County has already programmed $7,250,000 in improvements to accommodate the 
continued growth in traffic along the Stafford Road corridor. This growth is irrespective of the 
future growth created by the development of URSAs 31,32,33 or 34. Therefore, the actual 
off-site transportation improvement costs attributable to Rosemont Village should be 
approximately $24,570,000 [$54,786000 - $7,250,000) • ($28,317,000 / $54,786,000)] without 
the development of URSAs 33 and 34. The Financial Element of this Concept Plan is provided 
in detail in the economic analyses prepared by ECONorthwest (see Rosemont Village Technical 
Supplemental dated October 16th). 
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It should be noted the recommended widening of the Stafford Road corridor to five lanes 
is not currently in the Strategic Regional Transportation Plan. While it has been determined that 
the Rosemont Village area generates sufficient value to economically provide these 
improvements, it is recommended the Strategic Regional Transportation Plan be amended to 
include this improvement. This recommendation is based 6n the fact that this corridor 
improvement. This recommendation is based on the fact that this corridor improvement provides 
a significant regional benefit to the existing transportation systems in Lake Oswego and West 
Linn, as well as the future development of URSAs 33 and 34. 

c. Phasing of the Transportation Infrastructure 

It is difficult at best to predict and plan for phasing of improvements where no specific 
development is proposed. This is a problem not unique to the Rosemont Village Concept Plan. 
As with other proposed larger UGB amendment areas, given the size of development, the 
uncertainty of the sequence of development of portions of the site, and the rate of growth of other 
areas within the southern Portland Metropolitan Urban Growth Boundary, it is very difficult to 
develop a phasing plan. In any case, for purposes of developing the necessary transportation 
infrastructure, three development phases were assumed: Year 2005 (anticipated improvements 
prior to year 2005); Year 2010 (anticipated improvements between years 2005 and 2010); and 
Year 2020 (anticipated improvements between years 2010 to 2020). 

The phasing of the Rosemont Village transportation infrastructure is described and 
illustrated in the Rosemont Village concept Plan (RVCP) and further illustrated in Figure 5 A. 
The phasing illustrated for both on-site and off-site transportation improvements is based on 
carefiil examination of long-range travel forecasts, anticipated potential sequencing of land 
development, and our best professional judgment. It should be noted that the phasing plan also 
allows the proper funding to be available as the area develops. However, it should be noted that 
there are no unique impediments to the earlier staging of improvements. 

Relationship to Other Programs/Policies. 

This section addresses the consistency of the Rosemont Village Concept Plan 
transportation element with other plans. 

a. Consistency with Regional Transportation Plan. 

The Concept Plan used the Regional Transportation Plan base "strategic" model network 
as a starting point, from which transportation improvements were then identified. In addition, 
the transportation improvements recommended in the Concept Plan are consistent with the 
policies in the RTP; to maintain a safe, efficient transportation system with reduced reliance on 
the automobile. 

b. Consistency with Transportation System Plan 

Metro's Functional Plan, Clackamas County's Comprehensive Plan and Lake Oswego and 
West Linn's Transportation System Plans were used as a basis for the policy and infrastructure 
recommendations made for the Concept Plan. As a result, the Concept Plan is consistent. 
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c. Consistency with Transportation Planning Rule 

A primary goal of the Oregon Transportation Planning Rule (TPR) is to provide a 
balanced, fundable transportation system with reduced reliance on the automobile, by providing 
viable choices for altemative modes. One objective of the Concept Plan is to provide the 
opportunity for moderate and lower cost housing to satisfy the needs generated by existing and 
plaimed jobs in the area. The Concept Plan provides these altematives by increasing densities 
and creating a village center, thereby minimizing distances to be traversed by bicycling and 
walkihg; designating substantially expanded transit, bicycle, and pedestrian plans that will 
effectively reduce vehicle trips an estimated 25 percent; and, designating transportation 
improvements that are fundable. 

d. Consistency with Public Facilities and Service Plan 

The Public Facilities and Service Plan was developed in concert with the Transportation 
Plan. Public facilities are generally routed along street rights-of-way. The streets included in 
this Transportation Plan will, therefore, facilitate the orderly implementation of the Public 
Facilities and Services Plans. 

e. Consistency with Natural Resources 

The transportation element supports the natural resources within Rosemont Village by 
minimizing street crossings of natural areas, wherever possible. In this way, the concept plan is 
consistent with natural resources. 

f. Bicycle & Pedestrian Consistency with Park & Recreation Plan 

There is an extensive on- and off-street bicycle and pedestrian network in the Concept 
Plan. This network will be fully connected within the site, as well as to points outside the site. 
This network, by design, succeeds in connecting key bicycle corridors to parks, recreational uses, 
and activity centers. The bike and pedestrian system connects neighborhoods and provides 
mobility to commercial areas within the Village Center. Thus, the Concept Plan is consistent 
with the Park & Recreation Plan. 

Based on these findings, it is concluded that the proposed Concept Plan is consistent with 
other applicable programs and policies. 

Urban Growth Management Functional Plan Relationship 

This section discusses the Concept Plan's compliance with the Urban Growth 
Management Functional Plan (UGMFP). 

a. Title 6, Section 2: Boulevard Design 

Stafford Road is designated as a Regional Boulevard between "A" Street and Bergis 
Road. Accordingly, the design standard for Regional Boulevard is recommended for this facility 
(see Figure 2A - Street Design Standards). The design standard is consistent with the Regional 
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Boulevard standards established in Metro's Creating Livable Street - Street Design Guidelines 
for 2040. 

b. Title 6, Section 3: Design Standards for Street Connectivity 
* 

It is reconunended that local streets be provided at a minimum of 10-16 streets per mile. 
The community boulevards and collector streets within the study area are provided at roughly 
t/4-mile spacings. These characteristics indicate that the design standards are consistent with the 
UGMFP. 

c. Title 6, Section 4: Transportation Performance Standards 

Based on consultation with Metro staff, a two-hour peak performance standard was 
applied in the analysis. This two-hour standard was applied through the use of factors to the one-
hour peak hour travel forecasts. The resulting volume-to-capacity ratio used in the analysis for 
the peak hour is 0.98. Assuming the improvements specified in this report, the Rosemont 
Village concept plan is in compliance with the standard. 

Based on these findings, it is concluded that the proposed Concept Plan is in compliance 
with the UGMFP. 

Summary of Findings 

Based on the findings in this transportation addendum and the preliminary transportation 
system review, the proposed Rosemont Village Concept Plan meets the criteria established in the 
Regional Transportation Plan and Metro's Code for Urban Reserve Plans. The plan is consistent 
with the Transportation Policy, Functional Classification System, Needs, Strategies, and 
Projects, System Implementation, Technical Methods, Outstanding Issues/Refinement Studies, 
and Urban Growth Management Function Plan of the Regional Transportation Plan. 

Vn MC3.01.012feV9^ 

Finally, both DLCD and others have identified URA 34 as a particularly important area 
for provision of an industrial or commercial center, given its superior freeway access and 
relatively flat, undeveloped character. URA 34 will be brought into the boundary at the time a 
need for additional employment and industrial land is identified. Accordingly, the concept plan 
reserves, and anticipates itself harmonizing with, the ultimate development of URA 34 as an 
employment or industrial center. Development of Rosemont Village paves the way for 
development of U ^ 34, because of maximization of public infiastructure efficiencies, as 
outlined in the Clackamas Coimty urban fiinge study. 

The Metro Council finds that the Rosemont Village Concept Plan provides sufficient and 
appropriate land allocations for employment and commercial development to meet the needs of 
the concept plan area and adjacent areas within the UGB. The Council fiirther finds that the 
Village Center is consistent with the 2040 Growth Concept Main Street design type, which is 
appropriate at its proposed location. The concept plan is consistent with MC 3.01.012(e)(7). 

v n . MC3.01.012fe¥8\ 
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This standard requires a conceptual transportation plan consistent with the Regional 
Transportation Plan (RIP) and the protection of natural resources as required by Metro 
functional plans. The concept plan includes a conceptual transportation plan consistent with the 
regional RTP. In fact, a number of the improvements proposed in the concept plan are 
specifically envisioned in the RIP. No part ofthe concept plan's transportation analysis is 
inconsistent in any respect with any RTP or other plan, including the comprehensive plans of 
Lake Oswego and Clackamas County. Moreover, the transportation analysis is sensitive to 
important natural featiures and avoids affecting such features in a maimer that is consistent with 
the Functional Plan, including Title 3. No Title 3 resources are adversely affected under the 
concept plan's transportation plans. 

Vm. MC3.01.012fe¥9V 

This standard requires the (1) identification, (2) mapping, and (3) funding strategy for 
protection of wildlife habitat, natural hazards mitigation, and water quality enhancement. It also 
requires that a natural resource protection plan be included as part ofthe comprehensive planning 
and zoning applied to the concept plan area. The concept plan provides an adequate basis for 
such mapping and implementation through local comprehensive plan amendments, zoning, and 
related ordinances. 

A. Identification and Mapping 

1. Wildlife habitat areas are the riparian corridors identified on the 
map in Figure 7. The majority of the land in the concept plan area is in pasture grasses, with the 
most dense shelter, forage, and travel opportunities for birds, small animals, and more adaptable 
larger animals occurring in and along the connected riparian corridors of Wilson Creek and its 
tributaries. See SHAPIRO memorandum of June 18,1998, Technical Supplement. These 
corridors correspond to resource areas protected under Title 3 ofthe Functional Plan. At this 
location, the buffer widths prescribed under Title 3 are expected to be sufficient in width to 
provide continued habitat functions along these streams for the species expected to occur in the 
Rosemont Village plan area, and to provide adequate insulation of those fimctions fi-om 
developed areas. This is particularly true in the southermnost part ofthe concept plan area, 
where the main stem of Wilson Creek widens and steeper slopes protected under Title 3 occur, 
providing a wider habitat area immediately adjacent to the steeper and more densely canopied 
teirain outside the uiban reserves. 

The concept plan includes a riparian conidor enhancement program designed to improve 
habitat conditions through removal of non-native plant species and replanting with suitable 
native species. This process will create a multi-layered, structurally, diverse riparian system 
capable of providing habitat for terrestrial species, and improving water quality and aquatic • 
habitat conditions. This strategy is supplemented by surface water quality and quantity 
management requirements and implementation of BMPs to maintain stream flows similar to pre-
development characteristics. 

A small delineated wetland in URA 32, on the east side of Stafford Road immediately 
north of the existing Bergis Road intersection, was identified in materials submitted by the 
Petersen property owners. S ^ Figure 6. Widening and realignment ofthe Bergis Road/Stafford 
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Road intersection will be required in conjunction with urban development in any of the URAs on 
the east side of Stafford Road, requiring a strategy for wetland impact mitigation. Two 
conceptual alignment alternatives are illustrated in the concept plan's Transportation System 
diagram Figure 11). Altemative "A" provides for the intersection of the proposed new north-
south collector to be aligned with Sunny Hill Drive on the west side of Stafford Road. This 
altemative provides better intersection safety and operational performance, but would have a 
larger impact on the wetland than Altemative B, which would involve widening of Bergis Road 
and minor intersection realigrmient at the present location. However, these impacts can feasibly 
be mitigated. Conversely, the offset alignment in Altemative B is more complicated 
geometrically and operationally, which could lead to safety concems, especially with respect to 
vehicular turning movements and pedestrian safety. Similar mitigation strategies will be 
appropriate for either altemative, likely consisting of enhancement of the existing delineated 
wetland areas not affected by constraction, and possibly creation of additional wetlands in the 
immediate vicinity, t h e scale of the mitigation required is likely to be the principal difference 
between the two aligrunent alternatives illustrated. Either altemative is feasible and appropriate 
for the City and Coimty to choose, based on local preference. In either case, an enlarged and/or 
enhanced wetland feature will be part of the proposed landscaped corridor along Stafford Road, 
and will form a "gateway" transition feature for people entering or leaving Rosemont Village at 
this location. 

More site-specific analysis in conjunction with specific development proposals in the 
concept plan area may reveal other areas to be protected consistent with applicable law. 

2. Water quality enhancement areas are shown in Figure 14. Specific water 
quality enhancement areas shall be established finally pursuant to specific development 
approvals by the approving jurisdiction(s). To protect water quality and streamflow 
characteristics in the Wilson Creek system, a series of small water quantity/quality treatment 
facilities, such as swales and detention ponds, and an annual maintenance plan and commitment 
to adhere to the plan will be required in conjunction with each development proposal. This 
method is based on accepted stormwater management BMPs, with the objectives of cleansing 
water before releasing it into the natural drainageways and maintaining pre-development flow 
characteristics. A network of small facilities has the additional advantage of advantage flows 
throughout the watershed, without requiring constraction of large, public stormwater detention 
and treatment facilities, with potentially higher Costs and impacts on the Wilson Creek system. 

3. The very few natural hazard areas are identified on the map shown in 
Figure 9 (Urban Fringe Study, 1991). As demonstrated on the map as well as the DOGAMI 
Relative Earthquake Hazard map, it is clear that the area is relatively fi:ee fix)m natural hazards. 
This conclusion is supported by the Analysis by Talbott Associates, Inc. in the Supplemental 
Technical Appendix. Simple compliance with building codes and sound engineering principles 
will provide adequate protection against natural hazards in the concept plan area. 

B. Funding Strategy 

The economic analyses in the technical appendix and supplemental technical appendix 
make it clear that the concept plan area generates sufficient revenue to contribute its own 
infiastructure needs as well as additional, undedicated fluids. See the ECONorthwest analyses in 
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the Technical Appendix and Supplemental Technical Appendix. Depending on the particular 
development proposals, as long as it is fair and consistent with state and constitutional law, some 
natural resource protection may be accomplished through developer dedication of land and 
developer-constructed water quality enhancement areas. Project-scale water quality 
enhancement is often part of individual development projects and, to the extent necessitated by 
the impacts ofthe development, these improvements are often reasonably pdd by the developer. 

The concept plan area will generate sufficient revenue to publicly acquire land to protect 
special places or values. It is not possible to estimate the amoimt of money required for such 
flmding, as it is unknown what kind of contributions developers can be asked to provide. Also . 
unknown is the amount and scale of acquisitions that may be made privately by groups such as 
the Three Rivers Land Conservancy, which has indicated an interest in land acquisition in this 
area, and is likely to act on that interest. Such private acquisitions offset the need for public 
acquisition of natural resource areas. Necessarily, the flmding strategy must consist of an 
adequate revenue base for fimdihg natural resource area protection. The concept plan is 
reasonably anticipated to provide this flmding. 

The surface water management fimding method applied throughout the Tualatin River 
basin by USA has been discussed above. The program includes a surface water management 
systems development charge (SDC); on-site installation of surface water management facilities 
as a development requirement, providing treatment for phosphorus removal; stormwater 
detention and managed release to maintain desirable downstream flow characteristics; 
preparation of a maintenance plan and commitment to adhere to that plan; and a rate-based 
surface water management fee paid on an ongoing basis, simile to fees for water and sewer 
utility services. A program based on the USA model could be implemented by the fixture 
governing jurisdiction. Alternatively, USA could extend its service area to provide surface water 
management services in the Stafford urban reserves -.which are within the Tualatin River basin -
ifinvited and contracted to do so by a local jurisdiction. (See Supplemental Technical 
Appendix.) 

IX. MC3.01.012(EV10'> 

This standard requires a conceptual public facilities and services plan, as well as rough 
cost estimates for water, sewer, storm drainage, transportation, fire, parks, and police protection 
facilities-. In addition, a financing strategy for these costs is required. 

The concept plan focuses closely on the land use pattem for the village, its transportation, 
utility, and stormwater management systems, and its needs for facilities and services, such as 
schools, recreation, and police and fire protection. The costs and benefits, as well as analysis of 
standards, focus on systems in and abutting the Rosemont Village Concept Plan area. However, 
the concept plan also includes an integrated, systematic approach to determine the costs and 
feasibility ofurbanizing the remainder Ofthe designated Stafford urban reserves. 

Civil engineering design of public facilities and services, consisting of water, sanitary 
sewer, and surface water management systems, was performed by URS Greiner. Technical 
specifications of system requirements and cost estimates for the provision of needed services are 
contained in the Technical Suppllement and Supplemental Technical Appendix. 
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The costs and integration of water, sewer, stormwater and transportation systems in the 
concept plan area into URAs 33 and 34 were analyzed by URS Greiner and Kittelson and 
Associates, who concluded that, generally, the costs of accommodating the anticipated growth of 
URAs 31-34 as estimated in the Productivity Analysis are not inconceivable. In turn, the higher 
costs attributed to URA areas 31-34 in round 2 of the Productivity Analysis were factored into 
the economic analysis performed by ECONorthwest. As explained in greater detail in the 
Technical Appendix to the concept plan, even with these higher costs factored into the public 
facilities analysis, the integrated system functions with a positive cash flow and generates 
adequate revenues for Rosemont Village to pay its fair share. 

Additional public services traditionally funded by local govenmient revenues other than 
rate-payer bases, such as police, fire, library, and parks and recreation services, are included in 
the modeling approach used by ECONorthwest. Rosemont Village's achievement of fiscal 
balance indicates its ability to pay its fair share of public costs to fund needed infiastructure 
systems and public services. 

. X. MC3.01.012fe¥in 

This standard requires a conceptual school plan. The conceptual school plan is required 
to provide the amount of land and improvements needed for school facilities. The plan is also 
required to coordinate the estimates of needed school land among affected school districts, the 
city or county, and special districts consistent with the "procedures" in ORS 195.110(3), (4), and 
(5). 

The procedures in ORS 195.110(3) requires that the school facility plan identify school 
needs consistent with population projections and land use designations. Here, the concept plan is 
consistent with regional population projections, because it plans for consistent amounts and types 
of development to accommodate projected populations. Provision of schools is consistent with 
comprehensive plans. The concept plan's proposed schools will not be located on high value 
farmland, as there is no a "high value farmland," as defined in ORS 215.710, in the concept plan 
area. Moreover, the applicable city and comprehensive plans must be amended to be consistent 
with this concept plan. 

The procedures in ORS 195.110(4) contemplate provision of notice to an affected school 
district when considering plan or land use regulation amendments that significantly affect the 
school district. Such notice was provided. Additionally, the concept plan was well-coordinated 
with both the West Lirm-Wilsonville School district, which covers nearly the entire concept plan 
area, and the Lake Oswego school district, which includes a much smaller share. See Figure 15. 
Both d i ^ c t s attended coordination meetings and received notice of letters and other city and 
county correspondence when various jurisdictions were considering this concept plan. 

Moreover, the procedures in ORS 195.110(4) require asses smentof capacity of affected ' 
school districts consistent with school plaiming documents. Both the school planning documents 
of the Lake Oswego and West Linn-Wilsonville school districts were consulted and this concept 
plan is consistent with them. The concept plan enrollment projections are consistent with these 
docimients. 
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ORS 195.110(5) requires that a school district school facility plan ''provide for the 
integration of existing city or county land dedication requirements with the needs of the school 
district." When the city and county comprehensive plans are amended to achieve consistency 
with this concept plan, they shall include requirements as required by this section. 

This standard is satisfied. 

x rn . MC3.01.012feV12) 

This standard requires a map showing certain features as well as demonstration of certain 
infonnation. The concept plan includes such maps and information.: 

(1) Major roadway connections (see Concept Plan Figure 11 and the Kittelson 
memorandum of December 1, 1998 in the Supplemental Technical Appendix); 

(2) General locations of commercial and industrial lands (see Figure 2); 

(3) General locations of single-family and multi-family housing (see Figure 2); 

(4) General locations of public open space, plazas and neighborhood centers (see 
Figures 2 and concept plaii maps.) 

(5) Location of "unbuildable lands including steeper slopes, wetlands, fioodplains and 
riparian areas." (see Figure 19.) It is noted that in the concept plan area, there are 
no unbuildable slopes or FEMA designated fioodplains or floodways. 

(6) General locations or altemative locations of any needed school, park or fire hall 
sites. (See Figure 2 and concept plan maps). ' 

X. MC 3.07.11.010(13^ 

This standard requires coordination of the proposed concept plan among city, county, and 
other school districts, including a dispute resolution process if necessary. It also requires that the 

. mban reserve plan be considered for approval by the affected city or county. 

Coordination ofthe concept plan has been extensive with the city of Lake Oswego, West 
Liim, Tualatin, Clackamas County, West Linn Wilsonville School District, Lake Oswego School 
district, among others. Meetings and forums have been conducted, as demonstrated in Figure 3 
to the Rosemont Village Concept plan. MPAC and MTAC have had review opportunities. 
Moreover, the proposed concept plan was presented and considered for approval by the cities of 
West Linn, Tualatin, and Lake Oswego. Minutes ofthe West Linn and Tualatin meetings in this 
regard are in the record. The resolutions ofthe cities West Linn and Lake Oswego disapproving 
ofthe concept plan are also in the record. 

The concept plan was placed on MPAC's agenda for consideration, and the professional 
team was available to present the plan at MPAC. However, the MPAC chair determined the 
concept plan would not be considered by MPAC. The local newspapers reported this event and. 
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immediately following these newspaper accounts, West Linn and Lake Oswego adopted 
resolutions disapproving the concept plan. 

Lake Oswego in particular, and West Linn to a lesser extent, has complained that they 
have had an inadequate opportunities to review the concept plan and that it was inadequately 
coordinated with them. The Council, however, is well aware of the substantial efforts of the 
project team to gain audience with these cities and to seek their concerns and comments. In fact, 
once concems and comments were given in public forums in November, the Concept Plan was 
revised to respond to those concems. Moreover, the Concept Plan was build on the concept plan 
ideas reflected in Lake Oswego version of a concept plan it drafted out. The Council itself made 
the opportunity of MP AC and MTAC available to these jurisdictions as an opportunity to resolve 
and air their concems. 

Nevertheless, it was not until November that these jurisdictions and Clackamas County 
did submit comments to Metro or the project team about the proposed draft concept plan, and 
this was at the Metro public hearings beginning on November 12,1998. Even though the draft 
concept plan was produced in June and available to these jurisdictions in July, and even though 
presentations were made or offered and workshops were requested to work with these 
jurisdictions as much earlier points in the process regarding the draft concept plan during the 
Slimmer of 1998, none of the jurisdictions offered feedback regarding revisions or constmctively 
participated in concept planning for this area imtil November 1998. Metro staff only analyzed 
the Rosemont Village concept plan in public meetings through staff reports dated November 23 
and 30,1998. On December 2,1998, a final Rosemont Village concept plan was prepared that 
responded to all the various concems expressed by these governments as well as Metro staff. 
Under the circumstances, given the timing of the analysis of the draft concept plan by affected 
jurisdictions and their refusal to consult or participate in the development of the concept plan, it 
is unjustified criticism that the final concept plan should not be adopted by Metro because it was 
produced late in response to late expressed concems. 

The Metro Council expressly finds the Rosemont Village Concept Plan was distributed to 
affected units of governments. The concems of affected units of governments were invited and 
when finally identified, those concems were accommodated as much as possible as explained 
herein. Metro does not have the luxury of starting over or delaying appropriate UGB amendment 
approval. ORS 197.299 makes it clear that Metro is required to bring qualifying areas into the 
UGB. All of the affected imits of govemment regarding Rosemont Village were aware of this 
and that Metro was bound to consider privately funded concept plan under its own code; was 
specifically interested in considering the Rosemont Village Concept plan, was in fact considering 
.that plan, all had the draft concept plan several months prior to the final decision in this UGB 
amendment case, had ample opportunities to influence its final design and chose not to 
participate in the development of the concept plan. There is a difference between refusal to 

. participate and not being given the opportunity to do so. It lacks credibility to assert that these 
units of governments did not foresee that late expressed concems beginning on November 12, 
1998 would have addressed and accommodated as much as possible in the production of a 
responsive final concept plan for Rosemont Village before die schedule UGB amendment 
decision date of December 3, 1998. 

44 



It may be that Metro, as the coordination authority, will have to institute a dispute 
resolution process in which affected jurisdictions are required to participate in good faith if these 
jurisdictions refuse to comply with applicable law, including the concept plan and this decision. 
If such an exercise is necessary, it will be far morei productive and constmctive to do so after the 
concept plan area within the UGB and the issue of'Svhether to grow" in a 2040 concept is simply 
off the table. In any case, Metro expects these jiuisdictions to comply with applicable legal 
requirements. 

It is noted that the City of Lake Oswego has represented to the Metro Coimcil that it 
agrees that it is inevitable that this area will develop, at some point. It has also represented that it 
is willing to participate in an effort in this regard, at some point. The coimcil finds that the 
adoption ofthe Rosemont Village concept plan and the inclusion ofthe Rosemont Village 
concept plan area within the UGB at this point, provides that opportunity to the city. The UGB 
spans a 20-year planning horizon. The Rosemont Village includes a suggested phasing plan. 
TTiat phasing plan is not a required element such that a sooner timetable would require a new 
exception. However, the timetable does suggest flexibility in the implementation of the 
Rosemont Village concept plan. Twenty years is a long time. The Council finds it is long 
enough to provide Lake Oswego a meaningful opportunity to plan and implement the 2040 
concept community that is Rosemont Village, without unduly burdening fee City. 

MC 3.07.030 

This UGB amendment is subject to the condition of aproval that an agreement consistent 
with ORS 195.065 must be adopted. The adoption of this agreement will be followed by the 
final plan amendments to reflect the agreement's terms in a manner that is consistent with the 
Rosemont Village Concept plan. This standard will be completely satisfied at that point when 
final amendments are adopted. 

This UGB amendment complies with Functional plan Title 11. 

XII. . Consistencv With Acknowledged RUGGOS 

This concept plan is consistent with all acknowledged RUGGOs, including design types 
and the 2040 concept. It is also consistent with the principle that each Community is required to 
absorb its fair share of growth in areas the region determiiies are appropriate to do so. Stafford is 
an appropriate area for growth. It represents an area with a huge unmet need for dense housing 

; opportunities affordable to people who currently work in the area, as well as those who are 
. anticipated to live and work in the area in the future. Application ofthe RUGGO's fair share 
policy requires fee exercise of political will to prevent fee unfair migration of growfe to ofeer 

. areas. Allowing politically powerful and affluent areas to opt out of growfe is fee best and 
quickest way to disenfi:anchise fee rest of fee region's citizens. 

The RUGGO's policy of community separation is accommodated as much as possible in 
this decision, while mindful of ofeer obligations as expressed herein. Only small portions of fee 
existing UGB areas near West Liim are in close proximity to fee concept plan area. The rest of 
West Linn and Lake Oswego are separated by fee substantial land omitted fixim fee concept plan 
area. The land zoned EFU outside fee designated urban reserve, togefeer wife exception areas 
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omitted from the concept plan area, separate the two cities. These lands also protect from 
urbanization the largest concentration of forested habitat in the North Stafford triangle, 
surrounding an impressive riparian corridor. In this regard, the recognized rural reserves that 
separate the cities of West Lirm and Lake Oswego are observed by the concept plan. The urban 
reserve areas are also observed, as required by and consistent with the RUGGOs. 

XTTT. Consistencv With The Functional Plan 

This concept is consistent with the provisions of the Functional Plan. 

Title 1 

The concept plan is consistent with the design types of the Metro 2040 Growth Concept, 
including those identified in Title 1. Title 1 also provides that "As a matter of regional policy, 
each city and county must contribute its fair share to increasing the development capacity of land 
within the UGB" (Fimctional Plan, page 3). There is inadequate capacity within the existing 
UGB to accommodate regional growth needs. 

The City of Lake Oswego recently asked its planning commission to consider whether the 
City should refiise to-require minimum densities consistent with Title 1 (and necessarily Table 1 
of the Functional Plan, which represents the City's agreed fair share of density increases inside 
the UGB), if the UGB were amended to include more land, and whether the City should refiise to 
require such minimum densities until Metro addressed "unfimded" growth "mandates." 

The UGB must be amended, as is clear from the UGR However, the UGR relies on 
significant and aggressive infill and redevelopment, as well as assumptions about minimum 
density, to maintain the small UGB expansion required for the 20-year planning horizon. No 
city, not even the City of Lake Oswego, can refiise to comply with the state and regional 
plainning program. No exception has been requested, granted or justified for any city from any 
goal, particularly Goal 10, in this UGB amendment process. The UGB amendment proposed 
under the concept plan cannot legitimately be used as a shield to participation in regional infill 
and redevelopment requirements that every other city is working to achieve. Nothing about this 
concept plan is a legitimate impairment to infill and redevelopment. 

Title 2 

Title 2 is designed to implement the state TPR by limiting parking and vehicle miles 
traveled. This philosophy also characterizes the concept plan philosophy. Limited parking as 
required under Title 2 is considered and accommodated in the design of the concept plan 
commercial and employment areas. Moreover, the design of Rosemont Village is carefully 
considered to ensure adequate and appealing pedestrian pathways and trails to encourage 
pedestrian travel within the village area and to the transit stops and transit center envisioned in 
the concept plan, (gee Figures 18 and 20). 

Title 3 
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This important Functional Man title was applied to the concept plan. All identified 
Title 3 resources and buffers are included. Refer to Figure 5. The concept plan is consistent with 
Title 3. ' 

Title 4 

The concept plan envisions a mixed use community. It includes lower story retail 
opportimities and upper floor residential opportunities. More than 40 acres are designed to 
accommodate a variety of commercial uses, including a grocery store and approximately 470,000 
square feet of Class A office space, along the tines of a Kruse Way model, or not as large. The 
reihainder of the commercial space will be available for a mixture of shops, ^restaurants, clinics, 
and the tike. Economic analysis shows the proposed conunercial opportunities are adequate to 
be served and to serve the concept an. See the ECONorthwest analysis in the Technical 
Supplement. The concept plan is consistent with Title 4. 

Title 5 

The concept plan does not intrude into designated rural reserves, as required by this. 
policy. In fact, this UGB amendment specifically excludes the designated rural reserves that 
include both EFU zoried areas ads well as exception areas. 

Title 6 

The concept plan complies with Title 6 of the Functional Plan. The concept plan 
introduces functional multi-modal transportation opportunities to the Rosemont Village area, 
which were previously unavailable to the area. Multi-modal opportunities will significantly 
enhance traffic movement in the area. Concentration of activity in the Village center encourages 
trips for shopping, employment, doctor visits and the tike to be accomplished by means of 
walking or bike riding or wheelchair access. Pleasant pathways cormecting the village to nature 
as well as other recreation and walking amenities are included in the concept plan. Vehicles will 
not furnish the sole means of getting firom work and consumer opportunities to home, which is 
the situation that currently exists. 

Congestion is minimized under the Rosemont Village concept plan, which was developed 
under the 2040 Growth Concept design types acknowledged to serve this function, among others. 
Street functional classifications as outlined in the December 1,1998 Kittelson memorandum in 
the Supplemental Technical Appendix and incorporated herein by this reference, are consistent 
with the applicable design types for the concept plan area. 

Streets are designed to comply with Title 6 street types and design. The Kittelson 
December 1,1998 analysis in the Supplemental Technical Appendix Street connectivity is well 
planned and functions to encourage through trips to utilize arterial streets and provides local trips 
with alternative routes to avoid congestion on the Regional transportation network. Local street 
connectivity of 10-16 connections per mile are required by conditions of approval of this 
ordinaiice. 
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The Kittelson memoranda in the Technical Supplement and Supplemental Technical 
Appendix, together with this concept plan document, demonstrate compUance with Title 6 of the 
Functional Plan. 

Title 7 

This title requires a fair share strategy for the assurance of a range of housing at prices 
affordable to citizens. Lake Oswego has no realistic hope of providing such opportimities in any 
significant way, given its remarkable lack of developable land, the fact that most of the City in 
RO to R-5 zoning districts is developed with newer homes that are not candidates for 
redevelopment over the long-term planning horizon, and the fact that these are very few infill lots 
available within the City and its urban services boundary. The only minimum density ordinance 
in the city applies to these R-0 and R-5 zoning districts. The City has not yet adopted, and is 
currently questioning whether to adopt, a minimum density ordinance for its many R-7 to R-15 
districts, hi any case, affordable housing choices are quite limited. The concept plan and its high 
density districts are themselves the first important step in a program to provide a realistic 
opportunity for dense, affordable housing in a livable community. 

Lake Oswego is encouraged to adopt clear and objective standards and a development-
fiiendly clear and objective approval process that mitigates the costs of obtaining residential 
dwelling development approval within the City. 

The concept plan identifies the range of housing prices in each category that 
implementation of this concept plan can potentially achieve. As explained in the concept plan, 
the concept plan area provides many more opportunities than currently available based on a 
historic pattern of almost exclusively high end development. 

Title 11 

This concept plan meets all of the requirements of Title 11, which effectively replicates 
the standards of MC 3.01.012(e). This urban reserve concept plan was coordinated among all 
affected jurisdictions including the cities of Lake Oswego, West Linn, Tualatin, and Clackamas 
County, Unified Sewerage Agency, City of Portland BES and Water Bureau, TVF&R, 
Clackamas County Sheriff^ West LinnAVilsonville school district and Lake Oswego school 
district. All legitimate concerns have been addressed and acconraiodated as much as possible, in 
the context of a region where no one local govemment can opt out of growth. 

The RUGGO Objective 5 dispute resolution process has not been triggered because no 
fimctional plan provision has been adopted and because Metro chooses not to presume fiirther 
recalcitrance after the UGB amendment approved under this concept plan is finalized. This 
concept plan does implement a fimctional plan provision as it will be incorporated into 
applicable comprehensive plans, including the plan of Clackamas County. The condition of 
approval attached to this decision requires identified cities and Clackamas County and service 
providers to adopt an agreement consistent with ORS 197.065. The Council concludes it is 
inappropriate to presume that these entities will refiise to comply with this legal requirement. 

Accordingly, Metro determines under its own RUGGOS, it is premature to invoke 
a dispute resolution process which anticipates problems with or impediments to fimctional plan 
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compliance. While Lake Oswego and Clackamas Coimty have not exhibited a particular spirit of 
regionaUsm or cooperation, their principle problems have stenmied from a vigorous 
disagreement with Metro's policy choice to urbanize the concept plan area, ignoring that it is an 
area indisputably composed of first priority land for urbanization imder ORS 197.298. However, 
their objections have been ma, addressed and resolved as much as reasonably possible in a 
regional context in this process and in the approved December 1, 1998 Rosemont Village 
concept plan and Technical Supplement. It is believed that these entities will accept their legal 
responsibilities once this area is included within the UGB. The divisive issue has been whether 
to urbanize this first priority area The region hopes and believes that when the 'whether to 
acconmiodate newcomers' question is removed from the table, appropriate land use actions 
consistent with state and regional law will prevail. Any other interpretation of the RUGGOs, 
Objective 5 and Functional Plan in this context, is wrong. 

IVX Goal 2 Coordination 

The City of Lake Oswego together with the City of West Lirm and Tualatin and 
Clackamas County have expressed concem regarding whether the Rosemont Village Concept 
Plan was adequately coordinated under state and Metro law standards. 

State Law 

Several state law standards require that UGB amendments be "coordinated" between the 
planning activities of counties, cities, special districts and state agencies. ORS 195.025. It is 
well established that the coordination and resolution of conflicts among cities and counties land 
use plarming jurisdiction is within the exclusive authority of Metro, Citv of Portland v. Citv of 
Beaverton. 131 Or App 630 (1994). Similarly, it is well established that local govenmient 
subject to Metro's coordination authority in responsibility may not "unilaterally alter the 
aclmowledged land use plarming status quo and that to do so violates statewide plarming Goal 2." 
Citv of Portland v. Citv of Beaverton. supra at 131 Or App 633. The cases make it clear that it is 
Metro that has "unilateral" authority and responsibility over resolution of land use conflicts. 

Similarly, it is well established that cities and counties are required by state law as well as 
statewide plarming goals 11 and 14 to assure the "timely, orderly and efficient arrangement of 
public facilities and services...." Bear Creek Vallev Sanitarv Authoritv v. Citv of Medford 
[check cite] LUBA No. 92-172 [check appellate cite]. The arguments regarding coordination 
presented by the Cities of Lake Oswego, West Lirm, Tualatin and Clackamas County are no 
more than attempts to assume Metro's coordination and responsibility. In essence, fee Cities in 

. Clackamas County take fee position feey need not make feeir decisions consistent wife statewide 
plarming goals or wife any respect towards Metro's aufeority as a coordinating body. See 
Jackson County v. BCVS A. 53 Or App 823,829 (1981) affirmed [?], Or 121 129 (1982). Of 
course, bofe fee counti^ and fee cities must exercise feeir plarming responsibilities in 
accordance wife fee statewide plarming goals. Moreover, feey are required to follow regional 
directives of fee regional governing body in fee exercise of its coordination fimction. Moreover, 
under Goal 2, fee cities' and coimties' comprehensive plans must be consistent wife Metro's 
fi"amework and fimctional plans. 
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LUBA's decision iii Citv of Portland v. Washington County. LUBA No. 93-195 (May 6, 
1994), made it clear that when planning jiuisdictions are unable to agree about whether to adopt 
a new land use policy the conflicts within afTected jmisdiction's existing land use policy, such a 
standoff is resolved with Metro's exercise of its coordination responsibility. In BCVSA. LUBA 
made it clear that statutory and statewide planning goal basis are the maimer of resolving such 
standoffs including consistency with Goal 2. LUBA also noted "therefore authority for 
Washington Coimty, Beaverton and Portland to resolve the standoff that exists between them, if 
such authority exists must lay elsewhere. We conclude that such authority exists in 
ORS 197.190(1) and 268.385(1) which specifically require, and assigns responsibility for 
regional coordination of land use planning, within the Metropolitan Service District." Similarly, 
in Raineesh v. Wasco Countv. 13 Or LUBA at 209-11, LUBA made it clear the obligation to 
coordinate involves two steps which are: (1) the makers of the plan must engage in an exchange 
of information between the planning jurisdiction and affected governmental units or at least 
invite such an exchange. (2) The jurisdiction must use the information to balance the needs of all 
govermnental units as well as the needs of citizens in the plan formulation or revision. 

LUBA stated in Portland v. Washington Countv. supra, that the substantive portion of the 
coordination requirement is achieved through "balancing of the needs of all affected 
governmental units and selecting a particular course of action fi"om among the competing 
proposed courses of action. Indicate omission." Therefore, clearly a planning recommendation 
by particular jurisdiction may be either be accepted or rejected without violating a goal or 
standard for consistency between comprehensive plans. See also Lee v. Citv of Portland. 3 Or 
LUBA 31,37 (1981), afPd 57 Or App 798 (1982) (change in location of fire station results in 
insufficient impacts on nearby jurisdictions to trigger coordination obligation). Metro must 
exercise its authority under ORS 268.390(4) to recommend and require the City of Lake Oswego 
as well as Clackamas County to make changes in their plans. They are necessaiy to assure their 
plans conform to Metro's in the Metro UGB. Metro has provided ample opportunities for 
comment. The Rosemont Village Concept plan was forwarded to the Cities of West Linn, Lake 
Oswego, City of Tualatin as well as Clackamas County and MPAC for the review, and 
consideration of all of these, among others. The fact that the concept plan was forwarded to 
these jurisdiction by the private consulting team that put the plan together is of no moment. The 
Metro Code clearly establishes that a concept plan may be prepared and proposed by private 
entities. 

Metro has not been required to propose concept plans to any other jurisdiction for 
consideration and coordmation and in fact the Cities of West Liim and Lake Oswego as well as 
Tualatin have supported the South Hillsboro concept plan as well as others which have 
coordinated and reviewed by working within the Metro processes, but not by the.Metro 
Councirs specific actions. Moreover, the concept plan together with the findings adopted herein 
demonstrate that the Metro Council has considered and accommodated the needs of the affected 
jurisdictions as much as possible within the context of the regional govenoments legal and policy 
obligations to provide a UGB that is beneficial to the entire region. 

Applicable Goals 

Some have argued that applicable standards for a UGB amendment require the governing 
body to identify applicable goals and explain why the policy embraced by those goals should not 

50 



be applied to the subject land. This is not clearly required by Metro's own code. OAR 660-04-
010(c)(B) specifically states that for a change to a UGB, compliance with the seven Factors of 
Goal 14 makes a reasons exception uimecessary. Urbanization ofthe Rosemont Village Concept 
plan area complies with the 7 Factors of Goal 14 as explained below. Accordingly, a reasons 
exception to Goals 3 and 4 and 14 seems surplussage and uimecessary. However in an abimdance 
of caution and in the altemative, this explanation of reasons why the policy embraced by Goals 3, 
4 and 14 regarding niral land should not be applied here follows. 

A portion ofthe land within the Rosemont Village Concept plan area is zoned EFU. 
Accordingly, this land is subject to Goal 3 and a reasons exception to Goal 3 is required to bring 
this land into the UGB. Similarly, this land is considered rural land under Goal 14 because it is 
currently outside of the existing UGB. Converting the area within Rosemont Village to 
urbanizable land requires an exception to Goal 14. It is imclear whether Goal 4 could be 
applicable. These are cases that suggest Goal 3 and 4 are interchangeable and, therefore, where 
one applies, the other ought to be considered. The reasons why Goal 3 should not be applied to 
Rosemont Village are virtually identical to the reasons why Goal 4 should not be applied to 
Rosemont Village. Accordingly the following findings, including those under the seven factors 
of Goal 14 as well as the master plan standards explained herein, also serve to explain the 
reasons why the polices of Goals 3,4 and 14 regarding rural land should not be applied to 
Rosemont Village and that urban policy ought to be applied. 

It is specifically determined herein and in other parts of this decision that the subject 
UGB amendment to include Rosemont Village is consistent with Goals 1,2 5 ,6 ,7 ,8 ,9 ,10,11, 
12, and that Goals 13-19 are inapplicable in any case. These findings are readopted here. 

Limit Uses 

The specific reasons exception findings are set forth below. However, imder OAR 660-
04-018, it is necessary to make clear the scope of uses authorized by the particular reasons 
exception herein approved are specifically limited to those uses that provided the justification for 
this reasons exception: 

The reasons exception is justified based on the specific scope of uses outlined in the 
Rosemont Village Concept plan dated December 1, 1998 and as supplemented by the 
Supplemental Technical Appendix and Technical appendices which support that plan. Metro 
Code 3.01.12.040(b) specifically requires that this concept plan and map be attached as a 
condition of UGB amendment approval ' to assure compliance of develop^ uses with the 2040 
Growth Concept and any applicable fimctional plan provisions." 

Accordingly, under the reasons exception standards as well as the Metro Code, 
compliance with the Concept Plan, including provision for the opportunity for the specific mix of 
uses provided therein together with the densities and housing mixes and types, identified natural, 
transportation, recreation, public and other features and amenities are required as conditions of 
this UGB amendment approval. In this regard, plan and zoning code amendments consistent 
with the Rosemont Village Concept plan, dated December 1,1998, are anticipated to be adopted 
by the City of Lake Oswego and Clackamas County. However, this approval is subject to the 
condition of approval regarding an agreement consistent with ORS 195.065. This ORS 195.065 
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process may point to additional units of govemment with comprehensive planning authority that 
may also wish to govem and serve a portion of Rosemont Village. Rosemont Village has 
tremendous value associated with it and Metro wishes to facilitate a productive process leading 
to an agreement consistent with ORS 195.065 that allows West Linn or Tualatin to seek to serve 
a portion of the area. The precise designation of the extent to which the Rosemont Village 
Concept plan must be incorporated into the plans of Tualatin West Linn and Lake Oswego is 
being left open in deference to allowing the condition of approval regarding an agreement 
consistent with ORS 195.065 to work to the benefit of the affected units of govemment as well 
as the region. This is an accommodation to those units of govemment. In this, the Rosemont 
Village UGB amendment accommodates the needs of these cities and Clackamas County as 
much as reasonably possible. 

The approved concept plan provides adequate flexibility to these local governments to 
chose the precise location of public facilities and services and of preservation or recreational 
areas to enable deviation to suit local needs. In this regard it is important to keep in mind that the 
public has not yet acquired public areas and therefore those areas will necessarily float within the 
concept plan area until precise choices are made. However, any changes to the precise location 
of features must include adequate shifting of density and other features shown on the concept 
plan to enable this planned healthy urban community to flourish as a 2040 concept community. 

XV. MC 3.012.020: Factor 3: Goal 14. Factor 3. Orderlv and Efficient Provision of 
Urban Facilities and services 

Rosemont Village ranks highly for urbanization under this factor. In November 23 and 
30 staff reports Metro staff ranked URA 31 and URA 32 unreasonably low imder this factor for 
reasons which are not entirely clear. The evidentiary support for such low ranking under this 
factor is also not clear. In any case, the Rosemont Village concept plan area is highly appropriate 
for urbanization under this standard. 

The November 23,198 staff report gives the Rosemont Village a zero score for utility 
feasibility, apparently on the misperception that the failure of a local govemment to enter into an 
intergovernmental agreement to provide urban services to this area is fatal. However, the Metro 
Council finds that there is no legal basis for the council to determine an area may not be served 
with public facilities and services in an orderly and efficient maimer under this factor if the area 
lacks local support. 

The November 4,1998 letter by DLCD makes it clear that state law does not allow Metro 
to pass over an otherwise meritorious area, here an area that is essentially the legal equivalent of 
an exception area because it is completely surrounded by exception areas and the kind of 
-farmland described in ORS 215,710, simply because a local govemment does not want to see the 
area urbanized. Metro is bound to review &e relative merits of Rosemont Village based on legal 
considerations viewed in light of what is best in the long term interests of the region. It would 
make little sense to adhere to the short term political demands of local govemments, when there 
is a clear land use planning problem on the long term horizon. Here, in the absence of the 
inclusion of Rosemont Village in the UGB, this area will have inadequate housing opportunities 
to enable long term compliance with Goal 10. The Metro Council can little afford to ignore this 
serious problem simply because certain officials would like it to do so. Accordingly, it is 
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appropriate to evaluate the extent to which Rosemont Village may be serviced with urban 
facilities in an orderly and efficient manner. 

The Metro Council notes the City of Portland has verified that its water and sewer 
facilities can be provided to serve the Rosemont Village area. The Unified Sewerage Agency 
(USA) can provide sewer service to the Rosemont Village. The City of Lake Oswego has 
represented that if it is asked to provide water to Rosemont Village it will have inadequate 
capacity to serve its existing urban area. While the Council is skeptical of this claim, it is 
unnecessary to rely on Lake Oswego water service. The City of Portland is willing to supply its 
water to allow service to Rosemont Village. In this regard, the Rosemont Village concept plan is 
hereby clarified to require City of Portland water service unless it is demonstrated that Lake 
Oswego may provide water fi-om its own water sources to Rosemont Village without adversely 
impacting its ability to serve its urban area. 

It is herein noted that the school plan is consistent with the planning dociunents ofthe 
West Limi/Wilsonville school district as well as Lake Oswego school district. These districts 
have participated in meetings about the concept plan, offered feedback requesting more school 
acreage and these concerns were accommodated with greater acreage (60 acres) for school sites 
assumed for the Final Rosemont Village Concept plan. 

Tualatin Valley Fire & Rescue has represented that it will provide emergency services to 
Rosemont Village. The Clackamas Coimty Sheriff has stated it will provide public services to 
the Rosemont Village area. Tri-Met has indicated Rosemont Village has adequate density to 
justify transit service. 

There is no justification for assertmg that land inside a UGB may languish without public 
facilities'or services. Once land is within the UGB, state law requires that it be available for 
urbanization and that public facilities and services be extended to it. It is no answer to that issue 
that a city is anticipated to refuse to comply with state or regional law. 

Moreover, Metro, as the body state law assigns to have coordination responsibility and 
authority over the UGB, has the job of ensuring that pubUc facilities are provided to the 
RosemOnt Village area if it is brought into the UGB. If a local govenmient refuses to follow the 
law and cooperate in Metro's efforts to perform this responsibility, DLCD can step in with its 
enforcement powers. DLCD has well demonstrated its capacity and ability to do so in the 
numerous enforcement cases against counties who refuse to comply with Goal 3. No one like to 
be in this situation, but there is a legal fi:amewoik to do so if required. Metro can also invoke its 
mediation role with MPAC if necessary. At this point, Metro does not determine it is necessary 
or appropriate to invoke.either process. It will not preserve unlawful behavior by its consistent 
locd government. 

The job ofthe concept plan in this paradigm, is to establish that it is feasible to provide 
such facilities and services in an orderly and efficient manner. The enforcement and compliance 
issue have nothing to do with concept plaiming. As a matter of law, if services can be provided 
in an orderly and efficient way, that a service provider (composed of a different political 
leadership than those expressing disagreement with urban policy) may in the future refuse to 
comply with Goal 11 and state law to serve the area, is irrelevant to concept planning. Also, it is 
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incorrect that such a refusal is appropriate to presume in the concept plan process. UGBs and 
concept plans span a period of 20 years. It is poor policy and poor leadership by a coordinating 
body to base 20-year regional land use policy solely based on local opposition by certain of the 
region's current political leadership. 

The only reason services could not be extended to Rosemont Village is if Metro refused 
to exercise its coordination authority and responsibility and local govemments refused to comply 
with state and regional land use law. Metro has demonstrated its commitment to statewide land 
use planning and there is notasis to assume it will not exercise its coordination authority on this 
issue. Moreover, the law does not allow either of these things to occur and, therefore, reasonable 
people do not and, indeed, may not presume either as a matter of Oregon land use planning law. 

Even under the productivity analysis, Rosemont Village fares about average in terms of 
costs to serve. However, the Productivity analysis produced an invalid comparison as to 
Rosemont Village because of the incomparable transportation infirastmcture costs built into it by 
Lake Oswego and Tualatin. It is noted that the more expensive URAs in the Stafford area to 
serve per DUE (URA 33 and 34) were not included in this UGB amendment. As is detailed 
under the December 1,1998 Rosemont Village concept plan, the actual per DUE cost of serving 
Rosemont Village measured still including extra Rosemont Village area costs, is $14,298.14. 
This analysis makes Rosemont Village the 9th cheapest to serve per DUE using the Lake 
Oswego chart provided at Attachment A to its November 11,1998 letter to the Metro Coimcil. 

The productivity analysis incorrectly attributes to Rosemont Village substantial 
improvements to the 1-205 interchange not located anywhere near Rosemont Village or even 
within URA 31 through 34 at all, a five lane Stafford Road fi-om the 1-205 interchange all the 
way to Highway 43 in the City of Lake Oswego, again a substantial road improvement well 
outside of the Rosemont Village or even any of the Stafford urban reserve areas. The 
productivity analysis attributes all of the cost of reconstruction of the existing aging Tualatin 
River bridge to Rosemont Village and all of the Stafford URA's notwithstanding that the bridge 
will very likely require reconstruction in any case given its age over the 20 year plarming horizon 
and also given that the bridge is located outside of the Rosemont Village area. In addition, the 
productivity analysis adds not just one bridge across the Tualatin, but two bridges crossing the 
Tualatm River were attributed to the Stafford urban reserves. Again, the second bridge would be 
located well outside of the Rosemont Village area and likely outside of any of the Stafford URA 
areas and again, there is no known support that a second bridge is required, appropriate or makes 
any sense other than as a way to misrepresent the costs of Rosemont Village. 

Moreover, the Cities of Tualatin and Lake Oswego insisted on Rosemont Road being 
converted to a five lane highway firom Stafford Road through the City of West T.inn, 
notwithstanding that there is no transportation analysis to support a need for such an 
improvement Similar improvements were required for Childs Road, located outside of the 
Rosemont Village area. 

Accordingly, a proper analysis of Rosemont Village for comparative purposes requires 
analysis of the concept plan itself. The Rosemont Village concept plan establishes that services 
can be provided to the site in an orderly and efficient maimer. The proposed phasing plan 
illustrates the maimer in which public facilities can be introduced into the Rosemont Village area 
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without imduly burdening infrastructure or taxpayers. The phasing plan also suggests a plan for 
introduction of uses in a manner that takes advantage of and coordinates service efficiency to 
provide the best service at the lowest cost. Of course, the record also makes it clear that the city, 
of Lake Oswego has aging infrastructure that requires modification and upgrade and that the city 
is worried about how to finance those improvements. The urbanization,of the Rosemont Village 
concept plan area provides an opportunity to the city, if it chooses to do so to combine needed 
infirastructure improvements and upgrades with service opportunities to Rosemont Village. This 
will enable the city to spread the costs of needed infirastructure over a larger ratepayer base. 

The Urban Reserve decision Appendix 2 at page 57 of the Findings and Conclusions to 
the Urban Reserve's ordinance determines that: 

"Providing Urban services to URSA 31 is relatively easy, provides economies of 
scale and is independently comparatively inexpensive. Tlie URSA study model 
reanalysis gives URSA 31a rate of 5.0 for utility feasibility. For the reasons 
explained below, even this good score is unreasonably low considering better, 
more site-specific information in the record. The high scores for roaidwav 
network 9 and for traffic congestion and schools correctlv reflect the site-specific 
information. URSA 31 utility feasibility rating of 5 based on the general data that 
URSA study model is too low based on a site-specific analysis of URSA 31 
performed by U.S. Greiner. 

"The URS Greiner report supplements the more general work performed by 
KCM. The council has we i red all ofthe evidence in this regard and chooses the 
evidence fiimished by the URS Greiner study as the most credible. 

'The URSA study model utility feasibility score is based upon KCM's 
assimiption of a total utility cost per EDU for URSA 31 of4,670. However, 
because potential sewage treatment capacity is available or is currently being 
planned by URSA at the Durham Wastewater Treatment Plant and the Tri-Cities 
Wastewater Treatment Plant (an RFP is currently imderway), it is xmnecessary to 
include sewage treatment costs. KCM did not have adequate information in this 
regard, including new information only recentiy available, concerning USA 
capacity to serve URSA 31. Therefore, instead of KCM's estimate of2,900 per 
EDU for sewer service to URSA 31, the appropriate estimate is $1,509 per EDU 
for sanitary service. In addition, URS Greiner determined after a site-specific 
analysis of URSA 31; that URSA 31 may be served with gravity water service. 
KCM assumed pumped service, but acknowledges in its report that it lacked the 
resources to perfonn a site-specific analysis. The council chooses the more 
specific evidence in M s regard. Therefore, the URS Greiner cost per EDU of 
$1,120 rather than the KCM cost of $1,400 per EDU is chosen. Strong facilities 
can be developed in accordance with applicable drainage standards and the KCM 
estimate of$370 per EDU is reasonable. Accordingly, the best evidence shows 
the total comparative costs of providing services to U M A 31 is $3,000 per EDU. 
These revised comparative costs providing service make URSA 31 the third least 
expense URSA to serve as compared to the other 72 URSAs in the region. This 
comparison with the cost to serve other URSAs uses the KCM study as the 
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baseline, as it is generally accurate. Therefore, URSA 31 merits a top score of 10 
for utility feasibility." (Emphasis supplied.) 

Accordingly, the Council disagrees with the staff utility feasibility analysis that the 
Roseniont Village Concept plan area merits a "zero," as the Metro Comicil has already 
legislatiyely determined in the Urban Reserve's decision that this area merits a score of 10. 

Of all the candidate Lake Oswego area URAs (URA 31-34), Rosemont Village justifies 
the lowest public cost provision of urban services. Of the entire region as outlined by fee City of 
Lake Oswego, it is about ninth lowest cost. However, the costs to serve Rosemont Village are 
not out of line with the costs to serve other newly urbanizing areas. Moreover, a nimiber of 
urban services already exist in the Rosemont Village area thus minimizing the cost burden and 
making the most efBcient use of such facilities. These facilities include the Luscher Farm 
complex located outside of the existing UGB; the federal investment in the 1-205 interchange at 
Stafford Road which is inadequately utilized and serves a largely rural population at this point. 

Moreover, Rosemont Village enables the efBcient and cost effective provision of 
public services to URA 34 as well as the First Tier sites of URA 33 and 34. Otherwise, these 
areas are expensive to serve. Accordingly, Rosemont Village facilitates the development of 
URA 34 as an eventual commercial or industrial center as expressed by DLCD and Tualatin. In 
this way, the concems of the City of Tualatin have been considered and accommodated as much 
as possible. 

The Rosemont Village Concept plan also analyzes and suggests the lowest cost provision 
of public facilities and services, including water, sewer, storm water and roads to provide service 
to the Rosemont Village concept plan area. Development of public facilities and services shall 
be consistent with the approved Rosemont Village Concept plan. The concept plan makes it 
clear that choices of road alignments, and public facility Alignments as well as the boundaries of 
Roseniont Village provide the lowest public cost provision of urban services. In this regard, it is 
the best candidate site because it has fee lowest net increase in fee total cost for provision of all 
urban services, as compared wife ofeer UGB amendment candidate areas generally, as well as 
within fee subregional area identified in fee Leland 6 mile radius map in fee February 13,1997 
map used for analyzing fee subregional housing affordability need and fee wages in feat area. 
Also as noted in the concept plan, urbanization of Rosemont Village provides fee very real 
opportunity for fee City of West Lirm and Lake Oswego to amortize fee cost of upgrading 
ne^ed public infiastructure over a larger population base, feus improving fee delivery of urban 
services to citizens located within fee existing UGB 

Also as required imder MC 3.01.020, Factor 3, Rosemont Village facilities will be 
provided in an orderly maimer. Rosemont Village is adjacent to fee existing UGB. Transit is 
suggested in fee Rosemont Village Concept Plan and in fee Concept Plan's attached and 
incorporated Supplemental Technical Appendix as well as fee Technical Appendix also 
incorporated, as extending existing lines as well as fee potential for new lines to serve fee area. 
Tri-Met has indicated fee densities provided in fee Rosemont Village Concept plan area adequate 
to justify enhanced transit service. As to sewer, gravity is possible for a portion of fee site as 
outlined by URS Greiner in fee incorporated Technical Appendix as well as incorporated 
Suppleniental Technical Appendix. It is noted feat this entire area was studied under a federally 
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funded project in 1968 for basin sewerage at a regional scale. The area is not so served, but it 
has been possible to do so for many years and several analyses have provided large amounts of 
information to clearly establish regional scale sewerage service is quite feasible. However, the 
sewerage options shown in the Rosemont Village Concept plan are chosen as viable, altemative 
choices for this amendment. The Rosemont Village Concept plan envisions service either 
through the USA Durham facility or the Tryon Creek Facility used by the City of Lake Oswego, 
but owned by the City of Portland. Both represent service altematives from akeady serviced 
areas. Both would extend orderly service to the concept plan area. 

c. Transportation Plan. The transportation plan in the Rosemont Village Concept 
plan is complaint with all applicable Metro standards as well as Goal 12. While the 
Transportation Plarming Rule (TPR) does not directly apply because the Metro Code is 
acknowledged, it has been reviewed in the altemative in an abimdance of caution. As 
demonstrated in greater detail in these findings as well as the Kittleson memoranda supporting 
the concept plan, including the December 1, 1998 memoranda, and the determinations in the 
concept plan, the transportation facilities proposed and acconmiodated in the Rosemont Village 
concept pan are consistent with the TPR. 

d. Public Facilities Plan. The public facilities plan for Rosemont Village is 
exhaustive and is based on the work of four different firms providing four different analyses of 
public facilities to the area. All of them conclude that public facilities can and will be provided 
in an orderly and efficient marmer. 

It is also noteworthy the acknowledged 1991 Clackamas County urban fringe study 
determined that the efficient urbanization of the Stafford exception areas, Le., URA 34 and most 
of 33 necessarily requires the urbanization ofthe Rosemont Village area in order to provide the 
maximum in efficiency of public facilities and services. It is fiirther noted the City of Tualatin 
has indicated its interest in urbanizing URA 34 for industrial and conmiercial purposes at some 
point in the future. The City of Tualatin has indicated an interest in waiting a period of five or 
more years to do so, but nevertheless, this carmot occur until and unless the Rosemont Village 
area is also urbanized. Accordingly, the public facilities plan is completely compliant with all 
applicable standards, including state law standards, and there is no basis for a conclusion that the 
Rosemont Village concept lacks the ability to be provided and to provide orderly and efficient 
urban public facilities and services. 

MC 3.01.020. Factor 4: Goal 14. Factor 4—Maximum Efficiency of Land Uses 

: The acknowledged 1991 Clackamas County urban fringe study makes the following 
determinations concerning the EFU zoned acres in the North Stafford area (the area North of I-

. 205 in the Triangle just south of Lake Oswego and west ofthe City of West Liim) in part: 

"[T]his area would necessarily need to be urbanized ofthe 
surrounding exception areas were in order to provide services 
efificieritly." 

. There is a current need for residential units within the region. The City of Tualatin has 
indicated it wishes for the region to consider urbanizing URA 34 within the next 5 year period. 
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It has previously been pointed out to the region that Clackamas County has particular shortages 
of land for industrial and commercial use opportunities. URA 34 makes great sense as an area to 
solve this problem. While inadequate justification to add URA 34 to the UGB exists at this time, 
it is reasonably likely to anticipate that need may well be established over the next 5 year period. 
While Rosemont Village does not require the development of URA 34 to be efficient and comply 
with applicable law, Rosemont Village makes it possible for URA 34 to move forward in the 
manner Tualatin has indicated it ,may wish to pursue. 

Given this potentiality, to add Rosemont Village to the UGB to solve for currently 
established needs, provides the maximum efficiency of land uses for the region and Clackamas 
County. Rosemont Village sets the stage for fiiture urbanization that can reasonably be 
anticipated given current indicators: In this way, Rosemont Village offers a realistic opportunity 
to provide urban infirastmcture amortization with URA 34 to enable URA 34 to develop. URA 
34 as illustrated by the productivity analysis and the letters fix)m the City of Tualatin requires 
greater urbanization amortization structures in place than it alone can justify to be urbanized. 
Planning ahead by urbanizing Rosemont Village provides the realistic opportunity for URA 34 to 
develop with industrial and commercial uses over the planning horizon that the City of Tualatin 
has expressed interest in pursuing. 

Urbanizing the Rosemont Village master plan area itself enables maximizing the 
efficiency of land uses in the area because it is a highly efficient use of land. In the context of 
providing 5,199 DUE on a total land area of about 828.5 acres, Rosemont Village also provides 
72 acres of land for parks and recreation opportunities, 41 acres are set aside as Title 3 resources, 
60 acres are set aside as opportunities for school sites, 12.1 acres of land set aside as 
opportunities for civic facilities. Within a relatively small land area, this 2040 community will 
thrive and flourish amidst parks, open spaces and recreational opportunities within a pedestrian 
scale environment with opportunities for affordable housing of a type unavailable in this 
subregion. 

Urbanizing Rosemont Village has no adverse consequence to the reasonably anticipated 
development of land withm the existing UGB. All land within the existing UGB may continue 
to be served with public facilities and services in an orderly and efficient way notwithstanding 
the development of Rosemont Village. The City of Lake Oswego asserts that the land along 
McVey Road in Lake Oswego will not be able to develop if Rosemont Village moves forward 
because Rosemont Village will rob the city of its transportation capacity. This is wrong for at 
least two reasons. First, the Kittleson transportation analysis makes it clear this is incorrect and 
the Kittelson reports in this regard are incorporated herein by this reference. Under the Kittleson 
report, the reasonably anticipated traffic behavior of Rosemont Village assumes traffic trips 
migrating to 1-205 to get to Rosemont Village destinations in the region rather than seeking to 
reach other regional destinations over Hwy 43. The Metro Coimcil finds this transportation 
analysis credible and reasonable. In addition, as can be seen fiom the Lake Oswego zoning map 
that covers the McVey area, it is overwhelmingly zoned for large lot residential development, 
predominately for 10,000 and 15,000 square foot minimum lot sizes. This area is already highly 
developed consistent with those zoning designations. Accordingly there is little opportunity for 
infill in the McVey area cited by the city, in any case. Moreover, there is no minimum density 
ordinance in the City of Lake Oswego covering residential development on lots zoned for larger 
than 5,000 square foot feet. 
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Large lot zoning in the city of the kind that characterizes the McVey area referred to by 
the city in its November correspondence, is not subject to a minimum density ordinance. In fact, 
the city has suggested that if Metro expands the UGB, as it must, and does not respond to 
"unfimded growth mandates" that it may not adopt further minimum density standards. As the 
city zoning map makes clear, most ofthe city is in large lot zoning not covered by the minimum 
density ordinance. Accordingly, this concern is lacks merit. 

Water will be furnished from the City of Portland water sources, so there is no possibility 
that the provision of water will be in any way impaired to existing Lake Oswego residents or 
those reasonably anticipated to be acconmiodated within the city's mban service boundary. The 
city uses the City of Portland's Tryon Creek Sewer Treatment Plant and the city of Portland 
indicates that plant can adequately accommodate Rosemont Village and Lake Oswego 
development. Rosemont Village can be served by poUce and fire other than the City of Lake 
Oswego. The precise service providers in this regard shall be determined through the 
development of an agreement consistent with ORS 195.065. However, the point here is that the 
development of Rosemont Village in no way impairs development within the existing UGB. 

The Rosemont Village Concept plan meets MC 3.01.020 factor 4, (A) and (B). The 
Rosemont Village concept plan as adopted by the council complies with all Metro standards, 
including standards requiring efficient urban form. It includes a mix of employment and 
residential densities capable of supporting transit as is confirmed by the letter from Tri-Met. The 
Village is drawn at a pedestrian scale to ensure that pedestrian, bicycling and transit use is 
encouraged. The plan specifically includes provision for transit shelters and stops. Pathways 
abound to all areas in the Village, including opportunities to walk close to nature near the 
iiparian areas, as well as to Luscher Farm Park, the Village Center, schools, civic centers, and 
home. Rosemont Village more readily accommodates such urban form because it is the least 
steep, le^t environmentally sensitive but most productive residentially focused area with the in 
the subregion that is also adjacent to the UGB. As has been pointed out befoire URA 34 has been 
strongly advocated as a commercial and industrial site; URA 33 is not highly productive and, by 
itself, would not meet these standards; URA 30 suffers fix)m the same problems. Moreover, the 
opposition of Lake Oswego, West Linn, Tualatin and Clackamas County causes Metro to err on 
the side of less land being urbanized within the area and Metro chooses the Rosemont Village 
concept plan area as the most efficient and appropriate site for a compact, livable 2040 
community, adjacent to the existing UGB in this subarea as well as the region to assist in 
satisfying the region's need for more residentially zoned land. 

The compact urban form envisioned for Rosemont Village in its concept plan is 
consistent with Ihe comprehensive plans of Lake Oswego and West Linn as well as Tualatin and 
Clackamas County. It is also highly consistent with the regional Functional Plans as well as the 
RUGGOs. It is the determinatioii ofthe Metro Council that, after reviewing the December 1, : 
1998 Rosemont Village Concept Plan together with its supporting appendices, that it provides a ' 
land use planning program that greatly improves the likelihood of realizing a mix of land uses to 
meet the, needs of residents and employees. 

Goal 14. Factor 5—ESEE Consequences: OAR 660-04-020:660-14-0040 

Environmental Consequences 
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As has been made clear in other places in this decision, the Rosemont Village concept 
plan is hereby incorporated by this reference. It includes important findings determining 
compliance with applicable standards including a description of natural resource inventories in 
the area as well as protective programs. 

Under MC 3,01.012(e)(9), the Rosemont Village concept plan program of identifying 
and protecting natural resource areas is explained. This analysis and explanation is incorporated 
herein by this reference. The City of Lake Oswego contends that the Rosemont Village concept 
plan is inadequate to inventory upland forest and other areas adequate to enable it to apply its 
sensitive lands ordinance. This is incorrect. Natural features were appropriately and adequately 
identified in the concept plan, their significance explained and protective programs both 
suggested and required. Specific additional protection opportunities were contemplated and 
explained in the concept plan with the caveat being that density and legal including constitutional 
standards must be observed. However, there is nothing to suggest that this program of 
environmental protection and conservation forecloses the city fi-om applying its sensitive lands 
ordinance and fee council believes it does not. The concept plan provides a fiamework within 
which fee city may work to apply its sensitive lands ordinance as well as ofeer planning 
programs protective of natural resources while also being protective of adequate 2040 concept 
plaiming program housing opportunities. 

Moreover, fee acknowledged Goal 5 inventories of Clackamas County were consulted in 
fee development of fee concept plan. The Rosemont Village concept plan is consistent wife 
feese documents as well and its determinations are incorporated herein by this reference. 

Bofe actual field visits as well as consultation wife federal and state inventories were 
evaluated to determine significant resources in fee concept plan area. The Three Rivers 
Inventory Document submitted into fee record identifies particular viewshed opportunities 
which are specifically designated and protected in fee Rosemont Village concept plan. In short, 
fee Rosemont Village Concept plan includes an adequate inventory and analysis of fee 
environmental qualities in fee area. If ofeer environmental amenities are identified fee City is 
firee to include appropriate programs for feose resources as part of its comprehensive plarming for 
fee Rosemont Village concept plan area. The concept plan specifically contemplates fee addition 
of additional items as a potentiality upon application of county or city zoning and planing 
regulations. 

Natural hazards were analyzed imder fee Rosemont Village concept plan and by expert 
opinion in fee Supplemental Technical appendix. There are no natural hazards in fee Rosemont 
Village Concept plan area feat cannot be mitigated wife appropriate protective programs under 
fee existing building code program. See Talbott Memorandum, Supplemental Technical 
Appendix, incorporated herein by this reference. Moreover, feere are relatively few natural 
hazards in fee Rosemont Village area at all. In this regard feere are no FEMA mapped 
floodplains or floodways. The area is firee of significant hazards under Metro moping 
documents showing hazard areas. The developed City of Lake Oswego and West Linn have far 
greater hazard potential according to feese maps fean does Rosemont Village. 

There are very few steeper slopes in fee Rosemont Village area. Those feat east are 
shown m fee concept plan maps and tables and will be easy to mitigate against because feey are 
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so small and insignificant to the Rosemont Village concept plan elements and features. After 
careful analysis it is determined there are no natural features that adversely affect the potential 
development of Rosemont Village that require any special protection or mitigation measures 
outside of what is sound engineering practices. Rosemont Village suffers from fewer potential 
hazards than nearly any other area of the region. Certainly it fares better than any nearly any 
other urbanizing area. The imbuildable areas of the Rosemont Village concept plan area are 
identified in the concept plan. These areas include the riparian areas protected under Title 3. 
These areas are valuable natural resource amenitieis and provides important water quality and 
wildUfe areas. These areas are adequately protected in the concept plan. 

There is no regional economic impact analysis. 

In sum, any adverse effects from urbanizihg Rosemont Village are adverse effects 
ascribed to growth generally. Areas previously undeveloped will be developed. There will be 
more people in a concentrated area and more traffic. However, all of the impacts ofthe 
anticipated growth that will be accommodated in Rosemont Village have been considered aiid 
mitigated against consistent with acknowledged Metro planning documents as well as state law 
in the approved Rosemont Village concept plan. Locating Rosemont Village's share of growth 
in other areas simply transfers the Village elsewhere, without providing a corresponding benefit 
to solve the subregional need for opportunities for affordable housing like Rosemont Village 
provides. 

Social 

The social consequences of including Rosemont Village are overwhelmingly positive. 
Rosemont Village introduces the first opportunity in the area within which it is located for 
planning a 2040 concept community that includes the opportimity for affordable housing as well 
as a pedestrian scale development within which people can live and work, thus reducing 
automobile dependency. The advance planning contemplated under the 2040 Concept planning 
paradigm as well as the compliant Rosemont Village Concept plan establishes planned 
opportunities for adequate schools to serve school age children. It establishes planed 
opportunities for adequate infirastructure tO serve its citizens. Clearly, such plamiing has not 
uniformly occurred in the region and as a matter of state and region al policy, such advance 
planing can do nothing but improve the social condition ofthe Rosemont Village citizens, the 
citizens ofthe adjacent communities, the citizens ofthe region as well as the citizens ofthe state 
given the socially positive precedent that Rosemont Village facilitates. 

Energy 

The energy consequences of Rosemont Village are also positive. Automobile 
~ dependency is reduced by the planning policy embraced by the concept plan of providing a mix 

oftigiht, dense, uses at a pedestrian scale for the Rosemont Village. The city of Lake Oswego 
asserts that the energy consequences of Rosemont Village are undesirable because pump systems 
will be required for sewer system deliveiy. The city's comments assume that no gravity service 
is possible. This is incorrect. The studies by URS Greiner make it clear that gravity sewer. 
service is contemplated for some of Rosemont Village. There will likely be some pumping 
required. This is a consequence ofthe reality that Rosemont Village is not located on flat 
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Willamette Valley fannland. However, the loss of prime and unique farmland does not justify 
making the Rosemont Village concept plan area off limits to development because there will 
likely be some pumping required for sewer delivery. The city's primary concern that it has 
previously expressed about sewer service was its cost to Lake Oswego. However, the city does 
not even own the candidate treatment plants that Rosemont Village would use. In this regard, 
neither the USA Durham plant nor the Tryon Creek plant belong to the city. 

The city's concern about energy consequences of pump sewer for some of the sewer 
delivery operations is accommodated as much as possible by establishing that gravity is available 
in part to fee Rosemont Village concept plan area. There is little more fee region can do ofeer 
fean shift Rosemont Village's share of regional growfe to anofeer area of fee region feat caimot 
solve fee specific identified land need and feat will eifeer be flat Willamette valley farmland or 
involve pumping some waste at fee expense of some ofeer area. 

The Metro Code and Goal 14 factors are factors to be balanced. The factor of energy 
efficiency is to be balanced against ofeer goals, including fee goal to provide Goal 10 
opportunities to this subregion of fee region over fee 20 year planing horizon. This factor, on 
balance, is satisfied. 

Economy 

The economic consequences of fee inclusion of Rosemont Village are positive. 
According to fee analysis provided by Randall Podzena of ECONorthwest, fee revenue streams 
reasonably expected fro Rosemont Village are adequate to enable fee village to pay for itself and 
more. This responds to fee concems expressed by Lake Oswego, West Linn and Clackamas 
County and to a lesser extent Tualatin that Rosemont Village not add burdensome financial 
obligations to fee existing taxpayers of feose communities. As is evident from fee Pozdena • 
analysis, Rosemont Village provides serious, real and achievable economic opportunity. 

The addition of housing opportunities feat do not ofeerwise exist in fee region is a 
positive addition to fee region feat has positive economic consequences. Making home 
ownership achievable to greater numbers of this region's families is a undeniably positive 
economic consequence. 

These long term ESEE consequences of Rosemont Village are positive. The significant 
measures built into fee Rosemont Village concept plan to ensure it is compatible wife nearby 
areas and its 2040 concept compatibility are all designed to reduce adverse impacts fiom its 
development Certainly feere is nothing to establish that fee adverse impacts which may result 
fix)m the development of Rosemont Village are any more adverse than consequences feat would 
typically result from urbanization of fee Rosemont Village concept plan in some ofeer location. 

• The adverse consequences of growfe from a project of fee size and intensity of Rosemont Village 
are Rimilflr throughout fee region. It is hereby determined, however, that fee consequences from 
Rosemont Village are less adverse than in ofeer candidate areas and actually produce a net 
positive analysis on its ESEE consequences. 

The City of Lake Oswego city attomey's memorandum dated December 7,1998 asserts 
feat he Rosemont Village concept plan is inconsistent wife fee carrying capacity of fee area. 
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However, the city does not explain what leads it to this eonclnsion and Metro is unaware of any 
"carrying capacity" limitations in the Rosemont Village area. The water resources associated 
with the area including the Tualatin River will be protected by adequate storm water 
management practices that are as good or better than are being employed anywhere else in the 
region. The air quality impacts are no worse associated with the development of Rosemont 
Village than any other URA within the Metro region. While Lake Oswego contends to the 
contrary, their analysis reflects a lack of familiarity wit the Rosemont Village Concept plan and 
its supporting technical dociunents. The Rosemont Village concept plan includes significant 
opportunities for transportation coimectivity and pedestrian scale improvements as well as 
significant reliance on transit to establish Rosemont Village plans for and accommodates a multi-
modal transportation system that reduces the need for automobile reliance. The air resource will 
be been under the kind of plaiming envisioned by the Rosemont Village concept plan than by the 
equivalent addition of infill development in the City of Lake Oswego or anywhere else that does 
not have the opportunity to plan for a pedestrian scale multi-modal approach because of existing 
development and development pattems. 

MC 3.Q1.020. Factor 6: Goal 14. Factor 6 

Rosemont Village is within a designated urban reserve. Accordingly, under MC 3.01 ;020, 
Factor 6, (B) is considered to be satisfied by the adoption ofthe urban reserves designation and 
the findings included therein which are adopted herein by this reference. Moreover, Rosemont 
Village is either composed of exception land or EFU zoned land that is completely surrounded 
by exception land. This EFU zoned land within Rosemont Village is not properly considered 
high value farm land as that term is defined in ORS 215.710. See 1991 Clackamas Country 
Urban Fringe study; Miles' Agricultural analysis of URA 31; December 3, 1998 DLCD letter. 
Accordingly, under ORS 197.298, Rosemont Village is appropriately considered the highest 
priority for inclusion under either the urban reserve prong or Ihe second priority exception and 
completely surrounded prong. It is considered the legal and policy equivalent of exception land. 
DLCD in its December 3, 1998 letter makes it clear that Rosemont Village is composed of lower 
quality agricultural meriting inclusion in the UGB ahead of other areas on agricultural factors. 

The Clackamas County Farm Bureau has twice written to the Metro Council asking that it 
include the Rosemont Village concept plan area within the UGB to protect truly good farming 
elsewhere. The Clackamas County Farm Bureau has made it clear it has looked at the issue and 
attests that there is no real farming going on the Rosemont Village concept plan area. 

The Uiban Reserve decision correctly noted that in the implication of Rule 14 Factor 6 
and 7 regarding agricultural land, URSA 31 must be given credit for being first priority land for 
uibaniMtion, because it is completely surrounded by exception areas and is not considered high 
value farmland as that term is defined in ORS 215.710. In the Uiban Reserve ordinance, URSA 
was given a score of 9 for agricultural retention and 9 for agricultural compatibility. There is 
little reason to justify the Rosemont Village concept plan area for agriculture. 

MC 3.01.020. Factor 7: Goal 14 Factor 7. OAR 660-04-020f2Vd,> 

Within one mile ofthe borders ofthe Rosemont Village concept plan there are primarily 
exception areas to the south. The north, west and east is the UGB. There are scattered fanning 

63 



enterprises within this area. However, nothing suggests that Rosemont Village will be 
incompatible with any of them in a way that they are not already impacted. There is already 
sufficient urbanization in the area to generate complaints about aerial and other spraying 
practices. There is ahready to much traffic on the main roads such as Stafford and Rosemont, to 
safely drive slow moving farm implements and tractors. The positive mitigating factors about 
Rosemont Village include that it is separated topographical from areas where feere may be some 
farming within fee one mile radius area. Moreover, fee most dense and activity human activity is 
within fee Rosemont Village center, located in fee middle of Roserhont Village. Less intense 
land use are planed for fee fringes of Rosemont Village to ensure fee maximum possible 
compatibility wife bofe land uses nearby as well as any agricultural operations within fee EFU 
zoned areas in fee 1 mile radius area. Moreover, Rosemont Village envisions densely vegetated 
transportation corridors. This will fiirther buffer Rosemont Village from nearby areas including 
any EFU zoned areas where farming may ofeer wise be occurring. 

It is noted feat compatibility in this context is not an absolute term. The Metro Council 
finds feat fee limited agriculture on fee EFU zoned land within 1 mile of fee Rosemont Village 
concept plan area will not find Rosemont Village incompatible wife feeir operations. 
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A note on the Staff Analysis under Factors 6 and 7 

Evidence submitted by Judy Eselius and Marilyn Brock, parties to this proceeding, who 
own property in the Roseniont Village concept plan area, document their field observations of 
agricultural activities in the Rosemont Village area, and on non-exception lands within one mile 
around the Village. The submitted map and accompanying notes identify the parcels examined. 
This field observation and reconnaissance is more accurate than the determinations in the Metro 
Staff analysis regarding agricultural operations in the same areas, which staff analysis was based 
on aerial photo interpretation. Such aerial photo interpretation does, not surprisingly, match 
actual activities and practices as they are in fact known to Ms. Eselius and Ms. Brock and 
observed by them fi"om roads in the area on a recent visit to the area for the purpose of 
performing such a study. 

Within the Rosemont Village Plan Area 

The map and notes indicate that parcels totaling 361.5 acres identified by Metro staff as 
producing "field crops," and 11 acres identified as producing "fi-esh vegetables" are not in fact in 
use for such production within the Rosemont Village plan area. With respect to these properties, 
testimony and other evidence in the record indicate that grasses are mown as necessary to comply 
with fire suppression requirements, but the field observations make it clear that these are not in 
commercial crops production. Moreover, other evidence in the record confirms this. Other 
testimony in the record states the area Is not capable of generating a commercially viable crop 
yield due to urbanization that interferes with farming practices, crops blight, lack of water and 
poor soil types. With regard to supporting livestock; testimony in the record indicates the limited 
munber of livestock kept in the area require imported feeds. The map and notes indicate that 6.5 
acres identified by Metro staff as "row crops" in fact consist of an Asian Pear Orchard owned by 
Ms. Eselius, about which the Metro Council has received substantial evidence, including 
samples, establishing inability of that orchard to produce commercially viable crops, despite best 
efforts by the property owners. . 

The Metro Council therefore finds it appropriate to adjust the tabulated figures for General Crop 
Types in the staff analysis of the Rosemont Village plan area by reducing "field crops" by 361.5 
acres, reducing "firesh vegetables" by 11 acres, and increasing "unfarmed" by 372.5 acres; and by 
reducing "row crops" by 6.5 acres and adding 6.5 acres to the "orchards" category. 

Outside the Rosemont Village Plan Area 

The field observations note one parcel of {^proximately 5 acres immediately south of the 
Rosemont Village plan area identified by Metro staff as producing "field crops," but which is in 
fact the operations site of a sanitary service operation, and is unfarmed. Otherwise, the 
designations of "general crop types on EFU lands" were generally confirmed by field 
observations. 

The maps produced by Metro staff for the analysis of general crop types indicate the 
parcel boimdaries throughout the vicinity. From this mapping and analysis the Council 
determines that most of the designated EFU land parcels outside the proposed UGB expansion 
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area range in size from approximately 4 to 25 acres; that the largest of the parcels are located in 
steep, forested areas adjacent to Wilson Creek, and are identified as "unfarmed" in the Metro 
staff analysis. The parcels identified as producing "field crops" range in size firom approximately 
4 to 10 acres, and consist of home sites. Residential subdivisions in exception areas are located 
in the immediate vicinity, and no fanning operations that produce conflicts with the existing 
residential development are noted in the record. 

Clackamas Countv Farm Bureau Letter of November 30.1998 

A letter received from Mr. Paul Iverson, President ofthe Clackamas Coimty Farm Bureau, 
indicates that "[t]he Stafford area, particularly URSA 31 is a good example of an area that should 
be brought into the urban growth boundary. It is not intensively farmed and is primarily large 
home sites." The letter goes on to note transportation conflicts, and the presence of several 
existing and proposed urban uses surrounding the Stafford urban reserves, all of which conflict 
with fanning practices: schools, churches, and plaimed ball fields. 

The Metro Council, after considering the evidence in the record, concludes that the area proposed 
for inclusion in the UGB does not support significant agricultural production. The Council finds 
fiirther that the conversion of that area to urban uses will be compatible with the limited, small-
scale rural activities on adjacent EFU lands, which are themselves completely surrounded by 
urban or exception lands. Moreover, Rosemont Village will not be incompatible with 
agricultural activities on land zoned EFU or otherwise within one mile ofthe Rosemont Village 
concept plan area. . * 

A Note on Protecting the Policies Embraced Under Goal 3 or 4 in the Rosemont Village 
area 

The policies of Goals 3 and 4 support the protection of land suitable for agriculture and 
timber production. These policies are balanced under ORS 197.298. Moreover, ORS 197.340 
requires that equal weight be given to all the planning goals in land use actions. Here, the 
dictates of the need for long term Goal 10 compUance and for needed housing in this subregion 
must be recognized. The appropriate use of adjacent rural land must be evaluated in this light. 

; In the Rosemont Village area, it is poor policy to protect Rosemont Village area for 
resource protection purposes. It is also a colossal exercise in self-deception to determine this 
area is appropriate for resource preservation and should not be available to provide a share of the 
region's needed housing. Agricultural policy, as pointed out by the farm bureau, requires the 
protection and preservation of the best agricultural land. Making Stafford ofif-limits simply put 
pressure on better quality land that is actually farm or forest land or can be reasonably used for 
either over the planning period.. This point is driven home by the farm bureau in its letter asking 
the council to bring the Rosemont Village concept plan area into the UGB. 

Rosemont Village exists within the North Stafford area, which is completely surrounded 
by the UGB and exception areas. It is not Inequal i ty agricultural or timber land. The 
acknowledged 1991 Clackamas County Uiban Fringe study makes it clear that the North Stafford 
area within which Rosemont Village is located, is characterized by only "marginal" soils for 
resource use. 
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The areas roads are already heavily traveled with nonresource oriented traffic. There is 
tremendous public investment in infrastructure in this are including the nation's investment in 
I-205/StafFord Road interchange which under serves the public. The area is highly parcelized. 
Clearly, slow moving log trucks or farm trucks would add unsafe and incompatible traffic to the 
area and further cause poor Utilization of the public's investment in 1-205 and the Stafford Road 
interchange. Moreover, the area is parcelized and not in large blocks of farm land that can be 
aggregated and used as such. The parcels in the Rosemont Village concept plan area are owned 
by people who have chosen a residential lifestyle not farmers. The only working farm was 
acquired by the City of Lak6 Oswego and converted into an extra-UGB major park facility with 
ballfields, lights, parking lots and the like. There is no realistic hope of turning that land use 
pattern around and converting the area into an intensively managed area for farm or forestry 
operations. The policy of Goals 3 and 4, to the extent they must be considered, should not be 
applied here. This area is highly suited for urbanization. 

The policies of Goals 3 and 4 and the rural policy of Goal 14 is inappropriate to apply to 
the Rosemont Village concept plan area. If resource preservation policy is applied, it is not for 
the purpose of protecting these resources. Rather, it is to protect the area from development. 
However, no area can draw a line around itself and make it off limits and send its growth 
elsewhere. Anti-growth sentiment is not an appropriate basis to insist upon application of a 
natural resource preservation policy that can protect no natural resources any better than the 
Rosemont Village concept plan offers the natural resources in the area 

MC 3.01.020(c)(2) 

As is demonstrated in the Rosemont Village concept plan, Rosemont Village s 
compatible with other adjacent uses through its design. The residential uses on the fiinge of the 
Village are of lot sizes that are consistent with the existing urban areas of Lake Oswego and West 
Lirm. The highest density is located at the Village Center. Transportation system design makes 
the Rosemont Village concept plan function at appropriate and adequate levels of service as 
determined under the transportation analysis. Under the Kittleson analysis dated December 1, 
1998, it is recommended that the Strategic Regional Transportation Plan be amended to include 
the improvements listed therem. This SRTP has npt yet been officially adopted. However, when 
it is, the Metro Council hereby directs staff to consider the improvements listed in the Kittleson 
report as eligible for SRTP designation. 

: The long-term ESEE consequences are positive and certainly are not more adverse than 
would typically result if the proposal ere located elsewhere in the region. As is explained above, 
the long-term planning represented in the Rosemont Village Concept plan is consistent with 
acknowledged Metro plarming documents as a way to ensure the long term health and livability 
of the regioiL The Village is drawn at a pedestrian scale with amenities to encourage pedestrian, 
bicycle and multi-modal transportation uses. 

As explained above, the Rosemont Village Concept plan results in a clear transition 
b e t w ^ the cities of Tualatin, West Lirm and Lake Oswego. The plan does not include a 
number of areas for reasons explained above that are designated rural reserves. Separation is 
protected in the adoption of the Rosemont Village Concept plan and this UGB amendment. 
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The Rosemont Village Concept plan area included within the UGB is within Metro's 
regional boundary and, therefore, Metro has authority to adopt this amendment. 

Statewide Planing Goals 

Goal 1 

Citizens have had numerous opportunities to be involved in the development ofthe 
Rosemont Village Concept plan as well as having had the opportunity to participate in 
acknowledged Metro process concerning this UGB amendment. All acknowledge Metro 
processes were adhered to in approving the Rosemont Village Concept plan as well as this UGB 
amendment. 

Goal 2 

The numerous opportimities provided local governments as part of the coordination 
responsibility to participate in this UGB amendment as well as the approval ofthe Rosemont 
Village Concept plan has resulted in a better concept plan and numerous accommodations of 
local govermnent and citizen needs. The draft concept plan was first made availiable to local 
governments in June or July of 1998, and in response to comments on that plan that were made 
in November, 1998, the concept plan was revised to address those concerns and the December 1, 
1998 Concept Plan is the outcome of that coordmation and involvement. Coordmation has also 
been discussed in this decision in detail above. 

The West Linn Wilsonville School District requested that additional land be added to the 
concept pan area and this request was accommodated by nearly doubling the amount of land 
assumed for school fimction. Now, the concept plan includes an assumption of 60 acres for 
school sites. 

Goal 5 

As the concept plan makes clear there are no identified historic or cultural resources in 
•the concept plan area in any acknowledged plan, other than the historic Luscher Farm. The 
Luscher Farm is protected and honored as a park, consistent with the City of Lake Oswego and 
Clackamas County planing documents. If other resources are later identified, local 
comprehensive planning and zoning ordinances are in a position to adequately protect them. The 
Concept plan adequately identifies natural resources n the area and identifies those viewed and 
significant deserving protection and plans for protection for those resources. Other natural 
resource deemed less significant are not afforded specific protection under the concept plan. 
However, if ithe city or county wishes to afford protection to some of these resources, so long as 
density and the basic scope and nature of uses are maintained under the concept plan, the concept 
plan suggested protective programs that might be considered to add additional protections if 
determined to be locally desirable to do so. 

Goal 6 

The City of Lake Oswego asserts that the development of a dense 2040 concept 
community in the Rosemont Village Concept plan area will have adverse effect on air and water 
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resources. These assertions have been addressed above. To reiterate. Adequate water quality 
facilities are proposed under the Rosemont Village Concept plan. Natural drainage swales and 
catch basins are envisioned. Water quality will be maintained and recharge functions protected. 
The substantial amount of land not included in the uiban reserves or the UGB will further ensure 
the watershed is not over burdened. Water quality protective mechanisms are proposed that are 
at least at protective if not more so than in UGB amendment areas the city supports, such as 
south Hillsboro, which the concept plan makes clear will drain into the Tualatin River. Short of 
a zero tolerance policy which neither the region nor Lake Oswego or any other city advocates, 
the Rosemont Village concept plan protect water quality and quantity with as great a mitigation 
measure strategy as possible. 

Moreover, as to air quality, the Rosemont Village concept plan strongly encourages and 
facilities nonautomobile movement. It has a strong multi-modal component. It is envisioned 
that the mixture of uses proposed in Rosemont village and the uniquely beautiful and livable 
environment, will encourage people to walk or bike to shop, work, or play. It will not be strictly 
necessary to even own a car in Rosemont Village at final build out. Rosemont Village is a 2040 
concept community completely consistent with Regional and state mandates to plan dense 
housing next to centers to facilitate more of a sense of place and pedestrian scale development 
and less dependency on the automobile. 

Moreover, Rosemont Village is planned at adequate densities to justify transit service. Its 
location near to downtown Portland will make transit an attractive choice for Portland 
commuters. The commute to Portland will be one of the shortest commutes in the region as 
compared to other candidate new UGB areas. In other words, Rosemont Village is closest of any 
other UGB candidate area to the central city than is any other UGB amendment area. There will 
be no unmitigated air quality impacts. 

Because the area is not already densely populated there is no danger of running afoul of 
"carrying capacity" concems in the Rosemont Village concept plan area. The land, air and water 
resources can well tolerate the 2040 concept community planned for Rosemont Village. 

Goal? 

Natural hazards are not particularly problematic in this area, gee Talbott and Assoc. 
Report, Supplemental Technical Appendix; 1991 Clackamas Coimty Urban Fringe Study; and 
supporting Hazards maps introduced into the record. While the surrounding areas of Lake 
Oswego and west Linn have some hazard potential, Rosemont Village is relatively free from 
natural hazards which limit development. Any natural hazards that existing within the Rosemont 
Village area are quite mitigatable by simple adherence to sound engineering principles and the 
building code. 

Goals 

The concept plan includes adequate recreation opportunities. Several trails, natural area 
and parks are proposed. No one has assert that recreational opportunities are lacking, and the 
Metro council finds that such opportunities are adequately accommodated consistent t with Goal 
8. 

69 



Goal 9 

It is clear from the Pozdena/EcoNorthwest Memoranda from the first in the Draft 
Concept plan, to those in the Technical Supplement and Supplemental Technical Appendix all 
make it clear that Rosemont Village has positive economic advantages and provides positive 
economic opportunities to the citizens of the region; Rosemont Village and the surrounding 
communities. 

Goal 10 

This Goal has been explained at length in the adopted concept plan; urban reserves 
decision and in the findings supporting this decision above. Rosemont Village clearly provides 
regional and subregional affordable housing opportunities for needed housing. Moreover, the 
subregion has particularly acute housing affordability deficiencies that Rosemont Village can go 
a long way to help correct. While Rosemont Village is. not the total panacea for the region's or 
subregions' affordability problems, it is a solid first step that will make Goal 10 housing 
opportunities available that are scarce in the region and virtually nonexistent in the subregion.. 

Goal 11 

As explained elsewhere in these findings, public facilities and services can and will be 
extended to Rosemont Village in an orderly and efficient manner as demonstrated in the Concept 
plan and its technical supporting documents, including the reports of URS Greiner. 

Goal 12 

Transportation systems are adequately planned to comply with this goal as explained in 
earlier findings and in the adopted concept plan and supporting Technical Appendix and 
Supplemental Technical Appendix, particularly the December 1,1998 Kittleson Memoranda. 

Goal 13 

The design of Rosemont Village fosters energy efficiency b y reducing reliance on the 
automobile and encouraging multi-modal transportation uses. Much of Rosemont Village is 
south facing, so it should be a light and bright area requiring fewer lights. No party has 
contended that Rosemont Village will lack energy efficiency and the Metro council £nds that it 
will be energy efficient and is designed to conserve energy resources. 

Goal 14 

The Goal 14 factors are explained above. In sum, the Council concludes that Rosemont Village 
is an {appropriate location for uibanization to assist the region in solving its need for more 
housing units with a 2040 concept community. 

Conclusion 

This amendment and the adoption of the Rosemont Village Concept Plan balances a 
number of regional and subregional needs while accommodating the needs expressed by citizens 
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and local governments as much as possible. The Rosemont Village Concept plan is an 
appropriate planning step to laimch the region and the subregion into a positive planning 
paradigm that characterizes the Metro 2040 concept planning program. The Metro Council 
concludes the Rosemont Village concept plan and the concept plan area meets all standards and 
therefore both are herein approved. 

71 



M E M O R A N D U M 

Appendix A 

M E T R O 

Date: October 26,1998 

To: Mark Turpel, Senior Program Manager 
Growth Management Services Department 

From: Glen Bblen, Associate Regional Planner 
Growth Management Services Department/^ 

Re: Exception Lands Not Considered as Alternative Sites for Urban Growth 
Boundary Expansion 

In December 1997, Metro Council concluded, through adoption of the Urban Growth Report, the 
Urban Growth Boundary (UGB) did not contain sufficient land to accommodate the forecasted 
20 years of residential development. The Metro Council adopted the report describing the 
deficiency as follows: the UGB must be expanded in order to accommodate just over 32,000 
households and 2900 jobs. 

According to State law, Metro has until December 31,1998, to bring enough land into the 
boundary to accommodate one-half of the total need, just over 16,000 households and 1,450 
jobs. State law requires that Metro establish urban reserves to designate the areas it will 
expand its UGB into overthe next 30 years. Metro established 18,579 acres as urban reserves 
on March 6,1997. In accordance with State law and Metro Code, the UGB can only be 
expanded into these adopted urban reserves. 

State land-use laws specify a hierarchical approach to making a UGB expansion decision. The 
State requires Metro to first look at exception lands near the boundary. Exception lands are 
those that have been excepted from Statewide Planning Goals 3 and 4, protecting farm and 
fprest lands. If exception lands cannot meet the entire need, then Metro may consider resource 
lands. Metro Included both exception land and land designated for farni or forest use In 
designating Its Initial Urban Reserve Study Areas (URSAS). The adopted urban reserves, 
selected from the URSAS also contain both excisption land and resource land. . 

To dedde which lands in proximity to the current UGB can best accommodate the immediate 
forecasted need, Metro contracted with Pacific Rim Resources to perform a productivity analysis 
of the adopted urban reserves. The consultants completed their task jn two phases. The first ; 
step was to analyze all of the urban reserves with a cursory look at household and job.capacity. 
The first step allowed the consultants to narrow their focus to approximately 12,000 acres for a 
more detailed second phase of analysis. Some exception lands were dropped from 
consideration In the first phase because they were shown to be less productive or rfiore costly to 
serve. 

Some may question why not all the Exception Lands around the region have been considered. 
The intent of this memo Is to describe 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 was derived from the data 
contained In Metro's RLISLITE CD-ROMS dated August 1998. Digital Ortho-photography 
comes from Metro's RLIS Photo CD-ROMS dated September 1997. Copies of the CD-ROMS 
utilized are attached. 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 reserves is categorized for ease 
of reading. The first two groupings Include exception land some distance from or not contiguous 
to the current UGB. Categories 3 through 41 are set up geographically as a 'walk' around the 
UGB with an analysis on specific small groupings of exception lands that share a common 
issue. 

Category • • 
Number Description 

1. Distance. None of the lands included In category one are near enpugh to the 
present UGB to enable efficient urban expansion. All of these exception areas are at 
least one full mile from the present UGB. Urban development in these areas would 

• • have negative Impacts on the environment, specifically air quality; resultant from" 
Increases in vehicle mile traveled. 

In addition, many of the exception areas within this category are located within Metro 
Identified rural reserves, and green com'dors as designated on the acknowledged 
Region 2040 Growth Concept Map. The policies contained In the Regional 
Frameworic Plan, and the Regional Uriaan Growth Goals and Objectives (RUGGOs) 
specify that rural reserves are lands that will not be developed In urban uses 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. TTie Intent of the agreement Is to protect the rural reserves from urtjan 
development and maintain separation between communities. 

A green com'dor Is defined In the Regional Framewori< Plan, Objective 1.11 
(Neighbor Cities) a s a transportation facility through rural reserves that iserves as a 
link between the metropolitan area and a neighbor dty that also limits access 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 
e f fed on the surrounding rural areas. 

2. Noncontiguous Areas. These exception areas are not contiguous to, or connected 
to, other exception areas that are contiguous to the UGB. To expand the UGB onto 

• non-contiguous exception areas would require that the Intervening agricultural areas 
be urbanized. In addition, many of the exception areas within this category are 
located within rural reserves as designated on the acknowledged Region 2040 
Growth Concept Map. The polides contained In the Regional Framework Plan and 
the RUGGOs specify that rural reserves are lands that will not be developed In urban 
uses In the foreseeable future. They are Intended to support and protect farm and 
forestry operations and maintain separation between communities. 
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3. Columbia Gorge National Scenic Area. Exception lands in Multnomah County that 
are affected by Columbia Gorge National Scenic Area were excluded from 
consideration for urbanization. Urbanization of these areas would conflict with the 
goals established by the federal government. 

4. Area East of Gresham. This area has a considerable amount of land that consists 
of slopes.in excess of 25 percent. Such lands were deemed unbuildable in the 
analysis of the Region 2040 Growth Concept and the Urban Growth Report. In 
addition, there Is a significant canyon in the area with a stream that contains both 
wetlands and lands in the FEMA 100-year floodplain. 

5. Gresham Sandy Separation. The RUGGOs Objective 26.1 specifies that 
communities will benefit from maintaining separation. This separation can be 
achieved by retaining the rural nature of the lands between the UGB and neighboring 
cities. The area between Gresham and Sandy serves this function. This area is also 
contained within a rural reserve as 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 uses 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 area as a 
green corridor. A green corridor is defined in the Regional Framework Plan, 
Objective 1.11 (Neighbor Cities) as a transportation facility through rural reserves 
that serves as a link between the metropolitan area and a neighbor city that also 
limits access to the famns 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 surrounding rural areas. 

6. Area South of URAs 1 ,2 and 3. This area was 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 area is distant 
from existing urban services. The area contains a considerable amount of hilly land 
with slopes greater than 25 percent. Such lands were deemed unbuildable In the 
analysis of the Region 2040 Growth Concept and the Urban Growth Report. 

This land is separated from the urban reserve land to the north by a watershed 
boundary, and drains to the south, away from the gravity systems 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) states the proposed location for the UGB shall 
result In a clear transition between urban and rural lands, using natural and build . 
featured, such as roads, drainage divides, fioodplains, powerlines, major topographic 
features, and historic pattems of land use or settlement. 

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 area between 
Gresham 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 area as a green corridor. A gre.en com'dor 
is defined in the Regional Framework Plan Objective 1.11 (Neighbor Cities) as a 
transportation facility through rural reserves that serves as a link between the 

. metropolitan area and a neighbor city that also limits access 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 areas. 

7. Area East of URAs 6 ,7 and 8. Much of the land In this area is shown to have 
slopes of 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. In 
addition, the land In this area Is far from existing urban services. 

A considerable portion of this area is located within rural reserves as 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 uses 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 area is important to retain while 
balancing the land need for housing with quality of life needs for the'general 
population. 

A portion of this area 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 prior to discharge adding significantly 
to the cost of urbanization. 

8. Area East and South of URA 9. Much of the land In this area Is shown to consist of 
slopes greater than 25 percent. Such lands were deemed unbuildable in the 
analysis of the Region 2040 Growth Concept and the Urban Growth Report. In 
addition, the land In this area Is distant from existing urban services. 

This area 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 prior to discharge making It expensive to develop. 

9. Area South of URA 9. Much of the land in this area is shown to consist of slopes 
greater than 25 percent. Such lands were deemed unbuildable in the analysis of the 
Region 2040 Growth Concept and the Urban Growth Report In addition, the 
presence of wetlands further excludes this land from being urbanized. 

This area 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 prior to discharge making It expensive to develop. 
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10. Area.North of URA 15. Much of the land in this area is shown to consist of slopes 
greater than 25 percent. Such lands were deemed unbuildable In the analysis of the 
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 needs of the general population. 

11. Area West of URA 15. Much of the land in this area Is shown to consist of slopes 
greater than 25 percent. Such lands were deemed unbuildable In the analysis of the 
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 oif life needs of the general population. 

12., Carver Vicinity, this area is almost entirely consumed by unbuildable land. A large 
proportion of this land Is shown to consist of slopes greater than 25 percent. Such 
lands were deemed 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 deemed unbuildable In the analysis of the Region 2040 Growth Concept and 
the Urban Growth Report. 

This area 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 South of Clackamas River. This area 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 
will have to have storni drainage water treatment.applled prior to discharge. 

This area contains significant amounts of land that is shown to consist of slopes 
greaterthan 25 percent Sudi lands were deemed unbuildable in the analysis of the 
Region 2040 Growth Concept and the Urban Growth Report Other lands in this 
area lie within the FEMA 100-year floodplain of the Clackamas River. The 

• Functional Plan (Title 3) requires that land of this nature be proteded from the effects 
of development In additiori, such lands were deemed unbuildable In the analysis of 
the Region 2040 Growth Concept and the Urban Growth Report. 

• * ' 

This area is located within rural reserves as shown on the acknowledged Region 
• 2040 Growth Concept Map. The polides contained in the Regional Framewori< Plan 

and the RUGGOs spedfy that rural reserves are lands that will not be developed for 
urban uses In the foreseeable future. They are intended to support and protect famn 
and forestry operations and maintain separation between communities. 
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14. Area East of Oregon City. This area contains the Newell Creek Canyon, an area 
with significant amounts of land that Is shown to contain slopes equal to or greater 
than 25 percent. Such lands were deemed unbuildable in the analysis ofthe 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 6,1997, Urban Reserve 
Decision) the topography In this area makes it difficult to efficiently deliver urban 
services,-

There Is a substantial amount of land In this area that lies within the FEMA 100-year 
floodplain. It Is also evident that there are several wetlands In this area. 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. 

This area is located within rural reserves as 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 uses in the foreseeable future. They are Intended to support and protect farm 
and forestry operations and maintain separation between communities. 

The addition of this land area would create an Island of non-urban land sun'ounding 
Highway 213 or would Increase the pressures of urbanization on the agricultural 
lands between this area and the UGB. 

15. Beavercreek Area. These lands were excluded from consideration largely due to 
the existing settlement patterns. Lot sizes in this area start as small as one-half 
acre. Examination of aerial photography shows land Is being fully utilized by the 
existing development. There |s only one large parcel (approximately 160 acres) of 
land in the area. This parcel, however. Is under construction as a county-owned golf 
course. Substantially developed areas such as 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. 

16. Oregon City, Canby Separation. These exception areas are located within rural 
reserves as 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 uses In the foreseeable 
future. They are Intended to support and protect farm and forestry operations and 
maintain a separation between communities. 

The acsknowledged Region 2040 Growth Concept Map Identifies Highway 99 as a 
green corridor. A green com'dor Is defined In the Regional Frarnework Plan 
Objective 1.11 (Neighbor Cities) as a transportation fadlity through rural reserves 
that serves as a link between the metropolitan area and a neighbor dty that also 
limits access to the famns and forests of the rural reserve. The Intent Is to keep 
urtDan to urban accessibility high to encourage a balance of jobs and housing, but 
limit any adverse effect on the surrounding rural areas. 

17. Stafford Area, Much of this exception land is shown to contain slopes equal to or 
greater than 25 percent. Such lands were deemed 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 slopes between 18-24 percent. 

The acknowledged Region 2040 Growth Concept Map identifies 1-205 as a green 
corridor. A green corridor is defined in the Regional Frarnewo|1< Plan Objective 1.11 
(Neighbor Cifies) as a transportation facility through rural reserves that serves as a 
link between the metropolitan area and a neighbor city that also limits access 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 areas. 

These exception areas are located within rural reserves as 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 uses 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 nearest 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) states the proposed 
location for the UGB shall result in a clear transition between urban and rural lands, 
using natural and build featured, such as roads, drainage divides, floodplains, 

• poweriines, major topographic features, and historic pattems of land use or 
settlement 

18. South of lnterstate-205. The acknowledged Region 2040 Growth Concept Map 
identifies 1-205 as a green corridor, A green comdor is defined in the Regional 
Framework Plan Objective 1,11 (Neighbor Cities) as a transportation facility through 
rural reserves that serves as a link between the metropolitan area and a neighbor 
city that also limits access 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 effed on the surrounding rural areas. 

This area also contains environmentally sensitive lands. There are significant areas 
shown to contain slopes 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 are also lands in this area that lie within the FEMA 
100-year floodplain of the Tuajatin River. The Fundional Plan (Title 3) requires that 
land of this nature be proteded 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. 

These exception areas are located within rural reserves as 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 uses In the foreseeable future. They are Intended 
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to support and protect farm and forestiy operations and maintain a separation 
between communities. 1-205 provides a dear boundary consistent with Regional 
Framework Plan Objective 1.7 (Urban/Rural Transition). In addition, the Metro Code 
Section 3.01.020(d) states the proposed location for the UGB shall result In a dear 
transition between urban and rural lands, using natural and build featured, such as 
roads, drainage divides, fioodplains, powerlines, major topographic features, and 
historic pattems of land use or settlement. 

19. Sherwood, Tualatin, Wilsonville. These exception areas are located within rural 
reserves as 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 uses In the foreseeable 
future. They are Intended to support and protect farni and forestry operations and 
maintain a separation between communities." 

A considerable amount of land in this area is environmentally sensitive. Some of this 
sensitive land is shown to contain slopes 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 
area 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 Growth Concept and the Urban Growth Report. 

In addition, the exception lands near Highway 99 are compromised by the pi-esence 
of a green corridor as 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) as a transportation facility through rural reserves that serves as a 
link between the metropolitan area and a neighbor city that also limits access 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 areas. 

20. South of Wilsonville. All of these exception areas are located within mral reserves 
a s Identified by the acknowledged Region 2040 Growth Concept Map. The polides 
contained In the Regional Framework Plan and the RUGGOs spedfy that rural 
reserves are lands that will not be developed in urban uses In the foreseeable future. 

- They are Intended to support and protect farm and forestry operations and maintain 
a separation between communities. 

21. South of Sherwood. These exception areas are located within rural reserves as 
Identified by the acknowledged Region 2040 Growth Concept Map. The polides 
contained In the Regional Framework Plan and the RUGGOs spedfy that rural 
reserves are lands that will not be developed In urban uses 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 area Is designated as 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) as a transportation fadlity through 
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rural reserves that serves as a link between the metropolitan area and a neighbor 
city that also limits access 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 areas. 

22. West of Sherwood. Much of the exception land in this area is located within rural 
reserves as 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 uses 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 area is designated as a green corridor on the acknowledged 
Region 2040 Growth Concept Map, A green comdor Is defined in the Regional 
Framework Plan Objective 1.11 (Neighbor Cities) as a transportation facility through 
rural reserves that serves as a link between the metropolitan area and a neighbor 
city that also limits access 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 areas. The Oregon 
Department of Transportation (ODOT) has designated Highway 99 as an Access 
Oregon Highway. The region depends on this transportation facility as a free-flowing 
connection to communities in Yamhill County and at the Oregon Coast. 

23. Area West and South 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. 

These exception lands are also comproniised by the existing settlement pattems. 
Lot sizes in this area begin at less than one-half acre. Examination of aerial 
photography shows these lands are largely being utilized by the existing 
development. Substantially developed areas such as 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. These exception lands are compromised for urbanization by the 
existing settlement pattems. This area Is comprised almost entirely of small acreage 
single family residential dwellings. Residents in this area expressed concems to the 
Metro Council about this area's suitability for further urbanization. Examination of 
aerial photography shows these lands are largely being utilized by the existing 
development. Substantially developed areas such as 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. Cooper Mountain. These exception lands are compromised for urbanization by the 
existing settlement patterns. This area is comprised almost entirely of small acreage 
single family residential dwellings. Residents in this area expressed concems to the 
Metro Council about this area'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 acreage tax lots In this area. Examination 
of aerial photography shows these lands are largely being utilized by the existing 
development. Substantially developed areas such as 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 Southwest 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 some distance In order to serve very 
few properties. 

This area protrudes from the existing UGB Into an area designated for farm or forest 
use by the Washington County Comprehensive Plan. Urbanization of this area 
would be In conflict to Regional Framework Plan Objective 1.7 (Urban/Rural 
Transifion). In addition, the Metro Code Section 3.01.020(d) states the proposed 
location for the UGB shall result in a clear transition between urban and rural lands, 
using natural and build featured, such as roads, drainage divides, fioodplains, 
powerlines, major topographic features, and historic pattems of land use or 
settlement. 

27. Area South of URA 55. These exception lands are almost entirely within the FEMA 
100-year floodplain. In addition, the presence 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 deemed unbuildable In the analysis of 
the Region 2040 Growth Concept and the Uitan Growth Report. Using the FEMA 
floodplain as 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 area that Is Isolated from the land 
that Is constrained environmentally. This Isolated parcel appears from aerial 
photography to be the clubhouse and other structures associated with the vineyard 
and golf course known as "The Reserve." Substantially developed areas such as 
this do not provide much additional development potential. Therefore, the Increase 
In urban growth capadty from adding these lands to the UGB would be minimal. 

28. Area West of Hlllsboro. T h e s e exception areas are designated rural reserves by 
the acknowledged Region 2040 Growth Concept Map. The polides contained In the 

•• Regional Framework Plan and the RUGGOs spedfy that rural reserves are lands 
that will not be developed In urban uses In the foreseeable future. They are Intended 
to support and protect fanm and forestry operations and maintain a separation 
between communities. 

These areas are not contiguous to, or connected to, other exception areas that are 
contiguous to the UGB. To expand the UGB onto non-contiguous exception areas 
would require the addition and urbanization of the Intervening agricultural area. 

29. Area between Cornelius Hlllsboro. The exception land In this area Is located 
within rural reserves as identified by the acknowledged Region 2040 Growth 
Concept Map. The polides contained in the Regional Framework Plan and the 
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RUGGOs specify tiiat rural resen/es are lands that.wiil not be developed in urban 
uses in the foreseeable future. Tliey are intended to support and protect fann and 
forestry operations and maintain a separation between communities. 

Highway 8 in this area is designated as a green conidor on the acl<nowledged 
Region 2040 Growth Concept Map. A green corridor is defined in the Regional 
Framework Plan Objective 1.11 (Neighbor Cities) as a transportation facility through 
rural reserves that serves as a link between the metropolitan area and a neighbor 
city that also limits access 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 liniit any adverse effect on the surrounding rural areas. 

The westem edge of this area 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 deemed unbuildable in the analysis of 
the Region 2040 Growth Concept and the Urban Growth Report. 

Using the FEMA floodplain as 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) states the proposed location for the UGB shall result In a clear transifion 
between urban and rural lands, using natural and build featured, such as roads, 
drainage divides, floodplains, powerlines, major topographic features, and historic 
patterns of land use or settlement. 

30. Area North of Cornelius, The UGB in this area borders the FEMA 100-year 
floodplain. Using the FEMA floodplain" as a boundary is consistent with the Regional 
Frarriework Plan Objective 1.7 (Urban/Rural Transition), In addition, the Metro Code 
Section 3,01.020(d) states the proposed location for the UGB shall result In a clear 
transition between urban and rural lands, using natural and build featured, such as 
roads, drainage divides, floodplains, poweriines, major topographic features, and 
historic pattems of land use or settlement. 

A considerable amount of the exception land in this area falls withiri 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 
deemed unbuildable in .the analysis of the Region 2040 Growth Concept and the 
UrtDan Growth Report. 

31. Area Southwest of Forest Grove. The exception land in this area 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 uses 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 area borders the FEMA 100-year floodplain. Using the FEf\̂ A 
floodplain as a boundary Is consistent with the Regional Framewori< Plan Objective 
1.7 (Urban/Rural Transition), In addition, the Metro Code Section 3.01,020(d) states 
the proposed location for the UGB shall result In a dear transition between uriian 
and rural lands, using natural and build featured, such as roads, drainage divides. 
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fioodplains, powerlines, major topographic features, and historic pattems of land use 
or settlement. 

A considerable amount of the exception land in this area 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 Forest Grove. The exception land In this area Is located within rural 
reserves as 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 uses In the foreseeable 
future. They are Intended to support and protect farm and forestry operations and 
maintain a separation between communities. 

The majority of this land Is shown to contain slopes 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. 

These areas are not contiguous to,.or connected to, other exception areas that are 
contiguous to the UGB. To expand the UGB onto non-contiguous exception areas 
would require the addition and urbanization of the Intervening agricultural areas. 

33. Area North of Evergreen Road. These exception lands are relatively small and 
situated within a larger area of agricultural lands. Urbanization of these lands would 
have negative effects on the agricultural activities in this area. This Intrusion Into an 
agricultural area would not be consistent with the Regional. Framewori< Plan 
Objective 1.7 (Urban/Rural Transition). 

Inclusion of these exception lands within the UGB will create difficulties In regard to 
the efficient provision of public services. Water, sewer and stomi drainage will have 
to be run perpendicular to the UGB for a distance to serve very few properties. 

In addition, to the presence of wetlands, these 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 
deemed unbuildable In the analysis of the Region 2040 Growth Concept and the 
Urban Growth Report. 

.34. Area West of URA 62. -This small area of exception land Is almost entirely with|n 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 ofthe Region 2040 Growth Concept and the 
Urban Growth Report. Using the FEMA floodplain as 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) states the proposed location for the UGB shall 
result In a clear transition between urban and rural lands, using natural and build 

. featured, such as roads, drainage divides, fioodplains, poweriines, major topographic 
features, and historic pattems of land use or settlement. 
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In addition, the exception areas at the westem end of Evergreen Road are within 
rural reserves as 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.uses in the 
foreseeable future. They are intended to support and protect fami and forestry 
operations and to maintain separation between communities. 

35. Area Northeast of URA 62. A considerable amount of the exception land in this 
area 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 areas are not contiguous to, or connected to, other exception areas that are 
contiguous to the UGB. To expand the UGB onto non-contiguous exception areas 
would require the addition and urbanization of the intervening agricultural areas. 

36. Area West of URA 65. This area of exception land in this area 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 as 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) states the proposed location for the UGB shall result in a clear transition 
between urban and rural lands, using natural and build featured, such as roads, 
drairiage divides, floodplains, powerlines, major topographic features, and historic 
pattems of land use or settlement. 

' 37. Area North of UIRA 65. Agricultural lands and the FEMA 100-year floodplain 
sun-ound this small area of exception land. Brugger Road was selected as 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 East of URA 65. The majority of the exception lands in this area Is shown to 
contain slopes 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 area. In addition, fee 
topography of this area limits the accessibility to sewer trunk lines, making the 
provision of public services more costly. 

39. Skyline Area. This small area of exception lands Is shown to almost entirely contain 
slopes 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. 
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The addition of this area 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 
area as a green com'dor. A green con^idor Is defined in the Regional Framework 
Plan Objective 1.11 (Neighbor Cities) as a transportation facility through rural 
reserves that serves as a link between the metropolitan area and a neighbor city that 
also limits access to the farms and forests ofthe 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 rural areas. 

In addition, the exception land In this area Is within a rural reserve as 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 uses in the foreseeable future. They are 
• intended to support and protect farm and forestry operations and to maintain 

separation between communities. 

41. Sauvie Island. The exception land In this area is within a rural reserve as shown on 
the acknowledged Regiori 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 uses in the foreseeable future. They are intended 
to support and protect farni and forestry operations and maintain separation between 
communities. 

This area also suffers from poor accessibility for transportation services. 

GB/srb 
l:\GM\LegAmend98\Exception Lands.doc 
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Appendix B 

Urban 
Reserve 

Appendix B _ Additional Site Considerations 

Reasons for No Further Consideration at This Time 

URA #1 No evidence of pubic service feasibility when Gresham is already 
shouldering primary responsibility for planning and public facilities for very 
large, primarily exception land urtjan reserve (URA #5). A large number 
of highly productive agricultural uses (nurseries) are located within and 
around the site. While the Productivity Analysis provides some 
information about the costs of public service provision, there is no local 
government or private entity that has provided any corroborating 
information sufficient to further substantiate public service feasibility. 

. Without this verification of information, the Productivity Analysis cost 
estimates-may not be reliable. Further, there is no evidence to support 
funding feasibility of providing service extensions from adjacent areas 
within the UGB. 

URA #3 Site added to the Metro UGB through iocational adjustment in Fall 1998? 

URA #11 No evidence of public service feasibility when Clacl<amas County is 
already shouldering primary responsibility for URAs #14 and #15 in close 
proximity. While the Productivity Analysis provides some infonmation 
about the costs of public service provision, there is no local govemment 
or private entity that has provided any corroborating infomiation sufficient 
to further substantiate public service feasibility. Without this verification of 
information, the Produdlvity Analysis cost estimates may not be reliable. 
Further, there is no evidence to support funding feasibility of providing 
service extensions from adjacent areas within the UGB. 

UIRA #17 Site is amenable to urban residential, but not employment. Considering 
job/housing imbalance of the area, addlUon of residential area would only 
further the imbalance. While the Productivity Analysis provides some 
information about the costs of public service provision, there is no local 
govemment or private entity that has provided any con'oborating 
information suffident to further substantiate public service feasibility. 
Without this verification of information, the Productivity ̂ a i y s i s cost 
estimates may not be reliable. Further, there is no evidence to support 
funding feasibility of providing service extensions from adjacent areas 
within the UGB. 

URA #18 Same as URA #17. 

URA #19 Same as URA #17. 



URA #22 While the Productivity Analysis provides some Information about the costs 
of public service provision, there Is no local government or private entity 
that has provided any corroborating infonnation sufficient to further 
substantiate public service feasibility. Without this verification of 
Information, the Productivity Analysis cost estimates may not be reliable. 
Further, there is no evidence to support funding feasibility of providing 
service extensions from adjacent areas within the UGB. 

URA #23 Same as URA #17. 

URA #24 Same as URA #22. 

URA #25 Same as URA #22. 

URA #29 Site is amenable to urban residential, but not employment because of 
access and parcel size. Considering job/housing imbalance of the area, 
addition-of residential area would only further the Imbalance. While the 
Productivity Analysis provides some information about the costs of public 
service provision, there Is no local govemment or private entity that has 
provided any con-oborating Infonnation sufficient to further substantiate 
public service feasibility. Without this verification of Information, the 
Productivity Analysis cost estimates may not be reliable. Further, there is 
no evidence to support funding feasibility of providing service extensions 
from adjacent areas within the UGB. 

URA #30 Site is suitable for urban residential, but not employment, because of 
slopes. Considering local job/housing imbalance, addition of residential 
only now would further the Imbalance. While the Productivity Analysis 
provides some Information about the costs of public service provision, 
there Is no local govemment or private entity that has provided any 
con-oborating Information sufficient to further substantiate public service 
feasibility. Without this verification of information, the Productivity 
Analysis cost estimates may not be reliable. Further, there Is no evidence 

' to support funding feasibility of providing service extensions from adjacent 
areas within the UGB. 

URA #35 No evidence of public facility capability at this time when the City of 
Wilsonville Is taking responsibility for planning and public facilities for 
URAs #41 and #42. The area has a water shortage to the extent that the 
City has adopted a moratorium. The problem may not be addressed until 
the year 2000. While the Productivity Analysis provides some Information 
about the costs of public service provision, there Is no local govemment 
or private entity that has provided any corroborating Information sufficient 
to further substantiate public service feasibility. Without this verification of 
Information, the Productivity Analysis cost estimates may not be reliable. 
Further, there Is no evidence to support funding feasibility of providing 
service extensions from adjacent areas within the UGB. 



URA #36 This URA is primarily a riparian area with very little buildable land. The 
Productivity Analysis estimates very high public facility cost per dwelling 
unit and very low productivity. This area is included as an URA for 
protection of resources.- While the Productivity Analysis provides some 
information about the costs of public service provision, there is no local 
govemment or private entity that has provided any con'oborating 
informatioh sufficient to further substantiate public service feasibility. 
Without this verification of Information, the Productivity Analysis cost 
estimates may not be reliable. Further, there is no evidence to support 
funding feasibility of providing service extensions from adjacent areas 
within the UGB. 

URA #37 Same as URA #35. 

URA #44 Active aggregate resource extraction site and as such is a protected 
Goal 5 resource. Additional information about the resource Is needed 
before further considerafion and is not now in the record. Closure and 
reclamation are not yet Initiated. The City of Tualatin and the property 
owner have agreed to begin the planning process next year. While the 
Productivity Analysis provides some infomiation about the costs of public 
service provision, there is no local government or private entity that has 
provided any corroborating infomiation sufficient to further substantiate 
public service feasibility. Without this verification of infomiation, the 
Productivity Analysis cost estimates may not be reliable. Further, there is 
no evidence to support funding feasibility of providing service extensions 
from adjacent areas within the UGB. 

URA #48 While the Productivity Analysis provides some information about the costs 
of public service provision, there is no local govemment or private entity 
that has provided any corroborating information sufficient to further 
substantiate public service feasibility. Without this verification of 
information, the Productivity Analysis cost estimates may not be reliable. 
Further, there is no evidence to support funding feasibility of providing 
service extensions from adjacent areas within the UGB. 

URA #49 Same as URA #48. 

URA #61 Same as URA #48. 

URA #64 Same as URA #48. 

URA #67 This area has among the highest public facility costs as estimated by the 
Productivity Analysis. While the Productivity Analysis provides some 
Information about the costs of public service provision, there Is no local 
govemment or private entity that has provided any corroborating 
Information sufficient to further substantiate public service feasibility. 

• Without this verification of Information, the Productivity Analysis cost 
estimates may not be. reliable. Further, there is no evidence to support 
funding feasibility of providing service extensions from adjacent areas 
within the UGB. 



URA #68 The Productivity Analysis estimated very high public facility costs and-
very low productivity. While the Productivity-Analysis provides some 
information about the costs of public service provision, there Is no local 
govemment or private entity that has provided any con-oborating 
Infonnation sufficient to further substantiate public service feasibility. 
Without this verification of Information, the Productivity Analysis cost 
estimates may not be reliable. Further, there is no evidence to support 
funding feasibility of providing service extensions from adjacent areas 
within the UGB! 

URA #69 

URA #70 

The Productivity Analysis estimated very high public facility costs. While 
the Productivity Analysis provides some iriformafiori about the costs of 
public service provision, there Is no local govemment or private entity 
that has provided any con-oboraHng Infonnation sufficient to further 
substantiate public service feasibility. Without this verification of 
information, the Productivity Analysis cost estimates may not be reliable. 
Further, there Is no evidence to support funding feasibility of providing 
service extensions from adjacent areas within the UGB. 

The Productivity Analysis estimated very high public facility costs, low 
productivity. While the Productivity Analysis provides some Information 
about the costs of public service provision, there Is no local govemment 
or private entity that has provided any corroborating information sufficient 
to further substantiate public service feasibility. Without this verification of 
information, the Productivity Analysis cost estimates may not be reliable. 
Further, there is no evidence to support funding feasibility of providing 
service extensions from adjacent areas within the UGB. 

l:\GM\LegAmend98\Staff Reports\Exhibil B.doc 



' Agenda Item Number 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. 

Metro Council Meeting 
Thursday, December 10, 1998 

Council Chamber 



BEFORE THE METRO COUNCIL 

FOR THE PURPOSE OF EXPRESSING ) RESOLUTION NO 98-2726B 
COUNCIL INTENT TO AMEND THE ) 
URBAN GROWTH BOUNDARY TO ) Introduced by Growth Management 
ADD URBAN RESERVE AREAS 39, 62, ) Committee 
63-ANB 65 IN WASHINGTON COUNTY ) 

WHEREAS, The Metro Council designated urban reserve areas in Ordinance No. 96-

655E, including tbese-Urban Reserve Areas 39, 62,63 and 65; 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 resolution for lands outside 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 

WHEREAS, notice of Proposed Amendment for those Urban Reserve Areas 39,62,63 

65, 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 
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WHEREAS, the staff report for these areas was available at least seven days prior to the 

December 3,1998 final hearing; 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; and 

WHEREAS, Metro Code Section 3.01.065(f)(1) provides that action to approve a petition 

including land outside Metro shall be by resolution expressing intent to amend the Urban Growth 

Boimdaiy if and when the affected property is aimexed to Metro; now, therefore, 

BE IT RESOLVED: 

1. That the Metro Coimcil, based on the process indicated in Exhibit B, attached 

herein, hereby expresses its intent to adopt an ordinance amendmg the Urban Growth Boundary 

to add land in Urban Reserve Areas 39, 62, 63 and 65, outside the Metro jurisdictional boundaiy 

as shown on Exhibit A, within 30 calendar days of receiving notification that the property 

outside the jurisdictional boundary has been aimexed to Metro, provided such notification is 

received within six (6) months ofthe date on which the resolution is adopted. 

2. That the Metro Council approves and endorses the request by the owners ofthe 

land and electors residing on the land that the subject property be annexed to Metro. 
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ADOPTED by the Metro Council this day of _ 1998. 

i:\r-o\r98gman.b 
(12/09/98) 

Jon Kvistad, Presiding Officer 

ATTEST: Approved as to Form: 

Recording Secretary Daniel B. Cooper, General Counsel 
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3.01.OfiO Exceptions to Hearing Officer Decision 

(a) Standing to file an exception and participate in 
subsequent hearings is limited to parties to the case. 

I 

(b) Part:ies shall have 20 calendar days from the date that 
the.proposed order and findings are mailed to them to file an 
exception to the proposed order and findings of the hearings 
officer with the district on forms furnished by the district. 

(c) The basis for an exception must relate directly to the 
interpretation made by the hearings officer o'f the ways in which 
the petition satisfies the standards for approving a petition for 
a UGB amendment. Exceptions must rely on the evidence in the 
record for the case. Only issues raised at the evidentiary 
hearing will be addressed because failure to raise an issue 
constitutes a waiver to the raising of such issues at any 
subsequent administrative or legal appeal deliberations. 

(Ordinance No. 92-450A, Sec. 1) 

3 . 03- • OgS—Council Action On Ouasi-Judicial Amendments 

(a) The council may act to approve, remand or deny a 
petition in whole or in part. When the council renders a 
decision that reverses or modifies the proposed order of the 
hearings officer, then, in its order, it shall set forth its 
findings and state its reasons for taking the action. 

(b) Parties to the case and the hearings officer shall be 
notified by mail at least 10 calendar days prior to council 
consideration of the case. Such notice shall include a brief 
summary of the proposed action, location of the hearings officer 
report, and the time, date, and location for council 
consideration. 

(c) Final council action following the opportunity for 
parties to comment orally to council on- the proposed order shall 
be as provided in Code section 2.05.045. Parties shall be 
notified of their right to review before the Land Use Board of 
Appeals pursuant to 1979 Oregon Laws, chapter 772. 

(d) Comments before the council by parties must refer 
specifically to any arguments presented in exceptions filed 
according to the requirements of this chapter, and cannot 
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p o s e d S " m e an<i b 0 U° d a r i e B ° f ' h e P r o- w S . ™ th^ t e U t f o n n d P a f A C t 1 0 i n d t ' r S e " 

M Tha J 1 r . . . ( 2 ) 0 R S 198.800 to 198.820 apply to the 
hpnHncr^n /ho f"11 p l a c e o f 3 Publ lc proceeding conducted by the county board hearing on the proposal. and the rights, powers and duties o f ^ ™ 
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tioners and other persons having an interest 
in the proceedings. 

(3) In lieu of a petition, annexation may 
be initiated by resolution of the district 
board, or of the county board. Proceedings 
may also be initiated by any other public 
agency if authorized by the principal Act. If 
proceedings are initiated by the district 
board or another public agency, a resolution 
setting forth the matters described by ORS 
198.835 shall be filed with the county board. 
The proceeding thereafter shall be conducted 
as provided by ORS 198.835 to 198.845. An 
annexation initiated by the district board 
may include an effective date which is not 
later .than 10 years aft«r the date of the or-
der declaring the annexation. tl97i c.727 §34; 
1991 C.637 §5] 

198.855 Annexation election; aimex-
ation without election when petition 
signed by all landowners or by majority 
of electors and owners of more than half 
of land. (1) If the annexation petition is not 
signed by all the owners of all the lands in 
the territory proposed to be annexed or is 
not simed by a majority of the electors reg-
istered in the territory proposed- to be an-
nexed and by the owners of more than half 
of the land in the territory and an election 
is ordered on the proposed annexation as 
provided by ORS 198.815, the county board 
shall order an election to be held in the ter-
ritoiy and the county board also shall order 
the board of the affected district to hold an 
election on the same day, both elections to 
be held for the purpose of submitting the 
proposed annexation to the electors. The dis-
trict board shall certify the results of the 
election to the county board. The order of 
annexation shall not be entered by the 
county board unless a majority of the votes 
in the territory and a majority of the votes 
in the district are in favor of tne annexation. 
If a majority of the votes cast in both elec-
tions do not favor annexation, the county 
board by order shall so declare. 

(2) Two or more proposals for annexation 
of territory may be voted upon at the same 
time. However, within the district each pro-
posal shall be stated separately on the ballot 
and voted on separately and, in the territory 
proposed to be annexed, no proposal for an-
nexing other territory shall appear on the 
ballot. 

(3) If the annexation petition is signed by 
all of the owners of all land in the territory 
proposed to be annexed or is signed by a 
majority of the electors registered in the 
territory proposed to be annexed and by the 
owners oi more than half of the land in the 
territory, an election in the territory and 
district shall be dispensed with. After the 
hearing on the petition, if the county board 

approves the petition as presented or as 
modified or, if an election is held, if the 
electors approve the annexation, the county 
board shall enter an order describing the 
boundaries of the territory annexed and de-
claring it annexed to the district. [1971 c.727 
§35; 1987 c.818 §5] 

198.860 Effect of annexation order. Af-
ter the date of entry of an order Ip' the 
county board annexing territory to a d^trict, 
the territory annexed shall become sut^ct to 
the outstanding indebtedness, bonded or oth-
erwise, of the district in like manner as the 
territory within the district. [1971 c.727 536] 

198365 [1971 c.727 §§37, 38; 1979 c.316 §7; repealed 
by 1983 C.142 §1 (198.866 and 198.867 enacted in lieu of 
198.865)] 

198.866 Annexation of city to district; 
approval of annexation proposal; election. 
(1) The governing body of a city may adopt 
a resolution or motion to propose nrnyration 
to a district for the purpose of receiving ser-
vice from the district. Upon adoption of an 
annexation proposal, the governing body of 
the city shall certify to the district board a 
copy of the proposal. 

(2) The district board shall approve or 
disapprove the city's annexation proposal. If 
the district board approves the proposal, the 
district board shall adopt an order or resolu-
tion to call an election in the district. The 
order or resolution of the district boaid shall 
include the matters specified in ORS 1SB.745. 
In addition the order or resolution con-
tain a plan for zoning or subdistricting the 
district as enlarged by the annexation if the 
principal Act for the district provides for 
election or representation by zone or subdis-
trict. 

(3) The district board shall certify a copy 
of the resolution or order to the governing 
body of the city. 

(4) Upon receipt of the resolution "or or-
der of the district board, the governing body 
of the city shall call an election in flie dty 
on the date specified in the order or resolu-
tion of the district board. 

(5) An election under this section shall 
° be held on a date specified in ORS 255.345 

that is not sooner than the 90th day after the 
date of the district order or resolution call-
ing the election. [1983 c.l42 §2 (enacted in lieu of 
1^865); 1993 c.417 §1] 

198.867 Approval of annexation t o dis-
tr ict by electors of city and district; cer-
tification; effect of annexation. (1) Jf the 
electors of the city approve the armexation, 
the city governing body shall: 

(a) Certify to the county board of the 
principal county for the district the fact of 
the approval by the city electors of Uie pro-
posal; and 
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AREA 65 UGB AMENDMENT APPROVAL 

Findings of Fact and Conclusions of Law 

Exhibit B to Resolution No. 98-2726B 

This document ("Area 65 Findings" or 'Tindings") sets out the process that has been followed 
to establish the legal justification for the adoption ofthe Resolution of Intent to Amend the Urban 
Growth Boundary to include an approximately 106-acre portion of Urban Reserve Area 65, as that 
property is described in the Ryland Homes Urban Reserve Concept Plan for Site 65, which document 
is incorporated as part of these Fndings. The Findings demonstrate that the Area 65 property 
proposed for the UGB expansion complies with all applicable state and Metro criteria for a legislative 
amendment of the boundary. 

Consistent with Metro Code ("MC") 3.01.015(f)(5), these Findings are adopted to support 
the Resolution of Intent to Amend, and the simultaneous initiation by the Metro Council of a district 
boundary annexation to include the Area 65 property. The amendment ofthe UGB to include the 
Area 65 property will become effective after the finalization of the property's annexation into the 
district's boundary. These Findings, and the supporting evidence, provide the complete record to 
support both the subsequent annexation into the district's boundary and the effectuation ofthe UGB 
amendment. To the extent allowed by state law, it shall not be necessary for the Metro Council to 
consider further evidence or testimony directed at the legislative amendment criteria, because all 
applicable criteria have been addressed and satisfied as explained by these Findings and the adoption 
of the Resolution of Intent to Amend. 

With the adoption of this Resolution of Intent to Amend, Metro is following the procedure 
set out in MC 3.01.015(f)(5), while recognizing that its Charter and recent changes to state law, 
particularly the adoption of ORS 197.296 and 197.299, in all likelihood authorize Metro to amend 
its UGB to include properties that are not yet within its district boundary. Because of the state 
mandates imposed upon Metro by ORS 197.296 and 197.299, Metro has determined that it is 
advisable, if not required, that this Resolution of Intent to Amend be supported by full fedings and 
evidence sufficient to satisfy all applicable UGB amendment criteria. 

The subject property has been considered for inclusion in the UGB, in part, because it was 
previously designated as an urban reserve area by Metro Council Ordinance No. 96-665E, March 6, 
1997. As allowed by Metro Code, that portion of Urban Reserve Area 65 addressed by the Area 65 
Concept Plan is proposed for inclusion in the UGB. Because the expansion property is an urban 
reserve area, it is not necessary for these Findings to address a number of Metro and state approval 
criteria. Nevertheless, as a precautionary matter, in order to ensure compliance with ORS 197,296 
and 197.299, these Findings address all approval criteria that would be applicable even if the sutqect 
property had not been previously designated as urban reserve. 

Also, if the Resolution of Intent to Amend the UGB includes other areas in addition to Ae 
Area 65 property, then separate findings will be adopted to justify the inclusion ofthe other property 
or properties. The inclusion of more than one area as part of a single Resolution will be a separate 
and severable part of the Resolution to ensure that, in the event of any legal challenges, the 
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justification for each property can stand on its own, although adopted as part of a single legislative 
action. , 

Region-Wide Need and Compliance with State Law. 

The adoption of ORS 197.296 by the 1995 Legislature and the subsequent adoption of ORS 
197.299 by the 1997 Legislature alters the findings and evddence that are needed to demonstrate thai 
a sufficient "need" exists to justify an urban growth boundary amendment. This new statutory 
standard for establishing need streamlines and simplifies the required need analysis in contrast to the 
analysis required under prior regulations and case law. 

Pursuant to the requirements of ORS 197.296, Metro prepared the Urban Growth Report 
("UGR"), which report determined that land sufficient to accommodate approximately 32,370 
dwelling units needs to be added to the UGB in order to ensure the Metro region has "suffidcnl 
buildable lands to accommodate housing needs for 20 years." ORS 197.296(4). On December 18, 
1997, the Metro Council adopted the UGR by Resolution 97-2559B in order to comply with the 
requirement in ORS 197.299(1) that such a need determination be adopted by no later than January 
1, 1998. 

Havdng established the statutorily-mandated need to expand the UGB to accommodate about 
32,000 housing units, Metro is then required by ORS 197.299(2) to expand its UGB to accommodalc 
at least one-half of that land need by the end of 1998; any remaining land necessaiy to fulfill the need 
must be brought in by the end of 1999. Therefore, the prior adoption of the UGR, combined wifli 
the deadline imposed by ORS 197.299(2), provide all of the "need" justification necessary to support 
this legislative amendment ofthe UGB. The need analysis provided below in response to Metro Code 
("MC") 3.01.020(b)(1) and (2) is not necessary to support Metro's decision to expand the UGB to 
include the Area 65. Nevertheless, adequate evidence and findings are presented herein to justify tbe 
decision under those Metro Code sections. 

The prioritization of land to be included in this UGB amendment are established in ORS 
197.298. The Area 65 property qualifies as first priority under that statute, pursuant to ORS 
197.298(l)(a), because the site has previously been designated as urban reserve land by Metro. In 
the absence of that urban reserve designation, the site can also be justified for inclusion in the UCT 
amendment, pursuant to ORS 197.298(3)(a) and (c). As discussed below in response to MC 
3.01.020(b)(1) and (2), the spedfic type of land need justifying the inclusion of the Area 65 property 
is the need to address the growing jobs/housing imbalance in the subregional area. Alternative, 
inclusion ofthe property is also justified under ORS 197.298(3)(c), because including the property 
is necessary in order to provide the exception land to the north of the PCC campus with urban 
services in a manner that wU achieve maximum eflSciency of land uses in the area. The basis for t f e 
maxunum efficiency finding is set out in response to MC 3.01.020(b)(6)(A)Ci) below. 
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MC 3.01.020: Legislative Amendment Criteria. 

MC 3.01.020(b)(1) 

(1) Factor 1: Demonstrated need to accommodate long-range urban population growth. 

(A) The district shall develop 20-year Regional Forecasts of Population 
and Employment, which shall include a forecast of net developable 
land need, providing fo r review and comment by cities, counties, 
special districts and other interested parties. After deliberation upon 
all relevant facts the district shall adopt a forecast. This forecast 
shall be completed at least every five years or at the time ofperiodic 
review, whichever is sooner. Concurrent with the adoption of the 
district's growth forecast, the district shall complete an inventory of 
net developable land, providing the opportunity fo r review and 
comment by all cities and counties in the district. 

(B) The forecast and inventory, along with all other appropriate data shall 
be considered by the district in determining the need fo r urban 
developable land. The results of the inventory and forecast shall be 
compared, and if the net developable land equals or is larger than the 
need forecast, then the district council shall hold a public hearing, 
providing the opportunity for comment The council may conclude that 
there is no need to move the UGB and set the date of the next five-year 
review or may direct staff to address any issues or facts which are 
raised at the public hearing. 

(C) If the inventory of net developable land is less than the needforecast, 
the district shall conduct a further analysis of the inventory to 
determine whether any significant surplus of developable land in one 
or more land use categories could be suitable to address the unmet 
forecasted need. Council shall hold a public hearing prior to its 
determination ofwhether any estimated deficit of net developable land 
is sufficient to justify an analysis of locations fo r a legislative 
amendment the UGB. 

(D) For consideration of a legislative UGB amendment, the district 
council shall review an analysis of land outside the present UGB to 
determine those areas best suited fo r expansion of the UGB to meet 
the identified need. 

(E) Consistent with 3.01.012(e) areas included in a legislative amendment 
of the UGB shall have completed an urban reserve conceptual plan. 
If suitable lands with completed urban reserve plans are not sufficient 
to meet the identified need, additional legislative amendments of the 
UGB may be adopted as urban reserve plans are completed. This 
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legislative review process fo r the regional UGB shall continue to 
consider legislative UGB amendments until the identified need is fully 
met. 

(F) The district must f i nd that the identified need cannot reasonably be 
met within the UGB, consistent with the following considerations: 

(i) That there is not a suitable site with art appropriate 
comprehensive plan designation. 

(ii) All net developable land with the expropriate plan designation 
within the existing UGB shall be presumed to be available fo r 
urban use during the planning period 

(Hi) Market availability and level of parcelization shall not render 
an altemative site unsuitable unless justified by findings 
consistent with the following criteria: 

(I) Land shall be presumed to be enviable fo r use at some 
time during the planning period of the UGB unless 
legal impediments, such as deed restrictions, make it 
unavailable fo r the use in question. 

(II) A parcel with some development on it shall be 
considered unavailable' if the market value of the 
improvements is not significantly less than the value cf 
the land, as established by the most recent assessor 
records at the time of inventory. Standard measures to 
account for the capability of in-fill and redevelopment 
will be developed by the district to provide a means to 
define what is significant when comparing structure 
value and land values. When a city or county has more 
detailed or current gross redevelop able land inventory 
data, f o r all or a part of their jurisdiction, it can 
request that the district substitute that data in the 
district gross developable land inventory. 

(III) Property designated land in more than one ownersh^ 
shall be considered suitable and available unless the 
current pattem or level of parcelization makes land 
assembty during the plarming period unfeasible fo r the 
use proposed 

Subsections (1XA)» O) . ( Q and (F) quoted above liave all been addressed and satisfied wifli 
the adoption of the UGR by Resolution 97-2559B. Subsections (1)(D) and (E) establish that Metro 
must choose the most suitable lands to bring inside the UGB in order to meet the need established by 
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the UGR and the deadline imposed by ORS 197.299(2). Subsection (1)(E), along with MC 
3.01.015(e), provide that the most suitable lands for inclusion in the UGB are those for which urban 
reserve conceptual plans have been completed. The Metro Council is required to include such lands 
in a legislative amendment of the UGB before including any properties that have not prepared and 
completed that level of pre-planning. The preparation of concept plans, in accord with MC 
3.01.012(e), provides the best evidence of a property's suitability for expansion. The Ryland Homes 
Concept Plan for Area 65 addresses and satisfies all of the pre-planning requirements of MC 
3.01.012(e) and thus must be included in this le^slative amendment of the UGB. The complete record 
for all of the legislative amendments of the UGB being considered by Metro at this" time demonstrates 
that a suflBcient number of concept plans have not been prepared so as to enable Metro to fulfill ks 
obligation under ORS 197.299 based solely on including properties for which there is a complete plan 
in accord with MC 3.01.012(e). The Area 65 Concept Plan, in addition to satisfying the pre-planning 
requirements of MC 3.01.012(e), also provides persuasive evidence that it is a more suitable site for 
expansion of the UGB at this time, based on MC 3.01.020, than those expansion areas that have not 
satisfied MC 3.01.012(e). 

MC 3.01.020(b)(2) 

Factor 2: Need for housing, employment opportunities and livability may be addressed undo-
either subsection (A) or (B) or both, as described below. 

(A) For a proposed amendment to the UGB based upon housing or 
employment opportunities the district must demonstrate that a need 
based upon an economic analysis can only be met through a change 
in the location of the UGB. 

For housing, the proposed amendment must meet an unmet 
need according to statewide planning Goal 10 and its associated 
administrative rules. For employment opportunities, the proposed 
amendment must meet an unmet long-term need according to 
statewide plarming Goal 9 and its associated administrative rules. The 
amendment must consider adopted comprehensive plan policies of 
jurisdictions adjacent to the site, when identified by a jurisdiction and 
must be consistentwith the district's adopted policies on urban growth 
management, transportation, housing, solid waste, and water quality 
management. 

(B) To assert a need for a UGB amendment based on livability, the district 
must: 

(i) factually define the livability need, including its basis in 
adopted local, regional, state, or federal policy; 

(ii) factually demonstrate how the livability need can best be 
remedied through a 'change in the location of the UGB; 

(iii) identify both positive and negative aspects of the proposed 
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UGB amendment on both the livability need and on other 
aspects of livability; and 

(iv) demonstrate that, on balance, the net result of addressing the 
livability need by amending the UGB will be positive. 

Factor 1 discussed above addresses the establishment of the regional need justifying an 
expansion of the boundaiy. Consistent with ORS 197.296 and MC 3.01.020(b)(1), the UGR has 
established the regional need to expand the boundary to include enough land that is suitable and 
available to accommodate the development of about 32,000 housing units. The Factor 2 "need" can 
be addressed and satisfied by demonstrating a subregional need that justifies the specific properties 
being included in the UGB amendment. The subregional need justifying the inclusion of the Area 65 
property can be based on a housing need. The primary subregional justification, however, is based on 
both the re^onal need analysis established in the UGR and the subregional need to improve the jobs-
housing balance in the Beaverton Regional Center area. 

The Residential Market Evaluation ("RME"), dated November 18, 1998, prepared by Hobson 
Johnson & Assodates, provides expert evidence demonstrating that it is necessary to include Area 65 
in the UGB in order to accommodate both the subregion's share of the regional need and also to 
address the specific subregional need for more residential land in order to maintain a favorable ratio 
of jobs to housing for the area during the next 20 years and beyond. 

The RME for Area 65 provides persuasive expert evidence that supports the following: 

• The area studied in the RME is consistent with the RUGGO and 2040 Growth 
Concept map delineation for the Beaverton Regional Center area. Moreover, it is 
consistent with the suggested study area in OAR 660-020-0030(4)(a), in thai it 
includes a regional center and a population of at least 100,000. Moreover, it does not 
overlap with the designated ffillsboro Regional Center area that was studied in ihe 
related RME prepared by Hobson Johnson & Associates for that regional center area. 

• The RME projects that there is capadty inside the UGB in the Beaverton Re^ona] 
Center area to accommodate an additional 17,118 housing units. That capadty 
projection takes into account all of the infill, redevelopment, rezoning opporturaties 
and other assumptions and requirements called for in the Functional Plan and odier 
related land use polides and standards. The RME's analysis is based on that veay 
optimistic assumption, even though the evidence indicates that in all likelihood fewer 
housing units than that will ultimately be built within the existing UGB. 

• Metro's UGR and other planning documents, as well as the best up-to-date evidence, 
concludes that there will be a need to accommodate an additional 32,077 housing units 
in the greater Beaverton area by 2020. That means that, in order to accommodate the 
subregjon's share ofthe regional growth, land capable of accommodating about 15,000 
housing units must be added to the UGB in the subre^onal area as soon as possSde 
in order to meet the requirement in ORS 197.296 to maintain a 20-year supply of 
buildable land at all times. 
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• The current jobs/housing ratio in the study area is 1.63 jobs to each housing unit. That 
ratio is higher than the optimal current ratio for all non-central city areas of 1.50. 
Thus, the Beaverton Regional Center area is already a more jobs-rich area than is 
desirable. 

• In addition to the projected need to accommodate about 15,000 additional housing 
units between 1998 and 2020 in the Beaverton Re^onal Center area, the UGR and the 
other evidence analyzed in the RME projects that there will be employment growth of 
about 51,142 jobs in the subregional area during this same time period. Based on the 
projected housing and job growth, the resulting jobs/housing ratio in 2020 will be 1.63, 
which means that there wll be very little improvement in the existing jobs/housing 
imbalance in the area. The RME establishes that 1.50 is a reasonable ratio for defining 
the optimal jobs/housing balance that the Beaverton region should strive to maintain. 
Therefore, land capable of accommodating additional housing units needs to be added 
to the area in order to begin improving the jobs/housing ratio. 

• As noted in the RME, the geographic distribution of employment growth throughout 
the region is not just a fimction of land availability. As a result, the most efficient and 
reliable way in which to correct a jobs/housing imbalance is to create additional 
housing opportunities near existing and emerging employment areas. Therefore, the 
RME concludes that land capable of accommodating an additional 21,800 houai^ 
units (not just 15,000 units) must be added to the Beaverton Regional Study area by 
the year 2020 in order to move towards an optimal jobs/housing ratio of 1.50. 

In summary, the land proposed for expansion into the UGB by the Area 65 Urban Reserve 
Concept Plan is suitable and available for accommodating approximately 613-819 housing units, which 
would satisfy only a portion of the subregional need for urbanizable land in the Beaverton RegionzQ 
Center area. " 

(3) Factor 3: Orderly and economic provision ofpublic facilities and services. An 
evaluationof this factor shall be based upon the following: 

(A) For the purposes of this section, economic provision shall mean the 
lowest public cost provision of urban services. When comparir^ 
altemative sites with regard to factor 3, the best site shall be that site 
which has the lowest net increase in the total cost f o r provision ofdH 
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. 

(B) For the purposes of this section, orderly shall mean the extension of 
services from existing serviced areas to those areas which are 
immediately adjacent and which are consistent with the manner cf 
service provision. For the provision of gravity sanitary sewers, this 
could mean a higher rating fo r an area within an already served 
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drainage basin. For the provision of transit, this would mean a higher 
rating fo r an area which could be seized by the extension of an 
existing route rather than an area which would require an entirely new 
route. 

Response: 

The proposed UGB amendment provides a unique vehicle for the orderly and economic 
provision of public services to URA 65, and particularly the exception lands north ofthe PCC campus. 
URA 65 is one of the most cost-effective Urban Reserves to provide with public facilities, and the 
portion to be incorporated through the proposed amendment is the most orderly and cost-effective first 
step in incorporating URA 65. 

The Metro Urban Reserve Productivity Analysis was prepared in September 1998, and had the 
following goal: 

The goal of the Productivity Analysis was to estimate the productivity (number of 
dwelling units and employees) and serviceability (cost to provide water, wastewater, 

. stomiwater and transportation services) for each URA by applying a consistent set of 
methods and assumptions so that relative comparisons between the URAs could be 
made.1 

The Productivity Analysis noted that URA 65 was in the top 25% of all URAs for Service Cost 
per Dwelling Unit Equivalent. 

The productivity analysis did not evaluate the site-specific advantages of the proposed 
amendment overthe rest of URA 65, or the manner in which the proposed amendment facilitates the 
orderly provision of public services to the rest of the URA. As part of its Urban Reserve Concqrt 
Plan, Ryland Homes submitted a Conceptual Public Fadlities Plan prepared by Consulting Engineerii^ 
Services. The plan demonstrates that the proposed amendment is the key to the development of URA 
65. 

Sanitarv Sewer 

The Public Fadlities Plan notes that sanitary sewer is immediately available to the area and will 
pro\ided to the site by a trunk line which runs throu^ a drainage area south of Springville Road. The 
trunk line has been extended north of Springville road at the location ofthe proposed expansion. Thus, 
the proposed expansion is the lo^cal starting point for the orderly provision of public services to die 
area. 

'Productivity Analysis, P. 3 
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The Public Facilities Plan also notes that proposed amendment is the only feasible way to 
provide sanitary sewer service to the Exception Lands north of the PCC Campus. As noted in the 
report, any other route for sewer service would require the extension of thousands of feet of sewer 
line outside the UGB, and would require additional pump stations. 

The proposed expansion will also avoid any inefficient "cherry-stem" expansions of public 
facilities. Ryland Homes has provided a letter dated November 30, 1998 from Consulting Engineering 
Services which indicates that a "cherry stem" approach to serving the exception areas north of PCC 
would be inefficient and costly. Moreover, a cherry stem approach would be per se inconsistent with 
the mandate of 3.01.012(3)(b) that "orderly" service provision means the extension of services from 
"existing serviced areas to those areas which are immediately adjacent." 

Finally, the proposed amendment eliminates the need to extend sewer through the Rock Creek 
floodplain/wetland area north of the PCC Campus, which has been slated for preservation anrf 
environmental education in the approval of the PCC Master Plan. 

The evidence shows that the proposed UGB expansion will allow for the efficient expansion 
of public facilities, and would provide additional efficiencies if allowed to develop before other 
portions of URA 65. 

Storm Sewer 

The site of the proposed UGB expansion is large enough to provide on-site stormwater 
detention and treatment. These on-site treatement and detention facilities will eliminate stormwater 
surge, and can minimize the potential for pesticide migration into local drainages 

Water 

The site can be served with water from a 24" water line located in Springville Road. 

Transit 

DKS Associates has provided a Conceptual Transportation Plan for the proposed amendment 
Because of its location near the PCC campus, the site of the proposed amendment is currently served 
by two bus lines, which each provide convenient connections to the West Site Light Rail. Moreover, 
the applicant's conceptual transportation plan has identified a number of transportation improvements 
which will assure that the transportation system in the area of the proposed development will fimction 
adequately with a 2015 and 2020 planning horizon. We find that is will be feasible for the relevant 
local govemments to amend their transportation service plans in a manner suffident to provide for 
transportation system needs. 

Schools 

The Master Plan for the proposed development shows the potential location for a school witlnn 
the site. The provision of a school site within the proposed development, combined with the location 
of the site adjacent to the PCC Rock Creek Campus provides several benefits not available on potential 
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altemative sites. First, the proposal helps achieve the RUGGO Objective 18 Goal of "mimmiang 
public and private costs" of providing schools in the region. Second, pedestrian and bicycle netwoiic 
within the site will allow the students to easily walk or bicycle to school, and the school may provide 
additional capacity for other developments in the area. 

(4) Factor 4: Maximum efficiency of land uses within and on the fringe of the existing 
urban area. An evaluation of this factor shall be based on at least the following: 

(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 fo r a mix of land uses to 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 

(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 functional 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. 

Response: 

The subject area will be developed in accordance with the Urban Reserve Concept Plan 
submitted by Rylan Homes. This means that the site can be developed from the ground up in 
compliance with the 2040 Growth Concept, the RUGGOs and the Functional Plan. The ability to 
master plan the site, and to master plan the site in a timely fashion sets it apart from potential 
altemative sites, including virtually all of the potentially available exception areas. This ability to 
develop the site with a compact form cause the site to be ^ven greater consideration than any potential 
altemative without a master plan. 

Densities To Support Transit 

The site will be developed with at least 10 units per net developable acre, in accordance wtfli 
the 2040 Growth Concept. This type of density will help support the two existing bus lines which 
serve the PCC Rock Creek Campus, and connect to the West Side Light Rail. The addition of 
potential riders to existing Imes will help maximize efficiency of the transit system. 
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Development Patterns Supporting Pedestrian, Bicycle and Transit Use. 

The master plan for the site reveals that there will be a substantial pedestrian and bicycle 
network both within the proposed development, and connecting the development to the PCC Campus 
and transit stops on Springville Road. 

Mixof Land Uses 

As shown in the Master Plan, the proposed development will provide a variety of housing 
types, and will provdde parks, open space and a potential location for a school. Like many other facets 
of the Iocational factors of the Metro Code and Goal 14, the ability to master plan the area provides 
a distinct advantage to the proposed site over other alternatives. 

Effect of Amendment on Adjacent Urban Land. 

The proposed development will provide benefits to nearby urban land in several respects. Rrst, 
the proposed amendment will provide numerous utility efficiencies by using existing utilities, thus 
spreading the capital cost of improvements over a broader base. Second, the proposed development 
will enhance the mix of land uses in the area by providing additional customers for two neaitry 
neighborhood commercial centers. 

(5) Factor 5: Environmental, energy, economic and social consequences. Am 
evaluation of this factor shall be based upon consideration of at least the 
following: 

(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 haw urbanization is likely to occur in a manner consistent 
•with these regulations. 

The subject property contains Water Areas and Wetlands and Fish and Wildlife Habitat as 
designated in the Washington County Rural/Natural Resource Plan. As noted in the Master Plan, 
these areas will be preserved outright. Based on the report submitted by Enviro Science, it is apparesit 
that the subject property can provide opportunities for enhancement of the area. 

(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 
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(C) The long-term environmental, energy, economic, and social 
consequences 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. 

Response: 

The proposed development will be designed from the ground up to implement the policies and 
guidelines contained in Metro's 2040 Growth Concept and the regional urban growth goals and 
objectives. The plan includes identifiable neighborhoods, a mix of housing types including affordable 
housing, proximity to existing Tri-Met bus lines and bike and pedestrian trails linking the site with 
major commercial centers in the Bethany area and with the Portland Community College (PCC) 
campus. The proposed development will provide about 15,5 acres of parks and open space, has made 
room for a proposed school site, and will yield a minimum of 10.4 dwelling units per net available acre. 

EnviroScience, Inc. has prepared a natural resource evaluation and protection plan for the 
property. The plan and evaluation contain a thorough analysis of the environmental, habitat and water 
quality values of the site. The Washington County Rural/Natural Resource Plan designates the riparian 
corridor which runs through the property as Water Areas and Wetlands & Fish and Wildlife HabitaL 

The concept plan provides substantial (200' +) buffers along the riparian corridor which runs 
through the property. This will provide numerous environmental benefits. First, the buffer provides 
substantial opportunities for restoration of the riparian area, which has been degraded througji 
invasions of Himalayan blackberries, reed canary grass and through agricultural practices. The buffer 
will also provide a substantial benefit through allowing bio-filtration of runoff. 

It is also important to note that PCC has conmiitted to preserve the large wetland area and 
wooded buffer north of the PCC campus PCC has designated this area as an "educational hub for a 
re^onal environmental system".2 This makes the northern boundary of the proposed development a 
natural stopping place for the first phases of the development of URA 65. 

EnviroSdence has also noted that the site does not contain the Willamette Valley Grasslands 
and Oak Woodlands Habitats noted in the draft staff report. Moreover, the EnviroSdence report 
points out that the site does not contain elk winter range. 

One important factor in favor ofthe proposed development is that there does not need to be 
any fimding plan for acquisition of open space. Because the project is master planned, and on a 
property of approximately 115 acres, open space and environmental preservation goals will be satisfied 
through the set aside of existing natural areas. This stands in stark contrast to sites which are marc 
heavily partition, where the preservation of riparian corridors, for example, would involve difficult, 
lengthy and expensive discussions and transactions, and/or the condemnation of property for paries or 

^Application fo r Special Use Approval and Development Review, Portland Community 
College, August 1993. 
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open space. 

Economics. 

As noted in the farm impact analysis and farm practices report, the development of the subject 
property will have little impact on the economy of nearby farm uses. Farm uses within a one mile 
radius of the site are already impacted by the substantial number of existing dwelling's and the small 
size of parcels. 

As noted at the public hearing on November 10, the subject property will provide a substantial 
boost to two planned neighborhood commercial centers, one in Bethany and the planned commercial 
center at the northeast quadrant of 185,h and West Union Road. The increase in the viability of these 
commercial centers will provide an economic boost that will more than offset any loss in farm related 
income from the development of the subject property. As noted in the staff report, construction is an 
important economic activity accounting for sbc percent (6%) of the gross state product. The build out 
of the subject property over a number of years will provide a significant economic boost to the area. 

Social. 

The subject property will be developed in complete accordance with Metro's 2040 Goals. This 
will provide a livable community with affordable housing and open space network and potential room 
for school services. In addition, the site is located close to two neighborhood commercial centers 
which will reduce the overall number of vehicle miles traveled as people who liye in the site can satisfy 
most of their shopping needs withm one mile of the subject property. It is also important to note thai 
the site is served by two bus lines, making it one of the most transit friendly urban reserve areas in the 
region. 

Thus, the negative energy, environmental, economic and social consequences of the proposed 
amendment are less than potential altemative sites. 

(6) Factor 6: Retention of agricultural land. This factor shall be addressed 
through the following: 

(A) Prior to the designation of urban reserves, the following hierard^ 
shall be usedfor identifying priority sites fo r urban expansion to meei 
a demonstrated need f o r urban land: 

(i) Expansion on rural lands excepted from statewide planning 
Goals 3 and 4 in adopted and acknowledged comity 
comprehensive plans. Small amounts of rural resource land 
adjacent to or surrounded by those "exception lands" may he 
included with them to improve the efficiency of the boundary 
amendment. The smallest amount of resource land necessary 
to achieve improved efficiency shall be included; 
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(ii) If there is not enough land as described in (i) above to meet 
demonstrated need, secondary or equivalent lands, as defined 
by the state, should be considered; 

(Hi) If there is not enough land as described in either (i) or (ii) 
above, to meet demonstrated need, secondary agricultural 
resource lands, as defined by the state should be considered; 

(iv) If there is not enough land as described in either (i), (ii) or 
(Hi) above, to meet demonstrated need, primary forest 
resource lands, as defined by the state, should be considered; 

(v) If there is not enough land as described in either (i), (ii), (Hi) 
or (iv) above, to meet demonstrated need, primary agricultural 
lands, as defined by the state, may be considered 

(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. 

(C) After urban reserves are designated and adopted, a proposed 
amendment fo r land not wholly within an urban reserve must also 
demonstrate that the need cannot be satirfied within urban reserves. 

Response: 

1. Introduction. 

In addition to Metro Code's Factor 6, there are numerous criteria throughout the statutes, and 
administrative rules which require an analysis of the availability of potential altematives to an 
expansion of the Urban Growth Bovindaiy in a particular location. These altematives criteria are cited 
below. As noted above, there is both a general need for more housing in the Hillsboro area, and a 
spedal land need for housing to remedy a jobs/housing imbalance in the area. As discussed below, the 
evidence demonstrates that there are no altemative sites of higher priority which could reasonably 
accommodate either the general or the spedal land need in the Hillsboro area. Moreover, the 
"exception" standard in subsection (6)(A)0) provides an altemative basis by which the Area 65 
property satisfies Metro Factor 6. 

2. Applicable Criteria. 

The following statutes, administrative rules and sections of the Metro code each require an 
analysis of potential altematives to the proposed UGB expansion. 

Statutes. 
ORS 197.298 
ORS 197.732(l)(c)(b) 
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Administrative Rules 
OAR 660-004-0010(c)(d)(ii) 

• OAR 660-004-0020(2)(b) 
OAR660-014-0040(3)(a) 

Metro Code Provisinns 
• . MC 3.01.020(b)(1)(E) 

MC 3.01.020(c)(1) 
MC 3.01.020(b)(6) 

The subject property is comprised of about 106 acres within the previously designated URA 
65. Therefore, the subject amendment need not be accompanied by findings demonstrating compliance 
with Factor 6. As a precautionary matter, these findings demonstrate compliance with the agricultural 
land retention provisions of ORS 197.298 and MC 3.01.020(b)(6), and the related criteria listed above. 

Under Metro's acknowledged code, a legislative amendment to the urban growth boundary 
(UGB) requires the Council to apply and balance factors 3 through 7, as listed in MC 3.01.020(b). 
First, it must be emphasized that the MC 3.01.020(b), like the Goal 14 factors fi'om which they were 
derived, are factors that must be balanced. See MC 3.01.020(b) ("For legislative amendments, if need 
has been addressed, the district shall demonstrate that the priorities of ORS 197.298 have been 
followed and that the recommended site was better than the altemative sites, balancing factors 3 
through 7.") See also RUGGO 24.2 ("Criteria for amending the UGB shall be derived fi'om statewide 
planning goals 2 and 14, other applicable goals, and relevant portions of the RUGGOs"); Halverson 
V. Lincoln County, 82 Or App 302, 728 P.2d 77 (1986) (requiring balancing of Goal 14 factors). 

In some cases, application of each Iocational "factor" of MC 3.01.020(b) will lead to 
contradictory results. For example, application of factor 6 may favor including a parcel of heavily 
parcelized exception land with steep slopes, while application of factor 3 may indicate that this sanw 
exception land does not lend itself to "orderly and economic provision [of] public facilities a n r l 

services." In such cases, the two factors essentially balance (or cancel) each other, and the local 
government must look towards the other two factors, along with relevant portions of the 
acknowledged RUGGOs, to resolve the conflict. 

Similarly, state law requires that when the statewide goals are applied to a decision, the goals 
must be ^ven equal weight. ORS 197.340. 

Factor 6 generally establishes a preference for expanding urban development into areas whidi 
are not useful for agricultural or forestry uses because of their soil types, or because the land has 
previously been parcelized and developed in a fashion which makes it unlikely that agricultural or 
forestry uses would ever resume on these lands. 

3. General Findings on Alternative Locations 

a. Maximum Efficiencv 
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Under MC 3.01.020(b)(6)(A)®, the first priority for inclusion into the urban growth boundaiy 
are "rural lands excepted from statewide planmng Goals 3 and 4 in adopted and acknowledged county 
comprehensive plans." See also ORS 197.298(l)(a). Inclusion of non-exception lands in the Ryland 
Homes site is justified under the second sentence of MC 3.01.020(b)(6)(A)(I), which states that "small 
amounts of resource land adjacent to or surrounded by those "exception lands" may be included 
with them to improve the eflBciency of the boundary amendment." This efficiency-enhancing provision 
is similar to the "maximum efficiency" exception to the priority system created for the designation of 
urban reserves. See ORS 197.298(3)(c), OAR 660-21030(4)(c). Metro has previously found that it 
is necessary to include the resource land in URA 65 to achieve maximum efficiency for this urban 
reserve area. 

As detailed in the Consulting Engineering Services, Inc. letter, dated October 27, 1998, 
inclusion ofthe Ryland Homes site will create service efficiencies for the provision of urban facilities 
and service, including transportation, water, sanitary sewer, and stormwater drainage for the 
exception areas to the north ofthe PCC campus. In fact, there is no other practical and economical 
altemative to serve the exception area to the north ofthe Ryland Homes Site. Sewer and stormwater 
services can most effidently be provided utili2ing the existing natural swale/creek the mns north across 
Springville Road. This swale veers to the east across the EFU zoned parcels in the south-central 
section of URA 65. The requisite oversized sewer lines are already in place, and no fiirther public 
investment is needed. 

Improved efficiency of land uses means servicing the exception lands via the resource lands 
in the Ryland Homes site. This indudes taking fiill advantages of the topography for gravity SCWCT 

systems and storm-water drainage, exploiting the utility investments that have already been made in 
the area, developing the proposed expansion property in a manner that supports a compact urban 
growth boimdary and interconnectivity of utilities and roads, and locating urban growth in an area that 
is near schools, shopping areas, town centers, and transit corridors. 

Kfetro recognizes that with the inclusion ofthe resource property within the Ryland concqrt 
plan area, die potential for efficient development is extremely high. First, sewer services are already 
in place.. Li fed, when the trunk line was built, it was designed, constmcted and extended specifically 
to include the necessary gravity flow and access needed to serve the to the north. Therefore, sewer 
service extensions may now be installed to serve site 65 at no addition^ cost to the public. In 
addition, the Springville road right-of-way already contains a 24 inch DI water main with adequate 
water and pressure to serve the entire URA 65. Finally, this same right of way also contains a new 
N.W. Natural Gas main line, GTE Fiber optics telephone tmnk lines, and cable TV lines. For these 
reasons, the productivity Analysis rated URA 65 as one the least expensive sites to serve with urban 
services. 

In addition to the ready availability of utility services, there are other reasons why the three 
EFU-zoned tax lots located in the middle of URA 65 are needed to improve effidendes ofthe adjacent 
exception land. Because of their central location, including these parcels greatly enhances the 
interconnectivity ofthe entire site, espedally with regard to transportation and utility services. In fact, 
without the connection provided by these sites, the two penmsulas of exception land suffer from lack 
of interconnectivity, funneling both traffic and utilities services south along narrow corridors. Finally, 
a high voltage transmission line runs north/south across these EFU parcels. These lines create the 
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opportunity for bike paths and open space, as has already been done in the residential neighborhoods 
to the south of URA 65. Improved efficiency of land uses occurs when a compact urban form is 
maintained. When the boundaries of URA 65 were drawn, it was intended to maintain a compact 
urban form by including the small pockets of adjacent EFU, AF-20, AF-10, and AF-5 lands between 
the higher exception lands to the north and the existing UFB to the south. This was a preferred 
altemative to creating two peninsulas of urban land by incorporating only the isolated groups of 
exception land on URA 65. As a result, the increase in size of the UGB's overall perimeter is lessened, 
while interconnectivity within the urban reserve is greatly enhanced. 

Improved efficiency of land uses is also achieved by including the Ryland Homes site in the 
UGB because of the presence of the large, relatively flat parcels of land in single ownership. Althou^ 
URA 65 is devoid of big parcels suitable for farming, it has also not been heavily parcelized, and few 
parcels smaller than 5 acres exist outside of the exception areas. Thus, the existing parcels are 
uniquely suited to master planning, which will greatly increase the likelihood that these sites will 
exceed or achieve Metro's 2040 growth concept density goals. 

b. Exception Lands. 

The demonstrated need for housing in the Beaverton Regional Center sub-regional area, 
including the special land need (jobs/housing imbalance) for 6800 housing units carmot be met by 
including only exception lands in the urban growth boundary. To comply with factor 6, these findings,, 
as supplemented by the altemative site analysis, detail why other sites with less impact on h i^cr 
priority resource lands are unavailable, unsuitable, or insufficient in quantity to satisfy a particular need 
which justifies a UGB expansion. The reasons why the Washington County and Multnomah Com% 
exception areas are not sufficient to meet the demonstrated need are listed below. Exception lands 
not adjacent to the existing urban growth boundary are considered and rejected first. Second, 
exception lands in the Beaverton Sub-region adjacent to the existing urban growth boundary are 
considered for their ability to meet the current unmet housing need. 

1. Exception Lands Not Adjacent to Existing Urban Growth Boundary. 

Of the existing exception lands in Washington County, most are not adjacent to the exisfing 
urban grov^th boundary. These exception areas are not suitable because they do not meet Hbs 
requirements of the RUGGO and the 2040 Growth Concept. Although nothing specifically reqinres 
that proposed urban reserve areas be adjacent to the present UGB, as a practical matter, only adjacent 
lands allow for efficient urban expansion, maximum cormectivity, proximity to regional and town 
centers, and compact urban form. Exception lands greater than one fiill mile fi'om the present UGB 
were not even studied for inclusion in the urban growth boundary under the altemative site a n a l y ^ 
because they categorically could not comply with the 2040 Growth Concept and the RUGGOs imder 
any given circumstances. Urban development in these areas would have negative impacts onlJiB 
environment, specifically air quality; resultant fi'om increases in veWcle miles traveled (VMT). i n 
addition, urban expansion in these areas would have a greater impact overall farm practices in the area. 
Finally, state law even reflects the general policy that urban expansion should be focused on adjaccot 
lands: when selecting urban reserve areas, OAR 660-21-030(2) requires local govemments to studj 
adjacent lands before including lands further than Vi a mile from an existing urban growth boundary. 
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2. Exception Lands Adjacent to Existing Urban Growth Boundary. 

As detailed in the altemative site analysis, exception areas adjacent to the present urban growth 
boundary in the Beaverton Regional Center sub-re^onal area are not a reasonable altemative to URA 
65. The altemative site analysis demonstrates that none of the adjacent exception areas could provide 
enough housing uruts, either individually or cumulatively, to meet the special land need in the 
Beaverton Re^onal Center sub-re^onal area. These exception areas are designated as AF-5 and AF-
10 on the Washington County Rural/Natural Resources Plan Map (Side 2). The primary reasons that 
these exception lands were are rejected as reasonable altematives is summarized below. 

Some ofthe adjacent exception areas within this category are located within green corridors, 
as designated on the acknowledged 2040 Growth Concept Map. These areas could riot be brought 
into the urban growth boundary without violating Regional Urban Growth Goals and Objectives 
(RUGGO) 22.3.3 and 26.1, which require "separation of communities." 

In addition, many of these exception lands are located on lands with steep slopes (over 25%), 
FEMA 100 year flood plains, or other envirormiental constraints. These lands are not suitable for 
urban development because they are not efficiently served, because they cause damage to the 
environment and, in some cases, are hazardous to human health. Moreover, RUGGO subgoal 11.4 (the 
2040 Growth Concept), which lists certain steeply sloped and flood-prone lands as unbuildable. See 
2040 Growth Concept Maps; (Slopes) and (Environmentally Constrained Lands). 

And additional reasons exist in some cases. For example, lands in the flight path of the 
Hillsboro Airport were excluded from consideration, in part because it would be imprudent to develop 
these lands to the density levels required in either Irmer or Outer Neighborhoods under Metro 2040 
Growth Concept. 

Exception areas which form peninsulas of high-priority land protruding out into areas of 
productive farmland are also excluded from consideration because urbanizing these areas will result 
in a major incursions into the surrounding EFU lands. Transportation problems are compounded on 
these sites, because collector street are invariably fiiimeled through the thin strip of land cormecting 
the exception area with the UGB. This violates RUGGO Groals n.i, n.3.iii, 19.1, 19.iv, 19.v, 19.vm 
and RUGGO Objectives 19.2.2 and 3.1 because it does not allow for interconnectivity or an 
integrated transportation network. Moreover, providing services through the narrow strip of land in 
these exception area violates RUGGOs 18.1, 18.ii. jmd 18.v because of its ineflBciencies. These 
ineflBdendes arise because developing into thin fingers of exception land requires large quantities of 
trunk and collection lines while on providing a few localized cormections. It is more effident to have 
as many local connections to water, sewer, and roads as possible, thereby reducing the overall amount 
of these services that must be built. Therefore, if roads, water mains, and sewage pipes are going to 
be extended any distance to reach the higher priority exception land, then maximum effidency is 
achieved by also allowing local connections along the fiill length ofthe tmnk lines. 

In some cases, the addition of these peninsulas to the UGB would create islands of non-urban 
land surrounded by the UGB. In all cases, adding peninsulas of exception land would create a greater 
percentage of land where prime farmland is contiguous to urban development. These farmlands 
become more vulnerable to trespass, vandalism, and other impacts of urban development. Choosing 

Page 18 AREA 65 UGB AMENDMENT APPROVAL 



options which increase the amount of fannland contiguous to urban uses contravenes RUGGO 16.3, 
which requires Metro to "protect and support the ability for farm and forest practices to continue." 
In addition, such an approach is inconsistent with Objective 1.7 (Urban/Rural transition) from the 
Re^onal Framework Plan, and violates RUGGO Goal n.i, which makes achieving a compact urban 
form a Metro goal. 

Finally, the vast majority of the existing exception areas are highly parcelized and the lots are 
predominately in separate ownership. This situation inhibits the ability to consolidate parcels into 
larger blocks of land which could provide housing densities consistent with the 2040 Growth Concept 
and RUGGOs. These lands are difficult to master plan, do not have enough large vacant lots that are 
readily usable as schools, parks, and town centers, and do not have well structured transportation 
networks. 

Even so, Metro is taking a broader view of how development should occur, by seeking to 
regulate and steer growth via the 2040 Growth Concept. In part, this means developing new town 
centers, corridors, main streets and neighborhood centers. This type of integrated, development could 
not occur on lands that are heavily parcelized and in separate ownerships. None of the heavily 
parcelized areas mentioned by the petitioners in the appeal of the urban reserve decision could be 
effectively or realistically master planned. These areas could at best be subdivided on a piecemeal, 
haphazard basis. Rather than form communities with integrated transportation networks, and wdl 
designed neighborhoods with adequate parks, schools, and other public services, relying on a few 
exception areas to meet the land development need only results in the creation of small housing 
subdivisions. However, when developed in conjunction with limited quantities of larger vacant land, 
exception areas which might normally be of little development value to the region can be integrate 
into a highly productive and workable develop plan. URA 65 will be a master planned community, not 
just a collection of small, uncoordinated subdivisions. 

c. Secondary Lands. 

MC 3.01.020(b)(6)(A)(ii) requires Metro to ^ve second priority to secondary lands, as defined 
by the state. The term "secondary lands" is a term of art, which is no longer part of the Oregon land 
use system. The term is not defined by statute. In fact, ORS 215.304(1) prevents LCDC from 
"adopting or implementing any rule to identify or designate small-scale farmland or secondary land." 
Tlius, there can exist no lands adjacent to the Metropolitan Portland urban growth boundary that can 
be defined as secondary lands. 

d. Secondary Agricultural Resource Lands. 

In the event that there are not sufficient secondary lands to meet the demonstrated need, MC 
3.01.020(b)(6)(A)(iii) requires Metro to give third priority to secondary agricultural resource lands, 
as defined by the state. The term "secondary agricultural resource lands" is not defined under state 
law. With regard to property in the Willamette valley, LCDC defines "agricultural land" as those 
lands -vwth class I-IV soils, as identified by the NRCS. "High-value farmland" is agricultural land that 
contmns soils that are prime, unique, class I or class n , or which contain certmn crops, such as 
orchards. Quite possibly, the reference to "secondary agricultural resource lands" in MC 
3.01.020(b)(6)(A)(iii) is intended to mean all agricultural lands not considered to be "high-value^' 
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under state law. 

Washington County is one of two counties that designated certain lands as "marginal" under 
ORS 197.247 and ORS 215.288(2). Most of lands county's "mar^al" lands are zoned AF-5 and AF-
10 and are in exception areas. These lands have been rejected as viable altematives to URA 65, as 
discussed above and in the altemative site analysis. Lands zoned AF-20 can also be considered 
"marginal" lands under the county's comprehensive plan. 

URA 65 consists mostly of marginal agricultural lands, the land is not ideally suited for 
agriculture. Most of the lands are class IH soil types, which have severe limitations that reduce the 
choice of plants and require special conservation practices. Only a small section of URA 65 contains 
class n soils, and these are partially located in the exception area on the northern boundary ofthe site. 
Ironically, the lands zoned EFU consist entirely of class HI and IV soil types, which are more difficult 
to farm. Also, all of the current agricultural use is dry land farming, because no groundwater rights 
are available for much of the area. However, even the best soils in the area, the class II Helvatia series 
soils, require irrigation for viable crop production. The few existing surface ponds are inadequate to 
serve as sources of irrigation water. 

Moreover, the transportation infrastmcture that makes this area such a prime location for 
development also hinder the ability to farm the area. Specifically, urban traffic makes using roads for 
transporting farm machinery, crops, and equipment is highly dangerous. This problem will exacerbate 
as additional urban growth occurs in the area. Finally, the small lot sizes inhibit economical use of the 
land for farming. Noxious weeds invade the fields from adjacent lands, competing for water an 
sunlight. This causes the fields' peripheries to be virtually useless unless subjected to heavy chemical 
spraying regime. Besides increasing costs, neighboring home owners living in adjacent suburban 
development frequently object to this spraying. 

e. Primary Forest Resource Lands. 

The fourth priority for inclusion into the UGB includes primary forest lands, as defined under 
state law. MC 3.01.020(b)(6)(A)(iv). Under OAR 629-24-101(21), "forest lands" are defined as 
"land for which a primary use is the growing and harvesting of forest species." Statewide Planning 
Goal 4 defines forest lands as those "lands acknowledged as forest lands as ofthe date of adoption erf 
this goal." Lands zoned for exclusive forest uses are designated as Exclusive Forest and Land 
Conservation Land Use District (EFC) in the Washington County Rural/Natural Resources plan. To 
the extent that there are any lands adjacent to the existing UGB in the Beaverton sub-region that meet 
this definition, there are no significant amounts of forest land that could provide enough housing uirits 
to alter the region's current jobs to housing imbalance. 

f Primary Agricultural Resource Lands. 

The fifth and last priority goes to primary agricultural resource lands, as defined by the stale. 
There are only a few areas on land in URA 65 which contain class n soils. As Consulting Engineeiii^ 
Services has noted, the exception areas in the South Hillsboro area carmot be provided with urban 
services without incorporating the resource lands within the subject area. 
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When dedding between otherwise similar parcels of resource land, it is appropriate to consider 
whether the new UGB will create more (or less) direct contact between urban uses and high-value 
resource land. This so-called "edge efifect," represents the reality that the greatest incompatibilities 
between urban and rural farm arises arise from parcels that are contiguous to one another. Because 
of its location, its compact shape, and homogeneous composition, the net amount of resource land in 
URA 65 that is contiguous to other resource land not considered for inclusion in the urban growth 
boundary is extremely low. In fact, the URA 65 is unique in that it is virtii^ly surrounded by natural 
buffers such as wetlands, so that continued expansion to the north is unlikely, and enough distance 
separates the site from adjacent agricultural activities. Therefore, inclusion of the resource land in 
U ^ 65 is preferred over inclusion of any other properties designated as "primary agriculture resource 
land" under state law. See generally RUGGO Objectives 16 and 22. 

4. OAR 660-040-0200(2)(b) 

We find that the Altematives Analysis satisfies the requirements of OAR 660-004-0020(2)(b) 
as it has provided a thorough description of possible altemative areas. We also find that the 
Altematives Analysis has discussed the reasons why other areas which should not require a new 
exception cannot reasonably accommodate the proposed use. Specifically, we find, based on the 
Altematives Analysis that the proposed use and the specific land need cannot be reasonably 
accommodated on non-resource land or land already irrevocably committed to non-resources. Based 
on the record in this case and the record of decision in ordinance 96-655E, we find that there is not 
sufficient land that is already irrevocably committed to non-resource uses to satisfy the special land 
need for the area or to accommodate for the proposed use. 

(7) Factor 7; Compatibility of proposed urban development with nearby 
agricultural activities. 

The record shall include an analysis of the potential impact on nearby 
agricultural activities including the following: 

(i) A description of the number, location and types of agricultural 
activities occurring within one mile of the subject site; 

(ii) An analysis of the potential impacts, if any, on nearby agricultural 
activities taking place on lands designated for agricultural use in ihe 
cpplicable adopted county or city comprehensive plan, and mitigation 
efforts, if any .impacts are identified. Impacts to be considered shcdl 
include consideration of land and water resources which may be 
critical to agricultural activities, consideration of the impact on /fee 
farming practices of urbanization of the subject land, as well as the 
impact on the local agricultural economy. 
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Response: 

The applicant has described agricultural activities in this area in a detailed report, which 
includes a description of each type of farm activity within the one mile area., with tax lot location and 
farming practices for each type of farming activity. (See Farming Practices Report.) 

The area within one mile of the subject property is the northern remainder of a Bethany farming 
area that has been largely lost to urban development south of Springville Road. What remains is 
squeezed by the westem slopes ofthe West Hills, to the north and east and the urban area to the south. 

The EFU area is also reduced and confined by another natural buffer, the Abbey Creek 
lowlands, which create an unfarmable swath just south of Germantown Road across this area. The 
only use made of this lowland is a wet pasture. There is a corresponding dip in terrain that is noticeable 
when using either Kaiser Road on the east or 185th on the west. When these roads dip down between 
Springville and Germantown, the land use on either side of the road tends to be wet, scmbby forest 
The land owners have made an effort to use the ground, and pasture is the only use that has been made 
of it. 

This land is better suited to urban development than mral development, because the area is 
already urbanized. Located on the eastem edge of Washington County's farm lands, this area is no 
longer a viable farming area for fijll time farmers. The close proximity of urban development, the 
enclosing nature of the West Hills and the Abbey Creek lowlands combine to reduce the area to a few 
scattered farm sites, and a dwindling interest by those who make a living farming. 

The rapid housing development south of Springville caused the loss of hundreds of acres of fann 
land that was used by people who also farmed within this one mile area. As a result, the remaining 
acreage is insufficient for local farmers to make a living. There are more than 20 dwellings on the 40 
EFU parcels that are farmed within the one-mile area. The average parcel size of EFU land that is 
farmed is 29.45 acres. (Estunates based on Farming Practices Report, Table 3.) The largest pared in 
the area ~ 247 acres —is owned by Portland Community College, and is already located within the 
UGB. Nearly half of that parcel remains in farm use, growing grass seed, but it is urban ground 
plarmed for urban uses by Washington County. 

(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: 

1) consideration of land and water resources which may be critical to agricultural activities 

Response: 

The lands designated for agricultural use in the Washington County comprehensive plan arc 
those designated EFU and AF-20. (See Farming Practices, Table 3) 
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There is not enough land is this one-rhile area to support full time farming. The man who still 
farms more land than any other in this area - Keith Fishback— was raised on the family land just east 
of Kaiser on the north side of Springville Road. The Fishback nursery business has now moved to Roy 
in the Banks area. Mr. Fishback is still grass seed farming (including about 100 acres on the east side 
of 185th —INl 18 100 and a smaller area north of Springville Road in Multnomah County INl 17A 
100 & 200) on more land than anyone else in this area, but he is leaving when his commitments to farm 
are finished. ^ ^ 

Area farming is dry land farming that does not take water from other uses. Dwellings in this 
area use wells to supply domestic water. They have co-existed with farming activities for many years 
without water problems. Many of the dwellings are immediately adjacent to agricultural activities, and 
have been for years. 

2) consideration of ihe impact on the farming practices of urbanization of the subject land 

Response: 

There will be minimal impact on farming practices in this one-mile area if this land is urbanized-
The site is in the middle of the area where there are no large farming parcels except the already-
urbanized PCC parcel.The Graf parcel farm is accessed from Springville Road now. The largest farms 
within one mile of this site are on closer the perimeter of that one mile area, while the site itself is in the 
core, separated from the larger farms by exception land, roadways and the Abbey Creek lowlands. 

Road System Conflicts 

Most of the impact of urbanization has already hit this area. The rapid urbanization of the 
Bethany area has brought an explosion of people and their vehicles to the land and road system south 
of Springville Road. There have been conflicts on Bethany Boulevard, Kaiser Road, 185th, West Union 
and Germantown Road. As detailed in the farm use report, most of the slow-moving farm traffic comes 
from westem Washington County, and uses the best available road (least traflfic/most direct route), 
usually West Union Road, to reach the area. Some farmers do use Highway 26 and the approaches to 
this area on 185th or Bethany/Kaiser. 

Based on the Farm Impact Analysis, we find that the proposed development will not create 
unacceptable traffic impacts on nearby farms. If there are 800 new homes on this site, most of the 
traffic will use 185th and Bethany/BCaiser, and it is likely that the remaining farmers will avoid those 
roads as much as possible because of the increased traffic. There are several large farms on West 
Union Road west of this area, so there is already farm traffic on West Union. 

Some farmers already use tmcks or trailer to haul their tractors and other farm equipment to 
work this area. Tmcks are a normal part of urban traffic. While there are road conflicts, it is important 
to recognize that these are occasional, not daily occurrences, and should not be overemphasized. In 
this area of low key dry land farming, there are perhaps ten trips a year to the each field. Much of the 
land area is planted in grass for seed, which is a long-term (up to ten years) crop on a single planting. 
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The largest EFU farms in this area are on 185th (INl 18 Lot 100, lot size 129 acres; 1N2 13 
Lots 2100, 2102 & 2N2 24 Lot 200, combined lot size of 114 acres) . They are least likely to be 
affected by traffic from this project, because the farm vehicles will likely move via West Union up 
185th, and avoid most of the Springville Road traffic. 

The only large farm adjacent to the site is the PCC grass seed farm'on the eastem half of INl 
18 Lot 200, lot size 247.06 acres. However, this land is already inside the UGB and has been 
designated for urban use by Washington County. 

For these reasons, the approval of this site for residential use will not significantly increase 
conflicts on the public roads in this area between farm vehicles and residential traffic. 

Dust, Odor, Noise 

The dry land farming practiced in this area wall have minimal impact on the proposed housing 
area. Most of the farming areas are on the outer edge of the one-mile are centered on the site, which 
means there is little direct contact between these farms and the proposed housing units. (See Farming 
Practices Report in general.) 

The farm use on EFU land in the immediate vicinity of the site includes grdn farming four lots 
(INl 17B Lot 400 —14.76 acres. Lot 600- 4.84 acres with dwelling; INl 17C Lot 100— 14.47 acres 
and INl 18ALot 900 - 9.85 acres with dwelling). The fact that two of the parcels include dwellings 
indicates that the farming practices are compatible with residential use. 

Dust is minimized by the relative small parcel size which reduces the time spent on any ^ e n 
activity that could raise dust. Plowing and planting are usually done in the spring, which in western 
Oregon means at least damp ground and little chance of dust. 

Odor is minimal because fertilizing is applied by scattering pellets of fertilizer, and spraying is 
locally applied, either by tractor pulled low-to-the-ground spraying heads. Farmers do not spray on 
windy days. 

The possible impact of noise is lirruted by the relatively small size and number of EFU fammig 
operations adjacent to the site. The small size means whatever the farming practice - plowing, planting 
spraying, harvesting — the time spent will be short and the effect of any tractor noise will likewise be 
short. Fences and other buffers will be created during site development. 

For these reasons, area farming practices wall not interfere with the proposed project in terms 
of dust, odor or noise. 

TrespassA/andalism 

For the reasons already discussed, housing development of this site should not significanfty 
increase trespass problems for formers in this area. In general terms, the area has already been exposed 
to the effects of urbanization because of the dense housing development south of Springvalle Road. 
Most of the farm use within one mile ofthe site is located on the outer edge of that one-mile area, and 
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for this reasons should not be exposed to increased urban impacts from this proposal. (See Farm Use 
Map.) 

As shown on Table 4, there is little farm use immediately adjacent to this housing site. In 
addition, there is relatively little farm use with access from Brugger Road. The housing development 
provide fencing and other buffer between the residential land and the adjacent farm land. 

3) consideration of the impact on the local agricultural economy. 

Response: 

The local agricultural economy is a part of the overall Washington County agricultural 
economy, because most of the larger farm parcels are worked by farmers from elsewhere in the county. 
The loss of the farming output from this 115 acres area is a minor part of the Washington County farm 
economy. The Joss farm is planted in wheat and oats (INl 18 Lot 800 39.32 acres) and hay (INl 17C 
Lot 600, 23.83 acres). The Graf parcel (INl 18 Lot 690, 16.79 acres) has been farmed for grains. 
According to OSU Extension Service information3, 25,000 acres of wheat were planted in 1996, 7,000 
acres of oats, 21,000 acres of hay, and 33,100 acres in all types of grain. 

The major remaining farmer in this area, Keith Fishback, is in the process of leaving this area, 
because it does not make economic sense to farm there. Fishback said he and his brother need at least 
500 acres to make a living. Joss figures a farmer needs at least 200 acres to make a living. 

As discussed above, the urbanization of the land south of Springville Road has already created 
the conflicts that affect farming in this area. The addition of these 115 acres to the urban area will not 
have a further significant impact. 

For these reasons, the proposed urbanization of the Ryland Homes site will not have a 
significant effect on the local agricultural economy. 

(c)(2) The proposed uses are compatible with other adjacent uses or will he so 
rendered through measures designed to reduce adverse impacts; and 

Response: 

See farm impact analysis and the concept plan. 

(3) The long-term environmental, economic, social and energy consequences 
resulting from the use at the proposed site with measures designed to reduce 
adverse impacts are not significantly more adverse than would typically result 

• from the same proposal being located in other areas than the proposed site and 
requiring an exception. 

3 "Agricultural Commodity Sales, Washington County, 1996p" Economic Information 
Office, Oregon State University, March 14, 1997. 
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Response: 

See discussion of Factor 5. 

(d) The proposed location for the UGB shall result in a clear transition between urban and 
rural lands, using natural and built features, such as roads, drainage divides, flood plains, power 
lines, major topographic features, and historic pattems of land use or settlement. 

Response: 

As noted in the concept plan and the legal description included in the Appendix, the proposed 
UGB Amendment will provide a clear transition between urban and rural lands. The eastem boundaiy 
wiU be demarcated by a power line and the northern boundary will generally be demarcated by the top 
of the ridge line, and the existing open space buffer north of the PCC campus. 
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DISCLAIMER: Unlike some areas added to the 
Metro Urban Growth Boundary (UGB) adopted by 

the Metro Council by Ordinance, this area is currently 
outside the Metro jurisdictional boundary. The Metro 
Council acted on December 17,1998 to adopt a 
Resolution of intent to move the UGB to include this 
area. Formal adoption of an expansion of the UGB can 
only occur after the land is annexed into the Metro 
jurisdictional boundary. 
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Agenda Item Number 11.7 

Resolution No. 98-2728B, For t h e P u r p o s e of Expre s s ing Counci l In tent t o A m e n d t h e Urban G r o w t h 
Bounda ry t o Add Urban R e s e r v e A r e a s 5 1 , 5 2 , 5 3 , 5 4 , and 5 5 t o t h e Hillsboro Regional C e n t e r A r e a . 

M e t r o Counci l M e e t i n g 
T h u r s d a y , D e c e m b e r 10 , 1 9 9 8 

Counci l C h a m b e r 



BEFORE THE METRO COUNCIL 

FOR THE PURPOSE OF EXPRESSING 
COUNCIL INTENT TO AMEND THE 
URBAN GROWTH BOUNDARY TO 
ADD URBAN RESERVE AREAS 5L52. 
53, 54, AND 55, TO THE HILLSBORO 
REGIONAL CENTER AREA 

RESOLUTION NO 98-2728AB 

Introduced by Gro\srth Management 
CommitteeCouncilors McLain and Morissette 

WHEREAS, The Metro Council designated urban reserve areas in Ordinance No. 96-

655E, including Urban Reserve Areas 51. 52. 53. 54, and the portion of 55 outside Metro's 

jurisdictional boundary; 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 resolution for lands outside 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 

WHEREAS, notice of Proposed Amendment for Urban Reserve Areas 51. 52. 53. 54, and 

a portion of 55 consistent with Metro Code and ORS 197.610(1), was received by the Oregon 
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Department of Land Conservation and Development at least 45 days prior to the December 3, 

1998 final hearing; and 

WHEREAS, the staff report for this area was available at least seven days prior to the 

December 3,1998 final hearing; 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 the urban reserve area 

added to the Urban Growth Boundary is used to meet the need for housing consistent with the 

acknowledged 2040 Growth Concept; and, 

WHEREAS, Metro Code Section 3.01.065(f)(1) provides that action to approve a petition 

including land outside Metro shall be by resolution expressing intent to amend the Urban Growth 

Boundary if and when the affected property is annexed to Metro; now, therefore, 

BE IT RESOLVED: 

1. That the Metro Council, based on the findings indicated in Exhibit B, attached 

herein, hereby expresses its intent to adopt an ordinance amending the Urban Growth Boundary 

to add land in Urban Reserve Areas 51.52. 53. 54, and the portion of 55 outside the Metro 

jurisdictional boundary as shown on Exhibit A, within 30 calendar days of receiving notification 

that the property outside the jurisdictional boundary has been annexed to Metro, provided such 

notification is received within six (6) months of the date on which the resolution is adopted. 

/ / / / / 
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2. That the Metro Council approves and endorses the request by the owners of the 

land and electors residing on the land that the subject property be annexed to Metro. 

ADOPTED by the Metro Council this day of _ 1998. 

i : \r-o\i98ursa2.b 
(12/03/98) 

Jon Kvistad, Presiding Officer 

ATTEST: Approved as to Form: 

Recording Secretary Daniel B. Cooper, General Counsel 
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TV« inlerm̂wietilkiemep danv»d Irem i» kUim'aClS Car* in Ik* tfvtf ion al Mtfracamel ac««pa anf ŵnaibihty (or •rren, ami—»cn» ar p̂»otta> teevnef. Tw* «r« na HarrantM*. eepieaeed ot anpliad. includinf 1 Mwiantv of maacharttbibtrar f«n«aa lot • particular purpe—, arcOfnp̂nymf iKii pro<3u>H. Hawnvb fkalihe«m« ot axf arron «>ll ba appiaeî â . 
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DISCLAIMER: Unlike some areas added to the 
Metro Urban Growth Boundary (UGB) adopted by 

the Metro Council by Ordinance, this area is currently 
outside the Metro jurisdictional boundary. The Metro 
Council acted on December 17, 1998 to adopt a 
Resolution of intent to move the UGB to include this 
area. Formal adoption of an expansion of the UGB can 
only occur after the land is annexed into the Metro 
jurisdictional boundary. . 
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DISCLAIMER: Unlike some areas added to the 
Metro Urban Growth Boundary (UGB) adopted by 

the Metro Council by Ordinance, this area is currently 
outside the Metro jurisdictional boundary. The Metro 
Council acted on December 17, 1998 to adopt a 
Resolution of intent to move the UGB to include this 
area. Formal adoption of an expansion of the UGB can 
only occur after the land is annexed into the Metro 
jurisdictional boundary. 
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DISCLAIMER: Unlike some areas added to the 
Metro Urban Growth Boundary (UGB) adopted by 

the Metro Council by Ordinance, this area is currently 
outside the Metro jurisdictional boundary. The Metro 
Council acted on December 17,1998 to adopt a 
Resolution of intent to move the UGB to include this 
area. Formal adoption of an expansion of the. UGB can 
only occur after the land is annexed into the Metro 
jurisdictional boundary. 
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DISCLAIMER: Unlike some areas added to the 
Metro Urban Growth Boundary (UGB) adopted by 

the Metro Council by Ordinance, this area is currently 
outside the Metro iurisdictional boundary. The Metro 
Council acted on December 17, 1998 to adopt a 
Resolution of intent to move the UGB to include this 
area. Formal adoption of an expansion ofthe UGB can 
only occur after the land is annexed into the Metro 
jurisdictional boundary. 
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3•01 - 060 Exceptions to Hearing Officer Decision 

(a) Standing to file an exception and participate in 
subsequent hearings is limited to parties to the case. 

I 
(b) Parties shall have 20 calendar days from the date that 

the proposed order and findings are mailed to them to file an 
exception to the proposed order and findings of the hearings 
officer with the district on forms furnished by the district. 

(c) The basis for an exception must relate directly to the 
interpretation made by the hearings officer of the ways in which 
the petition satisfies the standards for approving a petition for 
a UGB amendment. Exceptions must rely on the evidence in the 
record for the case. Only issues raised at the evidentiary 
hearing will be addressed because failure to raise an issue 
constitutes a waiver to the raising of such issues at any 
subsequent administrative or legal appeal deliberations. 

(Ordinance No. 92-450A, Sec. 1) 

3,03-, Council Action On Ouasi-Judicial Amendment's 

(a) The council may act to approve, remand or deny a 
petition in whole or in part. When the council renders a 
decision that reverses or modifies the proposed order of the 
hearings officer, then, in its order, it shall set forth its 
findings and state its reasons for taking the action. 

(b) Parties to the case and the hearings officer shall be 
notified by mail at least 10 calendar days prior to council 
consideration of the case. Such notice shall include a brief 
summary of the proposed action, location of the hearings officer 
report, and the time, date, and location for council 
consideration. 

(c) Final council action following the opportunity for 
parties to comment orally to council on-the proposed order shall 
be as provided in Code section 2.05.045. Parties shall be 
notified of their right to review before the Land Use Board of 
Appeals pursuant to 1979 Oregon Laws, chapter 772. 

(d) Comments before the council by parties must refer 
specifically to any arguments presented in exceptions filed 
according to the requirements of this chapter, and cannot 
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198.830 MISCELLANEOUS MATTERS 

not defined under ORS 255.012, the returns 
1 , e ® l e c t l o n shall be made to the county 

clerk. The clerk shall canvass the votes for 
meinbere of the district board and issue 
certificates of election to the number of per-
sons, equal to the number of board members 
named in the petition for formation, receiv-

highest number of votes. [1971 c.727 529-
1975 C.647 §1; 1983 c.350 §7] ' 

198.830 Petition for formation by all 
landowners in proposed district. (1) If the 
owners of all real property within an area 
desire to form a district, they may sign and 
present a petition to the county board. The 
petition shall coritain the information re-
qmred by ORS 198.750 to 198.775 and shall 
be verified by the affidavit of one of the pe-
titioners tha t the petitioner believes that the 
signers of the petition comprise all the own-
ers, at the time of. the verification, of all the 
land included within the proposed district. If 
members of the district board are generally 
elected to office, the petition shall also state 
f persons desired as the members 

of the first board nnd an acceptance in writ-
ing by each agreeing to serve as a member 
of the board. 

(2) The county board shall approve the 
petition for formation of the district if it 
finds: 

(a) That the owners of all the land within 
the proposed district have joined in the peti-
tion; and 

(b) That, in accordance with the criteria 
presOTbed by ORS 199.462, the area could be 
benefited by formation of the district. 

(3) If formation is approved, any election 
required by ORS 198.810 to 198.825 shall be 
dispensed with. After the hearing on the pe-
tition, if the county board approves the peti-
tipn, it shall enter an order creating the 
district. If the district board members gener-
ally are elected, the persons nominated by • 
the petition and accepting nomination as 
members of the board shall constitute the 
first board of the district. [1971 c.727 §30] 

198.835 Order for formation of district 
m single county; order for exercise of 
additional function by county service dis-
trict; contents of order. (1) The county 
board may initiate the formation of a district, 
to be located entirely within the county, by 
an order setting forth: 

(a) The intention of the county board to 
initiate the formation of a district and citing 
the principal Act. 

(b) The name and boundaries of the pro-
posed district. 

(c) The date, time and place of a public 
hearing on the proposal. 

(2) An order initiating the formation of 
a county service district may require dissol-
ution, subject to a determination of public 
need for continued existence of the county 
service district as provided in ORS 451.620. 
The fiscal year in which dissolution will oc-
c ^ r ) not later than the 10th fiscal year after 
the date of the order, shall be specified. 

(3) If any par t of the territory subject to 
formation of a district under this section is 
w t h i n a city, the order shall be accompanied 
by a certified copy of a resolution of the 
governing body of the city approving the or-
der. 

(4) A county board that also serves as the 
governing body of a county service district 
established to provide sewage works may in-
itiate a proceeding to authorize that county 
sendee district to also provide drainage 
works by adopting an order setting forth the 
infonnation specified in subsection (1) of this 
section. The order must be accompanied by 
resolutions consenting to the additional 
function that are adopted by the goveming 
jjodies of not less than 70 percent of the cit-
ies located within the boundaries of the 
county service district. [1971 c.727 §3i- 1987 c.504 
§7; 1987 a 5 1 0 §1; 1989 c.374 §2] ' 

198.840 Notice of hearing. Notice of the 
hearing set by the order shall be given in the 
manner provided by ORS 198.800 except tha t 
the notice shall s tate tha t the county board 
has entered an order declaring its intention 
to initiate formation. The hearing and 
election on the proposal, and election of 
board members, shall be conducted as pro-
vided by ORS 198.800 to 198.825. [1971 c.727 §32] 

198.845 Cos t s . The county shall bear the 
cost of formation or attempted formation of 
a district under ORS 198.835 to 198.845. 
However, if a district is formed, the district 
shall reimburse the county for any expenses 
incurred by the county in making necessary 
prehminary engineering studies and surveys 
in connection with the formation of the dis-
tnc t . [1971 c.727 §33] 

(Annexation) 
. 198.850 Annexation petition or resolu-

tion; delayed effective date for certain 
a n n e x a t i o n s . (1) When the electors of an 
area wish to annex to a district, they may 
file an annexation petition with the county 
board. Before the petition is filed with the 
county board, it snail be approved by in-
dorsement thereon by the board of the af-
fected district and by any other agency also 
required by the principal Act to indorse or 
approve the petition. 

(2) ORS 198.800 to 198.820 apply to the 
proceeding conducted by the county board 
and the rights, powers and duties of peti-
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tioners and other persons having an interest 
in the proceedings. 

(3) In lieu of a petition, annexation may 
be initiated by resolution of the district 
board, or of the county board. Proceedings 
may, also be initiated by any other public 
agency if authorized by the principal Act. If 

Eroceedings are initiated by the district 
oard or another public agency, a resolution 

setting forth the matters described by ORS 
198.835 shall be filed with the county board. 
The proceeding thereafter shall be conducted 
as provided by ORS 198.835 to 198.845. An 
annexation initiated by the district board 
may include an effective date which is not 
later than 10 years after the date of the or-
der declaring the annexation. [1971 c.727 §34; 
1991 c.637 §5] 

198.855 Annexation election; annex-
ation without election when peti t ion 
signed by all landowners or by mfgority 
of electors and owners of more t h a n half 
of l and . (1) If the annexation petition is not 
signed by all the owners of all the lands in 
the territory proposed to be annexed or is 
not signed by a majority of the electors reg-
istered in the territory proposed to be an-
nexed and by the owners of more than half 
of the land in the territory and an election 
is ordered on the proposed annexation as 
provided by ORS 198.815, the county board 
shall order an election to be held in the ter-
ritory and the county board also shall order 
the board of the affected district to hold an 
election on the same day, both elections to 
be held for the purpose of submitting the 
proposed annexation to the electors. The dis-
trict board shall certify the results of the 
election to the county board. The order of 
annexation shall not be entered by the 
county board unless a majority of the votes 
in the territory and a majority of the votes 
in the district are in favor of the annexation. 
If a majority of the votes cast in both elec-
tions do not favor annexation, the county 
board by order shall so declare. 

(2) Two or more proposals for annexation 
of territory may be voted upon at the same 
time. However, within the aistrict each pro-
posal shall be stated separately on the ballot 
and voted on sepsirately and, in the territory 
proposed to be annexed, no proposal for an-
nexing other territoiy shall appear on the 
ballot. 

(3) If the annexation petition is signed by 
all of the owners of all land in the territory 
proposed to be annexed or is signed by a 
majority of the electors registered in the 
territory proposed to be annexed and by the 
owners oi more than half of the land in the 
territory, an election in the territory and 
district shall be dispensed with. After the 
hearing on the petition, if the county board 

approves the petition as presented or as 
modified or, if an election is held, if the 
electors approve the annexation, the county 
board shall enter an order describing the 
boundaries of the territory annexed and de-
claring it annexed to the district. 11971 c.727 
§35; 19W c.818 §5] 

198.860 Effect of annexation order. Af-
ter the date of entry of an order by the 
county board annexing territory to a district, 
the territory annexed shall become subject to 
the outstanding indebtedness, bonded or oth-
erwise, of the district in like manner as the 
territory v\rithin the district. [1971 c.727 §36] 

198.865 [1971 c.727 §§37, 38; 1979 c.316 §7; repea led 
b y 1983 c.142 §1 (198.866 a n d 198.867 enac ted in l ieu of 
198.865)] 

198.866 Annexation of city to district; 
approval of annexat ion proposal; election. 
(1) The governing body of a city may adopt 
a resolution or motion to propose annexation 
to a district for the purpose of receiving ser-
vice from the district. Upon adoption of an 
annexation proposal, the governing body of 
the city shall certify to the district board a 
copy of the proposal. 

(2) The district board shall approve or 
disapprove the city's annexation proposal. If 
the aistrict board approves the proposal, the 
district board shall adopt an order or resolu-
tion to call an election in the district. The 
order or resolution of the district board shall 
include the matters specified in ORS 198.745. 
In addition the order or resolution may con-
tain a plan for zoning or subdistricting the 
district as enlarged by the annexation if the 
principal Act for the district provides for 
election or representation by zone or subdis-
trict. 

(3) The district board shall certify a copy 
of the resolution or order to the governing 
body of the city. 

(4) Upon receipt of the resolution or or-
der of the district board, the governing body 
of the city shall call an election in the city 
on the date specified in the order or resolu-
tion of the district board. 

(5) An election under this section shall 
be held on a date specified in ORS 255.345 
that is not sooner than the 90th day after the 
date of the district order or resolution call-
ing the election. (1983 c.142 §2 (enacted in l i eu of 
198!865); 1993 c 4 1 7 §1) 

198.867 Approval of annexation to dis-
tr ict by electors of city and district; cer-
tiHcation; effect of annexation. (1) If the 
electors of the city approve the annexation, 
the city governing boay shall: 

(a) Certify to the county board of the 
principal county for the district the fact of 
the approval by the city electors of the pro-
posal; and 
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CONCEPT PLAN TESTIMONY AND FINDINGS 1 d 98 

•'Cf G6V/ 

Introduction. 

This testimony and proposed findings are submitted by the City of Hillsboro and the other 
proponents of amending the urban growth boundary to include the property designated in the City of 
Hillsboro South Urban Reserve Concept Plan (Hillsboro Concept Plan). This document provides 
the necessary findings to demonstrate compliance with all applicable state and Metro criteria for 
approval of the Hillsboro Concept Plan and adoption of a legislative amendment of the urban growth 
boundary. These findings supplement the findings in a related matter, which findings are 
incorporated herein. Those findings are those relating to Metro Code 3.01.020(a) and (b)(2) in Metro 
Ordinance No. 98-788C (urban growth boundary change for portion of Urban Reserve 55). 

The property covered by the Hillsboro Concept Plan includes Urban Reserve Areas 51 -55, as 
previously designated by the Metro Council in Ordinance No. 96-655E, adopted March 6 ,1997. The 
relevant findings from that document are attached hereto and incorporated herein. Despite the urban 
reserve status of the property proposed for inclusion in the urban growth boundary, these findings 
demonstrate that the property satisfies all applicable urban growth boundary amendment criteria 
without consideration of the property's urban reserve status. 

The standards applicable to a legislative urban growth boundary amendment are set out at 
Metro Code ("MC") 3.01.020, which, in turn, implements the requirements of Statewide Planning 
Goals 14 and 2, Part II. There are a number of inter-related criteria for justifying an urban growth 
boundary amendment. In general, these approval factors can be grouped into standards related to the 
reasons or need for the urban growth boundary expansion, altematives to the expansion in general or 
adding the specific property in particular, consequences of allowing urban uses of the property in 
question, and compatibility of those uses with nearby land uses. 

The need to expand the urban growth boundary in general comes from Metro's obligations 
under ORS 197.296(4) and ORS 197.299(2). These statutes require Metro to inventory buildable 
land within the urban growth boundary, analyze housing need by type and density and determine the 
amount of needed buildable land to accommodate housing needs for 20 years. Once this 
determination is made, Metro may then either amend the urban growth boundary or adopt new 
measures to increase housing density to satisfy this need, or it may take both actions. 

. These statutory mandates alter the justification for an urban growth boundary amendment 
normally required by state administrative regulations. If a local government follows the steps set out 
in ORS 197.296, and determines that additional buildable land is needed, it is obliged to either 
expand the urban growth boundary or increase housing densities, or both. ORS 197.296(4). This 
statutory mandate presumably obviates the need to separately justify the urban growth boundary 
change based upon: Goal 14, factors one and two and MC 3.01.020(b)(l)(2); Goal 2, Part II (c)(1); 
OAR 660-04-0010(1 )(c)(I); OAR 660-04-0020(2)(a); OAR 660-04-022(1 )(a); and, OAR 660-014-
0040(3)(a). 

Similarly, because ORS 197.296(4) allows a local govemment to either expand its urban 
growth boundary or increase housing densities, or both, to meet its buildable land needs, it can 
choose to expand the urban growth boundary without adopting new measures to increase density. 
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Because of this, there is a limited need to consider regulatory altematives to the urban growth 
boundary expansion under any analysis of altematives. 

The following justification, then, may prove too much. All potential approval criteria are 
referenced as a precaution. OAR ch. 660, division 14 applies only if the rule's applicability to 
"establishment of new urban development on undeveloped rural land" is construed to include 
amendment of an urban growth boundary. 

Finally, the limited time to comply with the statutory mandate and the unresolved challenge 
to Metro's urban reserves decision creates practical constraints on the justification for all of the urban 
growth boundary amendments. Logically, an urban growth boundary expansion would await 
resolution of the challenges to the urban reserve designations. A predicate urban reserve decision 
obviates the need for full justification of the urban growth boundary change under local and state 
criteria. 

It is not possible to completely recast the urban reserve decision and examine all of the 
potential expansion lands around the existing urban growth boundary and still meet the statutory 
deadlines under ORS 197.299. Thus, it is reasonable to assume that the areas under regional 
consideration for urban growth boundary amendments are those designated as urban reserves and 
that, alternatively, subregional justifications for urban growth boundar>' expansion have become 
more cogent. 

Need and Reasons for the Urban Growth Boundary Amendment. 

Applicable Criteria. 

ORS 197.296(4): "If the determination required by subsection (3) of this section indicates that the 
urban growth boundary does not contain sufficient buildable lands to accommodate housing needs 
fo r 20 years at the actual developed density that has occurred since the last periodic review, the 
local government shall take one of the following actions: 

(a) Amend its urban growth boundary to include sufficient buildable lands to accommodate 
housing needs for 20 years at the actual developed density during the period since the last 
periodic review or within the last five years, whichever is greater. " 

ORS 197.732(l)(c)(A), Goal 2. Part 11(c)(1) (a) and OAR 660-04-020(2)(a): '"Reasons justify' why 
the state policy embodied in the applicable goals should not a p p l y T h e exception shall set forth the 
facts and assumptions used as the basis fo r determining that a state policy embodied in a goal should 
not apply to specific properties or situations including the amount of landfor the use being planned 
and why the use requires a location on resource land;" 

OAR 660-04-0010(1)(c)(i): "Reasons justify why the state policy embodied in the applicable goals 
should not apply (This factor can be satisfied by compliance with the seven factors of Goal 14.):" 

OAR 660-04-0022(1): "For uses not specifically providedfor in subsequent sections of this rule or 
OAR 660, Division 14, the reasons shall justify why the state policy embodied in the applicable goals 
should not apply. Such reasons include but are not limited to the following: 
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(a) There is a demonstrated needfor the proposed use or activity, based on one or more of the 
requirements of Statewide Goals 3 to 19; and either 

(b) A resource upon which the proposed use or activity is dependent can be reasonably obtained only 
at the proposed exception site and the use or activity requires a location near the resource. An 
exception based on this subsection must include an analysis of the market area to be served by the 
proposed use or activity. That analysis must demonstrate that the proposed exception site is the only 
one within that market area at which the resource depended upon can reasonably be obtained; or 

(c) The proposed use or activity has special features or qualities that necessitate its location on or 
near the proposed exception site. " 

OAR 660-014-0040(3)(a): "(a) That Goal 2, Part 11(c)(1) and (c)(2) are met by showing the 
proposed urban development cannot be reasonably accommodated in or through expansion of 
existing urban growth boundaries or by intensification of development at existing rural centers;" 

Goal 14, Urbanization factors one and two: "Demonstrated need to accommodate long-range urban 
population growth requirements consistent with LCDC goals " and "Needfor housing, employment 
opportunities and livability." 

MC 3.01.020(b): "For legislative amendments, if need has been addressed, the district shall 
demonstrate that the priorities of ORS 197.298 have been followed and that the recommended site 
was better than alternative sites, balancing factors 3 through 7. 

"Factor 1: Demonstrated need to accommodate long-range urban population growth. [The 
code details a process fo r developing a 20-year forecast ofpopulation and employment 
needs, a demandfor urban land, an examination of surplus land, review of land outside the 
present urban growth boundary to determine best suited areas, and a determination that the 
need cannot be met within the urban growth boundary.] 

"Factor 2: Needfor housing, employment opportunities and livability may be addressed 
under either subsection (A) or (B) or both as described below. 

"(A) For a proposed amendment to the urban growth boundary based upon housing 
or employment opportunities the district must demonstrate that a need based upon an 
economic analysis can only be met through a change in the location of the urban 
growth boundary. For housing the proposed amendment must meet an unmet need 
according to statewide planning Goal 10 and its associated administrative ru les . . . . 

"(B) To assert a needfor a urban growth boundary amendment based on livability, 
the district must: 

(i) factually define the livability need, including its basis in adopted local, 
regional, state, or federal policy; 

(ii) factually demonstrate how the livability need can best be remedied 
through a change in the location of the urban growth boundary; 
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(iii) identify both positive and negative aspects of the proposed urban growth 
boundary on both the livability need and on other aspects of livability: and 

(iv) demonstrate that, on balance, the net result of addressing livability need 
by amending the urban growth boundary will be positive. " 

Region-wide need and compliance with ORS 197.296. 

The Metro Council adopted the Urban Growth Report on December 18, 1997 by Resolution 
No. 97-2559B, consistent with its obligations under ORS 197.296(3) and ORS 197.299(1). The 
Urban Growth Report identified an urban growth boundary capacity deficit of land for 29,350 to 
32,370 dwelling units and 2,900 jobs. 

This analysis has been updated through the Urban Growth Report Addendum and the Urban 
Growth Boundary Assessment of Need. These studies conclude that the projection of need for urban 
growth boundary expansion in the Urban Growth Report remains consistent with more current data. 
Moreover, additional expansions of the urban growth boundary may be necessitated by loss of 
development land because of the listing of the lower Columbia River steelhead as a threatened 
species under the Endangered Species Act and the development of Metro's Fish and Wildlife Habitat 
planning. 

Because of the directions of state law, then, Metro must expand the urban growth boundary 
to include additional land to include sufficient buildable lands to accommodate housing needs for a 
twenty year period. The issue becomes where to expand the boundary consistent with the 
requirements of state law. This Iocational decision is guided by a variety of factors. But in the 
context of addressing the subregional need in the Hillsboro area for a better jobs/housing balance, the 
altemative areas are those adjacent to the westem urban growth boundary and within close proximity 
to the significant employment areas in the Industrial Sanctuary, Hillsboro Town Center and along the 
Westside Light Rail. 

The prioritization of land to be included in this urban growth boundary amendment 
are established in ORS 197.298. The South Hillsboro sites qualify as first priority under that statute, 
pursuant to ORS 197.298(1 )(a), because the sites have been designated as urban reserve land by 
Metro. Altematively, in the absence of that urban reserve designation, these sites can also be 
justified for inclusion in the urban growth boundary amendment, pursuant to ORS 197.298(3)(a) and 
(c). As discussed below in response to MC 3.01.020(b)(2), the specific type of land need under ORS 
197.298(3)(a) justifying the inclusion of the South Hillsboro property is the need to address the 
growing jobs/housing imbalance in the subregional area. Altematively, inclusion of the property is 
also justified under ORS I97.298(3)(c), because including the so-called St. Mary's property is 
necessary in order to provide the adjoining exception land with urban services in a manner that will 
achieve maximum efficiency of land uses in the area. The basis for this maximum efficiency finding 
is set out in response to MC 3.01.020(b)(6) below, as well as Metro's findings adopted in support of 
the original urban reserve decision, which are attached hereto and incorporated herein. 

Subregional need for expansion of the Hillsboro urban growth boundarv to remedv jobs/housing 
imbalance (ORS 197.298f3ya)). 

Factor 1, noted above, addresses the establishment of the regional need justifying an 
expansion of the boundary. Consistent with ORS 197.296 and MC 3.01.020(b)(1), the Urban 

South Hillsboro Urban growth boundary Amendment Findings - Page 4 



Growth Report has established the regional need to expand the boundary to include enough land that 
is suitable and available to accommodate the development of around 32,000 housing units. The 
Factor 2 "need" can be addressed and satisfied by demonstrating a subregional need that justifies the 
specific properties being included in the urban growth boundary amendment. The subregional need 
justifying the inclusion of the South Hillsboro properties can be based individually or cumulatively 
on housing, employment opportunities, and/or livability. The primary subregional justification, 
however, is based on both the regional need analysis established in the Urban Growth Report and the 
subregional need to improve the jobs-housing balance in the Hillsboro Regional Center area under 
ORS 197.298(3)(a). . 

The Residential Market Evaluation ("RME"), dated November 18, 1998, prepared by Hobson 
Johnson &. Associates is incorporated herein. It provides expert evidence demonstrating that it is 
necessary to include the South Hillsboro area in the urban growth boundary in order to accommodate 
both the subregion's share of the regional need and also to address the specific subregional need for 
more residential land in order to maintain a favorable ratio of jobs to housing for the area during the 
next 20 years and beyond. When the Metro Council designated the South Hillsboro Urban Reserve 
Areas, it did so based on its determination that the land was needed for urbanization in order to 
correct the projected growing imbalance between jobs and housing in that subregional area. The 
updated RME presented with the Hillsboro Concept Plan confirms the same analysis and conclusion 
that justified the urban reserve designations for Urban Reserves 51-55. 

The RME concludes that there are 870 acres of vacant buildable residential land in the 
Hillsboro region. That area includes Hillsboro, Forest Grove, Cornelius and portions of 
unincorporated Washington County. It is the area shown in Metro's "Region 2040 Recommended 
Altemative Technical Analysis." 

Based on the density assumptions in the Urban Growth Report, and assuming 
implementation of the 2040 Growth Concept Plan designations and increase in capacity due to 
redevelopment, the vacant and redevelopable land will support approximately 11,725 dwelling units. 
This is sufficient to meet the allocation of dwelling units assigned by Metro through 2006. An 
additional 18,500 dwelling units are necessary to meet the 2020 allocation (70,875 households). 

The RME provides persuasive expert evidence that supports the following: 

• The area studied in the RME is consistent with the RUGGO and 2040 Growth 
Concept map delineation for the Hillsboro Regional Center area. Moreover, it is 
consistent with the suggested study area in OAR 660-020-0030(4)(a), in that it 
includes a regional center and a population of at least 100,000. Moreover, it does not 
overlap with the designated Beaverton Regional Center area that was studied in the 
related RME prepared by Hobson Johnson & Associates for that regional center area. 

• The RME projects that there is capacity inside the urban growth boundary in the 
Hillsboro Regional Center area to accommodate an additional 11,725 housing units. 
That capacity projection takes into account all of the infill, redevelopment, rezoning 
opportunities and other assumptions and requirements called for in the Functional 
Plan and other related land use policies and standards. The RME's analysis is based 
on that very optimistic assumption, even though the evidence indicates that in all 
likelihood fewer housing units than that will ultimately be built within the existing 
urban growth boundary. 
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Metro's Urban Growth Report and other planning documents, as well as the best up-
to-date evidence, concludes that there will be a need to accommodate an additional 
30,250 housing units in the greater Hillsboro area by 2020. That means that, in order 
to accommodate the subregion's share of the regional growth, land capable of 
accommodating about 18,525 housing units must be added to the urban growth 
boundary in the subregional area as soon as possible in order to meet the requirement 
in ORS 197.296 to maintain a 20-year supply of buildable land at all times. 

• In addition to the projected need to accommodate about 30,250 additional housing 
units between 1998 and 2020 in the Hillsboro Regional Center area, the UGR and the 
other evidence analyzed in the RME projects that there will be employment growth of 
about 87,000 jobs in the subregional area during this same time period. Based on the 
projected housing and job growth, the resulting jobs/housing ratio in 2020 will be 
2.08, which would be a substantial increase over the current ratio of 1.59 jobs to each 
housing unit. The RME establishes that 1.50 is a reasonable ratio for defining the 
optimal jobs/housing balance the Hillsboro region should strive to maintain. 

As noted in the RME, the geographic distribution of employment growth throughout 
the region is not just a function of land availability. As a result, the most efficient 
and reliable way in which to correct a jobs/housing imbalance is to create additional 
housing opportunities near existing and emerging employment areas. Therefore, the 
RME concludes that land capable of accommodating an additional 46,000 housing 
units (not just 30,250 units) must be added to the Hillsboro Regional Study area by 
the year 2020 in order to maintain an optimal jobs/housing ratio of 1.50. 

The Hillsboro Concept Plan projects that these urban reserve areas will support 
approximately 8,600 dwelling units. This is consistent with the projections made in the Productivity 
Analysis. Thus, the addition of this land to the community's urbanizable lands will alleviate some of 
the projected jobs/housing imbalance and satisfy some of the projected future need for additional 
dwelling units in the Hillsboro region. 

Livability need to expand the urban growth boundarv to allow for planned communitv. _ 

The region is committed to particular growth and development forms. Under Metro's 2040 
Growth Concept it is the policy of the region to: focus upon the development of centers and corridors 
to seek greater land use efficiencies in development and redevelopment; develop a multimodal 
transportation system, create a jobs-housing balance at the regional, central city, centers and 
community levels, preserve green spaces, and enhance redevelopment in areas of substandard 
incomes and housing. Metro Resolution No. 94-2040-C, adopting the 2040 Growth Concept Plan. 

Most of these policies can be achieved through redevelopment of the areas within the urban 
growth boundary. Greater densities at existing town and neighborhood centers and at new station 
area planning areas will result in efficient use of land and the satisfaction of these standards. 

But given the need to expand the urban growth boundary to comply with the buildable lands 
supply mandate of ORS 197.299(2)(a), there are livability consequences in expanding the urban 
growth boundary in a number of partially developed exception areas. This scenario contrasts with 
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the option of a significant expansion of the urban growth boundary onto a 1500 acre site, capable of 
being developed as a planned community. 

Expansion of the urban growth boundary to include all of the adjacent exception areas in the 
westem portion of the urban growth boundary will be insufficient to meet the subregional need for 
more housing. This is tme whether the need is the 2017 housing targets for Hillsboro, Forest Grove 
and Cornelius, or the greater need for land to rectify the projected jobs/housing imbalance. 

A larger type of urban growth boundary expansion allows creation of mixed use town and 
neighborhood centers. It allows the location of employment centers near residential areas, reducing 
the use of automobiles. It allows planning of the development pattems for the area, preservation of 
natural resource areas and property needed for schools and other govemmental uses. A planned 
community can assure that jobs/housing balance is attained. A mixed residential community permits 
a range of different kinds of housing to be developed simultaneously. A number of different housing 
markets, including affordable housing, can be addressed in terms of household size, age of the head 
of household, incomes and lifestyles. 

Moreover, the significant value added by inclusion of a large tract into the urban growth 
boundary justifies significant exactions and dedications. With a planned community a local 
govemment can exact open space around waterways and wetlands and dedication of property for 
school sites, roads, and civic centers. 

By contrast, increasing densities in a number of exception areas will not enhance or create 
town and neighborhood centers. Annexation of several exception areas of partially developed land 
will not allow creation of new places of employment near residential land. It will not permit 
significant exactions from a limited number of property owners for open space and public uses. 

Thus, assuming that a substantial urban growth boundary change is needed, livability factors 
affect the type of urban growth boundary change needed. A large urban growth boundary expansion 
for a planned community comes at some considerable costs. This quantity of land is not available in 
the Metro area without the conversion of agricultural land to urban uses. The impacts on road 
systems are more acute with concentration of development in one area, as opposed to a diffusion of 
impacts caused by the altemative scenario. Generally speaking, emphasizing redevelopment in 
centers over development of new areas of undeveloped land is a key strategy in the 2040 Growth 
Concept. 

But, on balance, these costs are offset by the positive attributes of developing a planned 
community in order to satisfy long-term buildable land needs. It will be immensely cheaper to 
service a single area with new sewers, water supply and stormwater management system than to 
retool these systems in a variety of areas. One reason for the strong support of the City of Hillsboro 
for the Hillsboro South urban growth boundary change is the cost differential on the provision of 
facilities and services, as contrasted with a more diffuse number of urban growth boundary 
expansions. Compare, urban reserve serviceability costs for Urban Reserves 53, 54, and 55 
(approximately $9,400 per dwelling unit) with Urban Reserves 61 - 65 ($11,443, $27,984, $98,219, 
$16,385, and $14,309 respectively per dwelling unit). Thus, it is likely that the cost of housing will 
be cheaper in a planned community, than would be the case by infilling existing exception lands. 
Moreover, a planned community allows maximum protection of natural resources. Indeed, a planned 
community meets the policy aims of the 2040 Growth Concept as stated on pages 6 - 7 of that 
policy, 
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Creating higher density, centers of employment and housing is advantageous for 
several reasons. These centers provide access to a variety of goods and services in a 
relatively small geographic area, creating a[n] intense business climate. Having 
centers also makes sense from a transportation perspective, since most centers have 
an accessibility level that is conducive to transit, bicycling and walking. Centers also 
act as social gathering places and community centers, where people would find the 
"small town atmosphere" they cherish. 

There is no question that the region has rejected development of new expansion areas at the 
expense of redevelopment and infilling of the existing urban area. But given the need to expand the 
urban growth boundary to meet statutory obligations and the particular needs for additional 
residential land in the Hillsboro area and the quantity of that need, livability factors suggest that these 
needs will best be satisfied by an urban growth boundary expansion of sufficient size to create a 
planned community that satisfies the urban design requirements of the 2040 Growth Concept Plan. 

Effect of Urban Reserve Plan requirement and compliance on livabilitv determinations and need. 

The Metro Code reflects a preference for expansion of the urban growth boundary onto 
planned community land. MC 3.01.012(e) generally requires an urban reserve plan as a precondition 
for expansion of the urban growth boundary. While adoption of an urban reserve plan is not a barrier 
to complying with statutory mandates under MC 3.01.012(e)(2), MC 3.01.015(e) prefers land subject 
to an urban reserve plan as a priority in ranking potential urban growth boundary expansions. 

The Urban Reserve Areas at issue are soon to be regulated by the Hillsboro Concept Plan. 
The Hillsboro Concept Plan is being considered for recommendation by the Hillsboro Planning 
Commission and will shortly be considered by the Hillsboro City Council as an amendment to the 
Hillsboro Comprehensive Plan. The Hillsboro Concept Plan is the most sophisticated and complete 
urban reserve plan presently under review and the only plan being actively considered as an 
amendment to a local comprehensive plan. 

Thus, MC 3.01.020(b)(1)(A), (B), (C) and (F) quoted above have all been addressed and 
satisfied with the adoption of the Urban Growth Report by Resolution 97-2559B. Subsections (1)(D) 
and (E) establish that Metro must choose the most suitable lands to bring inside the urban growth 
boundary in order to meet the need established by the Urban Growth Report and the deadline 
imposed by ORS 197.299(2). Subsection (1)(E), along with MC 3.01.015(e), provide that the most 
suitable lands for inclusion in the urban growth boundary are those for which urban reserve 
conceptual plans have been completed. The Metro Council is required to include such lands in a 
legislative amendment of the urban growth boundary before including any properties that have not 
prepared and completed that level of pre-planning. The preparation of concept plans, in accord with 
MC 3.01.012(e), provides the best evidence of a property's suitability for expansion. The South 
Hillsboro Urban Reserve Concept Plan addresses and satisfies all of the pre-planning requirements of 
MC 3.01.012(e) and thus is justified for inclusion in this legislative amendment of the urban growth 
boundary. 

Conclusions. 

There are three components to the justification of the need to expand the urban growth 
boundary in this subregion. First, an urban growth boundary change is needed in order to comply 
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with the requirements of ORS 197.295 - ORS 197.299. A component of the determined need for 
additional residential land can be allocated to the western portion of the region based on its allocation 
of 2017 housing targets in the Urban Growth Management Functional Plan. 

Second, it is reasonable to increase the allocation of additional buildable land to this 
subregion in order to address the projected jobs/housing imbalance. An additional 27,500 
households are needed in this subregion in order to balance the supply of jobs and housing as of 
2020. This affects the allocation of buildable land added to meet the ORS 197.299 mandate. Within 
the mandate of adding land for approximately 32,000 dwelling units during 1998 and 1999, it makes 
sense to allocate approximately 10,000 dwelling units to the lands around Hillsboro's portion of the 
urban growth boundary. 

Finally, to meet this need for an additional 10,000 dwelling units through urban growth 
boundary expansions in this area, there is a preference for land which can be developed as a planned 
community. Given that the need cannot be satisfied through expansion of the urban growth boundary 
onto exception areas alone, and that a conversion of resource land to urban uses is necessary in any 
event, there is a need for an expansion of land sufficient in size to accommodate much of the need 
and allow an urban design to meet 2040 Growth Concept Plan policies. 

Alternatives to Expansion of the Urban growth boundary. 

Applicable Criteria. 

ORS 197.296(4): "If the determination required by subsection (3) of this section indicates that the 
urban growth boundary does not contain sufficient buildable lands to accommodate housing needs 
for 20 years at the actual developed density that has occurred since the last periodic review, the 
local government shall take one of the following actions: 

( a ) . . . 

(b) Amend its comprehensive plan, functional plan or land use regulations to include new 
measures that demonstrably increase the likelihood that residential development will occur 
at densities sufficient to accommodate housing needs for 20 years without expansion of the 
urban growth boundary." 

ORS 197.732(l)(c)(B), OAR 660-004-0010(c)(B)(ii) and Goal 2, Part 11 (c)(2): "Areas which do not 
require a new exception cannot reasonably accommodate the use;" 

ORS 197.298: "Priority of land to be included within urban growth boundary. (1) In addition to any 
requirements established by rule addressing urbanization, land may not be included within an urban 
growth boundary except under the following priorities: 

(a) First priority is land that is designated urban reserve land under ORS 195.145, rule or 
metropolitan service district action plan. 

(b) If land under paragraph (a) of this subsection is inadequate to accommodate the amount of land 
needed, second priority is land adjacent to an urban growth boundary that is identified in an 
acknowledged comprehensive plan as an exception area or nonresource land. Second priority may 
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include resource land that is completely surrounded by exception areas unless such resource land is 
high-value farmland as described in ORS 215.710. 

(c) . . . . 

(d) If land under paragraphs (a) to (c) of this subsection is inadequate to accommodate the amount 
of land needed, fourth priority is land designated in an acknowledged comprehensive plan for 
agriculture or forestry, or both. 

(3) Land of lower priority under subsection (1) of this section may be included in an urban growth 
boundary if land of higher priority is found to be inadequate to accommodate the amount of land 
estimated in subsection (1) of this section for one or more of the following reasons: 

(a) Specific types of identified land needs cannot be reasonably accommodated on higher priority 
lands; 

(b) Future urban services could not reasonably be provided to the higher priority due to 
topographical or other physical constraints: or 

(c) Maximum efficiency of land uses within a proposed urban growth boundary requires inclusion of 
lower priority lands in order to include or to provide services to higher priority lands. 

MC 3.01.020(b)(1)(E): "The district must f ind that the identified need cannot reasonably be met 
within the urban growth boundary consistent with the following considerations: 

(i) That there is not a suitable site with an appropriate comprehensive plan designation: 

(ii) All net developable land with the appropriate plan designation within the existing urban 
growth boundary shall be presumed to be available for urban use during the planning 
period; 

(iii) Market availability and level of parcelization shall not render an alternative site 
unsuitable unless justified by findings consistent with the following criteria: [presumed 
availability during planning period of urban growth boundary unless precluded by legal 
impediments; developed parcels unavailable unless improvements of low value; more than 
one ownership is suitable unless current pattern or level of parcelization makes land 
assembly unfeasible]." 

MC 3.01.020(c)(1): "The land need identified cannot be reasonably accommodated within the 
current urban growth boundary" 

OAR 660-004-0020(2) (b): "Areas which do not require a new exception cannot reasonably 
accommodate the use: 

(A) The exception shall indicate on a map or otherwise describe the location of possible alternative 
areas consideredfor the use, which do not require a new exception. The area fo r which the exception 
is taken shall be identified; 
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(B) To show why the particular site is justified, it is necessary to discuss why other areas which do 
not require a new exception cannot reasonably accommodate the proposed use. Economic factors 
can be considered along with other relevant factors in determining that the use cannot reasonably be 
accommodated in other areas. Under the alternative factor the following questions shall be 
addressed: 

(i) Can the proposed use be reasonably accommodated on nonresource land that would not require 
an exception, including increasing the density of uses on nonresource land? If not, why not? 

(ii) Can the proposed use be reasonably accommodated on resource land that is already irrevocably 
committed to nonresource uses, not allowed by the applicable Goal, including resource land in 
existing rural centers, or by increasing the density of uses on committed lands? If not, why not? 

(Hi) Can the proposed use be reasonably accommodated inside an urban growth boundary? If not, 
why not? 

(C) This alternative areas standard can be met by a broad review of similar types of areas rather 
than a review of specific alternative sites. Initially, a local government adopting an exception need 
assess only whether those similar types of areas in the vicinity could not reasonably accommodate 
the proposed use. Site specific comparisons are not required of a local government taking an 
exception, unless another party to the local proceeding can describe why there are specific sites that 
can more reasonably accommodate the proposed use. A detailed evaluation of specific alternative 
sites is thus not required unless such sites are specifically described with facts to support the 
assertion that the sites are more reasonable by another party during the local exceptions 
proceeding." 

OAR 660-014-0040(3)(a): "(3) To approve an exception under this rule, a county must also show: 

(a) That Goal 2, Part 11(c)(1) and (c)(2) are met by showing the proposed urban development cannot 
be reasonably accommodated in or through expansion of existing urban growth boundaries or by 
intensification of development at existing rural centers;" 

Introduction. 

The subject property is comprised of Urban Reserves 51-55. Therefore, the subject 
amendment need not be accompanied by findings demonstrating compliance with Factor 6. 
Moreover, pursuant to ORS 197.298, the site is considered first priority land, and is to come into the 
urban growth boundary prior to other lands. The Metro Council adopted Ordinance 96-655E (the 
urban reserve decision) in March, 1997. Because the urban reserve decision is currently on appeal to 
LUBA, these findings demonstrate compliance with the agricultural land retention provisions of ORS 
197.298 and MC 3.01.020(b)(6). 

Under Metro's acknowledged code, a legislative amendment to the urban growth boundary 
(urban growth boundary) requires the Council to apply and balance factors 3 through 7, as listed in 
MC 3.01.020(b). First, it must be emphasized that the MC 3.01.020(b), like the Goal 14 factors from 
which they were derived, are factors that must be balanced. See MC 3.01.020(b) ("For legislative 
amendments, if need has been addressed, the district shall demonstrate that the priorities of ORS 
197.298 have been followed and that the recommended site was better than the altemative sites. 
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balancing factors 3 through 7.") See also RUGGO 24.2 ("Criteria for amending the urban growth 
boundary shall be derived from statewide planning goals 2 and 14, other applicable goals, and 
relevant portions of the RUGGOs"); Halverson v. Lincoln County, 82 Or App 302, 728 P.2d 77 
(1986) (requiring balancing of Goal 14 factors). 

In some cases, application of each Iocational "factor" of MC 3.01.020(b) will lead to 
contradictory results. For example, application of factor 6 may favor including a parcel of heavily 
parcelized exception land with steep slopes, while application of factor 3 may indicate that this same 
exception land does not lend itself to "orderly and economic provision [of] public facilities and 
services." In such cases, the two factors essentially balance (or cancel) each other, and the local 
govemment must look towards the other two factors, along with relevant portions of the 
acknowledged RUGGOs, to resolve the conflict. 

Similarly, "state law requires that when the statewide goals are applied to a decision, the goals 
must be given equal weight. ORS 197.340. 

Factor 6 generally establishes a preference for expanding urban development into areas 
which are not useful for agricultural or forestry uses because of their soil types, or because the land 
has previously been parcelized and developed in a fashion which makes it unlikely that agricultural 
or forestry uses would ever resume on these lands. Metro Code 3.01.020(b)(6) states: 

Compliance with ORS 197.296f4')('b) and regulatory altematives. 

As noted above, ORS 197.296(4) allows a choice of means to satisfy the projected need for 
buildable lands, expanding the urban growth boundary, adopting new density measures, or both. A 
decision to amend the urban growth boundary need not be justified by lack of regulatory altematives. 
Even still, Metro has meticulously reviewed the region's buildable land supply and assumed an 
aggressive redevelopment and infill rate in the projections made in the Urban Growth Report and 
Urban Growth Report Addendum. The Urban Growth Management Functional Plan allocates to 
each jurisdiction substantial housing targets to attain within the existing urban growth boundary. 
These ambitious targets allow little room for additional residential development, sufficient to obviate 
or minimize the need for the urban growth boundary expansions. 

Based on the August, 1998 City of Hillsboro Compliance Report, the City of Hillsboro has 
adopted regulatory measures to increase housing densities. The City adopted new zoning for the 
light rail station areas that includes high density residential zoning, minimum residential densities, 
minimum floor area ratios, accessory dwelling unit provisions and other measures to increase 
infilling and higher residential densities. The City will be amending its Development Code to 
establish minimum residential denshies and allow accessory dwelling units. Hillsboro currently has 
comprehensive plan provisions that require new residential development to attain a density of 10 
units per acre and a 50/50 single family/multifamily split. The City is incorporating the applicable 
2040 Growth Concept design types into its Comprehensive Plan. 

The City of Hillsboro has determined that it can meet its Functional Plan new dwelling target 
of 14,812 new dwelling units by 2017 through the existing zoning, relying upon development in its 
mixed use areas. The City has limited vacant and redevelopable land in its Inner and Outer 
Neighborhoods. 
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It is not feasible, then, to take zoning measures beyond those prescribed in the UGM 
Functional Plan and those already taken by the City of Hillsboro to significantly increase the number 
of new dwelling units that can be accommodated with the Hillsboro urban growth boundary. The 
City has upzoned nearly all of the land along the new Westside Light Rail Line, including the 
downtown core area. These measures will allow the City to accommodate 14,896 new dwelling 
units, slightly more than its target. 

Altematives within the Urban growth boundary. 

The City of Hillsboro Compliance Report determines that the City has barely sufficient land 
to meet its 2017 jobs target of 58,247 jobs, established by the UGM Functional Plan. The City's 
Industrial Sanctuary no longer has vacant sites available for new, high tech campus industrial users. 
Undeveloped portions of the existing campus industrial uses are being held in reserve for future 
expansion. Notwithstanding these factors, the City is relying upon the Industrial Sanctuary lands to 
generate nearly 30,000 jobs. An additional 13,305 jobs can be accommodated within the station 
community planning areas. 

Given its allocation of future employment and the limited buildable land within the City of 
Hillsboro, it is not feasible to redesignate industrial land for residential uses in order to achieve a 
better jobs/housing balance. The City has generated 12,086 jobs within the past four years. The 
2017 job target is an extrapolation of this employment generation rate. Given the concentration of 
industry and employment in Hillsboro, and the spinoff employment generated by these existing 
businesses, it would not be prudent to limit this employment potential and reconfigure the region's 
allocation of new employment. Moreover, Hillsboro has an ample supply of water for new industry 
and has clear understandings on responsibilities for public services and facilities with other service 
providers, in contrast with many areas of Clackamas County. There are limited altemative locations 
for significant new employment. 

It is not necessary to re-justify the jobs needs determinations made in the UGM Functional 
Plan. It is not practical to recast the allocation of jobs to Hillsboro at this point and there may be 
problems in finding land for that employment elsewhere. Given the allocation, however, it is not 
practical to re-plan and re-zone existing industrial land to residential uses. 

The City of Forest Grove does not offer an altemative source of land for housing. According 
to the Forest Grove Compliance Plan Assistance Report, Forest Grove has insufficient vacant land to 
meet its 2017 dwelling unit target of 2,873 residences, falling short by 1,035 dwelling units. Forest 
Grove also has a 2017 jobs target of 5,488 jobs, and will fail to provide land for 753 jobs. Although 
there are redevelopment options to attain these targets, there is not any land to meet the housing 
targets of another jurisdiction. 

Comelius has an ambitious dwelling unit target of 1,019 units and a jobs target of 2,812 jobs. 
Comelius has added on 157 dwelling units since 1994, and at that rate will fall short of its dwelling 
unit target. According to the Cornelius Compliance Plan Assistance Report, Comelius will fall short 
of its housing target by 208 dwelling units. Metro foresees that there is a potential for an additional 
91 dwelling units. Even so, there is not any land to meet the additional housing demand for 
Hillsboro or to correct the subregional jobs/housing imbalance. 
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Type of land to satisfy need. 

Based on the above findings, the type of land needed to satisfy the residential and livability 
needs, is an expansion of land sufficient in size to accommodate much of the need and allow an 
urban design to meet 2040 Growth Concept Plan policies. The size should be that which would 
allow siting of a majority of the 10,000 dwelling unit need and sufficient to allow development of a 
planned community meeting the 2040 Growth Concept Plan policies. Based on the City of Hillsboro 
South Urban Reserve Concept Plan, addition of Urban Reserves 5 1 - 5 5 will meet this need. 

General analysis on lack of alternative sites to satisfy residential and livabilitv need. 

The urban reserve areas studied for initial designation as part of Metro's urban reserve 
decision included a number of altematives in the areas around Hillsboro. Urban Reserves 56 - 60, 
located around the cities of Forest Grove and Comelius, together could house 2,640 dwelling units, 
an insufficient amount of housing to meet the subregional need. None of these urban reserves 
contain a sufficient amount of buildable land to lay out a mixed use planned community. Urban 
Reserve 58 is 527 acres, but only 275 acres are buildable. 

Former Urban Reserves 62, 64 and 65 are large urban reserves located to the north and 
northeast of Hillsboro. All contain significant amounts of agricultural land. Urban Reserves 64 and 
65 are large tracts with substantial amounts of unbuildable land. Urban Reserve 62 is a 692 acre 
tract, with 590 acres of resource land, and 409 acres of buildable land. It has space for 4,089 
dwelling units. This tract is sufficient in size to allow for a planned community. This tract is 
immediately adjacent to the Industrial Sanctuary and does not adjoin any residential neighborhood. 
It is better situated for industrial use because of this proximity. There are no buffers or barriers 
separating Urban Reserve 62 from agricultural lands to the north and west. Its development could 
encourage the premature conversion of these resource lands to urban uses. 

Based on the urban reserves studied by Metro previously, there are no altemative locations in 
the Hillsboro region to expand the urban growth boundary to add land sufficient in size to 
accommodate 5,000 or more dwelling units to be developed in a planned community. 

Altemative areas available to satisfy need (specific analysis'). 

This analysis and findings supplements those contained in the exceptions land report 
prepared by Glen Bolen, which is incorporated herein. They are based, in part, upon the Alternative 
Site Analysis f o r Urban Reserve Sites 51 - 55 (Alternative Site Analysis) attached hereto and 
incorporated herein. The following analysis justifies the urban growth boundary change under ORS 
197.298(3)(a) as well as under the Metro Code. 

Under MC 3.01.020(b)(6)(A)(i), the first priority for inclusion into the urban growth 
boundary are "rural lands excepted from statewide planning Goals 3 and 4 in adopted and 
acknowledged county comprehensive plans." See also ORS 197.298(l)(a), OAR 660-04-0020(2)(b). 

Approximately half of the total acreage of Urban Reserves 51-55 is exception land. These 
properties were designated as exception lands in 1986, and are documented in the Washington 
County Rural/Natural Resources Framework Plan as exception areas #93 and 94. Therefore, 
inclusion of approximately half of the total area of Urban Reserves 51-55 is justified under the first 
sentence of MC 3.01.020(b)(6)(A)(I). 

South Hillsboro Urban growth boundary Amendment Findings — Page 14 



Inclusion the remaining acreage in resource use is justified under the second sentence of MC 
3.01.020(b)(6)(A)(I), which states that "small amounts of rural resource land adjacent to or 
surrounded by those "exception lands" may be included with them to improve the efficiency of the 
boundary amendment." This efficiency-enhancing provision is similar to the "maximum efficiency" 
exception to the priority system created for the designation of urban reserves. See ORS 
I97.298(3)(c), OAR 660-2 l-030(4)(c). Resource lands included pursuant to this sentence is limited 
to "the smallest amount of resource land necessary to achieve improved efficiency." MC 
3.01.020(b)(6)(A)(l). 

The demonstrated need for housing in the Hillsboro region, including the special land need 
(jobs/housing imbalance) cannot be met by including only exception lands in the urban growth 
boundary. To comply with factor 6, these findings, and the Alternative Site Analysis, detail why 
other sites with less impact on higher priority resource lands are unavailable, unsuitable, or 
insufficient in quantity to satisfy a particular need which justifies An urban growth boundary 
expansion. The reasons why the Washington County exception areas are not sufficient to meet the 
demonstrated need are listed below. Exception lands not adjacent to the existing urban growth 
boundary are considered and rejected first. Second, exception lands in the Hillsboro region adjacent 
to the existing urban growth boundary are considered for their ability to meet the current unmet 
housing need. 

1. Exception Lands Not Adjacent to Existing Urban growth boundary. 

Of the existing exception lands in Washington County, most are not adjacent to.the existing 
urban growth boundary. These exception areas are not suitable because they do not meet the 
requirements ofthe RUGGO and the 2040 Growth Concept. Although nothing specifically requires 
that proposed urban reserve areas be adjacent to the present urban growth boundary, as a practical 
matter, only adjacent lands allow for efficient urban expansion, maximum connectivity, proximity to 
regional and town centers, and compact urban form. 

Exception lands greater than one full mile from the present urban growth boundary were not 
studied for inclusion in the urban growth boundary under the Alternative Site Analysis, because they 
could not comply with the 2040 Growth Concept and the RUGGO mandate of a compact urban form, 
and would not promote the orderly and economic provision of urban services as required by 
Statewide Goal 11, and Goal 14, Factor 3. Urban development in these areas would have negative 
impacts on the environment, specifically air quality, resulting from increases in vehicle miles 
traveled. In addition, urban expansion in these areas would have a greater impact overall farm 
practices in the area. Finally, state law reflects the general policy that urban expansion should be 
focused on adjacent lands. When selecting urban reserve areas, OAR 660-21-030(2) requires local 
governments to study adjacent lands before including lands further than Vi a mile from an existing 
urban growth boundary. 

2. Exception Lands Adjacent to Existing Urban growth boundary. 

As detailed in the Alternative Site Analysis, exception areas adjacent to the present urban 
growth boundary in the Hillsboro region are not a reasonable altemative to the lands included in the 
South Hillsboro urban reserve concept plan. The Alternative Site Analysis demonstrates that hone of 
the adjacent exception areas could provide enough housing units, either individually or cumulatively, 
to meet the special land need in the Hillsboro region. These exception areas are designated as AF-5 

South Hillsboro Urban growth boundary Amendment F i n d i n g s - P a g e IS 



and AF-10 on the Washington County Rural/Natural Resources Plan Map (Side 2). The primary 
reasons that these exception lands were are rejected as reasonable altematives is summarized below. 

Some of the adjacent exception areas within this category are located within green corridors, 
as designated on the acknowledged 2040 Growth Concept Map. These areas could not be brought 
into the urban growth boundary without violating Regional Urban Growth Goals and Objectives 
(RUGGO) 22.3.3 and 26.1, which require "separation of communities." 

In addition, many of these exception lands are located on lands with steep slopes (over 25%), 
FEMA 100 year flood plains, or other environmental constraints. These lands are not suitable for 
urban development because they are not efficiently served, because they cause damage to the 
environment and, in some cases, are hazardous to human health. Moreover, RUGGO subgoal 11.4 
(the 2040 Growth Concept), which lists certain steeply sloped and flood-prone lands as unbuildable. 
See 2040 Growth Concept Maps: (Slopes) and (Environmentally Constrained Lands). Additional 
reasons exist in some cases. For example, lands in the flight path of the Hillsboro Airport were 
excluded from consideration, in part because it would be imprudent to develop these lands to the 
density levels required in either Inner or Outer Neighborhoods under Metro 2040 Growth Concept. 

Exception areas which form peninsulas of high-priority land protruding out into areas of 
productive farmland are also excluded from consideration because urbanizing these areas will result 
in a major incursions into the surrounding EFU lands. Transportation problems are compounded on 
these sites, because collector street are invariably funneled through the thin strip of land connecting 
the exception area with the urban growth boundary. This violates RUGGO Goals II.i, II.3.iii, 19.1, 
19.iv, 19.V, 19.vii and RUGGO Objectives 19.2.2 and 3.1 because it does not allow for 
interconnectivity or an integrated transportation network. Moreover, providing services through the 
narrow strip of land in these exception area violates RUGGOs 18.1, 18.ii. and 18.v because of its 
inefficiencies. These inefficiencies arise because developing into thin fingers of exception land 
requires large quantities of trunk and collection lines while on providing a few localized connections. 
It is more efficient to have as many local connections to water, sewer, and roads as possible, thereby 
reducing the overall amount of these services that must be built. Therefore, if roads, water mains, 
and sewage pipes are going to be extended any distance to reach the higher priority exception land, 
then maximum efficiency is achieved by also allowing local connections along the full length of the 
tmnk lines. 

In some cases, the addition of these peninsulas to the urban growth boundary would create 
islands of non-urban land surrounded by the urban growth boundary. In all cases, adding peninsulas 
of exception land would create a greater percentage of land where prime farmland is contiguous to 
urban development. These farmlands become more vulnerable to trespass, vandalism, and other 
impacts of urban development. Choosing options which increase the amount of farmland contiguous 
to urban uses contravenes RUGGO 16.3, which requires Metro to "protect and support the ability for 
farm and forest practices to continue." In addition, such an approach is inconsistent with Objective 
1.7 (Urban/Rural transition) from the Regional Framework Plan, and violates RUGGO Goal II.i, 
which makes achieving a compact urban form a Metro goal. 

Finally, the vast majority of the existing exception areas are highly parcelized and the lots are 
predominately in separate ownership. This situation inhibits the ability to consolidate parcels into 
larger blocks of land which could provide housing densities consistent with the 2040 Growth 
Concept and RUGGOs. These lands are difficult to master plan, do not have enough large vacant 
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lots that are readily usable as schools, parks, and town centers, and do not have well structured 
transportation networks. . 

In the appeal of the urban reserve decision currently before LUBA, the primary petitioners 
(DLCD/ODOT/1000 Friends of Oregon /Farm Bureau) argued that Metro erred by rejecting certain 
adjacent areas as altematives to the inclusion of resource land such as URA 54/55. The petitioners 
argued that even if each individual exception area site could not provide any significant number of 
housing units, that Metro erred by not considering them in combination. However, given the 
demonstrated need for 32,000 housing units, combined with the special land need for the Hillsboro 
region, the demonstrated need for housing would not be met even if the other adjacent exception 
areas outside of the South Hillsboro urban reserve concept plan were included into the urban growth 
boundary. 

Even so, Metro is taking a broader view of how development should occur, by seeking to 
regulate and steer growth via the 2040 Growth Concept. In part, this means developing new town 
centers, corridors, main streets and neighborhood centers. This type of integrated, development 
could not occur on lands that are heavily parcelized and in separate ownerships. None of the heavily 
parcelized areas mentioned by the petitioners in the appeal of the urban reserve decision could be 
effectively or realistically master planned. These areas could at best be subdivided on a piecemeal, 
haphazard basis. Rather than form communities with integrated transportation networks, and well 
designed neighborhoods with adequate parks, schools, and other pubjic services, relying on a few 
exception areas to meet the land development need only results in the creation of small housing 
subdivisions. However, when developed in conjunction with limited quantities of larger vacant land, 
exception areas which might normally be of little development value to the region can be integrated 
into a highly productive and workable development plan. The South Hillsboro urban reserve concept 
plan is a good example of how this principle can work. 

3. Secondary Lands. 

MC 3.01.020(b)(6)(A)(ii) requires Metro to give second priority to secondary lands, as 
defined by the state. The term "secondary lands" is a term of art, which is no longer part of the 
Oregon land use system. The term is not defined by statute. In fact, ORS 215.304(1) prevents 
LCDC from "adopting or implementing any rule to identify or designate small-scale farmland or 
secondary land." Thus, there can exist no lands adjacent to the Metropolitan Portland urban growth 
boundary that can be defined as secondary lands. 

4. Secondary Agricultural Resource Lands. 

In the event that there are not sufficient secondary lands to meet the demonstrated need, MC 
3.01.020(b)(6)(A)(iii) requires Metro to give third priority to secondary agricultural resource lands, 
as defined by the state. The term "secondary agricultural resource lands" is not defined under state 
law. With regard to property in the Willamette valley, LCDC defines "agricultural land" as those 
lands with class I-IV soils, as identified by the NRCS. "High-value farmland" is agricultural land 
that contains soils that are prime, unique, class I or class II, or which contain certain crops, such as 
orchards. Quite possibly, the reference to "secondary agricultural resource lands" in MC 
3.01.020(b)(6)(A)(iii) is intended to mean all agricultural lands not considered to be "high-value" 
under state law. 
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Washington County is one of two counties that designated certain lands as "marginal" under 
ORS 197.247 and ORS 215.288(2). Most of lands county's "marginal" lands are zoned AF-5 and 
AF-10 and are in exception areas. These lands have been rejected as viable altematives to Urban 
Reserves 51-55, as discussed above and in the altemative site analysis. Lands zoned AF-20 can also 
be considered "marginal" lands under the county's comprehensive plan. However, they are also 
considered EFU lands for purposes of ORS 215.213-215.337 underthe county code. See CDC 340-
1 and 344.1. Therefore, AF-20 lands do not fit the definition of secondary agricultural resource 
lands. 

No matter how the term "secondary agricultural resource lands" is defined, there are no 
significant quantities of these lands adjacent to the Metropolitan Portland urban growth boundary that 
could provide both sufficient housing to met the demonstrated special land need in the Hillsboro 
region and comply with the RUGGOs. 

There are only two major concentrations of AF-20 land in the region that are contiguous to 
the present urban growth boundary. The first occurs in the area directly west and north-west of 
downtown Hillsboro. These lands are not suitable for expansion of the urban growth boundarj-
because they are designated as rural reserves, and because they are located within green corridors, as 
designated on the acknowledged 2040 Growth Concept Map. These areas could not be brought into 
the urban growth boundary without violating Regional Urban Growth Goals and Objectives 
(RUGGO) 22.3.3 and 26.1, which require "separation of communities." 

The only other significant concentration of AF-20 land is located directly south of Cooper 
Mountain. As noted in the altemative site analysis, it is part of the Beaverton - Washington Square 
Regional Center area as shown in Metro's Region 2040 Recommended Altemative Technical 
Appendix. Therefore, this area will not contribute to improving the jobs-to-housing ratio or 
decreasing VMTs in the Hillsboro regional center area. 

The area, more commonly known as "Cooper Mountain," is shown on the exception area 
map and Washington County's Rural/Natural Resource Plan as "Exception Area 97." Except for 
three large undeveloped tax lots, the area is a densely developed rural residential area. The 
approximately 489 acre area was heavily parcelized with 80 percent of the lots in separate ownership 
at the time Washington County granted the exception. Review of the county's Rural/Natural 
Resource Plan shows that the area has become even more parcelized since the exception was granted. 
Only a few lots on the southern border of the exception area remain undeveloped. The developed 
portion of exception area #97 is fully improved and cannot provide a significant number of new 
housing units to satisfy Hillsboro's special land need. Development of Cooper Mountain has been 
fairly, recent and the potential for substantial redevelopment and infill is remote. Thus, the developed 
portion of exception area #97 cannot reasonably accommodate the special land need identified for the 
Hillsboro area. 

Under the soil classification system used by the Natural Resource Conservation Service 
(NRCS), any given soil type will be represented in a number of different soil "classes," depending 
on the slope of the land where it is found. For example. Cascade Silt loams may be class HI if found 
on lands with a slopes of 0-20%, but will be class IV if found on land with slopes of 20-60%. As a 
general mle, many of the lowest quality soil classes will be found on lands with the steepest slopes. 
Thus, MC 3.01.020(b)(6)(A)(iii) has the unintended effect of favoring lands (greater than 25% with 
steeper slopes for urban development. However, at it extreme, these steeply sloped lands are deemed 
unbuildable underthe 2040 Growth Concept.) Even considering areas with slopes somewhat less 
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than 25%, the costs associated with building in these areas makes them inappropriate for the higher 
density development required under the 2040 growth concept. As the September 1998 Productivity 
Analysis demonstrates, areas with steeper slopes invariably require greater expenditures for provision 
of urban services. This, in turn, contributes to higher housing costs, which, in turn, compounds local 
govemments abilities to provide affordable housing consistent with Statewide Planning Goal 10, 
ORS 197.295-197.307, and RUGGO Goal Il.iii, and Obj. 17. 

5. Primary Forest Resource Lands. 

The fojirth priority for inclusion into the urban growth boundary includes primary forest 
lands, as defined under state law. MC 3.01.020(b)(6)(A)(iv). Under OAR 629-24-101 (21), "forest 
lands" are defined as "land for which a primary use is the growing and harvesting of forest species." 
Statewide Planning Goal 4 defines forest lands as those "lands acknowledged as forest lands as of the 
date of adoption of this goal." Lands zoned for exclusive forest uses are designated as Exclusive 
Forest and Land Conservation Land Use District (EFC) in the Washington County Rural/Natural 
Resources plan. To the extent that there are any lands adjacent to the existing urban growth 
boundary in the Hillsboro region that meet this definition, there are no significant amounts of forest 
land that could provide enough housing units to alter the region's current jobs to housing imbalance. 

6. Primary Agricultural Resource Lands. 

The fifth and last priority goes to primary agricultural resource lands, as defined by the state. 
Resource lands included in URA sites 51-55 are the logical choice over other similar resource lands. 
As Metro has already found, the exception areas in the South Hillsboro area cannot be provided with 
urban services without incorporating the resource lands within the subject area. 

Second, when deciding between otherwise similar parcels of resource land, it is appropriate 
to consider whether the new urban growth boundary will create more (or less) direct contact between 
urban uses and high-value resource land. This so-called "edge effect," represents the reality that the 
greatest incompatibilities between urban and rural farm arises arise from parcels that are contiguous 
to one another. Therefore, inclusion of the resource land in the South Hillsboro concept plan is 
preferred over inclusion of any other properties designated as "primary agriculture resource land" 
under state law. See generally RUGGO Objectives 16 and 22. 

6. Specific Findings on Altematives. 

ORS 197.298 

The subject property is in an urban reserve. Therefore, it is first priority land pursuant to 
ORS 197.298(a). 

In the altemative and in the event that the urban reserve status of any portion of the subject 
property is reversed or remanded by the Land Use Board of Appeals, based on the Residential 
Market Evaluation and the Alternative Site Analysis, the area has a specific land need for housing 
which cannot be reasonably accommodated on any higher priority lands. The inclusion of lower 
priority lands within the area of the proposed amendment is justified to provide maximum efficiency 
of land uses within the urban growth boundary. Therefore, the urban growth boundary amendment 
satisfies ORS 197.298(3)(a) and ORS 197.298(3)(c). 
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• ORS 197.732(l)(c)(b), OAR 660-004-0010(c)(b)(ii) and Goal 2, Part 11 (C)(2) 

Based on the Residential Market Evaluation and the Alternative Site Analysis, there are no 
areas which would not require an exception which could reasonably accommodate the proposed use. 
Therefore the incorporation of any lands requiring an exception is justified pursuant to the above 
criteria. 

OAR 660-040-0020(2)(b) 

The Alternative Site Analysis satisfies the requirements of OAR 660-004-0020(2)(b) as it has 
provided a thorough description of possible altemative areas. The Alternative Site Analysis discusses 
the reasons why other areas which should not require a new exception cannot reasonably 
accommodate the proposed use. Specifically, based on the Alternative Site Analysis, the proposed 
use and the specific land need cannot be reasonably accommodated on non-resource land or land 
already irrevocably committed to non-resources. Based on the record in this case and the record of 
decision in Metro Ordinance 96-655E, there is not sufficient land that is already irrevocably 
committed to non-resource uses to satisfy the special land need for the area or to accommodate for 
the proposed use. 

Consequences of Expansion of the Urban growth boundary to Include the Hillsboro South 
Urban Reserves. 

Applicable Criteria. 

ORS 197.732(l)(c)(C), MC 3.01.020(c)(3), OAR 660-04-0010(1)(B)(c)(iii) and Goal 2, Part 11(c)(3): 
"The long term environmental, economic, social and energy consequences resulting from the use at 
the proposed site with measures designed to reduce adverse impacts are not significantly more 
adverse than would typically result from the same proposal being located in areas requiring a goal 
exception other than the proposed site:" 

OAR 660-04-0020(2) (c): "The long-term environmental, economic, social and energy consequences 
resulting from the use at the proposed site with measures designed to reduce adverse impacts are not 
significantly more adverse than would typically result from the same proposal being located in other 
areas requiring a Goal exception. The exception shall describe the characteristics of each alternative 
areas considered by the jurisdiction fo r which an exception might be taken, the typical advantages 
and disadvantages of using the area for a use not allowed by the Goal, and the typical positive and 
negative consequences resulting from the use at the proposed site with measures designed to reduce 
adverse impacts. A detailed evaluation of specific alternative sites is not required unless such sites 
are specifically described with facts to support the assertion that the sites have significantlyfewer 
adverse impacts during the local exceptions proceeding. The exception shall include the reasons why 
the consequences of the use at the chosen site are not significantly more adverse than would typically 
result from the same proposal being located in areas requiring a goal exception other than the 
proposed site. Such reasons shall include but are not limited to, the facts used to determine which 
resource land is least productive: the ability to sustain resource uses near the proposed use: and the 
long-term economic impact on the general area caused by irreversible removal of the landfrom the 
resource base. Other possible impacts include the effects of the proposed use on the water table, on 
the costs of improving roads and on the costs to special service districts." 
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OAR 660-14-0040(3)(b): "That Goal 2, Part 11(c)(3) is met by showing the long-term environmental, 
economic, social and energy consequences resulting from urban development at the proposed site 
with measures designed to reduce adverse impacts are not significantly more adverse than would 
typically result from the same proposal being located on other undeveloped rural lands, considering: 

(A) Whether the amount of land included within the boundaries of the proposed urban development is 
appropriate, and 

(B) Whether urban development is limited by the air, water, energy and land resources at or 
available to the proposed site, and whether urban development at the proposed site will adversely 
affect the air, water, energy and land resources of the surrounding area. " 

Goal 14, Urbanization factors three, five and six: "Orderly and economic provision for public 
facilities and services, " "environmental, energy, economic and social consequences, " and 
"retention of agricultural land as defined, with Class 1 being the highest priority for retention and 
Class VI the lowest priority. " 

MC 3.01.020(b)(3): "Factor 3: Orderly and economic provision of public facilities and services. An 
evaluation of this factor shall be based upon the following: 

(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 fo r 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. 

(B) For the purposes of this section, orderly shall mean the extension of services fiom 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. " 

MC 3.01.020(b)(5): "Factor 5: Environmental, energy, economic and social consequences. An 
evaluation of this fact shall be-based upon consideration of at least the following: 

(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. 

(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 completedfor the subject land. 

(C) The long-term environmental, energy, economic, and social consequences resulting from the 
use at the proposed site. Adverse impacts shall not be significantly more adverse than would 
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typically result from the needed lands being located in other areas requiring an amendment of the 
urban growth boundary." 

MC 3.01.020(b)(6): "(6) Factor 6: Retention of agricultural land. This factor shall be 
addressed through the following: 

(A) Prior to the designation of urban reserves, the following hierarchy shall be usedfor 
identifying priority sites fo r urban expansion to meet a demonstrated needfor urban land: 

(i) Expansion on rural lands exceptedfrom statewide planning Goals 3 and 4 in adopted 
and acknowledged county comprehensive plans. Small amounts of rural resource land 
adjacent to or surrounded by those "exception lands" may be included with them to improve 
the efficiency of the boundary' amendment. The smallest amount of resource land necessary 
to achieve improved efficiency shall be included; 

(ii) If there is not enough land as described in (i). above to meet demonstrated need, 
secondary or equivalent lands, as defined by the state, should be considered: 

(Hi) If there is not enough land as described in either (i) or (ii) above, to meet 
demonstrated need, secondary agricultural resource lands, as defined by the state should be 
considered; 

(iv) If there is not enough land as described in either (i), (ii) or (Hi) above, to meet 
demonstrated need, primary forest resource lands, as defined by the state, should be 
considered; 

(v) If there is not enough land as described in either (i), (ii), (Hi) or (iv) above, to meet 
demonstrated need, primary agricultural lands, as defined by the state, may be considered. 

(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. 

(C) After urban reserves are designated and adopted, a proposed amendment fo r land not wholly 
within an urban reserve must also demonstrate that the need cannot be satisfied within urban 
reserves." 

Description of the environmental consequences of the Hillsboro South urban erovvth boundary 
amendment. 

Based upon the technical background memoranda to the Hillsboro Concept Plan, fish 
population within the urban reserve areas exists in the lower reach of Butternut Creek and there is 
potential for fish to exist in the upper reaches beyond the beaver dams. With preservation of riparian 
vegetation, this habitat should not be significantly degraded as a result of urbanization ofthe area. 

The wetlands within the urban reserve area are found almost entirely within the riparian 
zones of the stream systems, or along the small side-drainages. These include Butternut Creek, 
Gordon Creek and Witch Hazel Creek, and to a lesser extent. Cross Creek. Development will be set 
back from these drainages and wetlands. Removal of vegetation from these wetlands, however, may 
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reduce the fiherlng effect of the vegetation on absorbing sediments and toxicants from stormwater. 
The Butternut Creek floodplain is especially important for stormwater detention and treatment and 
development should be limited in this floodplain. 

These wetlands and riparian areas are important wildlife habitats. The plant community 
along Butternut Creek and Gordon Creek includes Oregon ash, red alder, westem red alder, willows 
and native shrubs. These areas provide cover for refuge from predators, places to perch or reset, 
breeding habitat and corridors for movement. The agricultural land and developed properties in the 
urban reserve areas have more limited habitat values 

There are beaver throughout Buttemut Creek. A heron rookery exists on the westem border 
of the urban reserve area on Buttemut Creek. The Hagg property to the south is used by red-tail 
hawks, kestrels, quail, coyote and deer. Urbanization of the area will limit its general use by wildlife. 

Mitigation measures to preserve the storm drainage and wildlife values for the wetlands and 
streams are outlined in the July 2,1998 memorandum from Phil Quarterman (W&H Pacific) to Wink 
Brooks and are incorporated herein. Adoption of these mitigation measures will make the 
environmental consequences of development of these urban reserves no more serious than 
development of altemative urban growth boundary expansion areas. 

Water quality and quantity issues will be addressed in the master planning process for any 
development. The just mentioned mitigation measures will help assure that development will not 
unduly impact water quality and quantity. 

Resources subject to special protection. 

There are four stream corridors in the urban reserve areas. Buttemut Creek originates in the 
Aloha area and flows, through the central part of the urban reserves. It has a flat floodplain varying 
from 100 feet to 250 feet wide. The channel has steep banks and a small in-stream pond exists just 
downstream from 229th Avenue. The headwaters of Gordon Creek are located on the east portion of 
Urban Reserve 55. Gordon Creek occupies a narrow floodplain within an extensive riparian and 
forested area. Cross Creek originates in a wetland swale in the residential area just to the east of 
209,h Avenue. Parts of the stream have been artificially channelized and the riparian vegetation has 
been removed. Witch Hazel Creek starts in a residential neighborhood north of the Hillsboro South 
urban reserves. The channel occupies a narrow riparian corridor which widens to the south, near 
River Road. Like Gordon Creek, Witch Hazel Creek occupies a narrow floodplain, with dense 
riparian vegetation and a less meandering channel form. 

As noted earlier, the stormwater detention and treatment facilities will be incorporated into 
the natural drainage system. The developed areas will largely avoid significant natural resource 
impacts, due to the protection of stream corridors as open space. The street network will include 
three significant crossings of riparian corridors. Sewer construction will involve temporary impacts 
from stream crossings. 

There are three cultural and historic sites in Hillsboro South: two rows of poplar trees which 
once led to the Reed Farm; the Southern Pacific Railroad line, located north of TV Highway; and, 
farm buildings which were once part of the Hagg Farm. When the area is developed, it may be 
possible to preserve the poplar trees. The historic residence on the Hagg Farm burned in 1998 and 
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the remaining buildings may lack significance. There may be Native American artifacts in this area, 
which can be inventoried and protected upon development. 

Description of the economic consequences of the Hillsboro South urban growth boundary 
amendment. 

Based on the public facilities impact report in the Hillsboro Concept Plan, the necessary 
water, sewer and stormwater improvements to serve Hillsboro South will cost $46,780,380. The on-
site road improvements will cost $32,565,000 and the off-site transportation improvements will cost 
$69,900,000. The park facilities on approximately 140 acres of park lands will require the 
expenditure of approximately $18 million, in addition to the costs of land acquisition. Construction 
of new schools will probably be well over $200 per square foot. The Hillsboro Concept Plan lays 
out a phasing schedule for this infrastructure, as well as financing altematives. 

Based upon the July 2,1998 technical memorandum by Comforth Consultants on geologic 
hazards evaluation, within the Hillsboro South Urban Reserve Areas: the risk of unstable slopes is 
low; the risk of erosive soils is low; special foundation considerations will be necessary in areas of 
low bearing capacity soils; risks of seismic hazards can be mitigated in the design of critical 
structures or life-support facilities; and, seismic hazards will be of highest concems in slops 
adjoining creeks, rivers or bodies of water. Thus, the economic costs of development will be low 
compared to other potential areas of urban growth boundary expansion with greater constraints and 
natural hazards. 

Addition of this area to the urban growth boundary will increase the value of property and the 
ultimate tax base of the City of Hillsboro. There are significant economic efficiencies from adding 
land to the urban growth boundary that can ultimately be annexed by the provider of public services. 
This allows for the orderly and economic provision of public services supported by the general fund 
of the City, including police, fire, emergency services, planning and other municipal services. By 
contrast, addition of urban reserves not contiguous or proximate to the City of Hillsboro (e.g.. Urban 
Reserves 63, 64, and 65) will not produce this synergy. 

Description of the social consequences of the Hillsboro South urban growth boundary amendment. 

Development of the Hillsboro South Urban Reserves as proposed in the Hillsboro Concept 
Plan will produce a residential mixed-use community with a town center and two satellite 
neighborhood/main street centers. The centers will accommodate a concentration of shops, services, 
employment facilities, civic uses, amenities and other public and private activities. The urban centers 
are distributed in a manner to protect and enhance the existing natural resources of the area. This 
distribution provides the maximum efficiency of non-automobile transportation. Development 
proposed in the Concept Plan will create new neighborhoods with a strong sense of community and 
that are pedestrian oriented. 

The area is planned in a way that dedicates 35 acres to general employment uses. Additional 
employment will be provided within the three centers totaling 60 acres. Approximately 2,000 jobs 
can be accommodated within the site. This will allow integration of employment and residential 
areas, minimizing the need for lengthy commuting. 

The development of Hillsboro South consistent with the principles and guidelines of Metro's 
2040 Growth Concept will produce significant social consequences. The Growth Concept document 

South Hillsboro Urban growth boundary Amendment Findings — Page 24 



at page 6 notes that creating high density centers of employment and housing provides access to a 
variety of goods and services in a small geographic area, creating an intense business climate. These 
town and neighborhood centers have an accessibility level that is conducive to transit, bicycling and 
walking. The centers act as social gathering places and community centers, producing a cherished 
"small town atmosphere." 

After accounting for land for streets, employment, community service and schools, parks and 
greenspaces, stream protection and pedestrian corridors and stormwater management, there will be 
approximately 850 acres available for residential uses. As planned, this will allow a variety of 
housing types. Multi-family housing will be concentrated around the three urban centers. 
Approximately 4,216 dwelling units are located in the Ladd-Reed town center. The Gordon Creek 
center will have around 1,892 dwelling units and the Butternut Creek neighborhood center will 
develop with 1,763 dwelling units. A majority of the housing types will be standard and small lot 
single family units. Senior housing will represent approximately 13% of the dwelling units and will 
be built at 39/units per acre. Approximately 55% of the units will be owner occupied and around 
45% will be targeted to renter occupied households. Multi-family and attached units will be 65% of 
all units. 

Based on the projections in the Hillsboro Concept Plan, around 30% of the dwelling units are 
expected to fall within a range requiring affordable housing at 60 to 80 percent of median income. 
The Hillsboro Concept Plan includes a range of housing densities within the single family and multi-
family zones to allow for affordable ownership and rental opportunities. The need for affordable 
housing (i.e., one and two-bedroom units for households of two or fewer persons) can be satisfied by 
row housing or plex ownership opportunities in the lower density areas, and by multi-family rentals 
in the higher density areas. The presence of services and nearby employment will reduce the need 
for a car and allow more income available for housing for low-income residents. 

There is currently a significant deficit of parklands in the area of the Hillsboro South Urban 
Reserves. All available park facilities in the vicinity of the urban reserves are for passive recreation, 
except for Rood Bridge Park that is under construction. Development of the entire Hillsboro South 
Urban Reserves as part of a coordinated plan will allow development of active and passive recreation 
sites. Under the Hillsboro Concept Plan, approximately 210 acres are designated for active 
recreation use. This includes a regional recreation/aquatic center in the heart of the Ladd-Reed town 
center, a multi-purpose community center along 229 Avenue, a community park west of River 
Road, five neighborhood parks, two linear parks along the BPA easement and near the regional water 
detention facility, natural and storm water areas in riparian areas and wetlands, and bike and 
pedestrian facilities. Development of the area as planned will add significant park land to serve the 
entire subregion. This will have positive social effects. 

As noted in the Preliminary Staff Report, urbanization of the Hillsboro South Urban Reserves 
will eliminate its rural character. There rhay be pressure from increased urbanization to curtail 
fanning activities and to develop additional agricultural land. 

Description of the enerev consequences of the Hillsboro South urban growth boundarv amendment. 

The urban reserve areas are expected to capture 67% of area household expenditures and 
support 465,000 square feet of retail and personal service related building space. Development of 
this area as a mixed use area will allow residents to shop in their neighborhood, reducing the need for 
automobile transportation and the length of marketing trips. 
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. The Hillsboro South Urban Reserves are close to the two significant employment areas in 
Hillsboro, the downtown area and the industrial areas in the northeast section of the city. By 
rectifying the current jobs/housing imbalance, development of this area will reduce the need for long 
commuting trips to these workplaces. There will be significant energy savings by locating housing 
closer to places of employment. 

By contrast, the energy costs of amending the urban growth boundary in areas most distant to 
places of employment are significant. Reduction in the number of miles to serve a developing area 
decreases fossil fuel consumption and costs and decreases the negative consequences of pollution 
from using automobiles. 

Comparison of the ESEE consequences with the consequences of developing altemative sites. 

Based on the Metro Urban Reserve Productivity Analysis, the serviceability costs for Urban 
Reserves 53 - 55 are approximately $11,000 per dwelling unit. This estimate is based on an analysis 
of the costs of sanitary sewer, water, stormwater and transportation infrastructure costs. The costs 
per dwelling unit for Urban Reserves 51 and 52 are more expensive, $19,826 and $14,952 
respectively. The infrastructure costs for Urban Reserves 53 - 55 are the lowest in the entire 
metropolitan area. Because these urban reserves are adjacent to already developed land, public 
facilities and services can be integrated into the existing facilities network in the surrounding urban 
area. 

No similar level of analysis has been done to assess the costs of expanding the urban growth 
boundary in the Hillsboro area in other directions and onto agricultural lands. It is not likely that the 
costs would be cheaper. The infrastructure costs for Urban Reserves 6 1 - 6 5 , altemative growth 
areas to the north or northeast of Hillsboro range from $11,443 to $98,219 per dwelling unit 
according to the Metro Urban Reserve Productivity Analysis. A large expansion onto agricultural 
land to the north could have comparable infrastmcture costs, although the costs to upgrade Highway 
26 interchanges would be extreme. 

In September, 1996, as part of the Executive Officer Recommendations — Urban Reserves, 
Background Data, a ranking was made of urban reserve areas based on Urban Reserve Rule Factors 
3 - 7 . The factors including analysis of utilities, transportation, school proximity, efficiency of land 
use, environmental constraint, jobs/housing balance, agricultural retention and agricultural 
compatibility. The cumulative rankings for Urban Reserves 5 1 - 5 5 ranged from 5 1 - 7 8 (with the 
higher score indicating greater suitability). These rankings are quite comparable to altemative 
expansion areas onto agricultural land in the area. The proposed urban reserves around Forest Grove 
and Comelius scored from 48 - 56, lower than the rankings for the Hillsboro South Urban Reserves. 
The rankings for former Urban Reserves 62, 64 and 65 were 54, 55 and 57 respectively. These 
scores are comparable to those of the Hillsboro south Urban Reserves. (Citation to the Executive 
Officer Recommendations is not intended to affirm all of the data in that report. For example, the 
analysis of jobs/housing balance for the Hillsboro subregion in the Recommendations is rejected in 
favor of the more specific analysis in the Hobson Johnson Associates Report discussed earlier.) 

Based upon these ratings of the urban reserves, the environmental, social, economic and 
energy consequences of expanding the urban growth boundary to include the Hillsboro South Urban 
Reserves are no greater than the consequences of expanding the urban growth boundarj' onto 
resource lands in other locations. 

South Hillsboro Urban growth bounda ry Amendment Findings — Page 26 



The consequences of expanding the urban growth boundary onto other resource lands may be 
more severe than the Hillsboro South altematives. Agricultural areas north of Evergreen Road and 
west of Urban Reserve 62 and east of Jackson School Road will be subject to increasing regulation to 
protect the Hillsboro Airport immediately to the south. Some of this area lies within the runway 
protection zone of the airport. See, OAR 660, div. 13 (airport planning rules to establish airport 
compatibility restrictions and use allowances). 

There are only two areas adjacent to the City besides South Hillsboro (Urban Reserve Site 
Nos. 51-55), where there is enough land area where a 2040 planned community approximately 1,500 
acres in size could be built, and where the City does not experience constraints due to 100-year 
floodplain designations. The first area is located north of Evergreen Road extending north to the fork 
of McKay Creek and east from Glencoe Road/McKay Creek to Shute Road (excluding Urban 
Reserve Site No. 62). This area consists of approximately 1,838 acres. 

This first area is unsuitable for a 2040 planned community due to the following: 

1. Most of the area is designated Exclusive Farm Use (EFU). 
2. The majority of this area is surrounded by EFU farmland on three sides. 
3. With the exception of the two sub-areas containing primarily rural residential development, 

contiguous large agricultural parcels characterize this area, as well as the surrounding area. 
4. Within this area is about 252 acres of exception lands with 61 different owners. The acreage in 

this area is designated AF-5 (5-acre minimum lot size). These exception lands can be found in 
two areas. The first sub-area boundaries are Glencoe Road, the UGB and NW Evergreen Road 

' as its southern boundary. The average lot size in this sub-area is 3.99 acres, with a range in lot 
size from 1 to 16 acres. The second sub-area is located north of the Hillsboro Airport and is just 
outside of the UGB. It is bounded by McKay Creek to the north and Sewell Road/NW 268th 

Ave. to the east. Lots in this sub-area range from 1 to 10 acres in size with the average lot size 
being 3.5 acres. Both these areas can be described as rural residential in nature. Both of these 
sub-areas are also surrounded by EFU agricultural uses on three sides, the only urban 
development located on the south side of Evergreen Road. Due to the number of property 
owners and existing parcelization, both of these sub-areas would be difficult to develop as a 
single development area in conjunction with the larger agricultural parcels that surround them. 

5. The Hillsboro Airport ~ the 2nd busiest airport in the state is located on the south side of 
Evergreen Road. This area is severely impacted by the runways of the Airport. In addition to 
existing runways, the flight path for the proposed third runway at the Hillsboro Airport would 
have a direct and severe impact on lands north of Evergreen Road. Because of the severe impacts 
due to the Airport, the majority of this area is highly unsuitable for residential development. 

6. The eastem portion of this area (east of NW 278th Ave. to Shute Road) is adjacent to industrial 
development to the south and east, which would put residential uses next to these uses and could 
create land use conflicts between industrial and residential uses. 

7. A Bonneville Power Administration easement runs through this area from the westemmost 
boundary east to Shute Road. This easement removes roughly 42 acres from potential urban 
development. 

8. Existing water and sewer lines may be too small to serve large scale residential development and 
may require considerable upgrading. 

9. The location of this area may entail construction of a new sewer trunk line over a great distance 
(about 4 miles) travelling over a circuitous route to the Rock Creek Treatment Plant. 
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10. Currently, there are three north-south roads that intersect with the Sunset Highway (US 26) in 
this area (Glencoe, Jackson School and Shute Roads). Glencoe and Shute Roads have 
interchanges where they intersect with US 26, whereas Jackson School Road intersects with US 
26 with no interchange. An increase in population in this area of about 20,000 people would 
require major improvements to each of the interchanges and creation of an interchange at Jackson 
School Road due to the anticipated increase in the number of vehicles trying to access US 26 at 
these locations. An analysis of the proposed Seaport prison site - a 218-acre site located just 
north of US 26 between West Union and Jacobson Roads by ODOT stated that approximately 
$15 million in roadway improvements were needed, with the majority of the improvements made 
to US 26. These improvements were based on an estimated 2,500 to 3,000 vehicular trips per 
day generated from the prison. For a 2040 community of 20,000 people, roughly 6,000 p.m. 
peak hour vehicular trips can be assumed, generating improvements easily exceeding $15 million 
especially to these intersections with US 26. A planned community of this size also could require 
additional lanes on the Sunset Highway. Glencoe, Jackson School and Shute Roads would also 
need major improvements to increase capacity. 

11. Existing pockets of rural residential development clearly do not inhibit agricultural uses in this 
area. 

The second area where a 2040 planned community could be located is north ofthe Sunset 
Highway (excluding Urban Reserve Site Nos. 62, 63 and 64). The boundaries of this area would be 
east to the Burlington Northern RR tracks Oust east of the southern portion of Dick Road), north to 
the Burlington Northern RR tracks and west to Groveland Road. This area is about 1,845 acres in 
size. See attached map. 

This second area is unsuitable for a 2040 planned community due to the following: 

1. With the exception of 2 small areas designated AF-5 and AF-10, this entire area is designated 
EFU. 

2. Except for where this area abuts the 2 small areas designated AF-5 and AF-10 (10-acre minimum 
lot size), this area is surrounded by EFU farmland on all sides. 

3. Within this area is a 77 acre exception area located near the intersection of Helvetia and West 
Union Roads. This area is designated AF-5 and has a small commercial zone near this 
intersection. It has 16 parcels in 14 different ownerships. Again because of parcelization and 
diverse ownership, it would be difficult to consolidate lots in this sub-area. 

4. The existing small area of rural residential development clearly does not inhibit agricultural uses 
in this area. 

5. There is only one east-west road that crosses the entire area - West Union Road, which would 
need major improvements to accommodate a 2040 planned community. Phillips Road located 
west of Helvetia Road connects to Old Comelius Pass Road, which intersects with Comelius 
Pass Road and then provides a connection to US 26, would also need improvements to provide 
an altemate east-west route. 

6. Currently, only Helvetia Road intersects with the Sunset Highway (US 26) in this area. For 
people living in this area, the only other altematives to accessing US 26 are via NW Jackson 
School Road or Comelius Pass Road. There are interchanges where Helvetia and Comelius Pass 
Roads intersect with US 26 however Jackson School Readjust intersects with the Highway 26 at 
grade. An increase in population in this area of about 20,000 people would require major 
improvements to each of the interchanges and creation of an interchange at Jackson School Road 
due to the anticipated increase in the number of vehicles trying to access US 26 at these 
locations. As stated previously, an analysis of the proposed Seaport prison site by ODOT of a 
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much smaller site stated that approximately $15 million in roadway improvements were needed, 
with the majority of the improvements made to US 26. For a 2040 community of 20,000 people, 
with almost three times the number of vehicular trips per day, transportation improvements 
would easily exceed $15 million especially to these intersections with US 26. A planned 
community of this size also could require additional lanes on the Sunset Highway. 

7. There are only two north-south routes in this area - Groveland Road and Helvetia Road. Both of 
these roads would also need major improvements to serve a 2040 planned community. 

8. The southeast portion of this area adjacent to Jacobson Road abuts the City's Industrial 
Sanctuary. Potentially placing residential uses next to industrial uses may create land use 
conflicts. 

9. Existing water and sewer lines may be too small to serve large scale residential development and 
may require considerable upgrading. 

10. The location of this area may entail construction of a new sewer trunk line over a great distance 
(about 6 miles) travelling over a circuitous route to the Rock Creak Treatment Plant. 

11. A Bonneville Power Administration easement runs through this area from Jacobson Road to the 
south, north past the Burlington Northern RR tracks. This easement removes about 110 acres 
from potential urban development. 

When making a similar comparison of the suitability of South Hillsboro, South Hillsboro is more 
suitable for a 2040 planned community for the following reasons: 

1. About 39% of the South Hillsboro urban reserves is designated EFU vs. the majority of the 
acreage in the other two areas being designated EFU. The majority of EFU land in South 
Hillsboro consists of the Sisters of St. Mary property (2 parcels) and 8 parcels ranging from 2 to 
20 acres in size. The remaining acreage is this area is mainly designated AF-5, with small 
pockets of AF-10 and RR-5 (5-acre minimum lot size). Two parcels abutting the south side of 
Buttemut Creek are designated AF-20 (20-acre minimum lot size). 

2. The South Hillsboro area is surrounded by urban uses on three sides. The Reserve Vineyards & 
Golf Club separate the northern portion of the South Hillsboro area from EFU farmlands to the 
southwest. In The exception to this separation is small EFU parcels (most of the lots are about an 
acre in size or less) sandwiched between the Reserve Vineyards & Golf Club and the northem 
portion of the South Hillsboro area. South of Buttemut Creek to Farmington Road, parcels 
designated AF-20 buffer this area from some small EFU parcels located on the east side of 229th 

Ave. These AF-20 parcels range from 0.55 to 19.55 acres in size, the exception being one-73.97 
acre parcel. 

3. In the South Hillsboro area, it is easier to establish clear urban expansion limits due to the 
increasing inability to provide sewer service downstream from the Rock Creek Treatment Plant 
located on the Tualatin River. 

4. The South Hillsboro area is easy to serve with both water and sewer due to its proximity to the 
sewage treatment plant and current city limits relative to areas located adjacent to the northem 
limits of the city. 

5. Existing rural residential development in the South Hillsboro area limits agricultural uses. The 
northem portion of the South Hillsboro Planning Area, west of 229th Ave. is considered 
exception lands, and in fact, the average lot size for lands designated AF-5 is 3.65 acres. Land 
designated AF-10 have also been parcelized, with an average lot size of 7.90 acres. South of the 
Sisters of St. Mary property abutting 209th Ave. is also designated AF-5, with an average lot size 
of 3.29 acres. This AF-5 area could also be considered as exception lands. 
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Provision of public services to the urban growth boundary expansion area. 

Based on the Hillsboro Concept Plan, the recent enlargement of Barney Reservoir from 4000 
acre-feet of storage to 20,000 acre-feet will assure adequate quantities of water for the Hillsboro area 
for the immediate future. Existing and planned water treatment facilities are adequate for the urban 
reserve areas without jeopardizing other City of Hillsboro or Joint Water Commission commitments. 
Recent expansion of JWC facilities is ahead of demand. There is a 42-inch water transmission line 
north ofthe urban reserve areas along TV Highway with capacity to serve the urban reserve areas. 
There are no known storage requirements needed to assure adequate water pressure to the urban 
reserve areas, although the City of Hillsboro plans to add storage to the overall system. 

Sanitary treatment facilities for the area are owned and maintained by Unified Sewerage 
Agency. The Rock Creek Treatment Plant is immediately northwest of the urban reserve areas and 
can serve the area. There are two pump stations in or near these urban reserve areas. Butternut Creek 
and Cross Creek at 209,h Avenue. Collection and transport facilities will be constructed as part of 
development. 

Natural drainage swales, ditches and creeks form the existing stormwater drainage system in 
the area. The development of the Hillsboro South Urban Reserves as a whole and as part of single 
development plan allows significant opportunities to plan for regional detention and water quality 
facilities. As proposed in the Concept Plan, storm drainage and treatment facilities can be integrated 
into the natural drainage system and combined with wetland mitigation bank sites, riparian corridor 
restoration measures and other forms of habitat protection. Proposed storm water facilities in the 
Concept Plan include a large regional combined storm water detention and water quality site on 
Gordon Creek above Ettinger Pond along with various smaller detention and water quality facilities 
distributed proportionally throughout the area. 

As noted elsewhere, there is a deficit of parkland in the area of the Hillsboro South Urban 
Reserves. Tualatin Hills Park and Recreation District serves approximately 150 acres in Urban 
Reserves 51 and 52. The remaining 1,455 acres in the urban reserve areas do not have a parks 
provider. Parks facilities serving this area include St. Mary's Woods Nature Park, Jenkins Estate, 
Noble Woods, and Rood Bridge Park. 

The Hillsboro South Urban Reserve areas are presently served by Butternut and Witch Hazel 
Elementary Schools, Brown Middle School and Hillsboro High School. With full development, 
there will be the need for two or three elementary schools and a separate elementary/middle school 
campus. The development of the Hillsboro South Urban Reserve Areas as part of a single 
development plan will allow dedication of school sites and optimal location of these schools in safe 
settings, near other school facilities, and adjacent to compatible land. 

The urban reserve area is presently served by Washington County Rural Fire Protection 
District No. 2 and Tualatin Valley Fire and Rescue. TVF&R has a fire station on the east side of 
209,h Avenue. With full development, fire and ambulance services will be provided by the Hillsboro 
Fire Department. This will require ultimately the relocation of the existing Brookwood station to the 
south side of Tualatin Valley Highway to the area at Century Boulevard and Davis Road. This 
station can provide fire protection during the initial phases of development, together with Tualatin 
Valley Fire. This relocated fire station will allow the Hillsboro Fire Department to supply first 
response to the South Hillsboro Urban Reserves, most SB 122 areas to the east and northeast, the 
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areas north of TV Highway, the Washington County RFPD No. 2 contract areas to the south and west 
and the western areas along TV Highway. 

Police services will be provided by the Hillsboro Police Department from the emergency 
services complex at Century Boulevard and Davis Road. A civic center, including a recreation center 
and library, is planned to be located in the Ladd-Reed Town Center. Elementary school sites are 
planned in the mixed use areas of Gordon Creek and Buttemut Creek. A middle or high school is 
sited in the Ladd-Reed town center. 

Transportation impacts bv development of the Hillsboro South urban growth boundarv area. 

Transportation impacts are analyzed in the Hillsboro Concept Plan and a July 2, 1998 
transportation background memorandum authored by Dan Seeman of Kittelson & Associates. The 
surrounding transportation system includes: Tualatin Valley Highway (TV Highway), a regional 
arterial in the Washington County TSP (five lanes with paved shoulders and a designated trunk 
transit route); Farmington Road, a major arterial in the Washington County TSP which is planned to 
be widened to three lanes; River Road, a minor arterial in the Washington County TSP and with two 

. existing and planned lanes of travel; Kinnaman Road, Blanton Road and Rosa Road, providing 
access to the east, are designated in the Washington County TSP as major collectors, to be improved 
to three lanes; Comelius Pass Road, a minor arterial in the Washington County TSP, and planned for 
five lanes; 231st/234th Avenues (Century Boulevard), a potential connection to TV Highway and a 
designated collector in the draft Hillsboro TSP; Brookwood Avenue, a potential connection to TV 
Highway and a designated arterial in the draft Hillsboro TSP with planned three and five lanes of 
travel; 219th Avenue, a in the draft Hillsboro TSP and planned for lanes of travel. 
The draft Hillsboro TSP projects needed improvements to 219th Avenue, Brookwood Avenue, 
231st/234th Avenues, Davis Road and TV Highway in the area of these urban reserves. Development 
of the Hillsboro South Urban Reserves will not change the functional classification of streets as 
presently identified in the Beaverton TSP and Washington County TSP, or as designated in the draft 
Hillsboro TSP. 

There will likely be 5,200 additional peak hour vehicle trips generating and affecting this 
outside street system by full development of the South Hillsboro Urban Reserves as stated in the 
HSURP. TV Highway will experience a capacity deficiency in, the Murray Boulevard to 10th Street 
section. Brookwood Avenue will experience a capacity deficiency between TV Highway and 
Cornell Road. The capacity deficiency on TV Highway has been identified in transportation plans 
prepared by Beaverton, Hillsboro and Washington County. The Beaverton TSP and the Washington 
County TSP recommend expanding TV Highway to seven lanes in the area of these urban reserves. 
The draft Hillsboro TSP recommends access management measures to forestall widening for another 
20 years, but recognizes the need for widening shortly after the year 2015. Brookwood Avenue may 
need to be expanded to five lanes south of TV Highway in addition to its planned expansion to five 
lanes north of TV Highway. 

Thus, TV Highway may need to be widened to seven lanes to accommodate the increased 
traffic generated by the Hillsboro South Urban Reserve, or a parallel east-west facility to TV 
Highway must be constructed to capture the equivalent demand. Two additional travel lanes of 
capacity will be needed in the Brookwood - 231st/234th Corridor. Development will generate a need 
to extend 219th Avenue and Brookwood Avenue south of TV Highway, Additional street 
improvements are listed in the Concept Plan. 
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The Hillsboro Concept Plan provides for an internal street network meeting the standards 
contained in the UGM Functional Plan: local streets are spaced at a minimum of 10 - 16 streets per 
mile; collector streets will be spaced at Vi mile intervals; and arterials are spaced at VJ mile intervals. 
The system of streets includes a regional boulevard, community boulevards, community streets, 
minor collectors and local streets. The classification of these streets is set out in the Concept Plan. 

Compatibility with Adjacent Uses. 

Applicable Criteria. 

ORS 197.732(l)(c)(D), MC 3.01.020(c)(2), OAR 660-04-0010(l)(c)(B)(iv) and Goal 2, Part 11(c)(4): 
"The proposed uses are compatible with other adjacent uses or will be so rendered through 
measures designed to reduce adverse impacts^" " 'Compatible'.. . is not intended as an absolute 
term meaning no interference or adverse impacts of any type with adjacent uses. " 

OAR 660-04-0020(2)(d): " 'The proposed uses are compatible with other adjacent uses or will be so 
rendered through measures designed to reduce adverse impacts.' The exception shall describe how 
the proposed use will be rendered compatible with adjacent land uses. The exception shall 
demonstrate that the proposed use is situated in such a manner as to be compatible with surrounding 
natural resources and resource management or production practices. 'Compatible' is not intended 
as an absolute term meaning no interference or adverse impacts of any type with adjacent uses. " 

OAR 660-14-0040(3)(c): "That Goal 2, Part 11(c)(4) is met by showing the proposed urban uses are 
compatible with adjacent uses or will be so rendered through measures designed to reduce adverse 
impacts considering: 

(A) Whether urban development at the proposed site detracts from the ability of existing cities and 
service districts to provide services; and 

(B) Whether the potential f o r continued resource management of land at present levels surrounding 
and nearby the site proposed for urban development is assured. 

Goal 14, Urbanization factors four and seven: "Maximum efficiency of land uses within and on the 
fringe of the existing urban area " and "compatibility of the proposed urban uses with nearby 
agricultural activities." 

MC 3.01.020(b)(4): "Factor 4: Maximum efficiency of land uses within and on the fringe of the 
existing urban area. An evaluation of this factor shall be based on at least the following: 

(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 f o r 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. 

(B) The proposed urban growth boundary amendment will facilitate achieving an efficient urban 
growth form on adjacent urban land, consistent with local comprehensive plan policies and regional 
functional plans, by assisting with achieving residential and employment densities capable of 
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supporting transit service; supporting 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 resident and employees. " 

MC 3.01.020(b)(7): "Factor 7; Compatibility of proposed urban development with nearby 
agricultural activities. 

The record shall include an analysis of the potential impact on nearby agricultural activities 
including the following: 

(i) A description of the number, location and types of agricultural activities occurring 
within one mile of the subject site; 

(ii) An analysis of the potential impacts, if any, on nearby agricultural activities taking 
place on lands designatedfor 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. " 

Description of adjacent uses and determination of compatibility. 

The nearby land uses are described in the Hillsboro Concept Plan, as well as in the 
Preliminary Staff Report of October 30, 1998 which is incorporated herein. The majority of adjacent 
land uses are residential, with commercial and light industrial uses located along TV Highway. An 
unincorporated residential neighborhood is located east of the site. A commercial area is located 
north of TV Highway and east of 209th Avenue, containing a grocery store, drug store, services, 
specialty shops and several restaurants. Many service oriented and specialty shops and restaurants 
are located further west on TV Highway. There is a Fred Meyer store north of TV Highway and 
west of 229th Avenue. Century High School, a retirement facility and residential neighborhoods are 
located north of the Fred Meyer complex. There is light industrial and commercial development 
south of TV Highway and west of 229th Avenue, including a multi-screen theater, building supply 
store and other service uses. The Tualatin River borders the westem part of Urban Reserve 55, 
across from a USA wastewater treatment facility, the Meriwether Golf Course and Rood Bridge 
Park. The southern boundary is adjacent to rural residential and farm uses, as well as the Reserve & 
Vineyards Golf Club. These uses are depicted in Figure D of the Hillsboro Concept Plan. 

Determination that development will not detract for ability of service providers to provide services. 

The development of Urban Reserves 51 - 55 will not inhibit the provision of urban services 
and facilities to existing urban areas. As noted above, there is sufficient and planned water supply 
and treatment capacity and wastewater treatment capacity to serve the area. There will be the need to 
make comparable transportation improvements to accommodate growth in this area, whether the 
urban growth boundary is expanded or not. Similarly, additional school capacity will be needed 
whether the boundary is expanded here or elsewhere. Police, fire and emergency services will be 
provided by the City of Hillsboro and will not undercut the ability of existing service districts to 
provide services to their territories. No objections have been raised by service districts to this 
planned urban growth boundary amendment. The Hillsboro School District is supportive. 
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Analvsis of impacts on agricultural activities on nearby EFU land: effect on land and water 
resources, effect on farming practices, impact on local agricultural community. 

These sites are bordered on two sides by developed urban communities, the only separation 
ofthe sites from the urbanized area to the north is Tualatin Valley Highway, one of the two main 
state highway facilities connecting Portland/Beaverton to the Hillsboro area. On the east, the 
Reedville and Aloha areas have undergone significant subdivision development and other forms of 
urbanization over the past 20 to 25 years. 

The Hillsboro Concept Plan reflects the use of The Reserve & Vineyards golf course as a 
buffer between the actively farmed areas south and southwest of the sites. The golf course land use 
findings (which are incorporated by reference in these findings) demonstrate that the golf course is 
compatible with the surrounding agricultural uses and serves as an appropriate transition between the 
existing urban activity to the north and east. The Reserve is a recent development, reflecting the 
more recent land use policies and objectives for agricultural lands which are in relative close 
proximity to urban areas, especially those agricultural lands under active production. With respect to 
the urban reserve sites under consideration. The Reserve is an excellent transitional bufier and 
functions as an active open space recreational use. The Reserve is primarily utilized by the Portland 
Metro area's urban population and has meeting and food service facilities consistent with this 
patronage. As a result, there is already an urban-type presence existing south and southwest ofthe 
subject urban reserve sites. 

Furthermore, The Reserve & Vineyards Golf Course is not the only golf course to the west of 
the urban reserve sites. The Meriwether Golf Course sits on the westem edge of the one mile radius, 
directly west ofthe river. The golf course consists of approximately 318 acres, and occupies most of 
the parcels between Rood Ridge Road to the west, the one mile boundary to the south, the river to the 
east, and the urban growth boundary to the north. Exclusive farm use lands being actively farmed 
begin to appear to the west of the golf course, but the lands within the one mile radius are in 
significant contrast with the active farm parcels to the west and the southwest. 

The one mile radius standard under the Metro Code has greatest applicability to areas south 
of these urban reserve sites. Recent aerial photographs and on-site observations indicate that this 
area has been broken into numerous small parcels, most of which are between 1 and 20 acres. Many 
of these parcels are mral home sites with little or no agricultural use. They represent lifestyle choices 
to those people who wish to live "on acreage." The area along S.W. Grabhom Road is characterized 
by one acre home sites and was specially zoned to allow development to occur at one acre 
minimums. None of this area is EFU land. The area south of Farmington Road is on the flanks of 
Cooper Mountain. Cooper Mountain has been steadily urbanized over the past 20 years. The 
resulting home sites have been developed in a subdivision or a planned unit development format, 
resulting in urban residential usage. Directly south of the urban reserve sites are three exception land 
areas sitting both east and west of Farmington Road. These areas are zoned AF-5 and are developed 
with rural home sites on approximately 1 to 2 acre residential lots. 

The area south of the urban reserve sites is also developed with quarries. Accommodations 
between residential uses in the vicinity and the quarry operations (to the extent they are active) have 
long ago been structured. Because of the quarrying operations, the quarry sites are not utilized for 
agricultural purposes. The area bordered by Farmington Road, the UGB, Grabhom Road, and the 
one mile radius line is predominantly used for mining. At least seven large parcels zoned EFC are 
being actively mined at the present time. The parcels being actively mined are owned by the 
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following companies: Electra Partners, Inc., Baker Rock (Violet Baker), Hardrock Enterprises et al., 
and Cobb Rock, Inc. Hardrock Enterprises also owns several parcels which are presently not being 
mined, but are on farm deferral and are being used for a nursery. Due to the presence of these 
quarries, the traffic on Farmington Road is heavily populated with trucks traveling to and from the 
quarries. The mining activities are well-established and are a strong indicator that the land within the 
one mile radius is not exclusively active farm land, but is actually heavily used for both residential 
and mining purposes. 

The principal agricultural uses in this area are nursery operations and field crops. These 
types of operations exist throughout Washington County in concert with surrounding urban uses. 
There are numerous examples of active nursery operations immediately adjacent to subdivision 
development (e.g. Cedar Mill area). Therefore, there is no inherent incompatibility between this type 
of agricultural use and urban uses, nor is there evidence that incompatibility will exist with 
urbanization. For example, Farmington Nursery, located south of the urban reserve sites in the 
southernmost portion of the one mile radius, is completely surrounded by non-agricultural uses. It is 
bordered on the north by a residential subdivision in exception lands zoned AF-5, on the east by 
Farmington Road and the quarry operations to the east of the road, on the south by large residential 
lots zoned EFU, and to the west by a forested area. The forested area to the west abuts several active 
farms. The Farmington Nursery remains successful even though it is bordered by residential and 
mining uses rather than agricultural uses. 

Other agricultural uses south of the urban reserve sites should not be impaired by 
urbanization of the urban reserve areas. Retention of these rural uses was specifically taken into 
account in the Hillsboro Concept Plan. There are very few sites in excess of 20 acres, and many of 
the larger sites are actually being used for mining purposes rather than farming. The larger, active 
agricultural lands are further south of Farmington Road. 

The Butternut Creek (Hanauer) property previously was utilized for agricultural purposes. 
However; as shown by the 1996 agricultural analysis previously provided to Metro during the urban 
reserve deliberations, the Hanauer property was allowed (prior to the present ownership) to grow into 
an unmaintained ornamental and Christmas tree farm. Efforts to resume an agricultural use were 
attempted and proved unsuccessful due to the highly adverse soil conditions which resulted from the 
prior attempt to grow ornamental nursery stock and Christmas trees on the property, including the 
widespread use or herbicides. The Hanauer property is not an active agricultural use nor is there any 
prospect that it will be so converted. As the agricultural analysis indicates, it is extremely ineffective 
to attempt to restore this use. The materials submitted to Metro in the urban reserve deliberations, 
detailing the agricultural conditions relating to the Hanauer property, are also incorporated by 
reference in these findings. 

During the urban reserve deliberations, there was no evidence contradicting any of the 
materials submitted by the property owners describing the adverse agricultural circumstances 
existing on the property. The Hanauer property is in close proximity to the Sisters St. Mary's 
property. To the extent that either of these properties is incorporated into the UGB, this will be a 
significant influence over the level of agricultural usage which could feasibly occur on the other 
property. Metro recognized this at the time that both of these large properties were included in the 
urban reserves. Because these two parcels are the two largest parcels within this general area, they 
are most heavily impacted by agricultural use (or lack thereof) on the other property. 
During the publ ic process relating to the consideration of the Hillsboro Concept Plan, there was no 
information submitted which indicated that adverse consequences to agricultural uses would result 
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from inclusion of these sites in the UGB. This is indicative of the significant level of parcelization, 
the relative lack or agricultural operations, and the existing home site pattern which exists in the 
areas south of the urban reserve sites. 

Goal 14, Factor 7 and MC 3.01.020(b)(7), require the local govemment to consider the 
"[c]ompatibility of the proposed urban uses with nearby agricultural activities." Compatible is not 
intended to be an absolute term meaning no interference or adverse impacts of any type with adjacent 
uses. ORS 197.732(2). 

"Agricultural activity," as used in Factor 7, corresponds with the term "farm use" as defined in 
ORS 215.203(2)(a). "Farm use" is defined as "the current employment of land for the primary 
purpose of obtaining a profit in money by raising, harvesting, and selling crops." Farm use also 
includes the use of land for "obtaining a profit in money by stabling or training equines." Thus, 
conflicts can exist only where farm use is actually occurring. Conflicts will not be present simply 
because adjacent lands are zoned for agricultural use. 

The Farm Impact Analysis describes the types of agricultural activities generally within a 
mile of the subject property. The evidence demonstrates that there is very little agricultural activity 
in the vicinity of the subject property. As noted earlier, a "Farm Impact" study was conducted in 
1991 for the Reserves & Vineyards Golf Course which is located immediately to the southwest of St. 
Mary's. That study examined all the parcels in the vicinity of the proposed golf course which 
includes all the properties in the vicinity of St. Mary's. Of the 33 parcels located along Buttemut 
Creek and along 229th Avenue, 25 are improved with dwellings. Only eight of these parcels are in 
farm tax deferral. This indicates that the majority of the owners along 229th Avenue are not seeking 
a profit from their land through growing crops. 

There are 13 houses along Mclnnis Lane in the Washington County exception area along the 
southem border of the subject property. Of these, only seven are in farm tax deferral. Four of the 
parcels along Mclnnis Lane are owned by the Mclnnis family and are used together to grow hay to 
feed their horses. There is no evidence that the Mclnnis family derives a profit from stabling or 
training horses. 

The Reserves golf course is approximately 370 acres located immediately to the southwest of 
the St. Mary's property. Originally approved for 330 acres, the golf course has recently acquired 42 
additional acres which the hearings officer, in his findings of fact, called the only farm parcel 
adjacent to the golf course. Although state statute allows for golf courses on EFU land, a golf course 
operation is not an agricultural use and is more consistent with urban activities than with rural 
farming. 

There are only a few parcels in the vicinity of the subject property which have the potential for 
farm use. One is a parcel of EFU land farmed by an individual who farms portions of property. That 
parcel is approximately 20 acres and is located directly to the west of the southwest comer of the St. 
Mary's property. There are a few other parcels nearby which are planted in grass or hay that may also 
support agricultural activities. To the south of the subject property, larger parcels, which appear from 
aerial photos to be in farm use, become more common. 

ORS 197.732 and OAR 660-04-020 state that the term compatible "is not intended as an 
absolute term meaning no interference or adverse impacts of any type with adjacent uses." The 
potential impact from adjacent housing on the nearby agricultural uses will be limited to traffic 

South Hillsboro Urban growth boundary Amendment Findings - Page 36 



congestion which can be mitigated. Potential nuisances from the adjacent farms on housing uses, 
such as dust and pesticide spraying, will be minimal because there are very few farming operations in 
the area. These considerations also bear on compliance with OAR 660-04-020(2)(d) which calls for 
compatibility with other adjacent uses. The only other adjacent uses besides the ones already 
discussed are the residential and commercial uses that exist inside the urban growth boundary to the 
north and east of the property. The uses proposed for the area will be similar to those uses, and 
through site design and traffic control improvements, the site will be made compatible with those 
urban uses. The future use of the area for residential and related urban purposes will be compatible 
with nearby agricultural activities and other adjacent uses. 

Because it is located in an urbanized area, and because there are no active farm operations — as 
that term is applied pursuant to ORS 215.203(2)(a) -- in the general vicinity, the future development 
of the subject property will not have any adverse impacts on surrounding properties that cannot be 
mitigated as part of the master-planning process. 

Maximum efficiencv of land uses within and on the fringe of the urban area: abilitv to be developed 
with features of an efficient urban growth form. 

One of the principal advantages of inclusion of the South Hillsboro Urban Reserves within 
the urban growth boundary is its ability to be developed as an efficient planned community. If the 
area is developed as required by the Hillsboro Concept Plan, there will be a residential mixed-use 
community with a town center and two satellite neighborhood/main street centers. The centers will 
accommodate a concentration of shops, services, employment facilities, civic uses, amenities and 
other public and private activities. This distribution provides the maximum efficiency of non-
automobile transportation. Development proposed in the Hillsboro Concept Plan will create new 
neighborhoods with a strong sense of community and that are pedestrian oriented. 

As noted above, this type of a planned community can be accommodated better through 
addition of Urban Reserves 51 - 55 to the urban growth boundary than other altematives around the 
Hillsboro area. The development densities will be comparable to the urban design of existing 
neighborhoods to the east and north. The Reserves & Vineyards Golf Course will operate as a buffer 
between Hillsboro South and agricultural lands to the south and west. Addition of these urban 
reserves is less likely to result in the conversion of additional resource lands than intrusions into 
resource lands to the north or west of Hillsboro. 

Conclusions. 

Consistencv with Approval Criteria. 

Based on the above analysis and findings, an amendment to the Hillsboro Comprehensive 
Plan to add the Hillsboro Concept Plan is justified under Goals 2 and 14 and MC 3.01.012(e). 
Amendment of the urban growth boundary to add Urban Reserves 51 - 55 is also justified under the 
relevant criteria. There is a need for a significant amount of urban land in the Hillsboro area to 
comply with ORS 197.296 and ORS 197.299, to correct a grow jobs/housing imbalance and to allow 
an urban design and arrangement of land uses consistent with the 2040 Growth Concept. This need 
cannot be met by expanding the urban growth boundary to include existing exceptions lands. The 
consequences of expanding the urban growth boundary to include this land are no more severe than 
the consequences of expanding the boundary onto other resource lands. Finally, the land uses 
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allowed in this urban growth boundary expansion are not incompatible with nearby and adjacent land 
uses. 

Altemative Justifications and Severability of Findings. 

These findings and conclusions are severable. They are made to justify several altemative 
bases for approval of the Hillsboro Concept Plan and addition of Urban Reserves 51 - 55 to the 
urban growth boundary. Should any particular finding be determined on review to lack evidentiary 
support or be inconsistent with other findings, it should be disregarded and severed from the analysis. 
In the event of any inconsistency between these particular findings and those contained in any Metro 
general findings on the legislative amendment criteria, the general findings shall control. 
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