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Resolution No. 9 8 - 2 7 2 8 C , For the Purpose of Expressing Council intent to Amend the Urban Growth 
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BEFORE THE METRO COUNCIL 

FOR THE PURPOSE OF EXPRESSING 
COUNCIL INTENT TO AMEND THE 
URBAN GROWTH BOUNDARY TO • 
ADD URBAN RESERVE AREAS 51, 52, 
53, 54, AND 55, TO THE HILLSBORO 
REGIONAL CENTER AREA 

RESOLUTION NO 98-27288C 

Introduced by Councilors 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(1 )(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 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 

Decembers, 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 indieatedstaff report and process in 

Exhibit B, attached herein, hereby expresses its intent to adopt an ordinance amending the Urban 

Growth Boimdary 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 boimdary 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. 

Jon Kvistad, Presiding Officer 

ATTEST; Approved as to Form: 

Recording Secretary 

i:\r-o\r98ursa2.c 
(12/10/98) 

Daniel B. Cooper, General Counsel 
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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 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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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. 

(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) 

3.01.065 Council Action On Quasi-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 

3.01 - 55 September 1998 Update 



19&830 MISCELLANEOUS MATTERS 

not defined under ORS 255.012, the returns 
of the election shall be made to the county 
clerk. The clerk shall canvass the votes for 
members of the district board and issue 
certificates of election to the number of per-
sons, equal to the number of board members 
named m the petition for formation, receiv-
ing the highest number of votes. (1971 c.727 §29-
1975 C.647 §1; 1983 c.350 §7) 

198.830 Petition for formation by all 
landowners in proposed dis t r ic t (1) If the 
owiiers 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 contain the information re-
quired by ORS 198.750 to 198.775 and shall 
be verified by the affidavit of one of the pe-
titioners that the petitioner believes that tne 
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 
niembers of the district board are generally 
elected to office, the petition shall also state 
the names of persons desired as the members 
of the first board and 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 
prescribed 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-
tion, 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) 

(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-
cur, not later than the 10th fiscal year after 
the date of the order, shall be specified. 

(3) If any part of the territory subject to 
formation of a district under this section is 
wthin 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 
service district to also provide drainage 
works by adopting an order setting forth the 
information specified in subsection (1) of this 
section. The order must be accompanied by 
resolutions consenting to the additional 
function that are adopted by the governing 
bodies of not less than 70 percent of the cit-
ies located within the boundaries of the 
county service district. (1971 c.727 §31; 1987 a504 
§7; 1987 C.510 §1; 1989 t374 §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 that 
the notice shall state that 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 Costs. 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 
preliminary engineering studies and surveys 
in connection with the formation of the dis-
trict. (1971 c.727 §33] 

198.835 Order for formation of district 
in single county; order for exercise of 
addit ional funct ion by county service dis-
tr ict ; 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: 

f 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. 

(Annexation) 
< 198.850 Annexation petition or resolu-

tion; delayed effective date for certain 
annexations. (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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SPECIAL DISTRICTS GENERALLY 198.867 

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 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 petit ion 
signed by all landowners or by mtuority 
of electors and owners of more t han 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-
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 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 of 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 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 within the district. (1971 c.727 §36) 

198.865 [1971 c.727 §§37, 38; 1979 c.316 §7; repealed 
by 1983 C.142 §1 (198.866 and 198.867 enacted in fieu 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 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 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 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 9Qth day after the 
date of the district order or resolution call-
ing the election. [1983 c.l42 §2 (enacted in lieu of 
198.865); 1993 c.417 §1) 

198.867 Approval of annexation to dis-
trict by electors of city and district; cer-
tification; effect of annexation. (1) If the 
electors of the city approve the annexation, 
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 the pro-
posal; and 

Title 19 Page 263 Q997 Edi t ion) 



CITY OF HILLSBORO SOUTH URBAN RESERVES 
CONCEPT PLAN TESTIMONY AND FINDINGS %f> J 9 9 d Of̂ .VO 

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, alternatives 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(l)(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 government 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. 

South Hillsboro Urban growth b o u n d a r y Amendmen t Findings - Page 1 



Because of this, there is a limited need to consider regulatory alternatives to the urban growth 
boundar>' expansion under any analysis of alternatives. 

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 boundar>'. 

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 e.xpansion 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 boundary 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 
f o 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 f o r 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 apply ':The exception shall set forth the 
facts and assumptions used as the basis f o 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, balancingfactors 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 le s . . . . 

"(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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(Hi) 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 locational 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 
alternative areas are those adjacent to the western 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(l)(a), because the sites have been designated as urban reserve land by 
Metro. Alternatively, 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. Alternatively, inclusion of the property is 
also justified under ORS 197.298(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 boundary to remedy iobs/housing 
imbalance (ORS 197.298f3)(,a)). 

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 
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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 
Alternative 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 fbwer 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 boundary to allow for planned community. _ 

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 I97.299(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 
western portion of the urban growth boundary will be insufficient to meet the subregional need for 
more housing. This is true 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 patterns for the area, preservation of 
natural resource areas and property needed for schools and other governmental lises. 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 
government 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 alternative 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 livability 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 

f o 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 ) . . . , 

(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 fo r 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 II (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 a's an exception area or nonresource land. Second priority may 
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include resource land thai is completely surrounded by exception areas unless such resource land is 
high-value farmland us 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 fo r 
agriculture or forestry, or both. 

(3) Land of lower priority under subsection (I) 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 f o r 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 fo r urban use during the planning 
period; 

(Hi) Market availability and level of parcelization shall not render an alternative site 
unsuitable unless justified byfindings 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 f o 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 660-014-00-f0(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 alternative sites. 
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balancing factors 3 through 7.") See also RUGGO 24.2 ("Criteria for amending the urban growlh 
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 locational "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 
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 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 197.296(4)(b) and regulatory alternatives. 

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 alternatives. 
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 densities 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/muhifamily 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. 

Alternatives 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. 

Cornelius has an ambitious dwelling unit target of 1,019 units and a jobs target of 2,812 jobs. 
Cornelius 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, Cornelius 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 51 - 55 will meet this need. 

General analysis on lack of alternative sites to satisfy residential and livability need. 

The urban reserve areas studied for initial designation as part of Metro's urban reserve 
decision included a number of alternatives in the areas around Hillsboro. Urban Reserves 56 - 60, 
located around the cities of Forest Grove and Cornelius, 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 alternative 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. 

Al tema t ive areas avai lable to sat isfy need (specif ic 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)(l). 
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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 
197.298(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)(I). 

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 e.xception 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 of the 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 none 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 
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and AF-10 on the Washington County Rural/Natural Resources Plan Map (Side 2). The primar\' 
reasons that these exception lands were are rejected as reasonable alternatives is summarized below. 

Some of the adjacent exception areas within this category' are located w ithin 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 II.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 ll.i, II.3.iii, 19.1, 
19.iv, 19.V, I9.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 I8.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 
trunk 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 alternatives 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 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 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 alternatives 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 under the county code. See CDC 340-
I 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 boundary 
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 III 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 rule, many of the lowest quality soil classes will be found on lands with the steepest slopes. 
Thus, MC 3.0l.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 under the 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 
governments abilities to provide affordable housing consistent with Statewide Planning Goal 10, 
ORS 197.295-197.307, and RUGGO Goal ll.iii, and Obj. 17. 

5. Primary Forest Resource Lands. 

The fourth 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 Alternatives. 

• 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( I )(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(1)(c)(C), MC 3.01.020(c)(3). OAR 660-04-0010(1)(B)(c)(Hi) 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 f o r 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 fo r public 
facilities and services, " "environmental, energy, economic and social consequences. " and 
"retention of agricultural land as defined, with Class I being the highest priority fo r 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 f o 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 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 f o r 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 used for 
identifying priority sites f o 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 f o r land not wholly 
within an urban reserve must also demonstrate that the need cannot be satisfied within urban 
reserves." 

Description of the environmental conseouences of the Hillsboro South urban growth 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 of the 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 filtering 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, western 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 Butternut Creek. A heron rookery exists on the western border 
of the urban reserve area on Butternut 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 subiect to special protection. 

There are four stream corridors in the urban reserve areas. Butternut 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 
209th 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 bumed 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 appro.ximately 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 alternatives. 

Based upon the July 2, 1998 technical memorandum by Cornforth 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 concerns 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 
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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 229th 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 may be pressure from increased urbanization to curtail 
farming activities and to develop additional agricultural land. 

Description of the energy consequences of the Hillsboro South urban growth boundary 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 61 - 65, 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 infrastructure 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 51 — 55 ranged from 51 - 78 (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 Cbmelius 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 boundary onto 
resource lands in other locations. 
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The consequences of expanding the urban growth boundary onto other resource lands may be 
more severe than the Hillsboro South alternatives. 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 oh 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 eastern 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 westernmost 
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 w ould 
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 of the 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 (just 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 Cornelius Pass Road, which intersects with Cornelius 
Pass Road and then provides a connection to US 26, would also need improvements to provide 
an alternate 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 alternatives to accessing US 26 are viaNW Jackson 
School Road or Cornelius Pass Road. There are interchanges where Helvetia and Cornelius Pass 
Roads intersect with US 26 however Jackson School Road just 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 
Butternut 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 northern 
portion of the South Hillsboro area. South of Butternut 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 northern 
limits of the city. 

5. Existing rural residential development in the South Hillsboro area limits agricultural uses. The 
northern 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-IO 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 w ill assure adequate quantities of w ater 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 of the 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 209lh 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 Buttemut 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 
209th 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 w est 
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 Butternut Creek. A middle or high school is 
sited in the Ladd-Reed town center. 

Transportation impacts bv development of the Hillsboro South urban growth boundary 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; Cornelius Pass Road, a minor arterial in the Washington County TSP, and planned for 
five lanes; 231s,/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 219lh 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 - 231 st/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 'A mile intervals; and arterials are spaced at ' / ; 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 660-04-001 OfI)(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 fo r continued resource management of land at present levels surrounding 
and nearby the site proposedfor 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 sen'ice: 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 western 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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Analys is of impacts on aer icul tural act ivi t ies on nearby EFU land: e f fec t on land and water 
resources, e f fec t on farming pract ices, impact on local agricultural communi ty . 

These sites are bordered on two sides by developed urban communities, the only separation 
of the 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 buffer 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 of the 
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 western edge of the one mile radius, 
directly west of the 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 rural 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 public 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 e.xisting 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 government 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 define*1 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 Butternut 
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 
southern 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 
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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: ability 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 mi.\ed-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 alternatives 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. 

Consistency 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 w ith nearby and adjacent land 
uses. 

Alternative Justifications and Severability of Findings. 

These findings and conclusions are severable. They are made to justify several alternative 
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. 

K.\28483\00300\TJS\TJS 0204U 
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Agenda Item Number 9 .8 

Resolution No. 9 8 - 2 7 2 9 C , For the Purpose of Expressing Council Intent to Amend the Urban Growth 
Boundary to Add Urban Reserve Areas 39 , 4 1 , 4 2 , 61 and 6 2 in the Wes t Metro Subregion. 

Metro Council Meeting 
Thursday, December 17, 1 9 9 8 

Council Chamber 



BEFORE THE METRO COUNCIL 

FOR THE PURPOSE OF EXPRESSING 
COUNCIL INTENT TO AMEND THE 
URBAN GROWTH BOUNDARY TO 
ADD URBAN RESERVE AREAS 39,41, 
42, 62, and 63 IN THE WEST METRO 
SUBREGION 

RESOLUTION NO 98-2729C 

Introduced by Councilors McLain, Morissette, 
McFarland, and Washington 

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

655E, including these Urban Reserve Areas 39 plus seven acres to the west of 39,41, 42, 62, and 

63; 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 and 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 39,41,42,62 

and 63 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, the Metro Council considered all the evidence in the record, mcluding 

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 

Botmdary if and when the affected property is aimexed to Metro; now, therefore, 

BE IT RESOLVED: 

1. That the Metro Council, based on the process 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 39 plus seven acres to the west of 39 ,41 ,42 ,62 and 63 

outside and inside 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\r2729c.doc 
12/11/98 

Jon Kvistad, Presiding Officer 

ATTEST: Approved as to Form: 

Recording Secretary Daniel B. Cooper, General Counsel 
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Exhibit B 

3.Q1.0fin Flxcepf-ions to Hearing Officer Decision 

(a) Standing to file an exception and participate in 
subsequent hearings is limited to parties to the case. 

• 

(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 oi: legal appeal deliberations. 

.(Ordinance No. 92-450A, Sec. 1) 

3.01.065 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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198,830 MISCELLANEOUS MATTERS 

not defined under ORS 255.012, the returns 
of the election shall be made to the county 
clerk. The clerk shall canvass the votes for 
members 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-
ing the highest number of votes. [1971 c.727 §29-
1975 c.647 §1; 1983 c.350 §7] ' 

198.830 Peti t ion for formation by all 
l andowners 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 contain the information re-
quired by ORS 198.750 to 198.775 and shall 
be verified by the affidavit of one of the pe-
titioners that 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 
niembers of the district board are generally 
elected to office, the petition shall also state 
the names of persons desired as the members 
of the first board and 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 
prescribed 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-
tion, 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 format ion of dis tr ict 
in single county; o rder for exercise of 
addi t ional funct ion by county service dis-
tr ict ; con ten t s 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. 

(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-
cur, not later than the 10th fiscal year after 
the date of the order, shall be specified. 

(3) If any part of the territory subject to 
formation of a district under this section is 
w th in a city, the order shall be accompanied 
by a certified copy of a resolution of the 
governing body of the city approving the or-

(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 
service 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 governing 
bodies of not less than 70 percent of the cit-
ies located within the boundaries of the 
county service district. [i97l c.727 §31; 1987 c.504 
§7; 1987 c.510 §1; 1989 c.374 §2] 

198.840 Notice of hear ing. Notice of the 
hearing set by the order shall be given in the 
manner provided by ORS 198.800 except that 
the notice shall state that 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 Costs. 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 
preliminary engineering studies and surveys 
in connection with the formation of the dis-
trict. [1971 c.727 §33] 

(Annexation) 
198.850 Annexat ion petition or resolu-

tion; delayed effective da te for cer ta in 
annexat ions . (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. 

(c) The date, time and place of a public 
hearing on the proposal. 

(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 

Proceedings 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 c637 §5] 

198.855 Annexat ion election; annex-
at ion wi thout election when peti t ion 
signed by all landowners or by major i ty 
of electors a n d owners of more t h a n 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 s imed by a majority of the electors reg-
istered in the territory proposed to be an-
nexed and by the owners oi 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 majoritv 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 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 ol 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 annexat ion 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 within the district. [1971 c.727 §36] 

196.865 [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)1 

198.866 Annexation of city to distr ict ; 
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 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 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.l42 §2 (enacted in lieu of 
m 8 6 5 ) ; 1993 c.417 §11 

198.867 Approval of annexat ion to dis-
t r ic t by electors of city and distr ict ; cer-
t if ication; effect of annexat ion. (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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Date: November 2 4 , 1 9 9 8 

STAFF REPORT 

PROPOSAL: Metro Legislative Amendment 

URBAN RESERVE: Urban Reserve Areas (URAs) #62 and #63, Nortii Hillsboro 

APPLICABLE 
REVIEW CRITERIA: Metro Code Sections 3.01.012(e) and 3.01.020. 

SECTION I: SITE INFORMATION 

URA #62 (non-first tier) Summary Information 
Acres: 54.4 (8.4 acres- urban reserve plan) Buildable Acres:''27.0 (7 .8 acres- urban reserve plan) 

Estimated DUs:' 264 ( 87- urban resen/e plan) EFU Acres: 8.1 
Location: North Hillsboro Estimated Jobs : ' 142 (47- urban reserve plan) 
County: Washington Major arterials & streets: Helvetia, Shute 
Current Zoninp: EFU. AF5 

'based on 200-foot riparian buffers: DUs = Dwelling Units 
waiersneu. mtrvdv oi ccr\ 

URA #63 (non- first tier) Summary Information 
Acres: 11 Buildable Acres: ' 7.3 
EFU Acres: 11 Est. DUs: ' 7 2 " 
Location: North Hillsboro Est. Jobs : ' 3 8 " 
County: Washinqton Major arterials & streets: Helvetia, Shute 
Current Zoninp: EFU Watershed: McKav Creek 

D d S e O o n AUW'IUUI IIJJOHOU u u i i c i ^ i 1*̂  wi i "-I# • • » 
••assumes entire area will urbanize, see section IV on urban reserve planning requirements 

SECTION II: BACKGROUND INFORMATION 

Urban growth boundaries (UGB) establish a separation between a reas of urban level 
development and areas dedicated to farm, forest and rural use. The Metro Council established 
the UGB in 1979 and the Metro Code provides several methods for amending it. Property 
owners and municipalities may request a locational adjustment to the UGB if the area in 
question is under 20 acres in size. Requests for adjustment in excess of 20 acres are 
considered major amendments to the UGB. 

The Metro Council may also initiate changes to the UGB as legislative amendments if 
insufficient capacity exists within the current UGB. Metro is required by state law to a s s e s s the 
capacity of the land within the UGB every five years and compare it with forecasts for growth 
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during the next 20 years . S ta te law (ORS 197.296) requires that Metro maintains a 20-year 
land supply inside the UGB in order to a c c o m m o d a t e projected housing need . 

T h e Metro Council h a s concluded that insufficient capacity exists within the current UGB. Sta te 
law (ORS 197.299) requires that at least one-half of the identified land need be added to the 
UGB by D e c e m b e r 1998. The UGB must be ad jus ted to reflect the ba lance by December 1999. 

Section I of this report displays a summary table of information about URAs #62 and #63. 
Section II, d i s c u s s e s the criteria specified in the Metro C o d e that need to be a d d r e s s e d for 
Metro Council to a m e n d the UGB. Section III is the staff analysis of this URA a s it relates to the 
factors outlined in Metro Code. Specific information pertaining to any completed urban reserve 
planning of this URA, relevant to the factors, is integrated into the factor analysis In Section III. 
Section IV outlines the general s ta tus of urban reserve planning in the URA. 

This report contains background information and a general discussion of Metro Code 
requi rements for URAs # 6 2 (portion of reserve included in an urban reserve plan) and #63. 

Section 1 of t h e s e report displays a summary table of information about the URAs #62 and #63. 
Section II, d i s c u s s e s the criteria specified by the Metro C o d e that need to be a d d r e s s e d for 
Metro Council to a m e n d the UGB. Section 111 is the staff analysis of the URAs a s they relate to 
the factors outlined in Metro Code and includes specific information about any urban reserve 
planning that is pertinent to the factors. Section IV outlines the general s ta tus of urban reserve 
planning in the URA. 

Metro Code to a m e n d the UGB, Section 3.01.020, a d d r e s s e s the s even factors from Sta te 
Planning Goal 14. T h e s e factors include: 

1 & 2 demonstrat ion of need for expansion: 
3 demonstra t ion that the expansion will be consis tent with orderiy and economic 

provision of public facilities and services; 
4 demonstrat ion of maximum efficiency of land use s ; 
5 evaluation of the environmental, energy, economic and social consequences ; 
6 evaluation of retention of agricultural land; and 
7 an a s s e s s m e n t of the compatibility of proposed urban u s e s with nearby 

agricultural activities. 

Metro Code Section 3.01.015(e) provides an outline for a Metro Council p roces s for bringing 
urban rese rve land into the UGB. If insufficient land is available to sat isfy the need and mee t 
t he requi rements of an urban reserve plan, then Metro Council may consider first tier lands for 
inclusion into the UGB for which a city or county h a s committed to complete and adopt an urban 
r e se rve plan. (The jurisdiction mus t provide documentat ion to suppor t such a commitment.) All 
S ta te a n d Metro requirements a r e a s s e s s e d in this staff report. Additional Metro reports, which 
a r e r e fe renced or have re levance to t h e s e legislative a m e n d m e n t s include the following: Utility 
Feasibility Analysis for Metro 2040 Urban Reserve Study Areas (June 1996), Urban Growth 
Report (December 1997), Urban Growth Report Addendum (August 1998), Housing Needs 
Analysis (December 1997), Urban Growth Boundary Assessment of Need (October 1998) 
Urban Reserve Status Report (April 1998), and Metro Urban Reserve Productivity Analysis 
(September 1998). 

After initial public testimony and prior to the final opportunity for public testimony, this staff 
report may be augmen ted or revised according to information received from the public. The 
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Metro Council will cons ider the staff report and public testimony, and m a k e a decision about 
which a r e a s will be a d d e d to the UGB in order to a d d r e s s the 20-year land need . The Metro 
Council may condition the approval of any a m e n d m e n t decision and require further action by 
local jurisdictions or property owners before a UGB a m e n d m e n t is finalized. 

Metro Code Section 3 .01.012(e) requires an urban r e se rve plan and m a p that include 
conceptual land u s e plans for URAs. T h e s e plans must demons t ra t e compliance with the 
Regional Urban Growth Goals and Objectives (RUGGOs) and the 2040 Growth Concept design 
types and any applicable Urban Growth Management Functional Plan (Functional Plan) 
provisions. Urban reserve concep t plan requirements include an a v e r a g e residential density 
target, sufficient commercial and industrial development for the n e e d s of the a rea , a 
transportation plan and protection for wildlife habitat and wate r quality e n h a n c e m e n t . It a lso 
requires a conceptual public facilities plan, school plan and an a g r e e m e n t on governance . 

URAs # 6 2 and # 6 3 were not des igna ted by the Metro Council a s first tier urban rese rves . 
T h e s e two rese rves a r e being considered together due to their proximity to o n e another and 
service i ssues . A detailed description of e a c h URA follows. 

S i t e D e s c r i p t i o n s 

URA # 6 2 

URA #62 is 54 ac res , 10 of which are zoned Exclusive Farm Use (EFU) ( s e e At tachment A). 
Only the northern 8.4 a c r e s h a s been included in an urban reserve plan and is p roposed to be 
included within the UGB. This a r e a is composed of c lass 2 soils. The URA is located at the 
intersection of Helvetia Road , Highway 26, and Shute Road. Rural residential is the dominant 
land u s e in this a r e a and the majority of the tax lots in this reserve a r e smaller than 3.5 ac res . 
URA #62 is split into two sec t ions by Highway 26. The northern boundary of the reserve is 
roughly 750 fee t north of Groveland Road. The eas te rn e d g e of the r e se rve is Helvetia Road 
on the north side of Highway 26, and Shute Road on the south s ide of Highway 26 (which is 
a lso the UGB and the City Limits of Hillsboro). 

The wes tern e d g e of URA # 6 2 is the FEMA 100-year floodplain along Gulch Creek and roughly 
1,500 fee t to the e a s t of Shu te Road . The southern boundary of the rese rve is roughly 250 fee t 
south of Meek Road . Birch Drive and Oak Drive provide a c c e s s to the rese rve a r e a south of 
Highway 26. Groveland Drive provides a c c e s s to the a r ea north of Highway 26. The ave rage 
s lope of the a r e a is 2 percent . This URA is within Washington County but outside of the Metro 
jurisdictional boundary. 

URA # 6 3 

URA # 6 3 is 11 acres , all of which a r e EFU ( s e e Attachment B). This a r e a is c o m p o s e d of 
primarily c lass 2 soils with small parcels of c lass 1 and 4 soils. T h e rese rve a r e a is located 
n e a r the intersection of Helvetia Road, Highway 26, and Shute Road and is northwest of 
URA #62 . The reserve is m a d e up of a small portion of a larger tax lot. Rural residential is the 
dominant land u s e in this a r e a . The nor them boundary of the r e se rve is roughly 750 fee t north 
of Groveland Road (from a point wes t of Gulch Creek). The e a s t e m e d g e of the rese rve is the 
FEMA 100-year floodplain along Gulch Creek. The wes tern e d g e of URA # 6 3 is roughly 
1,700 feet to the e a s t of Helvetia Road. The southern boundary of the reserve is Highway 26. 
The ave rage s lope of the a r e a is 5 percent . T h e URA is within Washington County but outs ide 
of the Metro jurisdictional boundary. 

Staff Report URAs §62 and #63, North Hillsboro - November 24,1998 P a 9 e 3 



Al te rna t i ve s A n a l y s i s 

Given that the urban r e se rves a r e under appeal to the Land Use Board of Appeals, an analysis 
of exception lands around the approximately 200-mile long perimeter of the UGB w a s 
completed. Not all parce ls of land outside, but near , the current UGB were considered when 
al ternatives to the p roposed si tes were compared . Screening, or reducing the number of 
contending s i tes w a s d o n e b e c a u s e s o m e parcels or a r e a s were clearly not suitable (for 
example , lands on the north s ide of the UGB - the Columbia River, or lands in the Columbia 
Gorge Scen ic Area). This "Alternatives Analysis" w a s the first s c r een ( s e e Exhibit A). This 
analysis is reported in the memorandum dated October 2 6 . 1 9 9 8 , Exception Land Not 
Considered as Altemative Sites for Urban Growth Boundary Expansion (Exhibit A). In this 
report, exception lands w e r e analyzed for their suitability for inclusion into the UGB. The factors 
that weighed agains t inclusion in the UGB included lands zoned for EFU, lands that would 
eliminate the separa t ion be tween communities, lands more than one mile from the existing 
UGB and noncont iguous a r e a s . In addition, natural f ea tu re s and se t t lement patterns that effect 
the buildability of land w e r e a lso considered. T h e s e f ea tu res include s t e e p slope, lands in the 
FEMA 100-year floodplain and small a c r e a g e single family residential a r e a s . 

Secondly , a f ter P h a s e 1 of the Productivity Analysis w a s completed, there were lands identified 
a s l e s s productive and o ther lands more productive providing more than enough capacity to 
m e e t the need for UGB expansion. The lands analyzed in P h a s e 2 of the Productivity Analysis 
a r e es t imated to a c c o m m o d a t e over 44 ,000 dwelling units. This is more than enough to provide 
a substant ial choice of al ternatives when compared with the approximately 16,000 dwelling 
units n e e d e d to be a c c o m m o d a t e d through UGB expansion. The final screening process w a s 
primarily consideration of efficiency of land and public service feasibility and is summarized in 
Exhibit B, "Additional Site Considerations." 

W e s t and northwest of URA #62 a re a r e a s of exception land almost entirely within the FEMA 
100-year floodplain. Metro's adopted Functional Plan (Title 3) requires that land of this nature 
b e protected from the e f fec t s of development . In addition, such lands were d e e m e d unbuildable 
in the analysis of the Region 2040 Growth Concept , and Metro's Urban Growth Report. Using 
the FEMA floodplain a s a boundary is consistent with the Regional Framework Plan Objective 
1.7 (Urban/Rural Transition). In addition, the Metro Code Section 3.01.020(d) s ta tes the 
p roposed location for the UGB shall result.in a clear transition be tween urban and rural lands, 
using natural and built f ea tu res , such a s roads , dra inage divides, floodplains, powerlines, major 
topographic fea tu res , and historic pat terns of land u s e or set t lement . The exception a r e a s a t 
t h e wes t e rn end of Evergreen Road a r e within rural r e se rves a s des ignated on the 
acknowledged 2 0 4 0 Growth Concep t Map. T h e policies contained in the Regional Framework 
Plan and the R U G G O s specify that mral r e se rves a r e lands that will not be developed for urban 
u s e s in t he 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 separa t ion be tween communities. 

URAs # 6 2 and # 6 3 a r e not contiguous to. or connec ted to, o ther exception a r e a s that a r e 
cont iguous to the UGB. T o expand the UGB onto non-contiguous exception a r e a s would 
require t he addition and urbanization of the intervening agricultural a r e a s . 

Exhibit A details this r e sponse . 
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Productivity Analys is 

The Metro Urban Reserve Productivity Analysis (Productivity Analysis) was connpleted to 
a s s e s s the number of dwelling units and jobs that could be accommodated within the 
designated URAs. The Productivity Analysis was accomplished in two phases . Phase 1 
completed a preliminary analysis of all 18,570 acres of adopted URAs and identified a subset of 
URAs for more detailed evaluation in Phase 2. The following selection criteria for Phase 2 URA 
analysis included: 

• Inclusion in designated first tier urban reserves 
• Proximity to UGB (less than one-half mile) 
• Productivity ratio — buildable acres divided by total acres (ranking greater than 40 percent) 
• Serviceability rating (for transportation and water-related serviceability) - moderate to easy 

(ranking greater than 0) 

Exceptions to the above criteria were made to ensure a regional distribution of URAs. In 
addition, an area was selected if it had a high productivity rating (greater than 80 percent), even 
if both transportation and water-related services were rated "difficult"; or if it had a high 
productivity rating (greater than 70 percent) with only one service (transportation or water-
related) rated "difficult." URAs with on-going urban reserve planning efforts were also selected. 
Others were selected because of service efficiencies with adjacent URAs. In all, 49 URAs were 
selected for Phase 2 analysis, which verified land supply data, identified 2040-design type, and 
estimated service cost. UlRAs #62 and #63 were included in Phase 2 of the Productivity 
Analysis. Urban reserve planning has started in URA #62 and #63 through a private initiative 
supported by the City of Hillsboro. A concept plan for the portion of URA #62 north of 
Highway 26 and a concept plan for URA #63 have been submitted (Attachment C). 

SECTION III: APPLICABLE REVIEW CRITERIA 

The criteria for a legislative amendment to the UGB are contained in Metro Code 
Section 3.01.020. They are based primarily on State Planning Goals 2 and 14 and have been 
acknowledged, or approved by the State a s meeting their requirements. The criteria and staff 
analysis of the factors outlined in the Metro Code follow. 

Factor 1: Demons t ra ted n e e d to a c c o m m o d a t e long-range u rban popula t ion growth. 

SUMMARY OF ANALYSIS: Factor 1 was addressed by the Metro Council adoption of 
Resolution No. 97-2559B, in December 1997, detennining that there is a need to accommodate 
32,370 dwelling units and 2,900 jobs through expansion of the UGB and that this need cannot 
be accommodated within the current UGB. The data used to support this conclusion is 
summarized in the Urban Growth Boundary Assessment of Need. In making their decision, the 
Metro Council decision took into account at least the following: 

1) A forecast of population and employment to the year 2017. A peer review panel 
consisting of public and private sector economists who a s s e s s e d the methodology and 
conclusions reviewed this forecast. In addition, this forecast was reviewed by the Metro 
Technical Advisory Committee (MTAC), comprised of staff representatives from cities, 
counties and special districts a s well a s presented to the Metro Policy Advisory 
Committee (MPAC) composed of elected officials from cities, counties and special 
districts. 
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2) A vacant land inventory b a s e d on 1994 data . MTAC and MPAC reviewed this inventory. 
(Calculation m e t h o d s documen ted in the Urban Growth Report.) 

3) Est imates of the capaci ty crea ted through rezoning of land to be consistent with the 
Metro 2040 Growth Concept . (Calculation me thods documented in the Urban Growth 
Report.) 

4) Es t imates of the amoun t of growth that could be accommoda ted through infill and 
redevelopment examined agains t actual ra tes for the yea r s 1990 through 1994. 
(Calculation me thods documen ted in the Urban Growth Report.) 

5) The need for urban land a s es t imated and documented in the Urban Growth Report and 
compared with the supply, a lso documented in this report. 

6) Public test imony and recommenda t ions from MPAC. 

T h e Metro Council a lso a s s u m e d on a policy bas is the following: a) redevelopment ra tes 
g rea te r than t hose exper ienced to da te , b) substantial additional capacity a s s u m e d to be 
provided by rezoning for more density consistent with the 2040 Growth Concept , c) the 
assumpt ion that all net developable land would be available for urban u s e during the planning 
period, and d) that parcels with deve lopment on them but with at least one-half acre of vacant 
buildable land would be available for further development . 

New information s ince Resolution No. 97-2559B includes: adoption of s t ream corridor 
protection requirements (Functional Plan, Title 3), an updated vacant/buildable land inventory 
(1997 data) , a listing of S tee lhead a s a "Threatened" spec i e s under the Federal Endangered 
Spec i e s Act, more detailed r e sea rch about actual redevelopment and infill ra tes in 1995 and 
1996, and the Productivity Analysis. 

Scientific a n a l y s e s completed to da t e sugges t that for protection of fish, and especially 
sa lmopids such a s S tee lhead , 100-foot buffers or s e tbacks along rivers and s t r eams would be 
n e e d e d (for further discussion, s e e the Urban Growth Boundary A s s e s s m e n t of Need). 
S tee lhead h a s b e e n listed a s a "Threatened" spec ie s for a large portion of the region. The 
ba lance of the region is under consideration for such listing. 

Recently adopted regulations (Functional Plan, Title 3) require s e t b a c k s from the top of bank 
from ze ro to 15-50 fee t on s t r e a m s and rivers, depending on the amoun t of a r ea drained. In 
addition, for t h o s e a r e a s with s t e e p s lopes (25 percent or greater) along s t reams , s e tbacks a r e 
up to 200 feet . T h e s e s e t b a c k s a d d r e s s flooding and water quality only, and a re not specifically 
des igned to a d d r e s s fish habitat n e e d s . However, the Urban Growth Report technical analysis 
of the urban growth capacity of lands within the current Metro UGB w a s based on 200-foot 
buffers along all rivers and s t r e a m s . That is, Metro requirements for protection along s t r e a m s 
a r e now be tween 0 and 200 f ee t depending on the c i rcumstances of the river or s t ream. Cities 
and counties of the region have abou t o n e year to implement t h e s e protections. However, 
Metro growth capaci ty a s sumpt ions a r e 200 fee t along all s t r eam and river s egmen t s . A 
difference of about 5 ,000 a c r e s exists be tween t he se two app roaches , o n e that calculates 
capacity and one , which regula tes . 

Metro is currently a s s e s s i n g the need for additional requirements , probably wider buffer widths, 
to better protect S tee lhead . If 100-foot buffers a r e imposed and the latest vacant land and 
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current ra tes of redevelopment and infill a re used , the 1998 technical capacity analysis would 
be that the deficit would b e about the s a m e (31,000 dwelling units) a s that es t imated in the 
Urban Growth Report (32,370 dwelling units). This analysis is a d d r e s s e d in the Urban Growth 
Boundary A s s e s s m e n t of Need . Metro h a s just received a grant from the Sta te Depar tment of 
Land Conservat ion and Development to better a s s e s s the buffer width n e e d e d in light of fish 
habitat and to provide the technical analysis and policy recommendat ions . Possible regulations 
will be m a d e available to the Metro Council a s soon a s possible. This will allow the Metro 
Council to fine tune the n e e d analysis and consider whether ad jus tments to the need or 
regulations a r e neces sa ry . Federal regulations from the National Marine Fisheries Services 
(401 Rules) a r e anticipated to b e i ssued in the next several months. 

Metro a lso completed an upda te to the vacant and buildable land inventory in 1997 b a s e d on 
1994 da ta . This 1998 inventory b a s e d on 1997 data , s h o w s even fewer a c r e s of vacant 
buildable land (20,223 a c r e s rather than the 22 ,420 a c r e s es t imated from 1994 data) . A m a p 
"Developed Land," included in the Urban Growth Boundary A s s e s s m e n t of Need, s h o w s the 
extent of developed land a s compared with vacan t land within and ad jacen t to the Metro UGB. 

Residential redevelopment and infill da ta collected for 1995 and 1996, show an actual rate of 
25.4 percent . (That is, of all residential development built in the region during 1995 and 1996, 
about one-quar ter w a s redevelopment or infill.) The Metro Council, in their 1997 decision 
(Resolution No. 97-2559B) concluded that a rate of 28.5 percent should be used . Maintaining 
the more aspirational rate of 28.5 percent is a more aggress ive pursuit of the efficient u s e of 
land. This rate may be possible b e c a u s e of Functional Plan requirements , economic 
incentives, and more immediate r e s p o n s e to 2040 concep t s than anticipated. 

Finally, the Productivity Analysis identifies a concern that the Urban Growth Report me thods 
show a n e e d for a relatively large number of h o m e s (32,370) and only a small number of jobs 
(2,900). Building complete communit ies and pursuing a jobs/housing ba lance a re two regional 
goa ls of long standing. While locating new jobs at the e d g e of the region may induce or 
encou rage less compac t deve lopment pat terns (due to increased commuting from people living 
outside the UGB), s o m e job growth would a d d r e s s imbalances in s o m e a r e a s with high levels of 
residential development . The Productivity Analysis s u g g e s t s that enough capacity to 
a c c o m m o d a t e local service jobs be provided in UGB expansion a r e a s to help ba lance jobs and 
housing in a r e a s where there a r e many more h o m e s than jobs. The 2040 Growth Concept and 
the Regional Framework Plan recognize that w e need to build complete communities. The 
Productivity Analysis a s s u m e d half a job per dwelling unit (or 16,000 jobs for 32,370 dwelling 
units). 

CONCLUSION: T h e interaction of t h e s e variables can result in differing need numbers . 
Additional r e sea rch about a n u m b e r of the variables is n e e d e d (such a s actual densi t ies built 
compared with maximum units allowed, deve lopment potential on environmentally constrained 
lands, incorporation of local jurisdiction compliance reports and employment land supply). 
However, b a s e d on t h e s e p r e s e n t factors and da ta , there is not sufficient capacity within the 
current Metro UGB to a c c o m m o d a t e all fo recas t growth for the required 20-year time horizon 
(to the yea r 2017). T h e n e e d to expand the Metro UGB is about 32,370 dwelling units and 
2 ,900 jobs . By S ta te law, at least one-half this n e e d for housing mus t be a c c o m m o d a t e d 
through expans ion of the Metro UGB in 1998. After the 1999 review of need , including 
additional research , the approximate ba lance of 16,000 dwelling units will need to be ad jus ted . 
Employment conclusions may a lso need to be ad jus ted . Conclusions about need could b e 
increased or d e c r e a s e d from the 1998 dwelling unit and job need conclusions. Based on all 
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evidence in the record, there is no basis to conclude that the adjusted need would be less than 
16,000 dwelling units. MPAC supported this conclusion. 

As a result, the adopted determination of residential need (i.e., a 32,370 dwelling unit deficit) 
with half provided for in 1998 UGB amendments , should be maintained until 1999, when a final 
need determination can be supported by additional information. 

Fac tor 2: Need for hous ing , emp loymen t oppor tuni t ies and livability may be a d d r e s s e d 
u n d e r e i ther s u b s e c t i o n (A) or (B) or both , a s desc r ibed below. 

SUMMARY OF ANALYSIS; Factor 2 (A), was also addressed by the Metro Council adoption 
of Resolution No. 97-2559B, determining that there is a need to accommodate 32,370 dwelling 
units and 2,900 jobs that cannot be accommodated within the current UGB. Specific data 
supporting this conclusion is included in the Housing Needs Analysis and the Urban Growrth 
Report. These reports complete an economic analysis that a s s e s s e s the number of dwelling 
units needed by income type and by tenure (rental or ownership) and compares this need with 
the capacity within the existing Metro UGB to accommodate their construction. Likely methods 
to accommodate growth in ways other than through expansion of the UGB were a s sessed and 
debated by MPAC and the Metro Council. 

Again, a s stated in the conclusion for Factor 1, the Metro Council considered a variety of new 
methods to accommodate growth within the current UGB. These methods included: a) a 
residential redevelopment rate assumption higher than that experienced in the region to date, b) 
the assumption that cities and counties of the region would revise their comprehensive plans 
and zoning designations consistent with the 2040 Grov\/th Concept and the Functional Plan to 
accommodate more growth than that previously allowed, c) the assumption that all net 
developable land would be available for urban use during the planning period, and d) that 
parcels with development on them but with at least one-half acre of vacant buildable land would 
be available for further development. 

Factor 2(B) is optional if Factor 2(A) is addressed. Regardless, Metro has concluded that the 
region "...can continue to grow and enhance livability (emphasis added) by making the right 
choices for how we grow. The region's growth will be balanced by: maintaining a compact 
urban form, with easy access to nature..." (Regional Framework Plan, Policy 1.1, Urban Form). 

CONCLUSION: Based on consideration of the information included above, accommodation of 
all of the expected growth for the next 20 years, to the year 2017, cannot be met within the 
current Metro UGB. This conclusion includes consideration and use of innovative rnethods of 
accommodating growth including assuming more dense development and substantial reliance 
on rates of redevelopment and infill greater than those experienced to date. Even with these 
assumptions, there is a need to expand the Metro UGB to accommodate about 32,370 dwelling 
units and 2,900 jobs. 

Fac tor 3: Orderly and e c o n o m i c provis ion of publ ic facilit ies a n d se rv i ce s . An 
eva lua t ion of th i s f ac to r shall b e b a s e d upon t h e following: 

(A) For t h e p u r p o s e s of th i s sec t ion , e c o n o m i c provision shall m e a n t h e lowest public 
c o s t provis ion of u rban se rv i ce s . When compar ing al ternat ive s i t e s with regard to 
Fac tor 3, t he b e s t s i te shall b e tha t s i te which h a s t h e lowes t ne t Increase in the total 
c o s t for provis ion of all u rban se rv i ce s . In addit ion, t h e c o m p a r i s o n may s h o w how 
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t h e p roposa l minimizes t h e c o s t bu rden t o o ther a r e a s ou t s ide t h e s u b j e c t a rea 
p r o p o s e d to be b rough t Into t h e bounda ry . 

Staff Analys is 

URAs #62 and #63 are proposed to be developed a s a corridor design type with an average of 
greater than 10 dwelling units per net buildable acre (18 DU per acre). 

Generalized assumptions were used for estimating serviceability for water, wastewater, 
stormwater and transportation in the Productivity Analysis. Cost estimates reflect a total 
buildout of each URA. Land acquisition cost and earthquake mitigation costs were not included 
in this analysis. Cost estimates a ssumed that the services for all URAs vyithin a regional 
grouping would be constructed at the s a m e time to capitalize on economies of scale factors. 
URAs #62 and #63 were grouped together. 

The wastewater cost estimate includes pipes, pump stations, force mains, bridge crossings and 
boring. A cost factor for extra treatment capacity is also included. The water cost estimate 
includes pressure reducing valves, meters, bridge crossings, boring, pump stations and storage 
facilities. Cost factors are also included for water source expansion and water treatment. The 
stormwater cost includes channelization, incorporation of water quality features and detention. 
For all three services, costs associated with piping and trenching, extra deep installation costs, 
and wetland, stream and riparian mitigation are also included where applicable. Maintenance 
and operations costs are included for wastewater and stormwater piping, pump stations, 
channelization, water quality features and detention sites. 

The transportation serviceability cost estimate was based on need for a multi-modal 
transportation system which includes street, pedestrian, and bicycle sys tems a s outlined by the 
Metro 2040 Growth Concept and was supplemented by local service providers. The estimate is 
a sum of capital costs and the present worth of annual maintenance and preservations costs 
(20-year forecast). Capital, maintenance and preservation costs for streets include costs for 
bicycle and pedestrian systems. Transit system costs are noted included, but were estimated 
on a relative comparison basis. As noted in the Productivity Analysis (see page A178), relative 
transit costs were estimated for URAs #62 and #63 to be high when compared with other areas . 
The road cost estimates use regional groupings to disperse the costs among contiguous URAs. 
URAs that share the s ame planned transportation system, such a s URAs #62 and #63, are 
grouped together, reducing the cost per URA. Each URA as sumes its proportion of the total 
cost estimate for the grouping. 

The total estimated cost for wastewater, water, stormwater and transportation is expressed in 
Cost per Dwelling Unit Equivalent (DUE). A DUE is an estimate of service demand expressed 
a s though it was serving only dwelling units, but it takes into consideration employment based 
needs a s well. A DUE is equal it the Estimated Dwelling Units (EDUs) per URA plus the 
estimated employment per URA (EDU + employment = DUE). The conversion to DUE provides 
for a costing factor that is consistent among all URAs. Only 48 of the 49 URAs have cost 
est imates in the Productivity Analysis (URA #39 is a school site). When ranked from lowest to 
highest for total cost, the estimated cost for URA #62 is $29,656 per DUE, the 36 lowest cost 
ranking. For URA #63 the DUE cost is $42,921 which is the 41st lowest in cost. More s p ^ m c 
infonnation is available in the Productivity Analysis, on pages A307-A309 for UFRA #62. URA 
#63 has been reevaluated; more specific information is available from a revision to the 
Productivity Analysis (see Attachment E). 
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The proponent has provided additional analysis based on higher projected densities, which 
results in lower unit costs for servicing these URAs. In the urban reserve plan submitted for 
URA #62 and #63 the proponent assigns a proportional share of the total serviceability costs to 
the area of URA #62 included in the concept plan at the projected densities that results in a 
DUE cost for URA #62 of $12,792. 

URA #63 is assumed to develop at a minimum of 18 dwelling units per acre. Calculation of 
buildable acres requires a reduction in gross acres of 25 percent (consistent with the 
Productivity Analysis), to equal 7.87 acres. At a density of18 units per acre, URA #63 yields a 
total of 142 dwelling units. The total serviceability costs for URA #63 are $2,713,073 divided by 
142 DUES for a cost of $19,106 per DUE. 

Fac tor 3: con t inued 

(B) For t h e p u r p o s e s of th is sec t ion , orderly shall mean the ex tens ion of se rv ices f rom 
exis t ing se rv iced a r e a s to t h o s e a r e a s which are immediately a d j a c e n t and which are 
c o n s i s t e n t with t h e m a n n e r of se rv ice provision. For the provis ion of gravity sani tary 
s e w e r s , t h i s could mean a higher rating for an a rea within an a l ready se rved dra inage 
bas in . For the provis ion of t ransi t , th i s would mean a higher rat ing for an area which 
could be s e rved by t h e ex tens ion of an exist ing rou te ra ther than an a rea which 
would requi re an entirely new route . 

Staff Analys i s 

URA #62 is adjacent to the existing UGB. URA #63 is adjacent to URA #62. The necessary 
services will be integrated into the existing service network of wastewater, water, stormwater 
and transportation in the surrounding area. Metro requires that a public facilities plan be drafted 
a s part of the urban reserve planning in URAs #62 and #63. 

Before analyzing the specifics of the Productivity Analysis, it is important to note the following: 

• Until this past year. Statewide Planning Goal 11 prevented service providers from extending 
urban level of services extra-territorially — outside their jurisdictions. In addition, service 
providers were required to size their services consistent with comprehensive plans. 
Accordingly, urban service planning or their provision was not permitted outside the UGB. 

• Service providers could begin to plan for urban services once the Metro Council approved 
the urban reserves. However, because of the appeal of Metro's urban reserves at the 
given the Land Use Board of Appeals, there was a risk that service providers could be 
planning for a reas that may not remain urban reserves. The risk was that if the area being 
planned for urban services was too small, the service planning effort would have to be 
redone to take in other areas . If it were too large the service planning effort would have to 
be downsized. Accordingly, most service providers found it prudent to wait for. resolution of 
the legal appeal on Metro's urban reserves. 

• The Productivity Analysis (and two earlier analyses by the firm KCM) a s s e s s e d facility costs 
on a broad comparison basis, not a detailed, pre-construction basis. The Productivity 
Analysis is the best available information on a consistent, region-wide basis. It includes 
a s se s smen t of the cost to provide urban facilities to the subject a reas a s well a s other costs, 
such a s upgrades to sewer treatment facilities. 

In a letter dated September 25 ,1998, the City of Hillsboro indicated that it supports the efforts 
of the property owner of URAs #62 and #63 to undertake planning for these sites. In a 
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Hillsboro-Washington Memorandum of Understanding, the responsibility for urban reserve 
concept planning h a s b e e n a s s igned to the Hillsboro. If the URAs a re brought into the UGB. 
Hillsboro will annex them and establish urban zoning. The City of Hillsboro would a lso a s s u m e 
responsibility for providing municipal services to the s i tes upon; 

(a) City and Metro approval of a completed urban reserve plan for the s i tes followed by 
their inclusion into the UGB; 

(b) es tabl ishment of the feasibility of providing public facilities and infrastructure 
services to the s i tes with owner funding participation and corresponding funding 
participation commitment from the owner; and 

(c) annexation of the s i tes to Metro ( see Attachment F). 

A large industrial c a m p u s h a s recently been completed to the e a s t of URA #62 . Utilities and 
services have been establ ished to se rve this development and could be ex tended to se rve 
URAs #62 and #63. Cos t s for a portion of URA #62 included in the concept plan have not been 
proportionally ass igned . 

Was t ewa te r 

T h e majority of r e s idences in U i ^ s #62 and # 6 3 a re currently served by sept ic sys t ems . 
According to the Productivity Analysis, to provide sanitary s ewer service to the a r ea installation 
of pipe, manholes and trenching would be required. No new pump stat ions would be 
neces sa ry , gravity s ewer will b e u sed to provide a t reatment capacity of 0.1 million gallons per 
day (mgd) (.09 mgd for URA #62 and .01 mgd for URA #63). 

According to the Productivity Analysis, expanding was tewate r service to se rve this a r ea will not 
compromise the ability of the governing jurisdiction (Hillsboro) to s e rve the a r e a s within the 
existing UGB. Sanitary s e w e r plans a re a n e c e s s a r y component of the urban reserve planning 
p roces s to ensu re efficient siting of facilities and service of all a r e a s within URAs # 6 2 and #63. 
Master planning will specifically determine routing, flow volumes, location of bas ins served , pipe 
s izes and main tenance requirements . Provision of sanitary s ewer to existing residential u s e s 
within this a rea will eliminate the potential of any current or future leaching from sept ic s y s t e m s 
and drain fields that may pollute ground water or deg rade water quality in Waible Creek. 

In s o m e c a s e s expanding sanitary s ewer lines or installing pump stat ions may allow parcels 
located within the cun-ent UGB to be served. Extension of sanitary s e w e r within URAs # 6 2 and 
# 6 3 may allow economies of sca le to be realized when t he se facilities a r e constructed and 
include a larger service a r e a . 

Sanitary s e w e r service would be provided from the trunk line running through the w e s t e m e d g e 
of the Seapor t property. This would involve o n e river crossing to a c c e s s URA #63. 

Wate r 

Wa te r for t he se URAs can be provided under Highway 26 or from the lines in NW J a c o b s o n 
Road to the eas t . According to the Productivity Analysis, the cost of extending water to 
URAs # 6 2 and # 6 3 would include transmission lines, the installation of p r e s su re reducing 
valves, a river crossing to a c c e s s URA # 6 3 and ongoing t reatment cos ts . 

Expanding water service to URAs #62 and # 6 3 will not compromise the ability of Hillsboro to 
s e rve other a r e a s within the UGB. 
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s to rmwater 

Regional detention facilities may b e required depending upon the available s torage capacity in 
Rock Creek and other smaller un-named c reeks in the a r ea . Water quality fea tu res a r e a 
n e c e s s a r y componen t of all s torm t reatment and s to rage facilities due to the sensitivity of Rock 
Creek and the C lackamas River bas ins . Stormwater facilities will be des igned to m a k e efficient 
u s e of land, be easily maintainable and not exceed the carrying capacity of the natural resource 
a r e a s into which they re leased . 

In the letter da ted October 6 . 1 9 9 8 . to the Metro Council Grov\rth Management Committee. 
T h o m a s McConnell of Alpha Engineering. Inc. indicated that storm s e w e r facilities meeting 
Unified S e w e r a g e Agency s t anda rds would be on site. The Productivity Analysis s h o w s that 
U R A # 6 2 will require a small detention pond and both U R A S # 6 2 and # 6 3 will require off-stream 
detention facilities. 

Transportat ion 

T h e transportation serviceability analysis in the Productivity Analysis provides cost es t imates for 
transportation improvement n e e d s within e a c h URA. The es t imate is b a s e d on n e e d s for street, 
pedest r ian, and bicycle s y s t e m s a s outlined by the Metro 2040 Growth Concep t and local 
service providers. A s u m of the capital cos ts includes the present worth of annual maintenance 
and preservat ions cos t s for a 20-year forecast . Capital, main tenance and preservation cos ts 
for s t r ee t s include cos t s for bicycle and pedestr ian sys t ems . Transit s y s t e m s were included a s 
a relative service cost . Serving URAs #62 and # 6 3 with transit service is rated in the high 
service cost range . 

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 t he se a r e a s into their service 
territories. Funding for fire and police services is provided through allocation of general funding 
or bond m e a s u r e s to construct capital improvements , most likely from property taxes . 
Additional property tax revenue will be genera ted by the increased residential and commercial 
development that will be constructed a s URAs # 6 2 and # 6 3 develop. 

In the letter da ted October 6,1998." f rom T h o m a s McConnell, the s i tes have excellent a c c e s s to 
a n e lementary school just north of the s i tes on Wes t Union Road and a new high school site 
just off J a c o b s o n Road . 

CONCLUSION: The Productivity Analysis provides consistent da ta for comparing altemative 
si tes . T h e Productivity Analysis provides the mos t detailed, up-to-date and consis tent bas is for 
comparing public facilities and service cos t s to altemative s i tes throughout the region. This 
analysis e s t ima te s capacity expans ion cos t s a s well a s connection cos t s . This analysis method 
a d d r e s s e s a d e q u a t e capaci ty to se rve the u s e s contemplated within a UGB expansion a r e a 
over the planning period (years 1997-2017). T h e si tes considered in detail ( P h a s e 2 of the 
Productivity Analysis) rank a s follows: 
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'ubiic Facilities Cost Comparison (sorted from lowest to highest) 

Urban 
Reserve 

Total 
Acres1 

Buildable 
Acres1 

DU Equivalent Costs Total Public 
Facility Cost 

per DUE' 
Urban 

Reserve 
Total 

Acres1 
Buildable 

Acres1 
(200,ttream 
setback)2 Wastewater Water Stomiwater Roads Tfansit 

Total Public 
Facility Cost 

per DUE' 

54 190.9 175.2 1,261 4,678,284 $ 1,759,131 $ 2,679.000 $ 3,009,749 lower cost $ 9,613 

55 473.0 318.9 2,335 $ 12,537,051 $ 2,050,364 $ 3.141.000 $ 5,759,930 lower cost $ 10.06C 

41 144.4 99.1 713 % 3,855,043 $ 608,000 % 105,000 $ 2,842,935 medium cost 10.389 

*15 371.0 277.8 2,090 $ 6,722,694 $ 4,355,000 $ 5.029.500 $ 5,712,746 medium cost $ 10,440 

53 204.2 147.5 1,157 $ 5,964,731 $ 1,439,708 $ 2.175.000 $ 3,076,838 lower cost 10,934 

*55 353.0 198.1 2,166 $ 11,725,806 $ 4,330,273 $ 2.394.000 $ 6,237,425 lower cost 11,398 

*5 1,422.0 766.4 7,411 $ 36,546,537 $ 19,015,000 $ 9,444,000 $ 27,276.260 lower cost S 12,451 

1 531.8 245.6 2,752 $ 14,697,300 $ 4,636.200 $ 5,538.000 $ 11.491.427 higher cost 13.214 

•37 145.5 112.6 1,062 $ 4,169,127 $ 3,997,000 $ 1,264,500 $ 4,705.923 medium cost 13.316 

24 173.5 143.3 1,115 $ 7,718,391 $ 3,268,160 $ 1,152.000 $ 2.885.013 medium cost 13.469 

52 98.8 66.6 479 $ 2,409,673 $ 1,316,088 i 2,323.800 $ 1,117.378 lower cost 14.952 

65 116.0 78.4 2,780 % 19,143,300 $ 10,408,000 $ 6,406,050 $ 7,794,780 lower cost 15.739 

•4 123.4 59.4 427 % 3,401,763 $ 1,000,000 $ 1,152,000 $ 1.366,751 lower cost $ 16,194 

25 1,047.6 535.9 4,344 % 26,309,888 $ 13,049,500 i 6.972.000 $ 24,879,790 medium cost S 16,392 

61 28.4 16.4 150 % 959,940 $ 667,600 $ 885.000 $ higher cost $ 16,748 

64 191.3 126.8 1,145 $ 7,459,500 $ 3,966,000 % 2.758.500 $ 5,236,401 higher cost $ 16,960 

18 98.5 67.6 487 % 4,711,500 $ 432,000 % 1.264,500 $ 1,856,111 medium cost $ 16,978 

•11 4642 157.7 1,442 $ 11,909,058 $ 3,858,000 % 4,525,800 $ 5,371,573 medium cost $ 17,797 

49 261.6 174.9 1,259 $ 10,417,500 $ 5,831,000 $ 3,598,500 $ 2,662,235 medium cost % 17,872 

42 249.6 170.1 1,556 $ 12,741,600 $ 5,894,100 $ 2,785,800 $ 6,429,311 medium cost $ 17,901 

•48 218.4 155.3 1,118 % 8,229,750 $ 4,576,000 $ 3,196,500 $ 4,786,739 medium cost $ 18,591 

•14 307.2 141.0 1,206 % 11,023,998 $ 3,485,000 $ 4,130,400 $ 4,269,752 medium cost $ 18,988 

•44 238.1 152.9 1,399 $ 11,978,850 $ 5.524,500 $ 3.229.800 $ 6,740,402 medium cost $ 19,643 

51 93.6 51.1 368 % 3,001,412 $ 891,157 $ 2.508.000 $ 895,290 lower cost $ 19,826 

31 736.8 460.2 4,015 5 28,360,035 $ 12,355,500 $ 5,298.000 $ 34.828.744 medium cost $ 20,137 

22 337.3 150.0 1,080 $ 9,791,400 $ 5.764,000 $ 2,901.000 $ 4.831.573 medium cost 1 21,558 

•33 43.7 22.5 269 $ 1,211,700 $ 1,242,375 $ 1,152.000 $ 2.255.487 medium cost $ 21,800 

17 189.3 137.8 992 $ 8,180,400 $ 5,402,160 $ 3.901.500 $ 4.309.966 medium cost $ 21.97' 

30 190.3 110.1 927 $ 6,925,275 $ 5,792,000 $ 3.337.800 $ 4,523,835 medium cost $ 22,191 

•45 464.2 280.4 2,019 $ 18,465,000 $ 13,017,000 $ 4.720.500 $ 11,049,925 medium cost $ 23,408 

•41 278.8 202.0 1,454 $ 17,517,777 $ 7,055.000 $ 4.654.500 $ 4.857.321 medium cost $ 23,435 

29 190.6 94.3 679 $ 4,365,900 $ 5.355,250 $ 2.341.500 $ 4.330.925 higher cost $ 24,153 

34 749.1 308.9 2,664 $ 20,415,002 $ 10,741,325 $ 5.818.200 $ 35.200.510 medium cost $ 27,092 

33 294.7 149.4 1,084 % 8,725,599 S 6,060.750 $ 3.955.500 $ 10.714.538 medium cost $ 27,176 

23 22.9 16.2 117 $ 1,261,209 $ 360,000 $ 1.264.500 $ 302.705 medium cost $ 27,258 

62 8.4 7.8 324 $ 3,303,891 $ 1,436,600 % 2.145.000 $ 2.708.555 higher cost $ 29,656 

32 

CO
 

GO 69.0 497 % 2,582,901 S 1,983,000 $ 3,006,600 $ 7,761,238 medium cost $ 30,881 

70 35.2 29.8 163 $ 864,600 $ 459,000 $ 1,565,550 $ 2,155,707 higher cost $ 31,014 

•47 82.0 572 412 % 3,183,750 $ 4,996,000 $ 1,152,000 $ 4,715,449 medium cost $ 34,125 

•35 722 220 233 $ 1,490,400 $ 3,299,850 $ 1,303,200 $ 2,897,380 medium cost $ 38,65C 

63 10.5 i : 27 % . 588,966 % 1,798,000 J 105.000 % 221,107 higher cost $ 42,921 

67 319.: 137.0 749 % 9,189,450 $ 5,556,500 $ 4,855,200 $ 12,643,287 higher cosi $ 43,06{ 

64.( 18i 101 $ 1,611,000 $ 1,215,000 $ 1,303,200 $ 1,520,898 higher cost $ 55,96! 

•42 10.2 11 52 % 2,565,150 $ 144,500 $ 207,375 % 287,930 medium cosI $ 62,001 

6< 11.J 7.5 43 % 339,000 $ 625,500 $ 1,303,200 S 568,683 higher cosi $ 65,76 

*3( 33.' 8.( 4! $ 1,138,413 % 719,2a $ 1,168,800 $ 240,181 medium oosi i 67,87' 

*3̂  7.4 2 : 12 $ 51,660 $ 136,25C $ 885,00C $ 187,557 mecfiumcos $ 98,451 3 

22.: 4.1 2 e % 783,000 $ 2,423,00( $ 847,20C $ 88,8ie higher cos $ 158,83: J 

*3S 20.( 19.5 ( % 2,630,957 $ 1,188,001 $ 105,00( $ medium cos $ 

Source: Metro Urban Resefve ProducSivty Analysis (Septembef 1996); • first bef urban reserw 
' To<aI acres and buldabte seres reftedcJwiges to urt>an resove areas #5, #15, #39,»55 fmside and oulskJe Metro boundary), #62&#65. 
«DUE = estimated dwefing units (EDUs) per URA • etnployment (converted to EDU equhralents) per URA. „a,KL. v, « 
> Total cost per DUE does not reflect boundary cfwnoes to urtan reserve areas #5, #15, #39, #55, #62 i #65. Not ena^h ,1!!^ estimate *rtiethef 
significant change in cost would occur, so K is assumed that the added land would tougWy cost the same to sennce as the onginal boundary. 
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URAs #62 and #63 rank 36Ul and 41" most costly a s compared with all other studied sites 
according to the estimate prepared for the Productivity Analysis. 

The proponent has provided additional analysis based on higher projected densities, which 
results in lower unit costs for servicing these URAs. In the urban reserve plan submitted for 
URA #62 and #63 the proponent ass igns a proportional share of the total serviceability costs to 
the a rea of URA #62 included in the concept plan at the projected densities that results in a 
DUE cost for URA #62 of $12,792. 

URA #63 is assumed to develop at a minimum of 18 dwelling units per acre. Calculation of 
buildable acres requires a reduction in gross acres of 25 percent (consistent with the 
Productivity Analysis), to equal 7.87 acres . At a density of18 units per acre. URA #63 yields a 
total of 142 dwelling units. The total serviceability costs for URA #63 are $2,713,073 divided by 
142 DUES for a cost of $19,106 per DUE. 

The revised DUE costs presented by the proponent use density targets based on a 50-foot 
buffer along the riparian resource that bi-sects the site. The Productivity Analysis uses a 200-
foot buffer in the analysis that most likely would increase the DUE costs. Based on the 
proponent's lack of natural resource data presented the 50-foot buffer and the density targets 
can not be assumed to be accurate. 

Fac tor 4: Maximum eff ic iency of land u s e s within and on the f r inge of t he exist ing urban 
a rea . An evaluat ion of th i s f ac to r shall b e b a s e d on at least t he fol lowing: 

(A) The s u b j e c t a rea can be deve loped with f e a t u r e s of an eff icient u rban growth form 
including resident ia l and e m p l o y m e n t dens i t i e s capab le of suppor t i ng t ransi t service; 
res ident ia l and e m p l o y m e n t d e v e l o p m e n t pa t t e rns capab le of encou rag ing 
pedes t r i an , bicycle, and t rans i t u se ; and t h e ability to provide fo r a mix of land u s e s 
t o m e e t t h e n e e d s of r e s i d e n t s a n d emp loyees . If it can be s h o w n tha t t h e above 
f a c t o r s of c o m p a c t fo rm c a n b e a c c o m m o d a t e d more readily in o n e a rea than o thers , 
t h e a rea shal l be more favorably cons ide r ed . 

Staff Analys i s 

This factor has similarities to the discussion under Factors 1 and 2 regarding "need." A full 
discussion of housing need is found in the Housing Needs Analysis and a summary is located in 
the Urban Growth Boundary Assessment of Need. The report indicates that even at housing 
densities exceeding historical trends and considering an aggressive rate of infill and 
development (28.5 percent), the capacity of land inside the existing UGB is about 80 percent of 
the 20-year need. This leaves 32.370 dwelling units to be accommodated outside the current 
UGB. In addition, the maximum efficiency of land uses within the urban area has been 
specifically addressed by the Functional Plan. Title 1 (Requirements for Housing and 
Employment), which requires the 24 cities and 3 counties to increase the density of residential 
development within the UGB. Table 1 of the Functional Plan se t s targets for the 24 cities and 
3 counties to meet for housing and employment units within the UGB for the years 1994 to 
2017. As compliance with the Functional Plan is not required until February 1999. its impact on 
local housing densities is not yet known. However, the potential impact of Title 1 was taken into 
account in estimating the current capacity of the UGB a s required by ORS 197.296. 
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s t a t e statute, ORS 197.299, requires that the Metro UGB be amended to include one-half the 
estimated land needed for a 20-year land supply by December 1998. The Urban Grovvth 
Report and the Addendum to the Urban Growth Report indicate that there is a shortfall of land 
to accommodate dwelling units and jobs. Since the impact of Title 1 of the Functional Plan is 
not yet known, the determination of need relies on data provided by the Urban Growth Report 
and subsequent Addendum. 

URA #62 is adjacent to an Industrial Area and #63 is adjacent to URA #62. URAs #62 and #63 
are capable of being developed with features that comply with the 2040 Growth Concept. 
Maximum efficiency can be accomplished through compact development at 2040 design type 
densities (minimum 10 units per net developable acre) with a mix of u ses - residential, retail, 
commercial, recreational, etc. - and opportunities for multi-modal transportation such as 
walking, bicycling, transit and driving. fI/1etro Code Section 3.01.015(f) requires that URAs meet 
the planning requirements of the Functional Plan that applies to a reas inside the UGB. 

URAs #62 and #63 together consist of approximately 18 acres. The Productivity Analysis 
est imates for URA #62 that 87 dwelling units and 47 jobs (depending on constrained land 
assumptions) could be accommodated. For URA #63 the revised estimate is 72 dwelling units 
and 38 jobs. Development at these numbers would result in an average density of 10 dwelling 
units or more per net buildable acre. This density will be sufficient to support transit service, a s 
it is comparable with the actual density of much of the area within the current UGB that is 
served by transit. 

Fac tor 4: con t inued 

(B) T h e p r o p o s e d UGB a m e n d m e n t will facil i tate achieving an eff icient u rban growth 
fo rm o n a d j a c e n t u rban land, c o n s i s t e n t with local c o m p r e h e n s i v e plan policies and 
regional func t iona l p lans , by a s s i s t i ng with achieving resident ial and employmen t 
dens i t i e s c a p a b l e of suppor t ing t rans i t se rv ice ; suppor t ing t h e evolut ion of 
res ident ia l and e m p l o y m e n t deve lopmen t pa t t e rns capab le of e n c o u r a g i n g 
pedes t r i an , bicycle, and t rans i t u s e ; and improving the likelihood of realizing a mix of 
land u s e s t o m e e t t h e n e e d s of r e s iden t s and emp loyees . 

Staff Analys is 

Urban-type development of URAs #62 and #63 will facilitate efficient urban growth inside the 
UGB in sevel'al ways. Street connectivity will be improved by extending a grid street pattern. 
Enhanced street connectivity will provide better a c c e s s for fire and police protection. As the 
area urbanizes, the local street networi< will be brought up to urban s tandards with 
improvements like curbs and gutters, sidewalks, handicapped ramps and bike lanes. E^ens ion 
and looping of water lines within URAs #62 and #63, and in some c a s e s within the existing 
UGB, will enhance water quality by eliminating dead end lines and increasing pressure 
available for fire flow purposes. 

CONCLUSION: The Productivity Analysis provides the most up-to-date and consistent 
comparison of the effidency of altemative sites. URAs #62 and #63 were ranked I1* and 2nd 

respectively. The following listing of efficient urban growth is ranked from most efficient to least 
efficient; 
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Productivity Index Comparison 
f iorted by highest productivity to lowest) 

Urban Total Buildable Dwelling Unit J o b Productivity/ 
Reserve Acres 1 Acres 2 Capacity Capacity EfTiclency Rating 

62 8.4 7.8 87 47 30.5*** 
63 10.5 7.3 71 38 19.9 

*37 145.5 112.6 995 159 17.5 
•15 371.0 277.8 2,396 645 17.2 
55 473.0 318.9 2,509 1,799 16.5 
54 190.9 175.2 1,108 369 15.9 
24 173.5 143.3 634 1,155 15.4 
42 249.6 170.1 0 3,734 15.0 

•33 43.7 22.5 220 118 14.8 
64 191.3 126.8 1,039 254 14.4 

•44 238.1 152.9 0 3,357 14.1 
32 87.3 69.0 436 145 13.7 
65 116.0 78.4 704 180 13.7 
53 204.2 147.5 997 385 13.6 
31 736.8 460.2 3,352 1,590 13.1 
•5 1,422.0 766.4 6,210 2,998 13.0 
61 28.4 16.4 0 360 12.7 
17 189.3 137.8 871 290 12.6 

•41 278.8 202.0 1,277 426 12.5 
1 531.8 245.6 2,267 1,163 12.4 

23 22.9 16.2 103 34 12.3 

GO 218.4 155.3 982 327 12.3 
•43 10.2 7.2 45 15 12.2 
•47 82.0 57.2 361 120 12.0 
18 98.5 67.6 427 142 11.9 
41 144.4 99.1 626 209 11.9 
30 190.3 110.1 834 224 11.7 
49 261.6 174.9 1,106 369 11.6 
52 98.8 66.6 421 140 11.6 

- 5 5 353.0 198.1 1,493 457 11.4 
70 35.2 29.8 143 47 11.1 

•45 464.2 280.4 1,772 591 10.4 
25 1,047.6 535.9 2,939 3,373 10.0 

•14 307.2 141.0 1,062 347 9.4 
51 93.6 51.1 323 108 9.4 
33 294.7 149.4 956 308 8.8 
69 11.9 7.9 38 12 8.7 
29 190.6 94.3 596 199 8.5 
34 749.1 308.9 1,891 1,855 8.5 
•4 123.4 59.4 375 125 8.3 
22 337.3 150.0 949 316 7.7 

*35 7 2 2 22.0 223 23 7.7 
•11 464.2 157.7 0 3,461 7.5 
67 3192 137.0 658 216 5.6 

•34 7A 2.3 11 4 4.1 
68 64.C 18.S 89 29 3.8 
36 33.1 8.G 42 14 3.5 

3 22.: . 4.£ 23 8 2.8 
•39 20.( 19.£ - -

Source: Productivity Analysis (9/98) 
first tier; "first tier Inside Metro Boundary 
•"Adjusted to reflect additional Infoimation received. 
1 Total acres and buildable acres reflect changes to urban resen/e areas #5, #15, #39, #55 (inside 

and outside the Metro boundary), #62 & #65. 
'Calculated using 200-foot riparian buffer widths. 
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The proponent has provided additional analysis based on higher projected densities, which 
results in lower unit costs for servicing these URAs. In the urban reserve plan submitted for 
URAs #62 and #63, the proponent assigns a proportional share of the total serviceability costs 
to the area of URA #62 included in the concept plan at the projected densities that results in a 
DUE cost for URA #62 of $12,792. 

URA #63 is assumed to develop at a minimum of 18 dwelling units per acre. Calculation of 
buildable acres requires a reduction in gross acres of 25 percent (consistent with the 
Productivity Analysis), to equal 7.87 acres. At a density of 18 units per acre, URA #63 yields a 
total of 142 dwelling units. The total serviceability costs for URA #63 are $2,713,073 divided by 
142 DUEs for a cost of $19,106 per DUE. 

The revised DUE costs presented by the proponent use density targets based on a 50-foot 
buffer along the riparian resource that bisects the site. The Productivity Analysis uses a 200-
foot buffer in the analysis that most likely would increase the DUE costs. Based on the 
proponent's lack of natural resource data presented, the 50-foot buffer and the density targets 
cannot be assumed to be accurate. 

Fac tor 5: Environmental , ene rgy , e c o n o m i c and social c o n s e q u e n c e s . An evaluat ion of 
th i s f ac to r shall be b a s e d u p o n cons idera t ion of at leas t t he fol lowing: 

(A) If t he s u b j e c t proper ty c o n t a i n s any r e s o u r c e s or h a z a r d s s u b j e c t to specia l 
protec t ion identified in t h e local c o m p r e h e n s i v e plan and implemented by 
appropr ia te land u s e regula t ions , f ind ings shall a d d r e s s h o w urbanizat ion is likely to 
o c c u r in a m a n n e r c o n s i s t e n t with t h e s e regula t ions . 

Staff Analys is 

URAs #62 and #63 are located in the McKay Creek Watershed in the Tualatin River Basin. 
Waible Creek, a tributary flows between the two URAs and is subject to the protection provided 
by Title 3 of the Functional Plan. Development will occur in a manner consistent with these 
regulations. Portions of the edge of URA #62 abutting the southern edge of Highway 26 are 
identified a s being in the FEMA 100-year floodplain. All development, excavation and fill in the 
floodplain will be subject to Title 3 Performance Standards. Title 3 currently addresses only 
water quality and flood management . Fish and Wildlife Conservation will be addressed through 
Metro's regional Goal 5 analysis over the next 18 months. 

In addition, Metro Council, through Ordinance No. 97-2562B has provided for exceptions to the 
density requirements of the Functional Plan if natural a reas require permanent protection from 
development. 

CONCLUSION: There is no evidence that there are significant differences from site to site 
when considering this subfactor. 

Fac tor 5; con t inued 

(B) Complementa ry and a d v e r s e e c o n o m i c impac t s shal l b e identified th rough review of 
a regional e c o n o m i c oppor tuni ty ana lys i s , If o n e h a s b e e n comple t ed . If the re Is no 
regional e c o n o m i c oppor tun i ty ana lys is , o n e may be comple t ed fo r the s u b j e c t land. 
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staff Analysis 

A regional economic opportunity analysis has not been completed a s of the date of this report. 
However, there are two recent documents, which do provide information about the regional 
economy. One is Regional Connections: A Work In Progress" (1998), completed by the 
Institute for Portland f^/letropolitan Studies and the MultnomahAA/ashington County Regional 
Strategies Board. This study shows that during the s ame time period that the compact urban 
form was being implemented, the region surpassed Pittsburgh, Baltimore, Indianapolis, Kansas 
City and Cincinnati in the creation of manufacturing jobs. The region transformed itself from a 
35 percent value-added economy to 60 percent during the period from the 1980 ,s to the 1990's. 
The study also shows that educational attainment and wages have grown much faster than the 
s ta te or national averages. The report also documents how trade, drives the growth of the 
region. The report concludes that electronics/software, metals/machinery, professional 
services, recreation-related services, transportation/distribution, lumber and wood products, 
nursery products and specialty foods are, at least preliminarily, economic sectors which are 
likely to continue to contribute to the economy of the region. 

In addition, another study, Action Plan for Keeping Agriculture Viable in the Portland Metro 
Area, by the Agri-Business Council of Oregon (1997), provides information about the 
agricultural sector of the economy and issues and concerns of the industry. The study 
concludes that; "A certain critical m a s s of farming, in contiguous blocks of land or operations, is 
essential to achieve economies through bulk purchases, distribution and control of services 
costs." The report encourages preserving farmland at the urban edge a s one way to help 
ensure this part of the region's and State's economy remains viable. 

Based on estimates from the Productivity Analysis, URA #62 is estimated to be able to 
accommodate at least 47 jobs and URA #63 is estimated to be able to accommodate at least 
38 jobs. 

CONCLUSION: A regional economic opportunity analysis has not been prepared. However, 
there is data concerning subregional jolis/housing balance. This data is considered in 
subfactor 5(C), below. 

F a c t o r s : con t inued 

(0) The long-term envi ronmenta l , energy , economic , and social c o n s e q u e n c e s resul t ing 
f r o m t h e u s e at t h e p r o p o s e d s i te . Adve r se impac t s shal l not b e significantly more 
a d v e r s e t han would typically resul t f r o m t h e n e e d e d l ands being located in o ther 
a r e a s requir ing an a m e n d m e n t of t h e UGB. 

Staff Analys is 

Environmental 

General 
Interviews with representatives from the Oregon Department of Fish and Wildlife (ODFW) and 
the US Fish and Wildlife Service provided the technical basis for the fish and wildlife section 

Two critical habitats that ODFW have expressed concern about are: Willamette Valley 
Grasslands and Oak Woodlands. These habitat types are their highest priority for protection 
and restoration. These habitat types, or remnants of them, exist in some of the URAs in the 
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Metro region. The bes t fish and wildlife habitats have a mix of habitat types (i.e., wetlands, 
forest , open space , s t r e a m s and floodplains). T h e more variety, the more fish and wildlife 
populations can be retained or e n h a n c e d . Amphibians and reptiles a r e pe rhaps the most 
sensit ive to loss of habitat variety. T h e s e animals do not need just wet lands and ponds, but 
they a l so need upland habitat to lay e g g s and hibernate for the winter. Retention of t hese 
s p e c i e s requires riparian vegetat ion, but a lso nearby (within a one-half mile) upland habitat 
assoc ia ted with riparian a r e a s . 

As deve lopment occurs , impervious su r faces increase a s a percent of total land. This 
i nc reases the amount of pollutants (such a s soil, pesticides, herbicides, fertilizers, oils and 
heavy metals) carried in s tormwater . In addition, the s t ream hydrology is affected by more and 
fa s t e r moving wate r that can c a u s e s t r eam bank erosion and flooding of ad jacent lands. T h e s e 
impacts must b e a d d r e s s e d in the urban reserve planning process . S o m e wa te r sheds (i.e.. the 
Tualatin Basin) have very strict s tormwater m a n a g e m e n t requirements . Metro currently d o e s 
not currently a d d r e s s s tormwater managemen t , though it h a s been identified, a s a future issue 
to b e a d d r e s s e d . 

Protection and e n h a n c e m e n t of existing riparian and floodplain vegetat ion is crucial if water 
quality is to be maintained or e n h a n c e d b e c a u s e of its direct and multiple water quality benefits. 
Title 3 will apply to all a r e a s brought into the UGB. It d o e s not. however, a d d r e s s s tormwater 
m a n a g e m e n t , which is a significant factor for increasing water pollution and flooding. 

Fish and Wildlife 
T h e corner s tand of t r ees in the northern portion of URA #62 has , the potential for grass land 
restoration, which would add to the complexity of the habitat and e n h a n c e its value. Currently, 
hawks and owls u s e the t r ees for nesting and perching. The t r ees a re an important component 
of the open s p a c e mix, and oak t rees in particular a r e an oas i s for wildlife. This upland habitat 
is an important habitat component , along with s t r e a m s and wetlands. For example, red-legged 
f rogs hibernate in t h e s e upland a r e a s in the winter. 

Water Quality and Quantity 
Waible Creek is a tributary to McKay Creek, which is a Tualatin River tributary. It will require 
protection m e a s u r e s to e n s u r e that future urbanization d o e s not further deg rade current water 
quality. The Tualatin River h a s strict controls for phosphorus pollution, c a u s e primarily for soil 
erosion during construction and s tormwater discharge. 

Natural Hazards 
Various ana lyses have b e e n conducted for natural haza rds such a s ea r thquakes , landslides 
and floods to unders tand the risks they crea te for the built environment. Risk may be reduced 
by avoiding or modifying the land in haza rdous a r e a s or by constructing buildings and 
infrastructures to withstand the ef fec ts of natural hazards . 

T h e Regional Ear thquake Hazard Mapping and P r e p a r e d n e s s progr^am initiated by Oregon 
Department of Geology and Mineral Industries (DOGAMI) and Metro in 1992 identified: 
ear thquake hazards; the people, s tructures and s y s t e m s at risk from natural haza rds to support 
local d isas te r p r e p a r e d n e s s efforts; and proposed natural hazard mitigation programs. 

T h e ea r thquake hazard m a p s a re interpretation of local geologic h a z a r d s in relation to ground 
motion amplification by a "soft" soil column; liquefaction of water-sa tura ted sand , creating a r e a s 
of "quicksand" or liquefiable sediment; and landslides triggered by the ea r thquake shaking of 
high s lope instability a r e a s . T h e s e three m a p s were combined to c rea te the Relative 
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Ear thquake Hazard Map (REHM) of the Metro region. S e p a r a t e relative ea r thquake haza rds 
m a p s of t h e s e haza rds showing their level of severity at any given site were also produced. 
T h e relative ea r thquake hazard m a p s a re reproductions of the overall ea r thquake hazard at 
locations depicted on the m a p s . This interpretation of the hazard is ba sed on the contribution of 
geologic conditions to the overall hazard . T h e s e da ta and their analysis a re no substitute for 
site specific da ta collection and analysis . The reference m a p s were published by DOGAMI 
(GMS-79 Ear thquake Hazard Maps of the Portland Quadrangle , Multnomah and Washington 
Counties); The most direct applications of the REHM is for siting of facilities and u s e in the 
determination of whether site specific se ismic hazard investigation should be required for any of 
the eight land u s e classifications. 

Mitigation m e a s u r e s a r e currently being developed by Metro staff and the Regional Natural 
Hazards Technical Advisory Commit tee to a d d r e s s the impacts of natural haza rds on people 
and s t ructures in hazard prone a r e a s . Mitigation m e a s u r e s will be des igned to provide 
recommenda t ions to r educe risk and may include subdivision regulations, structural 
requirements , building retrofit r ecommendat ions , siting and m a n a g e m e n t requirements for 
public facilities and risk evaluation techniques . 

Energy 

Statewide guidelines for Goal 6, Energy, s ta tes ; "Priority consideration in land u s e planning 
should be given to me thods of analysis and implementation m e a s u r e s that will a s s u r e 
ach ievement of maximum efficiency in energy utilization." Overall energy consumed a s a result 
of adding this a r ea to the UGB is likely to increase a s a result of construction, inc reases in the 
number of automobiles, burning of fossil fuels for heating and cooling of h o m e s and b u s i n e s s e s 
and electricity consumption. 

T h e cost of not amending the UGB to include URAs or amending the UGB in another a r ea more 
distant from the current a r e a would potentially be greater in t e rms of energy loss and 
consumption. URAs # 6 2 and # 6 3 a r e proximate to the current City of Hillsboro boundaries , 
which m a k e logical extension of roads to se rve this a r ea practical. Planned development will 
i nc rease the density of the a r e a making existing and proposed s t reet sys tem more efficient. 

Economic 

All of URA #62 and # 6 3 is zoned EFU. The URAs a re currently in rural residential u s e with 
s o m e h o m e - b a s e d occupat ions . 

A m e n d m e n t s to the UGB and s u b s e q u e n t annexat ion to Hillsboro will require extension of 
urban serv ices such a s sanitary s e w e r and water service to permit urban development . 
Extension of infrastructure and residential deve lopment will increase the a s s e s s e d value of 
propert ies in this a r ea and increase the tax b a s e . Urbanization, which includes intensification of 
residential and commercial deve lopment will increase the per ac re value of land and 
improvements within t h e s e URAs. O n c e annexat ion and development occur, all special 
districts serving this a r e a will a l so receive a n increase in their tax b a s e s . 

According to an action plan deve loped for Keeping Agriculture Viable in the Portland Area, 
f a r m s tend to specialize in higher value crops that can be cultivated on smaller parcels and 
yield a higher income per ac r e ratio than the rest of the s tate . Examples of high value farm 
products a re nursery products , g r e e n h o u s e products, fruits, vege tab les and nuts. The Metro 
region p roduces 25.8 percent of the Gross S ta t e Product (GSP) with only 1.8 percent of the 
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s ta te ' s agricultural land. Overall, agricultural products contribute 2 .5 percent of the G S P in the 
Portland region ($325 million in production/$518 million in processing). Statewide G S P break 
down a s follows; high tech - 7 percent , manufacturing - 6 percent , construction - 6 percent 
and s e r v i c e s - 26 percent . 

All of URAs # 6 2 and # 6 3 a r e zoned for EFU. There a r e no agricultural u s e s currently on t he se 
URAs. The majority of the URAs are m a d e up of c lass 2 soils, with small portions of c lass 1 
and 4 soils. C lass 1 is the most valuable and productive soil type for farming, located within 
t he se URAs. 

Social 

T h e social c o n s e q u e n c e s of expanding the UGB have both positive and negative impacts for 
those living both inside the current UGB and in the URA. Through required urban reserve 
planning, the a r e a can be developed in an efficient m a n n e r with the ameni t ies of an urban a rea . 
This would provide an opportunity for mixed-use development with a wide array of services for 
local residents . T h e closer proximity to services , jobs, etc. could result in shorter trips for local 
residents , and will provide opportunities for other m o d e s of transportation such a s transit, 
bicycling and walking. In addition, public facilities such a s sanitary s e w e r will b e c o m e available 
to existing h o m e s in URAs #62 and #63. Inclusion of this a r e may a lso facilitate service 
availability to a r e a s inside the UGB that a r e still on sept ic sys t ems . 

On the other hand, this type of urbanization will affect the rural charac ter of the a rea . This is a 
negat ive impact for those who cherish such a lifestyle and rural environment. Res idents inside 
the UGB may also feel a loss from urbanization of rural lands outside the current UGB. T h o s e 
currently farming may feel p ressure from increased urbanization to develop their lands or curtail 
farming activities. T h e s e social cos t s must be weighed agains t the cos t s of not providing 
enough land to a c c o m m o d a t e n e e d e d housing and jobs. 

The social cost of not expanding the UGB in a r e a s close to existing developed a r e a s is great . 
Loss of agricultural production, increased cos t s of services , increased vehicle miles traveled 
and pollution result from pushing growth outside of the a r e a s that a r e contiguous to the current 
UGB. Public involvement efforts through mail-in surveys, phone surveys, community meetings, 
etc. reveal that e a s y a c c e s s to regional amenit ies, open s p a c e , protection of the natural 
environment a re s o m e of the qualities important to livability. The social impacts of urbanization 
of URAs #62 and # 6 3 a r e not more adverse than would occur in other URAs. 

Affordable Housing 
As noted above , the social a s p e c t s of not providing n e e d e d housing could be high for low- to 
modera te - income households . Unfulfilled d e m a n d for housing (by not taking additional lands 
into the UGB) will increase the price of available housing, encourage overcrowding of existing 
dwelling units and may prohibit the lowest income households from obtaining housing. T h e 
available choices of housing may also b e c o m e restricted if there is not enough land available to 
m e e t d e m a n d for various products. 

As noted in the Housing N e e d s Analysis, "Since 1990, there h a s b e e n a growing concern on 
the i s sue of housing affordability in the Portland metropolitan region. This concern cont inues to 
be precipitated by a number of r e a s o n s which include: a widening g a p be tween household 
income and the cost of housing: an increase in population and h o m e l e s s n e s s ; risirig land cos t s 
and the lack of available land." Metro h a s continued with this concern by designating an 
Affordable Housing Technical Advisory Commit tee which is beginning to look at possible 
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solutions. O n e direct solution is making additional land available, particularly a s Metro Code 
requires that the net residential deve lopment density in urban r e se rves brought into the UGB be 
an a v e r a g e of 10 dwelling units per acre . This provision will help ensu re that a range of 
housing types a r e m a d e available a n d a s concluded by the Housing N e e d s Analysis, a good 
deal of affordable housing can be m a d e available by having smaller h o m e s on smaller lots. 
T h e minimum density required in urban r e se rves plays a beginning part in delivering more 
affordable housing and address ing the social c o n s e q u e n c e s of UGB m a n a g e m e n t policies. 
URA # 6 2 is es t imated by the Productivity Analysis to provide 87 dwelling units and the revised 
es t imate for URA # 6 3 is es t imated to provide 72 dwelling units. Together , t h e s e a r e a s would 
a d d r e s s l e s s than 1 percent of the n e e d in 1998 (approximately 16,000 dwelling units). 

Archeological Sites 
T h e social factors of disturbing archeological r e sources by urbanizing URAs #62 and # 6 3 could 
be significant if Federal laws protecting dis turbance were not observed . Federal laws prohibit 
the d is turbance of Native American burial s i tes . Approximately 6 percent of the sur face a rea of 
the S ta te have b e e n formally surveyed to determine the p r e s e n c e of Native American artifacts. 
T h e number of existing surveys available for the Portland basin is very small. 

Archeological r e sources a r e protected under Statewide Planning Goal 5 and Federal law, which 
will be a d d r e s s e d through the u rban r e se rve planning process . Lee Gilsen, S ta te Archeologist, 
f rom the S ta te Historic Preservat ion Office (SHPO) reviewed URAs #62 and # 6 3 and h a s 
de termined that no specific r e s o u r c e s a r e located within these a r e a s , but two si tes a r e located 
e a s t of t h e s e reserves . S H P O h a s records of completed survey work, excavat ions, tes t pits 
and known archeological r e sou rces located throughout the s ta te . Based on known set t lement 
pa t te rns and dis turbance that have a l ready occurred in this a r ea due to farming and residential 
deve lopment , it is unlikely that a n y additional r e sources exist. If, however, archeological 
r e sou rces were encountered during construction, it would be a violation of Federal law to 
disturb t h e s e si tes. 

Historic Sites 
There a r e no specific historic r e s o u r c e s in URAs #62 and # 6 3 that a re listed on the S ta te 
Regis ter or the National Register of Historic p laces , according to SHPO. Impacts on non-
surveyed historic resources a r e b e s t a d d r e s s e d by the local jurisdiction through Goal 5 survey, 
inventory and protection ord inances . In the event historic buildings a re identified in t he se 
a r e a s , it is possible to rehabilitate the structure for residential u s e or a new use . Re -use and 
rehabilitation options a re often financially more attractive options to property owners b e c a u s e of 
high demolition costs . 

Aggregate Resources 
Aggrega te r e sou rces a re important for road building and general construction. In general , due 
to the finite nature of t he se r e s o u r c e s and a limited supply in the metro a rea , the price of t h e s e 
r e s o u r c e s is expec ted to increase . Aggrega te u s e s a re temporary in nature d u e to the limited 
supply of t he resource on a site. It is of ten economical to u s e the r e sources a s close to the 
mine a s possible b e c a u s e of the r e sou rce ' s bulky nature and high transport cos ts . T h e 
relationship be tween agg rega t e r e sou rces , construction activities and cos t s m e a n s it is 
important to p rese rve t h e s e r e sou rces . T h e s e s i tes have the potential to be recycled and 
r eused for recreational pu rposes , landfills and o p e n s p a c e after reclamation. 

Initial information on mining si tes w a s obtained f rom DOGAMI's 1990 d a t a b a s e . Mineral 
Information Layer of Oregon by County (MILOC). This d a t a b a s e w a s used only a s a 
preliminary indicator of mining locations, a s the locational accuracy of MILOC is very rough and 
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much of the information contained within the records is outdated . Using MILOC a s a first 
s c reen , staff reviewed S e p t e m b e r 1997 aerial photographs for ev idence of mining activity. 
Areas where mines a r e visible a r e listed below. For all s i tes listed, activity w a s a s s u m e d to be 
ongoing, a s no reclamation w a s appa ren t of the photograph. County a s s e s s o r d a t a b a s e s on 
Metro's RLIS geographic information sys tem were queried to produce ownership and a c r e a g e 
information for e a c h site. All a c r e a g e ' s a re approximate. 

There is no mining activity occurring within o n e mile of URAs #62 and #63. 

CONCLUSION: Sta te planning guidelines indicate several ways to a d d r e s s energy efficiency. 
S o m e can be add re s sed through constmction me thods and would apply to all s i tes equally. In 
addition, there a r e guidelines specifically address ing land u s e that s ta te : "Land u s e planning 
should, to the maximum extent possible, s eek to recycle and re -use vacan t land and those u s e s 
which a r e not energy efficient. Land u s e planning should, to the maximum extent possible, 
combine increasing density gradients along high capacity transportation corridors to achieve 
grea te r energy efficiency." T h e s e a r e the precepts used in the 2040 Growth Concept , through, 
density minimums and application of Metro 2040 design types , and expec ted to be applied in 
a r e a s a d d e d to the UGB. The re is no ev idence suggest ing that the alternative si tes being 
considered for inclusion within the UGB are substantially different when considered for energy 
efficiency. 

With regard to archeological or historic resources , there is no ev idence to s u g g e s t that any o n e 
of the alternative si tes will b e more or less impacted by urbanization than any other. Resou rce s 
may be found and existing S ta te or Federal law that a r e des igned to a d d r e s s resource 
protection may require actions. Accordingly, there is no ev idence sugges t ing that the 
alternative si tes being considered for inclusion within the UGB a re substantially different when 
considered for archeological or historic resources . 

There a r e other i s sues that have b e e n consistently raised in public test imony concerning the 
a r ea . T h e s e i s sues have environmental , economic and social c o n s e q u e n c e s . S o m e a re the 
s a m e a s t h o s e d iscussed a b o v e (e.g.. S teelhead) , o thers a r e not but m a y be a d d r e s s e d in 
other Metro Code sec t ions (such a s roads) . However, t h e s e i s sues have b e e n consistently 
identified in public testimony a s major negative impacts likely to affect the subjec t a rea . For this 
r eason , they a r e included in the consideration of this portion of the Metro Code . 

T h e list of negative impacts, identified on the following table, includes roads , stormwater, 
S tee lhead , flooding, wildlife and fai'm soils. The word "roads" in this portion of this staff report 
m e a n s inadequa te existing roads to a c c o m m o d a t e expec ted growth and no evidence of funding 
s o u r c e s available now or in the fo r e seeab l e future to a d d r e s s the shortfall. T h e word "schools-
m e a n s development of the urban rese rve a r e a is likely to result in more s tuden ts than current 
school capacit ies and no ev idence of where funding for n e e d e d school s i tes or buildings will 
c o m e from. The word "rural" refers to losing the lower density deve lopment and lifestyle of the 
a r e a or impacting the surrounding a r e a through an abrupt c h a n g e from o n e development type 
(rural) to another (urban). T h e word "stormwater" m e a n s su r face wa te r mnoff at such high 
volumes, quantities, t empera ture , sedimentat ion or chemical contamination that it currently 
d o e s not m e e t water quality s t anda rds . "Stormwater" a lso m e a n s that with cun-ent regulations, 
additional future deve lopment will r educe the quality of existing bodies of wa te r that may 
currently m e e t s t andards such that the resulting water may not m e e t water quality s tandards . 
T h e word "Steelhead" is mean t to descr ibe the p r e s e n c e of the salmonid that is listed a s a 
th rea tened spec i e s in the subject urban rese rve a r ea . The word "flooding" deno tes an a rea that 
is subject to flooding or is likely, under current regulations, to substantially contribute to flooding 
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or additional flooding to ad jacen t s t r eam or river s e g m e n t s . The word "wildlife" m e a n s the 
p r e s e n c e of wildlife and wildlife habitat that is likely to be eliminated if current regulations 
remain the s a m e and the a r e a is included in the UGB. The term "farm soils" represen ts lands 
with significant a r e a with productive agricultural soils and/or a r e a s with active agricultural 
activities. 

In addition to the negat ive impacts , there a re positive impacts of growth. T h e s e include 
providing affordable housing and improving the jobs/housing balance. The term "affordable 
housing" in this portion of the staff report m e a n s the provision of additional land and the 
production of h o m e s for s a l e and rent that will increase the supply of affordable housing in the 
a r e a . The term "job/housing ba lance" m e a n s providing land for development of jobs in a r e a s 
with few jobs and housing in a r e a s with little housing.' This ba lances land u s e s in an a r e a and 
r e d u c e s the impact on major arterials and highways. In the situation where an a r ea h a s few 
jobs, it a l so provides for a more diverse tax b a s e to support n e e d e d local public facilities and 
services . 

Using t h e s e i s sue componen t s , e a c h site h a s been a s s e s s e d a s either having impacts of 
urbanizing that can be mitigated s o that there a r e no more adve r se impacts than the alternative 
si tes, or having impacts that a r e s o significant that s o m e or all of the impacts cannot be 
mitigated. Based on all ev idence in the record, there is no bas is to conclude that any of the 
contending urban r e s e r v e s have impacts that cannot be mitigated. 

Urban 
Reserve Negative Impacts Needing Mitigation Positive Impacts 

4 Roads, schools, stormwater, Steelhead, flooding Affordable housing 
5 Roads, schools, rural, stormwater, Steelhead, 

flooding, wildlife 
Affordable housing 

14 Roads, schools, rural, stormwater, Steelhead, 
wildlife 

Affordable housing 

15 Roads, schools, rural, stormwater, Steelhead, 
wildlife 

Affordable housing 

31 Roads, schools, rural, stormwater, wildlife Affordable housing 
32 Roads, schools, rural, stormwater, wildlife Affordable housing 
33 Roads, schools, rural, stormwater, wildlife Affordable housing 
34 Roads, schools, rural, stormwater, wildlife Jobs/housing balance 
39 Roads, rural, stormwater, farm soils School site 
41 Roads, schools, rural, stormwater, farm soils Affordable housing. Jobs/housing 

balance 
42 Roads, schools, rural, stormwater Affordable housing 
4 3 Roads, schools, rural, stormwater Affordable housing 
47 Roads, schools, rural, stormwater Affordable housing 
4 5 Roads, schools, rural, stormwater Affordable housing 
51 Roads, schools, rural, stormwater Affordable housing 
52 Roads, schools, rural, stormwater Affordable housing 
53 Roads, schools, njral, stormwater, farm soils Jobs/housing balance 
54 Roads, schools, rural, stormwater, farm soils Jobs/housing balance 

55 inside 
Metro 
Boundary 

Roads, schools, rural, stormwater. Jobs/housing balance 

55 outside 
Metro 
Boundary 

Roads, schools, rural, stormwater, farm soils Affordable housing, jobs/housing 
balance 
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Urban 
Reserve Neqative Impacts Needing Mitigation Positive Impacts 

62 Roads, schools, rural, stormwater, farm soils Affordable housing, jobs/housing 
balance 

63 Roads, schools, rural, stormwater, farm soils Affordable housing, jobs/housing 
balance 

65 Roads, schools, rural, stormwater, farm soils Affordable housing, jobs/housing 
balance 

Note: Includes only URAs in last screening and covered by staff reports. 
Source : Metro Growth Management Serv ices Department. 

In further r e s p o n s e to impacts, the Metro Council could consider requirements to a d d r e s s t he se 
i s sues . T h e s e requirements could take the form of a m e n d m e n t s to the Functional Plan, Title 11 
or Conditions of approval a t t ached to UGB approvals. Requi rements to mitigate impacts could 
include the following: 

1. General . Adoption of an urban comprehens ive plan designation or urban zoning for the 
subject a rea shall not preclude additional future Metro conditions or requirements that may 
be identified a s a result of future analyses . 

2. Roads . Adoption of an urban comprehens ive plan designation or urban zoning for the 
subjec t a rea shall be approved by the city or county only af ter a transportation funding plan 
that a d d r e s s e s existing and future needed road improvements identified in the urban 
rese rve plan h a s been approved for the a rea . 

3. Schools . Adoption of an urban comprehens ive plan designation or urban zoning for the 
subjec t a r ea shall be approved by the city or county only af ter a school site funding plan that 
a d d r e s s e s future n e e d e d school si tes identified in the urban reserve plan h a s been 
approved for the a rea . 

4. Rural. Adoption of an urban comprehens ive plan designation or urban zoning for the 
subject a r ea shall be approved by the city or county only af ter a rural design plan is adopted 
for the a r ea . The plan shall not reduce the anticipated 2040 densi t ies of the urban reserve 
a rea . The rural design plan shall examine the opportunities for conservation of t rees and 
native vegetation in strategic a r e a s along roads or vis tas to visually s e p a r a t e new urban 
development from remaining ad jacen t rural lands outside the urban reserve a rea . 

5. Stormwater . Adoption of an urban comprehens ive plan designation or urban zoning for the 
subject a r ea shall be approved by the city or county only af ter a s tormwater m a n a g e m e n t 
plan h a s b e e n adopted for t he a rea . The s tormwater plan shall a d d r e s s m e a n s of ensuring 
that the s p e e d , tempera ture , sedimentat ion and chemical composition of s tormwater runoff 
m e e t s S ta te and Federal wa te r quality s t anda rds a s deve lopment of the urban reserve a r e a 
occurs . In addition, the city or county regulations shall require that the amount of 
s tormwater runoff af ter completion of a deve lopment shall not be grea ter than the 
s tormwater runoff before development . 

6. Flooding. Adoption of an urban comprehens ive plan designation or urban zoning for the 
subject a rea shall be approved by the city or county only af ter the city or county adopts a 
requirement for the subject a r e a that the quantity of s tormwater runoff af ter urban 
development of a site is no grea te r than the amount of s tormwater runoff before urban 
development . 
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7. Steelhead. Adoption of an urban comprehensive plan designation or urban zoning for the 
subject area shall be approved by the city or county only after the city or county adopts a 
requirement for Title 3 setbacks from the top of bank of s t reams and wetlands, examines 
any potential impacts within 200 feet of the top of bank and addresses Federal 
requirements adopted pursuant to the Endangered Species Act. The requirement shall also 
obligate the development to include revegetation of the setback with native plants if the area 
does not already have native plants. 

8. Farm Soils. This concern is addressed in Factors 6 and 7 of this report. 

Fac tor 6: Retention of agricultural land. This fac tor shal l b e a d d r e s s e d th rough the 
fol lowing: 

(A) Prior to the des igna t ion of u rban r e se rves , t he following hierarchy shall be u s e d for 
identifying priority s i t e s f o r u rban expans ion to m e e t a d e m o n s t r a t e d need for urban 
land: 

(i) Expans ion on rural l ands excep ted f rom Sta tewide Planning Goals 3 and 4 in 
adop ted and a c k n o w l e d g e coun ty c o m p r e h e n s i v e p lans . Small a m o u n t s of 
rural r e s o u r c e land a d j a c e n t to or s u r r o u n d e d by t h o s e "except ion l ands" may 
be included with t he m to improve the eff ic iency of the boundary a m e n d m e n t . 
The sma l l e s t a m o u n t of r e s o u r c e land n e c e s s a r y to achieve improved 
eff iciency shal l be inc luded; 

(ii) If t he re is not e n o u g h land a s desc r ibed in (i) a b o v e to mee t d e m o n s t r a t e d 
need , s e c o n d a r y or equiva lent lands , a s def ined by the s ta te , shou ld be 
cons ide red ; 

(ill) If t he re is not e n o u g h land a s desc r ibed in e i ther (i) o r (ii) above, to mee t 
d e m o n s t r a t e d need , s e c o n d a r y agricultural r e s o u r c e lands , a s def ined by the 
s t a t e shou ld be c o n s i d e r e d ; 

(iv) If t he re is not e n o u g h land a s desc r ibed in ei ther (i), (ii) or (ill) above , to mee t 
d e m o n s t r a t e d need , pr imary f o r e s t r e s o u r c e lands , a s def ined by t h e s ta te , 
shou ld be cons ide red ; 

(v) if t he re is not e n o u g h land a s desc r ibed in e i ther (i), (ii), (ill) o r (iv) above, t o 
mee t d e m o n s t r a t e d need , pr imary agricultural lands , a s def ined by the s ta te , 
may be cons ide red . 

Staff Analys i s 

Metro Council adopted urban reserves on March 6 ,1997, by Ordinance No. 96-655E (including 
URAs #62 and #63). As noted in the Metro Code, the above hierarchy is only to be used prior 
to adoption of urban reserves. The proposed amendment is wholly within the designated urban 
reserves. Alternatively, the designated urban reserves are not yet acknowledged by LCDC and 
are currently under appeal. 

CONCLUSION: Urban Reserves have been designated and adopted by the Metro Council by 
Ordinance No. 96-655E. We asser t that this requirement has been satisfied. Alternatively, 
given that the urban reserves have been appealed to the Land Use Board of Appeals, staff 
have a s s e s s e d the retention of agricultural land for all contending sites based on the Factor 6 
hierarchy. Exception land in these a reas is not agricultural land and need not be retained to 
comply with Factor 6. The following is a ranking from least impact on farm and forest resource 
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lands (using percent of EFU zoning of total a c r e s ). The Metro Code a lso s t a t e s that: "While all 
of the following Goal 14 fac tors mus t be a d d r e s s e d , the factors cannot be evaluated without 
re fe rence to e a c h other. Rigid separat ion of the factors ignores obvious overlaps." 
Accordingly, it is concluded that the Metro Code hierarchy s t a t e s a priority, not an absolute and 
must be considered in relationship to the other factors. For URA #62, the rating w a s 14th and 
URA # 6 3 w a s ranked 16th. Accordingly, URA #62 w a s not very highly rated when ranked 
against all other analyzed s i tes around the region. URA # 6 3 would presumably be rated even 
lower for urbanization if the s a m e methodology were applied a s it is 100 percent EFU land. In 
order to complete this compar ison, the following table ranks s i tes starting with those sites with 
the smallest percent of EFU land (therefore, the highest priority for inclusion within the UGB) 
and ending with those si tes with the most amount of EFU land: 
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C o m p a r i s o n of E x c l u s i v e F a r m U s e A c r e s 
(sorted by lowest number of EFU to highest) 

Total EFU 
URA# Acres Acres V. EFU 

*4 123.4 0 0% 
•5 1.422.0 0 0% 

•15 371.0 0 0% 
17 189.3 0 0% 
18 98.5 0 0% 
22 337.3 0 0% 
23 22.9 0 0% 
24 173.5 0 0% 
25 1,047.6 0 0% 
29 190.6 0 0% 
30 190.3 0 0% 
34 749.1 0 0% 

*35 72.2 0 0% 

• 
CO

 
O)

 33.1 0 0% 
. *37 145.5 0 0% 

42 249.6 0 0% 
•43 10.2 0 0% 
•45 464.2 0 0% 
*47 82.0 0 0% 
*48 218.4 • 0 0% 
49 261.6 0 0% 
51 93.6 0 0% 
61 28.4 0 0% 
67 319.2 0 0% 
68 64.0 0 0% 
69 11.9 0 0% 
70 35.2 0 0% 

•33 43.7 0 0% 
•34 7.4 0 0% 
52 98.8 1.8 2% 
64 191.3 16.7 9% 

*11 464.2 63.0 14% 
**55 353.0 48.0 14% 
*14 307.2 42.6 14% 
33 294.7 76.6 26% 
41 144.4 68.7 48% 
54 190.9 144.0 75% 
55 473.0 366.0 77% 
44 238.1 189.9 80% 

*41 278.8 224.7 81% 
31 736.8 639.6 87% 
53 204.2 183.0 90% 
32 87.3 79.9 92% 
62 8.4 8.0 95% 
65 116.0 112.0 97% 

1 531.8 530.9 100% 
3 22.2 22.2 100% 

63 10.5 10.5 100% 
*39. 20.0 20.0 100% 

database 
•first tier 
••first tier inside Metro boundary 
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Factor 6: con t inued 

(B) After u rban r e s e r v e s a re d e s i g n a t e d and adop ted , cons idera t ion of Factor 6 shaii be 
cons ide r ed sa t i s f ied if t h e p r o p o s e d a m e n d m e n t is wholly within an a rea des igna ted 
a s an u rban rese rve . 

Staff Analys is 

The proposed amendment is wholly within the area designated a s urban reserve. Alternatively, 
s e e the analysis cited above. 

Factor 6: con t inued 

(C) After u rban r e s e r v e s a r e d e s i g n a t e d and adop ted , a p r o p o s e d a m e n d m e n t for land 
not wholly within an u rban r e se rve m u s t a l so d e m o n s t r a t e tha t t he need canno t be 
sa t i s f ied within u rban r e s e r v e s . 

Staff Analys is 

This staff report presents information on lands wholly within URAs #62 (portion of reserve) and 
#63. Alternatively, s e e the analysis cited above. 

CONCLUSION: Except for refinements to the urban reserve boundary, the site is wholly within 
a designated urban reserve. Alternatively, given the appeal of the urban reserve decision s e e 
the ratings above. The URAs were rated 2151 and 22nd. 

Factor 7: Compatibil i ty of p r o p o s e d u rban deve lopmen t with nearby agricultural 
activit ies. The record shal l inc lude an ana lys i s of t h e potent ial impact on nearby 
agricultural activit ies including t h e following: 

(1) A descr ip t ion of t h e number , location a n d t y p e s of agricultural activities occurr ing 
within o n e mile of t he s u b j e c t s i te; 

Crop types were interpreted from a September 1997 aerial photograph, at a scale of 1" = 800*. 
Guidance for crop identification was received from the USDA Farm Service Agency of 
Clackamas/Multnomah County. This data has not been field checked, and errors may exist. 
EFU zoning was obtained from county records. Metro is required to base its analysis on this 
zoning that has been acknowledged by the State. 

S u m m a r y of URA #62 

Acres of EFU land in this URA 8 ( 
Percent (%) of URA which is EFU 100% 

Acres of EFU within 1 Mile 1.551 
Percent (%) of Total Acres within 1 Mile 65% 
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URA #62 EFU L a n d s by C r o p Type 

Generalized 
Crop Type 

EFU Acres Inside of 
URA. 

By Crop Type 

EFU Acres within 
1 Mile of URA, 
by Crop Type 

Percentage of EFU 
within 1 Mile, 

By Crop Type * 

Nursery Stocit 0 0 0% 

Orchard 0 37 2% 
Row Crops 
(includes corn, 
vineyards, cane 
berries) 0 0 0% 

Vegetables 0 0 0% 
Field Crops 
(includes grasses , 
grains, pastures) 0 1,433 92% 

Unl<nown 0 1 0% 

Unfarmed 8 80 6% 

S u m m a r y of URA #63 

Acres of 
Percent 

Acres of 
Percent 

EFU land in this URA 
(%) of URA which is EFU. 

EFU within 1 Mile 
(%) of Total Acres within 1 Mile. 

11 
100% 

1,649 
70% 

URA #63 EFU L a n d s by Crop Type 

Generalized 
Crop Type 

EFU Acres inside of 
URA, 

by Crop Type 

EFU Acres within 
1 Mile of URA, 
By Crop Type 

Percentage of EFU 
within 1 Mile. 

By Crop Type * 

Nursery Stoci< 0 0 0% 

Orchard 0 45 3% 
Row Crops 
(includes corn, 
vineyards, cane 
berries) .0 0 0% 

Vegetables 0 0 0% 
Field Crops 
(includes grasses , 
grains, pastures) 0 1.461 89% 

Unknown 0 1 0% 

Unfarmed 11 141 9% 
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Potent ial impac t s on EFU iands f r o m urbanizat ion on URAs #62 and #63: 

A number of factors influence whether, and the degree to which urban development impacts 
agricultural practices on adjacent or nearby EFU land. Representatives of the Washington 
County and Multnomah/Clackamas County offices of the USDA Farm Service Agency worked 
with IVIetro staff to identify the niost significant challenges to compatibility that exist between the 
urban use of land and nearby farming activity. Considerations that apply universally to all URAs 
may include: 

• Urbanization may affect land values and inhibit the ability of farmers and agricultural 
suppliers to acquire parcels of land needed for agricultural production. 

• Urbanization may result in the isolation of certain agricultural a reas from the greater farming 
community. This may hinder normal practices of sharing equipment and knowledge among 
farmers. 

• There are safety and liability issues associated with increased residential populations in 
close proximity to active farming (i.e., vandalism and accidental injury on and around farm 
equipment). 

i s s u e s spec i f ic to t h e d e v e l o p m e n t of t h e s e URAs may a l so include: 

• Added residential population may result in increased complaints directed at farming 
operations related to odor, dust, noise, and the use of pesticides/fertilizers. 

• Slight impacts may occur on downstream EFU land as a result of increased impervious 
surface and related stormwater runoff issues. Any such effects could be avoided by on-site 
stormwater retention. 

• Except for potential stormwater issues, EFU land to the southeast should be minimally 
affected by development, a s it is on the opposite side of Sunset Highway. 

• Increased traffic on Helvetia Road and other local roads may impede the normal movement 
of farm equipment. 

• This area is surrounded on two sides by EFU land. 
• A small portion of EFU land to the west is contained in URA #63. 

SUMMARY OF ANALYSIS: Avoiding areas with EFU land is one way to help ensure that the 
resource is protected. However, the surrounding lands must also be analyzed for the presence 
of agriculture in order to further consider the impact on agriculture for Factor 7. The most 
current and consistent available data were gathered by Metro staff based on a methodology 
recommended by the Farm Service Agency of the US Department of Agriculture. These data 
demoristrate that the least impacting sites are a s follows (rankings start with the lowest number 
of acres of actively farmed EFU and end with the highest number). We asser t that the first 
approach is to avoid sites with the most heavy impact. 
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C o m p a r i s o n of A g r i c u l t u r a l C o m p a t i b i l i t y 

URA U A c r e s of 
EFU 

In URA 

A c r e s of 
EFU 

wi th in 1 mile 

V. EFU a c r e s 
of to ta l a c r e s 
within 1 mile 

# of act ively f a r m e d 
EFU a c r e s within 

UR a n d within 1 mi. 

•4 0 - 0 % 0 

*43 0 1 9 1 8 % 0 

• 5 0 1 7 4 2 % 121 

*15 0 2 4 3 5 % 1 6 7 

4 2 0 8 9 0 2 0 % 3 7 6 

*34 0 6 3 6 1 0 % 3 8 6 

3 4 0 6 3 6 1 0 % 3 8 6 

*14 4 3 4 9 4 1 1 % 3 9 4 

*47 0 6 4 9 2 1 % 4 2 1 

3 2 3 2 8 5 7 2 7 % 7 4 5 

CO
 

CO
 

« 0 1 , 1 5 9 2 5 % 7 7 5 

3 3 7 7 1 , 1 5 9 2 5 % 8 4 2 

5 1 0 1 , 3 8 8 4 1 % 9 0 7 

*39 2 0 1 , 4 0 8 5 7 % 9 2 6 

4 1 6 8 1 , 5 6 1 4 8 % 1 , 1 6 1 

5 4 1 4 4 1 , 6 1 9 4 3 % 1 , 1 7 6 

5 2 1 .8 1 , 6 5 1 4 7 % 1 , 1 9 2 

6 5 1 1 2 1 , 3 0 7 4 0 % 1 , 2 2 1 

3 1 6 4 0 1 , 1 7 6 1 8 % 1 , 2 5 5 

**55 4 8 1 , 9 7 6 4 3 % 1 , 3 2 8 

5 5 3 6 6 1 , 6 9 6 3 4 % 1 , 3 6 1 

5 3 1 8 3 2 , 0 1 8 5 2 % 1 , 4 0 3 

6 2 8 1 , 5 5 1 6 5 % 1 , 4 7 2 

6 3 11 1 , 6 4 9 7 0 % 1 , 5 0 8 

*41 2 2 5 1 , 9 6 6 4 4 % 1 , 5 2 0 

*45 0 2 , 7 5 0 4 2 % 1 , 8 1 9 
Source: Metro Regional Land Information System (RLIS) database 
•first tier 
"first tier within Metro boundary 
Note: Includes only urban reserve areas in last screening and covered by Staff Reports. 
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CONCLUSION: The subject site urban reserves are ranked 21st and 22nd. 

F a c t o r ? : cont inued 

(ii) An ana lys i s of the potent ial impacts , if any, on nearby agricultural activit ies taking 
p lace on l ands d e s i g n a t e d for agricultural u s e in the appl icable a d o p t e d county or 
city c o m p r e h e n s i v e plan, and mitigation ef for ts , if any impac t s a re identified. 
Impac t s to be cons ide r ed shall include cons idera t ion of land and wa te r r e s o u r c e s 
which may be critical to agricultural activities, cons idera t ion of t he impact on the 
fa rming prac t ices of urbanizat ion of the s u b j e c t land a s well a s t he impact on the 
local agricultural e c o n o m y . 

Staff Analysis 

This factor requires that urban uses in the proposed UGB expansion area must be rendered 
"compatible" with agricultural activities nearby. 

CONCLUSION: In further response to impacts, the Metro Council could consider requirements 
to address these issues. These requirements could take the form of amendments to the 
Functional Plan, Title 11 or Conditions of approval attached to UGB approvals. Requirements 
to mitigate impacts could include the following: 

1. Surface Water Impacts. Adoption of an urban comprehensive plan designation or urban 
zoning for the subject area shall be approved by the city or county only after an on-site 
stormwater detention plan requirement for urban developments is adopted to address 
the potential for flooding of agricultural areas . 

2. Proximity (odor, dust, noise, chemical applications impacts). Adoption of an urban 
comprehensive plan designation or urban zoning for the subject area shall be approved 
by the city or county only after a plan for setbacks and open space, developed to help 
separate urban and farm uses , is adopted for the area. 

3. Roads. Adoption of an urban comprehensive plan designation or urban zoning for the 
subject area shall be approved by the city or county only after a road plan that minimizes 
farm equipment movement/urban traffic movements is adopted for the area. 

Metro C o d e Sect ion 3.01.020fc). fd) and fe) 

(c) • The r equ i remen t s of S ta tewide Planning Goal 2 will be me t by a d d r e s s i n g all of 
t h e r equ i remen t s of Sec t ion 3.01.020(b), above , and by factually demons t r a t ing 
tha t [3.01.020(c)]: 

(c)(1) The land need identified c a n n o t be reasonably a c c o m m o d a t e d within the 
cur ren t UGB; and 

Staff Analysis 

Need has been addressed in Metro Code Sections 3.01.020(b)(1)(2) and (4). Extensive 
analyses have been performed to determine if projected population growth can be 
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accommodated on lands inside the UGB. A summary of the analysis can be found in the Urban 
Growth Boundary Assessment of Need. 

Metro has taken measures to increase capacity inside the current UGB through the Functional 
Plan, Title 1, which requires the 24 cities and 3 counties to increase their densities for 
residential zones. The full effect of this region-wide up-zoning will not be entirely realized until 
after February 1999. The Urban Growth Report finds that even with the higher densities and an 
aggressive infill and redevelopment assumption, a shortfall of dwelling unit capacity exists 
inside the UGB. The current UGB with this up-zoning represents what can reasonably be 
accommodated for housing. 

Metro has evaluated all potential pieces of land in the UGB for future capacity and, therefore, 
has reviewed alternatives to amending the UGB. 

CONCLUSION: As noted in the response to Factors 1 and 2, the Metro Council has reviewed 
all likely means to accommodate the expected growth within the current UGB and not found 
sufficient capacity for a 20-year land supply. The means analyzed include: a) redevelopment 
rates greater than those experienced to date, b) substantial additional capacity assumed to be 
provided by rezoning for more density consistent with the 2040 Growth Concept and the 
Functional Plan, c) the assumption that all net developable land would be available for urban 
use during the planning period, (including lands with farm use a s sessmen t within the current 
UGB), and d) that many parcels with development on them but with at least one-half acre of 
vacant buildable land would be available for further development. Detailed documentation of 
this is included in the Urban Growth Report, Baseline Data Report (1997) and the Urban 
Growth Boundary Assessment of Need. 

(c) (2) The p r o p o s e d u s e s are compat ib le with o ther a d j a c e n t u s e s or will be s o 
r ende red t h rough m e a s u r e s d e s i g n e d to r educe a d v e r s e impacts ; and 

Staff Analys i s 

A proposal included in the October 6 ,1998 , letter from Thomas McConnell stated that the site 
is capable of and appropriate for medium density residential at densities at or exceeding 
18 units per acre. This would include a small commercial component, open space and a 50-. 
foot buffer for Waible Creek. The surrounding adjacent uses are agriculture, rural residential 
and industrial. The development would be separated from the industrial uses by Highway 26 
and Helvetia Road. Waible Gulch would act a s a buffer between URA #62 and agricultural 
u s e s located to the north. 

CONCLUSION: The conditions listed in response to Factors 5 and 7 are designed to address 
the adverse impacts identified. 

(c)(3) T h e long-term envi ronmenta l , e conomic , social and ene rgy c o n s e q u e n c e s 
resul t ing f r o m the u s e at t h e p r o p o s e d si te with m e a s u r e s d e s i g n e d to 
r e d u c e a d v e r s e Impacts a re not s ignificantly more a d v e r s e than would 
typically resul t f rom the s a m e p roposa l being located in o ther a r e a s than 
t h e p r o p o s e d s i te and requir ing an except ion . 

Staff Analys is 

S e e discussion in Factor 5. 
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CONCLUSION; This criterion is addressed a s Factor 5 of Goal 14. ) 

(d) The p r o p o s e d locat ion fo r t h e UGB shaii resui t in a c lear t ransi t ion be tween urban 
and rural iands , u s i n g naturai and built f ea tu res , s u c h a s roads , d ra inage divides, 
f loodplains , power l ines , m a j o r t opograph ic f ea tu res , and his tor ic pa t t e rns of land 
u s e or se t t l ement . 

Staff Analys is 

The southern portion of URA #62 is separated from rural lands by Highway 26. Waible Creek 
separa tes the northern portion of the reserve from rural lands. These boundaries form a clear 
transition between urban and rural land. U F ^ #63 is adjacent to Highway 26 and contains a 
farmhouse and outbuildings. 

Adding URA #62 to the UGB would not create islands of urban land or allow fingers of 
urbanized land to intrude to nearby resource land. In order to be connected to the UGB, 
URA #63 would need to be included in the UGB expansion with URA #62. 

The site is located adjacent to Highway 26 and an off-ramp that allows acces s to the highway. 
The total size of the reserve is small (18 acres) and is bordered by a natural riparian area along 
the majority of the northern edge of the site. 

(e) Sat is fact ion of t h e r e qu i r e m e n t s of Sec t ions 3.01.020(a) a n d (b) d o e s not mean 
tha t o ther S ta tewide P lanning Goa ls d o not need to be c o n s i d e r e d . If t he 
p r o p o s e d a m e n d m e n t involves o ther S ta tewide Planning Goals , they shall be 
a d d r e s s e d . 

Staff Analysis 

The provisions of the acknowledged Metro Code address the application of Goals 2 and 14. 
These are the applicable goals for proposed UGB amendments . Alternatively, other goals are 
satisfied a s follows; 

Goal 1, Citizen Participation. Each property owner according to the latest information from the 
County Assessor 's office within the subject area and within 500 feet was mailed a notice of the 
public hearing. In addition, a notice was published in the legal notice section of The Oregonian 
newspaper; public hearing advertisements were also published in The Oregonian newspaper; 
accounts of the public hearings at the Metro Council Growth Management Committee and the 
Metro Council were published in The Oregonian and other local newspapers: public hearings 
were held in two off-site locations (Hillsboro and Gresham) a s well a s six additional hearings in 
Metro Council Chamber and over 200 individuals presented oral testimony to the Metro Council 
Growth Management Committee and the Metro Council. 

In addition, a s a precursor to consideration of UGB expansion, the Metro Council has had open 
houses, newsletters, hot lines, surveys and public hearings on the 2040 Growth Concept and 
the Urban Reserves. 

Goal 2, Urban Planning. Information concerning Goal 2 is provided in this staff report under the 
section addressing Metro Code Section 3.01.020 (c), above. 
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Goals 3, Agriculture. Information is provided in the Factor 6 and Factor 7 sections of this staff 
report. This information a d d r e s s e s the soil types, their agricultural capabilities and the amount 
of such soil in relation to the total amount of land within the urban rese rve area , the location and 
type of agricultural activities currently being conducted within the subject a r e a a s well a s within 
o n e mile of the subject a r e a . 

Goal 5. The discussion of Factor 5 includes consideration of riparian corridors, including 
wet lands a s well a s fish and wildlife habitat. It also considers agg rega t e resources , energy and 
cultural r e sources including archeological and historic resources . 

Goal 6. Air, Water and Land Resources . DEQ h a s determined that emiss ions from cars and 
trucks a r e the largest single sou rce of air pollution in the metropolitan a r ea . The region h a s 
dramatically c leaned its air (through industry efforts and air pollution devices required on newer 
ca rs ) and a s of this pas t year , now complies with Sta te and Federal s t anda rds (the metropolitan 
a r e a now is in "attainment"). However, DEQ calculates that growth in the region and the 
inc rease in au to emiss ions from this grov\/th a s well a s the number of vehicle miles traveled that 
will m e a n that the metropolitan a r ea will again be a "nonattainment a rea" within five to seven 
yea r s . This could trigger requirements for private industries to take extensive actions to 
ameliorate air quality. Given this concern, DEQ h a s est imated the impact of new policy 
initiatives in the region. T h e s e initiatives include: the 2040 Growth Concept (with its emphas i s 
on a compac t urban form for the region), the region's emphas i s on mixed u s e development 
where transit service is f requent and convenient, the requirements of the Functional Plan and 
RTP for connectivity, and local government implementation of the S ta te ' s Transportation 
Planning Rule. The DEQ h a s forecas t that implementation of t h e s e policies is likely to be 
effective in address ing the region's future air quality chal lenges. DEQ's Final Report of the 
S ta t e Task Force on Motor Vehicle Emission Reduct ions in the Portland Area es t imates 
effective implementation of the t h e s e policies. As long a s expansion of the UGB is built to 
urban densit ies, there is no ev idence that there is a substantial difference in expected air 
pollution emiss ions from o n e a r e a to another when comparing alternative si tes . 

Goal 7, Areas Subject to Natural Disas ters and Hazards . Metro Council adopted Functional 
Plan, Title 3, that a d d r e s s e s Statewide Planning Goals 6, and 7. T h e s e requirements, to be 
implemented by cities and count ies within the region protect property and lives through 
s e t b a c k s from s t r e a m s and wetlands, balanced cut and fill, and erosion control m e a s u r e s . In 
addition, a s noted in Factor 5, Metro is working on prudent a p p r o a c h e s to address ing 
ea r thquake and landslide threa ts in the region. All a r e a s included within the UGB will be 
required to annex to the Metro Boundary prior to being added to the UGB. O n c e within the 
Metro Boundary, Title 3 and any requirements adopted by the Metro Council with regard to 
e a r t h q u a k e s and landslides would be required to be applied to the subject site. Accordingly, 
there is no ev idence that there is a substantial difference be tween si tes. 

Goal 9, Economy of the Sta te . Goal 9 calls for diversification and improvement of the 
economy. It a s k s communit ies to inventory commercial and industrial lands, project future 
n e e d s for such lands, and plan and z o n e enough land to mee t t hose n e e d s . This is a d d r e s s e d 
in the information provided in the r e s p o n s e to Factors 1 and 2, above . 

Goal 10, Housing. This goal specif ies that there must be a plan for accommodat ing n e e d e d 
housing types . An inventory of buildable residential lands, a s noted in the r e sponse to 
Factors 1 and 2 w a s completed and projection of future n e e d s for such lands w a s made . The 
Housing N e e d s Analysis d e m o n s t r a t e s that there is enough buildable land to meet those n e e d s 
to the yea r 2017 excep t for 32,370 dwelling units which must be accommoda ted through 
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expansion of the UGB. The Metro Council also adopted a Regional Framework Plan that 
created an Affordable Housing Technical Advisory Committee and commitment and timeline to 
address affordable housing issues in the region. This method is expected to help identify 
impediments and to find solutions, including incentives and regulations, which address the 
problems. 

Goal 11, Public Facilities and Services. This Goal is addressed in the discussion of Factor 3 
above. 

Goal 12, Transportation. This is addressed in the infonnation considered in Factor 3 a s well a s 
Factors 5 and 7. 

Goal 13. Energy. This is addressed in Factor 5, above. 

Goal 14. Urbanization. This is addressed in the discussion of Factors 1 through 7, above. 

Goal 15, Willamette Greenway. This goal is addressed through Title 3 and will be further 
addressed by recently initiated regional Goal 5 work. 

SECTION IV: METRO CODE SECTION 3.01.012 URBAN RESERVE PLANNING 
REQUIREMENTS 

Metro Code also requires an urban reserve plan be completed for the URAs. The Metro Code 
requires a conceptual land use plan for URAs which demonstrate compliance with Goal 2 and 
Goal 14, by application of Metro Code Section 3.01.020 or Section 3.01.030. These urban 
reserve plans a s s u m e compliance with the RUGGOs and the 2040 Growth Concept design 
types and any applicable Functional Plan provisions. Urban reserve concept plan requirements 
include an average residential density target, sufficient commercial and industrial development 
for the needs of the area, a transportation plan and protection for wildlife habitat and water 
quality enhancement. Metro Code Section 3.01.012 also requires a conceptual public facilities 
plan, school plan and an agreement on governance. If insufficient land to satisfy the "need" is 
available that meets the urban reserve requirements, the Metro Council may consider first tier 
lands where a city or county commits to complete and adopt an urban reserve plan and 
provides documentation to support this commitment a s outlined in Metro Code Section 
3.01.015(e). 

The following analysis is based on submittal on November 10 ,1998 of a "Preliminary" Urban 
Reserve Plan by Alpha Engineering for URAs #63 and the northern portion of #62 
(Attachments C and D). The City of Hillsboro has provided copies of letters dated • 
November 10.1998 and September 25 .1998 . discussing governance issues and support for 
this site. Mark Greenfield, representing the property owner, has also submitted a letter dated 
November 12 ,1998 clarifying information released in the "preliminary" report. 

(e) Urban Rese rve Plan Requi red . A concep tua l land u s e plan a n d c o n c e p t map , which 
d e m o n s t r a t e s compl i ance with Goal 2 and Goal 14 and Sec t ion 3.01.020 or Sec t ion 
3.01.030, with t h e RUGGOs a n d with t h e 2040 Growth C o n c e p t de s ign t y p e s and any 
appl icable Functional Plan provis ions , shall be required for all ma jo r a m e n d m e n t 
appl ica t ions and legislative a m e n d m e n t s of t h e UGB. Except a s provided in Sec t ion 
3.01.015(e), t he plan and m a p shal l include at leas t t h e following, w h e n appl icable : 
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(1) Provis ion for e i ther annexa t ion to a city and any n e c e s s a r y se rv ice dis t r ic ts at 
t he t ime of t h e final approval of t h e UGB a m e n d m e n t cons i s t en t with Sect ion 
3.01.065 OR an appl icable ci ty-county planning a rea a g r e e m e n t which requires 
at leas t t h e fol lowing: 

(A) City or coun ty a g r e e m e n t to adop t c o m p r e h e n s i v e plan provis ions for t he 
l ands a d d e d to t h e UGB, which comply with ail r equ i r emen t s of urban 
r e se rve plan cond i t ions of t he UGB. 

Staff Response 

Property owners in Urban Reserves #62 and #63 have submitted a "preliminary" concept plan 
for portions of URA #62 north of Highway 26 and URA #63. in a letter dated September 25, 
1998, the City of Hillsboro indicated that it supports the efforts of the property owner of the 
URAs to undertake urban reserve planning for these sites. In a Hillsboro-Washington County 
Memorandum of Understanding, the responsibility for urban reserve concept planning has been 
assigned to the City. If the URAs are brought into the UGB, the City will annex them and 
establish urban zoning. The City of Hillsboro would also a s sume responsibility for providing 
municipal services to the sites upon: 

A. City and Metro approval of a completed urban reserve plan for the sites followed 
by their inclusion into the UGB; 

B. establishment of the feasibility of providing public facilities and infrastructure 
services to the sites with owner funding participation and corresponding funding 
participation commitment from the owner; and 

C. annexation of the sites to Metro. 

The terms of this agreement have not been fulfilled because the "preliminary" plan fails to 
address funding participation by the proponent and establishment of feasibility for providing 
public facilities therefore this criterion has not been met. 

(B) City and coun ty a g r e e m e n t tha t l ands a d d e d to the UGB shall be rezoned for 
u rban d e v e l o p m e n t only upon annexa t ion or a g r e e m e n t for delayed 
annexa t ion to t h e city and any n e c e s s a r y se rv ice distr ict identified in the 
a p p r o v e d c o n c e p t plan or incorporat ion a s a new city; and 

Staff Response 

The letter dated November 10 ,1998 , from Tim Enwert, City Manager at the City of Hillsboro, 
stateis that the City cannot support inclusion of URAs it62 and #63 unless the proponent 
completes all provisions in the Metro Code regarding urban reserve planning and conducts a 
citizen involvement program that is approved by the Citizen Involvement Committee 
(Attachment D). Hillsboro also requires inclusion of an approved urban reserve plan in the 
City's comprehensive plan. The City of Hillsboro has not considered the "preliminary" concept 
plan. In addition, a letter dated November 17 ,1998, to the CIAC vice-chair states, "I would like 
to thank the CIAC again for allowing us the opportunity to address the committee and present a 
proposed citizen involvement program. The subject program will be used in the development of 
a concept plan for URAs 62 and 63..." The contents of this letter suggest that the plan has not 
been finalized or considered by the City of Hillsboro. Commitments made in a September 25, 
1998 letter, from the City of Hillsboro, are contingent on meeting the above requirements. 
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All conditions of the City of Hillsboro approval have not been fulfilled, therefore this criterion has 
not been satisfied. 

(C) County a g r e e m e n t that , prior to annexat ion to the city and any n e c e s s a r y 
serv ice dis t r ic ts , rural zoning tha t e n s u r e s a r ange of oppor tun i t i es for the 
orderly, e c o n o m i c and eff icient provision of urban s e r v i c e s when t h e s e lands 
are included in t h e UGB rema ins in p lace until city annexa t ion and the 
adopt ion of u r b a n zon ing . 

Staff Response 

The City of Hillsboro has negotiated a Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) with Washington 
County to a s sume governance and reserve planning responsibilities for this area. The MOU 
also requires the City of Hillsboro to annex this area and establish urban zoning once the a reas 
have been brought into the UGB. A letter dated September 25 ,1998, from the City of Hillsboro 
s ta tes that the City will a s s u m e responsibility for this area when feasibility of providing public 
facilities and infrastructure services has been determined. To date this has not been 
completed. 

Although an agreement is in place with Washington County to provide an orderly extension of 
urban services, the City of Hillsboro has several conditions relating to feasibility that have not 
been determined. Therefore this criterion has not been met. 

(2) Notwiths tanding (1) above , t he Metro Council may a p p r o v e a ma jo r or 
legislative a m e n d m e n t to the UGB if t he p r o p o s e d a m e n d m e n t Is required to 
a s s i s t t h e region t o comply with the 2040 Growth Concep t or t o a s s i s t t he 
region, a city or coun ty in demons t r a t ing compl i ance with s ta tu te , rule, o r 
s t a t ewide goal r e qu i r e m e n t s for land within the UGB. T h e s e r equ i r emen t s 
Include ORS 197.296,197.299 and 197.303, t h e S ta tewide Planning Goals and 
RUGGOs. An u rban s e rv i ce s a g r e e m e n t cons i s t en t with ORS 195.065 shall be 
required a s a condi t ion of approval for any a m e n d m e n t unde r th i s subsec t i on . 

(3) URAs #11 and #4 and #65 are s o geographical ly d i s t an t f rom exist ing city 
limits tha t annexa t ion to a city Is difficult to achieve , if t h e coun ty and 
a f fec ted city and any n e c e s s a r y se rv ice dis t r ic ts have s i g n e d an u rban serv ice 
ag reemen t or an u rban rese rve a g r e e m e n t coord ina t ing u rban se rv ices for the 
area , then the r equ i r emen t s for annexa t ion to a city In (1)(B) and (1)(C) a b o v e 
shall not apply. 

Staff Response 

These criteria are not applicable [(2) and (3)]. The approach chosen by the proponent relates 
to criterion (1). 

(4) Provision for a v e r a g e resident ial dens i t i e s of at leas t 10 dwelling un i t s pe r net 
deve lopable res ident ia l ac re or lower dens i t i e s tha t c o n f o r m t o the 2040 
Growth Concep t plan des ign type des igna t ion fo r t h e a rea . 

Staff Response 
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The proposed plan exceeds this requirement for providing a minimum of 10 units per acre by 
including a mix of housing types to provide 18 dwelling units per acre. There are no specific 
design types assigned to these reserves yet although the Productivity Analysis has assigned a 
corridor designation to these reserves. The proponent does not propose a specific design type 
but the proposed concept plan design designation of high and medium density residential and 
service commercial fulfill the intent of a corridor design type. The corridor design includes a mix 
of 70 percent residential and 30 percent commercial due to the location (arterial connections), 
pedestrian connections and potential acces s to transit. 

The proposal exceeds the minimum density requirements, therefore this criterion has been met. 

(5) Demons t rab le m e a s u r e s tha t will provide a diversity of hous ing stoci< tha t will 
fulfill n e e d e d h o u s i n g r equ i remen t s a s def ined by ORS 197.303. Measures 
may include, b u t a r e not limited to, implementa t ion of r e c o m m e n d a t i o n s in 
Title 7 of t h e Funct iona l Plan. 

Staff Response 

The plan proposes a mix of densities (high and medium) in the form of apartments, tov^^nhouses 
and rowhouses. The area of the plan designated, as medium density residential would provide 
both rental and for sale units and may include assessory units or "granny flats" for a s an 
additional option. The medium density units are clustered around a circular drive that 
surrounds a proposed park. 

Due to the variation of housing types and the mix of density proposed, this criterion has been 
fulfilled. 

(6) Demons t ra t ion of h o w residential deve lopmen t s will include, wi thout public 
subs idy , h o u s i n g a f fo rdab le t o h o u s e h o l d s with i n c o m e s at or be low area 
median i n c o m e s f o r h o m e owner sh ip and at or below 80 pe rcen t of a rea 
median i n c o m e s fo r rental a s def ined by US Depar tment of i-iousing and Urban 
Development f o r t h e a d j a c e n t u rban Jurisdiction. Public s u b s i d i e s shai i not be 
interpreted t o m e a n t h e fol lowing: dens i ty b o n u s e s , s t r eaml ined permitt ing 
p r o c e s s e s , e x t e n s i o n s t o the t ime at which s y s t e m s d e v e l o p m e n t c h a r g e s 
(SDCs) and o t h e r f e e s a re col lected, and o ther exe rc i s e s of t he regulatory and 
zoning p o w e r s . 

Staff Response 

The proposed reserve plan includes a discussion of providing a mixture of sale and rental 
housing and mav include "granny flats" or accessory unit housing to meet the affordable 
housing requirements. The plan presents a diversity of housing types that would theoretically 
provide housing in different price ranges and would address a variety of housing needs. No 
specific commitment ha s been made in the concept plan to developing a product that could 
meet the affordable housing requirement. 

Based on 80 percent of the City of Hillsboro's median income affordable rent would be $633/ 
month. The proponent s ta tes that accessory units (granny flats) are projected to fulfill this 
affordable housing need but no rent projections have been provided. Using the s ame standard, 

» the purchase price of homes (at 5 percent down payment) could not exceed $106,373. 
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No specific information has been submitted that demonstrates that this criterion has been 
fulfilled: However, a commitment to implement the development types discussed by the 
proponent would demonstrate that the criterion has been met. 

(7) Provis ion fo r suf f ic ien t commercia l and Industrial deve lopmen t for t h e n e e d s 
of t h e a rea t o b e deve loped and t h e n e e d s of a d j a c e n t land Inside the UGB 
c o n s i s t e n t with 2040 Growth Concep t des ign types . 

. Staff Response 

The plan provides 1.7 acres of commercial to be developed to support the residential units that 
will be developed. The commercial portion of the site will be developed as a node at Helvetia 
Road and Vogues Lane. The commercial portion of the site will provide convenience services 
to residents to limit additional trips outside of this area. This type and location of the 
commercial development is consistent with the corridor design type assigned by the 
Productivity Analysis for these reserves. 

Because the entire Hillsboro area is jobs rich and housing poor, inclusion of additional land for 
commercial or industrial purposes is not necessary. An industrial area is located eas t and 
south of URAs #62 and #63. URAs #62 and #63 are projected to provide 85 jobs by the 
Productivity Analysis. 

Sufficient commercial land has been proposed to satisfy the needs of the developing residential 
area . This is consistent with 2040 design types, therefore this criterion has been satisfied. 

(8) A concep tua l t r anspor ta t ion plan c o n s i s t e n t with the Regional Transpor ta t ion 
Plan and c o n s i s t e n t with protect ion of natural r e s o u r c e s a s required by Metro 
Funct ional Plan. 

Staff Response 

A basic transportation plan has been submitted that shows conceptual locations of a local street 
system. The transportation plan does not address the impacts of the development of these 
URAs on the surrounding street network, level of service, compatibility with the Hillsboro 
Transportation Systems Plan or mitigation for any adverse impacts. No additional crossing of 
the natural resource area on the site is planned a s part of this development. 

This criterion has not been met because: 1) a Conceptual Transportation Plan has riot been 
submitted that conclusively demonstrates consistency with the Regional Transportation Plan 
and 2) coordination with local jurisdictions concerning transportation planning for the area has 
not occurred. 

(9) Identification, mapp ing and a fund ing s t r a t egy fo r protec t ing a r e a s f rom 
deve lopmen t d u e t o f i sh and wildlife protect ion, wa t e r quality e n h a n c e m e n t 
and mitigation, and natural h a z a r d s mitigation. A natural r e s o u r c e protec t ion 
plan to pro tec t f i sh and wildlife habitat , wa te r quality e n h a n c e m e n t a r e a s and 
natural hazard a r e a s shall be comple t ed a s par t of t h e c o m p r e h e n s i v e plan 
and zoning for l a n d s added to the UGB prior to u rban deve lopment . 

The plan discusses the available natural resource information provided by Metro and mapped 
during the Title 3 process. The Title 3 mapping identified a creek that bi-sects the property in 
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an east/west direction and drains more than 100 acres. As a result, the plan proposes a 50-
foot riparian buffer that protects this resource. Title 3 only addressed water quality and 
flooding issues. Buffer width prescribed through this title does not address Impacts on fish and 
wildlife and habitat a reas . Informal reconnaissance has been completed on the site and as a 
result it is noted that the banks are devoid of vegetation and would benefit from re-vegetation 
and restoration. The plan does not detail the qualifications of the firm that performed this work. 

A general statement has been included in the plan that s tates that development plans would 
include a landscape plan that provides substantial plantings within the 50-foot buffer. No 
mention is made to the type of plantings or the overall value of these efforts. 

The plan lacks identification and mapping of natural resources located on this site. A letter from 
USA dated November 3 ,1998 , indicates that the site contains a perennial stream and potential 
wetlands or hazard drainage areas . No formal investigation has been completed for these 
a reas a s highlighted in the Factor 5 analysis of this report. 

No funding strategy or detailed plan has been provided to show how fish and wildlife habitat or 
water quality along the creek will be protected or enhanced. 

Due to the lack of 1) identification of resources, 2) a clear funding or a protection plan for the 
identified natural resources, fish and wildlife habitat, this criterion has not been met. 

(10) A concep tua l publ ic facil i t ies and se rv ices plan, including rough c o s t 
e s t i m a t e s for t h e provis ion of sewer , water , s t o rm dra inage , t ranspor ta t ion , 
fire and pol ice pro tec t ion facilities and parks , Including f inancing s t ra tegy for 
t h o s e c o s t s . 

Staff Response 

A conceptual public facilities plan has been completed for water and sanitary sewer for this site. 
No conceptual storm drainage plan has been developed for this site although the Productivity 
Analysis provides an estimate of the costs. The proponent indicates that drainage would be 
provided in compliance with the City of Hillsboro and Washington County negotiation. 

The City of Hillsboro will provide Fire and Police services after annexation. The City is currently 
developing a new fire station near the intersection of 229th Street and Evergreen Parkway, 
which would be located two miles from the URAs. 

No specific financing strategy ha s been developed for these reserves. The proponent states 
that they would "work with the city and county" to finance necessary improvements and that 
property taxes and sys tems development charges will cover system Improvements. 

A rough cost estimate of public facility siting has been included in the Productivity Analysis. 
The proponent has discussed revisions to the costs provided in this analysis because of the 
increased productivity on the site which effectively reduces the per dwelling unit costs to serve 
this site, using the proponent 's methodology. With the increased productivity, the overall 
ranking of the site in comparison to other URAs becomes more favorable. The site, on a cost 
per DUE basis (URA #62 = $12,792 and URA #63 = $19,106) would be ranked 8th and 23rd if 
this method is applied. 
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It should be noted that the Productivity Analysis u ses a 200-foot buffer on each side of the 
stream (the proponent has used 50-feet) in the analysis to generate the number of dwelling 
units and jobs accommodated on this site. The proponent has not provided an estimate of the 
buildable lands used in the analysis so the productivity and costs could be compared. Part of 
the difference in productivity numbers may be due to the difference in stream buffers. 

Because a financing plan for public facilities has not been included, this criterion has not been 
met. 

(11) A concep tua l s c h o o l plan that p rov ides for t he a m o u n t of land and 
Improvements n e e d e d fo r s choo l facili t ies. Es t ima tes of t h e need shall b e 
coord ina ted a m o n g a f fec ted s choo l distr icts , t he a f fec ted city or county , and 
a f fec ted specia l d i s t r ic t s c o n s i s t e n t with the p r o c e d u r e s In ORS 195.110(3), (4) 
and (7). 

Staff Response 

No proposed school plan has been submitted for this site. Comments have been received from 
the Hillsboro School District. Discussions have occurred between the proponent and the 
Assistant Superintendent, Joe Rodriguez, on the district's needs for schools within this area. 
Due to the small size of the reserve a reas and the existing facilities located near these areas , 
there is no evidence that dedication of additional school lands is needed. A copy of the letter 
confirming this conversation to the School District has been included in the plan materials. 
Based on the date of the letter, November 16, 1998, little time has been allowed if the school 
district chooses to respond further. 

This criterion has been satisfied, based on the information in the record. 

(12) An Urban Rese rve Plan m a p showing , at least , t he following, when appl icable: 
(A) Major roadway connec t ion and public facilities; 
(B) Location of unbui ldab le l ands Including but not limited to s t e e p s l o p e s , 

wet lands , f loodp la ins and riparian a reas ; 
(0) General loca t ions for commerc ia l and industrial l ands ; 
(D) General loca t ions fo r s ingle and multi-family hous ing ; 
(E) General loca t ions fo r publ ic open s p a c e , p lazas and ne ighborhood cen te r s ; 

and 
(F) General loca t ions or al ternat ive loca t ions for any n e e d e d schoo l , park or 

fire hall s i t e s . 

Staff Response 

Major Roadways and Public Facilities 
Major arterials have been shown on the proposed plan. A generalized local street n e ^ o r k 
provides acces s to the site. A public facilities plan has been included for the site (sanitary 
sewer and water only). A narrative is included which discusses the availability of sanitary sewer 
(provided by the United Sewerage Agency), water service (Tualatin Valley Water District) and 
schools. These service providers have indicated that there are no concerns with servicing 
these reserve areas. 
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Unbuildable Lands, Natural Areas 
The reserve plan map indicates a 50-foot buffer adjacent to a creek that bi-sects the reserve 
area. The creek had been identified on Title 3 maps, a s draining over 100 acres, therefore a 
minimum of a 50-foot buffer is required. No discussion has been provided on the location of 
any wetlands, floodplains, riparian areas , s teep slopes or natural hazard areas . 

Commercial and Industrial Lands 
The map indicates that a 1.75 acre commercial site will be located at the southeast corner of 
the property. The inclusion of 1.75 acres of commercial use on this site is appropriate to serve 
the developing residential a reas within the reserves. The Hillsboro area has a jobs/housing 
imbalance that would be compounded by inclusion of an industrial designation on any portion of 
the property or a larger commercial area. 

Single and Multi-family Residential 
The map indicates generalized locations for medium and high density residential development 
areas . A conceptual street network serves residential areas . 

Public Open Space, School, Fire Halls 
The map shows a combination of open space in the form of a buffer along the existing creek 
and a dedicated park space. Existing school sites have been indicated on the plan. No fire 
stations have been indicated on the plan although a fire station will be constructed within two 
miles of the URAs. 

The concept plan lacks sufficient detail on natural resources and storm drainage to fully comply 
with this criterion. 

(13) The urban r e se rve plan shal l be coordina ted a m o n g the city, county , schoo l 
district and o ther s e rv i ce dis t r ic ts , Including a d i spu te resolut ion p r o c e s s with 
an MPAC repor t a n d publ ic hear ing cons i s t en t with RUGGOs Object ive 5.3. 
The urban r e se rve plan shall be cons ide red for local approval by the af fected 
city or by the county , if s u b s e c t i o n (3), above, appl ies in coordinat ion with any 
af fec ted se rv ice dis t r ic t and/or s choo l district . Then t h e Metro Council shall 
cons ide r final approval of t he plan. 

Staff Response 

Coordination has occurred between the City of Hillsboro and Washington County in the form of 
a MOU, which assigns planning, and urban reserve plan jurisdiction to the City. The proponent 
has only submitted a "preliminary" concept plan and has not completed the citizen involvement 
requirements. The proponent has informally coordinated with the Hillsboro School District to 
detemnine if there are adequate facilities to serve these areas . USA and TVWD have indicated 
that they have reviewed the preliminary plan and have provided general comments regarding 
serviceability. 

This criterion has not been satisfied because the proponent has not fulfilled all of the 
requirements in the MOU between the City of Hillsboro and Washington County and conditions 
placed by the City to have coordinated planning with all affected parties. 
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SUMMARY 

The owner/developer for URA #43 has prepared and presented to Metro an urban reserve plan 
pursuant to Metro Code Section 3.01.012(e). Despite the plan in its current form is not 
sufficient to satisfy the requirements of the Metro Code. A brief summary of the issues present 
follows: 

Urban Rese rve Plan Required 

The plan provided appears to describe URA #62 and #63 a s a Corridor 2040 Design type. This 
designation is consistent with the Productivity Analysis and staff evaluation of the site. The plan 
addresses the following elements of the urban reserve plan requirements: 

1. Provision for Annexation Not Sat isf ied 
2. Reoional Compliance Not Applicable 
3. Remote Geoaraohv Not Applicable 
4. Average Density of 10 DU/AC Satisf ied The plan demonstrates consistency with the 

applicable 2040 Concept Plan Design Type. 
5. Diversity of Housing Sat i s f ied The plan depicts zoning that will allow for a diversity of 

housing. 
6. Affordable Housing Not Sat is f ied Calculations have not been shown that demonstrate that 

this requirement has been fulfilled. 
7. Commercial and Industrial Land Sat isf ied 
8. Transportation Plan Not Sat is f ied An adequate transportation plan has not been 

submitted. 
9. Natural Area Mapping Not Sat isf ied Natural resources and funding or protection plan 

have not been submitted. 
10. Public Facilities Plan Not Sat is f ied A financing plan and a conceptual storm drainage plan 

have not been submitted. 
11. School Plan Sat is f ied The owner/developer has not provided sufficient opportunity for 

comment to the affected school district, but the record to date is satisfactory. 
12. Maps Not Sat isf ied The maps lack sufficient detail on storm drainage and natural 

resources to fully comply. 
13. Government Coordination Not Sat isf ied The City of Hillsboro has not yet formally 

considered the plan presented to Metro and the proponent has not fulfilled the requirements 
stated in the MOU. 

Metro C o d e Sect ion 3.010.012(c), 2040 Design Types : 

(3) Prior t o add ing land to t h e UGB, t h e Metro Council shall modify t h e 2040 
Growth C o n c e p t t o de s igna t e regional de s ign t y p e s cons i s t en t with t i ie 
2040 Growth C o n c e p t for t h e land a d d e d . 

Staff have attached copies of "Draft 2040 Design Type" maps, to this staff report. 
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Based upon review of the information in the record, few of the applicable criteria have been 
met . Metro staff conclude that the submitted urban reserve plan d o e s not satisfy the Metro 
C o d e 3.01.012(e) requirements . 

SECTION V: SUMMARY O F STAFF REPORT CONCLUSIONS 

UGB Expansion Areas Sorted bv Total Ranking 
(Highest ranking is highest suitability for urbanization) 

T h e ratings descr ibed in this report a r e combined in the table below. B e c a u s e there is a 
requirement to ba lance the competing factors, e a c h URA is evaluated for its suitability for 
urbanization relative to all other contending sites. Ratings were calculated a s described 
e l sewhere to derive a raw score . A statistical method w a s applied to the raw scores to allow 
comparison with e a c h factor given equal weight. A distribution of s c o r e s for any one factor w a s 
calculated comparing the var iance from the m e a n value (standard deviation). This allowed 
conversion of the da ta for e a c h factor to be described a s a value of be tween 0 and 10 without 
distortion. For example , o n e evaluation method might have raw s c o r e s be tween 0 and 55, 
while another might have va lues be tween 1 and 150. Merely adding raw sco res would result in 
o n e criterion being weighed more heavily. In addition, the raw s c o r e s a re in different units. 
Factor 3 is m e a s u r e d primarily in dollars, while Factor 4 in dwelling units and jobs. This 
statistical method allows comparison. By statistically rating "on the curve," no factor is weighed 
more or less than any other. The following table contains ratings with a total ranking. Factor 3 
includes both ranking from the Productivity Analysis for public facility cost and an adjusted 
ranking (0) where the feasibility of providing public facilities cannot be verified by the urban 
r e se rve plan process . 
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Summary of Staff Report Conclus ions - UGB Expansion 
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URA 
» Acres 

Dwelling 
Units 

Cumu-
lative 
Total 
DUs J o b s 

Fact 
Public F 

Cost 

or 3 
acilities 

Feasi-
bility1 

Factor 4 
Efficiency or 
Productivity 

of Site 

Factor 5 
Environ., Econ. 

Energy & 
Social 

Factor 6 
Retention 
of Agric. 

Land 

Factor 7 
Compatibility 

with 
Agriculture 

Total . 

Total 

Score 
Adjusted 

Total2 

U r b a n 
Reserve 

Plan1 

*15 371.0 2,396 2,396 645 8 8 8 9 3 3 33 C 

*5 1,422.0 6,210 8,606 2,998 7 5 t 8 9 29 2 9 0 

42 249.6 0 8,606 3,734 6 7 8 8 29 2 9 R/l4 

*4 123.4 375 8,981 125 7 2 t 8 10 27 2 7 0 

*33 43.7 220 9,200 118 5 6 t 8 6 2 5 2 5 C 

*14 307.2 1,062 10,262 347 6 2 7 8 2 3 2 3 C 

*47 82.0 361 10,624 120 3 4 t 8 8 2 3 2 3 0 

*43 10.2 45 10,669 15 0 4 8 10 22 22 0 

52 98.8 421 11,090 140 7 4 t 8 3 22 22 1 

51 93.6 323 11.413 108 6 2 t 8 5 21 21 1 

**55 353.0 1,493 12,906 457 8 4 t 7 . 2 21 21 C/l 

54 190.9 1.108 14,013 369 8 7 t 2 3 20 20 1 

55 473.0 2,509 16,522 1,799 8 8 2 2 20 20 1 

41 144.4 6 2 6 17,149 209 8 4 t 4 3 19 19 1 

34 749.1 1,891 19,040 1,855 5 N 2 t 8 8 2 3 18 1 

*34 7.4 11 19,051 4 0 0 t 8 8 16 16 C 

*45 464.2 1,772 20,823 591 5 3 t 8 0 16 16 0 

53 204.2 997 21,820 385 8 5 t 1 2 16 16 1 

62 8.4 87 21,907 47 4 10 1 1 16 16 1 

65 116.0 704 22,611 180 7 5 t 1 3 16 16 R 

33 294.7 956 23,567 308 6 N 2 t 6 5 19 13 
13 

1 

*41 278.8 1,277 24,844 426 5 5 t 2 1 13 
13 
13 R 

63 10.5 71 24,915 38 2 9 t 1 1 13 13 1 
1 

32 87.3 436 25,351 145 4 N 5 t 1 6 16 12 
1 
1 

31 736.fi 3,352 28,703 1,590 6 N 5 t 1 2 14 8 1 

***39 20.C 0 28,703 0 n/a n/a t 1 5 n/a n/a C 



fjRA 62 (North) And 63 
Concept Plan 
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* This Preliminary Concept Plan is stiii subject to City of Hillsboro and Washington County review in accordance with 
City/County Memorandum of Understanding dated January 29, 1998. 



URA 62 (South) 
Concept Plan 
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* This Preliminary Concept Plan is still subject to City of Hillsboro and Washington County review in accordance with 
City/County Memorandum of Understanding dated January 29, 1998. 



ATTACHMENT E 
U R A s 62 & 6 3 

METRO 
URBAN RESERVE PRODUCVVITY ANALYSIS 

Table 8. Productivity Estimate. for.J3hase 2 URAs (Base with 200 foot-str«atTvbuffersy—--
A c r e s Productivity Density 

Rese rve Total Buildable^-Buildable Buildable Dwelling Employ-
m e n t 

DU/ Net Emp. Per P roduc -
Number A c r e s L a n d a Res . Land Resou rce U n i t s ' 

Employ-
m e n t R e s i d e n t G r o s s tivity Number A c r e s 

Land Acre * Emp Acre I n d e x ' 

Tierl 
0.0 8.3 4 123.4 59.4 52.1 375 125 9.6 0.0 8.3 

5 1,382.0 839.5 703.2 6,210 2,883 11.8 44.3 12.9 
11 464.2 157.7 0.0 51.1 0 3,461 0.0 25.0 7.5 
14 307.2 141.0 117.6 26.6 1,062 347 12.0 20.0 9.4 
15 315.5 248.3 213.6 1,879 506 11.7 20.0 15.9 
33 43.7 22.5 13.8 220 118 21.2 20.0 14.8 
34 7.4 2.3 2.1 11 4 7.3 0.0 4.1 
35 72.2 22.0 19.3 223 23 15.4 0.0 7.7 
36 33.1 6.8 7.7 42 14 7.3 0.0 3.5 
37 145.5 112.6 98.8 995 159 13.4 0.0 17.5 
39 13.1., 0.0 0.0 0.0 0 0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
41 278.a..- 202.0 177.4 156.2 1,277 426 9.6 0.0 12.5 
43 10.2 7.2 6.3 45 15 9.6 0.0 12.2 
44 238.1 152.9 0.0 27.5 0 3,357 0.0 25.0 14.1 
45 464.2 280.4 246.2 1,772 591 9.6 0.0 10.4 
47 82.0 57.2 50.2 361 120 9.6 0.0 12.0 
55 475.8 283.8 247.1 58.3 1,877 694 10.1 60.0 ,; 10.9 

Subtotal 4,456.3 2,597.4 1,955.4 319.7 16,351 12,842 11.1 27.0 11.7 
other 

1 531.8 245.6 184.6 253.6 2,267 1,163 16.4 31.1 12.4 
3 22.2 4.8 .. 4.2 4.5 23 - 8 7.3 0.0 2.8 
17 189.3 137.8 121.0 871 290 9.6 0.0 12.6 
18 98.5 . 67.6 59.4 427 142 9.6 0.0 11.9 
22 337.3 150.0 131.7 949 316 '9.6 0.0 7.7 
23. 22.9 16.2 14.3 103 34 9.6 0.0 12.3 
24 173.5 143.3 88.1 634 1,155 9.6 25.0 15.4 
25 1,047.6 535.9 388.2 • - 2,939 3,373 10.1 30.0 10.0 
29 190.6 94.3 82.8 596 •199 9.6 0.0 8.5 
30 190.3 110.1 94.8 834 224 11.7 20.0 11.7 
31 736.8 460.2 382.3 508.7 3,352 1,590 11.7 37.8 13.1 
32 87.3 69.0 60.6 69:3 436 145 9.6 0.0 13.7 
33 294.7 149.4 124.6 59.0 956 308 10.2 20.0 8.8 
34 749.1 308.9 218.4 1,891 1,855 11.5 26.9 8.5 
41 144.4 99.1 87.0 45.0 626 209 9.6 0.0 11.9 
42 249.6 170.1 0.0 0 3,734 0.0 22.5 15.0 
48 218.4 155.3 136.4 982 327 9.6 0.0 12.3 
49 261.6 174.9 153.6 1,106 369 9.6 0.0 11.6 
51 93.6 51.1 44.9 323 108 9.6 0.0 9.4 
52 98.8 66.6 58.5 1,7 421 140 9.6 0.0 11.6 
53 204.2 147.5 127.9 152.8 997 385 10.4 60.0 13.6 
54 190.9 175.2 153.8 141.0 1,108 369 9.6 O.G 15.9 
55 350.4 260.2 214.8 274.1 1,798 1,289 11.2 60.Q 16.0 
61 28.4 16.4 0.0 0 360 0.0 25.0 12.7 
62 54.4 27.0 16.6 8.1 264 142 21.2 20.C 14.3 
63 10.5 Z 3 1.4 1.6 22 12 21.2 20.0 6.3 
64 . 191.3 126.8 108.0 15.0 1,039 254 12.8 20.0 14.4 
65 487.7 318.7 272.8 • . 186.4 2,512 643 12.3 20.C 13.7 
67 319.2 137.0 120.3 658 216 7.3 O.C 5.6 
68 64.0 18.5 16.2 89 2S 7.3 0.( 3.8 
69 11.9 7.9 6.9 38 12 7.3 0.( 8.7 
70 35.2 29.8 26.1 143 47 7.3 O.C 11.1 

Subtota 7,686.4 4,477.6 3,499.8 1,720.$ 28,403 19,451 10,8 27 > 11.4 
. Tota 12.142.7 7,074,8 6,455.2 2.040.( 44,764 32,294 10.9 27.: 11.5 

Source: URA Productivity Model, ECONorthwest, 1998 
a. Total acres less (1) existing and estimated future pubfic atxl Institutional land, and (2) constrained land; plus estimated 

redevelopable land. 
b. Resource land is farm and forest land as designated by Metro's RLIS. 
c. In most'cases, a URA has several types of residential land (i.e.t buildable land is allocated to different Metro design types), 

each with a different average density. The model handles these different calculations to calculate total units. 
d; • In the base case, a little under 40% of the total employment occurred on residential land in Inner and Outer Neighborhoods. 

Reported per "net acre' so that estimatesxaa.be compared to Metro policy requiring an average of 10 dwelling units pernet 
residential acre. 

f. Productivity Index = (Population • Employment) / Total Acres. Population - OU * persons/DU. 
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Table 1: URA Serviceability, Summary of Costs 

wHPKmc.' 
worn 

SirvleMbntty Colt (p*r DUE) Stfvtettbimy Cost (Totah) Dwtmng UnR Equhraltnt* (DUE*) 
Bn*«mi200 Urt)tn Biti «rtth 200* TrampOftwen Strawn Biffftr Stnim Bimtr 

115,640 S1.1 $3,000 $1,000,000 (3.401,763 
S1Z.4S1 •10,461 (27.276.260 19,444.000 $19,015,000 $36,546,537 1.382J> $17,797 $14,625 $5,371,573 $4,525,600 $3,658,000 $11,909,056 $16,966 $14,443 $4,269,752 $4,130,400 $3,465,000 $11,023,996 $10,440 $10,264 $5,712,746 $5,029,500 $4,355,000 $6,722,694 $21,600 $19,534 $3,255,467 $1,152,000 $1,242,375 $1,211,700 
$96,435 $75,406 $167,557 $865,000 $136,250 $51,660 

$2,697,360 $1,303,200 $3,299,650 $1,490,400 
$67,674 $55,579 $240,161 $1,166,600 $719,200 $1,136,413 
$13,316 $12,226 $4,705,923 $1,264,500 $3,997,000 $4,169,127 

$105,000 $1,168,000 $2,630,957 
$23,435 $23,276 $4,657,321 $4,654,500 $7,055,000 $17,517,777 203.4 278.8 $62,001 $52,801 $287,930 $207,375 $144,500 $2,565,150 $19,643 $19,241 $6,740,402 $3,229,600 $5,524,500 $11,978,650 
$23,408 $20,071 $11,049,925 $4,720,500 $13,017,000 $18,465,000 327.0 $34,125 $26,306 $4,715,449 $1,152,000 $4,096,000 $3,183,750 
$11,398 $9,157 $6,237,425 $2,394,000 $4,330,273 $11,725,806 47S.B $13,214 $10,809 $11,491,427 $5,538,000 $4,636,200 $14,697,300 

$158,833 $158,833 $88,816 $847,200 $2,423,000 $763,000 *21.974 $19,526 $4,309,966 $3,901,500 $5,402,160 $6,180,400 
$16,978 $16,978 $1,856,111 $1,264,500 $432,000 $4,711,500 $21,558 $19,014 $4,831,573 $2,901,000 $5,764.000 $9,791,400 337.3 $27,256 $24,551 $302,705 $1,264,500 $360,000 $1,261,209 $13,469 $12,129 $2,885,013 $1,152,000 $3,266,160 $7,716,391 
$16,392 $14,970 $24,679,790 $6,972,000 $13,049,500 $26,309,888 886.6 1.047.6 $24,153 $4,330.925 $2.341,500 $5,355,250 $4,365,900 190.6. $22,191 $16,240 $4,523,635 $3,337,800 $5,792,000 $6,925,275 134.0 $20,137 $15,752 $34,628,744 $5,298,000 $12,355,500 $28,360,035 

$7,761,236 $3,006,600 $1.983.000 $2,582,901 
$27,176 $20,672 $10,714,636 $3,955,500 $6,060,750 $8,725,599 196.4 $27,092 $22,727 $35,200,610 $5,618,200 $10,741,325 $20,415,002 
$10,389 $6,645 $2,642,935 $105,000 $608,000 $3,855,043 144.4 $17,901 $16,706 $6,429,311 $2,785,800 $5,894,100 *12,741,600 
$18,591 $16,010 $4,766,739 $3,196,500 $4,576,000 $8,229,750 $17,672 $15,731 $2,682,235 $3,598,500 $5,631,000 $10,417,500 
$19,826 $18,643 $895,290 $2,508,000 $891,157 $3,001,412 
$14,952 $14,644 $1,117,378 $2,323,800 $1,316,086 $2,409,673 
$10,934 $9,516 $3,076,638 $2,175,000 $1,439,708 $5,964,731 
$9,613 $9,316 $3,009,749 $2,679,000 $1,759,131 $4,678,284 

$10,060 $9,434 $5,759,930 $3,141,000 $2,050,364 $12,537,051 277.5 350,4 $16,748 $11,443 $685,000 $667,600 $959,940 
$29,656 $27,964 $2,708,555 $2,145,000 $1,438,600 $3,303,891 
$98,619 $98,219 $221,107 $105,000 $1,798,000 $588,966 $16,960 $16,385 $5,236,401 $2,758,500 $3,966,000 $7,459,500 
$15,739 $14,309 $7,794,780 $8,406,050 $10,408,000 $19.143.300 350.6 487.7 $43,068 $12,643,287 $4,855,200 $5,556,500 19.189.450 174.9 $49,076 $1,520,698 $1.303.200 $1,215,000 $1,611,000 $65,761 $65,761 $568,683 $1,303,200 $625,500 $339,000 
$31,014 $30,971 $2,155,707 $1,565,550 $459,000 $864,600 
$26,107 $20,474 $12,970,025 $5,107,500 $7,303,125 $9,937,299 221.4 338.4 $27,433 $23,003 $35,388,067 $6,703,200 $10,677,575 $20,466,662 756.6 $19,142 $17,873 $7,700,256 $4,759,500 $7,663,000 $21,372,820 
$10,704 $9790 111,997,355 $5,535,000 $6,880,637 $24,262,856 



Spreadsheet 1 

TABLE 5. TRANSPORTATION SERVICEABILITY C O S T S 
Phase II Service Availability Analysis 
Transportation System Cost Estimates - Streets, Bicycle, Pedestrian, Transit 
W&H Project 3270-0101 (filename: TRANCOST.xls) 

URA ACREAGE 
DUES (1) 

Bast 
Cas t 

DUES (1) 
Bast with 

200' Bufftr 

TRANSIT (2) 
(relativt strvict cost) 

CAPITAL COST 
STREETS (3.4) 

(miilions) 

PRESENT WORTH 
MAINTENANCE 
STREETS (4.5) 

(20 y t a r fo r t c j s t ) 
(millions) 

TOTAL 
COST (6) 
(miilions) 

COST 
PER DUE (6) 
Base Case 

COST 
PER DUE (6) 

Base with 
200' Buffer 

Tier 1 
A 124 442 427 tower cost S 1.03 S 0 33 % 1 37 s 3.092 s 3,196 
5 1382 8821 7411 lower cost S 20 63 S 665 t 27.28 s 3.092 s 3,660 

11 464 1755 1442 meorum cost % 4.08 s 1.29 i 5.37 s 3.061 s 3,725 
14 307 1568 1206 medrum cost S 3.12 s 1.15 $ 4.27 s 2,723 s 3,539 
15 315 2122 2090 medium cost S 4 18 s 1.54 i 5.71 s 2,692 i 2.733 
33 339 300 • 269 medium cost $ 1.97 s 0.29 s 2.26 s 7,518 i 8,363 
34 756 17 13 medium cost S 0.17 s 002 } 0.19 s 11,033 $ 14,650 
35 72 248 233 medium cost $ 2.23 s 0.67 s 290 s 11,683 s 12,458 
36 33 59 48 medium cost S 020 % 004 i 024 s 4,071 s 4,991 
37 146 1156 1062 medium cost S 3.93 s 0 78 i 4.71 s 4,071 s 4,433 
39 13 0 0 • medium cost S s • s - s - s -

41 424 1464 1454 medium cost S 3 5 0 s 1.36 % 4 66 s 3,318 i 3,340 
43 10 61 52 medium cost S 021 s 0 07 i 0.29 $ 4,720 s 5,570 
44 238 1428 1399 medium cost S 5 03 s 1.72 i 6.74 s 4,720 s 4.819 
45 4&4 2354 2019 medium cost S 8.63 s 2 42 s It OS s 4.694 i 5.474 
47 82 496 412 medium cost S 3 58 $ 1.14 i 4 72 s 9.507 $ 11,455 
55 826 2696 2166 lower cost S 4 5 8 $ 1.66 $ 6 24 s 2,314 s 2.880 

Other 
1 532 3364 2752 higher cost $ 8.92 $ 257 $ 11.49 s 3.416 4,176 
3 22 26 26 higher cost $ 0 07 s 0 02 $ 0.09 s 3,416 i 3,406 

17 189 1116 992 medium cost S 3.21 $ 1.10 s 4.31 $ 3,862 i 4,346 
18 99 487 487 medium cost S 1 26 s 0 60 $ 1.86 s 3,811 i 3,813 
22 37 1225 1080 medium cost S 354 s 1.29 i 4 8 3 s 3,944 i 4,473 
23 23 130 117 medium cost S 0.23 s 0 07 i 0.30 s 2,329 t 2,586 
24 173 1239 1115 medium cost S 2.17 s 0 71 i 2.89 $ 2,329 s 2,586 
25 1048 4757 4344 medium cost S 18 06 s 6.82 i 24 88 $ 5,230 i 5,727 
29 190 705 679 higher cost S 2 94 s N 1.39 t 4 3 3 i 6,143 i 6,381 
30 190 1128 927 medium cost S 3 36 s 1.16 s 4 52 s 4,010 i 4.878 
31 737 5132 4015 medium cost S 29.90 s 4 9 3 s 34.83 s 6,787 s 8,676 
32 87 509 497 medium cost S 7.27 9 0 49 s 7.76 $ 15,246 i 15.631 
33 339 1425 1084 medium cost S 934 s 1.37 $ 10.71 s 7,519 s 9,885 
34 756 3175 2664 medium cost $ 3215 $ 305 s 3520 s 11,087 s 13,213 
41 424 857 713 medium cost S 2 05 s 0,79 i 2.84 s 3,317 i 3.985 
42 250 1667 1556 medium cost S 5 01 s 1 42 i 6 43 s 3.857 s 4,132 
48 218 1298 1118 medium cost S 3 63 s 1 16 i 4 79 s 3.688 s 4,281 
49 262 1431 1259 medium cost S 1 91 $ 0 75 s 2.66 s 1,860 i 2,114 
51 93 387 368 lower cost $ 0 66 s 024 t 090 s 2,313 s 2,433 
52 99 483 479 tower cost $ 0 82 s 0.30 i 1.12 s 2.313 t 2,331 
53 204 1330 1157 lower cost $ 226 s 082 s 3 0 8 s 2,313 s 2,658 
54 191 1301 1261 lower cost $ 2.21 s 080 s 301 s 2,313 s 2,386 
55 826 2490 2335 lower cost S 423 s 1,53 i 5.76 s 2.313 s 2,467 
61 28 220 150 higher cost S s - s - s - i -

62 54 343 324 higher cost S 2.26 s 0 45 i 2.7t s 7,897 s 8,372 
63 11 28 27 higher cost S 018 s 004 i 0.22 i 7,897 s 8.053 
64 191 1185 1145 higher cost S 359 s 1.65 i 524 3 4,419 ) 4,573 
65 488 3058 2780 lower cost S 5 90 s 1 89 s 7.79 3 2,549 i 2,804 
67 319 956 749 higher cost $ 937 s 3.28 t 1264 s 13.225 s 16,887 
68 64 115 101 higher cost S 1.13 $ 039 t 1.52 s 13,225 t 15,065 
69 12 43 43 higher cost $ 042 % 0.15 s 0.57 s 13,225 t 13,185 
70 35 163 163 higher cost S 1.60 % 0.56 t 2 16 s . 13,225 i 13,253 

Both 
33 339 1725 1353 medium cost S 11.31 % 166 12.97 s 7,519 t 9,588 
34 756 3192 2677 medium cost S 32.32 s 3 07 35.39 s 11,086 i 13,220 
41 424 2322 2168 medium cost S 5.55 s 2.15 7.70 i 3,316 $ 3,552 
55 826 5186 4501 lower cost s 8.ai s 3.19 12.00 s 2,313 2,666 

oyment figures. 1 DUE « 2 4 people. 
terms because of time limitations and wide vanations m URA transit system 

(1) DUEs ' Dwelling Unit Equivalents. DUEs are estimated housing and em 
(2) For tnis analysis, transit is described m qualitative rattier than quanlitativt 
characteristics/lack of researcnable infomiation that hindered comprehensive analysis. 
(3) Capital cost for streets is taken from Spreadsheet 2. Appendix B 
(4) Capital costs for streets and maintenance costs for streets assume capital and maintenance costs for bicycle and pedestnan systems 
(5) Present worth of maintenance cost/year for streets is taken from Spreadsheet 3. Appendix B 
(6) II should Be noted that cost estimates per URA change when contiguous URAs are brought into the UGB at the same time, URAs "share costs" if they are brought 
in on the same transportaiion system 

IWP) 
WiH Pacific, inc 9/10/98 



URA#62 Wastewater Cost 
Englntti's EtUmaU High Rang* Low Rang* 

Coat/UnR I ToUl Coat Coat/ UnR I Total Coat Coat/UnR ToUICoat Technique/ Option Quantity I Unlta 

Pip*, manholw & trtnching 
15*<ll«m«tao* 

Medium ( t a * - 2 4 ' dlanwtar. MUmilBd (B 24") 
U m * (>"27* diametaf. *allin>l*d CT 

$424,520 10,013 Malntananc* (20 y a r praaant wortn) 
Pip*, manhol** & tranchlng; •xtni d—p 

Smi> (CT 15* diamataf) 
• 24* diamatar. astlmatad 

Larga (>»27* dlamatar. wMmalad n A7r\ 
Malntananc* (20 y a f p m t n t worth) 

P u m p a t a U o n s $110,000 $9,000 S m a l (80 y ar pwaant worth) 
$745,000 Medium (80 y a f p c a a n i worth) 

$1,400,000 LOT* ( 8 0 yaf pf***rt worth) 
Malntananc* (20 y a f pi»*ent<iwrth) 

Fores malm 

Malnteoanc* (20 y r pc*a*nt worth) 
Extra for pip* coratpictlon rtwtland 

Shallow to nioderat*»o>deplh 
D*epao«oapci 

Stream and riparian mitigation 
<3S'wtd* 

2 5 ' T O 7 5 ' W M * 

> 7 6 ' - 2 0 f f w H * 
W*tland mitigation 

$25,000 $10,000 Low quality 
$35,000 $15,000 Medium quawy 

$20,000 $40,000 $20,000 High quality 
River croaalng (bridg*. wtlmated Q B") 

$4.160 $4,500 Sm»> (<*75' leoQth. eatlmeled a 75') 
$7.200 $7,500 $0,750 Medium (75' -150* length. eiUmated g j 1501 $10,000 $11.000 

$47,025 

$7,500 f r o * f>« I 5 g length) 
Rivar crotiliiQ (bore/tranch. *ttlm*t*d at 30") 

Small (CT75'length) $47,100 $40,575 
$88,000 $87.450 Medium (75' • 150r length) 

$118,000 Lefoe (>• 150f length, eiUmated CT 2001 
Tr««tm*nt c8p«clty 

$3,000,000 Medium (10/10) 
$450,000 $5,000,000 $540,000 $6,000,000 $360,000 $4,000,000 AWT (USA) 

$3,200,000 $288,000 $300,000 $4,000,000 $259,200 $2,880,000 Malnlenanee (20 y ar preaent worth) 

'Indicates shared ladltty 

J 
4 

Base Total: 

Engineertng Costs (S 20%; 
Contingency Costs Q 30%: 

Total:" 

$1,839,695 

$367,939 
$551,909 

$2,693,597 

$538,719 
$808,079 

$2,202,594 

$440,519 
$660,778 

$2,759,543 $4,040,396 $3,303,891 

WH Pacific, Inc. 
8/9/SS 

c ^ 

8 ^ 



UR/W62 Water Cost 
Inttr 'a EtUmatt Low Rino* 

Total Coat CoatrUnR Total Coat Coat/Untt Total Coat Coat/Unit Quantity | Unlta 

mod 

Technique/Option 
Soufc* axpanalon $800,000 

$475,000 Surtaoa water 

Treatment and appurtenancea $52,000 $400,000 $85,000 
$ 

$182,900 

$500.000 
$1.500.000 
$1,250,000 

J39;000 
JO 

$97,500 

$300,000 
$1.000,000 EBEEDGai 

$130,000 Level B (New Plant) $1,000,000 $750,000 Matntenanee <20 year pceaent worth) 
Tranamtaalon llnea 

Smal 
Medium ( i r 

Lefoe(>-2Z1 
Rtver croaainq (bridg*. wtlnnttd Q B ) $4,180 $4.600 

$7.500 
$11,000 

$3.750 
$8.750 
$7,500 

Smal (<"75' lengtn. etdmated O 75 
Medium nS ' - I W leoQtfi. e t t lmted 0 1 

Lewe (>• iBflf length) 
$10,800 

Rlvor croaaing (txw/traneh, eatlmated at 30 ) 
Smal (<"76' 

$47,100 $47,825 
$88,800 

$48,575 
$87,450 $88,125 

16ff length) Medium (75 $118,100 $118,000 Lame (>•150' lenoth.'eatlmated Q 20g) 
Prtaaura wduclnfl v i t m $29,000 $32,000 $32,375 

$0 
$35,000 $27,750 

$0 
$30.000 S m a r $45,000 $50.000 

$75,000 
$40.000 
$80,000 $70,000 

Water metera $70,000 $80,000 $80,000 

Distribution avatem atoraqe 
Smell (1-2 mo) 

Medium (2-5 mo) 
L»met>5 mg) 

Pump atatlona $100,000 $110,000 $80,000 Small (80 $800,000 $855,000 $745,000 Medium (80 year $1,500,000 $1,800,000 $1,400,000 $128,000 $150,000 $100,000 

indlcatea ahared hdOty 
••Due to the recent expanalon o( Iht Barney Reaervolf, 
costs assodated with source axpanalon are not (nehided. 
•••Connecfloo la assumed at new 68" water 
transmission line 

Base Total; 

eering Costs Q 20%: 
njency Costs ® 30*/t: 

Total; 

$1,214,250 

$242,850 
$364,275 

$1,519,875 

$303,675 
$455,963 

$1,438,800 

$287,320 
$430,980 

C 5 

$1,214,250 $1,519,875 $1,438,600 

WH Pacific, Ir 
9/9/98 



URA#62 Stormwater Cost 
Engln—r** EitlimU Low Rang 

Quantity I UnlU Cost/Untt | ToUl Cost CotUUntt I Total Cof t CoatfUnIt | Total Coat Technique/ Option 
Pip#, m«nhol»« 9k trtnchlng 

(<»ia*dl»fn«l«o Smal 
Medium 2 1 ' • 4 r dUinetef. e«lim«t<xl * r ) 

Ljrg« (>M>' dl«mtt«f. ««tlm«ted ffl OCT) 
Malnietwno (20 ywc pmen t wortft) 

Extra for plp« coMtnictlon «twitl«nd 
Sh»llow to modf»l« to* d*pOT 

Deop toM wptn 
Straam and riparian mltlflrtion 

CS'vMda 
25 to 75 wtda 

> 75' - 200' wWa 
Watland mitigation 

$16,250 $25,000 $10,000 toiif quality 
$22,750 $35,000 $15,000 Madhitn quality $28,000 $40,000 $20,000 HKin quality 

Channallzatlon 
Small (10 t r X-Sad) 

Madlum (25 tf X-Sad) 
tafoa (45 W X-S«5) 

Mamtananea (20 vaar pfaaant wottfi) 
Watar quality pond/marah $200,000 $200,000 $250,000 $250,000 $125,000 $125,000 SOacras) $225,000 $260,000 $140,000 Medium (.51 - 2 acrw) $260,000 $320,000 $180,000 Lama (>2 acre*) $320,000 $320,000 $480,000 $160,000 $160,000 Malntananca (20 year praaant worth) 

On - atraam datantlon 
$100,000 Sma« ReoKmal (50 • ISO acrat) 
$150,000 Medium Regional (150 - 250 acrat) 
$250,000 laroa Reg tonal (>250 acre*) $88,000 $80,000 Mamtananea (20 vaar pcetant «»orth) 

Off •atraam datantlon 
$70,000 $80,000 $50,000 On •s i te $350,000 $350,000 $400.000 $400,000 $250,000 $250.000 SmaM Regional (50-150 $600,000 $750,000 $350,000 Medium Regional (150 - 250 acrat) 200,000 $2,000,000 Large Regional (>250 aqa t ) $700,000 

$560,000 $560,000 $800,000 $800,000 $320,000 $320,000 Malntananca (20 year pratant worth) 

$1,930,000 $855,000 Base Total 

J Engineering Cottt ® 20%: $171,000 
Contingency Costs ® 30%: $256,500 

Total: $1,282,500 

$386,000 
.$579,000 

$1,430,000 

$286,000 
$429,000 

c ^ 
51 

$2,885,000 $2,145,000 

WH Ptdfic. Inc. 
9/9/98 



URA#63 Wastewater Cost 
E n g l n M n t i U m i t t High Rang* Low Ring* 

CottfUnR Total Co*t Co«l/UnR Total Cot t Co*t/UnR Total Co*t Quantity I Unlta Technique/ Option 
Plp», tnanholw & tranching 1124,020 S14S.740 

tilanmen Smal 
Medium ( i r . 24 ' diameter, wtlmated O 24") 

L»fo« (>'27* diameter. eaBmiled q 421 SS0.e24 S88.632 $55,520 1.388 Mamtenano (20 year prwent worth) 
Pipe, manholea & tranehlnp; artra daap 

15'dl«meten 
Medium (18*'24* diameter, attknaled G 2*1 

Uroe ( > ' 2 r diametaf. »»tlmated <8 421 
Maintenance (20 year pratent worth) 

Pump atatlona $100,000 $9,000 Small (80 year cretent worth) $800,000 $745.000 
$1,400,000 

Medium (80 year pratent worth) $1.800.000 
Lanw (60 yeafpretent worth) $180,000 $128,000 Maintenanea (20 year preaent worth) 

Forca malna 

Malntenanca (20 yaafpretent worth) 
Extra for pip* conatnictlon at watianq 

Shallow 10 modetata a d depci 

Straam and riparian mitigation 
<25'wM> 

25'ta 75'wide 
> 75' • 200" wida 

Wetland mItlgaUon $10,250 $25.000 
$35.000 
$40,000 

$10.000 
$15.000 
$20,000 

tow 
Medium 

High quality 

$22,750 
$20,000 

RIvar croaaing (bridne. eatl mated e t r) $4,160 $4.600 
$7,500 

$11,000 

$3.750 
$8.750 
$7,500 

Smal (<"75 
Modtum (75'•150' 

Lama (>• I 8 g lenpth) 
$10,000 

RIvar croaaing (bora/tranch, aatlmatad at 30_) $47,100 
$88,125 

$119,100 

$47.625 I $0 
$88̂ 800 $0 

$ 1 2 0 , 2 0 0 I $ 1 2 0 , 2 0 0 

$40.575 
$87,450 

$118,000 

Smal (<"75' 
Medium (75'•150' $119,100 $118,000 I50'lenoth.a*tlmated02001 

Treatment capacity $3,000,000 Medium (10/10) $50.000 
$32,000 

$00.000 
$40,000 

$5,000,000 $8,000.000 
$4,000,000 

$40,000 $4,000,000 AWT (USA $3,200,000 $28,800 $2,880,000 era worth Mamtenanca 

•Indicates shared tadtlty Base Tout $348,420 

Engineering Costs Q 20%; $89,284 
Contingency Costs ® 30%; $103.920 

Total; $519,030 

$454,772 

$90,954 
$138,432 

$682,158 

$392,644 

$78,529 
$117,793 

J55S,»e8 

c « 

u > 

WH Pacfflc. Inc 
. 9/9/98 



URA#63 Water Cost 
EnglnMf't E t t l n n f Low R»nB> 

Cott/UhK I ToUICott Cost/Unit ToUICott Cotl/Untt I Total Cost Quantity Unit* Technique/ Option 
Sourc* exprnilon* 

$800,000 
$475,000 GroufXJwiltf 

Traatmant and appurtanancaa $4,000 $400.000 
$1.250.000 

$5Jopg 
$0 

$500,000 $3,000 $300,000 Lave! A (Expantlofi) 
$1,500,000 $1,000,000 Lavw B (New Plant) $10,000 $1,000,000 $12,500 $1,250,000 $7,500 $750,000 Malntenaoca (20 year pcaaent worth) 

Tranamlsalon Unas 
9,500 

Medium (12*'22^ 
Laroe (>"22^ 

RIvar crotalnp (brtdga. eitlmated Q 8") 
$4,180 
$7,200 

$4,500 
$7,500 

$3,750 Small (<"75' length, ettlmalad CT 751 
$8,750 150* length, estimated Q 15ff) $10,600 $11,000 $7,500 Laroa (>• ISff length) 

RIvar croiling (bora/trench, eatlmated at 30 ) 
Small (<"75' length) $47,100 $47,625 $46,575 

$68,125 $88,800 $87,450 Medium (7ff-ISO1 length) $119,100 $119,100 $120,200 $120,200 $118,000 $118,000 150* length. eiUmated CT 2001 
Pretaura reducing valvei $2,400 $32,000 $2,625 $35,000 $2,250 $30,000 

$45,000 $50,000 $40,000 
$70,000 

$70,000 

$75,000 

$80,000 

$60,000 

$60,000 
DIatributlon ayitam i tonge 

Small (1-2 mg) 
Madhim (2>S mo) 

S3.000.000 

Pump tUtlons $100,000 $90,000 Smaa (80 Y—f onttrA worth) $800,000 $745,000 Madlum (80 year prwent worth) $1.500.000 $1,400,000 Laroa (60 v e i f t m a n t worth) $128,000 $100,000 Mamtananea (20 year present worth) 

'Indicate* thaiad (aefflty 
"Due to the recent expansion ct the Barney Raienralr. 
costs associated with sourca expansion ara not Included. 
'"Connection It assumed at new Off* water 
transmission Una 

Base Total: 

eertng Costs Q 20%: 
ngency Costs Q 30%; 

Total:* 

•'i ~ 
$1,555,750 

$311,150 
$466,725 

$1,850,325 

$370,065 
$555,098 

$1,798,000 

$359,600 
.$539,400 

$1,555,750 $1,850,325 $1,798,000 

1> 

> 
C g 
2 1 

WH Padfic, Inc. 
e/9/88 



URA#63 Stormwater Cost 
Enqln t t f* E«tlni«t> Low Ring* High Ring* 

Total Co*t Co*t/ Unit Total Cott Total Cott Cott/Unit Quantity I Unlti Technique/ Option 
PIm. manhol** & tr*nchlnfl 

( " l a * dlamewQ 
Medium 21" • 4 r diamtaf. wUmatBd a 421 

Large (>*45- diameter, t t lmaled Q wT) 
Mamtenanc* (20 year pcwent worth) 

Extra for pip* conttructlon at w»tland 
Shanow to moderate toll depth 

Deep toll depth 
Straim and riparian mitigation 

<25" WW* 
25" to 75 wide 

> 75" • 2 0 0 r Wide 
Wetland mitigation t1B.250 $25,000 $10,000 Low quality $22,750 

Medium quality $2S.000 $40,000 $20,000 High quality 
Channelization 

SmaB (10 ft* X-Sed) 

Maintenance (20 year pretent worth) 
Water quality pond/marth $200,000 $125,000 .50 acre*) Smaa( $225,000 $140,000 Medium ( .Sir 2 acret $260,000 $180,000 Large (>2 acret) $320,000 $480,000 $160,000 Mamtenanee (20 year pre*ent worth) 

On • a (ream detention $150,000 $100,000 Small Regkmal (50 • 150 acre*) $200,000 $150,000 Medium Regional (150 • 250 acre*) $400,000 $250,000 Lame Regional (>250 acre*) $98,000 $160,000 $80,000 Malntenanoe (20 year pretent worth) 
Off - atraam datantlon $70,000 $70,000 $80,000 $80,000 $50,000 $50,000 On • Site $350,000 $400,000 Small Regional (50-150 acre*) $600,000 $750,000 $350,000 Medium Regional (150-250 acre*) $1,200,000 $2,000,000 $700,000 Large Reqiooal (>250 acre* $560,000 $800,000 $320,000 each Maintenance (20 year pretent worth) 

$70,000 Base Total: 

Engineering Cost* Q 20%; 
Contingency Costs ® 30%: 

Total: 

$50,000 

$10,000 
$15,000 

$80,000 

$16,000 
$24,000 

$14 ,000 
$21,000 

> c 2 • 

$75,000 $120,000 $105,000 

WH Pacinc, Inc. 
9/9(96 
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P A ^ F l C RIM RESOURCES 

Memorandum 
Qate: September 22,1998 

To? Mark Tv?pel. Metro 
I 

From: Tom Armstrong, AICP 
RE; Revisions to Urban Rescue Prodttctivity Analysis 

w * - ! e i s 2 s a s ± s i ^ ^ 
U R A 63. U p o n i e v i e w i o f H ^ M i O T S ^ r e M preductiwty audysis; 
for this URA-This memo pipvides the ̂ t m g TCviscu ii 

Qterchange in wasnmgiou 
of identified resource land o f v j u c h 7 
. . - I- -I /r a r» rftTietrained by a not a -nCTl Reserve. The tax lot contains Me'co'nstrained by a 

« • • , * \Vy lV publid righi-of-v/ay. 

S S S £ S S 3 S 2 . 5 S f f i I « » - « ' ' - ' i » 
intercfajange. 

i o u l d b s ttotad t h « tha tax lot 

— 

l32gsVMorrtm»*f*'^tuJOa 

F̂ riUU. OK mas 

P^9a i f ' - 7 0 9 S 

/^itttUtSOSH'-7'95 



S E P - 2 2 - i y y t i l b : t-Kun i tsooa aw cso in r r au i 

Table 1. Productivity Estimate for URA 63 (Base assumptions) 
Acres 

Total—reulldatla BuUdabl«. BuUdAbto 
Acres Land Residential Resource 

Land Land 

Productivity 
Dwelling Employmeflt 

Unto 
OU/ Net Em p. per 

Resident Gross 
Acre Emp Acre 

Productivity 
Index 

Ortglnal 10^ 2.3 1A 1.6 23 
T z 

12 
38" 

212 

16,0 "20T 
Revised 10.5 7 J 4.5 7JS 

* nroducuvity results arc still lower then, the numbers present^ in Mr. Mc^nnel l s l e ^ 
• "bccauU onr d'-sign type aUocatioa included a commcrcM c o m p o n c m ^ wc appUcd a 

consistent regional mc&odology. The remaining diffcrencc t o m Mc^nnel l s • 
specific knowledge of the site and its development potential. T t o xs an example of how site 
specific Hester plans inay result in a further increase in productivity. 

« • • 

The aerviccabiUty analysis has not been updated ye t Revisions to aU of the tables in the 
Summary Report will be prepared later. 

Pacific Rim'Resources 2 



^3^25^39 15:34 CITY OF HILLSBORU -> Deu Boao ATTACHMENT F 
URAs 62 & 63 

CITY O F HILLSBORO 

September 25,1998 Fax transmirad: 

JoQ Kvistad, Presiding Officer 
<nd Metro Council 

600 NE Grand Avenue" 
Poland, Oregon 97232 

RE: Urban Reserve Sites 62 and 63. 

Dear Presiding Officer Kvistad and Metro Council: 

Please be informed tibat the City of Hillsboro is fully aware of The ongoing private eEfort to prepare urban 
reserve plans for urban reserve sites 62 *nf^ 63. Since these sites are across the Sunset Highway (US 26) 
from the only nearby urban reserve sites, tfaey can stand alone and need not be master planned with other 
sites. Accordingly, we support the efforts of the owner of the sites to accomplish this essential planning 
work. 

The owner and his consultant have presented to us preliminary proposed land use and transportation 
concepts for the site. We have discussed these matters and the need to establish the feasibility of bringing 
public facilities and infiastructure services to the sites if they arc broug^ into the UGB. . The owner 
understands that such feasibility, in part, requires substantial owner participation in funding such facilities 
and services. 

The owner and his consultants also understand that an urban reserve plan covering the sites, which 
complies with applicable Metro Code requirements, must be completed prior to their inclusion into the 
UGB. We look forward to contrnoing our planning coordination with the owner and his consultants as 
they refine the urban reserve plan for the sites in the near future. 

Sites 62 and 63 are covered in a HUlsboro-Washington County Memorandum of Understanding. The 
MOU •gg'gn* urban reserve concept planning responsibilities for the sites to the City of Hillsboro and 
addresses the gavemance requiiemeots contained in the Metro Code. If the sites are brought into the 
UGB, the MOU requires the City of Hillsboro to annex them and establish urban zoning. 

Po«t-(t* Fax Noto 7071 

Câ )«o(i c& 

Fu* 



HOD. JOD Kvistad & Metro Couacil 
September 25,1998 
Page 2. 

The City of Hillsboro would accept ajjmcx&lion of the sites to the City and assume responsibility for 
providing municipal services to the sites upon (1) City and Metro approval of a completed urban reserve 
plan for the sites by the owner followed by their inclusion into the UGB; (2) establishment of the 
feasibility of providing public facilities and ia&astructurc services to ^ e sites with owner funding 
participation and a co responding funding participation commitment from the owner; and, (3) annexation 
of the Sites to the Metropolitan Senrice District 

Thank you for considering these remarks. 

Sincerely, 

CITY OF HILLSBORO 

/ / * t / 

Tim Erwert 
City Manager 

cc: Jim Standring 



2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 I. Purpose, 
8 
9 

10 
n 
12 
13 
14 
15 
16 
17 
18 

WASHINGTON COUNTY and the CITY OF HILLSBORO 
Memorandum of Understanding Re: Preparation of Urban Reserve Plans 

for 
m e t r o u r b a n r e s e r v e s i t e n o s . 5 1 . 5 2 , 5 3 , 5 4 , 5 5 , 6 1 , 6 2 , 6 3 a n d 64. 

This. Memorandum Undcrstandmg 
m d Washington omty T ^ a n s ^ r t a ; d o r i a n d t h e HUlsboro Planning Department. It is 
County Department of ^ 010 which permits local govemment tp enter into agreements for 
prepared pursuant to ORS 190.010 wmcn p e ^ a j . nartv to the agreement, its officers or 
the performance o f ^ ^ o r ^ ^ ^ t ^ M Z . , SecN.Ol.OUCeXD 

expansion areas. Such a plan may include a city-county planning area agreement that. 

n the citv or county wiU adopt comprehensive plan provisions for such areas; -
„ • 2) f u c h ^ ^ bc rezoned for urban development only upon amleXatIon, or upon 
2 0 agrwmcQt for c ^ e l a y e ^^^ '^ t ?^ r l ^ |^ e

t ^^ t y ^ o u r l t y shall adopt rural zoning of the 
2 1 • 3 ) L r ; : T o t " c t l m \ : ^ W t p r o p r i d c v c l o p m = n t undl city — o n 

and adoption of urban zoning. 

The purposes of the Memorandum are to r
0 i fR e s

C ; i ^e 

fcr K - r ^ f - S o n 4 - p r e para , io n ; - d id=n,ify c ^ 

be addresMd by the urban S * 
t S a^^pt ia t ion of . n d s . 

including private f\mding wntribution, by the City. 

24 
25 
26 
27 
28 
29 
30 
31 

"Urban reserve plan" means and includes urban ̂ r v c s p l ^ 1
( ^ S ; * ̂ f i r n o t Hmited to a 

Sec. 3.0l-012(eXl.l3) of the Metro Code. An u r f m r c s j ^ e ^ n ^ reserve 
conceptual land use plan and concept map for the entire land area covered by 
plan. 



u . Planning Areas. 

shown on attached A-1 ii B o a i d o f A p p I a l s (lUBA) in LUBA 

N ^ r ^ S O t o ^ -057 and 97-063 ot in any approved settlement thereof. The pames 

undctstand and agree that: 

E r s s s « ' s - = 2 " = s s r , 3 3 

process; and. 

An urban resSvi plan may cover one or mote S o s T s f ^ 

a n d w t e r ^ ^ l y needs and issues and may be best master-planned collectively. 

r 

t 
?' 1 . 
0 
1 process; and, 
2 
3 2. 
.4 
15 
16 
17 
18 n L Planning Roles. 

lo The parties agree that the foUowing planning roles within the planning areas shall be assigned to 
•>1. the City and County: 

„ i m C i , , n . . 

26 012(e) (1-13): 
27 
28 1. 

f o 012(eX3). 
31 
32 

" Codc,Sec. 3.01-012(6X5). 

3 wAffordable housing" provisions that meet perfotmance requirments described in 
• Metro Code, Sec. 3.0l-012(eX6). 

Residential densities within the planning areas ttat P ' ™ ! j f . 
S p e r net developable residential acre in accordance with Metro Code. Sec. 3.01 
012(e)(3). 

Housina Uiat provide for a diverse housing 'stock w i t o the 
^ ^ h o u s i n g reqiuronents described in ORS 197J03 m accordance with Metro 

35 
36 3.. 
37 
38 
39 
40 
41 
42 

Provisions that permit sufficient commercial and industnd d=vclopm^t o m « t 
n ^ o r such development within the planning areas and adjacent 
OOT taTLmner consistent with Metro Region 2040 Growth Concept Design Types 
in accordance with Metro Code, Sec. 3.01-012(eX7). 



2 5. 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
8 
9 

10 
11 
12 
13 
14 
15 
16 

I I Sec.3.0l-012(eXi0). 
19 
20 
21 

A conceptual tiansportation system plan for the plajminB ^ that wojJd be 
consistent with the Metro Regional Transportation System P an m d wi& the 
o S o n of natural resources as required by Metro fimcnonal plans m accordant 

Metro Code, Sec. 3.01-012(eX8). Proposed transportanon system improvemenB 
(including recommended design standards and constmction oming) for the area shaU 
be cootdinated and consistent with the design and operauon of the County 
transportation system as prescribed in its Transportation System Plan 

6 Provisions that identic, map and describe a Sanding strategy for p r o t e c ^ areas 
S a?planning m a s ftom development due-to wUdlife habttat protecnon, water 
^ V ^ c e m e n t and mitigation and natural hazards tnittgatton m accordance wtth 

j3 Metro Code, Sec. 3.01-012(e)(9). 

7 A conceptual pubUc facilities and services plan for the planmg a r ^ which includes 
' rough cost estimates for providing pubUc infrastructure, parte. 

protection services and faciUties and their financmg m .accordance with Metro Code. 
Sec.3.01-012(eXi0). 

8. A conceptual school plan in accordance with Metro Code, Sec. 3.-01-012(e)(l 1). 

9 In accordance with Metro Code, Sec. 3.01^12(eX12). an urban reserve p l ^ map of 
the planning areas showing at least the foUowing mformation when apphcable. 

a- Major roadway connections and public facilities; _ , . . ^ . 
b. location of unbuildable lands including steep slopes, wetlands, floodplains and 

riparian areas; „ . . • , i j 
c. general locations for commercial and mdustnallands; 
A eeneral locations for single and multi-family housing; , , , . , 
e. general locations for pubUc open space, plazas and n e i ^ r i l o o d

 fire 
f. general locations or altemative locations for any needed school, park or fire 

hall sites. 

E The City agrees that the uiban reserve plan shall be coordinated among t^e OW. 
& L l d S ) other affected service disrictsand shaU be 
to to the Metro Coonca for Metro adoption pursuant to Metro Code, Sec. 3.ui 

•012(c)(l3). 

F The City shaU establUh and conduct a pubUc involvement program for plan 
F ' County, the Hillsboro CIAC. and assigned ^ 

County Citizen Participation Organization (CPO) in v&ch the p l ^ g ^ 
The City shall be respoicible for fimding the preparatton of the plan(s). h o ^ « r : 
incurred by the County in participating in their preparauon or providmg 

23 
24 
25 
26 
27 riparian areas; 
28 
29 
30 

32 hall sites. 
33 
34 
35 
36 
37 012(eXl3) 
38 
39 
40 
41 
42 
4 3 xuw-xaw- . -
44 plan(s) shall be borne by the County. 
45 



G. Tie County shall provide to Ac Ciry all a v a U a b l e C o U n t y 4 2 1 3 a b 0 U t 

planning areas needed to prepare the urban reserve plan(). 

H. The parties' agrees that Ae urban 
5 a 8 I e O T ® , ( f ^ t " V

[ ^ r i ^ toT'0It shaU be consistent with ORS 195.065 and shaU 6 executed at the appropnate ume. n auo" 
implement this conceptual plan-

The City ShaU coordinate urban reserve plan preparation with the County through its 
,0 Department of Land Use & Transportation in the foUowmg manner. 

I I J A. -.-Uon r^<«Tve nlaii concepts and recommcndatioiis to the 

1 
2 
3 
4 

7 
8 
9 I. 

13 
14 
15 
16 2. 
17 
18 
19 
20 
II 3. 

If a spccLfic County comment vaU not pTan for 

Ci ty m pZing Commission and City CouncU. The County may 
r a i M ^ ^ r e ^ ^ d M i ^ e n t ^ f o r e the Plamiing Commission or CiQ' Council. 

comprehensive plan amendments pubhc notice requirements. 

4 Tie City Council shall approve any urban reserve planCs) for the p l a ^ g areas to be 
refeire^o the Metro Council for formal approval pursuant to the Metro Code. 

E. county "rural" zoning of the planning r ^ U 
UGB. Such zoning shall r e ^ r t Current County 
development, and shall this tequirtiment if it achieves these 

IV. Memorandum Effective Dates Completion of Urban Reserve Plan(s). 

the Metro Code is hereby assigned to the City. 

42 
43 
44 
45 shall be completed for submittal to Metro by September 30, 



( 

2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
8 
9 

10 
n . 
12 
13 
14 
15 
16 
17 
18 ' 

19 
20 
21 
2 

23 
24 . 
25 
26 
27 
28 
29 
30 
31 

.32 
33 
34 
35 
36 
37 
38 

9 Tf Metro includes the planning areas within Urban Reserves to be. included within the 
U ^ Q r o w h Bounda^ by D=ccmb« 31.1999. "f t h= u l b a n reserve f , l a n ( s ) 

shall be completed for submittal to Metro by September 30,1999. 

V. Planning Area Annexation to the City. ^ 

A Tte .jarties understand that the City shall initiate action tp annex properfes within the 
the City after their inclusion within the UGB. The County hereby agrees to 

s i ^ suThaS .exado^uBies s amcxaticais invdid under applicable annexafon laws. 

V. Amendments, Termination & Expiration. 

The rallies may Zmest amendments to any provision in this Memorandum. To b« effective 
The partiw may rcqu _ •t-„rr t_ . _ v w c h amendment Disagrfeement over a requested 

s X X t ^ t e f b
t ; i ^ 0

p
n

a : ; t t a ^ 7 3 0 o 7 i ^ 

on necembe^: 31. 2000. Whichever 

occurs first 

IN WITNESS THEREOF, the parties have executed this Memorandum of Understanding on the 
date set under their signatures. 

WASHINGTON COUNTY CITY OF HILLSBORO 

^osenberger. Director 
'of Land Use & Transportation 

Date: 

Winslowt:. Brooks, Director 
•Planning Department 

Date:_ 

- attach: 



Proposed Urban Growth Boundary Expansion 
Staff Report 
November 24,1998 

Urban Reserve Areas 39, 41 and 42 
(Wilsonville Area) 

M E T R O 

Growth Management Services Department 
600 N.E. Grand Avenue 
Portland, OR 97232 
503/797-1839 



Date; November 24 ,1998 

STAFF REPORT 

PROPOSAL: Metro Legislative Amendment (Resolution No. 98-2729A) 

URBAN RESERVE; Urban Reserve Areas (URAs) #39. #41 and #42. Wilsonville 

APPLICABLE 
REVIEW CRITERIA; Metro Code Section 3.01.020. 

Note; Approximately 90 acres of URA #42 is inside of the Metro jurisdictional boundary: the 
remainder is outside of the Metro jurisdictional boundary. For this report, Metro has considered 
URA #42 a s a unit, in keeping with the City of Wilsonville's plan for this area . For a reas inside 
the Metro jurisdictional boundary, the Metro Council can approve UGB expansions by 
Ordinance. For a reas outside of the Metro jurisdictional boundary, the Metro Council can 
approve a "resolution of intent" to move the UGB subject to the property owners' initiating 
annexation to the Metro jurisdictional boundary. 

SECTION I: SITE INFORMATION 

URA #39 Summary Information 
Acres: 2 0 " Buildable Acres:' 0 (Proposed as future school) 
EFU Acres: 20 Estimated Dus:" 0 
Location: Wilsonville Estimated Jobs:* 0*** 
County: Clackamas Major arterials & streets: SIV Wilsonville Road 
Current Zoning: EFU Watershed: Willamette River Basin: 

Corral Creek Subbasin 
* based on 200-foot riparian buffers; OUs - Dwelling Units 
** URA #39 has been aniended as per Metro Resolution No. 98-2729A. 
• " The productivity analysis does not assume jobs for this site, as It accounts for employment on publidy owned lands separately. 
Current estimates indicate that this school will create approximately 50 teaching and support positions. 

URA #41 (First Tier Pon ion) Summary Information 
Acres: 279 Buildable Acres:' 202 
EFU Acres: 225 Estimated DUs:' 1277 
Location: Wilsonville Estimated Jobs:' 426 
County: Clackamas Malar arterials & streets: Grahams Ferry Road 
Current Zoning: EFU and RRF5 Watershed: Willamette River Basin: 

Corral Creek and Seelv Ditch Subbasin 
* based on 200-foot riparian buffers; DUs = Dwelling Units 

Staff Report URAs #39, #4f, #42, Wilsonville - November 24,1998 Page 1 



URA #41 (Nori'Flrst Tier Portion) Summary Information 
Acres." 144 Buildable Acres:' 99 
EFU Acres: 69 Estimated DUs:' 626 
Location: Wilsonville Estimated Jobs:' 209 
Countv: Clackamas Major arterials & streets: Grahams Ferry Road 
Current Zoning: EFU and RRF5 Watershed: Watershed: Willamette River Basin: 

Corral Creek and Seely Ditch Subbasin 
* based on 200-foot riparian buffers; DUs B Dwelling Units 

URA #42 (as amended) Summary Information * 
Acres: 255 + 72 (amended acres) = 327 Buildable Acres: 172 * 72 (amended acres'") = 244 
EFU Acres: 0 Estimated DUs: " 0 
Location: Wilsonville Estimated Jobs:" 4,001 
County: Washinqton and Clackamas (srtiall piece) Major arterials & streets: Day Road. Grahams Ferry Road 
Current Zoning: AF5, Rl, MAE Watershed: Willamette River Basin 

Seely Ditch Subbasin 
wi v-* •« MWWO WI miw IIIWUW J W . . « . . . . . . . . . . . / t . . . - - -

jurisdictional boundary. For this report, Metro has considered URA #42 as a unit, in keeping with the City of Wiisonviile s plan for 
this area. For areas inside the Metro jurisdictional boundary, the Metro Council can approve UGB expansions by Ordinance. For 
areas outside of the Metro jurisdictional boundary, the Metro Council can approve a -resolution of intenr to move the UGB subject to 
the property owners'initiating annexation to the Metro jurisdictional boundary. 
** based on 200-foot riparian buffers; DUs = Dwelling Units 
*" Existing Metro data indicates the possibility of a stream running through the northeast portion of the 72-acre amendment made to 
URA #42, though the stream may no longer exist In this area. Title 3 protection standards apply only to areas within the Metro 
jurisdictional boundary, and would apply to the proposed amendment to URA #42 only when it Is brought into the UGB. In addition, 
this feature would have to be field verified before Title 3 protection standards apply. 

SECTION H: BACKGROUND INFORMATION 

Urban growth boundaries (UGB) mark the separation between areas of urban level 
development and areas for farm, forest and rural uses. The Metro Council established the UGB 
in 1979. Metro Code provides several methods for amending the UGB. Property owners and 
municipalities can request a change to the UGB. The Metro Code establishes a process for 
amendments under 20 acres in size, called a locational adjustment. For larger areas, the 
process is called a'major amendment. 

In addition, the Metro Council may initiate changes to the UGB, as legislative amendments, if it 
finds insufficient capacity within the cun-ent UGB. By State law, every five years Metro is 
required to assess the capacity of the lands inside the UGB and compare it to the forecast of 
growth for the next 20 years. State law, ORS 197.296, also requires that a 20-year land supply 
be maintained inside the UGB to accommodate projected housing need. Additionally, 
ORS 197.299 requires that at least one-half of any identified land need be added to the UGB by 
December 1998 and the balance by December 1999. The Metro Council has concluded that 
insufficient capacity exists within the UGB. 

This report contains background information and a general discussion of Metro Code 
requirements for URAs #39, #41 and #42. 

Section I of this report displays a summary table of information about URAs #39, #41 and #42. 
Section II discusses the criteria specified by Metro Code that need to be addressed for Metro 
Council to amend the UGB. Section III is the staff analysis of URAs as they relate to the factors 
outlined in Metro Code, It includes speciific information about any urban reserve planning that is 

Staff Report URAs #39. #41. #42. Wilsonville - November 24.1998 Page 2 



pertinent to the factors. Section IV outlines the general status of urban reserve planning in the 
URAs. 

To amend the UGB, Metro Code Section 3.01.020, addresses the seven factors from Statewide 
Planning Goal 14. These factors include: 

1 & 2 demonstration of need for expansion; 
3 a demonstration that the expansion will be consistent with orderly and economic 

provision of public facilities and services; 
4 demonstration of maximum efficiency of land uses; 
5 evaluation of the environmental, energy, economic and social consequences: 
6 evaluation of retention of agricultural land; and 
7 an assessment of the compatibility of proposed urban uses with nearby agricultural 

activities. 

Metro Code states how these factors are to be considered in the Metro area that is the basis for 
consideration of amendments to the UGB. Metro Code Section 3.01.015(e) provides an outline 
for Metro Council's process for bringing urban reserve land into the UGB. If insufficient land is 
available to satisfy the need and meet the requirements for an urban reserve plan, then Metro 
Council may consider first tier lands where a city or county commits to complete and adopt an 
urban reserve plan. The jurisdiction must provide documentation to support this commitment. 
All of these State and Metro requirements are a s s e s s e d in this staff report. Additional Metro 
reports, which are referenced or have relevance to these legislative amendments include the 
following: 1996 Utility Feasibility Analysis for Metro 2040 Urban Resen/e Study Areas, Urban 
Growth Report (December 1997), Urban Growth Report Addendum (August 1998), Housing 
Needs Analysis (December 1997), Urban Growth Boundary Assessment of Need (October 
1998), Urban Resen/e Study Areas Report (1998) and Metro Urban Resen/e Productivity 
Analysis (September 1998). 

After initial public testimony, and before the final opportunity for public testimony, this staff report 
may be augmented or revised according to information received from the public. The Metro 
Council will consider the staff report, public testimony, and make a decision about which a reas 
to add to the UGB to address the 20-year land need. The Metro Council may condition any 
amendment decision which can require further action by local jurisdictions and/or property 
owners in order to finalize the UGB amendment. 

Metro Code Section 3.01.012(e) requires urban reserve plans to include a conceptual land use 
plan and map for URAs. These plans must demonstrate compliance with Statewide Planning 
Goals 2 and 14, Metro Code Section 3.01.020 or Section 3.01.030, with the Regional Urban 
Growrth Goals and Objectives (RUGGOs), and the 2040 Growth Concept deslgri types and any 
applicable Urban Growth Management Functional Plan (Functional Plan) provisions. Urban 
reserve concept plan requirements Indude an average residential density target, sufficient 
commercial and industrial development for the needs of the area, a transportation plan and 
protection for wildlife habitat and water quality enhancemen t It also requires a conceptual 
public facilities plan, school plan and an agreement on govemance. 

URAs #39, #41 and #42 were designated by the Metro Council a s urban reserves. URA #41 
includes both a first tier and a non-first tier portion. A total of 770 acres is being considered for 
inclusion in this expansion. However, when considering only first tier lands, the area is 
299 acres . A detailed description of each URA follows. 
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Site Descr ip t ions 

URA #39 

URA #39 a s amended by Metro Resolution No. 98-2729A. Is 20 Exclusive Famfi Use (EFU) 
acres. The area is composed of class 2 agricultural soils. Areas with soils ranging from class 1 
(the best) to class 4 (moderately productive) are to be avoided for urban uses . However, a s 
described later in this report, other factors must also be considered. The eas tem boundary of 
the area is the Metro UGB/the City of Wilsonville City Limits. The area is a proposed site for a 
school and is adjacent, in part, to public (middle) school property inside of the UGB to the east. 
The site currently belongs to the State of Oregon and is being held in the Division of State 
Lands (DSL) Common School Fund. It is available to the West Linn-Wilsonville School District, 
provided that it is used for the construction of a public school. The area is located north of 
Wilsonville Road and is a little more than a mile away from 1-5. This reserve site has no tree 
cover. The area is within Clackamas County and is not within the Metro jurisdictional boundary. 

URA #41 

URA #41 (first tier and non-first tier portion) is 423 acres and 288 of those acres are EFU. The 
area is composed of mostly class 2 and some class 3 agricultural soils. The site includes 
acreage both eas t and west of SW Grahams Ferry Road. South of Tooze Road, Grahams Ferry 
is the western boundary of the reserve. The area is bound on the south by Evergreen Drive. 
The northern boundary is some 1,300 feet north of SW Malloy Way. The eastern boundary is 
the current UGB and the Wilsonville City Limits, located near Kinsman Road and the western 
end of Boeckman Road. The portion of the site that is south of Tooze Road and bordering on 
the Dammasch State Hospital site is a first tier urban reserve. The average slope is 3 percent. 
A relatively large area in the southeastern portion of the reserve was inundated by the flood of 
1996, and there are wetlands in the s ame general vicinity. The dominant land use in this area is 
agriculture. There is a large subdivision south and eas t of 110th Avenue inside the UGB. The 
area is in Clackamas County and is not within the Metro jurisdictional boundary. 

URA #42 

URA #42 (as amended by Metro Ordinance No. 98-744B) is 327 acres, none of which are 
zoned EFU. The area is composed of mostly class 2 and 4 soils. The site is located northwest 
of the City of Wilsonville, just west of 1-5 and Boones Ferry Road. SW Clay Street is the 
northern boundary of the portion of the URA west of SW Boones Ferry Road. The northem 
boundary of the portion of the URA eas t of SW Boones Ferry Road Is SW Day Road. The 
western and southem boundaries of the urban reserve a re the Buriington Northem Railroad 
tracks. The ea s t em boundary is SW Boones Ferry Road and the existing UGB and the 
Wilsonville City Limits. More than two-thirds of the entire URA is zoned a s agriculture 
farm/forest (5-acre minimum lot size) under Washington County's Comprehensive Plan. The 
remainder of the site is zoned land extensive industrial by Washington County or Rural 
Industrial by Clackamas County. A large industrial parte is located inside the UGB south of Day 
Road, just off Boones Feny Road. There are many trees In the northem section of the area and 
a variety of agricultural u s e s scattered throughout The area is generally flat with only a 
2 percent average slope. The Clackamas/Washington County line divides the URA at 
SW Ridder Road. Less than 15 ac res of URA #42 are south of SW Ridder Road and in 
Clackamas County. The rest of the acreage is in Washington County. 
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Approximately 90 acres of this 327-acre URA is inside of the Metro jurisdictional boundary: the 
remainder is outside of the Metro jurisdictional boundary. For this report, Metro has considered 
URA #42 a s a unit, in keeping with the City of Wilsonville's plan for this area. For a reas inside 
the Metro jurisdictional boundary, the Metro Council can approve UGB expansions l:>y 
Ordinance. For a reas outside of the Metro jurisdictional boundary, the Metro Council can 
approve a "resolution of intent" to move the UGB subject to the property owners' initiating 
annexation to the Metro jurisdictional boundary. 

Additional Note Reaardino Prison Siting for URAs #41 and 42 

The Dammasch Hospital site in URA #41 has been proposed by the State a s a future site for a 
women's prison and prisoner intake center. In conjunction with these discussions, the City of 
Wilsonville commissioned an altemative planning study for the first tier portion of URA #41, The 
Dammasch Area Transportation Efficient Land Use Plan (Dammasch Plan), which is addressed 
in this staff report. On January 30,1998, the City of Wilsonville also presented an altemative 
location for a prison site to the Legislative Emergency Board. The alternative site is located 
west of Day Road and Garden Acres Road, and immediately north and west of the original 
URA #42. The City proposed this site, asserting that the alternative area is more appropriate 
for a prison than the Dammasch area. Metro reviewed the City's alternative proposal/concept 
plan a s an issue of regional concern. As per Metro Ordinance No. 98-744B (Attachment D), 
Metro has amended URA #42 to include approximately 72 acres. This amendment is 
conditioned upon the Oregon Department of Corrections' (ODOC) decision to site the facility 
within the boundaries of amended URA #42. In addition, the amended portion of this URA will 
not be included inside the UGB unless a final determination is made by ODOC to site this facility 
on the property. While the original 255 acres of URA #42 is still an urban reserve, no urtjan 
reserve plan has been completed for this area alone (without a prison at the Day Road site). 

Alternat ives Analvsis 

Given that the urban reserve are under appeal to the Land Use Board of Appeals (LUBA), and 
analysis of exception lands around the approximately 200-mile long perimeter of the UGB was 
completed. Not all parcels of land outside, but near, the current UGB were considered when 
alternatives to the proposed sites were compared. Screening, or reducing the number of 
contending sites was done because some parcels or a reas were cleariy not suitable (for 
example, lands on the north side of the UGB - the Columbia River, or lands in the Columbia 
Gorge Scenic Area). This "Altematives Analysis" was the first screen and was reported in the 
memorandum dated October 26 ,1998, Exception Land Not Considered as Altemative Sites for 
Urban Growth Boundary Expansion (Exhibit A). In this report, exception lands were analyzed 
for their suitability for inclusion into the UGB. The factors that weighted against inclusion in the 
UGB Included lands zoned for EFU, lands that would eliminate the separation between 
communities, land more than one mile from the existing UGB and rioncontiguous areas . In 
addition, natural features and settlement pat tems that effect the buildability of land were also 
considered. These features include s teep slopes, lands in the FEMA 100-year floodplain and 
small ac reage single family residential a reas . 

Secondly, after Phase 1 of the Productivity Analysis was completed, there were lands identified 
a s less suitable and other lands more suitable providing more than enough capacity to meet the 
need for UGB expansion. The lands analyzed in P h a s e 2 of the Productivity Analysis are 
estimated to accommodate over 44,000 dwelling units. This is more than enough to provide a 
substantial choice of altematives when compared with the approximately 16,000 dwelling units 
heeded to be accommodated through UGB expansion. The flrial filtering process was primarily 
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consideration of efficiency of land and public service feasibility and is summarized in Exhibit B, 
"Additional Site Considerations." 

Productivity Analysis 

The Productivity Analysis was completed to assess the number of dwelling units and jobs that 
could be accommodated within the designated URAs. The Productivity Analysis was 
accomplished in two phases. Phase 1 completed a preliminary analysis of all 18,570 acres of 
adopted URAs and identified a subset of URAs for more detailed evaluation in Phase 2. The 
selection criteria for Phase 2 URA analysis included: 

• Designation as first tier urban reserves 
• Proximity to UGB (less than one-half mile) 
• Productivity ratio - buildable acres divided by total acres (ranking greater than 40 percent) 
• Serviceability rating for transportation and water-related serviceability of moderate to easy 

(ranking greater than 0) 

Detailed information from the Productivity Analysis appears in Attachment B. 

Exceptions to the above criteria were made to ensure a regional distribution of URAs. In 
addition, an area was selected if it had a high productivity rating (greater than 80 percent), even 
if both transportation and water-related services were rated "difficult"; or if it had a high 
productivity rating (greater than 70 percent) with only one service (transportation or water-
related) rated "difficult." URAs with on-going urban reserve planning efforts were also selected. 
Others were selected because of service efficiencies with adjacent URAs., In all, 49 URAs were 
selected for the Phase 2 analysis, that verified land supply data, identified 2040-design type and 
estimated service cost. URAs #39, #41 and #42 were included in Phase 2 of the Productivity 
Analysis. 

Furthermore, the Metro Council Growth Management Committee directed that public hearings 
be held for those urban reserves in which urban reserve planning was completed or the 
planning was underway. Master planning has been completed for first tier portion of URA #41 
and the adjacent Dammasch State Hospital site, which is inside the UGB. The Dammasch Plan 
was completed in January 1997 in anticipation that first tier URA #41 would be brought into the 
UGB. 

SECTION III: APPLICABLE REVIEW CRITERIA 

The criteria for a legislative amendment to the UGB are contained In Metro Code Section 
3.01.020. They are based primarily on Statewide Planning Goals 2 and 14 and have been 
acknowledged, or approved by the State a s meeting its requirements. The criteria and 
staff analysis of the factors outlined in the Metro Code follows. 

Factor 1: Demonstrated need to accommodate long*range urban population growth. 

SUMMARY OF ANALYSIS: Factor 1 was addressed by the Metro Council adoption of 
Resolution No. 97-2559B, in December 1997, detenmining that there is a need to accommodate 
32,370 dwelling units and 2,900 jobs through expansion of the UGB and that this need cannot 
be accommodated within the current UGB. The data used to support this conclusion is 
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summarized in the Urban Growth Boundary Assessment of Need. In making their decision, the 
Metro Council decision took into account at least the following: 

1) A forecast of population and employment to the year 2017. A peer review panel 
consisting of public and private sector economists who a s se s sed the methodology and 
conclusions reviewed this forecast. In addition, this forecast was reviewed by the Metro 
Technical Advisory Committee (MTAC), comprised of staff representatives from cities, 
counties and special districts a s well a s presented to the Metro Policy Advisory 
Committee (MPAC) composed of elected officials from cities, counties and special 
districts. 

2) A vacant land inventory based on 1994 data. MTAC and MPAC reviewed this inventory. 
(Calculation methods documented in the Urban Growth Report.) 

3) Estimates of the capacity created through rezoning of land to be consistent with the 
Metro 2040 Grov\rth Concept. (Calculation methods documented in the Urban Growth 
Report.) 

4) Estimates of the amount of growth that could be accommodated through infill and 
redevelopment examined against actual rates for the years 1990 through 1994. 
(Calculation methods documented in the Urban Growth Report.) 

5) The need for urban land a s estimated and documented in the Urban Growth Report and 
compared with the supply, also documented in this report. 

6) Public testimony and recommendations from MPAC. 

The Metro Council also assumed on a policy basis the following: a) redevelopment rates 
greater than those experienced to date, b) substantial additional capacity assumed to be 
provided by rezoning for more density consistent with the 2040 Growth Concept, c) the 
assumption that all net developable land would be available for urisan use during the planning 
period, and d) that parcels with development on them but with at least one-half acre of vacant 
buildable land would be available for further development. 

New infonnation since Resolution No. 97-2559B includes: adoption of stream comdor protection 
requirements (Functional Plan, Title 3), an updated vacant/buildable land inventory (1997 data), 
a listing of Steelhead a s a Threa tened" species under the Federal Endangered Species Act, 
more detailed research about actual redevelopment and infill rates In 1995 and 1996, and the 
Productivity Analysis. 

Scientific analyses completed to date suggest that for protection of fish, and espedally 
salmonlds such a s Steelhead, 100-foot buffers or setbacks along rivers and s t reams would be 
needed (for further discussion, s e e the Urban Growth Boundary Assessment of Need). 
Steelhead have been listed a s a "Threatened" s p e d e s for a large portion of the region. The 
balance of the region Is under consideration for such listing. 

Recently adopted regulations (Functional Plan, Title 3) require setbacks from the top of bank 
from zero to 15-50 feet on streams and rivers, depending on the amount of area drained. In 
addition, for those a reas with s teep slopes (25 percent or greater) along streams, setbacks are 
up to 200 feet. These setbacks address flooding and water quality only, and are not specifically 
designed to address fish habitat needs . However, the Urban Growth Report technical analysis 
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of the urban growth capacity of lands within the current Metro UGB was based on 200-foot 
buffers along all rivers and streams. That is. Metro requirements for protection along streams 
are now between 0 and 200 feet depending on the circumstances of the river or stream. Cities 
and counties of the region have about one year to implement these protections. However, 
Metro growth capacity assumptions are 200 feet along all stream and river segments . A 
difference of about 5,000 acres exists between these two approaches, one that calculates 
capacity and one, which regulates. 

Metro is currently assess ing the need for additional requirements, probably wider buffer widths, 
to better protect Steelhead. If 100-foot buffers are imposed and the latest vacant land and 
current rates of redevelopment and infill are used, the 1998 technical capacity analysis would be 
that the deficit would be about the s a m e (31,000 dwelling units) a s that estimated in the Urban 
Growth Report (32,370 dwelling units). This analysis is addressed in the Urisan Growth 
Boundary Assessment of Need. Metro has just received a grant from the State Department of 
Land Conservation and Development to better a s s e s s the buffer width needed in light of fish 
habitat and to provide the technical analysis and policy recommendations. Possible regulations 
will be made available to the Metro Council a s soon a s possible. This will allow the Metro 
Council to fine tune the need analysis and consider whether adjustments to the need or 
regulations are necessary. Federal regulations from the National Marine Fisheries Services 
(401 Rules) are anticipated to be issued in the next several months. 

Metro also completed an update to the vacant and buildable land inventory in 1997 based on 
1994 data. This 1998 inventory based on 1997 data, shows even fewer acres of vacant 
buildable land (20,223 acres rather than the 22,420 acres estimated from 1994 data). A map 
"Developed Land," included in the Urban Growth Boundary Assessment of Need, shows the 
extent of developed land a s compared with vacant land within and adjacent to the Metro UGB. 

Residential redevelopment and infill data collected for 1995 and 1996, show an actual rate of 
25.4 percent. (That is, of all residential development built in the region during 1995 and 1996, 
about one-quarter was redevelopment or infill.) The Metro Council, in their 1997 decision 
(Resolution No. 97-2559B) concluded that a rate of 28.5 percent should be used. Maintaining 
the more aspirational rate of 28.5 percent is a more aggressive pursuit of the efficient use of 
land. This rate may be possible because of Functional Plan requirements, economic incentives, 
and more immediate response to 2040 concepts than anticipated. 

Finally, the Productivity Analysis identifies a concem that the Urban Growth Report methods 
show a need for a relatively large number of homes (32,370) and only a small number of jobs 
(2,900). Building complete communities and pursuing a job^housing balance are two regional 
goals of long standing. While locating new jobs at the edge of the region may induce or 
encourage less compact development pat tems (due to increased commuting from people living 
outside the UGB), some job growth would address imbalances in some a r ea s with high levels of 
residential development. The Productivity Analysis suggests that enough capacity to 
accommodate local service jobs be provided in UGB expansion a reas to help balance jobs and 
housing In a reas where there are many more homes than jobs. The 2040 Growth Concept and 
the Regional Framework Plan.recognize that we need to build complete communities. The 
Productivity Analysis assumed a need for half a job per dwelling unit (or 16',000 jobs for 32,370 
dwelling units). 

CONCLUSION: The interaction of these variables can result in differing need numbers. 
Additional research about a number of the variables in needed (such a s actual densities built 
compared with maximum units allowed, development potential on environmentally constrained 
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lands, incorporation of local jurisdiction compliance reports and employment land supply). 
However, based on these present factors and data, there is not sufficient capacity within the 
current Metro UGB to accommodate all forecast growth for the required 20-year time horizon (to 
the year 2017). The need to expand the Metro UGB is about 32,370 dwelling units and 2,900 
jobs. By State law, at least one-half of this need for housing must be accommodated through 
expansion of the Metro UGB in 1998. After the 1999 review of need, including additional 
research, the approximate balance of 16,000 dwelling units will need to be adjusted. 
Employment conclusions may also need to be adjusted. Conclusions about need could be 
increased or decreased from the 1990 dwelling unit and jobs need conclusions. Based on all 
evidence in the record, there is no basis to conclude that the adjusted need would be less than 
16,000 dwelling units. MPAC supported this conclusion. 

As a result, the adopted detemiination of residential need (i.e., a 32,370 dvvelling unit deficit) 
with half provided for in 1998 UGB amendments, should be maintained until 1999, when a final 
need determination can be supported by additional information. 

Factor 2: Need for housing, employment opportunities and livability may be addressed 
under either subsection (A) or (B) or both, as described below. 

SUMMARY OF ANALYSIS; Factor 2 (A), was also addressed by the Metro Council adoption of 
Resolution No. 97-2559B, determining that there is a need to accommodate 32,370 dwelling 
units and 2,900 jobs that cannot be accommodated within the cun-ent UGB. Specific data 
supporting this conclusion is included in the Housing Needs Analysis and the Urban Growth 
Report. These reports complete an economic analysis that a s s e s s e s the number of dwelling 
units needed by income type and by tenure (rental or ownership) and compares this need with 
the capacity within the existing Metro UGB to accommodate their construction. Likely methods 
to accommodate grov/th in ways other than through expansion pf the UGB were a s se s sed and 
debated by MPAC and the Metro Council. 

Again, a s stated in the conclusion for Factor 1, the Metro Council considered a variety of new 
methods to accommodate growth within the current UGB. These methods included: a) a 
residential redevelopment rate assumption higher than that experienced in the region to date, 
b) the assumption that cities and counties of the region would revise their comprehensive plans 
and zoning designations consistent with the 2040 Growth Concept and the Functional Plan to 
accommodate more growth than that previously allowed, c) the assumption that all net 
developable land would be available for urban use during the planning period, and d) that 
parcels with development on them but with at least one-half acre pf vacant buildable land would 
be available for further development 

Factor 2(B) is optional if Factor 2(A) is addressed. Regardless, Metro has concluded that the 
region "...can continue to grow and enhance livability (emphasis added) by making the right 
choices for how we grow. The region's growth will be balanced by: maintaining a compact 
urban fomn, with easy acces s to nature..." (Regional Framework Plan, Policy 1.1, Urban Form). 

CONCLUSION: Based on consideration of the Information Included above, accomm(^ation of 
all of the expected growth for the next 20 years, to the year 2017, cannot be met within the 
current Metro UGB. This conclusion Includes consideration and u s e of Innovative nnethods of 
accommodating growth including assuming more dense development and substantial reliance 
on rates of redevelopment and Infill greater than those experienced to date. Even with these 
assumptions, there is a need to expand the Metro UGB to accommodate about 32,370 dwelling 
units and 2,900 jobs. 
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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 concerning 
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. 

Staff Analysis 

General Information 

The Productivity Analysis was performed to a s s e s s 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 while all URAs can be provided 
with the above services, some a r ea s are more difficult and costly to serve than others are. 

Overall, assumptions were used for water, wastewater, stormwater and transportation 
serviceability in the Productivity Analysis. Cost estimates reflect total buildout within each URA. 
Land acquisition cost and earthquake mitigation costs were not included in this analysis. Cost 
est imates assumed that the services for all URAs within a regional grouping would be 
constructed at the s a m e time to capitalize on economies of scale. URAs #39 and the first tier 
portion of URA #41 were grouped together for water, wastewater and stormwater cost 
estimates. It should be noted that the Productivity Analysis does not consider the approximately 
72-acre amendment to URA #42 in its facilities cost estimates, nor the recent approximately 7-
acre amendment to URA #39. 

The wastewater cost estimate includes pump stations, force mains, bridge crossings and boring. 
A cost factor for extra treatment capacity is also included. The water cost estimate includes 
pressure reducing valves, meters, bridge crossings, boring, pump stations and storage facilities. 
Cost factors are included for water source expansion and water treatment. The stormwater cost 
includes channelization, incorporation of water quality features and detention. For all three 
services, costs associated with piping and trenching, extra deep installaition costs, and wetland, 
s t ream and riparian construction are also Included where applicable. Maintenance and 
operations costs are Included for wastewater and stormwater piping, pump stations, 
channelization, water quality features and detention sites. 

The transportation serviceability cost estimate w a s based on need for a multi-modal 
transportation system which includes street, pedestrian, and bicycle systems a s outlined by the 
Metro 2040 Growth Concept and was supplemented by local service providers. The estimate is 
a sum of capital costs and the present worth of annual maintenance and preservations costs 
(20-year forecast). Capital, maintenance and presentation costs for streets include costs for 
bicycle and pedestrian systems. Transit system costs are noted Included, but were estimated 
on a relative comparison basis. As noted In the Productivity Analysis (see page A178), relative 
transit costs were estimated for URAs #39. #41 and #42 to be medium when compared with 
other areas . The road cost estimates use regional groupings to disperse the costs among 
contiguous URAs. URAs that share the s ame planned transportation system are grouped 
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together, reducing the cost per URA. Each URA assumes its proportion of the total cost 
estimate for the grouping. 

The total estimated cost for wastewater, water, stormwater and transportation is expressed in 
Cost per Dwelling Unit Equivalent (DUE). A DUE is an estimate of service demand as though it 
was serving only dwelling units, but it takes into consideration employment based needs as well. 
A DUE is equal to the Estimated Dwelling Units (EDUs) per URA plus the estimated 
employment per URA (EDU + Employment = DUE). The conversion to DUE provides for a 
costing factor that is consistent among all URAs. Only 48 of the 49 URAs have cost estimates 
in the Productivity Analysis. URA #39 was not ranked, as it was intended for a sch'bol, and has 
no associated DUEs. For first tier URA #41, the total cost is $23,435 per DUE; for the non-first 
tier portion of URA #41, the total cost is $10,389 per DUE. For URA #42, the total cost is 
$17,901 per DUE. 

CONCLUSION: The Productivity Analysis provides consistent data for comparing altemative 
sites. The Productivity Analysis provides the most detailed, up-to-date and consistent basis for 
comparing public facilities and service costs to altemative sites throughout the region. This 
analysis estimates capacity expansion costs as well as connection costs. This analysis method 
addresses adequate capacity to serve the uses contemplated within a UGB expansion area 
over the planning period (years 1997-2017). Site rankings are as follows. 
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Public Facilities Cost Comparison (torted from low«ttto hlgh«it) 

Urban I ToUl 
I Reserve Acrct1 

Buildable 
Acres* 

OU Equivalent | 
(200'stream 
setback)1 

Costs 

Wasttvater Water Stormwater Roads TransK 

I Total Public 
Facility Cost 

per DUE1 

17511 1,2611 $ 4.678,264 i 1,759.131 $ 2,679.0001 i 3.009.749 lower costl $ 9,613 

55̂  4710 316.91 2.3351$ 12.537,051 S 2,050,364 S 3.141.000! i 5,759.930 lower cost! S 10.060 

41 144.4 99.1 7131$ 3,&55,043 S 608,000 105.000! S 2.842.935 medium cosll $ 10.389 

•15 371.0 277.8 2.0901 i 6.722.694 i 4,355.000 > 5.029,500! $ 5.712.746 medium cost] S 10.440 

531 204.2 1475 1,157$ 5.964.731 $ 1.439.708 $ 2.175.0001 $ 3.076.838 lower cosll $ 10.934 

^ m o 198.1 2.1661 $ 11.725,806 $ 4.330,273 $ 2,394.0001 $ 6,237.425 lower cost! $ 11.398 

•51 1,422.0 766!4T 7,4111 $ 36.546,537 $ 19.015.000 $ 9,444.0001 $ 27,276.260 lower cosll $ 12.451 

1 531. 24^ 2,7521 $ 14.697,300 $ 4,636300 $ 5,538.000| $ 11.491.427 higher costi $ 13314 

•37 145.5 112.6 1,062] $ 4,169.127 $ 3.997,000 $ 1364,5001 $ 4,705.923 medium costr$ 13.316 

24 173.5 143.3 i ; i 1 ^ $ 7,718.391 $ 3368,160 $ 1,152,0001 $ 2.885.013 medium cosll $ 13,469 

52 98.8 66.6 4791$ 2,409,673 $ 1,316,088 $ 2.323,6001 $ 1̂ 117,378 lower cost! $ 14,952 

65 116.0 78.4 2,7801 $ 19,143.300 $ 10,408,000 $ 6,406,0501 $ 7.794,780 lower cost|$ 15.739 

*4l 123.4 59.4 4271$ 3.401,763 $ 1,000,000 $ 1.152,000! $ 1.366,751 lower cost I $ 16,194 

25] 1,047.6 535.9 4,344 $ 26,309,888 $ 13,049.500 $ 6.972,0001 $ 24,879,790 medium cost! $ 16,392 

61 28.4 16.4 1501 $ 959.940 667.600 $ 885.0001 $ higher cost! $ 16.748 

M T 191.3 126.8 1.1451$ 7.459,500 $ 3,966,000 $ 2.758,5001 $ 5336.401 higher costI $ 16.960 

18 98.5 67.6 4871$ 4.711,500 432,000 $ 1364.500] $ 1.856.111 medium cost! $ 16.978 

Mil 4643 157.7 1,4421 $ 11.909,058 $ 3,858,000 $ 4,525.800! $ 5.371.573 medium cost 1 S 17,797 

49| 251.6 174.9 1,2591 $ 10,417.500 $ 5,831,000 $ 3,596.5001 $ 2,662335 medium cost! $ 17,872 

42 249.6 170.1 1.556! $ 12,741,600 $ 5,894,100 $ 2,785,800! $ 6.429.311 medium cost 1 $ 17.9^ 

•48 218.4 155.3 1.1181 $ 8.229.750 $ 4.576,000 $ 3,196,500! $ 4.786.739 medium costl $ 18.591 

•14 307.: 141.0 13061 $ 11,023,998 $ 3,485,000 $ 4,130,400! $ 4.269.752 medium cost! $ . 18.988 

•44 238. 152.9 1.399! $ 11.978.850 $ 5.524.500 $ 3.229.6001 $ 6,740,402 medium co$t[$ 19,643 

51 93.1 51.1 3681 $ 3.001,412 891,157 $ 2,508.0001 $ 895,290 lower cost! $ 19,826 

31 736.8 4603 4,0151 $ 28.360.035 $ 12.355,500 $ 5.298.0001 $ 34,828.744 medium costl i 20.137 

221 ^ 150.01 1.0801$ 9.791,400 $ 5,764,000 $ 2.901.000! $ 4.831.573 medium costl $ 21.558 

•33 43.7 22.5 2691$ 1311.700 $ 1342.375 $ 1,152,000! $ 2355.487 medium costl $ 21,800 

17] 189.3 13711 9921 $ S.ISOTOQ $ 5,402.160 $ 3,901.500! $ 4,309.966 medium cosll i 31,974 

30̂  190.3 110.1 9271$ 6.925375 $ 5.792.000 $ 3,337.8001 $ ^ 3 . 8 3 5 medium cost! $ 22,191 

•451 4643 m4l 2,0191 $ 18.465.000 $ 13.017,000 $ 4.720.5001 $ 11,049,925 medium cost! $ 23.408 

•41 278 202.0 1.4541 $ 17.517.777 $ 7.055.000 $ 4,654,5001 $ 4,857.321 medium cost! $ 23,435 

29 190.6 94.3 6791$ 4,365.900 $ 5,355350 $ 2.341.5001 $ 4.330.925 higher cost! $ 24,153 

34! 749.1 m9l 2,6641$ 20,415i002 $ 10,741.325 $ 5.818,2001 $ 35,200.510 medium cost! $ 27.092 

33 294.7 149.4 1.0841$ 8.725.599 $ 6.060.750 $ 3.955.5001 $10714,538 medium cost! $ 27.176 

23 22.9 163 1171$ 1361309 360.000 $ 1364.500! $ 302.705 medium cost! $ 27358 

62 8.4 7.8 3241 $ 3,303,891 $ 1.436.600 $ 2.145.000! $ 2.708.555 higher cost! $ 29,656 

32 87.3 .69.0 4971$ 2^82.901 $ 1.983,000 $ 3.006.6001 $ 7.761338 medium cost! $ 30.881 

70 353 29.8 1631 $ 864.600 459.000 $ 1565.5501 $ 2.155.707 higher costl $ 31.014 

•47 62.0 573 4121$ 3.183.750 $ 4.996.000 $ 1.152.0001 $4.715.449 medium costl $ 34,125 

•351 723 22.0 2331$ 1.490.IOO $ 3399,850 $ 1.3033001 $ 2.897,380 medium costl $ 38,658 

63 105 7J 271 % 5 8 8 . ^ $ 1.798,000 $ 105.0001 $ 221.107 higher costl $ 42.921 

67̂  3193 137.0 7491 $ 9,169.450 $ 5556,500 $ 4.8553001 $ 12.643387 higher cost! $ 43.068 

68 64.0 185 1011 $ 1.611,000 $ 1315.000 $ 1,3033001 $ 1520598 higher costl $ 55,965 

•43 103 73 521$ 2565,150 144500 $ 2073751 $ 287,930 medium cosll $ 62.001 

69 11.9 7.9 431$ 339.000 $ 625500 $ 1.3033001 $ 568.683 higher costl $ 65.761 

•36 33.1 85 481$ 1.138.413 $ 719300 $ 1.1685001 $ 240.181 medium costl $ 67574 

7.4 22\ 13 $ 51560 136350 $ 885.000! $ 187557 medium costl $ 98.455 

223 45 261$ 763,000 $ 2.423.000 $ 847300! $ M.816 higher cost! $ 158.833 

•39 20.0 19.9 01$ 2.630.957 $ 1.188.000 $ 105.000! $ medium cost] $ 

Souree:MetroUtbanReservePiDduawltyAnalyjii(Septeiiter 1998): 'IreHierutitniweM , . 
»Total KTU and buUatile acres rsfled changes to urtxn resene areas fS, 115, #39,155 (htWe and wttWe Metro towdaiy), f62 ( 
«DUE • estim»>e<3 units (EtXJj) pefURA • emptoynwU (canvtrted to « « « « < « hiviUNe to ertmjfc whether a 
. ToUl cost per CXJE (toes bo-xlary Change to urtan ttsefve a ^ 
sigritart change n cost wwM occur, 101 b assuned t a t #* added hnd *aid 
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A ranking of the estimates prepared in the Productivity Analysis shows the following: 

URA #39 No Ranking 
URA #41 (non-first tier portion) 3 
URA #41 (first tier portion) 31 
URA #42 20 

Fac tors : continued ^ 

(B) For the purposes of this section, orderiy shaii mean the exterision 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 that could be served by the extension of an existing 
route, rather than an area, which would require an entirely new route. 

Staff Analysis ' -

URAs #39. #41 (first tier portion) and #42 are adjacent to the existing UGB. According to 
several studies, necessary services can be integrated with existing services in the surrounding 
area. Metro requires that a public facilities plan be drafted as part of the urban reserve planning 
in U l ^ s #39. #41 and #42. 

In addition, the following elements should benoted: 

Until this past year, Statewide Planning Goal 11 prevented service providers from extending 
urban-level services outside of their jurisdictions. In addition, service providers were required to 
size their services consistent with comprehensive plans. Accordingly, urban service planning, 
or the provision of urban services, was not pemriitted outside the UGB. 

Service providers were permitted to plan for urban services once the Metro Council approved 
the urban reserves. However, given the appeal to the LUBA, there was a risk that service 
providers could be wasting ratepayer dollars. The risk was that if the area being planned for 
urban services were too small, the service planning effort would have to be redone to take in 
other areas. If it were too large, the service planning effort would have to be downsized. 
Accordingly, most service providers found it prudent to wait for resolution of the legal appeal on 
Metro's urban reserves. 

The Productivity Analysis (and two eariier analyses by the firm KCM) assessed facility costs on 
a broad comparison basis, not a detailed, pre-constructlon basis. The Productivity Analysis is 
the best available Information on a consistent, regionwide basis. It includes assessment of the 
cost to provide urban facilities to the subject areas as well as other costs, such as upgrades to 
sewer treatment facilities. 

Wastewater 

URAs #39 and #41 (first tier portion only) 
Estimates for wastewater and servicing costs from the Productivity Analysis have grouped 
URA #39 with the first tier portion of URA #41. Currently, most residences in these areas are 

Staff Report URAs #39, M l . #42, Wilsonville - November 24.1998 Page 13 



served by septic systems. In order to provide sanitary sewer service to these areas, one new 
pump station would be required as well as pipe, manholes, trenching, force mains, and 
additional treatment capacity for .4 million gallons per day (mgd). 

The Dammasch Plan also addresses issues relating to sanitary sewer in the first tier portion of 
URA #41. The area is not cun-ently served by Wilsonville's sanitary sewer system. The 
adjacent Living Enrichment Center, however, does have sewer sen/ices. It uses a lift station to 
pump effluent into a city sanitary line that runs through residential areas to the west. Along the 
south boundary of the Dammasch planning area (i.e., the Dammasch State Hospital), the 
existing 15-inch sanitary sewer line is estimated to be of adequate size for the developing area. 
The plan also notes that the City's 30-inch Seely Ditch trunk line is above its capacity 
downstream of the 15-inch line. It will have to be upgraded to increase capacity before this area 
develops. A small wastewater treatment plant is in service at the Dammasch State Hospital, 
though the study indicates that the system does not meet Oregon Department of Environmental 
Quality (DEO) criteria for discharge. 

The Dammasch Plan estimates that a gravity sanitary sewer system connected to the City's 
system will be necessary. The Seely Interceptor will also need upgrading from Wilsonville Road 
to the City's treatment plant. A second gravity system will need to drain to the southwest corner 
of the site. As with the Productivity Analysis, the Dammasch Plan assumes this area will need a 
new pump station, which it proposes be located north of the Learning Enrichment Center, near 
Grahams Ferry Road. It would pump the effluent eastward, back to the City's gravity system. 
This plan does not estimate the amount of additional treatment capacity required. 

URA #41 (non-first tier) 

The Productivity Analysis estimates that the non-first tier portion of LIRA #41 would be served 
by the pump station added for URA #39 and first tier URA #41. It would require additional pipe, 
manholes, trenching, force mains, and treatment capacity for an additional .21 mgd. 

URA #42 

For URA #42, the Productivity Analysis assumes the area would develop with a women's prison 
and prisoner intake center. As such, it estimates that URA #42 would require a pump station as 
well as pipe, manholes, trenching, force mains, and additional treatment capacity for .42 mgd. 

Facilities needs for URA #42 have also been addressed in the context of ongoing discussions 
regarding the siting of a women's prison and prisoner intake center within the site. A 
memorandum, dated May 27,1998, from the City of Wilsonville's Community Development 
Director (Attachment E) notes that If the area does develop with a women's prison and pnsoner 
Intake center, ODOC "would extend/replace the sewer line that crosses the Buriington Northem 
Railroad northwest of Hillman Court and from there along the north side of the railroad tracks to 
the vicinity of the Cahalin Road Extension." This line would be able to serve the City's industrial 
sanctuary. The Community Development Director notes that while the line may be undersized 
once the area becomes fully developed, it can provide for several years of additional growth. 
The Director also anticipates that other areas served by the line will contribute to their proportion 
of the cost of replacing or paralleling where additional capacity is required. 

:? 

Staff Report URAs #39, #41, #42, Wilsonville - November 24,1998 Page 14 



Water 

As of January 5,1998. the City of Wilsonville declared a moratorium on new development 
approvals based upon lack of water capacity. The moratorium includes a provision that 
prevents allocations of water capacity from being transferred from one site to another. Capacity 
allocated to existing development, however, may be allocated to replacement uses on the same 
site on condition that water demand not be increased. A new July 1998 ordinance has 
extended this moratorium. The State has given the City the authority to continue this 
moratorium until January 2000. The City of Wilsonville's staff report. Ordinarice No. 493. and 
additional con-espondence related to this Ordinance appear at the back of this report as 
Attachment F. 

URAs #39 and 41 (first tier onlv) 

Public wells provide water to residences in URAs #41 and #42 (URA #39 has no residences). 
Currently, the only water within the Wilsonville City Limits comes from a series of eight wells, 
whose source is a local aquifer. The Oregon Water Resources Department (OWRD) has 
classified this aquifer as 'groundwater limited." It will not permit the City to add any additional 
wells to its system. The City has estimated that with existing capacity, conservation measures, 
well production estimates, and capacity from one planned additional reservoir, it can provide 
7.41 mgd as a maximum daily usage. 

Projects exempted from the City's moratorium include an additional school planned by the West 
Linn-Wilsonville School District. The school is planned to be built in designated URA #39. This 
exception is contingent upon an agreement that there be no summer school or other use of the 
facilities demanding water use in the summer; that water maintenance during the summer be 
interruptibie; and that there be no imgation on the site. The findings are based on the City 
Council's decision that a new school is needed in the community, and that local schools have a 
history of minimal summer water usage. 

The Productivity Analysis estimates similariy that expansion of existing water sources is needed 
to provide water service to development occumng in URA #39 and tlie first tier portion of 
URA #41. In addition, treatment, transmission lines and a medium-sized (2-5 million-gallon) 
distribution storage system will be required. This study estimates water demand for these areas 
at .6 mgd. 

According to the Dammasch Plan, the Dammasch Hospital has its own on-site well water 
system to serve domestic and fire requirements to the Dammasch Plan area (all of first tier 
URA #41 as well as adjacent State-owned land). However as the plan notes. "With the 
continually dropping water table in this area..dependence on the Dammasch wells to provide 
water service to the Dammasch Urt)an Village would not be prndent." The Plan's assessment of 
needed water system additions include extension of water mains, looping, and fire hydrants. 

While the Dammasch Plan has not received an exemption from the City of Wilsonville's 
development moratorium, Metro is considering this concept plan as the basis for including the 
first tier portion of URA #41. The proposed UGB expansion is intended to fulfill a 20-year land 
supply. It is anticipated that the City's development moratorium will be resolved within this 
period. 
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URA #41 fnon-first tier) 

For the non-first tier portion of URA #41. the Productivity Analysis estimates that expansion of 
existing w/ater sources, with treatment, is also needed. The estimated water demand for this 
areas comes to .32 mgd. 

URA #42 

For URA #42, the Productivity Analysis estimates that expansion of existing water sources will 
be needed, along with transmission lines, river crossing, and a distribution storage system. 
The City of Wilsonville's Community Development Director has indicated, in a memorandum 
dated May 27,1998 (Attachment E). that the City would be able to provide a looped system that 
could provide domestic and fire flows for the proposed prison and prisoner intake center in 
URA #42. An 18-inch water main would be constructed to loop from River Road and Clutter 
Road from Garden Acres Road to Grahams Ferry, up Grahams Ferry to Day Road, east on Day 
Road to Boones Ferry Road, and back to Boones Ferry Road to link with the water main at 
Pioneer Court. In addition, the memo notes that this improvement will help facilitate 
development within the City's industrial sanctuary. 

The City of Wilsonville is currently investigating the feasibility of using the Troutdale aquifer, to 
the south of Wilsonville, as an additional source of water. 

Stomnwater 

There is no planned or managed storm water collection system in place in URAs #39, #41 and 
#42. All existing runoff from impervious surface in this area either is allowed to infiltrate directly 
into the ground or is collected in a rural roadside ditch system. 

URAs #39 and #41 (first tier only) . n. 
The Dammasch Plan references the City's 1981 Stormwater Management Master Plan. It has 
shown that most of the soils in the Dammasch Planning Area (i.e., first tier URA #41) are of 
Class C, indicating moderately high runoff. Soils in the western portion of the Dammasch area 
have been classified as Class B, indicating moderately low mnoff. Iri the northeastern part of 
the Dammasch area, the soils are classified as Class D, indicating high runoff. The central part 
of the site has moderate slopes, while the rest of the area is relatively flat. 

Similarly, the Productivity Analysis estimates that on-stream detention will be required for 
URA #39 and first tier URA #41 to address stonnwater runoff. First tier URA #41. the 
Productivity Analysis estimates, will also require off-stream detention and water quality ponds or 
marshes (three of varying sizes). 

URA #41 /non-first tier) 

The Productivity Analysis estimates that the non-first tier portion of URA #41 will require off-
stream detention. 

URA #42 

Flooding has been an issue for URA #42. According to the City of Wilsonville, it can be 
mitigated through improvements associated with the development of a women's prison and 
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prisoner intake center on the site. A memorandum dated May 27,1998, from the Wilsonville's 
Community Development Director (Attachment E) states: 

The industrial sanctuary is subject to significant localized flooding with the 
water entering the north from two separate locations. First, there is a 
substantial amount of water that crosses into the area at Clay Road and 
flows to the southeast across Grahams Ferry and Day Road causing 
substantial flooding. The constmction of the proposed Women's 
Prison/Intake Center will include the rerouting of this storm water flow to'a 
large detention facility. The water is then metered out to the south side of 
the Buriington Northem Railroad. There is a potential for additional 
significant stonn water flows from the north across Day Road, and the 
design to route this storm water through the system will be included in the 
overall plans for the development of the industrial sanctuary as outlined in 
the City's Storm Water Management System. 

According to the Productivity Analysis, URA #42 will require channelization, two water quality 
ponds or marshes of varying sizes, and two on-stream detention facilities of varying sizes. 
Detention facilities will slow and delay water run-off and prevent downstream flooding. By 
incorporating additiorial water quality features, increased pollutant loads can be filtered out from 
urban run-off and sediments can be collected before this run-off reaches streams and creeks. 

Wilsonville will be required to address stormwater in its urban reserve plan(s). Providing 
stonnwater service in this area will not compromise Wilsonville's ability to serve the areas within 
the existing UGB because most of the treatment and detention will occur in the immediate area. 
Master planning will determine the specific water quality and detention systems for the basin. In 
addition, basin studies will be necessary to determine pre- and post- development run-off rates 
and release projections to eliminate downstream flooding and prevent degradation of nearby 
wetlands. r 

Transportation 

URA #39 

URA #39 is directly accessible via SW Wilsonville Road. The Productivity Analysis does not 
make estimates for the cost of providing transportation services to this site. 

The City of Wilsonville is in the process of improving the Interchange between Wilsonwlle Road 
and the 1-5 as well as the section of Wilsonville Road between Boones Ferry Road and the 
Buriington Northem Railroad line. These improvements include road widening to provide 
additional capacity. 

1 IRA #41 (first tier and non-first tier) 

The Productivity Analysis estimates that the cost of providing transportation services to the first 
tier portion of URA #41 ranges betvyeen $3,318 and $3,340 per DUE. The cost of providing 
transportation services to the non-first tier portion of URA #41 ranges between $3,317 and 
$3,195 per DUE. 
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The Dammasch Plan notes that development of an urban village at first tier UIRA #41 will 
increase vehicle trips in the area. This plan has considered some of the traffic improvements 
now undenway, such as those described above, in conducting its traffic analysis. 

The Dammasch Plan notes other areas that could be improved. Extending Boeckman Road to 
Tooze Road would provide an east-west connection as well as draw traffic away from 
SW Wilsonville Road. The plan opts for using Boeckman Road as the rnain thoroughfare 
serving the Dammasch area. It will extend southwest through the planning area to Grahams 
Ferry Road. Traffic is intended to follow Grahams Ferry Road southward toward Wilsonwile 
Road. The planning area will also be served at the northem edge by connecting Brown Road 
with Tooze Road. The Dammasch Plan is formulated upon a grid pattern that has b e ^ 
modified along the northern and western parts of the planning area in order to limit traffic 
impacts outside of the UGB. 

The traffic improvements for the Dammasch Plan, addressed above, would also help serve the 
non-first tier portion of URA #41. 

URA #42 

The Productivity Analysis estimates that the cost of providing transportation services to 
URA #42 ranges between $3,857 and $4,132 per DUE. 

There is evidence of traffic issues near URA #42. According to the memorandum dated May 
27,1998, from the City of Wilsonville's Community Development Director (Attachment E), the 
intersection of Day Road and Boones Ferry Road as well as Day Road and Grahams Feny 
Road have posed traffic problems. The ODOC intends to make significant improvemerits to the 
traffic capacity at these two intersections. ODOC also plans to construct a half street along 
Grahams Ferry Road (next to the women's prison and prisoner intake center) that meets urban 
standards. These improvements, the memo states, should provide additional capacity for future 
development in the industrial sanctuary. 

Fire. Police and Schools 

Fire and police services will be provided by the governing jurisdictions. Urban reserve plans are 
required to include a provision to incorporate these areas into their se rv i^ temtones. Funding 
for fire and police services is provided through allocation of general funding or bond measures 
to constaict capital improvements, most likely from property taxes. Additional property tax 
revenue will be generated by the increased residential and commercial development that will oe 
constructed as these URAs develop. 

URA #39 

The West Linn-Wilsonville School District serves URA #39, which is intended to be developed 
a s a school site. 

URA #41 

URA #41 is divided between the West Linn-Wilsonville and the Sherwood School Districts. 
According to cun-ent Metro RLIS data, the majority of the first tier portion sits in the fomer, while 
the remaining part of the first tier portion plus all of the non-first tier portion sits in the latter. A 
conceptual school plan is required by Metro Code Section 3.01.012(e) that will identify the 
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amount of land and improvements needed for school facilities. The City of Wilsonville will 
govern this area. 

According to the Dammasch Plan, fire and police services are currently provided to the City of 
Wilsonville by Tualatin Valley Fire and Rescue, and c , f c | ; a m ^ s

n J ° 7 K #39 #41 
Department, respectively. These service areas would likely be extended to the URAs #39. #41 
and #42 once brought into the UGB. 

URA #42 

URA #42 is completely within the Sherwood School District, though it is being considered as a 
site for a future prison. As per Metro Ordinance No. 98-744B (AttachmentD)1 / 
to URA #42 is conditioned upon the siting of a women's prison and prisoner mtake center by 
ODOC within the boundaries of designated URA #42. as amended. Therefore, school facilities 
are not a consideration for this area. 

Detailed information on cost estimates from the Productivity Analysis and U r b ® n . . 
Concept Plans appears in Section IV (Urban Reserve Planning Requirements), Part 10 of this 
report. 

Factor 4: Maximum efficiency of land uses within and on the fringe o f th® e x ' s t i n g u r b a n 

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 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. 

Staff Analysis 

This factor has similarities to the discussion under Factors 1 and 2 regarding "ne®d-BJ)1 . . 
discussion of housing need is found in the Housing Needs Analysis and a s u m m a r y is located in 
the Urban Growth Boundary Assessment of Need. The report indicates that even at housi g 
densities exceeding historical trends and considering an aggressive rate of infill and 
d e v e l o p m e n U ^ a . S percent), the capacity of land inside the existing UGB is aboul 80 penjent of 
the 20-year need. This leaves 32,370 dwelling units to be accomm^ated outside the current 
UGB. In additioh, the maximum effidency of land uses within the urban area has been 
soecifically addressed by the Functional Plan, Title 1 (Requirements for Housing and 
Employment), which requires the 24 dties and 3 counties to Increase the density of residential 
develooment within the UGB. Table 1 of the Functional Plan sets targets for the 2 4 «J®S ®nd 

3 counties to meet for housing and employment units within the UGB for the years 1994 to 
2017. As compliance with the Functional Plan Is not required until F e ^ a r y 1999. 'ts ' ^ P a ^ on 
local housing densities is not yet known. However, the potential inipart of imie 1 was taken into 
account in estimating the cun-ent capadty of the UGB as required by ORS 197.296. 

State statute requires that the Metro UGB be amended to indude one-half the e s t i m a t e d land 
needed for a 20-year land supply by December 1998. The Urban Growth Report and t ']' 
Addendum to the Urban Growth Report indicate that there is a shortfall of land to accommodate 
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dwelling units and jobs. Since the impact of Title 1 of the Functional Plan is not yet known, the 
detemnination of need relies on data provided by the Urban Growth Report and subsequent 
Addendum. Metro Code Section 3.01.015(0 also requires that URAs meet the planning 
requirements of the Functional Plan that apply to areas inside the current UGB. 

URA #39 

The Productivity Analysis does not estimate URA #39 to accommodate additional dwelling units 
or jobs (though the concept plan for URA #39 estimates the school will hold approximately 50 
teaching and support jobs). 

URA #41 (first tier onlv) 

The Productivity Analysis estimates that the first tier portion of URA #41 ran accommodate 
between 1,277 and 1,286 dwelling units, and between 426 jobs and 429 jobs. Development at 
this density would result in an average density of 9.6 dwelling units per net residential acre. 

The Dammasch Plan, for the first tier portion of URA #41, opts for a residential community with 
a village center and mixed-use areas. This plan accommodates approximately 2,300 housing 
units, both single and multi-family housing types, at varying densities and price ranges. The 
average dwelling unit density for this plan is 10.2 dwelling units per net acre. Approximately 
one-fourth of the total land area would be protected as parks or open space. As shown by this 
plan, URA #41 is capable of being developed in keeping with the 2040 Growth Concept. 
Maximum efficiency can be accomplished through development at 2040 design types with a mix 
of uses as well as through use of multi-modal transportation such as walking, bicycling, transit 
and driving. 

URA #41 (non-first tier portion) 

The non-first tier portion of URA #41 is not considered in the Dammasch Plan. However, the 
Productivity Analysis estimates that the non-first tier portion of URA #41 can accommodate 
between 626 and 753 dwelling units and between 209 and 251 jobs. Development at this 
density would result in an average residential density of 9.6 dwelling units per net acre. 

URA #42 

URA #42, is under consideration as a site for a future prison. As per Metro Ordinance No. 98-
744B (Attachment D), the amendment is conditioned upon the siting of a women's pnson and 
prisoner intake center within the amended area. While the Productivity Analysis ronsldered the 
capacity of URA #42 without the amendment as per Metro Ordinance No. 98-7^B, it assumed 
that URA #42 could accommodate between 3,734 and 4,001 jobs. The Analysis did not assume 
that URA #42 would accommodate any dwelling units. 

Factor 4: continued 

(B) The proposed UGB amendment wiii faciiitate 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 
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encouraging pedestrian, bicycle, and transit use; and improving tiie iikeiiiiood of 
realizing a mix of land uses to meet the needs of residents and employees. 

Staff Analysis 

URA #39 

A school on URA #39 would facilitate efficient growth inside the UGB by providing public 
services in closer proximity to existing residential neighborhoods. This could allow for increased 
pedestrian, bicycle and transit use in the area. Activities generated from this school site may 
contribute to additional sen/ices and employment, thereby encouraging a greater mixture of land 
uses This primary school is planned to accommodate approximately twice the enrollment ot 
traditional primary schools. In addition, as this school is planned to be close to an existing 
middle school (Wood Middle School), economies of scale may also be realized throu^^the 
sharing of facilities such as athletic fields, administrative offices and a media center. T h e P l a n 15 

also designed to minimize on-site circulation, and contains access management features that 
separate the bus and parent drop-off/pick-up area. 

URA #41 

URA #41 could also contribute to more efficient land use inside of the UGB. Planning work has 
been completed for the first tier portion of URA #41 and the Dammasch State Hospital site 
through the Dammasch Plan, which opts for mixed use residential and employment 
development patterns capable of encouraging pedestrian, bicycle and transit use. 
Development at these levels would result in an average density of 10.2 dwelling units per net 
buildable acre. This density will be sufficient to support transit service as it is comparable with 
the actual density of much of the area within the current UGB that is sen/ed by transit. A central 
component of the Dammasch Plan includes redevelopment of the Dammasch State Hospital 
Site (the majority of which is cun-ently inside of the UGB). Thus, full implenientation of the 
Dammasch Plan would help the City of Wilsonville meet its employment and dwelling unit target 
capacities, as required by the Functional Plan. Relevant portions of the Dammasch Plan, 
including a site plan, appear at the end of this report as Attachment C. 

URA #42 

URA #42 is proposed to accommodate a prison facility, and could allovv more efficient use of 
land within the existing UGB by providing infrastructure and transportation improyern^em 
Dlanned North Wilsonville Industrial Area. Altematively. the portion of the UF^ south of Day 
Road could be developed as an employment area. This density will be suffiaent to support 
transit service as it is comparable with the actual density of much of the area within the current 
UGB that is served by transit 

As noted in a June 2,1998, letter from Wilsonville's City Manager to Metro's Executive Officer, 
Attachment G: 

The City would like to annex all of the expanded Area 42 as part of our 
commitment to provide urban services not only to the prison but to the 
adjacent property which would benefit from infrastructure improvements 
built to city standards at the DOC's expense...with or without annexation 
the City of Wilsonville will be compelled to provide infrastructure 
improvements to the prison. In this location, the prison will serve as the 
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anchor tenant to support the development of the proposed north Wilsonville 
industrial area. Without the prison, the provision of urban services to this 
area will not be financially feasible for many years into the future. 

Improvements accompanying the development of a women's prison and prisoner intake center 
in URA #42 would glso facilitate increased jobs development within adjacent areas. 

CONCLUSION: The Productivity Analysis provides the most up-to-date and consistent 
comparison of the efficiency of altemative sites. The following listing of efficient urban growth is 
ranked from most efficient to least efficient: 
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Productivity Index Comparison 
^sorted bv hiahest productivity to lowest) 

Productlvitv/ • Dwelllna unit Buildable Urban g f f l c l e n c v Ra t ing Capacity Capacity Reserve 

2,396 
1,799 318.9 473.0 

3.734 249.6 

1.590 3.352 460.2 
2,998 766.4 1.422.0 

202.0 278.8 
531.8 

155.3 

174.9 

353.0 

280.4 464.2 
3.373 2,939 1.047.6 

149.4 

1,855 308.9 

464.2 
137.0 

Adjusted to reflect additional information received 
#39, #55 (inside 

Source: Productivity Analysis (9i^8) 'first tier; "first tier inside Metro Boundary 
1 Total acres and buildable acres reflect changes to urban reserve areas #5, #15. 

and outside the Metro boundary), #62 & #65. 
'Calculated using 200-foot riparian buffer widths. 
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The sites rank as follows; 

URA #39 No Ranking 
URA #41 (first tier) #19 
URA #41 (non-first tier) #26 
URA #42 # 8 

Factor 5: Environmental, energy, economic and social consequences. An 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 how urbanization is likely 
to occur in a manner consistent with these regulations. 

Staff Analysis 

Concerning resources, designated water quality resource areas are^subject to special protection 
provided by that portion of the Functional Plan Title 3 that deals v/ith F l 0 ° d ^ a " a 9 e m ® n t - o n n 
Development will occur in a manner consistent with these regulations. Setbacks (from 15-200 
feet) from streams and wetlands will be required depending on slope and the size of thestream. 
New development or substantial additions to existing development are required to setback at 
least 50 feet from delineated wetlands. All development, excavation and fill in the floodplain 
within the URAs will be subject to Title 3 requirements, which will be implemented by local 
jurisdictions. Other natural hazards, such as those illustrated in maps prepared by Metro. 
identify earthquakes and landslides are not identified in local comprehensive plans. Possibl^e 
mitigation measures are being explored at this time. Hazard mitigation measures, if needed, will 
be addressed through this process. 

In addition, Metro Council, through Ordinance No. 97-2562B. has provided for exceptions to the 
density requirements of the Functional Plan if natural areas require pemnanent protection from 
development. 

CONCLUSION: There is no evidence that there is any difference from site to site when 
considering this subfactor. 

Fac to r s : continued 

(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. 

Staff Analysis 

A regional economic opportunity analysis has not been completed as of the date of thisrejsort. 
However, two recent documents do provide information about the regional econom^^ 
Regional Connections: A Work In Progress. 1998. completed by the Institute for Portland 
Metropolitan Studies and the MultnomahWashington County Regional Strategies Board. This 
study shows that during the same period in which a more compact urban form was being 
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implemented, the region surpassed Pittsburgh, Baltimore, Indianapolis, Kansas pW a n d 

Cincinnati in the creation of manufacturing jobs. The Metro region transformed itself from a 35 
oercent value-added economy to a 60 percent value-added economy during the penod from the 
IQSO's to the IQSO's. The study also shows that educational attainment and wages have grown 
much faster than the State or national averages. The report also docutyients how trade dnyes 
the qrowth of the region. It concludes that electronics/software, metals/machinery, professional 
services recreation-related services, transportation/distribution, lumber and wood products, 
nursery products and specialty foods are, at least preliminarily, economic sectors which are 
likely to continue to contribute to the economy of the region. 

In addition, another study. Action Plan for Keeping Agriculture Viable in the Portland Metro Area 
(Agri-Business Council of Oregon. 1997), provides information about the agncultural sector of 
the economy and about issues and concerns of the industry. The study concludes that. A 
certain critical mass of farming, in contiguous blocks of land or operations, is essential to 
achieve economies through bulk purchases, distribution and control of services costs. The 
report encourages preserving farmland at the urban edge as one way to help ensure this part of 

' the region's and State's economy remains viable. 

The Productivity Analysis does not estimate URA #39 to accommodate additional jobs. It 
estimates that the first tier portion of URA #41 will accommodate 426 jobs; the non 
Dortion 209 jobs. URA #42 was assumed to accommodate a prison, with an total estimated 
4,001 jobs. It should be noted that the City of Wilsonville expects that approximately one-third 
of URA #42 will accommodate a prison; the remaining part of the site should still be available for 
other uses. 

CONCLUSION: A regional economic opportunity analysis has not been prepared. However, 
there is data concerning subregional jobs/housing balance. This data is considered in 
subfactor 5(C), below. 

Fac tors : continued 

(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. 

Staff Analysis 

Environmental 

interviews with representatives from the Oregon Department of Fish and W'ldlife (ODF^) and 
the US Fish and Wildlife Service provide the technical basis for the fish and wildlife section. 

Two critical habitats for which ODFW have expressed concern are VVillamette Valley 
Grasslands and Oak Woodlands. These habitat types are of highest I !

P?U M° J. ® 
restoration. The habitat types, or remnants of them, exist in some of the URAs in me Me^o 
region The best fish and wildlife habitats have a mix of habitat types (i.e.. wetlands, forest, 
open space, streams and floodplains). The more variety, the more fish and wildli e popula^ns 
can be retained or enhanced. Amphibians and reptiles are the most sensitive to loss 0^habitat 
variety. These animals do not just need wetlands and ponds, but they also need upland habitat 
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to lay eggs and hibernate for the winter. Retention of these species requires riparian 
vegetation, and also nearby (within a one-mile) upland habitat associated with riparian areas. 

As development occurs, impervious surfaces increase as a percent of total land. This increases 
the amount of pollutants (such as soil, pesticides, herbicides, fertilizers, oils and heavy metals) 
carried in stormwater. In addition, the stream hydrology is affected by more and faster moving 
water that can cause stream bank erosion and flooding of adjacent lands. This is a major 
impact that is the result of increasing urbanization, which must be addressed iri the master 
planning process. Some watersheds (e.g., in the Tualatin Basin) have very strict stormwater 
management requirements. Metro does not cun-ently address stormwater management, though 
this has been identified as a future issue to be addressed. 

Protection and enhancement of existing riparian and floodplain vegetation is crucial if water 
quality is to be maintained or enhanced because of its direct and multiple water quality benefits. 

Title 3 will apply to all areas brought into the UGB. It does not, however, address stormwater 
management, which is a significant factor for increasing water pollution and flooding. 

URA #39 

URA #39 is an approximately 20-acre piece of a larger parcel used for farming field crops. 
According to a Metro staff analysis, URA #39 does not appear to have any significant habitat 
issues, though this area does provide open space for wildlife adjacent to the urban fringe. 
Stormwater should be treated on-site as much as possible to reduce downstream impacts. This 
area is immediately south to a wetland area on the DSL property. The West Linn-Wilsonville 
School District intends to work with ODSL to install a buffer between the school and the wetland 
area. The wetland area may also be used for environmental study. 

URA #41 (first tier and non-first tier) 

URA #41 shows strong restoration potential and good grassland habitat restoration potential. 
There is also potential for stream restoration within the current ditch that has been used in the 
past for farming, and restoration potential for the wetland along the eastern side of URA #41. 
Some forested habitat exists in the central and southeastern areas of the URA, which also has 
restoration potential. 

The historic drainage, stream and wetland systems in this area have been altered due to past 
drainage pattems and ditching of land for farming. Remnant drainage ways could be restored 
for water quality benefit. This area is also experiencing severe groundwater limitations. Master 
planning for URA #41 should encourage groundwater recharge. Careful consideration should 
be given to the location of impervious surfaces. As stomnwater from URA #41 will eventually 
discharge to the Willamette River, this issue must be addressed. The Willamette is under 
examination as a future drinking water source for the region. 

The Dammasch Plan has noted that both Coffee Lake Creek and Coffee Lake Creek wetlands 
are potentially significant areas based on several factors, including: size; existence of more 
than one habitat type; corridor connection; and the connection to other habitat types. The plan 
has noted that most of this area will be unavailable for development, though it assumes some 
development within the floodplain. Metro Code (Title 3) now requires that fill from development 
be balanced with excavation in order to prevent increased flood levels along Coffee Lake Creek. 
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URA #42 

Western portions of URA #42 are relatively undeveloped, and have high habitat value, if 
protected. There is a heavily forested patch in the middle of this URA that presides a migration 
corridor to the west. A stream in the northem portion of U ^ M2 appears to t)e signifiMntly 
altered from past land use practices. The riparian vegetation in this area is of low quality or 
non-existent in portions of the stream. It will be important to restore the riparian vegetation of its 
water quality and quantity benefits. This area is also experiencing groundwater limitations. 
Groundwater master planning will need to address ways in which to increase groundwater 
recharge. 

Natural Hazards L ..u i • 
Various analyses have been conducted for natural hazards such as earthquakes, landslides and 
flooding in order to understand the risks they create for the built environment. Risk rnay be 
reduced by avoiding or modifying the land in hazardous areas, or by constructing buildings and 
infrastructure in a way that can withstand the effects of natural hazards. 

In 1992, Metro and the Regional Earthquake Hazard Mapping and Preparedness program 
(initiated by Oregon Department of Geology and Mineral Industries (DOGAMI) identified 
earthquake hazards, people, structures and systems at risk from natural hazards. This effort 
was intended to support local disaster preparedness efforts, and to propose natural hazard 
mitigation programs. 

The earthquake hazard maps interpret local geologic hazards in relation to the following; 
ground motion amplification by a "soft" soil column; liquefaction of water-saturated sand, 
creating areas of "quicksand" or liquefiable sediment; and landslides tnggered by the 
earthquake shaking of high slope instability areas. Relative earthquake hazards maps were 
also produced that show level of severity by site. These three maps were combined to create 
the Relative Earthquake Hazard Map (REHM) of the Metro region. 

The relative earthquake hazard maps are reproductions of the overall earthquake hazard at 
locations depicted on the maps. This interpretation of the hazard is based on the contnbution of 
geologic conditions to the overall hazard. These data and analyses a r e " ° substitute for site-
specific information. The reference maps were published by DOGAMI (GMS-79 Earthquake 
Hazard Maps of the Portland Quadrangle, Multnomah and Washington Counties). The most 
direct application of Uie REHM is for siting facilities, and for determining whether to require site-
specific seismic hazard investigation for any of the eight land use classifications. 

Metro staff and the Regional Natural Hazards Technical Advisory Committee are currentty 
developing mitigation measures to address the impacts of natural hazards on people and 
structures in hazard prone areas. Spedfic recommendations on mitigation measures will be 
designed to help reduce risk. Measures may indude subdivision regulations, structural 
requirements, building reti-ofit recommendations, siting and management requirements for 
public fadlities and risk evaluation techniques. 

Enerov 

Statewide guidelines for Goal 6, Energy, states: "Priority consideration in land use planning 
should be given to methods of analysis and implementation measures that will assure 
achievement of maximum effidency in energy utilization." The energy consumed from adding 
this area to the UGB is likely to increase as a result of construction, additional automobiles. 
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burning of fossil fuels for heating and cooling of homes and businesses, and electricity 
consumption. 

The cost of not amending the UGB to include these URAs and amending the UGB in another 
area more distant from the cun-ent area would potentially be greater in temns of energy loss and 
consumption. 

URAs #39. #41 (first tier) and #42 are proximate to the current Wilsonville boundaries, "^us. it 
would be practical to extend roads to serve this area. Reduction in the number of miles to serve 
a developing area decreases consumption of fossil fuels as well as pollution from automobile 
use. Overall reductions in vehicle miles traveled and out-of-direction travel can be expected 
from locating the UGB expansion in this area. The location of a neighborhood commercial area 
in the first tier portion of URA #41 would further reduce autornobile trips by providing basic 
services for future residential uses. Planned development will increase the density of the area, 
making the existing and proposed street system more efficient. 

Economic 

Amendments to the UGB and subsequent annexation to the City of Wilsonville will require 
extension of urban services such as sanitary sewer and water service to permit urban 
developmerit. Extension of infrastmcture and residential development will increase the 
assessed value of properties in this area and increase the tax base. Urbanization, which 
includes intensification of residential and commercial development, will incre^ase the per acre 
value of land and improvements within these URAs. Once annexation and development occur, 
all special districts serving this area will also receive an increase in their tax bases. 

According to an action plan developed for Keeping Agriculture Viable in the Portland Area, 
fanns in the Portland Metropolitan Area tend to specialize in higher-value wops that w n be 
cultivated on smaller parcels and yield a higher income per acre ratio of sales than the r®st of 
the State. Examples of high value farm products are nursery products, greenhouse products, 
fruits, vegetables and nuts. The Metro region produces 25.8 percent of the Gross State Product 
(GSP) with only 1.8 percent of the State's agricultural land. Overall, agricultural products 
rontribute 2.5 percent of the GSP in the Portland region ($325 million in production/$518 million 
in processing). Statewide GSP break down as follows: high tech - 7 percent, manufactunng 
6 percent, construction - 6 percent and services - 26 percent. 

URA #39 

URA #39 is planned to be developed as a school. This may enhance economic activity in_^e 
vicinity by encouraging the development of complimentary operations to serve this area. This 
activity provides a beneficial and needed use to the community in face of the potential loss of 
farming income. 

URA #41 ffirs^ tiftr and non-first tier) 

The first tier portion of URA #41 is zoned partially EFU. and partially rural residential (RRFF5). 
th i s area is composed of several private residences and some agricultural uses. /^PPr°)^'"ia y 

80 percent of the first tier portion of URA #41 is EFU. The non-first tier portiori of URA #41 is 
also partially EFU and partially rural residential (zoned RRFF5). Approximately 47 percent of 
the non first-tier portion of UF^ #41 is zoned EFU. 
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URA #41 is projected to develop as an inner neighbortiood and mixed use center. The 
Dammasch Plan illustrates this concept for the first tier portion of URA U4^. The entire URA is 
proximate to existing development within the City of Wilsonville. In addition, the type of 
development projected for this area is consistent with cun'ent development pattems within the 
City. Proposed commercial development for this area is likely to generate income sufficient to 
outweigh the loss of fami income in this area. 

URA #42 

URA #42, as amended, is zoned partially rural residential, and partially rural industrial, (MAE, or 
land extensive industrial by Washington County: Rl, or rural industrial by Clackamas County). 
There is no EFU-zoned land within URA #42. According to the City of Wilsonville's June 12, 
1998, Proposed Concept Plan for the North Wilsonville Industrial Area (Attachment I), URA #42 
contains a mixture of some industrial businesses. They are involved in the processing and 
manufacture of timber and forest-related products: farni crops and produce: and processing of 
minerals and aggregate. The area also contains some rural residential uses with pasture for 
horses or land for specialty crops. According to Metro RLIS, there are no Class 1 soils in 
URA #42. 

URA #42 has been proposed as a site for a women's prison and prisoner intake center^.' A 
May 29,1998, letter from the City of Wilsonville regarding the North Wilsonville Industrial Area 
(Attachment H) states the following: 

...the development of a prison in Area #42 will actually help to facilitate 
planned industrial development surrounding it. As Area #42 becomes 
increasingly industrial in character, properties surround the proposed Day 
Road prison site will benefit from industrial infrastnjcture improvements, 
and potentially, from a prison that could provide a mari<et for local goods. 
The prison facility is expected to both consume the services of, and provide" 
services to, surrounding industries. 

The proposed development of a prison on this site is likely to generate additional economic 
activity that could benefit existing businesses in the vicinity. As Metro's staff analysis indicates, 
little to no farming is occum'ng within amended URA #42. Thus, loss of farming income is not a 
significant issue for this area. 

Because of urbanization in these areas, primarily in URAs #39 and #41, some loss of farm 
income (from th6 conversion of agricultural lands to housing and/or commercial uses) is 
anticipated. The economic value of farms in these areas is not considered high, as there are 
few areas of land devoted to agricultural activities. 

Overall, the adverse economic consequences of the loss in famrvrelated income in URAs #39, 
#41 and #42 would be offset by the increase in other types of economic activities resulting from 
bringing these lands into the UGB. The relatively small number of existing fami uses and the 
lack of highly productive soils has minimized the losses for the areas addressed above. A shift 
in economic income will also occur within new construction activity in the area. Statewide, 
construction is an important economic activity, accounting for 6 percent of the GSP. 
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Social 

There are both positive and negative social consequences of expanding the UGB in these 
areas. Through required urban reserve planning, URAs #39, #41 and #42 ran provide 
additional amenities for residents in the designated URAs as well as for residents inside of the 
UGB Inclusion of these URAs, particularly URA #41, would provide an opportunity for mixed 
use development with a wide array of services. Closer proximity to services and jobs can result 
in fewer vehicle miles traveled by local residents, and can provide opportunities for other modes 
of transportation such as transit, bicycling and walking. Public facilities, such as a new school in 
URA #39, and new infrastructure from the proposed women's prison and prisoner intake center 
in URA #42, could be provided to residents and businesses within the existing UGB. 

This type of urbanization may also affect the rural character of the area. This is a negative 
impact for those who cherish such a lifestyle and rural environment. Residents inside the UGB 
may feel a loss from urbanization of open space outside the current UGB. Those currently 
fanning may feel pressure from increased urbanization to develop their lands or curtail farming 
activities. 

The social cost of not expanding the UGB in areas close to existing development is great. Loss 
of large scale agricultural production, increased costs of services, increased vehicle miles 
traveled and pollution result from pushing growth to areas that are not contiguous to the current 
UGB. Public involvement efforts through mail-in sun/eys, phone surveys, community meetings 
reveal that easy access to regional amenities, open space, protection of the natural environment 
are some of the qualities important to livability. The social impacts of urbanization of these 
URAs are not more adverse than would occur in other URAs. 

Affordable Housing , , , , . . 
The social aspects of not providing needed housing could be severe for low-to-moderate 
income households. Unfulfilled demand for housing (by not taking additional lands into the 
UGB) will increase the price of available housing, and could make it difficult for lower income 
groups to obtain housing. Housing choices may also become restricted if there is not sufficient 
land to meet demand for various products. 

As noted in the Housing Needs Analysis, "Since 1990, there has been a growing concem on the 
issue of housing affordabiiity in the Portland metropolitan region. This concern continues to be 
precipitated by a number of reasons which include; a widening gap betvyeen household I nc°[" e 

and the cost of housing; an increase In population and homelessness; rising land rosts and the 
lack of available land." Metro has responded to this concem by designating an Affordable 
Housing Technical Advisory Committee. It is beginning to look at possible solutions. Orie direct 
solution is to make additional iand available; Metro Code requires that the net resideritial 
development density of urban reserves brought into the UGB average 10 dwelling units per 
acre. This provision will help ensure that a range of housing types is available. As conduded 
by the Housing Needs Analysis, a good deal of affordable housing can be made available by 
having smaller homes on smaller iots. Minimum density requirements for urban reserves wll 
help to deliver more affordable housing as well as address the social consequences of UGB 
management policies. URA #41 (the first tier and non-first tier portion) is estimated to provide 
1,903 dwelling units. Together, these areas would accomm^ate about 12 percent of the need 
that must be addressed in 1998 (approximately 16,000 dwelling units). 

Archeological Sites 
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Archeological Sites . . , L , , , , , , .. , . 
Archeological resources are protected by Federal and State laws, which prohibit the disturbance 
of Native American burial sites. Approximately 6 percent of the surface area of the State has 
been formally surveyed to determine the presence of Native American artifacts. The number of 
existing surveys available for the Portland basin is very small considering the size of the area. 

Archeological resources are protected under Statewide Planning Goal 5 and Federal law, which 
will be addressed through the urban reserve planning process. According to Lee Gilsen, State . 
Archeologist, from the State Historic Preservation Office (SHPO), no specific resources are 
located within these areas. SHPO has records of completed survey wori<, excavations, test pits 
and known archeological resources located throughout the State. 

Based on known settlement patterns and disturbance that have already occurred in this area 
due to farming and residential development, it is unlikely that any resources exist. If however 
archeological resources are encountered during construction, it is a violation of Federal law to 
disturb these sites. 

Historic Sites „ . . 1U • . 
There is an historic resource located in URA #41, as noted by the State Register or the National 
Register of Historic places, according to SHPO. Impacts on non-surveyed historic resources 
are best addressed by the local jurisdiction through a Goal 5 survey, an inventory and protection 
ordinances. Regulations permit the rehabilitation of such structures for residential use or other 
new uses. Re-use and rehabilitation options are often financially more attractive options to 
property owners because of high demolition costs. 

Aggregate Resources i t . 
Aggregate resources are important for road building and general construction. In general, due 
to the finite nature of these resources and a limited supply in the Metro area, the price of these 
resources is expected to increase. Aggregate uses are temporary in nature due to the limited 
supply of the resource on a site. It is often economical to use the resources as close to the 
mine as possible because of the resource's bulky nature and high transport costs. The 
relationship between aggregate resources, construction activities and costs makes it is 
important to preserve these resources. These sites have the potential to be recycled and 
reused for recreational purposes, landfills and open space after reclamation. 

The initial information for mining sites was gathered from DOGAMI's 1990 database, MILOC 
(Mineral information Layer of Oregon by County). This database was used only as a preliminary 
Indicator of mining locations. The locational accuracy of MILOC is very rough, and much of the 
information contained within the records is outdated. Staff used MILOC as a first screen to 
review September 1997 aerial photographs for evidence of mining activity. Areas where mines 
are visible are listed below. For all sites listed, activity is assumed ongoing; no reclamation was 
apparent of the photograph. County assessor databases on Metro's RLIS GIS system were 
queried to produce ownership and acreage information for each site. Acreage figures are 
approximate. In considering the possible Impact of mining near these areas. It Is riecessary to 
note the proposed uses for each of these URAs as well as their proximity to the mining 
activities. Mining conflicts can result from noise, dust, vibration and truck traffic. 

URA #39 

Approximately one-half mile from the eastem boundary of URA #39, there is a sand and gravel 
operation. This is a 25-acre site owned by Jean Young. 
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URA #41 

There are two sand and gravel operations occumng approximately % mile to the southept of 
UIRA#41. These include a 7-acre site owned by the City of Wilsonville, and a 25-acre site 
owned by Jean Young. This may increase tnick traffic along Grahams Ferry Road toward the 
site. 

URA #42 

Several stone mining sites exist within a 400-feet to V* mile distance northwest of URA M2. 
These sites include approximately eight tax lots, which total 100 acres (by the Assessors 
record). All of these properties are owned by Morse Brothers. 

CONCLUSION: State planning guidelines indicate several ways to address energy efficiency. 
Some can be addressed through constmction methods and would apply to all sites equally. In 
addition, there are guidelines specifically addressing land use that state: "Land use planning 

. should, to the maximum extent possible, seek to recycle and re-use vacant land and those uses 
which are not energy efficient. Land use planning should, to the maximum extent possible, 
combine increasing density gradients along high capacity transportation conidors to achieve 
greater energy efficiency." These are the precepts used in the 2040 Growth Concept, through 
density minimuhns and application of Metro 2040 design types, and expected to be applied in 
areas added to the UGB. There is no evidence suggesting that the alternative sites being 
considered for inclusion within the UGB are substantially different when considered for energy 
efficiency. 

Concerning archeological or historic resources, there is no evidence to suggest that any one of 
the alternative sites will be more or less impacted by urbanization than any other. Resources 
may be found and existing State or Federal law that are designed to address resource 
protection may require actions. Accordingly, there is no evidence suggesting that the alternative 
sites being considered for inclusion within the UGB are substantially different when considered 
for archeological or historic resources. 

There are other issues that have been consistently raised in public testimony concerning the . 
area These issues have environmental, economic and social consequences. Some are the 
same as those discussed above (e.g., Steelhead), others are not but may be addressed in other 
Metro code sections (such as roads). However, these issues have been consistently identified 
in public testimony as major negative Impacts likely to affect the subject area. For this reason, 
they are included in the consideration of this portion of the Metro Code. 

The list of negative impacts, Identified on the following table, Includes roads, stormwater, 
Steelhead, flooding, wildlife and farm soils. The word "roads" In this portion of ^ i s staff report 
means inadequate existing roads to accommodate expected growth and no evidence of funding 
sources available now or In the near future to address the shortfall. The word "schools means 
development of the urban reserve area Is likely to result in more students than cun-ent school 
capacities and no evidence of where funding for needed school sites or buildings will (»me 
from. The word "mral" refers to losing the lower density development and lifestyle of the area or 
impacting the sun-ounding area through an abmpt change from one development type (mral) to 
another (urban). The word "stormwater" means surface water mnoff at such high volumes, 
quantities, temperature, sedimentation or chemical contamination that it currently does not meet 
water quality standards. "Stormwater" also means that with cun-ent regulations, additional future 
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development will reduce the quality of existing bodies of water that may cun-ently meet 
standards such that the resulting water may not meet water quality standards. The word 
"Steelhead" is meant to describe the presence of the salmonid that is listed as a threatened 
species in the subject urban reserve area. The word "flooding" denotes an area that is subject . 
to flooding or is likely, under cun'ent regulations, to substantially contribute to flooding or 
additional flooding to adjacent stream or river segments. The word "wildlife" means the 
presence of wildlife and wildlife habitat that is likely to be eliminated if cun-ent regulations remain 
the same and the area is included in the UGB. The term "farm soils" represents lands with 
significant area with productive agricultural soils and/or areas with active agricultural activities. 

In addition to the negative impacts, there are positive impacts of growth. These include 
providing affordable housing and improving the jobs/housing balance. The temi "affordable 
housing" in this portion of the staff report means the,provision of additional land and the 
production of homes for sale and rent that will increase the supply of affordable housing in the 
area. The tenn "job/housing balance" means providing land for development of jobs in areas 
with few jobs and housing in areas with little housing. This balances land uses in an area and 
reduces the impact on major arterials and highways. In the situation where an area has few 
jobs, it also provides for a more diverse tax base to support needed local public facilities and 
services. 

Using these issue components, each site has been assessed as either having impacts of 
urbanizing that can be mitigated so that there are no more adverse impacts than the alternative 
sites, or having impacts that are so significant that some or all of the impacts cannot be 
mitigated. Based on all evidence in the record, there is no basis to conclude that any of the 
contending urban reserves have impacts that cannot be mitigated. 

Urban 
Reserve Neqative Impacts Needinq Mitiqation Positive Impacts 

4 Roads, schools, stormwater. Steelhead, flooding Affordable housinq 
5 Roads, schools, rural, stormwater, Steelhead. 

floodinq, wildlife 
Affordable housing 

14 Roads, schools, njral, stormwater, Steelhead, 
wildlife 

Affordable housing 

15 Roads, schools, rural, stormwater, Steelhead, 
wildlife 

Affordable housing 

31 Roads, schools, rural, stormwater. wildlife Affordable housinq 
32 Roads, schools, rural, stormwater. wildlife Affordable housinq 
33 Roads, schools, rural, stormwater. wildlife Affordable housinq 
34 Roads, schools, njral, stormwater. wildlife Jobs/housinq balance 
39 Roads, rural, stormwater. farm soils School site 
41 Roads, schools, rural, stormwater. farm soils Affordable housing. Jobs/housing 

balance 
42 Roads, schools, rural, stormwater Affordable housinq 
43 Roads, schools, rural, stormwater Affordable housinq 
47 Roads, schools, rural, stormwater Affordable housinq 
4 5 Roads, schools, rural, stormwater Affordable housinq 
51 Roads, schools, rural, stormwater Affordable housinq 
52 Roads, schools, rural, stormwater Affordable housinq 
53 Roads, schools, rural, stormwater, farm soils Jobs/housinq balance 
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54 Roads, schools, rural, stormwater, farm soils Jobs/housina balance 

55 inside 
Metro 
Boundary 

Roads, schools, rural, stonnwater. Jobs/housing balance 

55 outside 
Metro 
Boundary 

Roads, schools, rural, stormwater, farm soils Affordable housing, jobs/housing 
balance 

62 Roads, schools, rural, stormwater, farm soils Affordable housing, jobs/housing 
balance 

63 Roads, schools, rural, stonnwater, farm soils Affordable housing, jobs/housing 
balance 

65 Roads, schools, rural, stormwater, farm soils Affordable housing, jobs/housing 
balance 

^ u r c e : Metro Growth Management Services Department. 

In further response to impacts, the Metro Council could consider requirements to address these 
issues. These requirements could take the form of amendments to the Functional Plan, Title 11 
or Conditions of approval attached to UGB approvals. Requirements to mitigate impacts could 
include the following: 

1. General. Adoption of an urban comprehensive plan designation or urbari zoning for the 
subject area shall not preclude additional future Metro conditions or requirements that may 
be identified as a result of future analyses. 

2. Roads. Adoption of an urban comprehensive plan designation or urban zoning for the 
subject area shall be approved by the city or county only after a transportation funding plan 
that addresses existing and future needed road improvements identified in the urban 
resen/e plan has been approved for the area. 

3. Schools. Adoption of an urban comprehensive plan designation or urban zoning for the 
subject area shall be approved by the city or county only after a school site funding plan that 
addresses future needed school sites identified in the urban reserve plan has been 
approved for the area. 

4. Rural. Adoption of an urban comprehensive plan designation or urban zoning for the 
subject area shall be approved by the city or county only after a rural design plan is adopted 
for the area, The plan shall not reduce the anticipated 2040 densities of the urban reserve 
area. The rural design plan shall examine the opportunities for conservation of trees and 
native vegetation in strategic areas along roads or vistas to visually separate new urban 
development from remaining adjacent rural lands outside the urban reserve area. 

5. Stormwater. Adoption of an urban comprehensive plan designation or urban zoning for the 
• subject area shall be approved by the city or county only after a stormwater management 

plan has been adopted for the area. The stormwater plan shall address means of ensuring 
that the speed, temperature, sedimentation and chemical composition of stormwater runoff 
meets State and Federal water quality standards as development of the urban reserve area 
occurs. In addition, the city or county regulations shall require that the amount of 
stormwater runoff after completion of a development shall not be greater than the 
stormwater runoff before development. 
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6. Flooding. Adoption of an urban comprehensive plan designation or urban zoning for the 
subject area shall be approved by the city or county only after the city or county adopts a 
requirement for the subject area that the quantity of stormwater runoff after urban 
development of a site Is no greater than the amount of stormwater runoff before urban 
development. 

7. Steelhead. Adoption of an urban comprehensive plan designation or urban zoning for the 
subject area shall be approved by the city or county only after the city or county adopts a 
requirement for Title 3 setbacks from the top of bank of streams and wetlands, examines 
any potential Impacts within 200 feet of the top of bank and addresses Federal requirements 
adopted pursuant to the Endangered Species Act. The requirement shall also obligate the 
development to Include revegetatlon of the setback with native plants If the area does not 
already have native plants. 

8. Farm Soils. This concem is addressed in Factors 6 and 7 of this report. 

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 used 
for Identifying priority sites for urban expansion to meet a demonstrated need for 
urban land: 

(I) Expansion on rural lands excepted from Statewide Planning Goals 3 and 4 
In adopted and acknowledge 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; ^ * 

(III) 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 (III) a b 0 > ^ ; ^ t 0 

meet demonstrated need, primary forest resource lands, as defined by the 
State, should be considered; 

(v) If there is not enough land a s described In either (1), (11), (ill) or (Iv) above, to 
meet demonstrated need, primary agricultural lands, a s defined by the 
State, may be considered. 

Staff Analysis 

Metro Council adopted urban reserves on March 6,1997 by Ordinance No. 96-655E (including 
URAs #39, #41 and #42). As noted in Metro Code, the above hierarchy is only to be used 
before adoption of urban reserves. The proposed amendment is wholly within the designated 
urban reserves (URAs #39, #41 and #42). It should be noted that the designated urban 
reserves are not yet acknowledged by LCDC and are currently under appeal. 
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This factor was addressed by rating each study area for exception land, agricultural soils, land 
uses, including parcelization. and access to irrigation. The analysis was conducted using raw 
scores for the kinds of lands in the study area. Exception lands and resource lands (farm and 
forest lands) received varying points based on parcel size. Additional points were granted for 
class l-IV soils, available irrigation and existence of prime or unique agricultural lands. Raw 
scores were converted to ratings. Study areas that contain less agricultural land received a 
higher rating for future urbanization. 

For URA #39, the rating was zero; for URA #41, the rating was two; and for URA #42. the rating 
was eight. Accordingly, URA #42 was very highly rated when ranked against all other analyzed 
sites around the region. 

CONCLUSION: Urban Reserves have been designated and adopted by the Metro Council by 
Ordinance No. 96-655E. We assert that this requirement has been satisfied. Alternatively, 
given that the urban reserves have been appealed to LUBA, staff have assessed the retention 
of agricultural land for all contending sites based on the Factor 6 hierarchy. The following is a 
ranking from least impact on farm and forest resource lands (using percent of EFU zoning of 
total acres) . The Metro Code also states that: "While all of the following Goal 14 factors must 
be addressed, the factors cannot be evaluated without reference to each other. I^gid 
separation of the factors Ignores obvious overlaps." Accordingly, it is concluded that the Metro 
Code hierarchy states a priority, not an absolute and must be considered in relationship to the 
other factors. In order to complete this comparison, the following table ranks sites starting with 
those sites with the smallest percent of EFU land (therefore, the highest priority for inclusion 
within the UGB) and ending with those sites with the most amount of EFU land; 
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Comparison of Exclusive Farm Use Acres 

l I R A M 
T o t a l 
A c r a s 

E F U 
A c r e s 0/. P P U 

•4 123.4 0 0% 
1,422.0 0 0% 

•15 371.0 0 0% 
17 189.3 0 0% 
18 98.5 0 0% 
22 337.3 0 0% 
23 22.9 0 0% 
24 173.5 0 0% 
25 1,047.6 0 0% 
29 190.6 0 0% 
30 190.3 0 0% 
34 749.1 0 0% 

•35 72.2 0 0% 
•36 33.1 0 0% 
*37 145.5 0 0% 
42 249.6 0 0% 

. *43 10.2 0 0% 
*45 464.2 0 0% 
*47 82.0 0 0% 
*48 218.4 0 0% 
49 261.6 0 0% 
51 93.6 0 0% 
61 28.4 0 0% 
67 319.2 0 0% 
68 64.0 0 0% 
69 11.9 0 0% 
70 35.2 0 0% 

*33 43.7 0 0% 
*34 7.4 0 0% 
52 98.8 1.8 2% 
64 191.3 16.7 9% 

*11 464.2 63.0 • 14% 
*•55 353.0 48.0 14% 
•14 307.2 42.6 14% 
33 294.7 76.6 26% 
41 144.4 68.7 48% 
54 190.9 144.0 75% 
55 473.0 366.0 77% 
4^ 238.1 189.9 80% 

•41 278.8 224.7 81% 
31 736.8 639.6 87% 
5: 204.2 183.0 90% 
32 87.3 79.S 92% 
62 8.- 8.C 95% 
6! 116.C 112.C 97% 

• 531.1 530.S 100% 
22.: 22.2 100% 

6: 10.! 10.! 100% 
•35 20.( 20.( 1 100% 

•first tier ' , 
-first tier inside Metro boundary 
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Factor 6: continued 

(B) After urban reserves are designated and adopted, consideration of Factor 6 stiaii 
be considered satisfied if the proposed amendment is whoiiy within an area 
designated a s an urban reserve. 

Staff Analysis 

This staff report presents information on lands wholly within URAs #39, #41 and #42. Additional 
information is provided in the analysis cited above. 

Factor 6: continued 

(C) After urban reserves are designated and adopted, a proposed amendment for land 
not whoiiy within an urban reserve must aiso demonstrate that the need cannot be 
satisfied within urban reserves. 

Staff Analysis 

This staff report presents information on lands wholly within U f ^ s #39, #41 and #42. Additional 
information is provided in the analysis cited above. 

CONCLUSION: Except for refinements to the urban reserve boundary, the site is wholly within 
a designated urban reserve. Altematively, given the appeal of the urban reserve decision see 
the ratings above. The site's rankings (as indicated by the table on the previous page) are as 
follows: 

URA #39 No Ranking 
URA #41 (first tier) 10 
URA #41 (non-first tier) 6 
URA #42 1 

URA #42 is in the first ranking because there are no EFU acres in this reserve. 

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; 

Staff Analysis 

Crop types were interpreted from a September 1997 aerial photograph, at a scale of I" = 800'. 
Guidance for crop identification was received from the USDA Famn Service Agency of 
Clackamas/Multnomah County. The data shown in the following tables has not been field-
checked, and errors may exist. Information on EFU zones was obtained from county records. 
Metro is required to base its analysis on zoning that has been acknowledged by the State. 

URA #39 
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URA #39 is bordered by the UGB to the east and southeast, and by EFU-zoned areas to the 
north, west and southwest. The entire URA is zoned EFU. According to a Metro staff analysis, 
there are approximately 1,408 acres of EFU-zoned land within a one-mile radius of UF^ #39 
This EFU-zoned land represents approximately 57 percent of the entire land area within a one-
mile radius of URA #39. Approximately 45 percent of the EFU land consist of field 
14 percent consists of orchard, and 3 percent consists of nursery stock. The rest of the uses in 
the sun-ounding area are unknown or not in farm use. This estimate was made using RLIS, 
aerial photos and information obtained from the Farm Bureau. 

URA #39 
Generalized 
CroD Tvoe 

EFU Acres Inside of 
URA, 

Bv CroD Tvoe 

EFU Acres within 
1 Mile of URA, 
bv CroD Tvoe 

Percentage of EFU within 1 
Mile, . 

By Crop Type * 

Nor^Ptv Stock 0 4 2 3 % 

0 199 14% 

Row C r o p s ( includes cord, 
0 0 0% 

Uone tab ies 0 0 0% 

Field C r o p s ( includes 
nra ins D3Stur6S) 20 6 4 4 45% 

0 2 8 2% 

Unfa rmed 0 4 9 5 3 5 % 

' Note: Crops with the 1 s t & 2 n d - highest percentages marked in bo ld font. 

URA #41 

URA #41 (both the first tier and non-first tier portion) are bordered by EFU land to the east, 
EFU-zoned and rural residential-zoned land to the North, EFU-zoned and rural residential-
zoned land to the west, and the UGB to the south. According to a Metro staff analysis, 
69 percent of this URA is zoned EFU, and there are approximately 2,180 acres of EFU land 
within a one-mile radius of URA #41. This EFU-zoned land represents approximately 
42 percent of the entire land area within a one-mile radius of URA #41. Approximately 
60 oercent of the EFU land consists of field crops, 8 percent consists of orchard, and 
32 percent is unfarmed. This estimate was made using RLIS, aerial photos and infonnation 
obtained from the Fami Bureau. 
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URA #41 
Generalized 
CroD Tvpe 

EFU Acres inside of 
URA, 

Bv CroD Type 

EFU Acres within 
1 Mile of URA, 
bv CroD Type 

Percentage of EFU within 1 
Mile, 

By Crop Type * 

Nursery Stock 0 0 0% 

Orchard 0 182 8% 

Row Crops (includes com, 
vineyards, cane berries) 0 4 0% 

\/eqetab!es 0 4 0% 

Field Crops (includes 
247 1.310 60% 

Unknown 0 9 0% 

Unfarmed 47 670 32% 
• Note: Crops with the 1 s t & 2 n d - highest percentages marked in bo ld font 

URA #42 

URA #42 is bordered by MAE-zoned land (land extensive industrial) to the east, and land zoned 
farm/forest-5 acre to the north and west, and the UGB and some rural industrial-zoned land to 
the south and southwest. None of the land within this URA Is zoned EFU, though th^ere are 
aDDroximately 890 acres of EFU-zoned land within a one-mile radius of UF^ #42. This EFU-
zoned land represents approximately 20 percent of the entire land area within a one-mile radius 
of URA #42. Approximately 40 percent of this EFU-zoned land consists of field crops, 2 percent 
consists of vegetables, and the remaining 58 percent is unfarmed. This estimate was made 
using RLIS, aerial photos and information obtained from the Farm Bureau. 

URA # 4 2 
Generalized 
Crop Type 

EFU Acres Inside of 
URA, 

Bv Crop Type 

EFU Acres within 
1 Mile of URA, 
bv Crop Type 

Percentage of EFU within 1 
Mile, 

Bv Crop Type * 

Nurse rv S tock 0 0 0 % 

0 0 0 % 

Row Crops 
(includes com. 

0 0 0 % 

V e a e t a b l e s 0 17 2 % 

Field Crops 
(includes grasses. 

0 3 5 9 4 0 % 

Unknown 0 0 0 % 

U n f a r m e d 0 514 5 8 % 
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SUMMARY OF ANALYSIS: Avoiding areas with EFU land Is one way to help ensure that the 
resource is protected. However, the surrounding lands must also be analyzed for the presence 
of agriculture in order to further consider the impact on agriculture. The most current and 
consistent available data were gathered by Metro staff based on a methodology recommended 
by the Farm Service Agency of the US Department of Agriculture. These data demonstrate that 
the least impacting sites are as follows (rankings start with the lowest number of acres of 
actively farmed EFU and end with the highest number). We assert that the first approach is to 
avoid sites with the most heavy impact. 
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Comparison of Agricultural Compatibility 
(sorted from lowest actively (armed Exclusive Fami Use acres to h ghesi) 

URA# Acres of 
EFU 

In URA 

Acres of 
EFU 

within 1 mile 

% EFU acres 
of total acres 
within 1 mile 

# of actively farmed 
EFU acres within 

UR and within 1 ml. 
0% 

*43 191 8% 

• 5 1 7 4 2% 121 

*15 2 4 3 5 % 167 

4 2 8 9 0 20% 376 

•34 6 3 6 10% 3 8 6 

3 4 6 3 6 10% 3 8 6 

• 1 4 4 3 4 9 4 1 1 % 3 9 4 

*47 6 4 9 21% 4 2 1 
7 4 5 

3 2 3 2 8 5 7 2 7 % 

*33 1 ,159 2 5 % 

3 3 7 7 1 ,159 2 5 % 8 4 2 

51 1 ,388 4 1 % 9 0 7 

*39 20 1 ,408 5 7 % 9 2 6 

4 1 68 1 ,56 4 8 % 
4 3 % 

1,161 

5 4 1 4 4 1 ,619 

5 2 1.8 1.651 4 7 % 1,192 

6 5 112 1,307 4 0 % 1,221 

3 1 6 4 0 1 ,176 18% 
4 3 % 

1 ,255 

*55 4 8 1 ,976 

5 5 3 6 6 1 ,696 3 4 % 
5 2 % 

1,361 

5 3 1 8 3 2,018 
62 1,551 6 5 % 

7 0 % 

1,472 

6 3 1 ,649 

*41 2 2 5 1 ,966 4 4 % 

*45 2 , 7 5 0 4 2 % 1.8191 

Source: Metro Regional Land Information System (RLIS) database 
•first tier "first tier within Metro boundary 
Note: Includes only urtan reserve areas in last screening and covered by Staff Reports. 

CONCLUSION: The URAs rank as follows: 

URA #39 12 
URA #41 (first tier) 23 
URA #41 (non-first tier) 13 
URA #42 4 
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Factor 7: continued 

(II) An analysis of the potential Impacts, If any, on nearby agricultural 
activities taking place on lands designated for agricultural u se 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, a s well a s the impact on the local 
agricultural economy. 

Staff Analysis 

This factor requires that urban uses in the proposed UGB expansion area must be rendered 
"compatible" with agricultural activities nearby. 

U R A # 3 9 

URA #39 is proposed as a school site. It is directly accessible via SW Wilsonville Roadr-An ^ 
agreement between the DSL and the West Linn-Wilsonvilie School District will make the sale of 
this property contingent upon it being developed as a school. In addition. th® ^l ty o f v^l'®onvi1'® 
has exempted this development from its development moratorium on the condition that there be 
no summer school or other use of the facilities creating a need for water in the summer, that 
water maintenance during the summer be intenuptible; and that there be no imgation on the 
site. These findings are based on the City Council's decision that a new school is needed in the 
community, and that local schools have a history of minimal summer water usage. 

A number of factors influence whether, and the degree to which urban development influences 
aqricultural practices on adjacent or nearby EFU land. Representatives of the Washington 
County and Multnomah/Clackamas County offices of the USDA Farm Service A g e n ^ worked 
with Metro staff to identify the most significant challenges to compatibility that exist between the 
urban use of land and nearby farming activity. Considerations that apply universally to all urban 
reserve areas may include: 

• Urbanization may affect land values and inhibit the ability of farmers and agricultural 
suppliers to acquire parcels of land needed for agricultural production. 

• Urbanization may result in the isolation of certain agricultural areas from the greater famiing 
community. This may hinder normal practices of sharing equipment and knowledge among 

. ^ r e l r e safety and liability Issues associated with increased residential populations in 
close proximity to active fanning (i.e., vandalism and accidental injury on and around farm 
equipment). 

In addition to the universal factors addressed above, URA #39 is entirely EFU-zoned, and is 
part of a 155-acre parcel for farming field crops; it is leased on an annual basis. 

Alternatively, while development on this site may have some impact on adjacent agricultural 
practices, the loss of 20 acres will still leave a parcel that exceeds the minimum density size to 
this EFU zone. While this parcel is immediately south of a wetland area, this wetland may 
provide a natural buffer between the proposed school site and agricultural activity to the north. 
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URA #41 (first tier and non-first tier portion) 

URA #41 (both first tier and non-first tier) abut some EFU-zoned land and some rural-
residential-zoned land, as stated above. For the first tier portion of URA #41 specifically. The 
Dammasch Plan aims to use Boeckman Road as the main thoroughfare serving the Dammasch 
area. It will extend southwest through the planning area to Grahams Ferry Road. Traffic is 
intended to follow Grahams Ferry Road southward toward Wilsonville Road. The planning area 
will also be served at the northem edge by connecting Brown Road with Tooze Road. The 
Dammasch Plan is formulated upon a grid pattern that has been modified along the northem 
and western parts of the planning area in order to limit traffic impacts outside of the UGB. 

There is no concept plan currently unden/vay for the non-first tier portion of URA #41. However, 
the land xlesignated EFU within this URA as well as to the north and northwest of the URA. 
consists of a "peninsula" that is surrounded by the UGB. rural residential land, and a portion of 
first tier URA #41 to the south.. Thus, this EFU land is sun-ounded by urbanized or urbanizable 
land. 

In addition to the three universal factors addressed for URA #39. above, issues specific to 
development of URA #41 may also include: 

• Added residential population may result in increased complaints directed at farming 
operations related to odor. dust, noise and the use of pesticides/fertilizers. 

• Fresh vegetable and nursery operations may benefit from increased market created by 
nearby development. 

• Drainage impacts on nearby farmland should be minimal, as the flow pattern is mostly away 
from nearby EFU land. 

• Increased traffic on Wilsonville and Grahams Ferry Roads and other local roads may 
impede the normal movement of farm equipment. 

• If the EFU land inside the Tier 1 portion is developed, there is potential for restoring the 
original stream channel of Coffee Lake Creek, which has been ditched for irrigation. 

URA #42 

URA #42 is surrounded by rural residential zones and rural industrial zones. As stated above, 
only 20 percent of the land within a one-mile radius of URA #42 is zoned EFU; of this EFU land. 
58 percent is unfarmed. Thus, possible effects of noise or dust from urbanization in URA #42 
are not likely to have a great impact upon the farming economy as a whole. 

In addition to the universal factors addressed for URA #39. above, issues specific to the 
development of URA #42 may Include: 

• Added residential population may result In increased complaints directed at farming 
operations related to odor, dust, noise, and the use of pesticides/fertilizers. 

• Additional stormwater runoff Into Coffee Lake Creek and Its tributaries from increased 
impervious surfaces may result in downstream flooding of nearby EFU lands to the south. 
These potential effects could be avoided by on-site stomnwater retention. 

• Increased traffic on Grahams Ferry Road between URA #42 and URA #41 as well as other 
local roads may impede the nomial movement of farm equipment. 

• The eastern area of EFU is across 1-5 and should not be impacted by this URA. 
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CONCLUSION: In further response to impacts, the Metro Council could consider requirements 
to address these issues. These requirements could take the form of amendments to the 
Functional Plan, Title 11 or Conditions of approval attached to UGB approvals. Requirements 
to mitigate impacts could include the following: 

1. Surface Water Impacts. Adoption of an urban comprehensive plan designation or urtan 
zoning for the subject area shall be approved by the city or county only after an on-site 
stormwater detention plan requirement for urban developments is adopted to address 
the potential for flooding of agricultural areas. 

2. Proximity (odor, dust, noise, chemical applications impacts). Adoption of an urban 
comprehensive plan designation or urban zoning for the subject area shall be approved 
by the city or county only after a plan for setbacks and open space, developed to help 
separate urban and famri uses, is adopted for the area. 

3. Roads. Adoption of an urban comprehensive plan designation or urban zoning for the 
subject area shall be approved by the city or county only after a road plan that minimizes 
farm equipment movement/urban traffic movements is adopted for the area. 

4. Groundwater Impacts. Adoption of an urban comprehensive plan designation nor urban 
zoning for the subject areas shall be approved by the city or county only after water 
conservation requirements have been adopted for these URAs to minimize the impact 
on agricultural water sources. 

Metro Code Section 3.01.020 (c). fd^ and fe^ 

(c) The requirements of Statewide Planning Goal 2 will be met by addressing all of the 
requirements of Section 3.01.020(b), above, and by factually demonstrating that: 

(c)(1) The land need Identified cannot be reasonably accornmodated within the 
current UGB; and 

Staff Analysis 

Need has been addressed in Metro Code Section 3.01.020(b)(1)(2) and (4). Extensive 
analyses have been perfomned to determine if projected population growth can be 
accommodated on lands inside the UGB. A summary of the analysis can be found in the Urban 
Growth Boundary Assessment of Need. 

Metro has taken measures to increase capacity Inside the current UGB through the Functional 
Plan, Title 1, which requires the 24 cities and 3 counties to increase their densities for 
residential zones. This measure will not be fully realized until after February 1999. The Urban 
Growth Report finds that even vvith higher densities and an aggressive infill and redevelopment 
assumption, a shortfall of dwelling unit capacity exists Inside the UGB. 

Metro has evaluated all potential pieces of land in the UGB for future capacity and, therefore, 
has reviewed alternatives to amending the UGB. 

CONCLUSION: As noted in the response to Factors 1 and 2, the Metro Council has reviewed 
all likely means to accommodate the expected growth within the current UGB and not found 
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sufficient capacity. These methods included: a) redevelopment rates greater than those 
experienced to date, b) substantial additional capacity assumed to be provided by rezoning for 
more density consistent with the 2040 Growth Concept and the Functional Plan, c) the 
assumption that all net developable land would be available for urban use during the planning 
period, (including lands with farm use assessment within the current UGB), arid d) that many 
parcels with development on them but with at least one-half acre of vacant buildable land would 
be available for further development. Detailed documentation of this is included in the Urban 
Growth Report. Baseline Data Report (1997) and the Urban Growth Boundary Assessment of 
Need. 

(c)(2) The proposed u s e s are compatible with other adjacent uses or will be so 
rendered through measures designed to reduce adverse Impacts; and 

Staff Analysis 

URA #39 will likely be developed as a school. As stated above, development on this site is not 
likely to have significant impacts upon adjacent uses. The proposed design for the school 
facility can be reworked, as necessary, to mitigate any conflicts as part of the development 
approval process with the City of Wilsonville. 

URA #41 will likely be developed for residential uses at densities consistent with inner 
neighborhoods, as identified in the 2040 Growth Concept. As addressed above, and in The 

- Dammasch Plan, any potential traffic impacts on nearby farming activities will be mitigated, in 
part, by the street system. 

URA #42, if included in the UGB, will be developed as a women's prison and prisoner intake 
center. The proposed use for this site is compatible with the surrouriding rural industrial uses, 
and will be made more compatible through e)rtensive buffering additions to the site. 

CONCLUSION: The conditions listed in response to Factors 5 and 7 are designed to address 
the adverse impacts identified. 

(c)(3) The long-term environmental, economic, social and energy consequences 
resulting from the u s e 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. 

Staff Analysis 

See the discussion in Factor 5. 

CONCLUSION: This criterion Is addressed as Factor 5 of Goal 14. 

(d) The proposed location for the UGB shall result In a clear transition between urban 
and rural lands, using natural and built features, such a s roads, drainage divides, 
floodplains, power lines, major topographic features, and historic patterns of land 
use or settlement. 
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staff Analysis 

URAs #39, #41 and #42 are directly adjacent to the existing UGB, and urban areas to the east. 

Development plans (school) for URA #39 do not entail a highly intensive use that will cause 
significant impacts upon nearby rural lands. 

For the first tier portion of URA #41, the Dammasch Plan conceives smaller, multi:family 
residences toward the center of the plan area, with larger, single family detached lots toward the 
westem edge of the site. This will help ease the transition from urban to rural land. 

A concept plan for URA #42, prepared by the City of Wilsonville Planning Department, dates 
June 12,1998, states: 

Area #42 is isolated from other rural Washington County properties to the 
west by the Burlington Northem Railroad line, and immediately west of the 
railroad, by extensive quarry operations and the Coffee Lake wetlands. 
The effectively blocks connectivity through the area from the west to the 
east. To the east of URA #42 is Wilsonville's Commerce Center industrial 
development and Interstate 5. 

(e) Satisfaction of the requirements of Section 3.01.020(a) and (b) does not mean that 
other Statewide Planning Goals do not need to be considered. If the proposed 
amendment Involves other Statewide Planning Goals, they shall be addressed. 

Goal 1, Citizen Participation. Each property owner according to the latest infonnation from the 
County Assessor's office within the subject area and within 500 feet was mailed a notice of the 
public hearing. In addition, a notice was published in the legal notice section of The Oregonian 
newspaper; public hearing advertisements were also published in The Oregon/an newspaper: 
accounts of the public hearings at the Metro Council Growth Management Committee and the 
Metro Council were published in The Oregonian and other local newspapers; public hearings 
were held in two off-site locations (Hillsboro and Gresham) as well as six additional hearings in 
Metro Council Chamber and over 200 individuals presented oral testimony to the Metro Council 
Growth Management Committee and the Metro Council. 

In addition, as a precursor to consideration of UGB expansion, the Metro Council has had open 
houses, newsletters, hot lines, surveys and public hearings on the 2040 Growth Concept and 
the urtsan reserves. 

Goal 2, Urtsan Planning. Information concerning Goal 2 is provided in this staff report under the 
section addressing Metro Code Section 3.01.020 (c), above. 

Goals 3. Agriculture, Information is provided In the Factor 6 and Factor 7 sections of this staff 
report. This Infomnation addresses the soli types, their agricultural capabilities and the amount 
of such soil in relation to the total amount of land within the urtjan reserve area, the location and 
type of agricultural activities currently being conducted within the subject area as well as within 
one mile of the subject area. 
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Goal 5 The discussion of Factor 6 includes consideration of riparian corridors, including 
wetlands as well as fish and wildlife habitat. It also considers aggregate resources, energy and 
cultural resources including archeological and historic resources. 

Goal 6, Air, Water and Land Resources. DEQ has determined that emissions from cars and 
tmcks are the largest single source of air pollution in the metropolitan area. The region has 
dramatically cleaned its air (through industry efforts and air pollution devices required on newer 
cars) and as of this past year, now complies with State and Federal standards (the metropolitan 
area now is in "attainment"). However. DEQ calculates that growth in the region and the 
increase in auto emissions from this growth as well as the number of vehicle miles traveled that 
will mean that the metropolitan area will again be a 'nonattainment area" within five to seven 
years. This could trigger requirements for private industries to take extensive actions to 
ameliorate air quality. Given this concem, DEQ has estimated the impact of new policy 
initiatives in the region. These initiatives include; the 2040 Growth Concept (with its emphasis 
on a compact urban form for the region), the region's emphasis on mixed use development 
where transit service is frequent and convenient, the requirements of the Functional Plan and 
RTP for connectivity, and local government implementation of the State's Transportation 
Planning Rule. The DEQ has forecast that implementation of these policies is likely to be 
effective in addressing the region's future air quality challenges. DEQ's Final Report of the 

• State Task Force on Motor Vehicle Emission Reductions in the Portland Area estimates 
. effective implementation of the these policies. As long as expansion of the UGB is built to urban 

densities, there is no evidence that there is a substantial difference in expected air pollution 
emissions from one area to another when comparing alternative sites. 

Goal 7, Areas Subject to Natural Disasters and Hazards. Metro Council adopted Functional 
Plan, Title 3, that addresses Statewide Planning Goals 6 and 7. These requirements, to be 
implemented by cities and counties within the region protect property and lives through setbacks 
from streams and wetlands, balanced cut and fill, and erosion control measures. In addition, as 
noted in Factor 5, Metro is working on prudent approaches to addressing earthquake and 
landslide threats in the region. All areas included within the UGB will be required to annex to 
the Metro jurisdictional boundary before being added to the UGB. Once within the Metro 
jurisdictional boundary,Title 3 and any requirements adopted by the Metro Council concerning 
earthquakes and landslides would be required to be applied to the subject site. Accordingly, 
there is no evidence that there is a substantial difference between sites. 

Goal 9, Economy of the State. Goal 9 calls for diversification and improvement of the 
economy. It asks communities to inventory commercial and Industrial lands, project future 

• needs for such lands, and plan and zone enough land to meet those needs. This is addressed 
In the Information provided In the response to Factors 1 and 2, above. 

Goal 10, Housing. This goal specifies that there must be a plan for accommodating needed 
housing'types. An inventory of buildable residential lands, as noted in the response to Factors 1 
and 2 was completed and projection of future needs for such lands was made. The Housing 
Needs Analysis demonstrates that there Is enough buildable land to meet those needs to me 
year 2017 except for 32,370 dwelling units which must be accommodated through expansion of 
the UGB. The Metro Council also adopted a Regional Framework Plan that created an 
Affordable Housing Technical Advisory Committee and commitment and timeline to address 
affordable housing issues in the region. This method is expected to help identify impediments 
and to find solutions, including incentives and regulations, which address the problems. 
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Goal 11, Public Facilities and Services. This Goal is addressed in the discussion of Factor 3 
above. 

Goal 12, Transportation. This is addressed in the information considered in Factor 3 as well as 
Factors 5 and 7. 

Goal 13, Energy. This is addressed in Factor 5, above. 

Goal 14, Urbanization. This is addressed in the discussion of Factors 1 through 7, above. 

Goal 15, Willamette Greenway. This goal is addressed through Title 3 and will be further 
addressed by recently initiated regional Goal 5 work. 

SECTION IV: METRO CODES SECTION 3.01.012 URBAN RESERVE PLANNING 
REQUIREMENTS 

Staff Analysis 

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. 

Metro Code Section 3.01.012: 

(e) Urban Reserve Plan Required. A conceptual land use plan and concept map, 
which demonstrates compliance with Goal 2 and Goal 14 and section 3.01.020 or 
section 3.01.030, with the RUGGO and with the 2040 Growth Concept design types 
and any applicable functional plan provisions, shall be required for ail major 
amendment applications and legislative amendments of the urban growth 
boundary. Except a s provided In section 3.01.015(e), the plan and map shall 
include at least the following, when applicable: 

(1) Provision for either annexation to a city and any necessary service districts 
at the time of the final approval of the Urban Growth Boundary amendment 
consistent with section 3.01.065 ^ an applicable city-county planning 
area agreement which requires at least the following: 

(A) City of county agreement to adopt comprehensive plan provisions for 
the lands added to the Urban Growth Boundary which comply with all 
requirements of urban reserve plan conditions of the Urban Growth 
Boundary 

(B) City and county agreement that lands added to the Urban Growth 
Boundary shall be rezoned for urban development only upon 
annexation or agreement for delayed annexation to the city an any 
necessary service district Identified in the approved Concept Plan or 
Incorporation as a new city; 

(C) County agreement that, prior to annexation to the city an any necessary 
service districts, rural zoning that ensures a range of opportunities for 
the orderly, economic and efficient provision of urban services when 
these lands are included in the Urban Growth Boundary remains in 
place until city annexation and the adoption of urban zoning. 
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staff Analysis 

URA #39 

URA #39 is planned for an elementary school. A preliminary conceptual plan and map for this 
site appear at the end of this report as Attachment J. This area is available to the West Linn-
Wilsonville School District, if it is used for the construction of a public school. Metro included 
this site in the urban reserves at the request of the City of Wilsonville and the School Distnct. 
The City has considered this plan in the context of its moratorium on new development 
applications, and has granted an exception to the moratorium for this project. 

While there does not appear to be a formal annexation agreement or city-county planning 
agreement for URA #39, verbal consultation with the City of Wilsonville's Planning Director has 
indicated that Clackamas County is willing coordinate with the City to rnake this property part of 
the Wilsonville City Limits. In addition, Wilsonville's Mayor has stated in a November 24,1998, 
letter that the City and the School District are committed to completing all of the urban reserve 
planning requirements for URA #39 that have not been fulfilled as of the date of this report. A 
copy of this letter appears at the end of this report as Attachment L. 

Therefore, these criteria have been addressed. 

URA #41 (first tier portion) 

The Dammasch Plan for the first tier portion of URA #41 was prepared for the City of 
Wilsonville. City officials and citizens recommended the plan to the Planning Commis^on ana 
City Council, who voted unanimously on November 13,1996 to adopt the Dammasch Plan. 

According to the City of Wilsonville's Planning Director, Clackamas County is willing to 
coordinate with the City to make this property part of the Wilsonville City Limits. In addition, 
Wilsonville's Mayor has stated in a November 24,1998 letter that the City "remains committed 
to complete those planning processes, provide the necessary infrastmcture, annex tne areas, , 
and allow for the urbanization of URAs #39 and #42 as well as the first-tier portion of URA ^ 1 , 
as soon as possible." A copy of this letter appears at the end of this report as Attachment L. 

Therefore, these criteria have been addressed. 

I IRA #41-(non-first tier portion) 

• The adopted Dammasch Plan does not consider planning options for the non-firet tier portion of 
URA #41. N o o t h e r planning efforts have been completed for URA #41. Therefore, these 
criteria have not been satisfied. 

URA #42 

URA #42 as amended, is under consideration as a site for a women's prison and prisoner 
intake center. As per Metro Ordinance No. 98-744B, the approximately 72-acre amendmentto 
URA #42 is conditioned upon the ODOC's decision to site the facility within the boundanes ot 
amended URA #42. In addition, the amended portion of this URA will not be included ins i^ the 
Metro UGB unless a final determination is made by ODOC to site this facility on the property, a 
copy of Metro Ordinance No. 98-744B and the related statement of urban reserve findings 
appear at the end of this report as Attachment D. The City of Wilsonville has prepared a 
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memorandum detailing the plan for URA #42, dated May 27,1998, as well as a Proposed 
Concept Plan for URA #42, dated June 12,1998. 

In keeping with the Proposed Concept Plan for the North Wilsonville Industrial Area, the City of 
Wilsonville has indicated that it would like to annex this area into its City Limits. As stated in 
June 2,1998 letter from Wilsonville's City Manager to Metro's Executive Officer, 

The City would like to annex all of the expanded Area 42 as part of our 
commitment to provide urban services not only to the prison but to the ... 
adjacent property which would benefit from infrastnjcture improvements 
built to dty standards at the DOC's expense. As you know, with or without 
annexation, the City of Wilsonville will be compelled to provide 
infrastructure improvements to the prison. 

However, according to the City of Wilsonville's Planning Director, the issue of who will assume 
governance of this area has yet to be resolved between the City of Wilsonville and Washington 
County (all but approximately 15 acres of URA #42 are currently in unincorporated Washington 
County). 

The City of Wilsonville has also acknowledged that the area within amended URA #42 
surrounding the proposed women's prison and prisoner intake center will require a more 
detailed master plan with information on development phasing. Wilsonville's Mayor has stated 
in a November 24.1998 letter that the City "remains committed to complete those planning 
processes, provide the necessary infrastructure, annex the areas, and allow for the urbanization 
of Areas #39 and #42 as well as the first tier portion of Area #41, as soon as possible." A copy 
of this letter appears at the end of this report as Attachment L. 

Additional planning could be initiated upon the Governor's approval to site the women's prison 
and prisoner intake center within URA #42. 

Given the statement of commitment above, these criteria have been addressed. 

(2) Notwithstanding (1) above, the Metro Council may approve a major or 
legislative amendment to the UGB If the proposed amendment Is required 
to ass is t the region to comply with the 2040 Growth Concept or to assis t 
the region, a city or county In demonstrating compliance with statue, rule 
or Statewide Planning Goal requirements for land within the UGB. These 
requirements Include ORS 197.296,197.299 and 197.303, the Statewide 
Planning Goals and RUGGOs. An urban services agreement consistent 
with ORS 195.065 shall be required a s a condition of approval for any 
amendment under this subsection. 

URA #39 

As the plan for URA #39 fulfills the criterion for subsection (1) above, this criterion is not 
applicable. 

URA #41 ^first tier portion) 

As the Dammasch Plan for first tier portion of URA #41 fulfills the criterion for subsection (1) 
above, this criterion is not applicable. 
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URA #41 (non-first tier portion) 

No planning work has been completed for the non-first tier portion of URA #41. Therefore, this 
criterion has not been satisfied. 

URA #42 

The plan for the North Wiisonviile Industrial Area could contribute to implementation of the 2040 
Growth Concept, most notably by providing additional jobs base for the City of VVilsonville and 
for the region. However, there is no urban services agreement in place, as required by this 
subsection. Therefore, the Plan for URA #42 does not yet fulfill this criterion. 

(3) URAs #11, #14 and #65 are s o geographically distant from existing city 
limits that annexation to a city is difficult to achieve, if the county and 
affected city an any necessary service districts have signed an urban 
service agreement or an urban reserve agreement coordinating urban 
services for the area, then the requirements for annexation to a city in 
(1)(B) and (1)(C) above shaii not apply. 

The above criterion is not applicable to URAs #39, #41 or #42. 

(4) Provision for average residential densities of at least 10 dwelling units per net 
developable residential acre or lower densities that conform to the 2040 Growth 
Concept plan design types. 

URA #39 

URA #39 is planned as a future school site. It is not planned to have dwelling units. Therefore, 
these provisions do not apply. 

URA #41 (first tier portion) 

According to the Dammasch Plan, the planning area will have an average residential density of 
10.2 dwelling units per net developable acre. Therefore, the Dammasch Plan fulfills this 
criterion.' 

. URA #41 (non-first tier portion) 

No planning has been completed for the non-first tier portion of URA #41. Therefore, this 
criterion has not been satisfied. 

URA #42 

URA #42 is has been planned as a future prison site with a sunounding employment area. No 
additional dwelling units have been planned for this area. Therefore, these provisions do not 
apply. 

(5) Demonstrable measures that will provide a diversity of housing stock that will 
fulfill needed housing requirements as defined by.ORS 197.303. Measures may 
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Include, but are not limited to, Implementation of recommendations In Title 7 of 
the Functional Plan. 

URA #39 

URA #39 is planned as a future school site. It is not planned to have dwelling units. Therefore, 
this criterion does not apply. 

URA #41. ffirst tier portion) 

The Dammasch Plan opts for a range of different types of housing that will be developed 
simultaneously. In this way, the plan will be able to accommodate several different housing 
mari<ets that reflect different segments of age, households size and incomes. The Plan incmdes 
provisions for both singlo snd multi-family housing, with a rangG of lot siz6s (see Dammasch 
Plan, p. 103). Therefore, the Dammasch Plan fulfills this criterion. 

URA #41 fnon-first tier portion) 

No planning has been completed for the non-first tier portion of URA #41. Therefore, this 
criterion has not been satisfied. 

URA #42 

URA #42 is planned as a site for a women's prison and prisoner intake center. The 
approximately 72-acre amendment to URA #42 is conditioned upon the ODOC s decision to 
site the facility within the boundaries of amended URA #42. In addition, the amended portion of 
this URA will not be included inside the UGB unless a final determination is made by ODOC to 
site the facility on the property. Finally, no additional dwelling units are planned for this URA, 
due to its consideration as a future site for a women's prison and prisoner intake center. 

Therefore, this criterion does not apply. 

(6) Demonstration of how residential developments will Include, without public 
subsidy, housing affordable to households with Incomes at or below area median 
Incomes for home ownership and at or below 80 percent of area median Incomes 
for rental as defined by US Department of Housing and Urban Development of the 
adjacent urban Jurisdiction. Public subsidies shall not be Interpreted to mean the 
following: density bonuses , streamlined permitting processes , extensions to the 
time at which sys tems development charges (SDCs) and other fees are collected, 
and other exercises of the regulatory and zoning powers. 

General Comments 

A Metro staff analysis has estimated that the 1998 median household income for the City of 
Wilsonville is $51,696. An affordable home for a family at this Income level Is (30-year 
mortgage, 7 percent interest rate, 5 percent down payment) Is estimated at $154,366. An 
affordable rent for a family at 80 percent of this Income level is estimated at $735 per month. 
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URA #39 ^ 

URA #39 is planned as a future school site. It is not planned to have dvi/elling units. Therefore, 
this criterion does not apply. 

LIRA #41 (first tier portion) 

The Dammasch Plan makes note of the number of projected units of each type of housing (i.e., 
large single family lots, standard single family lots, small single family lots, clustered housing, 
row-houses, condominiums, garden apartments and senior housing) as well as the number of 
units under each category that are projected to be owner-occupied and renter-occupied. The 

1 plan's development assumptions also show the average unit value for each type of unit listed, 
ranging $64,000 for garden apartments to $382,000 for larger lot single family homes. This 
study (dated 1996) estimates Wilsonville area median family incomes at $45,000. The Plan 
also notes that apartments, attached housing and clustered housing would be feasible for 
persons in the median income range. 

. This analysis of the Dammasch Plan is included at the end of this document as (Attachment C). 

Therefore, the Dammasch Plan fulfills this criterion. 

URA #41 (non-first tier portion) 

No planning has been completed for the non-first tier portion of URA #41. Therefore, this 
criterion has not been satisfied. 

URA #42 

Therefore, these provisions are not applicable to URA #42, as URA #42 is not planned for 
additional housing. Therefore, this criterion does not apply. 

(7) Provision for sufficient commerciai and industrial development for the needs of 
the area to be developed and the needs of adjacent land inside the UGB 
consistent with 2040 Growth Concept design types. 

URA #39 

URA #39 is planned as a future school site only. Therefore, this criterion does not apply. 

URA #41 (first tier portion^ 

The Dammasch Plan includes a significant non-residential component consistinjg of 
approximately 85,000 square feet of retail uses; 120,000 square feet of general employrnent 
uses; and 19,000 square feet of civic uses. The retail component is focused on "convenience 
retail" to serve the needs of residents within the Dammasch area. Retail uses will be anchored 
by a grocery store. Civic uses will include a branch library, a fire station, community policing, a 
community hall and a school. Other commercial employment uses will Include ground floor 
office commercial uses such as a branch bank or real estate brokerage. The Plan does not 
envision this area as an industrial complex, and does not accommodate warehousing, 
distribution or other heavy Industrial uses. _;-
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Therefore, the Dammasch Plan fulfills this criterion. 

URA #41 (pnn-first tier portion) 

No planning has been completed for the non-first tier portion of URA #41. Therefore, this 
criterion has not been satisfied. 

URA #42 

URA #42 is planned as a site for a women's prison and prisoner intake center, though a 
component of the City of Wilsonville's plan for this area is a new industrial park that will contain 
a number of industrial and commercial uses. These would be facilitated by the infrastructure 
that is brought to the area through the siting of a prison in URA #42. 

Therefore, the plan for this area fulfills this criterion. 

(8) A conceptual transportation plan consistent with the Regional Transportation 
Plan, and consistent with protection of natural resources as required by Metro 
functional plans. 

URA #39 

URA #39 is planned as a single site, and is approximately 20 acres. It is directly accessible via 
SW Wilsonville Road. 

While no transportation plan has yet been prepared for this site, the City of Wilsonville's 
Community Development Director has indicated in a November 23,1998 memo (Attachment M) 
that congestion on Wilsonville Road is being addressed through the City's Transportation 
System's Plan (TSP), which is expected to be complete in 1999. The design for this site is 
expected to accommodate shared access with wood Middle School; this will help reduce traffic 
issues on the road. The TSP will also provide policy directives, demand management, new 
system construction plans and funding plans. The City has delayed its TSP until final a final 
prison siting decision has been made by the State. 

Metro will be working with the City of Wilsonville to help it achieve compliance with the Regional 
Transportation Plan (RTP). Part of the ongoing work in this process will be designation and 
planning for the Roadway Functional Classification System. 

In addition, the City of Wilsonville's Mayor has noted in a November 24,1998 letter 
(Attachment L): 

Given that Area #39 will not be urbanized except for public school 
purposes, the planning process is greatly simplified. The rosts of the 
necessary infrastructure will be bome by the West Linn-Wilsonville School 
District and the City....The School District and the City share a commitment 
to complete all of Metro's Urban Reserve planning requirements that have 
not yet been met, and we need to complete those tasks in the next few 
months in order for the District to stay on schedule to begin construction in 
1999. 

Given the statement of commitment above, this criterion is adequately addressed. 
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URA #41 (first tier portion) 

The Dammasch Plan focuses upon the concept of mixed use development with a variety of 
housing types and lot sizes. The street system illustrated in the Dammasch Plan map shows 
good connectivity as well as well as pedestrian and bicycle amenities. The Dammasch Plan 
also addresses the RTP. which has noted the need for improvements along the 1-5 interchange 
at Wilsonville Road. This will expand the regional freight system, and provide opportunities for 
bicycles and pedestrians. According to the RTP. no additional modifications are required within 
the Dammasch Plan area. 

A transportation impact analysis is a component of the Dammasch Plan. The analysis 
examines how changes to the land use and street network of the area will affect the local 
transportation system. This analysis is based upon the Pf\/1 peak hour period between 1995 and 
2015. It uses the Metro 2015 projected land uses for all areas except the Dammasch Plan area. 

The analysis examined three possible street improvements, including 1) the extension of 
Boeckman Road west to connect with Tooze Road; 2) the extension of Barber Road across 1-5 
to connect with Parkview Avenue to the east as well as extension to the west to the project site; 
and 3) both improvements. 

The analysis found that implementation of this site will increase vehicle trips in the study area. 
It opts for the first suggested improvement, extension Boeckman Road to Tooze Road, in order 
to alleviate traffic along Wilsonville Road. The Barber Road extension may also be helpful, 
though it is not essential for this plan. The Dammasch Plan projects that by 2015, traffic 
volumes will increase along Grahams Ferry Road by 42.5 percent, and along Brown Road by 
27.5 percent. It also notes that, with or without its Implementation, the Wilsonville Road 1-5 
interchange will operate at LOS F by 2015. 

The Dammasch Plan makes the following recommendations for transportation improvements; 

• Consider extending Bartaer Road across 1-5 to Parkway Road. 
• Add an additional bus route connecting the Dammasch Site Area to the Town Center Loop 

at 15-minute intervals. 
• Extend Boeckman Road to connect with Tooze Road. 
• Add pedestrian and bicycle facilities along Boeckman Road from the overpass to the 

Dammasch Plan area. 

The Dammasch Plan addresses protection of natural resource, which is discussed in the 
following section (9). 

Therefore, the Dammasch Plan satisfies the above criterion. 

URA #41 (nnn-first tier portion) 

No planning has been completed for the non-first tier portion of U i ^ #41. Therefore, this 
criterion has not been satisfied. 
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URA #42 

The Proposed Concept Plan for the North Wilsonville Industrial Area contains a transportation 
component, which addresses the RTP. 

ISd6 c l r r t o V ^ l X e r o S ^ n 

with 1-5 northward. 

The plan identified the intersection between Boones Ferry Road and 
eastward) as an important truck route. Furthemiore, the plan acknowledges Metro s studies 
and findings, including; 

• The rural arterial designation from Boones Ferry Road and 1-5 nt^hward. r..e. r i. 
. The area west of 1-5 in north Wilsonville is designated as "Truck Terminal and Distnbution 

Facility" on the Regional Freight System t^ap. ^ 
• Boones Ferry and Elligsen Roads are designated as Urban Roads. ^ 
. Ridder Road is identified as a "Road Connector" on the Regional Freight System Map. 

The City is also recommending the extension of Kinsman Road as a major south-north route. 

Metro will be working with the City of Wilsonville to help it 
Part of the ongoing work in this process will be designation and planning for the Roa y 
Functional Classification System. 

Area M i : as soon as possible." A copy of this letter appears at the end of this report as 
Attachment L. 

Given the statement of commitment above, this criterion is adequately addressed. 

( 9 ' 
mitigation, and natural hazards mltlaatlon. A natural resourco protectlon plan to 

phrd^rarsdh:fi,,hdrrma:;:?:;irPT^^^^^^ 
lands added to the UGB before urban development. 

General Comment 
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verified Field verification would have to be completed before Title 3 protection standards apply. 
It should be noted that Title 3 does not address stormwater management, a significant factor for 
increasing water pollution and flooding. 

In addition to Metro Title 3 standards, the City of Wilsonville's Comprehensive Plan describes 
protection standards for sensitive areas designated as Pnmary or it 
Any applicable areas would be designated as such upon roming into the Wilsoiwille C | ty 
While the provisions do not require landowner compensation for y 

do allow for density transfers to mitigate the impacts of development in sensitive areas^ In 
addition, the City collects a systems development charge (SDC) for parks and r e c ^ e a t l 0 " 
development, of $1,794 per single family dwelling as well as an SDC for stormwater systems^ 
The later may be applied to purchase and improve wetlands, creeks and drainageways that are 
a part of open spaces. 

The Citv's tree protection ordinance also includes a fund to help mitigate the ' ° s s 9 f t l ' e e s ' 
Finally, local Improvement District (LID) money has also been applied 
the loss of Oregon white oak trees. This technique may also be applied to URAs #39, #41 or 
#42. 

URA #39 

URA #39 does not appear to have any significant habitat issues, though this area does provide 
o p T n space for w « adjacent to theurban fringe. Stormwater should be treated on-s^e as 
much as possible to reduce downstream impacts. Should this area be annexed to the City of 
Wilsonville, the City's policies regarding sensitive areas would apply. 

Considering this information as well a s the infonnation described in the General Comment 
section above, this criterion has been satisfied. 

I IRA #41 (first tier and non-first tier) 

The Dammasch Plan has noted that both Coffee Lake Creek and Coffee L a k® 
are potentially significant areas. Approximately 115 acres of the P ' f n'[19 a ® a J J a is

th^^ 
flood plain will be unavailable for development. Some development will o c c u r J ^ ' t ^ i n , t ^ e

1 i n 
floodplain; fill from development will be balanced with excavation to ensure that flood 'evels in 
Coffee Lake Creek do not increase. In addition, the plan notes that any regulator developme 
constraints are dependent upon the City's Goal 5 analysis, which would be required before 
development is to occur. 

• Runoff is currentiy collected in an underground stomi drainage system 
Creek drainage, implementation of the Dammasch Plan may also provide for opportunities to 
restore the natural drainage pattems of the area. 

Considering this infonnation as well a s the infonnation described in the General Comment 
section above, this criterion has been satisfied. 

I ]RA #41 fnnn-first tier Dortion) 

No planning has been completed for the non-first tier portion of URA #41. Therefore, this 
criterion has not been satisfied. 
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URA #42 

According to the Proposed Concept Pian for the North ' a ' b y 

the City of Wilsonville. no wetlands have been identified within URA W2. The Coffee Lake 
Wetlands, however, exist to the immediate southwest of URA #42. The eastern P 0 r t l 0 " 
URA #42 also has two drainage ways. In Wilsonville's Comprehensive Plan, a r e p such as 
these are designated as Primary Open Space, and are not ronsidered a v a i J a b l e ; o r 

development. When this area Is brought into the UGB, the City s Pnmary Open Space 
designation would likely apply to these natural features, including the forested areas. 

Considering this infomiation as well as the infomnation described in the General Comment 
section above, this criterion has been satisfied. 

(10) A conceptual public facilities and services plan, Including rough cos t es t imates for 
the provision of sewer, water, s torm drainage, transportation, fire and police 
protection facilities and parks. Including a financing strategy for those cos ts . 

General Comments 

A detailed description of additional public facilities required for URAs #39, #41 and #42 have 
been addressed under Factor 3 of this report, regarding provision of public s e r v ' f e s : r J ^ ® . 
tier portion of URA #41 and URA #42 have also addressed these issues through more detailed 
planning work, as discussed in Factor 3. 

The actual costs cited in the Productivity Analysis and relevant plans for these areas are 
detailed below. It should be noted that cost estimates shown in the Productivity Analysis may 
differ from those appearing in urban reserve plans. Along with installation and construction 
costs the Productivity Analysis considers the costs of providing extra treatment capacity, 
c r n s ' m c L n oFweti^ stream, and riparian areas; and the costs associated with mamtena^^^^^ 
for wastewater, stormwater, piping, pump stations, channelization, water quality features, and 
detention sites. 

URA #39 

A November 23,1998 memo from the City of Wilsonville's Community Deyelopnnent Director to 
the City's Planning Director notes the following infrastmcture improvements will be needed in 
UIRA#39: 

. Wastewater- Recent improvements to the City of Wilsonville's wastewater t r e a t m e m ^ 
provides the City with the ability to handle service to the proposes site. Collectjon system ^ 
improvements will be the responsibility of the school distrid at the time of construction. The 
City Council will need to approve an inter-basin transfer, after recommendation by the 
Development Review Board. 

• Storm Drainage - The site currently drains to adjoining wetlands and Arrowhead Creek. 
Cun-ent planning does not anticipate any Improvements to storm drainage systems, though 
on-site detention/retention is required as part of this design. . * 

• Wafer - This proposed development has received an exemption from the City of 
Wilsonville's development moratorium based on lack of water capacity. VVhile11 would be ^ 
oDtimal for the City of base its decision on connecting water lines to this site on the ultimate 
outcome of where the prison is located, (URA #41 vs. URA #42), the City has recognize 
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that it cannot halt planning for this school site. The City has thus begun designing 15-inch 
water line, which will be extended on Wilsonville Road from Kinsman Road to Willamette 

-• Way East. This project will be financed by the City's Capital Improvement Program for fiscal 
v e a r ^ 999/2000. 

• Transportation - The design for this site is expected to accommodate shared access with 
wood Middle School: this will help reduce traffic issues on the road. Traffic issues along 
Wilsonville Road are being addressed through the City's TSP, which will provide policy 
directives, demand management, new system construction plans and funding plans. The 
City has delayed its TSP until final a final prison siting decision has been made by the State. 

Financing for fire and police protection for this area has not yet been addressed i n t h e 

' Plan for URA #39. However, it is likely that fire protection would be provided by Tualatin Valley 
Fire and Rescue. 

The City of Wilsonville's Mayor has also noted in a November 24,1998 letter (Attachment L), 

Given that Area #39 will not be urbanized except for public school 
purposes, the planning process is greatly simplified. The rosts of the 
necessary infrastructure will be borne by the West Linn-Wilsonville School 
District and the City....The School District and the City share a commitment 
to complete all of Metro's Urban Reserve planning requirements that have 
not yet been met, and we need to complete those tasks in the next few 
months in order for the District to stay on schedule to begin construction in 
1999. 

In addition, a November 23,1998 letter from the Deputy Superintendent of the West l^mn-
Wilsonville School District notes that the district has sufficient fun^ng available to construc this 
school and provide the needed infrastructure improvements on URA #39. A copy of this letter 
appears at the end of this report as Attachment N. 

Finally, the engineer's estimates from the Productivity Analysis outline the following costs for 
servicing URA #39: 

Wastewater - $2,630,957 
Storm Drainage - $105,000 
Water- $1,118,000 
Transportation - $0 
TOTAL- $6,484,914 

Considering the City of Wilsonville's and the School District's commitment to complete 
•necessary planning work, this criterion has been addressed. 

I IRA #41 (first tier portion) 

The Dammasch Plan modeled three different price scenarios for providing fadlities to the 
Dammasch Plan area, and conduded with a Prefened Option (Attachment C). The cost 
breakdowns group stormwater costs with transportation costs, and provide separate 
breakdowns for water and sanitary sewer. The total cost of providing these facilities to the 
Dammasch Plan area is estimated at $22,500,000. This indudes soft costs and contingencies. 
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By contrast, the engineer's estimates from the Productivity Analysis have estimated the 
following costs: 

Wastewater- $17,517,777 
Stonm Drainage - $4,654,500 
Water - $7,055,000 
Transportation - $4,857,231 
TOTAL - $34,084,508 

Along with installation and construction costs, the Productivity Analysis considers the costs of 
providing extra treatment capacity: construction of wetland, stream, and npanan areas; and tne 
costs associated with maintenance for wastewater, stormwater, piping, pump stations, 
channelization, water quality features, and detention sites. The cost estimates indicated in the 
Dammasch Plan are not as extensive. 

As noted in the Dammasch Plan, fire protection for the area is provided by Tualatin Valley Fire 
and Rescue. The Fire District oversees maintenance and upgrades of fire-fighting equipment, 
as well as capital improvements. • A fire station currently exists on Kinsman Road just north ot 
Wilsonville Road. The Dammasch Plan also notes that the Clackamas County Shenffs 
department provides law enforcement service to the City of Wilsonville and surrounding area on 
a 24-hour basis. 

The Dammasch Plan also includes a strategy for financing these improvements. Upon 
annexation to the City of Wilsonville, property taxes will be paid to the City. In addition, 
financing for this project may include a local improvement district, a tax increrrient district, or a 
similar financing vehicle for the off-site public infrastructure improvements. The plan notes that 
infrastructure improvements will be phased to allow the project to respond to changing market 
conditions. 

The Dammasch Plan fulfills this criterion. 

I IRA #41 (nnn-first tier portion) 

No planning work has been completed for the non-first tier portion of URA #41. However the 
engineer's estimates from the Productivity Analysis estimate the following costs for the above 
services: 

Wastewater - $3,885,043 
Storm Drainage - $105,000 
Water- $608,000 
Transportation - $2,842,935 
TOTAL - $7,440,978 

This criterion has not been fulfilled. 

URA #42 

Rough costs for public facilities needs for URA #42 are detailed in a t)riefing packet prepared by 
the City of Wilsonville regarding the use of this area for a women's prison, dated Februaiy 25, 
1998 (Attachment K). According to this document, the off-site infrastructure costs (induding 
streets, water, sanitary sewer and storm sewer) for constructing a women s prison and pnsoner 
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intake center on the site amount to $23,490,000. The City of Wilsonville anticipates that the 
final public facilities element of the Master Plan will be able to prov.de greater detail on 
issues. 

As noted in a June 2,1998, letter from Wilsonville's City M f a 9 ^ t o Metros 

S e S t r i c t b o t S adequate personnel to provide expanded service to th,s area. 

Wilsonville's Mayor, in a November 24.1998 letter (Attachment L) notes that; 

Wilsonville remains committed to complete those planning processes. 
provide the necessary infrastructure, annex the areas, and allow ^or th 
urbanization of Areas #39 and #41. as well as the first-tier portion of Area 
#41. as soon as possible. 

For comparison, the engineer's estimates from the Productivity Analysis note the follov,ing as 
costs for the above services: 

Wastewater- 2273^800° 
^ormDra lnage- g.735,800 

™ r t a t i o n - $ j W 2 9 o . 3 1 1 i 

Given the statement of commitment above, this criterion has been addressed. 

(11) A conceptual school plan that provides for land and l " ;P r o v ® m e n t
i f n 

school facilities. Estimates of the need shall b e H ^ J t e d s D e d a l d i s t d ^ ^ ^ ^ 
school districts, the affected city our " u n t y . andaf f^ special districts 
consistent with the procedures in ORS 195.110(3), (4) and (7). 

URA #39 

URA #39 is planned as a future site for an elementary school. As this school is adjacent to the 
cun-ent Wood Middle School, it will be possible for the two schools to share a numbe 

' In H S a s T ^ e a ^ s pirt of the plan for URA #41. it Is Intended to serve only the needs of 
the Dammasch community. 

That the plan for URA #39 fulfills this criterion. 
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URA #41 (first tier portion) 

The Dammasch Plan provides for an additional school site within the Dammasch ^ e a . 
Implementation of the Dammasch Plan, with 2,300 new dwelling units, would most likely 
generate the need for an additional elementary school. The School Distnct would prefer that a 
school be included in the Dammasch Area. This school would require approximately 10 acres, 
which would be accommodated in the plan area. As the Dammasch Plan is predicated upon 
resolution of the City of Wilsonville's development moratorium, the need for this particular 
school may be alleviated should the plan fail to be implemented. 

That the Dammasch Plan fulfills this criterion. 

URA #41 (non-first tier portion) 

No planning work has been completed for the non-first tier portion of URA #41. Therefore, this 
criterion has not been satisfied. 

URA #42 

URA #42 is planned as a future site for a women's prison and prisoner intake center. Additional 
schools are not likely to result from the projected uses on this site. 

This criterion is not applicable to the plan for URA #42. 

(12) An Urban Reserve Plan map showing, at least, the following, when applicable: 

fA) Major roadway connection and public facilities; 
(B) Location of unbuildable lands including but not limited to steep slopes, wetlands, 

floodplains and riparian areas; 
(C) General locations for commercial and industrial lands; . . . . ^ 
(D) General locations for public open space, plazas and neighbortiood centers, and 
(E) General locations or altemative locations for any needed school, park or fire hall 

sites. 

URA #39 

A Draft Concept Plan for the proposed elementary school in URA #39 appears at t heendof th i s 
document a s Attachment J. The plan map shows the major roadway connection as Wilsonville 
Road running in a southwesterly direction. No lands within the plan area a j e wnsidered 
unbuildable. As the plan consists of a school site alone, the above cntena (C) through (E) are 
not directly applicable. 

The plan for URA #39 fulfills this criterion. 

I IRA #41 (first tier portion) 

The adopted conceptual land use plan map for the Dammasch Plan illustrates maj'or roadway 
connections; locations of unbuildable lands; locations for commercial ands (industnal l a ^ s are 
not a component of this plan); locations for parks and open spaces, plazas and 
centers; and the location of the proposed additional school. This plan map is included 
end of this report a s (Attachment C). 
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The Dammasch Plan fulfills this criterion. 

I IRA «41 (npn-first tier portion) 

. No planning work has been completed for the non-(irst tier portion of URA #41. Therefore, this 
criterion has not been satisfied. 

URA #42 

the area. 

The plan for URA #42 fulfills this criterion. 

approval of the plan. 

URA #39 

rt=roS!e%i5.r,sr=;eŝ  
Metro'ls Lorat?on Adjustment^^ 3"acre e^tem^s per 

7 additional acres of EFU land to the southwest of the onginal site area. 

• T h d e C u v " ° a n d ' a r e a t o ' ^ e 1 0 

Sdedtlaena.yreofmonX^^^^^^ DisWcl- As n0ted ln 3 

^ November 24,1998 letter from the City of Wilsonville s Mayor, 

The City of Wilsonville Is prepared to support the annexation of ̂ ^ea #39 
as soon as possible, In order to assist the School D i s t n

i
c

i
t - c l a

| ? k a m
r f® 

County has deferred urban planning to the City for the UrbanRese^es 
adjoining Wilsonville. We anticipate no governance Issues Involving 
Clackamas County. 
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annexation and other land use issues that should complete these procedures by late spring 
1999." 

This criterion has been fulfilled. 

URA #41 (first tier portion) 

The Dammasch Area Plan was adopted unanimously by the Wilsonville City Council on 
November 13,1996. A component of this plan is an MOU signed between several Jakeholders 
to initiate the process leading up to the Dammasch Plan. The s t a k ^ o l d ^ s included the City of 
Wilsonville, Metro, Oregon Department of Administrative Services, DSL, Oregon Mental nea'111 

and Developmental Disability Services Division, Oregon Department of Transportation and the 
Department of Land Conservation and Development. 

A component of this plan has been a three-part public involvement process leading up to the 
final adopted Dammasch Plan. 

The Dammasch Plan fulfills this criterion. 

URA #41 (nnn-first tier portion) 

No planning work has been completed for the non-first tier portion of URA #41, Therefore, this 
criterion has not been fulfilled. 

URA #42 

During the beginning phases of this planning effort, the Wilsonville Planning Division held a 
series of open houses to present the Conceptual Land Use and Transportation maps of the 
Concept Plan. This plan has also been presented to Washington County, and staff from the 
City of Wilsonville and Washington County have held meetings to address this plan. 

The plan for URA #42 fulfills this criterion. 

Metro Code Section 3.010.012(c), 2040 Design Types: 

(3) Prior to adding land to the UGB, the Metro Council shall modify the 2040 Growth 
Concept to designate regional design types consistent with the 2040 Grovrth Concept 
for the land added. 

Staff have attached copies of "Draft 2040 Design Type" maps, to this staff report. 

RFCTION V: SUMMARY OF STAFF REPORT CONCLUSIONS 

The ratings described In this report are combined In the table below. Because there is a 
requirement to balance the competing factors, each URA Is evaluated for its suitability for 
urbanization relative to all other contending sites. Ratings were calculated as descnbed 
elsewhere to derive a raw score. A statistical method was applied to the raw scores to allow 
comparison with each factor given equal weight. A distribution of scores for aity one factor was 
calculated comparing the variance from the mean value (standard deviation). This allowea 
conversion of the data for each factor to be described as a value of between 0 and 10 without 

Staff Report URAs §39, M l , M2, Wllsonvllle - November 24,1998 6 5 



distortion. For example, one evaluation method might have raw scores between 0 and 55, while 
another might have values between 1 and 150. Merely adding raw scores would result in one 
criterion being weighed more heavily. In addition, the raw scores are in different uriits. Factor 3 
is measured primarily in dollars, while Factor 4 in dwelling units and jobs. This statistical 
method allows comparison. By statistically rating "on the curve," no factor is weighed rnore or 
less than any other. The following table contains ratings with a total ranking. Factor 3 includes 
both ranking from the Productivity Analysis for public facility cost and an adjusted ranking (0) 
where the feasibility of providing public facilities cannot be verified by the urban reserve plan 
process. 
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Summary of Staff Report Conclusions - UGB Expansion 

Cumth Factor 3 Factor 4 Factor 5 Factor 6 Factor? ' 

lative Public Facilities Efficiency or Environ., Econ. Retention Compatibility Total Score Urban 

URA Dwelling Total Feasi- Productivity Energy & of Agric. ' with Adjusted Reserve 

f Acres Units DUs Jobs Cost bility1 of Site Social Land Agriculture Total Total2 Plan1 

•15 371.0 2,396 2,396 645 8 8 t 8 9 33 33 C 

•5 1,422.0 6.210 8.606 2,998 7 5 t 8 9 29 29 C 

42 249.6 0 8,606 3,734 6 7 t 8 8 29 29 R/l4 

•4 123.4 375 8,981 125 7 2 8 10 27 27 C 

•33 43.7 220 9,200 118 5 6 t 8 6 25 25 C 

•14 307.2 1,062 10,262 347 6 2 t 7 8 23 23 C 

•47 82.0 361 10,624 120 3 4 t 8 8 23 23 C 

•43 10.2 45 10,669 15 0 4 t 8 10 22 22 C 

52 _ 98.8 421 11,090 140 7 4 t 8 3 22 22 1 

51 93.6 323 11,413 108 6 2 t 8 5 21 21 1 

"55 353.0 1.493 12,906 457 8 4 t 7 2 21 21 C/l 

54 190.9 1,108 14,013 369 8 7 2 3 20 20 1 

55 473.0 2,509 16,522 1,799 8 8 t 2 2 20 20 1 

41 144.4 626 17,149 209 8 4 4 3 19 19 1 

34 749.1 1,891 19,040 1,855 5 N 2 t 8 8 23 18 1 

•34 7.4 11 19,051 4 0 0 t 8 8 16 16 c 

•45 464.2 1,772 20,823 591 5 3 8 0 16 16 c 
53 204.2 997 21,820 385 8 5 1 2 16 16 1 

62 8.4 87 21,907 47 4 10 t 1 1 16 16 1 

65 116.0 704 22,611 180 7 5 t 1 3 16 16 R 

33 294.7 956 23,567 308 6 N 2 t 6 5 19 13 1 

•41 278.8 1,277 24,844 426 5 5 t 2 1 13 13 R 

63 10.5 71 24,915 38 2 9 t 1 1 13 13 1 

32 87.3 436 25,351 145 4 N 5 t 1 6 16 12 1 

31 736.8 3,352 28,703 1,590 6 N 5 t 1 2 14 8 1 

•"39 20.C 0 28,703 0 n/a n/a t 1 5 n/a n/a C 
1 Refers to feasibility of providing public facilities to site. If there is no service provider verifcation, score is reduced to zero. 'N" = no verification 
'Adjusted for feasibility status. If there is no service provider verification, score for Factor 3 reduced to zero is reflected in this column. 

l:^G^^egArt^A)d3a^f^exj|>dAx^J^{^A>M^se>nv^ to Complete; I = Incomplete 
4 R if site used (or prison; IK not 
• first tier, "first tier irtsiba Metro boundary 
—URA #39 Is a proposed school site. No information is available for factors 3 and 4; therefore, a total score has nol been calculated. 
t see Factor 5 analysis 
Nde: URAs #34 & 41 Public Facilities costs weigh heavily on first tier lands if the development costs are not later shared with the remaining lands in urban reserve. 

Staff Report URAs #39, M l , #42, Wilsonville - November 24,1998 Page 67 



2.2.2.3 Parks and Recreation 

Although numerous parks and recreation facilities are available in the Portland metropolitan area, 
relatively few parks are located within the City of Wilsonville. The City's Parks & Recreation 
Master Plan (City of Wilsonville, 1994) lists seven city parks: 

• Memorial Park (56.84 acres) 
• Memorial Park East (41 acres) 
• Fox Chase (2.51 acres) 
• Town Center Property 
• Courtside Estates Park 
• Boones Ferry Park (6.0 acres) 
• Tranquil Nature Park (4.57 acres) 

None are located within the Dammasch planning area. Tranquil Nature Park is south of the 
planning area, on the west side of Brown Road. The Park at Merryfield, on private property 
north of Wood Middle School, is slated for near-term development. Both parks include natural 
areas and will offer minimal recreation facilities. 

Memorial Park, the City's largest park, is in the southeast part of town, adjacent to the 
Willamette River. Memorial Park offers ballfields, soccer fields, picnic areas, and a variety of 
other active and passive recreation options. 

2.2.2.4 Libraries 

The City of Wilsonville has a single library, which is operated by the City. It is located in east 
Wilsonville, on Wilsonville Road and Memorial Drive, near City Hall. 

2.2.2.5 Transportation Facilities 

Transportation facilities serving the study area are identified in the City's Transportation Master 
Plan (City of Wilsonville, 1991). The facilities, and their classifications according to the plan, 
include: 

• Grahams Ferry Road, a two-lane rural collector under Clackamas County and Washington 
County jurisdiction; 

• Tooze Road, a two-lane major collector that ends at Brown Road/IlOth. If extended, 
Tooze Road would connect with Boeckman Road. 

• Boeckman Road, a two-lane minor arterial that extends over 1-5 on a two lane bridge; 
• Brown Road/ 110th, a two-lane major collector that connects with Wilsonville Road at a 

signalized intersection. This road extends past the entrance to the Dammasch State 
Hospital site and connects with Tooze Road; 
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• Barber Road, a two-lane major collector connecting Boones Ferry Road with Kinsman 

Road; 
• Kinsman Road, a two-lane minor arterial that connects Barber Road with Wilsonville 

Road at a signalized intersection. 
• Boones Ferry Road, a two-lane minor arterial street running parallel to 1-5 that connects 

with Boeckman Road and with Wilsonville Road at a signalized intersection; and 
• Wilsonville Road, which extends under and provides complete access to 1-5. Between 

Brown Road and Kinsman, Wilsonville Road is a minor arterial; east of Kinsman to 
Town Center Loop, it is designated a major arterial. 

The study area has a limited local street network consisting mostly of facilities connecting 
buildings at the Dammasch site. 

2.2.2.6 Transit Services 

Transit service is provided by South Metro Area Rapid Transit (SMART). SMART provides 
both fixed-route and demand-responsive transit service in y/ilsonville. SMART operates four 
fixed routes, two of which provide service near the Dammasch area. Route 204 travels f romthe 
Knight 's Castle area on the east side of Wilsonville to Fox Chase along Wilsonville Road. This 
route travels north on Boones Ferry Road, turns onto Barber and then south onto Kinsman, from 
which it turns west onto Wilsonville Road. This route operates from 5:45 AM to 6:30 PM 
Monday through Friday. Route 203 travels from Commerce Circle and 95th Avenue to 
Wilsonville City Hall along Boberg/Boones Ferry Road and Wilsonville Road. This is a peak-
hour route which operates from 6:20 to 9:20 AM and 2:20 to 6:20 PM. Connecting service is 
available to other transportation services. 

SMART'S dial-a-ride service provides curb-to-curb service for the general public on a first-come. 
first-served basis. It operates from 5:30 AM to 8:45 PM Monday through Friday and from 7 AM 
to 5 PM on Saturday. SMART also provides LINK service to connect to areas within a 25-mile 
radius of Wilsonville. This service is designed to link customers to transportation services 
outside the city limits. LINK is available from 9:45 AM to 3 PM Monday through Friday and 
f rom 7 AM to 5 PM on Saturday. 

2.2.2.7 SanUary Sewer Facilities 

The Dammasch planning area is not currently served by City of Wilsonville sanitary sewer, with 
the exception of the Living Enrichment Center in the southwest portion of the planning area. The 
Living Enrichment Center uses a lift station to pump effluent into a City s a n i t y line that runs 
through residential areas to the west. An existing 15-inch sanitary sewer line (recently u p g r a ^ d 
from a 10-inch line) is adjacent to the south boundary of the planning area and will p r o b a b l y 
adequate to serve future development in the area. Sanitary service to the planning area can be 
provided through a combination of lift stations and gravity sewers. The City s 30-inch beeiy 
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Ditch trunk line is over capacity downstream of the 15-inch line and must be upgraded to 
increase capacity prior to development of the planning area. 

A small wastewater treatment plant, constructed to serve the Dammasch hospital, is still in 
service. The treatment plant is located just south of the Living Enrichment Center and near 
Grahams Feny Road. The hospital's sanitary collection system delivers wastewater to the plant, 
which passes the effluent through the comminutor (to break down solids), to the primary 
clarifier, through a trickling filter using natural gravel media, then through a final clarifier. The 
effluent is chlorinated prior to being discharged to Corral Creek and the Willamette River. 

According to Dammasch staff, the system does not meet Oregon Department of Environmental 
Quality (DEQ) criteria for discharge when mixing water from storm runoff is not present. 
During a site visit on August 7,1996, the flow to the plant was so low there was no discharge. 
The only flow occurring was recycle flow pumped from the final clarifier to the headworks. 

2.2.2.8 Storm Drainage Facilities 

Storm water drains generally to Coffee Lake Creek on the eastem portion of the planning area, 
and wetlands in the western portion. Storm water may require treatment to ensure adequate 
quality prior to discharge to the receiving bodies. 

Runoff from impervious surfaces on the hospital grounds is collected in an underground storm 
drainage system and diverted from its natural drainageway (south through the Wilsonville Tract) 
into the Mill Creek drainage. This transport of storm water has caused erosion problems at its 
point of discharge. Redevelopment of the Dammasch area will provide an opponunity to restore 
the natural drainage pattems. 

2.2.2.9 Water Supply Facilities 
\ 

Water in the Dammasch planning area is supplied by wells, both public (City of Wilsonville) and 
private. 

The City of Wilsonville has a strong backbone system to the northeast comer of the planning 
area. Looped 14-inch and 18-inch lines feed from the 2.2 million and 3.0 million gallon 
reservoirs at Elligsen Road and Canyon Creek Road North. A looped system of 12- and 14-inch 
lines in Barber Road and Kinsman Road is also tied to the Elligsen and Canyon Creek reservoir 
system. In addition, there is a 10- through 12-inch and a 14-inch loop from the Nike and 
Gesellschaft wells (southeast) with a 14-inch line to the Ch^bonneau wells and reservoir south 
of the Willamette River. An 10-inch line in Wilsonville Road may be nearing capacity due to 
recent development in the southwest portion of the City, but the City plans to upgrade this line to 
an 18-inch line in the spring of 1997. 

The Dammasch hospital has its own on-site well water system. It consists of two separate well 
systems that serve domestic and fire requirements for the site, t h e domestic well system has a 
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The Dammasch hospital has its own on-site well water system. It consists of two separate well <t 

systems that serve domestic and fire requirements for the site. The domestic well system has a ? 

capacity of 300 gallons per minute (gpm), and the fire well system has a capacity of 950 gpm. 
The domestic system uses a filter and softener to improve the quality of the well water. 
According to Dammasch staff, a second filter system is used to ueat the domestic water used in 
the steam boilers at the power plant. 

Each of the two on-site wells has an elevated storage tank approximately 150 feet in height. The 
overflow elevation of the reservoirs is estimated to be about 350-feet. The overflow elevation of 

" the City's Elligsen Road/Canyon Creek Road North reservoirs is 400 feet. Therefore, the 
systems cannot be interconnected successfully. It may be possible to use the existirig Dammasch 
system, with supplemental City flow through a pressure-reducing valve or by boosting the 
pressure of the Dammasch water by pumping, for future development of the Dammasch planning 
area. These possibilities should be explored. The City has indicated an interest in acquiring the 
water at least from the better quality well. This acquisition would be strictly for use as a backup 
emergency water supply source that would be used if the primary water supply source were 
presently unavailable. With the continually dropping water table in this area, that dependence on 
the Dammasch wells to provide water service to the Dammasch Urban Village would not be 
prudent. 

The two Dammasch wells have been included in an Oregon Water Resources Department 
(OWRD) test pumping program since 1990. The tests have revealed that it is common for wells 
in Oregon to experience depletion of water level due to pumping from the Columbia River basalt. 
The two Dammasch wells are about 1000 feet deep and develop basalt ground water. The 
Dammasch wells contain higher levels of dissolved solids (mineralization) than shallower basalt 
wells in the area. This feature at the Dammasch wells points out an additional consideration with 
future use at the City wells. Since ground water mineralization generally increases with depth, 
we should expect that the City will be pumping more mineralized water in the fuwre. This may 
be a practical problem for some uses in addition to being a general aesthetic problem. 

2.2.2.10 Electricity, Gas, and Telecommunications 

Electricity is provided by Portland General Electric. Power distribution lines are located along 
public roads Aroughout the planning area. 

Northwest Natural Gas has several gas pipelines in the planning area: a 2-inch service along 
Evergreen Avenue (between Serenity Way and Montebello Drive); a 4-inch service to the 
Dammasch hospital boiler house (from 1 lOth/Brown); a 4-1^-inch line along 1 lOth/Brown 
Road, then east through the Bischof property and ultimately in Boeckman Road. There is also a 
6-5/8-inch gas main in Kinsman Road. 

Telephone service in the planning area is provided by GTE Northwest. 
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Other parcels in the planning area are either vacant and in agricultural use, or contain single-
family dwellings and assorted farm buildings. Dwellings are located on properties owned by: 

• Rumpf (one dwelling); 
• Taber (one dwelling); 
• Nims (one dwelling); 
• Bischof (two dwellings on Tooze Road property, one dwelling on 110th Avenue 

property); 
• Chang (two dwellings); 
• Dearmond (one dwelling); 
• Piculell (one dwelling); and 
• Kirkendall (one dwelling). 

Most, if not all, of these dwellings would remain in their present locations if the Dammasch Area 
Plan is adopted and implemented. 

2.2.4 Land Available for Development 

The Dammasch Area Plan study area comprises approximately 520 acres. However, much of the 
planning area will be unavailable for development due to constraints such as existing 
development (e.g., the Living Enrichment Center), wetlands, flood plain designations, utility 
easements, open space expectations, rights-of-way, civic requirements, and whether land is 
within the UGB. 

Table 2.5 provides a breakdown of the total acreage in the study area and indicates some of the 
land with development constraints. The parcel acreages shown in the table are taken from 
Clackamas County tax assessor data. Other acreages (i.e., flood plain, easements) were 
calculated using topographic map data from the City of Wilsonville, information from various 
utilities, and parcel data from Metro's RLIS data base. There were some discrepancies between 
the Metro parcel data and tax assessor data; the acreages presented in Table 2.5 should be 
considered approximate and should be verified through field survey. 

As discussed in Section 2.2.3.2, several properties included in the Dammasch study area are 
crossed by utility easements. Information obtained from EPA, PGE, Northwest Natural Gas, 
Santa Fe Pacific, and the City of Wilsonville was used to determine the parcels and acreages 
affected by easements. Several easements were noted, although specific locations of some 
easements are not known, and all easements will have to be field verified. More thorough 
research may also reveal additional easements, though it is reasonable to expect that any 
additional casements would not greatly affect the developable area. 
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Table 2.5 
Dammasch Study Area, Land Area Breakdown 

Total Area 519.89 
Urban (Within UGB) 258.92 
Rural 2 6 0 - 9 7 

1 

Area Unavailable for Urban VUlage Development (assuming expansion of UGB) 
Within Flood Plain 115.06 
Easements* 12.44 
Road Right-of-Way ^ 
Living Enrichment Center 42.75 

Subtotal, Unavailable Area 166.92 

Total Available for Urban Village Development 352.97 
(assuming expansion of UGB) 

• Most of the land contained in easements also lies within the flood plain. The total area of land in easements that lies 
outside the flood plain is approximately 2.6 acres, which has been excluded from the developable area. 

The flood plain acreage was estimated using the best available information. The flood plain 
acreage calculations are based on the FIRM for the area, which indicates a 143-foot elevation at 
the south edge of the planning area. For reference, aerial photographs taken during the February 
1996 flood were examined. The flood water elevation was estimated at 139 feet at the time the 
photographs were taken. The flood plain area was assumed to be unavailable for development. 
However, it may be that some development will occur within the flood plain as it is shown on 
Figure 6. Although development may require some fill within the flood plain, the fill should be 
balanced with excavation, to avoid increasing flood levels on Coffee Lake Creek. 

The Living Enrichment Center property is already partially developed, however much of the parcel 
remains in natural vegetation. At this time, the Living Enrichment Center plans to expand their 
facility and utilize the entire parcel for their activities, such as their church, temporaiy housing for 
retreat participants, and other uses accessory to the church. Therefore, their property was assumed 
to be unavailable for "urban village" development. 

Development of the properties on the east side of the study area (belonging to Young and Jones) is 
constrained by the flood plain and BPA easement, which is 125 feet wide. Much of both properties 
is designated Primary Open Space in the Wilsonville Comprehensive Plan; the remainder is 
designated Secondary Open Space. The acreage of these two properties was also assumed to be 
unavailable for "urban village" uses. However, at least a portion of these properties is expected to 
be available for industrial development. 

According to Jim Long, with the City of Wilsonville, roads in the study area are county roads and 
have 40-foot rights-of-way. The only exception is Brown Road, where it runs east-west along the 
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study area's southern boundary. Here, the southem half of Brown Road is within the City of 
Wilsonville, adding an additional 10 feet of width to the street's right-of-way. 
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6. TRANSPORTATION IMPACT ANALYSIS 

6.1 DESCRIPTION OF THE ANALYSIS 

This section examines the transportation effects of creating an urban village in the Dammasch 
planning area. The transportation impact analysis examines the effects of street network 
improvements as well as land use changes on the local transportation network. It identifies 
additional traffic burdens caused by the project at key intersections and roadways as well as any 
impacts improved transit and transportation demand management measures would have on the 
system. The analysis period is the PM peak hour under both existing (1995) and future year 
(2015) conditions. This study uses the Metro 2015 projected land use (household and 
employment allocations) in all areas except the planning area zones. 

Capacity and level-of-service (LOS) calculations were performed for the following four 
signalized intersections: 1) Wilsonville Road at Boones Ferry Road, 2) Wiisonviile Road at the 
1-5 southbound ramps. 3) Wilsonville Road at the 1-5 nonhbound ramps, and 4) Elligsen Road at 
the 1-5 northbound ramps. 

This analysis also examines the traffic flows along three key r o a d w a y s : the Boeckman Road 
overpass, the potential Barber Road overpass, and Brown Road nonh of Wilsonville Road. 
Traffic flows were also examined at the intersections of Tooze Road and Grahams Ferry Road, 
Brown Road at Wilsonville Road, and Boones Ferry Road at Wilsonville Road. 

Figure 29 illustrates the project study area, the four intersections included in the operations 
analysis, and all roadways included in the traffic flow analysis. 

6.1.1 Planned Improvements 

The following proposed or under-construction street and interchange improvements were 
included in the analysis and are shown on Figure 29. 

• The interchange of 1-5 at Elligsen Road is being modified by ODOT to include a partial 
cloverleaf. When it is completed, the east to south movement at the southbound ramps, 
and the west to north movement at the nonhbound ramps will be rerouted onto a partial 
cloverleaf, thus the left-turn movement will be eliminated at each intersection. Lane 
configurations at the northbound ramps will consist of two through lanes onlhe west and 
east approaches, with a channelized right-turn lane on the east approach. The south 
approach consists of a left-through lane and a channelized right-turn lane. Since the 
planned signal timing of this intersection has not yet been determined, a 60-second-cycle 
length was used. This is typical for a two-phase system. 
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• The City of Wilsonville and ODOT plan to modify the interchange of 1-5 at Wilsonville 
Road in 1997. The plans are to widen Wilsonville Road from four to six travel lanes at 
the interchange, with reconstruction of Wilsonville Road continuing west to Brown Road. 
Modifications such as the timing, phasing, and lane geometry for both intersections at the 
interchange have not yet been determined. Therefore, this analysis chose timing, phasing, 
and lane configurations to optimize traffic operations and achieve the best possible level-
of-service. A 90-second-cycle length was used at both intersections which is typical of a 
three-phase traffic signal. This study assumed lane configurations at southbound ramps 
to include a channelized right-tum lane on the west approach; an exclusive left-turn lane 
on the east approach; and a left-turn lane, a left-through lane, and a channelized right-tum 
lane for the off-ramp on the north approach. Assumed lane configurations at the 
northbound ramps are reversed with the off-ramp approaching from the south. All 
through movements along Wilsonville Road at both intersections will have two through 
lanes. 

• The intersection of Wilsonville Road and Boones Ferry Road will also be modified as 
part of the widening project. Wilsonville Road will have an added lane for a total of two 
through lanes. On the north approach another left-turn lane will be added as well. 

Other current projects were not included in this analysis because they are not expected to alter the 
current or future travel pattems along the streets under examination. These projects are the 
partial closures of Boones Ferry Road from Ridder Road to Elligsen Road, and of Parkview 
Drive from Parkway Avenue to Elligsen Road. Closure of these streets is due to the construction 
of the partial cloverleaf at the 1-5 interchange with Elligsen Road. Future year analysis does not 
include the Canyon Road extension because it is not part of the regional system. 

6.1.2 Development Scenarios 

This transportation analysis examined existing (1995) and future year (2015) traffic conditions 
using different combinations of land use and street improvement altematives. The three street 
improvement altematives include: 1) extending Boeckman Road west to connect with Tooze 
Road; 2) extending Barber Road across 1-5 to connect with Parkview Avenue to the east and 
extending it west to the project site; and 3) both improvements. The development scenarios 
examined are listed in Table 6.1. 

Scenarios one and two use 1995 land use as defined in the Metro regional transportation model. 
Scenario three and four use the year 2015 regional land use as projected by Metro in all areas 
except the urban village site, which was kept vacant. This methodology was used because Metro 
assumed intense land use development in the project area. If Metro land use was used, impacts 
of the project on the transportation system could not be evaluated. Scenarios five through eight 
used the proposed urban village land use in the study area along with the projected regional 
growth as in the No-Build land use. All scenarios, except scenario one, include planned 
improvements mentioned previously. 
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Currentlv the City is embarlcing on a new Transportation System Plan (TSP). The 
" e U a t i o n s y t h a t accompany the Dammasch Area Plan should be constdered as part of th.s 

TSP. 

9.8 INFRASTRUCXpRE COSTS 

cos ts were estimated for the basic infrastructure (i.e., roads and " " W " ' n « ; ! e
o

d 

Dammasch area. Costs for off-site facilities and improvements, such as additional water sources, 
sewage treatment facilities, and intersection and interchange improvements arc not mcludcd in 
S i c i n t e tn i c tu re costs for the planning area. The need for such improvements is r e l a ^ to 
growth in general, and cannot be attributed to a single development or planning area. Figure 3 
shows the transportaUon and utility improvements included in the cost esumate, which is 

presented in Table 9.3. 

9.8.1 Transporta t ion Facilities 

The cost estimate assumes construction of primary road improvements, i.e.. roads with 
sidewalks curbs and gutters; underground private utilities mcludmg power, telephone and cabl 
television-' street lighting; landscaping and irrigation; and storm sewers withm the roadway Th 
c t t X d s c a p i n g a boulevard was added where applicable. Road improvement costs were 
factored into the per-foot unit cost of the roads. 

Boeckman Road Brown Road, and Barber Road were assumed to provide the primary 
® " n S s to the existing Cit^ streets. Costs were estimated for improvements to Boeckman 
Road that begin at a point east of the Burlington Northern Railroad tracks, approximalely 1,2M 
feet east of the study area boundary. Bocckman Road was assumed to intersect Grahams Fen^ 
R o l r n o r t h of the Living Enrichment Center. For Barber Road, costs were included for 
improvements starting at a point approximately 200 feet east of the study area boundary at 
Kinsman Road, extending to Grahams Ferry Road near the northwest comer of the 
The cost estimates do not include improvements to Grahams Ferry Road along the full length 
^he w e s t ^ smdy area boundary, only between Barber and Tooze roads. Estimates for Brown 
Road include improvements within the planning area boundary, from the southem boundary 
Tooze Road. Tooze Road would be extended to Grahams Ferry Road. 

Off-site intersection improvements were not specifically estiinated, but generalized costs wc 
assigned to allow for necessary upgrades to existing intersections. 

Bridge costs were estimated for necessary crossings to extend the roads as shown on Figures 37. 
The cost of an overpass at 1-5 was not included. 
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T a b l e 9 .3 
C o s t E s t i m a t e f o r B a s i c I n f r a s t r u c t u r e - P r e f e r r e d O p t i o n 

Subtotal Amount Unit Cost Quantity Units Item Descnption 
$5,700,000 Ex tend B o e c k m a n R o a d t o G r a h a m s Ferry Road 

1 Boeckman Road - 48• PCC. c4g, sw 6270 LF $350 $2,194,500 

2 Boeckman Road - 52' PCC. cAg. sw 2690 LF S390 $1,049,100 

3 Construct 2 bridges - 60' x 90' 10800 SF SI 05 $1,134,000 
/ 

4 Wetland Mitigation 1 LS S150.000 $150,000 

5 Construct private utilities. 8960 LF $95 $851,200 

6 Construct Landscaping and Irrigation w/o Center Median 6270 LF S28 $175,560 

7 Construct Landscaping and Irrigation w/ Center Median 2690 LF S56 $150,640 

Fx tPnd B a r b e r R o a d t o G r a h a m s Ferry t h e n G r a h a m s Ferry t o T o o z e Road 1 $3 ,800,000 

8 Barter Road - 40' PCC, c&g, sw 2470 LF S250 $617,500 • 

9 Barber Road - 44' PCC. c&g, sw 5130 LF $290 $1,487,700 

10 Construct 1 bridge - 52'X 100' 5200 SF $105 $546,000 

11 Wetland Mitigation 1 LS $75,000 S75.000 

12 Construct private utilities 7600 LF $95 $722,000 

13 Construct Landscaping and Irrigation w/o Center Median 2470 LF S28 $69,160 

14 Construct Landscaping and Irrigation w/ Center Median 5130 LF $56 $287,280 

E x t e n d Brov/n R o a d t o T o o z e R o a d t h e n T o o z e Road t o G r a h a m s Ferry 1 $2 ,600,000 

15 Brown Road - 36'AC. c&g, sw 2700 LF $240 $648,000 

16 Brown Road - 40' AC. c&g. sw 3650 LF $280 $1,022,000 

17 Construct private utilities 6350 LF $95 $603,250 

18 Construct Landscaping and Irrigation w/o Center Median 2700 LF S28 $75,600 

19 Construct Landscaping and Imgation w/ Center Median 3650 LF $56 $204,400 

C o n s t r u c t P r imary W a t e r S y s t e m 1 $1 ,600,000 

20 Extend 14" main in Boeckman Road to Barber Road 5880 LF $75 $441,000 

21 Extend 14" main In Barber Road to Boeckman Road 4220 LF $75 $316,500 

22 Loop 12" main - from Boeckman 14" at Barber in Barber 8670 LF $65 $563,550 
to Gr. Fry. to Tooze to Brown to Boeckman 14" at Brown 

$136,500 23 Extend 12" main in Boeckman Road S.E. to study 2100 LF $65 $136,500 

24 feftVU^i^Rft fire hydrants at average 350" spacing. 59 EA $2,500 $147,500 

C o n s t r u c t P r imary San i ta ry S e w e r S y s t e m 1 $1 ,400,000 

25 Construct 12" main parallel to and in Barber Road to 5950 LF $55 $327,250 

Seeley interceptor 
$315,000 26 Construct 10" main west of crest to Graham's Ferry North 7000 LF $45 $315,000 

of the Living Enrichment Center 
$274,500 27 Upgrade Seeley Ditch Interceptor from Wilsonville Road to 4500 LF $61 $274,500 

WWTP - assume 12" parallel line w/ manholes 
$150,000 28 Construe! Pomp Station at Graham's Ferry (North of 1 EA $150,000 $150,000 

29 b&i&Ajct 8" main from Pump Station east to Brown Road 5000 LF $35 $175,000 

30 Construct manholes at average spacing of 380 feet 34 EA $2,000 $68,000 

31 Construct 12" Seeley Ditch siphon crossing 1 EA $50,000 $50,000 

C o n s t r u c t Off-SIte In t e r sec t ion U p g r a d e s 1 $400 ,000 

32 Minor Intersection Improvements 2 EA $100,000 $200,000 

33 Major Intersection Improvements 1 EA $200,000 $200,000 

Sub to t a l • C o n s t r u c t i o n C o s t $15 ,500 ,000 

S o f t C o s t s inc lud ing C o n t i n g e n c y a n d Eng inee r ing (25%) 
C o n t i n g e n c i e s (20%) 

Total Es t ima ted C o s t 

$4 ,000 ,000 

$3 ,000 ,000 

$22 ,500 ,000 



9.8.2 Utility Improvements 

The primary water system improvements include water lines extended from the existing City of 
Wilsonville system and a looped system within the primary road system of the study area. 
Valving, thrust blocking, and fire hydrants were included in the estimates. The existing 
Dammasch wells and fire system are not included in the system or the cost estimates. 

The water system was estimated with a looped connection, along Barber and Boeckman roads, to 
the existing City of Wilsonville system. A second loop was included in the northwest portion of 
the planning area. In the southwest part of the snidy area, a 12-inch main was extended from 
Barber Road to the study area boundary in Boeckman Road. 

The primary sanitary sewer system improvements include a gravity sanitary sewer system 
connected to the City of Wilsonville system. The proposed development of the Dammasch area 
will increase demand and cause the 30-inch Seely Interceptor to exceed its design capacity. 
Therefore, an allowance was made for upgrading the Seely Interceptor from Wilsonville Road to 
the City's treatment plant and is included in the cost estimates. The cost of a second gravity 
system was figured because the site slopes northeast and southwest from a ridge bisecting the 
site. This system would drain to the southwest comer of the site where a pump station would 
pump the effluent back to the east and into the City's gravity system. 

Sanitary sewer on the east side of the planning area runs within the road right-of-way of Brown 
Road allowing gravity collection of all sanitary sewer on the east side of the ridge. On the west 
side of the ridge, it was assumed that two 10-inch mains would be constmcted, roughly parallel, 
to serve the area and carry effluent by gravity to the proposed pump station at the north side of 
the Living Enrichment Center near Grahams Ferry Road. The cost for the pump station and force 
main was also included in the estimate. 

9.9 FINANCIAL ANALYSIS 

The Dammasch Transportation-Efficient Land Use Plan is a mixed-use, multi-phase, public-
private development project. It is described as such because: 

1. Although the plan is predominantly a housing development, it also includes retail shopping 
and services, employment facilities, recreational facilities and civic components; hence, it is a 
mixed-use project. 

2. It is a multi-phase development because it will unfold in a series of phases over a number of 
years. The market analysis suggests that the project will take from nine to twelve years to 
fiilly develop. 
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ATTACHMENT D 
U R A s 39, 41 & 4 2 

BEFORE THE METRO COUNCli-. t f i e rK o i u i c n i u i i « 

ORDINANCE NO 98-744B 

ivk-j-

Introduced by Executive Officer 
Mike Burton 

FOR THE PURPOSE OF AMENDING 
ORDINANCE NO. 96-655E TO ADD LAND TO 
DESIGNATED URBAN RESERVE AREAS FOR 
THE PORTLAND METROPOLITAN AREA 
URBAN GROWTH BOUNDARY TO PROVIDE 
FOR A STATE PRISON; AMENDING RUGGO 
ORDINANCE NO. 95-625A AND THE REGIONAL 
FRAMEWORK PLAN ORDINANCE NO. 97-715B; 
AND DECLARING AN EMERGENCY 

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 Land Conservation and Development Commission's (LCDC's) Urban 

Reserve Area Rule at OAR 660-21-020 requires Metro to designate the location of urban reserve 

areas for the Portland Metropolitan area within two miles of the regional Urban Growth 

Boundary; and 

WHEREAS, LCDC's Urban Reserve Area Rule, at OAR 660-21-020, requires that urban 

reserve areas designated by Metro shall be shown on all applicable comprehensive plan and 

zoning maps; and 

WHEREAS, LCDC's Urban Reserve Area Rule, at OAR 660-21-030(1), requires that 

urban reserve areas shall include at least a 10 to 30 year supply of developable land beyond the 

20 year supply in the Urban Growth Boundary; and 

WHEREAS, LCDCs Urban Reserve Area Rule, at OAR 660-21-030(2), requires that 

Metro study lands adjacent to the Urban Growth Boundary for suitability as urban reserve areas; 

and 

WHEREAS, LCDC's Urban Reserve Area Rule, at OAR 660-21-030(3), requires that 

land found suitable for an urban reserve area must be included according to the Rule's priorities 
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and that first priority lands arc those lands identified in comprehensive plans as exception areas 

plus those resource lands completely surrounded by exception areas which are not high value 

crop areas; and 

WHEREAS, Resolution No, 95-2244 established urban reserve study areas as the subject 

of Metro's continued study for possible designation as urban reserve areas consistent with 

LCDC's Urban Reserve Area Rule; and 

WHEREAS, urban reserve study areas are shown on the 2040 Growth Concept Map in 

Ordinance No. 95-625A adopting the Regional Urban Growth Goals and Objectives (RUGGO) 

which was acknowledged by LCDC Compliance Order 96-ACK-OlO on December 9, 1996; and 

WHEREAS, the urban reserve study areas shown on the 2040 Growth Concept Map are 

included on that map in the Regional Framework Plan in Ordinance No. 97-715B; and 

WHEREAS, Metro adopted Ordinance No. 96-655E on March 6, 1997, designating 

approximately 18,600 acres as urban reserve areas; and 

WHEREAS, the "special need" land use of a state prison in the Metro region had not 

been considered at that time; and 

WHEREAS, an area of "exception," non-farm lands adjacent to north Wilsonville to Day 

Road was included in designated urban reserves; and 

WHEREAS, the siting process for stale prisons has now resulted in a proposed prison site 

located partially on currently designated urban reserve area and about 72 addiUonal acres of 

"cxccption," non-farm lands north of Day Road; and 

WHEREAS, Metro has encouraged the location of the proposed state prison at this site as 

an altemative to land al Dammasch Hospital inside the UGB and adjacent urban reserves in 

Resolution No. 98-2623A; and 
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WHEREAS, notice of adoption of this proposed addition to urban reserve areas and the 

proposed postacknowledgment amendments to the acknowledged RUGGO ordinance have been 

given consistent with ORS 197.610(1); now, therefore, 

THE METRO COUNCIL ORDAINS AS FOLLOWS: 

Section 1. Ordinance No. 96-655E is hereby amended to designate the area indicated on 

the map attached as Exhibit "A," and incorporated herein, as an additional urban reserve area for 

the Metro Urban Growth Boundary for the purpose of compliance with the Urban Reserve Area 

Rule at OAR 660-21-020 to identify lands of first priority for inclusion in the Metro Urban 

Growth Boundary as required by ORS 197.298 on the condition that this additional area is 

developed only for a state prison. This amendment to designated urban reserves shall be 

automatically repealed if the Oregon Department of Corrections commences construction of a 

women's prison facility at the former Dammasch Hospital property. 

Section 2. The urban reserve area on Exhibit "A" shall be shown on all applicable county 

comprehensive plan and zoning maps as required by the Urban Reserve Area Rule at OAR 660-

21-020. In addition, these findings shall be incorporated into the comprehensive plans of the 

Cities of Wilsonville and Tualatin, and Washington County. 

Section 3. Ordinances No. 95-625A and 97-715B are hereby amended to add the urban 
% 

reserve area indicated in Exhibit "A" to the 2040 Growth Concept Map in both the Regional 

Urban Growth Goals and Objectives and the Regional Framework Plan as a designated urban 

reserve area. 

Section 4. The Findings and Conclusions in Exhibit "B", attached and incorporated 

herein, explain how the additional urban reserve area designated in Section I of this Ordinance 

complies with the Urban Reserve Area Rule and the acknowledged Regional Urban Growth 
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Goals and Objectives. These Findings and Conclusions are hereby incoiporated into Metro's 

acknowledged Urban Growth Boundary Plan, a comprehensive plan provision, together with the 

acknowledged 2040 Growth Concept, the acknowledged urban growth boundary and the 

amendment procedures in Metro Code 3.01. 

Section 5. Consistent with RUGGO Goal 11 Objective 22.3.3, Clay Street, the 

northem boimdary of the amended Urban Reserve Area No. 42, is established as the pe rm^en t 

northern-most boundary for Metro's urban reserves in the vicinity of the City of.Wilsonville. 

Section 6. The designation of this additional urban reserve area to be available for 

amendments to the Metro Urban Growth Boundaiy is necessary to preserve the health, safety or 

welfare of the Metro region; therefore, an emergency is hereby declared to exist, and this 

Ordinance shall lake effect upon passage. 

Section 7. The provisions of this ordinance are separate and severable. The invalidity 

of any clause, sentence, paragraph, section, subsection, or portion of this ordinance or the 

lidity of the application thereof to any city, county, person or circumstance shall nol affect 
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the validity of the remaining provisions of this ordinance or its application to other cities, 

counties, persons or circumstances. 

ADOPTED by the Metro Council this day of —> .19.98. 

Jon Kvista^Presiaing Officer 

ATTES 

ecording Secretary 

approved as to Form; 

Daniel B. Cooper, General Counsel 

I:\DOCS#07.P&DV)2UGBVMURBRES.DECV)7WILSON.PRS\ORD744.B 
June 26,199S 

Page 5 - ORDINANCE NO. 98-744B 



IJBMICT 

• 

V Jiqiqxa iMQHO 
T IK TON 

il Id unit 

rtf Mir w 

]U3UipU9UIV 
aABsaji UBqin 



EXHIBIT B 

Ordinance No. 98-744B 
Urban Reserve Findings and Conclusions 

The results of Metro's legislative determination of this amendment of urban reserve area 42 are 
explained here consistent with statewide land use Goal 2 and OAR 660-21-030(5). 

I. Applicability Of This Ordinance 

This is an amendment of Ordinance 96-655E which adopted urban reserve area 42. Consistent 
with Section 3 of Ordinance 96-655E, the urban reserve areas map in that ordinance is amended 
by this Ordinance No. 98-744B to include this 72-acre addition to urban reserve area 42. 
Consistent with Section 2 and 3 of that ordinance, the acknowledged 2040 Growth Concept Map 
adopted in RUGGO in Ordinance No. 95-625A and the Regional F r ^ e w o r k Plan in Ordinance 
No. 97-715B is amended in those ordinances to include this urban reserve area amendment. 

II. Urban Reserve Rule Determination 

Applicable portions of Growth Management's staff reports are attached and incorporated herein 
as part of these Findings. The staff report findings are supplemented here by explanation of the 
evidence, findings and conclusions from evidence presented subsequent to the staff report. 

A. The estimated amount of land was established by Ordinance No. 96-655E 
consistent with OAR 660-21-030(1) and remains unchanged except for the accommodation of 
the additional prison facility described in the record of this ordinance. 

B. The application of the suitability analysis consistent with OAR 660-21-030(2) to 
establish urban reserve 42 was completed in Ordinance No. 96-655E. As indicated in the staff 
report at pages 6-10 and Attachment 3 at page 20 of this Exhibit, the 72-acre addition to urban 
reserve 42 has, essentially, the same characteristics that gave the exception lands in urban reserve 
area 42 a v e ^ high relative suitability score. 

C. Consistent with OAR 660-21-020 and Section 4 of Ordinance No. 96-655E, 
Section 4 of this Ordinance requires that this amendment to urban reserve area 42 be shown on 
all applicable county and city comprehensive plan and zoning msqis. 

D. By incorporation into Metro's urban reserves and Regional Framework-Plan by 
Section 2 of this Ordinance, these Findings and Conclusions are included in the comprehensive 
plans of affected jurisdictions in compliance with OAR 660-21-030(5) because Metro's UGB 
plans, including urban reserves, are comprehensive plan provisions of all cities and counties 
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within Metro. See, League of Women Voters v. Metro. Service District, Or App 333, 335-336, 
781 P2d 1256 (1989). In addition, these Findings and Conclusions are required by Section 2 of 
this Ordinance to be added to affected city and county comprehensive plans of the Cities of 
Wilsonville and Tualatin, and Washington County. 

III . Applicable Regional Urban Growth Goals and Objectives (RUGGO) 

A. • The application of RUGGO objectives 15.16.18vi. . 19.3.3,22.22.3.3 and more 
generally. Goal 11.2.ii. 11.2.iv are explained at pages 10-12 of this Exhibit, concludmg that is 
urban reserve amendment is consistent with those objectives. Central to Ae analysis is the.effect 
of supersiting legislation (See. Attachment 1 at pages 16-17 of this Exhibit) a " d . 
Kitzhaber's June 25.1998 announcement of his decision to proceed to select this amended urban 
reserve site 42 for the prison using that supersiting authority.. The Governor's announcement 
was in the record of the June 25.1998 hearing. 

B. In addition, the following RUGGO issues were raised in evidence in the record 

subsequent to the staff report: 

1. Violation of RUGGO Objective 22.3.3 was alleged in testimony before the 
Metro Council. Despite this allegation, there is no legal authority for this or any RUGGO 
Objective to be applied to prevent the super siting of a pnson on amended u r b ^ reserve 42. 
Even if the siting were a RUGGO violation, it could still be sited. Therefore, Metro s 
recognition of the effect of that statutory authority is not a violation of its ' 
especially, true when the effect of amending this urban reserve to r e c o g n i z e this industnal us 
to mitigate its impact. The condition in Section 5 of this ordinance establishes the northem 
boundary of this addition to urban reserve 42 as the permanent northem boundaiy of 
reserves in this vicinity. This is consistent with objective 22.3.3 because it mitigates the effect 
" o n I g on they separation of Tualatin and Wilsonville. The condition in ^ 1 of the 
Ordinance recognizes the super siting authority and avoids any violation o f R U G G O s J 
automatically repealing this urban reserves amendment if t k s site is not a super sited pn . 
1000 Friends of Oregon v. City of North Plains, 27 Or LUBA 372 (1994). 

2 The issue of a possible 1-5.99W connector highway between Tualatin and 
Wilsonville was'raised to the Metro Council. The location o f t h a t g e n e r r i <^rndor a, 
inside the regional urban growth boundary at the southern edge of the City of Tualatin. Therei 
no cvi^nM presented in L record to indicate that the actuat a l i m e n t of that proj^ w ^ d b 
located near to the northem boundary of amended urban reserve 42. Even if the final aligrunen 
moves south of the UGB at Tualatin, the condition in Section 5 of this o r d i n a n c e helps m ^ ^ n 
separation of communities by retaining a northem boundary of urban reserves adjacent tothe 
southern community o f Wilsonville. 

3 The issue of the adequacy of stormwater management facilities for an area 
near the nroposed prison, but off site, was raised to the Metro Council with e n g i n e e r i n g evidence 
of the problem. This problem was first identified in the p r e l i m i n a r y ODOC studies | n t h c r ^ o r 

at the first hearing. The Metro Council accepts the engineenng evidence of the final ODUU 
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report and the Westech Engineer response to evidence from Holistic Water Resources 
Engineering on the feasibility of proposed stonnwater facilities in the record of the June 25,1998 
hearing. At this stage of land use decision, only the feasibility of an engineered solution must be 
demonstrated, not facility location or design. 

Westech Engineering identifies the off site acreage which drains from the north into the 
Grahams Feny Road and Day Road intersection. The ODOC proposed improvements include a 
solution for this currently inadequately drained area across the prison site to the southwest 
detention facility. ODOC is providing an on site detention basin that will include capacity for 
the off site stonnwater at Grahams Ferry Road and Day Road intersection. Westech concludes 
that the detention facility is adequately sized to provide detention for existing and future 
conditions, including the off site stormwater. 

Further planning for "permanent facilities" will continue as the area develops. As 
Planning Director Lashbrook testified, the city has contracted with KCM Engineering to 
coordinate with Westech Engineering to prepare a stormwater master plan for the entire city and 
adjacent urban reserves. This master plan is intended to be included in the Public Facilities Plan 
in the acknowledged comprehensive plan of the City of Wilsonville. 

IV. Applicability of the Urban Growth Management Functional Plan 

The Functional Plan is not directly applicable to land outside Metro's jurisdictional 
boundary, such as the 72 acres that are the subject of this amendment. However, the Functional 
Plan directly implements RUGGO objectives and the 2040 Growth Concept. Therefore, the 
prospective analysis of Functional Plan policies in the attached Staff Report shows the positive 
effects on urban reserve areas 39,41, and 42 and the urban growth boundary areas adjacent to 
them in the City of Wilsonville. These are more detailed findings that show consistency with the 
RUGGO provisions that these Functional Plan provisions implement. 
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ATTACHMENT E 
U R A s 39, 41 & 4 2 

City o< 

WILSON V l l . L t w u o ; o o ^ - , u i o r u x 
in OREGON 

COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT 
MEMORANDUM 

(503) 682-0843 TDD 

DATE; MAY 27,1998 

TO: STEPHAN LASHBROOK, PLANNING DIRECTOR 

FROM: ELDONR.JOHANSEN, COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT DIRECTOR 

SUBJECT: PRELIMINARY URBAN RESERVE PLAN FOR URBAN RESERVE AREA 
42 (EXPANDED) 

The purpose of this memorandum is to provide additional information concerning the overall impact of 
constructing the infrastructure necessary to support a Women's Prison/Intake Center at the intersection 
of Day Road and Grahams Ferry Road and on the infrastructure which is also necessary to develop the 

. industrial sanctuary. Specific comments are as follows: 

Water 

The City has existing water available to serve the industrial sanctuary from the vicinity of 
Ridder Road and Garden Acres Road with a fire flow at a residual of 20 PSI of approximately 
4100 gallons per minute. The City also has water available at Pioneer Court on Boones Ferry 
Road just north of 95th Avenue of 3700 gallons per minute with a residual of 20 PSI. To 
provide a strong looped system to ensure adequate domestic and fire flows for the prison, an 
18" water main will be constructed to loop from along Ridder Road and Clutter Road from 
Garden Acres Road to Grahams Ferry, and then up Grahams Ferry to Day Road, east on Day 
Road to Boones Ferry Road and then back to the southeast on Boones Ferry Road to tie to the 
existing water main at Pioneer Court. This line will provide excellent domestic water and fire 
flows for the prison, and also has adequate capacity to provide the overall "backbone system" 
for the industrial sanctuary. As the sanctuary develops, the developments will be able to obtain 
service from the 18" transmission main without having to extend service back to the existing 
areas of the City. 

Sewer 

The Department of Corrections will extend/replace a sewer line that crosses the Burlington 
Northem Railroad just northwest of Hillman Court and from there along the north side of the 
railroad tracks to the vicinity of the Cahalin Road extension. This line will be oversized with 
sufficient capacity to serve the industrial sanctuary. Although there are two separate sections 
of the trunk sewer from this area to the treatment plant that will be potentially undersized at full 
build-out of the area, the line has sufficient capacity to provide for several years of additional 
growth. It is anticipated that the developments within the industrial sanctuary and other areas 
served by this line will contribute a proportional share' of the costs towards replacing or 
paralleling the line where additional capacity is required. 

Sefvng "he Communitv WtTi PriOe 
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Storm Sewer 

The industrial sanctuary is subject to significant localized flooding with the water entering the 
north from two separate locations. First, there is a substantial anfiount of water that crosses into 
the area at Clay Road and flows to the southeast across Grahams Ferry and Day Road causing 
substantial flooding. The construction of the proposed Women's Prison/Intake Center will 
include the rerouting of this storm water flows to a large detention facility. The water is then 

. metered out to the south side of the Burlington Northern Railroad. There is a potential tor 
additional significant storm water flows from the north across Day Road, and the design to 
route this storm water through the system will be included in the overall plans for the 
development of the industrial sanctuary as outlined in the City's Storm Water Management 
System. 

Roads 

There is a present significant problem with traffic at the intersection of Day Road and Boones 
Ferry Road, and also at Day Road and Grahams Ferry Road. The Depanment of Corrections 
will substantially improve the capacity at these intersections to correct the present traffic 
problem and to provide additional capacity for substantial growth. In addition, the Department 
of Corrections will construct a half su-eet along Grahams Ferry Road adjacent to the proposed 
Women's Prison/Intake Center to urban standards. The improvement of the intersection and 
the construction of the road adjacent to the prison to urban standards will provide substantial 
capacity for future development of the industrial sanctuary. 

Sincerely, 

Eldon R. Johansen 
Community Development Director 

ERJtbgs 

somerville prison 
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CJtyc* 
WILSONVILLE 

in OREGON 

ATTACHMENT F 
URAs 39, 41 & 42 

C503) 682-1011 
(503)682-1015 Fax 
(503) 682-0843 TDD 

December 18.1997 
TO: Honorable Mayor and City Council 

FROM: Stephan Lashbrook, Planning Director 

SUBJECT: STAFF REPORT for public hearing on January S, 1998 
(97 PC 03 - Ordinance No. 493) 

SUMMARY 

Snanii^ou^l? toTeS^^^ o n d e v e l o P m e n t 

approvals. 

RECOMMENDATION 
Rnth thP ritv staff and the Planning Commission recommend that the City 
C?undl adopt Or t inanS No. 493, enacting a rnoratorium o î iand development 
approvals that would otherwise increase the demand for water. 

BACKGROUND 
Citv staff the Development Review Board (DRB), and C^y Council are no longer 
abte when reviewing development proposals, to make findings that adequat 
n i i h i i r faclltties and services are available to accommodate proposed 
developments. Such development approvals must, t h e r ! l /

0 ^ ® ' ^ h
c u r l a i l e 

a S n S source of water is available to serve community growth. 

This subiect is covered in more detail in the Planning Commission packet, now 
i?ade part of ttie reOTd of the City Cotjnoil. After revie«jjg me information and 
testimony presented to it, the Planning Commission concluded th 

A A moratorium is justified and needed at this time. Any delay wil ŝ imply K !^c™Se lhe h a S p on developers and property owners who have 
already received development approvals. 

B The required procedures have been followed to declare the moratorium^_^ 
The record for this action shows that all legal requirements have been met. 
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. The moratorium should be 
t h a n a t t h e P 0 , n t ^ . J ^ r o t a l s 9 a p p r o p r i a t e t h a n d e n y i n g b u i l d i n g 
f u r t h e r p l a n n i n g a p p r o v e s j s m o r p H s H a t h a v e a | r e a d y r e c e i V e d 

permits because f a . l ' ° ^ f o n A / a r d and consume the remaining water-
planning a P P r o v a l ! j h e ° S r i u m is placed on building perrnrts. rather 
system capacity. r e suit will be a "feeding frenzy f 0[ rJ1 0 , s e .u than p l a n n i n g approv^s. t j i t e r capacity is used up. That will 
S e

n 9 a P c ^ r o S l deve topr r f f i^ tenv^onrnen l irT.he City. 

I S r e ? o y p ^ S ^ V t M K w i e ^ 
The water level in the wells is dropping, as is the overall water quality. 

5»eSstSe0i^uW9a!lowUand« 
, rapid depletion of the limited groundwater resource. 

Even with ah aggressive c o h s e r v ^ 

a^eadybbetenaapp^oved are exl^^^ ^ of the remaining 
capactty from the City's existing wells. 

• considerable time and effort to put into piace. 

The City's ackJiowledged Comp^ 
ordinances require W d ^ s i o n development application, 
faculties will be available before appro^^^^^ n o t a b l e t 0 
Under the current circumstan^s the C ^ sde^^ s y s t e m 

make such a finding c° l"^^ ,
1IJ9

a^®iicatio^ must be denied or receive 
• Hence, proposed d®v e j0P^n

t
t / t?.P l lS^^ that they cannot proceed with 

S S S o n T n S a t e w teouroe has been Identified and funded. 

By statute (ORS 197.505.e tsM) a p a t e ^ a 
creates a de facto m o ^ o r i i m In order ^ m a d e M o f 

detailed process m . u | ^ ' 5 ®X° W a n d ^SMl ordinances have been followed in 
S I ?r2 U pSio;^ t |n 0 ^^VsrrSio a n d ome , p 0 ^po S ed ordinance (No. 493). 

1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 
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ThP Piannina Commission's recommendation included some relatively minor 
e? l t9ho n m n o ^ Ordinance. These changes, shown in bold 

Infhe copy can be 
summaraed-^stollows; 

1. WEST LINN - WILSONVILLE SCHOOL DISTRICT 

The Commission supported the District's request to reserve water for a new school This 
•was based on the District's stated intention to enter a development agreement with the 
City that would specify that there would be; 

No summer school or other use of the facilities creating a need for water in the 
summer, beyond minimum maintenance; and 

• Interruptibie water service during the summer. 

Findings in support of this decision included. 

* A. new school is already needed in the community; 

Local schools have a history of minimal summer water usage. J h i s means ^ t 
the existing schools do not contribute to the peak water usage 
and in effect, the schools are not using the water that is allocated to topm. It 
should present no special problems to have a new school that is n ^ ^ a r ^ t e e d 
water availability through the summer months. The SchoolDjstnct is wilhng to 
S i irrigSon of athlltic fields to help the City d e ^ w j t h ^ r shortages. 

2 . TEUFEL DEVELOPMENT (VILLAGE AT MAIN STREET) 

The Commission supported treating this development as;vested" to receive the allocation 
of wate^shown on Exhibit "C." This was based on the fact that the developer has 
entered a development agreement and a settlement agreement with the City concerning 
imorovements for the entire site, and the fact that this project has expenenced numerous 
delavs that prevented the developer from beginning construcuon on the third phase of J e 
oroiect AlL the City reasonably believed at the time of the development approval that 
SJSer wodd be a l S l e for the Ltire project and this belief was conveyê ^^^^^^ 
Planning Commission during its deliberations on that development application. 

"TOLLING " OF DEVELOPMENT APPROVALS DURING MORATORIUM 

The Commission noted that several developments have received S ^ P p l a ^ n ^ 
annrovals but will not be able to go forward unless an ujcreased allocation ofwatCT 
b S J S S a S l e . These developments are labeled "Projects wiA plannmg approval 
S t " availability of water" on Exhibit "C." ."nie Plaimmg Commission 
recommended that the usual two-year expirauon of Stagc H a p p r ^ s ^ ^ e n ^ ^ 
these developments, tolling the days that the moratonum is m effect. This would effect 
an amendment to current Code language. 

Staff report 
97PC03 
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ORDINANCE NO. 493 

_ rtunTTMAvrir ADOPTING A MORATORIUM ON PLANNING APPROVALS 

EMERGENCY. 

WHEREAS, the City of Wilsonville is a home mle city under the laws of the State of 

Oregon and has a duly aclcnowledged Comprehensive Land Use Plan; and 

WHEREAS, the City's acicnowledged Comprehensive Land Use Plan is intended to 

ensure that the rate of community growth and development does not exceed the communiry's 

ability to provide essential public services and facilities, including adequate water for domestic, 

irrigation, and flre-f.ghting purposes. The City's acknowledged Comprehensive Land Use Plan 

fimher provides that a continued source of water will be available to meet the City's growing 

needs into the future, but the City's acknowledged Comprehensive Land Use Plan is silem as to 

how the City is to provide water service without an adequate source of water, as is illustrated by 

its text; 

(a) City Comprehensive Plan Objectives include; 

3.1 Urban development should be allowed only in areas where necessary 

services can be provided. 

3.4 Require that primary facilities be available or under construction prior to 

issuance of a building permit 

(b) The City's acknowledged Comprehensive Plan policies also commit the City to 

provide water service that keeps pace with development: 

Page 1 of 13 
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3 2.1 The City shall review and. where necessary, update the Water . ) 

Master Plan to conform to the densities shown on the Comprehensive Plan 

and any subsequent amendments to the Plan. 

a. All major water lines shall be extended in confonnance to .he line sizes 

indicated on the Master Plan and. a. a minimum, provisions for system 

.ooping shall be made. If the type, scale, and/or location of a proposed 

development w a r r a n t s maximum f.re flows, the Planning Commission 

.nay require compledon of a loop in conjunction with the development. 

b . All line extensions shall be made at the cost of .he developer or 

iandowner of the property being served. When a major line is extended 

that is sized ,0 provide service to lands other ,han those requiring the 

initial extension, the City may; 

!, Authorize and adtninister formation of a Local taprovement 

District to allocate the cost of the line improvements 

properties benefiting &om the extension: or 

2. Authorize and administer a payback system whereby dte initial 

developer may recover an equitable share of the cos, of the 
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extension from benefiting, property owners/developers as the 

properties are developed. 

c. All line extension shall be extended the full frontage width of the 

property being served, so as to provide for further connection of adjommg 

properties., 

d. All water lines shall be installed in accordance with the City's 

urbanization policies and Public Works Standards. 

3.2.2 The City shall continue to develop, operate, and maintain a water system, 

including wells, pumps, and reservoirs, capable of serving all urban 

development within the incorporated City limits. The City shall also 

maintain the lines of the distribution system once they have been installed 

and accepted by the City (see Policy 3.2.1.b). 

3.2.3 The City shall, through a Capital Improvements Program, plan and 

schedule major water system improvements needed to serve continued 

development, e.g., additional wells, pumps, and reservoirs. 

WHEREAS, the City finds there is a demonstrated need to prevent a shortage of water for 

domestic and fire flow usage which would occur during the period of the proposed moratonum 
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commencing January 5, 1998. through the following six months and which justifies a 

moratorium pursuant to ORS 197.520(2) for new land development approvals; and 

WHEREAS, based upon reasonably available infonnation, the City makes the following 

finding in support of the above finding of demonstrated need: 

(a) The extent of need beyond the estimated capacity of existing public water 

facilities expected to result from new land development, including identification of the current 

operating capacity,.together with the portion of such capacity already commined to development, 

are as follows: 

1. The development approvals as of November 26, 1997, together with present 

water users, are projected to use 7-41 miUion gallons per day (MGD) of water capacity on 

a maximum day as set forth in Exhibit A. attached hereto and incorporated herein; and • 

2. The City's source of water for City water uses is from eight wells which wUl 

produce 5.49 MGD on a maximum day after the new Boeckman well is equipped and 

connected to the system; and 

3. The Boeckman well is the last well which the City is allowed by the State s 

Water Resources Department. However, the City has ground water rights of 13 cubic 

feet per second (cfs) and the current eight wells produce up to 9 cfs. This then appears to 

provide a paper option of drilling either deeper or more wells to provide additional 

capacity. But even if deeper or additional well(s) were aUowed under the aforementioned 

rights and the doctrine of secondary appropriarion, the aquifer level is declining at such a 

rate that any further ground water usage would threaten existing capacity both in the near 

term and the long term; and 

Page 4 of 13 
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4. The City experience with water conservation provides a reasonable expectation 

that a diligent effort at water conservation will reduce maximum day water demand by 

1.19 MGD; and 

5. A review of well production data indicates one well has been attributed with 

providing an additional 0.13 MGD which it has not produced, thereby reducing the 

calculation of overall water capacity demand by a like amount; and 

6. The present reservoirs have a capacity of 5.9 MGD and the City has plamied 

and funded an additional reservoir of 2.0 MGD to come on line in 1998, and it is 

projected that 0.6 MGD of maximum day water capacity can be satisfied by use of 

reservoir capacity while maintaining a safe fireflow reserve, and 

7. The above combination of existing capacity, water conservation, well 

production calculations, and new reservoir capacity, provides a projected capacity of 7.41 

MGD for maximum day usage; and 

8. While market forces have caused development to occur at a faster rate than 

could be reasonably anticipated, there are still 715 acres of residential land, 399 acres of 

industrial land, and 82 acres of commercial land which are undeveloped and will need to 

be served by a projected 7.0 MGD of additional capacity, exclusive of the need to serve 

urban reserve areas or any prison complex in the future; and 

9. The City has employed the consulting firm of Montgomery Watson to analyze 

viable alternatives for the City to provide the needed water capacity. A copy of 

Montgomery Watson's report, dated March, 1997, is made part pf the public record, 

marked Exhibit B and incorporated by reference herein. In addition to the recitals above 
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and the aforementioned Montgomety Watson report, the City has taken the acUons set 

forth in the Director of Public Works repon. dated November 7, 1997, marked Exhibit 

C-1, made par, of the public record. The City has been worktog towards a plan of 

conecUon and must do so pursuant to ORS 197,530. Any plan of correction must weigh 

and balance the different alternatives, the probable cost of each, what the best resul, for 

such expenditure will be given scarce dollars and the projected build-ou, capacity and 

waler needs of such developmen,, and the reasonable ability of the City to ultimately 

any such costs. But until a reasonable plan of correction can be developed, 

.••....Htng adequate funding, the need for establishing a moratorium on new development 

based on lack of water capacity is clearly and convincingly demonsna,ed. 

(b) The shorrage of water affects the whole city. Wilsonville is no, a large city, 

geographically, including a total of approximately six square miles. Thus, the City finds diat the 

moratorium U reasonably limited to die whole geographical area of die city; 

(c) While Uiere is some elasticity in the projected water demand within the 

developments approved, in that should a development not go forward widlin two years of its 

development approval i, could, therefore, forfeit its development permit and ftee-up its demand 

on water capacity. The City cannot reasonably make projections based upon a developer not 

...T.-irin r an approved right. Nor can die City commit its reserves for fire safety ,0 domesnc 

use. In the past three years the City has experienced one fatal fire and a, least one other fire that 

could have s p r e a d to other dwelling units if not for an adequate supply of water held in reserves. 

Page 6 of 13 
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Currently, the City has previously-approved projects for development which have not yet been 

built, totaling 230 single family dwelling units, 742 multi-family dwelling units, 350,000 square 

feet of commercial floor space, and 674,000 square feet of industrial floor space. This is 

sufficient to accommodate additional growth for approximately two years before significantly 

impacting other nearby communities. Nor is the moratorium intended to stop development 

approvals wherein there is no increased demand upon water capacity. Therefore, the housing 

and development needs of the City have been accommodated as much as possible by (1) having 

allowed development approvals to progress to the point that, if built, all capacity will be used, 

and (2) allowing development which will not increase demand upon water capacity. Moreover, 

in the event that any such development rights are forfeited which would otherwise use water 

capacity, it appears that the development of properties along the recently established local 

improvement district (LID) No. 12 should be given first priority in order to accommodate as 

much as possible the geographical area which most likely can provide the greatest additional 

housing and meet economic development needs, given the recent investment in major public 

improvements to serve this area by the property owners within LID No. 12; and 

WHEREAS, pursuant to ORS 197.520(l)(a), the City has provided written notice to the 

Department of Land Conservation and Development on November 13,1997, which is more than 

45 days prior to the final public hearing for January 5,1998, on this ordinance; and 

WHEREAS, pursuant to ORS 197.520(l)(b), the City has made written findings 

justifying the need for the moratorium in accordance with ORS 197.520(2); and 

WHEREAS, a duly noticed publib hearing was conducted before the City's Plaiming 

Commission on December 10, 1997, aftei which the Planning Commission adopted Resolution 
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97PC03, recommending that .he City Council enact a momtorium as provided in litis ordinance; 

and 
WHEREAS, ptusuant to ORS 197.520(l)(c), on Jantmy 5. 1998. the City Council has 

held a duly noticed puhllc hearing on dec.aring a ntoratoriutn based on the lack of water capacity 

to serve new development and the findings which support the moraorium. 

NOW. -THEREFORE. THE CITY OF WILSONVILLE ORDAINS AS FOLLOWS: 

T- FINPTNfiS AND PPTFRMINATIONS 

A. The City Council adopts the above recitals as findings and incorporates them by 

reference in support of this ordinance. 

B. The Wilsonville City Council hereby deiennines that: 

1. A moratorium based upon lack of water capacity for new development is 

declared. TWs moratorium shall not apply to a developmem which has a Stage 

n development approval sc. forth in Exhibit C-Z and otherwise complies with 

fe City's laws, ordinances, rules and regulations. Unless otherwise set forth 

in this ordinance, no applications for land use approvals, shall be accepted or 

granted which will cieate'an increased demand for water service during the 

moratorium period se. fonh below. Except, however, that those applications 

which have received Development Review Board approval subject to City 

Council review, or DRB recommendadon for City Council approval, as of the 

effective date of this ordinance shall be reviewed by the City Council. New 

development shall include, but is not necessarily limited to. land partitions or 

Page 8 of 13 
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ORDINANCE NO. 493 

subdivisions, conditional use pemits, variances, zone changes, phase II 

planned development approvals. 

2. Applications for land u§e approvals may be allowed to go forward to 

development only where it is found by the City decision-makers, who are 

empowered by local ordinance to take action on development applications, 

that the development will not cause an increased demand for water service. 

Allowing developments which will not cause an increased demand for water 

to proceed is an additional accommodation to housing and economic needs. 

Also, the development of a public school that has no summer-school program 

and no summer irrigation of landscaping can be deemed to be a development 

that will not cause an increased demand for water service during that portion 

of the year when water shortages are critical. To the extent that Phase 3 of the 

Teufel Village (Village at Main Street) development was included as having 

Stage II approval in the City's water calculations shown m Exhibit C-2, it 

shall continue to be so accounted as it is inextricably woven into a settlement 

agreement and developi^nt agreement with the City and this area will 

accommodati'adStionaU^ and economic development^ee^ The 

devd^ment agreement vnth Capital Realty also affords Capital's Wilsonviile\ 

/ Town Center project to receive similar treatment as Teufel Village and the | 

Wilsonville Town Center project shall be included in Exhibit C-2 under Stage,' 

n^ppraval5~similarjojreufe 1 Village, with 93.000 g a l l o n s _ E e r j i ^ ^ 

Realty indicated as the amount of water necessary for their buUdout. The 
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expiration for a time equal to the duration of this moratonum, mcluding any 

extension that may legally be granted. 

10. In the event that the State of Oregon formally demands that the City provide 

water to a correctional facility, the City Attorney is authorized to file an action 

in Circuit Court, naming the State's Department of Corrections, and any 

parties whose property development rights to connect to City water would be 

jeopardized by the State's actions. Such action shall seek to have the Court 

detennine who shall receive City water pending a resolution to the lack of 

capacity. 

11. This moratorium shall expire six months from the date of its enactment unless 

otherwise extended in accordance with state law. 

TT. VALIDITY and SEVERABILITY 

The validity of any section, clause, sentence or provision of this ordinance shall not affect 

the validity of any other provision of this ordinance which can be given effect without reference 

to the invalid part or parts. 

Section HI. EMERGENCY DECLARED 

The matters contained herein concern the public health, welfare and safety. An 

emergency is hereby declared to exist, and this ordinance shall become immediately effective 

upon its passage by the City Council. 

Page 12 of 13 
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SUBMITTED to the Wilsonville City Council and read for the first and second time at a 

regular meeting thereof on the 5th day of January, 1998, commencing at the hour of 7 p.m. at 

the Wilsonville Community Center. 

C. 
S A J T O R A C. k i n g , CMC,(City Recorder 

ENACTED by the Wilsonville City Council at a regular meeting thereof this 5th day of 

January, 1998, by the following votes: 

YEAS: 5 NAYS; -0-

s A N D R A C. k i n g , CMC^Ci^Recorder 

DATED and signed by the Mayor this 7th day of Jwuary, 1998. 

CHARLOTTE LEHAN, Mayor 

SUMMARY OF VOTES: 

Mayor Lehan Yes 

Councilor Kirk Yes 

Coimcilor Luper Yes 

Councilor Helser Yes 

Councilor Barton Yes 

n;cityre\ordinancei\ord493 
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Cffyo* 
WILSONVILLE 

in OREGON 

30000 SW Town Cent«r Loop E 
WWsonviHe, Oregon 97070 
C503)6a2-ran 
(503)682-1015 Fca 
(503) 682-0843 TDD 

MEMORANDUM 
EXHIBIT C-1 

DATE: 

TO: 

FROM: 

RE: 

NOVEMBER 7,1997 

MIKE KOHLHOFF 

JEFF BAUMAN 

WATER SUPPLY PLANNING 

Over the past years, the city of Wilsonville has undenaken numerous steps to address 
filESe water supply needs. The following list identifies key acuvities that have occurred, 
with emphasis on planning and engineering smdies that have occurred. 

1989: Regional Providers Advisory Group . , j . -11% 
Technical staff representing 35 agencies (including Wilsonville) convened 
monthly to discuss/coordinate water supply issues of regional mterest. 

1991-92: "'Water Source Options Study" . , 1 u 
This engineering study represented Phase I of a regional planning efforL It 
evaluated 29 potential sources of water for the Port land/Vancouve^eTOpol^ 
area. It concluded that 6 of these options merited f u ^ e r an^ysis. ^ e smdy wm 
conducted for the 35 agcncies of the Regional Provider Ad^sory Group, which 
included the city of Wilsonville. The smdy was conducted by an engineenng 
consulting team headed by CH2MHill. 

1992 to present: Water conservation effons and/or curtailment programs have been 
implemented every summer in Wilsonville (ranging from public education ^ d 
requests for voluntary reduction in water usage, to mandatory restncnons during 
peak demand periods). 

1992-94: Willamette River pilot plant 
A pilot-scale water treatment facility was set up in Wilsonville to demonsirate 
how "raw water" from the WiUamette River could be treated with r ea l ly 
available technologies to provide water which meets all feder^ ^ d state drmtang 
water standards. The project was conducted by the Tualatin Valley Water 
District, with support from the city of Wilsonville. 

1993: Second Elligsen reservoir placed in service. 

1993: Canyon Creek well placed in service. 

1993-96: "Regional Water Supply Plan" , , T, 
This engineering study represented Phase II of the regional planning eiton. It 
evaluat^ the 6 most promising supply options in greater detail and concluded ihM 
a combination of sources (including the Willamette River) should be protected 

Serung The Communry VUn Pnde 
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November 7, 1997 
Page 3 

of the participating S u d f d ' W t o n v m c ^ S h c m U , 
5 S d ^ " , u C i a C v K = W tCcnrC,DLSStdd S a s River Water Distnct. 
^SJ 'coMtiinl cTgilccr i a . Murray. Smith & Assoctatcs. 

1997 (ongoing): R e f i ? S ^ ^ ' ^ j . P J , ^ ^ t m w ! r o f m i h i : Regional Providers Advisory 

R e ^ S V S f p S i ronsort iutn^oard. WilsonviUe Mayor Charlone 
LehLi was clected Vice-Chair of this Board 

1997 ( o n g o i n g ) : Columbia-WiU^ene Water cooperatively to 
Wilsonville has joined this group KUi^infm-marion/technical assistance, and 
establish conservation goals, provide public infoima m p b l i c Works 
evaluate lite effectiveness of " n " " " 0 " 5 ? , ? 1 conrndttee) of tlie 
D i r e c t o r Jeff Bauman serves on the cote team (i.c.. steering couimi 
Coalition. 

in process: "WUlamette River W ' f SK 'Kcta te i i iy f inanc ia l 

in process; Construction has begun on the Boeckman weU. which should be in servrce 
by the summer of 1998. 

in process: Bids are being s o U c i t e d .for constmction of an a c t i o n a l reservoir (2 million 
gallon capacity) to be in service by the surmoer of 1998. 
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Water Requirements for Projects with Approval for 
Water 

Update 1/7/98 

Maximum 
daily 
production in 

Plnq Ref GPD 

r n m m e r c i a l 1 

ACT III • built 95PC26 9,000. 

CAnytxi Creek Business Park {2 buildings) 97DB06 78,000 

Chevron • built 96DR03 15,000 

F n * C e n t e r - r e n e w e d 960B23 22,000 

harden Center - built 960R17/95PC29 1,000 

WRC project-office 97DB19 89,000 

Livinq Enrichment Center 61,000 

Oriental Run Store at TC - built 960R05 4,000. 

Tarr Card Lock 97DB05 

Teufel 95PC27 172,000 • 

Town Center. 3d Anchor 14,000 

1 Innral 96DB29 4,000 

Inn MotPi - Indoor Swimming Poo 97DB21 1 

WV Rental 96DB16/97DB29 1,000 

Town Center-Phase 111 
93,000 * 

T«»al rnmmercial 563,000 

Industrial \ 
Artistic Auto body 96DB36 

ClSCO-small whse exp- built 960801 3.000 

rnmm A Ind Park (Tim Knacp) 96DB34/97DB04- 6,000 1 

Deerfield Partn (Conway)Tk Term on Comm 
r 96DB15 10,000 

n«n Qacmincpn Mercedes-Benz (update 7/3 97DB23/97DB01 6,000 

Pullman Company 97DB20 . 9,000 

GMC/Wentworth 970B02 6,000 

Jack Martin, BIdg B 94PC41 17,000 

LeadTec 960B30 8.000 

Master Craft aka Cranston Machinery 96DR02 31,000 

Nike Parking Expansion 97DB17 

Oregon Pacific Investment 96PC03 . 12.000-

• PGE Crew Center 960B04 3.000 

Omr^racc . huilt 960B18 9.000 

Rrhrfl - Ann Tnnk'n ( i extension aroro 95PC17 20,000 

Sysco Confinental Inc, Phase 1 • buHt 960B37 2,000: 

Tektronix 970B18 1,000 

l i s Crane-expired 95PC22 

Utility Vault #2-built 96DB12 

Total Industrial 144,000 

Mii l f l fnmi lv 
Greenhouse Estates-46 tots 96DB35 24,000 

Exhibit C-2 
1^ 0 2 1 

• Addea per uouncii acnon • • — 
Annex. CD Public. Water Production, Water-Recent Approvals 

Page 1 
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Exhibit C-2 

Water Requirements tor Projects with Approval for 
Water 

Maximum 
daily 
production in 

Update 1/7/98. PIna Ref GPD 
95PC06 162.000 

Pho.nix to-Sj"*""' "nde:°' '-a" " e" 'Y!!: ,^,r , an7 29.000 
200.000 <J75 aptfi on Canvon oreeR 

Teutel 

95PC27 
&97DB12 
970B10 

236.000 
45,000 

uiahns Rrs aka Carmen Oaks 
^ i ^ p m a n Renbr Apartments 96DB13 29,000 

Willamette Woods Senior Community 
(approx 96 units) 96D628 52,000 

7T7 nno 
Total Multifamily 

Qtflce 
Chamber/Visitors Center orig approval on 
8/13/96 & revised 96DB05 

NWLL Partn- o f f i c a . K i n s m a n - G t a t h e r e d 960B06 

Total Office 

Town Center Park 

Single Family 
Canyon Creek Meadows 

960B05 

95PC16 

AtKdWflV 
| H . n . . I 7

P h a c p . I "II and III (total of aU 3 Pha96DR13 
•" • . . . _i w.ik oi Q5Pr!97 

95PC06 

Toiitpl (Riaqe II not appproved, but PI Comm 95PC27 

T̂ Tai single Family, 
Total 

6,000 
1,000 
6,000 

24,000 

89,000 
21,000 

124.000 
94.000-

328.000 
1.842,000 

' rejects with planning approval 
subject to avallabllitv of water 

Q 7 n B 9 B 4.000 LaPointCenter cnevronaIanô vwl*l̂ «» 
Marcia's Vineyard • 126 Apartments (Needs 
Council approval) 970M4 

- Ofti A n a r t m e n t s iNeeds ComicJ U/UUW 

68.000 
175.000 1 

^amette Valley Homes • being appealed 
Total with planning approval subject to 
avallabllitv of water 

97DB30 4,000 1 

251.000 1 

Annex. CD Public. Water Production. Water-Recent Approvals 
Page 2 
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WILSONVILLE 

in O R E G O N 

30000 SW Town Center Loop E 
Wilsonville. Oregon 97070 

FAX (503) 682-1015 
(503)682-1011 

October 27, 1993 

Mr. Andy Cotugno 
Planning Director 
Metro 
600 NE Grand Avenue 
Portland OR 97232 

Re; Pnggihie Cut<; frnm the ODOT Construction Schedule 

Dear Mr. Cotugno: 
The list of possible cuts from the ODOT construction schedule released by the Metro 
staff last week contains some serious errors relating to the 1-5 Stafford Interchange that I 
would like to bring to your attention. 

First, the interchange is given only 10 points for its 1990 vehicle to capacity ratio of 1.16. 
This clearly should be 15 points, as the V/C ratio is greater than one. 

Second, the Metro chart shows a net gain of only 734 jobs in the area around the project 
between 1988 and 1995. I must call to your attention that Mentor Graphics Corporation 
alone added over 1,000 jobs in that area in 1991. I do not know what the correct figure 
is but I do know that it is substantially higher than 734. As a point of reference, we have 
business licenses for 6,517 employees in the City of Wilsonvilk in October 1993 withm 
one mile of the interchange, as compared to an estimate of 2,789 in 1995 as included on 
the Construction Cut List. 

Third, the interchange receives no points for transit. However, not one, but two transit 
systems (Tri-Met and South Metro Area Rapid Transit) use that interch^ge^and a park-
and-ride is located immediately adjacent to the interchange in a parking lot between 
Bums Brothers truck stop and Parkway Cinema. I fail to see how this translates into zero 
points for transit. 
Fourth, the interchange handles more than 5,000 cargo ^ c k s daily, and is accessed by 
the distribution centers of Nike, Smith's Home Furnishings, G.L Joes and Sysco Fom 
Systems, among others. Again, I fail to see how this translates into zero points for 
intermodal use. We are performing classification counts at the interchange and will 
inform you of any substantial changes. 

"Serving The Community With Pride" 
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October 27,1993 - Page 2 

deeply appreciated. 

Sincerely, 

Eldon R. JohanSen 
Community Development Director 

ej:dk:md 

P C : S ' S n i r . S ? I k S Direclor/Ombudsman 
Mike Kohlhoff, City Attorney 
Mike Stone, City Engineer 
Wayne Sorensen, Planning Director 
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30000 SW Town Center Loop E 
Wilsonville. Oregon 97070 

December?. 1993 FAX (503) 682-1015 
(503)682-1011 

Mr. George Van Bergen, chak 
Joint Policy Advisory Conmuttee on Transportation 
METRO 
600 NE Grand Ave. 
Portland, OR 97232 

Dear Mr. Van Bergen: 

construction schedule a n / . f°y, hn
e
f were taken to heart in 

see that the concerns and i nPu t fo. t h e constmction schedule and that the I-

' ' ' ranS^ )<Tt^MMnT^rSrc^'mng the Stafford Road Interchange projcct in the construction 
tTaS? and ton gone over in some detail in our pnor lestjmony. 

However, I would lUce to reiterate some of those reasons for the record. 

S a I a i There is a serious safety issue at the Stafford Interchange which, according to 
traffir rnunts conducted by the City of Wilsonville in October 1993, is tww used by an 

S £ u - L 7 i n « c | S | ^ ^ 

peak hours. 

F r " p 0 ' f e S ? r u t h e site of the distribution centers of such major businesses as Nike, 

needs of these businesses. 

I n ' y r n 1 W M ' J t e g o " S u c i n g single-passenger automobile ttpsh laudable^and the 
City of Wilsonville has taken significant steps to reduce s ^ h t^P s ' • d e a r i : e r 
StSford Interchange is truck traffic, not passenger car traffic. As mentioned earlier. 

"Serving The Community With Pride" 
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Mr. George Van Bergen 
Page 2 

• rr ctaffnrrl TntcrchanEC. No matter how many sidewalks 
7.715 trucks psr day are usmg us®rs w h l ) w iu not and cannot be 
m i bA^ a S of Mi^sc. the business interests such as those in Wilsonville, 
X m K S g ^ and matcrials by truck and who will conunue to depend on the 

highwa^system^i£ ̂  js n o t a of ^ T n ^ e t distnttj^^^ 
of dollars in developing and expanttoig [ d , p r o v i d e an altemative to 

i S ' U n l i t l 3 ^ ? i ^ h a S ^ ^ 
city code requires bike P^ths believe we are doing our 

1 C S S C " e d o u r o b " E a ' o n ^ 
ensure that truck traffic can move safely on our highways. 

1,0081 ^"ve. !^^e"p 1070 ODOT had made il clear that the city needed to rnove its 
As long ago as ly / > r .u„ frppwav interchanses, and the city has 

major north-south interchan ges aw ay j n s j s t e n c e and as part of the Stafford 
done so at great expense. In addiUon u s i n F f u n d s f r o m a L o c a l 
Interchange project, a new . n o r t l V s ° ^ n ^ n f ju businesses and industries most directly 
Improvement District tha t 1 " c l u ^ " J " tJ t o l a i the city has spent or committed more than 
S S S h . o w " S S i p . l ~ i - rchange reconstrucUon 

project.^^ a d j i ,oi]^ WUsonville businesses pay ne^ly $1 million per year in employer 
payroll taxes to support South Metro Area Rapid Transit. 

All ot this, 1 believe, lends aniple « f n
i | h " 0 J ' K f for 

S S S e ^ c e T d T a S T o " and the OTC for their considcraUon of 
these issues. 

Sincerely, 

Gerald A. Kiummel 
Mayor 
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Mike Burton, Metro Executive Officer 2 of 2 
June 2,1998 
J 

asricultutally productive exccpt for a bay field on the nursery propery- J ° 
tee art no wedands and no enviraninentally scnsmve species identified m the expanded 
Urban Reserve Area. 

In order to provide for a logical extension of urban services that vriU 
Deoartment of Corrections but also the adjacent property owners, on behalf of the City ot 
WiLonviUe, I respectfully request Metro's considcrauon of the expansion of Urban 
Reserve Area 42. 

Sincerciy, 

Arlene Loble 
City Manager 

cc: 

al:Ib 

Jon Kvistad, Metro Presiding Officer 
Metro Council 
Honorable Mayor and City Council 

Prison W/Loblc corr/Burton re URA 42 



ATTACHMENT H 
URAs 39, 41 & 42 

City oJ 
( 5 0 3 ) 6 8 2 - 1 0 1 5 Fax 
(503) 6 8 2 - 0 8 4 3 TDD 

May 29, 1998 WILSONVILLE 
in OREGON 

Ms. Mary Weber, Senior Regional Planner 
Metro Growth Management Services 
600 NE Grand Ave. 
Portland, OR 97232 

RE: Proposed Concept Plan, North Wilsonville Industrial Area 

Dear Ms. Weber: 

This is a package submittal composed of three copies of the proposed Concept Plan for 
Urban Reserve Area #42. In addition, I am including some general comments (below), 
and responses to Metro Code Section 3.012 criteria (below). The attachments I am 
supplying include an evaluation of how the proposed Concept Plan for Area #42 meets 
RUGGO and Urban Growth Management Functional Plan criteria, and a Memorandum 
from Eldon Johansen, Wilsonville's Community Development Director, identifying 
public facility capacities and needs. 

The City of Wilsonville and the Oregon Department of Corrections are in the final 
stages of preparing cost estimates for infrastructure to serve Urban Reserve Area #42 
and the proposed prison. Cost information should be available by next week. 

Genera l Comments 

In our extensive discussions and meetings with the public and other agencies, several 
points have emerged that I would like to emphasize. They are as follows: 

A. Urban Reserve Area #39 is a school site south of Dammasch held in trust for the 
Common School Fund by the Division of State Lands. This site is available to the West 
Linn - Wilsonville School Disuict without cost, provided that it is used for the 
construction of a public school. There are no other undeveloped potential school sites 
west of Interstate 5 and within the West Linn-Wilsonville School District, other than 
Area #39 and the school site proposed within the Dammasch area master plan. Metro 
included Area #39 within the Urban Reserves at the request of the City of Wilsonville 
and the School District, specifically to meet this need. 

By developing Area #39 as a school, building out the Dammasch area master plan 
(Area #41) as a mixed-use urban village with.housing and another school, and by 

Serving The Ccmmunity VMTi Pnde 



developing Area #42 vvith industrial uses and the Day Road prison facilit>', the City will 
be able to meet a number of goals for housing, jobs, schools and other public facilities. 
It should be noted that Area #42 is within the Sherwood School District and no school 
sites are proposed within Area #42. 

B. How does a prison location meet "special need" criteria? There was no way for 
Wilsonville or Metro to predict that the state would site a prison in Wilsonville. Indeed, , 
many people in the region are still having a great deal of difficulty believing that that 
decision has been made and supported on appeal through the Oregon Supreme Court. 
The state has never previously used super-siting to locate a prison within the tri-county 
area. While a prison has many characteristics similar to those of a heavy industrial use, 
prisons are inherently different from other land uses within Metro's 2040 design types. 
If the Day Road prison is to be constructed, it must be treated as a unique land use, 
worthy of "special need" status. 

C. Prison inmates as residents for housing densirv allocation. Prison inmates are 
considered by the U.S. Census to be residents ot" "group quarters"--a type of housing. 
Once the prison is constructed and the site is annexed into the City, inmates will be 
counted by the Census as residents of Wilsonville. The 1990 Census indicated that 
Wilsonville households averaged slightly more than 2 people per dwelling unit. On that 
basis one could conclude that each prisoner can be considered to occupy the equivalent 
of approximately 0.5 dwelling unit. Please see the attachment. 

D. Wilsonville's funding strategy to protect open spaces. Natural resources and 
potentially hazardous sites in Wilsonville are acknowledged and protected through 
Primary and Secondary Open Space designations. The Comprehensive Plan does not 
require compensation to landowners whose property is within a designated open space 
area but the Plan does allow for development to be concentrated in non-open space 
areas. This amounts to a density-transfer system to minimize development in 
designated open space areas. 

Wilsonville currently collects a systems development charge (SDC) for parks and 
recreation development, equal to $1,794 per single family dwelling. These funds can 
be used to acquire and protect open space areas. The City also collects an SDC for 
stormwater systems, a fee that can be used to acquire and improve wetlands, creeks and 
other drainageways that are also open spaces. 

Most of the portions of Urban Reserve Area #42 that we expect to be designated as 
open space are forested. The City has a u-ee protection ordinance in place that includes 
a fiind that is used to mitigate the loss of trees. The City has also used Local 
Improvement District (LID) money to create a fund to mitigate the loss of Oregon white 
oak trees. A similar approach could be used if an LID is formed to make improvements 
in an Urban Reserve. 



Metro and The Wetlands Conservancy have recently acquired properties in the Coffee 
Lake area between Urban Reserve Areas U41 and #42. 

E. North Industrial Concept Plan and its relationship to existing Citv plans. The West 
Side Master Plan and the Dammasch Area Transportation-Efficient Land Use Plan both 
emphasize the importance of completing the development of the Dammasch area as an 
urban village. It is not possible for that to happen with a prison in the middle of a 520-
acre planning area. In contrast, the development of a prison in Area.#42 will actually 
help to facilitate planned industrial development surrounding it. As Area #42 becomes 
increasingly industrial in character, properties surrounding the proposed Day Road 
prison site will benefit from industrial infrastructure improvements, and potentially, 
from a prison that could provide a market for local goods. The prison facility is 
expected to both consume the services of, and provide services to, surrounding 
industries. 

Relationship of North Wilsonville Industrial Area Concept Plan to Urban Reserve 
Criteria 

The criteria are addressed as follows: 

Sections 3.01.012(c)(2) and (d). 

Along with the nearly 250 acres that compose the current boundaries of Urban Reserve 
Area #42, the Concept Plan identifies approximately 73 additional acres of non-urban 
reserve property that is necessary to site the "'special land need" described in subsection 
(d). In this case, the special need land area totals over 100 acres, part of which is 
already within the Urban Reserve and part of which is proposed to be added to it. A 
state correctional facility is proposed for that area. The 73 acre area that is proposed to 
be added to the Urban Reserve is composed of larger parcels with fewer residential 
impacts than would be found if a prison were located in the Dammasch area. (The 
average rural residential parcel size within Area #42 is 3.4 acres; the average parcel size 
of all uses within Area #42 is 3.83 acres.) 

Section 3.01.012(e)(1). 

The Concept Plan identifies the annexation of Area #42 to the City of Wilsonville as the 
desired course of action. As the Area urbanizes, the City plans to provide all needed 
urban services. We understand that it is not Washington County's intent to provide 
urban services to Area #42. Wetlands and quarry operations help to form a barrier 
between Area #42 and the remainder of Washington County to the north and west. 



Urban Reserve Area #42 adjoins the Wilsonville City limits. It is not contiguous to any 
other city. 

Section 3.01.012(e)(2) 

This legislative amendment provides for the appropriate planning level scrutiny of a 
"special need" review by the Metro Council. 

Section 3.01.012(e)(3) 

Does not apply to Area #42. 

Section 3.01.012((e)(4) 

No residential uses are proposed for Area #42. However, residential densities of more 
than ten dwelling units per net developable residential acre are planned for the urban 
village to be built at Dammasch (Area #41). 2300 housing units are included within the 
City-adopted compact density plan for Area #41. 

It should be noted that all of the land adjoining Area #42 within the City is planned for 
industrial use. Metro has designated the adjoining properties as industrial on the 2040 
land use maps. This portion of the City is rapidly building out with industrial uses. 
There are no dwelling units within the northwest quadrant of the City. 

Section 3.01.012(e)(5) 

No residential uses are proposed for Area #42. However, a diversity of housing stock 
that will fulfill needed housing requirements can be met by the compact urban form 
plaimed for Area #41. 

Section 3.012(e)(6) 

The residential development element of the City's plan for Area #41 identifies the 
housing types where special attention will be necessary to assure affordable housing for 
households with incomes at or below area median incomes. The City coordinated those 
planning efforts with both the Clackamas County Housing Authority and State's 
housing agency. 

Section 3.012(e)(7) 

The Concept Plan establishes the compatibility between the needs of the Day Road 
prison site and adjacent proposed industrial development. This is balanced by tne focus 



of the Master Plan for Area #41, which provides for 2,300 dwelling units and necessarv 
urban-village infrastructure, including a proposed school site and four public parks. 

Section 3.012(e)(8) 

Figure 6 of the Concept Plan identifies major natural resources; Figures 4 and 7 of the 
Concept Plan illustrate transportation improvements that are consistent with the 
Regional Transportation Plan. 

Section 3.012(e)(9) 

The Concept Plan identifies general areas of open space potential in an area where no 
Metro open space resources have been identified. The Master Plan will more fully 
explore how remnant natural resource areas can be combined with stormwater 
management facilities so as to preserve and protect opportunities for valuable natural 
habitat in the future. 

Section 3.01.012(e)(10) -

Conceptual costs for public facilities and services are discussed in the Concept Plan. 
More detail on the funding of these improvements will be discussed in the public 
facilities element of the Master Plan. 

Section 3.01.012(0(11) 

No residential uses are proposed; thus no school sites have been identified in the Area 
#42 Concept Plan. However, the Master Plan for the Dammasch area (Area #41) 
adequately addresses future siting needs for this area of the West Linn-Wilsonville 
School District. 

Section 3.01.012(12) 

The Concept Plan contains a Conceptual Land Use Plan Map (Figure 3) and a 
Conceptual Transportation Plan Map (Figure 4) that meet the requirements of this 
subsection. The Urban Reserve Plan Map (Figure 7) complies with all applicable 
sections. Figures 8-10 identify transportation components in more detail. 



Public Input and Review 

The Wilsonville Planning Division held a series of open houses on the Conceptual Land 
Use and Transportation maps of this Concept Plan. The affected property owners who 
attended were able to provide input and discuss these concepts, and were informed of 
the possibility of changes to their neighborhood in the near future. 

Please contact me at (503) 570-1581 if you have questions or need further information. 

Sincerely, 

Stephan A. Lashbrook, AICP 
Planning Director 

cc: Arlene Loble, City Manager 
Richard Ross, DOC 
Steve Marks, Governor's staff 
Eldon Johansen, Community Development Director 
Larry Shaw, Metro Legal staff 
Glen Bolen, Metro Growth Management staff 
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WILSONVILLE, OREGON 

PROPOSED 
CONCEPT PLAN 

June 12, 1998 

Wilsonville Planning Division 
(503) 682-4960 



OBJECTIVES OF CONCEPT PLAN 

The North Wilsonville Industrial Area has the following objectives: 

• Meet a critical regional need for a state-mandated correctional facility, 

• Meet future regional needs for additional industrial-zoned and sen/iced land: 

• Utilize Urban Reserve lands agreed upon by the region; 

• Respect existing natural conditions; and -

• Contribute to the continuing economic health of Wilsonville. 

Upon approval by the Governor of the prison facility on the selected site, west of Day 

Road,immediate acquisition and construction by the Oregon Depanment of Corrections 

can begin. This will consutute the first phase of urban development of Area #42. The 
remainder of the Urban Reserve will require a more detailed master plan that mcludes 

additional phasing of development. The City of WilsonvUle is committed to completing 

that master plan. 

The remainder of this Concept Plan describes existing conditions, a concepwal land use 

scheme for the non-prison site land, concepmal u-ansponation plan maps, a namral 
resources site map, infrastrucmre plans, and implementation steps. As a starting pomt 

this Concept Plan is intended to meet the requirements of Metro Code Chapter 

3.01.005(c)(3), (4) and (5); and to comply with Chapter 3.01.012(e). 

Proposed Concept Plan 
May 28. 1998 

Paae 3 



The North Wilsonville Industrial Area is currently a mix of rural residential, industrial, 

small rural land-extensive activities, and small woodlots (Figure 2). The Area is 
relatively flat, with a drainage locally known as Basalt Creek running nonh-south 
through its eastem half. A grouping of rural residential homesites on parcels averaging 

5.47 acres per dwelling is situated on the east side of Garden Acres Road. 

The largest parcel in the North Wilsonville Industrial Area, tax lot 3S103 AOO1300, 32.25 
acres, was logged in 1997 and not replanted. Stands of trees are found along the south 
side of Day Road before it opens into small pasturages and homesites prior tp its 
intersection with Grahams Ferry Road. Industrial and commercial activities include a 
composting operation and small to mid-sized nurseries. Crops such as bluebemes are 

grown on small lots. Soil classifications are Classes II and III. 

There are 39 residences and nine industrial and commercial operations within Area #42. 
The Washington County Comprehensive Plan designates Area #42 as "Rural/Natural 
Resource." Implementation is by the County's Agriculture and Forest - 5 (AF-5) Land 
District regulations for approximately 80% of the property; and by the Land Extensive 
Indusuial (MA-E) Land Disuict for the remaining small lot industrial uses along a 
corridor that generally parallels the Burlington Nonhem rail line. It should be noted that 
a 20-acre minimum lot size for fuwre land divisions was applied to Area #42 when these 
parcels were approved for Urban Reserve inclusion. The use status did not change with 
the adoption of the Urban Reserve designation; Urban Reserve lands are intended to be 
retained in mral, non-intensive land uses unul they are annexed into Wilsonville and 

developed with urban uses. 

.The small southenunost triangle of the Noith Wilsonville Industrial Area is located in 

Clackamas County and zoned Rural Indusuial. 

In addition to being designated as exception lands by Washington County, Area #42 is 
isolated from other rural Washington County properties to the west by the Burlington 
Northem Railroad line, and immediately west of the railroad, by extensive quarry 
operations and the Coffee Lake wetlands. This effectively blocks connectivity through 

Proposed Concept Plan 
.May ;8 . 199S 

Paee 4 



the Area from the west to the east. To the east of Area #42 is Wilsonville's Commerce 

Center industrial development and Interstate 5. 

A BPA powerline traverses Area #42 in a southeast to northwest direction, barely 
clipping the extreme northeastern comer of the proposed Day Road prison site property. 

The road system is adequate for rural uses. Upgrading will be required as future urban 
uses are developed. Heaviest truck traffic is found on Grahams Ferry, Day and Ridder 
Roads. Residential traffic is dominant on Garden Acres Road. The three-way 
intersection of Grahams Ferry, Day and Garden Acres Roads gets the heaviest use. 

Due to Area #42's relatively flat terrain, there are no panoramic views within its 
boundaries. No cultural resources have been identified. 

Proposed Conccpt Plan 
May 28. 1998 

Pauc 5 



Urban Reserve Area #^9 
Wilsonville 

Draft Concept Plan 
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i 
I The Wilsonville industrial Site 
i A viable alternative to the Dammasch state Hospital 

property for a medium security women's prison and co-
i gender inmate intake facility* 
i A briefins packet prepared by: I 
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I February 25/1998 
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Clly of 

WILSONVILLE 
In OREGON 

On January 30 1998, the City of Wilsonville presented to the Legislative Emergency Board an altematiye site to the 

r i g h t ' m e s i t e is located just outside of Wilsonville's northwest city limit, on land that is slated by Metro to become part of the 

not object to hosting a pnson. , f residential deyelopment oyer the next 40 years. 

But w h l k \ h e ^ o b a X n r e 8 i S d S community is connectbn site 
Dammasch site will always be out of synch ? " d l " . j f t t h k i n d 0f degraded industrial property on which a prison 
S n g s b C could benent from and share in needed infrastructure improvements 

c o n s t a n K I J ^ i y T h e ^ t . ^ ^ ^ ^ 

Z t T S l r ! a n T u t h U m T O a t ™ l u r c a r w ^ ^ ^ ^ a society place or 100 years from 
This is a very, very long-term decision. The pnson .s ^ impacts of this 

p S r o n i u " m S ^ HteraUy^b^etched fnstone That's w h y i f s so i m p o ^ n t that it be built on the proper site, which 
we belieye, and & we will detail in the pages that follow, is the Wilsonville Industrial Site. 

Sincerely, 

Charlotte Lehan 
Mayor 



ABOUT THE ALTERNATE SITE 

Size: 130 acres 

Location: Unincorporated Washington County, approximately .25 miles from Wilsonville's city limits. 

Zoning: Predominantly rura l industr ial , some rural residential . 

Owner : There a re 13 different owners within the site boundary. The largest parcels are owned by the 
Grunbaum Family Trus t of Sherwood, OR, and Western Compliance, Inc., of For t Worth, TX. Ihey, 
like almost all of the other property owners, are willing sellers. 

Dis tance f r o m 1-5: The site is approximately .7 miles from the North Wilsonville/Stafford interchange with 1-5. 

I n f r a s t r u c t u r e : The city will commit to making the necessary adjus tments so tha t the DOC's off-site inf ras t ruc ture 
costs remain the same as those already agreed to for the Dammasch property. 

We t l ands issues: No NWI wetlands on the site. 

Flood Plain: Not located in a 100 year flood plain. 

Neares t school: Tualat in High School (1.2 air miles, 1.8 miles by road). 

Ad jacen t l a n d uses : Gravel mining operations, peat moss processing plant, waste wood processing yard, wholesale 
nurseries. Approximately 60 residential properties within 1/4 mile of the site. (There are 2,61 
dwelling uni ts within 1/4 mile of the Dammasch site.) 
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Comparison of Off-Sites with Possible Adiustments 

2/24/98 D a m m a s c h Altemative Site 
Streets $8,811,700 $6,910,000 
Construction credits ba l ance Washington 
County TIF???? $0 
Net streets $8,611,700 $6,910,000 
Water $10,000,000 $10,000,000 
16 inch waterline to site $1,500,000 
Reduction in city sha re of $10,000,000 ($1,500,000) 
Net water $10,000,000 $10,000,000 
Sanitary Sewer $4,171,200 $9,300,000 
Use in-city S O C rate ($1,650,000) 
Provide credits against s e w e r S D c for line 
oversizing ($670,000) 

Refine right of way and e a s e m e n t requirements ($1,000,000) 
Accept alternative of parallel s e w e r lines where 
feasible ($1,200,000) 
Net sanitary sewer S4,171,200 $4,780,000 
Storm Sewer $521,400 $1,800,000 
Total $23,504,300 $23,490,000 

P a g e 1 



Cifyof 

WILSONVILLE 
in OREGON 

ATTACHIVIENT L 
URAs 39, 41 & 4 2 

(503)682-1015 Fox 
(503) 682-0843 TDD 

Elaine Wilkerson, Director 
Growth Management Services 
600 NE Grand Ave. 
Portland, OR 97232 

Dear Elaine: 

You have asked for a letter of commitment from the City of Wilsonville, stating our 
intention to complete the Concept Planning process for Urban Reserve Area #39, as 
well as Areas #41 and #42. Please consider this letter as a statement of that 
commitment. 

Urban Reserve Area #39 adjoins the City of Wilsonville, immediately west of Wood 
. Middle School. The West Linn - Wilsonville School District is prepared to acquire 
this 20-acre site from the Division of State Lands (DSL) and begin construction of two 
new elementary schools. The City supports the efforts of the School District. 

As indicated in the attached memo from Community Development Director Johansen 
to Planning Director Lashbrook, the City has already completed much of the 
infrastructure planning for Area #39. At the same time, the School District has 
prepared a basic design plan for the schools that will be built there. 

Given that Area #39 will not be urbanized except for public school purposes, the 
planning process is greatly simplified. The costs of the necessary infrastructure will 
be borne by the West Linn - Wilsonville School District and the City. The School 
District has already received voter approval of a bond to pay for the construction of 
the first of the proposed schools in Area #39. The School District and the City share a 
commitment to complete all of Metro's Urban Reserve planning requirements that 
have not yet been met, and we need to complete those tasks in the next few months in 
order for the District to stay on schedule to begin construction in 1999. 

The City of Wilsonville is prepared to support the annexation of Area #39 as soon as 
possible, in order to assist the School District. Clackamas County has deferred urban 
planning to the City for the Urban Reserves adjoining Wilsonville. We anticipate no 
governance issues involving Clackamas County. 

v • ^ 
Urban Reserve Areas #41 and #42 are obviously larger and more complicated than 
Area #39, but the City remains committed to complete the Urban Planning 
requirements for those areas as well. Please note that the Dammasch Area 
Tiansportation-Efficient Land Use Plan (the Dammasch Master Plan) was completed 
for the first-tier portion of Area #41 before Metro's Concept Plan requirements were 

SerUng Ihe Community Wtn I'ncJe' 
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SANITARY SEWER , t 
We have just recently completed a major upgrade to the City wastewater treatment plant. 
We now have the treatment plant capacity to handle service to the proposed school site. 
Collection system improvements will be needed to carry the sewage from the site to the 
treatment plant. For the most part, those improvements will be the responsibility of the 
school district at the time of construction, just as with any other large development. An 
inter-basin transfer will have to be approved by the City Council, on recommendauon 
from the Development Review Board, but that should be a fairly routine pait of the 
development permit process for the schools. That sort of inter-basin transfer wiU be 
required for other developments in the vicinity, so I don't anticipate any special problems 
in having it approved. 

WATER . 
In enacting the moratorium on development due to lirnitations of our water syst^em, the 
City Council provided an exemption for the School District. This allows the School 
Disu-ict to go forward with new school construction during the moratorium, based largely 
o n c o ^ U m e m s made by the District to limit water use Citj-w.de. and the fact that 
schools do not tend to be large water users during the summer. 

We have studied two different designs tor distribution system expansion to serve the site. 
W e hoped to know if. and where, a prison might be located before havmg to f i ^ i z e h 
water system design. If a prison is eventually siud at D a m m a s c h scveral him 
north of Area #39 it will alter the water system design for the whole vicinity. It now 
s e e m s p M s f t l e ^ a t design decisions on the services to a new school will have to be made 
before we have any resolution of the prison-siting issue. Given that fact, we h ^ e gone 
a l t d ^ d ' i g T g a new 15-inch water Une, to he extended on Wilsonv.m Road from 
Kinsman Road to Willamette Way East, to provide adequate water sen ' iccto thenew 
school and adjacent properties. This project wiU be included within the Ci tysC^pi ta l 
Improvement Program for fiscal year 1999/2000. We anticipate having that work 
completed before he school will be open for students the following year. 

r . v . n t h , f f l C t that Area #39 is held in trust for the Common School Fund by the Division 
of State Lands (DSL), the only urban use that can be made of that area js the developmen 
of one or more public schools. That provides a level of certainty that ^^erarely have in 
dealing with lands that are proposed for annexation. It is much e ^ i e r i o d e s i g 
infrastructure expansion when we know what sort of development will 

If you have any questions about this information, please let me know. 

Eldon R. Johansen. P.E. 
Community Development Director 
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WILSONVILLE 
in OREGON 

COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT DEPARTMENT 

November 23, 1998 

TO: Stephan Lashbrook, Planning Director 

FROM: Eldon Johansen, Community Development Director 

SUBJECT: Scrviccs to Urban Reserve Area #39 

ATTACHMENT M 
URAs 39, 41 & 42 

Wilson vWe, Oregon 97070 
(503)a82-I0n 
(503)682-1015 Fox 
6 0 3 ) 682-0843 TDD 

You have asked me to provide information on the City's plans to provide urban services 
to Urban Reserve Area #39, adjoining Wood Middle School on the west side of 
Wilsonville. As you know we have anticipated the acquisition of this site by the West 
Linn —Wilsonville School District for some time, and have planned to provide services 
accordingly. 

We have stepped up those planning efforts in recent months in response to information 
from the School District indicating that they hope to begin construction of the first of two 
new schools on.that .<;itc in 1999. Four types of infrastructure are considered in this 
memo: streets, storm drainage, sanitary sewer, and water. 

STREETS 
The site adjoins Wilsonville Road. The School District's design is e.xpectcd to include 
shared access with Wood Middle School, thereby reducing traffic problems on the road. 
Congestion on Wilsonville Road east of this site remains a critical concern, but it is being 
addressed in the City's Transportation Systems Plan that is now at the draft stage. 
Completion of the Transportation Systems Plan will includc policy direction, demand 
management, new system construction plans and priorities, and funding plans. Progress 
on the Transportation Systems Plan has been delayed while we have been waiting for a 
prison-siting decision from the state, but it is expected to be completed in 1999. 

STORM DRAINAGE 
Wood Middle School drains to adjoining wetlands and to Arrowhead Creek. The same 
will be true of the new schools that are proposed there. No particular storm drainage 
system improvements arc andcipated to accommodate those schools, but on-site stonn-
water detention/retention will be required as part of the design for the new schools. 

'Ser^r.g The Ccyrnm/yf^VJlft Pf<ae 
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finalized. The Dammasch Master Plan may need to be modified, or re-adopted by the 
City t o a d d r e s s the Concept Plan requirements. The Preliminary Concept Plan 
prepared for Area #42 also needs to be finalized to assure that it meets Metro's 
requirements. The City of Wilsonville remains committed to complete those planning 
processes, provide the necessary infrastructure, annex the areas, and allow for the 
urbanization of Areas #39 and #42. as well as Uie first-tier portion of Area #41, as 
soon as possible. 

Sine 

Charlotte Lehan 
Mayor 

CC: Roger Woehl, West Linn - Wilsonville School District 
Judie Hammerstad, Clackamas County 
Linda Peters, Washington County 
Arlene Loble, City Manager 
Eldon Johansen, Community Development Director 
Stephan Lashbrook, Planning Director 
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West Liim-Wilsonville School District 3jT 
ADMINISTRATION BUILDINC 

P.O. Box 35 • w«tt Una Otrgon 97068 • (503) 638-W69 or fax (503) &S8-M78 
Wwtl i im 
Wflsonville 
SdkoolDbttin 

»T 

November 23,1998 

Jennifer Bradford 
Metro Regional Staff 
600 NE Grand Avenue 
Portland, Oregon 97232-2736 

Dear Ms. Bradford: 
I u/ririncT to vou in resDonse lo your phone caU last Friday regarding our interest in 
supporting Urban Reserve 39 being included inside the Urban Growth Boundary. 

Tho Wcci Tjrn - Wilsonvillc School District passed a bond in November. 1997, for $51 
S with the public to includc the constmcUon of a double 

Our distria to sufficient fimds torn the s d t of 
provid. for the n c c s s u y infrasaucmre on .he land l h a 

( constitutes Urban Reserve 39. 

We are cuiieatly proceeding on a schedule with anrjewuon and other land use ksuM ^ 
S ^ p r o c l d u r c s by late spring, 1?99; We plan to l « « n construction of 

the schoolTuriog the summer of 1999 for an opening in September, 2000. 

The Citv of Wilsonville is writing to you lo confirm their willingness Md abili^ to p iwnte 
w B e e t ^ S t a t r S t u r e needs of our school on land cunently tdenufied as Urban 

Reserve 39. 

Thank you for you help. 

Sincerely, 

Michael Tannenbauna, D.Ed. 
Deputy Superintendent 
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Q o: 

Resolution #98-2729A 
Jrban Reserve #41 
(partial) 

First Tier 
Outside Metro Boundary 

Area Considered in Resolution 

[ i:;:. I First Tier Urban Reserve 

A / Urban Growth Botmdary 

OT 
2 

f - 1000 l>t< 

M E T R O 

600 NE Grvftd Av« 
Portland. OR t7232 27)6 

503 797-1742 FAX 503 7»T.t?09 
Emal drt^metro tftt or ut 

PVH Nov 
?»•••• r»cyct«wmi\. .td offco gndt popor 

17. 



G U E E I N H I L L L N 

C A H A L I N 

pVONEER 

I G S E N 

R I D D E R 

NCGIONAl lANO INf ORMATtON SYSTEM 

Resolution #98-2729A 
Urban Reserve #42 
Non-First Tier 
Partially Within Metro Boundary 

[ I Area Considered in Resolution 

y First Tier Urban R e s e r v e 

A / Urban Growth Boundary 

1500 Feel 

1"= 1000 feet 

) PtaUA r*qfclt «4th colortd offica gradt piper 

M E T R O 

600 NE Grand Ave 
Portland. OR 97232-2736 

503 797.1742 FAX 503 797-1909 
Email: drofiimatro dsl or.ui 

Plot data: Nov 17. 1999. c \proiec1s\sitamaps apr 



METRO 
URBAN RESERVE PRooucTivirr ANALYSIS 

ATTACHMENT B 
URAs 39, 41 & 42 

Table 8. Productivity Estiroate-iof-Phase 2 URAs (Base with 200 foot-stream4}uffers>'' 
A c r e s Product iv i ty Densi ty 

R e s e r v e Total Bui ldable Bui ldable Buildable Dwelling Employ- DU/ Net Emp. Pe r P r o d u c -
N u m b e r A c r e s Land * R e s Land R e s o u r c e U n i t s 6 m e n t " R e s i d e n t G r o s s tivity 

U n d " Acre * Emp Acre I n d e x ' 

Tier i 
4 123.4 59.4 52.1 375 125 9.6 0.0 8.3 
5 1,382.0 839.5 703.2 6,210 2,883 11.8 44.3 12.9 
11 464.2 157.7 0.0 51.1 0 3,461 0.0 25.0 7.5 
14 307.2 141.0 117.6 26.6 1.062 347 12.0 20.0 9.4 
IS 315.5 248.3 213.6 1,879 506 11.7 20.0 15.9 
33 43.7 22.5 13.8 220 118 21.2 20.0 14.8 
34 7.4 2.3 2.1 11 4 7.3 0.0 4.1 
35 72.2 22.0 19.3 223 23 15.4 0.0 7.7 
36 33.1 8.8 7.7 42 14 7.3 0.0 • 3.5 
37 145.5 112.6 98.8 995 159 13.4 0.0 17.5 
39 . 13.1 0.0 0.0 0.0 0 0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
41 278.8 202.0 177.4 156.2 1,277 426 9.6 0.0 12.5 
43 10.2 7.2 6.3 45 15 9.6 0.0 12.2 
44 238.1 152.9 0.0 27.5 0 3,357 0.0 25.0 14.1 
45 464.2 280.4 246.2 1,772 591 9.6 0.0 10.4 
47 82.0 57.2 50.2 361 120 •9.6 0.0 12.0 
55 475.8 283.8 247.1 58.3 1,877 694 10.1 60.0 10.9 

Subtotal 4,456.3 2,597.4 1,955.4 319.7 16,351 12,842 11.1 27.0 11.7 
Other 

1 531.8 245.6 184.6 253.6 2.267 1,163 16.4 31.1 12.4 
3 22.2 4.8 4.2 4.5 23 8 7.3 0.0 2.8 
17 189.3 137.8 121.0 871 290 9.6 0.0 12.6 
18 98.5 67.6 59.4 427 142 9.6 0.0 11.9 
22 337.3 150.0 131.7 949 316 9.6 0.0 7.7 
23 22.9 16.2 14.3 103 34 9.6 0.0 12.3 
24 173.5 143.3 88.1 634 1,155 9.6 25.0 15.4 
25 1.047.6 535.9 388.2 2,939 3,373 10.1 30.0 10.0 
29 190.6 94.3 82.8 596 199 9.6 0.0 8.5 
30 190.3 110.1 94.8 834 224 11.7 20.0 11.7 
31 736.8 460.2 382.3 508.7 3.352 1,590 11.7 37.8 13.1 
32 87.3 69.0 60.6 69.3 436 145 9.6 0.0 13.7 
33 294,7 149.4 124.6 59.0 956 308 10.2 20.0 8.8 
34 749.1 308.9 218.4 1.891 1,855 11.5 26.9 8.5 
41 144.4 99.1 87.0 45.0 626 209 9.6 0.0 11.9 
42 249.6 170.1 0.0 0 3,734 0.0 22.5 15.0 
48 218.4 155.3 136.4 982 327 9.6 0.0 12.3 
49 261.6 174.9 153.6 1,106 369 9.6 0.0 11.6 
51 93.6 51.1 44.9 323 108 9.6 0.0 9.4 
52 98.8 66.6 58.5 1.7 421 140 9.6 0.0 11.6 
53 204.2 147.5 127.9 152.8 997 385 10.4 60.0 13.6 
54 190.9 175.2 153.8 141.0 1,108 369 9.6 0.0 15.9 
55 350.4 260.2 214.8 274.1 1,798 1,289 11.2 60.0 16.0 
61 28.4 16.4 0.0 0 360 •0.0 25.0 12.7 
62 54.4 27.0 16.6 8.1 264 142 21.2 20.0 14.3 
63 10.5 2.3 1.4 1.6 22 12 21.2 20.0 6.3 
64 191.3 126.8 108.0 15.0 1,039 254 12.8 20.C 14.4 
65 • 487.7 318.7 272.8 186.4 2,512 643 12.3 20.0 13.7 
67 319.2 137.0 120.3 658 216 7.3 O.O 5.6 
68 64.0 18.5 16.2 89 29 7.3 O.C 3.8 
69 11.9 7.9 6.9 38 12 . 7.3 O.C 8.7 
70 35.2 29.8 26.1 143 47 7.3 O.C 11.1 

Subtota 7,686.4 4,477.6 3,499.8 1,720.5 28,403 19,451 10.8 27.* 11.4 
Tota 12,142.7 7,074.8 5,455.2 2.040.( 44,764 . 32,294 10.9 27.J 11.6 

Source: URA Productivrty Model, ECONorthwest, 1998 
a. Total acres less (1) existing and estimated future public and institutional land, and (2) constrained land; plus estimated 

b. 
c. 

d . 

f. 
16 

redevelopable land. 
Resource land is fami and forest land as designated by Metro's RLIS. 
In most cases, a URA has several types of residential land (i.e.. buildable land is allocated to different Metro design types), 
each with a different average density. The model handles these different calculations to calculate total units. 
In the base case, a little under 40% of the total employment occurred on residential land in Inner and Outer Neighborhoods. 
Reported per 'net acre* so that estimates can be compared to Metro policy requiring an average of 10 dwelling units per net 
residential acre. 
Productivity Index = (Population • Employment) / Total Acres. Population = DU * persons/DU. 



J Table 1: URA Serviceability. Summary of Costs 
8«rvlet*btlNy Cott {pt DUE) 8«rvtc«abnny Cott (ToUU) Dwflttng Unit Equlvaltntt (DUEt) AcrtMt 

Bmv wttti 290* 
8tr«im Bufftr Urban n M t f v t • Baa* with 200 Bata Caaa Tranapoftatlon Stonnwattr Baat Caaa Straam Buffar $1S.640 t1,366.7$Y $1,152,000 401.763 $12,451 $10,461 $27,276,260 $9,444,000 $19,015,000 $36,546,537 1.362.0 $17,797 $14,625 $5,371,573 $4,525,600 $3,656,000 $11,909,056 464.2 $16,986 $14,443 $4,269,752 $4,130,400 $3,465,000 $11,023,996 307.2 $10,440 $10,264 $5,712,746 $5,029,500 $4,355,000 $6,722,694 3155 $21,600 $19,534 $2,255,467 $1,152,000 $1,242,375 $1,211,700 $96,455 $75,406 $167,557 $665,000 $136,250 $51,660 $36,656 $36,232 $2,697,360 $1,303,200 $3,299,650 $1,490,400 $67,674 $55,579 $240,161 $1,166,600 $719,200 $1,136,413 $13,316 $12,226 $4,705,923 $1,264,500 $3,997,000 $4,169,127 

$2,630,957 $105,000 $1,166,000 
$23,435 $23,276 $4,657,321 $4,654,500 $7,055,000 $17,517,777 $62,001 $52,601 $267,930 $207,375 $144,500 $2,565,150 $19,643 $19,241 $6,740,402 $3,229,600 $5,524,500 $11,976,650 156.1 $23,406 $20,071 $11,049,925 $4,720,500 $13,017,000 $16,465,000 327.0 4642 $34,125 $26,306 $4,715,449 $1,152,000 $4,996,000 $3,163,750 $11,396 $9,157 $6,237,425 $2,394,000 $4,330,273 $11,725,606 4758 $13,214 $10,609 $11,491,427 $5,536,000 $4,636,200 $14,697,300 3002 $156,633 $156,633 $66,616 $647,200 $2,423,000 $763,000 $21,974 $19,526 $4,309,966 $3,901,500 $5,402,160 $6,160,400 $16,976 $16,976 $1,656,111 $1,264,500 $432,000 $4,711,500 $21,556 $19,014 $4,631,573 $2,901,000 $5,764,000 791.400 337.3 $27,256 $24,551 $302,705 $1,264,500 $360,000 $1,261,209 $13,469 $12,129 $2,665,013 $1,152,000 $3,266,160 $7,716,391 $16,392 $14,970 $24,679,790 $6,972,000 $13,049,500 $26,309,686 566.6 1.047.6 $24,153 $23,267 $4,330,925 $2,341,500 $5,355,250 14.365.900 1906 $22,191 $16,246 $4,523,635 $3,337,600 $5,792,000 $6,925,275 $20,137 190 3 $15,752 $34,626,744 $5,296,000 $12,355,500 $26,360,035 7366 $30 661 $30,133 $7,761,236 $3,006,600 $1,983,000 $2,582,901 $27,176 $20,672 $10,714,536 $3,955,500 $6,060,750 $8,725,599 196.4 $27,092 $22,727 $35,200,510 $5,616,200 $10,741,325 $20,415,002 368.3 749 1 $10,369 $6,645 $2,642,935 $105,000 $606,000 $3,655,043 144 4 $17,901 $16,706 $6,429,311 $2,765,600 $5,694,100 741.600 162.3 249 6 $16,591 $16,010 $4,786,739 $3,196,500 $4,576,000 $8,229,750 180.4 $2,662,235 $3,596,500 $5,631,000 $10,417,500 2616 $19,626 $16,643 $895,290 $2,508,000 $891,157 $3,001,412 $14,952 $14,644 $1,117,376 $2,323,600 $1,316,066 $2,409,673 $10,934 $9,516 $3,076,636 $2,175,000 $1,439,708 $5,964,731 $9,613 $9,316 $3,009,749 $2,679,000 $1,759,131 $4,676,284 1806 190 9 $10 060 $9,434 $5,759,930 $3,141,000 $2,050,364 $12,537,051 $16,746 $11,443 $885,000 $667,600 $959,940 $29,656 $27,984 $2,708,555 $2,145,000 $1,436,600 $3,303,691 $98619 $98,219 $221.107 $105,000 $1,796,000 $588,966 

$5,236,401 $2,758,500 $3,966,000 459.500 131.3 $15,739 $14,309 $7,794,760 $6,406,050 $10,408,000 $19,143,300 487.7 $43,068 $33,725 $12,643,267 $4,655,200 $5,556,500 $9,189,450 3192 $55,965 $1,520,696 $1,303,200 $1,215,000 $1,611,000 $65,761 $1,303,200 $625,500 $339,000 $31,014 $30,971 $2,155,707 $1,565,550 $459,000 $864,600 
$26,107 $20,474 $12,970,025 $5,107,500 $7,303,125 $9,937,299 

WHPadT 
9/10/98 — 
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URA#39 Tier 1 Wastewater Cost 

Low Range High Range Englneei'a Eatlmata | 

Technique/ Option Quantity j UnlU Cost/Unit Total Cost Cost/Unit Total Coat I Cost/Unit { 

PId*. m a n h o l M & t n n c h i n g 
$450,000 Smal (<"15* dlarneler) 5,000 feet $75 $105 $00 $450,000 

Medium (1 r • 24' diameter. ksHmaled O 24") (eet $120 $0 $170 $0 $145 $0 
Large ( » 2 r diameter, astknaled (St 42^ (eet $210 $0 $300 $0 $250 $0 

MainienanM (20 year present worth) 5.000 $84 $46 
Pip*, m a n h o l M A t r t n c h i n g ; ex t ra d a a p 

Smal (<• IS* diameter) 450 $40,500 $130 $58,500 $120 $54,000 
Medium (18". 24" diameter, estimaled (9 24") $0 $205 $0 $100 $0 

Large (>«27" diameter. esUmated A 42") $0 $355 $0 $330 $0 
Maintenance (20 year present worth) 450 $18,000 $64 $28,800 $48 $21,800 

Pump •tatloM 
Smal (80 year present worth) each $0,000 $0 $110,000 $0 $100,000 $0 

Medium (80 year present wmrth)* 048 each $745,000 $358,494 $855,000 $411,428 $800,000 $384,060 
Laroa (80 year present worth) each $1,400,000 $0 $1,600,000 $0 $1,500,000 $0 

Mamtenanca (20 vear oresent worth) 0 48 each $128,000 $61,594 $192,000 $92,390 $160,000 $70,092 

Smal reel $75 $0 $105 $0 $00 $0 
Medium* 1,516 (eel $120 $181,894 $170 $257,683 $145 $210,788 

Lame leet $210 $0 $300 $0 $250 $0 
Malntenanca (20 year present worth) 1.516 (eet $48,505 $48 $72,757 $60.831 

Extra for pip* comtniction at watland 
Shallow to moderate sod depth leet $0 $40 $0 ' 

Oeeo SON depth leet $0 $60 SO 1 1 $50 1 »o 1 
Straam and riparian mitigation 

<25' wide (eel $100 $0 $200 $0 $180 
25'to 75-wide leet $250 $0 $350 $0 $330 <0 

>75* •200'wide reel $350 $0 $450 $0 $430 »° 1 

• • n Low quality acre $10,000 $0 $25,000 $0 $10,250 , o 

Medium quaUty a a e $15,000 $0 $35,000 $0 $22,750 
— - — 

Hioh oualitv a a e $20,000 $0 $40,000 $0 $28.000 «° 1 
RIvar croaaing aatlmatad 6 8") • • • • • • • 

Smal ("TS* length, estimated Q 75') each $3,750 $0 $4,500 $0 $4,180 $0 
Medium (75* - tSff length, estimated @ 150') each $6,750 $0 $7,500 $0 $7,200 $0 

Laroe (>• ISO" length) each $7,500 $0 $11,000 $0 $10,600 $0 

RIvar croaaing (boranranch, 
Smal (<"75* length) each $46,575 $0 $47,625 $0 >4f,)UU >u 

Medium (75' • 150' lertgth) each $87,450 $0 $88,800 $0 $88,125 $0 
Laroe (>• 150* length, estimated (01200°) each $118,000 $0 $120,200 ^ $ ^ ^ $110,100 $0 

Treatment capacity 
$0 $0 Medium (10/10) nigd $3,000,000 $0 $0 $0 

AWr (USA) 0 03 mgd $4,000,000 $120,000 $6,000,000 $180,000 $5,000,000 $150,000 

Maintenance (20 year present worth) 0 03 mgd $2,880,000 $86,400 $4,000,000 1 $120,000 1 $3,200,000 1 $96,000 

MndicaiM shared facility Base Total $1,490,366 

Engineering Costs @ 20%: $298,077 
Contingency Costs Q 30%: $<47,116 

Total. $2,235,579 

$2,066,556 

$413,311 
$619,967 

$1,753,071 

$350,704 
$526,101 

$3,099,635 $2,030,957 

f | u 3 «> a 
3 > 

WH Pacific. Inc 
9/9/98 



URA#39 Tier 1 Water Cost 
Engin—EttlmatS 

CottfUnN I ToUICott 
High King# Low Rangt 

Cott/Unit Total Cott Cott/ Unit Total Cott Quantity I Unitt Technique/ Option 
Sourca aicpanalon 

S1.200.000 JBOO.OOO 
S22.S00 SS2S.000 123.925 ssoo.ooo $21,375 $475,000 

jjn Traatmant and appurtanancaa 118̂000 
$0 

$500,000 $22,500 S400.000 $13,500 $300,000 (Eitffftton) 
$1,500,000 $1,250,000 $1,000,000 Laval B (New Plan!) $45,000 $50,250 S1.000.000 $1,250,000 $33,750 $750,001) Mamtananea (20 vaar prawnt worth) 

K3JC3SH $945,000 0.300 Smell ( 
Me<>lum(12"-221 

Lafoa (>^22^ 
RIvar croailnq (bridg*. aatlmatad 6 B ) 

$4,100 $4,500 S3.750 Smell (<»78' length, animated ft 751 
S7,200 $7,500 S0.7S0 150* length, aeHmeled O 150") Medhim (75' $11,000 S7.S00 Lefoe (>* 150* length) 

River croaaing (t>ora/tranch, aatlmatad at 30 ) 
Small l<»7i' length) $47,100 $47,625 $46,575 

$00,125 $80,000 $07,450 Medhim (75'- l50jengm) 
$119,100 $120,200 $110,000 Lerpe (>• 150" length, eetimeted (B 200) 

Praaaura reducing vatvaa 
$32.000 $35,000 $30,000 
$45,000 $50,000 $40,000 
$70,000 

$70,000 SOO.OOO 

Distribution aystam atoraga 
$1,500,000 Smell (1-2 mg) 
$2,500,000 Medium (2-5 mo) $5,000,000 Latge (>5 mg) 

Pumpatatlona 
$100,000 $110,000 Smelt 100 year preeent worth) 
$800,000 $855,000 $745,000 (00 year prawnt worth) 

$1,500,000 $1,600,000 $1,400,000 each Latpe (80 yeef preeent worth) 
$120,000 $150,000 $100,000 Mstntenence (20 yeer preient worth) 

B a s e Tolal 

Engineenng Cosis (® 20% 
Conlingency Costs @ 30% 

Tolal 

$1,013,625 

$202,725 
$304,088 

$1,236,375 

$247,275 
$370,913 

$1,188,000 

$237,000 
$356,400 

! l 

$1,013,625 $1,236,375 $1,188,000 

WH PaciHc. Inc. 
9/9/98 



URA#39 Tier 1 Stormwater Cost 
Low Range High Range 1 Englneer'a Estimate | 

1 Technique/ .Option Quantity Unlta Cost/ Unit Total Coat Cott/Unit Total Coat 1 CotV Unit 1 Total Coat 1 
t r anch ing 

SnMN (<> 1S* diameter) reel $70 $0 $120 $0 $110 $0 
Medium 21' • 42* diameter, estlmaled ® <2") leet $130 $0 $220 • $0 $190 $0 

L*foa (»4S* diameter, estimated (R 60") leet $iao $0 $300 $0 $270 $0 
Maintenance (20 vear present worth) 0 leet $0 $48 $0 $40 $0 

Extra fo r p lpa c o n t t n i c t l o n a t wet land I H I f B ^ • 1 
Shanow 10 moderate toil depth feet $0 $40 $0 $30 $0 

Deep aoH deptti feel $0 $60 $0 $50 $0 
S t r a a m a n d riparian mitigation m m • • 

<25'wtda leet $100 $0 $200 $0 $180 $0 
25*10 75-wide feet $250 $0 $350 $0 $330 $0 

> 75' • 200" «»)de feel $350 $0 $450 $0 $430 $0 

Low quality acre $10,000 $0 $25,000 $0 $16,250 $0 
Medium quality a a e $15,000 $0 $35,000 $0 $22,750 $0 

Higtiquallty a a e $20,000 $0 $40,000 to $28,000 $0 
Channal lza t lon 

Small (10 ft1 X-Sect) feet $50 $0 $100 $0 $80 $0 
Medium (2Sn>X-Sccl) feet $100 $0 $150 $0 $140 $0 

Large (45 n'X-Sect) feel $175 $0 $275 $0 $250 $0 ' 
Mamtenanee (20 year presenl worth) 0 feel $20 $0 $48 $0 $32 $0 

SmaR (<• .50 acres) each $125,000 $0 $250,000 $0 $200,000 $0 
Medium (.51 • 2 acres) each $140,000 $0 $280,000 $0 $225,000 $0 

Large (>2 acres) each $180,000 $0 $320,000 $0 $260,000 $0 
Maintenance (20 year present worth) 0 each $160,000 $0 $480,000 $0 $320,000 $0 

On - a t r a a m da tan t lon 
Smalt Regtortal (50-150 acres) each $100,000 $0 $200,000 $0 $150,000 $0 

Medium Regional (ISO • 250 aaes) each $150,000 $0 $250,000 $0 $200,000 $0 
Larga Regional (>250 acres) each $250,000 $0 $600,000 $0 $400,000 so 

Maintenance (20 year present worth) 0 each $80,000 $0 $160,000 $0 $98,000 $0 
Off • a t r a a m da tan t lon 

On • Site 1 each $50,000 $50,000 $80,000 $80,000 $70,000 $70,000 
Small Regional (M • 150 acres) each $250,000 $0 $400,000 $0 $350,000 $0 

Medium Regional (150 • 250 aaes) each $350,000 $0 $750,000 $0 $600,000 $0 
Large Regional (>250 acret) each $700,000 $0 $2,000,000 $0 $1,200,000 $0 

Maintenance (20 year present worth) 0 each $320,000 $0 $800,000 $0 $560,000 $0 

Base Total 

Engineering Costs (® 20V.' 
Contingency Cosis @ 30% 

Total 

$50,000 

$t 0,000 
$15,000 

$60,000 

$16,000 
$24,000 

$70,000 

$14,000 
$21,000 

$75,000 $120,000 $105,000 
" > 

WH Paafic ">c 
9/9/98 



URA#41 Tier 1 Wastewater Cost 
E n g m H f i Ettfrntf* High Rangt Low Rtnga 

CottfUnfl I Total Cott Cott/ Unit I Total Cott Total Cott Technique/ Option Quantmf 

Plp^, fmnho<fi m trtnching 
>2,197,125 t1,569,375 20.925 SmaKolS' dunwef) 
11,032,750 S729.000 6.075 24' dtametcf, Mbmated Q 24 ) 

>»2r dumrter. eiWttmed ft *r) 
11.080.OOP 

S1.3S6.7S0 

27.000 Maintenance (20 vtar p rwwl worm) 
Pipe, manho ln 1» trenching; extra deep 

1S.07S Smell (<-l5'diameter) 
$874,800 • 24' diameter, estimated 

> - 2 r diemeter. eitlmated Q 42 ) 
$846,000 21.150 Maintenance (20 year pretent worth) 

Pump ilittofie 
1100.000 $110,000 $9,000 (60 year preeenl worth) Small $393,840 $420,917 $800,000 $855,000 $745,000 Medium (80 yeer preeent worth) 

$1,500,000 $1,600,000 $1,400,000 Lerne (80 year preeeni worth) $78,768 $94,522 $160,000 $192,000 Maintenance (20 yeer pieaent worth) 
Force malrte 

Smal $104,500 $122,524 $86,488 Medium* 

$28,829 S34.595 $23,063 Maintenance (20 year pretent worth) 
Extra for pip* conttructten at wetland 

Shaiow lo moderate to* depth 
Deep ao* depth 

Strtam and riparian mitigation 
<25'wide 

25* lo 75 wide 
>75'•200'wide 

Watland mltlaatlon 
S18.250 $25,000 $10,000 towquaWy 
$22,750 $35,000 $15,000 Medium quewy 
$26,000 $40,000 $20,000 Hmh quality 

RIvar croaaing (bridge, aatlmated e 8 ) 
$4,160 $4,500 $3,750 Smal (<"75' lenpth. etMmated O 75") 
$7,200 $7,500 $6,750 Medium (75'•150'length. ei t lwatedO ISO) Sio.eoo $11,000 $7,500 15g length) Lwna(> 

River croaaing (boraftranch, aatlmatad at 30") 
Smal (<»75' length) $47,100 $47,625 $46,575 

$88,125 $88,800 $87,450 Medium (75' -150* length) 
$119,100 $120,200 $118,000 Laroe (>• ISC' length, eitlmated 200 ) 

Treatment capacity 
$3,000,000 Medium (10/10) 

$5,000,000 $1,850,000 $2,220,000 $6,000,000 $1,480,000 $4,000,000 AWT (USA) 
$3,200,000 $1,184,000 $1,480,000 $4,000,000 $1,065,600 $2,880,000 Mawtenanee (20 year pretent worth) 

•Indicates shared facility Base Tolal 

Engineering Costs ® 20V. 
Contingency Coils (ffl 30V. 

Tolal 

$9,540,854 

;i.90e.17t 
$2,862,256 

$13,869,157 

$2,777,831 
$4,166,747 

$11,678,518 

$2,335,704 
S3.S03.SS5 

$14,311,281 $20,633,736 $17,517,777 

WH Pacific. Inc 
91/98 

f t 



vNj 

URA#41 Tier 1 Water Cost 
Low Rinfl* E n g l n f f** E i t l m i f " 

Technique / Option Quantity Units Cost/ Unit Total Cost Cost/ Unit Total Coat Coat/ Unit 1 Total Coat | 

S o u r c * • x p a n t l o n 
JO JO ^ s o H Surfao* water mgd J800.000 JO JO ^ s o H 

OSS J47S.OOO J261.2S0 SMWOO I S S O O ^ O ^ J | S 2 7 W 0 0 | 

T r a a t m a n t a n d a p p u r t a n a n c a s • • H H H • • • • 
Lavel A (Expantlon) 0 55 mgd J300.000 J16S.000 SSOO.OOO J27S,000 S400.000 1 S22a.OOO 
Level B (New Pl»nt) mgd J1.000.000 JO J 1,500.000 JO so 

Maintenanca (20 year present worth) OSS mgd J750,000 J412.500 J1,250,000 J887,500 ssso.ooo 
T r a n a m l a a l o n l lnaa 

JO S17S so SmaR (<• 12n n J1S0 JO J180 JO S17S so 
Medium (ir-22-) 17.550 rt S160 J2.e08.000 J22S S3.048.7S0 S200 S3.S10,000 

Lara* f » 2 3 , t It S200 JO J275 SO S2S0 

RIvar croaaing (bridga, aatlmatad 6 8") h h h 
Small (<«75' length, estimated ( t 7S°) each J3.7S0 JO J4.500 JO S4,160 so 

Medium (75" • ISO" length, estimated ® 1 SO') each J6,750 JO S7,500 JO S7,200 so 
Lara* f>« ISO* lerwtht each J7,S00 JO S11.000 SO sio,eoo so 

RIvar croaaing (bora/tranch, • • H 
Sman (<•75' lenoth) each 146,575 JO S47.62S so 147,100 >u [ u;

 2 each J67.4S0 JO S88.800 so S8B,12S so 
Large (>• ISO* length, estimated (9 200') each J l 18.000 JO so siia.loo so 

Praaaura raducing vatvaa 
so S32.000 so Smal each J30.000 JO J35.000 so S32.000 so 

Medium 1 each J40.000 JO JSO.OOO so S45,000 so 
Large each J60.000 JO J7S.OOO so S70.000 

W a t a r m e t e r s 
JSO.OOO so S70,000 so Large • each J60.000 so JSO.OOO so S70,000 so 

Olatributlon ayatam atoraga 
Small (1-2 mg) mg 

Medium (2-5 ma) 1 mg 
Large (>5 mg) mg 

Pump atatlona 
Sman (80 year present worth) each JSO.OOO JO J l 10.000 so S100.000 so 

Medium (80 year present worth) each J745.000 so J85S.000 so S8oa.ooo so 
Large (80 year present worth) each J 1,400.000 so J 1.600.000 so si,soo,ooo so 

Maintenanca (20 year present worth) 0 each J 100.000 so J1S0.000 so SI 28.000 so 

Base Total J5.646.750 

Engineering Costs @ 20*/. Jl.129.350 
Contingency Costs @ 30*/.: Jl.694.025 

Total J5.646.750 

J8.200.000 

J 1.640,000 
J2.460.000 

J7.055.000 

S1.411.000 
J2,116.500 i f a 

s " 5 > 
J8.200.000 J7.OS5.000 

WH PiC'f-



URA#41 Tier 1 Stormwater Cost 
Engin—I't £«tlmtU High Rtngt Low Rtngt 

Tout Cot t CetVUnIt Total Cost Costf Unit CosUUnH Quantity I Units Technique/ Option 
PiM, minholM > trtnching 

dlatnwtf) Small (<«ir 
Medium 21' • 4 r OiameWr. esltmattd m < r ) 

Large (>«45' otameter. eslimattd CT 60") 
Maintenance (20 year pntsenl worth) 

Extra for pipe conitructlon «t watland 
Shallow 10 moderate soil deptu 

Deep son detHh 
Stream and riparian mttlgitlon 

<23 wide 
25" lo 75 wide 

> 75' • 20v WW* 
Watland mitigation 

St 0,250 Low quality $22,750 Medhjmquakty 
HWquwIty 

Channallzation 
Small (10 n'X-Seet) 

Medium (25 n'X-Sect) 
lacoe (48 tf X-Sed) 

Maintenance (20 vear prweni worth) 
Watar quality pond/marah 1200.000 1200,000 5250.000 $250,000 $125,000 $125,000 Sman (<• .50 acres $260,000 $260,000 $140,000 $140,000 Medium ( .51-2 acres) $260,000 $280,000 $320,000 $160,000 $160,000 Lame (>2 acres) $320,000 $980,000 $1,440,000 $480,000 $480,000 $160,000 Maintenance (20 year present worth) 

On - atraam datantlon $150,000 $200,000 $100,000 Smalt Reqionai (50 • 150 aoes) $200000 
$0 

$200,000 $250,000 $250,000 $150,000 $150,000 Medium Reotonel (150 - 250 acres) $400,000 $600,000 $250,000 Laroe Regional (>250 acres) $98,000 $98,000 $160,000 $160,000 $60,000 $80,000 Maintenance (20 year present worth) 
Off • atraam datantlon $70,000 $60,000 $50,000 On - Srte $350,000 $400,000 $250,000 Smalt Regional (50-150 acres) $600,000 $600000 

$0 
$750000 

(0 
$750,000 $350,000 $350,000 250 acres) Reotonal(i50 $1,200,000 $2,000,000 $700,000 Large Regional (>250 acres) $560,000 $560,000 $800,000 $800,000 $320,000 $320,000 Maintenance (20 vear present worth) 

Base Tolal 

Engineering Costs (3 20% 
Conlingency Costs <® 30% 

Tolal 

$1,625,000 

$385,000 
$547,500 

$4,250,000 

$650,000 
$1,275,000 

$3,103,000 

$620,600 
$930,900 If 

$2,737,500 $6,375,000 $4,654,500 

WH PaoliC. Inc 
0/9/96 



URA#41 Wastewater Cost 
EnglnMf't EtUmatt High Rangt Low Ranga 

Coat/Untt I ToUl Coat Coat/ UnK I Total Coat CoaUUnIt I Tolal Coat Quantity Technique/ Option 
PIpt, manhoitt 4 trtnching 

Sm»l (<• 15' dMmweO 
Medium ( i r • 24' dlwiwtf. «»lim»led Q 24 ) 

. CT 421 Lwoa (>»2r dumelef 
5.850 M a t n t w n w (20 w w pwiwit worth) 

Plp«, i m n h o l — * t ranchlng; »X"» C ' * | P 
Sma(<»15'dHmalw) 

Medium (1 r • 2 4 ' dUmtltf. i t lmaled CT 2 4 ) 
L»fo» (>"27* dUmeler. etUmtled (B 4y ) 

M»int«n«ne» (20 y»— pf«»«nl worth) 
Pump tUtlons $100,000 $110,000 S9.000 Small (60 ye If p f t e n l worth) $21,120 $800,000 $2W72 

$0 
$855,000 $18,668 $745,000 Medium (80 w f p f w n l worth) $1,500 $1,600,000 r ,400,000 L»m« (80 VM> P f f m worth) $4,224 $180,000 $5,080 $102,000 $3,370 $128,000 Malnlenanc* (20 yew pretenl worth) 

Fo re* m a i n s 
Smal $12,058 $14,137 $9,079 

$3,326 $3,002 $2,661 Mainlenanca (20 year p w e n l worth) 
Extra for p lpa cona t ruc t lon a t wet land 

Shallow 10 moderala aoa depih 
Deep toil depth 

S t r aam a n d r iparian mitigation 
<25 vnda 

25 10 75 wkia 
2 0 Q r w i d a 

Wat land mitigation 
$10,000 LowQualily 
$15,000 Medium quality 
$20,000 High quality 

RIvar c r o a a i n g (bridga, aa t lmatad g 8 ) 
$3,750 SmaM (<"75' leoom. wlimaled CT 75') 
$6,750 Medium (75'-150* length, etttmaled CT 150) $10,800 $7,500 W H n a l h ) 

RIvar c r o a a i n g (boraf t ranch, aa t lmatad a t 30 ) 
$46,575 Smal (<"75 length) 
$87.450 
$118,000 

Medium (75' - ISO" length) 
150' length, estimated O 2001 Lafqa (> 

Traatmant capacity 
$3,000,000 Medium (1«10) saooo ooo I $ 1 . 2 6 0 . 0 0 0 I $ 5 , 0 0 0 , 0 0 0 I $ 1 , 0 5 0 , 0 0 0 $840,000 $4,000,000 AWT (USA) $4,000,000 $604,800 $2,880,000 Maintenanca (20 year present worth) 

$2,570,020 
Mndicatet shared (Kllily § 

Base Tolal 

Engineering CosIs ® 20%; 
Contingency Costs ® 30%: 

Total 

$2,153,238 

$430,648 
$645,071 

$3,134,420 

$626,884 
$940,328 

$514,000 
$771,009 

$3,229,856 $4,701,630 $3,855,043 

WH P* 
0/0/98 
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URA#41 Water Cost 
gi>gln—f • Ei t lmiH Low Rang* I High R i n ^ 

ToUlCott Cott/Unit I ToUICoat Coat/UnR ToUl Cot t CottrUnIt Quantity | UnlU Technique/ Option 
S o u r c * t x p a n t l o n I I nnn noo r 1 onn nnn $800.000 

S47S.OOO 

Traa tman t a n d a p p u r t a n a n c a t $128,000 $400,000 $160,000 $500,000 $96,000 $300,000 Laval A (Expansion) $1,250,000 $1.500.000 
$1,250. 

*2 
$240,000 

$1,000,000 (Naw Plant) Laval B $320,000 $1,000,000 $750,000 MaintenanCT (20 yaar pratanl worth) 
Transmlatlon llnaa 

Smal 
Madhitndr 

RIvar c r o a t l n f l (bf ida* . aa t lmatad 6 8 ) $4.160 
$7.200 
$10,800 

$4.500 
$7.500 

$11,000 

$3.750 
$6.750 
$7,500 

Small (<-75' lanoth. asbmatad Q 75 
Madnim (75'• 150f lanoth. attlmattd O 150 

L a w (>.* t i f f langth) 
RIvar c r o t t i n o (bow/ twnc t i . w t l m i t a d a t 30 ) 

Smal (<"75' lanoth) — 
$47,100 $47,625 $46.575 

$87,450 $88,125 $88,800 t s a langth) Medium (75 $118,100 $120,200 $118.000 

$30,000 

Lafoa (>• 1 SO1 lenoth. asttmatad (S 200) 
P r t t i u r * r aduc ing va lvas $32,000 $35,000 

$45.000 
$70,000 

$50.000 
$75,000 

$40.000 
$60,000 

$70,000 $80,000 $60,000 

Distribution cyatem atoraga $1.500.000 
$2,500,000 

$2,000,000 $1,000,000 Smal (1-2 mg) $3,000,000 $2.000.000 
$3,000,000 Medium (2-5 mg) $5,000,000 $6,000,000 

Laroa (>5 mg) 
Pump atatlona $100.000 

$800,000 
$110.000 
$855,000 

$90,000 Smal (80 year prasanl worm) 
Medium (80 year pcasenl worth) 

Laroa (80 yaar prasanl worth) 
$1,500,000 $1.600.000 

$150,000 
$1.400.000 
$100,000 $128,000 

Mainlenance (20 yaar pfasenl worth) 

$608,000 Base Total 

Engtneering Costs @ 20V. 
Contingency Costs @ 30*/. 

Total 

$486,000 

$97,600 
$146,400 

$728,000 

$145,600 
$218,400 

$121,600 
$182,400 

> 
5? 

$498,000 $728,000 $608,000 

WH Pacific. Inc. 
9/9/9' 



URA#41 Stormwater Cost 
Enpln—f'» E»Um«t» Low Rang* High Ring* 

uot i / Unit ToUICotI Coil/Unit I Total Cott Coat/Unit Total Coit Technique/ Option Quantity Unlta 

Plpa, manholaa a tranching 
irdlametw) 

Madium 21' • 47* di»m«t*r. *»timat8q g? 42 ) 
Larga (>«45* diameter, ethmaled ® 60 ) 

Maintenance (20 y*»r pr««enl worth) 
Extra for plpa conatructlon at wetland 

Shallow lo moderate toil depth 
Deep ton depth 

Straam and riparian mitigation 
<25'wide 

25" to 75 wide 
$450 

$25,000 

> 75' - 20ff wide 
Watland mlUgatlon 

$18,250 $10,000 Lowqualily 
$22,750 $35,000 $15,000 Medium quality 

$40,000 $20,000 $20,000 High quality 
Channallzatlon 

Sm*» (10 tf X-Secl) 
Medium (25 n1 

Latga (45 If X-Sed) 
Mainienanca (20 year pretent worth) 

Smal (<• .50 acret) each $125,000 $0 $250,000 $0 $200,000 $0 
Medium (51 - 2 acret) each $140,000 $0 $0 $225,000 $0 

Largo (>2 acret) each $160,000 $0 $0 $260,000 $0 
Maintenanca (20 year preteni worth) 0 each $160,000 $0 $320^00 $0 

On - atraam datantlon 
$0 $150,000 $0 Smal Reoional (50 • ISO a a e t ) each $100,000 $0 $0 $150,000 $0 

Medium Regional (150 - 250 aaes ) each $150,000 $0 $0 $200,000 $0 
Larga Regional (>250 aoes) each $250,000 $0 $0 $400,000 $0 

Maintenanca (20 year preteni worth) 0 each $60,000 $0 $0 $06,000 t o 

Off • atraam datanuon 
On-SHa 1 each $50,000 $50,000 $60,000 $80,000 $70,000 $70,000 

SmaR Regional (50-150 acret) each $250,000 $0 $400,000 $0 $350,000 $0 
Medium Regional (150 - 250 aaes) each $350,000 $0 $750,000 $0 $600,000 $0 

Larga Regional (>250 a a e t ) each $700,000 $0 $2,000,000 $0 $1,200,000 $0 
Maintenanca (20 year present worth) 0 each $320,000 $0 $600,000 $0 $560,000 $0 

Base Total. $50,000 

Engineering Costs @ 20'/» $10,000 
Contingency Costs @ 30% $t 5.000 

Total $75,000 

$60,000 

$16,000 
$24,000 

$70,000 

$14,000 
$21,000 

> c 5 
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$120,000 $105,000 

WH PT 
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URA#42 Wastewater Cost 
Englntf r t Ett lmtl* Lew Rangt High Rangt 

Coat/UnK ToUl Coat Cott/Unit ToUl Coat CoaV Unit I Total Coat Quantity | UnlU 

17.550 fwl 

Techn ique / Option 
Plptv m t n h o l f 1̂  trtnching 

$1,310,250 Smal (<«l& ditmtltf) 
Medium ( i r * 24* dtamtUf. ttlimalad 

Largo (>•27' chametef, tfbmated Q 4 2 j 
J 642.400 17.550 Mitfilen»nca (20 y « f pf»enl wonn) 

Pip*, manholM & tranchlng; oxtra doap 
Sm«6 (<*15' d t imtef) 

attwMieq® 24'(MnwWr 
L«fO« (>•27* ditTwUf. n\ma\KS f t 47r) 

MilnietwnM (20 WW p f w n l worth) 
Pump i t j t lon* 

1100,000 1110.000 sg.ooo Srtm (60 y * f p r a w n worth) 
J855.000 1600.600 $655,000 $745,000 $745,000 M«dium (60 v t w prawm worth) 

11.800.000 si.eoo.ooo $1,400,000 UfO> (60 Y t r P f w n l worth) 1160.000 >160.000 S102.MO $192,000 $126,000 $126,000 M»>nlen»ne« (20 yt i f prawnt worth) 
Fore* mains 

$664,500 $1,037,000 $732,000 6.100 

$244,000 $292,600 6.100 Mainlenanca (20 w a r prawnl worth) 
Extra for pips cortatructlon at watland 

Shanow to modarala toil depm 
Deepaoidapw 

Straam and riparian mitloation 
$540000 

SO 
$600,000 $300,000 3 000 <2S'WM« 

25' I0'7S wide 
> 78 • ZOu wide 

Wetland mltlgatton 
>16.250 
$22,750 

$25,000 $10,000 LowquaWy 
$35,000 $18,000 Medium quawy $20,000 $40000 $20,000 Highquamv 

River crossing (twdgs, Mtlmated Q 8 ) 
$4.160 
$7,200 

$4,500 $3,750 Sman (<-75' lenoth. »»Bmal«d ft 75') 
$7,500 $6,750 Medium (78' • I5ff leoom, eattmated (B150) $10,600 S11.000 $7,800 ISO" length) Laine(> 

River croaaing (boreftrench, Mtlmated at 30') 
Small (<»75' lenpth) $47,100 

$66,125 
$47,625 $46,875 
$66,600 $67,450 •-ISff 

$119,100 $120200 S116.000 ta foe (>• 150 length, eadmated 
Traatmant capacity 

$4,000,000 $3,000,000 Medium (10/10) 
$5,000,000 $2,100,000 $2,520,000 $1,680,000 $0,000,000 $4,000,000 . AWT (USA) 
$3,200,000 $1,344,000 $1,680,000 $4.000000 $1,209,600 $2.680000 Mamienance (20 year pfetent worth) 

Base Tolal 

Engineenng Costs @ 20%' 
Conlingency Costs @ 30%' 

Tolal 

$7,008,050 

$1,401,610 
$2,102,415 

$10142.750 

$2,028,850 
$3,042,825 

$6,494,400 

$1,898,880 
$2,848,320 

$10512.075 $15,214,125 $12,741,600 

> 
c s 

Ki " 
> 

WH Pf'nftc. Inc. 
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URA#42 Water Cost 
Low Ring« High R«ng« E n g l n f i * ! 

Technique/ Option Quantity UnlU Cost/ Unit Total Cot t Cost/ Unit ToUl Cott CotVUnH ToUl Cost 

Sourca •xpanslon 
Surtica water mgd $800,000 $0 $0 $0 
Groundwater 0 63 mgd $475,000 $299,250 $525,000 $330,750 1 $500,000 1 1 $315,000 1 

Level A (Expansion) 0 63 mgd $300,000 $169,000 $500,000 $315,000 $400,000 $252,000 
Level D (New Plant) mgd $1,000,000 $0 $1,500,000 $0 $1,250,000 $0 

Maintenanca (20 year preteni worth) 0 63 mgd $750,000 $472,500 $1,250,000 $787,500 $1,000,000 $630,000 
Trantmliilon lints 

Sman (<• i r ) n $150 $0 $160 $0 $175 $0 
Medium ( i r - 2 7 1 15,750 n $160 $2,520,000 $225 $3,543,750 $200 $3,150,000 

Large (>-22n n $200 $0 $275 $0 $250 $0 -

Sman (<«75' length, esUmated O 751 each $3,750 $0 $4,500 $0 $4,160 $0 
Medium (75* - ISO* length, estimated <!D 150') each $6,750 $0 $7,500 $0 $7,200 $0 

Larga (>« 150* length) each $7,500 to $11,000 $0 $10,600 $0 
RIvar c rotting (bora/Tranch, 

Sman (<>7S' length) 1 each $46,575 $46,575 $47,625 $47,625 $47,100 $47,100 
Medium (75*-150* tenglh) each $87,450 $0 $68,800 $0 $88,125 $0 

Larga (>• ISO* langth, esUmated O 200") each . $118,000 $0 $120,200 $0 $110,100 $0 
Prassura raducing valvaa 

Sman each $30,000 $0 $35,000 $0 $32,000 $0 
Medium each $40,000 $0 $50,000 $0 $45,000 $0 

Large each $60,000 $0 $75,000 $0 $70,000 $0 

1 Large 1 each $60,000 to $60,000 to 1 1 $70,000 1 1 $0 1 
Olatributlon ayatam atoraga 

1 Sman (1-3 mg) 1 1 _ J 1 rng | 1 $1,000,000 1 $1,000,000 $2,000,000 $2,000,000 $1,500,000 $1,500,000 

f 0» 1 1 1 mg 1 $0 $0 $0 
Larga (>9 mg) 1 1 "9 1 $0 $0 $0 

Pump atatlona • • • • • • 
Sman (80 vear presenl worth) each $90,000 $0 $110.000 $0 $100,000 $0 

Medium (60 year presenl worth) each $745,000 $0 $855,000 $0 $800,000 $0 
Larga (60 year presenl worth) each $1,400,000 $0 $1,600,000 $0 $1,500,000 $0 

Maintenanca (20 yaar presenl worth) 0 each $100,000 $0 $150,000 $0 $128,000 $0 

Base Total 

Engineering Costs (3 20%. 
Contingency Costs @ 30%: 

Total 

$4,527,325 

$905,465 
$1,358,198 

$7,024,625 

$1,404,925 
$2,107,386 

$5,894,100 

$1,178,820 
$1,768,230 

$4,527,325 $7,024,625 $5,694,100 

> c 5 

> 
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URA#42 Stormwater Cost 
QuintKy I UnlU 

1 Low Ranga High Ranga Englnaar'a Eatimate | 

Cost/Unit 1 Total Cost Cost/Unit 1 ToUl Coat Caal/UnK 1 ToUICott 1 

Pip*, manholM > tranchlng 
Sm»B (<»ir diimelef] 

Medium 21'-4r dlimelef. •tlirruled Q 42") 
>•45' diamelef. eitimiled g j 60") 

Mamtenanca (20 veif preient worth) 
Extra lor plpa conatnietlon at watland 

Shallow to moderala toil depth 
Deep loH depth 

Straam and riparian mitigation 
<25 wide 

25" to 75" wide 
> 7S' . 20(rwtde 

Watland mitigation 
S 10.250 110.000 Low quality $22,750 $15,000 Medium quality $20,000 $20,000 High quality 

Channallxatlon 
Sman (10 tf X-Sect) 

$8,000 110.000 $5,000 

Medium (25 ffX-Secl) 
Larqa (45 t r X-Sed) $3,200 $4.S00 $2,000 Mamtenanca (20 vear preiant worth) 

Watar quality pond/marah $200,000 $200,000 $250,000 $250,000 $125,000 $125,000 Small (<* .SO acret) $225,000 $280,000 $140,000 Medium (.51 - 2 acret) $200,000 $200,000 $320,000 $320,000 $180,000 $180,000 Laroa (>2 a o e t ) $040,000 $320,000 $900,000 $480,000 $320,000 $160 000 Maintenanca (20 vaar pratant worth) 
On - atraam datantlon $150,000 $150,000 $200,000 $200,000 $100,000 $100,000 Sma» Repional (50-150 acrei) 

$200,000 $250,000 $150,000 Medium Reoional (1 SO - 250 aoa t ) $400,000 $400,000 $000,000 $600,000 $250,000 $250,000 Laroe Regional (>250 apes) $90,000 $190,000 $320,000 $160,000 $160,000 $80,000 Maintenance (20 year pretenl worth) 
o n - atraam datantlon $70,000 $80,000 $50,000 On - Site 

$400,000 $250,000 Regional (SO • ISO acres) Smalt $600,000 $750,000 $350,000 Medium Regional (150 - 250 acres) $1,200,000 $2,000,000 $700,000 Large Regional (>250 ages) $560,000 $800,000 $320,000 Mamtenanca (20 year present worth) 

Base Tolal 

Engineering Costs ® 20% 
Contingency Costs @ 30% 

Tolal 

$1,142,000 

$228,400 
$342,600 

$2,664,800 

$532,960 
$799,440 

$1,657,200 

$371,440 
$SS7.160 

> 
c 5 
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$1,713,000 $3,997,200 $2,785,800 

WH Paafic Inc. 
9m' 
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Other soil types in the planning area contain inclusions of hydric soils. Aloha silt loam. Amity 
silt loam, Quatama loam, Willamette silt loam, and Woodbum silt loam are all classified as 
having some hydric components. Locations of hydric inclusions in these soils will need to be 
determined through soil testing. 

2.2.1.3 Drainageways 

Coffee Lake Creek is the principal drainageway in the Dammasch planning area. Roughly 320 
acres of the 520-acre planning area drains to Coffee Lake Creek in the eastem part of the 
planning area. A minor tributary of the Willamette River, Coffee Lake Creek flows southerly 
approximately 5.2 miles from its origin in the Tonquin area, through western Wilsonville (and 
the Dammasch planning area) to the Willamette. It has a total drainage area of approximately 8.2 
square miles (FEMA, 1987). South of Boeckman Road, Coffee Lake Creek is also known as 
Seely Ditch. 

Approximately 100 acres in the far western portion of the planning area, including the Living 
Enrichment Center and land to the north, drains into Mill Creek. Another 100 or so acres, 
including much of the developed portions of the Dammasch Hospital site, naturally drains to the 
south, through the Wilsonville Tract, eventually draining into the southem portion of Coffee 
Lake Creek. However, runoff from impervious surfaces on the Dammasch Hospital grounds is 
collected in an underground storm drainage system and diverted from its natural drainageway and 
into the Mill Creek drainage. If the Dammasch area is redeveloped, the existing Dammasch 
storm drainage system should be abandoned, restoring natural drainage pattems. Increased 
impervious surfaces from development of the area would also necessitate stormwater treatment. 

2.2.1.4 Flood Plains 

A detailed flood plain analysis has not been conducted within the Dammasch Planning Area. 
Coffee Lake Creek is known to flood periodically, but there are no gauging stations on the 
stream; therefore no records of major floods are available (FEMA, 1987). According to aerial 
photographs taken during the flood of February 1996, floodwaters covered much of the eastem 
portion of the planning area, along both sides of Coffee Lake Creek, from just north of Evergreen 
Road to BoeclOTan Road; areas north of Boeckman were also flooded. 

The Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) conducted a Flood Insurance Study for 
the City of Wilsonville in Febmary 1987. FEMA calculated base flood elevations at several 
intervals on Coffee Lake Creek, from its mouth at the Willamette River to 6,005 feet upstream 
(near the southem boundaiy of the Dammasch planning area). According to the analysis, the 
lOO-year flood elevation, at 6,005 feet upstream, is 142.8 feet National Geodetic Vertical Datum 
of 1929 (NGVD). Upstream from this point, the flood plain is quite broad, so the flood surface 
elevation is not expected to increase significantly at least as far upstream as Boeckman Road. 
The Flood Insurance Rate Map (FIRM) for the area indicates a 100-year flood elevation at 143 
feet NGVD at a similar location. Figure 6 indicates the flood plain of Coffee Lake Creek in the 
Dammasch planning area. 
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2.2.1.5 Potentially Significant Natural Areas and Wetlands 

The City of Wilsonville is in the process of identifying and evaluating natural areas in the study 
area and throughout the city. At the time of this writing, no naniral areas have been designated as 
significant Goal 5 resources (Neamtzu, pers. comm., 1996). For the Dammasch Area Plan, 
potentially significant natural areas were determined through a review of existing documents, 
including: 

• Aerial photos; 
• Wilsonville's Goal 5 inventory; 
• Natural Resource Conservation Service soil survey; 
• US Fish and Wildlife National Wetland Inventory; and 
• Metro's 100-year flood plain and natural vegetation GIS overlays. 

Areas were determined to be potentially significant if they contained suitable habitat for 
threatened or endangered species or if they had any three of the following criteria. 

• Over five acres in size; 
• Connection to other habitats; 
• Corridor connection; 
• Native plant communities; 
• Wetlands (either over one acre in size for isolated wetlands or any adjacent to other 

habitats); or j j u • \ 
• Wildlife features (i.e., water, cover, corridor, snags, dead and down woody debris). 

Based on these criteria, four areas were identified as potentially significant natural areas. Each 
resource is briefly discussed below and is shown on Figure 8. 

The large wetland complex on the east end of the planning area (Coffee Lake Creek and Coffee 
Lake Creek wetlands) was determined to be potentially significant based on size, containing 
more than one habitat type, corridor connection, connection to other habitat types, and this area 
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was identified as a Goal 5 resource in the Wilsonville Goal 5 inventory. This wetland area is 
mapped as Humaquepts by the NRCS. Cof(ee Lake Creek is a permanent open water feature. 

The upland Douglas-fir stand at the north end of the study area was determined to be potentially 
significant because it is over 5 acres in size (approximately 11.5), it contains wildlife features, 
and has a wet drainage through the northeast comer. The understory has been removed and used 
as a residential yard. Possible enhancement of this area could include replanting the understory. 

West of the upland coniferous forest is a mixed coniferous-deciduous forest. This area was 
determined to be potentially significant because it is over 5 acres in size (approximately 8.2 
acres), contains two habitat types, and contains wildlife features. This area has an undisturbed 
understory. 

The mixed coniferous-deciduous forest around the Living Enrichment Center has also been 
determined to be a potentially significant natural resource because it is over 5 acres in size, 
contains wildlife features and more than one habitat type, and has a connection to wetlands and a 
corridor connection. This area is slightly disturbed based on the trail system though the forest. 
However, the trails keep people in concentrated paths through the resource area, leaving the 
remainder undisturbed. The Living Enrichment Center property also contains some wetland 
areas identified in the City of Wilsonville's Goal 5 resource inventory. 

Development constraints are dependent upon the City's Goal 5 ordinance, which has not yet been 
completed. If any natural area in the Dammasch planning area is determined to be significant, an 
ESEE (Environmental, Social, Economic, and Energy) analysis would be required prior to any 
development within that area(s). In addition, wetlands are under the jurisdiction of both DSL and 
the US Army Corps of Engineers. Any alteration of jurisdictional wetland areas must be 
coordinated with these two agencies. There is debate about whether any wetlands in the 
Dammasch planning area are considered jurisdictional. According to Metro RLIS data, two 
wetlands identified in the National Wetland Inventory (NWI) are in the planning area (Metro, 
1996a). Both are in the northeast portion of the planning area and are shown on Figure 7. 

2.2.1.7 Vegetation 

Section 2.2.1.6 discussed the forested and wetland areas in the Dammasch planning area. Most 
of the vegetation in the planning area consists of grasses and agricultural crops, as shown on 
Figure 8. 

Land between 110th Avenue and Coffee Lake Creek is in agricultural use-predominantly 
cultivated crops and pasture. An orchard is located near the middle of the area, and some upland 
scrub/shrub areas are also found west of Coffee Lake Creek. East of Coffee Lake Creek is an 
open, grassy meadow. Open areas west and north of the Dammasch hospital grounds are 
characterized by grassy areas, fallow fields, and pasture. 
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The Dammasch hospital grounds themselves (the part of the hospital site within the UGB) are 
vegetated primarily with grasses (maintained lawns and open meadows). Ornamental trees and 
shrubs are planted along the roadways, and near the hospital buildings and on-site residences. 

2.2.2 Cultural and Infrastructure 

2.2.2,1 Schools 

There are no schools within the Dammasch planning area. Wood Middle School is located south 
of the planning area on Wilsonville Road. The nearest elementary school is south of Wilsonville 
Road on Boones Ferry Road. Both are within West LinnAVilsonville School District 3J. 

The school district has identified the need for an additional school(s) in westem Wilsonville, 
however, no specific sites have been selected. According to the school district, they are currently 
preparing a plan for future school development, but the plan is not ready for release to the public 
at this time. The district is still considering the potential school sites identified in the City's Park 
& Recreation Master Plan (Nutt, pers. comm., 1996). That plan identifies a potential school site 
adjacent to Wood Middle School, in the Wilsonville Tract. 

When asked how development of the Dammasch area would affect local schools, a representative 
of the school district stated that it would likely create the need for an additional elementary 
school and for expansion of the existing middle school (Nelson, pers. comm., 1996). This 
projection was based on an estimated 2,300 dwelling units being built in the Dammasch planning 
area, as prescribed in the development program presented in Section 4 of this document. The 
district would prefer that a school be included in the Dammasch Area Plan and would comprise 
at least 10 acres, so adequate play fields could be provided. 

2.2.2.2 Fire and Police Services 

Fire protection is provided by the Tualatin Valley Fire and Rescue. The Fire District is 
responsible for maintenance and upgrades of fire-fighting equipment, and for making necessary 
capital improvements such as new fire stations (City of Wilsonville, 1980). In Wilsonville, 
Tualatin Valley Fire and Rescue has a fire station on Kinsman Road, just north of Wilsonville 
Road, and another station on Elligsen, at the City Hall Annex. 

The Qackamas County Sheriffs Department provides law enforcement service to the City of 
Wilsonville and surrounding area on a 24-hour basis. The sheriffs office is also located at the 
City Hall Annex on Elligsen. 
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2.2.2.3 Parks and Recreation 

Although numerous parks and recreation facilities are available in the Portland metropolitan area, 
relatively few parks are located within the City of Wilsonville. The City's Parks & Recreation 
Master Plan (City of Wilsonville, 1994) lists seven city parks: 

• Memorial Park (56.84 acres) 
• Memorial Park East (41 acres) 
• Fox Chase (2.51 acres) 
• Town Center Property 
• Courtside Estates Park 
• Boones Ferry Park (6.0 acres) 
• Tranquil Nature Park (4.57 acres) 

None are located within the Dammasch planning area. Tranquil Nature Park is south of the 
planning area, on the west side of Brown Road. The Park at Merryfield, on private property 
north of Wood Middle School, is slated for near-term development. Both parks include natural 
areas and will offer minimal recreation facilities. 

Memorial Park, the City's largest park, is in the southeast part of town, adjacent to the 
Willamette River. Memorial Park offers ballfields, soccer fields, picnic areas, and a variety of 
other active and passive recreation options. 

2.2.2.4 Libraries 

The City of Wilsonville has a single library, which is operated by the City. It is located in east 
Wilsonville, on Wilsonville Road and Memorial Drive, near City Hall. 

2.2.2.5 Transportation Facilities 

Transportation facilities serving the study area are identified in the City's Transportation Master 
Plan (City of Wilsonville, 1991). The facilities, and their classifications according to the plan, 
include: 

• Grahams Ferry Road, a two-lane rural collector under Clackamas County and Washington 
County jurisdiction; 

• Tooze Road, a two-lane major collector that ends at Brown Road/110th. If extended, 
Tooze Road would connect with Boeckman Road. 

• Boeckman Road, a two-lane minor arterial that extends over 1-5 on a two lane bridge; 
• Brown Road/ 1 lOth, a two-lane major collector that connects with Wilsonville Road at a 

signalized intersection. This road extends past the entrance to the Dammasch State 
Hospital site and connects with Tooze Road; 
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• Barber Road, a two-Ianc major collector connecting Boones Ferry Road with Kinsman 
Road; 

• Kinsman Road, a two-lane minor arterial that connects Barber Road with Wilsonville 
Road at a signalized intersection. 

• Boones Ferry Road, a two-lane minor arterial street running parallel to 1-5 that connects 
with Boeckman Road and with Wilsonville Road at a signalized intersection, and 

• Wilsonville Road, which extends under and provides complete access to 1-5. Between 
Brown Road and Kinsman, Wilsonville Road is a minor arterial, east of Kinsman to 
Town Center Loop, it is designated a major arterial. 

The study area has a limited local street network consisting mostly of facilities connecting 
buildings at the Dammasch site. 

2.2.2.6 Transit Services 

Transit service is provided by South Metro Area Rapid Transit (SMART). SMART provides 
both fixed-route and demand-responsive transit service in Wilsonville. SMART operates four 
fixed routes, two of which provide service near the Dammasch area. Route 204 travels from the 
Knight's Castle area on the east side of Wilsonville to Fox Chase along Wilsonville Road. This 
route travels north on Boones Ferry Road, turns onto Barber and then south onto Kinsman, from 
which it turns west onto Wilsonville Road. This route operates from 5:45 AM to 6:30 PM 
Monday through Friday. Route 203 travels from Commerce Circle and 95th Avenue to 
Wilsonville City Hall along Boberg/Boones Ferry Road and Wilsonville Road. This is a peak-
hour route which operates from 6:20 to 9:20 AM and 2:20 to 6:20 PM. Connecting service is 
available to other transportation services. 

SMART'S dial-a-ride service provides curb-to-curb service for the general public on a first-come, 
first-served basis. It operates from 5:30 AM to 8:45 PM Monday through Friday and from 7 AM 
to 5 PM on Saturday. SMART also provides LINK service to connect to areas within a 25-mile 
radius of Wilsonville. This service is designed to link customers to transportation services 
outside the city limits. LINK is available from 9:45 AM to 3 PM Monday through Friday and 
from 7 AM to 5 PM on Saturday. 

2.2.2.7 Sanitary Sewer Facilities 

The Dammasch planning area is not currently served by City of Wilsonville sanitary sewer, with 
the exception of the Living Enrichment Center in the southwest portion of the planning area. The 
Living Enrichment Center uses a lift station to pump effluent into a City sanitary line that runs 
through residential areas to the west. An existing 15-inch sanitary sewer line (recently upgraded 
from a 10-inch line) is adjacent to the south boundary of the planning area and will probably be 
adequate to serve future development in the area. Sanitary service to the planning area can be 
provided through a combination of lift stations and gravity sewers. The City's 30-inch Seely 
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Ditch trunk line is over capacity downstream of the 15-inch line and must be upgraded to 
increase capacity prior to development of the planning area. 

A small wastewater treatment plant, constructed to serve the Dammasch hospital, is still in 
service. The treatment plant is located just south of the Living Enrichment Center and near 
Grahams Ferry Road. The hospital's sanitary collection system delivers wastewater to the plant, 
which passes the effluent through the comminutor (to break down solids), to the primary 
clarifier, through a trickling filter using natural gravel media, then through a final clarifier. The 
effluent is chlorinated prior to being discharged to Corral Creek and the Willamette River. 

According to Dammasch staff, the system does not meet Oregon Department of Environmental 
Quality (DEQ) criteria for discharge when mixing water from storm runoff is not present. 
During a site visit on August 7,1996, the flow to the plant was so low there was no discharge. 
The only flow occurring was recycle flow pumped from the final clarifier to the headworks. 

2.2.2.8 Storm Drainage Facilities 

Storm water drains generally to Coffee Lake Creek on the eastem portion of the planning area, 
and wetlands in the westem portion. Storm water may require treatment to ensure adequate 
quality prior to discharge to the receiving bodies. 

Runoff from impervious surfaces on the hospital grounds is collected in an underground storm 
drainage system and diverted from its natural drainageway (south through the Wilsonville Tract) 
into the Mill Creek drainage. This transport of storm water has caused erosion problems at its 
point of discharge. Redevelopment of the Dammasch area will provide an opportunity to restore 
the natural drainage pattems. 

2.2.2.9 Water Supply Facilities 

Water in the Dammasch planning area is supplied by wells, both public (City of Wilsonville) and 
private. 

The City of Wilsonville has a strong backbone system to the northeast comer of the planning 
area. Looped 14-inch and 18-inch lines feed from the 2.2 million and 3.0 million gallon 
reservoirs at Elligsen Road and Canyon Creek Road North. A looped system of 12- and 14-inch 
lines in Barber Road and Kinsman Road is also tied to the Elligsen and Canyon Creek reservoir 
system. In addition, there is a 10- through 12-inch and a 14-inch loop from the Nike and 
Gesellschaft wells (southeast) with a 14-inch line to the Charbonneau wells and reservoir south 
of the Willamette River. An 10-inch line in Wilsonville Road may be nearing capacity due to 
recent development in the southwest portion of the City, but the City plans to upgrade this line to 
an 18-inch line in the spring of 1997. 

The Dammasch hospital has its own on-site well water system. It consists of two separate well 
systems that serve domestic and fire requirements for the site. The domestic well system has a 
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The Dammasch hospital has its own on-site well water system. It consists of two separate well 
systems that serve domestic and fire requirements for the site. The domestic well system has a 
capacity of 300 gallons per minute (gpm), and the fire well system has a capacity of 950 gpm. 
The domestic system uses a filter and softener to improve the quality of the well water. 
According to Dammasch staff, a second filter system is used to treat the domestic water used in 
the steam boilers at the power plant. 

Each of the two on-site wells has an elevated storage tank approximately 150 feet in height. The 
overflow elevation of the reservoirs is estimated to be about 350 feet. The overflow elevation of 

• the City's Elligsen Road/Canyon Creek Road North reservoirs is 400 feet. Therefore, the 
systems cannot be interconnected successfully. It may be possible to use the existing D^masch 
system, with supplemental City flow through a pressure-reducing valve or by boosung the 
pressure of the Dammasch water by pumping, for future development of the Dammasch planning 
area. These possibilities should be explored. The City has indicated an interest in acquiring the 
water at least from the better quality well. This acquisition would be strictly for use as a backup 
emergency water supply source that would be used if the primary water supply source were 
presently unavailable. With the continually dropping water table in this area, that dependence on 
the Dammasch wells to provide water service to the Dammasch Urban Village would not be 
prudent. 

The two Dammasch wells have been included in an Oregon Water Resources Department 
(OWRD) test pumping program since 1990. The tests have revealed that it is common for wells 
in Oregon to experience depletion of water level due to pumping from the Columbia River basalt. 
The two Dammasch wells are about 1000 feet deep and develop basalt ground water. The 
Dammasch wells contain higher levels of dissolved solids (mineralization) than shallower basalt 
wells in the area. This feature at the Dammasch wells points out an additional consideration with 
future use at the City wells. Since ground water mineralization generally increases with depth, 
we should expect that the City will be pumping more mineralized water in the future. This may 
be a practical problem for some uses in addition to being a general aesthetic problem. 

2.2.2.10 Electricity, Gas, and Telecommunications 

Electricity is provided by Portland General Electric. Power distribution lines are located along 
public roads throughout the planning area. 

Northwest Natural Gas has several gas pipelines in the planning area: a 2-inch service along 
Evergreen Avenue (between Serenity Way and Montebello Drive); a 4-inch service to the 
Dammasch hospital boiler house (from 1 lOth/Brown); a 4-1/2-inch line along 1 lOth/Brown 
Road, then cast through the Bischof property and ultimately in Boeckman Road. There is also a 
6-5/8-inch gas main in Kinsman Road. 

Telephone service in the planning area is provided by GTE Northwest. 
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Other parcels in the planning area are either vacant and in agricultural use, or contain single-
family dwellings and assorted farm buildings. Dwellings are located on properties owned by: 

• Rumpf (one dwelling); 
• Taber (one dwelling); 
• Nims (one dwelling); 
• Bischof (two dwellings on Tooze Road property, one dwelling on 110th Avenue 

property); 
• Chang (two dwellings); 
• Dearmond (one dwelling); 
• Piculell (one dwelling); and 
• Kirkendall (one dwelling). 

Most, iif not all, of these dwellings would remain in their present locations if the Dammasch Area 
Plan is adopted and implemented. 

2.2.4 Land Available for Development 

The Dammasch Area Plan study area comprises approximately 520 acres. However, much of the 
planning area will be unavailable for development due to constraints such as existing 
development (e.g., the Living Enrichment Center), wetlands, flood plain designations, utility 
easements, open space expectations, rights-of-way, civic requirements, and whether land is 
within the UGB. 

Table 2.5 provides a breakdown of the total acreage in the study area and indicates some of the 
land with deyelopment constraints. The parcel acreages shown in the table are taken from 
Clackamas County tax assessor data. Other acreages (i.e., flood plain, easements) were 
calculated using topographic map data from the City of Wilsonville, information from various 
utilities, and parcel data from Metro's RLIS data base. There were some discrepancies between 
the Metro parcel data and tax assessor data; the acreages presented in Table 2.5 should be 
considered approximate and should be verified through field survey. 

As discussed in Section 2.2.3.2, several properties included in the Dammasch study area are 
crossed by utility easements. Information obtained from BPA, PGE, Northwest Natural Gas, 
Santa Fe Pacific, and the City of Wilsonville was used to determine the parcels and acreages 
affected by easements. Several easements were noted, although specific locations of some 
easements are not known, and all easements will have to be field verified. More thorough 
research may also reveal additional easements, though it is reasonable to expect that any 
additional easements would not greatly affect the developable area. 
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Table 2S 
Dammasch Study Area, Land Area Breakdown 

Total Area 5 1 9 . 8 9 

Urban (Within UGB) 258.92 
Rural 260.97 

Area Unavailable for Urban Village Development (assuming expansion of UGB) 
Within Flood Plain 115.06 
Easements* 12.44 
Road Right-of-Way 11 -20 
Living Enrichment Center 42.75 

Subtotal, Unavailable Area 166.92 

Total Available for Urban Village Development 352.97 
(assuming expansion of UGB) 

• Mosl of the land contained in casements also lies within the flood plain. The tolal area of land in easements that lies 
outside the flood plain is approximately 2.6 acres, which has been excluded from the developable area. 

The flood plain acreage was estimated using the best available information. The flood plain 
acreage calculations are based on the FIRM for the area, which indicates a 143-foot elevation at 
the south edge of the planning area. For reference, aerial photographs taken during the February 
1996 flood were examined. The flood water elevation was estimated at 139 feet at the time the 
photographs were taken. The flood plain area was assumed to be unavailable for development. 
However, it may be that some development will occur within the flood plain as it is shown on 
Figure 6. Although development may require some fill within the flood plain, the fill should be 
balanced with excavation, to avoid increasing flood levels on Coffee Lake Creek. 

The Living Enrichment Center property is already partially, developed, however much of the parcel 
remains in natural vegetation. At this time, the Living Enrichment Center plans to expand their 
facility and utilize the entire parcel for their activities, such as their church, temporaiy housing for 
retreat participants, and other uses accessory to the church. Therefore, their property was assumed 
to be unavail^le for "urban village" development. 

Development of the properties on the east side of the study area (belonging to Young and Jones) is 
constrained by the flood plain and BPA easement, which is 125 feet wide. Much of both properties 
is designated Primary Open Space in the Wilsonville Comprehensive Plan; the remainder is 
designated Secondary Open Space. The acreage of these two properties was also assumed to be 
unavailable for "urban village" uses. However, at least a portion of these properties is expected to 
be available for industrial development. 

According to Jim Long, with the City of Wilsonville, roads in the study area are county roads and 
have 40-foot rights-of-way. The only exception is Brown Road, where it runs east-west along the 
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study area's southem boundary. Here, the southem half of Brown Road is within the City of 
Wilsonville, adding an additional 10 feet of width to the streets right-of-way. 
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6. TRANSPORTATION IMPACT ANALYSIS 

6.1 DESCRIPTION OF THE ANALYSIS 

This section examines the transportation effects of creating an urban village in the Dammasch 
planning area. The transportation impact analysis examines the effects of street network 
improvements as .well as land use changes on the local transportation network. It identifies 
additional traffic burdens caused by the project at key intersections and roadways as well as any 
impacts improved transit and transportation demand management measures would have on the 
system. The analysis period is the PM peak hour under both existing (1995) and future year 
(2015) conditions. This study uses the Metro 2015 projected land use (household and 
employment allocations) in all areas except the planning area zones. 

Capacity and level-of-service (LOS) calculations were performed for the following four 
signalized intersections: 1) Wilsonville Road at Boones Ferry Road, 2) Wilsonville Road at the 
1-5 southbound ramps, 3) Wilsonville Road at the 1-5 northbound ramps, and 4) Elligsen Road at 
the 1-5 northbound ramps. 

This analysis also examines the traffic flows along three key roadways: the Boeckman Road 
overpass, the potential Barber Road overpass, and Brown Road north of Wilsonville Road. 
Traffic flows were also examined at the intersections of Tooze Road and Grahams Ferry Road, 
Brown Road at Wilsonville Road, and Boones Ferry Road at Wilsonville Road. 

Figure 29 illustrates the project study area, the four intersections included in the operations 
analysis, and all roadways included in the traffic flow analysis. 

6.1.1 Planned Improvements 

The following proposed or under-construction street and interchange improvements were 
included in the andysis and arc shown on Figure 29. 

• The interchange of 1-5 at Elligsen Road is being modified by ODOT to include a partial 
cloverleaf. When it is completed, the east to south movement at the southbound ramp, 
and the west to north movement at the northbound ramps will be rerouted onto a partial 
cloverleaf, thus the left-turn movement will be eliminated at each intersection. Lane 
configurations at the northbound ramps will consist of two through lanes on the west and 
cast approaches, with a channelized right-turn lane on the east approach. The south 
approach consists of a left-through lane and a channelized right-turn lane. Since the 
planned signal timing of this intersection has not yet been determined, a 60-second-cycle 
length was used. This is typical for a two-phase system. 
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• The City of Wilsonville and ODOT plan to modify the interchange of 1-5 at Wilsonville 
Road in 1997. The plans are to widen Wilsonville Road from four to six travel laneis at 
the interchange, with reconstruction of Wilsonville Road continuing west to Brown Road. 
Modifications such as the timing, phasing, and lane geometry for both intersections at the 
interchange have not yet been determined. Therefore, this analysis chose timing, phasing, 
and lane configurations to optimize traffic operations and achieve the best possible level-
of-service. A 90-second-cycle length was used at both intersections which is typical of a 
three-phase traffic signal. This study assumed lane configurations at southbound ramps 
to include a channelized right-tum lane on the west approach; an exclusive left-turn lane 
on the east approach; and a left-turn lane, a left-through lane, and a channelized right-tum 
lane for the off-ramp on the north approach. Assumed lane configurations at the 
northbound ramps are reversed with the off-ramp approaching from the south. All 
through movements along Wilsonville Road at both intersections will have two through 
lanes. 

• The intersection of Wilsonville Road and Boones Ferry Road will also be modified as 
part of the widening project. Wilsonville Road will have an added lane for a total of two 
through lanes. On the north approach another left-turn lane will be added as well. 

Other current projects were not included in this analysis because they are not expected to alter the 
current or future travel pattems along the streets under examination. These projects are the 
partial closures of Boones Ferry Road from Ridder Road to Elligsen Road, and of Parkview 
Drive from Parkway Avenue to Elligsen Road. Closure of these streets is due to the constmction 
of the partial cloverleaf at the 1-5 interchange with Elligsen Road. Funire year analysis does not 
include the Canyon Road extension because it is not part of the regional system. 

6.1.2 Development Scenarios 

This transportation analysis examined existing (1995) and future year (2015) traffic conditions 
using different combinations of land use and street improvement altematives. The three street 
improvement altematives include: 1) extending Boeckman Road west to connect with Tooze 
Road; 2) extending Barber Road across 1-5 to connect with Parkview Avenue to the east and 
extending it west to the project site; and 3) both improvements. The development scenarios 
examined are listed in Table 6.1. 

Scenarios one and two use 1995 land use as defined in the Metro regional transportation model. 
Scenario three and four use the year 2015 regional land use as projected by Metro in all areas 
except the urban village site, which was kept vacant. This methodology was used because Metro 
assumed intense land use development in the project area. If Metro land use was used, impacts 
of the project on the transportation system could not be evaluated. Scenarios five through eight 
used the proposed urban village land use in the study area along with the projected regional 
growth as in the No-Build land use. All scenarios, except scenario one, include planned 
improvements mentioned previously. 
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Currently, the City is embarking on a new Transportation System Plan (TSP). The 
recommendations that accompany the Dammasch Area Plan should be considered as part of this 
TSP. 

9.8 INFRASTRUCXpRE COSTS 

Costs were estimated for the.basic infrastructure (i.e., roads and utilities) needed to develop the 
Dammasch area. Costs for off-site facilities and improvements, such as additional water sources, 
sewage treatment facilities, and intersection and interchange improvements are not included in 
the basic infrastructure costs for the planning area. The need for such improvements is related to 
growth in general, and cannot be attributed to a single development or planning area. Figure 37 
shows the U-ansportation and utility improvements included in the cost estimate, which is 
presented in Table 9.3. 

9.8.1 Transportation Facilities 

The cost estimate assumes construction of primary road improvements, i.e., roads with 
sidewalks, curbs and gutters; underground private utilities including power, telephone, and cable 
television; street lighting; landscaping and irrigation; and storm sewers within the roadway. The 
cost of landscaping a boulevard was added where applicable. Road improvement costs were 
factored into the per-foot unit cost of the roads. 

Boeckman Road, Brown Road, and Barber Road were assumed to provide the primary 
connections to the existing City streets. Costs were estimated for improvements to Boeckman 

' Road that begin at a point east of the Burlington Northem Railroad tracks, approximately 1,200 
feet east of the study area boundary. Boeckman Road was assumed to intersect Grahams Ferry 
Road, north of the Living Enrichment Center. For Barber Road, costs were included for 
improvements starting at a point approximately 200 feet east of the study area boundary at 
Kinsman Road, extending to Grahams Ferry Road near the northwest comer of the planning area. 
The cost estimates do not include improvements to Grahams Ferry Road along the full length of 
the westem study area boundary, only between Barber and Tooze roads. Estimates for Brown 
Road include improvements within the plaiining area boundary, from the southem boundary to 
Tooze Road. Tooze Road would be extended to Grahams Ferry Road. 

Off-site intersection improvements were not specifically estimated, but generalized costs were 
assigned to allow for necessary upgrades to existing intersections. 

Bridge costs were estimated for necessary crossings to extend the roads as shown on Figures 37. 
The cost of an overpass at 1-5 was not included. 
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Table 9.3 
Cost Estimate for Basic Inf ras t ructure-Prefer red Option 

1 Boeckman Road - 48" PCC. c4g. sw 6270 LF $350 S2.194.500 

2 Boeckman Road - 52' PCC. c&g, sw 2690 LF 5390 $1,049,100 

3 Construct 2 bridges • 60" x 90' 10800 SF SI 05 $1,134,000 

4 Wetland Mitigation ' 1 LS SI 50.000 $150,000 

S Construct private utilities 8960 LF S95 $851.200 

6 Construct Landscaping and Irrigation w/o Center Median 6270 LF S28 $175,560 

7 Construct Landscaping and Irrigation w/ Center Median 2690 LF $56 $150,640 

Extend Barber Road to Grahams Ferry then Grahams Ferry to Tooze Road 1 $3,800,000 

8 Barter Road - 40" PCC. cAg, sw 2470 LF $250 $617,500 • 

9 Barber Road - 44' PCC, c&g. sw 5130 LF $290 $1,487,700 

10 Constnjct 1 bridge - 52' x 100' 5200 SF $105 $546,000 

•11 Wetland Mitigation 1 LS $75,000 $75,000 

12 Construct private utilities 7600 LF $95 $722,000 

13 Construct Landscaping and Irrigation w/o Center Median 2470 LF $28 $69,160 

14 Constmct Landscaping and Irrigation w/ Center Median 5130 LF $56 $287,280 

Extend Brown Road to Toore Road then Tooze Road to Grahams Ferry 1 $2,600,000 

15 Brown Road - 36* AC. c&g, sw 2700 LF $240 / $648,000 

16 Brown Road - 40' AC, c&g, sw 3650 LF S280 SI.022.000 

17 Construct private utilities 6350 LF $95 $603,250 

18 Construct Landscaping and Irrigation w/o Center Median 2700 LF S28 $75,600 

19 Construct Landscaping and Irrigation w/ Center Median 3650 LF $56 S204.400 

Construct Primary Water System 1 $1,600,000 
20 Extend 14" main in Boeckman Road to Barber Road 5880 LF S75 $441,000 

21 Extend 14" main in Barber Road to Boeckman Road 4220 LF $75 5316,500 

22 Loop 12" main - from Boeckman 14" at Barber in Barber 8670 LF $65 $563,550 
to Gr. Fry. to Tooze to Brown to Boeckman 14" at Brown 

23 Extend 12" main in Boeckman Road S.E. to study 2100 LF $65 5136.500 

24 teiVi^?i?fi!t fire hydrants at average 350' spacing. 59 EA $2,500 $147,500 

Construct Primary Sanitary Sewer System 1 $1,400,000 
25 Construct 12" main parallel to and in Barter Road to 5950 LF S55 $327,250 

Seeley interceptor 
$315,000 26 Construct 10" main west of crest to Gratiam's Ferry North 7000 LF $45 $315,000 

of the Living Enrichment Center 
$274,500 27 Upgrade Seeley Ditch Interceptor from Wilsonville Road to 4500 LF $61 $274,500 

WWTP - assume 12" parallel Hne w/ manholes 
28 Construct Pomp Station at Graham's Feny (North of 1 EA $150,000 $150,000 

29 bSiSAjct 8" main from Pump Station east to Brown Road 5000 LF S35 $175,000 

30 Construct manholes at average spacing of 380 feet 34 EA $2,000 $68,000 

31. Construct i r Seeley Ditch siphon crossing | 1 EA $50,000 $50,000 

Construct Off-Site Intersection Upgrades 1 $400,000 

32 Minor Intersection Improvements 2 EA $100,000 $200,000 

33 Major Intersection Improvements 1 EA $200,000 $200,000 

Subtotal • Construction Cost $15,500,000 

Soft Costs including Contingency and Engineering (25%) 
Contingencies (20%) 
Total Estimated Cost 

$4,000,000 
$3,000.000 

$22,500,000 



9.8.2 Utility Improvements 

The primary water system improvements include water lines extended from the existing City of 
Wilsonville system and a looped system within the primary road system of the study area. 
Valving, thrust blocking, and fire hydrants were included in the estimates. The existing 
Dammasch wells and fire system are not included in the system or the cost estimates.. 

The water system was estimated with a looped connection, along Barber and Boeckman roads, to 
the existing City of Wilsonville system. A second loop was included in the northwest portion of 
the planning area. In the southwest part of the smdy area, a 12-inch main was extended from 
Barber Road to the study area boundary in Boeckman Road. 

The primary sanitary sewer system improvements include a gravity sanitary sewer system 
connected to the City of Wilsonville system. The proposed development of the Dammasch area 
will increase demand and cause the 30-inch Seely Interceptor to exceed its design capacity. 
Therefore, an allowance was made for upgrading the Seely Interceptor from Wilsonville Road to 
the City's treatment plant and is included in the cost estimates. The cost of a second gravity 
system was figured because the site slopes northeast and southwest from a ridge bisecting the 
site. This system would drain to the southwest cpmer of the site where a pump station would 
pump the effluent back to the east and into the City's gravity system. 

Sanitary sewer on the east side of the planning area runs within the road right-of-way of Brown 
Road, allowing gravity collection of all sanitary sewer on the east side of the ridge. On the west 
side of the ridge, it was assumed that two 10-inch mains would be constructed, roughly parallel, 
to serve the area and carry effluent by gravity to the proposed pump station at the north side of 
the Living Enrichment Center near Grahams Ferry Road. The cost for the pump station and force 
main was also included in the estimate. 

9.9 FINANCIAL ANALYSIS 

The Dammasch Transportation-Efficient Land Use Plan is a mixed-use, multi-phase, public-
private development project. It is described as such because: 

1. Although the plan is predominantly a housing development, it also includes retail shopping 
and services, employment facilities, recreational facilities and civic components; hence, it is 
mixed-use project. 

2. It is a multi-phase development because it will unfold in a series of phases over a number of 
years. The market analysis suggests that the project will take from nine to twelve years to 
fully develop. 
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ATTACHMENT D 
URAs 39, 41 & 42 

BEFORE THE METRO COUNCli^ ncrK oi uie mtuu wwuhvk unsiT 

ORDINANCE NO 98-744B 

Introduced by Executive Officer 
Mike Burton 

FOR THE PURPOSE OF AMENDING 
ORDINANCE NO. 96-655E TO ADD LAND TO 
DESIGNATED URBAN RESERVE AREAS FOR 
THE PORTLAND METROPOLITAN AREA 
URBAN GROWTH BOUNDARY TO PROVIDE 
FOR A STATE PRISON; AMENDING RUGGO 
ORDINANCE NO. 95-625A AND THE REGIONAL 
FRAMEWORK PLAN ORDINANCE NO. 97-715B; 
AND DECLARING AN EMERGENCY 

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 Land Conservation and Development Commission's (LCDC's) Urban 

Reserve Area Rule at OAR 660-21-020 requires Metro to designate the location of urban reserve 

areas for the Portland Metropolitan area within two miles of the regional Urban Growth 

Boundary; and 

WHEREAS, LCDC's Urban Reserve Area Rule, at OAR 660-21-020, requires that urban 

reserve areas designated by Metro shall be shown on all applicable comprehensive plan and 

zoning maps; and 

WHEREAS, LCDC's Urban Reserve Area Rule, at OAR 660-21-030(1), requires that 

urban reserve areas shall include at least a 10 to 30 year supply of developable land beyond the * 

20 year supply in the Urban Growth Boundary; and 

WHEREAS, LCDCs Urban Reserve Area Rule, at OAR 660-21-030(2), requires that 

Metro study lands adjacent to the Urban Growth Boundary for suitability as urban reserve areas; 

and 

WHEREAS. LCDC's Urban Reserve Area Rule, at OAR 660-21-030(3), requires that 

land found suitable for an urban reserve area must be included according to the Rule's priorities 
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and that first priority lands are those lands identified in comprehensive plans as exception areas 

plus those resource lands completely surrounded by exception areas which are not high value 

crop areas; and 

WHEREAS, Resolution No. 95-2244 established urban reserve study areas as the subject 

of Metro's continued study for possible designation as urban reserve areas consistent with 

LCDC's Urban Reserve Area Rule; and 

WHEREAS, urban reserve study areas are shown on the 2040 Growth Concept Map in 

Ordinance No. 95-625A adopting the Regional Urban Growth Goals and Objectives (RUGGO) 

which was acknowledged by LCDC Compliance Order 96-ACK-OlO on December 9,1996; and 

WHEREAS, the urban reserve study areas shown on the 2040 Growth Concept Map are 

included on that map in the Regional Framework Plan in Ordinance No. 97-715B; and 

WHEREAS, Metro adopted Ordinance No. 96-655E on March 6,1997, designating 

approximately 18,600 acres as urban reserve areas; and 

WHEREAS, the "special need" land use of a state prison in the Metro region had not 

been considered at that time; and 

WHEREAS, an area of "exception," non-farm lands adjacent to north Wilsonville to Day 

Road was included in designated urban reserves; and 
% 

WHEREAS, the siting process for state prisons has now resulted in a proposed prison site 

located partially on currently designated urban reserve area and about 72 additional acres of 

"exception," non-farm lands north ofDay Road; and - -

WHEREAS, Metro has encouraged the location of the proposed state prison at this site as 

an alternative to land at Danunasch Hospital inside the UGB and adjacent urban reserves in 

Resolution No. 98-2623A; and 
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WHEREAS, notice of adoption of this proposed addition to urban reserve areas and the 

proposed postacknowledgment amendments to the acknowledged RUGGO ordinance have been 

given consistent with ORS 197.610(1); now, therefore, 

THE METRO COUNCIL ORDAINS AS FOLLOWS: 

Section 1. Ordinance No. 96-655E is hereby amended to designate the area indicated on 

the map attached as Exhibit "A," and incorporated herein, as an additional urban reserve area for 

the Metro Urban Growth Boundary for the purpose of compliance with the Urban Reserve Area 

Rule at OAR 660-21-020 to identify lands of first priority for inclusion in the Metro Urban 

Growth Boundary as required by ORS 197.298 on the condition that this additional area is 

developed only for a state prison. This amendment to designated urban reserves shall be 

automatically repealed if the Oregon Department of Corrections commences construction of a 

women's prison facility at the former Dammasch Hospital property. 

Section 2. The urban reserve area on Exhibit "A" shall be shown on all applicable county 

comprehensive plan and zoning maps as required by the Urban Reserve Area Rule at OAR 660-

21-020. In addition, these findings shall be incorporated into the comprehensive plans of the 

Cities of Wilsonville and Tualatin, and Washington County. 

Section 3. Ordinances No. 95-625A and 97-715B are hereby amended to add the urban 
% 

reserve area indicated in Exhibit "A" to the 2040 Growth Concept Map in both the Regional 

Urban Growth Goals and Objectives and the Regional Framework Plan as a designated urban 

reserve area. 

Section 4. The Findings and Conclusions in Exhibit "B", attached and incorporated 

herein, explain how the additional urban reserve area designated in Section I of this Ordinance 

complies with the Urban Reserve Area Rule and the acknowledged Regional Urban Growth 
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Goals and Objectives. These Findings and Conclusions are hereby incorporated into Metro's 

acknowledged Urban Growth Boundary Plan, a comprehensive plan provision, together with the 

acknowledged 2040 Growth Concept, the acknowledged urban growth boundaxy and the 

amendment procedures in Metro Code 3.01., 

Section 5. Consistent with RUGGO Goal 11 Objective 22.3.3, Clay Street, the 

northem boundary of the amended Urban Reserve Area No. 42, is established as the perm^ent 

northern-most boundary for Metro's urban reserves in the vicinity of the City of .Wilsonville. 

Section 6. The designation of this additional urban reserve area to be available for 

amendments to the Metro Urban Growth Boundary is necessary to preserve the health, safety or 

welfare of the Metro region; therefore, an emergency is hereby declared to exist, and this 

Ordinance shall take effect upon passage. 

Section 7. The provisions of this ordinance are separate and severable. The invalidity 

of any clause, sentence, paragraph, section, subsection, or portion of this ordinance or the 

invalidity of the application thereof to any city, county, person or circumstance shall not affect 

/ / / / / 

/ / / / / 

/ / / / / 
« 

/ / / / / 

/ / / / / 

/ / / / / 

/ / / / / 

/ / / / / 
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the validity of the remaining provisions of this ordinance or its application to other cities, 

counties, persons or circumstances. 

ADOPTED by the Metro Council this day of _ _,1958. 

ecording Secretary 

Jon Kvist^Presiding Officer 

Approved as to Form: 

Daniel B. Cooper, Gerysral Counsel 

I:\rXXS#07.F&DV)2UGB\O4URBRES.DECy)7WILSON.PRS\ORD744.B 
June 26,1998 
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EXHIBIT B 

Ordinance No. 98-744B 
Urban Reserve Findings and Conclusions 

The results of Metro's legislative determination of this amendment of urban reserve area 42 are 
explained here consistent with statewide land use Goal 2 and OAR 660-21-030(5). 

I. Applicability Of This Ordinance 

This is an amendment of Ordinance 96-655E which adopted urban reserve area 42. Consistent 
with Section 3 of Ordinance 96-655E, the urban reserve areas map in that ordinance is amended 
by this Ordinance No. 98-744B to include this 72-acre addition to urban reserve area 42. 
Consistent with Section 2 and 3 of that ordinance, the acknowledged 2040 Growth Concept Map . 
adopted in RUGGO in Ordinance No. 95-625A and the Regional Fr^ework Plan in Ordinance 
No. 97-715B is aniended in those ordinances to include this urban reserve area amendment. 

II. Urban Reserve Rule Determination 

Applicable portions of Growth Management's staff reports are attached and incorporated herein 
as part of these Findings. The staff report findings are supplemented here by explanation of the 
evidence, findings and conclusions from evidence presented subsequent to the staff report. 

A. The estimated amount of land was established by Ordinance No. 96-655E 
consistent with OAR 660-21-030(1) and remains unchanged except for the accommodation of 
the additional prison facility described in the record of this ordinance. 

B. The application of the suitability analysis consistent with OAR 660-21 -030(2) to 
establish urban reserve 42 was completed in Ordinance No. 96-655E. As indicated in the staff 
report at pages 6-10 and Attachment 3 at page 20 of this Exhibit, the 72-acre addition to urban 
reserve 42 has, essentially, the same characteristics that gave the exception lands in urban reserve 
area 42 a ve^ high relative suitability score. 

C. Consistent with OAR 660-21-020 and Section 4 of Ordinance No. 96-655E, 
Section 4 of this Ordinance requires that this amendment to urban reserve area 42 be shown on 
all applicable county and city comprehensive plan and zoning maps. 

D. By incorporation into Metro's uiban reserves and Regional Framework-Plan by 
Section 2 of this Ordinance, these Findings and Conclusions are included in the comprehensive 
plans of affected jurisdictions in compliance with OAR 660-21-030(5) because Metro's UGB 
plans, including urban reserves, are comprehensive plan provisions of all cities and counties 
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within Metro. See, League of Women Voters v. Metro. Service District, Or App 333, 335-336, 
781 P2d 1256 (1989). In addition, these Findings and Conclusions are required by Section 2 of 
this Ordinance to be added to affected city and county comprehensive plans of the Cities of 
Wilsonville and Tualatin, and Washington County. 

III. Applicable Regional Urban Growth Goals and Objectives (RUGGO) 

A. The application of RUGGO objectives 15,16,18vi., 19,3.3,22, 22.3.3 and more 
generally, Goal 11.2.ii, 11.2.iv are explained at pages 10-12 of this Exhibit, concluding that this 
urban reserve amendment is consistent with those objectives. Central to the analysis is the. effect 
of supersiting legislation {See, Attachment 1 at pages 16-17 of this Exhibit) and Governor 
Kitzhaber's June 25,1998 announcement of his decision to proceed to select this f e n d e d urban 
reserve site 42 for the prison using that supersiting authority.. The Governor's announcement 
was in the record of the June 25,1998 hearing. 

B. In addition, the following RUGGO issues were raised in evidence in the record 
subsequent to the staff report: 

1. Violation of RUGGO Objective 22.3.3 was alleged in testimony before the 
Metro Council. Despite this allegation, there is no legal authority for this, or any RUGGO 
Objective to be applied to prevent the super siting of a prison on amended urban reserve 42. 
Even if the siting were a RUGGO violation, it could still be sited. Therefore, Metro s 
recognition of the effect of that statutory authority is not a violation of its own objective. This is, 
especially, true when the effect of amending this urban reserve to recognize this industrial use is 
to mitigate its impact. The condition in Section 5 of this ordinance establishes the northem 
boundary of this addition to urban reserve 42 as the permanent northem boundary of urban 
reserves in this vicinity. This is consistent with objective 22.3.3 because it mitigates the effect of 
the prison siting on the separation of Tualatin and Wilsonville. The condition in Section 1 of the 
Ordinance recognizes the super siting authority and avoids any violation of RUGGOs by 
automatically repealing this urban reserves amendment if this site is not a super sited prison. 
1000 Friends of Oregon v. City of North Plains, 27 Or LUBA 372 (1994). 

2. The issue o fa possible 1-5,99W connector highway between Tualatin and 
Wilsonville was raised to the Metro Council. The location of that general corridor at this point is 
inside the regional urban growth boundary at the southern edge of the City of Tualatin. There is 
no evidence presented in the record to indicate that the actual aligrunent of that project would be 
located near to the northem boundaiy of amended urban reserve 42. Even if the final alignment 
moves south of the UGB at Tualatin, the condition in Section 5 of this ordinance helps maintain 
separation of communities by retaining a northem boundary of urban reserves adjacent*to"the 
southem community of Wilsonville. 

3. The issue o f t h e adequacy ofstormwater management facilities for an area 
near the proposed prison, but off site, was raised to the Metro Council with engineering evidence 
of the problem. This problem was first identified in the preliminary ODOC studies in the record 
at the first hearing. The Metro Council acccpts the engineering evidence ofthe final ODOC 
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report and the Westech Engineer response to evidence from Holistic Water Resources 
Engineering on the feasibility of proposed stormwater facilities in the record of the June 25,1998 
hearing. At this stage of land use decision, only the feasibility of an engineered solution must be 
demonstrated, not facility location or design. 

Westech Engineering identifies the off site acreage which drains from the north into the 
Grahams Ferry Road and Day Road intersection. The ODOC proposed improvements include a 
solution for this currently inadequately drained area across the prison site to the southwest 
detention facility. ODOC is providing an on site detention basin that will include capacity for 
the off site stormwater at Grahams Ferry Road and Day Road intersection. Westech concludes 
that the detention facility is adequately sized to provide detention for existing and future 
conditions, including the off site stormwater. 

Further planning for "permanent facilities" will continue as the area develops. As 
Planning Director Lashbrook testified, the city has contracted with KCM Engineering to 
coordinate with Westech Engineering to prepare a stormwater master plan for the entire city and 
adjacent urban reserves. This master plan is intended to be included in the Public Facilities Plan 
in the acknowledged comprehensive plan of the City pf Wilsonville. 

IV. Applicability of the Urban Growth Management Functional Plan 

The Functional Plan is not directly applicable to land outside Metro's jurisdictional 
boundary, such as the 72 acres that are the subject of this amendment. However, the Functional 
Plan directly implements RUGGO objectives and the 2040 Growth Concept. Therefore, the 
prospective analysis of Functional Plan policies in the attached Staff Report shows the positive 
effects on urban reserve areas 39,41, and 42 and the urban growth boundary areas adjacent to 
them in the City of Wilsonville. These are more detailed findings that show consistency with the 
RUGGO provisions that these Functional Plan provisions implement. 

ORDINANCE NO. 98-744A Page 3 
URBAN RESERVE FINDINGS AND CONCLUSIONS 



ATTACHMENT E 
URAs 39, 41 & 42 

City o( 
W I T C O N V I i I H I w u o ; o o ^ - 1 u Io rux 

in O R E ^ (503)682-0843 TDD 

COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT 
MEMORANDUM 

DATE; MAY 27,1998 

TO: STEPHAN LASHBROOK, PLANNING DIRECTOR 

FROM: ELDON R. JOHANSEN, COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT DIRECTOR 

SUBJECT: PRELIMINARY URBAN RESERVE PLAN FOR URBAN RESERVE AREA 
42 (EXPANDED) 

The purpose of this memorandum is to provide additional infonnation concerning the overall impact of 
constructing the infrastructure necessary to support a Women s Prison/Intake Center at the intersection 
of Day Road and Grahams Ferry Road and on the infrastructure which is also necessary to develop the 
industrial sanctuary. Specific comments are as follows; 

Water 

The City has existing water available to serve the industrial sanctuary from the vicinity of 
Ridder Road and Garden Acres Road with a fire flow at a residual of 20 PSI of approximately 
4100 gallons'per minute. The City also has water available at Pioneer Court on Boones Ferry 
Road just nonh of 95th Avenue of 3700 gallons per minute with a residual of 20 PSI. To 
provide a strong looped system to ensure adequate domestic and fire flows for the prison, an 
18" water" main will be constructed to loop from along Ridder Road and Clutter Road from 
Garden Acres Road to Grahams Ferry, and then up Grahams Ferry to Day Road, east on Day 
Road to Boones Ferry Road and then back to the southeast on Boones Ferry Road to tie to the 
existing water main ut Pioneer Court. This line will provide excellent domestic water and fire 
flows for the prison, and also has adequate capacity to provide the overall "backbone system" 
for the industrial sanctuary. As the sanctuary develops, the developments will be able to obtain 
service from the 18" transmission main without having to extend service back to the existing 
areas of the City. 

Sewer 

The Department of Corrections will extend/replace a sewer line that crosses the Burlington 
Northem Railroad just northwest of Hillman Court and from there along the north side of the 
railroad tracks to the vicinity of the Cahalin Road extension. This line will be oversized with 
sufficient capacity to serve the industrial sanctuary. Although there are two separate sections 
of the trunk sewer from this area to the treatment plant that will be potentially undersized at full 
build-out of the area, the line has sufficient capacity to provide for several years of additional 
growth. It is anticipated that the developments within the industrial sanctuary and other areas 
served by this line will contribute a proportional share of the costs towards replacing or 
paralleling the line where additional capacity is required. 
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Storm Sewer 

The Industrial sanctuary is subject to significant localized flooding with the water entering the 
north from two separate locations. First, there is a substantial amount of water that crosses into 
the area at Clay Road and flows to the southeast across Grahams Ferry and Day Road causing 
substantial flooding. The construction of the proposed Women's Prison/Intake Center will 
include the rerouting of this storm water flows to a large detention facility. The water is then 
metered out to the south side of the Burlington Northem Railroad. There is a potential tor 
additional significant storm water flows from the north across Day Road, and the design to 
route this storm water through the system will be included in the overall plans for the 
development of the industrial sanctuary as outlined in the City's Storm Water Management 
System. 

Roads 

There is a present significant problem with traffic at the intersection of Day Road and Boones 
Ferry Road, and also at Day Road and Grahams Ferry Road. The Department of Corrections 
will substantially improve the capacity at these intersections to correct the present traffic 
problem and to provide additional capacity for substantial growth. In addition, the Department 
of Corrections will construct a half street along Grahams Ferry Road adjacent to the proposed 
Women's Prison/Intake Center to urban standards. The improvement of the intersection and 
the construction of the road adjacent to the prison to urban standards will provide substantial 
capacity for future development of the industrial sanctuary. 

Sincerely, 

< & • 

Eldon R.Johansen 
Community Development Director 

ERJ:bgs 

somerville prison 
052698 



ATTAOnivicix I r 
URAs 39, 41 & 42 

(503)682-1011-
City T_ t _ t ' T I (503)682-1015 Fax 
WILSONVILLE | (503)682-0843TDD 

December 18,1997 
jQ . Honorable Mayor and Crty Council 

FROM: Stephan LashbrooK, Planning Director • 

S-B.HCT: S W F ^ J a n U a , V ' 
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Both the City staff and Plan™n9 development 
2 p T o C v a ^ d ~ d 2 i r o m e N ^ me demand .or water. 

City staff, the Development 

I d d S T s o u r J o f w a t e r is available to serve community growth. 
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- The moratorium should be «na«!d
a?!)JSe

va^ 
t h a n at the point ofb^ld 'J19 Ippropriate than denying building 
further planning approves j s more Hhat h a v e a | r e a d y r e c e i V ed 
permits because rt a l l o ^ consume the remaining water 
planning approvals i s piaCed on building permrts rather 
system capacrty. If the moratonum a . l f e e d i n g f r e n 2 y . . for those 
than planning approvals. t^® i i a t e r capacity is used up. That will 
bcj:1Sen9aKiSc S L S p S & m e n . in the City. 

able?o n C t 

The water level in the wells is dropping, as is the overall water quality. 

J t h % S ^ S e t ? u W 9 X w l a n d 0 d i S w ^ ^ ^ ^ 
rapid deplettonofthe limited groundwater resource. 

Even with an aggressive conservatio^^^ have 
lfrMday b e e n ^ ? ^ o v e d are expected to consume an of the remaining 
capacity from the City's existing wells. 

. fpaHilv available, sources of water to meet 
c o m m u n r t y n e e d s T J e ^ - d wiil taKe 
considerable time and effort to put into place. 

1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

6. 

7. 

The City's a c k n o w l e d g e d ^ o ^ ^ ^ ^ 
ordinances require Crty d ^ s i o n maK development application, 
facilities will be a r e n o t a b l e to 
Under the c u n ' e n t circumstan^ , ^ cy, 0f y^e water system. 
make such a f m u s t be denied or receive 
Hence, proposed developr^n pp d.rtj n t h a t they cannot proceed wrth 
c r s S i a p u p n r ; . ; w u t e an( i funded-

By statute (ORS 1 9 7 •^ 5 r i 0 l S ^^o^e?to e iegS^^ a 
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The Planning C o m m l s s i o n ; s = e n d a t i o n n . c ^ b e l d 

P a c k e t ' c a n b e 

s u m m a n j e d - W l o n o ^ ; 

WEST LINN - WILSONVILLE SCHOOL DISTRICT ^ 
_ . . _ — . n n n r t p H t h e District's request to reserve water for a new school. This 

a development wiU. the 
City that would specify that there would be: 

No summer school or other use of the facilities creating a need for water iathe 
summer, beyond minimum mamtenance; and 

• Interruptible water service during the summer. 

Findings in support of this decision included; 

• A new school is already needed in the community; 

Local schools have a history of minimal summer water usage. J ^ i s means' 
the existing schools do not contribute to the peak water usage 
and in efiFect, the schools are not using the water that is allocated to^em. I 
S i i S p«Seat no special problems to 
water availability through the summer months. The School Distnct is wiumg 

il^gSion of athlftic fields to help the City d ^ v ^ ^ r shortages. 

2. 
TEUFEL DEVELOPMENT (VILLAGE AT MAIN STREET) 

water would be available for the entire project and Ais belirf was COIjy^e^ t i
t° 

n i g Commission during its deliberations on that development apphcauon. 

"TOLLING" OF DEVELOPMENT APPROVALS DURING MORATORIUM 

The Commission noted that several developments h a v e
n

r
r

e
r

C
( f S t i o n o f ^ a L 

an amendment to current Code language. 

Staff report 
97PC03 
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ORDINANCE NO. 493 

^nfMiwAvrir ADOPTING A MORATORIUM ON PLANNING APPROVALS 

EMERGENCY. 

WHEREAS, th= City of Wilsonville is a home rule city under the laws of the State of 

Oregon and has a duly acknowledged Comprehensive Land Use Plan; and 

WHEREAS, the City's acknowledged Comprehensive Land Use Plan is intended to 

ensure that the rate of community growth and development does not exceed the community 's 

ability to provide essential public services and facilities, including adequate water for domestic, 

irrigation, and fire-fighting purposes. The City's acknowledged Comprehensive Land Use Plan 

further provides that a continued source of water will be available .0 meet the City's growing 

needs into the future, but the City's acknowledged Comprehensive Land Use Plan is silent as to 

how die City is to provide water service without an adequate source of water, as is illustrated by 

its text; 

(a) City Comprehensive Plan Objectives include; 

3.1 Urban development should be allowed only in areas where necessary 

services can be provided. 

3.4 Require that primary facilities be available or under construction pnor to 

issuance of a building permit 

(b) The City's acknowledged Comprehensive Plan policies also commit the C'ty 

provide water service that keeps pace with development: 

Page 1 of 13 
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3 2 1 The City shall review and. where necessary, update the Water System 

Master Plan to conform to the densities shown on the Comprehensive Plan 

and any subsequent amendments to the Plan. 

a. All major water lines shall be extended in conformance to the line sizes 

indicated on the Master Plan and. at a minimum, provisions for system 

looping shall be made. If the type, scale, and/or location of a proposed 

development warrants maximum fire flows, the Planning Commission 

may require completion of a loop in conjunction with the development. 

b. All line extensions shall be made at the cost of the developer or 

landowner of the property being served. When a major line is extended 

that is sized to provide service to lands other than those requiring the 

initial extension, the City may: 

1. Authorize and administer formation of a Local Improvement 

District to allocate the cost of the line improvements to all 

properties benefiting from the extension; < or 

2. Authorize and administer a payback system wheieby the initial 

developer may recover an equitable share of the cost of the 
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extension from benefiting property owners/developers as the 

properties are developed. 

c. All line extension shall be extended the flill frontage width of the 

property being served, so as to provide for further connection of adjoining 

properties. 

d. All water lines shall be installed in accordance with the City's 
% 

urbanization policies and Public Works Standards. 

3.2.2 The City shall continue to develop, operate, and maintain a water system, 

including wells, pumps, and reservoirs, capable of serving all urban 

development within the incorporated City limits. The City shall also 

maintain the lines ofthe distribution system once they have been installed 

and accepted by the City (see Policy 3.2.1.b). 

3.2.3 The City shall, through a Capital Improvements Program, plan and 

schedule major water system improvements needed to serve contmued 

development, e.g., additional wells, pumps, and reservoirs. 

WHEREAS, the City finds there is a demonstrated need to prevent a shortage of water for 

domestic and fire flow usage which would occur during the period of the proposed moratorium 
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commencing January 5, 1998. through the following six months and which justifies a 

moratorium pursuant to ORS 197.320(2) for new land development approvals; and 

WHEREAS, based upon reasonably available information, the City makes the following 

finding in support ofthe above finding of demonstrated need: 

(a) The extent of need beyond the estimated capacity of existing public water 

expected to result from new land development, including idemification ofthe currem 

operating capacity, together with the portion of such capacity already commined to development, 

are as follows; 

1. The development approvals as of November 26, 1997. together with present 

water users, are projected to use 7.41 miUion gallons per day (MGD) of water capacity on 

a maximum day as set forth in Exhibit A, attached hereto and incoiporated herein; and • 

2. The City's source of water for City water uses is from eight wells which wUl 

produce 5.49 MGD on a maximum day after the new Boeckman well is equipped and 

connected to the system; and 

3. The Boeckman well is the last well which the City is allowed by the State s 

Water Resources Department. However, the City has ground water rights of 13 cubic 

feet per second (c6) and the current eight wells produce up to 9 cfs. This then appears to 

. provide a paper option of drilling either deeper or more wells to provide additional 

capacity. But even if deeper or additional wellfs) were aUowed under the aforementiooed 

rights and the doctrine of secondary appropriation, the aquifer level is dechning at such a 

rate that any fimhcr ground water usage would threaten existing capacity both in the near 

term and the long term; and 
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4 The City experience with water conservation provides a reasonable expectation 

that a diligent effort at water conservation will reduce maximum day water demand by 

1.19 MGD; and 

5. A review of well production data indicates one well has been attributed with 

providing an additional 0.13 MGD which it has not produced, thereby reducing the 

calculation of overall water capacity demand by a like amount; and 

6. The present reservoirs have a capacity of 5.9 MGD and the City has planned 

and funded an additional reservoir of 2.0 MGD to come on line in 1998, and it is 

projected that 0.6 MGD of ma,ximum day water capacity can be satisfied by use of 

reservoir capacity while maintaining a safe fireflow reserve, and 

7. The above combination of existing capacity, water conservation, well 

production calculations, and new reservoir capacity, provides a projected capacity of 7.41 

MGD for maximum day usage; and 

8. While market forces have caused development to occur at a faster rate than 

could be reasonably anticipated, there are still 715 acres of residential land, 399 acres of 

industrial land, and 82 acres of commercial land which are undeveloped and will need to^ 

be served by a projected 7.0 MGD of additional capacity, exclusive of the need to serve 

urban reserve areas or any prison complex in the future, and 

9. The City has employed the consulting firm of Montgomery Watson to analyze 

viable alternatives for the City to provide the needed water capacity. A copy of 

Montgomery Watson's report, dated March, 1997, is made part of the public record, 

marked Exhibit B and incorporated by reference herein. In addition to the recitals above 
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and the aforementioned Montgomery Watson report, the City has taken the actions set 

forth in the Director of Public Works report, dated November 7. 1997, marked Exhibit 

C-l, made part of the public record. The City has been workine towards a plan of 

correction and must do so pursuant to ORS 197.530. Any plan of correction must weigh 

and balance the different altcmadves, the probable cost of each, what the best result for 

such expenditure will be given scarce dollars and the projected build-out capacity and 

water needs of such development, and the reasonable ability of the City to ultimately 

finance any such costs. B « until a reasonable plan of conection can be developed, 

including adequate funding, the need for establishing a moratorium on new developmem 

based on lack of water capacity is clearly and convincingly demonstrated. 

(b) The shortage of water affects the whole city. Wilsonvillc is not a large city, 

geographically including a total of approximately six square miles. Thus, the City finds thai the 

moratorium is reasonably limited to the whole geographical area of the city; 

Cc) While there is some elasticity in the projected water demand within the 

developments approved, ir. that should a developmen. no. go forward within two years of its 

developmen. approval i. could, therefore, forfei. its developmen. permi. and ftee-up its demand 

on water capacity. H e City cannot re<Bon.bly make projections based upon a developer no. 

an approved right. Nor can the City eommi. iu reserves for fire safety to domestic 

use. In the past three years the City has experienced one fatal fire and a. least one other fire tflM 

could have spread to other dwelling units if no. for an adequate supply of water held in reserves. 
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. Currently, the City has previously-approved projects for development which have not yet been 

built, totaling 230 single family dwelling units, 742 multi-family dwelling units, 350,000 square 

feet of commercial floor space, and 674,000 square feet of industrial floor space. This is 

sufficient to accommodate additional growth for approximately two years before significantly 

impacting other nearby communities. Nor is the moratorium intended to stop development 

approvals wherein there is no increased demand upon water capacity. Therefore, the housmg 

and development needs ofthe City have been accommodated as much as possible by (1) havmg 

allowed development approvals to progress to the point that, if built, all capacity will be used, 

and (2) allowing development which will not increase demand upon water capacity. "Moreover, 

in the event that any such development rights are forfeited which would otherwise use water 

capacity, it appears that the development of properties along the recently established local 

improvement district (LID) No. 12 should be given first priority in order to accommodate as 

much as possible the geographical area which most likely can provide the greatest additional 

housing and meet economic development needs, given the recent investment in major public 

improvements to serve this area by the property owners within LID No. 12; and 

WHEREAS, pursuant to ORS I97.520(l)(a), the City has provided written notice to the 

Department of Land Conservation and Development on November 13. 1997. which is more than 

45 days prior to the final public hearing for January 5. 1998. on this ordinance; and 

WHEREAS, pursuant to ORS 197.520(l)(b). the City has made written findings 

justifying the need for the moratorium in accordance with ORS 197.520(2); and 

WHEREAS, a duly noticed publi: hearing was conducted before the City s Plaiming 

Commission on December 10, 1997. aftei which the Planning Commission adopted ResoluUon 
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97PC03, recommending thai ihe City Council enact a moratorium as provided in this ordinance; 

and 

WHEREAS, puisuant to ORS 197.320(l)(c), on January 5. 1998, the City Council has 

held a duly noticed public hearing on declaring a moratorium based on the lack of water capacity 

to serve new development and the fmdings which suppon the mcratorium. 

NOW, THEREFORE, THE CITY OF WILSONVILLE ORDAINS AS FOLLOWS: 

T: FTN^TNGS AND DETERMINATIONS 

A. The City Council adopts the above recitals as findings and incorporates them by 

reference in support of this ordinance. 

B. The Wilsonvillc City Council hereby determines that: 

1. A moratorium based upon lack of water capacity for new development is 

declared. This moratorium shall not apply to a development which has a Stage 

II development approval set forth in Exhibit C-2 and othenvise complies with 

the City's laws, ordinances, mles and regulations. Unless otherwise set forth 

in this ordinance, no applications for land use approvals, shall be accepted or 

granted which will create an increased demand for water service during the 

moratorium period set forth below. Except, however, that those applications 

which have received Development Review Board approval subject to City 

Council review, or DRB recommendation for City Council approval, as of the 

effective date of this ordinance shall be reviewed by the City CouncU. New 

development shall include, but is not necessarily limited to, land partitions or 
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ORDINANCE NO. 493 

subdivisions, conditional use permits, variances, zone changes, phase II 

planned development approvals. 

2. Applications for land use approvals may be allowed to go forward to 

development only where it is found by the City decision-makers, who are 

empowered by local ordinance to take action on development applications, 

that the development will not cause an increased demand for water service. 

Allowing developments which will not cause an increased demand for water 

to proceed is an additional accommodation to housing and economic needs. 

Also, the development ofa public school that has no summer-school program 

and no summer irrigation of landscaping can be deemed to be a development 

that will not cause an increased demand for water service during that portion 

ofthe year when water shortages are critical. To the extent that Phase 3 of tlxe 

Teufel Village (Village at Main Street) development was included as having 

Stage II approval in the City's water calculations shown in Exhibit C-2, it 

shall continue to be so accounted as it is inextricably woven into a settlement 

agreement and develop^nt agreement with the City and this area will 

a c c o m m ^ t t f ' a d d i t i ^ housing and economic developrsentj jee^ The 

develo^ent agreement vath Capital Realty also affords Capital's Wi l sonv i i l ^ 

Town Center project to receive similar treatment as Teufel Village and the | 

Wilsonville Town Center project shall be included in Exhibit C-2 under Stzgy 

n^provalT^imilaiLtojr^^^^ Village, with 9 3 . 0 0 0 _ g a l l o n s ^ e r j ^ ^ 

Realty indicated as the amount of water necessary for their buildout. The 
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cp ta t ion for a time equal .o .he duranoo ot .his moratorium, including any 

extension thai may legally be granted. 

,0. In the event that the State of Oregon fonnally demands that the City provide 

to a correctional facility, the City Attorney is authoriad to He an action 

in Circuit Court, naming the State's Department of Conections. and any 

parties whose property development rights to connect to City water wodd be 

jeopardized by the State's actions. Such action shall seek to have the Court 

determine who shall receive City water pending a resolution to the lack ot 

capacity. 

n . This moratorium shall expire six months fiom the date of its enactment unless 

Otherwise extended in accordance with state law. 

tt VALIDITY gFVFRABlLITY 

The validity of any section, clause, sentence or provision of this ordinance shall not affect 

to the invalid part or parts. 

n t e m e p ^ - ^ ' - v d e c l a r e d 

The matters contained herein concem the public health, welfare and safety. An 

emergency is hereby declared to exis. and this ordinance shall become immediately e f f e d v . 

upon its passage by the City CouncU. 
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SUBMITTED to the Wiisonviile City Council and read for the first and second time at a 

regular meeting thereof on the 5th day of January, 1998. commencing at the hour of 7 p.m. at 

the Wilsonville Community Center. 

SASTDRA C. k i n g , CMC,tCity Recorder 

ENACTED by the Wilsonville City Council at a regular meeting thereof this 5th day of 

January, 1998, by the following votes; 

YEAS: 5 NAYS: _:0I 

sANDRA C. KING, CMC, City Recorder 

DATED and signed by the Mayor 7th day of jMuary, 1998. 

CHARLOTTE LEHAN, Mayor 

SUMMARY OF VOTES: 

Mayor Lehan Yes 

Councilor Kirk Yes 

Councilor Luper Yes 

Councilor Helser Yes 

Councilor Barton Yes 

n;cityre\ordin»rcei\ord493 

O R D I N A N C E N O . 4 9 3 
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Exhibit A 

WATER ASSURANCE CHECK 
Supply 

1^/98 
'roduclion with new well 
Use of reservoir lo meet 

maximum day requirement 
Continued voluntary reduction of 

max day demand by the top 10 
im'gation users 

Mandatory curtailment of 
im'gation to 2/3 of normal use 

Reduction in "unaccounted for" 
water that has previously 
been identified 

20% of new reservoir capacity 
Source lo be identified 
Total 

Unconslrained maximum day 
consumption - Summer 1996 

Approvals not included in 
summer 1996 consumption 

Total 
Available for future projects 

January 1997 Report 
55 MGD 

.20 MGD 

.41 MGD 

October 1997 Status 
5.38 MGD 

0.20 MGD 

0.41 MGD 

0.78 MGD 

0.13 MGD 
0 MGD 

7.07 MGD 

0.78 MGD 

0.13 MGD 
0.40 MGD 

7.30 MGD 

an 1998 Status 
.49 MGD 

.20 MGD 

0.41 MGD 

0.78 MGD 

Demand 
January 1997 Report 

5.66 MGD 

1.36 MGD 
6.99 MGD 
0.08 MGD 

October 1997 Status 

5.66 MGD 

1.61 MGD 
7.27 MGD 
0.03 MGD 

0.13 MGD 
0.40 MGD 
0.09 MGD 
7.50 MGD 

Jan 199B Status 

5.66 MGD 

1.84 MGD 
7.50 MGD 
0.0 MGD 

X3 >4 
in o 

Annex/Water/Assure 
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WILSONVILLE 

inOfifGON 

30000 SW Tbym Center Loop E 
WlIsonviMe. Oregon 97070 
C503) 682-1011 
(503) 6 8 2 - 1 0 1 5 Fax 
(503) 6 8 2 - 0 8 4 3 TDD 

MEMORANDUM 
EXHIBIT C-1 

DATE: NOVEMBER 7,1997 

TO: MIKE KOHLHOFF 

FROM: JEFFBAUMAN sjlfc 

RE: WATER SUPPLY PLANNING 

O v e r the oast vcan the city of Wilsonville has undenaken numerous steps to address 
tk t P e" upptJ^neS^? The following list idendfies key activities that have occurred, 

with emphasis on planning and engineering smdies that have occurred. 

1989. 35 ^agencies (including Wilsonville) convened 
monthly to discuss/coordinate water supply issues of regional mterest. 

Phase I of a regional planning effort.. It 
evaluated 29 potential sources of water for the PorrlandA^ancouvc^cTOpoli^ 
area- It concluded that 6 of these options merited further andysis. ^ e smdy was 
conducted for the 35 agencies of the Regional Provider Advisory Group, which 
included the city of Wilsonville. The smdy was conducted by an engineering 
consulting team headed by CH2MHill. 

1992 to present: Water conservation effons and/or curtailment programs have been 
implemented every summer in Wilsonville (ranging from public education ^ d 
retries" for voluntary reduction in water usage, to mandatory restncnons during 
peak demand periods). 

1 9 9 2 9 A p'uot-^deewaterr^atrMnt facility was set up in Wilsonville to demonstjate 
how "raw water" from the WiUaraette River could be treated with real ly 
available technologies to provide water which tneets ah f e . J e ^ 
water standards. The project was conducted by the Tualatin Valley Water 
District, with suppoit from the city of Wilsonville. 

1993: Second Elligsen reservoir placed in service. 

1993: Canyon Creek well placed in service. 

1993-96: "Regional Water Supply Plan" ' ' „ . 
This engineering study represented Phase II of the regional planning^eff^_ It 
evaluated the 6 most promising supply options in greater de ta i led conc ludM^t 
a combination of sources (including the Willamette River) should be protected 

Serving The C c m m u n t y Wfm Pride 
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November?, 1997 
Page 3 

nf the nanicioaiine agcncics. The lead agcncy for this study was ihe city of 
tLIS Other oanicipating agencies included: WUsonville. Tualaw, Sherwood, 
Po8r^^d T U i ?dn vLley Water District, and Clackamas River Water Distnct. 
The consulting engineer was Murray, Smith & Associates. 

1997 Region^ Providers Advisory 
28 agencies have endorsed the Regional Water Supply Plan, and have 

desienated clected officials from their respccuvc governing bodies to 5tr\c on 
Reefonal Water Providers Consortium Board. Wilsonville Mayor Charlotte 
Lehan was elected Vice-Chair of this Boar± 

1QQ7 ConeoineV Columbia-WiUamene Water Conservauon Coi t ion 1997 (ongoing;^iiuohias ^ t h i s g r o u p o f 1 8 a g c n c i c s w h i c h work cooperanvely to 
establish conservation goals, provide public inforrnaao^tecto p?b l^ WoriS 
evaluate the effectiveness of conservauon effons. WUsonville Public worw 
Director Jeff Bauman serves on the "core team'' (i.e.. steenng committee) of the 
Coalition. 

• ------e. "Willamette River Water Treatment Plant Project Concept Desi^ 
P This ene in^SJg^udy is a detailed site analysis as weU as trclmicaJ/financial 

feasibility analysis of a WUlamette water treatment plant designed to 
Wilsonville's long-term water supply needs. The " n c d u l c d 

completed in 1998. The consulting engineer is Montgomery watson. 

in process: Construction has begun on the Boeckman weU. which should be in service 
by the summer of 1998. 

in process: Bids are being soUcited for construction of an adcUtional reservoir (2 rmUion 
gaUon capacity) to be in service by the summer of 1998. 
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Water Requirements for Projects with Approval for 1 
Water 

Maximum 
daily 
production in 

Update 1/7/98 Plnq Ref GPD 1 

Commercial 1 
ACT III • built 95PC26 9,000. 

Canyon Creek Business Parte (2 buildings) 97DB06 78,000 

Chevron - built 96DR03 15,000 

Fox Center-renewed — 960B23 22,000 

Garden Center - built 960R17/95PC29 1,000 

WBC project-office 970819 89,000 

Uvinq Enrichment Center 61,000 

Oriental Rud Store at TC - built 960R05 4,000 

Tarr Card Lock 97DB05 

Teufel 95PC27 172,000 

Town Center. 3d Anchor 14,000 

1 Innral 96DB29 4,000 

wiiiaiTiBttp Inn Motel - Indoor Swimming Poo. 97DB21 1 

WV Rental 96DB16/97DB29 1,000 

Tnwn rpniBf-Phase ill 93.000 • 

T n t a l C o m m e r c i a l 563,000' 

Industrial j J 
Artistic Auto bodv 96DB36 ' 

CISCO-small whse exp-built 96DB01 3,000 

Comm i Ind Park (Tim Knapp) 96DB34/97DB04 6,000 

Deerfield Partn (Conway)Tl< Term on Comm 
r 960B15 10,000 

nnn Ra<frn"ssen Mercedes-Benz (update 7/3 97DB23/97DB01 6,000 

Pullman Company 97DB20 9,000 

GMC/Wentworth 970B02 6,000 

Jack Martin. Bkjg B 94PC41 17,000 

LeadTec 96DB30 8,000 

Master Craft aka Cranston Machinery 96DF02 31,000 

Nike Parking Expansion 97DB17 

Oregon Pacific Investment g6PC03 12,000-

PGE Crew Center 960B04 3.000 

Pmnrass - built 960B18 9.000 

Rnho" • Bnn Tonkin ( 1 year extension appro" 95PC17 20.000 

Sysco Continental Inc. Phasa I - built 960B37 2.000: 

Tektronix 970B18 1.000 

US Crane-expired 95PC22 
Utiitv Vault »2-built 960B12 
Total Industrial 144.000 

Uultifamilv 1 
Greenhouse Estates-46 lots 960B35 24,000- 1 

Exhibit C-2 

' Added per Council action adopting Ordinance on 1/5/9B 
Annex. CO Public. Water Production, Water-Recent Approvals 
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Water Requirements for Projects with Approval for 1 
Water 

Update 1/7/9B:Plng Ref 

Maximum 
daily 
production in 
GPD 

U^msu/au 95PC06 162.000 

Phnpni* Inn-Gdialhered under Oil Can Henry 96PC04 29,000 

n-inHiii 179 anN on Canvon Creek 96DB24/97DB07 200.000 

Teufel 

95PC27 
&97DB12 236.000 

\/lahos Firs aka Carmon Oaks 97DB10 45,000 

W i s e m a n Senior Aparunents 96DB13 29,000 

Willamette Woods Senior Community 
(|appfo« 96 units) 96082B 52,000 

T«tal Miiltifamilv 777,000 

nf f i rp 1 
Chamber/Visitors Center ong approval on 
5/13/96 & revised 96DB05 6,000 

NW LL Partn- office. Kinsman-Gfathered gSDBOB 1,000 

T«»!II ntfirB 6,000 

T n w n Center Park 96DB05 24,000 

1 

RInnie Family 1 
Canvon Creek Meadows 9SPC16 89,000 

Hathawav 95PC06 21.000 

Hummelt Phases 1.11 and 111 (total of all 3 pha 96DR13 124.000 

II nnt annoroved. but PI Comm 95PCZ7 94,000 

TnTnl S I m l " family 328,000 

Tntal 
1.842,000 

Projects with planning approval 
eiihior^t to avallabllitv of water — 1 
1 9Point Center Chevron Station/MaikBl 970B2B 4,000 

Marcia's Vineyard • 126 Apartments (Needs 
Council approval) 970B34 68.000 

n . L - oni AnartmBrts (Needs Council 87UbZ4 175,000 1 

Winamelte VaUey Homes • beinq appeaiea 970630 4,000 

Total with planning approval subject to 
avallabllitY of water 251,000 1 

Annex, CD Public. Water Production. Walar-Recent Approvals 
Page 2 
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WILSONVILLE 
i n O R E G O N 

30CXX] SW Town Center Loop E 
Wilsonville, Oregon 97070 

FAX (503) 682-1015 
(503)682-1011 

October 27. 1993 

Mr. Andy Cotugno 
Planning Director 
Metro 
600 NE Grand Avenue 
Portland OR 97232 

R e ; ^ n c g i h l p r i i t^ f r n m the O P n T rnnstruction Schedule 

Dear Mr. Cotugno: 

Th^ lict nf nossible cuts fro.n the ODOT construction schedule released by the Metro 
S e we^k serious errors relating to the 1-5 Stafford Interchange that 1 

would like to bring to your attention. 

First, the interchange is given only 10 points for its 1990 veMcIe to capacity raUo of 1.16. 
This clearly should be 15 points, as the V/C ratio is greater than one. 

Second, the Metro chart shows a net gain of only 734 jobs in the area 
hptu/pen 1988 and 1995 I must call to your attenuon that Mentor Graphics Corporation 
S o ^ a d d e d over llMOjobfin that areata 1991. I do not know what the HS"" 
j_ u... T do know that it is substantially higher than 734. As a pomt of r ef® r e nf®'^ . . . 
L S £ s ^ t S to W17 employees inBthe CUy of W i — 993 wt t to 
one mile of the interchange, as compared to an estimate of 2,789 in lyys as 
the Construction Cut List. 
•Third the interchange receives no points for transit. _ However, not one, b u t t w o t i ^ t 
systems (Tri-Met and South Metro Area Rapid Transit) use that mte rch^gc^d p 
and-ride is located immediately adjacent to the interchange m a parking lot betwera 
Bums B r i t o tn.ck stop and pLkWay Cinema. I faU lo see how thts traiBlates tnto zem 
points for transit. 
Fourth the interchange handles more than 5,000 cargo ^ c k s ddly, and is acMJssed ^ 
fhe Sisti^bution centers of Nike. Smith's Home Furnishings. GJ; 
Svstcms among others. Again. I fail to see how this translates mto zero points tor 
intermodal use. We are performing classification counts at the interchange 
inform you of any substantial changes. 

v . . "Serving The Community With Pride" J 
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deeply appreciated. 

Sincerciy, 

f Q i ^ — ^ 
EldonR. Johanwn r Community Development Director 

ej;dk:md 

Dirccor/Ombadsman 
Mike Kohlhoff. City Attorney 
Mike Stone. City Engmeer 
Wayne Sorenscn, Plannmg Director 
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T " | n O R E G O N 

3 0 0 0 0 SW Town Center Loop E 
Wilsonville. Oregon 9 7 0 7 0 

December?, 1993 

jJuitPoUcy Advisory Committee onTransporution 
METRO 
600 NE Grand Ave. 
Portiand, OR 97232 

Dear Mr. Van Bergen: 

Safety < • „ , j c c , , , . a f t h ^ « ? t a f f o r d I n t e r c h a n g e which, according to 
There IS % s e n

t ° " " a 5 , / S f f / v n u S e in October 1993, is now used by an 
traffic counts conducted by the y sham turning radii and in^equate 
average of 7,715 cargo twcks d^ly. _ ^ ^ n » e r tVie freewav safely and accelerate 
acceleration lanes result in f 5.5) xhis is reflected in the extremely high to freeway speeds (65 mph in that section of I 5 t ) a f ™ o « t ^ e l y b a c k s o u t o n t o t h e 

ftl S e s S S n Z t f - r a m p daring all day pans and especially during .he a-m. 
peak hours. 

E C ' " " " ' g R S ^ site o t t o disributoncemcrsofsuchmapj^ 
Avia. G.L loe's. Smith's Home Fuimsta^^^^ M e ® t o r Graphics. These and many 

r ^ ^ r « n a s d
n : ^ a s ^ l c o ™ " « 

needs of these businesses. 

l n t f r m ^ \ J i h e " g o ^ r S t r e d u c i n g single-passenger automobile rtp^s l a u d a b k j d tt.e 

"Serving The Community With Pride" 
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Dccembcr7, 1993 
Mr. George Van Bergen 
Page 2 

7,715 trucks per day axe using ^ ^ ' " e w a t u " - S o t S o l t 
a n d b ? £ C m W T l l S i klSTf MoSe" the business interests such as those in WilsoEvIlle. 
w"o movye to g ^ a"d mLria ls by truck and who will conunue to depend on the 
highway system. . . L _f .u- Tri-Met district, has also invested millions 

S l o ^ S p X r s e 0 ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ 1 n U g h l a d d 

is, unlike Tri-Met, free to thc i^ers. Bicycle/Pedestrian Master Plan and our 
In addition we h a y . V " ! n

s \ l C ° E new development in the city. 
city code requires bike paths h P d / d w e believe we are doing our 

D 1 i e s s e n e d o u r o b l i g a d o n t 0 
ensure tL t Suck traffic can move safely on our highways. 

T oral InvestTpent i t c l c a r t h a t t h e c 5 t y n e eded to rnove its 
As long ago as 19 /», u u u i nd f w a v interchanges, and the city has 

major north-south interchangw y O D O r jnsistence, and as part ofthe Stafford 
done so at great expense. In addiUon, a ^ u u ^ t f u n d s f r o m a L o c a l 

project. wilsonville businesses pay nearly $1 milUon per year in employer 
p a y r o l l taxes to support South Metro Area Rap.d Trans.t. 

All of this, I believe. Icnds ample for 
"-e OTC tor their consideration of 

these issues. 
Sincerely, 

Gerald A. Krummel 
Mayor 
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Jun^ 2. 1998 

c i i i ui- n lLSu^ 

CJtyc< 
WILSONVILLE 

In OREGON 

A T T A C H M E N T G 
URAs 39, 41 & 42 

WQsonvflle, O r e g o n 9 / o / u 
$03)682-1011 
( 5 0 3 ) 6 8 2 - 1 0 1 5 Fax 
(503) 6 8 2 - 0 8 4 3 TDD 

}E 

Mike Burton, Executive Officer 
Metro 
600 NE Grand Ave. 
Portland, OR 97232-2736 

Re: Expansion of Urban Reserve Area 42 

Dear Mike: 

This letter is a follow-up to our April 2,1998, meeting with the Governor and the DOC s ^ 
concerning the expansion of Urban Reserve Area 42 to accommodate the sitmg of a 
women's prison and intake facility. The State Supreme Court has made it abund^tly clear 
that under the Super Siting Statute the siting of a prison is not dependent on local land use 
decision making. Nonetheless, the City of WilsonviJJe supports the expansion of Urban 
Reserve Area 42 because it makes good land use sense to do so. 

The City would like to annex all of the expanded Area 42 as a part of our commitment to 
provide urban services not only to the prison but to the adjacent property which would 
benefit from infrastructure improvements built to city standards at the DOC s expense. ^ 
you know, with or without annexation the City of Wilsonville will be compelled to provide 
infrastructure improvements to the prison. In this location the prison will serve as the 
anchor tenant to support the development of the proposed north Wilsonville industnal a r ^ 
Without the prison, the provision of urban services to this area will not be financi^y 
feasible for many years into the future. For the past ten years industrial development has 
continued unabated in this unincorporated area of Washington County despite the lack of 
adequate storm drainage, street improvement, or a cohesive development plan. Even 
without a prison, city planning and engineering standards can help rectify this 
inconsistency. However, the prison can actually serve as a catalyst to help solve these 
problems. 

The City recommends expanding Urban Reserve Area 42 to include the 72.5 ^ditional 
acres required by the DOC for construction of the prison and to provide a buffer along Clay 
Street for the property to the north. With the exception of three home sites, all of the 
property is now used for commercial and industrial purposes. Approxii^ely 19 acres are 
zoned MAE Qand intensive industrial). This property is located south of Clay Street a l ^ g 
the railroad tracks and includes the recently-closed hazardous waste transfer sution. 
balance of the property (approximately 53 acres) is zoned AF5 (Ag Forest 5). Most or n * 
site was extensively logged in 1997 which apparently has exacerbat^ fioomng problemsm 
the area. The only forest remaining is a 4.8 acre stand of trees fronting on Clay Street. The 
balance of the property (approximately 18 acres) includes a construction equipment storage 
yard and pole bam, the relocated Tualatin dog food rendering plant (which is used loi 
equipment repair and storage), and a nursery stock storage area which is located in part 
under the BPA easement. 

All of the property is exception land. None of the property is EFU or otherwise 

Prison #4/Loble con/Burton rc URA 42 "SerUng Ihe CommuritY VM/h PriOQ' o 
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Mike Burton. Metro Executive Officcr P a g c 2 o f 2 

June 2,1998 

aericulrurally productive except for a hay field on the nursery property. To my knowledge 
there arc no weUands and no environmentally sensitive species identified in the expanded 
Urban Reserve Area. 

In order to provide for a logical extension of urban services that will t^e
f 

Deoanment of Corrections but also the adjacent property owners, on behalf of the City of 
W i K l T e I respectfully request Metro's consideration of the expansion of Urban 
Reserve Area 42. 

Sincerely, 

Arlene Loble 
City Manager 

cc: Jon Kvistad, Metro Presiding Officcr 
Metro Council 
Honorable Mayor and Ciiy Council 

al:lb 

Prison «4/l-oblc corr/Bunon rc tJRA 42 



ATTACHMENT H 
URAs 39,41 & 42 

City o< 

May 29, 1998 WILSONVILLE 
in OREGON 

(503)682-1015 Fax 
(503) 682-0843 IDD 

Ms. Mary Weber, Senior Regional Planner 
Metro Growth Management Services 
600 NE Grand Ave. 
Portland, OR 97232 

RE: Proposed Concept Plan, North Wilsonville Industrial Area 

Dear Ms. Weber: 

This is a package submittal composed of three copies of the proposed Concept Plan for 
Urban Reserve Area #42. In addition, I am including some general comments (below), 
and responses to Metro Code Section 3.012 criteria (below). The attachments I am 
supplying include an evaluation of how the proposed Concept Plan for Area #42 meets 
RUGGO and Urban Growth Management Functional Plan criteria, and a Memorandum 
from Eldon Johansen, Wilsonville's Community Development Director, identifying 
public facility capacities and needs. 

The City of Wilsonville and the Oregon Department of Corrections are in the final 
stages of preparing cost estimates for infrastructure to serve Urban Reserve Area #42 
and the proposed prison. Cost information should be available by next week. 

General Comments 

In our extensive discussions and meetings with the public and other agencies, several 
points have emerged that I would like to emphasize. They are as follows: 

A. Urban Reserve Area #39 is a school site south of Dammasch held in trust for the 
Common School Fund by the Division of State Lands. This site is available to the West 
Linn - Wilsonville School District without cost, provided that it is used for the 
construction o f a public school. There are no other undeveloped potential school sites 
west of Interstate 5 and within the West Linn-Wilsonville School District, other than 
Area #39 and the school site proposed within the Dammasch area master plan. Metro 
included Area #39 within the Urban Reserves at the request o f the City of Wilsonville 
and the School District, specifically to meet this need. 

By developing Area #39 as a school, building out the Dammasch area master plan 
(Area #41) as a mixed-use urban village with housing and another school, and by 

Serving The Ccmmumfv VI/fT PncJe 



developing Area U42 with industrial uses and the Day Road prison facility, the City will 
be able to meet a number of goals for housing, jobs, schools and other public facilities. 
It should be noted thai Area #42 is within the Sherwood School District and no school 
sites are proposed within Area n42. 

B. How does a orison location meet "special need" criteria? There was no way for 
Wilsonville or Metro to predict that the state would site a prison in Wilsonville. Indeed, 
many people in the region are still having a great deal of difficulty believing that that 
decision has been made and supported on appeal through the Oregon Supreme Court. 
The state has never previously used super-siting to locate a prison within the tri-county 
area. While a prison has many characteristics similar to those of a heavy industrial use, 
prisons are inherently different from other land uses within Meuro's 2040 design types. 
If the Day Road prison is to be constructed, it must be treated as a unique land use, 
worthy of "special need" status. 

C. Prison inmates as residents for housing densirv allocation. Prison inmates are 
considered by the U.S. Census to be residents of "group quarters""a type of housing. 
Once the prison is constructed and the site is annexed into the City, inmates will be 
counted by the Census as residents of Wilsonville. The 1990 Census indicated that 
Wilsonville households averaged slightly more than 2 people per dwelling unit. On that 
basis one could conclude that each prisoner can be considered to occupy the equivalent 
of approximately 0.5 dwelling unit. Please see the attachment. 

D. Wilsonville's funding strategy to protect open spaces. Natural resources and 
potentially hazardous sites in Wilsonville are acknowledged and protected through 
Primary and Secondary Open Space designations. The Comprehensive Plan does not 
require compensation to landowners whose property is within a designated open space 
area but the Plan does allow for development to be concentrated in non-open space 
areas. This amounts to a density-transfer system to minimize development in 
designated open space areas. 

Wilsonville currently collects a systems development charge (SDC) for parks and 
recreation development, equal to $1,794 per single family dwelling. These funds can 
be used to acquire and protect open space areas. The City also collects an SDC for . 
stonnwater systems, a fee that can be used to acquire and improve wetlands, creeks and 
other drainageways that are also open spaces. 

Most of the portions of Urban Reserve Area #42 that we expect to be designated as 
open space are forested. The City has a tree protection ordinance in place that includes 
a fund that is used to mitigate the loss of trees. The City has also used Local 
Improvement District (LID) money to create a fund to mitigate the loss of Oregon white 
oak trees. A similar approach could be used if an LID is formed to make improvements 
in an Urban Reserve. 



Metro and The Wetlands Conservancy have recently acquired properties in the Coffee 
Lake area between Urban Reserve Areas and #42. 

E. North Industrial Concept Plan and its relationship to existing Citv plans. The West 
Side Master Plan and the Dammasch Area Transportation-Efficient Land Use Plan both 
emphasize the importance of completing the development of the Dammasch area as an 
urban village. It is not possible for that to happen with a prison in the middle of a 520-
acre planning area. In contrast, the development o f a prison in Area #42 will actually 
help to facilitate planned industrial development surrounding it. As Area #42 becomes 
increasingly industrial in character, properties surrounding the proposed Day Road 
prison site will benefit from industrial infrastructure improvements, and potentially, 
from a prison that could provide a market for local goods. The prison facility is 
expected to both consume the services of, and provide services to, surrounding 
industries. 

Relationship of North Wilsonville Industrial Area Concept Plan to Urban Reserve 
Criteria 

The criteria are addressed as follows: 

Sections 3.01.012(c)(2) and (d). 

Along with the nearly 250 acres that compose the current boundaries of Urban Reserve 
Area #42, the Concept Plan identifies approximately 73 additional acres of non-urban 
reserve property that is necessary to site the "special land need" described in subsection 
(d). In this case, the special need land area totals over 100 acres, part of which is 
already within the Urban Reserve and part of which is proposed to be added to it. A 
state correctional facility is proposed for that area. The 73 acre area that is proposed to 
be added to the Urban Reserve is composed of larger parcels with fewer residential 
impacts than would be found if a prison were located in the Dammasch area. (The 
average rural residential parcel size-within Area #42 is 3.4 acres; the average parcel size 
of all uses within Area #42 is 3.83 acres.) 

Section 3.01.012(e)(1). ' 

The Concept Plan identifies the annexation of Area #42 to the City of Wilsonville as the 
desired course of action. As the Area urbanizes, the City plans to provide all needed 
urban services. We understand that it is not Washington County's intent to provide 
urban services to Area #42. Wetlands and quarry operations help to form a barrier 
between Area #42 and the remainder of Washington County to the north and west. 



Urban Reserve Area #42 adjoins the Wilsonville City limits. It is not contiguous to any 
other city. 

Section 3.01.012(e)(2) 

This legislative amendment provides for the appropriate planning level scrutiny of a 
"special need" review by the Metro Council. 

Section 3.01.012(e)(3) 

Does not apply to Area #42. 

Section 3.01.012((e)(4) 

No residential uses are proposed for Area #42. However, residential densities of more 
than ten dwelling units per net developable residential acre are planned for the urban 
village to be built at Dammasch (Area #41). 2300 housing units are included within the 
City-adopted compact density plan for Area #41. 

It should be noted that all of the land adjoining Area #42 within the City is planned for 
industrial use. Metro has designated the adjoining properties as industrial on the 2040 
land use maps. This portion of the City is rapidly building out with industrial uses. 
There are no dwelling units within the northwest quadrant of the City. 

Section 3.01.012(e)(5) 

No residential uses are proposed for Area #42. However, a diversity of housing stock 
that will fulfill needed housing requirements can be met by the compact urban form 
planned for Area #41. 

Section 3.012(e)(6) 

The residential development element of the City's plan for Area #41 identifies the 
housing types where special attention will be necessary to assure affordable housing for 
households with incomes at or below area median incomes. The City coordinated those 
planning efforts with both the Clackamas County Housing Authority and State's 
housing agency. 

Section 3.012(e)(7) 

The Concept Plan establishes the compatibility between the needs of the Day Road 
prison site and adjacent proposed industrial development. This is balanced by the focus 



of the Master Plan for Area #41, which provides for 2,300 dwelling units and necessary 
urban-village infrastructure, including a proposed school site and four public parks. 

Section 3.012(e)(8) 

Figure 6 of the Concept Plan identifies major natural resources; Figures 4 and 7 o f t h e 
Concept Plan illustrate transportation improvements that are consistent with the 
Regional Transportation Plan. 

Section 3.012(e)(9) 

The Concept Plan identifies general areas of open space potential in an area where no 
Metro open space resources have been identified. The Master Plan will more fully 
explore how remnant natural resource areas can be combined with stonnwater 
management facilities so as to preserve and protect opportunities for valuable natural 
habitat in the future. 

Section 3.01.012(e)( 10) 

Conceptual costs for public facilities and services are discussed in the Concept Plan. 
More detail on the funding of these improvements will be discussed in the public 
facilities element of the Master Plan. 

Section 3.01.012(0(11) 

No residential uses are proposed; thus no school sites have been identified in the Area 
#42 Concept Plan. However, the Master Plan for the Dammasch area (Area #41) 
adequately addresses future siting needs for this area of the West Linn-Wilsonville 
School District. 

Section 3.01.012(12) 

The Concept Plan contains a Conceptual Land Use Plan Map (Figure 3) and a 
Conceptual Transportation Plan Map (Figure 4) that meet the requirements of this 
subsection. The Urban Reserve Plan Map (Figure 7) complies with all applicable 
sections. Figures 8-10 identify transportation components in more detail. 



Public Input and Review 

The Wilsonville Planning Division held a series of open houses on the Conceptual Land 
Use and Transportation maps of this Concept Plan. The affected property owners who 
attended were able to provide input and discuss these concepts, and were informed of 
the possibility of changes to their neighborhood in the near future. 

Please contact me at (503) 570-1581 if you have questions or need further information. 

Sincerely, 

Stephan A. Lashbrook, AICP 
Planning Director 

cc: Arlene Loble, City Manager 
Richard Ross, DOC 
Steve Marks, Governor's staff 
Eldon Johansen, Community Development Director 
Larry Shaw, Metro Legal staff 
Glen Bolen, Metro Growth Management staff 



ATTACHMENT I 
URAs 39, 41 & 42 

NORTH WILSONVILLE INDUSTRIAL AREA 
WILSONVILLE, OREGON 

PROPOSED 
CONCEPT PLAN 

J u n e 12, 1998 

Wilsonville Planning Division 
(503) 682-4960 



OBJECTIVES OF CONCEPT PLAN 

The North Wilsonville Industrial Area has the following objectives: 

• Meet a critical regional need for a state-mandated correctional facility; 

• Meet future regional needs for additional industrial-zoned and serviced land: 

• Utilize Urban Reserve lands agreed upon by the region; 

• Respect existing natural conditions; and 

• Contribute to the continuing economic health of Wilsonville. 

Upon approval by the Governor of the prison facility on the selected site, west of Day 
Road,immediate acquisition and construction by the Oregon Department of Corrections 
can begin. This will constitute the first phase of urban development of Area #42. The 
remainder of the Urban Reserve will require a more detailed master plan that includes 
additional phasing of development. The City of Wilsonville is committed to completing 
that master plan. 

The remainder of this Concept Plan describes existing conditions, a conceptual land use 
scheme for the non-prison site land, concepmal iransportauon plan maps, a natural 
resources site map, infrastructure plans, and implementation steps. As a starting point 
this Concept Plan is intended to meet the requirements of .Metro Code Chapter 
3.01.005(c)(3), (4) and (5); and to comply with Chapter 3.01.012(e). 

Proposed Concept Plan 
May 28. 1998 

Paee 3 



The North Wilsonville Industrial .\rea is currently a mix of rural residential, industrial. 
small rural land-extensive activities, and small woodlots (Figure 2). The Area is 
relatively flat, with a drainage locally known as Basalt Creek running nonh-south 
through its eastem half. A grouping of rural residential homesites on parcels averaging 
5.47 acres per dwelling is situated on the east side of Garden Acres Road. 

The largest parcel in the North Wilsonville Industrial Area, tax lot 3S103 A001300. 32.25 
acres, was logged in 1997 and not replanted. Stands of trees are found along the south 
side of Day Road before it opens into small pasturages and homesites pnor to its 
intersection with Grahams Ferry Road. Industrial and commercial activities include a 
composting operation and small to mid-sized nurseries. Crops such as bluebemes are 

grown on small lots. Soil classifications are Classes II and III. 

There are 39 residences and nine industrial and commercial operations within Area #42. 
The Washington County Comprehensive Plan designates Area #42 as "Rural/Natural 
Resource." Implementation is by the County's Agriculture and Forest - 3 (AF-5) Land 
District regulations for approximately 80% of the property: and by the Land Extensive 
Industrial (MA-E) Land District for the remaining small lot industrial uses along a 
corridor that generally parallels the Burlington Northem rail line. It should be noted that 
a 20-acre minimum lot size for fumre land divisions was applied to Area #42 when these 
parcels were approved for Urban Reser^'e inclusion. The use status did not change with 
the adoption of the Urban Reserve designation; Urban Reserve lands are intended to be 
retained in mral. non-intensive land uses unul they are annexed into Wilsonville and 

developed with urban uses. 

The small southernmost triangle of the North WUsonville Industrial Area is located m 

Clackamas County and zoned Rural Industrial. 

In addition to being designated as exception lands by Washington County, Area #42 is 
isolated from other mral Washington County properties to the west by the Burlington 
Northem Railroad line, and immediately west ofthe railroad, by extensive quarry 
operations and the Coffee Lake wetlands. This effectively blocks connectivity through 

Proposed Concept Plan 
Mav 28. 1998 
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the Area from the west to the east. To the east ot Area #42 is Wilsonville s Commerce 
Center industrial development and Interstate 5. 

A BPA powerline traverses Area #42 in a southeast to northwest direction, barely 
clipping the extreme northeastern comer of the proposed Day Road prison site property. 

The road system is adequate for rural uses. Upgrading will be required as ftimre urban 
uses are developed. Heaviest truck traffic is found on Grahains Ferry, Day and Ridder 
Roads. Residential traffic is dominant on Garden Acres Road. The three-way 
intersection of Grahams Ferry, Day and Garden Acres Roads gets the heaviest use. 

Due to Area #42's relatively flat terrain, there are no panoramic views within its 
boundaries. No cultural resources have been identified. 

Proposed Concept Plan 
May 28. 1998 
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O^EGO^ 

• CITY ATTORNEY'S OFFICB 

380 "A" AVENUE 
P.O. BOX 369 

LAKE OSWEGO, OR 97034 

TELEPHONE: (503) 635-0225 
FAX; (503) 699-7453 

DATE: 

TO: / t > w FROM: 7 5 a 
J CITY ATTORNEY'S OFFICE 

FAX: 7 ^ 7 - / 7 ? 3 

TOTAL PAGES INCLUDING THIS PAGE: ^ 

If you do not receive all pages, please call Barbara Parr, (503) 635*0225. 

COMMENTS: 

QMV 

CONFIDENTIALITY NOTICE: THIS FACSIMILE TRANSMISSION MAY CONTAIN 
CONFIDENTIAL AND PRIVILEGED INFORMATION. THE INFORMATION CONTAINED 
IN THIS TRANSMISSION IS INTENDED FOR THE ADDRESSEE ONLY. IF YOU ARE 
NOT THE ADDRESSEE OF THIS FACSIMILE, PLEASE DO NOT REVIEW. DISCLOSE, 
COPY, OR DISTRIBUTE IT. IF YOU HAVE RECEIVED THIS TRANSMISSION BY 
MISTAKE, PLEASE TELEPHONE US IMMEDIATELY. THANK YOU. 

N:\Forms\Fax-CAO 
380 "A" Avenue • Post Office Box 369 • Lake Oswego, Oregon 97034 • (503) 6??-0225 • FAX (503) 699-7453 
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— CITY ATTORNEY'S OFFICE — 

December 17,1998 

Mr. Jon Kvistad, Chair 
Metropolitan Service District 
Metro Regional Center 
600 NE Grand Ave. 
Portland, OR 97232 

Re: Ordinance No, 98-791 - Local Government Boundary Changes 

Dear Chair Kvistad: 

Proposed Ordinance No. 98-791 would implement ORS 268.347 by imposing local govemrnent 
boundary modification standards in addition to the requirements of the applicable state law, i.e., 
ORS 222 (city annexation procedures). The proposed ordinance, recommended by MPAC, com^ 
to the Council with a recommendation that MPAC finther consider amendments to the proposed 
ordinance and report to Metro CouncU by April 1,1999, It is acknowledged that additional poU^ 
and technical work remains before the Metro boundary change ordinance is to be deemed 
completed. 

The City of Lake Oswego has met with other city and district planners and attorneys i n ^ e w i n g 
the MPAC subcommittee's ordinance drafts, most recently producing a Dcccmber 9,1998 revision 
to Metro Code 3.09. Due to the time deadline for adoption (December 31, 1998), MPAC an i 
subcommittee were not able to fully consider the following items, each of which the City of Lake 
Oswego supports: 

1, Reduction or Elimination of Noticc Period to Consenting "Necessary Parties 

Part of the goal of the new boundary change procedures is to not lengthen the time for 
processing boundary changes uncontested by the affected necessary p ^ e s This goal was not 
reached. Section 3.09.030(b) requites 45 days notice to n e c e s ^ partly. _ 
nearly twice as long as the annexation procedure under the (dissolving) Metro Boundary 
Commission. 

1 "Necessary Party" means county, city or affected districts. 3.09.020(j). 
J ORS 268.351(l)(b) requires Metro to establish an expedited process for uncontested boundary changes. 

380 "A" Avenue • Post office Box 3£9 • UUCM^.Jo.CwgonSTOH • (503)63M22S • FAX (S03) 6» .74B 
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> Jon Kvistad 
December 17,1998 
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The "ncccssary party notice time" should be eliminated if all applicable necessary parties 
cither have entered into an urban services plan with a city that addresses boundary changes or have 
entered into an agreement or waiver of notice ofboundary changes. If the purpose ofthe notice is 
to alert a necessary party of possible annexation, and if tiie necessary party has already comidercd 
and approved the concept of aimexation, then there is no need to provide 45 days notice to them. 

2. Boundary Change Election To Be Last Step In Procedure 

Appeal to the Metro Boundary Appeals Commission is permitted after the City's "final 
decision." Section 3.09,070. 'Tinal decision" is currently defined as including any necessary 
annexa t ion or withdrawal vote. Section 3.09.020(g), T h e Ci ty of Lake Oswego WtevM to the 
urban service analysis component of a boundary change should be completed before the issue w 
submitted to the voters for the political decision to ^prove or reject a boundary change. 
Accordingly, appeals to the Metro Boundary Appeals Commission by contesting necessary parties 
should occur before the electorate expends its time and energy on the political decision. As 
presently provided, it may be an excccd^gly confusing and lengthy process to determine whether a 
boundary change complies with the land use requirements: 

a. City approves the annexation, 

b. An interested citizen challenges the land use determinations before LUBA. 

c. LUBA (and any appellate courts) detennine the annexation complies with 
qjplicable land use requirements. 

d. The election is held and approved by the voters. 
1 This process would also make it consist with the cilizea appeal process to LUBA. Heritage Enterprises v. City of 
CorvaUis 300 Or 168,708 P2d 601 (1985. LUBA stated in Heritage )(empha5ia added): "The present case 
involves a city councfl and local electorate. Hie council made the initial deteraunation of c o i ^ t o « of the 
proposed annexation with the city's comprehensive plan. The city charter ̂ signed to the vo t^ 
whether to annex. Under this scheme, fiic voters are not called upw to n ^ e a d^iswrn1OT0 ^ 
"a comprehensive plan provision" or the other provisions listed m ORS 197.0lS(10)(a). For thepi^ose of 

we SLlude that th. IqjIsUoire H.t th. dty cundl's woald b. th. find 

Th'raaStSteilEon of th. tlKtorat. Irtnttasr a a n a , » oppMKl to t l . 
proposed annexaHon would comply with the comprehensive plan, was not a psc 
meSlng of ORS chapter 197. The question rcfcned to the voters wa$ not whether the propwal co^d bcadc^ted 
under the applicable land use law. but whether this proposal should be adopted at that t ^ . The city c o ; ^ i ^ 
the voters, made the final determination of compliance with the comprehensive plan ̂ h m d use 
council, in referring the measure, decided that the proposed annexation was permissible but not required, under the 

" H e r i t ^ ^ i ^ t h a t LUBA mnd the judiciary should review the voters' decision by the atandards toat 
would apply to an agency or b governing board's dcclslon. This is untenable. Elections do not (or stodd not) 
r i r S h l outcTmfis p r e d r t e ^ . And when the choice Is .pp^prlatdy the voters', that dedsion 
normally is not and should not be subject to administrative review. 
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e. A necessary parly appeals the annexation clcction vote to the Metro Boundary 
Appeals Commission. 

f. Metro Boundary Appeals Commission determines whether the land use 
requirements and the Metro code requirements is met. 

g. A necessary party appeals the Comimssion decision to LUBA and any apellate 
courts.4 

The timing of a LUBA appeal, and the scope of a LUBA aqppeal, should be carefiilly considered in 
determining when an appeal to the Boundary Appeals Comnussion will occur in the process and 
what the scope of the Metro Boundary Appeals Commission will include. The City of Lake 
Oswego believes this confiising process may be avoided by permitting appeal by necessary p ^ e s 
to the Metro Boundary Appeals Commission to occur before the election, rather than afterwards. 
(There remains uncertainty as to what the scope of review should be before die Metro Boundary 
Appeals Commission, considering the feet that a contesting necessary party, as an interested party 
in the annotation proceeding, also has standing to appeal to LUBA but, under the present 
procedure, perhaps not until after decision of the Metro Boundary Appeals Commission on those 
matters -vdiich it will review.) 

3. Boundary Change Criteria 

Section 3.09.050(f) sets forth criteria to be examined when a city or necessary party 
considers a boundary change. The language of the criteria, ^ e n from ORS 195.070, are f a c t ^ to 
be considered by a city and a necessary party when establishing an urban service a^ement These 
criteria are not directly applicable to small parcel boundary changes, e.g. "the feasibihty of creatmg 
a new entity for the provision of the urban service"; or "economc, dcmographic and sociologK^ 
trends and projections relevant to the provision of the urban service." 3.09.050(^(4), (6). P r ^ s ^ 
altemative criteria language can be found in a December 9, 1998 draft submitted to the MPAC 
subcommittee by a working group of planners and city attorneys. 

4 Previously, appeal of a Metropolitan Boundary Commission decision was directly to Court of AppeaK Mt 
LUBA. ORS 199.461 (4). The direct appeal of local government boundary coimm^on decisions to the Courtot 
Appeals pursuant to ORS 199.461(4) is no longer applicable. Now it appears th^ S ? - t e LUBA 
l a ^ b y necessary parties challenging annexation compliance with land use requirements would be to LUBA. ORS 
268354(3), 
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For the reasons stated above, the City of Lake Oswego supports the requirmcirt Ord in^c No. 98-
• 791 be studied for further revisions consistent with ORS 268.347 and simplifying the boundary 

change procedures. 

If you have any questions, please contact mc. 

Sincerely,, 

Evan P. Boone 
Deputy City Attorney 

Cc: Rob Drake, MPAC Boundary Change Subcommittee Chair 
Dan Cooper, Metro General Counsel 
Tom Coffee, Lake Oswego Asst. City Manager 
Bill Schciderich, Deputy City Attorney, Beaverton 
James Coleman, City Attorney, West Linn 
Timothy Scrcombe, City Attorney, Hillsboro 

EPB: bh 
N:\Boon^Platmlii^Op™oM^eirovAn™^tioaDeeOrilAdapt.001 .doc 

TOTAL P . 0 5 



' C 2 

December 16, 1998 

Mr. Jon Kvistad, Council Chair 
Metropolitan Service District 
Metro Regional Center 
600 NE Grand Avenue 
Portland, OR 97232 

Re: Ordinance No. 98-791 - Local Government Boundary Changes 

Dear Mr. Kvistad: 

The City of West Linn has reviewed the December 10, 1998, draft of Chapter 3.09 ofthe 
Metro Code, and provides the foilov\/ing comments and requests that the Council 
consider one amendment to the draft as proposed. 

The voters of the City of West Linn amended the City Charter in May, 1998 to require a 
vote of the people before the City annexes property. In order to implement this 
requirement earlier this year, the City Council adopted city code provisions which create 
a two-step process for consideration of an annexation request. The first step is the 
consideration of any and all land use and service provision issues. Once a final 
decision is reached in that process, the Council considers the referral of the annexation 
question to the voters. The Council believed it was poor policy to refer an annexation 
question to the voters if the proposal had not been found in compliance with the land 
use laws and that services could be provided. 

The City anticipated the enactment of Metro Code Chapter 3.09 and allowed for 
consideration of the Metro standards and process as a part of the first step in the 
annexation process. Your current draft requires consideration of the Metro standards to 
occur a f te r the people have approved an annexation request. The current draft will 
require the City to consider its land use standards, refer the question to the voters, and 
if approved then hold another hearing to consider the Metro standards. This creates the 
very real possibility that the Metro Boundary Appeals Commission, a three-member 
appointed body, will at some point overturn an annexation decision that has been 
previously approved by the voters. This outcome is undesirable and unnecessary. 

I 'HhrnctU' '/'.i '. :Box' 4S 'lies: L i mi. ( >K 
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We strongly encourage the Council to amend the draft to allow cities like West Linn that 
have a Charter-required vote on annexations to complete the Metro process prior to the 
annexation question being sent to the voters. This change will allow all land use and 
service issues to be decided so that the voters know that the request complies with 
those laws and is not subject to a further review. The following change to the definition 
of the term "Final decision," 3.09.020(g), will accomplish this objective: 

"Final decision" means an adopted resolution, order or ordinance of an 
approving entity that is the final action of the approving entity applying the 
standards of this Chapter to the boundary change request. 

The effect of this change will make the notice of final decision required by 
3.09.030(e) to be a notice of the City consideration of the Metro standards and 
not a notice of the outcome of the City election on the annexation question. 

We have also reviewed the comments submitted by the City of Lake Oswego 
requesting further consideration of the notice period and criteria issues and 
concur in their request for modification of the draft code provisions on those 
issues. 

If you have any questions, please contact me. 

Sincerely, 

U ( 

Jill Thorn, Mayor 

cc: Tom Coffee, Lake Oswego Asst. City Manager 
James Coleman, West Linn City Attorney 
Dan Cooper, Metro General Counsel 
Rob Drake, MAPCO Boundary Change Subcommittee Chair 
Timothy Sercombe, Hillsboro City Attorney 
Bill Schiederich, Deputy City Attorney, Beaverton 

c;\nld\ltrs\0121 
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IB PACIFIC 
8405 S.W. Nimbus Avenue 
Beaverton. OR 97008-7120 

December 17, 1998 

Metro Councilors 
600 NE Grand 
Portland, Oregon 97232 

Re: Ordinance No. 98-791 

Dear Councilors; 

As a land use planner in Oregon for over eight years, I want to offer my analysis and opinion on 
the proposed Metro Code Chapter 3.09 LOCAL GOVERNMENT BOUNDARY CHANGES. I am 
writing these comments to you i ^ t representing a particular client; rather, I am sharing my 
thoughts because I believe Annexation to be a significant growth management tool available to 
local jurisdictions. For that reason, I have spent my own time following the process closely since 
the inception of the MPAC subcommittee, and was a participant in the "Ad Hoc Technical 
Group" that met throughout the subcommittee process. 

In addition to my experience in Oregon representing both applicants and cities in a variety of land 
use matters, I provided staff support to the Land County Boundary Commission for over 4 years. 
I am well versed in both the policy issues and procedural aspects of ORS 199, which is being 
replaced in the Metro area by Chapter 3.09 (which will supplement existing state laws in ORS 
222, 198 and 221). 

The following list summarizes my comments on the proposed Code. 

1, I suppor t adoption of Ordinance 98-791, with consideration for changes to 
mal<e t h e p r o c e s s m o r e eff ic ient . . The MPAC subcommittee worked hard to come 
to agreement on a variety of complex issues. I understand the pressing need to adopt this 
Ordinance by the end of December. As noted below, I feel the "expedited process" as 
described in the current Ordinance should be amended. 

2. Provide for an ACTUAL expedited process in Chapter 3.09. Expedited 
procedures will apply both for annexations to cities and annexations to special districts. 

3.09 Establish and define an "Expedited Process" throughout the Chapter, specifically 
in Sections 3.09.030 and 3.09.050. 

3.09.030(b) Reduce the number of days from day of notice to day of hearing to 30 days at the 
most, consider reducing to 15 days. The current expedited process in ORS 199 
has a 10 day "review window." The proposed Metro Code makes that review 
window more than 4 times longer. 

3.09.050 (b) Reduce the amount of time prior to a decision that a staff report must be written 
fi-om 30 days to 15. This requirement only extends the timframe in which staff 
will set a proposal for hearing. The standard for land use applications is 7 days. 
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Thereasonformyconcemwith adequateprovisionforexpeditedproceduresisthatmost 
annexations that are processed are simple, non-controversial and meet all the requirements and 
policy guidelines for annexation. The state legislature realized this, and included the expedited 
process in ORS 199. That expedited process in ORS 199 provides for "simple non-controversial" 
annexations (either to cities or special districts) to be processed in 25 days (from receipt of 
complete application to final decision). 

Thank you for your consideration of this testimony. Please feel free to call me at (503) 372-3706 

Sincerely, 

W&H Pacific, Inc. 

Chris Eaton, AICP 

cc: Honorable Gordon Smith, United States Senator 
Mike Burton, Metro Executive Director 
Elaine Wilkerson, Metro Growth Management 
Honorable Rob Drake, Mayor of Beaverton 
Ken Martin, Portland Boundary Commission 


