BEFORE THE METRO COUNCIL

FOR THE PURPOSE OF DIRECTING THE
EXECUTIVE OFFICER TO SUBMIT A
PETITION TO ADOPT A RULE TO THE LAND
CONSERVATION AND DEVELOPMENT
COMMISSION UNDER ORS 183.390 ON THE
APPLICATION OF GOALS 14 AND 2 AND ORS
197.298 TO THE EXPANSION OF THE URBAN
GROWTH BOUNDARY

Resolution No. 02-3179

Introduced by Community
Planning Committee

R T e e

WHEREAS, Metro is responsible for the establishment and management of the urban
growth boundary (UGB) for the Portland metropolitan region; and

WHEREAS, ORS 197.296 requires Metro to conduct an analysis of the capacity of the
UGB for housing and to ensure that the boundary contains capacity for a 20-year supply of land

for housing; and

WHEREAS, ORS 197.299(1) requires Metro to conduct an analysis of the capacity of the
UGB for housing every five years; and

WHEREAS, it 1s likely Metro will have to expand the UGB to add capacity for housing

to accommodate housing for the forecast population to year 2022; and

WHEREAS, Metro may find it necessary to allocate housing need to subareas of the
region in order to accomplish the objectives of the Regional Framework Plan and the need and

locational factors of Goal 14; and

WHEREAS, neither the applicable statewide planning goals nor ORS 197.298, which
establishes the priority of land to be added to UGBs, expressly state that the goals or statute may

be applied to subregions of the Metro region; and

WHEREAS, the analysis Metro would undertake to determine whether allocation of
housing and employment need to subregions accomplishes Regional Framework Plan policies

and statewide planning goal objectives is costly and time-consuming; and

WHEREAS, on March 8, 2002, Metro submitted a petition for a declaratory ruling to the
Land Conservation and Development Commission (LCDC) pursuant to ORS 183.410 seeking
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guidance on the application of state law to allocation of housing and employment to subregions;

and

WHEREAS, on March 14, 2002, LCDC declined to provide a declaratory ruling and
invited Metro to propose a rule to it pursuant to ORS 183.390 as a more appropriate mechanism

to provide the guidance Metro seeks; now, therefore,
BE IT RESOLVED:

1. That the Executive Officer shall prepare and submit to the Land Conservation and
Development Commission, no later than April 2, 2002, a “Petition to Adopt a Rule” as allowed
by ORS 183.390 seeking a rule from the commission to guide an allocation of regional need for

housing and employment to subregions in compliance with the statewide planning goals and
ORS 197.298.

2. That the petition shall include the proposed rule set forth in Exhibit A, attached

and incorporated into this resolution.

ADOPTED by the Metro Council this 28" day of March 2002.

b . 'l‘l
> )

Carl Hogjéka, Presiding Officer

Approved as to Form:

Daniel B. Cooper, GfEneral Counsel

Attachment: Exhibit A
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Resolution No. 02-3179
Exhibit A
Before the Land Conservation & Development Commission

In the Matter of the Adoption of a Rule )
on the Application of Goals 14 and 2 )
and ORS 197.298 to the Expansion of )
the Metro Urban Growth Boundary )

Petition to Adopt a Rule

1. Petitioner: Petitioner’s name, address and telephone are:
Mike Burton, Executive Officer

Metro

600 N.E. Grand Avenue

~ Portland, OR 97232-2736

(503) 797-1502

2. Facts: Metro is responsible for establishment and management of the urban growth
boundary (UGB) for the Portland metropolitan region. ORS 197.296 requires Metro to
ensure that the UGB contains a 20-year supply of land for housing each time Metro
undertakes an analysis of UGB capacity. ORS 197.299(1) requires Metro to conduct
such an analysis every five years. Metro is in the midst of its required analysis through
the state’s periodic review process.

It is likely that the analysis will lead Metro to conclude that it must expand its UGB in
order to provide a 20-year supply of land. Metro must apply the factors of Goal 14, Goal
2, the priorities in ORS 197.298(1), and its own Regional Framework Plan (RFP) to
determine how much land, and which land, to take into the boundary.

Goal 14 requires a selection of land that provides for “an orderly and efficient transition
from rural to urban land use.” Goal 14 requires Metro, as it selects land, to weigh long-
term population growth; the need for housing, employment opportunities and livability;
orderly and efficient provision for public facilities and services; maximum efficiency of
land uses within and on the fringe of the existing urban area; environmental, energy,
economic and social consequences; retention of agricultural land; and compatibility
between urban and agricultural activities.

Goal 2 requires Metro to consider alternatives to expansion of the boundary.

ORS 197.298(1) establishes priorities for land that may be included within a UGB. The
subsection requires a local government to determine that higher priority land “is
inadequate to accommodate the amount of land needed” before it may include lower
priority land.



Metro’s REP contains the 2040 Growth Concept, the strategy for management of growth
in the metropolitan area. The Growth Concept designates “centers” — the Central City,
Regional Centers and Town Centers — as highly-accessible, mixed-use arcas of higher
density employment and housing serviced by a multi-modal transportation system. RPF
policies that guide Metro’s selection of land for inclusion in the UGB — set forth at pages
4 and 5 of “Metro Periodic Review of the Urban Growth Boundary Subregional
Assessment Paper” (attached as Exhibit B) — seek to ensure that regional management of
growth contributes to the success of these centers. The Growth Concept and these
policies, taken together, seek appropriate ratios between housing and employment in
various parts of the region in order to accomplish state objectives: to reduce the number
and length of auto trips; to better match wage levels with housing costs; to achieve a
higher level of multi-modal transportation; and to achieve a more equitable distribution of
employment opportunities, investment and tax capacity.

Metro’s UGB contains nearly half the state’s population, 24 cities and the urban portions
of three counties. It is 37 miles east-to-west, 25 miles north-to-south, and includes two
“islands” separated from the main UGB (Wilsonville and Forest Grove/Cornelius).
Because the region is so large, it may prove impossible to achieve the objectives of the
RFP and of Goal 14 without allocating housing and employment to subregions. The
Oregon Court of Appeals noted the uniqueness of the metropolitan situation in ruling that
subregional analysis could provide a basis for expanding the UGB:

“We recognize that, in reality, housing, job opportunities and other exigencies
calling for urban support can arise in areas of a local planning jurisdiction that
were not part of, or are far removed from, the territory that was included in the
locality’s UGB when it was first established. That fact is particularly germane
in connection with a governmental entity like Metro, the planning authority of
which extends to numerous cities and counties covering an enormous amount
of land that ranges in kind and distance from the urban center in Portland to the
prime agricultural areas of Washington and Clackamas Counties.”*

Metro understands that any allocation that affects the selection of land to come into the
UGB must comply with state law.

Neither Goals 2 and 14 nor ORS 197.298 states expressly how the goals or statute apply
to allocation of housing and employment to subregions and consequent expansion of the
UGB adjacent to a subregion. The uncertainty whether state law allows allocation and
UGB expansion by subregion, the commitment of Metro to comply with state law, and
the high cost of subregional analysis causes Metro to propose this rule to LCDC.

3. Propositions of Law from the Cases:
Metro’s proposed rule is based upon rulings and dicta from the few cases that have

addressed subregional need. Here is a short summary of the cases from the Oregon Court
of Appeals and LUBA.



Subregional need is not a “specific type of identified land need” under ORS

197.298(3)Xa).** Itis a need identified by considering the “need factors™ of Goal 14:
“The relevant inquiry becomes whether any suitable higher priority land can
reasonably accommodate, i.e., are sufficient in quantity to satisfy, that identified
need. That inquiry is addressed under the priority scheme at ORS 197.298(1), not
the exception to that scheme at ORS 197.298(3){a).”**

Subregional need can provide a basis for expansion of an urban growth boundary in the
vicinity of the subregion.*** Subregional need must be part of regional need. *** In
determining subregional need, Metro may consider imbalances between housing and
empolyment.**** Metro may allocate land to a subregion in order to address such
imbalances.**** Metro must explain the basis for its determination that an area serves as
a subregion.***** [t must also explain why the needs of the subregion should be viewed
in isolation from the rest of the region.*****

4. Proposed Rule: Petitioner proposes the following rule to guide the allocation of
housing and employment to subregions of the region: '

PROPOSED OAR 660, DIVISION 024

URBAN GROWTH BOUNDARIES

660-024-0000

Purpose

' This rule describes how Goals 2 and 14 and ORS 197.298 apply to a
change of a regional urban growth boundary.

660-024-0010
Definitions

For the purposes of this division,“regional UGB” means an urban growth
boundary adopted by a regional government described in ORS Chapter 268.

660-024-0020
Consideration of Factors in Change of Regional Urban Growth Boundary

(1) A local govemment responsible for a regional UGB may determine its need
for housing, employment opportunities and livability under Goal 14 Factors 1 and 2 on a
subregional basis if it demonstrates that:

(a) the combined needs of all subregions do not exceed the need to accommodate
long-range urban population growth in the region as a whole, as determined pursuant to
Goal 14, Factor 1;



(b) a determination of need on a subregional basis is necessary to achieve a more
orderly and efficient transition from non-urban to urban use in the region as a whole and
to achieve policies in a regional framework plan described in ORS 197.015(16);

(c) areas designated as subregions must be differentiated from other areas of the
region in order to achieve the objectives and policies described in paragraph (b) of this
subsection;

(d) the allocation of need for housing and employment to each designated
subregion will achieve the objectives for that subregion, as set forth in the regional
framework plan; and

(e) the allocation of need for housing and employment to the designated
subregions will better achieve the objectives and policies described in paragraph (b) of
this subsection than allocation made without regard to subregions.

(2) If a local government responsible for a regional UGB allocates need for
housing and employment to subregions in compliance with subsection (1) of this section
and determines that need in a subregion exceeds the capacity of the subregion, it must:

(a) take measures to increase the capacity of the subregion;

(b} add to the capacity of the subregion by expanding the UGB near the
subregion; or

(c) adopt a combination the actions described in paragraphs (a) and (b) of this
subsection.

(3) If a local government responsible for a regional UGB allocates need for
housing and employment to subregions in compliance with subsection (1) of this section
and determines that it must expand the regional UGB near a subregion, it may limit its
consideration of Goal 14 Factors 3 through 7 and Goal 2 to only those lands that can
accommodate the needs of the designated subregion. The local government shall
demonstrate that the land brought into the regional UGB will achieve the objectives for
the subregion described in subsection (1)(d) of this section.

(4) If a local government responsible for a regional UGB allocates need for
housing and employment to subregions in compliance with subsection (1) of this section
and determines that it must expand the regional UGB near a subregion, it may apply the
priorities set forth at ORS 197.298(1) to only those lands that can accommodate the needs
of the designated subregion.

5. Interested Persons: A list of persons known to be interested is attached as Exhibit A.

WHEREFORE, petitioner requests the Land Conservation & Development Commission.
to adopt the proposed rules.



DATED March _, 2002.

Mike Burton
Metro Executive Officer

* Residents of Rosemont v. Metro, 173 Or. App. 321, 328 (2001)

**1000 Friends of Oregon v. Metro/Ryland Homes, 38 Or LUBA 565, 608-09 (2000)
***Residents of Rosemont v. Metro, 173 Or. App. 321, 326 (2001)

*#%*1000 Friends of Oregon v. Metro/Rvland Homes, 38 Or LUBA 565, 573, note 5
{2000)

*#*** Residents of Rosemont v. Metro, 173 Or. App. 321, 331 (2001)




Attachment A

[Mailing List To Be Inserted At A Later Date]

OGC/RMB/sm 032102 Resolution No. 02-3179
172002 Legislation\02-3179exhA doc Exhibit A — Petition to Adopt a Rule
Page 6 of 6



1S ANDREA CONTRERAS DIXON
05 SW BROADWAY STE 1900
ORTLAND OR 97205-3359

IR THANE EDDINGTON
15 SW ROSEMONT RD
/EST LINN OR 97068

S WENDIE KELLINGTON
0 BOX 1930
AKE OSWEGO OR 97035

S MARY KYLE MCCURDY
000 FRIENDS OF OREGON
34 SW 3RD AVE STE 300
ORTLAND OR 97204-2597

R KELLY ROSS

BA OF METROPOLITAN PORTLAND
3555 BANGY RD STE 301

\KE OSWEGO OR 97035-3297

R.LARRY A DERR
'851 SE SUNNYSIDE RD
ORING OR 97009-9228

R BRIAN NELSON
92 NW BLACKHAWK DR
RTLAND OR 97229

X KARL SWANSON
065 SW RIVER LN
GARD OR 97224
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MR WILLIAM C COX
0244 SW CALIFORNIA
PORTLAND OR 97219

MS HOLLY IBURG

NEWLAND COMMUNITIES

16701 SE MCGILLIVRAY. BLVD STE 150
VANCOUVER WA 98683-3417

MR HARLAN LEVY

OREGON ASSOCIATION OF REALTORS
PO BOX 351 -

SALEM OR 97308

MR JESS MOSES
705 SW ROSEMONT RD
WEST LINN OR 97068

MR BURTON WEAST
WESTERN ADVOCATES
22400 S SALAMO RD STE 201
WEST LINN OR 97068-8269

MR GREG DUNNAM
OREGONIANS IN ACTION
PO BOX 230637

- TIGARD OR 97281-0637

MS BEVERLY STEIN
2825 NW UPSHUR STAPT E
PORTLAND OR 97210-2285



THE HONORABLE VERA KATZ
MAYOR OF THE CITY OF PORTLAND
BLDG 131 RM 340

THE HONORABLE CHARLES J BECKER
MAYOR OF THE CITY OF GRESHAM
1333 NW EASTMAN PKWY -
SRESHAM OR 97030-3813

HE HONORABLE RALPH BROWN
4AYOR OF THE CITY OF CORNELIUS
Q BOX 608 _
ORNELIUS OR 97113-0608

HE HONORABLE MARK COTTLE-
IAYOR OF THE CITY OF SHERWOOD
0 NW WASHINGTON ST

HERWOOD OR 97140-8032

HE HONORABLE ROB DRAKE ,
AYOR OF THE CITY OF BEAVERTON
O BOX 4755

EAVERTON OR 97076-4755

1E HONORABLE DAVID FULLER

AYOR Of THE CITY OF WOOD VIULAGE
)55 NE 238TH DR

00D VILLAGE OR 97060

iE HONORABLE JIM GRIFFITH
AYOR OF THE CITY OF TIGARD
1125 SW HALL BLVD

GARD OR 97223-8144

IE HONORABLE MARK HARDIE
AYOR OF THE CITY OF MAYWOOD PARK
19 NE SKIDMORE ST '
IRTIAND OR 97220 ‘

E HONORABLE RICHARD G KIDD
\YOR OF THE CITY OF FOREST GROVE
22 WATERCREST RD '

REST GROVE OR 97116-1036

E HONORABLE KAY MORDOCK

\YOR OF THE CITY OF JOHNSON CITY
120 SE 81ST ST

HNSON CITY OR 97267-5317

THE HONORABLE LARRY BARRETT
MAYOR OF THE CITY OF RIVERGROVE
PO BOX 1104

LAKE OSWEGO OR 97035-0501

THE HONORABLE JAMES BERNARD
MAYOR OF THE CITY OF MILWAUKIE
10722 SE MAIN ST

MILWAUKIE OR 97222-7606

THE HONORABLE WADE BYERS
MAYOR OF THE CITY OF GLADSTONE
225 W CLACKAMAS BLVD
GLADSTONE OR 97027-2330

THE HONORABLE DAVID DODDS
MAYOR OF THE CITY OF WEST LINN
22500 S SALAMO RD STE 700

‘WEST LINN OR 97068

THE HONORABLE JAN DRANGSHOLT
MAYOR OF THE CITY OF KING CITY
15300 SW 116TH AVE

KING CITY OR 97224-2658

THE HONORABLE. EUGENE GRANT
MAYOR OF THE CITY OF HAPPY VALLEY
%SCHWABE WILLIAMSON WYATT
1211 SW 5TH AVE RM 1700

PORTLAND OR 97204

THE HONORABLE JUDIE HAMMERSTAD
MAYOR OF THE CITY OF LAKE OSWEGO
PO BOX 369

LAKE OSWEGO OR 97034-0369

THE HONORABLE TOM HUGHES
MAYOR OF THE CITY OF HILLSBORO
123 W MAIN ST :

HILLSBORO OR 97123-3999

THE HONORABLE CHARLOTTE LEHAN
MAYOR OF THE CITY OF WILSONVILLE
30000 SW TOWN CENTER LOOP E
WILSONVILLE OR 97070-6499

THE HONORABLE LOU OGDEN
MAYOR OF THE CITY OF TUALATIN
21040 SW 90TH AVE

TUALATIN OR 97062-9346



THE HONORABLE GERY SCHIRADO
MAYOR OF THE CITY OF DURHAM
0 BOX 23483

*ORTLAND OR 97281-3483

'HE HONORABLE ROGER VONDERHARR
AAYOR OF THE CITY OF FAIRVIEW

0 BOX 337 .

AIRVIEW OR 97024-0337

HE HONORABLE DIANE M LINN

JULTNOMAH COUNTY BOARD OF COMMISSIONERS

LDG 503 RM 600

HE HONORABLE LARRY SOWA

LACKAMAS COUNTY BOARD OF COMMISSIONERS
06 MAIN ST

REGON CITY OR 97045-1882

\gm\gmadm\staff\sherrie\PERIODIC REVIEW
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THE HONORABLE PAUL THALHOFER
MAYOR OF THE CITY OF TROUTDALE
104 SE KIBLING ST

TROUTDALE OR 97060-2099

THE HONORABLE JOHN WILLIAMS JR
MAYOR OF THE CITY OF OREGON CITY
PO BOX 3040

OREGON CITY OR 97045-0304

THE HONORABLE TOM BRIAN )
WASHINGTON COUNTY BOARD OF COMMISSIONERS
155 N 1ST AVE MS 22

HILLSBORO OR 97124-3001



_ Exhibit g
to Resolution No. 02-39714

Metro Periodic Review of the Urban Growth Boundary
Subregional Assessment Paper

Introduction

Our economic region is composed of 24 cities, 3 counties and a number of cities located in Clark
County. The region can be stratified according to any number of economic markets; political
boundaries, utility/service providers or travel-sheds or destinations. This memorandum provides
background information defining a methodology for examining the region based on various subregional
areas.

Stratifying the region according to subregions provides a means of identifying current conditions:

the possibly correcting imbalances with future changes
*  minimizing impacts on areas outside of the region
* and optimizing the 2040 Growth Concept Plan -

What follows is the identification of technical and policy issues related to subregional research, a
synthesis of State law and the policies contained in Metro’s Regional Framework Plan {Framework
Plan). A discussion of the use of the MetroScope modeél to examine this Issue also provides a basis to
define and evaluate the performance of subregions and to introduce recommendations for a research
agenda and new policy development.

Technicat, Legal and Policy Issues
In order to identify and begin comparing various subregions a number of questions must be answered.
The issues are as follows:

» What are the appropiiate entities that make up subregions within our region?

* How does subregional aliocation of general housing and employment need fit into the priority
scheme in ORS 197.298?7 ‘

What policies are currently in place to guide the identification of subregions?

How important are subregions to the functionality and implementation of the 2040 Growth Concept?
What policles are necessary to implement to comrect imbalances within the region?

What are the appropriate measures of a subregion in balance?

How large or small should a subregion be considered? Wnhy?

Entities that Operate withiin Subreglons of Our Economic Region ,
A number of organizations have been formed to address the provision of services to various parts of
the region. The geographic boundaries of these areas have been drawn to take advantage of
geographic features and to maximize delivery of services. Other service entities rely less on concrete
boundaries related to topographic features such as cities and counties, planning or social

. organizations. Finally, market areas are defined by businesses and are based on demographic and
economic profiles or agglomeration of simitar industry types. Examples of some of these districts are
shown on Maps 2 through 3. The following entities function as subregional providers of services within
the region:

Special Districts: School, Water, Sewer, Parks and Fite:
» Cities and Counties
» Market based areas: clustered around economic centers

Metro’s Subregional Assessment Paper - March 2002 Page 1



« Various community organizations — newspaper, postal service, geopolitical entities such as
community planning organizations, business organizations, granges, neighborhood associations,
etc. '

Al of these types of providers operate in specific areas and may have land needs assoclated with them
to provide services or optimize economic activity. _ )

Goal 14 Guidance for Allocation of Need by Subregion

Goal 14 provides a framework for evaluating land needed to serve a subregion. State Goal 14 lists two
factors, 3 and 4, that relate to the subregional discussion. Factor 3, orderly and economic provision for
public facilities and services and Factor 4 maximum efficlency of land uses within and on the fringe of
the existing urban area provide some guidance on how a subregion might be defined and measured,

In amendments fo Goal 14, OAR section 660-024-0070 (pubﬁshed in June 2000, but not
adopted), the State expressed some of its ideas about how to perform a subregional analysis:

subreglonal need may not exceed needs for the whole region;

form a policy basis for establishment of subregions; '

establish boundaries and policy objectives for each subregion;

demonstrate that the boundaries and policy objectives are consistent with and help achieve
framework and functional plans for the whole region; and

* demonstrate that the subregions and boundaries of the subregions are necessary to achieve one or
move of the Goal 14 locational factors. -

Additionally, proposed language states:

* Regional govemments that have identified subregions of a regional UGB shall follow the
requiremient in Sections (1) (altemative lands analysis) of this rule for lands adjacent to a segment
of the UGB that borders a particular subregion. rather than for the entire UGB, provided that
segment is coterminous with the urban growth boundary for at least 30 miles.

Based on the tenor of the proposed changes to the rule, the size of subregions and the application of
. Goal 14 hierarchy of lands are issues that must be taken into consideration when addressing the
subregional assessment. Drawing subregional boundaries too small is counter-productive to the
formutation and implementation of regional planning policies and circumvents the hierarchical land
system In the statute. Conversely, drawing boundaries too large fails to recognize that there may be
- Instanceswheretherearelowﬁzedlandneedsmatmnnotbemetoutsldethatlocalizedarea. A third
point to consider is that all subregions operate within the confines of one economic region that is
subject to market equilibrium forces. The market will respond to counter balancing pressures that
ultimately seek an equilibrium solution. '

ORS 197.298 Guidance for Allocation of Need by Subregion

“ORS 197.298(1) establishes priorities for land that may be included within an urban growth boundary.
The subsection requires Metro to include “exception” land (higher priority) before it includes farmland
(lower priority), for example. Attachment 1 provides a graphic representation of how the priorities apply
to expansion of the UGB. To include farmland, Metro must demonstrate that the exception land is’
“inadequate to accommodate the amount of land needed.”

Metro's Subregional Assessment Paper - March 2002 Page 2-2



The question raised by a subregional aflocation of general housing and employment need is whether
Metro may apply the priority of lands to just those lands outside the boundary of a designated
subregion or must first exhaust afll available higher priority (exception) land, no matter how distant from
the subregional need, before including lower priorily (farm zoned) land. The statute does not expressly
answer this question. - _

The Court of Appeals and LUBA have offered some guidance, however, in the few cases that have
considered subregional allocation of housing need. Both have agreed that nothing in the law prohibits
subregional allocation.' Both say Metro must consider subregional need in the context of overail
regional need.? The Court of Appeals has cautioned that Metro must explain the basis for any
determination that an area serves as a subregion. It must also explain why the needs of the area

~ should be viewed in isolation from regional need® Language in a LUBA footnote suggests that Metro
can identify a subregional need and look to rural land near the subregion to accommodate that need*

In sum, neither the statute nor the cases that interpret it give a clear, unequivocal answer to the
question raised by subregional allocation. But the cases offer some support for the proposition that
Metro may apply the priority of lands in ORS197.298(1) to just those lands outside the boundary of, but
near, a designated subregion. _
Schools and Public Facilities ’
When Metro determines how much land is needed for housing and employment, it includes land for
- public facllities and services in its calculations. Hence, when Metro adds land to the UGB, it includes

- land for those facllities and services. It is possible, however, that the only land that is higher priority for
UGB inclusion under state [aw is distant from the provider of the service and cannot meet the providers
need.

State law provides an exemption from the priorities for this situation. The law allows Metro {o include
lower priority land if it has identified a specific type of need — such as the need for a school or a water
storage facility — that “cannot be reasonably accommodated on higher priority land...” ORS
197.298(3)(a). This exemption involves subregional analysis on a small scale. It involves a specific
need, for a school site, for example, not the general need for housing and employment. Because the
- need for the school arises in the district, and must likely be met within or near the district, the
appropriate subregion is probably the school district and nearby land.

Metro must apply the priorities in state law to its search for appropriate land for the school site, but only
fo land in the subregion. Thus, if a site is available on exception land near the school district, Metro
must take the exception fand into the boundary rather than nearby farmland. But Metro is not bound to
take in exception land far from the school district (and the subregion) if that land cannot reasonably
accommodate the district’s need for a school. If there is no exception land that can reasonably
accommodate the use, Metro can take the farmland into the UGB.

Thus, Metro can apply this exemption in state law without having to undertake the kind of analysis
required to allocate the general housing and employment need to subregions. .

! Residents of Rosemont v. Metro, 173 Or. App 321 (2001); 1000 Frierdds of Oregon v. Metro, 18 Or. LUBA 341 (1989).

? 1000 Friends of Oregon v. Metro and Ryland Homes, 174 Or. App. 406 (2001); 1000 Friends of Oregon v. Melro and Ryland
Homes, 38 Or. LUBA 555 .

TResldents of Rosemont, 173 Or. App. 321 (2001).

4 Residenls of Rosemont, LUBA No, 2000-02 {2000).
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Metro Framework Plan Policies

The following review of Framework Pfan serves as an evaluation of which Metro policies will assist in
developing and evaluating subregional needs.” The Framework Plan is a document that is intended to
unite all of Metro’s adopted land use policies and requirements. The Charter directs Metro to address
management and amendment of the UGB, evaluate urban design and seftlement patterns and monitor
~ housing densities within the region. The Framework Plan contains a lengthy discussion of the 2040
Growth Concept Plan which s intended to serve as an evolving biue print for the region for a period of
up to 50 years and states that the preferred form of growth is to be contained within a carefully
managed UGB. The introductory section of the Framework Plan provides language that directly states
the importance of centers and a subregional examination to evaluate of the functionalify of the region
as a whole.

The relevant sections are quoted below:

Planning for all centers seek a balance between jobs/housing and unique
blends of urban amenities so that more transportation frips are likely to
remain local and become more multi-modal. ‘

In keeping with the jobs/housing balance in centers, a jobsthousing
balance by subregional areas can and should be a goal. This would
account for housing and employment outside of centers, and direct policy
to adjust for better jobs/housing ratios around the region®

The Framework Plan divides the region into four market areas besides downtown Portland. The areas
represented by these areas in Beaverton, Gresham, Hillsboro and Oregon City.

This review of the Framework Plan is divided into broad topic areés and includes: Built Environment/
Neighbor Cities, Economic Vitality, Transportation, Schools and Clark County.

- Bulit Environment/ Nelghbor Cities :
* Description of 2040 Growth Concept, Neighbor Cities — There should be a strong balance
between jobs and housing in the Metro region and in the neighbor cities. The more a
balance of jobs and households is retained, the more trips will remain local.

» Nelghbor Cities — To minimize the generation of new automobile trips, a balance of sufficient
number of jobs at wages consistent with housing prices in communities both within the
Metro UGB and in neighboring cities should be pursued, : ' .

o . 1.2 Built Environment — Continued growth of regional economic.opportunity, balanced so as
~ to provide an-equitable distribution of jobs, income, investment and tax capacity throughout
the region and fo support other regional goals and objectives. I

* 1.3 Housing & Affordable Housing ~ Balance of jobs and housing within the region and
subregions. '

® Regional Framework Plan page 12 and 17.
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Economic Vitality
» 1.4 Economic Opportunity — Encourage a diverse and sufficient supply of jobs, the number

and wage level of jobs within each subregion should be balanced with housing cost and
availability within the subregion.

* 1.5 Economic Vitality — To support economic vitality throughout the entire region, Metro shall
undertake the following steps:
* Monitor reglonal and subregional indictors of economic vitality, such as the balance of
jobs, job compensation and housing availabllity.
» If Metro's monitoring finds that existing efforts to promote and support economic vitality
in all parts of the region are inadequate, Metro shall facilitate collaborative regional
approaches that better suppoit economic vitality for all parts of the region.

e 1.141 School Siting— Coordinate to site school in an already developed and urbanizing
areas. '

* 1.14.2 Schools — Are considered to be public faciiities and additions to the UGB may only be
approved by Metro following completion.of conceptual plans for school facilities.

Transportation

* - Policy Overview - Ensuring efficient access to jobs, housing, cultural and recreational
opportunities, shopping in and throughout the region and providing transportation facilities
that support a balance of jobs and housing (policy highlights in Overview). -

* System Objectives — In developing new transportation system infrastructure, the highest
priority should be providing accessibility and mobility to and from central city, regional
centers and industrial areas and intermodal facilities. Specific needs, associated with
ensuring access to jobs, housing, cultural and recreational opportunities and shipping within

-and among the centers, should be assessed and met through a combination of intensifying
land uses and increasing transportation system capacity so as to mitigate negative impacts -
on environmental quality and where and how people live, work and play. The region's
system-wide policies are (among others);

» Jobs/Housing Balance — Support a balance of jobs and housing in each subarea of the
region to reduce the need for additional transportation facilities. Provide housing that is
easily accessible to jobs and that s affordable to all members of the workforce.

¢ 2.7 -Support a balance of jobs and housing in each subarea of the region to reduce the
" need for additional transportation facilities. Provide housing that is easily accessible to jobs
and that is affordable to all members of the workforce.

Clark County .

» 6.1.5 - Metro should encourage cooperative efforts to promote business location throughout
the region, including Clark County, in order to improve the job/housing balance in the
metropolitan area.

What Does All Of This Tell Us? — A Policy Basis for Subregional Analysis

These policy statements from the Regional Framework Plan, together with State law {Goal 14 and the
statutes), guide the Metro Council’s decision on how to accommodate the next 20 years' worth of
forecasted growlh. Whatever steps Metro chooses to take — expansion of the UGB, measure to
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increase the capacity of centers, other steps — Metro must address these Framework Plan policies.
The policies, taken together, seek appropriate ratios between housing and employment in various parts
- of the region in order to accomplish stated objectives: to reduce the number and length of auto trips; to
better match wage levels with housing costs; to achieve a higher level of multi-modal transportation; to
achieve a more equitable distribution of employment opportunities, Investment and tax capacity; and

other objectives.

“Metro may clioose to allocate housing and employment need fo subregions of the region to attain the
desired ratios of housing and employment. The Framework Plan Identifies subregions — market areas
around regional centers — which may prove to be the most effective basis for such an allocation.
Testing and measurement (see section on *Measuring the Efficiency of Subregions/MetroScope™)
determine which configuration of subregions best achieves the Framework Plan policies.

“if Metro chooses to expand the UGB to accommodate housing and etnploymentneed, and to use jts
selection of expansion land to help accomplish theése Framework Plan policies, it must do so in a
manner that complies with state law (Goal 14 and the statutes).” '

“The existing policles that have been highlighted above from the Framework Plan provide some
direction for subregional analysis and comecting potential imbatances.

A subregional analysis Is proposed to address whether certain geographic areas of the region are
-expected to be more or less successful than other parts of the region as growth occurs over the next
20 years. If so, are there actions that Metro can take through the land use system to help areas:
succeed better? With that general objective, what geographic areas, or subregions, are appropriate to
examine and what constitutes success? _

. Two perspectives are recommended for this evaluation:

* What goals have the region set for certain areas and are we expected to achieve those
goals? = . - ' _ ‘

» Can we identify areas that might suffer negative consequences of the region’s growth
management goals and are there actions that can be taken to mitigate those

consequences?

Are we achieving our goals? : ’

The most appropriate framework for answering this question on a subregional basis s the 2040 Growth
Concept and the “2040 Fundamental” established as performance measures to evaluate the
effecliveness of the 2040 Growth Concept. The key priority land use elements identified in the 2040
Growth Concept are Centers and Industrial Areas.

Centers: ‘ ' :
The 2040 Growth Concept establishes a hierarchy of higher density mixed-use centers, each intended
1o serve difterent functions, as follows:

* The Central City is intended to be the employment, govemment, services, retail, cultural and
entertainment center for the entire region. As such, the market area is in excess of one million
people to support these retall, services and cultural activities and to provide labor for this job
growth.. To achieve this, the goal for the Central City is to maintain its regional share of general and
retail employment as the region as a whole grows. :
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* Regional Centers are intended to be concentrations of employment, services and retail that js
supported by a market area of more than 100,000 population to support retail and sefvices and to
provide labor for job growth. ‘ ‘ ' _

» Town Centers are intended to provide local retail and services. All residential areas of the region
are intended to be served by a Town Center within three miles.

Industrial Areas: _ _ o
Industrial Areas and Intermodal freight terminals are identified In the 2040 Growth Concept to provide
essential economic prosperity for the region by maintaining areas for basic industry and trade,
Industrial Areas are intended to be restricted from non-industrial development so as to avoid
unnecessary traffic congestion hindering truck access and to resefve industrial vacant land inventory
for industrial development purposes. Industrial areas also require access to sufficient labor within a
reasonable distance.

Measures of Success: ,
Attachment A are the 2040 Fundamentals which provide a framework for defining measures for a
subregional analysis. Presented below are key components relating to Centers and Industrial areas.

1. Deve,lopmenﬁ of Centers

» Document the level and density of employment growth within the Central City, each Regional
Center and each-Town Cénter to determine if they are expected to grow over the next 20 years
at the rate and density desired. Determine if the Central City employment growth is expected to
keep pace with total regional employment growth. Identify Regional Centers that are lagging
behind; determine if there are regional land use policies and actions that can improve their level
and density of development. Note: all centers will not develop at the same rate. Centers that -
are lagging behind may simply be more likely to expand in the next 20-year period. :

*» Develop a mixed-use index for each center for cumrent and future conditions to determine the
magnitude and degree of job and residential mixed-use diversity (housing x jobs/housing +
jobs). This index increases with both size and degree of jobs/household mix within a % mile
radius. Determine if there are regional land use actions that can improve their magnitude and
degree of mix. : o '

* Forthe Central City, determine if there is sufficient labor within a reasonable distance fo support
job growth. Define the market area encompassing at least one million people; in addition, -
define an eight-mile radius market area. For. this area:

calculate the ratio of total jobs per household; compare to the regional average
percent of workers drawn from within this area :
* average work trip length to jobs within the Central City
¢ non-SOV mode share for work trips to the Central City

*» For the Central City, determine if there Is sufficient market area to support retail and service job
expansion. Define the market area encompassing at least one miillion people; in addition, define
an eight-mile radius market area. For this area:

« calculate the ratio of retall and services jobs per household; compare to the regional
average o
percent of non-work trips to the Central City drawn from within this area

e average non-work trip length to the Central City

* non-SOV mode share for non-work trips to the Central City
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«  For the Regional Centers, determine if there is sufficient labor within a reasonable distance to
support job growth. Define the market area encompassing at least 100,000 people; in addition
define an eight-mile radius market area. For this area: '
* caloulate the ratio of tofal jobs per household; compare to the average of other Regional

Centers .
* percent of work trips to each Regional Center drawn from within this area
average work trip length to each Regional Center

-
* non-SOV mode share for work trips to each Regional Center
* Forthe Regional Centers, determine if there is sufficient market area to support retall and

service job expansion. Define the market area encompassing at least 100,000 people; in
addition define an eight-mile radius market area. For this area:
* calculate the ratio of retail and services jobs per housshold; compare to the average of other
Regional Centers -
percent of non-work trips to each Regional Center drawn from within this area
average non-work trip length to each Regional Center
non-SOV mode share for non-work trips to each Regional Center"

+ For the Town Centers, determine if there is sufiicient market area to support retail and service
Job expansion. Define the market area encompassing at least three miles. For this area:
e« calcuiate the ratio of retail and services jobs per household; compare to the average of other
Town Centers ’ : i
* percent of non-work trips to each Town Center drawn from within this area
= average non-work trip length to each Town Center
* non-SOV mode share for non-work trips to each Town Center

2. Development of Industrial Areas :

» For Industrial Areas, determine if there is sufficient labor to support industrial job expansion. -
-Define the market area encompassing at least 100,000 people; in addition define an eight-mile
-radius market area. For this area: - ‘

» calculate the ratio of total jobs per household; compare to the average of other Industrial
Areas : : .
. » percent of work trips to each Industrial Area drawn from within this area
+ average work trip length to each Industrial Area ‘ '
* non-SOV mode share for work trips to each Industrial Area

*» For Industrial Areas, detemnine if key truck access routes are projected to be impaired by
excessive commuter traffic congestion.

Are there undue negative consequences on a subregional basls as a result of our land use
policies? . _ : )
Answering this question does not presuppose a particular geographic area. Therefore, this evaluation
should be designed to look for areas within the region that have hegative consequences that are
disproportionately larger than other parts of the region. For example,

* Identify household incomes throughout the region to determine if there are expected to be
concentrations of poverty;
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* Determine if parts of the region now have or are expected to have a development pattern that
will not have sufficient market value to generate the tax base required to provide public Services-

* Determine If parts of the region aré expected to have a greater housing affordability problem ag
compared to other parts of the region; -

» Determine if parts of the region have or are expected to have an excessively long commute trip
as compared to other parts of the region due to lack of access fo jobs;

¢ Determine if parts of the region have or are expected to have an excessively long trip to obtain
local retail services as compared fo other parts of the region; '

* Evaluate key transportation indicators to delermine if certain parts of the region perform better
than other parts; and '

* Determine if there is an excessive shift of Metro area growth to neighboring cities.

Next Steps/Analysis Approach : .

Metro proposes to carry out the above referenced evaluation througeh the use of an integrated land
useftransportation forecasting tool called Metroscope. MetroScope® is a tool that Is available to test the
effectiveness of currént policies and changes to policies and the resulting impacts on subregions. It
involves forecasting growth pattems taking into account input assumptions on available land for

performance issues to provide the basis for testing and evaluating a case study that attempts to
mitigate the identified negative consequences. ‘This final “subregional” case study will allow us fo
evaluate whether we can reasonably expect this option to perform better than other approaches.
Based upon this information, it will be possible to draw conclusions about whether it is appropriate and
necessary to take land use actions, induding UGB amendments, on a subregional basis. It will also
define the policy issues that are to be addressed on a subregional basis and the suitable geographic
boundaries, A )

M there is a conclusion that Metro should proceed with a subregional decision, Metro proposes to
introduce code amendments defining the requirements to be addressed for such a decisfon. If it is
concluded that a subregional decision is unnecessary or inappropriate, there will be now further action
taken and Metro will complete its Periodic Review on strictly & regional basis.

The following MetroScope case studies have been completed:

1) Base Case — an application of State law and current Functional Pian policies, includes UGB
expansion only on exception areas; :

2) 15 North Added Capacity — tests the impacts of added capacity improvements to the I-5 Corridor
between Portland and Clark County;

3) 2040 Centers - tests the impacts of focused transportation investments and incentive programs on
selected Regional and Town Centers with limited UGB expansion;

4) New Community in Damascus — tests the development of a new community in the Damascus area
by focusing UGB expanslon in that area; :

5) Hold the UGB - tests holding the UGB constant while trying to provide incentives to centers (model
run is in progress).

Lvnbonummy_developrnetu\sham\s_ubregpaper.doc

® See MetroScope Technical Documentation Manual, July 16, 2001, for model specifications.
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_ Attachment 1
Exhibit B to Res. No. 02-3171A

2040 Fundamentals
Approved by Metro Council Community Planning Committee
. June 5, 2001 ]
Reviewed and Recommended by MPAC
June 27, 2001

1.

2,

3.

Encourage efficient use of land within the UGB by focusing on development
of 2040 mixed use centers and corridors; '

Protect and restore the natural environment through actions such as
protecting and restoring streams and wetlands, improving surface and
ground water quality, and reducing air emissions;

Provide a balanced tralisportaﬁon system including safe, attractive -
facilities for bicycling, walking and transit as well as for motor vehicles and
freight;

. Maintain separation between the Metro region and neighboring cities by

working actively with these cities and their respective counties;

Enable communities inside the Metro area to preserve their physical sense
of place by using, among other tools, greenways, natural areas, and built

-environment e¢lements;

Ensure availability of diverse housing options for all residents by
providing a mix of housing types as well as affordable homes in every
jurisdiction;

Create a vibrant place to live and work by providing sufficient,

accessible parks and natural areas, improving access to community
resources such as schools, community centers and libraries as well as by
balancing the distribution of high quality jobs throughout the region, and
providing attractive facilities for cultural and artistic performances and
supporting arts and cultural organizations; and

Encourage a strong local economy by providing an orderly and efficient use
of land, balancing economic growth around the region and supporting high

quality education.
[Petformance Measures Program]
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Aﬁaﬁhment 2
Exhibit B 1o Res. No. 02-31714

Table 1 provides a comparison of the various inputs to each case study. Case studies were defined by
varying land additions, incentives, transportation improvements and by providing more zoning capacity.

Tables 2 and 3 provide a comparison of the results from the Base Case, I-5 North Added Capacity,
Enhanced 2040 Centers, developing a new community in Damascus. All of these case studies have
been designed to test policy extremes and are not intended {o provide a winning combination to
satisfying the region’s 20-year, land supply needs. Analyzing these case studies is helpful to identify hot
spots in housing and job prices, concentrations or increases of jobs and housing which may be
indicative of latent demand in these areas. The effects of different policy choices on land prices,
densities, utilization of land and rates of redevelopment are contained in Tables 2 and 3. Tables 4 and
§ highlight the conditions within the transportation system according to the case study. MetroScope
allows the reporting of data in a variety of geographic areas from transportation area zones, census
tracts, 20 zones and 6 employment zones. Tables 6 and 7 compare per capita tax base changes for
the region segregated by 20 zones. A 20-zone comparison of values was used because the model can
not precisely approximate jurisdictional boundaries. '

We have stratified commute information in Table 8 by RTP based subregions and contains
jobs/housing ratios. By contrasting demand and the existing jobs/housing ratios tools can be applied to
develop a subregional case study to test influencing these measures or indicators. Table 8 provides a
preliminary tabular summary of the subregional area population, a calculation of an existing
jobs/ousing ratio (employment/population), and deviations from the regional average and commuting
patterns. Those subregions that have a negative difference from the regional average are areas that
could benefit from strategies to equalize the imbalances between jobs and housing.
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Table 2. R
MetroScope Output Summary Case Study Results
Land Use Measures .
Model Outputs- 2000 to 2025 | T
: I-5 North | Enhanced New 199 12
' Base Case] Added 2040 [Community H‘:}gg‘" U::lja?:
Residential Land] Capacity | Centers | Damascus pubished1899
Capture Rale 66.2% 66.0% | 69.0% 60.0% Not 70%
: avaflable
JRedevelopment and Infill Rale 26.6% 26.6% 44% 32.3% y_el 28.5%
Housing Price Index ,
| (price escalation above inflation) :
~ +27% +28% +13% +43% .
+16% +16% +16% +22% -
Land Ulilization Measures: T
~ Total Iniial Acres Avallable™| 28,143 ac. | 28,143ac. | 26,143 ac. | 28,143 ac. |26,143ac.| 22,500 ac.
2176ec. | 22,176ac. | 22,176ac. | 22,476 ac. |221768c.{ 22,176 ac.
Initial Renewal/refill A 5967ac. | 5967ec. | 65967ac. | 597ac | 5967dc. | 65967ac
Acres Added to the UGB| 34,207ac | 33873ec | 13.339ac |. 15878 ac Dac 3,897 ac*
Consumed Acres within the UGB™] 52990ac | 62,630ac | 38540ec | 41,324 ac ac Not avallable
7.730 ac 7.5 ac 9328ac | 8,542 ac - . .
1,643 ac 1636 ac 2,528 ac 1.820 ac - “ “
21011ac | 20991ac | 21420ac | 21,453 ac - . -
Percent Ulikzation (acres): refill land] 90.5% 90.3% 92.2% 040% | - - -
Percent Utilization {acres): vacant land] 94.7% 84.6% 96.5% 96.7% = - =
Percent Utilization (acres) 76.8% 76.6% 85.8% 90.1% - - -
Percent Utiization (acres) 74.2% 73.8% 82.7% 82.2% . - -
Dwelfing Unli Capacity/ O 731,165 730,554 715,523 730,444 - - -
Dwelling Unit Capacity/ Renter] 348,971 349,574 364,614 349,691 - . .
Developed Density- vacant land] 4.9dwac | 49dwac | 50duwac | 49dwac . . -
Developed Density- tand added to UGB| 32dwac | 31dwac | 23dwac | 44 duwac . - -
Developed Density- renewal areas| 9.6dwac | 9.8dwac | 13.9dwac | 10.0 dwac . - .
Developed Density- refill] 6.0dwac | 6.07dufac | 62duwac | 6.1 duwac - . .
Overall Density Avi 45dwac | 45dwac | 65dwac |- 5.3 dwac - . -
Dwelling Unit Alfocations: ‘ : :
238,207 236,790 | 213,287 219,077 -
95,617 06,220 121,157 118,670

Revised 211302

'zAmmberso{heﬁguresnotedhavebeennwdiﬁedﬁunmeUGRtoprovideacmnparisonloMeuoSoope.
”lndud&sankiﬁdiwaﬂoqdmmﬁenﬁdaml&sexmﬂwded%deﬁ.&ﬂeaﬂbcdhndhssﬁu@md
kand inside of the UGB. Other net faclors are removed by MetroScope as land supplies get developed.
" Includes UGB amendments made in 1998 and 1999 and locational adjustments. '
** Includes the total acres of land consumed and Includes refik, vacant, land additions to the UGB and renewal areas.
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I-5 North Enhanced New

Table 1. - :
MefroScope Case g::: Added 2040 Community Hc{)}géhe Subregiona
: Capacity Centers  Damascus Analysis
Model Inputs : —_—
UGB Acres Added| Yes-distibuted  Yes-distributed  Yes-hmited  Yes- In Damascus No acres TBD
) (2000.2025)H 34,207 ac. 33873 ac. 13,339 ac. 15,678 ac. added
UGA Acres Added- M(zooomzozs) 23,648 ac. 23,648 ac. BBec | BeBec 6B 2pa
2000 Bulidable Lands Analysis” 4 4 s v s v
Avalfable Houslng Land- Oregon” . _ ] : :
Redevelopment and Infil aaes7 5,632 ac. 5,832 ac. 5,632 ac. 5.832 ac. 5,832 ac. 5,832 ac
Renewal acres 135 ac, 135ac. 135ac. 135ac. - 135ac 135 ac,
Vacant acres] - 22176 ac. 22,476 ac. 22,176 ac. 22,176 ac. 22176 ac. 22,176 ac.
Available Jobs Land- Oregon® . : : '
Refillacres|  4.362ac. . 4362ac 4,362 ac. 4,362 ac. 4,362 ac. TED
Renewal acres 338 ac. 338 ac. 338 ac, 333 ac. 338 ac. 338 ac,
Vacant mﬁ 13,202 uc. 13,292 ac. 13,202 ac. 13202 ac. 13,282 ac, 13,202 ac.
" Existing Zoning as of 101 v 4 v ' v 4
Refitt Land Fiter Applied] 20102020 2010/ 2020 2010/ 2020 20102020  2010/2020  2010/2020
incentives/ Capacily Measures .
Existing Urban Renewal Yes yes yes yes yes yes
Subsidy and Tax Incentives No no ' yes yes yes T8D
Mp-zoning o no Yes- Cg‘e}tfal East Yes- Damascus Y?ast C:g;al - TBD
Additional Urban Renewal Areas{  Only those Only those cumently ~ Additional  * Those currently in  Additional TBD -
. cuently in place In place capacity addedin place, plus capacity
tegional and lown - added In
centers ; regional and
w0 fown centers
 Rencwal Subskly Costs™  s7e034a761 - $735.923761  $1.507.202.481 $1,021,857,274  TBD 8D
—__Transportation System ' . '
Priority RTP Improvements ' _ vy vy s o 4
Lane miles 8,022 8,059 7,932 8,054 7,932 TED
Transit Hours 12,818 12,994 12,633 12,870 12,633 TBD

Modifications to the RTP'!|  Yes-along 15  Yes-slong 15, HOV Yes-projecisat  Yes-focused  Yes- projects T8D
‘ Columbia Bivd.  lanes (NBand SB), theedgeofthe  Damascus, new at the edge of
interchangs 8lanebridge, UGB are removed phasing of Suniisa ~ the UGB

Project removed,  Greeloy Banfiel and 205 express removed,
LRT stops at Expo widening, Loop LRT lanes added " (same as
Insteadof - Cenlers)

Vanoowef
Revised 2/5/02 '

’lndudesankitialhvedocyofreéidemalauesbsSuenplmdedFederal.ShtearﬂbmllmdbssMownedlandhs!deofﬁw
&IGB. OthernetfadorsarereumvedbyMéﬁpScopeaslandwppﬁesaredeveloped. :

" hadditiontonMﬁmdeﬂoﬁdemRWhmnm&ﬁmmmmmerfmdsyﬁemmmwwe‘
used. ClakanwpmwdedMequmminwedeorkmatWasmedforancasemudyms. ) :
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Table 4. ‘ B
MetroScope Output Summary Case Study Results
|Additional Measures |
Model Outputs - 5T Enhanced] New - R
2025 Transportation Conditions |Base Case %m':g: 2040 |Communlty Hﬂdeg'e c 2000
- ' Centers_| Damascus onditions
Vehicie Hours of Delay per 1000 YMT|  8.31 8.09 10.79 10.15 Not 349
.avallable
yel
Vehidle Hours of Delay per VHT| 21 20 25 C 24 ¢ 08
Average Week Day VMT/ capital  16.39 16.36 16.54 16.8 ¢ 1623
Average Week Day VMT/ emp|] 21.98 21.94 2217 22.54 . 24.11
" Average S_Peed PM2) 25 25 23 - 24 . 31
Auto Percent Commufing wlin.lhel -
Area . . _
Central 66.3% 66.0% 64.5% 63.8% ¢ 70.0%
East Mulinomah 34.5% 3M.4% 36.5% 324% “ 28.9%
East Clackamas  425% 42.3% 46.0% 45.5% " 42.6%
59.3% " 592% 60.3% 60.6% - 51.6%
Westside] 75.3% - 752% - T46% 752% ¢ 66.3%
Clark 77.5% 78.6% " 69.0% 70.0% * 74.4%
" Person Percent Commuting w/n the -
Central Poriland| — 73.5% 735% 7B0% | 723% | - 745
East Muitnomah Coun 3.3% 332% 356% | 31.8% “ 289
East Clackamas 40.6% - 40.5% 44.4%  43.6% - 42.4
- 57.2% 572% 58.6% 58.9% * 50.9
T74.0% 73.9% - 73.5% T42% n 65.7
Clark 75.T% 75.5% 66.8% 67.9% “ 737
Mode Share] .
: 86.83% 86.71% | 8665% | 86.87T% " 90.49%
T - 5.90% 6.03% 5.94% 5.85% “ 3.3™%
_ Walk/Bike] 7.28% 7.25% T41% - 7.28% ‘ 6.15%
Average Auto Person Commurte
Distance
“(HBWS) iaginemd End wifin the Area _
Cenfral Portland 46 46 4.5 4.5 * 4.4
Easl Multhomah ar 3.7 36 a6 - as
East Clackamas County; 52 52 4.9 52 - 54
' Sou(hwesll 4.7 4.7 4.6 48 . 5.1
Wes_l,slde 5.0 50 5.0 50 * 4.9
Clark County A 71 76 76 - 6.2
Average Auto Person Commurte .
Distance|
(I-IBW) Begin in and End Outside Area}
Central Portiand| 8.0 8.0 80 8.2 . 82
East Mulinomah County| 9.5 9.5 8.3 92 - 9.6
East Clackamas County| 116 11.6 114 114 * 121
Southwest] 9.8 9.8 9.4 9.5 - 10.1
Westside 0.0 a.1 9.1 9.1 - 9.7
Clark County] 15.3 163 16.0 16.1 - 140
Revised 215102
# VMT= vehicle miles traveled.
mAlldisianoe:sforautopeﬂ;onlnpsandtotalpersom‘-aremniles
HBW" home based work trips.
Page 2-5
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Employees per gross acre
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* Represents price increases over the base year 2000 for tand and improvements over inflation.
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able 3. T
MetroScope Output Summary Case Study Resuits |
Land Use Measures
Model Outputs- 2000 to 2025 ,
\ 5 North |Enhanced New
Base Case| Added [ 2040  [Community|Hold the 1?3:22:?
Non-residential Land Capacity | Centers | Damascus published1999
Tkphma--- Rate™ _ : 765% | 76.1% A% | 773% Not 82%
available
LMRedevelopment and Infill Rate 44.0% 44.0% 43.3% 39.4% e 40%
and Utilization Measures™ ] ] : . . .
" nitial Vacant Acres Avaitable| 13,202 ac | 13,202 ac 13202 ec | 13267ac |i3,292 s 12,700™ |
Initial Refilf and Renewal] 4,362 ac 4362 ac 4,382 ac 4362ac | 4,362ac 5,080 ac
Total inftial Acres Avallablel 17654ac | 17.654ec | 17.654ec | 17,6548¢c |17,654 ac 17,780 ac
Additional Refill Actes Added to UGB| 2,644 ac 2644 ac 3496ac | 4949ac Oac | Notavallable
Additional Vacant Acres Addedto UGB} 3,597ac | 3597ec | 3597ac | 5102ac . -
Total Additionsi Acres Added to UGB 6241ac | 6241ac | 7.093ac | 10,051 ac . .
Total Vacant Acres Avallable] 16,889ac | 16.889ad | 16,889ac | 18,394 ac - -
Total Refill and Renewal Avallable| 7,006ac | 7,006ac | 7,858ac | 9311ac . .
Total Non-residential 23.895ac | 23895ac | 24747ac | 27.705ac - .
Total RefillRenewal Acres Consumed] 3,622 ac 3,522 ac 4240ac | 4,154ac - - “
Consumgtion rate (refilirenewal)| . 50.3% 50.3% 540% | 446% . -
Total Vacant land/Addifions Acres Consumed| 10,433ac | 10433ac 10,743ac | 11,476 ac < .
: Consumption Rate (vacant/addifons)| 61.8% 61.8% 63.6% 60.8%
Density Measures™ Not available
Vacant land/addiions ARocations| 324,016 322,455 331440 | 343639 = :
Employees per gross 31.1 empfac] 30.9 emp/ac |30.9 empiac| 30.7 emplac . “
- Refill and Renewal Aliocations| 254,185 252,950 253314 | 240,155 . -
Employees per gross acre]72.2 emplac 71.8 emplac |59.7 emplac] 57.8 emplac * -
Total Employment Alfocation] 578,200 575,414 564,754 | 583,704 . -
Overafl Density|41.4 empfac| 41.2 emplac - 39.0 emplac| 38.1 emp/ac . .
Non-residential Price index®® ' 26% +26% 0% 0% : Not avaitable
Manufaciuring] 8% % 7% -20% : ®
Warehouse]  +16% +15% +4% +3% - .
Retall Services| +43% +43% +22%, +23% - “
General +36% +36% +13% +16% . .
MedicalHealth|  +50% +50% +20% +24% . .
Govemment| +11% +10% 7% +7% . .
Employment Growth Allocation = .
Oregon UGB| 578,200 575,414 584,754 583,704 . .
: , Clark County UGA! 151,600 154,386 145046 | 146,008 . .
“Revised 2/113/02
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able 6.
MetroScope Case Study Results
Summary
Price Measures
Model Outputs
Per " MNew 2000 2000
Tasable Valts: | Base e | LT |E2need 200 oy | Hokdihe | By [ comdtos
20 District Areas 1 alue Units
Tax Base-
Residential®* -
Not
Zone 1| $159,487 | $150,487 | $123.922 | $176,163 |2vaiableyell ¢ g5 o 56| . 9,841
<one2| $163,110 | $163,110 | $183,900 | $182,908 * - |$112,240.31] 148,622
Zone 3] $211,308 | $211,308 | $226,5614 | $232.821 . $138,228.08| 51,766
Zone 4] $171,850 | $171,850 | $192,196 | $193,343 . $ 111,07851| 39,331
Zone 5| $170,460 | $170,460 | $195260 | $199.219 . $113,768.12 | 45,541
Zone 6 $169,306 | $169,306 | $192,686 | $191,255 < $113,027.53| 31,030
Zone 7] $203,137 | $203,137 | $223.375 | $230,257 * [$119,969.07{ 19,047 |
~Zone 8 '$234,334 | $234,334 | $263,508 | $263,153 |  * $ 160,284.46 | 26,121
Zone ®] $196,925 | $196,625 | $220,109 | $218.619 . $ 11452058 12,439
Zone 10| $178,651 | $178,651 | $197,07/1 | $195678 : $112,703.02| 15084
Zone 11] $189,800 | $189,800 | $207,076 | $204.813 | - $117,027.50] 10,920
Zone 12} "$181,625 | $181,625 |. $205,048 | $201,630 . $121,75882| 23,207
Zone 13] $166,170 | $166,170 | $187,902 | $166,193 . $113,858.03| 40,150
Zone 14] $180,156 | $180,156 | $201,276 | $199,530 - $122042.15| 49,657
Zone 15| $177,708 | $177,708 | $200,930 | $199,763 . $113,046.01] 21,472
Zone 16| $165,155 | $166,165 | $166,713 - | $185,830 . $102,60747] 11,337 .
Zone 177 $170,748 | $170,748 | $196,155 | $194,843 - $110,779.83| 123,460
) Zone 18] $194,331 | $194,331 $219,752 | $216,864 ‘ $122,120.76| 11,100
“Zone 15| $165,807 | $165,807 | $189,770 | $188.317 v $102,84522| 27,802
'——;I'Zone $181,562 | $181,662 | $211,829 | $206,681 * $117,237.02| 2,593
Revised 211302~
*The 20 plus zone system has been modified 1o separale rural from urban areas more fully.
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able 5.
FﬂetroScope Output Summary Case Study Results
.Additional Measures . , _
Model Outputs Base | I5Trade [Enhanced] New [Hoid the 2000
2025 Transportation Conditions Case | Corridor 2040 |Community] UGB | ¢ i
onditions
. ~ _ Centers | Damascus :
Average Auto Person Commute Distance Not
(Non-HBW) BeginandEndwﬁt‘lmeNeai avakabio
Cenlral Porﬂand[ 3.0 3.0 29 3.0 * 30
East Multnomah County] 2.6 26 26 26 “ 26
East Clackamas County] 3.3 33 3z 33 * 3.3
Southwestf 3.0 - 30 29 3.0 . T34
Westside 3.2 32 32 3.2 * 32
Clatk Coumty] 4.1 4.1 41 4.1 - 36
Average Aufo Person Commute Distance
_{(Non-HBW) Begin In and End Ouiside the Area
Central Porland] 7.5 75 7.3 75 " 7.2
East Muiinomah 6.6 6.6 64 6.3 . 6.8
East Clackamas County 8.5 86 8.2 8.0 " 03
Southwest] 7.9 7.9 1.7 1.9 - 84
Wesislde 7.8 7.8 76 7.7 = 7.9
Clark County ‘ 126 12.5 138 138 " 112
Total Person Commute Distance
(HBW) Begin and End whin the Area
- Central Portland] * 4.0 40 3.9 40 b 4.1
. East Mulinomah County 35 3.5 34 35 - 34
East Clackamas County 5.0 5.0 4.7 5.0 " 53
Southwest] 4.6 4.6 4.5 46 . 5.0
Westside] 4.7 48 4.7 47 y 4.8
Clarkk Coumty] 7.0 6.9 74 74 . 6.0
* Total Person Commute Distance
- (HBW) Begin In and End Outside Area
) Central Poitfand] 8.0 8.0 8.0 8.1 - 8.2
East Multnomah County] 9.6 9.5 9.4 9.3 - 96
East Clackamas County] 11.6 116 113 114 . 120
Soulhwest] 9.8 0.9 84 9.6 - 10.1
Wesiside 9.0 9.1 9.1 8.0 - - 0.8
Clark County] 153 153 16.0 16.1 " 14.1
Total Person Commuie Distance
(Non-HBW) Begin and End within the Area
Central Poritand] 2.7 27 2.7 - 2.7 " 28
East Multnomah County| 25 2.5 25 25 25
East Clackamas County, 32 32 3.1 3.2 34
Southwest 28 28 28 2.9 3.0
Westside 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.1
Clark County] 3.9 39 3.9 39 .7
Total Person Commute Distance
(Non-HBW) Begin in and End Outside Area :
Central Podland 74 - 7.4 73 74 = 6.9
East Multnomah Counly] 6.6 6.6 .64 6.3 6.7
East Clackamas County] 8.5 8.5 a1 7.9 9.2
Southwest| 7.8 78 76 7.8 8.2
Westside] 7.7 7.7 76 76 7.8
Clark County] 126 125 13.7 138 13
Revised 2/5/02
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TABLE 8.

SUBREGIONS Pop
Ratio
Downtown 580,226 561,543 o7 5% 7.0% 31.5%. 53.0% -1.4%,
Gateway 493,871 287,269 .58 J% 5$2.0% 4.3% 57.0% 07%
Gresham 276,239 114,444 41 -28.3% 38.0% -23.8% 58.0% 2.4%
Clackamas 338,605 179,616 53 -8.2% 41.0% -17.8% 51.0% -9.0%
Oregon City 196,858 107,767 55 5.3% 40.0% -10.8% 48.0% -15.2%
Wa, Square 402,511 283,134 g 21.7% 60.0% 20.3% 57.0% 0.7%
Beaverton - 408,365 276.510 .68 17.2% 61.0% 2.3% 61.0% 7.7%
Hillishoro 181,353 85,004 52 -9.3% 85.0% -10.3% 67.0% 18.3%
Clark County/ 206,288 191,055 54 11.6% 52.0% 43% 54.0% -4.6%
Vancouver ‘ '
Reglonal Average: 58 49,9% 56.6%
Wiout Downtown
{ Regional Average: .62 52.9% 56.2%
wf Downlown .
Revised 2/5002
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Fable 7.

Case Study Results

MetroScope
Output Summary
- [Price Measures
Model Outputs _
: Enbanced 2040 2000
Per Capita New 2000
Taxable Values: | Base Case .Eso:ﬁ'f.ﬁ? - Gentore | Community H?JlgBuw FerDU |- Dgﬁlrltisng
20 District Areas Damascus Value
Tax Base-
Non-residential™ _
Zone 1 $187,970 | $187,970 $187,950 $201,888 | Nt ";;’ab"’ $25,838 9,841
Zone 2 $17,804 | $17,804 | $16,856 $17,986 * $31,066 148,622
Zone 3 $28,065 | $28,065 $27,274 $29,230 - - $23,053 51,766
Zone 4 $6,947 $6,047 $7.518 $7,738 - $21,709 39,331
Zone 5 $20,379 $20,379 $20,190 $20,370 . $66,081 45,541
Zone 6 $9,585 $9,585 $8,965 $10,090 - " $24,339 31,030
Zone 7 $12,145 | $12,145 $17,897 $11,641 $28,344 19,017
Zone 8 $14,108 | $14,108 $14,855 $14,164 - $26,197 26,121
Zono 9 $17,143 $17.143 $22,611 $25,082 - $28,891 12,439
Zone 10 $22,189 | $22,189 $24,839 $25,394 * $30,337 15,094
Zone 11 $43,047 | $43,047 $56,341 $61,116 : $35,487 10,920
Zone 12 $30,261 $30,261 $26,193 $31,970 ° $28,588 23,207
Zone 13 . $24,463 $24,463 $21,622 $25,167 - $26,661 40,150
Zona 14 $22,214 $22,214 $23,260 .$22,080 - $33,610 49,657
Zone 15 $44,147 | $44,147 $29,123 $35,193 . $56,079 21,472
Zone 16 $20,882 | $20,882 $22,680 $23,306 - $31,622 |. 11,337
Zone 17 $16694 | $16,694 $14,660 $15,315 - $27,569 | 123,460
Zone 18 '$16,016 | $16,016 $16,761 $16,711 - $9,720 11,100
Zone 19 $18,977 | $18,977 $20,836 $22,642 . $275 27,802
Zone 20 . $5,155 $5,155 $10,095 $5,717 $301 2,693
Revised 2/13/02
* The 20 pius zone system has been modified o separate rural from urban areas more fully.
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STAFF REPORT

CONSIDERATION OF RESOLUTION NO. 02-3179, FOR THE PURPOSE OF
DIRECTING THE EXECUTIVE OFFICER TO SUBMIT A PETITION TO ADOPT A
RULE TO THE LAND CONSERVATION AND DEVELOPMENT COMMISSION
UNDER ORS 183.390 ON THE APPLICATION OF GOALS 14 AND 2 AND ORS
197.298 TO THE EXPANSION OF THE URBAN GROWTH BOUNDARY.

Date: March 20, 2002 Prepared by: Michael Morrissey

Proposed Action: Resolution 02-3179 requests that LCDC adopt a rule that will assist
Metro with regard to conducting a subregional analysis, and possible allocation of
regional need for housing and employment to subregions, as part of its periodic review
work program.

Factual Background and Analysis: The Metro periodic Review work program Task 2,
subtask 8 requires the assessment of subregions. The work program explicitly allows
Metro to request clarification from LCDC with respect to the implementation of these
tasks. Developing and identifying a policy basis for examining subregional issues is
essential prior to considering land additions to the UGB.

Metro Planning Department statf have developed a proposed methodology for a
subregional approach that has been discussed with the Community Planning Committee.
MTAC and MPAC. The methodology is outlined in a February 20, 2002 memo and
package from Andy Cotugno to Rod Park, chair of the Community Planning Committee
(Exhibit B). The Subregional Assessment Paper describes the use of Metroscope to “test a
strategy to improve the efficiency of subregions by seeking an optimal balance of jobs

and housing thereby supporting complete communities.” Subregions would be based on
the areas defined by 2040 designated city and regional centers, supported by town centers.

In March of this year Metro requested a declaratory ruling from LCDC relative to this
same issue, via resolution 02-3171. On March 14, 2001 LCDC declined to issue a
declaratory ruling, and invited Metro to propose a rule as a more appropriate mechanism.

Richard Benner, senjor assistant counsel spelled out certain aspects of the proposed rule
for the Community Planning Committee on March 19, 2001. For example. the rule is
narrow in scope and applies only to Metro. The rule does not exclusively concern itself
with possible expansion of the urban growth boundary, but also focuses on application of
the 2040 Growth Concept. and policies related to the development of centers. The
proposed rule takes into account recent case law, and has as its policy basis Goal 14 and
the regional Framework Plan.



Mr. Benner also indicated that the proposed rule states that the allocation of need for
housing and employment to subregions must do a better job of achieving the objectives of
goal 14 than allocations made without regard to subregions.

Known Oppesition: City of Portland and 1000 Friends of Oregon.

Budget Impact: The cost of conducting subregional analysis is time consuming, and
therefore expensive. The rationale for this request to LCDC is to avoid costs for work
products that could be overturned upon challenge.

Existing Law: ORS chapter 197.296 requires Metro to conduct an analysis of the
capacity of our urban growth boundary, approximately every five years. Metro is
currently conducting such an analysis in a periodic review framework.



