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RESERVES STEERING COMMITTEE MEETING #13 
ANNOTATED AGENDA 

 
Date:  April 8, 2009 
Time:  9:00 a.m. to noon 
Place:  Council Chamber, Metro Regional Center 
  600 NE Grand Avenue, Portland  
             
 

I. Welcome and Introductions (9:00 – 9:15) 
Debra Nudelman, facilitator 

• Agenda review 
• Adoption of March 16, 2009 meeting minutes 
• Updates since last meeting 
Packet materials: March 16, 2009 meeting minutes. 

 
II. Public Comment (9:15 – 9:25) 

 
III. 40-50 year Population and Employment Range Forecast (9:25 – 9:40)  

Metro Staff 
• Overview of range forecast and clarifying questions from Steering Committee 
Desired Outcomes: Steering Committee understanding of range forecast. 
 
Packet Materials: Executive Summary – 20 and 50 year regional population and 
employment range forecasts, March 2009 draft; Feb. 2009 “Framing Growth Forecasts 
in the Context of Urban Reserves.” 
 

IV. Rural and Urban Reserve Candidate Areas (9:40 –  11:50; includes break) 
Debra Nudelman 

• Updates to proposed candidate areas since March 16 
• Steering Committee discussion: 

o What comments and concerns do you have about the rural and urban reserve 
candidate areas based on your constituent meetings and other outreach? 

o What recommendation do you have for the Core 4 on the candidate areas? 
Desired Outcomes: Committee recommendation to Core 4 on rural and urban reserve 
candidate areas. Each committee member will have two minutes to answer the above 
questions. Following this there will be group discussion and then members will be asked 
whether they concur with the proposed rural and urban reserve candidate areas. 
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Packet materials: Updated candidate area maps and staff memo describing revisions; 
Dick Benner memo regarding identification of candidate areas. Please refer to March 
2009 Steering Committee meeting packet for detailed memoranda from each county 
describing the candidate area identification process. 

 
V. Next Steps and Wrap-up (11:50 – noon)  

Debra Nudelman 
 Upcoming meetings & topics 
 Confirm agreed-upon next steps 
 Meeting summary 

 
VI. Adjourn       

 
 

Draft Reserves Steering Committee Upcoming Agenda Items 
 
May 13  (please hold extended meeting time – 9 am to 4 pm) 

• Discuss preliminary urban reserves evaluation process and results including 
potential design and capacity of urban reserve candidate areas 

• Discuss preliminary rural reserve evaluation results utilizing all rural reserve 
factors 

• Discuss public outreach results 
• Making the Greatest Place updates: preliminary residential Urban Growth Report; local 

aspirations, preliminary employment Urban Growth Report 

June 10   (please hold extended meeting time – 9 am to 4 pm) 
• Continued discussion of urban and rural reserve evaluation results 
• Begin discussion of proposed urban and rural reserve areas 

July 8  (please hold extended meeting time – 9 am to 4 pm) 
• Complete discussion of proposed urban and rural reserve areas 
• Recommend preliminary urban and rural reserve areas to Core 4 

[Phase 3 completion] 
 
 
 
The committee will receive regular updates on Making The Greatest Place activities. 
 
 

Late April: 
Intensive public 

outreach on 
candidate areas 

July/August: 
Intensive public 

outreach on 
preliminary reserve  
recommendations 
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RESERVES STEERING COMMITTEE 
DRAFT MEETING SUMMARY 

March 16, 2009; 9:00 am – 12:00 noon 
Metro Regional Center, Council Chambers 

 
Core 4 Members Present:  Washington County Chair Tom Brian, Multnomah County 
Commissioner Jeff Cogen, Metro Councilor Kathryn Harrington, Clackamas County Commissioner 
Charlotte Lehan.   
 
Reserves Steering Committee Members Present:  Chris Barhyte, Shane Bemis, Jeff Boechler, 
Craig Brown, Kathy Figley, Karen Goddin, Greg Manning, Mary Kyle McCurdy, David Morman, 
Alice Norris, Lainie Smith, Greg Specht, Richard Whitman, Jerry Willey.    
 
Alternates Present:  Susan Barnes, Bob Clay, Teri Cummings, Chad Freeman, Jim Johnson, Jim 
Kight, Jim Labbe, Bob LeFeber, Mary Olson, John Pinkstaff, Marc San Soucie, Dick Strathern, Tara 
Sulzen, Sabrina White-Scarver.   
 
Also Present:  Charlie Adams, Chuck Beasley, Janet Bebb, Dick Benner, Susana Brennan, Wink 
Brooks, William Buckley, Carol Chesarek, Tom Coffee, Carlotta Collette, Karol Collymore, Danielle 
Cowan, Brent Curtis, Mike Dahlstrom, Laura Dawson-Bodner, Maggie Dickerson, Dan Drentlaw, 
Mike Duyck, Denny Egner, Mark Ellsworth, John Evans, Rob Fallow, Meg Fernekees, Lynn Fox, 
Patti Galle, Mark Griffin, Julia Hajduk, Tom Hamann, Gary Hitesman, Tony Holt, Carl Hosticka, 
Tom Hughes, Vern Johnson, Dana Krawczuk, Steve Law, Art Lutz, Eric Martin, Laura Masterson, 
Robin McArthur, Doug McClain, Eric Mortenson, Matt Newman, John O’Neil, Ron Papsdorf, Rod 
Park, Bob Peterkort, Midge Pierce, Ken Ray, Gordon Root, Alan Rosenfeld, Kelly Ross, Doug Rux, 
Joseph Schaefer, Marcia Sinclair, David Smith, Steven Sparks, Veronica Valenzuela, Ray Valone, 
Mark Walkley, Burton Weast, Matt Wellner, John Williams, Terri Wilson, Ty Wyman, Anita Yap.   
 
Facilitation Team:  Debra Nudelman, Aurora Martin.   
 
I. 

 
Deb Nudelman called the meeting to order at 9:06 a.m., welcomed everyone, made brief 
introductory remarks, and asked attendees to introduce themselves.  She provided an overview of 
the agenda and meeting materials.  
 
Deb then asked for comments or amendments to the February meeting summary.  Greg Manning 
asked that John Pinkstaff’s comments on page 2, paragraph 5, second sentence, be clarified to read 
“…as outlined in the Group Mackenzie mapping series in the urban reserve candidate areas.”  There 
being no other modifications, the summary was adopted as final pending the agreed to revision.  
Deb then asked for updates since the last Steering Committee meeting.   
 

WELCOME AND INTRODUCTIONS 

Mike Dahlstrom introduced the Urban and Rural Reserves Phase 3 Preliminary Public Meeting Schedule.  
Five open houses are scheduled and there will be two or three more added.  All meeting times and 
locations will be posted on the website as they are confirmed.  The meetings will provide 
participants the opportunity to learn more about the process, candidate areas, and factors being used 
in designation, and to share their perspectives on the process.  Everyone is encouraged to attend one 
or all of these meetings, and to distribute this schedule to their constituents.   
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Craig Brown reported that the Home Builders Association is preparing a report to provide the 
Steering Committee with information on housing trends and the factors that will affect those trends 
in the future.  This report will be presented at the April 8 Steering Committee meeting.   
 
Greg Manning said the Business Coalition recently heard a presentation from Eric Hovee, which 
was helpful to understand employment numbers and employment land use trends in the area.  Greg 
suggested that Metro make this information available to the Steering Committee to inform the 
process.     

 
II. 
 
Tom Hamann, Multnomah County resident, said he has lived in western Multnomah County for 35 
years and believes the area should be a rural reserve.  He noted that much of the area is represented 
on the natural features map and it is home to an elk herd and many bird species.  In a recent survey, 
only a small percentage of residents supported the expansion of the UGB into the area, however 
they do want to keep the wildlife.  The great communities study has shown that it would be difficult 
to provide transportation to the region, and that the areas available for inclusion of additional 
transportation are already congested.  In closing, Tom urged the Core 4 to continue to look at all of 
western Multnomah County as a rural reserve candidate area.   
 
Alan Rosenfeld, West Linn resident, referred to the letter from Chris Jordan, West Linn city 
manager, regarding Objections to Clackamas County’s determinations of Candidate Rural Reserves.  This letter 
outlines the reasons for Chris’ conclusion that Area ‘Q’ in the Stafford Triangle should be classified 
as a candidate rural reserve area.  Alan summarized a few of these reasons, including Stafford 
Triangle’s overabundance of steep slopes, two riparian areas, and that it serves as a rural buffer with 
important natural landscape features.  These are a few features that lead Alan to the conclusion that 
Stafford Triangle Area ‘Q’ is best as a rural candidate area.    
 
Dana Krawczuk, Ball Janik LLP, referred to her letter regarding a Request to Consider Designating the 
SW Corner of Highway 26 and Highway 212 as an Urban Reserve Candidate Area.  She noted that her 
clients believe this area will be critical to development in the future, and she asked everyone to 
consider the comments made in the letter and reconsider extending the candidate reserve area to 
include additional land area, as outlined in the attached map.   
 
Midge Pierce, West Linn resident, provided comments on Area ‘Q’ in the Stafford Triangle.  She 
noted that in addition to steep slopes and transportation issues, there are concerns about how to 
build and fund the infrastructure needed to urbanize the area.  She also emphasized the importance 
of Area ‘Q’ as a buffer between the communities of West Linn, Lake Oswego and Tualatin, and that 
there is a need to preserve the riparian areas.    
 

PUBLIC COMMENT FOR NON-AGENDA ITEMS 

Gordon Root, Canby resident, is interested in where staff obtained the information for the 
preliminary urban and rural reserves service suitability maps.  He said the map is incorrect that the 
Pete’s Mountain area has limited serviceability.  Not only is the area serviceable, but the Pete’s 
Mountain Water Company already services much of this area and could expand service to the entire 
area.  He also noted that West Linn has extended its sewer service across the river, and Pete’s 
Mountain is a great location for senior executive housing.  Gordon encouraged the Steering 
Committee to make judicial use of white space on the maps as neither urban nor rural reserves areas.  
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Gordon said that there would be a high probability that the designation of some of these areas as 
rural reserves would trigger Measure 49 claims.   

 
Deb Nudelman thanked everyone for their comments and reminded everyone to submit their 
documents in writing to Metro if they would like them posted to the Reserves Steering Committee 
website.   

 
III. 

 
Deb Nudelman introduced Chuck Beasley to provide the Multnomah County approach to 
identifying rural and urban reserve candidate areas.    
 
Mary Kyle McCurdy asked that staff help Steering Committee members get a flavor of the county 
reserves meeting discussions by explaining what decisions were easy to make and what decisions 
were difficult to make.   
 
Chuck Beasley provided an overview of the Multnomah County Citizens Advisory Committee 
(CAC) approach in identifying candidate reserve areas.  The CAC combined the map-based data 
from the existing agriculture, forestry, and landscape features maps.  The CAC then discussed this 
information in break-out sessions before discussing it as a full group.  The process is outlined in the 
March 6, 2009 Staff Report titled Initial Assessment Methodology and Results included in the meeting 
packet.  The CAC recommended that all areas in Multnomah County should be considered for rural 
reserves, and they identified a number of areas for further study as candidate urban reserves.     
 
The candidate rural reserves in Multnomah County are further illustrated on the Candidate Rural 
Reserves in Multnomah County map included in the meeting packet.  The Candidate Urban Reserves in 
Multnomah County map illustrates areas for further consideration as urban.  Areas in tan show where 
there was strong consensus that the areas should not be studied further for urban reserves.  Chuck 
noted that there are still some issues about serviceability along the northwest end of the county that 
need to be explored.   
 
Greg Specht asked for clarification whether the information being provided by the counties is 
original, or if it has been modified by Metro staff.     
 
Chuck Beasley answered that the information from the counties has not been modified by Metro.   
 
Chair Brian noted that the information submitted by Clean Water Services in Washington County 
was in draft form and it is expected that there would be a follow up meeting to refine the 
information.  Chair Brian asked if that second, cohesive look has been done in all three counties, or 
if the information being reviewed is still in draft form.   
 
Chuck Beasley responded that there was not a strong consensus for some areas at the March 
meeting, so the CAC will be looking at additional information for the areas they struggled to identify 
as urban candidates.   
 

RURAL AND URBAN RESERVE CANDIDATE AREAS 

Mary Kyle McCurdy asked how it would affect the Steering Committee’s schedule to provide 
recommendations on candidate areas in April if the Steering Committee is still waiting on 
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Multnomah County for final recommendations on candidate urban and rural reserve maps.  She 
noted that making recommendations in April does not leave time for public involvement.   
 
Chuck Beasley responded that staff will provide more information at the April meeting to allow the 
Steering Committee to provide informed recommendations to the Core 4.    
 
Deb Nudelman clarified that the Steering Committee should look at these maps as the counties’ best 
effort recommendations.  The county reserves committees will continue discussing and revising the 
candidate areas where they are struggling regarding recommendations, however the Core 4 is asking 
that Steering Committee members take today’s information to their constituents for feedback.    
 
Chuck Beasley noted that at this point in time, the colored areas on the maps are the 
recommendations.   
 
Mary Kyle McCurdy observed that where the counties are struggling is where everyone will be 
struggling with designation.  She said she would like to hear about why the counties are struggling.  
She noted that she will not wait to gather feedback, but that we need to respect the process and the 
CAC.   
 
Deb Nudelman responded that this is a process of layering information and feedback.   
 
Jim Labbe seconded Mary Kyle’s request to know what the county committees’ felt was easy and 
hard in identifying candidate areas.  He asked for clarification that the West of Sandy River was easy 
to identify as a candidate urban reserve area.   
  
Chuck Beasley confirmed that it was because the suitability of the area to provide services was clear.    
 
Jim Labbe said that money has been set aside to protect watersheds in the area, and Jim noted that 
the county can expect to hear from the groups that have invested in that effort as they will want to 
fulfill their commitment to protect the watersheds.    
 
Greg Manning observed that all of the candidate urban reserve areas are overlaying candidate rural 
reserve areas.  He asked staff if they know what type of technical data they will be looking for to 
make a recommendation for an area, such as Sauvie Island, to be urbanized.    
 
Chuck Beasley said staff is still examining infrastructure data.  There are some unique infrastructure 
requirements for Sauvie Island to support urbanization that need to be discussed further, such as 
building two additional bridges.   
 
Craig Brown asked if, in determining serviceability, consideration has been given for technology.  He 
noted some things that might be difficult to accomplish now might be easy to accomplish at a later 
time given advances in technology.   
 
Chuck Beasley responded no, as there is no way to factor in that information.    
 
Brent Curtis provided an overview of the Washington County Reserves Coordinating Committee 
(RCC) approach in identifying candidate reserve areas.  Brent reminded the Steering Committee that 
the RCC is composed of elected officials, board members, and members of the agricultural 
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community.  Brent said he meets several times a month with the planning committee and with the 
RCC once a month.  He also reminded the Steering Committee that this information is going 
through a series of screens that become finer and finer as the process progresses.  The Washington 
County process for identifying candidate reserve areas is outlined in the February 9, 2009 Phase 3 
Interim Staff Report titled Urban and Rural Reserves Planning in Washington County included in the 
meeting packet.   
 
At this point, Washington County has chosen to include all lands from the study area as candidate 
rural reserves as illustrated in the Potential Candidate Rural Reserve Areas map included in the meeting 
packet.  To identify candidate urban reserve areas, Washington County took information from GIS 
data, city aspirations, and the Group Mackenzie development constraints map and condensed it into 
one map.  The results of the determination for candidate urban reserve areas are shown in the 
Potential Candidate Urban Reserve Areas map.   
 
Brent said he thinks these maps are sufficient to mark what point the RCC has reached in the 
process.  The RCC will take into account any comments received from the Steering Committee.  
Brent also noted that it is impossible to explain what decisions were hard and which ones were easy 
as everyone has a different point of view on that.   
 
Jim Labbe noted that he does not see a reference to how the natural features are being used in the 
analysis and asked if they are being considered.   
 
Brent Curtis responded that there remains a lot of additional information, such as the natural 
features map, that will be important as the process moves forward.  The GIS data provided just one 
layer and Washington County will continue to look at the natural features, agricultural, and forestry 
maps as they continue to refine the candidate areas.    
 
Greg Manning noted that in leaving the entirety of the study area lands in Washington County as 
candidate rural reserve areas, there is obviously more area as candidate rural reserves than as 
candidate urban reserves.  He said the test of rural reserves is that they are areas threatened by 
urbanization, and in light of that, he asked why the land areas are so different when by definition, 
they should be much more similar.   
 
Brent Curtis responded that might be the single greatest issue.  At this level of screening, 
Washington County could not more clearly define what subject to the threat of urbanization means, 
and consequently did not want to exclude any land.  He assumes that as more information becomes 
available about what the land need will be in the next 40 to 50 years, it will be more obvious what 
lands will be threatened by urbanization.  Without understanding the need, there is no credible way 
to say what lands will need to be protected as rural reserves.   
 
Chair Brian said that the potential candidate rural and urban reserves are large areas, however 
Washington County felt it was premature to narrow them down without additional data, such as 
population and employment numbers.  He further noted that information is coming into focus and 
there will be a lot of changes made to these maps in the next three months.  Chair Brian noted that 
the Clean Water Services had been waiting for another meeting to refine the sewer and water 
suitability.  He asked if that information is available for Washington County yet or if the analysis is 
still being conducted.    
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Brent Curtis responded that because Washington County compiled these maps in early February, 
water and sewer maps were not available to them at that time.  He does not feel that anything has 
been lost as Clean Water Services had indicated the information was draft and that they would need 
to review and revise that draft.  Brent noted that staff will continue to meet with Clean Water 
Services and conduct additional levels of analysis for sewer, water, and transportation.     
 
After a brief break, Richard Whitman clarified a point made during public comment concerning 
Measure 49.  Richard noted that there is a provision in Senate Bill 1011 that authorizes the reserves 
effort and provides that urban and rural reserve designations do not create a claim for compensation 
under Measure 49.  As there is currently no anticipation that additional restrictions would be placed 
on reserve areas, there would not be Measure 49 claims after designation either.  Richard also noted 
that reserve designations will not affect right to farm laws.   
 
Doug McClain provided an overview of the Clackamas County Policy Advisory Committee (PAC) 
approach in identifying candidate reserve areas.  Doug has explained the process for identifying 
candidate rural reserves in past meetings and will focus this meeting on the process for identifying 
candidate urban reserve areas, as outlined in the March 9, 2009 document titled Clackamas County’s 
Urban Reserve Candidate Areas provided in the meeting materials.  Doug noted that in answer to Chair 
Brian’s question, the PAC is still in discussion with water and sewer providers and is still working on 
revisions to the suitability map.   
 
The Clackamas County Board of Commissioners has reviewed the maps and have outlined a few 
guiding principles, which are listed in the Clackamas County staff report.  In addition, the PAC has 
been working diligently to reach candidate recommendations.  Doug stressed the point that we are 
early in the screening process.  He noted that the Rural Reserve Candidate Areas for Evaluation map 
provided in the packet leaves out one area that will be included as a candidate rural reserve.  That is 
an area that extends into the Stafford Basin, and which is zoned as exclusive farm use.  To identify 
candidate urban reserves, the PAC created a composite map using a variety of data inputs.  This 
Preliminary Urban Reserves Candidate Areas & Service Suitability map is provided in the meeting packet.  
Doug reminded the Steering Committee that this is an iterative process and candidate areas continue 
to be refined.   
 
Doug noted that there are several issues raised that have been difficult to deal with.  The most 
troubling of these issues for the rural side is the question of whether an area will be threatened by 
urbanization.  As the process moves forward, choosing areas to identify as rural reserves or 
undesignated areas will be more difficult.  The urban side contains hotspots as well, including the 
Stafford Basin and the area east of Damascus and Boring.  Property owners have expressed 
concerns about serviceability of the areas, and the PAC has expressed concerns that information 
about transportation is difficult to ascertain and transportation costs are high.  The PAC is also eager 
to answer the land need question, which will affect some of the decisions they need to make.    
 
Greg Specht referred to the letter provided by him, Greg Manning, and Craig Brown to the Core 4 
on February 4 asking that the lands identified by Group Mackenzie as unconstrained be considered 
as candidate urban reserve areas.  He asked if the information provided by Group Mackenzie was 
considered in this analysis.     
 
Doug McClain responded that the PAC was aware of that letter, however the PAC felt that the best 
place to begin looking at suitability was with the ability to provide sewer and water, not necessarily if 
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the land is flat or parcelized.  Doug said it would be wrong to say that the information provided in 
the Group Mackenzie letter was not considered.    
 
Greg Specht said it seems disingenuous that the recommendations from the business community 
were discarded at the very first filter.  He noted that there is a new water treatment plant which will 
provide water south of the Willamette River.  Greg said that the land south along I-5 should be 
considered as an urban reserve.   
 
Teri Cummings agrees that information about population and employment forecasts is necessary to 
understand the amount of land that will be needed.  Teri questioned why the counties did not begin 
by looking at areas that need to be protected, as the OAR talks specifically about protecting 
landscape features.  A lot of focus is being placed on housing, etcetera, however it is important to 
look at where it is safe and reasonable to build first.  Teri is concerned that the Clackamas County 
process might be behind schedule.  The county is still working to coordinate a meeting about water 
and sewer and yet the maps are designed solely around where water and sewer can be provided.  She 
is concerned we have not fully thought about what is involved with a rural designation and that the 
map only shows the Stafford Triangle as a candidate urban reserve.     
 
Patti Galle, mayor of West Linn, noted that she has been told this is the listening phase, however she 
does not feel as though anyone is listening.  The City of West Linn has plenty of documentation 
demonstrating its interest in the Stafford Triangle remaining rural.  She noted that it may be 
theoretically possible to provide water to the Stafford area, however that area has an aging and 
inadequate water system.  The cost of providing the needed infrastructure to provide water to the 
area would be a burden to the taxpayers, not just the developers.  She respects the wishes of the 
hamlets, however West Linn did not make them build there, and their infrastructure is dependent on 
West Linn.  Patti concluded that labeling the Stafford area as an urban reserve would not be good.   
 
Craig Brown is concerned that we are looking at this in terms of development in the next five or ten 
years.  He noted that there may be areas that may not be good to develop in near term, but would be 
good for development in long term and those need to be considered as well.  He does not 
understand why the area south of the Willamette River is listed as having low water suitability or, 
given the unique freeway access there, why it is not an urban candidate area.  He said that seems like 
a political decision and not a practical one.  He also noted that looking at the map, it appears there 
are areas to the north and south that are highly suitable as well.  He asked why the areas in the 
northern and southern parts of the study area were removed from consideration.   
 
Doug McClain replied that the northern area was removed due to the proximity of the Clackamas 
River and to the slope of the area.  The southern area was removed due to the slope of the area and 
difficulties with providing transportation.    
 
Mary Kyle McCurdy asked that laser pointers be available for future presentations so Steering 
Committee members can understand what areas of land are being discussed.  She asked if there are 
still undesignated areas around Canby and Molalla, and if so, why they are undesignated.  She also 
asked if cities around the edge of the UGB were asked to talk about their areas of interest because of 
serviceability issues.   
 
Doug McClain responded that serviceability issues were the primary reason to include a discussion 
about the interests of cities outside the UGB.  Clackamas County also received input from the cities 
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of Molalla and Happy Valley, although their areas of interest did not extend past the UGB.  For 
Canby, some of the undesignated area is a state park.   
 
Greg Manning noted that they are all aware of the tremendous cost of transportation.  He observed 
that neither Langdon Farm nor the area south of the Stafford Triangle are being considered as 
candidate urban reserve areas despite the fact that they are right next to existing freeway 
infrastructure.  In light of that, Greg asked if there was the intent made in county committees to 
weight transportation differently than water and sewer because those areas were considered highly 
suitable for transportation, but low suitability for water.   
 
Doug McClain said it would be inaccurate to say that the transportation component was weighted 
higher or lower.  The ability to provide infrastructure was considered, however the difficulty is that 
the information is challenging to use.  The information available to the county committees did not 
consider infrastructure within the existing UGB, and they did not feel it made sense to show how a 
grid pattern could be used in an area without comparing it to the existing grid pattern within the 
current UGB.   
 
Mary Olson concurred with West Linn and said the City of Lake Oswego does not support the 
urbanization of Stafford Triangle and is not prepared to supply services to that area.  She noted that 
the City of Lake Oswego does not have a seat at the PAC.  Mary asked for an explanation of the 
light green areas shown on the Preliminary Urban Reserves Candidate Areas & Service Suitability map 
south of the Stafford Triangle and on the southwest portion of the map.  She also asked that 
transportation suitability be given more weight on serviceability maps.   
 
Doug McClain responded that the area has low suitability for providing water.  In addition, the 
topography is fairly steep so there are some concerns about including them as candidate urban 
reserves.   
 
Lainie Smith noted that there has been a lot of discussion about transportation.  There is a need for 
more and better analysis of transportation issues.  The Oregon Department of Transportation will 
be looking at transportation from a statewide perspective and thinking about long distance travel on 
the highway.  She said she is concerned that development outside of the UGB would affect 
performance of the highways inside the UGB.  She noted that ODOT will have comments prepared 
before the April meeting.   
 
Jim Labbe asked for elaboration on how the PAC used the natural features inventory to create the 
Clackamas County maps.    
 
Doug McClain responded that the PAC did have the information about the natural resource 
features, and they also expect to receive additional information about landscape features from 
ODFW.  Doug noted it might be most helpful to discuss how the natural resources features 
information was used outside of the Steering Committee meeting.   
 
Commissioner Lehan noted that regarding natural resource lands, her presumption is that the 
natural features would be protected wherever they occur.  They do not have to be designated as 
rural for them to be protected.  If an area is an urban reserve, it will not necessarily be developed 
from fence row to fence row.  
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Jim Labbe agreed, however he thinks some natural features need to be protected via rural reserves 
designation. 
 
Chris Barhyte said his assumption is that each county has discussed the candidate urban and rural 
reserves and those areas will be brought to the Steering Committee to vote on to agree or disagree.  
He noted that if there are substantial changes to the maps, he is not sure that we can get four people 
to agree.  Chris said staff needs to have the revised maps available to the Steering Committee before 
the April meeting.   
 
Deb Nudelman said the value of the Steering Committee is to provide the Core 4 with a regional 
perspective.  Comments to the counties are critical, and the counties will, in turn, compile those 
comments from around the region.  Deb noted there would be concern if there was not critical 
feedback, and that it just shows this is controversial and critical work.  
 
Chris Barhyte wanted to make sure the group knows that this table is not the only place to provide 
input.  It might be worth taking concerns back to the county level for debate and then bringing the 
outcomes back to the Steering Committee.    
 
Deb Nudelman said there are recommendations being made by each of the counties, however the 
ultimate decision rests with the Core 4 jurisdictions.  The feedback from the Steering Committee is 
critical to keep moving toward the best possible recommendations and outcome for the region.  
 
Teri Cummings recommends that as far as the Core 4 mapping is concerned, it remain a work in 
progress and all the information from Lake Oswego and Canby be included in considerations.  She 
hopes that that the Stafford area and Pete’s Mountain be kept in as both candidate rural and urban 
reserve areas.  She noted that there is a public involvement meeting scheduled for April 14 or 15 and 
said that West Linn would like to offer to host that meeting.   
 
Greg Specht said that basing the urban candidate areas on water and sewer suitability seems to skew 
the results for the whole process.  He is happy to hear that ODOT will be conducting surveys, and 
noted that seems like another argument to consider Group Mackenzie’s unconstrained lands for 
urban reserve consideration.  He asked for clarification on the process for recommending candidate 
reserve areas at the April Steering Committee meeting.   
 
Councilor Harrington responded that the proposal being made today is for a recommendation of 
candidate rural and urban reserve areas for further consideration.  The Steering Committee is being 
asked for feedback today, and asked to report on additional comments and feedback from 
constituents at the April meeting.  The idea is to take a vote to establish a firm set of candidate areas 
for consideration and further evaluation in order to make recommendations in July.    
 
John Williams noted that the screening process will look at all of the eight urban reserve factors.  We 
have already discussed that some factors should be focused on earlier or later in the process.  As 
candidate reserve areas are evaluated, we will be looking at all of the factors in more detail to provide 
a complete analysis of the identified areas.  
 
Teri Cummings asked what the objective is for maximum citizen involvement.  She asked if there 
was a reason the next Steering Committee meeting is on April 8 and the next public involvement 
meeting is not until a week after that.   
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Deb Nudelman responded that the Core 4 is trying to compile layers of feedback.  The first interest 
is to provide the Steering Committee with the best effort composite from the staff and county 
committees.  The Core 4 wants to receive more feedback next month from Steering Committee 
member constituents and will then distribute the candidate reserve areas for public comment.  After 
the public comment, there will still be time to consider adding information to the maps.  
 
Chair Brian said it seems too early to eliminate candidate status from the areas that are contested or 
have mixed attributes.  Transportation is needed wherever population and employment land is sited. 
The question is where the best place is for that land.  He noted that sewer and water suitability is 
easier to deal with than transportation, and until we know the need for capacity in the future and 
what forecasted population and employment numbers are, areas probably should not be eliminated.   
 
Commissioner Lehan said that transportation is probably the biggest limiting factor because we are 
out of capacity on the Boone Bridge and there is no alternative in that area for crossing the 
Willamette River.  This is a fragile connection, and we have not even talked about where we would 
put another connection across the Willamette River.   
 
Deb Nudelman observed and acknowledged how complex this topic is, however due to time 
constraints she noted that the group had to move to the next topic.   
 
IV. 
 
Craig Brown is concerned that there are certain areas on the maps that the counties say are not 
serviceable, and yet as demonstrated today, adjacent districts and jurisdictions are saying they are 
willing to serve those areas.  He noted there seems to be a conflict there.   
 
Deb Nudelman encouraged everyone with additional concerns to bring them back to this group and 
be as explicit as possible.   
 

STEERING COMMITTEE FEEDBACK ON INFRASTRUCTURE SUITABILITY 

V. 
 
Deb Nudelman reviewed the schedule of upcoming meetings and reminded the Steering Committee 
they will be asked to recommend rural and urban reserve candidate areas for further evaluation to 
the Core 4 at the April 8 meeting.  
 
Chris Barhyte asked if an area is designated as a candidate rural or urban reserve if it can be changed 
to the other designation later, or if it is taken out as a candidate reserve area if it can be reevaluated 
later.   
 
Brent Curtis responded that the whole process is iterative and adjustments can be made if needed.  
The Core 4 will need to take into account public input, and they reserve the right to make 
adjustments.  People are asked to provide input as early as they can to be able to work through those 
iterations.    
 

SUMMARY 

Chris Barhyte said he had understood that once an area was off the table for consideration, it was 
off for good.  He would like that to be clarified.  He would also like clarification on how an area 
goes from a rural to an urban designation.   
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Craig Brown asked that an official statement be made that designations of either urban or rural 
reserves can still be changed.    
 
Deb Nudelman responded that areas designated as either candidate urban or rural reserves can be 
evaluated as the other in the event that is seen as necessary as the areas are studied in more detail.  
Additionally, areas that have been taken out of the study as candidate reserve areas can be brought 
back in for consideration if the Core 4 feel those areas warrant further evaluation based on new 
information.  Staff confirmed this statement.   
 
Mary Kyle McCurdy said she hopes the Steering Committee does as rigorous homework as they can.  
She does anticipate that some areas will come forward as both candidate urban and rural reserves.  If 
we know there is an area that could be designated as both, then that area will be evaluated for both.  
She is worried that some of the areas of the maps are very broad and is concerned there will not be 
enough time to evaluate all that information within the designated timeframe.     
 
Councilor Harrington observed that a number of concerns were raised about corrections needing to 
be made to the maps, and she asked for assurance that the maps will be updated as soon as possible.  
Staff confirmed that they would be.  [Action Item] 
 
Teri Cummings stated for the record that the Clackamas County Coordinating Committee will not 
be holding a March meeting, so they will not have the opportunity to take the information gathered 
today about candidate reserve areas back to their constituents for review.    
 
Alice Norris responded that it would be possible.   
 
Deb Nudelman asked that everyone strive to put their comments and concerns into writing and 
distribute them before meetings to aid with discussions.   
 
There being no further business, Deb Nudelman adjourned the meeting at 11:59 am.   
 
Respectfully submitted by Kearns & West.     
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ATTACHMENTS TO THE PUBLIC RECORD FOR MARCH 16, 2009 
The following have been included as part of the official public record: 

AGENDA 
ITEM 

DOC 
TYPE 

DOC 
DATE 

DOCUMENT DESCRIPTION 
DOCUMENT 

NO. 

1.  Schedule 3/16/09 Urban and Rural Reserves Phase 3 
Preliminary Public Meeting Schedule  

031609rsc-01 

2.  Letter 2/23/09 

To: Rick Gruen and Clackamas County 
Reserves Policy Advisory Committee From: 
Chris Jordan RE: Objections to Clackamas 
County’s determinations of Candidate Rural 
Reserves 

031609rsc-02 

2. Letter 3/13/09 

To: Core 4 Members and Regional Reserve 
Steering Committee Members From: Dana 
Krawczuk, Ball Janik LLP RE: Request to 
Consider Designating the SW Corner of 
Highway 26 and Highway 212 as an Urban 
Reserve Candidate Area 

031609rsc-03 



From: Hidden Springs Neighborhood Assoc.
To: Laura Dawson-Bodner
Subject: correction of testimony
Date: Monday, March 30, 2009 3:28:37 AM

Please be advised that at the March 15, 2009 Reserves Steering Committee Meeting, Mr.
Gordon Root testified that the City of West Linn is providing sewer services to the "other
side of the river" as it is stated in the minutes to that meeting.  It is my understanding
that the City of West Linn does not provide sewer services to accommodate development in
that area, and does not intend to.   I respectfully request that Mr. Root's misrepresentation
of fact in his testimony to the Reserves Steering Committee be brought to the attention of
the committee and made a part of the record.
 
Lynn Fox  

mailto:WLHSNA@msn.com
mailto:Laura.Dawson-Bodner@oregonmetro.gov


Forest Park Neighborhood Association 
                                                                                                                     c/o Neighbors West/Northwest 
                                                                                                                     2257 NW Raleigh St. 
                                                                                                                     Portland, Oregon   97210 
                                                                                                                     March 25, 2009 
Multnomah County Reserves Citizens Advisory Committee 
c/o Chuck Beasley, Senior Planner 
Multnomah County Land Use Planning 
1600 SE 190th Avenue 
Portland, Oregon  97233 
 
RE:  Request to Limit Urban Reserves Study Area 
 
Dear Citizens Advisory Committee Members, 
 
The Forest Park Neighborhood Association Board of Directors, elected representatives of the residents and 
property owners in over 11 square miles of the West Hills, has for many years advocated the retention of NW 
Multnomah County as a rural area. We support the existing Rural Area Plan zoning, and we are pleased that your 
Committee has designated the entire NW Multnomah County area as a Rural Reserve Study Area. Multnomah 
County is Oregon’s most populous while being the smallest in land area. The value of this remnant of mixed natural 
landscape features, forest, and agricultural land is heightened by its rarity, its accessibility from nearby urban 
areas, and its role as a critical buffer for Forest Park.  
 
Accordingly, we urge the Reserves C.A.C. to not designate any Urban Reserve Study Area lands in NW Multnomah 
County. The presence of substantial urban development in adjacent Washington County and in Forest Heights, 
with more to come in West Bonny Slope (Area 93,) has much reduced and will further reduce the rural lands, 
extending the degradation of habitats and stream quality. The remnant rural areas today, prized by people 
throughout the metro area and so valuable ecologically, need to be retained so that people 50 years from now will 
still have forest, wildlife, clean streams, and medium-scale agricultural opportunities available close to urban areas 
on both sides of the Tualatin Mountains.  
 
We know you have received letters from a few property owners desiring Urban Reserve designation. Some claim 
that their land is not suitable for farming. Notwithstanding that those lands were farmed for many decades, and 
that other property owners nearby raise cattle, market vegetables, hay, apples, and berries, the lands in question 
are class 2 to class 4 (out of 8 classes, with class 1 best.)  Most are class 3 Cascade Silt Loam, described by the “Soil 
Survey of Multnomah County, Oregon”  (by USDA, USFS, and Oregon Agricultural Experiment Station) as “well 
suited to farming” up to 8% slopes, and “suited to farming” at 8-15% slopes.  The notes comment that, while this 
soil is increasingly used for urban development, it has “limitations for urban development” including seasonal high 
water table, slow permeability, and low strength.   
 
Some of these letters have also referred to the Factors for Designation of Land as Urban Reserves, listed in OAR 
660-027-0050.  The FPNA Board analyzes the same factors in a different way, reaching an opposite conclusion. The 
eight  Factor descriptors are reduced below to their key phrases, for brevity.      
 
1.  Efficient Infrastructure  -  The multiple-branched stream canyons, steep slopes, and unstable soil types render 
most of Multnomah County’s rural West Hills very expensive for infrastructure development and yield a low 
density per acre. The small pocket of flatter land straddling Springville Road is somewhat less physically 
constrained, yet still has several streamways and drainageways  - and its governance as an urban area would be 
difficult due to the County line.  Metro’s maps rate this area as “low suitability” for sewer provision. 
 
2. Development Capacity  -  When constrained lands and ownership patterns are taken into account, we believe 
that under 500 acres in west Multnomah County could be development candidates, and this is not all in one block 
of lands. For development to create the disruption to the various rural values, with only this capacity as a result,  
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seems a poor bargain. And between Bethany and the still-to-come North Bethany, there is already plenty of 
approved developable land in this subregion.  
 
3.  Public Schools/Facilities  -  Portland Public Schools is losing enrollment in other areas of its district, not in the 
Northwest. Skyline, Forest Heights, Chapman, East and West Sylvan, Lincoln  - all these schools have growth 
pressure.  Further urban development in Multnomah County would require one or more new schools which we 
can ill-afford and which would raise the development costs of new housing. Other public facilities are non-existent 
within reasonable range, which is a problem at urban densities. Fire protection is a key concern.  
 
4.  Transportation Connections  -  All the roads leading out of the Bethany area, particularly the few cross-
mountain roads into Portland, are congested during ever more extended rush hours, with particularly difficult 
backup points at the Portland ends. This is plainly to due new subdivisions in the NW metro area and the 
increasing tendency of Washington County commuters to take alternatives to the crawl on Sunset Highway. 
Additional urban development in the Bethany area aggravates the problem without effective mitigation. Transit 
services are extremely limited and are unlikely to be improved, much less made adequate, in the foreseeable 
future. Bikeways and walkways beyond small neighborhoods are almost non-existent and have crossing issues at 
major roads.  
 
5. Ecological Systems  -  While some newer designs might reduce the harm to streams and soils compared to past 
practices, there is no question that the small, fragmented habitats; the road run-off and road kill; the yard 
chemicals; domestic pet predation on wildlife; and increased human access to the landscape would devastate 
remaining populations of large “signature” species such as elk and cougar still in this area. And the populations of 
birds, reptiles, amphibians, fish, small mammals, and native plant species would also decline.  These species may 
be globally rare, but they are treasures in the metropolitan area.  
 
6.  Range of Housing Types  -  Notwithstanding government policies and developer assurances, in the 20 years of 
collective memory of our Board we have very seldom seen a new development on rural land that includes a broad 
range of housing types as needed by young working people, people of modest means, single parents, extended 
families, aging persons, etc. Particularly when the infrastructure costs are high and the automobile is virtually the 
sole mode of transport, the kinds of development proposed for NW Multnomah County will almost certainly be 
medium-to-high-end single-family houses. There is an enormous area of urban fringe already built or planned for 
just this sort of housing. Multnomah County does not need to add to it.  
 
7.  Preserving Natural Landscape Features  -   Despite claims in one letter you have received, we have seen no 
evidence of a viable plan to deliver acreage into public ownership or other long-term preservation, let alone 
maintain it.  Further, the evidence of other similar development types around the region suggests that “landscape 
preservation” is often approached as a visual exercise comparable to setting a large piece of sculpture in the town: 
here, a copse of woods; there, a length of streamflow. It’s better than nothing, and makes people feel virtuous, but 
it cannot be compared to preserving adequately-sized and connected blocks of varied landscape, plant 
communities, and animal habitat types. These now exist, without any added public expenditure, at the 
neighborhood scale in the NW hills, and are key habitat connections to Forest Park. The elk, cougar, bear, pileated 
woodpeckers, great horned owls, and many other species require that we zone at the neighborhood rather than 
the parcel scale.  The current zoning preserves this ecosystem while allowing compatible human uses.  
 
8.  Minimize harm to Farming, Forestry, Natural Landscape, and Rural Reserves  -   This objective cannot be 
meaningfully implemented in conjunction with urban development.  Some have argued that given this urban/rural 
conflict, the rural uses must be eliminated and the area urbanized.  This is a perverse argument given the century  
of rural uses, and their current and future value to the region. The conflict is equally, and more easily, avoided by 
eliminating the potential for urban development. Since upper portions of the West Hills seem to readily qualify as 
Rural Reserves, the conflicts can best be avoided by extending that rural area to the County line, affording an 
effective buffer for the more-wild  lands upslope and for Forest Park. Since there are existing,  
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successful farms operating within Multnomah County’s NW area, including along Springville Road, minimizing 
harm to these pre-existing uses is important.  Such a designation also aligns with current zoning and governance .  
 
 
We can forge a better future for the urban region by protecting a buffer for Forest Park, a regional treasure, and by 
retaining wildlife habitat blocks and significant headwater stream basins, instead of urbanizing every possible 
square inch of space on the map.  Please do not designate Urban Reserve Study Areas in NW Multnomah County. 
These areas should be a Rural Reserve.   
 
Thank you, 
 
 
 
Jim Emerson 
Forest Park Neighborhood Association President 
   For the Board of Directors 
 
 
cc:    Chuck Beasley, Senior Planner, Multnomah County Land Use Planning 
         Jeff Cogen,  Multnomah County Commissioner / Core 4 
         Deborah Kafoury, Multnomah County Commissioner, District 1 
         Kathryn Harrington,  Metro Councilor / Core 4 
         Rex Burkholder, Metro Councilor, District 5 
         Reserves  Steering Committee 



From: Veronica Valenzuela
To: Phyllis Cole; Laura Dawson-Bodner
Subject: FW: Urban (Growth Boundary) Reserves extension: West Union/Helvetia, Hillsboro
Date: Wednesday, April 01, 2009 3:15:56 PM

 
 

From: Kathryn Harrington 
Sent: Wednesday, April 01, 2009 2:59 PM
To: Veronica Valenzuela
Subject: FW: Urban (Growth Boundary) Reserves extension: West Union/Helvetia, Hillsboro
 
For the record
 
Kathryn
 
Kathryn Harrington
Metro Councilor, District 4
503-797-1553
Kathryn.Harrington@oregonmetro.gov
 
www.oregonmetro.gov
Metro | People places. Open spaces.
 

From: Dan Swerbilov [mailto:Dan.Swerbilov@sas.com] 
Sent: Wednesday, April 01, 2009 2:28 PM
To: reserves@co.washington.or.us; cao@co.washington.or.us
Cc: bcc@co.clackamas.or.us; district2@co.multnomah.or.us; Kathryn Harrington; Reserves;
vanaschefarm@earthlink.net; Mike_Dahlstrom@co.washington.or.us; dnudelman@kearnswest.com;
patt.opdyke@oregonstate.edu
Subject: Urban (Growth Boundary) Reserves extension: West Union/Helvetia, Hillsboro
 
Dear Reserves Steering Committee Members,

I live in NE Portland and work in the AmberGlen business park in Beaverton/Hillsboro. My
family subscribes to a share of food weekly as a Community Supported Agriculture member
at La Finquita del Buho (farm) located on Dick Rd. north of West Union between Cornelius
Pass Road and Helvetia in Hillsboro.

We have been members of the CSA for the past 8 years. Visiting the farm weekly is an
invaluable experience for us and our children. We are able see how and where our food is
grown and the animals raised (goats, sheep, rabbits, pigs, cows, etc.). This helps connect us to
the growing seasons and the lifecycles of nature. Time on the farm is wondrous and endlessly
intriguing. We participate in the harvests and the weeding. During the 29 week CSA season,
various school groups visit regularly to learn about plants, animals, and farm life. For our
personal health it is imperative to get fresh, pesticide/chemical-free produce and meat that
has been grown humanely without hormones/ and antibiotics. For the environment and the
economy it is absolutely necessary to buy locally. This little farm is helping in the bigger
picture to create sustainability and enrich life through community building and connecting to
the land. Please do not broaden the current urban growth boundary to swallow up the small
family-run CSA's in this area.
 

mailto:/O=OREGON METRO/OU=FIRST ADMINISTRATIVE GROUP/CN=RECIPIENTS/CN=505876F6-F2064FBF-6DE04FE6-25F6DE41
mailto:Phyllis.Cole@oregonmetro.gov
mailto:Laura.Dawson-Bodner@oregonmetro.gov
mailto:Kathryn.Harrington@oregonmetro.gov
http://www.oregonmetro.gov/


Please consider including this area North of West Union in the rural reserve and
avoiding its inclusion in the urban reserve.  If this area is included in the urban reserve,
our farms’ viability, tranquility, and sustainability will be irreversibly threatened.
 
Thank you for your consideration,
 
Dan Swerbilov
503 617 7104
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PurPose of the 2030 forecasts

Oregon land use laws require that Metro maintain a supply of buildable land inside the urban 
growth boundary to accommodate estimated housing needs for twenty years. Metro fulfills a 
similar role in determining whether or not there is adequate capacity for employment. This draft 
2030 forecast is a necessary step towards Metro’s compliance with these requirements and is the 
determination of how much growth is expected. A separate analysis of the region’s capacity to 
accommodate growth is included in the urban growth report.

PurPose of the 2060 forecasts

The 2060 forecast is intended to inform the urban and rural reserves process. Metro and 
Clackamas, Multnomah and Washington counties are jointly leading this innovative regional effort 
to study and designate areas outside of the current urban growth boundary that are suitable for 
accommodating future population and job growth over the next 40 to 50 years (urban reserves) 
as well as areas that should be preserved for agriculture, forestry and natural resources (rural 
reserves). 

A draft 2060 forecast was released by Metro in May 2008; the current forecast updates that 
release by starting with an updated 2030 forecast and responding to public comments and 
questions on the 2030 to 2060 component.

DIscLaIMer

These forecasts illustrate a range of possible population and employment outcomes and trends for the 
greater Portland metropolitan area over a 50-year period. These forecasts are intended to inform local 
and regional public policy discussions and do not represent any policy agenda or policy decision of the 
Metro Council. 
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oVerVIeW

To inform the regional discussion of growth management choices and the possible implications of 
those choices, Metro has developed a range population and employment forecast. This forecast is 
derived from national economic and demographic information and is adjusted by Metro based on 
regional growth factors. 

The forecasts cover the seven-county Portland-Beaverton-Vancouver Primary Metropolitan 
Statistical Area (PMSA), as defined by the U.S. Office of Management and Budget. It does not 
predict where within the statistical area future population and jobs may locate nor does it determine 
what portion may locate within the Metro urban growth boundary. Possible trends will be discussed 
fully in the urban growth report, to be released in Spring 2009.

The region must make a number of choices about how it will accommodate forecasted growth and 
what the possible implications of those choices may be.

regional choices: Is the region willing and able to provide the necessary public facilities and 
services, governance and investments to accommodate population and employment growth and 
support the creation of sustainable, vibrant communities? 

Local choices: How willing and able are the region’s cities, counties and public service providers to 
make targeted investments and public improvements in their urban centers, transportation corridors 
and employment areas in order to support long-term population and employment growth? 

Map 1: Portland-Beaverton-Vancouver or-Wa PMsa

Geographic extent of the regional forecast encompasses seven counties. The Metro 

urban growth boundary comprises a fraction of the land area of the region.
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suMMarY forecast resuLts

Population and employment forecast ranges are provided for the years 2030 and 2060 for the entire 
seven-county Portland-Beaverton-Vancouver Primary Metropolitan Statistical Area, which consists 
of Clackamas, Columbia, Multnomah, Washington and Yamhill counties in Oregon as well as Clark 
and Skamania counties in Washington. Though this forecast does not predict where growth will 
occur within the seven-county statistical area, it is safe to say that not all of it will be within Metro’s 
boundary.

The forecast indicates a 90 percent chance that the population of the seven-county statistical area 
in 2030 will be between 2.9 and 3.2 million people. For 2060, the forecast projects a 90 percent 
probability that the population of the same area will be between 3.6 and 4.4 million people. In 
2000, the population was 1.9 million people.

On the employment side, the forecast indicates a 90 percent chance that there will be between 
1.3 and 1.7 million jobs in the statistical area in 2030 and a 90 percent chance that there will 
be between 1.7 million and 2.4 million jobs in the same area in 2060. In 2000, there were 
approximately 973,000 jobs.

Where the region’s population and employment numbers ultimately land will be affected by several 
factors. They include varying conditions in the local and global economies, changing population 
and workforce demographics, and policy decisions and investments made in local communities that 
may attract particular types of population and employment growth to certain areas of the region.

Next steps 
spring 2009: Metro will release a preliminary urban growth report with analyses of the region’s capacity 
to accommodate the next twenty years of residential and employment growth within the existing urban 
growth boundary. The 2030 forecast informs the preliminary capacity analyses. The urban growth report 
will discuss what share of the forecasted growth may happen within the urban growth boundary. Metro 
will also release a final 2060 forecast that informs the designation of urban reserves. 

summer 2009: Regional leaders will engage in a more specific discussion of the long-term aspirations of 
local communities and the capacity assumptions in the preliminary analyses, culminating in a draft urban 
growth report to be issued in September 2009. 

fall 2009: The Metro Council will, with Clackamas, Multnomah and Washington counties, adopt urban 
and rural reserves. Urban reserves will be informed by the 40-50 year population and employment range 
forecast.  

December 2009: The Metro Council will accept a 2030 population and employment range forecast and 
submit a final urban growth report to the Oregon Land Conservation and Development Commission that 
describes any capacity gap to be addressed in 2010. 

2010: Local and regional governments will continue to implement policies and investments to create and 
enhance great communities while accommodating anticipated growth. Metro Council will submit plans to 
accommodate at least 50 percent of any 20-year capacity need to LCDC. 

2011: If any additional 20-year capacity need remains, the Metro Council will consider urban growth 
boundary expansions into designated urban reserves.
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aBout the raNGe

Why use a range instead of a point forecast?

To plan for the future, it is important to have an idea what the future might look like. In making 
any prediction, it is necessary to acknowledge uncertainty. Predictions that declare absolute 
certainty can be regarded with skepticism.

Weather forecasting is an example. Which forecast is more trustworthy and provides more useful 
information for planning?

Five days from today, it will be sunny. 
or… 
Five days from today, there is a 65 percent chance of sunny weather.

If you rely on the first forecast, you may end up stuck in the rain without an umbrella. If you rely 
on the second forecast, you have the opportunity to consider whether or not it is worth taking an 
umbrella along.

Forecasting population and employment growth and subsequently making land use, transportation, 
and investment decisions is a similar exercise, though with higher stakes. The use of a range forecast 
allows for the consideration of a number of possible outcomes, rather than only planning for one 
future. Using a range forecast is more likely to result in growth management decisions that result in 
adaptable, resilient communities that are able to adjust course when conditions change. This ability 
to be adaptable is more critical than ever considering today’s volatile fuel prices, an economic crisis 
of historic proportions, and the need to take significant and immediate actions to reduce greenhouse 
gas emissions.
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What does the range mean?

As with a weather forecast, this population and employment 
range forecast is expressed in terms of probability. The 
methodology for producing the range forecast is described in 
more detail later in this document.

Low end of range: There is a five percent chance that actual 
growth will be less than or equal to the low end of the range.

high end of range: There is a 95 percent chance that actual 
growth will be less than or equal to the high end of the range.

Stated differently, there is a 90 percent chance that growth will 
occur within the outer bounds of the forecasted range.
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What kinds of questions should we consider in light of the range forecast?

The range forecast prompts questions for policy makers to consider such as:

What are the risks of planning for the high or low end of the forecast? Are there different risks •	
associated with planning for land use, transportation investments or other infrastructure system 
investments?

How might the success or failure of efforts to preserve the region’s livability push population •	
and employment growth higher or lower within the forecasted range?

How might particularly effective or ineffective economic development strategies push •	
population and employment growth higher or lower within the forecasted range?

The range forecast does not account for a number of unknowns such as the possibility of •	
climate change refugees – people who may be displaced by climate change. Future climate 
conditions could result in additional people entering or leaving the region. How might this 
additional uncertainty influence how we make decisions?

What are some of the variables that affect the forecast? 

Some of the basic variables that inform this forecast are birth, death and immigration rates and 
anticipated economic conditions. The regional economy is increasingly subject to global and 
national forces that are beyond the region’s influence and are not easily quantifiable through 
standard economic tools. Economic globalization affects the flow of trade, foreign exchange 
rates, and the cost and availability of foreign and domestic skilled and unskilled labor. Population 
growth in the region continues to reflect the region’s status as one of the nation’s more desirable 
metropolitan areas; in the early part of this decade, our region’s population continued to grow even 
as employment stagnated during the recession.

These are but a few examples of the many factors that will ultimately affect both population and 
employment trends in the region.

how has recent global economic turmoil influenced the forecast?

Our region is not immune to the recent recession 
and other economic distress. In the short term, 
it is expected that job growth will slow in our 
region. Employment sectors that tend to be most 
sensitive to downturns in business cycles include 
construction, manufacturing and professional 
business services. However, by the year 2020, 
growth is expected to have returned to the 
average long-term trend (compared to older 
forecasts).

Managing in the fog
A recent article in The Economist refers 
to forward-thinking companies like Lego 
that use range forecasts instead of point 
forecasts. The article states that scenario 
planning, which considers a range 
of possible outcomes, is all the more 
important during uncertain times since 
it allows for contingency planning and 
adaptability.

The Economist (February 26, 2009) Managing 
in the Fog. Accessed online on March 5, 
2009 at http://www.economist.com/business/
displaystory.cfm?story_id=13184837
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figure 1: 2007 – 2060 Population forecast 
 Portland, Beaverton, Vancouver PMSA, Source: Metro

PoPuLatIoN raNGe forecast resuLts

table 1: Population range forecast and annual percentage rate change from year 2000 
 Portland, Beaverton, Vancouver PMSA, Source: Metro

Year Low end of range High end of range

2000    1,927,881 Actual

2030 2,903,300

1.37% APR

3,199,500

1.70% APR

2060 3,609,300

1.05% APR

4,376,100

1.38% APR

In the year 2000, the population of the seven-county statistical area was about 1.9 million people.  
This forecast estimates that, by the year 2030, the population could grow to a total of 2.9 to 3.2 
million people.  By the year 2060, the population could grow to a total of 3.6 to 4.4 million people.
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Using forecasted household sizes, the population forecast is translated into a household range 
forecast.

figure 2: 2007 – 2060 household forecast 
 Portland, Beaverton, Vancouver PMSA, Source: Metro

househoLD raNGe forecast resuLts

table 2: household forecast and annual percentage rate change from year 2000 
 Portland, Beaverton, Vancouver PMSA, Source: Metro
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Portland, Beaverton, Vancouver, OR-WA PMSA
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5 percent
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Forecast range probability
90 percent probability

Year Low end of range High end of range

2000    742,300 Actual

2030 1,181,300

1.56% APR

1,301,800

1.89% APR

2060 1,478,400

1.15% APR

1,792,500

1.48% APR

In the year 2000, there were approximately 742,300 households in the seven-county statistical area.  
This forecast estimates that, by the year 2030, there could be between 1.2 to 1.3 million households.  
By the year 2060, there could be between 1.5 to 1.8 million households.
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figure 3: 2007 – 2060 average household size forecast 
 Portland, Beaverton, Vancouver PMSA, Source: Metro
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What are some expected demographic changes?

The region’s population is forecasted to be distributed fairly evenly among different age groups – a 
trend that is also predicted for the United States as a whole. This is a change from the past when 
there were progressively fewer people at more advanced ages.  One implication of this anticipated 
change is that a greater percentage of households will be older and without children, resulting in a 
lower average household size.  More demographic detail is presented in the full forecast report.
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figure 4: 2007 – 2060 employment forecast (nonfarm) 
 Portland, Beaverton, Vancouver PMSA, Source: Metro
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This forecast also predicts how many jobs will be in the seven-county statistical area in the future. 
As with the population and household forecasts, this forecast does not predict where these jobs 
will be within the seven-county statistical area.  Not all forecasted jobs will be within Metro’s 
jurisdiction.

In the year 2000, the number of jobs in the seven-county statistical area was 973,230. This forecast 
estimates that, by the year 2030, jobs could grow to a total of 1.3 to 1.7 million. By the year 2060, 
jobs could grow to a total of 1.6 to 2.4 million.

Economic lows and highs are to be expected at times throughout the course of the analysis period; 
this forecast focuses on the cumulative, long-term trends.

Year Low end of range High end of range

2000       973,230 Actual

2030 1,252,200

0.84% APR

1,695,300

1.87% APR

2060 1,648,400

0.88% APR

2,422,900

1.53% APR

table 3: employment range forecast and annual percentage rate change from year 2000 
 Portland, Beaverton, Vancouver PMSA, Source: Metro



20- and 50-year regional population and employment forecasts     DRAFT 9

figure 5: 2007– 2060 employment forecast by sector 
 Portland, Beaverton, Vancouver PMSA, Source: Metro
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how might the mix of employment in 2030 compare with 2000?

As in the past, the information, financial activities and professional business sectors are forecasted 
to make up a substantial share of total future employment (about one-quarter of all jobs) in the 
seven-county statistical area.

Employment sectors that serve the resident population (e.g. the health and education and 
construction sectors) tend to show growth that is commensurate with overall population growth. 
From the years 2000 to 2030, employment in the education and health sectors is predicted to 
increase by 117 percent (low end of forecast range) to 154 percent (high end of forecast range).

The manufacturing sector is forecasted to see relatively little growth as many of these jobs move 
overseas. It is likely that the manufacturing jobs that do remain will be those that require specialized 
training and command competitive wages.
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aBout the ProjectIoNs

how Metro produced the projections

economic trend forecast: Metro first produces the “econometric trend” forecast through 2040 
using its own state-of-the-art regional econometric model. This model has been thoroughly vetted 
by an independent panel of economic and demographic experts from across the U.S. It relies on 
national growth factors obtained from the economic forecasting firm Global Insight, Inc., as well as 
birth and death rates derived from the U.S. Census Bureau’s most current “middle series” fertility 
and survival rates. Both the national economic data and national demographic forecast data are 
then regionalized based on regional growth factors; net migration into the region pegged to relative 
differences between regional and national economic growth factors; and actual birth and death 
rates derived from local vital statistics. Population and migration trends are directly linked to 
specific economic sectors modeled in the regional econometric model, so employment trends and 
population growth are dependent upon one another.

range forecast: The economic trend forecast assumes certain trends for birth rates, death rates 
and migration rates. Yet there is a degree of uncertainty surrounding those trends. To account for 
that uncertainty, 10,000 scenarios (Monte Carlo simulations) were conducted to determine possible 
population and employment outcomes if these rates were to differ to a greater or lesser degree from 
the assumed trends. Using this method, the probability that actual population and employment 
growth in 2030 and 2060 will be less than or equal to a certain projected or forecasted value was 
calculated. There is a 95 percent chance that actual growth will be less than or equal to the upper 
end of the range and a five percent chance that actual growth will be less than or equal to the 
bottom end of the range.

extrapolating the forecast beyond the year 2040

Global Insight does not produce a U.S. macroeconomic outlook that extends more than 30 years 
into the future. Consequently, to complete the “econometric trend” forecast to the full 2060 
horizon, the post-2040 population trend from the regional econometric forecast has simply been 
extrapolated forward to converge with the trend growth rate predicted for U.S. population.

The projected employment trend to 2040 is also derived from Metro’s regional econometric model 
and driven by the Global Insight U.S. macroeconomic outlook. Post-2040 employment projections 
are extrapolated based on a stable employment-population ratio.

how do these projections compare with other projected growth rates?

To put Metro’s forecast into context, Table 4 summarizes forecasted annual percentage rates of 
population growth from several different sources for the entire United States, Oregon, and the 
Portland metro region. The annual percentage rates of growth are for the 2000 to 2030 time 
period. This table shows forecasted growth rates increasing as the geography moves from nation 
to state to region. Of these three geographic scales, forecasted growth rates for the entire United 
States are the lowest since the large geography includes a variety of urban and rural areas, many 
of which are forecasted to grow slowly. Forecasted growth rates for Oregon are higher than rates 
for the United States since the historic trend of coastal states growing faster than interior states is 
expected to continue. Finally, given that a substantial portion of the Portland metro region is urban, 
its forecasted growth rates are even higher. Metro’s regional forecasts (Table 4) are in keeping with 
regional forecasts conducted by the Oregon Office of Economic Analysis and Global Insight.
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Source: US Census as compiled by Metro (for purposes of calculation consistency, the geographic extent 

of the PMSA used here is the same seven counties even though the PMSA’s boundaries have changed 

over time)

Population growth 
annual percentage rate 

2000 – 2030

Geography of forecast forecast source

0.85% United States U.S. Census middle series (2004)

0.95% United States Global Insight (4th quarter, 2008)

1.14% Oregon Global Insight (2008)

1.16% Oregon U.S. Census middle series (2005)

1.18% Oregon OR Office of Economic Analysis (2004)

1.28% Portland metro region 
(3 counties)

OR Office of Economic Analysis (2004)

1.40% Portland metro region 
(7 counties)

Global Insight Regional Service (2008)

1.37% Portland metro region 
(7 counties)

Metro – low end of range (2009)

1.70% Portland metro region 
(7 counties)

Metro – high end of range (2009)

table 4:  forecast comparisons

Current
forecast
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how do the projections compare to historical growth rates? 

Figure 6 helps put the population range forecast in perspective with historical population trends. 
This forecast indicates slower population growth in the region for the next 50 years than has 
historically been experienced since the inception of the state. 

Population trends have varied widely since 1850. At a glance, the historical data show two distinct 
periods of growth: first, a hyper-expansion phase that carried through the early pioneer days and 
ensuing decades through 1910, when the base population of the region was small, and second, a 
slower pace over the last century, reflecting the maturation of Portland as a metropolitan area.

Population growth in the region averaged 2.44 percent per year during the 20th century. At that 
rate, it took over 100 years before the region’s population reached one million residents in 1966. 
More recently, the population doubled to about two million people in only 36 years. This doubling 
of the population occurred at the relatively modest growth rate of 1.9 percent per year. The more 
recent lower growth rate can be explained both by declining birth rates and the mathematics of 
compounding growth on a large population base (in absolute terms, the population increase is 
substantial despite a lower growth rate). Likewise, when forecasting population growth, we start 
with a large population base and even modest growth rates amount to big increases in population 
numbers.

figure 6: historic and forecasted population growth rates
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For more information on the forecasts, contact Ken Ray, Metro senior public 
affairs coordinator, at 503-797-1508 or ken.ray@oregonmetro.gov. 

Visit www.oregonmetro.gov/forecasts
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Clean air and clean water do not stop at city limits or county lines. Neither does 
the need for jobs, a thriving economy and good transportation choices for 
people and businesses in our region. Voters have asked Metro to help with the 
challenges that cross those lines and affect the 25 cities and three counties in the 
Portland metropolitan area.

A regional approach simply makes sense when it comes to protecting open 
space, caring for parks, planning for the best use of land, managing garbage 
disposal and increasing recycling. Metro oversees world-class facilities such as the 
Oregon Zoo, which contributes to conservation and education, and the Oregon 
Convention Center, which benefits the region’s economy.
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Framing Growth Forecasts in the Context of Urban Reserves  
Updated February 10, 2009  

Framework: The original document (Feb 27, 2008) recommended a way to integrate growth 
forecasts and allocations of that growth around the region at the appropriate points in the urban 
reserves decision-making process. The February 2009 update simply incorporates current 
understanding of the timing of 2009 decisions and data availability. 

1. The reserves process is intended to define the future shape of the Portland 
metropolitan region including where and how growth will occur.  

2. Designation of urban reserves at the end of 2009 will require growth forecasts and 
allocations to make adequate findings.  

3. Growth forecasts and allocations will need to reflect long-term economic and 
demographic trends to ensure that future businesses, jobs and people are 
accommodated.  

4. Allocations regarding where and how growth will occur cannot be made until the 
following questions are answered:  

o Regional choices: What is the region’s ability and willingness to provide the 
necessary public facilities and services, governance, and finance to support the 
creation of “Great Communities” which are sustainable and complete?  

o Local choices: What is the ability and willingness of local jurisdictions and 
service providers to achieve local aspirations in existing centers, corridors and 
employment areas (e.g., upzoning, targeted investments, transportation 
improvements)?  

o New land supply: What is the potential capacity and suitability of the reserve 
areas to accommodate future jobs and people in a way that creates “Great 
Communities?”  

5. Each decision point along the reserves decision-making continuum will require a 
greater level of refinement in the growth forecasts and ultimately will lead to 
allocation of the forecasted population and employment incorporating regional and 
local agreements on the trends and policy choices described above.  

6. Metro will prepare population and employment range forecasts that will be peer-
reviewed by an expert review panel. The growth forecast expert review panel should 
include academic experts, state and local economic experts and local business experts.  

   

1 

 



2 

 

Timeline:  

1. May 2008: To guide development of reserve study areas, Metro released an initial 40 
to 50-year population and employment range forecast and conducted an expert panel 
review that included an assessment of variables which affect the accuracy of the 
forecast.  

2. Spring 2008 – Fall 2009: The region, the three counties and local governments will 
proceed through a planning process that will utilize and achieve successively greater 
levels of refinement regarding population and employment forecasts and allocation of 
the forecasted growth to various locations in the region.  

3. October 2008 – March 2009: Urban and rural reserves initial screening work, 
evaluating suitability of lands within study area at a broad landscape scale to define 
candidate areas. 

4. March Spring 2009:  

o Metro will release 20-year population and employment range forecast for public 
and expert panel review to guide development of Urban Growth Report (UGR).  

o Metro will release final 40 to 50-year population and employment range forecast 
to guide designation of urban reserves.  

5. March Summer 2009: Metro will release residential component of the preliminary 
Urban Growth Report that reflects growth assumptions and local aspirations, 
summarizes residential trends and describes the region’s capacity for accommodating 
future residential growth.  

6. April Summer 2009: Metro will release employment component of the preliminary 
Urban Growth Report, which summarizes economic and employment trends and 
describes the region’s capacity for accommodating future employment growth. 

7. April – June 2009: Evaluation of urban and rural reserves candidate areas utilizing 
factors established under state law and administrative rules. Discussion of policy 
choices that will affect the region’s capacity to accommodate future residential and 
employment growth over 40-50 year time frame and work toward desired outcomes.  

8. July 2009: Regional Reserves Steering Committee recommends preliminary urban and 
rural reserve areas to Core 4. 

9. Fall 2009: Urban and rural reserve areas recommended via intergovernmental 
agreements between counties and Metro. 

10. December Fall/Winter 2009: Metro Council adopts urban reserves with 40 to 50-year 
population and employment forecast and growth allocation; counties adopt rural 
reserves.  

11. December Fall 2009: Metro Council adopts Urban Growth Report. 

12. Winter 2010: Metro Council makes urban growth boundary decision.  
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Revised Maps 
As you may recall, at the March 16, 2009 Reserves Steering Committee meeting a couple of map 
corrections were noted by staff from Clackamas County and Washington County.  In addition, the 
Multnomah County Urban and Rural Reserves Citizens Advisory Committee met on March 26, 2009 and 
revised their original recommendation for urban reserve candidate areas.  The three revised reserve 
candidate area maps are attached.   
 
The changes to the maps are as follows: 
 

• Clackamas County – add land to the rural reserve candidate area map in the Stafford Basin 

• Multnomah County – remove Sauvie Island from the urban reserve candidate area map 

• Washington County – add land to the urban reserve candidate area map east of Sherwood and 
north of the Clackamas County line.   

 
 
 

Date: April 1, 2009 

To: 
Core 4 
Reserves Steering Committee 

From: Core 4 Technical Team 

Re: Revised Urban and Rural Reserve Candidate Area Maps 

 
 



Gales Creek

WASHINGTON CO.

DIXON M I LL

Dairy

PEAK

TUALATIN

CL
AC

KA
MA

S C
O.

West Union

HWY

CO RNELL

CL
AR

K C
O.

RD

HWY   2
13

99E

RD

HWY 99E

AV
E

Portland

Mulino

AV
E

Bridge

HWY  212-224

Mt

AV
E

LEWIS & CLARK HWY

ST

Government Island

50
0

ORIENT

Reed Island

River

SK
AM

AN
IA 

CO
.

Larch Mtn

PATTON

Gales

WILSON RIVER    HWY

YAMHILL CO.

HI
LL

SB
O R

O

HW
Y 2

19

McKay Creek

Scholls

RI
VE

R
RD

CO
RN

EL
IU

S

MU
LTN

OM
AH

 CO
.

Mtn
Cooper

MARION CO.

BL
VD

BEAVERTON

MU
LTN

OM
AH

 CO
.

BA
RL

OW
 R

D
I-5

HILLSDALE

BOR LAND

HW
Y

BURNSIDE

I-205

50
3

HW
Y

RD

BLVD
MAR INE

HWY   2
11

Boring

Orient

COLUMBIA

BLUFF

HWY

CL
AR

K C
O.

Bridal Veil

Bull

Hagg

HW
Y 4

7

NE
HA

LE
M

C h e h a l e m

M o u n t a i n s

WA
SH

ING
TO

N C
O.

FARMINGTON RD

Mtn

Sauvie

RD

RD

Vancouver

MA
RQ

UA
M 

CA
NB

Y R
D

HWY

I-5

Salmon

HWY     43

39
TH

SANDY

OREGON

Liberal

HW
Y  

  2
13

82
ND

ST

Cre
ek

BEAVERCREEK RD

Mt

I-2
05

RD
I-84

SPRINGWATER RD

Park

Barton

Creek

Cottrell

Washougal

HWY 2 24

RI VER

Run

Grove
Cherry

Creek

Dilley

HWY  6

BALD

RD

SC HO L LS

COLUMBIA CO.

MU
RR

AY

99-
W

WA
SH

ING
TO

N C
O.

BOONES F ER
RY

 RD

Hayden Island

Lake

HWY

Petes  Mtn

AIRPORT

Orchards

18
2N

D

HWY 212

CLACKAMAS CO.

500

US     26

DR

Park

River
Oxbow

Eagle Creek

River

2

R 
    

 a 
    

 n 
    

 g 
    

 e

Killin

Verboort

Creek

26

E. Fork Dairy Creek

HW
Y

GL
EN

CO
E

RD

Helvetia

T UALATIN-SHER WOOD R D
FE

RR
Y

217
Willamette

Lake
Sturgeon

Tualatin

River

COLUMBIA

I-4
05

RD

Airport
International

Beaver

REDLAND
Redland

AV
E

HWY

Firwood

Rooster Rock

C  
    o

     
 a 

    
 s  

    
t

Timber

VALL EY

Buxton

RD

47
HW

Y

US

Riv er

HWY     8

CORNELL  RD

18
5T

H
AV

E
RD

BO
ON

ES

BLVD

CANY ON RD

BA RNES

Molalla River

LOMBARD

I-205

McLOUGHLIN BLVD

POWE LL

WASHINGTON

BLVD

500

12
2N

D
11

7T
H

H W Y  224

MULTNOMAH CO.

DR

McIver

STARK  ST

HW
Y

HWY 211

Eagle

HWY 14

RD

LARCH  M O UNTA IN  RD

State Park

Clackamas

Mt
 H

oo
d N

ati
on

al 
Fo

res
t B

ou
nd

ary

US 26

Lake

SPRING

UNGER RD

SUNSET  HWY

VALLEY

PA
SS

MULTNOMAH CO.

YA
MH

ILL
 CO

.

HWY
Aloha

RD

Burlington

Multn omah Channel
F o r e s t    P a r k

I-5

Island

Willamette R iver

CL
AC

KA
MA

S C
O.

RD

US  30

HWY  211

BARNARDS

99
E ST

HWY  224

HWY

HWY

BLVD

Scott

Johnson Creek

DIVISION

WAY

SANDY

BEA V ERCRE E K R
D

RD

FOSTER

Colton

River

Lake

Lacamas

Pleasant

Springdale

Corbett

Res
er voi

r

TIL
LA

MO
OK

 CO
.

WA
SH

ING
TO

N C
O.

Glenwood

HWY    8

RD

Wetlands

Laurelwood

HILL

W. Fork

Tualati n

RD
Farmington

FERR Y

CLACKAMAS CO.

Bull

HALL

ST
AF

FO
RD

River

BLVD
Lake
Smith

MACADAM  AVE

Creek

213

Creek

HE N RICI

Talbert

SUNNYSIDE

RD

H WY   211

Clackamas HWY     224

Sandy

Home

No.

Scappoose

Amity

Battle Ground

Vancouver

Camas
Washougal

McMinnville

Amity

Yamhill

Carlton

Gaston

Lafayette

Banks

Dayton

Dundee

North Plains

St. Paul

Newberg

Gervais

Woodburn

Scappoose

Donald

Hubbard

Aurora

Barlow

Molalla

Estacada

Sandy

Canby

Urban and Rural Reserve Study Areas

0 2.5 51.25
Miles

The information on this map was derived from digital databases on Metro's GIS.  Care
was taken in the creation of this map.  Metro cannot accept any responsibility for
errors, omissions, or positional accuracy.  There are no warranties, expressed or implied,
including the warranty of merchantability or fitness for a particular purpose,
accompanying this product.  However, notification of any errors will be appreciated. ´

Neighboring Cities' UGBs

Portland Metro UGB

County Line

Columbia River Gorge Scenic Area

Multnomah
County

T:\Reserves\Maps and Materials\Maps\Analysis\reserves_suitability\county_composite\county_composite_overlay.mxd

Urban and Rural Reserves Study Areas

DRAFT

Rural Reserve Candidate Areas

Rural and Urban Reserve 
Candidate Areas

Urban Reserve Candidate Areas

Draft Urban and Rural Reserve Candidate Areas for Evaluation

04/01/2009



Gales Creek

WASHINGTON CO.

DIXON M I LL

Dairy

PEAK

TUALATIN

CL
AC

KA
MA

S C
O.

West Union

HWY

CO RNELL

CL
AR

K C
O.

RD

99E

RD

HWY 99E

AV
E

Portland

Mulino
AV

E

Bridge

HWY  212-224

Mt

AV
E

LEWIS & CLARK HWY

ST

Government Island

50
0

ORIENT

Reed Island

River

SK
AM

AN
IA 

CO
.

PATTON

Gales

WILSON RIVER    HWY

YAMHILL CO.

HI
LL

SB
O R

O

HW
Y 2

19

McKay Creek

Scholls

RI
VE

R
RD

CO
RN

EL
IU

S

MU
LT

NO
MA

H C
O.

Mtn
Cooper

MARION CO.

BL
VD

BEAVERTON

MU
LTN

OM
AH

 CO
.

BA
RL

OW
 R

D
I-5

HILLSDALE

BOR LAND

HW
Y

BURNSIDE

I-205

50
3

HW
Y

RD

BLVD
MAR INE

HWY   2
11

Boring

Orient

COLUMBIA

BLUFF

HWY

CL
AR

K C
O.

Bridal Veil

Bull

Hagg

HW
Y 4

7

NE
HA

LE
M

C h e h a l e m

M o u n t a i n s

WA
SH

ING
TO

N C
O.

FARMINGTON RD

Mtn

Sauvie

RD
RD

Vancouver

MA
RQ

UA
M 

CA
NB

Y R
D

HWY

I-5

Salmon

HWY     43

39
TH

SANDY

OREGON

Liberal

HW
Y  

  2
13

82
ND

ST

Cr
eek

BEAVERCREEK RD

Mt

I-2
05

RD

I-84

SPRINGWATER RD

Park

Barton

Creek

Cottrell

Washougal

HWY 2 24

RI VER

Run

Grove
Cherry

Creek

Dilley

HWY  6

BALD

RD

SC HO L LS

COLUMBIA CO.

MU
RR

AY

99-
W

WA
SH

ING
TO

N C
O.

BOONES F ER
RY

 RD

Hayden Island

Lake

HWY

Petes  Mtn

AIRPORT

Orchards

18
2N

D

HWY 212

CLACKAMAS CO.

500

US     26

DR

Park

River
Oxbow

Eagle Creek

River

R 
    

 a 
    

 n 
    

 g 
    

 e

Killin

Verboort

Creek

26

E. Fork Dairy Creek

HW
Y

GL
EN

CO
E

RD

Helvetia

T UALATIN-SHER WOOD R D

FE
RR

Y

217
Willamette

Lake
Sturgeon

Tualatin

River

COLUMBIA

I-4
05

RD

Airport
International

Beaver

REDLAND
Redland

AV
E

HWY

Firwood

Rooster Rock

C  
    o

     
 a 

    
 s  

    
t

Timber

VALL EY

Buxton

RD

47
HW

Y

US

Riv er

HWY     8

CORNELL  RD

18
5T

H
AV

E
RD

BO
ON

ES

BLVD

CANY ON RD

BA RNES

Molalla River

LOMBARD

I-205

McLOUGHLIN BLVD

POWE LL

WASHINGTON

BLVD

500

12
2N

D
11

7T
H

H W Y  224

MULTNOMAH CO.

DR

McIver

STARK  ST

HW
Y

HWY 211

Eagle

HWY 14

RD

LARCH  M O UNTA IN  RD

State Park

Clackamas

Mt
 H

oo
d N

ati
on

al 
Fo

res
t B

ou
nd

ary

US 26

Lake

SPRING

UNGER RD

SUNSET  HWY

VALLEY

PA
SS

MULTNOMAH CO.

YA
MH

ILL
 CO

.

HWY
Aloha

RD

Burlington

Multn omah Channel
F o r e s t    P a r k

I-5

Island

Willamette R iver

CL
AC

KA
MA

S C
O.

RD

US  30

HWY  211

BARNARDS

99
E ST

HWY  224

HWY

HWY

BLVD

Scott

Johnson Creek

DIVISION

WAY

SANDY

BEA V ERCRE E K R
D

RD

FOSTER

Colton

River

Lake

Lacamas

Pleasant

Springdale

Corbett

Res
er voi

r

TIL
LA

MO
OK

 CO
.

WA
SH

ING
TO

N C
O.

Glenwood

HWY    8

RD

Wetlands

Laurelwood

HILL

W. Fork

Tualati n

RD
Farmington

FERR Y

CLACKAMAS CO.

Bull

HALL

ST
AF

FO
RD

River

BLVD
Lake
Smith

MACADAM  AVE

Creek

213

Creek

HE N RICI

Talbert

SUNNYSIDE

RD

H WY   211

Clackamas HWY     224

Sandy

Home

McMinnville

Amity

Yamhill

Carlton

Gaston

Lafayette

Banks

Dayton

Dundee

North Plains

St. Paul

Newberg

Woodburn

Scappoose

Donald

Hubbard

Aurora

Barlow

Molalla

Estacada

Sandy

Canby

Urban and Rural Reserve Study Areas

0 2.5 51.25
Miles

The information on this map was derived from digital databases on Metro's GIS.  Care
was taken in the creation of this map.  Metro cannot accept any responsibility for
errors, omissions, or positional accuracy.  There are no warranties, expressed or implied,
including the warranty of merchantability or fitness for a particular purpose,
accompanying this product.  However, notification of any errors will be appreciated. ´

T:\Reserves\Maps and Materials\Maps\Analysis\county_data\reserves_co_input.mxd

Urban and Rural Reserves Study Area

Neighboring Cities' UGBs

Portland Metro UGB

County Line

Multnomah Co.

Washington Co.

Rural Reserve Candidate Areas

Clackamas Co.

Columbia River Gorge Scenic Area

Rural Reserve Candidate Areas for EvaluationDRAFT

DRAFT
03/19/2009



Gales Creek

WASHINGTON CO.

DIXON M I LL

Dairy

PEAK

TUALATIN

CL
AC

KA
MA

S C
O.

West Union

HWY

CO RNELL

CL
AR

K C
O.

RD

HWY   2
13

99E

RD

HWY 99E

AV
E

Portland

Mulino

AV
E

Bridge

HWY  212-224

Mt

AV
E

LEWIS & CLARK HWY

ST

Government Island

50
0

ORIENT

Reed Island

River

SK
AM

AN
IA 

CO
.

Larch Mtn

PATTON

Gales

WILSON RIVER    HWY

YAMHILL CO.

HI
LL

SB
O R

O

HW
Y 2

19

McKay Creek

Scholls

RI
VE

R
RD

CO
RN

EL
IU

S

MU
LT

NO
MA

H C
O.

Mtn
Cooper

MARION CO.

BL
VD

BEAVERTON

MU
LTN

OM
AH

 CO
.

BA
RL

OW
 R

D
I-5

HILLSDALE

BOR LAND

HW
Y

BURNSIDE

I-205

50
3

HW
Y

RD

BLVD
MAR INE

HWY   2
11

Boring

Orient

COLUMBIA

BLUFF

HWY

CL
AR

K C
O.

Bridal Veil

Bull

Hagg

HW
Y 4

7

NE
HA

LE
M

C h e h a l e m

M o u n t a i n s

WA
SH

ING
TO

N C
O.

FARMINGTON RD

Mtn

Sauvie

RD
RD

Vancouver

MA
RQ

UA
M 

CA
NB

Y R
D

HWY

I-5

Salmon

HWY     43

39
TH

SANDY

OREGON

Liberal

HW
Y  

  2
13

82
ND

ST

Cre
ek

BEAVERCREEK RD

Mt

I-2
05

RD

I-84

SPRINGWATER RD

Park

Barton

Creek

Cottrell

Washougal

HWY 2 24

RI VER

Run

Grove
Cherry

Creek

Dilley

HWY  6

BALD

RD

SC HO L LS

COLUMBIA CO.

MU
RR

A Y

99-
W

WA
SH

ING
TO

N C
O.

BOONES F ER
RY

 RD

Hayden Island

Lake

HWY

Petes  Mtn

AIRPORT

Orchards

18
2 N

D

HWY 212

CLACKAMAS CO.

500

US     26

DR

Park

River
Oxbow

Eagle Creek

River

2

R 
    

 a 
    

 n 
    

 g 
    

 e

Killin

Verboort

Creek

26

E. Fork Dairy Creek

HW
Y

GL
EN

CO
E

RD

Helvetia

T UALATIN-SHER WOOD R D
FE

RR
Y

217
Willamette

Lake
Sturgeon

Tualatin

River

COLUMBIA

I-4
05

RD

Airport
International

Beaver

REDLAND
Redland

AV
E

HWY

Firwood

Rooster Rock

C  
    o

     
 a 

    
 s  

    
t

Timber

VALL EY

Buxton

RD

47
HW

Y

US

Riv er

HWY     8

CORNELL  RD

18
5T

H
AV

E
RD

BO
ON

ES

BLVD

CANY ON RD

BA RNES

Molalla River

LOMBARD

I-205

McLOUGHLIN BLVD

POWE LL

WASHINGTON

BLVD

500

12
2N

D
11

7T
H

H W Y  224

MULTNOMAH CO.

DR

McIver

STARK  ST

HW
Y

HWY 211

Eagle

HWY 14

RD

LARCH  M O UNTA IN  RD

State Park

Clackamas

Mt
 H

oo
d N

ati
on

al 
Fo

res
t B

ou
nd

ary

US 26

Lake

SPRING

UNGER RD

SUNSET  HWY

VALLEY

PA
SS

MULTNOMAH CO.

YA
MH

ILL
 CO

.

HWY
Aloha

RD

Burlington

Multn omah Channel
F o r e s t    P a r k

I-5

Island

Willamette R iver

CL
AC

KA
MA

S C
O.

RD

US  30

HWY  211

BARNARDS

99
E ST

HWY  224

HWY

HWY

BLVD

Scott

Johnson Creek

DIVISION

WAY

SANDY

BEA V ERCRE E K R
D

RD

FOSTER

Colton

River

Lake

Lacamas

Pleasant

Springdale

Corbett

Res
er voi

r

TIL
LA

MO
OK

 CO
.

WA
SH

ING
TO

N C
O.

Glenwood

HWY    8

RD

Wetlands

Laurelwood

HILL

W. Fork

Tualati n

RD
Farmington

FERR Y

CLACKAMAS CO.

Bull

HALL

ST
AF

FO
RD

River

BLVD
Lake
Smith

MACADAM  AVE

Creek

213

Creek

HE N RICI

Talbert

SUNNYSIDE

RD

H WY   211

Clackamas HWY     224

Sandy

Home

No.

Scappoose

Amity

McMinnville

Amity

Yamhill

Carlton

Gaston

Lafayette

Banks

Dayton

Dundee

North Plains

St. Paul

Newberg

Gervais

Woodburn

Scappoose

Donald

Hubbard

Aurora

Barlow

Molalla

Estacada

Sandy

Canby

Battle Ground

Vancouver

Camas
Washougal

Urban and Rural Reserve Study Areas

0 2.5 51.25
Miles

The information on this map was derived from digital databases on Metro's GIS.  Care
was taken in the creation of this map.  Metro cannot accept any responsibility for
errors, omissions, or positional accuracy.  There are no warranties, expressed or implied,
including the warranty of merchantability or fitness for a particular purpose,
accompanying this product.  However, notification of any errors will be appreciated. ´

Draft Urban Reserve Candidate Areas for Evaluation

Neighboring Cities' UGBs

Portland Metro UGB

County Line

Columbia River Gorge Scenic Area

Multnomah
County

T:\Reserves\Maps and Materials\Maps\Analysis\reserves_suitability\county_composite\county_composite.mxd

Washington County

Clackamas County

Multnomah County

Reserves Study Area

DRAFT
04/01/2009



                                                                                                                       
                                     

Mult Co Urban Candidate Areas Map Change 3.31.09 

March 31, 2009 

To:  Urban and Rural Reserves Steering Committee 

From:  Chuck Beasley, Senior Planner 

 Multnomah County Land use and Transportation 

Subject:  Urban Candidate Areas Map Change   

 
 
   
This memorandum is to update the Steering Committee on the map change approved by the 
Multnomah County Citizen Advisory Committee (CAC) at their March 26, 2009 meeting.   
The attached map has been updated to reflect the CAC recommendation that Sauvie Island 
should not continue to be studied for urban reserve. 
 
The CAC considered additional information at their meeting regarding suitability of 
providing urban services to Sauvie Island.  This information consisted of a description of 
drainage characteristics and infrastructure that is managed by the Sauvie Island Drainage 
Improvement Company, and additional considerations by City of Portland service bureau 
staff regarding sewer, water, and transportation. 
 
Sauvie Island Drainage Issues Considered: 
• Approximately 11,000 acres is protected by 18 miles of levee, 25 miles of public 

ditches, and series of pumps 
• Low elevation of the protected area of the island requires constant pumping in 

winter/rainy season 
• Seepage during prolonged moderately high water periods accompanied by heavy rain 

contributes to seasonal ponding 
• Upgrades to this system would be required to protect urban development 
 
Portland Service Bureau Issues (summarized): 
• Water ranking should be “very low” due to need for construction of a loop system, 

purchase of additional land, cost of dike crossings, and distribution system costs. 
• Sewer suitability should be “low” due to need for second river crossing, likely need to 

pump in flat terrain, and concern about underground pipes in a high water table area 
• Transportation – “low to very low” due to need for 2 urban scale bridges, measures 

needed to build roads in wet areas,  impacts to RSIA served by Highway 30. 
  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



                                                                                                                       
                                     

Mult Co Urban Candidate Areas Map Change 3.31.09 

Maps used in group sessions included the study area boundary, county, UGB, 3 mile line 
and the following: 
Aerial photo:  2006 flight, tax lots 
Land use:  RLIS tax lot data, parks, agriculture, forestry, public, rural residential, single 
family residence, and vacant. 
Landscape Features  
Oregon Department of Agriculture study map 
Oregon Department of Forestry study map    
County zoning, slope, and soils data. 
 
 
 
Maps used in group sessions included
Physical constraints – slope intervals, floodplain, distance from UGB 

: 

Preliminary Water Suitability 
Preliminary Sewer Suitability and Sewer Serviceability for Reserves Study Area 
Combined Water and Sewer Suitability 
Transportation Services 
• Preliminary Connectivity Suitability 
• Preliminary System Lane Cost Suitability 
• Preliminary Lane Cost Suitability  
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Some of you have asked how the factors in Senate Bill 1011 and LCDC rules apply to selection of 
“candidate areas” for urban reserves and rural reserves.  At the March RSC, several also asked 
whether areas on the initial Study Area map NOT selected for the higher level of analysis could be 
“added back” later.   Finally, some of you questioned whether the three counties must apply the 
factors “consistently.” 
 
Factors 
The rules require consideration of all factors when determining whether an area should be 
designated urban reserve, rural reserve or neither.  OAR 660-0040(10).  There is an exception from 
this general rule for land mapped as “Fundamental” or “Important Farmland” in the study published 
by the Oregon Department of Agriculture.  OAR 660-0060(4).  The exception says no further 
explanation than its status as “Fundamental” or “Important Farmland” need be cited in the findings 
that explain the designation of such land as rural reserves.  This exception does not mean such lands 
need not be considered for their suitability as urban reserves.  Analysis to date shows that some 
“Fundamental” and “Important Farmland” is suitable for urbanization.  The four governments will 
have to choose whether and how to designate these lands later in the analysis.  The exception 
means the findings don’t have to explain their designation as rural reserves by reference to the 
factors. 
 
The three counties have emphasized certain factors in the “filtering” process to devote time for a 
higher level of analysis to lands within the Study Area most suitable for designation as urban or rural 
reserves.  This approach is not inconsistent with the rules so long as the four governments 
demonstrate at the time we make our designations that we have considered all the factors in our 
analysis.   This is the case for all the lands in the initial Study Area, with the exception for 
“Fundamental” or “Important Farmland” designated rural reserves. 
 
Areas Not Selected for More Detailed Analysis 
By identifying an initial Study Area, the four governments applied the first “filter” and announced 
that lands in the Study Area were to be considered for designation as urban or rural reserves.  The 
second “filter” will identify areas within the Study Area that, following suitability analysis, are most 
suitable for designation as urban or rural reserves.   This does not mean areas within the Study Area 
that are not selected by the second filter are excluded from further consideration.  Any such land 
within the Study Area may be selected later for further analysis, as may be necessary at the point at 

Date: March 31, 2009 

To: Reserves Steering Committee (RSC)  

From: Dick Benner 

Re: “Factors” and Reserves Candidate Areas 

  



which the four governments compare the land that comes through the succeeding filters with the 
range of capacity the region chooses to accommodate (40-50 years).  
 
Factors - Consistent Application 
In order to reach agreement and to be able to explain its designation of urban and rural reserves, 
the four governments will have to achieve a reasonable level of consistency in analysis and 
explanation of designations.  Neither SB 1011 nor LCDC’s rules expressly require complete 
consistency, which is probably not achievable.  An example of the need for some differentiation of 
application of the factors came to light recently.  Sauvie Island may be unique in the Study Area in 
that it is protected by dikes from the Columbia River and has a drainage system.  Multnomah County 
will consider this information under the urban reserve factors.  It is unlikely the other two counties 
will need to consider such information.    
 
A second example arose at the March meeting.  All three counties presented maps showing areas 
recommended for further analysis as urban reserves, based largely upon availability or feasibility of 
provision of public sewer and water service.  Only the Washington County map reflected the Group 
MacKenzie map of land with varying levels of constraint on use for employment purposes.   There 
would be a consistency problem that would be difficult to explain if Multnomah and Clackamas 
Counties had simply disregarded the Group MacKenzie information.  But the two counties reported 
that they had received, reviewed and considered the information, but had not entered the map as a 
GIS layer.   It may be that the processes followed by the counties were different, but the effects of 
their considerations may have been consistent. 
 
Applying and weighing of the factors in a consistent manner will be difficult and not always possible.  
But striving for reasonable consistency will make the decision easier to explain and justify when 
decisions are made.   
 
 



 
 

Materials following this page were distributed at the meeting. 



 
 
 
 
To: Metro Reserves Steering Committee – Core Four Members: 
Kathryn Harrington, Metro Councilor 
Charlotte Lehan, Clackamas County Commissioner 
Jeff Cogen, Multnomah County Commissioner 
Tom Brian, Washington County Commission Chair 
 
From:  Karen Wilde Goddin, Managing Director 
Business, Innovation & Trade Division 
 
Re: Economic Mapping Project 
 
The Oregon Economic and Community Development Department has undertaken a study, 
in collaboration with members of the Portland metropolitan business community and the 
Cities of Hillsboro, Cornelius, Forest Grove, North Plains and Banks to map the 
intersection of commerce and land use and identify the economic value of land.  The intent 
of this work is to contribute to the regional reserves dialogue and process.   
 

The goal of this project is to develop a methodology for mapping the economic impact of 
industrial development.  A pilot project currently underway will map economic activity 
occurring within the Title 4 areas of Hillsboro and use that information to display the 
economic potential in the reserves study area adjacent to the Title 4 lands. This initial pilot 
project will be completed over the next two months and be useful in informing the current 
urban reserves discussions.  A second objective is to be able to refine the methodology in 
order to use it in other parts of the Portland metropolitan area, and elsewhere in the state, 
as a tool in regional land use policy decisions.   

Project Concept 

 
Visual tools are critical to explaining and understanding land use issues.  This project will 
develop a methodology which will result in a GIS-based format to map the economic value 
of currently developed industrial/employment land within the UGB and, by extension, the 
potential future value of appropriate land outside of the boundary, in the study area.   
 
 
 
 

 



 
-2- 

 
 
 
 
A preliminary list of variables that may be graphically represented include: 

• Property value 
• Property taxes 
• Jobs 
• Wages 
• Sales 
• Industry classification code 

 
 
The first step in the project is to map available economic factors within the Title 4 
designated areas inside the UGB, proximate to Hillsboro.  Next, the physical constraint 
factors that Group Mackenzie used in mapping in the reserves study area will be mapped in 
this same area.  The intent is to combine economic and physical factors together inside the 
UGB.  The final step is to display the economic factors determined inside the boundary, in 
combination with the physical constraint factors already mapped outside the boundary, in 
the reserves study area.  The intended result is to display the potential economic impact of 
industrial development in the study area, using existing economic activity inside the UGB 
as the proxy.  

 
 
Cc: Reserves Steering Committee 
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                                                                                                       Department of Land Conservation and Development 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
April 6, 2009 
 
Metro Reserves Steering Committee 
600 NE Grand Avenue 
Portland, OR 97232-2736 
 
 
 
Dear Fellow Reserves Steering Committee Members: 
 
On behalf of the Oregon Departments of Agriculture, Forestry, Transportation, Economic and 
Community Development, Fish and Wildlife, and Land Conservation and Development we are 
submitting the following preliminary comments on the counties’ initial identification of 
candidate urban and rural reserve areas.  As you know, the state agencies have been meeting 
regularly for the past several months to coordinate our work on this important effort.  The other 
state agencies participating in the Steering Committee may have verbal comments on the 
candidate areas, and not all agencies have had time to prepare written remarks. 
 
The agencies also have met with each county to review the county’s work on candidate areas.  
We appreciate the time and effort of county staff in working with us to provide information 
about how preliminary decisions are being made.  We look forward to continuing to work with 
each county, and with Metro staff and the Core 4 as this process progresses. 
 
General Comments 
 
Metro and the counties generally have not excluded lands as candidate urban or rural reserves at 
this point in the process if there is a significant likelihood that the lands may be suitable for 
either category.  As a result, there do not appear to be any major issues with the preliminary 
decisions on candidate areas.  At the same time, however, the inclusiveness of this first round 
will put significant time pressure on the reserves process as it moves forward to the next stages. 
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Metro has just released an executive summary of its fifty-year range forecast for population and 
employment for the seven-county statistical area.  It also has just released its preliminary urban 
growth report for residential lands, and expects to soon release a preliminary report on 
employment lands.  OAR 660-027-0040 requires Metro to specify the number of years that urban 
reserves provide a land supply for, based on the land supply necessary for urban population and 
employment growth in the Metro area.  To get to a final decision, therefore, Metro will need to 
analyze the housing and employment land needs that result from its projections.  It also will need 
to analyze the extent to which these needs will be met within the Metro urban growth boundary 
by redevelopment and infill (as well as what proportion of growth will occur outside of the 
Metro area).  At this point in time, it is not clear how these decisions will be made in the reserves 
process (as opposed to the process for the urban growth report).  The next round of decisions 
regarding how much land to designate as urban reserves will need to include this aspect of 
planning for the region’s future. 
 
Transportation 
 
The Oregon Department of Transportation (ODOT) has some suggestions for evaluating the 
candidate urban reserve areas for compliance with urban reserve factors (3) and (4). ODOT has 
applied the proposed method to do an initial draft assessment of the capability of state highways 
to accommodate additional urban growth, and has assessed the relative cost of overcoming 
existing deficiencies in the state highway system and of bringing rural highways up to urban 
standards. 
 
Ideally, Metro would do transportation modeling to analyze the performance of existing state 
highways and county and city transportation facilities, both within the existing UGB and outside 
the UGB in the urban reserve study areas, assuming urban-level development in the reserve 
study areas. Metro has indicated they will not be doing any transportation modeling for the 
reserves exercise. Metro and the reserves transportation working group have already performed 
an analysis of the feasibility and relative cost of developing a complete urban transportation 
system in the various candidate urban reserve areas, but this analysis did not consider the 
capacity of existing rural facilities, nor the impact of additional growth on facilities within the 
current UGB. 
 
To substitute for transportation modeling, ODOT is proposing a simplified method to first 
identify which facilities, both outside and inside the current UGB, are already 
experiencing and/or are forecast to experience capacity, safety, and/or geometric problems 
without any additional growth. Second, ODOT would identify order of magnitude relative costs 
and feasibility of overcoming those existing problems.  Presumably, if a transportation facility is 
already forecast to have capacity deficiencies, then plan amendments allowing additional urban 
growth relying on that facility would not be able to meet the Oregon Highway Plan mobility 
standards without significant mitigation and thus cost.  
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The assumption should be that transportation needs will be met in a manner consistent with RTP 
Policy. That means that deficiencies would not necessarily be met by widening existing state 
highways, but rather by developing a complete local and regional multi-modal circulation system 
in accordance with the RTP Regional Streets and Throughways System Concept, Regional 
Transit System Concept, Regional Freight System Concept, Regional Bicycle and Pedestrian 
System Concept, and Regional System Design Concept.  
Specifically, that means all major arterials (state and local) should be assumed to be four lanes 
plus turn lanes, and should be upgraded to include regional transit, sidewalks, and bikelanes. The 
arterial and local street network should meet the RTP connectivity or spacing standards. All 
freeways should be improved to six lanes. Moreover, any existing expressway designations 
would be extended into the new urban reserve areas, and all expressways should be improved 
with grade-separated interchanges. 
 
The table attached as Appendix A shows ODOTs initial assessment. It is organized by highway 
since there was no way to organize it by urban reserve study area. Cost estimates are based on 
ODOT engineers’ judgment, but could be refined based on the unit cost approach Metro used for 
the initial transportation suitability analysis.  
 
The analysis shows that the highways least suitable to accommodate additional trips and most 
expensive to improve, are I-205, especially the segment from I-5 to the Sunrise/Or 212/OR 224, 
and I-5, especially the segment from Or 217 to south of the Willamette River. US 26 West is 
constrained by severe congestion at the tunnel and the limited opportunities and huge costs to 
improve that segment, in addition to the costs of likely needed highway widening and 
reconstruction of a number of interchanges and overpasses. TV highway is already at 5 lanes, 
access management has proven to be difficult to implement, and opportunities to build a local 
network to reduce reliance on the highway are limited due to the presence of the railroad in close 
proximity. OR 213 and OR 212 are both forecast to fail to meet mobility standards even when 
widened to 5-lanes, and topography and the presence of natural resources limit opportunities to 
build a complete local transportation network.  US 26 West has some potential to accommodate 
additional growth. However, areas around US 26 were not identified as either Urban or Rural 
Reserve Study Areas. ODOT recommends that they be included as both Urban and Rural 
Reserve study areas to allow for further analysis. 
 
It is critical that the cost and feasibility of bringing state highways up to urban standards be 
considered as one factor in the urban reserves suitability analysis. It is well known from the 
development of the Federal RTP that ODOT does not have sufficient funds to maintain mobility 
and design standards on state highways within the current UGB.  Therefore, once urban reserves 
are designated, it is critical that as part of concept planning, funding strategies are identified to 
pay for those needed improvements.  
 
ODOT welcomes an opportunity to work with Metro and with each of the counties to review and 
refine this assessment, and to identify next steps. 
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Forestry 
 
The Oregon Department of Forestry (ODF) would like to thank the planning departments of 
Clackamas, Multnomah, and Washington Counties and the Metro staff for their tireless work on 
the reserves process and recent efforts to inform affected state agencies about this work.  ODF 
also thanks the planners for considering our technical input and spatial analyses in the 
development of the initial rural and urban reserve candidate areas. 
 
The Oregon Board of Forestry’s and Department of Forestry’s policy goals with regard to land 
use planning are to: 
 

1. Maintain the state’s total forest land base to provide for a multitude of forest benefits – 
social, environmental, and economic – desired by Oregonians; 

 

2. Maintain the productivity of the forest land base with the continuous growing and 
harvesting of forest tree species as the leading use on private lands subject to the 
protection of soil, air, water, and fish and wildlife values;  

 

3. Promote active management of Oregon’s forests by limiting conflicts to the commercial 
management of forestland for forest uses created by the siting of dwellings, related 
improvements and non-forest uses on forest land;  

 

4. Reduce the costs and conflicts related to fire prevention and suppression caused by siting 
dwellings and related improvements on forest lands;  

 

5. Encourage thoughtful planning and oversight of development activities that convert 
forestlands to non-forest uses. 

 
The Department’s highest priority in the Metro Reserves process is promoting recognition by all 
parties of the importance of retaining forestlands in forest use so future Oregonians, including 
urban residents, will continue to benefit from the wide range of environmental, economic, and 
social values forests provide. 
 
ODF’s spatial analyses focused on identifying forest lands within the reserves scoping area and 
highlighting forested areas still retaining “wildland” forest character (defined as forestlands with 
fewer than five existing structures per square mile) and “mixed forest and agricultural” lands 
(defined as intermixed forest and agricultural lands with fewer than nine existing structures per 
square mile).  Long term retention of these two classes of forest land are viewed by the 
Department of Forestry as critical to maintaining forest environmental benefits such as wildlife 
habitat, water quality, and carbon sequestration and to maintain economically viable private 
ownership of productive commercial forest lands. 
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ODF has studied the March 16 candidate area maps and is generally comfortable with the way 
forest lands within the Reserves scoping area are addressed by the counties.  Almost all of the 
significant blocks of wildland forest and many areas of mixed forest and agricultural land have 
been designated as rural reserve candidate areas or left undesignated with a preliminary 
determination they will not be under threat of urbanization over the next 40-50 years.  Possible 
exceptions where further analyses is encouraged include the Gales Creek Canyon area northwest 
of Forest Grove, the Chehalem Mountain area, and the area northwest of Forest Park where some 
wildland forest lands have been designated as urban reserve candidate areas.  Urban expansion 
into these areas could create environmental and economic conflicts. The Department of Forestry 
would like to continue working with Washington and Multnomah Counties to hopefully resolve 
these site-specific conflicts in a manner that best preserves forestland values. 
 
Some specific concerns and potential conflicts between forest land and urban development in 
these areas include:  
 

1. The community of Gales Creek has been identified as a “Washington County Community 
at Risk”. It has been registered on both the State and Federal lists as being at high risk 
from wildfires. See Washington County, Oregon, Community Wildfire Protection Plan, 
August 6, 2007.  

 

Some other outlying communities at risk and close to forestland include: Banks, Buxton, Cherry 
Grove, Dilley, Farmington, Forest Grove, Gaston, Glenwood, Laurel, Laurelwood, Manning, 
Midway, Mountaindale, North Plains, Sherwood.  

 
 

2. Commercial forest management activities occur on a regular basis in Gales Creek Canyon 
as well as on Chehalem Mountain. These activities require heavy truck and equipment 
traffic on primary and secondary transportation routes like Hwy 8 and Hwy 47 and most 
secondary roads. These activities create noise and dust that are not conducive to urban 
settings.  

 

3. The slopes along Gales Creek Canyon have an inherent landslide risk that exists. Several 
areas have been identified and it is likely that more exist. The placement of structures on 
and/or at the base of these slopes could create potential public safety risks. 

 

4. Family forest lands are the only remaining habitat links remaining between Forest Park 
and larger blocks of wildland forest to the northwest.  It is in the best interests of the State 
of Oregon, Metro, the affected counties and urban residents to provide these landowners 
with economic incentives to continue investing in forest management rather than 
converting these lands to non-forest uses. 

 
As the Reserves process continues and as Metro makes decisions in the future regarding Urban 
Growth Boundary (UGB) expansion, the Department of Forestry would also like to reemphasize 
the need to closely evaluate the "halo effect" of UGB expansion.  The Department of Forestry is  
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guided by a policy objective of retaining forest land in forest uses and maintaining intact, large 
blocks of forest lands to allow continued viable timber management and the maintenance of 
important environmental values.  The Department of Forestry recognizes UGB expansion may 
not directly involve forest lands and land use requirements outside of the UGB may remain the 
same.  However, as UBGs move closer to wildland forests and mixed forest and agricultural 
lands, there may be accelerated pressure outside the UGB for the in-filling of structures.  Such 
outcomes can result in disincentives for continued investments in forest management and should 
be minimized whenever possible.   
 
Dividing the forest into smaller parcels and adding dwellings (with or without urbanization) can 
displace wildlife through habitat fragmentation, increase conflicts between residential and 
commercial forestry uses, decrease incentives to encourage forest land retention (such as forest 
land tax status), increase the cost of fire protection, incentivize further development pressure by 
an increasing disparity between forest land development property values versus timber values, 
and reduce the economic benefits of commercial timber production.  
 
 
Agriculture 
 
The comments of the Oregon Department of Agriculture (ODA) at this stage are relatively short, 
and relate to areas that have been excluded from being considered as candidates for rural reserve 
designation.  The following areas that are not identified as candidate rural reserve areas should 
be included as candidate areas due to the threat of urbanization and the fact that they are 
Foundation Agricultural Lands: 
 

1. The lands in Clackamas County located northeast of Boring and east of 282nd Avenue.  
 

2. The lands in Clackamas County adjacent to the cities of Canby and Barlow that are 
proposed for no further study.  It is our understanding that these lands have been 
excluded simply because the cities wish to consider them for future growth.   If the lands 
are being considered for urbanization, then they should be analyzed as potential rural 
reserves under the factors in the LCDC rules. 

 
 
Wildlife 
 
Oregon Department of Fish and Wildlife (ODFW) comments echo those of ODA regarding areas 
excluded by Clackamas County from consideration as candidates for Rural Reserve designation. 
It is unclear why these areas have been excluded at this time. ODFW completed a cursory review 
of the excluded areas (based on the Natural Features Inventory and aerial photos) and identified 
the following that may warrant further consideration as possible Rural Reserves: 
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1. The Canemah Bluffs/Willamette Narrows area west of Oregon City extending south 

towards Canby; 
 

2. The area south of Damascus – includes Clackamas Bluffs/Clackamas Greenway on the 
Natural Features Inventory; 

 

3. The Borland Road area south of the Stafford Triangle; 
 

In addition, the following area may warrant consideration though it is not clear whether 
important fish and wildlife habitat features exist within or adjacent to the excluded area: 

 

4. The area SE of Boring (extending from the south portion of Boring east to Hwy 26). 
 
 
Economic and Community Development 
 
Oregon Economic and Community Development Department’s (OECDD) highest priority in the 
Metro Reserves process is to provide adequate industrial land now, and in the future, to ensure 
ongoing opportunities throughout the region. This includes opportunities for both urban and rural 
residents. 
 
Based on the work presented at the March 16th meeting, OECDD has reviewed the work plans 
put forth by the respective county planning staff. OECDD reviewed these comments with the 
following priorities in mind:   
 

1. This as an informed process to attempt to balance the health and sustainability of the 
region for all; 

 

2. The need to provide adequate employment land to support the economic growth and well 
being of the state and the region;  

 

3. The need to allow for development possibilities that will allow Oregon to provide living 
wage jobs for all Oregonians in the region; and 

 

4. The need to provide employment lands opportunities where most feasible due to 
environmental, transportation and infrastructure constraints, in a manner that will allow 
for new, and existing industries.  

 
Candidate maps that address issues related to the suitability of developable lands are of critical 
importance in helping to determine what lands should be included in the urban reserves area for 
employment purposes. Multnomah and Washington counties' candidate maps factor these 
considerations into their analysis on an appreciable scale, despite varying differences in the 
amount of recommended lands to be included in the candidate areas. 
 



Metro Reserves Steering Committee  
Page 8 
 

 
 
Clackamas County appears to have applied the factors to narrow candidate urban reserves areas 
to a somewhat greater extent than the other counties. OECDD is not fully comfortable with 
limiting candidate urban reserve areas at this point in the process to the degree Clackamas 
County is proposing. OECDD supports the County's recommendation to include the Stafford 
basin and lands surrounding Wilsonville for consideration as candidate areas. OECDD also 
believes that other locations, including the area south of the Boone's Ferry Bridge, should not be 
excluded at this point from the candidate areas, although OECDD understands that there are 
severe costs and constraints with regard to providing transportation to this area (see 
Transportation comments), and that this area also raises long term concerns about further 
development along I-5. 
 
OECDD is planning to undertake a more thorough review of all the county maps in the coming 
weeks with the recent hire of an industrial lands specialist so will have additional comments as 
this process moves forward. 
 
 
Sincerely, 

 
Richard Whitman 
Department of Land Conservation and 
Development 

 
Elaine Smith 
Oregon Department of Transportation 

 
David Morman 
Oregon Department of Forestry 
 
 

 
Katy Coba 
Oregon Department of Agriculture  
 

 
Jeff Boechler 
Oregon Department of Fish and Wildlife 

 
Karen Wilde Goddin 
Oregon Economic and Community 
Development Department 
 

Appendix A:  Oregon Department of Transportation Initial Assessment 
 
CC: William Ferber 
 Kirk Jarvie  

Keith Johnson 
Mark Ellsworth 
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    UR Study Area: 
Yes or No? 

Potential to accommodate 
additional traffic 

Relative Cost to 
Improve 

Highway 
# 

Section Small, Medium, 
Large UR Area? 

 Low, Medium or High Suitability Low, Medium, 
High, Huge Cost 

         

2W, 92 within + northwest of UGB to 
Columbia County Line 

Not adjacent, but 
Sauvie Island is, 
and would impact 
US 30 

Medium  - 2035 Financially 
Constrained RTP identified capacity 
problems at Cornelius Pass Road and 
St Johns Bridge intersections. 
Physical constraints to building local 
network. 

Low 

47 I-405 to the Zoo inside UGB 

Low - US 26 tunnel presents 
constraint to additional traffic; 
topography offers limited options to 
improve; would have to build 
additional tunnel to separate US 26 
WB to SB, WB to NB, and WB to 
downtown and corresponding EB 
movements. 

Huge 

47 Murray - 185th inside UGB 

Medium due to "185th - Cornell Rd." 
STIP project to add 3rd lane in each 
direction. Murray Blvd, Cornell 
Rd/Bethany Blvd, and 185th 
interchanges will have to be rebuilt; 
physical constraints limit potential 
capacity of interchanges. Cost 
estimate does not include rebuilding 
local overpasses.  

Medium 

47 > 185th -  Cornelius Pass 
Road inside UGB 

Medium - May require widening 
highway to six lanes and improving 
Cornelius Pass Rd Interchange.  

High 

47 
Cornelius Pass Rd to Shute 
Road / Helvetia Road 
Interchange 

Yes, and on edge 
of current UGB 

Medium - Need to add a WB to SB 
loop exit-ramp at Shute Rd IC to meet 
current needs; improved IC may be 
maxed out with existing growth, i.e. 
no excess capacity for additional 
growth. 

Medium 

47 at Glencoe Road Interchange Yes, Large 

Low - Need a new 5 or 6-lane 
Glencoe overpass structure and 
interchange improvements even 
without additional growth. Shute Rd, 
Jackson School Rd and Glencoe Rd 
interchanges would have to be 
upgraded. 

High 

47 west of Glencoe Road 
Interchange 

Yes, up to 
easternmost 
intersection with 
OR 47; Large 

Medium  - consider impacts on 
weekend recreational and coastal 
traffic; not just pm peak .  

Low 

102 from Sunset Highway to NCL 
of Forest Grove Yes; Large 

High Nehalem Hwy/Wilson River Rd 
= Or 47/OR 6 interchange would have 
to be upgraded, and OR 47 brought 
up to urban arterial standards. 

Medium 
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29 from SW 209th to SW 229th, 
south of Hillsboro 

Yes; Large area 
but small section of 
Hwy 

Low 2005 and 2035 FC RTP shows 
existing and future capacity 
deficiencies, but TV Hwy is already at 
5 lanes and access management is 
difficult to implement. Need adequate 
storage distance at railroad crossings; 
there are constraints to widening or 
adding railroad crossings; may need 
to depress RR to grade-separate. 

Low 

29 from WCL of Hillsboro to WCL 
of Cornelius  

Yes; Medium, but 
small section of 
Hwy 

Medium. Constrained by railroad 
tracks on south side, and difficult to 
widen or add railroad crossings; see 
previous section. 

Low 

29 south of Pacific Avenue to 
Yamhill County Line Yes, Small 

Medium - Existing capacity problem 
at the Pacific/Quince intersection; 
access management has been 
difficult to implement. 

Low 

140 SCL of Hillsboro to Yamhill 
County Line Yes; Large 

Medium  - Several safety projects on 
this highway to realign curves to 
improve roadway geometry, widen 
shoulders, and add left turn 
channelization have been constructed 
in recent years. A few more safety 
projects of a similar type are needed. 
2035 FC RTP shows capacity 
deficiencies even without Urban 
Reserves. 

Medium 

142 from SW 170th to SW 
196th/Marlin Dr 

Yes; Large area 
but small section of 
Hwy 

Medium. Existing capacity problems 
with 3 lane section; planned for 5 lane 
section but no funding has been 
identified. 

Low 

1W, 91 from SCL of Sherwood to 
Yamhill County Line Yes; Small 

Low - FC 2035 RTP identified 
capacity problems. Improvements 
identified in I-5/99W study and 
Newberg - Dundee project, if 
constructed, will affect performance. 
Tualatin-Sherwood Rd, Edy Rd and 
Sunset Blvd intersections need to be 
improved to address existing capacity 
constraints. 

Low 

1 
inside UGB and from 
Wilsonville SCL to Marion 
County line 

No 

Very Low  - FC 2035 RTP identified 
severe capacity problems on I-5 
within and south of existing UGB and 
at Wilsonville Interchanges. 
Congestion is especially high in the 
segment between I-217 and I-205. 
Widening of I-5 including Boones 
Bridge will be very expensive. 

Huge 

1E, 81 from Canemah to Canby Yes, Small 

Medium - Clackamas County Rural 
TSP identified geometric deficiencies. 
Presence of railroad and bluffs 
constrain ability to make 
improvements. Oregon City tunnel 
present s a pinchpoint. Capacity 
constraints in Canby due to railroad 
and existing development patterns.  

Low 
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160 within UGB and from SCL of 
Oregon City to Molalla Yes, Medium 

Low - Rural Clackamas County TSP 
(2000) and Or 213 Corridor South 
Study identified a need for a 5-lane 
section. 2035 FC RTP shows severe 
congestion even after improvements. 
A number of safety projects to add left 
turn channelization and widen 
shoulders have been constructed in 
recent years, and a few more similar 
safety projects are being developed. 
Growth in this area would require 
construction of interchanges due to 
expressway designation; these are 
expensive to build.  

High 

64 from I-5 to Or 212/224, within 
and outside UGB 

Yes, E and NE of 
Wilsonville: Large. 
Stafford: Medium. 
East of Oregon 
City: Medium 

Very Low - even without additional 
growth, need to widen I-205 to at 
least 6 lanes, widen the Abernethy 
Bridge, add truck climbing lane, and 
improve several interchanges 
including @ Or 213; very expensive 

Huge 

175 from ECL of Damascus to US 
26 Yes; Medium 

Low - 2035 FC RTP, Damascus-
Boring Concept Plan, and Clackamas 
County Rural TSP identified capacity 
deficiencies, to be resolved through 
development of Damascus local 
transportation system and access 
management.  

High 

171 from Clackamas River to 
Estacada Yes, Medium 

Medium - 2035 FC RTP and Rural 
Clackamas County TSP (2000) 
identified some capacity as well as 
safety and geometric deficiencies 
("Carver Curves"), with constraints to 
addressing these deficiencies. 

Medium 

26 from Multnomah County Line 
to Sandy 

Yes, Large (in 
Multnomah 
County, plus some 
in Clackamas) 

Medium - Urban growth in this area 
may require widening of US 26 to 6 
lanes with construction of 
interchanges at 2-mile spacing to 
implement expressway designation, 
as well as correction of safety 
problem at Kelso Rd; in addition, 
there will be increased need for the I-
84 to US 26 Connector. 

Medium 

        Cost 
Assumptions 

 ECL - eastern City limits   < $ 100 M = Low 

 SCL - southern City limits   $ 100M - $ 250 M 
= Medium 

    $ 250 M - $ 500 
M = High 

 Note: map shows some 
undesignated area: status 
should be clarified 
 

  > $ 500 M = 
Huge 
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April 6, 2009 
 
Metro 
Reserves Steering Committee – Core Four Members 
Kathryn Harrington, Metro Councilor 
Charlotte Lehan, Clackamas County Commissioner 
Jeff Cogen, Multnomah County Commissioner 
Tom Brian, Washington County Chair 
600 NE Grand Avenue 
Portland, OR  97232-2736 
 
Dear Reserves Steering Committee Core Four Members: 
 
The undersigned business members of the Reserves Steering Committee have reviewed the draft 
urban and rural reserves candidate areas presented by the respective Counties at the March 16, 
2009, Reserves Steering Committee meeting.   
 
We respectfully submit the following recommendations regarding adoption of these candidate 
reserves areas: 
 
1) That all areas indicated in the Reserves Business Coalition/Group Mackenzie mapping 
series as “unconstrained” be included as candidate urban reserve areas throughout the 
Reserves Study Area.  This request was made in a February 4, 2009, letter to the respective 
County advisory committees.  Washington County and Multnomah County have shown a “good 
faith” effort to include these potentially urbanizable lands, considered “unconstrained” for 
future development by preliminary analysis of topography, wetlands/flood plains, and 
residential parcelization. 
 
2) That the Clackamas County urban reserve candidate areas be expanded to include: 
• The area south of Stafford Triangle and Interstate 205, running south to the Willamette 

River. (Area 1 on the attached map) 
• The Highway 26 corridor between Gresham and Sandy, particularly the area surrounding the 

Highway 212 interchange. (Area 2 on the attached map) 
• The Aurora Airport area, south of the current UGB along Interstate 5. (Area 3 on the 

attached map) 
• Note that significant portions of these areas fall within Group Mackenzie’s “unconstrained” 

mapping, as referenced above.  Note also that the RSC to date has received public comment 
from landowners in two of these areas requesting inclusion as UR candidates.   

 
The undersigned RSC members are concerned that the methodology for selection of urban 
reserve candidate areas has been significantly inconsistent throughout the Counties.  We 
understood that candidate UR areas were to be adopted specifically for further evaluation 
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under the full set of six urbanization factors defined in SB 1011 and related rulemaking, and not 
be the product of a premature application of some these factors with limited data and analysis 
available to date. 
 
In presenting these limited candidate areas, Clackamas County indicated it had selected UR 
candidate areas via preliminary analysis of two of the urbanization factors: factor (1), 
requiring urban densities to utilize infrastructure; and factor (3), public facility serviceability.  
Four other factors, from “supporting a healthy urban economy” to “providing for a range of 
housing types,” apparently were not considered. 
 
We also note that each of these recommended areas is adjacent or proximate to existing 
highways and interchange infrastructure.  Again, leveraging the use of urban infrastructure is 
factor (1) to be considered for urban reserve designation.  We understand that thorough analysis 
of the capacity of current transportation infrastructure is needed, but not yet completed.  
 
Lastly, exclusion of these potentially urbanizable lands from consideration may force growth 
onto less appropriate land throughout the region, as the subject areas are to be removed from 
discussion prior to: a) determination of long range population and employment growth 
allocations for each County; b) completion of Metro’s Economic & Employment Trends 
Analysis; c) review of the draft Urban Growth Reports; and d) other forthcoming analysis.  In 
short, it appears to the undersigned that Clackamas County has approached the UR process as if 
it were a UGB expansion decision, versus a long term assessment of future potential 
urbanization needs to be based on a range of long term trend analysis.   
 
The business members of the Reserves Steering Committee appreciate your consideration of our 
recommendations and would be pleased to answer any questions. 
 

 
 
cc:   Clackamas County Reserves Citizens Advisory Committee 
  Reserves Steering Committee 

Reserves Business Coalition 
 
Enclosures:  Map of recommended UR candidate area inclusions 



Multnomah

Clackamas

Washington

Clark

Sherwood

Wilsonville

Oregon City

Canby

Gladstone

Damascus

Troutdale

Gresham

Area 1

Area 2

Area 3

Clackamas County

Multnomah County

Washington County

Marion County

Yamhill County

Legend
Metro Reserves Boundary

Existing Metro UGB

County Boundary

IND and MUE Classified Parcels

NWI Wetlands

Metro Title 4 Designations

Employment

Industrial

Regionally Significant Industrial

Slopes >= 10%

Parcels less than 5 acres

I
SCALE

SOURCE DATA

Base Map Layers:
METRO, Regional Land Information System (RLIS-Lite)
May 2008, Metro Data Resource Center
600 NE Grand Ave., Portland, OR 97232

GEOGRAPHIC PROJECTION INFORMATION
NAD 83 HARN, Oregon North
Lambert Conformal Conic

Metro Reserves
Study Area
Candidate

Urban
Reserves

Development
Constraints

0 0.9 1.8 2.70.45
Miles

GROUP MACKENZIE 2006
ALL RIGHTS RESERVED·

Date:  9/4/08
Metro Reserves

Map Created by:  KAN
Map 6

Area within Metro Reserve
Study Area:
404,481 Ac. 

Constrained Land
(parcels 5 acres or less)
46,758 Ac. 

Area within floodplain:
59,978 Ac.

Area of available data
within wetlands
10,823 Ac. 

Area of available data
with slopes >= 10%
135,382 Ac. 

Slope and Wetland
Data Not Available









 

Johnson Creek Watershed Council 
 

1900 SE Milport Rd, Suite B • Milwaukie, OR 97222 

ph: (503) 652-7477 • fx: (503) 652-7188 

info@jcwc.org • www.jcwc.org 

 
Multnomah County Urban and Rural Reserves Citizens Advisory Committee 
Land Use and Transportation 
1600 SE 190th Ave 
Portland, OR 97233 

 
March 25 2009 
 

Dear Multnomah County Urban and Rural Reserves Citizens Advisory Committee, 
 
The Johnson Creek Watershed Council (JCWC) understands the current tasks of Multnomah 
County, Clackamas County and Metro to designate candidate urban and rural reserves that will 
be subject to additional study and analysis before final decisions later this year.  However we 
wanted to take this opportunity- early in the decision making process- to highlight a number of 
concerns and issues relating to the potential designation of all or part of upper Johnson Creek as 
an urban reserve.  
 
JCWC believes strongly that natural resource protection, restoration, and enhancement must 
occur across the landscape on both rural and urban watersheds in Oregon.  Urban watersheds 
provide multiple ecosystem services to urban communities and, despite their size and the impacts 
from past urbanization, urban watersheds are biologically significant for the conservation and 
recovery of federal ESA-listed Pacific salmon and steelhead.  Improving water quality in 
Johnson Creek (currently listed by the State of Oregon as water quality-impaired under the 
federal Clean Water Act) is an important step in mandated water quality improvement in the 
Willamette River.  The jurisdictions and citizens of the Johnson Creek watershed are committed 
to improving the stream to meet these recovery goals and create an amenity for our communities, 
and we have invested heavily to make it happen.  Changes in land use designation can 
complement, or threaten, this work.  In making decisions about future urbanization in the 
Johnson Creek Watershed, several realities need to be acknowledged and considered in order to 
avoid decisions that could adversely impact the watershed and/or jeopardize public and private 
efforts to enhance and restore watershed health. 
 
1. Negative Environmental Impacts of Past Urbanization Are Well Documented. Past 
urbanization in the watershed has had multiple direct and cumulative impacts that have had 
negative consequences for wildlife, water quality, public health, and safety within the basin. 
While many of these impacts can be avoided through thoughtful urban design and best 
management practices, the negative impacts of poorly planned urbanization and land-use on 
watershed health within the Pacific Northwest are well documented in the scientific literature.1  
 
2. Six Thousand Acres of Johnson Creek Are Already Proposed for New Urban 

Communities. Since 1998 over 6,000 acres of land within the Johnson Creek Watershed have 

                                                 
1 See Metro’s Technical Report on Goal 5, pages 33-49 and 93-103. 



been brought into the UGB and are currently being planned for future development.  These 
include the new urban communities of Pleasant Valley, Springwater, and roughly 3000 acres 
within the new City of Damascus that were brought in with the promise that new urban 
development would meet the highest standards of sustainable design, and conservation. Most of 
these lands contain some of the highest value habitat and restoration opportunities within 
Johnson Creek.  District Plans have been completed for Pleasant Valley and Springwater 
Communities.  City of Damascus is still developing its comprehensive plan. For reasons relating 
to market conditions and limited infrastructure funding, few or no acres of land newly designated 
for urbanization in Johnson Creek since 1998 have yet been developed as planned. 
 
3. The Environmental Efficacy of Existing Urbanization Plans Are Untested.  The success of 
existing and pending urban plans and designs are contingent on the good faith of citizens, local 
governments and developers to implement zoning and development ordinances, park and 
greenspace plans, urban stormwater management strategies, and related urban green 
infrastructure investments as envisioned and committed.  New urban development in the 
watershed must avoid the mistakes of the past and implement the best and highest quality low-
impact design, while protecting, enhancing and restoring environmentally sensitive lands.  
JCWC has and continues to be actively involved in efforts to ensure that urban planning and 
development occurs in a fashion that has the best chance of protecting and- hopefully- improving 
the health of the watershed.  However, the efficacy of these existing plans to protect and enhance 

Johnson Creek remains untested.  JCWC is concerned with recent efforts to rezone upland 
habitat areas within the Springwater Community and the City of Damascus for more intense 
urban development in such a way that would jeopardize habitat connectivity and downstream 
water quality. 
 
4. Upper Johnson Creek Is a Key East-West Wildlife Corridor. Metro’s Important Natural 
Features Inventory identifies Johnson Creek as a key East-West wildlife corridor providing 
habitat connectivity to the Sandy River Gorge. Recent planning efforts by JCWC have also 
explored the potential of this corridor as a recreational linkage to the Sandy River Gorge. 
 
Taken together, the realities outlined above warrant extreme caution in designating new lands for 
urbanization in the Johnson Creek Watershed.  It is of utmost concern to JCWC that existing 
urbanization plans for the Watershed are implemented in a fashion that protect and enhance the 
watershed for its multiple environmental values while recovering and restoring native salmonid 
species and their habitat. Unfortunately, a scarcity of infrastructure funds has created pressures to 
retract previous commitments for natural resource conservation under the false belief that corners 
can be cut without consequence to watershed health and to future generations. Proposing new 
lands for urbanization will likely spread limited planning and infrastructure dollars over larger 
land area and thereby diminish the environmental success of those plans. Furthermore, the 
capacity of citizens and groups like JCWC to effectively participate in and help implement 
multiple land-use planning efforts is also limited. We must seriously weigh the need to 

demonstrate the environmental success of existing urbanization plans in protecting and 

enhancing environmental quality before expanding the urban growth boundary, urbanizing new 

watershed area, and potentially jeopardizing past investments in natural resource conservation. 
 
It is critical that our regional growth and land-use decisions support and be consistent with public 
and private investments in natural resource protection and restoration. Over the last 20 years, 
Metro, local governments, the Watershed Council and countless citizens and landowners have 
invested at least $100 million to protect and enhance the Johnson Creek Watershed and recover 



threatened and endangered fish and wildlife species and impaired water quality. Just the last two 
years alone Metro has acquired over 200 acres of environmentally sensitive lands within the 
watershed critical to fish, wildlife, and water quality within the watershed.  
 
We understand that urban and rural reserve designation must consider multiple factors spanning 
the entire metropolitan region. However, we believe that the issues and realities outlined above 
could justify eliminating lands within the Johnson Creek Watershed for future study as an urban 
reserve at this time. 
 
Thank you for your consideration. 
 

   
Matt Clark 
Executive Director  
Johnson Creek Watershed Council 

Teresa Huntsinger 
Board Chair 
Johnson Creek Watershed Council 

 
Cc: Metro Reserves Steering Committee, Clackamas County Reserves Steering Committee, 
Clackamas County Commissioners, Metro Council, Gresham City Council 

 

Inspiring and facilitating community investment in the Johnson Creek 

Watershed for the protection and enhancement of its natural resources. 



 

CITY OF 

SANDY                  PHONE (503) 668-5533 
39250 PIONEER BOULEVARD � SANDY, OR 97055          FAX (503) 668-8714 
   

    Gateway to Mt. Hood 

April 6, 2009 

 

To: Members of the Reserves Steering Committee 

 

A map labeled “DRAFT 03/19/2009” shows Rural Reserve Candidate Areas. In 

Clackamas County, areas shaded yellow appear to be rural reserve candidate areas and 

areas shown in white are simply in the study area. 

 

At least as it affects the City of Sandy (and adjoining communities), the yellow and white 

shading is almost completely wrong, and with one exception, the colors should be 

reversed.  

 

Our over-riding concern is preserving a sense of our city as separate from adjoining cities. 

The most immediate concern is the merging of the urban areas of Sandy and Gresham 

(and Sandy and Damascus or Boring), but the future (apparent) merging of Sandy and 

Estacada is a distinct possibility. 

 

With the exception of two small areas (north of Hwy 26 between Sandy and Kelso Road, 

and south of Hwy 26 at the Hwy 212 intersection), the proposed rural reserve candidate 

areas do nothing to preserve our sense of community as a separate city. The rural 

reserves should, instead, be precisely where they are not: along the Hwy 26 corridor 

between Sandy and the Multnomah County line, and along the Hwy 211 corridor between 

Sandy and Eagle Creek. 

 

As shown now, with the exception of the two small areas shown near Hwy 26, the map 

indicates the pattern of development that would happen without the benefit of any land 

use planning and regulation. Development will naturally occur along these 

transportation corridors, and avoid the more remote areas (e.g., north of Sandy, and south 

of Kelso Road). If we don’t take positive action to protect the key transportation corridors 

from development, this effort will have been a complete waste of time. 

 

I hope I have made our position clear. Since we have been consistent and emphatic about 

this since the Metro 2040 plan over a decade ago, I am disappointed that we must keep 

repeating it. If the March 19 map is in error or has been corrected, please let me know. 

 

Sincerely, 

 
Linda K. Malone 

M A Y O R 
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