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MEETING: METRO TECHNICAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE

DATE: July 1, 2009
DAY: Wednesday
TIME: 10:00 a.m. to 12 noon
PLACE: Room 370A&B
TIME AGENDA ITEM ACTION PRESENTER(S)
REQUESTED
10:00 a.am. | CALL TO ORDER AND INTRODUCTIONS Chair Robin
McArthur
1. Centers and Corridors Designation Change Discussion Chris Deffebach
45 min. Process Discussion
Objectives:
e Clarify existing process for changing
Center and Corridor designations on the
2040 Growth Concept Map
o |dentify initial considerations for potentially
changing the existing policies and
guidance to clarify role of centers and
corridors as part of Making the Greatest
Place
2. Comments on Employment Urban Growth Discussion Dennis Yee
1hr. Report Ted Reid
e Employment Refill
Objective: Clarify assumptions, obtain suggestions
to refining the UGR and confirm comments to
MPAC
12 noon ADJOURN

Next regularly scheduled meeting (MTAC meets the 1% & 3" Wednesday of the month): July 15, 2009

For further information or to get on this mailing list, contact Paulette Copperstone @
paulette.copperstone@oregonmetro.gov or 503-797-1562

Metro’s TDD Number — 503-797-1804

Need more information about Metro? Go to www.oregonmetro.gov
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Refill Rate Methodology and Background information
“June 24, 2009

REFILL RATE DEFINITION:

The refill rate measures (or forecasts) the share or proportion of past (or future} growth that is
accommodated through redevelopment or infill on building capacity that is deemed in today’s
measurement as already developed. The refill rate measures the proportion of non-residential activity
that is accommodated without utilizing “greenfield” development to “house” the employment activity.
The denominator to the refill rate is the period of growth activity, whether it's the last five years or the
next 20 years of projected growth. ' ' '

Approach:
The preliminary employment urban growth report’s (UGR) new demand paradigm includes two sets of
refill (redevelopment and infill} assumptions. Both sets of assumptions are described here.

s Refill 1: Subarea Refill Rates by Building Type & Design Type — Demand Model Input
Assumptions.

+ Refill 2: Subarea Effective Refill Rates by Building Type — Demand Model Forecast Results

These tables are associated with the non-residential real estate demand model developed by ED Hovee
for the employment UGR. The demand model specifications require that the refill rate definition be
expanded from a single regional average to refill rates that are disaggregated across several dimensions.

Refill Rates are now described by the following joint distributions and are required to operate the
model:

e Building Types (3 industrial and 3 non-industrial building types)

‘e Subareas {9 market subareas divided from a central, inner and outer rings)

e 2040 design types.(8 categories — note other equals neighborhoods only and corridors definition
rolls up main streets and station communities)

These rates are based on professional expertise provided by ED Hovee, LLC.

The first table, Refill 1, summarizes the joint input assumptions for redevelopment and infill by building
type, subarea and design type. These assumptions represent the refill rate as it would be if development
were to occur within each of the building formats, subareas and design types. If no growth is forecasted
(or negative growth) for any particular building format by subarea and design type, then the refill rate
assumed in the input table doesn’t get used and no redevelopment actually is expected. The assumption
remains, but is not an assumption value that carries through to the effective refill rate shown in the
results table {Refill 2).

The effective refill rates in the second table, Refill 2, are projected, realized refill rates based on a
‘weighted average of refill rates by building type, subarea and design type. The weights are based on
forecasted positive development amounts {measured in square footage). For example, if the square




footage demand forecast is negative or zero, then the refill rate is not applied and does not enter in the
calculation of the effective weighted-average refill rates reported as outcomes of the modeling as
shown in table Refill 2.

The summary REGION refill rates, shown in Refill 2, for industrial and non-industrial indicate the “Hovee
assumptions” result in refill rates in the region that are very comparable to the regional refill rates
reported in the preliminary draft UGR (p. 56 — table 11). MetroScope reference scenario refill rates
project an outcome of 24% refill for industrial uses and 45% refill rate for nen-industrial purposes.

MetroScape is not the UGR. In some instances, we import MetroScope scenario results into the urban
growth report to inform what we may anticipate or forecast for future development trends. However,
the UGR is based on a set or combination of assumptions that derive from various sources of which
MetroScope is only one source. Other sources for assumptions used in the UGR analysis are policy
variables, the regional forecast, other objective data sources and sometimes even expert opinions.




Refill 1 Subarea Refill Rates by Building Type & Design Type - Demand Model Input Assumptions

Subarea Refill Rate Assumptions (Hovee) by Design Type

Regional Town Employm
Subareas Central Corridors Center Center RSIA Industrial ent Other
Central 70% 60% 60% 60% 60% 60%
Inner Westside 18% 18% 18%
Inner North & East 35% 35% 35%
Inner Clackamas 18% 18% 18%
inner 1-5 18% 18% 18%
Quter Westside 20% 20% 20%
East Mult Co 10% 10% 10%
Quter Clackamas 20% 20% 20%
Quter I-5/205 10% 10% 10%

Regional Town Employm
Subareas Central Corridors Center Center RSIA Industrial ent Other
Central 70% 2 60% 60% 60% 60%
Inner Westside 18% 18% 18%
Inner North & East 35% 35% - 35%
Inner Clackamas 18% 18% 18%
Inner -5 18% 18% 18%
Quter Westside 20% 20% 20%
East Mult Co 10% 10% 10%
Quter Clackamas 20% 20% 20%
Outer 1-5/205 10% 10% 10%

Regional Town. Employm
Subareas Central Corridors Center Center RSIA Industrial ent Other
Central 60% 60% 60%
Inner Westside 18% 18% 18%
Inner North & East 35% 35% - 35%
Inner Clackamas 18% 18% 18%
inner I-5 18% 18% 18%
Outer Westside 20% 20% 20%
East Mult Co 10% 10% 10%
QOuter Clackamas 20% 20% 20%
QOuter [-5/205 10% 10% 10%




35%

Regional Town Employm
Subareas Central Corridors Center Center RSIA Industrial ent Other
Central 85% . 65% 65% 65% 65% 65%
Inner Westside = 45% 45% 45%
Inner North & East 45% 45% 45%
Inner Clackamas 45% 45% 45%
tnner I-5 45% 45% 45%
Outer Westside 30% 30% 30%
East Muit Co 30% 30% 30%
Quter Clackamas 30% 30% 30%
Outer 1-5/205 "~ 30% 30% 30%

Regional Town Employm
Subareas Central Corridors Center Center RSIA Industrial ent Other
Central 85% 55% . 65% 55% 55% 55%
Inner Westside - 45% 45% 45%
Inner North & East 45% 45% 45%
Inner Clackamas 45% 45% 45%
inner I-5 45% 45% 45%
Quter Westside 25% 25% 25%
East Mult Co 25% 25% - 25%
Quter Clackamas 25% 25% 25%
Outer [-5/205 - 25% 25% 25%

Regional Town Employm
Subareas Central Corridors Center Center RSIA Industrial ent Other
Central 85% 65% - 65% 65% 65% 65% 65%
Inner Westside - 5% 55% 55%
inner North & East 55% 55% 55%
inner Clackamas 55% 55% 55%
Inner 1-5 55% 55% 55%
Outer Westside 35% 35% 35%
East Mult Co 35% 35% 35%
Outer Clackamas 35% 35% 35%
Quter |-5/205 35% 5%




Réﬁll 2 Subarea Effective Refill Rates by Buiiding Type - Demand Model Forecast Results
W -
Weighted-Average Refill Rates (bldg. sq. footage)

Summary Refill Rates by

D d-side Refill Rate As by Hovee Subarea and Timefra

) 2010-2015
Central

Inner Westside

Inner North & East

Inner Clackamas

Inner I-5

[Outer Westside

East Mulit Co

Quter Clackamas
Quter I-5/205

REGION

2015-30
Central
Inner Westside
Inner North & East
Inner Clackamas
Inner -5
QOuter Westside
East Mult Co
Outer Clackamas
1Outer 1-5/205

REGION

Total Square Ft.

Demand (2010-15)  Industrial
Central (81,863)
Inner Westside 108,025
inner North & East (30,474)
inner Clackamas 99,299
Inner -5 23,381
Quter Westside 752,188
East Mult Co {50,012)
Quter Clackamas 259,892
Quter I-5/205 652,825
Total Square Ft.

Demand {(2015-30)  Industrial
Central (676,363)
Inner Westside (814,577)
inner North & East {2,180,919)
inner Clackamas (164,752)
Inner I-5 66,710
Quter Westside 4,961,701
East Mult Co 529,386
Quter Clackamas 1,417,574
Quter [-5/205 1,524,259

WD
(21,524)
(122,732)
846,340
(16,978)
32,374
238,029
41,001
5,468
(100,984)

WD
1,538,180
1,435,897
6,662,527
1,145,504
876,693
4,244,134
1,858,879

(158,259)
4,226,870

Flex
270,073
272,088
251,066
137,923

94,049
410,507
57,458

107,821

405,990

Flex
564,365
432,846
214,469
261,299
390,961

2,500,835
771,160
866,948

1,138,459

Office
4,127,996
1,990,431
2,246,662

816,751
1,108,573

952,951

631,763

51,211

1,094,588

Office
7,058,496
5,342,401
5,459,513
1,899,683
3,219,544
4,445,582
3,100,448
1,724,728
2,745,149

Retail
3,122,196
1,715,051
2,079,266

906,086
1,031,797

652,027

786,127

(19,972)

965,142

Retail

7,302,985

4,377,326
3,738,490
1,983,872
2,760,888
1,457,196
2,449,770
(71,715)
2,327 607

57 Bty o o
Refill rates

Instit
2,877,678
1,474,739
2,054,960

693,988

600,043

714,170

652,148

41,660

803,950

Instit
4,389,808
3,799,886
4,708,354
1,508,581
1,491,187
2,088,321
2,049,059

178,212
2,140,304

Ind
166,686
257,381
1,066,933
220,244
149,804
1,400,724
48,446
373,182
957,81
4,641,231

ind
1,426,182
1,054,166
4,696,077
1,242,051
1,334,364
11,706,669
3,159,424
2,126,262
6,889,588

\;veighted by builg sq. footagé

Non-Ind
10,127,871
5,180,220

- 6,380,888

2,416,824
2,740,414
2,319,148
2,070,038
72,809
2,863,680
34,171,983

Non-Ind
18,751,290
13,519,612
13,906,357

5,392,136

7,471,619

7,991,099

7,500,277

1,831,226

7,213,060

33,634,784 83,675,676

il
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Date: June 23, 2009
To: MPAC
From: Malu Wilkinson, Principal Regional Planner
- Re: MTAC recommendations on the preliminary residential urban growth report

OnJune 17, MTAC devoted an extended session to a discussion of the preliminary residential urban
growth report (UGR) and made recommendations for the draft UGR (to be released in September).

MetroScope assumptions
MetroScope, an integrated land use and transportation model, informs the UGR'’s analysis of potential

refill rates and the likelihood of development of vacant {and in different locations. MTAC recommends:

Keep same assumptions about infrastructure funding. Funding becomes available in new urban areas, as
follows:

e 2020 for Damascus

e 2010 for Happy Valley ' ,

s 2015 for all other post-1997 expansion areas

Keep assumptions about residential incentives in centers the same as in the pre'liminary UGR with the
following changes:

e Remove Beaverton and Troutdale from list of centers with incentives
¢ Make changes to Villebois as suggested by Wilsonville (# of units, timing)

All other inputs will remain the same as those used for the preliminary UGR.

Refill rate

‘The UGR must make an assumption about what portion of future development is likely to occur-through
redevelopment or infill {refill}. MTAC recommends that the draft UGR use a range of 27 to 40 percent
refill.

Parks and school land takeouts
The UGR must make an assumption about how much vacant land will be used for future parks and

schools. MTAC recommends that, in consultation with cities, Metro staff perform additional research on
likely amounts of park acquisition funding. MTAC also recommends that Metro staff consult with local
school districts on their growth plans.



=8 1Ty OF (CORNELIUS

June 1, 2009

Robin McArthur

Planning and Development Director
620 NE Grand Avenue

Portland, Oregon 97232

Dear Robin McArthur:
RE:  Preliminary Urban Growth Report Comments

Last week at Metro’s Technical Advisory Committee, Metro staff asked for comments from local

jurisdictions to begin discussions of the Urban Growth Report presented at that meeting, Here are
our initiai comments. We plan to be part of the dialogue scheduled over the following months that
‘lead up to the regional decisions on Urban Growth Boundary expansion so important to the City of

Cornelius.

General Report Concern

The Report reads as though Metro has already decided the UGB will not be expanded this five-year
cycle. This fosters questions about bias and undermines the public deliberative process so
important to regional buy-in and success to regional policies and plans. The low range point of
current UGB capacity shown in the report is a compromise. The high range point shown is only
theoretically possible. The paragraph on page 9 under "What is the potentiai gap between
housing demand and capacity and what are some policy Choices?” is too brief and certainly a
conclusion that should stimulate objective discussion. The first four of the six questions listed for
consideration are leading and assume that the region will bank on future policy decisions to
accommodate growth rather than existing 2040 Plan policy — an assumption that we believe is a
mistake and unprecedented. Questions 5 and 6 are more useful considerations for next winter’s

chosen number,

If Metro succeeds in limiting next winter's 20-year accommodation decision to that which can be
located within the current UGB and puts off the decision to reasonably expand the UGB until the
end of 2011 (page 10), then it has delayed another two years the adjustment of the UGB contrary
to State requirements, local government assurances and private expectations. The 2007 State
Legislature gave a one-time 2-year extension to Metro to complete the Urban and Rural Reserves
task. Many public and private entities, including the City of Cornelius and area property owners,

" agreed with that delay with the understanding that the next regional UGB decision would be made
by the end of 2009. This further delay huits our city’s ability to become a great community,

Housing Capacity

Metro’s responsibility to assure space for housing appears to be viewed too narrowly. Metro is the
agency legally responsible for anticipating changes in population and monitoring the avaifability of
an array of housing to meet people’s needs. Housing choice is an important element in a complete
or great community. Yet, by relying on 1) heavier than historical experience encouraging infill, and
2) redevelopment of housing at higher densities than the market currently supports, choices such




as a single family home with a modest yard for a low-moderate income family and a suburban flat
and shop for an elderly couple are lost.

Metro sees the value of the Pearl District with its high density, multiple amenity, carless community
for talented, educated professionals with no kids. Portland central is a great place for many
people. But what of the low-income people displaced by inner city redevelopment, many of which
moved to the edge communities of the region, like Cornefius? What of the family building and
nurturing parts of our region, many of whom want a single-family house with a yard? There are
many types of people in our region with a variety of preferences and ways to live gently on the
earth, save energy and recyce. A reasonable array of housing implies a broader definition of
options than implied by forcing another 20 years of housing into the existing UGB with new, not
yet adopted regulations,

Regional Housing Gap — Local Housing Gaps

Metro reports an estimate of general region-wide gap between anticipated population and capacity
for housing, but it does not report on sub-regionat or local gaps that impact important regional
land use goals like urban center sustainability, efficient use of infrastructure and schoot
investment, and financing decent urban services. The City of Cornelius suffers from a big deficit in
housing choice. Our housing is predominantly low value and affordable. In order to keep growing
families and incomes in town, improve our comparatively low tax base, and help the region offer a
. sustainable affordable housing stock, Cornelius needs room to build medium and higher
cost/quatity homes for balance. Ask any public housing authority about the importance of mixing
low income housing with medium and high income housing in a neighborhiood. We have room for
mixed use housing in Cornelius’ Main Street District. We have room for only about 200 infill homes
within the current UGB, We have no room for a subdivision of the type of homes that will balance
our current housing choices. A balance of type, size and cost of housing is wta! to a sustainable

2040 Plan community.

A Warming Planet

Metro projects the need to plan for reduced water and power to justify a “redoubling our efforts to
foster . . . compact mixed-use communities”, in view of global warming. However, it does not also
project additional population growth from new in migration likely from drier, hotter areas south of
Oregon. Nor has Metro yet accounted for the flat land needed for alternative energy industry
clusters both wanted and likely in Oregon.

Pipes and Pavement

Metro’s report of the costs of infrastructure “pipes and pavement”, is simply not accurate. The
modeling done to estimate and map the ease/difficuity of providing infrastructure for population
growth was not vetted adequately by public works professionals in the region. The Cornelius —
Forest Grove area for exampie, contrary to a map in the study commissioned by Metro, can easily
and comparatively inexpensively extend utilities and roads necessary for new development with
existing policies, master plans, development charge ordinances and physical structures in place.
The housing and industry capacity just outside the current UGB of Cornelius that could be served
by existing urban infrastructure investment is substantial. Building there would be less expensive
than up-sizing many pipes and roads in existing urban areas. And the costs of constructing the
infrastructure necessary to serve bu:id -out of the current UGB in the Damascus area is
astronomlcal in comparison.




UGB Capacity Range

Metro’s High Supply capacity rangé is unrealistic and unreasonable. Projecting housing demand
over the next twenty years is a standard planning practice and a required calculation by state law.
However, projecting policy changes that may or may not be adopted by 26 local jurisdictions over
" the next twenty years to increase the measureable capacity under existing zoning and special
districts is not reasonable and begs challenge. Two of the three key assumptions for the High
Supply estimate of dwelling units are throwaways. How can market feasibility be ignored in
projecting reasonable accommodation, even with Olympian public subsidy? Moreover, a refill rate
of 40% is so unrealistic (almost twice the current rate) as to require massive change in property
owner choices, puiitics, resources to move gardens to roof-tops, etc. The third assumption,
additional unit capacity from urban renewal areas, should be estimated by locat jurisdictions that
planned, adopted and manage them,

Using a 27 percent refill estimate based on existing zoning, with only a 4 percent vacancy rate, is
already a stretch for the market and local politics. Ask owners of bungalows in Portland -
neighborhoods, like Multnomah, whether they want full build-out of the zoning considering the
recently loosened height and setback restrictions; many will complain about 3-story walls ten feet
from their house blocking their solar exposure or the cutting of neighborhood trees for more
building room. Even this Low Supply estimate assumes that the variation of zoning designations
offers the variation of housing options that diverse urban dwellers want, with decreasing flexibility
to choose not to fill up one’s backyard or less opportunity to have an organic garden or keep a

. woodworking shop. Refill rates depend upon the costs of replacing old improvements, brownfield
mitigation, fitting into built neighborhoods, etc., but largely upon the market. A community like
Carnelius has to be growing "greater to atiract refill development. We need more room to grow

out in order to grow up.
Reasonable Accommodation Pecision

Finaily, to determine a housing need number for Urban Growth Boundary expansion this next year,
“expected housing capacity (should not be) based upon future policy choices”, as the report
suggests. Expected housing capacity should be based on current poficy. The clear and publicly
vetted and adopted elements of the Regional 2040 Plan applied to the best population projections
will continue o serve the region well.

—

Your pa A& in building healtRy sustainable communities,

Richard Mever
Development & Operations Director

Copy: Kathryn Harrington, Metro Councilor
William Bash, Cornelius Mayor
Jef Dalin, Cornelius Council President
Vickie Cordell, Cornelius Planning Commission Chair
Dave Waffle, Cornelius. City Manager




Executive Administrator for Facilities
SCHOOQL DISTRICT Phone: 503-591-4449 » Fax: 503-591-4484

'ﬂ’] Beaverton

creating pathways o the future for all students e-mail: richard_steinbrugge@beaverion k12 or.us

ﬂi#“#m

June 3, 2009

Malu Wilkinson

Principal Regiona! Planner -
METRO

600 NE Grand Ave.
Portiand, OR 97232-2736

"Re: Preliminary Urban Growth Report, 2009 — 2030, Residential; March 2009 Draft

Dear Malu:

The Beaverton School District has reviewed the draft Residential report and is concermed about the
conclusion that; “This forecast identified no additional land need other than what schools presently
own ... * (see page 28 of the report). We are convinced that our district will have additional land
acquisition requirements before 2030. :

The Portiand State University Population Research Center completed a population and enrollment
forecast study for the school district in November 2008 that projected significant student growth. the
principal conclusion was: “Although the weak economy and stow housing market may keep enrollment
fat in the short run (one (o two years) ... overall BSD enroliment will increase in the long run” The
PSU study presented three growth scenarios with the middle, or most likely scenario, forecasting that’
our student population would increase by about 8,500 students (239%) by 2025. Although the study did
not predict exactly where the growth would occur, we believe much of it is likely to be in the southwest
area of the district where we have no land banked for future schools. Additional study would be needed
10 estimate the acreage requirements.

While each schoot district in the Metro area may find themselves in their own unique situation
regarding future growth and capacity, it shouid be noted that available school capacity in one part of the
region is generally not transterrable to another area. :

Thank you for the opporlunity to comment on the draft report.

Sincerely,
Richard Steinbrugge, P.E.

Executive Administrator for Facilities

District Goal for 2004-2009: Increase academic achieverment district-wide with a
- special emphasis on literacy and mathematics gains for each student.

Administration Center + 16550 SW Merlo Rd. +  Beaverton, Oragon 97008-5152




Malu Wilkinson

From: ' Hal Bergsma [hbergsma@thprd.org]
Sent: Monday, June 08, 2009 12:34 PM
- To: Malu Wilkinson
- Ce: ' Richard Steinbrugge; Doug Menke
Subject: Comment on Preliminary Residential Urban Growth Report assumption regarding future
parks
Malu,

In response to your request at the June 3rd MTAC meeting and Councilor Hosticka's June 5th
email, I am hereby submitting this comment on behalf of the Tualatin Hills Park and
Recreation District regarding the assumption on page 66 of Appendix 1: Capacity Methodology,
_of the Preliminary Residential Urban Growth Report 2009-2030 relating to the amount of land
to be subtracted from the vacant buildable acres inventory for new parks. According to the
text in the appendix, the 1109 acres subtracted for future new parks in the region on line 14
of the Draft Residential Dwelling Capacity Range Assessment is calculated based on the
assumption that all new park land will be acquired with revenue from existing system
development charges (SDCs) for parks. It is our experience that although 5DCs are a critical
source of funding for acquisition of land for new parks, it is not the only source.

In November 2008 the District's voters approved a $109 million dollar bond measure that
includes $33.6 million for land acquisition. Of that $33.6 million, $8.4 million is
designated for acquisition of natural areas. Assuming most natural areas are unbuildable
land, that leaves $25.2 million for acquisition of land for community and neighborhood parks
and other recreation facilities, primarily on buildable residential land. Assuming that land
sells for an average of $408,000 an acre, 63 acres of buildable residential land would not be
available for residential development in the District's service area.

It should also be noted that the District has used and will continue to use its local share
of Metro's 2006 Natural Areas Bond Measure to acquire park land. Two acres of buildable park
land have acquired to this point, and it is likely that several more acres will be acquired.
I am aware that the City of Beaverton is also likely to spend part of its local share of bond
measure funds to acquire buildable residential land.

The appendix text references MPAC endorsement of a 2002 UGR assumption for new park
acquisitions that they would be limited by SDC revenues. At that time, such an assumption
may have seemed reasonable, but as I have noted above, recent experience demonstrates that it
does not reflect reality. My records show that even in 20802 there was considerable debate
about how much land should be subtracted from the supply of residential buildable land for
parks, with some calling for use of a larger, more aspirational number.

Metro's passage of its bond measure in 2006 and our success in 2008 indicates that voters in
the region are sometimes willing, when asked, to pay more of their hard-earned money to
acquire and develop land for parks. Whether our success will be repeated in the future in
other parts of the region is an open question, but it is certainly a possibility. I think it
is a mistake to preclude that possibility by assuming only SDC revenues will fund future park
land acquisitions. :

1 cannot say with any certainty how much buildable residential land to assume might be
acquired using revenues from local bond measures or other sources {e.g., state or federal
grants, donations) but a reasonable guess might be half the acreage that might be acquired
using SDCs, or 550 acres. That would bring the total of land subtracted for new parks to
1650 acres. '




To conclude, THPRD's recent experience is that people in our District are willing to dig
deeper in their pockets to pay for land acquisition and improvements that they view as
enhancing community livabililty. I believe the process that led to adoption of Title 13 of
the Metro UGMFP and approval of the 2806 Metro Natural Areas Bond Measure indicates this
sentiment applies to the entire region. Therefore, I think Metro should be more optimistic
about the amount of buildable residential land that its citizens will want to set aside for
‘parks and other recreaticonal amenities in the future.

Hal Bergsma

Director of Planning

Tualatin Hills Park and Recreation District
 503-645-6433 :
hbergsmaf@thprd.org




city of
forest
grove

June 10, 2009

Malu Witkinson

Metro

600 NE Grand Avenue
Portland, Oregon 97232

Re: Comments on Preliminary Residential Growth Report
Dear Ms. Wilkinson,

The following are preliminary comments on the Residential Growth Report and Housing
Needs Analysis from the City of Forest Grove. Overall, we concur with the comments
dated June 1% submitted by Richard Meyer, City of Cornelius.

» The approach taken in the Residential Growth Report appears suggestive and |
~ bias towards no expansion of the UGB. 1t is premature to presume a particular
direction. The process should allow that decision to be made.

« Housing types oriented towards higher density development tends to favor
particular portions of the region and not promote a variety of housing types for
the region. :

o Regarding capacity, the underlying assumptions to absorb future residential
growth within the current UGB under the high scenario is based on
extraordinarily high refill rates that are unsupported by experience. Further, the
subsidized refill rate is predicated on a substantial public investment (based on
discussions at MTAC, it is our understanding the amount is $3.5 billion) that is
most likely unaffordable.

« We concur with Mr. Meyer’s point that infrastructure analysis was not adequately
vetted. The private cost for infrastructure in the Forest Grove — Cornelius area is
relatively inexpensive. This is in part because the extension of services is fairly
straightforward and lines have been adequate sized to accommodate planned
growth without the need to upsize existing lines.




It appears to us that the results are significantly influenced by transportation
costs. Examining the map associated with the factor shows those areas furthest
from downtown Portland essentially having the highest costs (i.e. Forest Grove —
Cornelius and Wilsonville). This assumes that there is a significant commute
pattern to Portland. We are finding that many employed residents in the
community travel within Washington County. Reviewing the American
Community Survey (2005 to 2007), it reveals that Forest Grove has the smallest
percentage of workers (12.8%) commuting outside the county and the second
lowest commute time (22 minutes) of all metro communities (11 total) in the
survey. With future industrial expansion in western Washington County, we do
not envision much change in this commute pattern over time.

» There needs to be further discussion and detailed review of the Preliminary
Urban Growth Report — Draft Residential Dwelling Capacity Range Assessment
on page 62 of the document. For example, under the High capacity
assumptions, 39,200 units are attributed to residential infill at 40%. This
compares with the 81,400 units assigned to residential infill at 27%. The
additional units for 40% are substantially higher percentage increase than the
13% suggested by the table. The expianatory notes do not offer any further
clarification.

» - Please explain the relationship between these projections/analysis and Metro's
request to review vacant tand data by June 30". It appears this review and the
assessments are premature.

« There is much information which is difficult to absorb and evaluate over a
relatively short period of time. The detailed data appendix in the Housing Needs

~ Analysis alone may warrant more specific review. For example, explanation
needs to be provided how the infrastructure and transportation costs were
derived. What is the significance of Exhibit 16 (or the assumption of
transportation based on trips to downtown Portland) in determining
transportation costs? As noted above, this assumption for Forest Grove may not
be valid, particularly with any substantial industrial development in western
Washlngton County.

This concludes our comments at this time. Please contact me if you have any further
questions.

Sincerely,

Jon Holan, Community Development Director




Malu Wilkinson

From: Neamtzu, Chris [neamtzu@ci.wilsonville.or.us]
Sent: Thursday, June 11, 2009 12,24 PM

To: Malu Wilkinson _

Subiject: May 29, 2009 memo on UGR

Hello Malu,

| was reviewing your May 29 memo to MTAC and had a comment. On the table on the back page, Villebois is listed as
Tier C with a 20% subsidy from 2015 — 2035 and 1000 units. .

I would think that the timeframe should start in 2010, as we currently have upward of 800 units built. Does a 33%
allocation for the first three 5 year slots make more sense (2010, 2015, 2020). | sure hope we are done with this project
by 2020. Last comment is on the {otal number of subsidized units, the project will have 2,500 units in the end. Should
1000 be changed to 25007

I may not understand exactly what it is you were doing with the timeframes and allocations, so ¥ § am missing something, |
do apologize. : ’

Thank you for your time.

Chris Neamtzu, AICP
Long-Range Planning Manager
City of Wilsonville

29799 SW Town Center Loop E
Wilsonville, OR 97070
503.570.1574
neamezu®@ci.wilsonville or.us

Disclosure Notice: Messages to and from this email address may be subject to the Oregon Public Records
Law. '




Malu Wilkinson

From: Clay, Bob [bclay@ci.portiand.or.us]

Sent: Friday, June 12, 2009 5:06 PM
To: Malu Wilkinsen
Cc: Robin McArthur; Christina Deffebach; Burns, Al; Odenthai Gary; Sack, Barbara; Krishnan,
Uma; Dotterrer, Steve (Planning); Zehnder, Joe; Anderson, Susan
Subject: Respanse to Residential UGR Methodology
. Malu,

" In reply to your recent request for comments on the Residential UGR, the Portland Bureau of Planning and
Sustainability staff greatly appreciates the opportunities you have provnded to work with you and comment on
the UGR reports during their preparation. Staff has tracked the progress of the UGR reports closely and has
offered suggestions for the past several months. We are highly supportive of the UGR report products
prepared to date. We helieve they represent very subslantial lmprovements over the approach and
methodology in 2002.

There are only two areas we recommend you examine more closely in the next draft.

Issue One:
Accommodation of "Needed Housing™ Rather than Accommodation of a Raw "Residential Capacity”

The residential report was published before the housing needs analysis. The residential report and the needs
analysis should be combined in the next draft of the Residential Urban Growth Report. The housing needs
analysis is very important given fundamental changes in the environment, energy, and economy. The report
contains an excellent analysis that for the first time considers combined household housing and transportation
costs and the likely distribution of households throughout the region. It is the one analysis that addresses
socio-economic equity issues and enables a comparative look at the trade-offs and benefits to alternative
growth scenarios. The next draft should consider accommeodation strategies most likely to meet the various
types of identified housing needs, especially affordable housing. The Residential Urban Growth Report cites
Statewide Planning Goal 14 and ORS 1977.303 et seq. as governing authorities; but omits reference to equally
applicable requirements in LCDC's Metropolitan Housing rule. Particularly:

OAR 660-007-0030 (1) (a) "New Construction Mix" which requires Metro forecast dwelling units by "type."
Type includes:

(b) household structure, size, or composition by age;

(c) economic factors impacting demand for single family versus multiple family units; and

(d) price ranges and rent levels relative to income levels.

and

QAR 660-007-0050 "Regional Coordination” which requires:

(1) At each periodic review of the Metro UGB, Metro shall review the findings for the UGB. They shall
determine whether the buildable fand within the UGB satisfies housing needs by type and density for the
region's long-range population and housing projections.

(2) Metro shall ensure that needed housing is provided for on a regional basis through coordinated
comprehensive plans. :

So, the measure for identifying housing needs should be the "unit” not the "acre." These units should be
identified by form, (attached or detached), tenure (owned or rented), size (related to number of members in




household), and affordability (related to combined household income). This would be similar to the approach
taken by the Employment Urban Growth Report were the measure was changed "acre” to "square foot."

At all costs we should avoid an outcome were a substantial percentage of the total future housing need is
identified as a need for affordable housing; and have no part of the selected accommodatlon strategy (whether
expansion or efficiency) reserved for affordable housing.

Issue Two: '
There is no Rational Basis for a Land "Vacancy Rate”

There is fairly broad agreement that some housing vacancy is always needed to avoid short-term distortions in
housing supply and prices. We agree that short term housing market demand analysis should assume a
vacancy rate factor, but Metro's vacancy rate translates into a long-term "land" vacancy rate; not a short-term
housing unit vacancy rate. The purported cure has no reasonable relation to the identified malady. We believe
retaining this factor is redundant and therefore overstates the residential urban land supply need.

The inclusion and maintenance of a vacancy rate operates as follows. A twenty-year residential "land" supply
need is expressed in acres. This figure is multiplied by a vacancy rate of four percent - a vacancy rte that
already exists in the housing supply and will exist among new unit into the future; resulting in a regional
residential land supply sufficient for twenty-years, nine-months, and twenty-nine days. The beyond-twenty-

- year land supply does absolutely nothing to increase short term housing supply. We agree that if we had set a
"forever" urban growth boundary with only a twenty year land supply we might get price distortions in year 15
and beyond; but a forever boundary is prohibited by state planning law. We must revisit the boundary every
five to seven years and provide for another twenty-year period of need. Under this scheme we will never have
less than a 13-year supply, more than enough {o avoid housing price distortions. So the original "market
factor” of the 1979 boundary and its present-day derivative "vacancy rate" have been eclipsed by changes in
state planning law in 1995 (new 20-year supply required every five years) and 2007 {urban and rural reserves).

We would support a strategy that helped avoid short-term shortages of housing; but a iong -term land vacancy
rate is not such a strategy. We recommend removing the vacancy factor.

If you have questions, please do not hesitate to contact me or Al Burns.
Best regards,

Bob

Bob Ciay, AICP, Supervising Planner
Bureau of Planning and Sustainability
- Comprehensive Planning Division

City of Portland

1900 SW 4th Avenue, Suite 7100
Portland, OR 97201

503-823-7713
503-823-7800




Home Builders Assodation
of Metropolitan Portland

HBA's positions and comments on
Metro’s Preliminary Urban Growth Report

in March, 2009, the Metro Council released the residential element of the preliminary Urban
Growth Report (UGR). The UGR, which Metro is required to update every five years by Oregon
law, analyzes the capacity of the region's current Urban Growth Boundary (UGB) to
accommodate anticipated growth over the next 20 years under various scenarios. This report
was later followed by the draft Preliminary Housing Needs and Empioyment Needs Analyses.

Metro has asked for feedback on its reports, stating that their intent is to spark discussion and
debate about the local and regional policy and investment choices that will influence the growth
management decisions anticipated for 2010,

HBA has reviewed the UGR reports and has discussed them extensively within internal poticy
review meetings and in conjunction with other organizaticns and groups. HBA was part of a
broad housing and employment coalition that commissioned Group Mackenzie to review and
provide feedback on Metro's draft Infrastructure Study, which was released in the fall of 2008. In
addition, this coailition also commissioned Johnson Reid to clarify and evaluate methodologies
used in the UGR itself. The Johnson Reid and Group Mackenzie work was intended to provide
further substantive feedback to Metro. Summary white papers are attached for both studies.

There is clearly much more work still to be done to help shape this important regional policy
discussion. This document has been submitted to outiine HBA's general position on the
assumptions made in the UGR. It asks some specific questions and it raises concerns and
makes recommendations regarding the UGR and the housing needs analysis. While our focus is
on the residential housing needs, we will provide some comment on the empioyment needs data
as well, primarily in areas where assumptions have been made that impact our region’s ability to
accommeodate for growth.

HBA’s general positions on accommodating growth successfully in our region

1} HBA supports the region’s desire to grow smart, to have vibrant urban centers and
close-in neighborhoods, and to protect and enhance the livability of our area. We need
solutions that keep our core areas economically viable and prosperous and that provide good
connections between our urban and rural resources. This should be part of a balanced
approach to handling growth needs related to housing and employment

2} HBA is not advocating for a specific amount of UGB expansion (or Urban Reserves)
nor for specific iccations. We just want to be cerfain that the expansion review process is
done based on accurate data, that it uses realistic market-based approaches, and that it
allows our industry to provide housing that meets various price, location, size and style needs
of the individuals and families in our region.

3) We can meet our region’s livability goals in ways that go beyond just focusing on
urban centers. Adding iand on one side of the region for housing, and adding land on a
completely opposite side for jobs, only worsens our transportation, sustainability and livability
impacts. We also now have growing percentages of people commuting from Portiand to the
suburbs ~ a reverse of traditional trends. Ensuring the proper connection between
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4)

residential, industrial and commercial lands can greatly help us achieve goals — and still
provide people with choices on where and how they want to live.

Underestimating or incorrectly accommodating for residential growth in the current
UGB will create greater problems for our region. People will ieapfrog to towns outside of
the Metro UGB or into Washington, creating even greater transportation, environmentat, and
fivability concerns. We can't simply think about our own tri-county area or create a one-size-
fits-all mandate that will cause people to look elsewhere to get the home price, size, lot, or
neighborhood that works best for them.

We must think about employment and job growth as a region competing against other
states and even other countries. We need to look at what areas in our region are the most
attractive to provide business sites for potential employers. Businesses look at a variety of
livability factors when determining whether or not to select a specific location, A variety of
housing options is clearly one of those livability factors. The availability of targeted workforce
housing is another. Also of tremendous importance for attracting new indusiry is a significant
number of suitable site options. An organization should have options from which to choose so
they can then select the parcel that best suits their needs. This is an attractive scenario for
new businesses or companies looking to relocate.

Our region must place a higher priority on housing affordability as well as choice.
Certain levels of density can improve affordability. However, when density reaches a certain
fipping point, much higher costs per square foot are realized. in addition, a consirained land
supply will drive up land acquisition costs. Simply addressing affordability issues by
mandating/forcing increased densities, smaller lots and smaller home sizes does not provide
the range of housing choice the region needs to be economically prosperous and meet the
needs of future homebuyers. So far, there has been little incorporation of data on how
different decisions might affect housing affordability and the ability of our region to “...allow
for flexibility of housing location, type and density.” This latter part must also be addressed
as part of the process as mandated by Statewide Planning Geoal 10, but page 57 of the
Preliminary UGR leaves out this important component when it guotes Planning Goal 10.

Specific points regarding Metro's Urban Growth Report and related studies

1.

Too much emphasis is placed on increased residential subsidies. The HBA

recommends that Metro reduce the UGR's reliance on the use of public subsidy tools.

Although the Region shouid be able to count on the use of these strategies to some degree,

we believe that the preliminary UGR has relied upon them to a fauli. We are interested in

finding out how the reduction of these subsidies will impact Metro's housing needs analysis,
and how it may make expansion area growth more desirable than it has been presented
throughout the report.

a. Appendix 3 (page 97) of the preliminary UGR discusses the report's use of residential
subsidies and assumptions that have been made with regard to their use. The greatest
of those assumptions is that public subsidy tools such as urban renewal and tax
abatement will indeed be readily available in the future, that their use will be widespread,
and that these tools will successfully generate billions of dollars for development located
primarily in centers and corridors. No consideration is given to the fact that public
support for such subsidies is waning, or to the possibility that tocal policy makers may be
unwiliing to make use of these tools, even in areas where they are currently active.

b. Within the table found in Appendix 3 {page 97) Metro has presented some supporting
data for the UGR showing the potential for an investment of approximately $3.5 billion in
public subsidy for approximately 86,000 housing units through 2030, Metro’s draft
Residential Capacity Range Assessment found on page 62 relies upon 71,100 of these
subsidized units in addition to a dramatically exaggerated refill rate of 40% in order to
demonstrate that adequate capacity is available for the projected high capacity scenario.
This public investment will benefit approximately 24% of the anticipated high demand
estimate of needed households at the tune of approximately $40,300 for each and every
one of these subsidized units.
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¢. This monumental assumption is found only in the appendices of the UGR, yet its potential
for negative impact is tremendous. What is the impact of the ioss of $3.5 billion that
would otherwise have been spent on social services, schools, fire departments and other
infrastructure needs? Are all regional partners going to be in favor of using these tools if
as shown in Appendix 3, approximately 71% or $2.5 billion in subsidy is going to be used
in the Central City over the next 15 years? If there is no public support for the use of
‘these tools, what is plan B? If growth doesn’t actually materialize in the areas that you
have targeted for investment, what then? Metro’s preliminary infrastructure analysis
certainly didn’t consider this subsidy as a cost, if it is considered, what new conclusions
can be drawn?

d. Currently, HB3056 ("Amendments to Oregon Urban Renewal Statutes”) is winding its way
through the state legislature. Assuming this becomes statute, the revised UGR will need
to determine the impact it will have on assumptions made regarding the use of Urban
Renewal funds for future subsidized development.

2. The refill rate Metro uses for “attainable high capacity” is 50% higher than historical
figures (40% versus 27%), appears to be overly reliant on increased public subsidies
(addressed above), and flies in the face of current public apposition to increasing
Zzoning capacity in current areas.

a. There are many who would argue even maintaining the current refill rate would be
extremely hard. The “low hanging fruit”, or lands more easily open to refill, are the ones
that have largely helped the Metre region achieve the current refill rate. It's likely that
most future areas will be more difficult and costly to refill.

b. Also, current neighborhood and city opposition to redevelopment and increased
densification of existing housing areas is high, yet Metro claims that rezoning lands to
mixed-use residential and adding capacity for over 18,000 is “critical for protecting the
character of existing, single-family neighborhoods.” Our industry sees just the opposite —
existing neighborhoods and communities view increased densities and redevelopment as
changing the character of their neighborhoods, furthering traffic and congestion
problems, and reducing open space around them.

c. Metro's own public survey shows that a significantly high percentage of those surveyed
(57%) rated "encouraging development where | live" as their ieast desired outcome, and
almost 60% stated that “preserving open space where | live” was their most desired
outcome. What justification is Metro relying on to assume that such a'significantly higher
reflll rate can actualiy occur?

3. The justifications for the underbuild rate are not substantiated and result in a huge
reduction in potential future housing land need. In 2002 there was a 20% reduction in
housing capacity of vacant land due to physical constraints that made 100% of zoned
capacity ~unfeasible. The current UGR reduces this to 5% based on "an assumption
synthesized from oral communication provided by MTAC members.," The 20% reduction in
2002 amounted to a 23,800 housing unit loss for capacity within the current UGB; a 5%
reduction amounts to a 2,300 unit loss. This is a big assumption and runs contrary to ORS
197.296(5) which requires that the determination of housing capacity and need “must be
based on data relating to land within the urban growth boundary that has been collected
since the last periodic review or five years, whichever is greater.” Also, what reduction in
buildable land inventory is Metro including for areas that have been targeted for expansion,
but where voters have not approved local annexations needed to carry the expansions
forward, or for the Damascus area, which Metro has stated will not be able to be fully
developed for at least twenty years.

4. The land being deducted for future parks and schools needs further examination and
justification.
a. The 1,100 acres deducted from the buildable land supply for parks is the exact same
amount used in the 2002 UGR. However, since that time, almost every city now charges
a park SDC and there are additional parks districts that also charge. Park SDC amounts
have increased dramatically during the last seven years and Metro and THP&RD both
have passed major bond measures that will result in major acreage purchases.
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b. Most importantly, based on Metro's own expected capture rate of future population
growth, planning to only acquire an additional 1,100 acres of park land would transiate
into between 1.7-2.4 acres per thousand of population—an amount far less than the park
service levels of 10-20 acres per thousand that many local government park master plans
and SDC methodologies are based within our region. Unless Metro is assuming far fewer
parks and open spaces as the region grows, its projections grossly underestimate the
amount that needs to be deducted from the buildable land supply and will add to the
shortage of land needed for housing. We would like to see a breakdown of the amounts
used by Metro to justify the same 1,100-acre amount used in 2002.

¢. Regarding schools, no additional land is projected because of the current amount of fand
(1,000 vacant acres) owned by school districts. However, has any research been done
on who owns the land and whether that will be in the locations that future growth and
schools will be needed?

5. Recent UGB expansion areas shouldn’t be used as indicators of future UGB expansion
needs. Just because most new housing has been built on land within the UGB for 30 years
doesn't negate the need for good expansion land areas. Metro's point that “94.5 percent of
all new residential development in the last ten years occurred on land that was already within
the boundary 30 years ago” is misleading and shouidn't be used to frame the discussion.

a. The major UGB expansion occurred in 2002. It was supposed to bring in land that would
be needed for the next twenty years, so it is way too early fo determine its true impact or
eventual use. These expansion lands were under appeal for three years, so that added
defays and littie to no planning progress was made during that time to get them ready for
development

b. The buik of that expansion occurred in the Damascus area. That was the worst possible
area to bring in from a deveiopment standpoint. Metro acknowledged that at the time, but
stated it had to bring in that land due to current land hierarchy rules even though it
recognized most of the land wouldn't be built on for at least 10-20 years.

¢. The 2002 expansion represented a transition to a new paradigm, both in the regional real
estate market and in the way that local governmenis fund infrastructure for new
development. Because of drastic changes within the housing market, coupled with
increased expectations for a developer's contribution to infrastructure costs, build-out of
these new areas will inevitably fake longer. It would be a mistake, however, to point to
these delays and conclude that all future UGB expansions will be the same.

d. HBA understands that Metro operates with the assumption that UGB expansion areas will

" not realize on the ground development/construction until 10 years after inclusion into the
UGB. This lag time is meant to resolve planning related and politically driven issues.
Based upon that assumption, it appears that some significant expansion areas are well
on their way as Metro had anticipated.

e. Even with the above challenges, it still appears inaccurate to term the expansion areas

- as failures. If the 28,000 acres of expansion land brought in since 1998 represents 11%
of tofal UGB area, and in ten years (or much less for the bulk of the area) if's responsible

“for 5.6% of permitted units, then it is actually performing incredibly well, especially given
the infrastructure and economic challenges we've had the last several years. Much of it
wasn't planned to be fully developed until closer to 2022.

6. Infrastructure needs and costs for urban development versus suburbanfrural
development have not been accurately researched and vary based upon the location
being examined. Metro refers to its “2008 infrastructure study” on the costs needed to
accommodate growth. That study used very limited data sets to make a case for urban
redevelopment. HBA conducted an independent analysis of Metro's infrastructure study by
Group Mackenzie (attached as a supplement to this letter) in the fall of 2008 and Metro has
since admitted to several flaws in that report. It can be very easy to use iess expensive
urban redevelopment areas and more expensive expansion areas to make a case for higher
density redevelopment only. Infrastructure costs are truly a critical component of any plan for
handling future growth. There are urban locations and potential areas for urbanization that
make logical sense for handling our future growth. We must make the right choices among
both locations, rather than choosing one over the other.
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7. The data used to support a major trend toward urban centers is narroWIy used and is
overly focused on limited housing types.

a. Metro’s stated point that “the trends are moving away from suburban style housing and
more to urban centers and close-in neighborhoods” is based on one poll conducted of
retired people. That is not a complete picture of what the public needs and wants. Even
$0, 19% of those polied chose conventional suburbs.

b. in addition, Metro's apparent intent to provide a mix of housing types is to focus
significantly more attention on multi-family housing, including rental housing (p.5 and p.10
of the preliminary housing needs analysis executive summary). While we agree multi-
family housing should be a part of the mix, this does not provide for a true mix of housing
types as needed and required for our region.

c. We also guestion the accuracy of the statement that increased rental housing is
“generally associated with healthy economic activity...and a shift in housing demand
towards more central urban locations.” We believe the region's goal, and what really
heips healthy economic activity while creating stronger neighborhoods and prosperity for
residents, is increasing the homeownership rate. What data is Metro using to show how
its policy decisions affect homeownership rates in the future?

d. Regardless of how much we can grow within urban centers and redevelopment areas, we
still need to ensure that there are a variety of options to support all kinds of family and
lifestyle choices. In addition, as previously stated, a range of housing types is needed to
attract economic development from outside of the region, in fulfilment of Metro's
obligations under statewide land use planning Goal 9.

The only way the case can be made to reach Metro’s High Supply assumption is if almost all of
their desired higher density, refill and subsidized development rates are met — a goal that has
never been realized and that faces serious economic, poliitical and public challenges. in addition,
several issues mentioned above do not appear to be accurately reflected or the assumptions put
into the Metroscope model are incorrect, which would lead to further serious probiems with the
housing needs analysis and related information. Regardiess of best intentions, trying to achieve
gverything through infill, refill and higher density development has a high likelihood of making
development harder or not feasible while increasing the cost of housing significantly, providing
fewer choices to people and negatively impacting livability in the region.

in summary, we believe the following issues should be examined and included in a revised or
final version of the UGR:

1) The 2008 draft Infrastructure Study should be revised to address the errors afready
acknowledged and to further explore the merits of issues raised in the analysis provided
by Group Mackenzie. Underestimating the true costs of development will have a huge
impact on affordability and will also dictate erroneous policy decisions that will have big
implications for the future economic prosperity and fivability of our region.

2) Evaluation and further justification needs to be provided for Metro's assumptions in the
UGR and related housing studies regarding the increased use of residential subsidies,
increased refill rates, and decreased underbuild rates. We do not believe these can be
supported at their high capacity levels, and the residential subsidy issue in particuiar will
create huge economic challenges for our region.

3) The deductions for net buildabie land need to be re-evaluated, especially as it relates to
parks. It appears as though Metro's assumptions are based on future levels far lower
than what are currently provided for within the region.

4) The UGR shows a high emphasis on more limited housing types, and does not appear to
show a balance that would be required under Oregon Statewide Planning Goal 10, which
states that we must “...allow for fiexibility of housing location, type and density.” Metro's
own statistics show increasing reliance on multi-family housing, smaller lot sizes and
smaller house sizes to achieve its goals. Its focus on centers and corridors also doesn't
take into account current employment and transportation frends and could negatively
affect job growth, fransporiation issues, housing affordability, economic prosperity and
livability in our region.
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Metro | Memo

Date: June 25, 2009

To: MPAC

From: Malu Wilkinson, Principal Regional Planner

Re: MTAC recommendations on the preliminary erhployment urban growth report

On June 24, MTAC devoted an extended session to a discussion of the preliminary employment urban growth
report (UGR) and made recommendations for the draft UGR (to be released in September). MTAC was joined by
members of the Employment Coordination Advisory Committee (ECAC}. MTAC and ECAC’'s recommendations are
summarized below. ‘

Addendum to the preliminary UGR: large ot analysis

MTAC and ECAC received Metro’s preliminary analysis of this topic at the June 24 meeting. Consequently, they
have not yet had adequate time to review the materials. Initial comments are as follows:

e It was suggested that a job forecast may not be the best means of predicting demand for large lots since
some large lot uses do not require very many employees (e.g., logistics, marine terminals), but are
important to the regional economy for other reasoné. MTAC and ETAC had no suggestion for an
alternative means of predicting demand.

e TriMet anticipates a need for a large lot in the 20-year time horizon for a bus lot.

¢ The analysis should look at need for office parks and shopping centers (groupings of smaller employers).

e Office parks and shopping centers are not a need, but a pr'eference for a particular format.

s Many large erhployers in the region now operate on multiple sites and would prefer to consolidate

operations onto one big lot.
e We should focus first on what our regional vision is and only follow past trends if they are in keeping with
~ that vision. Distinguish between needs and preferences.
e The discussion of large lot need is not a policy discussion, it is a factual discussion.
¢ _Large lots are not interchangeable. Firms have very specific focation needs. We need multiple large sites
that exceed forecasted demand to allow for choice. '

Range employment forecast

After some discussion of how DLCD and LCDC might regard the reasonableness of the range forecast {and the
point on the range that is ultimately chosen), MTAC and ECAC expressed support for maintaining the range
“forecast in the forthcoming draft UGR.




Capture rate
The capture rate is the portion of the 7-county area’s future growth that is expected to be in the Metro UGB. The

group concurred that the capture rate will depend on which policy and investment choices are made and that
MetroScope appears to offer a reasonable estimate of possible capture rates. Changes to the policy assumptions
will result in changes to the capture rate.

Linking industry sectors to building types

The UGR recognizes that each industry sector uses a variety of building types {e.g., office, retail, general industrial)
in different proportions. MTAC and ECAC expressed support for this approach, but suggested that the draft UGR
mention that this approach might underestimate needs for uses that are land extensive, but require very little
building square footage. The group also suggested that the draft UGR refer to some of the region’s econamic
clusters that are difficult to discern in the preliminary UGR’s linkage of industry sectors and building types.

Square feet per employee

The UGR assumes that demand for square feet per employee varies according to building type, market area, and
whether it is in a center. This is based on the fact that land values influence uses. MTAC and ECAC indicated that
the preliminary UGR’s assumptions regarding square feet per employee appear reasonable, but that staff check

with cities (Portland and Hillsboro in particular) on the assumptions that they use in their Economic Oppartunity
Analyses.

Distribution of jobs (demand) ‘
The preliminary UGR uses MetroScope, an integrated land use and transportation model, to forecast where jobs

may locate by the year 2030 if current policy and investment trends continue. MTAC and ECAC discussed how
infrastructure funding shortfalls may diminish job demand in certain locations. The group suggested that the draft
UGR needs to note'th'atjob demand may not always be the best measure of need for land and that demand is
often site-specific. '

Floor area ratio (FAR)}

Floor area ratio is a measurement of the relationship between building floor area and the area of the parcel. The
UGR uses both demand-and-supply-side FARs. Supply-side FARs are an interpretation of what zoning would allow,
tempered by market realities. Demand-side FARs are an estimate of the densities that are supported by the
market. The UGR recognizes that demand-side FARs vary by building type, market subarea, and 2040 design type
{center, corridor, etc). Generally, the group found the FAR assumptions to be reasonable, but pointed out an error
in an FAR table, which shows no regional center in the Outer Clackamas market subarea. Where available, cities
will provide data on observed FAR trends.

Vacant land inventory

Cities will submit any corrections to the vacant land inventory by June 30.

Refill rates
The refill rate measures the percentage of future job.growth that is expected to occur through redevelopment or
infill {rather than on vacant land}. The group ran out of time to discuss this element of the UGR.




DATE: June 16, 2009
TO:. Malu Wilkinson, Metro
FROM: Scott Drumm, Port of Portland

RE: 'Preliminary Urban Growth Report {Employment} Comments

| circufated the document internally at the Port and have compiled comments in this one document.
Additionally, a number of ECAC members are in the process of drafting a joint letter expressing concerns
about the supply of and demand for large parcels. Given the coordination involved, this letter will like
be submitted on Friday. "

We request that our questions and concerns be addressed through discussion at future ECAC meetings,
via a follow-up meeting that we had with you and other Metro staff in May, or in written form.

GENERAL COMMENTS

| appreciated having the chance to meet with Dennis Yee to gain a greater understanding of the model,
its scope, and its cutputs. While the madel’s outputs are an important tool for developing the urban
growth report, there are some impartant issues the model cannot address that are more subjective than
objective. We are striving for precision in an area where we just simply cannot be that precise. These
issues must somehow be considered in the overall analysis. The following are concerns arising from our
understanding of the Metroscope model and how it is being applied for this analysis. We do not quarrel
with the Metroscope or its resuits, but rather feel we should recognize the limitations of models (any
model) and proceed with analyses accordingly. If we are incorrect in any of our assumptions or
understanding, please correct us. ' )

¢ The size, shape, and location of a site are important factors in a company’s determination of ifs

suitability. We may have land available in the inventory, but it may not meet the needs of
* companies looking for land depending on their business models and their valuations of site
attributes and trade-offs against other factors, such as transportation costs and access to labor.

s Further, not all sites are suited to all industries. The model cannot make a valuation as to.

“whether or not a certain site will work for a given ihc!ustry. For example, land in the Port of
Portland’s Portland International Center business park adjacent to Portland International Airport
is excellent for distribution, logistics, and certain manufacturing industries, but not for high
technology. Despite the ideal proximity to air cargo fécilities, the soil type is such that vibrations
from truck and airplane traffic preclude the location of high tech production.

s Portland-Vancouver does not have the luxury of being a market in and of itself because it is
small. Most of the region’s large firms do not need to be in the region; this is true of our
burgeoning solar industry as well. If there are parcels in other west coast locations that offer
adequate or better alternatives to what is in our inventory we stand to lose out on wealth




creation for the region. The model cannot evaluate how competitive our parcels are, yet having
sites that can out-compete those in other areas is essential to sustained economic development.
¢ The model needs specific numbers as inputs in order to produce output. Unfortunately, we

often may not know or have the exact numbers needed. The projection of industrial land need
based on employment growth/decline is an example. We know that these two no longer
correlate well, but we have nothing definitive to use in its stead. We need to be flexible to
consider a range of options, using the employment-based number as a bottom end. This may
not be an entirely empirical approach, but would yield a more accurate result than relying on
something we know not to be as accurate as we desire.

= We appear to be very fearful of over supplying tand for industrial use. If that is indeed the case,
then an expianation should be included in the report regarding this downside risk. From a
market perspective the land would only develop if there was a need for it to develop and if the ;
finance industry were willing to provide the credit necessary for the development. If we |

- oversupply by a little bit now perhaps the next round of expansion will be smaller. Please help

us identify the downside of this.

The modei provides a good starting point for discussion, but should not be the sole input for
determining the region’s need for industrial land. Rather, it has given us a good basis for discussion and’
has identified the next round of questions we must address. These, however, are more likely to require
Subjective evaluation. If we continue without investigating these critical issues that the modeling resuits
have raised we risk aiming for a precise answer to a question that has inherent imprecision to it.

SPECIFIC COMMENTS

Large-lot Demand The main points will be covered in the aforementioned letter, but there are others
that the letter does not address.

* Like transportation, land use is a system. Without considering all of its components as a system it is
impossible to arrive at any conclusions. Asking us to evaluate the preliminary UGR Employment
report without including the large lots is premature. '

* Thisissue is clearly identified on the ECAC May 27 meeting agenda. We ran out of time at that

' meeting, but were assured that we would receive the results of that anaiysis within 2 weeks. That

did not occur. When | asked about it during our June 10 meeting Metro staff indicated that this was

going to MPAC. This seems like Metro’s approach is changing. Why? And why is the ECAC unable

to review the results?

Capture Rate The projection of the employment capture rate is between 73 and 75 percent for the
2010-2030 period. Table 4 shows that for the most recent 20-year period for which data is available
(1986-2006} the capture rate was 80%. While there is nothing objectionable about the satellite cities
and communities adding jobs, such a continued precipitous drop from 87% to 75% is a concern and begs
several questions the region should address.



s Will the satellite cities actually accommodate the jobs forecast 1o move into the region? Repeating
one of the general comment points above, not all sites are suitable for any given company or
industry. if there is a competing site elsewhere the region is at risking of losing income and wealth.

¢+ Aswe understand it, the model and the modeling work done for this analysis connects popufation
and employment locations through commute travel. it does not address inbound supply and
outbound product shipping for industrial locations. This relates to the site suitability issues raised
earlier. Further, should we not also do analysis on potential expansion locations versus other
locations in the 7-county metro area? For example, a distribution/logistics operation located near I-
5, 1-84, or 1-205 would result in lower truck VMT than one located in a satellite city. It would also
require less infrastructure investment and pose fewer truck-related conflicts within these

- communities. How are these trade-offs being addressed?

¢ From a more parochial perspective, the farther north of the Columbia River companies iocate, the
greater the likelihood they will use cargo services and facilities at the Port of Tacoma and the Port of
Seattle (both Sea-Tac and their marine terminals). This is exacerbated by projected future levels of
congestion on the Interstate and Glen Jackson bridges. ‘

+ What is the labor force demographic within these satellite communities? Do the skiil sets and
occupations match up with the kinds of jobs that could locate their in the future? In other.words
will we have a match between the local labor force and jobs or will it result in increased VMT as
locals continue to remain employed elsewhere and residents of the Metro UGB take jobs in the
satellite communities?

Redevelopment Opportunities We are very supportive of redevelopment projects, having recently
undertaken a large redevelopment project at the former Reynolds aluminum smelter site in Troutdale.
Our experience, however, raises a number of questions about the viability and timing of such projects.

s We have not yet seen any financial analyses as a part of this process. What are the estimated costs
for redeveloping some of the parcels identified for this purpose? Who will be funding these
projects?

e What is the timeline for turning some of the parcels into ready-to-develop sites?

e What are the assumptions regarding regulations; will they remain more or less static or become-

more stringent and how will that affect the availability of parcels identified as redevelopable?
* Navigating regulatory requirements can also pose a challenge to brownfield redevelopment.

Projecting Demand for Industrial Land As mentioned earlier in this memo, we and other members of
the ECAC are convinced that projecting the need for industrial land based on employment levels will
yield an inaccurate result. While we have wrestled with other proxies for this, we cannot identify
anything that would be sufficient. Nonetheless, we believe the projections for industrial land dermand
are low and should be adjusted upwards, even if the adjustment is not empirical. The risk to the region
is substantial. While these facilities are now using more space per employee they are also generating
much greater fiscal returns to local jurisdictions.

* Qurown experience provides an illustration of what is happening with industrial development.
FedEx Ground, which 1s maving from our industrial park on Swan Island to our new park, the re-




developed Reynolds site, is increasing its footprint without growing employment in this first phase.
Currently FedEx Ground operates in roughly 80,000 square feet of space; their new facility in
Troutdale will be nearly six times as large, some 450,000 sq uare feet, but employment will remain
flat. However due the newness of the building the investment in newer and more sophisticated
equipment it should generate greater tax revenue for the region that it contributes currently.

* The Task 1 report identifies this disconnection, showing that during the study period industrial jobs
declined in the region, but development of industrial space continued to grow. Yes, part of that was
due to “poaching” by commercial and office uses, but it also aligns with trends we are experiencing
in industrial development.

* This is an area in which we need to combine the results of economic modeling, experience, best
judgment {a subjective element, to be sure), and best available knowledge. We fear that if we do
not blend these elements together we may, despite our best intentions, constrain rather than
contain growth.

Opportunity Costs of Not Having Sufficient Parcels of the Right Size in the Right Place An issue we have
raised previously is the notion of understanding what the region has already lost in terms of jobs,
income, and fiscal contribution to local and state jurisdictions by not having the right parcels with the
right configuration in the right place.

* Many economic development and planning agencies in the region can document lost business
development opportunities due to lack of sufficient land in the Portland-Vancouver region. We, as a
region, need to understand what we have forgone and work that into our analyses. Had the land
been available for those firms to locate here our employment projection range would now be
somewhat higher since our base numbers would have been higher.

+ What quality of jobs are we losing because we currently do not have the necessary land resources?
If these are technology (including solar}, logistics, or other high paying industries then we have lost
out on wealth creation at a time when regional‘income levels lag those of our neighbors up and
down the West Coast.




CITY. OF HILLSBORO

To:  Chris Deffebach, Malu Wilkinson and Dennis Yee, Metro Staff

E-mail & Postal Delivery

From: _ Patnck Ribellia, Planning Director
Alwin Turiel, Long Range Planning Superv1sor

Date: . Junpe 22, 2009

RE ~ Comments on the Pfeliminary Draft Urban Growth Report - Employment

Thank you for -the opportumty to provide written comments for the record pertammg to the
Regional Urhan Growth Report — Employment .(“UGR-Emp”).  Our comments address four
primary areas of concern to Hillsboro: -

= Application of the “New Demand Paradigm” for determining the Region’s 20-year industrial
land need for land-intensive industrial cluster sectors in the Region;
= Recognizing and addressing the specialized land needs of existing and emerging industry
clusters! (e.g., “high tech,” green, and bio-pharma indusiries);
‘= Accommodating special Regional needs for large industrial lots demand in a timely manner;
and
* Issues and challenges with land assembly and land banking by existing industries.

The Draft UGR-Emp report states: “This analysis does not yet attempt to determine whether or not
there is adequate large lot capacity inside the current UGB” (pg. 61). Nonetheless, it finds and
declares that there is no absolute need to expand the urban growth boundary to accommodate any
type of future employment use. It also invites Metro’s “regional planning partners to_develop a
means to forecast potential demand for large lot industrial users” in tandem with Metro staff and
their consultants. We respectfully ask that the technical and analytical adjustments 1dcnt1ﬁed below
be reflected in the final UGR-Emp Report.

The New Demand Paradlgm

The Draft UGR-Emp report attempts to change fundamentally the conversation and approach
concerning how the Region plans and provides for future employment (including industrial) growth
through a “New Demand Paradigm” described in the E.D. Hovee report titled Employment Demand
Factors & Trends, March 2009 (see pages 45-54). According to the Draft UGR-Emp report “One
of the innovations of this analysis is to consider employment demand and supply in terms of the

-\ cluster is defined as “a geographic concentration of compenng, complementary or interdependent firms with
common need.s‘ for talent, technical support and infrastructure.” Source: Metro, 26-29 Technical Report, January 2004.




buildings that accommodate jobs, rather than only on the land.” (page 35). With its emphasis on
six primary building types, 18 generalized job sectors and six Metro 2040 land use design types, the
 “New Demand Paradigm” aims to allow “policy makers to discuss both the employmnt demand -
and the building form that shapes the way communities look and feel.”

The “New Demand Paradlgm uses employment land supply/demand/need metrics that are indexed
to building square feet and building type (in contrast to the more commonly ~ and historically - used
employees/acre metrics). However, neither the UGR-Emp report, or its supporting E.D. Hovee
report completes the final step in the employment land need analysis — a translation of building
form types to corresponding site size (land area) requirements to enable a calculation of total acres
needed over the next 20 years to accommodate forecasted future employment growth in the Region.

This unfinished work must be done so that the UGR-Emp report’s findings and conclusions
regarding current employment land capacity and estimates of future employment/industrial land
need can be clearly understood and sufficiently verified on the ground. Information from the
completion of this last step is essential to prove that the final UGR-Emp report has sufficient
technical data and evaluative rigor to satisfy Goal 14 rules to show the 20-year UGB land capacity
and land need can be “reasonably accommodated.”? These rules will not be satisfied by outcome-
based policy-driven discussions, alone, as the bases for findings and conclusions about UGB
industrial/employment land capacity and need over the next 20 years.

As more fully explained below, the “New Demand Paradigm’s™ employment-centric analysis falls
short in addressing the unique characteristics and needs of several important industrial subsectors of
the regional economy (e.g., distribution, warehousing, and high technology). These subsectors may
not represent land uses that are typified by square feet of building per employee. Nevertheless, they
are significant contributors to achievement of the Region’s goal of “sustained economic
competitiveness and prosperity.” Typically they stimulate additional job creation through regional
economic multiplier effects, enhance local tax bases, and provide family-wage jobs.

Unique Regional Industry Clusters

Several important and complex 1ndustry subsectors, or priority business clusters, are mentioned in
passing in the Draft URG-Employment report (distribution/warehousing, high technology, green
manufacturing, and construction). For example, the report includes data for high technology (high
tech) industries in three primary employment sectors; Manufacturing, Information and Professional
Services (see Table 5, page 35), but does not discuss the priority business cluster in any detail.

“High tech” is obscured within these NAICS categories because “high tech tends to have a higher
office component,” and thus cannot be neatly compartmentalized into a single employment sector3
Thus, the Draft UGR-Emp report approach appears to be a case of the methodology obscuring, if

2 See OAR 660-024-0040 and OAR 660-024-0050(1) and (4).

3 “Metro’s 2035 employment projections call for wholesale trade, warehousing and distributing to comprise 45% of net
new industrial sector job growth, or a pro-rated 58,000 new jobs by 2035. Data indicates that warehouse buildings
support fewer jobs per square feet than other types of industrial uses. Of the remaining industrial sector jobs projected,
high tech accounts for 45% and construction accounts for 39%; neither of these are ‘traditional’ industrial sector land
users (high tech tends to have a higher office component and construction requires more land for equipment storage
than building square feet).” E.D. Hovee, Employment Demand Factors and Trends, March 2009, Page 50. -
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not cchpsmg, analysis of a key economic > driver ~ the high tech mdustnal sectors - within the local
regional and statew1de economies.

Given the importance of the high tech cluster to the region’s economy (representing over 26,370
jobs in Washington County alone, or half of the. State’s high technology jobs), more attention is
warranted in the Draft UGR-Emp report to accurately capture future industry needs.* Similarly, the
unique characteristics and land needs of distribution facilities and metals manufacturing should be
investigated further.

A decline in the manufacturing job forecast in the manufacturing industry group does not
necessarily translate to a reduced need for land for that sector. As industries increase investment in
technology or become more efficient through improved processes, jobs may fluctuate or decrease in
a particular location, but may require a larger site and building. This does not suggest that
industries with fewer jobs at a single location are less desirable. Increased investment in capital by
industry often means more tax revenue for local jurisdictions and ultimately a more successful.
company, resulting in a larger multiplier effect for the regional economy.

Evolvmg Regional High Tech Industries

While high tech does not fit squarely within any one NAICs code or building type, it is a definable
industry cluster characterized by capital intensive development providing family wage jobs. Using a
combination of NAICS codes developed by the National Science Foundation in 2006 to identify
high tech (see Appendix 1), it is apparent the industry cluster could also easily include many
“green” industries such as Hillsboro’s emerging solar enterprises and Gresham’s wind generator
production facilities. The Portland Development Commission also considers high tech to encompass
a mix of manufacturing, software development and research. As pointed out by PDC at the 27 May
2009 ECAC meeting, under this definition, the region’s solar cluster qualifies as “high tech.”

Given the right environment, the region’s emerging green manufacturing industries could add many
more than the 3,000 additional manufacturing jobs projected by Metro for the sector through 2035.3
For example, SolarWorld anticipates a four-fold increase in jobs at their Hillsboro facility, growwg
to 1,000 workers by 2011 and over 2,000 workcrs over the next decade. :

High/Green Tech Building and Land Needs

The Focus Group feedback that was obtained as part of the E.D. Hovee study provides insight into
the needs of high tech end users (see Focus Group Research, February 2009, pages 21-35). In
addition, on June 1, 2009 the Metro Council and selected staff toured three Westside industrial
operations (SolarWorld, Genentech and Sheldon Industries). The tour and roundtable discussion
that was part of the day’s program provided a unique opportunity to better understand the
specialized manufacturing equipment, processes and operations of high/green tech companies,
including the types of building and land design features they require.

4 Johnson-Reid, City of Hillsboro Economic Opportunities Analysis, March 2009, Page 11.

5 “Manufacturing jobs are projected to account for only 4% of non-distributing industrial job growth — a total of just
3,000 jobs between 2008 and 2035. Again, it should be noted that job sectors locate in various types of commercial
space, which are only broadly classified as industrial, flex, office or retail.” E.D. Hovee, Emplcvymenr Demand Factors
and Trends, March 2009, Page 50.
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~ Points made by industry representatives during the day-long tour included' the following'

2)
3
4)
5)

6)

7

8)

9)

Industnes looking for sites have many requirements that vary by industry group, but
all consider the following;

() Land and buildings that are the amount of property they require,

) Available and developable,

(¢) Competitively priced,

(d) With infrastructure available (especially reliable electricity, gas and water),

(e) With adequate transportation for freight and people movement, and’

{e) Reasonable development costs.

A workforce that is educated, well trained and available is vitally important.

Green and high tech industries fcquirc “clean space.”™

Operating costs must allow for profitable operations (i.e., taxes, utilities, labor costs etc.)

Incentives requirements vary in importance by industry expectations.

Reasonable proximity among anchor companies and theu‘ suppliers, vendors, worker
residences, etc. can be a key site location factor.

Certainty of land development entitlements is critical. As much certainty as possible is
needed in the permit process, schedule and the planning process. Uncertainty or lack of a

- clear process are reasons to eliminate sites. This is a key reason that “just in time” urban

growth boundary amendments could be problematic if it is the only method used to allow
large site development. :

Companies looking to come to the region want to be up and running within a short period of
time (usually within six months). . For this reason, for companies like Genentech shovel
ready was the threshold issue that led to their decision to come to the region.

Retaining appropriate large sites for industrial growth is a public responsibility not the
industry that purchases and develops. They make the best plans possible for the site but
want flexibility. It is a tough balance. One way to retain sites in the available mvcntory is
to have some type of public control through option or ownership.

10) Industry clusters are not defined by distance but by general proximity in a region. They

want a business environment that will accommodate like businesses and suppliers so they _
are not isolated. Closer is often better for suppliers but not always for like businesses. An
example i1s semiconductor companies that wanted to be in the Portland area but not next to
others (LSI, Fujitsu, Wafer Tech).
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Future La‘fge’Lot and End User Demand

Contrary to discussions regarding large-lot demand, such demand is not “episodic” but, rather, is a
constant and critical part of the Region’s industrial land market. That such demand is-constant has
been relayed to Metro Councilors by OECDD, ECAC, spokespersons for large industrial users,
PDC, the broker community and national industrial site selectors.

Limited site availability and development uncertainty in the Region’s industrial land entitlement
regimen will put the Region at a severe competitive disadvantage in its ability to attract and keep
new industry firms seeking to grow or locate here. Oregon’s business recruitment experience has
been that such firms neither cannot nor will not wait for a process to expand, annex, zone (with
potential challenges) and prepare a site. “Shovel-ready site certification” is the industry standard
and was estabhshed because of that experience.

The suggested fas_t-track UGB review mechanism to meet large industrial lot demand will not
provide the site development entitlement certainty or timeliness required by industry users. Such a
“just-in-time” approach would put the region at a national (if not international) competitive
dlsadvantage, compromising Metro’s Characteristics of a Successful Region goal of mamtammg
“the region’s sustained economic competitiveness and prosperity.” To maintain the region’s
competitive edge in an ever globalizing economy, we need to ensure these industries continue to
find places to thrive in our region. '

The need to provide sufficient lands, of the right size, in the right places cannot be understated.
Considerations by large lot industrial users include those listed under item #1 in the above section.

We recommend that some industry leaders or si-tc locators be involved in MPAC subcommittee
review. Tasks referred to subcommittee should include outlining methods of ensuring large lots
brought into UGB for industrial purposes will remain dedicated to industrial uses.

Land Assembly and Land Banking Challenges

Additional explanatory detail on Metro’s assumptions regarding land assembly is needed since the
realities of the costs of assembly and land banking are not evident in the tabular data or the report
discussion of these issues. Qur experience indicates that land assembly has become increasingly
challenging as the city has urbanized. The probability of acquiring multiple parcels at a reasonable
~ price declines virtually in direct proportion to increasing land value, land division and property
owner expectations. No amount of “aspiring” will make land assembly happen if property owner
motivation is insufficient, condemnation (or the possibility of} is not involved, and the number of
separate property owners involved in the sales transactions exceeds a few. Sadly, the possibility of a
massive land assembly such as happened when the city acquired the land that Intel's Ronler Acres
was built on in the 1990’s is virtually nil in light of recent U.S. Supreme Court rulings that limit
methods of site acquisition permissible in urban renewal areas.

The Ronler Acres site was assembled by the city of Hillsboro during the 1990°s using urban
renewal as the funding source. It included assembling and vacating over 698 lots in an under
developed subdivision to create an opportunity for a mixed use employment area. Today, the
Ronler Acres Intel plant on 250 acres forms the nucleus of a thriving high tech primary business
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cluster. Without urban renewal and the possibility: of condemnation the city would have had little
chance of assembling such a large, fragmented area. Since this type of use of urban renewal
funding in tandem with- eminent domain powers is no longer lawful in Oregon, it would be
exceedingly dlfﬁcult to replicate a public land assembly success like Ronler Acres today.

We understand from Metro staff that Table 9 (p. 53) accounts for land banking by local industries.

Land banking, which industries see more as a way to create “future readiness for the next big
thing,” is a direct result of existing industries needs to create certainty for future growth in the same
location. Professional industrial site locators inform us there will continue to be demand for large
sites for targeted industry clusters. Companies are not looking for large sites to speculate on real
estate but acquire them to meet projected business growth. They don't want to grow and run out of
land. Developing new sites is disruptive, expenswe and usually inefficient. Since expansion of-
existing businesses has historically been a major component of local economic growth it makes
sense 'to recognize this mdustry preference in the analysus as a component of “committed
employment land capacity.”

Other Issues

* Reconciliation of vacant lands layer — 349 acres less between City and Metro analysis
(Metro over-estimates vacant land availability by 27%). See detailed summary tables
provided by Doug Miller.

= Integrity of FCS Group analysis of industrial land readiness (application of rating system of
Great to Poor). Based on the general description in the vacant lands memo, we cannot
determine how the ratings for a number of sites were determined.

= Table 8, pg. 50 shows theoretically buildable acres but does not accurately reflect the
findings in the FCS Group memorandum regarding large lots (50-100 acres or 100 acres and
above) throughout the region. As shown in the FCS Group “preliminary Vacant Land
Supply Findings (Attachment 2), there are virtually no sites anywhere within the existing
UGB that could accommodate a user similar to Intel or SolarWorld.

* Refill rates in Table 11 show the outer Westside has a reported refill rate of 20% for
industrial uses; Figure 26 shows overall refill potential of 50% (see also Table 12). How do
these two tables reconcile?

* Multiplier effects are not discussed in the Draft UGR-Emp Report. The opportunity for
substantial employment growth will be lost without the opportunity to site new base
industries in the region and maintain the health of existing ones.

* There is a need for a Regional Economic Development Strategy. For example, of the three
rebound sectors identified by economists for the US economy over the next two years (bio-
pharma, information services and entertainment), Hillsboro provides the region with two of
the three as established or emerging industries. Hopefully, maintaining this competitive
advantage would be part of an overall Regional Economic Development Strategy.
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We look forward to dlSCIlSSng these comments with you and prowdmg addltmnal mput to-the final
UGR as it nears completion later this year.

Smccrcly,
CITY OF HILLSBORO PLANN]NG DEPARTMENT

A, /4.

Patrick Ribellia, Esq., AICP
Planning Director

_ e
A\

Alwin Tauriel, AICP

Long Range Planning Supervisor

Attachments: 1) Defining “High Tech”
2) FCS Group, Vacant Employmenr Land Supply, appcndlces Decembcr 2008
3) Johnson-Reid, Economic Opportunities Analysis, Industrial Sector Worksheets,
March 2009
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ATTACHMENT 1 - Defining “High Tech” based on NAICS

To identify economic and industrial market trends shaping high-tech research space need, JOHNSON GARDNER uses

the National Science Foundation (NSF} definition of high-tech research and engineer‘ing.‘5 The NSF defines
industries conducting high-technology research, engineering and manufacturing based on the North American
Industrial Classification System (NAICS) for a specific set of private industries. That list can be found in the figure
on the followmg page.

There are 39 recognized “high-technology” industries in the United States that are technically subsectors: of
broader industry categories.. For example, four high-tech industries related to ordinance and accessory
manufacture are identified with six-digit NAICS codes, which reflect that they-are a subset of the broader
Manufacturing industry and its two-digit NAICS code 33.

The primary business function of the 39 industries can be characterized as follows:

*  High-Tech Manufacturing: 30 of the 3% (77%) industries primarily manufacture goods utilizing advanced
technology, depend upon development of new technology, or produce new technology as part of the
product development process. These industries likely also conduct research though only secondary to or
in support of primary manufacturing function. :

= High-Tech Services: 9 of the 39 (23%) industries primarily provide research services, engineering
services, or utilize advanced technology in providing services as a primary business function. These
industries likely also manufacture items, but only secondary to or in support of primary services function.

6 Science & Engineering Indicators 2006, National Science Foundation. The report can be found at the following URL:
http:/fwww.nsf.gov/statistics/seind06/front/about_htm
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. HIGH-TECHNOLOGY I_NDUSI‘RIES'BY NAICS CODE

NAICS' code Industry

32411 Petroleum refineries

3251 Basic chemical manufacturing

3252 Resin, synthetic rubber, and artificial and synthetic fibers and filaments mapufacturing
3253 Pesticide, fertilizer, and other agricultural chemical manufacturing

3254 Pharmaceutical and medicine manufacturing

3255 Paint, coating, and adhesive manufacturing

3256 Soap, cleaning compound, and toilet preparation manufacturing

3259 Other chemical product and preparation manufacturing

332992 Ordnance & accessories manufacturing—small arms ammunition manufacturing

332993 Ordnance & accessories manufacturing—ammunition (except small arms) manufacturing

332994 Ordnance & accessories manufacturing—small arms manufacturing

332995 Ordnance & accessories manufacturing—other ordnance and accessories manufacturing

3331 Agriculture, construction, and mining machinery manufacturing

3332 Industrial machinery manufacturing

3333 Commercial and service industry machinery manufacturing

3336 Engine, turbine, and power transmission equipment manufacturing
3339 Other general purpose machinery manufacturing

3341 Computer and peripheral equipment manufacturing

3342 Communications equipment manufacturing

3343 Audio and video equipment manufacturing

3344 Semiconductor and other electronic component manufacturing

3345 Navigational, measuring, electromedical, and control instruments manufacturing

3346 Manufacturing and reproducing magnetic and optical media

3353 Electrical equipment manufacturing )

33599 All other electrical equipment and component manufacturin

3361 Motor vehicle manuofacturing

3362 Motor vehicle body and trailer manufacturing

3363 Motor vehicle parts manufacturing

3364 Aerospace preduct and parts manufacturing

3301 Medical equipment and supplies manufactoring

5112 Software publishers

514191 On-line information services

5142 Data processing services

5413 Architectural, engineering, and related services

5415 Computer systems design and related services

5416 Management, scientific, and technical consulting services

5417 Scientific research and development services

o17 Educational support services

811212 Computer and office machine repair and maintenance

SOURCE: Sdence & Engineering Indicators 2006 , National Science Foundaticn.
! North American Industrial Classification System
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ATTACHMENT 2- Vacant Employment Land Supply, Appendwes,
' FCS Group, December 2008
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DRAFT

JoHNsSON REID

LAND Use EcOnOMICS

MEMORANDUM
DATE: June 22, 2009
To: Joint MTAC / ECAC Committee
CC: CREEC, CAR, NAIOP, PBA, CCBA, SIOR, 1CSC, Davis Wright Tremaine, & OECDD
FROM: Bill Reid, Principal
Johnson Reid, LLC
SUBJECT: Review of Metro’s May 2009 Preliminary Urban Growth Report for Employment

Land

JOHNSON REID was retained jointly by the above-listed parties (“the Consortium”) to provide a review
of Metro's May 2009 Preliminary Urban Growth Report on Employment Land (“the UGR").
Specifically, the Consortium has significant concerns about the validity of the following five
conclusions expressed on Page 1 of the UGR:

1. “There is sufficient capacity within the current urban growth boundary to meet the low end of the
regional forecasted employment demand in the 5- and 20-year time frames.”

2. “Thereis sufficient capacity to meet the high end of industrial demand...”

3. "But policy or investment changes must be made to meet the high end of the non-industrial
demand.”

4. Thereis"...a potential gap in the capacity of the existing UGB to meet unique industry needs.”

5. “The report illustrates a potential disparity between the location of certain types of land supply and
current employment location trends.”

This memorandum is intended as a summary of JOHNSON REID's review of policy and analytical
documentation in the UGR and the resulting findings that lead to these five conclusions. This is
intended as identification of issues that we recommend the Consortium raise during the current
review phase of the UGR. JOHNSON REID will provide another memorandum to the Consortium in
response to dialogue with Metro by the end of June 2009.

GENERAL METHODOLOGY COMMENTS

Metro methodology for determining demand and supply for employment land basically comprises
the following three-step process:

i Whatis Forecasted Demand? - Metropolitan area employment forecast exogenous

(independent) of regional land supply, location and quality under three growth
scenarios.

ii. = Whatis Regional Land Supply? - Assuming various policy preferences as well as
refill and floor area ratio (FAR) trends for currently known industries, the capacity of
the existing supply of land within the urban growth boundary generally regardless
of specific industry needs and locational considerations.
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iii. =~ Does the Existing Supply of Land Under Metro’s Capacity Assumptions Meet
Forecasted Demand? - Existing capacity estimated by Metro less forecasted
demand for land under each growth scenario.

In the document, Metro clearly indicates the report is meant to shape regional planning discussion
and is not meant to be a final, conclusive study of the region’s employment land need.

However, a number of fundamental issues arise in a detailed reading of the report that indicate it
quite reasonable to question not only the five critical findings summarized on the first page of this
document, but the three-step methodology utilized by Metro as well.

Following are general comments regarding the basic methodology utilized by Metro for reaching its
empioyment land need findings for the planning period through 2030.

1. A Basic Confusion of the Roles of Land Supply and Demand in Econemic Growth

Despite a well-documented employment growth forecast for the metro region, in actuality job growth
will only materialize if the location, type and quality of building and land are available as specifically
required by various industry sectors. In other words, growth capacity starts with a thorough
understanding of the nature of land supply within the UGB as determined by key industries and the
regional jurisdictions planning for economic development as required by Statewide Planning Goal 9.
For example:

= Is there sufficient industrial acreage in East Multnomah County proximate to the Port
of Portland for targeted sustainable energy industries (wind turbines, etc.} as well as
potential alternative fuels vehicle manufacturing as currently being pursued by the
Governor’s Office?

» Isthere sufficient industrial acreage suitable for photoveltaic solar manufacturing in
Washington County that is seismically stable, provides adequate water and power
capacity, and is proximate to the County’s existing high-tech workforce?

To the extent that Metro fails to understand these types of employment lands and does not provide
for the needs of specific uses, promising industries targeted by State, counties and local governments
will not materialize, leading to far greater economic stagnation in the region.

Rather, we find the first questions to reasonably be: How Much and What Types of Employment
Growth Does the Current Inventory of Land Indicate Based on the Needs of Existing and Targeted
Industries? Does This Meet Regional Needs and Goals? If Not, What Else & How Might [t Be Required?

2. The Urban Growth Report is Not Consistent with Statewide Planning Goal g — Employment Land

On page 8 of the UGR, it is made clear that the document was:

= “..completed to comply with state statutory requirements in Oregon statewide
planning goal 14."

= Further, “..While Metro is not required to comply with planning goal 9, much of the
work completed to analyze employment demand and supply can support the cities
and counties in the region that are addressing the requirements of goal 9 in their
periodic review work plans.”

Thereafter follows statutory language for both Oregon Goals 14 (“Urbanization”) and 9 (“Economic
Development”). To paraphrase for the uninitiated:

PoORTLAND METRO ECONOMIC CONSCRTIUM —URBAN GROWTH REPORT REVIEW PAGE 2
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»  Goal 14 requires planning jurisdictions to adequately answer the question of
whether urbanized development can be reasonably located within the existing UGB
and, if not, where it is best situated.

» Goal 9 requires planning jurisdictions to identify the specific economic
opportunities to be pursued and match this to the specific inventory of employment
land necessary to successfully achieve economic development goals. [Sentence
awkward: is edited version accurate?)

Based on our own experience of conducting analyses of both Goals 9 and 14 for various jurisdictions
throughout the state, JoHNSON REID is unsure how exactly a Goal 14 analysis can adequately be
conducted without well-considered, Goal 9-consistent documentation.

In other words, Metro indicates it has answered the question “Can all expected growth reasonably go
inside the existing UGB?” But we find it reasonable to question whether “expected growth” is even
fundamentally understood from an industry sector and economic development perspective as
required by planning Goal 9.

Indeed, the Urban Growth Report acknowledges Metro does not need to comply with planning Goal 9,
and Metro staff has indicated that it is not within its purview to take into account individual
jurisdictions’ Goal 9 documentation. One can appreciate the difficulty of such a jurisdiction-by-
jurisdiction undertaking. But this renders significant aspects of various City and County Goal 9
requirements meaningless and guarantees silence on the following crucial issues among others, and
an incomplete portrait of “expected growth” for Goal 14 consistency purposes:

= The nature and characteristics of existing industries with regional presence as well
as new or emerging industries targeted for public investment as determined by the
local jurisdictions themselves and their State agency partners including Oregon
Department of Land Conservation and Development (DLCD) and Oregon Economic
& Community Development Department (OECDD), among others.

= The unique land needs of industries targeted by jurisdictions, including size,
location, transportation, power, water/wastewater, geological quality, workforce
proximity, need for land capacity beyond immediate employment plans [“land
banking"), and a host of other qualities.

= Specifically, the ability of the City of Portland’s employment land capacity to
physically accommodate Metro’s projections of refill and industry location needs as
Portand’s own Goal 9 process is incomplete, but soon coming to a close.

= Specifically, the ability of western Washington County and eastern Multnomah
County to adequately pursue PV solar panel manufacturing firms, the only industry
currently being recruited with OECDD programmatic resources, as well as wind
energy manufacturers and service providers, other alternative energy initiatives,
and specifically in the case of western Washington County, bio-pharmaceuticals-
related industry.

Contrary to the Urban Growth Report’s contention, it is our opinion that Metro is subject to
conformance with Goal 9, if not the associated rules. At the very least, as with its election to conduct a
metro area-wide Goal 5 analysis of environmentally sensitive lands consistent with State
requirements, analysis of economic need and documentation of both local and regional economic
development plans as they determine land need quality consistent with State requirements would be
preferred.

3. The "New Paradigm"” Focus on Building Types Critically Mischaracterizes Industry Land Demand

The UGR adopted what it calls a “New Paradigm” to characterize employment land need and capacity
sufficiency within the current urban growth boundary. Specifically, the “New Paradigm” focuses on

PORTLAND METRO' ECONOMIC CONSORTIUM — URBAN GROWTH REPORT REVIEW PAGE3
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the built environment that accommodates employment uses, and potential trends in built retail,
office, and industrial uses. This differs with past consideration of land need where employment
density per acre by broad industry groups was the of Metro analytical emphasis. Resulting
methodology assessing employment land need for broad employment space types utilizes the
following algorithm: '

Employment Forecast X Built Space per Job / Building Floor Area Ratio = Land Demand

With a well-documented statistical employment forecast and significant past work to determine
average space usage per employed person by different broad uses, Metro focused new analytical
resources for this UGR on the issue of floor area ratios as a measure of building foot print and as a
barometer of long-term land use efficiency. Specifically, goals of increasing FARs over time as an
indicator of more efficient use of land as there is an increase in occupied space and decrease in
parking/impervious surface to serve the building’s economic function. Metro’s efforts, via its
consultant team, included a number of focus groups to discuss sector-specific FARs and built
environment trends, recent real estate and built environment trends by specific use types, and
potential direction for building efficiencies over time by use type.

While all of the above are constructive additions to understanding of land usage by regional industry,
we point out the following shortcomings of the approach in fully understanding regional employment
land need:

= Analytical efforts by Metro’s consulting team on the built environment produced
over-emphasis on various real estate trends and potential outlook issues of
measurable developed speculative space as measured by CoStar, Inc,, a commercial
real estate database. Based on our experience, CoStar is an important tool for space
and land brokerage, but its databases for office, industrial, and retail uses are not
comprehensive and overwhelmingly reflect speculative, or for-lease, space. These
spaces are predominantly smaller, more flexible buildings that can meet the needs
of a broad range of tenants (in-line retail, flex business park, etc.) with shared
parking and provide a skewed picture of built environment factors that Metro then
utilizes to inform land need over 20 years and potentially inform 50-year need as
well.

= Alternatively, Co-Star is far less complete in its information regarding owner-
occupied space characteristics because the latter is built-to-suit and not marketed
for occupancy transaction. Such uses frequently do not follow a consistent or
flexible pattern due to the unique economic function of the facility (i.e. Intel’s Ronler
Acres) and long-term investment requirements of the firm. This is also true for
larger owner-occupied commercial and office development, which may require
unique freight/merchandise transportation accommodation and security
provisions, respectively.

= The report acknowledges absence of analysis of “large industrial lot” demand issues
including characteristics, industry specifics, and land banking need among others.
Because both existing and emerging industrial clusters , which the UGR credits as
major drivers of future economic opportunity, are usually anchored by larger users
and their unique, long-term land needs, the absence of large-lot demand is of
particularl concern. This is underscored with the comment made by a focus group
participant that “For sites of 20+ acres, an increasing need to look outside the metro
region” exists (p. 22).

* The report focuses on commercial real estate space rents and occupancy, but
ignores the importance of the non-residential ]Jand market, including recent
transaction prices and their signal as to the lack of availability of a diverse array of
suitable industrial sites for specific industry needs throughout the metro region.
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& Metro Policy Assumptions and Impact Upon Findings Are Not Clearly Explained

Although a technical appendix of Metroscope model policy assumptions is provided at Metro’s UGR
website, key policy details are not clearly spelled out or explained based upon our reading. We seek
further explanation and refinement of the following:

How does infrastructure cost and reinvestment policy get modeled and affect
findings? The technical appendix states that Metroscope models the effect of policy
choices and that infrastructure costs are based on national statistics, but itis far
from clear how exactly these costs determine specific locations of future economic
growth, particularly within the existing UGB.

What infrastructure costs are assumed to be borne by the private sector and what
percent by the public?

How are different infrastructure costs modeled given different cost realities in
different areas? Washington County lands are flatter with significant, existing
infrastructure suitable for high-tech industry adjacent and efficiently extended only
in part by the public. Does the recent transportation bill that funds widening of
Highway 26 to 185", expansion of interchange capacity at Shute Road and Glencoe
Road, and significant additional resources for arterial and other expansion within
Washington County change infrastructure policy assumptions? Study findings? The
Dundee Bypass given Yambhill County inclusion in the Metroscope model? Study
findings?

Do national statistics accurately reflect the cost of retrofitting existing infrastructure
in core urban areas for dramatic increases in commercial retail and office
(re)development intensity predicted by the model?

How exactly does assumed residential unit subsidy schedule, as expressed in the
Second Appendix of the UGR, shape future commercial retail geographic allocation?
If infrastructure policy assumptions are sensitive to cost considerations, is it
reasonable to assume nearly 90,000 residential units within the current UGB will
individually receive up to $50,000 in direct subsidy, presumably via numerous
urban renewal districts throughout the metro region.

The appendix notes that officials of Metro member counties and the City of Portiand
reviewed the information, but were the urban renewal districts, frequently even
independent of City Council bodies, consulted? Which urban renewal districts would
require voter approval for what would most likely amount to significant plan
amendments for these subsidy schedules? Is Metro aware ORS 457 will likely be
amended to reduce loss in incremental revenues to affected service providers, thus
reducing urban renewal maximum indebtedness over the long term? How does all of
this factor into the analysis of commercial retail demand and geographic location
over the planning period?

The appendix notes that candidate urban growth expansion areas modeled largely
do not include candidate industrial areas identified by economic stakeholders and
western Washington County jurisdictions as most suitable for regional cluster
growth, and buildable, cost-effective quality. How does modeling their exclusion
differ from results if modeling their consideration for inclusion?

SPECIFIC METHODOLOGY AND FINDINGS COMMENTS

Given the above comments about broad methodological and policy issues that shape the UGR, this
section of the document provides a list of questions about specific methodology and policy
assumptions that we recommend the Consortium pursue given their economic interests.
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Page 28 - SolarWorld in Hillsboro has indicated a commitment to hire 2,000 employees, many before
2015. The Low forecast for the entire metro area indicates 2,700 manufacturing jobs in five years
then aloss of 300 to 2,400 new jobs in 20 years. The SolarWorld figure does not include
manufacturing ripple effects, or any other manufacturing firms in the seven-county area. In light of
the discrepancy, should the employment forecast take into account documented, near-term
employment commitments from employers, including emerging clusters?

Page 28 - Manufacturing jobs, in the Employment Report, include Computer Electronics (growth
projected) and non-Computer Electronics (decline projected). Since solar panel manufacturing is not
computer electronics, but is categorized in the silicon-based microprocessor NAICS category, where
is the emerging Solar Cluster accounted for in the forecast scenarios? If western Washington County
has not considered for reasons of policy assumptions, where will this employment go?

Page 29, Figure 3 - As the chart clearly verifies, significant employment growth, greatly driven by
high-tech in Washington County and Multnomah County, occurred between 1984 and 2000. It must
also be noted, however, that industrial land availability during the 1980s and 1990s was significantly
greater, more diverse, and less expensive than presently. Is it reasonable to assume these key
industries can, much less will expand in the region given far less inventory selection for firms that
need to plan for rapid expansion with site diversity and flexibility need? :

Pp. 33-34 - Estimates of Metro area UGB capture of 7-county employment growth indicate declining
share over the past several years and a fixed, 2006 level for future projections. Doesn’t a declining
capture signal the lack of suitable employment iand within the Metro UGB and the increasing
movement of that demand to Clark County in particular? Is this a trend Metro should continue to
plan, or should workforce and industry use of freeway infrastructure be rethought and reduced?

Pape 35 - We would note that all building types in Table 5, based on Metro consultant team work and
extensive use of CoStar for built environment trends, are speculative space terms and reflect their
skewed supply characteristics compared to owner-occupied and end users, with the exception of
Institution use. For example, what categorization would Ronler Acres get? General Industrial? Office?

Page 37+ - In the Economic Trends report conducted by the Metro consulting team, it was reported
that the Central & Inner Metro area Subrings lost roughly 25,000 industrial jobs between 2000 and
2006 (Appendix 1, Figure 6). Alternatively, the Quter Ring Subareas (Appendix 1, Figure 7) reported
gaining roughly 15,000 jobs during the same period. Starting on Page 37 of the UGR, however, it is
found that the Portland metro region will undergo a rather dramatic reversal regarding where
industrial jobs can be expected to locate through 2015 and 2030. Despite losing the second-largest
number of industrial jobs over the past six years, Inner north and northeast are expected to see over
3 million square feet in industrial space demand through 2015, the second highest total barely
behind Quter Westside (Figure 10). Central is expected to see roughly 750,000 square feet of
industrial demand through 2015 despite dramatic losses over the previous six years, signaling
dramatic changes in industrial sectors and need in the central city area. Through 2030, the reversal is
even more dramatic, with Inner North and northeast leading the metro region in industrial
employment demand for space (13 million square feet) followed more distantly by Outer Westside at
below 10 million square feet of demand. Land inventories, fiscal tools, emerging industries, etc. will
not be dramatically different through 2015 than they have been in the last few years. How exactly
does Metro explain this rather remarkable, if not improbable, change from trend? Has the City of
Portland verified that type of capacity or consistency with their comprehensive planning efforts? We
would ask similar questions for other jurisdictions.

Page 37+ - A similar reversal in non-industrial space demand from E.D. Hovee's findings has been

allocated to Central and Inner Rings compared to Outer Ring subareas with similarly lacking
explanation for economic rationale for the dramatic change from trend. An explanation is warranted.
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Page 43+ - Development trends information greatly relies on CoStar data, which as earlier expressed
provides much greater detail and information for speculative space to serve the needs of commercial
real estate brokerage services. This information is not at all clear how owner-occupied, end user data
is accounted for at all and, therefore, how these findings may skew analysis of future land need
accordingly.

Pp. 45-46 - Discussion of FARs is provided and compared for descriptive purposes and a comparison
of FAR trend findings by the Metro consultant team is given. Although this information is useful in
general description, it falls short of identifying the range of FARs by employment use in affecting
demand. Greater FAR discussion is given later in the report, but only in support of estimating
potential capacity of supply, not characteristics of demand.

Pp. 45-46 - There is no discussion about the translation of FARs into land demand via the size of the
user or tenant in determining building size and resulting relationship to land demand. This crucial
link, in terms of demand for parcel size in relationship to building space by firm /user/tenant(s) size
is a critical omission as ultimately the supply of land available can only reasonably support demand if
all user sizes are accounted. Figure 20 on p. 45 unintentionally illustrates this critical flaw -
illustration of FARs varies greatly, but in each example the size of the land parcel is the same.
Obviously, parcel size need varies by industry type and user just as FARs do.

SPECIFIC METHODOLOGY AND FINDINGS COMMENTS - SUPPLY

Although it is clear much time and effort has been put into identifying the total inventory of buildable
employment land within the current Urban Growth Boundary, the analysis of existing supply capacity
has critical flaws that in our opinion require significant additional analysis and explanation.

Specifically, the buildable land supply analysis makes no effort to discuss the size of existing,
buildable parcels other than to classify sites “buildable” if, among other things, they are greater than
one (1) acre in size. A review by Johnson Reid of all employment parcels included in the published
inventory, regardless of parcel ratings as established by Metro, indicates the following:

o Gross Acreage
i. Median Size - 2.2 acres
ii. Mean Size - 4.9 acres
iii. Modal Size (most common) - 1.05 acres
o Net Buildable Acreage
i. Median Size - 1.8 acres
ii. Mean Size —4.0 acres
iii. Modal Size - 0.9 acres
In other words, the vast majority of the employment land inventory - regardiess of quality rating - as
published is predominantly very small and unsuitable for the vast majority of employment land
development types regardless of potential FAR realized on site. In fact, the most common net

buildable individual parcel acreage was less than one acre (0.9), throwing the entire grading system
of “at least one acre” into question.

Despite the details of FARs and potential refill/infill rates, the critical absence of discussion of parcel
sizes and their suitability to accommodate the nature of future growth needs to be remedied.
Without such a discussion, it is our own view that the Urban Growth Report fails to address whether
or not future employment land demand and need can be met “reasonably” within the existing urban
growth boundary.
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Finally, we would further note that members of the Consortium have expressed strong concern at the
assumed refill rates, as well as some of the Inner Ring FARs utilized for long-term projection
purposes. Dennis Yee has graciously worked with Consortium members to seek common ground and
refine his analysis if necessary. We therefore note that neither Johnson Reid, nor the Consortium
members, have seen revised analysis reflecting recommended changes to model assumptions.
Additional input and feedback, as well as alternative Metroscope scenario modeling has been
requested by the Consortium, and is in our opinion appropriate given the nature of identified issues
and concerns expressed in this memorandum.

PORTLAND METRC ECONOMIC CONSORTIUM — URBAN GROWTH REPORT REVIEW PAGE S8




June 22, 2009

Malu Wilkinson, Principa! Regional Planner
Metro

600 NE Grand Avenue

Portland, Oregon 97232

Dear Ms. Wilkinson:

We appreciate the opportunity to comment on the Preliminary Urban Growth Report for
Employment land and recognize the effort expended by staff and consultants on this foundation
report for the future Urban Growth Boundary decision. While a number of the undersigned '
agencies, organizations and jurisdictions have their own individual comments to make on the
details and findings of the report, we collectively agree that a fundamental component of the
report is lacking. Specifically, the report does not adequately address the need for large lot
industrial sites, a critical element of for our region’s industrial land supply.

in particular, please consider the following:

s The need for large lots is not episodic as described in the repert. Technical advisory
committee members, the broker community and economic development strategies suggest
that large lot demand is a constant and critical part of cur region’s industrial land market.

* The mechanism suggested for fast track boundary expansions for large lots does not provide
certainty or timeliness for a potential user. This will create a competitive disadvantage for the
regicn as firms seek to grow or locate here and neither cannot nor will not wait for a process
to expand, annex, zone, (with potential challenges) and prepare a site. Shovel-ready site
certification is the industry standard.

o Large lots must also be the right land in the right place and availabie for uses that support
existing industry and business clusters. Other impertant factors include parcel shape, access
to transportation, and slope and other physical censtraints, which vary depending on the
specific industry sector.

.« Employment growth is not a suitable method of predicting the demand for large lots,
particularly in manufacturing and distribution/logistics industries. A decline in the
manufacturing job forecast does not necessarily translate to a reduced need for {and for that
sector. As industries increase investment in technology or become more efficient through
improved processes, jobs may fluctuate or decrease in a particular location, but may require a
larger site-and building. This does not suggest that industries with fewer jobs at a single
location are less desirable. increased investment in capitat by industry often means more tax
revenue for local jurisdictions and uitimately a more successful company, resulting in a larger
multiplier effect for the regional economy.



Malu Witkinson
June 22, 2009
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We request that you consider these factors in addressing large lot industrial demand and we look
forward to further discussion of this topic at hoth MTAC and ECAC. In addition, we are eager to
help inform the MPAC subcommittee formed to tackle this issue.

Sincerely, :

Tom Bouillion
MTAC representative for Port of Portiand

Scott Drumm
ECAC representative for Port of Portland

CAS S tly
Pat Ribellia
MTAC representative for City of Hillshoro

=4 T3 T

Alwin Turiel
ECAC representative for City of Hillsboro

Renate Mengelberg
MTAC representative for Regional Economic
Development Partners of Clackamas County

Ron Papsdorf
City of Gresham

ord

Richard Meyer
MTAC representative for City of Cornelius

Gleds Factd.

Rich Faith
MTAC representative for City of Troutdale

O Boect

Lynne Boussi
ECAC representative for Portland Development
Commission

i

Jon Holan
MTAC representative for City of Forest G rove




To: MTAC

From: Chris Deffebach, Planning and Devel opment Department
Subject: Centers and Corridors change designation process
Date: June 23, 2009

After nearly fifteen years of experience with the Growth Concept map, several jurisdictions have
expressed interest in changing their center or corridor designation. Thisinterest includes changing from
Main Street to Town Center and Town Center to Regional Center as well as potentially shifting the
location or number of centers and corridors. This memo clarifies the process for making these changes
and identifies questions for MTAC consideration and discussion at the next meeting.

Metro can make these changes by revising the Growth Concept Map by ordinance and using existing
Framework Plan policies to guide the decision. Thiswas done to change Milwaukie from a Regional to a
Town Center in the 1990s. While the Framework Plan does not set specific criteria, policiesrefer in
general to centers and corridors and could be used to establish findings for changes. Attached are
excerpts from the summary of the 2040 Growth Concept in the Regiona Framework Plan, policies of the
Regional Framework Plan, requirements and recommendations in the Urban Growth Management
Functional Plan and requirementsin the Regiona Transportation Functional Plan that Council may
consider in making changes to the Growth Concept map.

The second attachment identifies a summary of considerations from Regional Framework Plan Policy and
guidance for Centers amendments. Thielist does not limit Metro to considering additional policies and,
in fact, the discussion in 2009 may help define potential changes to center and corridor policiesin 2010.

As part of Making the Greatest Place, several new concepts about centers and corridors have emerged.
These include the Activity Spectrum concept as away to consider the type of center that fits local
aspirations and an investment strategy that links regional investments such as high capacity transit with
local commitments for land use, transportation and financia incentives. Other changes to the Framework
Plan policiesto reflect updated expectations for centers and corridors could be considered.

Metro Council has indicated support for moving forward with consideration of changes to centers and
corridors on the Growth Concept Map in response to interest by local jurisdictions. Such changes can
support local aspirations and identify potential opportunities for increased capacities. Changesto the



Growth Concept map could be considered as part of the 2010 Ordinance that addresses other Framework
or Functional Plan changes needed to support Making the Greatest Place. Local jurisdictionswho are
interested in requesting a change to a center or corridor on the Growth Concept map can contact Chris
Deffebach 503 797-1921 or deffebachc@oregonmetro.gov for more information.

Staff areinterested in MTACs thought on applying and potentially clarifying or modifying policies on
centers and corridors for the purpose of raising topics that should be considered over the next year or
longer. Questionsfor MTAC discussion include:

What are some of the questions you have after reading existing policy and direction on centers and
corridors. For example:

e How to define compact development? Centers are intended as afocus for compact
development. Isit based on persons per acre, mixed use zoning, or other?

e Can there be too many regional or town centers? The Growth Concept narrative calsfor a
relatively small number of regional centers because of limited market to support redevel opment
and limited transportation funding to support the high quality transit and roadway improvements
needed.

What changes to existing policies would help clarify the designation process for Council
consideration as part of Making the Greatest Place?

e Should the Growth Concept narrative be updated? The narrative describes Regional Centers as
serving 100,000s of people while Town Centers serve 10,000s of people. Corridors are described as
having higher intensity development along arterial roads. Changes could reflect new concepts such as
the Activity Spectrum, investment commitments and parks, trails, and civic spaces and include a
description for Neighborhood Centers.

e Should the Framework Plan add more explicit center and corridor policies? New policies could
re-enforce the Growth Concept narrative for centers and corridors and guide Metro investment
actions.

¢ Should the Functional Plan clarify or add recommendations for centers and corridors. These
changes could revise the recommended density targets for centers and corridorsin Title 1 or replace
them with reference to levels of activity in the Activity Spectrum. New requirements could also link
land use commitments with regional investments, such asHCT. Should there be additional
expectations for zoning code changes, mixed use zoning and other financial incentives for a center or
corridor. The latest MTIP criteriafor example, use these to demonstrate readiness of the community
to leverage these investments. The HCT and RTP priorities support asimilar investment strategy.

e Should the Growth Concept map be regulatory? The Growth Concept Map isincluded in the
Framework Plan as anillustration of policy and was adopted by ordinance along with the Growth
Concept. Itslegal status has not been as clear asitsrolein defining policy direction. If the map
isincluded in the Functional Plan, it would legally establish boundaries of centers and corridors
for use in monitoring performance, applying incentives and targeting investments over time.
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Considerations from Regional Framework Plan Policy and Guidance for Centers Amendments

The following considerations can be derived from the Regional Framework Plan (Growth Concept;
policies; functional plans) to serve as factors to be weighed when changes to Centers are contemplated:

1. Can the area play the roles expected of Centers in the 2040 Growth Concept?

4

e Regional Centers: “...serve large market areas outside the central city, connected to it by high-
capacity transit and highways and are accessible by hundreds of thousands of people.”

e Town Center : “...local shopping and employment opportunities within a local market area and
accessible to tens of thousands of people.”

2. Does the area have, or have zoned capacity for, the uses and intensity of uses that will enable
the area to play the roles expected of Centers: e.g., enough “rooftops” to support retail and
other services for “tens of thousands” (Town Center) or “hundreds of thousands (Regional
Center)?

3. s the area served by transit (Town Center) or high-capacity transit (Regional Center), or are
there projects in the federal RTP and local TSP to establish that level of transit?

4. Does the area have, or have zoned capacity for, enough employment to be “balanced” with
housing?

5. Does the area have, or have plans and funding for, a dense network of arterials and collectors
(Regional Center) or a network of streets to make the Center walkable and services accessible
(Town Center)?

6. Does the local government have a strategy for the Center, including the following elements?

e Proposed investments to improve the role of the Center with funding sources identified

e Parking management plan

7. Does the area provide, or have zoned capacity and other investment tools to provide, a mix of
housing types to provide housing choices.



EXISTING POLICY AND DIRECTION ON CENTERSAND CORRIDORS
May 5, 2009

The 2040 Growth Concept calls for accommodation of most population and employment growth in
Centers and Corridors. The 2040 Growth Concept Map shows the approximate locations of a Central
City, seven Regional Centers and 30 Town Centers. The Map also shows Corridors along 400 miles of
the region’s arterials. Following a functional plan requirement (Title 1), cities and counties have
designated the Centers and Corridors in their jurisdictions, deriving specific boundaries from the general
locations depicted on the Growth Concept Map.

Some cities have told Metro, as part of their aspirations for the future, they would like to make changes to
Centers in their jurisdictions to:

Change the boundaries of a Center

Move a Center from one location to another

Change the Center category (from Town Center to Regional Center, e.g.) or
Eliminate a Center

There are several sources of policy and guidance that help evaluate the proposed changes to Centers, each
set forth verbatim in the following pages:

o The Summary of the 2040 Growth Concept in the Regional Framework Plan
o Policies of the Regional Framework Plan
o Requirements and Recommendations in the Urban Growth Management Functional Plan
. Requirements in the Regional Transportation Functional Plan
1. The Summary of the 2040 Growth Concept in the Regional Framework Plan
“Centers

Mixed-use urban centers inside the UGB are one key to the Growth Concept. Creating higher density
centers of employment and housing and transit service with compact development, retail, cultural and
recreational activities in a walkable environment is intended to provide efficient access to goods and
services, enhance multi-modal transportation and create vital, attractive neighborhoods and communities.
The Growth Concept uses interrelated types of centers:

. The central city is the largest market area, the region’s employment and cultural hub and
accessible to millions of people.

° Regional centers serve large market areas outside the central city, connected to it by high-
capacity transit and highways and are accessible by hundreds of thousands of people.

. Connected to each regional center, by road and transit, are smaller town centers with

local shopping and employment opportunities within a local market area and accessible to
tens of thousands of people.

Page 1- Existing Policy And Direction On Centers And Corridors
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Planning for all of these centers will seek a balance between jobs, housing and unique blends of urban
amenities so that more transportation trips are likely to remain local and become more multi-modal.

Creating higher density centers of employment and housing provides many advantages to communities.
These centers provide citizens with access to a variety of goods and services in a relatively small
geographic area, creating an intense business climate. Having centers also makes sense from a
transportation perspective, since most centers have an accessibility level that is conducive to transit,
bicycling and walking. Centers also act as social gathering places and community centers, where people
would find the cultural and recreational activities and “small-town atmosphere” they cherish.

The major benefits of centers in the marketplace are accessibility and the ability to concentrate goods and
services in a relatively small area. The problem in developing centers, however, is that most of the
existing centers are already developed and any increase in the density must be made through redeveloping
existing land and buildings. Emphasizing redevelopment in centers over development of new areas of
undeveloped land is a key strategy in the Growth Concept.

“The Central City

Downtown Portland serves as the major regional center and functions well as an employment and cultural
hub for the metropolitan area. It provides accessibility to the many businesses that require access to a
large market area and also serves as the location for cultural and social functions that draw the region
together. It is the center for local, regional, state and federal governments, financial institutions,
commerce, the center for arts and culture, and for visitors to the region. In addition, downtown Portland
has a high percentage of travel other than by car - three times higher than the next most successful area.
Jobs and housing are readily available there, without the need for a car. Maintaining and improving upon
the strengths of the regional downtown shall remain a high priority.

Improvements to the transit system network, development of a multi-modal street system and
maintenance of regional through routes (the highway system) would provide additional mobility to and
from the city center.

“Regional Centers

There are seven regional centers, serving four market areas (outside of the central city market area).
Hillsboro serves the western portion of the region and Gresham the eastern. Gateway serves most of the
Portland area outside the central city as a regional center. Downtown Beaverton and Washington Square
serve the east Washington County area, and downtown Oregon City, Clackamas Town Center together
serve Clackamas County and portions of outer southeast Portland.

These regional centers are the focus of compact development, redevelopment and high-quality transit
service, multi-modal street networks and act as major nodes along regional through-routes.

Transit improvements will include light-rail connecting all regional centers to the central city. A dense
network of multi-modal arterial and collector streets tie regional centers to surrounding neighborhoods
and other centers. Regional through-routes are designed to connect regional centers and ensure that these
centers are attractive places to conduct business. The relatively small number of centers reflects not only
the limited market for new development at this density but also the limited transportation funding for the
high-quality transit and roadway improvements envisioned in these areas.
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“Town Centers

Smaller than regional centers and serving populations of tens of thousands of people, town centers are the
third type of center with compact development and transit service.

Town centers provide local shopping, employment and cultural and recreational opportunities within a
local market area. They are designed to provide local retail and services, at a minimum and vary greatly
in character. Some will become traditional town centers, such as Lake Oswego, and Forest Grove, while
others will change from an auto-oriented development into a more complete community, such as
Hillsdale. Many also have regional specialties, such as office centers envisioned for the Cedar Mill town
center. Several new town centers are designated, such as in Happy Valley and Damascus, to
accommodate the retail and service needs of a growing population while reducing auto travel.

“Main Streets and Neighborhood Centers

During the early decades of this century, main streets served by transit and characterized by a strong
business and civic community were a major land-use pattern throughout the region. Examples remain in
Hillsboro, Milwaukie, Oregon City and Gresham as well as the Westmoreland neighborhood and
Hawthorne Boulevard. Today, these areas are undergoing a revival and provide an efficient and effective
land-use and transportation alternative.

Main streets typically serve neighborhoods and may develop a regional specialization - such as antiques,
fine dining, entertainment or specialty clothing - that draws people from other parts of the region.

“Station Communities
Station communities are nodes of development centered around a light-rail or high-capacity transit station
that feature a high-quality pedestrian environment. They provide for the highest density outside centers.

Station communities encompass an area approximately one-half mile from a station stop.”

2. Palicies of the Regional Framework Plan

“1.1 Urban Form

It is the policy of the Metro Council to:
Balance the region’s growth by:

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

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

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

d. Targeting public investments to reinforce a compact urban form.”

“1.3 Housing Choice
It is the policy of the Metro Council to:

1.3.1 Provide housing choices in the region, including single-family, multi-family, ownership and
rental housing, and housing offered by the private, public and nonprofit sectors.
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1.3.2 As part of the effort to provide housing choices, encourage local governments to ensure that their
land use regulations:

a. Allow a diverse range of housing types;
b. Make housing choices available to households of all income levels; and
C. Allow affordable housing, particularly in Centers and Corridors and other areas well-

served with public services.”
“1.10 Urban Design
It is the policy of the Metro Council to:

1.10.1 Support the identity and functioning of communities in the region through:

a. Recognizing and protecting critical open space features in the region;

b. Developing public policies that encourage diversity and excellence in the design and
development of settlement patters, landscapes and structures;

C. Ensuring that incentives and regulations guiding the development and redevelopment of

the urban area promote a settlement pattern that:

Q) Links any public incentives to a commensurate public benefit received or
expected and evidence of private need,;
(i) Is pedestrian ‘friendly’, encourages transit use and reduces auto dependence;

(iii)  Provides access to neighborhood and community parks, trails and walkways, and
other recreation and cultural areas and public facilities;

(iv) Reinforces nodal, mixed-use, neighborhood-oriented design;

(V) Includes concentrated, high-density mixed-use urban centers developed in
relation to the region’s transit system;

(vi) Is responsive to needs for privacy, community, sense of place and personal safety
in an urban setting;

(vii)  Facilitates the development and preservation of affordable mixed-income
neighborhoods;

(viii)  Avoids and minimizes conflicts between urbanization and the protection of
regionally significant fish and wildlife habitat.”

“1.15 Centers

It is the policy of the Metro Council to:

1.15.1 Recognize that the success of the 2040 Growth Concept depends upon the maintenance and
enhancement of the Central City, Regional and Town Centers, Station Communities and Main
Streets as the principal centers of urban life in the region. Each Center has its own character and
is at a different stage of development. Hence, each needs its own strategy for success.

1.15.2 Develop a regional strategy for enhancement of Centers, Station Communities and Main Streets
in the region:

a. Recognizing the critical connection between transportation and these design types, and
integrate policy direction from the Regional Transportation Plan.
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b. Placing a high priority on investments in Centers by Metro and efforts by Metro to secure
complementary investments by others.

C. Including measures to encourage the siting of government offices and appropriate
facilities in Centers and Station Communities.

1.15.3 Work with local governments, community leaders and state and federal agencies to develop an
investment program that recognizes the stage of each Center’s development, the readiness of each
Center’s leadership, and opportunities to combine resources to enhance results. To assist, Metro
will maintain a database of investment and incentive tools and opportunities that may be
appropriate for individual Centers.”

1.15.4 Assist local governments and seek assistance from the state in the development and
implementation of strategies for each of the Centers on the 2040 Growth Concept Map. The
strategy for each Center will be tailored to the needs of the Center and include an appropriate mix
of investments, incentives, removal of barriers and guidelines aimed to encourage the kinds of
development that will add vitality to Centers and improve their functions as the hearts of their
communities.

1.15.5 Determine whether strategies for Centers are succeeding. Metro will measure the success of
Centers and report results to the region and the state. Metro will work with its partners to revise
strategies over time to improve their results.”

“2.14.1 Plan for a regional motor vehicle system of arterials and collectors that connect the central city,
regional centers, industrial areas and intermodal facilities, and other regional destinations, and
provide mobility within and through the region.”

“2.27.1 Use transportation system management techniques to optimize performance of the region’s
transportation systems. Mobility will be emphasized on corridor segments between 2040 Growth
Concept primary land-use components. Access and livability will be emphasized within such
designations. Selection of appropriate transportation system techniques will be according to the
functional classification of corridor segments.”

“2.29.1 Manage and optimize the efficient use of public and commercial parking in the central city,
regional centers, town centers, main streets and employment centers to support the 2040 Growth
Concept and related RTP policies and objectives.”

3. Requirements and Recommendationsin the Urban Growth M anagement Functional Plan

Title 1 (Requirements for Housing and Employment Accommodation):

“3.07.170 Design Type Density Recommendations

A For the area of each of the 2040 Growth Concept design types, the following average densities for
housing and employment are recommended to cities and counties:

Central City - 250 persons per acre
Regional Centers - 60 persons per acre
Station Communities - 45 persons per acre
Town Centers - 40 persons per acre

Main Streets - 39 persons per acre
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Corridor - 25 persons per acre

Employment Areas - 20 persons per acre

Industrial Areas - 9 employees per acre

Regionally Significant Industrial Area — 9 employees per acre
Inner Neighborhoods - 14 persons per acre

Outer Neighborhoods - 13 persons per acre.”

Title 6 (Central City, Regional Centers, Town Centersand Station Communities):

“3.07.610 Purpose and I ntent

The success of the 2040 Growth Concept depends upon the maintenance and enhancement of the Central
City, Regional and Town Centers and Station Communities as the principal centers of urban life in the
region. Title 6 intends to enhance Centers by encouraging development in these Centers that will
improve the critical roles they play in the region and by discouraging development outside Centers that
will detract from those roles. As used in this title, the term "Centers" includes the Central City, Regional
and Town Centers and Station Communities.

3.07.620 Local Strategy to Improve Centers
A. Each city and county with a Center shown on the 2040 Growth Concept map shall, on a schedule

established jointly with Metro but not later than December 31, 2007, develop a strategy to
enhance Centers within its jurisdiction. The strategy shall include at least the following elements:

1. An analysis of physical and regulatory barriers to development and a program of actions
to eliminate or reduce them.

2. An accelerated review process for preferred types of development.

3. An analysis of incentives to encourage development and a program to adopt incentives
that are available and appropriate for each Center.

4, A schedule for implementation of Title 4 of the Urban Growth Management Functional
Plan.

5. An analysis of the need to identify one or more Neighborhood Centers within or in close

proximity to Inner and Outer Neighborhoods to serve as a convenient location of
neighborhood commercial services, as authorized by Title 12, Section 3.07.1230 of the
Urban Growth Management Functional Plan.

6. A work plan, including a schedule, to carry out the strategy.

3.07.630 Special Transportation Areas

Any city or county that has adopted a strategy for a Center pursuant to Section 3.07.620 and measures to
discourage commercial retail use along state highways outside Center and Neighborhood Centers shall be
eligible for designation of a Center by the Oregon Transportation Commission as a Special Transportation
Area under Policy 1B of the 1999 Oregon Highway Plan.

3.07.640 Government Offices

A. Cities and counties shall encourage the siting of government offices in Centers by taking action
pursuant to Section 3.07.620 to eliminate or reduce unnecessary physical and regulatory barriers
to development and expansion of such offices in Centers.
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“6.4.5

“6.4.6

“6.4.7

Page 7 -

Cities and counties shall discourage the siting of government offices outside Centers, Main
Streets and Corridors by requiring a demonstration by the applicant government agency that sites
within these designations cannot reasonably accommodate the proposed offices due to
characteristics of the offices other than parking for employees.

For purposes of this section, “government offices” means administrative offices and those offices
open to and serving the general public, such as libraries, city halls and courts. The term
“government offices” does not include other government facilities, such as fire stations, sewage
treatment plants or equipment storage yards.”

Requirementsin the Regional Transportation Functional Plan

Design Standards for Street Connectivity

* X *

2. In addition to preparing the above conceptual street plan map, cities and counties shall
require new residential or mixed-use development involving construction of new street(s)
to provide a site plan that reflects the following:

Centers, main streets and station communities:

Where full street connections over water features identified in Title 3 of the UGMFP cannot be
constructed in centers, main streets and station communities (including direct connections from
adjacent neighborhoods), or spacing of full street crossings exceeds 1,200 feet, provide bicycle
and pedestrian crossings at an average spacing of 530 feet, unless exceptional habitat quality or
length of crossing prevents a connection.”

Alternative Mode Analysis

Each jurisdiction shall establish an alternative mode share target (defined as non-single
occupancy vehicle person-trips as a percentage of all person-trips for all modes of transportation)
in local TSPs for trips into, out of and within all 2040 Growth Concept land-use design types
within its boundaries. The alternative mode share target shall be no less than the regional modal
targets for these 2040 Growth Concept land-use design types to be established in Table 1.3
[includes Centers] in Chapter 1 of this plan.”

Motor Vehicle Congestion Analysis

Policy 13.0 and Table 1.2 of this plan establish motor vehicle level-of-service policy for regional
facilities. These standards shall be incorporated into local comprehensive plans and
implementing ordinances to replace current methods of determining motor vehicle congestion on
regional facilities. Jurisdictions may adopt alternative standards that do not exceed the minimum
LOS established in Table 1.2. However, the alternative standard must not:

Increase SOV travel to a measurable degree that affects local consistency with the modal
targets contained in Table 1.3 [includes Centers].”
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