For Your Eyes Only

“We don’t need any of your “intuition” mumbo-jumbo. We need qualitative
data! The only way to make decisions is to pull numbers out of the air, call
them ‘assumptions’ and calculate the net present value. Of course, you have
to use the right discount rate, otherwise it’s meaningless.”

-- Dilbert
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Bill Atherton - Preliminary population forecast

From: POTIOWSKY Tom P * DAS OEA <Tom.P.Potiowsky@state.or.us>

To: "athertonb@metro.dst.or.us™ <athertonb@metro.dst.or.us>

Date: 11/21/02 9:15 AM

Subject: Preliminary population forecast

CC: VAIDYA Kanhaiya L * DAS OEA <Kanhaiya.L.Vaidya@state.or.us>,
"yeed@metro.dst.or.us" <yeed@metro.dst.or.us>

Mr. Atherton,

Dr. Vaidya has premilinary population growth estimates for the three county area (Multnomah, Washington,
Clackamas) through 2020. The annual growth rate is 1.3%, and could range between 1.2% and 1.4%. Please
remember that these are not official forecasts from our office, but are preliminary estimates.

Please contact us if you need further clarification or information.

Regards,
Tom Potiowsky

file://C:\WINNT\GW}00002.HTM 11/21/02
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To:  The Honorable Metro Council
From: Bob Adams, City Councilor-elect, Town of West Linn
2310 Century Lane, West Linn, OR 97068 503-557-3514

My name is Bob Adams. I live at 2310 Century Lane, West Linn. I was elected to the
West Linn City Council in the November 5 election, and I join the rest of our City
Council in opposition to bringing Area 37, or any portion of the Stafford Triangle, into
the UGB. The citizens of the Stafford Area and the contiguous towns have repeatedly
expressed their desire to retain the rural character of this area, and the City governments
have consistently supported the people’s position.

We are now faced with the surprising and disappointing recommendation from our three
County Commissioners and Executive Officer Mike Burton that varying portions of
Stafford be drawn immediately into the UGB. This has caught the citizens of West Linn,
Lake Oswego and Tualatin by surprise and is a direct violation of State Goals 1 and 2
which require coordination with local governments and consultation with the local
citizenry in such land use decisions.

The Commissioners, and Mr. Burton, took the highly visible public position throughout
the recent political campaign that there was no need to consider expanding into the
Triangle in the near term. Their last minute reversal, announced after the November 1,
2002 closing of the public record, has now deprived the citizens and local jurisdictions of
any meaningful opportunity to address the problems that would be created by the new
proposal.

Providing the Stafford Basin with urban services would be prohibitively expensive. Lake
Oswego could not provide sanitary sewer service without installing major pumping
stations or gravity flow systems from West Linn to the Tryon Creek Treatment Facility.
Area domestic water systems currently entirely lack the requisite capacity to serve the
projected need. New transmission lines, pumping stations, elevated storage capacity and
costly treatment plant expansions would be required.

Urbanization would result in major, probably unacceptable, traffic congestion and facility
overload. The Stafford area connects with I-205 and Highway 43, both of which are now
intermittently operating at or beyond peak capacity. No matter how much money is spent
on expanding roadways in the new urban zone, the impact of thousands of new
commuters will inevitably magnify existing traffic problems to intolerable levels.

I strongly urge you not to bring the Stafford Area into the Urban Growth Boundary.
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Metro Testimony
Re: UGB expansion into the Stafford Triangle

Testimony in opposition to the proposed expansion of the UGB into the

Stafford Triangle by metro. /

(RESCDING OtrsceR Mosvechsyr § mEngkRS o YUk MEYRD Duloeyy THANK YU COR L33 ren Tilé 7o
my manegsresented by: Chuck Adams Qutreach Director-Alternatives to Growth ¥ ¥&&7emavy

Oregon, 2255 Brandon Place, West Linn, OR 97068

| would like to start by mentioning just a few of the many reasons that |
object to the proposed expansion of the Urban Growth Boundary into m‘%,q EV4
eSta#e’fd—'Fnan@e by Metro Jarc - osed:

» The proposed expansion conflicts with regional and city goals of
concentrating development in town and neighborhood centers.

» Current infrastructure is inadequate to service such growth and
suffers from a lack of funding just to correct current deficiencies much
less fund the massive investment in new infrastructure that such
growth would require.

» Such growth would precipitate a dramatic increase in local traffic
congestion and school overcrowding. In addition police, fire and
library services would be stretched to the point of breaking and
additional pressures would be placed upon an already undersized
and overused park system

» The proposed expansion would have an adverse environmental
impact on the area through increased air and water pollution, the
elimination of open space and the destruction of wildlife habitat

» The projections used by metro in justifying expansion of the UGB are
highly suspect. If we look at "real" growth rates in the recent past, a
much lower population growth projection is warranted. The use of a

more realistic growth rate would eliminate the need to expand the
UGB.

Metro's own criteria call for the maintenance of rural separation and the
protection of individual community identities. The proposed Stafford% 27
“Fransie expansion blatestly ignores these criteria.

Finally, we have to ask ourselves "how much more growth do we want"?
How much more growth can we accept and still maintain our community
identity and our quality of life?



Many, if not all of us have seen and experienced first hand the impacts of
growth over the past decade. From my perspective those impacts are by
no means positive. Unless of course one considers overcrowded
classrooms in our schools, more congested highways and city streets,
increased noise, light, water and air pollution to be good things. Nor would
| be able to argue convincingly that the increased property taxes | pay to
subsidize new growth and the decreasing levels of government services
have improved my lot in life.

Some would argue that growth is inevitable and that we have no option but
to accommodate it, along with its accompanying deterioration of our quality
of life. | woula dispute that argument. Growth in sheer size is neither
inevitable (indeed, the only thing about growth that is inevitable is the fact
that it will come to an end sooner or later) nor even economically desirable.

By saying no to an expansion of the urban growth boundary in ﬂw%é-@t?a?ﬁord
Hriangte, metro will send a clear message to the people of the Portland
area that it has listened to them and to their concerns. That it understands
improving the quality of life for those already residing here is of paramount
importance. That quality is better than quantity. That better, not bigger will
ultimately serve our region and all of its inhabitants best.

Let's focus on making the Portland area better, not bigger. | urge the

council to not expand the UGB in-(-hejta#q;d—'ﬁr&ngl&-
2700 fAezg 37

Thank you for your kind consideration of my words.



1) b2~ [

To: The Honorable Metro Council
From: Dawn Adams
West Linn, OR 97068 503-557-3514

My name is Dawn Adams. I live at 2310 Century Lane, West Linn. Thank you for the
opportunity to address the Council today. I am very distressed that you did not spend
more time listening to the opinions and concerns of the people in and adjoining the
Stafford Triangle. [ have the frightening feeling that big brother and big landowners and
developers are controlling my future and the future of this area.

My crystal ball shows higher and higher taxes to pay for development of Area 37, or any
other part of the Stafford Basin. It shows more traffic and crowded roads, more crime and
police, more crowded schools, and less money available to improve our schools and other
facets of life. Will our already horrific traffic problems and air pollution be improved by
the influx of more cars, commuters and drivers? I think not.

Urban development in this area is undesirable because of soil impermeability. The
existing runoff problems will be further aggravated by the increase in impermeable
surfaces caused by the construction of roads, driveways, sidewalks, parking lots, houses
and commercial buildings. Sewage will have to be sanitized before being pumped down
to its final destination in the Willamette River. Water will have to be pumped up from
the Clackamas River and stored (where?) for use on the hills.

As more people become aware of the public subsidies to growth, you can be sure that the
taxpayers will understand that they themselves will be the ones picking up the massive
tab for all this development. They are beginning to understand that growth beyond a
certain point decreases rather than increases quality of life. They are now seeing that
growth which does not pay its way is becoming an intolerable financial burden to the
average taxpayer, who cannot keep up with the ever increasing taxes, rate increases and
bond service to pay for unending growth — growth that impoverishes the majority of
citizens while enriching a few large landowners and developers.

When you make your final decision, please consider the common people whose quality of
life will be degraded by expansion into the Stafford area.

Thank you for listening to my concerns.
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Environmental Services
City of Portland




City of Portland
Environmental Services

Public Facilities Plan
July 1999 - Version 1.1

This CD contains the entire Public Facilities Plan document and Summary Report in Adobe Acrobat
Format (PDF). The plan was developed to address the major sewage infrastructure needs for the City
of Portland through the year 2015,

System Requirements:

* Windows 9x/NT 4.0

e CD-ROM drive

* Adobe Acrobat Reader v 4.05s (See directory \Adobe_Reader on this CD for installation software needed to
fully utilize indexing features embedded within this document)

The Public Facilities Plan is divided into twelve PDF files as follows:

1. Summary_Report.pdf — Executive Summary of the Public Facilities Plan

2. Opening.pdf - Cover, Preface, Acknowledgements, Table of Contents, Abbreviations, Overview

3. Chapt1.pdf - Introduction

4. Chapt2.pdf - Planning Area Characteristics

5. Chapt3.pdf - Basis of Planning

6. Chaptd.pdf - Southwest Willamette/Tualatin River Watershed

7. Chapt5.pdf — Northwest Willamette Watershed

8. Chapt6.pdf — Columbia Slough/Columbia River Watershed Acrobat ® Reader Copyright © 1887-2000

9. Chapt7.pdf ~ East Willamette Watershed | = iy
10. Chapt8.pdf — Johnson Creek Watershed

11. Chapt9.pdf — Wastewater Treatment Facil

12. Chapt10.pdf — Recommended Plan, Referer

Use the “PFP Table of Contents” bookmark

For more information contact Lester E, Lee at ¥ ))ﬂ




The office of
Vera Katz
November 21, 2002 Mayor Portland Oregon The City That Works

The Honorable Carl Hosticka
Presiding Officer

Metro Regional Center

600 NE Grand Avenue
Portland, Oregon 97232-2736

RE: 20-Year Growth Management Decision
Dear Presiding Officer Hosticka and members of the Council:

We are two weeks away from a momentous event. This council will decide what sort of
place our metropolitan region will become during the next 20 years. I am honored by
this opportunity to submit testimony.

I have always been a strong advocate for the Regional 2040 Growth Concept. This
aspirational pattern of centers and main streets is our preferred roadmap to the future.
Growing the centers is the key to making the future, and we all say we want this to
happen. It is disconcerting in the extreme that the decision you are on the verge of
adopting, is all about the edge.

We all talk a good line. We have our 2040 patter down, but when it becomes time to
act, we allocate most of the new growth to rural edge. State land use law and Metro’s
own policies require that plausible opportunities to use existing land more efficiently be
exhausted before we expand at the edge. We are not doing that. Please allow me to
catalog the decision before you.

Title 1 would be amended to actually lower some of the jobs and housing capacities
established for individual jurisdictions in 1997. The urban growth boundary would be
expanded to compensate for authorized backsliding, while some of the local
governments that did the least to meet their target would be “rewarded” with a
boundary expansion. The revised targets may have been set so low that some regional
center or town center designations are no longer warranted. The new Title 1 would
completely eliminate all mixed-use area targets. Taking the 1997 urban growth
boundary as a whole, and comparing it to the proposed 2003 boundary on a “jobs and
housing” per acre basis, the 1997 boundary is much more efficient. The new Title 1 is a
huge step backwards.

The new Title 6 is the purported replacement for the vanishing centers targets in Title 1.
But it has no content, only a requirement to strategize about centers between now and
the year 2007. While I agree that non-regulatory strategies are the key to building the
centers, the region cannot continue to ignore the fact that many existing local
regulations do not even allow the types of development needed to build a center.
Maximum heights are set to low, mixed-use buildings are not allowed, or contiguous
areas of exclusive commercial and residential zoning are too large to constitute a
functioning mixed-use pattern. These kinds of local regulations need to be eliminated,
and eliminated this year! If this were done, more than a third of the growth we expect
during the next 20 years could be accommodated within the existing UGB.

r'_.:f‘-‘.l-' S | 1221 SW 4th Avenue, Suite 340
|| Portland, Oregon g7204-1995

'\_ o }‘ Phone: 503-823-4120 Fax:503-823-3588
Ifé\“_b;, | TDD: 503-823-6868 www.ci.portland.or.us/mayor/

¥ RO
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Title 4 is the bright spot in the pending decision. I recognize that the urban growth
boundary needs to be expanded for certain categories of industrial uses, because the
region has nearly exhausted its supply of specific types of industrial land. The
proposed regulations that would preserve industrial land for industrial uses are a huge
step forward.

During the next week the Portland Planning Bureau will be introducing materials into
you hearings record. I respectfully request that you consider these proposals, and
make much needed improvements to Titles 1 and 6.

With warm regards,

UeroNary
Vera Katz
Mayor



Community Planning Worksheet for UGB Expansion
Community Planning Committee 11/19 and 1 11120 Areas- Discussed or Not/No action taken Wposed Councilor Amendments Comments
Study Areas Total Acres | Dwelling Units (du) Employ. Acres | Total Acres | Dwelling Units (du) | Employ. Acres Total Acres DU's |Employ. Acres | Councilor
Damascus Areas
Area 6p Gresham 377 0 235 Requested by the City of Gresham for employment purposes
Area 10p Damascus 4,623 10,092 467 eeded for development of complete community- Damascus
Area 11Damascus 777 394 394 Needed fo serve the surrounding exception land
Area 12 Gresham 2,038 4,743 175 Needed for development of complete community- Damascus
Area 13 Gresham 1576 3,065 185 eeded for development of complete community- Damascus
Area 14 Happy Valley 1,275 2,898 247 Needed for development of complete community- Damascus
Area 15 Happy Valley 930 2,607 0 Needed for development of complete community- Damascus
Area 16 Sunnyside 79 118 0 Needed for development of complete community- Damascus
Area 17 Sunnyside 597 432 168 rNeeded Tor development of complete community- Damascus
Area 18 Sunnyside 277 0 144 Needed for development of complete community- Damascus
Area 19p Carver 830 1,488 54 Portion of the site is needed to resolve a DEQ groundwater pollution issue
13,379 25837 2,069
Stafford, Wilsonville Areas
Area 37 West Linn 373 1,166 0 Supports existing West Linn town center
373 1,166 0
Bethany/Forest Park Areas
Area 84 Bethany 210 1,155 0
Areaassetha__g 246 1,237 0 246 1,237 0 RM Examine portion of these areas that can be logically be served with sewer
Area 86 Bethany 136 453 0 136 453 0 RM Examine portion of these areas that can be logically be served with sewer
rﬁeaverton School District Site/Area 85 10 0 0
Area B?p Bethany 134 701 0
Area 89 Portland, 1 parcel 2 7 0
Area 93p Bethany 159 524 0 159 524 0 RB Bring in portion of area that could be served fairly easily
Area 94 Portland 517 646 0 517 646 0 RM esolves Portland City limit and UGB conflict (most of study area)
1,414 4,723 0
Tualatin/Wilsonville
Area 45 Wilsonville 183 660 0
Area 47p+small portion 49, Tonquin Industrial Group 62 0 24 50 0 24 CH Request of Tonquin Group property owners, concept plan to resolve HWY 99 connector alignment
Area 49p Tualatin/Wilsonville 216 0 176 15 0 6 SM
Area 61p Tualatin 15 0 5 15 0 5 CH R e of due to jon in wildlife refi
476 660 205
Sherwood
Area 54/55p Sherwood 231 914 0 rookman Road area, majority in 55, concept plan fo resolve 99 connector alignment
Area 59p Sherwood 85 313 0 Location of a school site
r‘iomod Road Area 18 0 0 Included to resolve road alignment issue, no net change in du's or employmnet acres
334 1,227 0
Cornelius/Forest Grove Areas
Area 75 Comelius i 0 30 71 0 30 SM ncluded at city's request for employment
Area 76 Comelius 122 0 50 122 0 50 SM Included at city's request for employment
F_Al‘ea??Cormﬂ_Ug—defeltnTaskS 16 0 9 16 0 9 SM
Forest Grove Swap area 0 0 0 “ * ' SM Remove 62.1 acres, add 59.9 acres, City of Forest Grove request
193 0 80
Oregon City Areas
Area 24/25/26p Oregon City 512 577 108 661 653 133 CH i%ncluded at the city's request: er_n@ﬁ@e_m and housing
Area 32p Oregon City 191 413 20 191 413 20 CH at the city’s request primarily for comercia
703 990 128
North Hillsoboro Areas
Shute Road Site, No Area # - discussed 203 0 189 Requested by City of Hillsboro
Area 82 North Hillsboro -discussed 153 514 0
0 0 0
Westside Areas
JArea 63 Tigard +FP in 62 258 688 0
Area 64 Tigard 262 1,047 0
[Area 65 Beaverton- discussed 439 1,416 0
Area 65p Beaverton- discussed 275 1,112 0 275 1,112 0 SM Reduce size of area
Area 65p Beaverton- discussed 116 588 0 116 588 0 CH Reduce size of area
Area 66 Beaverton- discussed 114 333 0 Included at City's request for water storage
Area 87 Beaverton 507 1,018 0
Area 69p Beaverton 384 884 0 384 B84 0 RM
Area 71 South Hillsboro 88 416 0 2,974 6,510 277
T, 1,499 4,054 0 1,499 4,054 ==
TOTALS| 18,371 38,657 2482 2,815 3,963 198 5,948 13,020 555
UGR Residential/Employment 37,400 4,284 |Based on 11/20 action:68% capture, 4% vacancy, 29% refill, 900ac/schools, 1,100ac/parks, Title 4-employ.
Shortfall or surplus 1,257 1,802 1

Note: job acreage is net buildable acres
staffineil\Periodic Review- general\possibleugbamend xis
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I am here today on behalf of my family to discuss area 65 which borders Beaverton’s
Murrayhill/Cooper Mountain area. This land consists lagggly of exception lands that are
of little or no agricultural value. Most of the parcels in this area consist of 1-5 acre tracts
which already are partially urbanized. This land is within easy commuting distance to the
hi-tech corridor and Nike. Because of this, the subject land is also in high demand among
developers who have contacted us to purchase the property in the event that it is included
in the UGB.

It is my understanding that this land has also been assessed by Metro’s own staff. Metros
own objective staff members have rigorously assessed this land on the basis of objective
development criteria that were established. Metros own staff members found that this
Iandﬁ,the eisg?bllshed objective criteria and was recommended for inclusion in the
UGB.

Conclvace )
In addition, Mike Burton came to the same inetusion and this land was included in the
Executive Officer’s Recommended Expansion Areas.

So why after a recommendation by Metro’s own staff and the Executive Officer that this
land be included has Metro now decided not to include it in the expansion of the Urban
Growth Boundary.

I understand that the answer is not.an-sbjective-ene based on the merits of the land. The 2
answer is a political one. Some of our neighbors have land that would not fit by of;f

inclusion of the land. Theseforesthey-do not-wantthe. hné*nduded%:thef@t he< dad’lﬂff
leaders-ef thegrotp opposed to the inctusion-of the: x ent to —/[Ufpﬂ”"“/
develop a-10-acre-paseel-a-few-years-ago. They applied for-a-rural planned-development

so-they-eould devi eiﬁpﬂnsiandmrrflombalked about grantmg the approval
and-acquiesced-only when this neighberartific -of the street by

a_l't[ﬁ(ﬂan‘y raising 4 Vevyor "': ----- STament—72n QEthey ¢ =lan

Now they don’t want us to develop ours.

I distinctly remember the UGB expansion process that occurred 5 years ago. There were
millions of dollars spent in evaluating the merits of the land. This-land-was &=
recommended for inclusion. According to-John Kvistadt this area was removed because

_a Washington County official had the ear of a Metro Councilor—As John-stated;-you got
included; but it was not of political sigaificantte-fight

Mand—shcu{d-hwe-bem
thebatfletgmbvﬂmtwasu%‘ pay /4 Wn /.«,;,f Minvde Fhey 12 VS

0!': L yrtasges
I am here today because the public was promlsed that this time around the process would
be different. ; It would not be political. Land would be included on the basis of its owns
merits. Ydur staff has painstakenly evaluated land. You have hired experts. Please

listerrfo them. /ﬁ )

The charter-of Metro is to provideland-planning-that i3
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USACE OFFICE OF COUNSEL

Dear Metro Council, 11/21/02

I am unable to appear today at your hearing due to conflicts with other public meetings
and hearings, so I'm sending in testimony via Greg Malinowski, a fellow CPO-7
Executive Committee member.

About 3 months ago, our CPO-7 met in public session with Susan McLain, our Metro
Councillor, to develop a compromise expansion that we could all support. We carefully
agreed to 200 acres ~ bringing in those who wanted to urbanize their property, while
omutting the many farmers in CPQ-7 who wanted to remain farmers — and help maintain

3

Washington County as Oregon’s 5 largest agriculture economy.

Consequently, we are very surprised and disappointed to learn that Susan, now that
elections are over, is sponsoring 800 acres in our area for expansion — contrary to her
earlier pre-Nov-elections’ position, and contrary to anything that our CPO-7 supports for
its area of Washington County.

There are many reasons to stay with the 200 acres and not expand to 800 acres. Most
important among these reasons are the terrible shortage of money to support urban
services and planning. As should be obvious to all elected officials in Oregon, Oregon is
broke — over 200 million in state funds and decades away from funding adequate public
services at the county and city level.

In addition, the northern area of Washington County is hilly terrain, separated by
mountains from Portland, and upland of urban improvements and facilities to the south —
about the worst possible location to expand to from a construction standpoint.

The soils, geology, and soil stability/earthquake susceptibility of the area is also poor to
bad for construction.

The area is also farthest from existing cities and urban services.

For these and many other reasons, we respectfully urge the Council to maintain the 200
acres expansion in CPO-7 that was what we understood was being proposed and what we
agreed to when we were asked our opinion as the regional public representatives in this
unincorporated area of Washington County.

Thank you.
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FW: Please Keep West Linn livable and postpone the inclusion of the Stafford Triangle in... Page 1 of 2

M@W,W == g

Atkin's, John v

[
From:\- Dave Carr [davidlcarr@earthlink.net]
Sent:  Friday, November 15, 2002 9:49 AM /
To: jatkins@ci.west-linn.or.us

Subject: FW: Please Keep West Linn livable and postpone the inclusion of the Stafford Triangle into the
UGB

Dear Mr. Atkins,

| wanted to share with you a copy of the email | sent to all of the Metro Councilrs and Clackamas County
Commissioners whose email addresses were provided in this week's Tiding's editorial page. | hope this helps in
the efforts of the West Linn council to constrain growth. Please feel free to use this as you see fit in pursuit of this
objective.

Thanks,

Dave

David L. Carr, President

Visionary Software Consulting, Inc.
Cell/Vmail: 503-421-5409

Email: DavidLCarr@earthlink.net

-—--Original Message-—--
From: Dave Carr [mailto:davidicarr@earthlink.net]
Sent: Friday, November 15, 2002 9:34 AM
To: 'bec@co.clackamas.or.us'
Subject: Please Keep West Linn livable and postpone the inclusion of the Stafford Triangle into the UGB

Dear Commissioner Kennemer,
My wife and | moved to Oregon a decade ago from Boston. We know urban sprawl. We moved away.

We are appalled by recent reports of Metro's plan to include the Stafford Triangle in the UGB. We live in West
Linn, about a mile from Wanker's Corner. If you were our neighbor, you'd also experience hour-long commutes
every Friday summer night along a few miles of 1205, daily 10-20 minute rush hour backups 3 out of 4 directions
at Wanker's Corner, and realize that the gridiock we now experience will approach Bostonian levels if the Stafford
Triangle were developed with the current infrastructure in place.

| am a realist. | understand that West Linn will change. But the mere existence of ghost towns in our nation's
history should be enough to convince anyone that rampant growth is not inevitable, while exhibiting the equally
deleterious effects of negative growth. Growth can be managed, but not if it is managed by the few developers
and speculative land owners who will most benefit from expansion, and then move safely away from its negative
effects.

A more responsible and rational approach to growth is to provide the infrastructure, and then grow into it. In our
area, widening 1205 to 4 lanes (and please, don't waste our months of suffering from highway construction for just
a one lane improvement) in each direction, in the vicinity of I5, to PREPARE for growth, and relieve current
suffering, would bring far fewer objections from area residents when expansion is proposed. Until the

11/15/2002




FW: Please Keep West Linn livable and postpone the inclusion of the Stafford Triangle in... Page 2 of 2

infrastructure can support it, legislating for massive population growth is utterly irresponsible.

The obviously developer-friendly political strategy of waiting until the 2002 elections were over to make public
Metro's plans is despicable, and your support of these shady tactics will not likely help to re-elect you to the
position of power you now hold. Your political, and my and my neighbor's residential, best hope for a sustainable
future is for you to assist Metro in approving a plan that will postpone the inclusion of the Stafford Triangle into the
UGB.

Sincerely yours,

David L. Carr
Julie B. Carr

David L. Carr, President

Visionary Software Consulting, Inc.
Cell/Vmail: 503-421-5409

Email: DavidLCarr@earthlink.net

11/15/2002
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30000 SW Town Center Loop E
Wilsonville, Oregon 97070

(503) 682-1011
WILSONVILLE PLANNING DIYROSONVILLE | 6096821015 Fox
Memorandum inOREGON | (503)682-0843 TDD

November 20, 2002

TO: Tim O’Brien

FROM: Waggie Collins

CC: Brenda Bernards
Eldon Johansen

SUBJECT: Proposed UGB Expansion Area #45

The attached map shows a total of 1.66 acres in four tax lots on the east side
of Stafford Road that are proposed for inclusion with the approximately
172.46 acres on the west side of Stafford Road.

After review, Planning Staff can find no compelling planning rationale for
including these tax lots. No potential urbanizable land exists that could
possibly contribute to the region’s future housing stock, since subject tax
lots are already developed; provision of public services could prove
disproportionally high for the possibility of two to three additional accessory
units; and the general rule of using roads as convenient and efficient land use
boundaries is violated.

Therefore, it is requested that Tax Lots 3 1E 7 700, 3 1E 7 800, 3 1E 7 900,
and 3 1E 7 1000 not be included in Expansion Area #45.

If there are questions, please contact me at 503-570-1571.

Thank you.

Attachment

Annex/Wd/Planning/Maggie/Area#45memol 1-20-02

&9 'Senving The Community Wih Pride"
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Boeckman Rd

Community Development Planning Area #1, 172.46 ac. hanan, ; :
= . ; City of Wilsonville
Additional Parcels included in METRO Planning Area #45, 1.66 ac. Community Development Departmen
YV / /] West Linn/Wilsonville School District Property August 27, 2002
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November 20, 2002

Metro Council

METRO Regional Government
600 NE Grand Ave.

Portland, OR 97232

Re: 2002 Urban Growth Boundary Expansion: Stafford Basin
Dear Metro Councilors:

We are most discouraged and perplexed by your recent consideration of inclusion
of the Stafford Basin within the Urban Growth Boundary (UGB). We ask that you delay
action on the Stafford Basin for five years, when you have the opportunity to more fully
review the issue, and Lake Oswego citizens can appropriately participate.

We are loyal supporters of Metro Government and tireless workers and generous
financial supporters for bond measures that support metro services and open spaces. We
have wholeheartedly embraced the Metro vision of a healthy core community. We are
delighted with the huge crane in downtown Lake Oswego, the proposed adaptation of the
rail line into Lake Oswego with a high density residential community surrounding its
terminus, and a nearby newly acquired park site. It exemplifies the development of a
healthy, viable suburban community. Tremendous resources of time, energy, and money
have been devoted to the revival of the downtown core. And the task is not complete.
To ask that Lake Oswego citizens redirect these limited resources to the Stafford Basin
means the downtown focus will be lost.

We truly believe that our hard work has paid off and our vision for a healthy core
community is finally coming to fruition. But suddenly, we are abandoned by Metro, our
good work ignored, and we are asked to chart a new direction which will undermine and
destroy our first priority, the downtown core.

We urge in the strongest terms that Stafford not be included in the UGB.

Debbie Freepons Craig
David H. Craig M.D.
850 Cedar Street

Lake Oswego, OR
9‘?034
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Miss Ann Culter
144 S. W. Tualatin Loop
West Linn, OR 97068

November 19, 2002

Metro Council
600 N. E. Grand
Portland, Oregon

Dear Council Members:

As a resident within the Stafford Triangle, I am both angered and disappointed to learn that this area is even
being considered for inclusion into the Urban Growth Boundary. One cannot help but notice the high
density of housing and commercial establishments outside this area, which have affected the livability of
the area. It has forced the wildlife into an increasingly smaller area, has destroyed habitats, and has made
wildlife more vulnerable to disease.

For years, other residents and I have said ‘no’ to urbanization of this area. We have shown that the water
table will not support mass development; there is no support system for sewers; the roads will not support
mass transportation, the school systems are hard-pressed to serve the students they have, and the
farm/forest designation of the area is fragile habitat for a diversity of birds and animals.

When an area is incorporated, it is immediately subjected to the breaking down of zoning, pressure from
special interest groups to construct more roads (we’ve been trying to go with mass transportation,
remember?), and pressure from builders to gobble up the land and build big barn-like houses with no regard
for wetlands, forestation, wildlife, etc. One doesn't have to look far to see the carnage.

Both Lake Oswego and West Linn are trying to preserve their communities. We, in the Triangle, are trying
to preserve ours, helping to clean up the Tualatin River and preserve the fish so that the blue herons,
osprey, and variety of diving ducks can flourish. I have hung nesting boxes for the wood ducks, which
have had much of their habitat destroyed, and have raised corn in a small garden so that the raccoons can
strip it when it becomes ripe. A pileated woodpecker, which likes the maple forests, comes to the feeder
during the spring and summer; not many people are so lucky to have such a magnificent bird. And during
the summer, I watch the beavers and otters along the banks of the river.

1 do not want Metro to destroy my way of life and disregard my preference to be among wildlife. There
are other areas, perhaps not as "convenient" to develop, but certainly better suited for expansion. 1am

respectfully requesting that Metro exclude the Stafford Triangle from inclusion in the Urban Growth
Boundary.

Sincerely,

Ann Culter
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CleanWater  Services

Qur commitment is clear.

November 4, 2002

Mr. Tim O’Brien

Metro

600 NE Grand Avenue
Portland, OR 97232-2736

Subject: Sanitary Sewer Service
UGB Study Areas 83-87

This letter is in response to your request for further information regarding sanitary sewer service
options for Study Areas 83, 84, 85 and 86. In order to provide an indication of the relative
efficiency of the range of possible service options for these areas, I have briefly outlined three
theoretical service scenarios below. It is important to note that these scenarios are not intended to
be specific masterplans for these areas and do not represent a recommendation from Clean Water
Services as to which areas Metro should include or exclude from consideration. The accuracy of
the cost information and the service details of all of the options are limited by the level of
topographic and planning information currently available. Providing efficient and cost-effective
sanitary sewer service to these study areas will also be dependent on the specific land use
conditions that would be applied to subsequent development. For example, the ability to use
extra-territorial line extensions to cross areas outside the UGB and the application of stream
corridor buffers will impact the actual amount of land that can be served.

General Service Comments

Clean Water Services preferred service alternative is to use gravity sanitary collection systems
following natural topography rather than pump station/pressure line systems. Gravity systems
offer increased long-term service reliability and decreased annual maintenance costs over pump
stations which rely upon mechanical and electrical systems. The cost of installing and
maintaining gravity sewers increases with depth, and the majority of the District’s collection
system is less than 25 feet deep. Pump stations that serve multiple lots are required to be public;
private pump stations that serve multiple lots are not allowed. Because of the potential negative
impact of failing septic systems on water quality, the District’s Board of Directors has recently
emphasized programs to eliminate septic systems within the urban area. From a planning
perspective, septic systems are generally not an option for new developments within the urban
area because the amount of land required for these types of systems does not allow development
to occur at the required density.

General Study Area Comments
Study Areas 84 and 86 have similar service challenges related to sanitary sewer. There is a main

ridgeline that runs across both areas in a southeasterly direction from the northwest corner of
Study Area 84. The area north of this ridge slopes away from the District’s service area. Several
stream corridors transect both Study Areas. In the areas that drain toward the District’s service
area, crossing these drainage ways and minimizing the cost of providing gravity service would
require gravity sewer lines to be routed through adjacent Study Areas.

155 N First Avenue, Suite 270 = Hillsboro, Oregon 97124



For the purposes of this study, each pump station has been estimated to cost $300,000. Force
mains have been estimated at $60 per lineal foot and gravity lines have been estimated at $100
per lineal foot. Other interior collection system improvements are not included in these estimates.

Service Scenario 1: Provide service without modifying the current boundaries of Study Areas 84
and 86.

Under this service scenario, all new public sanitary sewer infrastructure would be kept within the
boundaries of Study Areas 84 and 86; i.e. no extra-territorial line extensions would be used. This
scenario would require the installation of at least five public pump stations and force mains as
shown in Exhibit A. Each pump station would serve an area of 40-75 acres, generating flows of
150,000 to 280,000 gallons per day. Force mains would be 500 to 2500 feet in length.

At Jeast three pump stations would be located in Study Area 84 to serve the north, central, and
westemn portions; one additional station may be needed to serve the north section. Two pump
stations are needed to serve Study Area 86.

Estimated cost:

Pump Stations $1,500,000-$1,800,000

Force Mains $ 528,000
$2,028,000

Acres served 334

Service Scenario 2: Provide service by gravity through portions of Areas 83, 85 & 87.

Under this service scenario, four of the five pump stations considered in Scenario 1 would be
eliminated through the construction of gravity sanitary sewer across portions of Areas 83, 85, and
87 as shown in Exhibit B.

In Study Area 84, the central and west pump stations could be eliminated and the flow routed
across taxlots in Area 83. The pump station(s) in the northern area could not be eliminated in this
scenario. Eliminating the central pump station entails construction of 1000’ of gravity sewer
across the comner of taxlot 1N11800-00200 in Area 83 to reach the panhandle of Study Area 84.
Eliminating the west pump station entails construction of approximately 3200’ of gravity sewer
across taxlots IN21300-1200 and portions of IN21300-2100 and —2102 in Area 83 to reach
existing sanitary sewer.

In Study Area 86, both pump stations could be eliminated. Flow from the northern section would
be routed by gravity across taxlot IN117B0-00100 in Study Area 87 to reach the northeast comer
of Study Area 84. This requires the construction of approximately 2000’ of gravity sewer. Flow
from the central section of Study Area 86 would be routed by gravity across taxlots IN117C0-
00100,-00500, and -00900 and 1N117CD-05800 in Study Area 85 to reach an existing sanitary
sewer in NW Sickle. This requires the construction of approximately 1700’ of gravity sewer.

Estimated cost:

Pump Stations $ 300,000-600,000

Force Mains $ 114,000

Gravity Sewer $ 920,000
$1,334,000

Acres Served 606

E\Admin\Correspondence\Misc Corres\Nora Curtis\2002\UGB 84 & 86 11-3-02.doc



The acreage served in this scenario includes the total acreage of the taxlots noted above. This
scenario could also be accomplished using extra-territorial line extensions. However, having the
additional acreage available might increase the economic feasibility for development by helping
to offset the required infrastructure investment for the gravity sewer. (Ideally, only the areas of
the additional lots that drain toward the service area would be added. For example, the area north
of the ridgeline on IN117B0-00100 would not be included.)

Service Scenario 3: Maximize efficiency of providing service to general area.

Under this service scenario, the boundaries of the study areas would be adjusted to exclude the
areas north of the main ridgeline and to include portions of areas 83 and 85 that drain toward
Clean Water Services’ current service area. This service scenario eliminates the need for any
pump stations and allows the most efficient use of the existing and proposed infrastructure
consistent with the District’s service policies.

Approximately 78 acres north of NW Brugger Road in Study Area 84 and approximately 78 acres
north of the extension of NW Brugger Road in Study Area 86 would be eliminated.
Approximately 143 acres in Study Area 83 and 146 acres south of NW Brugger Road in Study
Area 85 would be added to the UGB.

Estimated cost:

Pump Stations $0

Force Mains g0

Gravity Sewer $ 920,000
$ 920,000

Acres Served 469

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on this area. Please feel free to contact me at
503-846-3623 if you have further questions.

Sincerely,

Engineering Division Manager

Enclosures

EAAdmin\Correspondence'Misc Corres\Nora Curtis\2002\UGB 84 & 86 11-3-02 doc



MALINOWSKI FARM

13450 NW Springville Ln
PORTLAND, OREGON, 97229
USA

Phone 503-359-2609, Days FRIS T

July 14, 2002

Honorable Mike Burton, Executive Officer, TR =
Metro, 600 NE Grand Ave.
Portland OR, 97232

Dear Mr. Burton,

Malinowski Farm is a Certified Organic Farm that has been at this site since the early 1940's. We
are now in our Third Generation. 40 acres of our farm are Zoned EFU and are located in Metro’s site 90.
We are also surrounded on 3 sides by exception land in your site 91, some of which we also Farm.

In addition to the hay and beef we have historically raised we also have fruit orchards that we
are establishing. We are home to Grinning Goat Farm, a subscription farm that in the year 2001, sold
shares of weekly harvested fresh Organic fruit and Produce to over 100 families, yielding in excess of
$60,000 gross revenue, helping to support 3 families. This on 5 acres of class 3 soils, I might add. We
wish to continue to serve the urban community near us. We have set aside wetlands and woodlands to
protect native animals and plants.

To continue our stewardship of this land and our service to the community we need to remain in
a Rural area. We oppose the addition of any or all parts of Sites 90, 91, and site 92, to a urban or future
urban area.

We also would like to note that the ‘Oat field fault Line, passes through sites 90 and 91 and is
very close to site 92. We are in a special Wildlife zone in Mult. County and have had deer ,elk, bobcats
and other wildlife on our Farm in the last year. Metro has stated that municipal services are best provided
in urban areas by Municipal governments, Sites 90,91, and 92 have no adjoining Cities to provide those
services. If these sites were urbanized, they would be isolated from other existing urban areas in Mult.
county. The Portland Public Schools would be forced to spend millions on new facilities for hundreds of
new school children.

In closing we oppose any movement toward urbanization near our Farm and wish to
remain and expand our services to the nearby urban communities. Thank you for your time.

i Gregory P. Malinowski Richard A. Malinowski

Sincerely,



July 20, 2002

To: Executive Officer Mike Burton and the Metro Council

PETITION

I am a resident and property owner in the Springville Road area of Multnomah County, identified as

and 91 of your special study area, desi gnated as Tier 1 Exception Land Conti guous to Urban

Growth Boundary.

[ want you to know that I want my home and area (o remain outside the urban growth boundary.

Here are a few reasons why:

1.

Home to exceptional wildlife meadow and forest habitat buffering Forest Park Preserve.
Our properties form a wildlife corridor to the Coast Range and Forest Park. There are over-
wintering elk, deer, Canadian geese, ducks, over 40 species of birds, and over 70 kinds of native
trees, shrubs, and wildflowers found here.

To support existing second-generation farms and organic farm subscription businesses
located here. These small parcels include current farm use for sheep, llamas, horses, cattle, and
goats. The current parcel sizes allow for these uses. '

To maintain watersheds.

To protect rural livelihoods and lifestyles.

To preserve Portland history. Springville Road was the overland transportation route between
valley crops and the river before 1900. ;

Most importantly, to protect one of the last pristine areas of Multnomah County and the
City of Portland.

e majority of landowners in this area want to remain outside of the expansion of de elopment and

outside the Urban Growth Boundary. We have an exceptional area which needs to be protected.

We request your attention and thank you for your support.

Sincerely,
, ,/; p : o :/
Name

L3030 atug ,_g,bruf;ua'/é’ A

loctlasd OA 27229

Address




July 20, 2002

To: Executive Officer Mike Burton and the Metro Council

PETITION Lu; o™

[ am a resident and property owner in the Springville Road area of Multnomah&?ounty, identified as
#90 and 91 of your special study area, designated as Tier 1 Exception Land Contiguous to Urban
Growth Boundary. i

I want you to know that I want my home and area to remain outside the urban growth boundary.
Here are a few reasons why:

1.

Home to exceptional wildlife meadow and forest habitat buffering Forest Park Preserve.
Our properties form a wildlife corridor to the Coast Range and Forest Park. There are over-
wintering elk, deer, Canadian geese, ducks, over 40 species of birds, and over 70 kinds of native
trees, shrubs, and wildflowers found here.

To support existing second-generation farms and organic farm subscription businesses
located here. These small parcels include current farm use for sheep, llamas, horses, cattle, and
goats. The current parcel sizes allow for these uses. '

To maintain watersheds.

To protect rural livelihoods and lifestyles.

To preserve Portland history. Springville Road was the overland transportation route between
valley crops and the river before 1900. '

Most importantly, to protect one of the last pristine areas of Multnomah County and the
City of Portland.

The majority of landowners in this area want to remain outside of the expansion of development and

outside the Urban Growth Boundary. We have an exceptional area which needs to be protected.

We request your attention and thank you for your support.

Sincerely, ~
Do, Wobonss b’

N

B OR 97224

TE050 J1l Sovive s o Jec

S

ddress



July 20, 2002

To: Executive Officer Mike Burton and the Metro Council

PETITION : 4 Z.
I am a resident and property owner in the Springville Road area of Multnoma ounty, identified as

#90 and 91 of your special study area, designated as Tier 1 Exception Land Contiguous to Urban
Growth Boundary.

[ want you to know that I want my home and area to remain outside the urban growth boundary.

Here are a few reasons why:

1. Home to exceptional wildlife meadow and forest habitat buffering Forest Park Preserve.
Our properties form a wildlife corridor to the Coast Range and Forest Park. There are over-
wintering elk, deer, Canadian geese, ducks, over 40 species of birds, and over 70 kinds of native
trees, shrubs, and wildflowers found here.

2. To support existing second-generation farms and organic farm subscription businesses
located here. These small parcels include current farm use for sheep, llamas, horses, cattle, and
goats. The current parcel sizes allow for these uses. ‘

3. To maintain watersheds.

4. To protect rural livelihoods and lifestyles.

S. To preserve Portland history. Springville Road was the overland transportation route between
valley crops and the river before 1900. :

6. Most importantly, to protect one of the last pristine areas of Multnomah County and the
City of Portland.

he majority of landowners in this area want to remain outside of the expansion of develo ent and
outside the Urban Growth Boundary. We have an exceptional area which needs to be protected.

We request your attention and thank you for your support.

Sincerely,

o T M dleoode (D) v fo s BTl

T4 T2 1.4, Sl GO Gove Joio i
bt o227 M’”Wﬁ? fonfe

Address




JACK & VICKI VENABLES ,
7120 SW 60™ AVENUE (e S S |
PORTLAND OR 97219-1182
503-246-7544
E Mail Address vjvenables@att.net

July 14, 2002

Mr. Mike Burton, Executive Director of Metro
600 NE Grand Ave.
Portland OR 97232

Dear Mr. Burton,

My husband and I recently attended the Metro meeting held at
Wilsonville High School. We found it to be very informative and your
educational material to be most helpful. The meeting answered most of
our questions and we met with two staff members who expanded on the
material provided and they were friendly and knowledgeable.

Our interest in this is very simple. The UGB is on our north fence line at
23065 SW Boones Ferry Road, Tualatin. We would be most interested in
having this area, number 47, included in the expansion.

Victoria Woods has been an extremely popular development. We feel that
adding more land to this neighborhood, near Tualatin High School would
be beneficial for the community.

We are asking you to support this expansion and thanking you in
advance for your help.

Sincerely,

1(%{'1 Me?gﬁ' les ZCQJ/
John V. Venables

/vmv

Cc: Carl Hosticka, Susan McLain, Rod Park, Bill Atherton, Rex
Burkholder, Rod Monroe, David Bragdon
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RICHARD DEVLIN el B¢

STATE REPRESENTATIVE N1 0P C—27

DISTRICT 24 ‘
CLACKAMAS AND WASHINGTON COUNTIES

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

November 19, 2002
VIA FACSIMILE TO: (503) 797-1793

Presiding Officer Carl Hosticka
Members of the Metro Council
Metro

600 NE Grand Ave.

Portland, OR 97232-2736

Re:  Proposal to Expand Urban Growth Boundary — Stafford Basin Area
Dear Presiding Officer Hosticka and Metro Councilors:

On August 1, 2002, Executive Officer Mike Burton recommended an Urban Growth
Boundary expansion totaling approximately 17,000 acres for housing and 2,200 acres for
employment. None of this was in the Stafford Basin area. On October 8, Mr. Burton
recommended an additional 555-acre expansion for employment. Again the Stafford area
was not included. These proposals were consistent with previous communications that
UGB expansion into the Stafford Basin would not be recommended this year.

As a result, area residents, and the cities of Lake Oswego, Tualatin, and West Linn, were
caught by surprise when, on November 5, 2002, Mr. Burton changed course and
recommended that the entire Stafford Basin area be included within this year’s UGB
expansion.

This last-minute change, announced after the November 1, 2002 closure of the committee
public record, deprived residents and the local jurisdictions of meaningful opportunities
to address the new proposal. This is contrary to Statewide Goals 1 and 2, which require
involving citizens, as well as coordinating with local governments, during all phases of
the planning process. Any plans to include any portion of this area in the Urban Growth
Boundary should include a meaningful opportunity for public comment and clear
commitment to coordinate with impacted jurisdictions.

Providing the Stafford Basin with urban services would be enormously expensive. No
water system currently has the capacity to serve the area. Treatment plant expansion,
new transmission lines, pump stations and elevated storage capacity would all be
required. Furthermore, Lake Oswego could not provide sanitary sewer service without

Office: 900 Court St NE H-495, Salem, OR 97301 — Phone: 503- 986-1424 — deviin.rep @state.or.us
District: 10290 S.W. Anderson Court, Tualatin, OR 97062 — Phone: 503-691-2026

>




RICHARD DEVLIN
STATE REPRESENTATIVE

DISTRICT 24
CLACKAMAS AND WASHINGTON COUNTIES

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Page 2

major pumping facilities, or gravity flow systems that would run through West Linn to
the Tryon Creek Treatment Facility in the northern part of Lake Oswego.

Urbanization of this area would also create major traffic difficulties. The Stafford area
connects to I-205 and Highway 43, both of which are already projected to operate beyond
capacity at peak times. No matter how much money is spent on expanding transportation
infrastructure within the Stafford area itself, the impact of thousands of new dwelling
units will inevitably exacerbate these existing traffic problems.

Finally, the significant cost and the commitment of resources necessary to extend
infrastructure to this hard-to-serve area will also reduce the ability of Lake Oswego and
West Linn to invest in the development of their town centers, contrary to the Metro 2040
goals.

[ urge you not to include the Stafford Basin among the areas being considered for Urban
Growth Boundary expansion.

Sincerel

Richard Devlin
State Representative

Cc: Mayor David Dodds
Mayor Judie Hammerstad
Mayor Lou Ogden

Office: 900 Court St NE H-495, Salem, OR 97301 — Phone: 503- 986-1424 — devlin.rep @state.or.us
District: 10290 S.W. Anderson Court, Tualatin, OR 97062 — Phone: 503-691-2026
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The Community Planning Committee added approximately 1,000 dwelling units in
excess of the needed 37,400 in Study Areas 24, 26, 32 and 69 at its meeting on 11-20-02.

The Committee also identified additional areas in “reserve” that could be added with the
capacity for approximately 3,500 dwelling units in Study Areas 65, 66 and 82.

In the Alternatives Analysis, comparing the ratings of these study areas in the 4 service
areas of Transportation, Water, Sewer and Stormwater:

Areas 65, 66 and 69 have no “difficult” ratings and they can supply 3,800
dwelling units

Areas 24 and 32 have one “difficult” rating and Area 26 has two “difficult”
ratings. Combined these three areas can supply approximately 1,000 units

Why are you proposing to include Area 37 with three, and arguably four,*“Difficult”
ratings when there are over 4,000 units available in areas which can be more easily
served?

Deleting Area 37 with its 1,100 dwelling units by adding more easily served areas would
better serve regional needs and respect the will of the citizens of West Linn and their
elected representatives.



NOV-28-82 @1:82 FPM e84 979691

Study Area 37 Gross Vacant Buildable Acres 7265

otal Acres eling Unit Capacity
Tolal Developed Acres 40 Employment Acres -
Total Constrained Acres 65 lesource Land Acres -
Title 3 Acres : 18 ;
bp!and Steep Siope Acres 47 _ F{emenl Tree Canopy Cover 20% |

SENT BY: METRO GMS; 5037871811 ; NOV-20-02 12:20; PACE 2/3

General Site Description: Study Ares 37 sits immedidtely east of West Linn. The western |
boundary of this study area is SW Wisteria Road. Thig road also delineates the eastern edge of
Study Area 38. This area is accessible vie SW Parker Road from the east and SW Wisteria:
Road from the north and west, This study area is withih Clackamas County, and is inside of the
Metro jurisdictional boundary. This study area is designated as Inner Neighborhood.
Approximately 265 of the 373 acres in this study area gre vacant and buildable.

s: This study area contalne about 5

Parcelization, Buliding Values, Development Patte
fewar than 10 have improvement vajues

tax lots. Approximately 30 have improvements, thoug
above $250,000. There are very few tax lots smaller than one acre. Abou’ one-half of the tax
lots in this study area are smaller than five acres in sizp. Agricultural uses, including gra ;

field crops, and tree or nursery stock, are evident primarily in the northern sections of the arga.
Non-residential land uses consist of consu'uctiob. Mining and aggregate uses are not evident

within this area. !

Physical Attributes (Power lines, Easements, Al Fly-over Zones): Avallable data dbes
not suggest the existence of power fines or public easéments through this area. There is also
no evidence of significantly high air traffic noise over this area. :

Public Services Feasibllity: West Linn sh a dedire, or already has plans to serve the’
study area. The area is moderatsly small, and js contained within one drainage basin. '

« Water: This study area would be maderately difficuit to serve. Infrastructure
improvements are needed {o prevent new velopment from overburdening the
existing systam. | ;

e Sewer: This area would be difficult to serva. Steep slopes could increase :
construction difficulty and could create sonje operational problems. Infrastructure
improvements will also be neaded to help glleviate the impacts of new developnient
in this area. f '

» Stormwater: This area would be difficult tq serve. The study area containsa !
significant amount of land with steep slope$, which could increase construction
difficulties and pose operational problems. | Infrastructure improvements will alsg be
needed. ; j

2002 Alternatives Analysls Study | Page 133
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. |
SENT 8Y: METRO GMS; 5037071611 ; NOV-20-02 12:21; PACE 3/3

Agricultural Analysis

Zoning: This area is entirely exception lanH and is zgned by Clackamas County as RRFFS.
Lha 0338 is to the north, east and south. To tlﬂe west is exception land located in Study
ea 38, .

Current Agricultural Activity: There is
study area. There are also some large
There is no agricultural activity to the
residential fots that also contain paslurela

acre parcel that supports pastureland in this
| residential lots that also con'ain pastureland. |

edst and south. To the west are a few large niral

ct | movement of farn equipment or the
would not result in new developmént
refore, there would be no issLes related fo safaty,

Road. This increased traffic would not aff.
transport of agricultural goods. Urbanizati
directly adjacent to active farming areas {
liability and complaints that might arise
farming near new development. Urbaniza
adjacent agricultural land. Overall, urbani
agricultural activity.

t}lf( on/SW Rosemont Road and SW Wisterip
this

n of this area would not affect the value of any
lio]n of this area would not have an impacton .

Environmental Social Energy Economi

General Character of the Area ; i
The area is characterized by rural residentlal development on large forestad and open pargels
with some steep slopes in the southern of the jarea. There are a number of vacant ;
forested parcels that appear to be ready | ent. The center of the area containg lone
large parcel that s still actively farmed., ¢ are @ umber of high value rural residential uses
located in the northem portion of the site, with related agricultural uses.

Environmental I

There are scattered areas of steep slopes plong the western border and cne large area in

contains numerous small locales o

steep sloped land. Urbanization of this ar y imphct these natural resources as outlingd in
ft

the introduction to the ESEE analysis. Mero's draft Goal § Fish and Wildiife Habitat Invenfory
identifies 58 percent of the study area land|in the d inventory. Urbanization of this area
may impact these natural resources as omJ in thel introduction to the ESEE analysis. '

Soclal Energy Economic
See Appendix A.

2002 Alternatives Analysis Study Pagle 134




| @ Study Area 37 i

Note. Study Arep boundaries
nichroe the entire right-ol-way
of adjacent sireets, consslan]
with Metrs Code 201 62§
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TO:

FROM:

DATE:

Re:

Dan Drentlaw

Tim O'Brien
Associate Regional Planner

November 21, 2002

Area 28

Dan the breakout for study area 28 is as follows:

North of Henrici — 300 acres — 490 dwelling units — 51 acres job lan

South

@w@mwc—&

of Henrici — 237 acres — 0 dwelling units — 130 acres job land |\ .,y 2(3 SHele l"""“"""\

Total s 537 acres — 490 dwelling units — 181 acres job land. @ eie A-\l._ .e,{u,‘;ﬁ\m\.._ \43—0
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13900 NW Old Germantown Road
Portland, Oregon 97231
November 21, 2002

Metro Council
600 NE Grand Ave.
Portland, Oregon 97232

Dear Councilors,

You are about to make a momentous decision, committing a huge amount of land to urban development:
more than a 10% increase, over 38 square miles. My neighborhood has petitioned you to remain rural, and
to date, you have respected those wishes. THANK YOU ! But we know that Task 3, and Sub-Regional
Analysis, are beginning; and in 5 years there will be another Periodic Review. So I want to address you in
your role as stewards of the future.

The Portland Metro area is at the confluence of the Columbia, Willamette, Clackamas, and Tualatin
Rivers. It’s a natural magnet for people, and it’s surrounded by some of the finest agricultural and forest
lands on the planet, considering soils, water, and climate. To continuously subdivide and pave those lands
in an ever-widening circle is the height of folly. Please consider which testimony is self-serving regarding
property development, and which is future-oriented and without financial gain.

No one expects that Portland shrink back to the legendary clearing in the woods. No one thinks it’s still
1932 instead of 2002 (except some financial columnists.) But our Metro area is now 369 square miles in
extent. That’s big enough, when you think about transportation, energy, and water issues in the 21% century.
Drive, or even ride MAX, from Hillsboro to Gresham - over 25 miles of mostly strip malls and 2-story
walkups - and then decide if “Things Look Different Here” is really true, or just a catchy slogan.

I contend that redevelopment, rehabilitation, and infill opportunities are plentiful within the existing
UGB. They just require more thought than setting rows of new houses on farms, pastures, and woodland.
If we want a strong 21%-century economy, we should be improving and rebuilding our existing cities, not
making more Levittowns. We can’t out-develop Atlanta or Dallas; we can protect our greatest economic
resource: our quality of life.

No matter what you decide for the urban area as a whole, I especially urge you to recognize and protect
one amazing and unique land feature we still have: the “arrow” of rural and wild lands that extend in a
narrow wedge from the Coast Range, along the Northwest Hills, practically to the heart of the City. I don’t
think there is a feature like this in any other major city in America. It protects watersheds. It provides
accessible recreation. It shelters farms and orchards. Here is a species list, just for the little valley I live in,
only 8 miles from this room: 121 wild animals, not counting insects, and 210 wild plants . This is not a list
from 100 years ago - these creatures live there today. The rural Northwest Hills area should be
permanently outside the UGB.

Thank you for listening.

Jim Emerson

Forest Park Neighborhood Association Board member
Outer Northwest Rural Advocates member
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Christina Billington - Re: UGB Stafford as Farmland

From:  Christina Billington

To: "projectedimage@yahoo.com".GWIA.MetCen
Date: 11/25/2002 9:04 a.m.

Subject: Re: UGB Stafford as Farmland

Mr. Eselius, thank you for sending additional information for the record. I have included your email and
attached documents and provided a copy to the Planning department as well as the Metro Council. Chris
Billington, Clerk of the Council

>>> Ryan Catlin <projectedimage@yahoo.com> 11/22/02 05:47p.m. >>>
Dear Mr. Burton,

| have attached two documents which | think you will find interesting. They are the title page and the conclusion
of a study which was confirmed by direct communication with Dr. Stanley Miles to have been directly
commissioned by Lake Oswego. This was in the possession of Lake Oswego throughout the entire UGB
controversy concerning the Stafford area. Despite this, Lake Oswego repeatedly and as late as the metro
meeting of 11/21/02, designates the area as "high grade farmland." Please add this to the permanent public
record.

Thank you,

Erik Eselius

503-635-4770

eeselius@aol.com

Do you Yahoo!?
Yahoo! Mail Plus - Powerful. Affordable. Sign up now

file://C:\WINNT\Profiles\cmb\Local%20Settings\Temp\GW }00001. HTM 11/25/2002



Agricultural Use and Productivity on Lands around

Luscher Farm

(off Rosemont & Stafford Roads south of Lake Oswego)

A REPORT BY

STANLEY D. MILES
AGRICULTURAL ECONOMIST EMERITUS
OREGON STATE UNIVERSITY

MILES & ASSOCIATES
CONSULTANTS IN AGRICULTURAL ECONOMICS
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used primarily as rural residential home sites. The land is broken up into relatively small
acresges, not large enough for coramarcial farming. While there is some sgricultural
activity taking place, it is just hobby farming.

The feasibility of inteasified production in the arcs is quite limited. The land will grow
grass but there is fterally no return frowm this type of enterprise. Christmas trees are the
other possibility. After dealing with the steeper siopes on the property, there are other
problems to copsider, Typically residontial areas do not like aerial spruying. This often
grncnates conflicts and lawsuits, At harvest time, seasonal labor would nsed to be brought
in

Given the constraints of the sods, slop~, small parcels, eto., it is very unfikely that any
commmercial farmer would develop an firigated agricultural enterprise. There is very littie
prime farmiand in the area and is mostly in amall sirips. The slopes would lead 1o efosion
problems and investment in drainage tilc may also be roquired.

Given the sbove described situation, I do not think we can expect snyone to iry to engege
in & serious or more intensive {arming operation. Under the circumstances, axrent uses of
these parcels is the most logical.
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TESTIMONY
METRO PLANNING MEETING
NOVEMBER 21, 2002

Presiding Officer, Hosticka
Metro Council

I can’t speak for the Wanker’s Corner / lower area, even though we have
members in Metro Area 38 but with regards to the entire upper area — which went into the
U.G.B. before, over 70% of this land is represented by R.P.O.A. members and we would
like it back in the U.G.B. By the way, we also care enough and are self motivated
enough to bringoﬁéjtl(fﬁlpfs)::'eming body today. The people fighting our inclusion
continue to be the “drive thru's”! They are in fact the NIMBY’s who have to use our
roads (which apparently aren’t that bad) to get in and out of their own cities! I guess the
one possible exception would be the approximately 120 acres owned by Lake Oswego in
our area. The City government wants us out, but the Lake Oswego citizens want their
park land (which they paid for many years ago) useable and improved. The dichotomy is
this can’t happen unless we are placed in the U.G.B. I believe that once Lake Oswego
citizens find this out they also would accept this area into the U.G.B.

We are asking you to please recommend and cast your vote for inclusion of the

Stafford Area into the U.G.B.

Judy Eselius
Lake Oswego OR
503-635-4770
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THE LEAGUE OF WEST LINN NEIGHBORHOODS AL~ B35

Linda Hamel, Chair
P.O. Box 591
Marylhurst, OR 97036

www.leaguewestlinn.org
503-655-3325

November 15, 2002

Mr. Mike Burton

Metro Executive Officer
600 NE Grand Avenue
Portland, Oregon 97232

Dear Mr. Burton,

The League of West Linn Neighborhoods, an independent, non-partisan organization,
was formed several years ago to act as a clearinghouse for community concerns. The
League provides a forum for residents to participate in government as a means of

preserving, sustaining, and enhancing the quality of life in West Linn and the surrounding
communities.

The League of West Linn Neighborhoods has consistently supported the City of West
Linn and the City of Lake Oswego in its opposition to urbanization of the Stafford area.
Given the unexpected changes and assumptions resulting in the size of the UGB
expansion, and that it comes at this late date in the process, we wish to provide you with
the following comments as you and the Metro Council move toward a final decision.

Our opposition to urbanization of the Stafford area still stands for several reasons:

o Expansion of the UGB into the Stafford area would undermine the region’s and the
City’s goal of concentration development in town and neighborhood centers.
Successful neighborhood center developments, along with regional centers, will
minimize the need for UGB expansion if the UGB is kept tight in support of centers.

o The City of West Linn and its residents are, currently, investing time and funding in
long awaited neighborhood planning around neighborhood centers to preserve,
sustain, and enhance our many assets. Switching the focus, to plan Stafford area, will
drain financial and human resources from this commitment.

a Expansion of the UGB into the Stafford area will violate Meto’s own UGB expansion
criteria to protect rural separations and community identity. Development of the

Stafford area will erase the separation between the cities of West Linn, Lake Oswego,
and Tualatin.

a Steeply sloping, forested, exception land in Stafford area is the most difficult and
expensive to provide urban services.

a Opposition is strongly held because of the completely inadequate transportation
system and the lack of funding in the foreseeable future to correct existing
deficiencies let alone provide for new capacity.




Projections that try to estimate the population of the region twenty years from now should
consider a range of possibilities. The annual growth rate that is adopted should be at the
low end of the range. Overly “optimistic” projections will commit land irreversibly to
urban development. More cautious growth rates will limit UGB expansion and reinforce
urban centers. The update of the growth rate projection every five years provides ample
safeguard that can respond to more rapid growth.

The League urges you to carefully consider your decisions regarding the need for
additional land to be added to the UGB and the consequences of unnecessarily adding

Stafford to the UGB.

Thank you for your consideration,

Linda Hamel, Chair

Cc: Metro Council Members:

Mike Burton, Executive Officer

Carl Hosticka, Presiding Officer,
dist. three

Bill Atherton, dist. two

Rod Park, dist. one

Susan McLain, dist. four

Rex Burkholder, dist. five

Rod Monroe, dist. six

David Bragdon, dist. seven

Clackamas County Commissioners:

Michael Jordan
Bill Kennemer
Larry Sowa

West Linn City Council:

David Dodds, mayor

Michael Kapigian, council pres.
David Tripp, councilor

Norm King, councilor

Bill Wilson, councilor
Councilor Elect Bob Adams

Lake Oswego City Council:
Judie Hammerstad, mayor

LONAC:
Jeff Gudman, chair

City of Tualatin:
Lou Ogden,mayor
Mary Jo Cartasegna, planning dirc.

State Legislators:
Rep. Jerry Krummel
Rep. Richard Devlin
Sen. Randy Miller

League of Oregon Cities
Ken Strobeck, executive director

1000 Friends of Oregon:
Mary Kyle McCurdy



115703 & —34e

Testimony by Mayor Judie Hammerstad, City of Lake Oswego
Metro Council 11-21-02

Mr. Presiding Officer, members of the Council

Thank for thoughtfully addressing this very difficult task, and congratulations upon
coming to its completion.

I especially want to thank Councilor Atherton, who represents our district for his work
the past four years and for his passionate protection of the Stafford area.

You have considered our previous testimony which addressed the issues, and we are here
to take “yes” for an answer.

I do, however, have two requests:

Please, once this decision is made, go on to the other tasks under task 3, but do not revisit
the issue of additional residential land until your next periodic review in 2007. Allow
the region to deal with this recommendation. If you have overprojected the land need in
this decision, you may find yourselves in a position of not needing to add more land at
that time.

I do hope you will not consider designating Urban Reserves either at this time or as part
of task 3. That process needs to go through the same alternatives analysis that you use in
expanding the UGB. Regarding Stafford in particular, the analysis of the more than 800
acres of high-value farm land was not thoroughly discussed and considered. If you are,
in fact dealing with high-value farm land, that would affect the priority of that area.

Again, congratulations on completing this decision; we look forward to working with the
region, as we have in the past, toward developing and maintaining our livable
communities, especially inside the Urban Growth Boundary as we enhance and develop
our Centers.

Thank you for allowing us to testify. Lake Oswego will be submitting more
comprehensive testimony prior to the closure of the record on Dec. 5.

Judie Hammerstad
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TESTIMONY
METRO PLANNING MEETING
NOVEMBER 21, 2002

Presiding Officer, Hosticka
Metro Council

To start with | am naturally disappointed on your non-confirming vote on Stafford based
on, | believe, lack of documentation from the County. This information will be provided by
Friday or Monday at the latest and submitted for the record and hopefully you will consider
Stafford for inclusion into the U.G.B.

With regards to Clackamas County Commissioners feeling that “Citizens raised
concerns regarding a specific public process” not being met — In their defense, let me remind
the Commissioners and Metro that the “ones” bringing these concerns sued Metro the last time
when over half this area came in. Since then and talking about the entire area; - the city of
Tualatin had a major impact study done where questions/concerns/ideas/surveys were taken
and presented/discussed for the lower area (Wanker’'s Corner). There have been at least 5
CPO meetings (the CPO for this area) dealing with the entire Stafford area coming in. Where
most of the time the consensus was to make it 2 or 5 acres zoning but the discussions were
held! Notices didn't go to Portland, Oregon City, West Linn, etc. for it was for the citizens of our
area! Even so, a CPO meeting was held at the request of the West Linn NIMBY's, organized by
Mr. Adams. This discussion was held about three weeks ago regarding the entire Stafford area.
That time there happened to be more people there for inclusion so that didn't work for them!
There also was a Regional Study done that included Area 38 and 42 in October 2001 regarding
using these areas for total or partial Industrial land sponsored by no less than the Portland
Development Commission; Port of Portland; Oregon Economic Development Department; 1000
Friends of Oregon to name a few which also was a public forum with a quote stating “Phase |
calls for expansion of the U.G.B. in both the Stafford and Happy Valley/Damascus areas” end
quote. | believe we have had an “extensive specific public process” regarding this area, even
though Clackamas County didn’t physically conduct all the meetings and let us not forget the
Metro meetings, which covered the entire area.

My question/concern to Metro is why with this extensive Industrial study with the region
and Clackamas County needing Industrial land has Clackamas County and Metro ignored the
possible use of at least 300/400 acres out of 1,500 in Area 38 that are large tract ownerships
and bisected by Johnson Road. This study appears to have their fingerprints all over it! Instead
Metro planned over 3,700 dwelling units for Area 38 if it goes into the U.G.B.?!

Anyone that says they were “Blind Sided” by Mr. Burton'’s “last minute” proposal, especially
City officials, were probably “Blind” to begin with! The Stafford area needs to be brought in now
and properly planned.

= In Area 42 you can give Tualatin their “Kruse Way" type corridor.
= |n Area 38 and maybe the eastern part of Area 42 you can get much needed Industrial

land for Clackamas County and the Region that's in existing large tracts and partially
surrounded by open space.
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= You will reduce the planned density for our area by 2,400 to 3,500 dwelling units in Area
38 making everyone happier.

= You will even give back to the Lake Oswego citizens — their park land so they can use it
for parks!
= Finally, you will give us back our property!

Now how much better can that get? Thank you for your continued consideration in this matter.

Charles Hoff, President

Rosemont Property Owners Association
21557 SW 91st

Tualatin OR 97062

(503) 692-3354
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Clackamas County urgently
needs to increase its supply
of employment land to
accommodate expanding
existing businesses and to
create jobs for our residents.

INTRODUCTION

Industrial jobs are important. They pay better than average wages, provide
comprehensive benefits and help to sustain our competitiveness in a global
economy. Industrial jobs have been the heart of our economic engine, perhaps
most impressively for several decades, and during the Oregon “Economic
Miracle” of the 1990s. Jobs associated with high tech, creative services, metals,
machinery and transportation equipment, lumber and wood products, nursery
products, and specialty foods in particular have been at the heart of recent and
probable future economic development opportunities.

Clackamas County faces a shortage of industrial land to meet the 20 year
projected demand. This situation hits Clackamas County particularly hard in the
region since we have the least supply available in comparison to Multnomah and
Washington Counties. Below is a graph that illustrates the concentration of
available industrial land by percent in the Region.

Percantage of industrisl land in the Region

In terms of acres, the graph below illustrates that Clackamas County is third out
of 4 counties in terms of industrial land inventory.
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Despite the importance of industrial jobs, our county’s shortage of 1,732 to 2,500
acres in supply of ready-to-develop industrial land and lack of strategically
located sites for future industrial development now represents a brewing crisis.
Industrial land supply is an important factor forming a foundation for our
economic future.

Potential Future Industrial Land in Clackamas County

VACANT SITES IN UGB
BROWNFIELD SITES
RURALCITIES g

FORMER URBAN RESERVE [ESae
AREAS

With the severest shortage of industrial sites in the region and largest
outcommute of any urban county in the state, Clackamas County leaders have
long sought more land for greater employment. Milestones include:

¢ The 1997 Clackamas County Economic Development Plan which lists lack of
industrial land as a critical issue |
* In 1999, Clackamas County was identified as the “poster child” for industrial |
land as part of the Regional Industrial Lands Study Phase 2. |
* In 2000 the Clackamas County Economic Development Commission outlined
a three-phase approach to expansion of the urban growth boundary (UGB) in
Clackamas County (copy attached). Phase 1 calls for expansion of the UGB
in both the Stafford and Happy Valley/Damascus areas.
¢ On February 1, 2002. Clackamas County leaders were briefed on the findings
of the Regional Industrial Lands Study Phase 3. It developed understanding
of the industrial land supply challenges and recommendations on how to
address shortages.
* This next year the Metropolitan Service District (Metro) will be deciding
whether to expand the regional urban growth boundary, and where to expand
it. For more information regarding Metro please consult their web page at




It is critical to expand the Urban Growth Boundary for additional
Employment land because:

L4

FISCAL SUSTAINABILITY

In order for Clackamas County, and communities within Clackamas County to
fiscally sustain themselves and to continue to provide a wide variety of public
services that contribute to our quality of life it is necessary to increase the
level of business investment and employment within Clackamas County.

COMPLETE COMMUNITIES/JOBS HOUSING IMBALANCE

In order to build more complete communities within Clackamas County it is
imperative that residents be allowed greater opportunity to live and work
within Clackamas County.

OUTCOMMUTING CREATES TRAFFIC CONGESTION, LONG
COMMUTES FOR OUR RESIDENTS AND WEAR ON OUR ROADS
Clackamas County has the highest number of “outcommuters” of any Oregon
county. In order to provide greater employment opportunities for residents,
Clackamas County needs a greater inventory of employment sites within the
Urban Growth Boundary. The high degree of outcommute has tremendous
social and physical costs (e.g. infrastructure) associated with it.

WE NEED MORE INDUSTRIAL LANDS IN THE REGION

The Regional Industrial Lands Study phase 3 - outlines a critical need for
more industrial land today within the Portland metropolitan region. With
additional reductions in buildable land supply anticipated due to pending
stream protection proposals there is a critical need to increase the regional
industrial land inventory.

OUR EXISTING BUSINESSES NEED SITES FOR EXPANSION AND WE
NEED SITES TO ACCOMMODATE FUTURE EMPLOYERS

There is a severe shortage of “ready to go” employment sites within
Clackamas County to accommodate business retention, expansion and
recruitment needs. Over time, the County will lose jobs and business
investments if competitive sites are not provided for new and expanding
businesses.



OPPORTUNITIES FOR INPUT IN THE
METRO URBAN GROWTH BOUNDARY EXPANSION DECISION

By December 2002, Metro will be making a decision on whether to expand the
UGB and where to expand it. Metro has laid out a multiple level decision process
in the selection of lands for UGB Amendment. Milestones in the process include:

* March 29, 2002 Determination of Regional Need:
Determine the 20-year land supply needed based on the 2022 forecast and
the number of dwelling units and jobs to be accommodated through UGB
amendments.

* Presiding Officer Election - May, 2002
The first election for the presiding officer position will be held May, 2002. If no
candidate secures 51% or more, there will be a run-off in November. The two
front running candidates for this position are David Bragdon and Rod Monroe.

* June 28, 2002 Alternatives Analysis
A memorandum summarizing the results of the analysis and a
recommendation of sites to drop further research.

* October 31, 2002 Technical Amendments to the Urban Growth Boundary
A memorandum outlining specific changes to the UGB and to Metro code.

e December 20, 2002 Selection of Lands for UGB Amendment.
Adoption of ordinances and amendments to the UGB to comply with ORS
197.299 and to address technical issues.

WHO TO CONTACT:
METRO is governed by a seven member elected council, who will be making the
decisions associated with the region’s Urban Growth Boundary.

Clackamas County Representatives include:

Portland and small portion of Lake
Bill Atherton - District 2 - Bulk of Oswego, and Clackamas County

Clackamas County
Other Councilors include:

Carl Hosticka (Presiding Officer) -
District 3 - Outer SW portion of the ¢ Rod Park - District 1 - East
region including only Wilsonville in Multnomah County
Clackamas County

¢ Susan MclLain - District 4 -

Rod Monroe - District 6 - SE Washington County
Portland, Milwaukie, and portion of
NE Portland ¢ Rex Burkholder - District 5 -

NW, North, and NE Portland
David Bragdon - District 7 - SW



Information about each of these councilors and contact information is on the
Metro web page at http://www.metro-region.org/glance/official.html
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Introduction

Industrial jobs are important. They pay better
than average wages, provide comprehensive In This Section...

betiefitm anil help e sustain seyiona] | introduion
f:ompetltweness in a global economy. Ir}dustr_lal Purpose of RILS Phase 3 .........................2
jobs have been the heart of our economic engine, Study Methodology
perhaps most impressively for several decades,
and during the Oregon “Economic Miracle” of the 1990s. Jobs associated with high tech,
creative services, metals, machinery and transportation equipment, lumber and wood
products, nursery products, and specialty foods in particular have been at the heart of
recent and probable future economic development opportunities.

Despite the importance of industrial jobs, our region’s inattention to the supply of
ready-to-develop industrial land and lack of preservation of strategically located sites
for future industrial development now represents a brewing crisis. Industrial land
supply is one of a number of important factors forming a foundation for our economic
future, and the lack of clarity regarding industrial land supply objectives and overall
economic development strategy creates an atmosphere of uncertainty for our region.

This phase of the Regional Industrial Land Study (RILS Phase 3) is the culmination of a
three-phased study undertaken by several public, nonprofit, and private entities to
obtain a better understanding of the industrial land supply challenges now squarely
before area decision-makers.!

Phase 1 of RILS included focus group meetings with public and private representatives
to define issues about the adequacy of the study region’s industrial land supply.

Phase 2 addressed questions about industrial supply and demand. Industrial land
demand was forecasted to be 6,300 net acres over 20 years. The study region’s industrial
land supply was sorted into two primary types—land that is “ready to develop” and land
that is “constrained”. The total industrial land supply was found to consist of 9,200
acres of vacant and redevelopable parcels. About one-third of the land supply (2,400
acres was considered “ready to develop”) and two-thirds was considered to be
“constrained”. 2

With a long-term need for almost 4,000 additional ready-to-develop industrial acres, the
RILS sponsors proceeded with Phase 3 to better understand the costs associated with
making constrained industrial land ready for industrial use. Phase 3 of RILS combines
the results of the prior two phases with new information gleaned from industrial
development case studies and a more detailed assessment of industrial development

! The study region is defined as the six-county Portland-Vancouver Primary Metropolitan Statistical Area,
which includes land in Clackamas, Columbia, Multnomah, Washington, and Yamhill Counties, Oregon; and
Clark County, Washington.

2 “Constrained” industrial land is defined as land that is designated for industrial use, but is not “ready to
develop” because of one or more of the following factors: lack of urban services, environmental issues,
natural hazards, brownfield designation, marine or aviation use restrictions, corporate land banking, and/or

“major” traffic congestion on nearby arterial streets.

Regronal Industrial Lands Study, Phase & Page 1
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Introduction
Continued

trends. Additionally, Phase 3 summarizes the industrial land supply policy issues and
strategies requiring immediate attention from local and regional decision making
bodies.

This report is presented as an immediate call to action for the deliberate, participatory
engagement of industrial and economic development issues. The stakes are high.
Strategic economic policy decisions made or not made by policy makers will affect our
region’s ability to compete in the global market place for years to come.

Purpose of RILS Phase 3

The general purpose of RILS Phase 3 is to identify potential policies that can increase
the supply of industrial land that is ready for development. The specific objectives of
RILS Phase 3 include:

» Analyzing the feasibility, strategies, and potential impacts of converting constrained
industrial land inside the Metro Urban Growth Boundary (UGB) and the Clark
County Urban Growth Area (UGA) to ready-to-develop land.

» Analyzing the costs, tradeoffs, and impacts of creating new ready-to-develop
industrial land outside the Metro UGB.

» Comparing the costs and development issues for selected sites inside the Metro UGB
Clark County UGA, and outside the UGB/UGA; and

» Identifying policy issues that should be considered to enhance industrial land supply
by increasing the supply of “ready to develop” land.

Historically, economic development
policies interacting with market forces
enabled goods to be “Made in Oregon”
for export to the rest of the nation and
the world.

Regional Industrial Lands Study, Phase 3 Page 2
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Introduction
Continued

Study Methodology

RILS findings are based upon development case studies in this region, and information
gleaned from interviews with industrial experts and a review of literature. The study
also includes an industrial employment growth and development density analysis, with
updated industrial land demand forecasts.

A consortium of local, regional, and state interests served as study sponsors and
functioned as a Management Advisory Committee (MAC). The MAC met nine times
during the study process to help formulate study methodology, select case studies, and
to review preliminary study findings and conclusions. The MAC membership included
individuals from the following organizations.

Clackamas County

Columbia County

Columbia River Economic Development Council

Commercial Real Estate Economic Coalition

Metropolitan Service District (Metro)

Oregon Economic and Community Development Department
Oregon Department of Land Conservation and Development
Oregon Department of Transportation

Port of Portland

Portland Development Commission

Portland State University, Institute of Portland Metropolitan Studies
1000 Friends of Oregon

VVVVVVVVVVVY

Dr. Ethan Seltzer, Institute of Portland Metropolitan Studies, served as the project
facilitator. Consultant activities, including buildable land analysis, demand analysis,
case studies, and preliminary strategies were led by Otak, Inc. with support from
ECONorthwest and Parametrix, Inc.




Industrial Development Trends

Despite the recent slow-down in national and

regional economic activity, industrial job growth in
the study region is expected to increase from
approximately 328,000 jobs in year 2000 to 476,000
jobs by year 2025. This represents a projected
increase of 148,000 industrial jobs over this forecast
time period.? As shown in the figure below, regional
industrial job growth has generally trended upwards
since the national recession that occurred in the early
1980s. While there will certainly be years where
industrial job growth dips or declines (this year is a

likely example), the long-term trends bode well, as

Key Findings In This Section...

Industrial Jobs are Projected to
INCTBASE ...vvoisivisnsisais wrisiinsonss
Industrial Land Requirements are
Changing...
A Variety of Parcel SIZGS are
Needed...

Avallablllty of Ready—to-Deve!op
Parcels is Constralnmg Market
Potential ..

- )
s

long as demand is accommodated.

Figure 1: Industrial Employment in Study Region (000s)
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The literature review and interviews revealed that despite the gradual shift in our
nation’s economy from manufacturing to services, technological advances and global
competition are beginning to have a measurable impact on industrial development.

Emerging trends are highlighted below.

Not all jobs in “industrial” sectors require vacant industrial-designated land.
It is estimated that 15 percent of new industrial jobs can be accommodated within
commercial buildings or though redevelopment. The distribution of industrial jobs as a
percentage of all jobs tends to vary widely by location and land-use designation, as

shown in Figure 2.

3 Industrial jobs shown on Figure linclude the following sectors: construction, manufacturing,
transportation, communication, and public utilities. Job forecasts are from the “Economic Report to the

Metro Council”, Metro Data Resource Center, January 2000.

Regional Industrial Lands Study, Phase 3
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Industrial Development Trends
Continued

Figure 2: Industrial Job Distribution by Selected Subarea

Industrial Jobs as % of All Jobs in Subarea

Rivergate 91%
Airport Way
Central Eastside

Gresham

Downtown PDX

Source: compiled by Otak, based on data provided by Oregon Employment Department for year 2000.

Not all industrial-designated land is used by “industrial sectors.” Uses such as
restaurants, retail, athletic clubs, churches, training/education, and public facilities
currently occupy about 20 percent of the industrial land base. Most local zoning
ordinances allow some level of ancillary retail and commercial uses within industrial
zones. The existing distribution of non-industrial jobs within industrial zones is shown

on Figure 3.
Figure 3: Non-Industrial Jobs by Land Use Zoning Designation

Non-industrial Jobs as % of All Jobs in Zone

Light Industrial 32%)
Mixed-Use ind. 31%
General Industrial 23%
Heavy Industrial 15%

Source: compiled by Otak, based on data provided by Oregon Employment Department for year 2000

Certain building densities are decreasing while others are increasing.
Warehouse/distribution building-floor-area to land-area densities appear to be declining
as building heights increase. The focus on administration/management and research
and development occupations is expected to increase building densities for high-tech/flex
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Industrial Development Trends

Continued

buildings moderately. General industrial building densities are expected to remain

fairly constant.

Employment densities are also changing. Increased automation is leading to lower
employment densities for warehouse/distribution and general industrial uses. On the
other hand, more focus on research and development and management/administrative
positions is leading to higher employment densities for high-tech/flex building types.

A variety of parcel sizes is required to meet future industrial demand
requirements. In response to increasing demands from the global and domestic
markets, industrial operations must constantly strive to become more efficient and more
cost effective. Industrial land users desire sites and building facilities that foster flexible
and efficient production and efficient distribution environments.

Table 1: Industrial Parcel Demand and Supply (Six-County Study Region)

Demand for Estimated Su, of
Parcels (2000 to 2025, Parcels
Total Vacant &
Vacant Unconstrained

Parcel Size Mid-Point of Industrial Parcels :
(buildable Sensitivity Analysis Parcels Conclusions
acres)

Significant infill/redevelopment
1103 2,169 730 188 opportunities in this segment.

Market appears to be addressing this
3to 11 235 710 218

segment.

Upper end of range (i:e. parcels over 20
111050 58 284 62 acres) should be more carefully

monitored.

Land constraints are limiting market
50 to 100° 9 21 2 opportunities in this segment. san!

3 Immediate need to identify/preserve

100 and above 6 7 ! strategic sites for industrial use.
Total 2,476 1,752 471

"In addition to these parcels, there are approximately 24 vacant unconstrained parcels (less than 15 acres) in small
cities outside Metro UGB (including Estacada, Molalla, Sandy, Canby, North Plains, Banks, Newberg, McMinnville,
Sheridan, St. Helens, etc.
’Adjusted to include the +/-75-acre James River site in St. Helens, Columbia County.

’Updafsd to reflect recent absorption/sales at Southshore Corporate Park and Westmark Industrial Park.

Source: Demand projections by ECONorthwest and Otak; supply estimates by Otak, Inc. derived from RILS Phase 2

Draft Final Report, December 1999 (with adjustments for sites over 75 acres.

A sensitivity analysis was conducted (provided in Appendix G) to estimate long-term
demand for industrial parcels. The results of that analysis are provided in Table 1. It
should be noted that the parcel demand forecasts reflect the consultant team’s “best
estimate” for industrial parcels based upon growth in industrial establishments.
Industrial developers typically develop sites that are large enough to accommodate a
variety of tenants in diversified building types. This approach helps to address the
needs of small and large tenants, and those that desire to own or lease property. Hence,

Regrional Industrial Lands Study, Phase I
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Industrial Development Trends
Continued

Table 1 does not reflect the likely aggregation of several parcels into large contiguous
industrial developments.

Availability of ready-to-develop parcels is constraining market potential. As
indicated in Table 1, the forecasted demand for small (less than 3-acre) and large (over
50-acre) industrial parcels may exceed the existing unconstrained industrial supply,
unless proactive public policies interact with market forces to enhance and preserve
strategic industrial holdings. The real estate community appears to be addressing the
3- to 11-acre category of parcel demand, but is not currently addressing demand for
ready-to-develop parcels over 50 acres.

Large parcels are important to economic development. The forecasted demand for 15
large parcels (over 50 acres in net land area) accounts for only one percent of the total
parcels, but is forecasted to accommodate approximately 13,500 industrial workers or
14% of the future industrial job growth. Additional analysis is recommended within the

11-50 acre category to determine if available parcel supply is in line with demand
requirements.

Given these findings, a sensitivity analysis was conducted using minimum, maximum,
and mean job and building density assumptions. The results concluded that the long-
term (year 2000 to 2025) industrial land demand in the study region ranges from 4,700
to 11,500 net acres, with 6,900 acres as the best estimate (90 percent confidence level)
for net vacant land requirements. Of course, the location, configuration and availability
of parcels are also important development considerations. As the available land supply
tightens, the ability for the region to fully address market requirements, particularly
from large industrial land users, may be lost.

Regrional Industrial Lands Study, Plhase 3 Page 7
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Industrial Development Case Study Findings

To better understand the costs of
converting constrained industrial land to
land that is “ready to develop,” RILS Phase |\ 4o pevelopment Case Study Locations .....8
2 evaluated several industrial case studies | | gide UGB/UGA Case Studies .......................... 9
located inside and outside the UGB/UGA. Outside UGB/UGA Case Studies
Case study locations were selected by the
MAC after considering site selection
criteria that are described in the Technical Appendix Report.

In This Section...

Figure 4: Case Study Location Map
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Industrial Development Case Study Findings
Continued

The case studies, which included six locations inside the UGB/UGA and three locations
outside the UGB/UGA, are useful for determining the relative cost of removing
identified industrial development constraints. Site development constraints are defined
as any extraordinary development costs required to address major offsite transportation
and utility improvements, special on-site grading/fill, environmental mitigation, and
property assembly. Conversion costs are intended to represent the cost of making the
constrained land on par with ready-to-develop industrial properties.

Conversion costs should not be confused with “basic” site development costs, which
includes additional costs for permitting, basic site preparation/grading, onsite utilities,
roads and pathways for site circulation. Since “basic” site development costs apply to
ready-to-develop vacant land and constrained land, they are excluded from the case
study analysis.

While the sample size of the case studies is small, it does reflect the general spectrum of
issues confronting the study region’s constrained industrial land supply. The case
studies do provide an indication of the relative costs of converting constrained land to
ready-to-develop industrial properties.

There are two types of conclusions that can be derived from the case study
analysis: 1) General Conclusions and 2) Inferred Conclusions. General
conclusions help shed light on the issues and relative costs of addressing development
constraints. Inferred Conclusions are implied by the case studies but may require
additional analysis to fully validate their basis or accuracy.

Inside UGB/UGA Case Studies

The six inside UGB/UGA case study locations included: two sites in Multnomah County
(West Coast Paper and Holman Area); one site in Clackamas County (Glenn Oak
Industrial Park); one site in Washington County (97*h Avenue site in Tualatin); and two
sites in Clark County (one in Ridgefield and the Vancouver Gateway). Of these case
studies, West Coast Paper and 97th Avenue sites were developed or under construction,
and the remaining four were in various stages of planning. In light of its large size and
number of development alternatives, the Vancouver Gateway site was evaluated in two
potential configurations.

Regional Iindwustrial Lands Stwudy, Plhase 3 Page 9
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Industrial Development Case Study Findings

Continued
Table 2: Inside UGB/UGA Case Study Results
Conversion
Cost Conversion
Net Avg. Estimated Adjusted to Cost Per Conversion
Site Buildable Parcel Industrial Industrial Industrial Cost Per
No. Name Acres Size Jobs on Site Uses Job Ratio Acre Ratio
M-2 ‘,{,\;e:gf"as' 18.4 9.2 276 $50,000 $180 $2,700
M-3 Holman Area 32 1.9 848 $9,286,800 $10,950* $290,175
Glenn Oak
C-3 Industrial Park 51 3.9 1,548 $7,905,000 $5,110 $155,104
WA-8 | 97" Ave Site 7 1.8 124 $555,000 $4,476 $79,286
CK-2 | Ridgefield 44 44 579 $550,000 $950 $12,501
: $29.3M (Alt 2)
Columbia 4,200 (Alt.2) to $6,980 to $78,130 to
CK3 | Gateway 7510875 | NA | Tiaso(an4) | SN | Tstsaoz| s119,200

Regrional Tndustrial Lands Study,

*Long-term cost per job is $2,685 after salesllease revenue is added.
Source: Case study research by Otak, Inc.

Inside UGBIUGA Case Study General Conclusions

There is a very wide variation in the cost of addressing site development
constraints. Hence, each site must be evaluated on a case-by-case basis, and it may not
be accurate to apply average cost factors to all constrained land within the study region.

There are three primary types of constrained* industrial land:

1) land that will likely be developed over the long-term as industrial without public
investment;

2) land that could accommodate some industrial as long as a mix of non-industrial use
(e.g., commercial or other uses) is allowed; and

3) land that will likely not be developed as industrial unless there is a significant level
of public investment in the form of land assembly and/or offsite infrastructure.

The constraints associated with the first category may be temporary or do not
significantly impair site development, such as regional traffic congestion. Examples
include the West Coast Paper and Ridgefield case studies.

The second category reflects the costs for addressing higher levels of constraints, such
as onsite wetlands mitigation, and challenging site topography. Examples include 97th
Avenue.

4 “Constrained” industrial land is defined as land that is designated for industrial use, but is not “ready-to-

develop” because of one or more of the following factors: lack of urban services, environmental issues,

natural hazards, brownfield designation, marine or aviation use restrictions, corporate land banking, and/or

major traffic congestion on nearby arterial streets.

Phase 7 Page 10
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Industrial Development Case Study Findings
Continued

Sites that possess multiple constraints with inadequate transportation connections
and/or include small redevelopment parcels make up the third category of constrained
land. Areas with these constraints will likely require a public agency to lead or facilitate
development by making significant investments in infrastructure or land acquisition.
Examples include Holman Area, Glenn Oak, and Columbia Gateway.

Developer return on investment and certainty in the permitting process are
the two main factors that determine if the private sector can address
industrial land constraints. In the /ong run it appears that the private sector is
willing to pay for needed transportation improvements, and construct necessary
environmental mitigation, if land-use permitting is timely and developer return on
investment is sufficient. The property owner must also be a willing participant in the
development process or the site will remain “land banked” for an indefinite time period.

Transportation consistently emerges as the leading cost factor for removing
industrial development constraints. Providing adequate offsite transportation (e.g.,
new roads, intersection improvements, and to a lesser extent rail connections) appears
to be the most costly development constraint for large parcels.

Development costs are only one factor that can inhibit industrial
development. Land use and environmental permitting (which is required to make land
ready for development), along with local political and community preferences can also
hinder industrial development. Prolonged permitting processes, and competing growth
pressure from non-industrial uses, such as schools, churches, parks, and housing
developments are significant challenges to industrial development.

Inside UGBIUGA Case Study Inferred Conclusions

A Regional Economic Development Strategy is needed. Various cities, counties
and state agencies, and private organizations within the study region tend to have
economic development strategies that are independent and reactive. While some
informal coordination is occurring among public and private economic development
stakeholders, a more concerted and deliberate effort could help to retain and attract
strategic industries.

Public land assembly is likely necessary when there are several property owners,
non-conforming uses, and/or very small parcels that need to be aggregated for more
intensive industrial development to occur. In the absence of public subsidies or tax
incentives, developers will not provide the “patient equity” necessary to assemble
several small (less than +/-5-acre parcels) into a contiguous industrial or business park.
Once the land is assembled, however, it appears that developer’s will address
constraints associated with permitting and infrastructure, as long as an adequate
return on investment can be achieved.

Regronal ITndwustrial Lands Study, Phase 7 Page 11
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Industrial Development Case Study Findings
Continued

Commercial/mixed-use development is sometimes necessary on sites with
significant development constraints. These sites have higher than typical development
costs, which require enhanced revenues to generate adequate market return on
investment. Hence, the developer may need to provide some amount of non-industrial
use (e.g., commercial/mixed-use development) to justify the higher costs of removing site
constraints. The amount of non-industrial use needed will vary, depending upon parcel
location, size, and site marketability.

Developing constrained industrial land may result in fewer industrial jobs
than planned. In the absence of public subsidies or tax incentives, developers must
identify financially viable land uses to carry high development costs associated with
addressing site constraints. Hence, developers will often seek to accommodate high
revenue-generating land uses, such as commercial retail, in lieu of industrial uses.
Commercial encroachment on industrial designated land is likely to result in an
opportunity cost or a reduction in the region’s ability to accommodate future industrial

job growth on our remaining supply of vacant industrial land.

Streamlined environmental/land use permitting and clear and objective Goal
5/ESA regulations can help developers manage the risk of industrial land
conversion. Increasing layers of federal, state, and local permitting are adding to the
risks, costs and uncertainties of real estate development. Until clear and objective
regulations are adopted, there may be adverse financing impacts on projects with
potential Goal 5/ESA or wetland impacts. Also, no one can be sure about the adequacy
of the study region’s industrial land supply until new Goal 5/ESA regulations are clearly
defined. This issue generally pertains to the desire for expedited review and due process
for all land use regulations.

The conclusions from the inside UGB/UGA case studies point towards the importance of
preserving and protecting vacant industrial sites within the UGB/UGA for industrial
development. Also, given the cost and risk associated with developing constrained
industrial sites, there are cases where the public sector must play a role to foster
industrial development.

Outside UGB/UGA Case Studies

The three outside UGB/UGA case studies included potential industrial locations in
Damascus, Stafford, and Scappoose. Given the large expanse of the Damascus area, it
was evaluated as two inclusive industrial areas: the southwest quadrant, and the entire
Damascus area. Please refer to the Technical Appendix for site maps and descriptions.

Regional Industrial Lands Study, Phase 3 Page 12
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Continued

Table 3: Outside UGB/UGA Case Study Results

Conversion Conversion
Net Avg. Estimated Cost Adjusted | Cost Per Conversion
Site Buildable | Parcel Industrial to Industrial Industrial Cost Per
No. Name Acres Size Jobs On Site Uses® Job Acre
C-2B | Stafford Area 80 N/A 2,708 $10,504,500 $3,879 $131,306
C-1A Damascus’ 532 N/A 15,095 $162,240,000 $10,748 $345,928
Damascus
C-1B (SW Quad.)’' 234 N/A 5,537 $29,775,000 $5,383 $133,520
CO-2 | Scappoose 300 150 1,470 $21,850,000 $12,700 $72,813
TTier A conversion cost for Damascus property excludes Units 1-2 of Sunrise corridor ($520M) given its assumed
statewide/regional need.

zAppffeS to Damascus and Stafford mixed-use areas where planned non-industrial land uses must share
infrastructure capacity.
Source: Case study research by Otak, Inc.

Outside UGBIUGA Case Study General Conclusions

The cost-per-job and cost-per-net-acre for large parcels outside the UGB/UGA
appear to be on par with the costs identified for the inside UGB/UGA case
studies. There may be some economies of scale attributed to the large case study areas,
which can be used to spread the capital costs among several land use types.

The total cost of converting large vacant sites is typically higher than smaller
sites inside the UGB/UGA. This is primarily attributed to the need to construct
adequate public facilities (e.g., roads, intersections, water and sewer lines, etc.) to serve
large sites as opposed to smaller close-in sites. This conclusion seems to apply more
towards site size than location—with the largest inside and outside UGB/UGA case
studies (e.g., Columbia Gateway, Stafford, and Damascus) costing the most to develop.

Transportation costs were identified as the leading conversion cost item. The |
potential level of transportation investment required to address site constraints for ‘
locations such as Stafford and Damascus is so large that it would likely require multiple

funding sources and long-term phasing strategies.

|
Large potential industrial areas in outside UGB/UGA locations, such as 1
Stafford and Damascus, can provide opportunities for master-planned |
industrial parks that accommodate large (50+ net acres) industrial sites. Such -
areas can be used as strategic locations for retaining or attracting large employers and l
can become the industrial sanctuaries of the future. |

Large potential industrial areas in outside UGB/UGA locations will not
address near-term demand needs. All case study areas outside the UGB/UGA would
have to meet state and local land use law requirements to come into the UGB/UGA
prior to industrial development. This process could take two to four years, and would be

Regronal Industrial Lands Study, Plhase 5 Page 13
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Industrial Development Case Study Findings
Continued

necessary prior to obligations of funding for infrastructure (which could take another 2-
4 years or longer). Hence, developing parcels outside the UGB/UGA does not address
near-term needs.

Outside UGBIUGA Inferred Conclusions

A Regional Economic Development Strategy is needed to ensure that the existing
and planned industrial supply is consistent with regional and local economic
development objectives. The region needs to clarify its economic development objectives
and determine how it will accommodate a variety of industrial land users. If there is a
strategy to accommodate large industrial establishments, then this strategy will likely
impact areas outside the UGB/UGA. This process should confirm locations for future
industrial development in conjunction with overall economic development objectives.

Site size and public infrastructure costs are not the only factors to be
considered when selecting locations for future industrial development. In
addition to the size of buildable industrial land areas and the public cost of providing
infrastructure, the ultimate success or failure of future industrial locations will depend
on: proximity to interstate transportation facilities, multi-modal freight access,
relationship to sensitive environmental areas, labor force access/proximity,
telecommunications access, the presence of training and education facilities, and
community support.

The case study analysis indicates that the large outside UGB/UGA case study areas
offer potential economies of scale that place the per-acre conversion costs in the ballpark
with areas inside the UGB/UGA. Areas outside the UGB/UGA, if properly planned and
zoned, can provide large contiguous industrial areas that can address site requirements
of large-industrial users—if the region determines that is an economic development
strategy it wants to pursue.
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Potential Industrial Policy Strategies

There is no easy or quick fix to the industrial In Thi =

development challenges confronting this region. n This Section...

No silver bullet or single strategy willl creatg an Overriding Policy Strategies .................. 15
adequate supply of ready-to-develop industrial Strategies that Address Ownership

land. As such, this report identifies several Constraints .. V1T
potential industrial policy strategies to assist Strategies thal Address Enwronmental and
regional officials and interested stakeholders in Land Use Constraints .. .18
identifying appropriate actions to address ggﬁtsﬁ;ststhat Address Infrastructure i
industrial land needs. Closing Thoughts 3 20
The policy strategies below are grouped into four

categories: overriding policy strategies, policy
strategies that address ownership constraints; policy strategies that address
environmental and land use constraints; and policy strategies that address
infrastructure constraints.

Overriding Policy Strategies

Overriding policy strategies require regional cooperation and function as the “umbrella”
for creating specific policies tied to ownership, environmental, land use, and
infrastructure constraints.

Create a Clear Regional Economic Development Strategy — The RILS concluded
that a variety of parcel sizes is required to accommodate small, medium, and large
industrial users. A proactive economic development approach is needed to confirm and
clarify how much industrial development the region wants to accommodate, and where
future industrial areas will be located. Special attention should be focused on retaining
existing industrial establishments by providing expansion options. In addition to
confirming the direction of our region’s economic development objectives, the strategy
should build upon recently adopted local economic development plans, and address
regional objectives for retaining and diversifying the regional economy. The strategy
should address issues, such as:

» Determination of measurable economic development objectives with specific desired

and measurable outcomes.

Relationship between the regional labor force and job growth.

Designation/preservation of strategic locations for future industrial development,

and maintain consistency with local comprehensive plans.

Consideration of environmental protection and preservation policies.

Identification of infrastructure requirements, costs, priorities, and sources of

funding. The strategy should identify new funding sources, as appropriate, and

provide a linkage between infrastructure investments and economic development
objectives.

» Determination of appropriate entities to coordinate regional economic development
efforts, including marketing and land assembly establishment of benchmark
indicators that relate economic development with quality of life (e.g., income levels,
poverty rates, educational attainment, etc.).

Y Vv

A\ 4
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Potential Industrial Policy Strategies
Continued

The Regional Economic Development Strategy needs to be carefully orchestrated at all
levels of government to include state, regional and local land use goals and objectives. In
addition to coordinated, state and regional policy efforts, local community outreach is
needed to maintain consistency between regional and local development objectives.

Table 4: Summary of Industrial Land Demand and Supply (Net Buildable Acres)
Six-County Study Region, Projected 2000 to 2025

Land Demand Vacant Industrial Land Supply
(net acres) (buildable acres)’
County Population Buildable Land Ready-to-Develop
(2000 Census) Requirements Total (Unconstrained)

Clackamas 340,000 2,000 865 47
Multnomah 662,400 900 2,572 442
Washington 449,250 2,100 1,766 483
Columbia 43,700 50 883 70
Yamhill 85,500 250 243 —_

Oregon

Subtotal 1,580,850 5,300 6,329 1,042
Clark 345,000 1,600 2,869 1,345
Total 1,925,850 6,900 9,198 2,387

Source: Land demand projections by ECONorthwest based upon Metro job growth forecasts. Supply estimates
from Regional Industrial Land Study, Phase 2 Draft Final Report, December 1999. Population estimates from
Population Research Center, Portland Staté University, and U.S. Census Bureau. Compiled by Otak, Inc.

! Derived from May 1999 land inventory; not updated to account for recent absorption.

The region must re-confirm its stance on economic development and determine if the
remaining supply of industrial land (as shown in Table 4) is consistent with its long-
range growth objectives.

Preserve Strategic Areas for Industrial Development — Local policies that foster
and retain “industrial sanctuaries” and limit commercial retail and other non-industrial
uses in designated industrial areas are now more important than ever. In addition to
preserving land in urban industrial locations, emerging areas such as the Ridgefield
case study illustrate the relative cost advantage of utilizing vacant land near
freeway/highway interchanges for industrial development. When located near interstate
highways, industrial land use can serve as adequate buffers between the highway and
residential or commercial areas, and can help pre-empt the need to extend major public
facilities into outlying urban fringe areas.

Link Public Investments with Economic Development Strategy — There should
be a direct relationship between the economic development strategy and regional
infrastructure investments. Capital improvements to roads, rail, ports, and airports,
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Potential Industrial Policy Strategies
Continued

should be carefully evaluated for their direct relationship to strategic economic
development efforts.

Strategies that Address Ownership Constraints

According to the United States Bureau of Economic Analysis, approximately two-thirds
of all job growth is attributed to growth within existing establishments. Industrial
establishments often plan to accommodate future growth by increasing productivity
and/or “land banking”. A limited industrial land supply underscores the importance of
working with existing firms to provide adequate options for on and off-site expansion.

Retain and Assist Existing Industrial Establishments — Retaining existing
industrial establishments requires a proactive and coordinated effort by local and
regional governments and economic development representatives. An industrial
outreach effort is recommended to get a better understanding of perceived regional
industrial expansion issues and the anticipated land needs. Accurate building and job-
density data could be acquired during the outreach effort to assist regional planners
with making realistic land needs projections. The outreach effort could be completed
over a six- to nine-month period through a combination of interviews, meetings and
surveys. Establishments identified to have major expansion requirements could be
connected with appropriate private, local, regional, or state industrial location experts.

Encourage Industrial Redevelopment — The RILS estimates that approximately
15 percent of the future industrial job growth could be accommodated through
redevelopment, as opposed to “greenfield” development. Redevelopment includes reuse
and/or expansion of existing industrial facilities. As existing businesses grow, expansion
through redevelopment should be promoted as an alternative to relocation. Special
incentives to consider may include:

Tax abatement for the cost of providing structured parking or “roof top” additions;
Low interest loans for seismic retrofits of older structures;

Low interest loans or grants for brownfield or hazardous soils remediation;
Expanded use of the Oregon Enterprise Zone program in distressed areas,
reductions in Washington State business occupancy or sales taxes, or tax abatement
for employers that exceed established minimum employment/income thresholds.

YVVVY

Establish an Industrial Site Certification Program — This low-cost strategy is
intended to encourage participation by owners of constrained industrial property in a
voluntary Site Certification Program. This proactive Site Certification process may
prevent many of the more than 1,000 constrained properties from falling through the
cracks, and help avoid excessive land banking. Special incentives, can include providing
a free site certification feasibility evaluation, and web-based listing/designation of the
site as a State Certified Industrial Site.5 This outreach effort could be coordinated

6 Similar industrial site certification programs have been successfully used in states such as Virginia for
many years.
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Potential Industrial Policy Strategies
Continued

through a public agency(ies) or private non-profit organizations, such as the National
Association of Industrial and Office Parks.

Strategic Land Assembly — Public land assembly is an important policy strategy,
given the RILS finding that one-third of the constrained land supply (about 2,000 acres)
is comprised of parcels less than five gross buildable acres. While significant industrial
job growth is anticipated for small sites (1 to 3 net acres), industrial areas primarily
comprised of small high-valued parcels and multiple owners may experience dis-
investment and encroachment from non-conforming land uses (such as parking lots and
commercial development). Public land assembly may entail the use of eminent domain
(if area is identified within an urban renewal district) or can be leveraged using
innovative financing programs, such as reverse mortgages to limit up-front public
capital cost outlays while maintaining control over participating properties.®

Strategies that Address Environmental and Land Use Constraints’

Industrial development and environmental protection are both important to the
economic health of the region. Recent listing of Willamette Valley and Steelhead Salmon
as “threatened and endangered species” by the U.S. Congress for protection under the
National Environmental Policy Act has led to an uncertain regulatory environment for
land near riparian habitats, such as streams and rivers. Complying with the
Endangered Species Act (ESA) in Oregon and Washington and Oregon statewide Land
Use Planning Goal 5 Natural Resources, Scenic and Historic Areas and Open Spaces
along with other federal, state, and local permits creates risk and uncertainty for
industrial development in our region.

Establish Clear Goal 5/ESA Compliance Regulations — The RILS analysis
determined that as much as 25 to 30 percent of the remaining industrial land supply is
impacted by wetlands, floodplains, and potential Goal 5/ESA buffers. When new Goal 5
riparian regulations are being formulated, property owners (and lenders) usually
assume the “worst case” scenario for a properties development potential. Clear and
objective regulations to implement Goal 5/ESA are needed before an accurate
determination of developable land can be made in the study region.

Streamline Entitlement/Permitting Process—Overlapping federal, state,
Metro/regional, and local land use regulations have created a myriad of permitting
hoops, especially for land that is constrained by environmental features such as
wetlands, floodplains, and steep slopes. This strategy endorses environmental
streamlining, such as programmatic regulatory approvals within watersheds or other
designated areas. The creation of centralized permitting/review agencies, and the use of
web-based permitting systems should be considered.

6 Reverse mortgages in this example could entail a public agency, such as PDC, entering into an agreement
with a property owner that provides equity payments in exchange for eventual transfer of property

ownership.
7 See also policy strategies identified under the headings “Prepare Model Industrial Development Code

Handbook” and “Incentives that Encourage Industrial Redevelopment”.
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Potential Industrial Policy Strategies
Continued

Prepare Model Industrial Development Code Handbook — This strategy

attempts to establish mid- to long-term guidance that is imperative for protecting the

remaining competitive industrial land supply. We recommend a Model Code handbook

that succinctly describes appropriate local policies designed to protect and enhance

industrial areas. This code should consider:

> New provisions that result in “no net loss” of industrial land when applications for
industrial zone change amendments are processed.®

» Procedures for streamlining permitting and development review;

» Preservation and establishment of industrial sanctuaries where non-industrial uses
are restricted.

» Performance standards for industrial/commercial mixed-use developments (e.g.,
outside storage can be allowed as long as adequate landscape buffers are provided).

» Performance zoning that allows “floating industrial zoning designation” as long as
locally adopted (and state approved) performance measures are met (e.g., adequate
public facilities, consistency with state land use laws, etc.).

» Model land use ordinance that promotes “shared parking” and supports
transportation demand management (TDM) techniques such as transit vouchers, car
pooling, and work-at-home/telecommute practices

Strategies that Address Infrastructure Constraints

In conjunction with the Regional Economic Development Strategy it is recommended
that additional resources be committed to funding infrastructure that supports
development objectives. Ideas that emerged during the RILS planning process are
highlighted below.

Create a Strategic Transportation Investment Fund — For the majority of the
case studies, the largest single cost item is related to roads, traffic signals, and/or rail
improvements. Transportation constraints are estimated to affect up to 20 percent of
the constrained land supply. State or regional transportation programs, such as those
administered by the Oregon Economic and Community Development Department
(OECDD) and the Oregon Department of Transportation (ODOT) Immediate
Opportunity Fund can help reimburse local jurisdictions or private entities for
transportation improvements that facilitate expansion of industrial jobs. In the past,
this has been an effective program at leveraging industrial investment by operations
including Intel and LSI Logic. Unfortunately, statewide funding for this program was
cut by approximately 75 percent during the 2001 legislative session.

Establish an Industrial Development Fund Using Special Assessments from
Mixed-Use Industrial Districts — In urban areas such as the Holman District or the
Central Eastside Industrial District, the cost of assembling/redeveloping small sites will
likely be far higher than the revenues from industrial development can support. In the

8 A “no net loss” policy or strategy may compel periodic expansion of the Metro UGB to offset changing
industrial zoning to commercial or mixed-use zoning.
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Potential Industrial Policy Strategies
Continued

absence of major public land assembly, we anticipate little change in these areas. While
the industrial sanctuary designation may help preclude up-zoning and encroachment,
little industrial redevelopment would likely occur without special public policy
measures. Higher revenues can be obtained from specific up-zoning to allow some
limited amounts of commercial/mixed-use, which can help leverage higher levels of
industrial development.

If up-zoning is used in combination with a value-capture tax this strategy might spur
industrial redevelopment, and help seed a mitigation fund used to address industrial
land constraints in other parts of the study region. Potential value capture mechanisms
may include: urban renewal authority as part of a tax increment financing district;
special benefit assessment in combination with tax abatement; real estate transfer fee,
or regional tax base sharing programs.

Continue to Assist in Providing Basic Infrastructure in Small Urban Areas —
Oregon and Washington states must continue to assist local jurisdictions with updating
local Public Facilities Ordinances, and in leveraging local, state and federal funding
sewer, water, and roads using combinations of grants and loans. These actions can be
combined with the other strategies identified above to assist small urban areas in
funding infrastructure in a manner that’s consistent with the regional economic
development objectives.

Closing Thoughts

Combinations of policy strategies are needed to foster efficient industrial development
that’s consistent with regional and local economic development objectives. The
conversion of constrained industrial land to ready-to-develop sites within the UGB/UGA
should be encouraged to prevent further erosion of the industrial land base. Industrial
policy strategies, if directed only at inside UGB/UGA locations, would likely preclude
the region’s ability to accommodate large (50+ net acre) industrial employers—which
support ancillary smaller industrial operations and service establishments.

A regional economic development strategy that considers, among other things, if/how
large industrial users are to be accommodated is long overdue. There is a window of
opportunity created by the sluggish national and regional economy that can allow the
study region to take proactive and deliberate steps towards desired economic
development, prior to the next wave of economic resurgence. This is only possible if
industrial policy strategies are discussed, refined, adopted, and finally implemented.
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Preliminary St
| ] L
In addition to analyzing Corridor issues, this phase of the 1-205 I == 2 O 5 R I V e r _t O - R I V e r S t ra t e
River-to-River Strategy planning process identifies preliminary
strategies to: promote the corridor with marketing/promotional

efforts; attract and retain businesses; enhance communications:
and to provide adequate transportation mobility.
CORRIDOR FEATURES MAP BN The 1-205 Corridor constitutes one
— 1205 Project Boundary * Alryioee ¥ = = i g i
of the most significant economic

| and transportation corridors in the

Marketing/Communication Strategies
* An orchestrated 1-205 Corridor Vision.

®  Transit Center

| & Hospral P~
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commensurate with the Corridor’s
importance.

Optona: Temmnus

— Radrcag

* 1-205 Corridor Fact Sheets with supporting maps and & e . ! State of Oregon and the Portland
graphics. = ;’p:“pm — 3 Metropolitan region. In the future,
*  New non-profit I-205 Corridor Business Alliance. B Corronwes Freeway : local jurisdictions and private
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Business Attraction and Retention Strategies o .R.E‘é"“ e f :;:;Z; ;;:{:Zizr;;c’.:zr:;?(';:.:?;e:rrs
*  County policies regarding streamlining the permitting of Proscrms — County Boundan ! e
{

development applications.

* Proactive assistance to businesses that are expanding.

* Urban Renewal Agencies should acquire selected industrial
sites, consolidate parcels, and market them to existing/new
businesses.

*  Work proactively with cities to limit location of schools and
public uses on flat, unconstrained land near urban fringe areas.

Bus Routes

1 The 1-205 River-to-River Strategy'’s

| purpose is to:

* Get a handle on development
issues, opportunities, and
constraints within the 1-205
Corridor; and,

* Identify information thar can
assist public and private entities
with planning and marketing the
Corridor.

Transportation Mobility Strategies

* Recent and ongoing projects such as the Johnson Creek Boulevard/Bridge
improvements, Monterey improvements, Sunnyside Road improvements,
Sunnybrook Boulevard, AirMax Light Rail and Oregon City Amtrak Commuter
Rail Station should be effectively marketed to show success in how the region is
beginning to address road and transit capacity in the corridor.

Background

1-205 was completed in 1970
within the Greater Portland Metro
Region to provide an alternative
route to Oregon's main north-south

interstate routes (I-5 and Oregon
Highway 99).

Today the 24-mile segment of
1-205, between the Columbia and
Willamette River, serves as a major
transportation backbone—
connecting housing, jobs. and a
diverse mix of communities and
businesses with regional, national,
and international markets.

* Complete strategic transportation planning efforts, such as the South Corridor
Draft Environmental Impact Statement, the I-205 Corridor and Ramp Study, and
Sunrise Corridor Final Environmental Impact Statement to determine long-term
transportation priorities and funding strategies.

* Inlight of the existing intolerable peak level of service conditions along 1-205,
immediate attention should be focused on transportation performance measures
such as, new High Occupancy Vehicle/Transit lanes; efficient use of adjacent
parallel routes (though synchronized signalization); and incentives for carpools and
telecommuting options.

ik A = —El — —

As shown above, the 1-205 Corridor is defined as the area within an approximate 5-8 minute
(non peak-hour) driving time to/from 1-205, in the 24-mile segment between the Columbia
River and I-5. ¢




Demographic and Socioeconomic Findings

The 1-205 Corridor is among the state’s most diverse and economically robust urban
areas. Ina span of only 24 miles, the corridor includes 17 Municipal and 3 County
jurisdictions.

Economic Drivers

* Very Diverse Job Base
| » Economic Engines: Airport, High Tech, Health Care, Warehousing & Retail
*+ 298,000 Jobs (17% of state & 33% of Tri-County Region)
* 500,700 Residents
| » 13,660 Business Establishments
| * 30Businesses with Over 500 workers [
+ $10 Billion Payroll
+ 1.2 Million in Labor Force Within 50 Miles
| * 3Regional Centers and 8 Town Centers
| » Significant Growth Projected in East Metro
| * 103,000 New Jobs and 70,000 new Households Projected

* Total jobs within the [-205 Corridor increased by 18% between 1996 and 2000
(4.4% annual average rate of growth.) This rate of growth was slightly greater
than the tri-county Metro Region as a whole.

* Employment within the I-205 Corridor is projected to increase by 35% between
2000 and 2020—to0 400,360 jobs.

¢ The employment sectors in the Corridor with the greatest growth potential by year
2020 include: Manufacturing (12,475 new jobs); Transportation, Communication,
and Public Utilities (TCPU with 13,844 new jobs); Wholesale Trade (9.774 new
Jjobs); Retail (21,084 new jobs); Services (36,292 new jobs); and Government
(11,280 new jobs). This type of “balanced” job growth bodes well for continued
increases in jobs with wages necessary to support families, as well as entry-level
positions.

Allocation of Jobs by Sector
I-205 and State of Oregon (year 2000)
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Source: Oregon Employment Department
* Finance, Insurance, and Real Estate
** Transportation, Communications, and Public Utilities

Land Use / Development Potential

The [-205 Corridor spans approximately 158 square miles and comprises over 40%
of the total land area within the Portland Metro UGB.

Interesting findings include:

* There are over 60 private business/industrial parks located within the [-205
Corridor with a combined floor area of approximately 15 million square feet.

* Future concentrations of employment are being planned in areas that are inside
and adjacent to the existing Metro UGB, in locations such as Cascade Station,
Stafford/Borland, Damascus, and Pleasant Valley. These areas are expected to
accommodate 45,000 new jobs over the next 20 years, and tens of thousands of
new dwelling units.

*  An analysis of retail sales indicates that existing retail establishments derive over
40% of their annual sales as “retail sales inflow™ from non-corridor residents.

*  The amount of visitation and tourism activity within the I-205 amounts to an
estimated fifteen million visitors per year. These high visitation levels reflect the
amount of travelers arriving or departing at the Portland International Airport, trips
to the Clackamas Regional Center, and visits to the End of the Trail Museum in
Oregon City.

Transportation

As the Metro region grows, [-205’s ability to effectively function as a major interstate
transportation facility is being compromised. Improved integration of transit/roadway
and land use planning within the I-205 Corridor is the only way the intended function
of this transportation facility can be preserved.

Important findings include:

* Today I-205 is the second most heavily traveled road in Oregon, behind I-5.
Average daily vehicle traffic in the [-205 Corridor is as high as 124,100 vehicles
per day (south of the OR 212/224 interchange).

*  According to the Metro 2000 Regional Transportation Plan (RTP), planned urban
area expansion in Pleasant Valley and Damascus is expected to result in dramatic
increases in travel/trips within east Multnomah County and Urban Clackamas
County (Subarea 3). The amount of growth in this subarea is expected to far
surpass all other parts of the metro region.

* [-205 functions as an important highway and air freight corridor. Air cargo
shipments are forecasted to increase by 278% by year 2020, or 957,00 tons
— up from 344,00 tons in 1999.

Recreational Amenities
« 301 Parks, 3,300 acres ‘

« 12Golf Courses

« Columbia, Clackamas & Willamette Rivers

« Gateway to Mt. Hood & Oregon Garden

« End of the Trail Museum ‘
+ Clackamas Town Center, Aquatic Park |
« Spring Water Trail




