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TIGARD SAIYD & GRAVEL CO., INC.
2770 NW Rogers Circle Troutdale, OR 97060

Tclo'Phurc (503) 254-55 I 7

raciinile (503) 255-5147

VIA FN(: (503't 797-1793

September 11,2002

Councilor Carl Hosticka, Presiding Officer
Metro
600 NE Grand Avenue
Ponland, Oreglon 97232

RE: Urhan (Srowth Boundarv, Studv Area {8

Hortorable Councilor Hosticka:

Tigard Sand E, Gravel owns numerotts parcels, complising.approximately 340
acrss of contitluo,i= ptopitty, within Stuly 4tqa 19 (partiat)'.lfe propertv is

f oi iieA South-ot tnijiri6r.etiion ot the Tualatin-Shenrood Highwav-and SW

i?l"-Irl. WJ"rilrritri. propertv should be added to the Urban Growth

eo1nOiry (U(iB) this year ahO wouiO support an amendment to do so'

Thrlnk you fot'the opportunity to comment on the UGB decision'

Regards,

Ti(tard Sand ,I Gravel Co., lnc.

I
Rcrger L. Melcalf
Viue Presiderlt

Cr:: Metro Council
Mike llurton, Executive Officer
Comnrieeioner Michael Jordan. MPAC Ghair
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December 5,2002

Presiding Officer Carl Hosticka
Members of the Metro Council
Metro
600 NE Grand Ave.
Portland, OR 97 232 -27 3 6

Comments for the Record - Urban Growth Boundary
Stafford Basin

Dear Presiding Officer Hosticka and Metro Councilors:

The City of Lake Oswego applauds your tentative decision not to expand the
portion of the Urban Growth Boundary adjacent to Lake Oswego into the Stafford
Basin (Study Areas 38 through 42). The purpose of this letter is to support your
decision by supplementing the record with a summary of reasons why the UGB
should not expand in this area.

LACK OF NEED FOR UGB EXPANSION INTO STAFFORD AREA

Factors I and 2 of Statewide Planning Goal 14 require that any change to an urban
growth boundary be based upon a demonstrated need to accommodate long-range
urban population growth requirements, in order to meet needs for housing,
employment opportunities, and livability. Similarly, ORS 197.296 requires that
any UGB expansion considered during periodic review or other legislative review
must include sufficient buildable lands to accommodate housing needs for 20 years.
Metro Code Section3.02.020, in addition to incorporating the requirements of Goal
14, requires that UGB expansion be preceded by a determination of net developable
land need for 20 years, and requires a determination that the identified need cannot
reasonably be met within the current UGB. Expanding the UGB to include land in
excess of a demonstrated 2}-year need would be inconsistent with these
regulations, and would violate the objectives of both the 2040 Growth Concept (as
part of Metro's Regional Framework Plan), and the Metro Functional Plan (MC
3.02.005(b)(2)), of providing for an efficient urban growth form that reduces
sprawl.



Metro Council
Urban Growth Boundary - Stafford Basin
December 5,2002
Page 2

Metro has based its determination of housing needs upon an assumed population growth rate
averaging l.6o/o over the next 20 years. However, this figure is outdated and fails to consider
that growth rates have slowed significantly in recent years. It is anticipated that State
Economist Tom Potiowsky, of the State Office of Economic Analysis, will present testimony
to the Metro Council on Decemb er 5 , 2002 confirming that the current proj ected growth rate
for the next 20 years ranges between l.2o/o and 1.4%. A projected growth rate within this
range would significantly reduce Metro's estimation of needed land, making it even more
clear that expansion of the UGB into the Stafford area is unnecessary.

Furthermore, Metro's projections of the amount of land needed outside the current UGB have
been inflated in order to offset an assumed vacancy rate of 4o/o for such land. While it is
arguably appropriate to estimate and apply such vacancy rates when determining whether
there is sufficient land within the current LIGB to meet projected needs, nothing justifies
applyng a vacancy rate to land outside the current UGB when determining the degree of
expansion that should occur. Maintaining a Z}-year land supply, and updating that supply
every five years, automatically accommodates any vacancy factor. Eliminating the
misapplied vacancy rate further reduces Metro's projection of the acreage needed outside the
current UGB.

COORDINATION

Statewide Planning Goal 2 requires that all plans and actions related to land use shall be
consistent with the comprehensive plans of cities and counties, as well as regional plans
adopted by Metro. The Goal also requires that each plan and related implementation
measure shall be coordinated with the plans of affected governmental units. Opportunities
must be provided for review and comment by citizens and affected governments during
preparation, review and revision of plans and implementation ordinances. Goal 2

incorporates the definition of "coordinated" contained in ORS 197.015(5):

A plan is "coordinated" when the needs of all levels of govemments,
semipublic and private agencies and the citizens of Oregon have been
considered and accommodated as much as possible.

ORS 268.385(1) and 195.025(1) require Metro to coordinate all planning activities affecting
land uses in the district in order to "assure an integrated comprehensive plan" for the entire
area.

Performance of Metro's coordination responsibility is most important where the financial and
urban service obligations that result from UGB expansion fall upon affected local
governments. The obligations of Lake Oswego that would result from UGB expansion into
the Stafford area are outlined in the section below relating to urban services.
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On August 1,2002, Metro Executive Officer Mike Burton recommended a UGB expansion
of approximately 17,000 acres for housing and 2,200 acres for employment, none of which
was in the Stafford Basin. On October 8,2002, Mr. Burton recommended an additional555-
acre expansion for employment, again in areas other than Stafford. These proposals were
consistent with previous communications that there would not be a recommendation for UGB
expansion into the Stafford Basin this year. After the November l, 2002 closure of the
committee public record, Mr. Burton unexpectedly recommended that the entire Stafford
Basin be included within the pending UGB expansion. This did not provide Lake Oswego, or
other affected local jurisdictions, with meaningful opportunities to address the new proposal.
It certainly did not amount to true "coordination" among affected jurisdictions, within the
meaning of the above regulations, during the preparation, review and revision of the
recommendation.

The Clackamas County Board of Commissioners has recognized that its similar November 1,

2002 recommendation to include the Stafford area in the UGB was remiss in not including a

request for a major public process, such as extensive community meetings. The Board
acknowledged that its abrupt recommendation had potentially denied citizens adequate
opportunities to be involved in the decision. A copy of its November 18, 2002 letter
outlining these inadequacies is attached as Exhibit "A."

Not only has there been no coordination with Lake Oswego with respect to UGB expansion
proposals, there also has been no intergovernmental effort to determine the ultimate provider
of urban services within the Stafford Basin. Policy 1 of Goal 14 of the Lake Oswego
Comprehensive Plan states that the city will not expand the existing Urban Service
Boundary, and will resist efforts to require expansion, except in those areas designated as

Tier I Urban Reserves as of February 1998. The obligation of Metro to consider and
accommodate the needs of the city, as well as to assure an integrated plan that is coordinated
with the city's plan, mandates that a truly collaborative intergovernmental process addressing
expansion and service issues must take place before the Stafford Basin can be brought within
the UGB. No such process has occurred.

Since Metro's tentative decision did not include the Stafford Basin, the issue of lack of
coordination appears to be academic. On the other hand, if Stafford had continued to be
considered for inclusion, it would have been necessary to delay the UGB expansion decision
to a later date in order to allow an opportunity for bona fide intergovernmental coordination.

Arranging for true coordination is not difficult. See, for example, my October 9,2002letter,
attached as Exhibit "B," to Ethan Seltzer, Director of the lnstitute of Metropolitan Studies at
Portland State University concerning intergovernmental coordination to resolve issues
relating to school district boundaries in the Stafford Basin.
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AGRICULTURAL LAND

The Stafford area north of I-205 includes over 870 acres of land zoned Exclusive Farm Use
(EFU). Metro's map of resource land in the area discloses that a significant portion of the
Stafford Basin is high value farmland. Urbanization of the basin would result in the loss of
this valuable resource in violation of the requirement of Statewide Planning Goal 3 to
preserve and maintain agricultural land for farm use.

ORS 197.298 establishes certain priorities for the types of land that may be considered for
UGB expansion. If there are no designated urban reserves, Metro may look to exception
areas or non-resource lands. If such areas cannot accommodate the need, Metro may next
look to marginal lands. If there is insufficient marginal land, agricultural (EFU) lands may
then be considered. EFU land may be considered at the same priority level as exception
areas and nonresource lands only if the EFU land is completely surrounded by non-resource
lands, and only if the EFU land contains no high-value farmland.

Since the Stafford Basin includes high-value farmland, it cannot be considered at the same
priority level as exception areas or nonresource lands. The evidence in the record fails to
support a finding that exception areas, nonresource lands and marginal lands in the region are
inadequate to accommodate a need for expansion. Consequently, inclusion of the Stafford
Basin within the UGB would violate state law.

Furthermore, in the case of Stafford, the prioritization requirements cannot be ignored by
reason of the "special needs" exemptions of ORS 197.298(3). There has been no showing
that specific types of land needs cannot be reasonably accommodated on higher priority
lands. Nor has it been shown that topographical or other physical constraints prevent future
urban services from being provided to higher priority lands. Finally, it has not been
demonstrated that maximum efficiency of land uses within the proposed UGB requires
inclusion of lower priority lands in order to include or provide services to higher priority
lands. [n fact, the resource lands in the Stafford Basin are centrally located, while the
noffesource (higher priority) land tends to be adjacent to urbanized areas where urban
services are currently being provided.

Metro Code Section 3 .0 1 .020 incorporates the priority requirements of ORS 197 .298.

Including Stafford in the UGB would also violate Factor 6 of Statewide Goal 14, which
requires retention of agricultural land, with Class I soils having the highest priority for
retention and Class VI soils the lowest priority.

URBAN SERVICES

Factor 3 of Statewide Planning Goal 14 requires that any UGB change must be based upon
orderly and economic provision for public facilities and services. Metro Code Section
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3.01.020(b)(3) defines "economic provision" as the "lowest public cost provision of urban
services." This section also provides that, when comparing alternative sites, "the best site
shall be that site which has the lowest net increase in the total cost for provision of all urban
services." The same section identifies "orderly''provision of services as:

the extension of services from existing serviced areas to those areas which are
immediately adjacent and which are consistent with the manner of service
provision. For the provision of gravity sanitary sewers, this could mean a
higher rating for an area within an already served drainage basin. For the
provision of transit this would mean a higher rating for an area which could be
served by the extension of an existing route rather than an area which would
require an entirely new route.

As has been detailed in earlier materials filed with Metro, the provision of urban services to
the Stafford Basin would be extraordinarily expensive. See, for example, the October 4,
2002 letter, attached as Exhibit "C," from Community Development Director Stephan
Lashbrook to Tim O'Brien, Metro Associate Regional Planner.

The Stafford area has only a single road that could be considered the backbone for future
transportation improvements. Stafford Road (which becomes McVey Road on the north)
connects I-205 with Highway 43. It should be noted that Stafford Road is a narrow, two-lane
market road that does not meet urban standards. The two highways that it connects are both
already operating beyond capacity at peak-hour times. Even if fully improved, Stafford
Road would still be moving people from one congested highway to another.

There is no existing water system with the capacity to serve the Stafford area without
substantial upgrades, including treatment plant expansion, major transmission lines, pump
systems, and elevated storage capacity.

Almost all of the Stafford area, north of the Tualatin River, drains to the south - away from
Lake Oswego's existing sewage collection system. This means that the City of Lake Oswego
cannot provide sanitary sewer service without major pumping facilities, and"/or gravity flow
systems that would have to run through the City of West Linn to reach the Tryon Creek
Wastewater Treatment Facility on the Willamette River. Providing water and sanitary sewer
service to Stafford is not simply a matter of running new pipelines from existing
infrastructure. It would require major upgrades to the existing infrastructure, at great public
expense and inconvenience, within the developed urban areas as well.

The record does not support a finding that, as compared to alternatives, the Stafford area
would provide the lowest net increase in the total cost for provision of all urban services.
Nor does it demonstrate how the Stafford area could support the "orderly'' provision of such
services.
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URBAN RESERVE

The Stafford Basin is not appropriate for designation as an urban reserve area, for essentially
the same reasons that it is not appropriate for UGB expansion.

Urban reserve areas are to be based upon a 10 to 30 year land supply beyond the 2O-year time
frame used to establish the UGB. OAR 660-021-0030; Metro Code Section3.02-012. There
is no evidence establishing a projected land need for a 30 to 50-year period. Furthermore, the
same errors noted above relating to population growth projections and vacancy rates support
the conclusion that there is inadequate evidence of the need to designate the Stafford Basin as

an urban reserve.

Secondly, there has been no notice and no coordination of any proposal to include the
Stafford area within an urban reserve.

In addition, the priorities for inclusion of land within an urban reserve are the same as those
for inclusion within the UGB (OAR 660-021-0030(3)). The issues presented above in
relation to agricultural land would apply with equal force to any proposal to make the
Stafford area an urban reserve.

lnclusion of land within an urban reserve area must be based upon the locational factors of
Statewide Goal 14 (OAR 660-021-0030(2)). As outlined in the section on Urban Services,
above, the Stafford area does not meet the requirement of Factor 3 of Goal 14 that the
decision be based upon orderly and economic provision for public facilities and services.

STUDY AREA 42

Earlier comments by Metro's staff and Executive Officer suggested the inclusion of Study
Area 42 for industrial and warehouse/distribution development. The City of Tualatin
unveiled a land use concept for the area that included primarily office and commercial uses.

Nevertheless, Metro's tentative decision not to bring this Study Area into the UGB was
correct for a number of reasons.

The reasons discussed above for not including the Stafford Basin as a whole also apply to the
inclusion of Study Area 42 specifically. Furthermore, including Study Area 42 would not
meet the criteria adopted by MTAC and MPAC for adding industrial land. (See Exhibit D,
October 4,2002letter from Community Development Director Stephan Lashbrook to MTAC
Chair Andy Cotugno). The record does not support a finding that inclusion of Study Area 42
is necessary to meet a long term need in accordance with Statewide Planning Goal 9 and its
associated administrative rules. Nor have the applicable requirements of OAR Chapter 660,
Division 9, been met.
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There has been no coordinated discussion of establishing a new Town Center at the Stafford
Road lnterchange on I-205. Adding Area42 to the UGB could have the effect of creating a
new town center without adequate consideration of all the implications of such an action.

Finally, inclusion of Study Area 42 for commercial and office uses would be inappropriate as

it could adversely affect existing Town Centers in Lake Oswego, West Linn and Wilsonville.

CONCLUSION

For all of these reasons, the City of Lake Oswego supports the Metro Council's tentative
decision not to include the Stafford Basin within the Urban Growth Boundary.

'/b*/,/
udie Hammerstad, Mayor

Encls

N :\MetroCouncil- I 20502.doc



November 18,2002

The Honorable Cari Hostika, plssiding Officer
Members ofthe Meto Council
METRO
600 NE Grand Avenue
Portland, OR 97 232-27 36

Dear Presiding Officer Hostika and Me,:nbers of the Metro Cor:ncil:

We are writing today to make you aware that citizens have raised concerrs regarding lack of an
extensive, specific public process in our November 7,2002 recommendation for inclusion of the
Stafford area into the Urban Cnowth Bormdary expansion.

As you may recall, about a week prior to our letter there wore changes in housing numbers, and
inciusion of the Stafford Triangle area was one way to fillboth the housing and job land needs.

Our Commission has been considering the inclusion of this area for at least.four years, especially
for potential jobs producing purposes. With that as a background, we recorrmended to you that
the Stafford area be considered in the proposed expansion plan.

With hindsigh! we were remiss when our recommendations did not include a request that
if Stafford is to be considered that there be a major public process. In Demascus, we held
exte,lrsive commr:nity meetings. Unfortunately, with only one week's notice that was i:apractical
in Stafford. We fear that as a consequence many citizens, proponents and opponents alike,
potentially lack adequate time and forum to raise their important perspectives and the
issues involved in this decision.

We reaffirm to you and our citizens our continued cornrnitment to a fair and open public process
in all matters pertaining to County govemment.

Thank you for your consideration.

Sincerely,

Larry Sowa
Chair

Michael Jordan
Commissioner

Bill Kennemer
Commissioner

Exhibit A
Letter to Metro
Council - 12105/02
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October 9,2002

Ethan Seltzer, Director
Institute of Metropolitan Shrdies
CoUege of Urban and public Affairs
PO Box 751
Portland OF.17207-OZSL

Dear Ethan,

I greatly_enjoyed the opportr:nity to participate in the recent Institr:teretreat. I am especially intrigued with the Instihrte,s mission ofproviding a neutral for'm ror difficu:t issues arnongst j;diJo*.
I am requesting your consideration of a project that"is badly in n"ed ofsuch a fon:m-

As you know, the City of Lake oswego is in opposition to the
movement of the UrbanGrornrth nouiaary in'ttre Stafford area, as areorrr neighboring jurisdictions, Tualatin and. west Iinn There are some
9u*y problems that would accompany .any movement of the urbanGrowth Boundary that the institutJcould provide valua,bf" i*orrr,"tio"
and the neutral forum for problem soiving.

The first and most obvious one is identifying the urban seryice
providers for those areas that are c*r"nily Jutside urban service
Bor:ndaries of adjacerrt cities. The drawing of the urban service
Boundaries is a second issue.

The third iszue that has enormous-implications for the buitding of
commr-rrrities is the inconsistent schooi district bor:nd.arier. uiyo,Lou ogden made a reference to this problem when we met with him a
few yveeks ago, saying that the area that could be within Tualatin,sjurisdiction was unsuitable for residentiai development because it was

' "in the west Linn-wilsonvilie school District.,, virtually all of the
Exhibit B
Letter to Metro
Council - 12105/02
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Ethan Sdtzer, Director Institute of MetropoUtan Studies 'Page2
9,2002'

Sincerely,

/,/4 ful
]udie Hammerstad
Mayor

IH/srns

c: Members of the City Council
Douglas J. Schmitz, City Manager

Exhibit B
Letter to Metro '

Council - 12105102

jr:risdiction is also witl'in the West fi*r-Witronville School Dis6'ict, including
,118e parqels of properfy owned by the City of Lake Oswego and which *" "
planned for recreational opporhrnities, especially fot our y:outlu T1rese
inconsisterrt bor:ndaries will caf,Lse critical problerns in thJfutu.e, especialiy wi*r
oneiungdiction Papngproperty taxes for another jr.rrisdictior/s amenities.-

I would love to have the opportr:nify to talk to you about some of these issues
and. about the Institutet wiitingnem to t ku o*'th"ru real-Iife proil"Jui il;
not di-ccussed this request with-the school districts or the other cities, asrd feel
thatif Lake Oswego were to make the initial overtures it*o"fJ.ppear as if we
were Uying to force a decision in or.rr favor.

Iwelcome the opporhrnity to be 
1b1e to get this into a neutral forumwith good

financial information, as well as the juisdjctional and political possibilitieJ.

ft]* you very much for your thoughtfuI wsrk. i look for-ward to hearing from
you.
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October 4,2002

Tim O'Brien, AICP
Associate Regional Planner
Metro
600 N.E. Grand Ave.
Portland, OR 97232

RE: water and sewer service feasibility for UGB Study Area 39

Dear Tim:

I am writing in response to your letter dated September 20,}O}Zregarding public

services for Study er"u fg.'Vou heard t"t" pi"pfe who. believe that Area 39 can easily

be provided with Cityi"*i"es and should, tt'"ttfot" be brought into the UGB at this

time. Ln response, th. Ciiy;, engineering ,tuff.hut-"*q'1td the issues regarding sewer

and water service to Area 39 and we "ori"* 
wittr the origtnal Parametrix report' Area 39

would be ..difficult,, to serye. This letter provides a summary of our findings.

only water and sewer service addressed: This letter responds only to questions raised

about the feasibility of providing water and sewer service' A potentialiy moresignificant

issueisthelackofanadequatetransportationinfrastructuretoservethearea'Thereisno
effective way for any one jurisdiction to solve the transportation problems of the Stafford

area. If those issues are going to be addrest"a, it will require a multi-jurisdictional effort

involving Metro, o"poillrritu*us coonty, and the three surrounding cities. There are

i" pi*ri" initiate such a cooperative effort in the foreseeable future'

Topography: It is important to note that Area 39 has varied topography' Part of Area 39

is at higher elevations th* r*orrrding land - meaning increased costs to provide water

service that must be pumped from loweielevations' Much of Area 39 slopes to the south'

away from the city ori*, oswego. This complicates any plans to provide sewer

service from the north.

Exhibit C
Letter to Metro
Council - 12105102
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Regional planning perspective: This analysis only focused on how Area 39 might be

proiriA.a witfr water ana sanitary sewer service. To fuIly address the issue of utility
service, amore comprehensive analysis of the entire Stafford Basin is needed' This

should include all oithe adjoining jurisdictions including Lake oswego, Tualatin, west

Linn, Clean Water Services, and biackamas County. It will be necessary to examine the

most effective and efficient ways to serve the entire Stafford Basin, not just one sub-area'

Ultimately, it may make more sense to develop a sewer system that drains to the south,

near the Tualatin River, and is pumped to the burham Treatment Plant operated by Clean

Water Services. While we *o.,td bL willing to participate in a cooperative regional effort

to determine how services and governance tould someday be provided to the entire

Stafford Basin, the City of Lake Oswego remains concerned about, and opposed to'

piecem"al expansion orflrr uGB in thit ut"" without a comprehensive view of land use

and public facilities.

Analysis: Although we are uncomfortable doing an analysis that addresses only a

portion of the Stafiord Basin, in order to respond to your request we have examined how

Area 39 might be served separately from other study areas.

Assumptions inciude:
1. 1640 dwellings.
2. A sanitary sewer pump station on Rosemont Rd. pumping to a new (and as

yet undesi gned) downstream conveyance system'

3. A new water storage faciiity near the existing Skyiands storage facility.

Sewer service issues: Treafinent capacity and transmission capacity is inadequate to

serve the area. Development of Study Area 39 would result in total a peak flow of over

1.0 million gallons per day (MGD). Lake Oswego wastewater is treated at the City of
portland Trlon Crelt Waste Water Treatment Piant. Current capacity of this facility is

8.3 MGD average dry weather flow and 37.5 MGD wet weather peak instantaneous flow'

Historically, thi treatment plant has been known to reach its peak limitations. To accept

additional flow, additional capacity must be added. To stay within the current plant

capacity, the City of portiandhas at times diverted flow to the Coiumbia River Treatment

Plant, *ttt". than add capacity at the Tryon Creek Planlt Portland's ability and

willingness to increase tireir iiversion in order to provide more capacity to serve the Lake

Oswelo (and Stafford Basin) area have not been explored and may not be feasible' If

"*p*iio, of the Tryon Creek Treatrnent Plant were required, the 1989 Faciiity Plan

would call for an expansion of 3 MGD (phase tr upgrade) with a cost estimate of
approximately $26, iOO,OOO (1989 dollars, which equates to approximately 36.7 million
2002 dollars).

Transmission capacity is also a serious problem. Currently, the sanitary *+ system'

including the Ciiy's Lake Interceptor (iocated within Oswego Lake) doe-s not have the

,up".ity to accept an additionat i.O MGD. To accommodate'the flows from Area 39' a

separate conveyance system located along McVey Avenue and then north uto"tf*ftt?,, a
Letter to Metro
Council - 12105102



October 4,2002
UGB Study Area 39
Page 3 of3

Copies

Street would be required. This system would require almost 5 miles of new sewer lines as

well as major pump stations at Rosemont and irthe George Rogers Park area' costs for

a new tansrniision system are estimated to exceed $3.3 million.

water selvice: The city does maintain a water line that extends to the Luscher Farm

area. However, the Cityiacks the storage and transmission capacity to serve Area 39' ln

addition to existing.ioiug" d.eficiencies, approximately 25o/o of the area is above

elevation 530 feet, which means a new elevated storage reservoir would be necessary to

provide adequate r*i., pressure to development abov^e the 530 foot contour' It is

assumed that this facility would be located at the site of an existing storage reservoir

owned by the skylands water company. The overflow elevation of the proposed new

tank would need to be set at g00 feet. A more significant deficiency with thg water

systern is fiansmission capacity. The increase in demand resulting from Area 39 would

require upsizing the City;s existing tu* *d finished water transmission mains' raw and

finished water pumpingand related distribution piping and pumping improvemants'

Larger transmission liries serving our water treatnent facility are needed to meet the

demand based on the standards of out water master plan. Overall, to upgrade the system

and provide new transmission, storage, distribution and pumping facilities, the costs

exceed $6.6 million.

Conclusion: While it is possible to serve Area 39, the need for costly and extensive

facility improvements make the Parametrix "difficult" rating appropriate for this area'

When one examines srrvic" provision from a regional perspective, costs may some day

be distributed across all landwithin the Stafford Basin. This could result in lower costs

per dwelling unit and a more coordinated method of service provision' Until joint

facilities planning effort is undertaken and completed, these issues cannot be resolved'

we appreciate the opportunity to comment and would be glad to provide additional

information if needed.

SincerelY,

ft4Lvr,-Ul@'rLl >e
Stephan A. Lashbrook, AICP
CommunitY DeveloPment Director

Mayor Hammerstad and CitY Council
Doug Schmitz, CitY Manager
Joel Komarek, CitY Engineer

Exhibit C
Letter to Metro
Council - 12105102



COTT,TIT,TUNTTY DEVELOPMENT DEPERTMENT

October 4,2002

Andy Cotugno, Chatr
Metro Technical Advisory Committee
600 N.E. Grand Ave.
Portland, OR 97232

RE: UGB StudY Area 42

Dear Andy and fellow MTAC members:

Study Area 4y,south of the Tualatin River and north of I-205, has generated considerable

recent interest as a UGB expansion area. The City of I-ake oswego is opposed to this

expansion at this time for several reasons'

As a reference point,I would ask that you reread the Septemter 19 "Proposal fol meeting

identified industrial land needs" fonparded to MPAC by MTAC' That proposal contains

three criteria for adding industriat land to the UGB during this calendar year:

1. Couldbe justified, under existing State law andthe Metro Code;

Y:;ld 
be wailable quicby for ind,ustriat developmenr (emphasis added);

3. Would support the Region 2M0 Growth Concept by reinforcing an existing

orfuture center.

Area4lfai1s on at least two of those criteria. It is not envisioned as being for industrial

use, and it could adversely affect existing centers with which it would compete (being

tr"p"r"a primariiy for office and other Jommercial uses). Whether it is justified under

ottrerstateandMetrorequirementsisaseparateargument.

There has been general agreement that Metro should movo into the process of preparing a

regional ""ono.ii. 
,t ut"fo after the first of the year' There is no reason why Area 42

Exhibit D
Letter to Metro

3g0 A Avenue . post office Box 359 . Lake oswego, oregon 97034 Council - 12105/02

planning Division: (503) G35-0290 . Buiiding Division: (503) 635-0390 ' Engineering DivLion: (503) 635'0270 ' FAX (503) 635-0259



October 4,2042
UGB SnrdY Atea4?
Page2of 2

should be moved ahead of that process for immediate consideration, and there are some

very good reasons why it shouldlgt._It clearly does not meet the criteria for immediate

UCg expansion articulated by IvITAC at its last meeting'

Sincerely,

Srcphan A. I-ashbrook, AICP
CornmunitY DeveloPment Director

Copies: Mayor Hammerstad and CitY Council
Doug Schmitz, CitY Manager

Exhibit D
Letter to Metro
Council -12105102
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Jerry Grossnickle
13510 NW Old Germantown Road

Portland, OR 97231
Phone 503-289-3046

e-mail: jerrygbw@aol.com

December 5,2002

Metro Council
600 NE Grand Ave.
Portland, OR 97232

Comments on UGB Expansion
Study Area 94
Study Areas 84-87 (Bahany Area)

My name is Jerry Grossnickle and I live at 13510 NW Old Germantown Road. I am a member
of the Board of Directors of Forest Park Neighborhood association and am chairman of its
Neighborhood Plan Committee.

I oppose making Study Area 94 a part of Ordinance 02-969

Of the flurry of recent proposals to bring in more land on the northwest borders of the UGB than
was proposed by Mike Burton, this is one of the least plausible. I cannot imagine that Metro
staffrecommended it.

It has the potential of causing great environmental harm to Forest Park and its surrounding
ecosystem.

There are a great many reasons that these lands adjacent to the Park should not be urbanized,
from diflicult and costly problems providing basic services because of the steep slopes, and, in
my view, insurmountable transportation problems.

But I would like to focus on one in particular

Area94 is adjacent to Forest Park and much of it is forested, zoned by the City and County with
overlay protective zoning designed to protect the natural habitat. The habitat areas surrounding
the Park are extremely important to the continued health of the Park ecosystem, which supports a
large number of native plants and animals.

Further urbanization adjacent to the Park would disrupt the habitat matrix and could block the
wildlife corridors that follow the forested slopes and watersheds on both east and west sides of
the Park. A study commissioned by the Forest Park Neighborhood Association in 1997 found
that while the wildlife habitat areas within and adjacent to the park are unique in the Portland
urban are4 "residential development near the Par( with all its associated activities of vegetation

1



removal, fence construction, pets and large driveways, [is creating]
loss of habitat value.r

perrnanent and signifi cant

These biologists concluded that urban development near the Park tends to fragment the critical
habitat for many species and destroy the connectivity needed for a healthy forest ecosystem in
the Park itself. If we make the Park an island, destroying its connections to the lowlands,
farmlands and forest lands to the west and north then it will become a dead zone for many of the
species2 that now thrive in and around the Park.

I understand that in purely land use law-speak, most of Area 94 is composed of "exception"
lands, lands which have high priority for inclusion when expanding the UGB. But since these
lands are truly "exceptional" in terms of Goal 5 objectives, let's do the right thing and keep them
out of the UGB.

Please note that in order to protect the Park and rural character of the neighborhood, the Board of
Directors of the Forest Park Neighborhood Association voted unanimously on.September 17,

2AO2lo oppose expansion of the UGB within the Neighborhood's boundaries.'

The Environmental and Land Use Sections of the Neighborhood Plan, recently adopted by the
Neighborhood Plan Committee, specifically oppose further urbanization within the
Neighborhood.a Multnomah County's 1996 West Hills Rural Area Plan also opposed expansion
of the UGB in the Neighborhood.'

I Forest Park Land Use Strategt, July, 1997 by Dean Apostol andEsther L,ev, page 4

' Ibid, Appndix C, Wildlife Species Likely to be Found Within the Forest Park Neighborhood Association
Boundary include (the list is not comprehensive and includes only those subject to an available study): Eastern
Cottontail, Beaver, California Ground Squirrel, Western Grey Squirrel, Townsend's Chipmunk, Bobcat, Nutria,
Coyote, Red Fox, Raccoon, Cougar, Minh Black Tailed Deer, Elh Northwestern Salamander, Rough-skinned
Newt, Pacific Tree Frog, 47 listed bird species and 2 snake species.
3 The Resolution adopted by the Board of Directors of Forest Park Neighborhood Association states: "Whereas
Metro is currently considering expanding the Urban Growth Boundary, and lands within Forest Park Neighborhood
Association boundaries have been identified for for possible inclusion in the proposed expansion, at the regular
board meeting on September l7,2oll,the Board of Directors voted unanimously to oppose further expansion of the
UGB within the Neighborhood's boundaries."
a Forest Park Neighborhood Plar\ Environmental SectiorU Draft August 21, lntroduction states:

Central to an understanding of the Forest Park Neighborhood is that much of its land is of
sigrificant environmental concern. Situated in the hills, forests and ravines of the Tualatin Mountaing the
land retains remarkably high qrulity envircnmental resources in proximity to uban Portland. Partly
because of the protected natural status of Forest Park itself (which defines nearly the entire eastern part of
the neighborhood) and partly because ofthe difficulties ofaccess and ofproviding urban services, the land
has not been densely developed and oontinues to sustain a rich diversity of plant and animal life, including
many native species.

Several streams of environmental sigrificance originate in the neighborhood's hills. They cascade

down occasionally steep and usually heavily wooded canyons, some creating natural wildlife corridors
from Forest Park at the cres of the hills down to ttre undexeloped lowlands and wetlands to the west. Some
flow east either through the wildlife habitat of Forest Park itself, or just outside its boundaries. Balch
Creeh for example, which is known for its native population of cutthroat trout, flows through the nan[al
pr€serves ofMacleay Park and drains the neighborhood's upland areas east ofSkyline Boulevard and south
of Thompson Road. All the upland areas of the neighborhood are sipificant watershed lan@ with
drainage through the Park toward the Willamette or on the other side into the Tualatin basin.

2
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Sincerely,

Jerry Grossnickle

The value of these natural resources to the region is considerable. The open and natural areas are

of scenic. recreational and spiritual sigrrificance and become more important to the metropolitan area as
poputation and densities increase. Our woodlands are not yet isolated from the larger ecosystem of natural
habitat which extends north and west to the Pacific Ocean and which supports an environmentally
significant wildlife corridor, a link which allows Portland area residents to occasionally catch a glimpse of
elk, bear or cougar, and of other species rare and surprising in an urban setting. For the Metro area this is a
critical connection which engenders an appreciation for the land, its natural history and its environmental
possibilities.

The Wildlife Habitat portion of the Environmental Section states the following:
The neighborhood shall conserve its wildlife habitag wi& particular emphasis on
protecting native plant and animat spocies.
A. Wildlife Conidors
l. *Wildlife corridors" are defined generally as lands that, because of their locatiotu native plant

populations or forest cover, provide linkage necessary for native wildlife transit to and from Forest
Park'

2. The forested wildlife corridors to the north and west of Forest Park shall be protected from
development that inhibits the free flow of wildlife ard native plant species into and out of the park.

3. Wildlife corridors which descend the streams and canyons connecling the park to the lowlands to the
west shall also be protected from dwelopment.

4. Wildlife access to these corridors from the park shall also be protected. Development needs to be
carefirtly regulated where the links betrreen the park and the canyon corridor system are critical.

5. Wildlife corridors as well as the wildlife habitat of the park itself shall be protected from urban
housing densities by wide buffers of natural habitat and low rural densities.

6. Native existing vegetation within wildlife corridors shall be presenred.
B. Wildlife Habitat L"ands
l. Wildlife habitat lands are defined generally as lands whictt because of the limited nature of

development, continue to support native wildlife populations or provide the matrix from which such
populations derive support.

o Note. It is recognized that the normal habitat of large mammals such as elk, deer, bear,
cougar, bobcat and many others includes large portions ofthe Forest Park neighborhood, and
that these and many other non-mammal species do not confine their activities merely to the
Partr and the wildlife corridors. Therefore, regulatory measures strould be developed which
protect this larger habitat.

Z. Development in wildlile habitat lands strall be regulated to limit and mitigate adverse impacts on the
habitat.

o Note: It is particularly important when siting development to maintain as much native
vegetation and cover as possible and to do so in a manner which provides habitat continuity
over as large an area as Possible.3. Programs shall be develo@ to prevent the introduction of irvasive non-native vegetation to natural

areas of the neighborhood, and support strould be given to eradication efforts when appropriate.
4. Regulations shall be developed concerning fencing, high-intensity lighting noise generating activities,

domestic animals (particularly free-roaming pets) and other impediments to wildlife.

t Multnomah County West Hills Rural Area Plaru October l996,Urban Growth Sectioq Policy 6 @age 23)

J
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6564 SE Lake Road
Milwaukie, Oregon 97222

503/653-9093
FAX 503/653€095

+mail: compass@compass-engineerlng.com

FA)( COVER LETTER

PLEASE DELIVER THE FOLLOWING PAGES TO:

Name: Susan Mclain, Date: !leeem ber 5 ,on2

Firm: Metro nme: 3:50 PM

Fax No.: .-- Projcct No.: 531 3

From: Bruce No. of paEes folloadng:

ORICTNALS WILL NOT BE SENT

COMMENTS:

Please put the atEcfred tetter into the recod forthe UGB hearing in progress today-
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December 5, 2002

Ms. Susan McLain
Meto Councilor
Dcputy Prcsiding fficar
600 Northcast Grand Ave
Portland, Oregon 97232-2736

RE: Urben Grcwth Boundary
Arcas 84r 85,86, & 87

Dear Ms. Mclain:

tf have any

D. Goldson, P.E.

BOG4k
N:\CLER\workins\1 242\5:11 g Elec 5 LotiEr.doc

Copy- Ttrc CorihrGrouP

6564 SE Lake Road
Milwaukie, Orcgon 97222

Compass Engineering has prepared the concept plans fur possible dcvelopmcnt of Arcas &{, 85' 86
anO AZ in Waihingtoi Couhty on behalf of oui client. Compass Engineering and I have provided
consulting engine6ring services in the Portland Mebo Arca for more than thirty (30) yearc. I am
cun€ntlyon th-e Clackamas CountyDevelopment Liaison Commltbe, the Clackamas County Design
Review Commlttce and the ZO63 Board of Direobrs for the Home Builders Association of
Metropolitan Poriland.

Worklng on these concept ptans, I have made a curcory lnvestlgatio! of t9 realltes of qlavity
sewers] ln my profcssional opinion it appcars ffiat tfie vast majority of Ar a 84, q5, EB and 87 can
be sewerud witn a gravitysystemfrorn cxisfing sewers in NW Springville Road. DeletingAreas q?
and 87 from the eq[atiori will require insEllation of gravity lines ouEide the boundaries of &4 and 86
and in the long run require redundant infrastruc{ure.

A domestic water grid to serve thls area was also emmined. tsased on my engineering !p!r!9nce
as EngineerforthE Lake Grove Water Distdct and experlence in large waterplgects, I fiid that a
contin-uous grid ollers ilre potentia! for a higher quality system at a lower cost. These efficiencies
would be passed onb the future ownerc of the prcperty.

ln conclusion, I find that from an infitsfr.rct rre point of view it would be cconomically effective and
engineering superiorto indude Areas 84, 85,86 and 87 in the Urban Grcwth Boundary.

or require additional lnformation, please contact our officc.
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December 5, 2002

TO: METRO COUNCIL MEi/IBERS

FAX: (503) 797-1911

REF: Sectlon 8? West Unlon Acres

Dear Councll Members:

The resldents and property owners of West Unlon Acres and surroundlng
area, deeply apprechle tfie removal of our area (mapped Sectlon 82) from
conslderatlon for lnclusion ln the urban growth boundary and future
development.

West Unlon Acres (Sectlon 82) ls a worklng ecosystem, and ls also a
hlstorlcal 1O0-year-old nelghborhood wlth many reeldents and property
ownene golng back eecond and thlrd generations. Washlngton County
needs tdpreierve these lrreplaceable areas by dlsallowlng future
devetopment and destrucUon of these treasured land sltes.

Wo applaud yourdeclslon to remove our nelghborhood from the urban
growth boun-dary and appreclate the careful conslderaUon the Councll
members gave our caui6. For the record, we can provlde the absentee
slgnatureJof reeldents and addltlonal hlstorlc and wlldllfe data, lf
nscessary.

Thank you.

Slncerely,

West Unlon Acres Resldents and Property Owners

a
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December 5,?fr42

Dear Metro Councilors,

I feel the need to write this letter to you today on behalf of the population that have no voice
concerning the proposed expansion of the Urban Growth Boundary , Area 94, which is
along the west boundary of Forest park. If you've spent time in this area, you will know the
population I speak of - the deer, the bobcats, the coyote, the raccoon, the frogs, the birds.

As stewards of our land, I urge you, on behalf of future generations, to vote NO in allowing
this area to be developed. Appeasing a few developers will not fulfill the contract you have
made to protect and care for the lands of our unique county.

Adding homes in Forest Park will only serve to create undue pollution burdens on the area.
For example, .ue you aware that as homeowners use pesticides, the pesticides wash into our
streams, and the frogs absorb these pesticides through their skin. The impact - the frogs
die, or when they breed, deformities result. The headwaters of Saltzman and Doanes Creek
drain from within Area 91.

The areas north of Springville, areas &[, 85, 86 and 87 are also being considered for
development. Portions of this area are traversed by an elk herd. To see this herd within our
city limits is to be celebrated and preserved!

Please, this area does not have the infrastructure to host massive development. It includes
productive agriculture land that could be made more productive in the future.

I understand that you must find lands to develop. I urge you to choose those lands that will
minimize impact on the wildlife and the ecology.

I understand that we need land for the growth coming to the metro area. My challenge to
you is to make the areas you choose to develop a model for sustainable
development that the rest of the state and other urban areas can learn from, based
on your far-reaching planning. If you are asking people to give up such treasured
resources, insist that the new developments offer a new way of developing a
community. Be forward thinking to 2050 and beyond. Require that developers and
future owners agree to a covenant of sustainability. Let Portland's sustainability
office set requirements for such a covenant that will include use of sustainable
materials, minimizing the impact of all development on the power grid by
including solar and wind generators, and more. Insist that bike paths be
integrated throughout that intersect with the bus system that wiII move residents
to a metro transit station. Bring the library to the 5000+ new families so that we
all don't have to drive to the Cedar MiIl Library branch. Preserve the community
by requiring the incorporation of communit5r gardens and centers for gathering.
Create a vision of sustainability for this land and the water that feeds it, that is
something you as the Elders of the Community and the developers, as land
stewards, can leave as a

Thank you,
Cyndi Strid
9323 NW Old
Portland, OR 1, Phone: (fl3)285-7878
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I am speaking today in support of the recommendation for area93.

As you know the staff recommendation was that this area not be included inside the
UGB. Subsequently the area was reexamined and the current proposal is that the western
half should be included.

My concern is that when land comes inside the UGB without a clear timeline for sewers
landowners are very likely to partition their property as soon as it is permitted into
smaller one or two acre estate sized lots rather than risk the uncertainty of a long wait for
sanitary sewers. Since this would make futurc higher density development difficult if not
impossible I think is this scenario should be avoided.

I am intimately familiar with this area having walked virtually all of the roads and right
of ways in the rabbit warren that makes up the area now proposed for inclusion. While I
believe it would safer if the line ran north-south through the middle of 120th street rather
than where it is and would suggest you consider that change, the idea that the western
part comes inside seems sound.

However I must emphasize that the eastern half of area 93 rapidly becomes significantly
different in topology so notwithstanding the exact location of the line I would strongly
encourage you to leave this area outside until such time as a timeline can clearly be
established for sanitary sewer services.

Thanir you.

,
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-The office of
Vera Katz

Mayor Portland Oregon The City That Works

December 5,2002

The Honorable Cad Hosticka
Presiding OfFrcer
Metro Regtonal Center
600 NE Grand Avenue
Portland, Oregon 97 232-27 36

RE: The Communiry Planning Committee recommendation on iobs and housing

Dear Presiding OfFrcer Hosticka and members of the Council:

Today you vote on our toadmap to the future. The pending allocation of long-term iobs and housing needs
are supposed to take us to the year 2022- half way to 2040. But we may never arrive at the 2040 envisioned
by our growth concept because we keep ignoring our centers and main streets.

Two weeks ago I offered written testimony that expressed serious concems about shortcomings to Titles 1

and 6. At that time I congratulated you on the one bright spot in the fotm of amendments to Tide 4 - the
need to expand the UGB for specific types of industrial land and regulations to Preserve existing and future
industrial land supply. This is a huge step forward. Today I want to reiterate and expand on my comments
of two weeks ago.

Specifically, I urge you to change the pending decision by allocating no mote than 28,000 new housing units
outside the existing urban growth boundary, and by limiting all residential expansion to the Damascus area.

Clearly, Metro is the best system of regional governance in the United States. With such strengths and
leadership in land use planning, I have to ask what went wrong when we are left with such a drsappoinung
result. To be fair, part of the blame resides elsewhere. Shordy after Region 2040 was adopted, it rvas hiiacked
by special interests at the state level. The "2}-year land supply " law replaced aspirational comprehensive
planning with mindless numeric projections. But even within the conhnes of this strarghtjacket, we can do
much better. Pordand and Metro need to work together in 2003 to get this law repealed.

The proposed industrial land allocation proves we can do much better, and that'!ve can make decisions that
further 2040. In that case we examined our industrial lands needs carefully; cataloged our available supply by
Iocation, quantity, and quality; undertook new measures to protect and improve available supply - and only
then did we expand the urban growth boundary for specific industrial uses that could not be reasonably
accommodated on existing urban land.

t2os'ac-39
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The pending residential decision does not reflect the integrity used to make the industrial decision. I see four
problems with the Community Planning Committee recommendation:

l. It forces residential $ofih to the fringes of the region by lowering residential housing targets,
which were firmly established n 1997, and by eliminating tesidential targets for all mixed-use
areas. These decisions show that we are walking away from our centers and main streets.

2. It artiFrcially inflates residential needs by overstating the amount of land lost to school
development and by underestimating needs reasonably met through infill and redevelopment on
land that is already within the urban growth boundary but outside established neighborhoods.
Agarn, residential grovth is forced to the fringes.

3. It unnecessarily inflates residential land needs through the addition of a four Percent "vacaicy"
rate on top of the existing "2}-year land supply." This in essence creates a27-year land supply.

4. Finally, the proposal forces limited planning and capital resources away from 2040 goals and
objectives. This is because Tide 11 would require the completion of expansion plans for these
fringe areas by 2004,while plans for centers, under Tide 6, would not have to be complete until
2007.

Indeed, the only requirement for Pordand that results from the Community Planning Committee
recommendation is the diversion of resources from the St. Johns and Lents Town centers, the South
Waterfront of the Central City, the Gateway Regional Center and all of our Interstate Avenue light rarl
communities. Instead, Pordand would need to use those funds to urbanize Study Area 94, the most
topographically challenged and environmentally significant suburban edge in the entire region. If we had
akeady exhausted our opportunities within centers and main steets, Pordand vzould allocate more of its
resources to eking out the last tiny increment from its urban fringe. But we are not there yet. Rest assured
that no such diversion of Pordand resources will appear in my proposed budget; not next year, nor in the
near furure.

I implore you to return to the vision of 2040: Quality urban places in centers and along main streets , and a

system of parks and natural areas that are as much a part of the vision as the built environment. Please break
the pattern of always doing the edge now, and leaving the center for latet.

With warm regards,

J4zgp
YeraKatz
Mayor

{"*/

cc: Pordand City Council
LCDC Commissiooers
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DELIVERED BY HAND

The Honorable Carl Hosticka
Presiding Officer
Metro Council
600 NE Grand Avenue
Portland, OF.97232

Re: Angel Property

Dear Councilor Hosticka:

On behalf of Joe Angel, I am writing to support the inclusion of Study Area 94 in the ordinance
to expand the region's urban growth boundary ("UGB" or "boundary"). Mr. Augel owns
property at 5100 NW Skyline Boulevard that is within Area94. The area was annexed to the
City of Portland ("City") in 1971, and the City designated it as exception land in 1991. ORS
191.298 requires that exception land adjacent to a UGB be given priority over resollt'ce land
when including new land within the UGB.

Irrclrrding Area94 within the UGB will correct a long-standing, illogical boundary problem by
aligning the City boundary and the UGB boundary in this area. It is simply illogical to have
exception lands that are within the City of Portland lie outside the UGB.

Since the establishment of the initial UGB, the City has developed extensive environmental
overlay zones to protect and preserve natural resources in the City, inclurding in Area 94 and
other areas adjacent to Forest Park. These overlay zones have been applied to private lands in
the Skyline corridor, including the Angel property. These overlay zones are among the most
protective environmental zones in the state and in the nation, and are actively enforced by the
City.

The Angel property, and Area 94 in general, is located within five miles of key employrent
centers, including downtown Portland, the St. Vincent Hospital area, and the Sunset Corridor.
There are no agricultural uses in the area, and its continued urbanization will not aflbct any
active fanning uses or agricultural land. NW Skyline Boulevard has the capacity to serve
additional development in the area. 

o r c E
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s\
The Honorable Carl Hosticka
December 5,2002
Page 2

The City provides fire, police, water and other services to the area, including to the Angel
property. Sanitary sewers are located within 2,400 feet of the property, and could be extended to
further serve the area. In the past ten years, a number of developments have been developed in
the area, including the Lakota, Forest Parks Estates, Forest Heights Estates and Alder Ridge
developments. Municipal services have been constructed to serve those developtnents, including
by the City.

Enclosed please find a map that shows the location of existing urban services near the Angel
property, including water, sewer, gas and stormwater facilities. The map clearly shows the
existence of municipal services that already serve the Angel property or could be extended to
serve the property.

The enclosed map supplements the October 2002 report by OTAK that I previously subnritted
for your review. The OTAK report confirms that the Angel property may be served by pLrblic
facilities and services in an orderly and economic fashion. The Angel property is not
significantly constrained for development by steep slopes, unstable soils, floodplains, or other
constraining physical features, contains no distinct drainageways or other significant water
features, and can be served by Portland public schools.

lncluding the property in the UGB is consistent with retaining an efficient urban growth fonn.
The Angel property and all of Area 94 is exception land located within the City and is the
exception area closest to downtown Portland, the center of the region. Because of its proxinrity'
to downtown Portland and employment centers in Washington County, the properly promotes a

compact urban form to an equal or greater extent than does any other area under consideration
for inclusion in the boundarv.

On behalf of Joe Angel, we respectfully request that the Angel property aud Area 94be included
in the ordinance to expand the UGB. Including this land within the boundary is consistent not
only rvith the policy of Goal l4 to utilize and develop urban land before converting rural ltrnd to
urban uses, but with the state's prioritization rules. Keepirig tliis area outside the UCB while
including rural land in the boundary is contrary to those policies.

Pomlndl -2125895.1 001 I 700-00003
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The Honorable Carl Hosticka
December 5,2002
Page 3

Please include this letter in the public record on the UGB expansion ordinance.

Very tmly yollrs,

Robert D. Van Brocklin

RVB:nrlb
Enclosures

cc (w/encl. and via messenger) The Honorable David Bragdon
The Honorable Rod Monroe
The Honorable Rod Park
The Honorable Susan Mclain
The Honorable Bill Atherton
The Honorable Rex Burkholder
The Honorable Mike Burton
Mr. Andy Cotugno
Mr. Dan Cooper
Ms. Mary Weber
Ms. Lydia Neill
Mr. Tim O'Brien
Mr. Joseph Angelcc (w/encl):

l'jortlndl -212.5895. I 001 I 700-00001
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Testimony by Todd Chase
Metro UGB Hearing

December 5, 2002

Presiding Officer, Councilors, Metro Staff and members of the
Public. Thank you for your relentless energy and ability to
comprehend the complexities of urban growth, and most
importantly your leadership during this time of economic
necessity.

I am testiffing as a resident of the Portland Metro Region, and on
behalf of the Clackamas County Economic Development
Commission. In short, we strongly support all of your efforts, and
the resulting ordinance 02-969. We further recommend that
employment/industrial land be added to the ordinance, in accord
with our letter from the Clackamas County Board of
Commissioners dated August 28, 2002.

Now some of you may know me as Planning Manager and
Economist for Otak, or from my recent management of the Metro
Regional Industrial Land Study.

From my l8-years of planning experience in Oregon, the USA,
Asia, and South America, I've come to realize that Urban Areas,
like all living organisms constantly change and evolve. The
Portland Metro Region is no exception with over 60 people being
added to our region each duy, due to new births and in-migration.

What is unique about our region is that it is attempting to evolve
within the confines of relatively ridged statewide land use planning
laws established over 20-years ago in Senate Bill 100. As a result,
the standards are higher in Oregon than almost anywhere else
when it comes to urbanization. We feel that Metro's staff has done
an excellent job at evaluating land needs and urban expansion
alternatives. Can this work be improved upon? Maybe, maybe



not. By no means should a decision by you to delay adoption of
UGB amendments be delayed. Delaying a decision by you on
UGB expansion would yield negative consequences:
o Our well-documented industrial land shortage would worsen.

There is a documented need for over 5,680 vacant market-ready
acres of industrial land. The current UGB expansion
recommendations would reduce the industrial shortage to
approximately 2,000 acres, and Goal 5 compliance would
further raise this land shortage.

o Many existing large industrial businesses that are attempting to
expand within our region would be forced to go elsewhere. The
RILS estimated that our region risks loosing some 94,000 jobs if
we do not address this situation;

o Unemployment rate would continue to remain high, placing a
drain on social services and depressing state and local fiscal
revenues.

. Public services, such as school funding and recreational
amenities would be curtailed, and taxes would need to raised.

The land use planning process will never be perfect, but I think
you have done the best that can possibly be done at this time. The
critical next step is to accept the facts about our region, and our
needs for UGB Expansion and to adopt 02-969 (with as the
strategic industrial and employment land sites added, as
appropriate).

Your adoption of Ordinance 02-969 (along with the
employment/industrial land added in accord with our leffer from
the Clackamas County Board of Commissioners) will enable our
regiontogrowandevolveinanefficientandsustainablemann
that's consistent with the 2040 Framework Plan. Your decision to
do this would also underscore the value of Oregon's land use
planning process, and the value of Metro, as our region's land use
planning agency.
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Mon.e C"ttn"ll Houln
Nn* Moon Fon-

16600 N.\7. Gillil,o" R"oJ
DonllonJ, C'nson 97231

Dec.5,2OO2

Metro Councilors
METRO
600 N Grand Avenue
Portland, OR

Dear Councilors:

I wish to testifu today in opposition of including Area 94 - bordering Portland's
Forest Park - into the Urban Growth Boundary.

I have had long association with Forest Park, both as an author and as a wildlife
biologist who has conducted a number of studies on the park. In 1982,I carried out the
first wildlife and habitat study of the park for the Oregon Parks Foundation. In 1990, I
conducted the first study for Multnomah County regarding the Wildlife Corridor that
extends through Forest Park.

But today I want to address the issue at hand from a different perspective. I want
to speak from a cultural and historical view, and try to alert you to what the people of
Portland would be losing if Area 94 is opened to increased development.

Forest Park, as originally intended, was to include the wooded hillsides that slope
from the top of Skyline Boulevard eastward to St. Helens Highway. Through the years,
property within these borders has been developed, but at the same time, the goal has
always been to acquire those lands, when possible and financially feasible, for additions
to Forest Park. To open this natural area to increased urbanization by a change in zoning
is to significantly reverse what has been a long-standing vision of the Park ... a vision
that has been at the heart ofPortland's planning for over 100 years.

As many of you know, Forest Park is regarded as one of the most impressive city
parks not only in our nation, but in the world. Because of its large size and configuration,
and its internal connectivity, Forest Park has what few parks anywhere can boast - a
natural system that exhibits over 1 I 2 species of native birds and 62 species of animals
that live, at some time, within its borders. This is highly unusual for a city park anywhere
in the world; in most metropolises, urban development has resulted in a definite decline
in the numbers of native plants and animals.

Forest Park is indeed an anomaly. Because of its continuous, unfragmented
habitat, with a natural connection to the Coast Range, we have today, only ten minutes
from downtown Portland, a native assemblage of wildlife still similar to that observed by
William Clark in 1806 during his return trip on the Lewis and Clark Expedition.

Recognizing these attributes, we must also be aware that whenever we chip away
at the land that remains on these wooded hillsides, even if the reasons are admirable in
intent, the cost may be too high, and irreversible.



I am indebted to those people, many of whom are now deceased, who worked so
hard to preserve what they saw as a significant natural feature for the City of Portland.
Before they died, I was fortunate to get to know some of them very well. One man in
particular, Mr. Garnett ("Ding") Cannon, became a special friend and mentor through the
years. Perhaps more than any other person, Mr. Cannon was the one responsible for
turning the vision of Forest Park into a reality.

In1.944, Mr. Cannon, President of Standard lnsurance and a member of the City
Club of Portland, requested that the City Club conduct a feasibility study as to creating a
municipal 6,000 acre forest park for the people of Portland. The study was long and
involved, and demonstrated unequivocally that such a park would be a tremendous
benefit for the community and for generations to come. Mr. Cannon then formed the
'Torest Park Committee of 50" - a group of 50 civic, commercial, educational and
recreational agencies - that sent a petition to the Mayor of Portland and the City Council
to adopt a policy to create Forest Park. The City Council adopted the resolution
unanimously. And in 1948, Forest Park was officially dedicated, and became a
remarkable city park of 4200 acres.

For the rest of his life, Ding Cannon worked tirelessly to protect and enhance
Forest Park. I spoke to him often, and he always reiterated that the original vision of the
park was to preserve those lands, whenever possible, within the outlined borders. When
Mr. Cannon died, he left me all of his files on Forest Park, and also a sense of obligation
to continue to work for the park, and do my part, however small, to continue the dream.

And so it is for Garnett Cannon and for all of the other visionaries, now deceased,
that helped create Forest Park that I want to speak for today. These Oregonians gave us
a priceless treasure that thousands enjoy. I know I am one of only many people who feel
grateful for the previous generation's dedication, altruism, foresight, and wisdom. And
I think it is now up to us to uphold what they entrusted to our care.

Portland, Oregon, is recognized across the nation as being a leader in park
planning. Through my research on the park, I have come into contact with many scientist
of national reputation, most of whom express amazement that such a park exists near a
city the size and scope of Portland. In addition, just last month, I took the National
Geographic through the park. A senior writer and photographer for the Geographic have
been employed to do a story on Forest Park. As they explored the park, they, too, were
astounded to find a place of such size and beauty, as well as natural significance, so close
to a major metropolitan city, and were awed at the planning that it must have taken to get
such a park protected.

For these reasons among others, I urge you to recognize the value of keeping Area
94 in its current zoning, and to not include it in the current round of expansion of the
Urban Growth Boundary.

Forest Park cannot be recreated. What we decide today will not only impact us ...
it will speak even more profoundly to future generations of Portlanders.

Thank you for your attention and thoughtful consideration.

Sincerely yours,

fl^td
Ma-rcy Houle

Oir(P
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December 5,2002

I am here today to testify against adding 520 acres in area 94 to the urban growth
boundary. This land is adjacent to Forest Park in an area of the park that is especially
niurow in width. I conducted my doctoral research on the effects of urbanization on
natural forested areas.and had many sites in Forest Park. I arn-continuing that research at
present. I have found that increased housing density has negative impacts on the park,
both in terms of ecological succession and as wildlife habitat. For example, I have found
that the forest closest to downtown Portland is in earlier successional stages than what it
should be. In other words;there are few young trees that will replace those that arc there
now. The rest of the park, at present, seems to be progressing in a more normal fashion,
but this will be changed by the development of lands surrounding the park. In addition, I
found significant declines in forest interior species of plants and birds in areas closest to
the city. I also found increases in less desired species in this area including exotic species
such as English ivy and brown headed cowbirds. The presence of the latter is particularly
troublesome because brown headed cowbirds are nest parasites. They lay their eggs in
other bird's nests, booting out the bird's real young and forcing the parentste care for the
wrong babies. Brown headed cowbirds have been implicated as a major cause for the
decline of nativgsongbirds across the nation and are correlated with habitat
fragmentation.r Forest Park is often cited as the crown jewel of green spaces in our city
and is valued for its wildlife habitat potential. Even though the park is composed of over
5(XX) acres, it is very long and narrow. Without additional areas surrounding the park to
help buffer the impact of urbanization, fragmentation poses a real concern as the park
becomes more of an island of natural habitat surrounded by city. Area 94 is nestled in a
p3rticularly narrow area that has a very irregular border. The impact of increasing the
density of housing by any number in this area, as well as in any area surrounding the
park, will be very detrimsntal to the value of the park as a natural area. Because of its
narrow shape, Forest Park is very susceptible to disturbances on its boundary. If
anything, I strongly recommend that all areas bordering the park be preserved as natural
areas to help buffer against urbanization. The fact that area94 is even being considered
for-potential placement within the urban growth boundary is disturbing. Such an
inclusion will have a detrimental effect on Forest Park as a wholepnd will undermine
efforts to preserve the park as the valuable resource that it currcntly represents.

Thank you

T" f /?'Al---
Nancy Broshot, Ph.D
Assistant Professor of Biology
Science Department
Linfield College
2255 NW Northrup
Portland, OR 97210
503-413-7034
nbrosho@linfield.edu
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Reeional Partners Testimonv To The Metro Council
December 5.2fi)2

Who are the Regional Partners, What is our mission, and Why do we care about this?

o List of members
o Mission and Objectives
o Land is one factor in Economic Development, we have understanding of how all the

factors fit together to create a healthy economy

We want to reiterate some of the key points we said in our earlier letter to you:

First ofall, there is a critical shortage ofready-to-go industrial land in the Portland
Metropolitan region today. The Regional Partners strongly recommend that Metro
recognize the immediate need for more industrial land as well as the longer-term need of
local jurisdictions to develop "ready-to-go" sites in future UGB expansion decisions.

Second, the recommendations for industrial land to include in the boundary are a good
starting point, but are still insufficient for immediate economic development needs, let
alone the long term economic needs of the Portland Metropolitan region.

The current recommendation still falls significantly short of the identified need for
indusrial land. This is a serious problem. We are missing opportunities now that may
never come back again. In order to meet the needs of the industries in this region, we
must stay ahead of the game. If we do not maximize the inclusion of employment land in
the2OO2 UGB decision, your regional economic development team is concerned that the
Portland Metropolitan Region will be in effect "leaving the game" in terms of large scale
industrial and commercial investments. A shortfall of land leads to a shortfall of
investment in our community. A shortfall in investment leads to a shortfall in property
tax revenues. The Portland Metropolitan Region needs these investments now and in the
future.

The Regional Partners in a collaborative process identified 9 sites as "low-hanging fruit"
which should be included inthe2OO2 UGB decision. We continue to stand behind our
original recommendation in the interests of renewed economic vitality for our region.

The Regional Partners want to take this opportunity to offer our expertise and
collaboration on the activities that lie ahead in Task 3. Our work with the Metropolitan
Economic Policy Task Force will help set the stage for the next round of conversations
about a Regional Economic Development Strategy, and we expect to continue to play a
leadership role in moving this region forward economically.

s oA c*3
i1

I

II

III

MPAC and MTAC considered these sites and recommended seven of the ninc sites for
immediate inclusion this year. The work and process of these two key stakeholder groups
should be supported and respected by the Council and its constituents. The regional
partners appreciate and support the recommendations of MTAC and MPAC and urge the
Council to give the same serious consideration.

g"\
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I live on NW Wilson Street in the shadows of Forest Park and I support removing
Area 94 from the Urban Growth Boundary expansion.

I am a retired Olympic middle distance runner. I competed in three Olympics and
I won the bronze medal in the 10,000 meters in 1992. During the course of a
normal week I run 50 - 60 miles on Forest Park's trails with my dog Towhee.
From the urbane environs of the Arboretum to the far stretches of the park past
Germantown Road I know Forest Park well. The fact that I can be in the forest
two minutes after leaving my front door is amazing to me. I live in a vibrant
neighborhood in a most liveable city and having Forest Park right next door is
dear to me.

Area 94 sits atop steep slopes of park watersheds. lf Metro is aiming to foster
efficient land use and diverse housing not to mention protecting natural
resources thenCfrrea, js highly unsuited to those goals.

t'r
Forest Park is an important regional resource. Development in Area g4 which is
an important buffer area will disrupt established wildlife corridors and diminish the
interior habitat areas of the park. Within Area g4 one can still find native forest
unsullied by invasive plants and animals introduced through development.

I have seen what upslope development of the park has done to the Balch Creek
watershed. The Chickadee Point development off Cornell Road has negatively
impacted Balch Creek. On rainy days the soil runoff in the creek is dismayingly
<fobvious.
Please reconsider the inclusion of Area g4

Thank you

Lynn Jennings
3103 NW Wilson
Portland 97210

503.274.2938
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TO; Metro Councll
FROM: Robert J. Thomas 2563 Pimllco

1

West Linn, OR 970(i8
SUBJECT Opposition to expanding the
(Clackamas, Multnomah and Washlngton

GB anywhere in the tri-county m
,) at this time for housing, and present'hof data to show no need lor such anprhere at this time

ttttitrrll ,lttlltrrttrtttltrrrtati

I have revlewed primarily three Metro ments in conjunction vrith populatlon data from
Portland State University's Center for ion Besearch and Cenr;us . l'll designate the

2 and Document 3 and refer to them as suchMetro documEnts as Document l,

Flnal Draft of the Economic Fleport to the Metro
ln March 2002 ancl revlsed in September

omist of the Data Re:purce Center

f 'fl consider Document 3 to be the 2002 -
Need Analysis.

Urban Growth Fleg,ort: A Besldentlal Land

,ttttrlltrt i
i

I maintaln that a thorough revlew ol Doo.r 1, 2 and 3 along rvith remarks made in an
address to the Metro Council at lhe Metro UGB hearlng on November 21, 2002 by
Director ol Planning, Andy Cotugno, reveal gnificant internal inconslstencies, inapplicable
numbers, and related flawed contentions growth ln Documentt;1 ,2 and 3 and in
Cotugno's address that consoguently
Yarlous expanslons ol the UGB at

to lnvalldatlng etatl'e expressed noed lor
tlme lor houslng. Euch a staff posltlon

rimply becomes unsuppoilabl€ and u
relevant populatlon grofih numbers.

ustlflable when looklng at the properly
I therelore contend lhat the only proper

actlon by the lietro councll at this
and lnstead not vote tor erPandlng

ls to not approve staff's rocommendatlon
UGB anywhere at thls tlme tor houslng.

tlaaatatt atallatataraa**tlla.

It strould strike anyone reviewlng the documents thal using growth rates derived lrorn
looklng at a considerably larger area for the , Oregon "Metro Flegion" than is
encompassed in Metro's present boundary and its pr€s€'nl Urban Growth
Boundary (UGB) is nelther a senslble or approach to assossing growth rates within
the area of Metro's lurlsdictlon. That area course lles exclusively tvithin Clackamas,
Multnomah and Wastrington counties, as the tri-county region lt doesn t even cover all
oJ
ol

those three @untles by far. fic also Clark County across ttre Columbia in the State
Washington and also sometlmes Yamhill Columbla countieri in Oregon Qreatly

distorts the whole process of determining ble growth rates that apply wlthin Metro's
UGB.boundary and when there ls a need to the

Irlrlrtttitrttttrrtttlt
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oeneJs figure lor the Population
ffgure oI 1,420,220 tor the Year

Proporly

Flrst refer to Document 3. Plannlng
rlng the
ol Docu

Council du UGB hearing on Novem
on Page 3 ment 3 when he said

assumes that 687o of those households
212,200 households, but adds another 8,
hdor, maklng a total o1220,700 more

subtractions in acreags ar€ made for
buildable acres which are @nverted to DU

tlrlttttttr Itattttrrrttttttttr.

ln the trl

Rrture Growth

Andy Cotugrto, in hls address to the Metro
21,200A was undoul)tedly alludlng to the table
concluded that we c€ln accommodate about

a lorecast of 312,100 households. Then it
to be accommodated urithin a Metro UGB., or
households to that to provide lor a4oh vacancy
seholds that need to k'e accommodated. Then,

us€s, to arrlve at a net ,rumber of vacant
nd'er current local eonlng. This all results in a

llrst get lnvolved whh lrroJectlng growth ln a 4-
then take a portion of tltal as a capture rate
There has to be some gross error introduced in

97969L P -62
I

When one looks at data that applies onrylwitnin Metro's tri-county reglon, he past and luture
growth rates in poputation are considerablyilower than those shown ln the Metro documents
which reacfi outside of Metro's furisdic-tion t{ always lnclude at least Clark County in
Washin$on. l'll discuss looking at past gror,ith rates lrom this standgoint further on, h.rt first I

want to pres€nt and discuss projected growp rates into the future frrm thls standpoint.

z

180,000 dwelling unlts (DU) lnslde our boundary, but that ne need to expand that
boundary by some 3Z400housing unlts in to provide aZA year land supply for housing.

In relerring to the table on Fago 3.of 3, it starts wlth a 4'.county (presumably the
tri-cpunties and Clark County) populatlon forecast (July 2000 to Dec. 2022lor 22.5
years) ot744 ,200 people and convorts that

presumably from an lnventory ol gross land wlthln the present UGB, successlve

number ol 177,300 DU, to whicft 6,000 DU added for refill, maklng a grand adfusted
totel ol DU capaclty ol 183,300 wllhln tho currsnt boundary. lf thls number ls

that needs to be considered as to whether or notlndeed reasonably correct, then it is
it can accommodate allthe growth that will
trom 2000 through 2022. lt is unnecessary

within the tri-county region over the tlme span

@unly region that lncludes Clark County
(68%) to assign to Metro lor accom

in the amount of growth proiected for the 4-this unnecessary precursor to this analysis,
counties, or in the capture rate, or ln both.

Because there is no statement in any of three Metro documenls about what speclfic
number Metro uses for average number of per DU, one is left with having to deduco
that number. ln the second paragraph on 9 of Docum ent 3, it s(:ates that PoPulation
growth is expected to add 525,000 rnore or a need lor another 220,700 DU when

assumlng a 4!o vacancy rate. That makes number of people per DU equal to 2.38. An

alternative would be to consider the ,100 households r:onvsrted from a
populatlon forecast o1744,2A0 to be of DU, and divide that into 744,200, glving

a number also equal to 2.38.

Uslng 2.38 people per DU lor the DU in the current bounrlary of 103,300 glves a

tota! of 436,254 more people that can be modated wlthin ttr€ currellt uGB.

Now lf one looks at only the trl-Gounty growth fronr 2000 through 2022bY
using data in APPendlx C ol Document f , it about 431,500, which is less than the
total of 43C,254 that can be accomm within the current boundary. ll one uses the 2000

nty region in 2000 ol 7,tA4,219 instead of the
2000 in C of Document 1, then the growth through
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2022 isless, at about 407,500. ln any
growth that can be accommodated

the flgure ol 186,254 ln populatlon 3.
ln the current UGB more than coverr the

trl-county growth between 20fi1 and
220,700 more DU. The DU capaclty

So there ls no need for as much as
in the present boundary of 183,300 ls

more lhan adequate to provlde tor relevant populatlor| growth through 2A22.

And don't forgot that the actual growth wlthln the present UGB will be even
less than shown above because those cover the growth wlth n the entire land area of
all three counties of the tri-counly region.

So the bottom llne ls that ls defin no nGed to expand the
UGB anyurhere at thls time to uslng growth within
iletro's furlsdlctlon through year 2422.

To lurther emphasize the dltference ln rates when comparirg data for iust the tri-
county region agalnst that ol a larger lncluding at least Clark 3ounty, one can refer lo
the table on Page 6 of the Executive Su in Document 2. The lable shows average
annual percentage lncreasos ln populallon lO-year lntervals, frr>m 1850 through 2030
Uslng just tri-county data ln Appendlx C ol
1970 through 2030 (slx ten-year lntervals),
considerably less than those shown in the
Ctark countles. The lower percentago

ent 1 and covering only the decades from
avsrage annual percrlntage increases become

which are based or, including Yamhill and
es aro rospectlvely 1.78, 1.20, 1.84,

1.24, 1.19 and 1.04 compared to the lgher rospectivs percentages shoryn ln
and 1.40. (These percentages are what arslhe table of 2.15, 1.31, 2.41, 1.77, 1

shown in tho Mareh 2002 issue, but are rounded off in tlrc revised September
2002 issue as 2..| , 1.3,2.4, 1.8, 1.4, and 1 Likewlse, uslng Appendlx C ln Documenl
l, lhe abeolule population lncreaso n rbers ln each successlve decade lor the

236,791; 188,856; 202,616 and 192050.trl-county reglon are 169,692; 133,

ttttlrllrtt rrrtrrrrttttrtttlt

Properly Correctlng both st and Rtture.Growth Numbers
shown ln Docunrents

ln regard to more about past growth, the ol Figure 1 on Fage 3 ol Document 1, whictl
ls labeled as apflylng to flve countles ( , Clackamas, Wasltington, Yamhlll and
Clark) shows an average annual Increase in populatiotl r)vol the decade from

ol2.4o/o. When uslng c()nsus data from PSU, and1980 to 1990 of 1 .3o/o artd lrom 1990 lo 2
considering only the trl-county reglon wlthin ah, Clackamas and Washington coutrties,
the growth rate from 1980 to 1990 is lower 1,12o/o and from 1990 to 2000 lt is lower at 2-09olo.

Similarly ln Figure 9 on page 10 of applylng to the
samo five counties, the growth rates shown
2001 become qulte a bit lower lf one

1

only the tri-county reg;lon
between 1991 and

These are accordlngly lower than the hlgher respoctlve tlgureg shown ln ths
table ol 248,584; 179,969; 396,531; 332200 and 384,200 when
lncludlng Yamhlll and Clark

Agaln, lt's lmportant to always keep
counties is for the entire county and that
lnclude parts of the trl-counties. Thus, il
wlthln lust the boundary of Metro's those numbers would of course be lower lhan
absolute growth data for the entlre cpuntles.

t
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When looking at projsctions of growth rates lnto the future, Figure 5a on Page 7
of Document 1 shows the population at intervals, from 2000 1c2025, for lour Oregon
counties of Multnomah, Clackamas, and Yamhill. Those population levels, when
expressed as an av€rage percontage increase over each of the S-year intervals (five
such intervals) are respectively 1-32,1.261, 1.251, 1.20 and 1.12, w:rich are conslderably less
than the 1.6o/o average annual percentage ase that is sald to b,r projected for the luture
bv Metro economist Dennis Yee. llv€rer.rrvy, ,vq r rr rl, r..v ar r vvyl ,llvgt 1l

veretUL9 p$tu lr.e{ fisvr,9.F n lg, O[gggrL,,,
respectively to 1 .29,1.23, 1 .22,1.17 and I 9.

further in regard to luture populatlon s, one can again rgfer to the County
Population Forecasts by the Oregon State of Economlc Analyrlls shown in Appendix C of
Document 1. !l one selects the trl-counlies

+.

lnlels tha
intervals)

lctlnn nf lhnnn lhrnn al
finds that the average

nnnil nanh
, one ann

intervals are respectively 1 .28,1.23, 1 .22,1
lorer than the what Dennls Yee gets when

1Z 1.09 and 0.98. Agairr, all of them are much
ng Yamhill County in Oregon and Clark

Coun ty. in Washington. These are what apply when using Appendlx C ol Document 1.
An update of this county data ls expected to lssued soon by the State Office of Economlc
Analysis, but from somo prelimlnary It wlll undoubtedly nrt be muctt ditferent than
what is shown ln Appendlx C of Document

Dennls Yee says that a 20 year popufation ( to year 2020) is expected to rise 1.6oh per year
When looking a Appendix C in Document 1, the tri-county populatlorr (Clackamas, Multnomah
and Washington counties) rises only 1.24o/o r year over that 20 year period. Appendix C
quite closely predlcted the 2000 cen$ls for Clackamas, Multnornah and Washlngton
oounties. lt predlcted it at 1,420,220. The was 1 ,444,2'19, or only 1.7o/o higher.
Therefore, I contend this lends a high of for the projection of future growth in

ic Analysis.Oregon countles within Appendix C by the State's Office cl Econom

rrtttttttlt tltltltllttltllrt

Agaln, when looklng at ProPerlY
tetro's area ol furledlctlon that lles
conclude that thoro ls no need to
recognlzlng that there ls adequate
lor the relevant and ProPerlY
2022.

future populatlon growth wlthln
lust lhe trl-courrly reglon, one has to

the UGB anywhere at thls tlme,
capaclty wlthln the present UGB to caler
populatlqn growth through the year

Clackamas, Multnomar
rt.iln/
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When looklng at projections of growth rates lnto the fu:ure, Flgure 5a on Page 7
of Document 1 shows the populatlon at intervals, from 2000 |,t2025. for lour Oregon
@unties of Multnomah, Clackamas, and Yamhill. Thoso population levels, when
expressed as an average percentage an I increase over eacfi of the S-year intervals (five

further in regard to future populatlon one can again rrfer to the County
Population Forecasts by the Oregon State of Economic Analyriis sfiown in Appendix C of
Document 1. lf one selects the tri-countigs
totals the population of those three al each

+,

Clackamas, Multnoma'r and Washington and
year lnterval between i!000 and 2030 (slx such

lntervals), one flnds that the average ann percentage lncrease during
0.98. Agairr, all

each of those S-year
of them are much

relevant and

intervats are respectively 1.29, 1 .23, 1.22, 1

lower than the what Dennis Yee gets when
1.09 and
uding Yamhlll County ln Oregon and Clark

County in Washington. These are what a apply when uslng Appendlx C ol Document 1

An update ol this county data is exPected to issued soon by the State Oflice ol Economic
Analysis, but from some prelimlnary it will undoubtedly nrt be much dilferent than
what is shown in Appendix C of Document

bennls Yee says that a 20 year population to year 2020) is expected to rlse 1.60/" per year.

When lookin a Appendix C in Document 1 the tri-county populatiur (Clackamas, MultnomahI
and Washington counties) rises only 1.24Yo year over thet 20 yerrr period. APPendix C
qulte closely predicled th6 2000 census for Clackamas, Multnornah and Washington
countles, It predicted il at 1 ,42a,220. The ans figure was 1 ,M4,21 19, or only 1 .7o/"higher.
Therefore, I contend this lends a hlgh of credibility lor the Prcje ction ol future growth in

Oregon courrties within Appendix C by the State's Otfice c,f Economic Analysls

Agaln, when loo atking
oflwithln Metro's area urisdlctlon

reglon, one has to conclude that
there ls adequate,anywhere at

DU capaclty
thls time lor housl recognizlng that

B to cater for thewlthin the preeent
properly prolected population g through the year 2022.

Conclderlng how excesglve i/let llg
growth wlthln lts lurlsdlctlon that lles only
Clackamas countles, lt llkewlse Its
lands for commerclal and lndustrial
guestloned as Yory excegglve. As
conslderable amounts of commerclal

betore looking for more lands to

1/" te : fl,.L
ot /&

ures are for Prolected PoPulatlon
wlthln Multnomirh, Iltbshlngton end
profecled needg tor lobe and related
Its lurlsdlctlon must also be

furlsdlctlon whose use hag elther
unused or abandoned. Those can Seen a8 a resource

also contend, thole are alreadY
lndustrlal lacllltles wlthln lletrob

scaled way back or have become
to be tully utlllzed flrst

for co

4-r/

a"Jp*vil a
be

r"/'|'*?

m

+.

such Intervals) are respeclively 1.32, 1.261, .251, 1.20 and 1.12, wlrictt are considerably less
than the that is said to be proiected for the future
by Metro Yamhitl County fronr Figure Sa's Oregon
@untles, leavlng the trl-counties, then the
respectively to 1 .29, 1.23, 1 .22, 1,17 and 1

average percentag:e annual increases drop

trrtrtttttt ttattttrlttlrllll
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December 5,2002

n4e Arnold Rochlin
P.O. Box 83645
Portland, OR 97283 -0645
(503) 289-26s7
rochlin2 @ earthlink.net2 rL / 2ub l/yl f?rio tz/r1">-

Metro Council

Re: Urban Growth Hearings 1215102, which may concern Ordinances
Preliminarily Number-ea: OZ-gOqfuhi.l, iniludes Study Area94 and orhers,
nan! QJ-gSZftwtrictr includes Stldy Area 85. and perhaps others.

Az't{o2'7$Th,WnbA.ct-?ff1 2 iq2qrc/ t2 I

On behalf of thiee dntitidsj inyseff, the Foresf Palrk Neighborhood Association and
the Friends of Forest Park, I hereby request written notice of any final action
taken concerning a decision of whether or not to expand the Urban Growth
boundary, whether by means of the subject ordinances, or by other actions,
differently constituted or numbered, which are adopted or rejected pursuant to
the proceedings of which the subject hearings are a part.

I am the vice-president of the Forest Park Neighborhood Association and have
previously appeared on it's behalf, and do so on this date orally and in writing. I
am a member of the Friends of Forest Park, and am authorized by its Program
Director, to appear and make this request for notice on its behalf.

MbJz:
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December 4,2002

Subject Re: Request to WITHDRAW Study Areas 84-87 and 94 from UGB
(Ord. 02-969).

TO: Metro Board Members and Portland City Council
FROM: Dennis and Jan Burkhart

Stop unneeded Urban Growth Expansion. Hold the UGB line at Springville and
Kaiser Roads. DO NOT INCLUDE STUDY AREAS
84.87 AND 94 INSIDE THE URBAN GROWTH BOUNDARY.

Our reasons are as follows, please consider:

The current 2001 UGB areas in the Portland Metro Region allow for sufficient
creation of newly constructed Urban Structures within the existing boundaries.
Fill in the current UGB with dense urbanization, prior to expanding the boundary.
The infrastructure currently exists to do this.

lnclusion of Study Areas 84-87 and 94 creates a nightmare because of lack of
lnfrastructure for expansion. No high traffic roads exist, or utilities to
accommodate dense Urban Growth as mandated by the UGB.

The current economics of the Portland Metro Area, in our opinion, are not
demanding Urban Growth Expansion. There are numerous newly completed
homes, as well as buildable lots, and respectable homes for rent, that have been
on the market for many months in areas adjacent to Study Areas 84-87. No
Buyers - No Market - Why is there a need to expand the UGB?

We rely upon the board to make reasoned and thoughtful decisions regarding
the future of our community. Forest Park is one of Portland's most important
features, one that has little equal in the rest of the country. Study Area 94
should be taken out of the Urban Growth Boundary. Study Area 94 serves as a
buffer to urban encroachment for the citizen's Forest Park. Open Space is
necessary to maintain the Doanes Creek and Saltzman Creek watersheds.
Forest Park currently serves as an important wildlife corridor for the state of
Oregon. Do not allow development to impede these natural processes.

The soils and geographic aspects of Study Area g4 would be an extreme
challenge to create dense urban population facilities. 25% slopes on loess soils
do not bode well for dense human population residences. Recent experience
shows us that these areas will slide.



UGB p.2 - Burkhart letter

Study Areas 84-87 should be re-examined as viable productive agricultural
opportunities. We have attended several community meetings in which the
residents of SA 84-87 have shared proven profitable existences from their
agricultural businesses. Granted the soils are not the best, but these study
areas are currently the "Garden Baskets", serving the Urban area with
necessary products. These businesses currently provide viable products and
services to a substantially large area. Remove these businesses and the
Urban residents of both Multnomah and Washington Counties, will be driving
farther west (being forced to use more petro chemicals) to meet their same
urban resident needs. Why change what works well?

Study Areas 84-87 currently have an esthetic value that will be lost forever. lt is
hard to value, but fore vision is necessary. Study Areas 84 - 87 are becoming a
culturally historic gem of the Portland Metro Area. For many they are a visual
break from the monotony of PUDs, condos, and suburban tracts.

Shared with the entire Metro Area, driving these tiny, curving roads provides a
mini vacation from urban sprawl. Someday this area will be on the Driving Tours
of the Metro Region. The psychological relaxing and mind clearing that occurs
while in these areas, has a value. We feel that in future year's residents from
across the Metro Region will applaud the Metro Board for having the foresight to
PRESERVE Study Areas 84 - 87 as they now exist. DO NOT ALLOW URBAN
EXPANSION TO RUIN THIS CULTURAL GEM.

Thank you for your thoughtful consideration. We want to keep the Portland
Metro Region the outstanding place it is.

Very truly yours,

?* J\"*;8"^fus'-
Jan & Dennis Burkhart
14735 NW Ash St.
Portland, OR 97231
Residents inside the UGB, in the City of Portland.
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CoinneBacha
7547 NW S$rline Blvd
Pntland OR97229
December 5,2002

Tothc MetroCumcil

Re: Ordinance 02-969

Plw includo tris l€ttcr in fre writtan recud ard scnd m€ notice of the decisim,

I worrld like to object to the inc{usion of any additional land into tr€ thbm Gro\ilft Banndary at this timc.
As a nation we heve been experiencing a recession after a period of hernendous, and in many cases
illuory, eoorunic growttr. As I am sure )lrlu are well arvare Oregom has boen hlt harder than almost
anyrhere else by this doumturn. Your populatior fmecasts are, of necessity, projectiors of pa$
circum$ances into ttre firhre. However, there has been a very abrupt change in tho oconomic
circumstances of the area, and that has changed housing neods dramatically. I would suggest Erat to
incupcateorrcr 20,000 acTes, five times the amomt of land incorporated fiveyears ago is very
inappropriate * this time, and trat the Council would moe efieaivety ryend its time as a fmce fo using
the land already incmporeted more wisely and effectively.

I uas frscirafod by the testinony of the Beavertm Scftd District reprcscntatirre lsst Tue6day. th spoke
oftre s&mling crisis in Bcaverton, and the urgcnt necd to build ncw s&ools. Curtrast ttrig with two
points. First, ftat just a furpars ago Beavcrtur was selting ofriE ochool buildngs, citing doclining
enrollment, aod secur4 Orat Pctland PuHic s&ools is qrrently itr that smo pcitim, with doclining
anollment, and tho rcality that many schools sre nd being filled, An endless cyclc of building and
decmmissiming infrastructtne is an absrnd uraste of timc, money and human €n€rg.

lvlto dooe mt orre dcvelopcrs a living any morc than it doos auy chcr manbcrs of thc commmity.
Thcre rc creotive, teryosible dcrvelopers who are mrkiag a good ltving rarsing old industrial buildings,
and turning thm intohighlydesirablc h$sing fa a highly divcrro andience. Oldc hmcs are being
carvod ry into affordabte oqrdminirms. Tlrere is ur inoeasing eiaphasis o mixod-nse dcvelopmmt
with reteil, office and rosidential all ocorpying the samc structure. Tho snrhnbm modcl of horsing is
simp$ not sustainable dr any lovel any more. With orn curr€at oconmic domturn mrmicipalities do nd
hcw the r€sourccc to plan and thcn $p€rvisc the additim of thqrsands of acres to fteir areas. Tho roalrty
of thc situatim is &Et sfitrbtn dcvelopcrs then cmdrt tho plonning h$ead In a very painftl lessm fq
the ommunity, dcrclopmcnts likc Forest tlcights and elscltrfierehave proven, time ond time again, that
dcvclopcre ofraw landrsroty omcorn thc,mselves with trc bsst inter€sts of thc mrmunrty. The
devehpmcat cmmunityhas oonslstentty shd do*n rry lcgislativo effctsto get dcvelqm€nts to carry
thetr inftastueura weight So tho rcst of us are supeolad to pay ftr schools, ahag witr scwcs, roads
water lines etc., etc, rhat are, in the greato senso, redtrndant, so thst derrelqcrs can kccp pttting ttp
hursesm raw land.

I urge the council to recognize that the Metro area is 3dimensional, that there are numenou; under-
utilizod areasalready in the urban grourth boundary, and that there are devolqmerrt models that susain
populatiur and ecuromic growth without curtinually opanding into new lands to do so. I further rnge
that the Council, in recogrizing the6s roalities votes against any furthcr orpansior of the tlrtan Grourth
Bomdary.

Singcly,

Ccinnc Bacher
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Fred Bacher
7547 NW Skyline Blvd
Pctlmd OR 97229
tzl3lo2

To the Mttro Cuutcil

Rc: Ordinanoe 02-969

Please iac{udo this l€tt€r in the rryriuen record and scod qe noticc of the &cision.

My conoern wift this cdinanoc is thc inclusiqr of Study Aroa 9.{ in the reounmcndod exponsiar ofthc
UGB. t am a land oymor in Area 94. While it may be teasmablc drat parts of Arca % ghcruld be in the
[.138 eventual$, &e prooess by wtrich the additior is happcning in this cdinaooe is rrrarg.

Rcgading this Study area, there has been a public procesll, and a hidden pr@oos. The public qre included
maoy public meetings and hearingp, a proposal by the Executive Officer, and publi$od maps and
documqrts in the newspaper and mail describirtg the process. All public discussiot, published proposals,
and Metro staffrtpots put Area 94 at the bottun of the list through early November. Theeu by actiurs on
Nove,mber 20121, it was added to the above ordinanco. Testimony in the minutes for the 1ll21 meeting is
all negative regarding adding /v.ea94. I can find nothing in the record supputing it. So there has becn
sone hidden process promoting Area 94.

By all its published documents throughout 2002, Mefro has given the prblb a reasonablc expectatior that
Arca 94 was nd being cmsidacd at this timc. Alurg with the published doomrenB, fitcre was a sent€nce
sayrng that any study area migbt bo include4 and if it waq ar€a residents would be notifisd. How6ver,
this notification would be after the fact. The Execrrtirrc Of,Ecer's rocommendatiqrs are not binding on the
Cormcil, but trey do carry a large weight in the public's mind sfuice tho Comcil chooaes to publish thern
so widety. No alternative reoommendation was published by the Council rmtil the most recent meeling,
and that rras mrly curtainod in the meeting minutes" Mor@ver, the MeCing Agenda and packet fm
today's mecting cqrtains no Findings m staffrecqnmendations rqarding fuea 94. tt doos contain
mrendcd Metro code documents regarding how Metro determincs UGB ocpansim. So Metro is
substantially dratrgmg things as it prods . and not allowing adoquate input by local officials m
rcsidcnts.

There has been no adequate oerportun$ fot the ptrblic to rcsputd to fire idee of inchding Arsa 94, and
similarly therc has bm no adequte oppctrmity fm thc City of Prtland to rcsp@d" t beliwe the City
will cntm testimany todan hff no ore has fiading.s a stafrrocmmendatione to rcview. Bmusc of the
lact of time to review aod discuss this propooal, the Comcil sho{d nomove Aroa % tom this sdinanoe
and cosidcr this stdy area drning the noc cycle of periodic reviap. Also, lvtroto should orteisively
omsult and nck with the City of Pctland regarding this land to rtsolve any plmning issues.

By voting fr inclusim of Areo 94 rt this time, yor are taking action to urtonize thc Forest Park rca.
Thic vote will mandate that the City of Pctland develop an urbenizrtio plm including sewcl::l. Ss\ffis
will lcod to higher dcnsibr. tllgher dotsity on thesc slopes will lead to landslides, erosim into streams,
and habltat destruction. Tim O'Bricn's m€,mo m 94 indicatcs tbree fnrrths of it is elopes greater thao
2So/o. Ystare voting for dcstructiqr of fmo*s arrd sttamo. Ask pnsclf: do pr unnt to be rerrembercd
as thc Cqmcil mcmber who votcd to urhtrize Foret Park?

SinccrolY./*(Bl,
Frod Bacher
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Metro Councilors:

Please consider the Statford Triangle for inclusion in the UGB.

We need employment lands in Clackamas, VIABLE employment lands whose
infrastructure is possible to build.... (Stafford versus Damascas).

On December 9s, other metro and regional areas will enter the "competition" at
the Convention Center for a blotech facility. Will Stafford be able to go? We
have the most available (non-farm) lands for a perfect slte, closest freeway
access and most sultable demographlc to statf a facility such as this.

I read the article in this week's Oregonian about including prime farmland for
Hillsboro so they will be ready for more high-tech development. We do not have
prime farmland here, so please do not exclude Statford from our chance to be
included in plans for biotech development right here.

Employment. employment, employment.

Don't leave us out. We want to choose the kind of growth we get...
professlonal commercial to employ our neighbors in West Linn and Lake
Oswego.

Thank you, a
Robbin
Stafford Triangle, Oregon
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December 5,2002

Metro Council
600 NE Grand Avenue
Portland, Oregon97?32

RE: Urban Growth Boundary modifications

Dear Councilors,

This letter is to urge you to modify the Draft Ordinance No. 02-969 to WITHDRAW Study Areas
# U,85, 86,87, and 94 from inclusion in the Urban Growth Boundary expansion.

In late September, 2002, we were told at a meeting by Councilor Rod Park that Area 94 was
studied, but WOULD NOT be included in a UGB proposal because it DID NOT MEET the
technical criteria Metro uses to determine suitable urbanization. Councilor Park stated that the
area was only studied to meet regulations regarding studied parcels, and because the terrain of
the area which is not suitable for high-density housing because of slopes and watershed issues,
it wouldn't be considered for inclusion. It is our understanding that airial photos were used to
contend that area #94was suitable for high-density housing. From our own experience of
subdividing a parcel on Skyline in order to build a house in1.97, airial shots of the area are
deceptive because of the tree canopy. We were required to prove to the City the existence of a
ravine on our Iot which is not suitable for building on, and is also a water source for Bronson
Creek on the west side of Skyline. USGS airial surveys showed this area as flat. Over 50% of
Area #94 was shown to include slopes and more than 25o/o feeds the Saltzman and Doanes Creek
watershed. Development on the east side of Skyline would also affect the Bronson Creek
watershed on the west side as many of the peak elevations which create the headwater streams
for this watershed originate there. We have an example of this on our parcel. AIso of note is the
fact that all of the slide damage along Skyline in area #94 ftom the flood in1996 originated on the
east side.

Area # 94 is mostly woodland directly adiacent to Forest Park. Urbanization of this area would
impact the ecosystem of Forest Park. This ecosystem must be very sensitive, as neighbors we
have on the west side of the road, who border Forest Park, were required to do an extensive
environmental study before completing a garage on an existing foundation. Our own parcel
includes areas zoned RFp and RFc, with stringent environmental regulations imposed. Again,
inclusion of adjoining land in the UGB will adversely affect these zones, and threaten wildlife
including the Qndangered red-legged frog.

Through roads in the NW Rural Area are totally unsuited to receive any additional traffic,
especially in winter - not only locally, but also at transition points such as NW
Germantown/Bridge Ave. and NW Cornell /Lovejoy /25tn. There is no public transit provided
or anticipated along Skyline Blvd., where the nearest transit is 4 to 5 miles away.
Area #94 was considered the least suitable for urbanization based on the technical criteria
developed by Metro staff; efficient land-use, protection and restoration of natural resources,
balanced transportation, diverse housing options for residents and creating a vibrant place to live
and work.

Areas # 84 - 87 have a high proportion of EFU land, much of it actively farmed.
One limited-service bus line runs through part of Bethany, about a mile from the
far edges ofAreas #84-87.



All these areas are critical to wildlife and to the health of year-round
stream corridors. Metro's own 2002 Wildlife Habitat and Riparian Areas maps
delineate much of the land within these Study Areas as Significant. These lands are prime border
and upland areas for adjacent habitats of
even higher significance, such as the Abbey Creek bottomland. There can be
no doubt that if # 8+87 and #94 are urbanized, loose dogs will replace elk,
bobcat, and coyote as the major mammals; starlings will replace songbirds;
rats and opossums will replace small mammals - all in a zone well beyond
the UGB.

Every dollar spent on private development and public infrastructure to urbanize farm and forest
land, is a dollar NOT available to renovate, redevelop, maintain, and enhance existing urban
areas. The monetary self-interest of a few landowners should not affect theMetro Council's
decision. You should listen to the many NW Rural residents who, with no financial stake, want to
preserve the productivity and wildlife values already present in our area.

Thank you for considering this input. Please keep posterity in mind.

Sincerely,

Lise Storc
Andrew Comeau
6021 NW Skyline Blvd
Portland, OR97229
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December 2,2002

Metro Council

600 SE Grand Avenue

Portland, OR97232
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Subject: Testimony in opposition to Proposed Urban Growth Boundary Expansion

Dear Metro Councilors:

Now that the areas of the proposed UGB expansion are becoming more defined, we

wish to once again express our opinions in opposition to the proposals concerning the land

that is designated "Exclusive Farm Use".

The Farm Bureau has always favored not to be "site specific" in in deliberations over

UGB expansions, as in "it's all right here but not over there," and be opposed to all

expansions ,be they for residential or industrial, onto EFU land in general. We will not vary

from that positiorl now. Any amount of land lost now will never be recovered to its current

use; all development is permanent. Again, we would like to state the Oregon Farm Bureau

policy:

"Any boundary expansion on land protected under Goal 3 must not impair

the agricultural environment and ffiastructure need to produce food and

fiber for future generations. [n no case should the expansion of a UGB

occur on land that is predominantly irrigated or non-irrigated soil classes I,

II, and irrigated classes III and IV in western Oregon....."

We understand there now are four areas under consideration in the Bethany area. Two

are defined as exception land and could be taken in. The other two are EFU's , which are

now included so that their land could provide the services needed for the exception land

under some "special needs provision". That is a very lame excuse for playing "leapfrog" to

get to developable land at the expense of good farmland. Using that brand of logic,

nowhere would be safe from sprawl.



a

We also wish to voice our disapproval of the recent committee vote to include 200

acres of farmland bordering Evergreen and Shute Roads for a future industrial use site.

There is an industry there already. [t's called farming. As long as people are going to eat, it

is a pretty important industry, too. And once again, there seems to be no consideration for

a barrier, be it natural or otherwise, for the separation of commercial or residential land to

be apart from agricultural lands. By crossing Evergreen and Shute Roads, the UGB will be

nothing more than a "line in the sand", making any future expansions easier to get approval.

Granted, roads don't make as good a barrier as a creek, wetland, or a grove of trees, but

they are better than nothing.

The same could be said ofthe two proposed area north of Cornelius. What could be a

better barrier than Council Creek? By crossing the creek with this expansion, there will not

be another natural barrier until miles of farmland are crossed.

If these or any other proposed expansions onto EFU land meet the council's approval,

I can assure you that the Washington County Farm Bureau along with Oregon Farm Bureau

will appeal that decision. We cannot sit idly by and watch the counties productive

agricultural land base be eroded any further.

I had sent a letter, dated Sept. 24, 2002, first stating our opposition to these

boundary expansions. We would like to re-submit that letter as testimony also at this time.

I hope you will see clear to save both our sides a lot of future work and vote "no" on

any EFU land taken into the boundary. Thank you for consideration of our comments.

Terry

President, Washington County Farm Bureau



September 24,2002

Metro Council
600 SE Grand Avenue
Portland, OR97232

Re: Proposed Urban Growth Boundary Expansion

Dear Metro Council:

We have reviewed the Executive Officer's proposed urban growth boundary
expansion for the 2002-2022 time period. We commend his efforts to minimize its impact
on farm land.

As you may be aware, Oregon agricultural production was valued at $3.7 billion in
2001. Including value added processing and related goods and services, the industry
produced $9.1 billion. And agriculture is an industry, and a growing one. The economic
activity and jobs supported by agriculture accounts for 8o/o of state jobs andTo/o ofthe
gross state product. That is a greater portion of the GSP than transportation,
electric/gas/utilities, recreation and lodging and many more. Oregon leads the nation in the
production of grass seed, filberts, Christmas trees, peppermint, caneberries, and potted
florist azaleas.

Two of the top five agriculture-producing counties in the state are Clackamas and
Washington counties. The highest-value agricultural commodity for the past few years has
been in the nursery business, which is produced primarily in the three Metro counties. 607o
of the Port of Portland's total tonnage is agriculture. In value, it is second only to high-
tech in exports. Agricultural exports increased 4oh from last year. Twenty percent of
Oregon's prime farmland is in the Metro counties.

Therefore, the Washington County Farm Bureau is always concerned when our
irreplaceable land base is eroded. The Oregon Farm Bureau policy is as follows:

"Any boundary expansion on land protected under Goal 3 must not impair the
agricultural environment and infrastructure needed to produce food and fiber for
future generations. In no case should the expansion of a UGB occur on land that
is predominantly irrigated or non irrigated soil classes I, II, and irrigated soil
classes III and [V in western Oregon...."
We understand that the Bethany area proposed for expansion includes such

farmland. To urbanize this would be contrary to Farm Bureau policy, and would begin the
compromise of agriculture in that area. We also understand that it is possible to provide
services to most of the nearby exception areas without crossing the farmland. Therefore,
we ask that you remove this farmland from the proposed UGB expansion.

Thank you for of our comments.

erry
President, Washinglon County Farm Bureau
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13900 NW Old Germantown Road
Portland, Oregon 97231
s03-283-4096
December 5,2002

Metro Council
600 NE Grand Avenue
Portland, Oregon 97232

Dear Councilors,

With reference to Ordinance No. 02-969, I am opposed to Study Area94 being inside the
UGB. Development of it is an absurd proposition when you consider the slope, drainage
(both for runoff and sewers,) and effect on Forest Park. The effects cannot be perceived
accurately from a map, or even an aerial photo - both of which are flat.

You are up against a State-imposed deadline. Yet in Area 94, and many other other areas,
you may not have clarity about details of the terrain. You cannot be sure of population
projections, and the jobslhousing balance is changing with the economy. The ability of
local jurisdictions to provide services and schools is doubtful. Neighborhoods full of
constituents have mobilized to oppose the development desires of a few landowners.
About the only thing you can say with certainty is that development drives out wildlife,
degrades streams, and terminates farming.

A UGB boundary change is essentially irreversible. Considering all the points of dispute
and issues with unclarity in certain areas (including #94,) rt is better to leave doubtful
areas OUT of the UGB.

S v,

Thank you for the opportunity to testify.
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Metro Planners
Land Use Planning Division
Metropolitan Service District
Portland Oregon

August 20,2002

Dear Sirs;

Subject; 124m Ave and Laidlaw Road
Study Area92

I own a 3 Acre parcel of land in the Study Area92 which was zoned 2 Acres for a
buildable lot when I purchased it in of September of 1958 and have owned the property
for 44 years and have paid taxes all of this time. I have tried to build on the property
since I purchased it and have never gotten approval.

Essentially the County, Metro, and LCDC have passed dozens of regulations creating
more barriers that essentially make my property useless and in effect has taken the
property away from me without compensating me for it.

My property is less than 300 feet from Washington County where the current zoning is 6
houses per Acre and about one half mile from the existing Multnomah County UGB.

In 1956 Multnomah County issued a building permit to Mr. U. S. Larson who built his
house on his lot and later the County declared the tract as an illegal subdivision.
There are l0 unrelated property owners in a 40 Acre tract that approached the County in
an effort to get 7 building sites approved and after spending thousands of dollars had to
withdraw their application as Multnomah County brought up hoop after hoop to jump
through and now the zoning requires 20 acres per homesite.

If this parcel is included in the Urban Growth Boundary the regulations created by the
Administrative Rules would be less restrictive and allow us owners to have the intended
use of their land.

This parcel of land is in a small strip of land approximately 2500 feet wide separating the
Portland Urban Growth Boundary from the Washington County Urban Growth boundary
And it makes no sense to have substantiallv different rules in this " No mans Land".

I respectfully request you consider including Study Area92 into the proposed expansion
of the Urban Growth Boundary, so we can build on our property.

Y

23000NW Gillihan Rd
Portland Oregon 97231



NOTICE OF WITHDRAWAL OF 7 LOT
SUBDIVIS ION APPLICATION

This notice concerns receipt of a request by the applicant to withdrawal their application for a proposed
7 lot subdivision and planned development. The case was under review by the Hearings Offrcer at the
time of the request for withdrawal. No decision qq{_lgenlsJugdly_qe_$_eq-rngs Officer and all
progress toward a decision is stopped. You are receiving thiinofrce because ybu wbre [iVen notice of
this proposal earlier, participated in the review process by attending a public hearing, and/or submitted
comment.
For the next year, any subsequent reapplication for development on this subject properly would be
subject to the limitations found in Multnomah County Code section 37.0650.

Case File Numbers: PD 0-1 and LD 0-10

The case has been under review by County Hearings Officer Liz Fancher.

If you have any questions about this notice please contact Gary Clifford with the planning staff.
Telephone 503-988-3043, or .
Land Use Planning Division, 1600 SE l90th Avenue, Portland, OR97233.

Tfl.ILTNETTEIH
EEIIJIflAI

MI.]LTNOMAH COTJNTY
LAND USE PLAI\INING DTVISION
1600 SE 190ffi Avenue Portland, OR97233
PH: 503-988-3043 FAX: 503-988-3389
http://www,co.multnomah.or.us/lup

The withdrawn
proposal was for:

Location:

Applicant:

A request for a seven lot subdivision designed as a "Planned Development."
The subject site included l0 existing properties. The applicant also proposed to
resolve non-compliance issues with land division and zoning standards involving
the subject ten properties which date from the 1960's.

Approximately 5000 NW l24th Avenue
Ta:< Lots: 100 (3.09 Ac); 200 (3.00 Ac); 300 (1.54 Ac);400 (0.89 Ac); 500 (19.26 Ac);
600 (3.35 Ac); 700 (2.00 Ac); 800 (0.93 Ac); 900 (1.00 Ac); and 1000 (1.01 Ac) on
Map lN lW 2288.
Alt. Ta:< Acct. #s: R96122-0350, R96122-0290,R96122-0280, R96122-0270,R96122-
0320,R96t22-0390,R96122-0340, R96122-0360,R96122-0310, and R96122-0300.

Read Stapleton, of WRG Design,lnc.
5415 SW Westgate Drive, Suite 100
Portland, OR9722l
representative for all the listed propcrty ownorc

HGW,Inc., Debbie
Knau4 Bob Wendy Reimann

Property
Owners

Notice of Application Withdrawal for PD 0-l and LD 0-10
Novenrber I 5. 2002

Page I of2

erry
Marlene Fleischman, James Hutchins, Wesley
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Notice to Mortgagee, Lien Holder, Vendor, or Seller:
oRS chapter 215 requires that if you receive this notice
forwarded to the purchaser

it must be promptly

November 15,2002 Page2 of2
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Ralph and Karen Henkhaus Testimony to
include section 93 property in the UGB

Recommendation to incl ude 17 acres (4
Tax Lots) Part of section 93.
Address

1051 1 NW Laidlaw Rd
Portland, OR 97229

- 503,297.5934

o

o

Sllde 1



Summary
o As established in my written testimony submitted in

October, My property is easily as good a candidate for
inclusion as Bethany, lower 93 or 94.

o lncluding most
not particularly
away from the

of9 does
sup takes
rura

o Testimony in October indicated that the rugged upper
part of 93 was not suitable for bringing in u"tilities.' 

I

o My property is not rugged, has no issues with utilities
and can easily be included in the UGB and developed
with no disturbance to the rugged upper areas.

o I respectfully request and recommend that you include
my property in the UGB.

a

Sllde 2



o

U n iq ue Cha racteristics

Of all the property in 93 that was NOT
included, my property is uniquely suited for
development.
- Borders an existing high density development.

Borders Laidlaw Rd
ls large enough for substantial development!

Has no stream

- No major rugged or inaccessible terrain.

srrde 3
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.EastMest axis is solid development Hillsboro to Gresham
and South to Tigard
.lmpacts rural character with noise and traffic.
.Bethany and 93 will put more traffic on Laidlaw.

Slde 5

-



Development impacting rural ch aracteristics
of the Henkhaus Property

o Major traffic increase from 93 and
Bethany; and quite possibly 94 residents
on their way to Hillsboro high tech.

o lVlajor (and high density) development
from Forest Heights and Alder Ridge.

My property is somewhat unique in this sense. ln
general land (1 14 mile) north of Laidlaw Rd. gets to
retain its rural characteristic as it will not be bordered
by development and it is not impacted by traffic.

Stide 6



What about the testimony that much of the
upper part of 93 is too rugged to easily bring in

utilities?

o That is true. And it should not be brought in.
o However, Bringing utilities to my property is

not an issue.
Phone, gas, water, electric are all there.
The property borders Laidlaw and North Roads so if
desired a hookup with the lower 93 sewer could easily
be made without moving a shovel of soil in the more
rugged areas of 93.
There is also the possibility of servicing the sewer
from Forest Heights. (see testimony Exhibit)

Sllde 7
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The question for the Council
Given

My property's ease of development
The ability to develop it with no environmental
disturbance to the rest of 93.
The fact that it already borders two high density
neighborhoods
The fact that there is no hope of maintaining its rural
characteristic.

Does it make sense to stop the UGB 1200 feet from my
property?
I respectfully say it does not and I request that you include
it with the portion of 93 that has been recommended for
inclusion.

Slide 8



What follows is Testimony
submitted at the Oct 29 lVeeting

(it was copied to Rod Park and Tim
O'Brien)

Slide 9



. The property includes 17 acres (4 tax lots) in Study area 93. AI! are adjacent
to the UGB.

Easily buildable, includes road frontage on Laidlaw and North Rds.
Could easily be developed as an extension to Alder Ridge or Forest Heights.. One of the tax lots (2 acres) is already inside the UGB. See exhibit #3. Sewer service is readily available. See exhibit #2. The property is adjacent to two major new developments (Alder Ridge,

Forest Heights) See Exhibit #1. Power, Phone, Natural Gas, Water utilities are all in place.. Helps control Urban Sprawl
Of all the study areas, this location is one of the top two in terms of proximity to down town Portland.
Very easy access to the high tech areas of Beaverton and Hillsboro.. Schools are in place (Sunset High, Findley, Stoller) and the bus stops in

front of the property.. There are no conflicts with farmland, old groMh, or environmenta!
sensitivities.

Arguments in favor of including the Henkhaus
Property in the UGB

Owners of the property being refened to:
Ralph and Karen Henkhaus

Address of the property being referred to:
10511 NW Laidlaw Rd.
Portland, OR 97229

503.712.6012

Sllde 10
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HGtr, INC.
Or-e Fts.rsct.rt Ct:sreR

r:r S.w. Ilonntsos. St-'lre 95o
Ponrlr.ro. Onrcos 97:o.1

TEL 1o1-tt7-6593
FA-\ 5o1-rr7-7996 Er/,L

4September 9, 1996

Mr. Ralph Henkhaus
l05l I N\il Laidlaw Road
Portlan4 Oregon 97229

Dear Ralph

Further to our telephone conversations, I have enclosed a print of the topographic study
Otak Engineers prepared to show how your property could be served by a sanitary sewer. The
proposed sanitary sewer would extend from Thompson Road, up Laidlaw to your property and
from there north between your Lots I and 26. The sewer would be placed parallel to an existing
easement.

The enclosed plan shows that the majority of your property can be served by the sanitary
sewer,

We would like to continue our disctrssions regarding the securement of a sewer e:rsement
and after you have had a chance to review the enclosed plan, I'll cdl you. We do understand that
you are e:rtremely busy and we appreciate the time you have given us.

Larry C

Encl.

L
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NORTHWEST

DISTRICT ASSOCIATION
I8I9 NW EVERETT STREET #205

PORTLAND, OR 97209
s03.223.333 I

coalition@nwnw.org

December 5,2002

Rod Park, Councilor District 1

Metro
600 NE Grand Ave.
Portland, OR 97 232-27 36

REF: Proposed UGB Expansion Area 94

Dear Councilor Park;

The Northwest District Association opposes including Area 94 in the proposed UGB expansion in support
of the Forest Park Neighborhood Association because:

. Area 94 does not meet the Metro's criteria for inclusion,

. does not meet the goals of the UGB expansion, and,

. furthermore, will adversely impact Portland's premiere natural resource area

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on this issue of utmost importance to the livability of our area
and the sustainability of its natural resource values.

Respectfully,

ItLtoi Q'..S(oU-
Sandra Diedrich, Chair
NWDA Parks and Recreation Committee
in behalf of the NWDA Board of Directors

cc: Frank Dixon, President, NWDA

>K
NWDA
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December 5,2002

My name is Carol Chesarek, and I have lived on Germantown Road between Kaiser and Skyline for
almost 10 years. I want to say first of all that Study Area 94 should not be added to lands within the
Urban Growth Boundary for a long list of reasons that other people have and will continue to cite. But I

want to focus my testimony on Study Areas 84, 85, 86, and 87, and ask 'Why did the bobcat cross the
road".

I was driving home on Kaiser road one day, when I came out of the trees and around the corner where
Kaiser drops down across the Washington County line and crosses Abbey Creek. Some slight motion
next to the road caught my eye, and there was a tawny feline face with tufted ears looking back at
me. Then, as the cat turned off into the underbrush, I saw a stocky body much larger than any housecat,
followed by a stubby tail. He was only in view for a couple seconds, but it was clearly a bobcat.

A couple years ago, in the same spot, I realized barely in time that a buck deer had come out of the
underbrush and was racing, literally against the front driver side bumper of my car, to cross in front of
me. I hit the brakes just in time, and he bounded the rest of the way across the road and into the trees
along Abbey Creek. Other less fortunate deer have ended up dead along the road in the same spot.

And this last summer, on my way down Germantown Road, I noticed a herd of about 20 elk grazing the
lowlands along Abbey Creek a short distance from Kaiser Road.

It's clear that this portion of Abbey Creek, where is crosses Kaiser Road just north of Washington
County is used as a wildlife corridor by a number of large mammals. Metro's own 2002 Wildlife Habitat
and Riparian Area maps delineate much of this area as Significant. But much of the habitat currently
available to these animals is included in Study Areas 84, 85, 86, and 87 that have been proposed for
inclusion within the Urban Growth boundary.

As I stated in the testimony I submitted via email, these animals clearly tolerate the low density farmlands
that surround their habitat today, but it's doubtful that they'll continue to use the riparian habitats along
Abbey and Rock Creeks in these Study areas if these farmlands are replaced by suburban housing with
the accompanying noise, traffic, loose dogs, and other human intrusions. I understand the justification for
bringing some farmlands into the UGB, but it seems to me that farmlands that provide valuable buffers to
significant riparian areas and wildlife habitat shouldn't be the first choice. Metro's own Technical Report
for Goal 5 details the negative impacts of urbanization on riparian and upland habitats, as well as the
positive value of connectivity, proximity to water resources, and buffers in the planning guidelines for
upland wildlife habitat such as that contained in Study Areas # 84 - 87. The Technical Report for Goal
5 also states that it is much cheaper to protect existing habitat than to attempt to restore it once it has
been degraded.

What Metro really needs is a long term plan showing the riparian and wildlife habitats that are worth
protecting in perpetuity so we can protect them instead of chipping away at them. And what that Bobcat
needs is to have his habitats excluded from the UGB until we have a comprehensive plan in place to
protect it.

We know why the bobcat crossed the road. He crossed to get to the habitat on the other side.
Please preserve this habitat in Study Areas 84, 85, 86, and 87 for the bobcat and the other wildlife that
need it.

Thank you.

Carol Chesarek
13300 NW Germantown Road
Portland, OR 97231
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INCORPO TED

October 29,2002

Metro Counselor
6O0NEGrandAve
Portland, OR97232

Re: Holcomb Gardens ProPcrtY

Respectfully

Dar€lSmith
Land Tcch, Inc.

Portland: 8835 SW CanYon Lane '
V.tncouver: 10() East 19th Street '

I

Dear Counselor

you were pneviously provided with a pockage folthe Holcomb Gtrdensproperty located

atthe northwest oornir of the inrcrscchon of lt5h Avenue sltd West UnionRd.
In that packrye we provided information on existing utilitiesand benefits that could be

pmvided to pioperties already within the UGB. The primary bencfit would be that of
providing sewei service to ap'ploximatcly 28 acres of land owned by Portland
Community College.

In additionto our initial findrngs we have now rpviewed Metro's Recommended Areas

for UGB Expansiog In particular areas 84 and 85. We have reviewed these areas with
respect to scwer service availability. Our rssearch indicates that thCIe areas will bc
serviced ftom existing sanitary lines in NW Springville Rd. These existing lines aro
approximately t to 9 ieet dcep. Our prcliminary research indicates that approximately
126 acres in area 84 will be unable to be sefviccd loy existing genty sanitary dttc o
topography corutr:aints. Ths ettoched exhibit "A" indioatcs thc limits of arca 84 that oan

bc seryiced by gfavity sewer,

If the Holcomb gardens property were to be included iato the UGB a sanitary main line
(as show in Exhibit "8") could be installed at an alignment and dqPtl, th"t could be
continued offsite to the east This would run along the north side of the Rock Creek PCC
Campus and continue east to arca M. This main line could provide servicc to arca 84 in
its entirety. And appcars to have adequate depth to providc seryice to arcas 85 and 86.

vielt ue at: www,landteaheeP,aom

Suite #402 '
Suite #600 '

Portland, OR 97225 '
Vancouver, WA 98663 '

Phone: (503) 291 -9398
Phonc; l:1601 7 35 - 167I

Fax: (.503) 291-161.1
Fax: (360) 691-895 I

r \
Englnwtng ,?lannW
and



Exhibit A

The red line on this exhibit indicates the approximate limits
of gravity sewer service available in area 84 due to
topography constraints.

Area not serviced by gravity
sanitary from Springville Rd.
Approximately 126 Acres.
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Exhibit B

Possible future alignment of sanitary main to service
area 84 if Holcomb Gardens site is brought into UGB

Possible sanitary alignment to
service area 84

Holcomb
Gardens
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Nov. 5 recommendation adds additional land to UGB for homes, jobs and parks

Burton makes final adiustments to urban growth
bou ndary recommendations-'.itl 15 . rn':L

HOME : UGB RECOMITTENDATION

Metro news release - Nov. 5, 2002
Contacts: Marc Zolton, (503) 797-1507, or Karen Blauer, (503) 797-1790

Metro ExecuHve Offlcer Mike Burton Nov. 5 recommended addlng addltional land to the

region,s urban growth boundary for homes, jobs and parks includlng the Stafford Basin area

adJacent to Lake Oswego, Tualatin and West Llnn.

Burton's flnal urban growth boundary recommendatlon reflects lnput from local elected
offlcials who argued for more land lnslde the urban area for parks and schools. The addition of

land for parks and schools meant the urban growth boundary needed to be expanded further
to accommodate the expected residentlal development durlng the next 20 years'

..Local officlals from throughout the region clearly want more land set aslde for future parks

and schools," sald Burton, "Accordingly, I belleve lt ls tlme to begln plannlng for the Stafford
basin area for both homes and jobs, and the leaders of Clackamas County have now lndlcated
their willlngness to plan wlsely and flnance the infrastructure necessary for that area."

The Metro Pollcy Advlsory Commlttee, comprlsed of locally elected officlals and
representagves from throughout the reglon, recently voted ln favor of setting a goal of
increaslng park lands wlthln the urban area by L,2OO acres and land set aslde for schools by

200 acres. Even though the trend lately ls toward smaller school sites, Burton said the
addiuonal land would allow school sltes also to function as much-needed park and recreation
land for local communitles.

Burton's final adJustments to his orlglnal Aug. 1 proposal for the urban growth boundary brlng
the total to 21,506 addltional acres for future resldentlal development and 2,778 acres for
new Jobs. State law requires Metro to provide a 20-year supply of land for residentlal
development wlthln its urban growth boundary.

However, desplte adding nearly 1,000 acres of new land for future Jobs last month, and an

addlgonal 166 acres ln the Stafford basin today, Burton's proposal ls stlll short 1,506 acres for
the estlmated land need for new Jobs durlng the next two decades.

Burton's flnal recommendation now goes to the Metro Council, whlch expects to make lts flnal
decislon on Dec, 5.

Burton continued to decry the fact that he and the Metro Councll are forced to focus thelr
planning efforts so narrowly when lt comes to long-term shape of the region.

..How can we posslbly do defenslble long-term planning and preserve the Oregon we love by

dolng it in five-year lncrements?" said Burton. "Our artificial benchmark of calculatlng a 20-
year land supply every flve years ls not only lnsigniflcant, it's an lnsult to this wonderful place,

Our narrow approach discounts what we know about natural and economlc landscapes - they
don't recognlze lnstitutional or Jurisdictional boundaries."

The flnal adJustments to Burton's urban growth boundary proposal also lnclude:

. Dropping two parcels in the Bethany area near 185th Avenue and the Rock Creek campus of
portland Communlty College and substitutlng two nearby parcels for future development. The

http://www.metro-region.org/article.cfm?articleid: 1 770
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changedecreasestheamountoffarmlandlntheareatobedevelopedbyapproxlmatelyl30
acres and also wlll resutt in a substantial savings ln future costs for providing water and sewer

services.

. The addltlon of 208 acres ln sherwood for new residential development near the clackamas-

Washlngton CountY line'

updated Nov 7, 2002
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Westhood Developtnent, Inc.
5035 NE Elam Young PkwY. Suite 400
Hillsboro OR 97124

Monday, November 18, 2002

METRO
600 NE Grand Avenue
Portland, Oregon
97232-2736

a

Telephone (5O3) 648-3777
Fax (503) 648-3787

VIA HAND DELIVERY

Commissioner Rod Park
Commissioner Bill Atherton
Commissioner Carl Hosticka
Commissioner Susan Mclain
Commissioner Rex Burli*rolder
Cornmissioner Rod Monroe
Commissioner David Bragdon

Dear Commissioners,

I am the owner of five parcels of land, which totall20 acres located at the corner
of N.W. West Union Road *a N.W. l85th Avenue in Washington County. This area of
land is now known as Area 83 of Executive Officer Mike Burton's Final recommended
Urban Growth Boundary, which was completed on November 5'h,2002. I have had the
pleasure of meeting with most of you and have expressed to you my belief that this was
one of the key parcels to include in the expansion of the Urban Growth Boundary.

Those of you that met with me during October offered insightful and helpful
comments on how my staffand I should proceed. We took your comments to heart and
looked carefully at the legal and ptanning related arguments for including my properties
in this year's decision. After some careful analysis and additional engineering we
submitted new information and a final packet to Executive Officer Burton and Lydia
Neill from regional planning on November ltt, 2002. And according to Metro News
Release - Nov. 5fr,2002:

"Thefinal adjustments to Burton's urban growth boundary proposal also
include:

Dropping two parcels in the Bethany Area near l85th Avenue and the
Rock Creek Campus of Portland Community College and substituting two
nearby parcels for future development. The change decreases the amount
qf Farm Land in the area to be developed b:t approximatel:t 130 acres and
also will result in substantial savings in.future costsfor providinq water
and sewer serttice".

Area 83 was one of the substituting parcels and is now on the final proposal
To be included into the UGB.



We fully agreewith Executive Officers recommendation. We believe that this
recommendation is consistent and in compliance with ORS t97.298, Section 3(b) and

3(c). Thank you for your input, yow comme,nts, and yotr time during this process. As
atways w" *L available to meet with you at anytime to answer questions you may have.

Sincerely;

Jin Park
President
Westhood Development Inc.

cc: Mike Br.rrton, Executive Officer, Metro
cc: LydiaNeill, Principal Regional Planner, Metro



RPS DevetoPrnent ComPanY, lnc-
'i Retail ProPe,rtrl Solut'ions

November 25,2002

METRO Council
METRO Planning Staff
cio Dirk Knudsen via email

RE: West Union village; lnclusion of Area E-3 in Expanded UGB

Dear Councilors

We respectively request that you include the subject area additional housing may take advantage of the

fine town center design that West Union Village provides'

Sincerely,

RPS Development Company,Inc., agent for
Aspen Newfoundland, LLC

Alan M. Roodhouse
President

cc: Albertson's, Inc.

This letter is submitted on behalf of Aspen Newfoundland LLC and Albertson's, Inc., the owners of
the above shopping center located at thi northeast corner of NW 1856 Ave. and NW West Union Road

in washington county. The project was carefully planned with_the washington county staff and

Board of Commissioners to be Jsecond town "",tt"t 
project in the Bethany Area to better serve the

Iocal neighborhoods and lessen vehicle miles traveled in the area.

The subject area you are studying for inclusion in the UGB, located at the northwest quadrant of the

same intersection, is immediate{ adjacent to the center and would receive full neighborhqod goods

and services rignt across ilF. i" d;, u. pu.t of our project, we fully improved Uottr- t gS6 and West

Union and the intersection with the expectation that tliis area would be developed with housing' All
cross walks and signals are in place.

265j High HeaYen Rood
McMinnville, 0R 971 28

OJlice Phone:
Fav. :

503.135.4907
503.135.1909
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CleanWhter= Services
0ur commitment is cleat.

these drainage ways andminimizing the costof providing
lines to be routed througb rdjacett Study Areas.

1 55 N Hat Avrrue,Suie 270 . Hillsborq Oteg on 97 I 24
phone (503)84{t-86:11 . FaE (503)96-3525 . wYn4r.cleanwat!6ervice5.o.g

Subject Sanilary Sewer Service
UCB Study Arers 83-87

This tetter is in rasponse to your request for further information regarding sanitary sewer servictoptions
for Shrdy Areas g3, M, 85 and 86. In ordef to provide an indication of the relative efficiency of dre

*ng. of pogible iewicc options for thesc af,eas, I havc bricfly outlined throe theoretical service

,o"ioi* below. it is impnrtant to note fiat thesc sceoarios arc not intcnd€d tro be specific mastErplans

for these areas and do not repnesant a rccsmmerdation &,om Cle:n Water Scrvices as to which areas

Memo should include ot oJtod" fiom consideration. The sccllracy of the cost information and the

service details of all of the options are limited by the levcl of topographic and plnnning information
currently available. Pmviding efiicient and cost-effoctive sanitary seryer scrvice to these shrdy areas will
also be iepurdent on the spiinc hnd use conditions that wouldbe applied to srbsequcat development.

For exanrple, the ability toruse exEa-t€Eilorial line extcnsiotls to cmss arcas outside the UGB and the

application of stream corridorbuffers will irnpactthe acnral armunt of land that can be served.

Ogaeral Service Comrnents

November 4,2N2

Mr. Tim O'Brien
Meim
500 NE Grand Avenue
Psrtland, OR 97 232 -2'l 3 6

Clean Waier Services preferr€d service alttrnetive is to use gravity sanitary collcction systcms

followirg natural topography rather thanpump statioo/pressure liue systerns offer
iucreased long-term senrice roliability and d€cr€ssed annual stations

whichrcly upon nrechsnical and elecrical systems. The cost of iustalling gravity
sewers insreases with depth, and the majority oftbe Disrict's collection syslem 'than 25 feot
deep. Pump sbations that senre multiple lob ar€ roquired to be public; privatc pumP
multiple lots are not ollowed. Because of the pdcntial negative irpact of friling septic

quality, the Dstrict's Board ofDirectom has reccntly emphasized progsms b
within he urban arEa, Frorn a planning pcrapective, septic systcrus ue gcnerally not
developments within the urban arra because the amount of land required for these

notallow development !o occur

General Sbrdy Area Comments

at the rcqurcd dutsitY

Surdy Arcas M and 86 havc similar senricc Thcre is a main
tidgcline that runs across both rreas in a comer of Sutdy
Arca 84. Tte arra north of this tidge slopcc away Btream

conidors transect both Snrdy Areas. In the areas that area, crossing
gravity scwer

For the prpolacs of this surdy, each pump station has been estirDatEd to'cort S300,000. Force mains have

becn estirnatcd at $60 pcr liacal foo[anngravity lincs have beeo estimatod at $100 pcr lincal fmt. Other

interior collaction systern impnovcmenls aIe Eot included in these estimates.



Novembo 4,2W2
Mefo UGB Arcas E3-87
Page 2 of 3

Seryice Scerario l: Brovide srryicc without modifvine tlrc culr€,nt boudaries of Surdy Arpqs !4 and 86'

Undcr this seryice **io, un * puUfi. ooioary ssttrEr infrastnrcture would be kept withinthc

boundaries of Sardy Aleas M and 86; i.e. no extra-tenitorial line extensions woid bc usod' This

sr:Enario would require the inslallafion of at leasr five public pump stations.and force nrains as shown in

Exhibit A. Each purry station would serve an alga of 40-75 acres, gencrating flows of I 50,000 t'o

2E0,000 gllons po aiy. Force rnains would be 500 to 2500 feet in lengtS.

At leastfiIEe pump stations would be located in Study Area E4lo serye thc north, central, and westem

portions; ono aaditional shtion may be needed to s€rye the north seption' TWo pump shations are needcd

co serve Study 4t* 36.

Service Scenario 2: Pmvide service by emvity tlu-ough Portions of Aress83. 85 -& 87'

Under rhis service ,..nur[ fo* of tI fiu. pu.p stations considered in Scenario 1 would be eliminated

Ur.ugn tfr".onstruction ofgrrvity sanitary i*.1a.tott portions of Areas E3, 85, and 87 as shown in

ExhibitB.

ln Study Area 84, ore txntral and wesl, purnp staGons could be eliminated ant the flow ruuletl across

raxlou in Area 83. The pump statioo(siitr the nor&rem area could not be eliminated in this scanario.

Eliminating the central purnp station et t"ils 
"onrt-"tion 

of 1 000' of gravity sewer acmss_ the comer of
ruxlot tN li 80040200 in nrea Sf tp rcach the panhandle of Study Area 84. Eliminrting ttre westpump

station entails consrrucrion of approximately 3i00' of gnvity sewer acrcss taxlots 1N21300'1200 and

portions of 1N21300-2100 and -2102inAf€6 83 o rpach cxisting sanitary sewer'

In Shrdy Arca E5, bcttr pump stf,tions muld bc climinarcd. Florv ftcm thc sorthcrn section would bc

roured by gaviry uoorr t *iot I N I I 780-001 00 in Slrdy Area E7 to reach tlte northesst comer of Sndy
erea 81. ihis requires the construction of approximately 2000' of gravity sewer, Flow ftom the cedral
section of Snrdy Area 86 would be routed bf gravity across taxloE I N I17CG00100,-00500, and 40900
anrl lNl lTCD-05800 in Study fuea 85 to rcacn an existing sanitary sewo in NW Sickle. This reauircs

the construction of appmximately 1700' of gravity sewer.

Estimatcd cost:
Pump Stations
Force Mains

Acres served

Estirmted cost:
Pump Stations
p616g lv{qins
Gravity Scwer

Acres Servcd

$ I ,500,000-$1 ,800,000
$_128^000
$2,028,000
334

$ 300,000-600,000
$ 114,000
$_920^004
$1,334,000
606

The acrcage served in this scenario include.s tbe total acr€agp of the-taxlots noted above. This scenario

could aboL accomplished r:sing cxtra-tcrritorial line extensions. Howevcr, hauing the additioual

acrcaga available might incrcaseihe economic fcasibility for dcrrclopment by helqrng to-9$tt 9:
rcqufrd inftastrucurie invesuomr for fte gravity sewer. (ldeally, only the reas of the additional lots

ftat draio tourard thc gervic€ area wqrld * raA"a' Fcq oxarryle, the arpa north of the ridgetirrc on

lN1I7BS0O100 would not be included-)



November 4,2002
Metro UCB tueas E3-87
Page 3 of3

S€flvic€ -Sceosrio 3; Maximize efficimqy of O[o]'idins service to s-cBgT al q{ca'

Under this service rr* would be adjwted to excludc the arcas

oorth of fte rnain rklgeliue *J to iocfuUt portions of ueas 83 ard 85 that drain toward Clean Water

ServiCes, cunent service area. Thig servici scenario eliminates the need for auy punpstations and 
.

allows the most efltcimt use of the existing andproposed infastructrue consistrnt with tre District's

service policies.

Approximately ?8 acres north of NW Bruger Road in study fuea 84 and approximatcly 78 acres north

of the o(reosion of NW ilgg.r Road in Srudy Arca 86 *outO b. eliminaled' Anpr91ma19ly.143.acres

in SOdy Area 83 and 146 ac;s south of NW Brugger Road in Stdy Area 85 would be added to the

UGB.

Estirnatcd cost:
PuEp Stetions
Forcc Mains
Gravity Sewer

$0
$0
$ q20.000

$ y20,000
K9Acres Scrvod

Thank you for the oppornmity !o comment o this area Please feel free to cootsct me at

5A3-8&1623 if you have furffrer questions.

Sincerely,

Nora M. Curtis
Engineering Divi sion Manager

Encloewcs
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Area 83 of IvIETRO Boundary Study Area
JhPark- Owner

TO: METRO Council

^{ETRO 
Planning Staff

RE: Portlsnd Boundary Area Expansion
FarmRelated Issues

Dear METRO Councilors;

Our Family has been Farming the land at the Corner of 185tr' and West Unlon for
nulny years, This is about 72 Acres of Opeu Lar:d tlut we corsider farmable out of the
rvhole patcel, I have besn a.sked to submit a letta regarding our ability and thc owners
ability to Farm this properry efficiently and profitable.

- In the past tefl years this lnnd lras become morc and morc wbanized, In the past
three yeara wo have secrr traffic and Urban &rfluenccs incrpase ten fold. Tlpre is a new
thopplng rnall across ths street from thip proporty End tho traffic to PCC College and the
i[creasing housurg in this area has beconre worse and worre, As you*uy seifrornthc
photos attached to this lctter thero are.now hundreds ofhigh density apartments adjacent
to ths lald to ths Enst. These Urbsn dewlopoents cause marly pmblems for us ii the
Armm.e lctivity we have been able to maintain. Hsre are the pruUterus wo ar6 havrng as
never before:

r Grrbnee blowi,Eg onto the lrnd rnd belug left by trcsprurerc.r TrcruFlq +crcsr t[o crour: we end thr owner hrve wrtrrcrsed mauy
tresprererr trumpling rcrosr the crrpo. There tre blke ridere rndffnrturett walkcrs crotslng thc tncks 0[ r recent blrls rnd the
uelghbor rocently rilw over a dozen folks rt the top of the hlll havlng a
plcnlc ln the mkIrIIe of the gmss crop.r r{olqc nnd DusJ comulrlnts: Alwryr a probtem bur thlt hrs becn
setting much w_orf in the lrsr 2 yern. All of there high denlity
homes aroJusl belrg llnlshed rnd we lre worrled nbout the amounf ofcomphiuh wewlll have thlc yerr!

' EgBlnmentl whnt mn we say, Thoumnds of cars per day rnrlre lt
really hrrd to movs cqulpmcnt. Tf,crc rrc uo other firrms ncrt to thir
0tl0 as it lg surrcunded by creekr rnd wetlauds so we do not hrve nn
option to briug equlpment ln any otherwey than up the busy rosds,



t{OV-26-A2 TUE 2L.A2 CROpp'r.FARtl 6-47_ _E9_6_e B--_a_1____

r .chernlcrlg r,ng,,,$!r|yi+g:- Thlg lc the worrt thlng. Thir yeer with e
regulsr fertllizer for the grlsr wc lre growing we hrd two Complrints
going to tho Turtrtln Ylllry Blrc Deprrment rg Bomeouc crlled in
thet thoc [ad becn I scrtou c[cntctl rpilt. IrAzurAT TEg.Mlg,were
crlled in twlce thls yoar as thGrc wm fear of a chemlcsl rpilL rhls
war all fron rdjeccnt ueighbon comphlnlng rbout our rtrndud
woed rppllcatiou rnd fertillzer epplicrtion,

This propcrty will bc rnorc and uorc difficuh to farm inthc fttgre. Thcr.c
ary not Eany if anyproperties thar have becn effected by this much
Urbanizatlon The bcst thing for this place is to utilize it for housing and
development ln thc future.

The owner acked if wc lorew whet thc washington county Farm Brueau
thougtrt abou grolvth and briaglng this piece in oriut ofthe boundary for
houses. Wo arc members and we aro not aware of any position that Farm
Bureau H gn this properry or sny others like It, using rhc road as a placo to
stop growth is ludicrous. Dris propcrty has a lot of unusable area ,nd-backs
to a wetland$ on tho West, It resfly will not bnpaot any other ftrmlurd if it is
brougtrt irrto rhe Urban Grouth Boundary.

tlopefirlly this infoftr,atircn wil help you iu maklng your deoision.

Sincerely;

K,k{
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November 25,2002

METRO
600 NE GrandAvenue
Portland, OR 97232-2736

CorrnselorRod Park
Cor:nselor Bill Atherton
Counselor CarI Ho sticka
Counselor Susan Mclain
Cor:uselor Rex BrukholdEr
Cor:nselorRod Monroe
Courrselor David Bragdon VIAIIAND DELNTERY

I arn Jin Park ,the ownetr of area 83 and I am writing to testifr for areas 83, 84, 85, 86 and
87.

Uuder Oregon State Iaw, the only way that aoy farmlaud can be included insitle the
Urban Crowth Bomdary is if farmland needs to be included to provide vital urban
services to exce,ption land. In the case of arcas 83,84,85, E6 and 87, ouly the areas 84
and 86 are exception land- Out of all urban serices, seryage serrrice is most impotant
because it has geograpbical aud physical limitations. Accordiug to civil eagineers, Metro
Planniqg Departnent and Clean Water Serrzices, area 83 is the most effective site to
provide sewer serwices to arcas 84 and 86. Itr my opinion, there is no party more oapable
and objective than Clean Water Senrices to decide on the most effective way to connect
sewef, se,lrrices to area 84 and area 86. Whear the engineers, Mefuo Planning Departmerrt
including its Executive Offi.oor and Cleau Water Scnrices concluded that area 83 is in the
best position to provide sewcr services to areas E4 and E6, for auyor.e to claim that areas
85 and E7 is more efficient in terms of providiqg sewer serrices must be doing so out of
personal reasons. Additionally, anyone *tro slaims that giving rp 400 acres of farmland
by including areas 85 and 87 is more efficient and protective of farmlaud. rather than
g"ing up 80 acres suggcst qpecial intercst.

I believe no counselor should make decisions based on personal reasons and I rrrge Meko
co-'nselors to come up with fa:ir and coosiste,nt decisioa for this matter.

Respectfully,

Jin Park

Mke Burton, Executive Officer, Meno
Clean Water Services
Beaverton City Plaoning Departurent

cc

Dear Counselors:

ec-ffi
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Save Rddress(es) I -g"*l
From : "Jonella Malino\,vski" < malinowj@hotmail.com >

To : ugb@metro.dst.or.us
CC : dirkknudsen@hotrnail.com

Subject : Bethany area

Date: Tue, 26 Nov 2002 01:24:01 {800

-trqryJ 
Reply All I rorward I oelete I

Put in Folder... Printer FriendlY Version

Cp€(- fl * t- i r./out frr( b#"
To the Metro Council

r have further Testi-mony as to the proposed Bethany expansion area, that I
wish to submit.

I have spoken to rerry Peters, washington county Farm Bureau President' The
Farm Bureau remains oppo"Ld to adding EEU Iands to the UGB either east or west
of !85th, If site 87;; more than is absolutely necessary of site 85 is added to
the proposal, I expect they will appeal- CPO 7's authoriZed proposal shows how
most of the exception lands can be serviced wj-th mj-nimum destruction of EFU lands
.in area.
I believe that Brugger Rd is the farthest North that Ef'U lands need be added'

Also I catt to the Councils attention, that State of Oregon Geo-Hazard maps
show the Oat fiefd fault nrnning though sites 85 and 86. It seems a waste to
ignore this information when Metro is planning future urban areas.

Bethany also has Governance issues, while Beaverton says they will provide
Goverance, they did so 2 years ago as well, only to back out as soon as Metro
approved putting Bethany in the UGB. Because they said Bethany is too remote from
ttrlir city 1im-its. That remoteness has not changed and unless you require such
Governance in writing as a pre-condition, I am sure they will bail again'

The Town center at Bethany does not need extra residential development to be
successful. Their marketing plans were made with the consideration,that the UGB

stopped at springville Rd. Indeed washington county reduced housing in Bethany to
aLlow a center at 185th and lilest union to cover the colunercial short fall in
Bethany- There is no cortrnercj-aI/residential imbalance in Bethany,

As to Mr. Fishback and his need to sell out and get a bigger place elsewhere.
The land that he and Mr. Ellerbrook farm produces 1.00's of Thousands of dollars in
Nursery products added to our Washington county economy each year' There j's no
reason that that land cannot continue to do so under new ownership. If this were a

regnrlar industrial site instead of a Ag industrial site, and the owner wished to
sell the site as a "Big Box Retail Site" would Metro appxove of that coversion if
it meant greater return than if it sold as industrial? Ag ground is industrial
too.

Beaverton school- district was prepared to provide schools for about 500 new
homes on Lhe exception lands not the 2000 new homes built if Site 87 Etr'U is added'
Illhere will the money come from for new schools and land for sites' In addition I
beteive Bethany Blvd would have to be widened to 4 lanes from springville to
Highway 26, where will the funds come for that? Washington county doesnrt have
them.
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Bethany is not the site for Damascus II, not now. one new cj.ty at a time

"please. thanks, for your time. Greg Malinowski
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Monday, December 2, 2002

IVIEIRO
600IIE Grand
Portland, Oregon
97232-2736

Commissioner Rod Park
Cornmissioner Bil[ Atherton
Commissioner Carl Hosticka
Commissioner Susan Mclain
Commissioner Rex Burkholder
Commissioner Rod Monroe
Commissioner David Bragdon

Dear Commissioners,

I am the owner of ten acres of land tocated at the SW Corner of proposed
METRO Expansion Area 84. It has come to my attention that you are recommending
including this area in to the next Urban GroMh Expansion. That is a very wise and well-
planned decision. As a homebuilder in Washington County and throughout the Portland
Area for almost 25 years I am keenly aware of the need for future land for the
construction of homes. While this land I am living on is my curent residence it may be
and can be used in the future for housing. I applaud your decision to include this Area
84 in your decision!

While this decision is a good one it may have some flaws. From my
understanding there will be no way to efficiently provide sewer to this area. Claims have

been made that sewer can come in from the South and East using Sewer Pumps. At the
same time I am aware that another plan would make sewer available at l85u Avenue to
the West of Area 84 and my land. This sewer system would be gravity feed. This is the
preferred method in all cases.

My tand is about 270 feet in elevation in the SE Comer and Drops to about 200
feet at the West edge in the middle. It appears that any Sewer from the South and or cast
would be at 280-300 feet in elevation. At that Height none of my land could bc serviced
from that Sewer from what is known as AREA 85. So that leaves a Pump Station??

D. E. Anderson, Inc. . pMB #413 . 18335 NW West Union, Suite C . Portland, OR 97229 ' tel 503'614-2974' fax 503'51+9351



Who will pay the $300,000 to $500,000 dollar cost for installing each Pump? Who will
pay for maintenance??

On the other hand the gravity feed sewer from the West, which was proposed by
the Owner of METRO AREA13, would allow a Gravity system to be designed that will
come into the middle of my land at the 180-190 foot elevation level. This is l00o/o

Gravity for my land. fnis is efficient and it will work free from maintenance for
generations to come.

In addition I have looked over the elevation maps for this AREA t4 and there
really is no way that Sewer from Area 85 will service most of this area back here to the
North. If you are requiring that developer to irstall and maintain these Pump sewer
systems thin that is great but I am guessing you are not doing that! So be clear that your
decision is great but needs to provide the connections for services needed to allow for this
development into the future.

I am providing this letter as testimony for the record that I feel it is better and
rnore efficient for the exoeption lands in AREA 84 to have Crra"ity feed Sewer systcms
which it seems can be most efficiently provided by thc AREA t3 to the West. Therefore
I am supportive of AREA 83 coming into the Urban Growth Boundary, as it will provide
a more ifficient gavlty option for sanitary sewers to AREA 84 and my land!

v v

Anderson



BIue Sky Planning lnc.

CouncilorConhds

Mark Dane - Principal
13005 SW FoothillDrive
Portland OR 97225
Ph:801-5352
Fx:.G41-5342
Mo:701-2459

m.dane2@grte.net

To: Mr. Jin Park
Re: Holcomb Park Prop€rty
From: Mark Dane - Blue Sky Planning lnc.

Meho Crurrcil-
Presirling Officer Carl Hosticka, Disffict 3; (503) 797-1549 ohostid<ac@meho.dstor.us
Deprny Presidirg fficer Susan McLain, Disfiid4; (5O3) 797-1553 a nrclains@nBfo.Gt.or.us
Rod Flarl( Disfiid 1; (503) 797-1547 q parkr@rnebo.d$.or.us
BillAfrerton, Disfrid 2; (503) 797-187 or athertonb@metro.dstor.us
Rex Burlfrolder, Disfiict 5; (5m) 797-155u h^rktnlden@metro.dstor.w
Rod Monroe, DisEict 6; (500) 7971553 or monroo@metro.dst.or.us
Daiid Bragdon, DisfridT; (58) 797-1889 or bragdond@nt€fro.dstor.us

On Arg. 1,N2 Executive Officer Mike Burton made a recommendation to the Council about tptr and
wtrere to expard tre UGB. l-ls recornmended makirp ffi$c epmsft:ns b irrcrease the srpply of
land inside tre UGB. He also recommended policy changes to increase the efficiency of poviding jobs
ancl lnrsing in regiural and tovyn centss. His recornnended eparrcim for el<ped€d residential
demand indudes approximately 17,000 acres in Damascus, Oregon City and limited areas arcutd
\ /ilsonville, almg the \ resbrn bourdary c,f T€ard and Beatlertcn and in the Befiany area ard 2,2@
acres br nar employment

On Od. 8, Brrton reconrnpnded addlng m additimal5S5 acres to the unban grwth bomdary br new
,obs. Wltt tris propeal, Burton net abor.rt 80 per@nt of tle tctal land need frcr nerr jobs. After receiving
nenr inbrmation from communities, his re@mmenddion induded alrnost 200 acres nea Hillsboro br
future developrnent of specific tlpes of hbh-bch irdustry ard approximately 300 acres br nar jt$s in
Gresham and Boring. The proposal called b addirg a total cf 19,011 acres to the annent urban area.

On Nov.5, Burton made his finalraoommerdation, adcling ditional land to the reglon's wban groutttt
bor.nxtrary hr homes, jobs and parks induding tre Stafurd Basin area adjacont to Lake Osrego,
Tualdin and Wbst Llnn. Burton's fnd UGB recornnrendation refleds input fiorn local elected officrab
wfro argued for more land inside tp urban area br parks ard scfrools. Burbn's final adjustnents to his
orpiml Aug. 1 proposd brtq tro bhl to 21,56 addtiorEl acres br future reskJential de\lelqrnent and
2,778 aees for new jobs. Burton's proposal is $ill short 1,506 aoes br the estimeted lard need ficr
nenr jobs drirg he neld tuo decad€s.

At 1 p.m. onTuesday, Nov. 19 the Meho CouncilCommunity Planning Committee meets trc deliberate
and prepm ttreir r.rban gro$4ft UomOaV recomrnendstlm. A tentative meetirg is schecfuled for 1 p.m.
on Wednesday, Nov. 20 to povide additional work tirne. lf work remains, the committee will meet at 1

p.m. on Tuesday, l,lov. ft. The public is udcorne to attend tpse meetirgs; horever, they are uork
sessions and pr$lic testimony will not be taken.

During t}re i/bfo Courrcjl meeting at 2 p.m. an Thunsday, lrlov. 21, tre uban grouitrr bolrdry
ordinance (#02-969) will be fir$ rcad and the pubic record will leop€n to allol public testimony. Dw to
the ThanksgMng lroliday, trere \#ill be no Gotncil rneding on l,lov. 28.

The Council is scheduled trc make a final decision on the borndry at 2 p.m. on Thursday, Dec. 5 ufen
anoffier pr-blic heaing will be held. lf necess€ry, tre Cqno-l will rnake their ftnal bolndry decision at a
later date, most likely the next Courrcil meeting dt 2 p.m. on Thursday, Dec. 1 2.
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Goal 14:
Factor 1: tlenronstrafud Need to Accomnpdate Long Range Urban Populdion Groufih.

Through proposed UGB $6nryth (regionally) Hillsboro & Bealerton Ho:sing / Scfrool needs ( LocalV)

Factor 2: Need for llousing, employnnnt opportunities ard livability.

Provision cf hor.rsirg, edlcatim, cotnmerce. Tnarsportation.

Factor 3: Orderly & Economic Provision of Puflic Facitltec & Services

ExistirU Sanitry, Storm, Wder, Transportation, lnfrasfi.tcttre. Alflity to serve PCC & Area 83.

Factor 4: Maxlmum Efficienca of Land Uses wlthin & on the Frlngo of the exlsfrqg urban area.

UsirB ExistirB Facilities & Deve@ment of 10 units/GSA Regional sl'ropfiing & employment center

Frctor 5: Envlronrnental, Energy, economlc & sodal oonsoquencoa

preserrration, shorter @mmutes, efficient use of lard, provlsim of scfiools, ability to expand higher E<1.

Falor 6: Retention or agrlculhtral land

ORS 197.29S.3 b & c. provision of urban senries

Frctor7: Corpatibiltty orproposed Urban Developmentwith nea6y agricuttural activides.

Clear Transition, natural fsatttres, separati:n, High density Comer

* 28 acres of PCC will be s€n/ed. growth & potential for 4 year campus
t 8 acres ol aren 83 will be served.
* Springville Road will be extended.
' n'orcomU Park link to METRO woodland, Holcomb Lake, and PCC Eco-lab'
' Beaverton School Didrid - obtain Elemerrtary Scltool Site.
* Close to exi$irB & Fttture Jobs.
* All services immediately available.
' Urban2ed, connicied heavily used.
* Control of Single party - Master Plan.

Flint-Artomotive,
Gary, lrdiana - Steel ,

Hillsboro, Oregon - HiTech.
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House Blll31tt4

Relating to urban go^rfft borndar!1 arnendirg ORS 197'298'

Be lt Enaded by the peoplo of the State cf Oregm: SECTION 1. ORS 197.88 is amended to read:

197,B8.

(1) ln addition to any requirements e$ablished by rule adtressirB rrbanizdion, land may not be

ih&r.rOeO withln an urOan gro\illh bormdary excaot undsr the folloilino q.iorites:

(a) First priodty is lard trat is@ lard rnder oRS 195.145, rule or meropolihn
seryice dstict adim Plan.

(b) lf land rmder parCIraph (a) of tris sr.dcsedirn is inadeqwte to mrnmodab the amornt of land

rfu, se@nd ri"rty b iand #iasrt to an uban orc il{h bomdary t1_it identified in an

acklowl€dged corirpreriensive pt ' S€cond priority may

indrde rgsouce la1d rtat ls oci'npu"ly @ sea mless such resqrce land is

highAG fanrland as eescribed in OnS 215.719. I + t-ar$ b not adiacentlo q1@ gro$'/t'

hindry if it is sepaaed ftorn gre wbrr gror4fr borndaly by a fieilay as defim€d in ORS 377 .7fir'7

(c) tf land under paragrapfs (a) and (b) d this sr.bsedion is inadecfrate to aeomnpdate tfp anount
oi hnd needed, trtird h""V 'rrt fsrO'eigfrated as margflnel rld ptrsuarf to ORS 197.2q1 (W1
Edition).

(d) tf l*rd r.rnrder paragnaphs (a) to (c) of this subsectirn is irdequde b rommodate the amount cf
p111a peeded, fowbt pn6rity is tirb *xligftated in an adoorrdedged @rnprefErEive plan

for agriorlture or furesfi, q bott.

(2) Higher priority shalt be given b lild af lorver capatility-as measned by the capability dassificatim
sydtern-or U| arUt Oot site dass, wtricfrever is appropriate br the o-rrent use.

(3) l31d d loror plorlty under subeecdon (1! of thb ry nray be |tdudod in an urban
gliirrtt bounAry ii flnO'of Hgher plorlty b fogn{ b bo i.nadoqt ilo b aonrm&h the
imont of tand i- e"ilnted - )-( + l-tlentlid 6r lnctuslon + ) tn cubcec{on (r) of thls socdon
for one d rprc of $o fdlmlng rcaons:

(a) Spedfic t!/pos of ldentifled land needs cannot be rwonably acconmodated on higher
pdoftylands;



Blue Sky Planning lnc.

rcCPmpml

Mark Dane - PrinciPal
13005 SW FoothillDrive
Portland OR 97225
Ph:641-5352
Fx 641-5342
).llo:701-2459

m.dane2@gile.net

October 11,2A02
Portland Communi$ College
Rock Creek CamPus

Attn: \Mlliam E. ChristoPher
177 05 l.lW SPringville Road
Portland, OR97229

Re: Potential benefits associated with the Holcomb Gardens development

Dear Mr. ChristoPher'

campus to the west.

intersection.

The follorving is a summary of our discussion held on Thursday, Octoberl0s ' 2002'

regarding.the development of qo.oroximately 123 acres at the @mer of west unbn

and 185r', across f,o* tn" intetsealon'ot tgsh and Springville Road' This

O"r"fopr6ntwill be refened to as Holcomb Gardens'

Numerous improvements associated with the dsrelopment of this property will be

required by the jurrsoiaions that *doJ deveropment in this area. Many of these

improvemelts wouiJ ffi;fit the Rock g*ek Campus of Portland Community

College, as they "t" 
l*p.r"ments tfrat urould Oe r6quired for expansion of the

Transportation improvements would include the extension of Springville Road west

through the Holcomo caroens development to.. connect to west union Road

approximatery rso6;wesiof the interseaibn of 185m and West Union' This extension

of springville Road ,"rro provirte-1 alternative route br traffic that cxrnently only

has the single option of the 185'i';J West Union conneclion' lncreased

development withil the UGB has alrcaay impaaed the level of service at this

Future development within the vicinity of the .Rock 9d campus will potentially

increase the rever or."rlc" at this intersection to the point of a failure. lt is not likely

that residential derrelopment of p.p"tfy ctrneltV tt'itnin the UGB vrould spur the

improvement ot ne j'I!fr 
"no 

W&t Uni.in il.did' Therebre' any expansion of he

Rock creek campus would take on t" nSor responsibility for th" Pqro)ement of

this intersedion. S6orfO the Holcomb Gardens d&ebpment oocur first' then many

of these ,"rponrioititi"t would @nvey to. the developer and a secondary

iranrportation io,.rt" t*rfO U" available prior to the erpansion of the campus'
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Additional transportation improvements uould include the widening of all street

fiontages as well 
", 

in" construdion of 
"uro 

and sideualk along these frontages'

These improvements would provide the ultirnate construdion along the west side of

185tr and'the north side of West Union'

sanitary sewer improvements uould proyqg another series of benefits to the Rock

Creek campus of'Portland Communiilboilege' Cunently approximately 28 acres

atong the westerty JgL ;thtRq*. Creek Campus has no ac@ss to sanitary saiver

service. A[ of this acreage is wttnin tn" ucg,'and a majority of it 'rs developable.

Expansion of tne cock 6reek orprr *,llil lpt 28 
- 
acres would require the

extension ot a saniia-ry **".line n&ieo within west union Road for gravity se\ rer

service. rnis exenl6n would r"qri* *nq:1q to be granted to Portland

Community College through ne profirty n'ft"t" Holcomb Gardens is proposed' lf

the Holcomb Gardens development;;L to occur first, then sanitaq se\ ,er servie

would be extended fiom we$ unlon-noao, tnrougrt the development and up to the

westerly edge 
"f 

t# R"ck Cr""k qrprt Thilseurer extension would dnamatically

reduoe improvement costs assa*atbO wtth the epansion of the Rock Creek

campus.

Wetlands and existing drainage conidors impad a portion of the Holcomb Gardens

site. This "* -r",i "pp.ron"t"ry 
30 aoes of the northwesterry portion of the site.

Mucfr of this area is tocateo within tne rooiear floodprain. This portion of the site will

not be developed ," prrt of Holcomb Girdens and will likely remain as an open

space tract. ruture ifiersrrip of this tlad has not yet been determined. Horerrer'

as previously disorssed this area oufO-potentiall.y.F dedicated to the Rock Creek

campus of por*afi Commun*y Coilege ar " *iOtib lrabitat open space conidor'

This open space *r[ th* ue useo "I part ofthe.coilege's educationar experien@.

The deveroper J- iJ*ro caroeni wourd be witting to discuss possibfe

enhancement programs with portlanJ Community College ind or the Tualatin Hills

ParkandRecreationDislrictbrthisopenspacearea'

Beyond the berefits of potgntiglly. adding a 30+ acre environmental open spae to
the Rock Creek ;615, ir'te H,ircoru bardens development wou!! help to make

plans forepansion oitne campus *r*t mote of a reality' Constrrc{ion costs br off-

site improvements are oten responsiOle br settind expansion Pmpds back

numerous years. fne iofcomO GaiOLns danelopment would help to eliminate those

setbacks ny erpanOin; th" existinJ ilaryqot13iio1 .sYstem 
and providing sanitary

Se,ver service to areas already locaieO *itnin the Urban Growth Boundary' Even if

expansion of no Rock Creei< *rpr" ii not-in the near fiJture, support of the

Horcomb Gardens deveropment wili moit o"nnit"ry benefit porfland community

College when expansion is a prioity'

As you are aware METRO is finalizirg its decision as to whicfr properties to bring into

the Urban Groi,,th ti",i.i"w. SnoutO-tvtr. Parks property ngtbe Uro'yO{ into the UGB

he woutd not be;bb6;&"d witrr anv improvements. Furtner should his properlY

not be brought it tiiiitimE, it is probabre srat no expansion in this area wiil occur tur at
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Goal 14:

Factor i: Denronstrated Needto Accommodab Long Rango Urban Populdon Groufltr

Throu$r poposed UGB grow& (regmally) Hillsboro & Beavertrcn Hotrsing / Sdrod needs ( Localty)

Factor 2: Need for llousing, enrployrnent opportunittes ard livability'

Provision of ha.sirg, edlcation, @mmerce. Transportation'

Factor 3: Orderly & Economic Provision of Publlc Facilllies & Services

Exidirg sanitay, stom, wder, Tnansportation, lnfrastuct.tre. Nility to serve PCC & AIBa 83.

Factor 4: Maxlnnrm Efficlency of Land Ltsos within & on the Fringe of the exisung urban area.

Using Exi$ing Facilities & Developnrent of 10 uniHGSA Regional shoppirE & employment center

Factor 5: Environmental, Enerry, economic & soclal oonsoquen3es

presenration, shqtercommutes, etrcient use of land, provisim of schools, abilityto expand higher Ed.

Factor 6: Retenton or agrlcultural land

ORS 197.2S.3 b & c. prwision of urban senrices

FacbrT: Conpatibility orproposed Urban Developmentwittr rtearrlry agricuttur:al ac'tivifies.

Clear Transitinn, nat-mal hatutres, separation, High density Gorn€r

' 28 acres cf PCC will b€ s€n ed. goilth & potential br 4 par campus
' I aes of area 83 will be ssru€d.
'Springvillo Road will be extended.
. Hbboirb park tinkb METRO noodland, Holcornb Lake, ad PCG Eco-l$.
* Bea\Erton School Didrilr-otfiain Elementary Scftool Site.

" Close bod$irg & Ftilre J66.
' All seryices imnrediately available.
' Urbanized, corffided heavity used.
* Corilrol of Sirple psrty - Masts Plan.

FIiril-Artomotive,
Gary, lndiana - Steel ,

Hillsboro, Oregon - Hi Tefi.

a
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RelatirB to urban grorffi bo*dtr!1 amendirrg ORS 197'298'

Bo lt Enaded bytte People of the state of oregon: sEcTloN l' oRS 197'2gS is anrended to read:

$7.m.
(1)lnadditiontoarryrequirementsedablishedbyru!9{$reTirrgr,rrbanizatim,landmaynotbo

(a) First pdority is bnd frd is desionated uban r6sen'€ land mder oRS lg5'145' rule or meropol'lbn

sewnce d[sfrid adion dan.

(b) lf ltrd undo pa4raph (a) { mi. 1{t".fr*,is inadequate to accommodate the amormt cf land

needed, socond priority is lard aoimrt lJil ffi t*!==fonoarv that is irlerilified ilr an

acknoilledged .omprgimsiw plar as an e*Iffi. aea t fflrpsotrceland' Seoond prilxi$ rnay

.r.!dude rescr.rce lrd d1at is cornpldBly_ sudt resor'rrce lad is

higtrrattn farmtand ; ,6.t#i in OnS 215.?10 
-i;. t''lo is not adirent to an urbar gro^'tt

bomdary if it is seprated fqn tre,rUar g11;1l[ ifitig,:y UV a fearay as iEtneO in ORS 3n '7$il

J"Hffiffi(3,*'ffififfii&HtHT
Edition).

(d)rhndmd€rparagraplp.(a)t".c]"f!Irsubsedimisirndequtetoaccommodatetheamountcf
land needed, fowtr pdority is hnd d""E r"be h a, 

"Octo'teOged 
conrpretrersive plan

for agrioJtrre orbresfY, orbott'

(2) Hi$ter pridty shall b" g!8, b.l?P cf lo\il€r 
capability-as.measured by fie capab'ility dassificatim

,ilffi-;bi *Ut fc(* .lt" t"o, *tri*to,* is appropiate for t1e q.nent use'

(3}tandoflouverplodtyylqqsuboecfron(llofsFsocdonrrraybeirrdudedinanurban
growtfi boundary ifi-O'or hbfter pt16fril li-ffid q Ue.ln6eqiraa b acconrnodab the

amountdlandt.eldrnatad-) (+ U"niifrlanothcltrCon+)lnsJb.€cdon(flofth;"cacton
iorono ortnona of fienolbtning noaorrs:

(a) spec*llc typo3 d identfred land neods canmt be reasonably acconrnooaro on hlgtrr

PrlorltY lands;
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reast another 5 years. your support and direct discussions witr susan Mccraine

your METRO CouiJo, t*rtO dd a iottg way ]n assuring that we can provide you

L"rprj the urban services it needs to grorrr and prosper'

ProfesionallY,

Mark Dane
Blue Sky Planning
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t2/'1A./Z? t2223

Date:
By:

Submittal to the Metro Record re: fire U'G'B'

Decenrber Sr20W
Tom VandsrZanden
Berhany Area

I submit tlrat tho Bethany area lends itself (t4, t5. t6,-E7) to an ovorall community/master plan

rhot proteots sunoundini;;;;; iana-*O..arf,itves suUstantial urban efficiencies' ln cooperatlon witb

Compass Engineoring, *? rr"* piipi:Ug "Excepdon Onl/'Concept Ptan to juxupose aglinst a Concept

Mastlr Plan ior all four study oreas (84, t5, t6, 87)'

"Exception Only" Concept Plsn (t4' t6) feannes:

rStreetPlanhasmorcoul-de.sacsduesolackofthroughstroeB,

. sizo of area provides limircd opportunrry of a full range of.holsins tlpes and little oppornmity o
oonnoottorhoexistingurbancommrrnirysoufiofSpring;villeRoad.

rTheurbanborderishighlyexposedtofaruringactivjties.

. A separate letter from Compass Engineering descrribes the ineflicisncies associated with serving

t4 and t6 only with sewer and water serviccs'

Subject:

Conoopt M$ter Plan for t4, 85, 85, 87 feanres;

The arec size provides enough prasonce to jurtiff a middle school and an elementary school' They

.orfa UJ aone in conjunctioi to provide joint usi of outside facilities.

.fhjs srea could be focused on a community center with a firll ran,ge of usos: police, fue, ljbrary'

ond trsnsit sntton as wcll as commorclol user'

'themarketsizecouldmakeaninteEatedcommercialccnterpossib|e.

fie coal 5 objectives could be frrJty roalizod yia tlre drainage chmntl: Td srecp slope areas' Tho

Goal 5 areas will u..o*r.rcJ"i, i.ai*ri*-bicycre pathsio high activity neighborhood parks'

Community center uses could be linkod to thc overall community via a pc&srior eyatem builr

inro Goal 5 areas and the larger grid strset pattern'

This concept plarr would allow for a firll range of housing tyPes to ossttl wi$t high density housing

pleccd ncar tho communitY center'

ThesymmetryandnaturalbarrierborderminimizosexPosuretoagriculturaluse.

oisclaimor

This conccpt plen is meant to bc illusrative and does not represent curreot ptoperty lines' Also'

this plan pq^,, ,pi.iii. onroiioi to oxisting adoptod planr prosent in area t5.

Addidonal EffrcicncY lnformation

In a separetc lcnsr &om cornpass Engineerinq it is made clear how sewer and water eervices can

be offoctively and efliciently providcd to $e combini "" ir a more cflicicnt way than the "Exception

a

I

a

a

I

Only" aroas.
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1000
FRIENDS
OF OREGON

lAo50E- c- 5/
534 S\f ThirJ Ar"r'r", Suite 300 . Portla.,d, OR 97204 . (503) 497-1000 . fax (503) 223-0073 . www.friends.org

Southern Oregon Oflice . 33 No.tl, Central Avenre, Rm. 429 . M"d{o.d, OR 97501 . (541) 245-4535' {u* (541) 776-0443
\7illumette V.lluy Offi"" . 388 State Street, Suite 604 . Sale-, OR 97301 . (503) 371-7261, ' {ax (503) 371-7596
Lane County Offi"" . 120 \7est Broud*uy . Eugene, OR 97401 ' (541) 431-7059 ' (ax (541) 431-7078
Central Oregon Office . PO. Box 8813 . B""J, OR 97708 . (541) 382-7557 . [u* 641) 382-7552

December 5,2042

Metro Council
600 NE Grand Avenue
Portland, OR 97232

Re: Proposed Urban Growth Boundary Expansions

Dear Councilors:

1000 Friends of Oregon has participated throughout your process to
evaluate the urban growth boundary, and appreciates the long hours and difflcult
work you and your staff have put into this. While we support parts of the
decisions you are poised to make, we have still have serious concerns about
some portions.

Residential Need/Mixed-Ug: Centers

The assumptions regarding residential land need and mixed-use centers
are unambitious, and in many ways reflect a backsliding from the Regional
Framework Plan policies adopted for the 1997-2017 UGB decision. Because we
have submitted extensive testimony on most of these points before, we
summarize our concems here.

Elimination of future housing and employrnent targets for each
jurisdiction, and for mixed-use centers.
Acceptance of lower housing and employment targets for some
jurisdictions than what was previously required by Title 1.

Use of a refill rate that requires no effort by Metro or cities to
achieve. You are proposing a residential refill rate of 29Yo.
According to your own background studies, that is within the range
that is observed to be occurring today. You can achieve that
without taking any additional steps. lf you are serious about
focusing on refill in mixed-use areas, you should adopt a rate of
over 3070, and require that the planning for the mixed-use areas be
completed by no later than 2004, which is the date you have set for
completing the planning for UGB expansion areas.
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lnflating the residential land need through a4o/o vacancy rate. This
is double-counting when there is a 20-year land supply that is
refilled every 5 years.
Use of a residential underbuild that is overstated.

lndustrial Land Needs

The assumptions regarding industrial land needs require greater scrutiny,
which will occur in Task 3. But we believe even this decision is based on some
faulty assumptions, including:

Overstatement of the lack of large parcels. The Executive Officer's
Urban Growth Report for Employment Land Need is based on tax
/ofs, not parcelsizes. Tax lots are created for various taxing
purposes, and many parcels in the same ownership may consist of
more than one tax lot. The conclusion that there are no tax lots
over 100 acres, and two over 50 acres, is not surprising, and it is
also a skewed and inaccurate picture of what actually exists.

We paid the Metro Date Resources Center to provide a map
showing the inventory of buildable industrial lands in contiguous
parcels. lt shows that there are 10 parcels of over 100 acres, and
26 parcels between 50-100 acres. Some are in different
ownerships and some may not be on the market today, but they are
part of the industrial land inventory. Many could be made available
through public and private intervention that has successfully worked
in the past, such as through aggregation of parcels, condemnation,
provision of services, etc... Hillsboro's assembly of the Ronler
Acres site for lntel is a good example of this.

Acknowledgement that the projection for parcel size needs is based
entirely on [h" past patterns offirm sizes and lot sizes.l This is
both unrealistic and potentially dangerous, in that we are not
planning for what future industrial users might actually need, and
we are perpetuating a sprawling development pattern of large
parking lots and single-story buildings.

a

a Lack of examining alternatives to the sprawling development
patterns of the past. For example, there is currently an office
vacancy rate in the Sunset Corridor of over 40o/o. The Oregonian
reported that of those vacancies, "Most of the tenants along that
highway are involved in technology development, ranging from
software design to manufacturing."' These are industrialjobs, yet

I ZOOZ-ZO2Z tJrban Grovvth Repod: An Employment Land Need Analysis, p. 25.
2 Oregonian, July 21,2002, Business Section, pp. D 1 , 4.
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we are not looking at the now-vacant offices as part of the land
supply for future industrial jobs.

Myth about the "lost employer." We met several times with Applied
Materials when they were looking for a site in the region. They
explained to us that they were looking for 3 sites in North America -
1 in the East, 1 in the West, and that they already owned their third
site in Austin. Worldwide semiconductor sales started falling in late
1999, and lntel, the major customer of Applied Materials, was
certainly experiencing that fall in sales, and has been laying off
workers. Applied Materials has not built the facility they were
considering building here anywhere in Western North America.
Moreover, one site they were interested in buying here - the closed
Komatsu site - is, as I understand it, now on the market at the price
Applied Materials was interested in. However, until the
semiconductor market improves, I do not believe we will see
Applied Materials or any similar business building any plants.

Alleged uniqueness of Shute Road site. As demonstrated by the
map we have introduced, there are large lot parcels of over 50
acres and 100 acres immediately to the south and east of Shute
Road, inside the UGB. At least some portions of these are on the
market today, based on driving through the area. And, they would
have current access to the specialized dual-feed power and
nitrogen gas, or could be readily served with it.

Moreover, your conditions on the Shute Road site are not sufficient
to qualify it as a specific type of identified land need. ln particular,
in condition no. 9, you state that the uses for the site shall be
limited to those requiring "specialized, dual-feed electric power or
nitrogen gas." Yet, the submissions from Hillsboro claim that this
site is unique, and necessary for certain high tech users, because it
has access to bofh dua!-feed electric power and nitrogen gas. As
we understand it, dual-feed electric power alone is not unique to
that site in the region; it is the nitrogen gas that makes it unique.
To qualify for a specific type of identified land need, the condition
should reflect this.

Bethany Area

We believe your tentative decision on the Bethany area does not comply
with state law and Metro policies. Not all of the farm land is needed to provide
services to the exception areas, and you have not chosen exception areas in
Washington County and in other parts of the region that could meet the need,
including Area 65 and the Boring area.

J



The Bethany proposal also does not meet your criteria of supporting 
mixed-use centers. Contrary to the recent letter from Beaverton, we did review 
their compliance report. Not only did Beaverton fail to meet its housing and 
employment targets by a significant amount, it also failed to achieve the 80% 
minimum density requirement for residential development for the reporting 
period, in contrast to most other jurisdictions. Beaverton also acknowledges that 
its charter currently prohibits urban renewal districts, which is probably the most 
important tool for creating and growing mixed-use centers.

That this area is not ripe for expansion now is demonstrated by 
Beaverton's request for additional time to plan the area, and to do so in parts. 
The region planned for an area twice as large as Bethany in half the time - the 
Pleasant Valley area. This area has not had the public discussion that occurred 
in Damascus and Springwater prior to expansion, and which it deserves. It is 
being driven by developer and landowner interest, which are reflected in the 
competing proposals for the area, the lack of readiness of Beaverton to do the 
planning for it, and the conflicting information about how best to serve the area.

Thank you for consideration of our comments. Please notify us of your 
decision.

Sincerely,

Mary Kyle McCurdy 
Staff Attorney


