BEFORE THE METRO COUNCIL

FOR THE PURPOSE OF DIRECTING THE CHIEF ) Resolution No. 03-3262

OPERATING OFFICER TO SUBMIT THE )

PERFORMANCE MEASURES REPORT TO THE ) Introduced by the 2002 Community
OREGON DEPARTMENT OF LAND ) Planning Committee
CONSERVATION AND DEVELOPMENT )

WHEREAS, ORS 197.301(1) requires Metro to adopt performance measures and to
report to the Department of Land Conservation and Development on the measures at least every
two years; and

WHEREAS, the Regional Framework Plan requires the Metro Council to develop
performance measures in consultation with the Metropolitan Policy Advisory Committee
(“MPAC™); and

WHEREAS, Title 9 of the Urban Growth Management Functional Plan requires Metro to
establish performance measures to monitor implementation of the plan and requires the Council
President to assess the measures and recommend any necessary corrective actions to the Council;
and

WHEREAS, the first performance measures report has been developed in consultation
with the MPAC and the Joint Policy Advisory Committee on Transportation (“JPACT”); and

WHEREAS, by Ordinance No. 03-991A, adopted March 27, 2003, the Council adopted
performance measures; and

WHEREAS, by Ordinance No. 02-969B, adopted on December 5, 2002, the Council took
corrective actions to improve performance under the Functional Plan; now, therefore,

BE IT RESOLVED:
The Chief Operating Officer shall:

(¢)) Submit the Performance Measures Report, with the performance measures
adopted by the Metro Council in Ordinance No. 03-991A, to the Oregon
- Department of Land Conservation and Development as soon as practical, in
compliance with ORS 197.301(1);

2) Prepare for Council consideration appropriate amendments to the Regional
Framework Plan to incorporate the 2040 Fundamentals, as set forth in
Exhibit A, attached and incorporated into this resolution;

€] Prepare for Council consideration a prioritization of performance
measures (indicators) and recommendations, if any, for changes to or
additions or deletions of measures;

(C)) Prepare for Council consideration a set of “benchmarks” or targets against
which changes recorded through performance measurement are evaluated;
and
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(5)  Present items (2) through (4) to MPAC and JPACT for recommendations
on those items to the Council.

ADOPTED by the Metro Council this 27th day of March, 2003.

Approved as to Form:

Daniel B. Cooper, Metro
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Metro serves 1.3 million people who live in
Clackamas, Multnomah and Washington
counties and the 24 cities in the Portland
metropolitan area. The regional government
provides transportation and land-use planning
services and oversees regional garbage disposal
and recycling and waste reduction programs.

Metro manages regional parks and greenspaces
and owns the Oregon Zoo and the Oregon
Convention Center. It also oversees the opera-
tion of the Portland Center for the Performing
Arts and the Portland Metropolitan Exposition
(Expo) Center.
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Descriptions of Performance Measures Reports

Complete Results
The Complete Results report contains a thorough explanation of the process that Metro followed to
complete this first report. The report provides a context for Metro's performance measures work
and contains information on Metro and State performance measure requirements in addition to
detailing the process for identifying and prioritizing the performance indicators, and collecting data.
Most importantly, the Complete Results includes an analysis of the data collected for each
performance indicator and explains the regional policies the indicators were intended to measure.

Summary of Results
The Summary of Results report presents a sampling of the most noteworthy indicators measured in
the Complete Results and includes where possible, comparison data collected from other parts of
the country, and comparison of the results with Metro targets or goals. The Summary of Results
attempts to provide a policy context for interpreting the results of groups of indicators. Additionally,
the Summary of Results contains basic statistics for the Metro region that are not found in the
Complete Results.

The Portland Region: How are we doing? Highlights of the region’s land use and transportaﬂon |
performance measures ’
The How are we doing? report is a citizen-friendly overview of the key findings generated in the
analysis of the region's growth management policies. The information presented in this “snapshot"
format is derived from the content of the Complete Results and Summary of Results reports. Some
comparison data are included in this report.



PREFACE

For the first time, the region’s growth management policies are being explicitly evaluated to determine
the degree to which these policies and other issues of regional concern are being achieved. This task
completes a powerful systems management approach of setting goals, completing a plan,
implementing the plan and evaluating results.

The circle of livability planning

This Performance Measures report attempts to answer the question: “How are we doing?”

With the development of the Regional Urban Growth Goals and Objectives (RUGGOs) and the
adoption of the 2040 Growth Concept, including the 2040 Growth Concept Map, a clear set of regional
goals were set. Policies for managing those regional goals were brought together with the adoption of
the Urban Growth Management Functional Plan (Functional Plan, 1996) and the Regional Framework
Plan (1997). '

Title 9 of the Functional Plan established eight performance measures for monitoring the
implementation and outcome of the policies contained in the plan, and are in Metro Code sections
3.07.910 and 3.07.920. Based upon recommendations of the Metro Policy Advisory Committee
(MPAC), the Metro Council adopted Resolution No. 99-2859 (November 18, 1999) directing staff to
draft an ordinance to add new measures and to revise the schedule of reporting progress to the Metro
Council. Ordinance No. 03-991 reflects the changes directed by Resolution No. 99-2859.



Oregon State Law (ORS 197.301) also established nine performance measures for Metro to compile
and report to the Department of Land Conservation and Development ... at least every two years” (see
Appendix A1 for the required measures). Metro must also comply with OAR 197.296, which requires
Metro to estimate the capacity of the remaining lands within the existing urban growth boundary and to
compare this with a 20-year forecast of new jobs and housing to determine whether to increase the
capacity of the urban growth boundary." Metro’s Periodic Review program used a variety of data and
assumptions to estimate the remaining capacity within the current urban growth boundary to
accommodate additional jobs and housing and compare it with the forecast need to satisfy this State
requirement.

OAR 197.296 further requires that Metro consider “new measures that demonstrably increase the
likelihood that residential development will occur at densities sufficient to accommodate housing needs
for the next 20 years without expansion of the urban growth boundary." The Metro Council adopted
three new measures when it considered Periodic Review work elements in late 2002 (see Appendix A3
for the new measures). Future urban growth boundary (UGB) periodic review analyses completed for
the urban growth boundary capacity/forecast comparison would include and take account these new
measures.

This report is intended to address the State requirements as well as the self-imposed Metro Code
requirements and additional measures in order to more fully explore how well the region is, or is not
doing with regard to its stated goals and objectives. The process of identifying indicators for the
measures follows.

In 2000, the Metro Council Community Planning Committee reviewed the list of required state and
Metro performance measures and came to the conclusion that these measures alone were too narrow
in scope to adequately evaluate the 2040 Growth Concept. See “What is the 2040 Growth Concept” at
the end of this section.

Accordingly, adopted regional policies evaluated in this report were synthesized into the following eight
fundamental values.

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

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

« Provide a balanced transportation system including safe, attractive facilities for bicycling,
walking and transit as well as for motor vehicles and freight

» Maintain separation between the Metro urban growth boundary and neighboring cities by
working actively with these cities and their respective counties

« Enable communities inside the Metro urban growth boundary to preserve their physical
sense of place by using, among other tools, greenways, natural areas, and built environment
elements

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

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

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

In the rest of this report, the 2040 Fundamentals are numbered as well as the related indicators, only
for the purpose of organizing and tracking performance indicators.

With the eight fundamentals as an organizational guide, several groups were involved in the
development of the project work program, the framework used to identify additional performance
measures (or indicators), and the criteria used to prioritize the indicators. These groups included
members of the Metro Technical Advisory Committee (MTAC), Transportation Policy Alternatives
Committee (TPAC), Greenspaces Technical Advisory Committee (GTAC), Water Resources Policy
Advisory Committee (WRPAC), Metro Committee for Citizen Involvement (MCCI) and the Affordable
Housing Technical Advisory Committee (HTAC).

The Metro Council Community Planning Committee directed staff to prepare the performance
measures report as a livability report. The committee also instructed staff to address the following:

a) Progress of the 2040 Growth Concept Plan

b) Outputs (the amount of effort that has been made) and outcomes (how the region has improved)
c) Existing conditions '

d) Areas where the region and local governments have met or exceeded goals

e) Public survey to augment the quantitative data.

Performance indicators were identified for each 2040 fundamental by Metro staff and MTAC and TPAC
performance measures subcommittees. A total of 138 indicators were identified initially and
prioritization of indicators and data availability reduced the number of indicators measured to 80

(58 percent) in this phase of the performance measures project. The following criteria were used in the
prioritization:

Is the indicator required by the state?

Does the indicator measure the 2040 fundamental values directly or indirectly?
Can the results of the indicator be used to set targets/benchmarks?

Does the indicator address issues within Metro’s authority?

What is the difficulty of data collection?

How reliable is the available data?

SOAWNA

The remaining 58 indicators (42 percent) would be considered for measurement in the future (see
Appendix C).
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A table like the one that foliows was used to establish the relationship between adopted policies and
specific performance indicators.

Policy, Standards and Performance Indicators

2040 fundamental

focal governments

adopting Metro
standards

(A) (B) © () E)
Implemented Metro Policy Standards Outcome” Indicators
Policies For Local Govt. Local Government Output' Indicators (Effort) {Effect)

(UGMFP, RTP, etc.) Compliance Compliance Status of Implemented Policies of implemented Policies
This column This column This column This column includes This column includes
includes adopted includes the indicates how local indicators that measure indicators that focus on
Metro policies standards that Metro | government have the effort in converting public satisfaction and
relevant to each has adopted for progressed toward resources into a product. more directly measure

They measure activity, but
not necessarily public
satisfaction.

For example: Miles of
transportation
improvements built; land
regulated by Title 3
(wetlands, floodplains,
riparian areas, and steep

slopes)

Metro’s progress in
meeting stated goals and
objectives.

For example:
a) Levels of
congestion;

b) Percent of
floodplain area
converted to use
since the
implementation of
Title 3

In addition, a Data Collection Table (see Appendix B) was used to define and track for each indicator
the data components, type of data (actual or forecast/synthetic data), data points (years data is
available), and data sources. The Data Collection Table made it possible to track and document the

difficulties experienced during the data correction process.

The performance measures report analyzes trends and focuses on outputs (how much effort has been
made). Outcomes (how the region has improved) were also addressed, but were based on a very clear
and strong relationship between an adopted policy and an outcome. Data hmltatlons were also
identified when necessary.

The report does not set benchmarks or targets that must be realized to meet regional planning
objectives. The report attempts to avoid editorial commentary and to avoid suggestions of which
policies may need revamping.

Quantitative information serves as the foundation of the report. However, qualitative excerpts from the
Survey of Elected Officials and Planning Commissioners are also included and are noted with a
checkmark (v'). The goal of the survey was to get public officials’ input on the assessment of the
qualities of the region and to identify present and future growth management challenges. The 22-
question survey was mailed directly to the Metro region's 330 elected officials and planning
commissioners. The total number of completed survey received was 93, representing a 28 percent
response rate.

! Output indicators measure an agency’s effort in converting some resources into some type of product. They measure
agency activity or performance, but stop short of identifying results as viewed by intended beneficiaries.

Outcome indicators focus on customer satisfaction (beneficiaries of the agency's service). They measure an agency’s
success in meeting stated goals and objectives.
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Report Organization

This report is organized by indicators grouped within the eight 2040 fundamental values. Each of the
eight data analysis sections of this report begins with the title of the 2040 fundamental value and a list
of questions used to identify indicators for the 2040 fundamental value. Following the questions is a
complete list of indicators the report analyzes. The indicators required by Title 9 of the Metro
Functional Plan and/or Oregon State Law (ORS 197.301) are identified as “required.”

The indicators measured under each fundamental value are grouped according to theme. The title of
each of these themes appears above a summary box that gives an abbreviated description of the data
collected for each of the indicators that falls within this theme. Indicators are numbered according to
the 2040 fundamental value they measure. For example, Indicator 1.2a was identified to measure 2040
fundamental value 1 and Indicator 7.1 was identified to measure fundamental value 7. The bullets that
accompany each indicator within the summary box are abbreviated results of the analysis of the data
collected for each indicator.

Also within the summary box is an abbreviated description of the Metro policies that relate to the theme
and this grouping of indicators under the label “Policy.” A detailed analysis of the policy related to each
group of indicators as well as a more in-depth analysis of each indicator is available on the pages that
follow each summary box.

An Important Note About Findings/Conclusions

Although this reports compiles and analyzes a large amount of data, it may be premature to use this
information to reach many clear conclusions. As the reader will note, data collected for the
performance indicators were in many cases only available for one and two-year periods of time. The
reader should keep in mind that this performance measures report represents Metro’s initial attempt at
evaluating its own policies. Additional performance measures will be conducted as data becomes

- available and these efforts will provide a greater degree of clarity in analyzing regional policies.



Central city

Downtown Portland
serves as the hub of
business and cultural
activity in the region.
It has the most intensive
form of development
for both housing and
employment, with high-rise development
common in the central business district.
Downtown Portland will continue to serve
as the finance and commerce, government,
retail, tourism, arts and entertainment
center for the region.

It is intended to serve the entire region

1 million people and grow in employment
share commensurate with total regional
employment growth.

Recommended average density for housing is
250 persons per acre.

XI

Regional centers

As centers of commerce
and local government

hundreds of thousands
1| of people, regional
centers become the
focus of transit and highway improvements.
They are characterized by two- to four- story
compact employment and housing develop-
ment served by high-quality transit. In the
growth concept, there are seven regional
centers - Gateway and Gresham serve
Multnomah County; Hillsboro, Beaverton
and Washington Square serve Washington
County; Oregon City and Clackamas Town
Center serve Clackamas County. Effectively,
the eighth regional center is Vancouver
serving southwest Washington.

Recommended average density for housing
is 60 persons per acre.

Town centers

Town centers
provide localized
services to tens of
thousands of people
within a two- to
three-mile radius.
Examples include
small city centers such as Lake Oswego,
Tualatin, West Linn, Forest Grove and
Milwaukie and large neighborhood
centers such as Hillsdale, St. Johns,
Cedar Mill and Aloha. One- to three-
story buildings for employment and
housing are characteristic. Town centers
have a strong sense of community
identity and are well served or planned
to be well served by transit.

Recommended average density for housing
is 40 persons per acre.

Station communities

Station communities
are areas of develop-
ment centered
around

a light-rail or high-
capacity-transit
station that feature
a variety of shops, services and high
density housing that will remain
accessible to bicyclists, pedestrians and
transit users as well as cars.

Recommended average density for housing
is 45 persons per acre.

Main streets

Similar to town
centers, main streets
have a traditional
commercial identity
1 but are on a smailer
q scale with a strong

< sense of the immediate
neighborhood. Examples include South-
east Hawthorne in Portland, the Lake
Grove area in Lake Oswego and the main
street in Cornelius. Main streets feature
good access to transit.

Recommended average density for housing is
39 persons per acre.

Corridors

Corridors are major
streets that serve as key
transportation routes for
people and goods.
Examples of corridors
include the Tualatin
Valley Highway and 185*
Avenue in Washington County, Powell
Boulevard in Portland and Gresham and
McLoughlin Boulevard in Clackamas County.
Corridors are served extensively by transit.

Recommended average density for housing is
250 persons per acre.

Employment Areas

An area of mixed employment that can
include various types of manufacturing,
distribution and warehousing uses as well as
commercial and retail development and some
residential. However, the retail uses primarily
serve the needs of the people working or
living in the immediate employment area.
Retail uses more than 60,000 square feet in
size are generally not permitted.

Recommended average density for housing is 20
persons per acre.

industrial areas

Serving as hubs for
regional commerce,
industrial land and
freight facilities for
truck, marine, air and
rail cargo provide a
place for jobs and the
ability to generate and move goods in
and out of the region. Access to these
areas is centered on rail, the regional
freeway system and key roadway
connections. Keeping these connections
strong is critical to maintaining a healthy
regional economy. Retail use over 60,000
square feet is prohibited.

Recommended average density is 9 employ-
ees persons per acre.

Neighborhoods

1 Under the 2040
Growth Concept,

| most existing
neighhorhoods will
remain largely the
same. Some infill or
redevelopment is
expected so that vacant land or under-
used buildings could be put to better
use. New neighborhoods are likely to
have an emphasis on smaller single-
family lots, mixed uses and a mix of
housing types including row houses and
accessory dwelling units. The growth
concept distinguishes between stightly
more compact inner neighborhoods,
and outer neighborhoods, with slightly
larger lots and fewer street connections.

Recommended average density for housing
is 14 persons per acre.

Neighboring cities/green
corridors

Communities such as
Sandy, Canby,
Newberg and North
Plains have a signifi-
cant number of
residents who work or
shop in the metropoli-
tan area. Cooperation betwéen Metro
and these communities is critical to
address common transportation and
land-use issues. Neighboring cities are
connected to the metro area by green
corridor transportation routes intended
to maintain a clear separation b 1
Metro and these neighboring cities.

Rural reserves/open spaces

An important compo-
nent of the growth
concept is the avail-
ability and designation
of lands that will
remain undeveloped,
both inside and
outside the urban growth boundary. Rural
reserves are lands outside the UGB that
provide a visual and physical separation
between urban areas and farm and forest
lands intended for future urban growth
boundary expansion. Open spaces inside
the urban growth boundary include parks,
stream and trail corridors, wetlands and
floodplains for active and passive recre-
ation, and fish and wild life habitat.



Analysis by Fundamental

Fundamental 1

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

To evaluate this fundamental, the performance indicators address the following related
questions.

a) How is land being used inside the UGB and in mixed use centers, and how mixed are the

centers?

b) Which uses are occupying land in mixed use centers and are these uses diverse?

c) How convenient are the services in the mixed use centers?

d) How much of the region’s growth is occurring in the mixed use centers?

e) How effective are the policies accommodating growth?

INDICATORS MEASURED
Efficiency of Land Use

1.1d: Population and dwelling unit density.

1.2a: Consumption of buildable land by residential
sector. (Required)

1.2b: Consumption of buildable {and bybemployment
sector. (Required)

1.2c¢: New housing units (SFR/MFR) permitted through
redevelopment and infill. (Required)

1.2f: Gross consumption of vacant land by population
growth. (Required)

Mixed use opportunity for Employment and
Housing

1.2e: Mixed use index map for data comparison of
2000 vs. 2022 forecast.

Population and Employment Accommodated in the
UGB and 2040 Design Type Areas

1.1a: Mixed use and Corridor capture rate — the
proportion of the population, employment and
household growth inside the Metro UGB that is located
in mixed use areas and corridors.

1.1b: Capture rate inside the Metro UGB

1.1c: Employment in mixed use centers. (Required)




Encouraging efficient use of land
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Efficiency of Land Use

Purpose

To measure land consumption patterns as a way to assess the region’s land use efficiency.

Summary

Policy

The progress of the region, including local governments within the Metro region, toward maximizing the efficiency
of land consumed for residential and commercial uses is a primary indicator for judging whether the region is
achieving a principal goal of the 2040 Growth Concept — compact urban form. This goal is to be achieved
through a combination of approaches. Some of these approaches include using less land per home in new,
vacant land development, through the redevelopment of existing structures, and through the development of
vacant and underdeveloped parcels within built up areas, or “infill.”

Indicators

1.1d: Population and dwelling unit density by census tract.
Data years: 1990 and 2000. Source: Metro Data Resource Center and US Census.

s Some established single family neighborhoods experienced slight increases or modest decreases in
population and dwelling units per acre between 1990 and 2000, while newer, suburban neighborhoods
experienced more substantial increases.

1.2a Consumption of buildable land by residential sector in the Metro UGB. (Required — Metro and State)
Data years: 1999 and 2000. Source: Metro Data Resource Center and U.S. Census.

e From 1999 to 2000, there was an increase in the number of multi-family residential (MFR) units developed
per net acre from 16.4 to 21.6 (32 percent increase), and number of single family residential (SFR) units
developed per net acre from 5.9 to 6.2 (5 percent increase). As the data also show during the same period
the amount of land consumed by the residential sector decreased from 1,468 acres in 1999 to 1,087 acres in
2000. The increases in units developed per acre represent progress in efficiency of residential land use and
progress toward achieving the 2017 target capacily for housing.

1.2b Consumption of buildable fand by employment in industrial and non-industrial areas. Required — Metro and

State)
Data years: 1998-2000. Source: Metro.

s During the 1998 to 2000 period, non-industrial or commercial employment in the UGB increased by
1.5 percent or 6,406 jobs (from 441,356 to 447,762) while land consumed in the areas zoned non-industrial
increased by 12.7percent or 1,707 acres (from 13,459 to 15,166 acres). Industrial employment increased by
8 percent or 25,193 jobs (from 310,738 to 335,931), while land consumed in the areas zoned industrial
decreased by approximately 1 percent or 219 acres (from 24,742 to 24,523 acres). The decrease in land
consumed during this period takes into account lands that were developed or removed and/or added due to
rezoning. :

»  Non-industrial or commercial jobs accommodated per acre decreased from 32.8 in 1998 to 29.5 in 2000,
while industrial jobs accommodated per acre increased from 12.6.in 1998 to 13.7 in 2000.

1.2¢c New housing units permitted through redevelopment and infill — Refill Rate. (Required — Metro)
Data years: 1995-1996 and 1997-1998. Source: Metro Data Resource Center Refill Study (1999).

s Inthe period for which data is available (1995-1996 and 1997-1998), refill (or redevelopment and infill) activity
in the region accounted for about 26 percent of all residential development.




1.2.f Gross consumption of vacant land as compared to population growth.
Data years: 1999 and 2000. Source: Metro Data Resource Center.

e A comparison of the vacant residential land consumption pattern and the UGB population in 1999 and 2000
shows that the region accommodated between 15 persons and 30 persons per gross acre in this period. The
increase in population in the 1999-2000 period by 32,970 (2.6 percent) was accompanied by a decrease of
627 acres (30 percent) of land consumed over the 1999 level. (Note: Consumed land is vacant land that has
been converted to an urban use.)

o Ifone assumes that the remaining residential land supply will be consumed at the 1999 and 2000 rates (15
and 30 persons per gross acre), the region would consume this supply in 12 to 15 years. :

‘Survey Results of Local Officials and Planning Commissioners

v How land is used: 42 percent of the respondents were satisfied with the way land is being used and 5 percent
rated the way land is used as excellent. 14 percent were unsatisfied with the way land is being used, while

8 percent rated the way land is being used as poor. 31 percent were neutral on this issue.

v Growth Accommodation: 42 percent of the respondents thought that their communities can accommodate
more growth, while 24 percent said their communities would not be able to accommodate more growth.

v Type of growth that can be accommodated by local jurisdictions: respondents mentioned mixed use
development, commercial development, industrial development, housing (also along transit corridors),
redevelopment and infill, and industrial sector. Growth could be accommodated within these jurisdictions.

Policy Rationale

The Metro Council originally approved the RUGGOs in 1991and in 1998 these goals were made a part
of the Regional Framework Plan. The RUGGOs established a policy framework for managing the
growth of the Metro region that is based on maintaining a compact urban form inside a carefully
managed UGB. This greater efficiency of land use was expected to:

allow for a more cost-effective provision of public facilities and services

limit the loss of valuable farmiand and natural resources located outside the UGB

limit vehicle miles traveled (VMT) thereby reducing air pollution and the need for highway expansion
encourage the development and redevelopment of established urban areas.

The 2040 Growth Concept refined and detailed how the goals for efficient land use contained in the
RUGGOs could be achieved. The Growth Concept states that increased efficiency of land use would
be achieved through encouraging more compact new development on vacant land, especially in
centers, and through infill development and redevelopment where appropriate. The 2040 Growth
Concept also stresses the importance of protecting the character of existing single family
neighborhoods while allowing for smaller lot sizes.

Higher densities and increases in residential and commercial development intensity are to be achieved
in 2040 Design Type areas that include the central city, regional centers, town centers, main streets,
station communities and corridors.

These policies were developed with significant input and review by the region’s local government
representatives on the Metro Policy Advisory Committee (MPAC). Citizen input was solicited through a
series of surveys and through other public outreach efforts that continue today. Through these surveys
and public forums, the residents of the region have continually expressed support for protecting




valuable farmland and natural resources, acknowledging that the means to achieve this goal includes
increasing efficiencies of land use and housing density where appropriate inside the UGB.

Adopted Targets

In order to provide a consistent, regionwide approach to implementing the Regional Framework Plan,
the Metro Council adopted the Functional Plan in 1996. The Functional Plan contalns 2040-related
recommendations and requirements for cities and counties.

Title 1 of the Functional Plan requires that local governments in the Metro region take a number of
steps to maximize the efficient use of land. Table 3.07 — 1 of the Functional Plan sets target capacities
for housing and employment for jurisdictions. Each local government was required to conduct a
capacity analysis to demonstrate how the targets would be met. Target capacity means that local »
governments are required to have capacity in their zoning code or amend their zoning code to achieve
the targets set in Table 3.07-1 of the Functional Plan.

Title 1 also requires that local jurisdictions adopt a minimum density standard to use urban land more
efficiently. Title 1 allows local governments flexibility on how to meet their target capacities but requires
that they adopt the following provisions:

a) Local governments are required to adopt minimum density standards for residential zones

b) Local governments can not prohibit partitioning or subdividing of land where existing urban
lots are two or more times that of the minimum lot size and

¢) Local governments can not prohibit construction of an accessory dwelling unit within any
detached single family residential dwelling.

Redevelopment of existing structures and development of vacant parcels in built areas or “infill” were
identified in the RUGGOs, the 2040 Growth Concept, and the Regional Framework Plan as methods for
maximizing efficiency of land use. Redevelopment and infill, referred to as “refill,” within the UGB
increases the capacity of residential land, complements other strategies contained within the 2040
Growth Concept, and moves the region toward a more compact urban form. The rate at which refill
occurs within the UGB is an important measure of whether the goal of a more compact urban form is
being met. The Functional Plan does not contain an explicit target of the amount of refill that must
occur. However, the capacity analysis contained in the 1997 Urban Growth Report assumed a refill
rate of 28.5 percent for the 20-year planning period.

The standards described above were developed for the purpose of using land more efficiently and
helping to achieve the target capacity for housing and employment. Specific and uniform accounting
procedures were not developed to track how land use standards adopted by local jurisdictions are
achieving target capacities for housing and/or employment.

Compliance Summary

As of December 5, 2002, all but three jurisdictions have adopted minimum density standards and maps
of design types. All but one jurisdiction has adopted partitioning s