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MEETING REPORT

August 11, 1994

Joint Policy Advisory Committee on Transpor-
tation (JPACT)

Members: Chair Rod Monroe, Susan McLain and
Jon Kvistad, Metro Council; Bernie Giusto,
Cities of Multnomah County; Earl Blumenauer,
City of Portland; Gregory Green (alt.), DEQ;
Tanya Collier, Multnomah County; Royce :
Pollard, City of Vancouver; Roy Rogers,
Washington County; Dave Lohman (alt.), Port
of Portland; Tom Walsh, Tri-Met; Rob Drake,
Cities of Washington County; Dave Sturdevant,
Clark County; Ed Lindquist, Clackamas County;
and Bruce Warner, ODOT

Guests: Rex Gilley, Jubitz; Paul Shirey,
Steve Dotterrer, and Rosemary Brinson
Siipola, City of Portland; Dave Williams,
ODOT; Xavier Falconi, City of Lake Oswego;
Sandra Doubleday, City of Gresham; Kathy
Lehtola, Washington County; Bob Bothman,
MCCI; Jim Howell, Citizens for Better
Transit; Kathy Busse,; Multnomah County; Tom
VanderZanden and Rod Sandoz, Clackamas
County; Susie Lahsene and Brian Campbell,
Port of Portland; David Calver and Gerald
Fox, Tri~Met; and Ted Spence, Citizen.

Sstaff: Richard Brandman, Gail Ryder, Leon
Skiles, Mike Hoglund and Lois Kaplan,
Secretary

Gordon Oliver, The Oregonian

The meeting was called to order and a quorum declared by Chair

Rod Monroe.

MEETING REPORT

Commissionef\Lindquist moved,

seconded by Mayor Drake, to approve

the July 14, 1994 JPACT Meetlng Report as written. The motion

PASSED unanlmously.

CONSTRUCTION EXCISE TAX

Chair Monroe reported that MPAC had overwhelmingly endorsed the
proposed construction excise tax at its August 10 meeting.
Although it wasn't on the planned agenda, he asked that JPACT
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consider a similar endorsement for submittal at the August 25
Metro Council meeting. He distributed copies of the proposed
ordinance that would establish a construction excise tax to
reduce the Metro excise tax, reduce solid waste rates, and refund
planning service fees to local governments. In addition, a
‘letter addressed to MPAC from Jim Zehren was dlstrlbuted urging
support of the construction excise tax.

Chair Monroe indicated that the construction excise tax would
create a tax on new commercial or residential construction at 12¢
per square foot. It would provide about half of Metro's long-
term growth planning needs and allow it to reduce the excise tax
from 7.5 percent to 6 percent. It would also rebate the unused
portion of the local government dues, would be reviewed again in
1998, and "sunseted" in the year 2000.

Bruce Warner commenited that he was uncomfortable in taking action
at this time as he was not comfortable in supporting the concept.
He asked whether this tax falls under Ballot Measure 5 and was
assured it does not.

Councilor Giusto wanted to know what the letter would say before
he made a commitment for endorsement. Chair Monroe indicated it
would be drafted by Richard Brandman or Andy Cotugno in support
of the construction excise tax and would be submitted to Metro
Council at its August 25 meeting. Richard Brandman concluded
that there were members who wanted further review of the informa-
tion, there was a need for better understanding, and that it may
not be an approprlate time to consider the proposal's approval.
He noted that there is support for Metro to no longer rely on
dues.

In further discussion, Commissioner Rogers asked whether the
local jurisdictions would be asked to collect these taxes. Chair
Monroe responded that the mechanisms call for Metro to enter into
an intergovernmental agreement for collection of taxes or it
could be collected by Metro. There's provision for a 5 percent
fee for administrative handling costs incurred by any jurisdic-
tion collecting taxes. Metro would have the responsibility of
communicating with the building industry and a "hotline" would be
installed for inquiries. Chair Monroe clarified that there would
be no real estate transfer tax and that the tax would apply only
to new construction. He also acknowledged having received a
letter from Commissioner Hays expressing her concerns.

Commissioner Rogers indicated that he would have to vote "no" at
this time for lack of adequate review.

Tom Walsh suggested the Committee be given an opportunity to look
over the material and that a letter be circulated to the members
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for signature before the August 25 Metro Council meetihg. He
felt that the proposed excise tax is a constructive step and
headed in the right direction. The planning efforts are crucial
. for the transportation investments to be made.

Richard Brandman suggested that letters of support be drafted by
the individual jurisdictions and submitted to Metro Council.

Councilor Kvistad felt that Metro needs a general tax base. He
cited the need for a general source of revenue and objected to
the tax proposal, noting that it would be actively opposed.

There was consensus that a letter be drafted and routed to JPACT
members for signature in support of the construction excise tax
with the intent of submitting it to Metro Council on August 25.

RESOLUTION NO. 94-2015 - AMENDING THE FY 1995 METRO TIP TO
ALLOCATE FUNDS TO TWO ROAD WIDENING PROJECTS AND ACKNOWLEDGING
MISCELLANEOUS ADMINISTRATIVE AMENDMENTS

Mike Hoglund explained that Resolution No. 94~2015 is a multi-
purpose resolution: it amends the TIP to add two projects; it
provides maintenance and preservation funds that are being
‘administered through the TIP; and declares that the Metro TIP is
incorporated in the state TIP. Both projects are in the RTP,
have been modeled for air quality conformity, and are described
in Exhibit A. The projects in question are unrelated to the
"cut" package. '

Action Taken: Bruce Warner moved, seconded by Commissioner
Lindquist, to recommend approval of Resolution No. 94-2015,
amending the FY 1995 Metro Transportation Improvement Program to
allocate funds to two road widening projects and acknowledging
miscellaneous administrative amendments. The motion PASSED
unanimously. :

UPDATE ON GENERAL OBLIGATION BOND MEASURE

Tom Walsh distributed a copy of Resolution 94-07-54, Tri-Met's
resolution that is moving the $475 million General Obligation
bond for the South/North light rail line toward the November
ballot. He indicated that the measure was strongly endorsed by
the region during the public hearings. He noted overwhelming
support at the hearings and expressed his appreciation to
everyone for their support.

Tom reported that Bill Robertson will chair the campaign commit-
tee and has retained Julie Williamson to work on the ballot
measure. A campaign budget of $600,000 has been set. He noted
there is high community support for the campaign, that $200,000
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has already been raised and that Neil Goldschmidt is enthusias-
tically supportive of this measure. He indicated that the next
90 days represents hard work. 1In our approach with the business
community, he cited the importance of emphasizing that this is a
“"package" and that the regional 1995 measure will provide for the
rest of the transportation system.

RESULTS OF 2040 COMMODITY FILOW STUDY

Dave Lohman reported that the 2040 Commodity Flow Study was
funded by Metro and the Port of Portland at a cost of $42,000.
The analysis is being done as part of the 2040 study to address
freight mobility concerns in the next 50 years and their impact
on land use issues. The study was conducted by a consultant team .
from DRI/McGraw-Hill with direction provided by a subcommittee of
TPAC.

The study concluded that the Portland area has achieved tremen-
dous success as a trade distribution and warehousing center.
Dave noted that Portland's share of the economy attributed to
trade is 26 percent and its ratio of wholesale to retail is 2.7
to 1. The national wholesale/retail ratio is 1.7 to 1.

The analysis also indicates that Portland has a competitive edge
" because of its quick transfer among various modes, and its role
as a trade and distribution center is acknowledged as a basic
industry in the regional economy. He cited the importance of the
transportation interchange as being critical and the need to
maintain and enhance our ex1st1ng transportatlon system as vital
to the economy of the reglon.

The study analyzes three components: freight activity that
supports local consumption; freight activity that is generated by
local products and industries for shipments elsewhere; and
activity tied to transshlpment of freight through the region.

. Dave reported that there are 100 trucking companies operating in
Portland. There's a 66 percent share of freight tonnage moved by
truck; rail's share of freight tonnage moved is 27 percent; and
air tonnage is under 1 percent. Freight volume is expected to
almost triple by 2040.

Most rail yards and intermodal facility operations are currently
congested. Commissioner Blumenauer asked about our inventory of
rail yards and whether they are underutilized. He questioned
whether there is a need to invest more heavily in some of the
truck movements if we might lose some of the rail in 2040. Dave
Lohman responded that, by 2040, some additional steps need to be
taken. He cited the need to plan for additional space for
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intermodal facilities, to maintain our competitiveness, and for
better access to and from the freeways. Susie Lahsene noted that
it's a policy issue where you plan for that space: moving inter-
modal facilities to suburban locations instead of expanding thenm
in their current close-in locations would have significant

.transportation consequences. She spoke of the benefits of

intermodal rail yards' proximity to the distribution companies.

Dave Lohman commented on new intermodal hubs being constructed on
the outskirts of Chicago. He spoke of the link between economic

activity, freight flows, transportation activity, .infrastructure

requirements and system performance. He noted that Portland is

" primarily an "export" port. The rail cars drop off the con-
tainers and then proceed on for domestic use.

Commissioner Lindquist felt that this issue's priority should

"perhaps be addressed. He suggested that JPACT have stronger

involvement in raising this issue to more prominence, encour-
aging everyone to read the summary.

. Further discussion centeredlon the need for land to be available

for distribution of transportation facilities, more space pro-
vided for additional warehousing and ease of distribution.

Chair Monroe thanked Dave Lohman for his 1nformat1ve presenta-
tlon.

SOUTH/NORTH PROJECT BRIEFING

Richard Brandman reported that there would be a lot of activity
over the coming months in the South/North Study process. He:
explained that Tier I deals with the narrowing of terminus and
alignment options and the Tier II phase relates to the actual
development of a Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS)
based on the recommendation developed through the Tier I process.
A summary document of technical information, known as the Brief-
ing Document, has been developed.

Committee members were interested in learning how the General
Obligation bond measure relates to the process and what the
schedule is. Richard responded that the schedule will remain the
same whether or not the LRT bond measure passes. Today's brief-
ing is an update of what happened in the Tier I process.

A description then followed on the alignment alternatives being
considered and the narrowing of terminus alternatives. 1In the
south end, the three terminus alternatives being considered
include: an Oregon City terminus (via I-205 or McLoughlin), the
Clackamas Town Center terminus, and the Milwaukie CBD terminus.
In the north segment, there are five terminus alternatives:
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179th Street in Clark County; 134th Street; vicinity of 88th
Street in Vancouver; Vancouver CBD (39th Street north of
downtown) ; and one near the Vancouver mall.

The LRT alignment alternatives being considered include: the
Portland CBD to Milwaukie CBD; the Portland CBD; the Portland CBD
to Vancouver CBD; and the Vancouver CBD to 179th Street.

Also discussed were the different alignment options, river
crossings, and new bridge options. Options being considered in
the downtown include a surface versus subway alignment. Other
options being explored in Clark County and Vancouver include an
alignment along I-5 and an option along the median of 99.

Options discussed across the Columbia include: a tunnel under
the Columbia River, a 1lift span bridge, and a higher level bridge
that would never have to open.

_Criteria utilized in the study for identifying alternatives
include environmental impacts, developmental opportunities,
transportatlon issues, regional plans, new state regulatlons, and
economic considerations.

Leon Skiles, South/North Study Project Manager, reviewed the
purpose and need and goals and objectives of the South/North
Transit Corridor Study followed through the Tier I process.

He cited the objectives as the following: provide high-quality
transit service; ensure effective transit system operations;
maximize the ability of the transit system to accommodate future
growth in travel demand; minimize traffic congestion and traffic
infiltration through neighborhoods; promote desired land use
patterns and development; provide for a fiscally stable and
financially efficient transit system; and maximize the efficiency
and environmental sensitivity of the engineering design of the
proposed project.

Matters relating to the description of alternatives, light rail,
the No-Build and TSM improvements will advance into the Tier II
phase of the study. Leon noted that costs range between $2 bil-
lion and $3.5 billion depending on alternatives. He clarified
that the alternatives are defined within their particular segment
and the numbers are only comparable within that segment and
cannot be compared between corridors. Leon noted that the
emphasis is on the year-of-expenditure cost. The alternatives'
cost-effectiveness is measured by the ratio on how the different
alternatives perform. He indicated that the Briefing Document is
derived from the Technical Summary Report. Staff has tried to
lay out the advantages and disadvantages of each alternative
considered.
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Leon spoke of the trade-offs, benefits, disadvantages and advan-
tages, and travel time improvements in consideration of the
alternatives. Richard Brandman pointed out that the travel tinme
findings were of key importance in this study. He indicated that
transit travel times are recognized as a long-term investment in
the year 2015. He emphasized that the study included a full
ridership projection of auto, transit, travel patterns, and bus
networks. Commissioner Blumenauer suggested the usefulness of a
one~page summary sheet on ridership and Richard Brandman indi~
cated one was near completion.

Leon Skiles noted that one of the key factors in the cost numbers
for the alternatives is the cost of using the Hawthorne Bridge
from downtown Portland to Milwaukie. He emphasized the fact
that, whether a bridge may cost less or more, it may cost you
more to get to that bridge. In terms of alignment alternatives,
the choice rests with which area you want to serve. He elabo-
rated further on the issues of ridership, cost and land use that
still need to be addressed. It was clarified that thls analysis
was based on existing land use plans.

A discussion followed on the Ross Island Bridge crossing.
Richard Brandman reported that there are a number of issues
involved including developmental opportunities, environmental
concerns, engineering constraints and cost. He noted that
different bridge construction techniques are being explored but
an alignment next to the existing Ross Island Bridge is viable.
The assumption is that it would be a bridge rather than a tunnel
because of cost. Richard cited the steep banks as creating a
cost problem for tunneling. He noted that the financing plan
would be to secure 50 percent federal funds. With a $475 million
General Obligation bond, the expectation is that they will be
seeking an equivalent amount of funds ($475 million) from the
State of Oregon. He noted that an equivalent share ($475 mil-
lion) is expected from the State of Washington. Richard cited
the need to better define the project in order to determine the
State of Washington's share but they are looking at one-third of
the total local match.

Richard indicated that the PMG would be releasing its recommen-
dation to the CAC later this month. A possible Steering Group
meeting may be scheduled later in September. Four public
meetings are scheduled for September 6, 7 and 8. The Steering
Group will meet October 6 to define their recommendation for
forwarding to the jurisdictions and C-TRAN with final adoption
anticipated by Metro Council in December.

Richard reviewed the handout on the proposed Tier I schedule and
key milestone dates. He felt the South/North LRT project could
be operational within the 2004 or 2006 timeframe.
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Councilor Kvistad raised questions about Willamette River bridge
costs. Richard responded that the cost of the bridge is not as
relevant as the cost of the segment. Commissioner Blumenauer
noted that there are two issues involved: there is a cost
differential and you lose a lot of ridership if the alignment is
not located on the Westside.

ADJOURNMENT

There being no further business, the meeting was adjourned.

REPORT WRITTEN BY: Lois Kaplan

COPIES TO: Rena Cusma
Dick Engstrom
JPACT Members
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JPACT

To:
From: ndrew C. Cotugno, Planning Director
Re: Transportation Implications of Region 2040

While the Region 2040 Recommended Alternative is pr1n01pally a
land use framework, there are 1mpqrtant linkages to transpor-

tation policy. The following are major transportation policy

implications of adoption of the recommendation:

1.

2040 establishes the land uses that the transportation system
is intended to serve. Development of the updated Regional
Transportatlon Plan will be based upon serving the land uses
called for in the Recommended Alternative.

The Recommended Alternative results in about a 5 percent
reduction in VMT per capita. This takes into account the
land use pattern, transit systen, 1mproved pedestrian
environments and inclusion of parking factors oriented to the
higher density destinations. Additional transportation
actions will be needed to reach the target of 20 percent.

The Recommended Alternative implies a priority for transpor-
tation investment in key target areas, particularly the
Central City, the designated Regional Centers, Industrial
Sanctuaries, bus corridors and LRT station areas.

The Recommended Alternative includes a framework around which-
local governments could emphasize their development code
changes in response to the Transportation Planning Rule
requirements related to building orientation and pedestrian
access. The higher density centers and corridors are the
places where more stringent standards could be established,

with lesser standards elsewhere.

Higher density locations are directly tied to the highest
quality transit locations. As the transit system is refined,
these two need to be linked in The Regional Framework Plan
and local Comprehensive Plans.
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6. The Recommended Alternative has the following implications
for the three Access Oregon Highway routes; while 2040 does
not make a final project decision for any of the three
corridors, it does include important land use considerations:

a. The Mt. Hood Parkway, the Sunrise Corridor and the I-5/99W
Connector all provide important connections to growing
"Neighbor Cities." Final decisions on these routes should
be linked to reaching agreement with these cities on
coordinating growth management with the metropolitan area.

b. The route between these "Neighbor Cities" and the metro
area should have very limited access in order to avoid
having them simply grow together with the metro area.

" ¢. The Mt. Hood Parkway provides an important access route to
a designated Reglonal Center. Access to areas within the
UGB should be limited to this destination.

d. The Sunrise Corridor crosses both planned Urban Reserve
areas and Rural areas. Access should be limited to only
those areas planned for urban expansion. The route should
be established in a location compatible with this new
urbanization. :

e. The Western Bypass from 99W to Sunset Highway is not
needed to serve an urban expansion area. Conversely,
considerable development is planned in the Highway 217
Corridor with the designation of Regional Centers in
Beaverton and Washington Sguare. Multi-modal transpor-
tation improvement will be needed under any circumstance
in this area. Two additional functions will have to be
served with or without the Bypass: through access from
the Sunset Corridor to the I-5 Corridor and dealing with
urban traffic on rural Tualatin Valley roads.

7. LRT is identified in the Recommended Alternative in three
categories:

a. Planned LRT including Eastside, Westside and South/North
from Clackamas Town Center to 99th, connecting the
Regional Centers of Gresham, Beaverton, Hillsboro,
Vancouver, Milwaukie and the Clackamas Town Center.

b. Proposed LRT connecting to the Washlngton Square Regional

» Center (via two alternative routes: in the Highway 217
Corridor or Barbur) and to Oregon City, 134th/WSU and the
Portland International Airport.
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10.

11.

12.

13.

3

c. Possible High-Capacity Corridors which could be LRT to
Forest Grove, Tualatin, Vancouver Mall, Lake Oswego and
in the I-205 segment between Gateway and Clackamas Town
Center.

Sandy and Newberg are identified as major growth "Neighbor
Cities" while Canby and North Plains are not due to the EFU
lands surrounding them. Access should be improved or '
limited accordingly.

Inner and Outer single-family neighborhoods are intended to
be relatively low density due to transportation limitations.

Street connectivity will be sought to improve local circu-
lation without excess demand on regional routes. A standard
of approximately eight connections per mile is proposed.

Final adoption of 14,500 acres of urban reserves will affect
road network and sizing at the edge of the UGB. The current
study area of 22,000 acres must be narrowed to determine
these effects.

Jobs/housing balance is important to minimize travel needs.
Certain parts of the region remain out of balance and re-
quire further attention. Jobs/housing balance in "Neighbor
Cities" is very important.

Transit access to Newberg requires further investigation,
especially since it lies outside the Tri-Met District.

ACC:1lmk



Date: October 4, 1994

To:

JPACT

From: %ykndrew C. Cotugno, Planning Director

. Re:

Region 2040

Attached are the following materials on Region 2040:

The newsletter describing the Recommended Alternative.

A summary of the results of the 2040 tabloid survey.

" A resolution proposed for adoption of the 2040 Analysis of

the Recommended Alternative, This provides the overall
description, rationale and technical analysis supporting the

recommendation. It is proposed to be adopted by resolution,

stating the intent of Metro to pursue this overall framework.

An ordinance proposed for adoption of an amendment to RUGGO
to incorporate the Growth Concept and associated definitions
and requirements. This RUGGO amendment provides the guiding
direction to development of Metro's Regional Framework Plan,

‘including the RTP. RUGGO is adopted as a land use decision,

will be submitted to LCDC for acknowledgement and is binding
on Metro's subsequent land use decisions. Once adopted and
acknowledged, the Regional Framework Plan will be binding on

‘local comprehensive plans. The process over the next several

years of developing the Regional Framework Plan will allow
the opportunity to refine the Growth Concept and determine
more specifically which elements are appropriate and feasible
to include in the Framework Plan.

A JPACT amendment form to suggest possible amendments to the
text and/or map. :
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The process for JPACT review and comment with assistance from
TPAC is as follows:

September 30 . . . . . TPAC review

October 13 . . . . . . JPACT review

October 14 . . . . . . TPAC worksession to develop comments
October 28 . . . . . . TPAC recommends final comments to JPACT
November 10. . . . . . JPACT recommends comments to Metro Council

MPAC and the Future Vision Commission will be carrying out a
similar review and comment. In addition, hearings are scheduled
for the period between October 18-26. We will provide you with
comments resulting from those reviews.

The October 13 JPACT meeting is an opportunity to receive Metro's
overview of the recommendation and provide TPAC with overall

guidance on subjects to develop into comments for JPACT's con-
sideration.

. ACC:1lmk

Attachments
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of all trips in 2040, and in some areas as
high as 25 to 50 percent. There would
be open spaces close to nearly every
neighborhood. There still would be
plenty of room for industrial job
growth, with commercial areas being
used more intensely and functioning
better. Growth would be accommo-
dated as inexpensively as possible. Qur
analysis shows that while it is not
perfect, it is the best future scenario we
have studied.

‘While this proposed plan is nearing
completion and is headed for a policy
discussion and decision, it is very
important that you still react to it. How
does this sit with your ideas about how
the region should grow? Does this
describe a place where you would Like
to live? Even more importantly, is this
the place you want to leave for the next
generation? Let us know how you
would improve the recommended
alternative. Use the reply card in the
inside back cover to send us your
comments, call your Metro councilor, or
call the Region 2040 hotline, 797-1888.

We want to hear from you _

Upcoming meetings

Planning Committee
public meeting schedule

Tuesday, Oct. 18
6:30-9:30'p.m.

Oregon Institute of Technology
Conference Center

7726 SE Harmony Rd., Portland

Wednesday, Oct. 19

6:30-9:30 p.m.

Westminster Presbyterian Church
Great Hall

1624 NE Hancock, Portland

Thursday, Oct. 20
6:30-9:30 p.m.

. Hillsboro High School
District Office Board Room
759 SE Washington, Hillsboro

Tuesday, Oct. 25

6:30-9:30 pim.
‘Western Portland General Electric
Anditorium

Wednesday, Oct. 26

6:30-9:30 p.m.

Gresham City Hall

1333 NW Eastman Parkway, Gresham

Other important dates

Monday, Nov. 28

Deadline for submission

of written testimony. Mail to:

Metro Council

Region 2040 — Recommended Alternative
600 NE Grand Ave. -
Portland, OR 97232

atm.: Gail Ryder

Fax; 797-1793

Monday, Nov. 28

4pm.

Special Metro Council public

hearing on Planning Committee’s
recomiriended alternative I

Thursday, Dec. 8

14655 SW Old Scholls Ferry Rd., 4 p.m.
Beaverton Regular Metro Council meeting,
formal adoption of recommended
alternative.
Printed on 50 percent recycled paper, 10 percent post-consumer waste 94341SG
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Metro Region 2040 Update

Fall 1994

You Said It

wo years ago, we began Region

2040 by asking very basic,
general questions about how our region
should grow. We wanted to know
people’s regional values — which
elements of our community should be
protected and which things needed
improving. We learned that, in general,
people tended to value most highly a
clean and accessible natural environ-
ment, freedom from excessive traffic
congestion and quiet, safe neighbor-
hoods.

As the Region 2040 program pro-
gressed, so did the types of questions
we asked the public. We moved from
the general to the more specific.

Earlier this summer, we narrowed the
focus to four questions that identified
possible ways to use land more effi-

" ciently inside the urban growth bound-

ary, in order to keep those elements
people said they valued the most.
Through an intense public involvement
effort - including the use of a direct
mail piece and questionnaire sent to
more than 500,000 households, a
telephone hotline number, a youth
involvement program, interviews with

“These are tough issues
because people like to have
their space ... | know | do.”"

community leaders, 2 video, speaking
engagements and open houses — we
asked people to tell us how they felt
about those four specific issues. Those
questions asked people how they felt
about:

* increasing development along
transit lines
* redeveloping city centers

* decreasing the average size of new
residential lots

* reducing the number of commer-
cial parking spaces.

What you told us

More than 17,000 people responded to
the questionnaire, and the response was
almost evenly distributed across the

region. We also received abour 300

continued on page 2

Region 2040 — Fall 1994 1
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Executive Officer
Rena Cusma
Metra Councilors
District 1 Susan McLain
District 2 Jon Kvistad
District 3  Jim Gardner
District4  Richard Devlin
District 5 Mike Gates
District6  George Van Bergen
District 7 Ruth McFarland .
District 8 Judy Wyers,

presiding officer
District9  Rod Monroe
District 10 Roger Buchanan
District 11 Ed Washington,

deputy presiding

. officer

District 12 Sandi Hansen
District 13 Terry Moore

To talk with your elected councilor
about Region 2040 call 797-1540

Metro is the directly elected regional
government that serves more than

1 million residents in Clackamas,
Multmomah and Washington counties
and the 24 cities that make up the
Portland metropolitan area.

Metro is responsible for solid waste
management; operation of the Metro
Washington Park Zoo; transportation
and land-use planning; managing
and planning regional parks and
greenspaces; and technical services
to Jocal governments. Through the
Metropolitan Exposidon-Recreation
Commission, Metro manages the
Oregon Convention Center, Civic
Stadium, the Portland Center for

the Performing Arts and the Expo
Center.

Metro is governed by a 13-member
council and an executive officer.
Councilors are elected within sub-
districts; the executive officer is
elected regionwide.

For more information about Metro .
or to schedule a speaker for a
community group, call 797:1510.

You said it

continued from page 1

letters from people who wrote elo-
quently and thoughtfully about their
ideas for their region’s future. Abour
600 people attended eight open houses
around the region, nearly 4,000 people
checked out a free copy of a Region
2040 video from area Blockbuster
Video stores and libraries, and 600
students participated in a youth in-
volvement program. The response was
overwhelming, exceeding our highest
expectations.

All responses have been categorized,
counted and analyzed, and are being
forwarded to the Metro Council.
Additional public input this fall also
will be sent directly to the elected
councilors. Summaries of the public
involvement report are available at
Metro, 600 NE Grand Ave., Portdand,
or by calling 797-1888.

In examining the responses, we found
that people tended to support more
compact, transit-oriented development
so that farm and forest lands could be
preserved. The responses of 45 stake-
holders, including such diverse interest
groups as home builder associations,
environmental organizations, and
public school and housing officials, also

“{ think smaller lot sizes can

make perfect sense, but only- }

if there are neighborhood! -
parks or greenspaces.”

tended to reflect concerns similar to
those of the general public.

In our summer public involvement
effort, we asked for a rating of 1 to § on
the questions, ranging from strongly
agree to strongly disagree. For many
people, however, a simple numbered
rating did not say it all. Some sent
maps, letters, articles and comments
with their questionnaires, Many of.
these comments are included in this
update. They drew on personal stories
or technical solutions to offer their -
suggestions. Here is a summary of what
you said:

()
Should we increase development along
transit lines?

People enthusiastcally endorsed the
idea of increasing development along
transit lines — 83 percent agreed, while
only 9 percent disagreed. One of the
most frequently noted reasons for
supporting this was the potential
increased use of mass transit.

Figure 1 Encourage development along transit lines

12,000 64%
10,000

8,000

6,000

4,000 19%

Number of Respondents

2,000
0

Agree

8% 3% . 6%

Disagree

You said it

continued from page 4

-

N

should we reduce the number of
parking spaces?

Reducing the number of parking spaces
showed a slight majority support (54
percent), but many of those answers
wére qualified by people suggesting
that the reductions occur on a case-by-
case basis. Many people preferred
multi-level parking structures that
would reduce the land needed for
parking lots without decreasing the
number of spaces. Others cautioned
that mass transit should be a viable way
to reach the businesses affected by a
reduction of parking spaces.

Other concerns

For 10,000 of our respondents, simply

#ling numbers wasn't enough. They

wrote in comments, suggestions and

We wa it to hear
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concerns. All these have been tabulated
by category, and some interesting
responses were included. Some of the
most frequent suggestions included:

*  preserve open sp‘ac;e inside and
outside the urban growth boundary

*  slow or stop growth

* increase light rail and bus service
¢ hold the urban growth boundary
*  create more bike ways

* revitalize city centers and neigh-
borhoods, and restore rundown
buildings

The number of people who responded,
and the thoughtfulaess they exhibited
in answering the questions and express-
ing their opinions, was both over-
whelming and encouraging. Given the
competition in today’s world to get and
hold people’s attention — especially
about ideas to shape the community for
the next 50 years — we are heartened

We' always value yours mput and hope you stay mvolved Unles 3 you Tote:
otherwise, we-will continué to send you updates oft glowth 1
: and ask for your oplmon

o Please remove my fame from your mallmg hst I do not watit

receiving your mailings.

Q Please add‘'me to your mmling list.

Name .

but not surprised that the people of this
region care so much about the place
they call home.

AS one citizen wrote, “I think the core
question is what do we want the
character of the region to be? T am
concerned that we’re becoming a
generic urban sprawl community
without preserving enough of what
makes the area unique - green, trees, -
wildlife, arts and crafts, and friendly
neighborhoods.”

As we face the question of what we
want the region to be, we also must ask
the more difficult queston of how it
can be accomplished. Public involve-
ment has been a valuable tool in
shaping the decisions so far, and we
strongly encourage you to stay involved
as our future region takes shipe.

Street:address

City.

ZIP code

My comitents on the recommended alternative: .
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Future Vision Will Guide Region

The Future
Vision will
address many of
the issues facing
the future of

our region
... and our

children.

w hat lies in store for this region —
known for its tremendous

livability and aesthetic beauty ~ is a
matter of considerable interest and
discussion. Everyone wants to keep our
future region livable. The dialogue
about how to do that continues to be
both lively and thought-provoking.

The mission of Metro's Future Vision
Commission is to devise a vision that
will guide the metropolitan region into
the next 50 years and beyond. Tt will
shape a vision - resulting in specific
actions — that serves as a guiding light
for citizens, regional leaders, busi-
nesses, interest groups, and educators
who believe that, with hard work and
forward-thinking, tomorrow can be
even better than today.

What is the Future Vision
Commission?

The commission is an 18-member,
unpaid group whose members and
alternates were appointed in March
1993 by the Metro Council, the
governors of Oregon and Washington,
and the Metropolitan Policy Advisory
Committee. The commission will
forward a recommended vision to the

council in 1995. The council must
adopt a vision by July 1, 1995.

Commission members bring to their
task valuable perspectives and expertise
in areas such as land development,
finance, the arts, human services, the
role of neighborhoods, citizen involve-
ment, natural resources and transporta-
tion.

The Future Vision Comumission was
created as a result of the voter-ap-

* proved 1992 Metro Charter, which

states in part that:

“The Future Vision is a conceptual
statement that indicates population levels
and settlement patterns that the region can
accommodate within the carrying capacity
of the land, water and air resources of the
region, and its educational and economic
resources, and that achieves a desired

quality of life.”

How does the “vision” relate to Metra’s
other planning ¢ ?

The Future Vision is more general and
covers a broader geographical area than
Metro’s other planning efforts. It
attempts to set goals and standards by
which other planning programs can be

measured. The Future Vision looks at™~
a nine-county” area in Oregon and
Washington and asks: “What do we
want to keep, change and add to the
area during the next 50 or more years?”

Metro’s Region 2040 program — which
focuses on land-use and wansportation
planning through the year 2040 — is
providing valuable information and
analysis that will be used by the Future
Vision Commission. The commision
also is examining three technical papers
on issues of vital importance to future
livability: the carrying capacity of our
natural and human resources, historic
and potential settlement patterns that
show where people might live, and
changes and potendal trends in the way
people work in the future. The charter
provides that the Regional Framewor}-
Plan - an outline of specific regionalt
land-use elements — must address the
Future Vision. This is of critical
importance since the Regional Frame-
work Plan will be binding upon local
governments.

How do I get involved in shaping the
Future Vision?

The Future Vision Commission
meetings are open to the public, and
public comment is encouraged. For
meeting schedules or other informa-
tion, call 797-1562. Written materials
may be sent to commission members
c/0 Metro Planning Department, 600
NE Grand Ave., Portland, OR 97232,
or by fax at 797-1794.

“All or parts of Cowlitz and Clark count,
in Washington, and Clackamas, Columbii,
Multnomab, Washingron, Marion,
Yambill and Polk counties in Oregon.

Although some people worried about
having homes near transit lines, most
favored having shops, homes and

:,lnsit near one another. One citizen
wrote, “I do not have a car and live in
an area where I can walk to most
essential services, and have three
frequently running bus lines close by -
it’s great and should be 2 model for
future development.”

Many people were adamant, however,
that while they liked the idea of
concentrating development along
transit lines, they did not want strip
malls or endless blocks of retail devel-
opment. Instead, many suggested that
shops and homes be clustered around
MAX stations or centrally located bus
stops to form more aesthetically
pleasing and pedestrian-friendly
centers.

Many raised the concern of preserving
*~¢ character of their neighborhood in
! face of increased development
along transit lines. Few people wanted
to see their own neighborhood change
drastically, which suggests that we
should focus development around
transit lines that already exist or are
currently in the planning stage.

Should we redevelop city centers?

Redevelopment of city centers also was
a popular idea. Many people felt that
redeveloping randown buildings could
enhance the value of an area and that
vibrant downtowns would make cities
safer and shopping easier. A common
suggestion was to remodel old build-
ings, rather than build new ones,\thus
preserving communities’ sense of
history and charm.

continued on page 4

Students Focus
- on the Future

U nderwater cities and space
shuttles may not be included

as patt.of the recommended

alternative, but those were a couple
of the ideas that students hiad for
how the region should grow. This
spring, 25 elementary, middle and
high schools brought Region 2040
questions to the classrooms as part
of Metro’s youth involvement
program. More than 600 students
offered their thoughts on what their
neighborhiood might look like in 50
years, expressing their ideas
through essays, poetry, plays, rap
music, maps, modes, drawings and
diaries.

“L.want my neighborhood
in the year 2040 to look

_like a park. My park would

‘have a.rainbow there.”

For some, the possibilites were

“fanciful: One ,studt’.n:t wanted to live
* ‘in;a’high-rise apartment with

redwood tregtops just outside her
window. Anothier would have a
neighborhiood with no crime.
Others imagingd commuter space

: shuttlés, parks on top of buildings,

and automated farms. Some,
hgwever, took the opportunity to
express their fears that polhition,

_pavement and traffic would prevail

while trees, farms and quiet neigh-

* berhoods would vanish,

Many of the essays and letters
focused on what we could do to
keep those fears from being realized.
The ideas were varied and sincere,
ranging from technological solu-
dons to simply being nicer to one
another. One heartening theme
united them — the need to think now
about what the region will look like
tomorrow. As one student wrote,
“There’s millions of questions that
need answers. We must not sit
around and ignore them.”

“The year is 2040. The land
is dry and dead. The hills
were once forests. The
dumps were once parks for
kids to play in. The
waterwastes were once
ponds, oceans, seas,
lakes and pools.”
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You said it
continued from page 3
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Figure 2 Encourage growth of city centers

Figure 3 Reduce average new lot sizes
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Figure 4 Reduce the amount of parking
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“(I'm) tired of seeing new
houses built while old
neighborhoods are
falling apart..."”

Should we decrease average new
residential lot size?

About 58 percent, a slight majority, of
the people who responded said they
supported the idea of reducing the size
of new residendal lots, Opposition to
this idea, however, was fairly high at
32 percent. No other proposed action
received that high a percentage of
opposition, suggesting that we must
provide a variety of different housing

options so that people can have choice~
1]

N
A key concern among people who
responded on this issue was the need to
have play and recreational space for
their children and pets. Some of the
solutions people offered included
making the houses smaller so that yards
could be bigger or creating more small
neighborhood parks within easy
walking distance. Fears of increasing
crime and tension among neighbors
were two primary reasons people
opposed reducing average new lot sizes,
Others, however, felt that a more
compact neighborhood would increase
efficiency for police and fire service.

People also indicated that it was
important to have affordable housing,
a distinct neighborhood character and
the option to own rather than rent
apartments and condominiums.

continued on page'15
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__Council’s decisions about managing the

munities such as Sandy, Canby and
Newberg will be affected by the Metro

sion’s growth. Up to 86,000 people
would be accommodated in these
neighboring cities, according to the
recommended alternative, which
recognizes that cooperation between
Metroand these communities is
necessary to address common transpor-
tation and land-use issues.

Transportation improvements designed
10 fit land use

The transportation system for the
recommended alternative has many
of the same elernents as the growth
concepts analyzed earlier — but with
some significant differences.

First, the recommended alternative
assumes that the Sunrise Cotridor and

' Mt. Hood Parkway will be com-

R Jted in the next 50 years. The Sunrise
Corridor would become a new regional
highway from I-205 to the Darmascus
area and would connect with Highway
26. There are about 150 other road
system improvements included in the
recommended alternative.

‘The roadways indicated in the recom-
mended alternative map represent just
a concept and does not show actual
alignment. Access points, or inter-
changes, would be placed to reinforce
the proposed land uses. In the Sunrise
Corridor, for example, there would be
an interchange providing access to
Damascus, which is designated as a
town center, but there would be very
few additional interchanges.

The Mt. Hood Parkway is shown
‘hin the present urban growth

" Boundary and would link I-84 with

Highway 26. It, too, is designed to have
limited access to support land uses,

particularly to downtown Gresham,
which would be a regional center,

The Western Bypass has only those
segments included in the recommended
alternative that are within the urban
growth boundary. Specifically, the link
between I-5 and Highway 99 in the
Tualatin/Sherwood area would be
included, as are arterial system im-
provements that increase accessibility
from Highway 26 to the Tualatin Valley
Highway in the Hillsboro area. In
addition, improvements to Highway
217 would be included. The segment
that crosses the Tualatin Valley farm-
land, however, would not be included.

In our earlier Region 2040 analysis, we
found that several of the light-rail lines
would not have enough riders to be
cost effecdve. So we reduced the
number of light-rail lines and changed
some from exclusive light-rail to high-
capacity transit. We added transit more
judiciously in the recommended
alternative and kept transit service to
less than 12,000 hours.

How your ideas became the
recommended alternative

When we started Region 2040 we
began by asking what you valued most

Designating land
as “rural reserve”
is ome way to

protect open space.

about this region. The recommended
alternative is our best attempt to
include what we heard from you and
what we have learned through technical
analysis. We heard that you value
nature and want it nearby. As a result,
we included substantal rural reserves
outside the urban growth boundary and
open space inside the boundary so that
both our rural environment and urban
areas are green and natural. You
indicated a strong preference for
transit, and the recommended alterna-
tive would create a region that height-
ens the sense of community and also
makes transit, walking, and biking more
efficient and convenient. You indicated
that you expected increased density
along corridors and in centers but
didn’t want it in your neighborhoods.
To the extent possible, we designed the
recommended alternative accordingly.

‘We believe this recommended plan,
although it cannot meet everyone’s
wish list, is instrumental in achieving

a strong growth management policy.
Under the recommended alternative,
transit ridership is projected to qua-
druple — up to 570,000 riders a day ~
significantly more than any of the 2040
concepts. Walking, biking and transit
combined would account for 13 percent

continued on page 16
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Recommended
continsed from page 10

alternative. The recommended alterna-
tive calls for main streets to grow from
1990 levels of 36 people per acre to 39

per acre.

Neighborboods serve a key function

Residential neighborhoods would
remain a key component of the recom-
mended alternative but would not
include high-rise buildings — a common
fear expressed by people throughout
our public involvement efforts. Neigh-
borhoods would fall into two basic
categories. Inner neighborhoods are
found in Portland and the older
suburbs of Beaverton, Milwaukie and
Lake Oswego, and would include
primarily residential areas that are
accessible to employment. Average new
lot sizes would be smaller (5,720 square
feet) to accommodate densides increas-
ing from 1990 levels of about 11 people
per acre to about 14 per acre, Inner
neighborhoods would trade smaller

lot sizes for better access to jobs and
shopping. Maost of the employment
would be neighborhood- based such

as schools, childcare and some small
businesses.

“We need to preserve our
urban forests and streams to
preserve our sanity, what
wildlife we have left and our
water quality.”

In contrast, new areas in the outer
neighborhoods would be farther away
from large employment centers and
would have larger lot sizes (7,560
square feet) and lower densities.
Examples include outer suburbs such as
Forest Grove, Sherwood and Oregon
City, and any additions to the urban
growth boundary. From 1990 levels
of nearly 10 people per acre, outer
neighborhoods would increase to 13
per acre.

Employment areas would be protected

The recommended alternative plays a
major role in strengthening the re-
gional economy, primarily through
protecting key industrial and employ-
ment areas. These areas would be set
aside exclusively for industrial activities.
They include land-intensive employers,
such as those around the Portand
International Airport, some areas along
Highway 212/224, and along Port of

New household and employment growth

City center

Regional centers

Town centers

Corridors

Main streets

Inner neighborhoods

Outer neighborhoods
Mixed-use embloyment centers
Industrial areas

Employment Housing
22% 5%
9 3.
7 3
19 33
3 2
8 21
7 17
12 5
13 1

Portland shipping facilites. From 1990
densities of 8.6 employees per acre,
the recommended alternative would
include 8.9 employees per acre — mor{
dense than today, but still providing
substantial space devoted exclusively to
industrial use.

Other employment centers would be
designated as mixed-use, combining
various types of employment and
including some residential develop-
ment. Densities would rise substantially
from 1990 levels of about 11 people per
acre to 20 people per acre. It’s impor-
tant to industrial uses and employment
centers, however, that goods to and
from these areas can be transported
easily.

Minimal urban reserves would be
added

One important feature of the recom-,~
mended alternative is that it would \
accommodate all 50 years of forecasted
growth through a relatively small
amount of urban reserves. Urban
reserves consist of land set aside outside
the present urban growth boundary for
future growth, The recommended
alternative calls for urban reserves of
zbout 15,000 acres - substandally less
than in growth concepts studied earlier
in the Region 2040 process. In addi-
tion, only 22 percent of this land is
presently designated for exclusive use as
farm land, reflecting the public’s desire
to use as little farm land as possible for
use as urban reserves.

Neighboring communities would grow

The recommended alternative also
recognizes that neighboring cities \
surrounding the region’s metropolitan
area are likely to grow rapidly. Com-

B egion 2040% “recommended
alternative” is how we describe
the end result of more than two years
of working on Region 2040, The
recommended alternative is the Metro
executive officer’s recommendation
about how and where the region should
grow. This fall, the Metro Council will
closely examine the recommended
alternative, listen to final public input
and make a growth policy decision by
the end of the year.

‘We derived the recommended alterna-
tive through two means: from com-
ments we've heard from the public and
from the technical analysis of the
growth concepts created earlier in the

T’«egion 2040 process.

The basic philosophy we’ve heard from
the public and have used to build the
recommended alternative is: preserve
our access to nature and help build
better communities. In general, people
consistently have expressed concern
about open space, transportation
mobility for people and goods, a strong
sense of community and a sustainable
economy. By addressing these funda-
mental concerns, the recommended
alternative can help guide growth so
that our region remains a wonderful
place to live,

Where is everyone going?

Our forecast of 1.1 million additional
people is for the four-county area
‘ultnomah, Clackamas, Washington
and Clark counties), with about two-
thirds, or 720,000, of them locating
within Metro’s boundary. Clark County

is expected to receive about 275,000
additional people, while the neighbor-
ing cities are forecast to receive
40,000. Rural areas of the three Ore-
gon counties are forecast to grow by
18,000 people.

Using compact development to reduce
land consumption

Compact development is important to
many people because it helps preserve
farm and forest land outside the urban
growth boundary. The more efficient
we are in using land inside the urban
growth boundary, the less rural land
outside the boundary we have to
convert to urban uses. The recom-
mended alternative calls for more
compact development in city centers
and good quality transit service. It
includes substantial development in
downtown Portland, regional centers,
town centers and transportation
corridors where transit service cur-
rently exists or is being planned.

‘Recommended Alternative

v Preserving our quality of kife

Residential
neighborhoods
continue to

be a key

part of the
recommended
alternative.

Rural reserves protect open space

Alchough there are substantial areas
both within and around the urban area
that are undeveloped, they are not
likely to remain so without some effort
to protect them. The recommended
alternative proposes creating more
permanent public and private open
spaces.

‘We refer to lands designated as perma-
nently rural as “rural reserves.” They
are areas outside the present urban
growth boundary and along highways
that connect the region to neighboring
cities. They will not be developed in
the foreseeable future.

These rural reserves would support and
protect farm and forestry operations.
The reserves also would include some
purchase of natural areas adjacent to
rivers, streams and Iakes to make sure
the water quality is protected and
wildlife habitat enhanced. Large natural
features, such as hills and buttes, also
would be included as rural reserves
becanse they buffer developed areas
and are poor candidates for compact

continued on page 6
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Glossary of terms

Main streets — Neighborhood
shopping areas along a main. street or
at an intersection, sometimes having a
unique character that draws people
from outside the area.

Inner neighborhoods — Areas in
Portland and the older suburbs that are
primarily residential, close to employ-
ment and shopping areas, and have
slightly smaller lot sizes and higher
population densities than in outer
neighborhoods.

Outer neighborhoods - Areas in the
outlying suburbs that are primarily
residential, farther from employment
and shopping areas, and have slightly
larger lot sizes and Tower population
densities than inner neighborhoods.

Neighboring cities — Cities that are
outside Metro’s jurisdicrion but will be
affected by the growth policies adopted
by the Metro Council.

Neighborhood centers — Retail and
service development that surrounds .
major MAX srations and other major
intersections, extending out for one-
quarter to one-half mile.

Recommended alternative — The
Metro executive officer’s recommenda-
tion for long-term growth manage-
ment of our region, including sugges-
tons for where and how much the
urban growth boundary should be
expanded, what densities should
characterize different areas, and which
areas should be protected as open
space.

Regional centers — Areas of mixed
residential and commercial use that
serve hundreds of thousands of people
and are easily accessible by different
types of transit. As identified in the
recommended alternative, thefe are six
regional centers: Gresham, Beaverton,
‘Washington Square, Hillsborg,
Milwaukie and Clackamas Town

Center.

Rural reserves ~ Areas tha
combinatior'of publi¢
laiids outside the urban
boundary, used primarily
forestry. They are protectet
development by very:
zonirig-and serve as-biffe
urban centers, :

line arcund the métropolitan reglon: :
thatindicates land: thiat dlready is.or .
can be developed at urban densities.: . i
Metro controls the urban growth
boundary and'is responsible for .-
deciding whether' to. make axpamsxon 3
to the boundary.:, - = :

Utrban reserves:~ Land’ .omsid§ the :
present urban growth boundary that -0,
Tater could be included inside the : -
boundary to accommodate future

that may be:either a road desigrated
for frequent bus service or for:a hgh

rail line.

Opein space ~ Publicly and-private}
owned areasof land; including. pa]
patural areas andisgess of very low:
density development mstde chc :
growth boundary :

Recommended
continued from page 5

urban development. Existing rural
residential developments and lots
would remain as they are.

Rural reserves are designated in areas
that are most threatened by new
development, that separate communi~
ties (such as the land between Gresham
and Sandy or between Oregon City and
Canby), or exist as special resource
areas (such as the Columbia Gorge,
Sauvie Island or the Tualatin Valley).

The primary means of achieving rura}
reserves would be through voluntary
agreements among Metro, the counties,
neighboring cities and the state. These
agreements would prohibit extending
urban growth into the rural reserves
and require that state agency actions

are consistent with the rural reserve —

designation.

Open spaces inside the present UGB

Areas inside the present urban growth
boundary also would be set aside as
permanent open space, ensuring
substantial natural area opportunides
for people, protection of water quality
and connections to nature and the
environment. Some of these open
spaces would be vistas of trees or
natural countryside with limited access.
Other open spaces would be publicly
owned and much more accessible to
those who seek a respite from the urban
landscape.

About 35,000 acres of land and water
inside today’s urban growth boundary |
are included as open spaces in the ¢
recommended alternative. We could
achieve these open spaces by a combi-

continued on page 10
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Where Do We GGo From Here?

ﬂ nce the Metro Council adopts a
regional growth policy and
Region 2040 is then completed, what
happens next? Where do we go from
here? .
Planning for the region’s future
requires constant revising and refining
to meet the changing needs of the
communities it serves. The growth
management policy presented in the
recommended alternative represents
an important part — but by no means
the ondy part ~ of a multi-faceted
regional growth management effort.

The next step in Metros planning
program is to adopt the Future Vision
by July 1995. While that’s being
completed, we will begin implement-

-*~g Region 2040. We will do that by

'.lvelopz'ng the Regional Framework
Plan, the charter-mandated plan that

the Metro Council must adopt by Dec.

31, 1997. The framework plan will
outline the specifics about how the
region and local communities will
implement the Region 2040 growth

policy.

‘The Regional Framework Plan will
address elements such as: the Regional
Transportation Plan, urban reserves
that will be used for future growth,
rural reserves that will allow peighbor-
ing cities to remain separate and
distinct from the metropolitan area,
development of centers and corridors,
water resource management, and parks
and open space.

The framework plan also will be used
and updated in conjunction with other
Metro-related planning programs,
including the work being done now by
the Future Vision Commission. (See
article on Future Vision Cominission.)
The Regional Framework Plan will be
updated periodically, and the Future
Vision work must be updated at least
every 15 years. By systematically
updating these two important planning
programs, the region will have the
value of guidelines that reflect current
needs.

Metro Planning Department staff now
is developing a draft workplan for the
Regional Framework Plan. The Metro

Council is scheduled to approve the
workplan in December as part of the
Region 2040 decision.

Local governments also will be
involved in helping develop the
workplan, primarily through represen-
tatives on the Metropolitan Policy
Advisory Committee. The committee
will make a recommendation to the
Metro Council about the proposed
workplan.

Once the Metro Council adopts the
Regional Framework Plan, and it is
approved by the state, the plan will

be binding upon local governments.

Metro’s work on the Regional Frame-
work Plan, as in the Region 2040
process, will be done in conjunction
with the advice and input of local
governments, businesses, citizens, and
important advisory groups. As always,
we will keep you informed of our
progress and involve you in key
decisions.

Timeline

1994 1995

1996

July |

July

Future Vision Document

Reol ransportation Plan

n Rerv
" Parks and Open Space

* RN A Lt
Water Sources and Storage

_7 ousing Density and Urban Design
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Recommended
continued from page 6

nation of ways. Some areas could be
purchased by public enttes, such as
Metro’s Greenspaces program and local
patk departments. Others may be
donated by private citizens or by
developers of adjacent properties to
reduce the impact of development. Sdll
others could be protected by very low-
density residential zoning, clustering
housing on portions of the land while
leaving important features as common
open space.

Central city as the focus for density
and transit

Let’s look at how the recommended
alternative would accommodate more
compact development. First, it pro-
poses encouraging substantial develop-~
ment and redevelopment of downtown
Portland as the region’s city center.
This supports the region’s primary
existing center — with its investments,
services and sense of community — and
helps minimize the impact of higher
density in other areas.

Under the recommended alternative,
downtown Portland would keep pace
with the rest of the region in employ-
ment growth. It would grow at the
same rate as the rest of the region and
would remain the Jocation of 20
percent of regional employment. To do
this, downtown Portland’s 1990 density
of 150 people per acre would increase
to 250 people per acre. Improvements
to the transit system network would
provide additional mobility to and from
the city center.

Regional centers are on the move

The recommended alternative proposes
six regional centers (existing areas that
serve hundreds of thousands of people):
downtown Gresham, downtown
Beaverton, Washington Square,
Clackamas Town Center, downtown
Milwaukie and downtown Hillsboro.
These centers would become the focus
of compact development, redevelop-
ment, and transit and highway im-
provements. From the current 24
people per acre, the recommended
alternative would allow up to 60 people
per acre. To achieve this, new commer-
cial developments would average about
100 employees per acre, and housing
would average about 50 dwelling units
Pper acre.

*1 am adamantly against
building additional freeways;
they only further dissect
communities and develop an
even greater dependency on
the automobile. It is critical to
provide alternatives that
encourage less reliance on
the automobile.”

Transit improvements would include
light-rail and bus service to all regional
centers. Highway improvements also
would focus on ensuring that these
centers are attractive places w conduct
business. Eventually, these centers
would grow to the density of downtown
Salem or Corvallis - about one-third of
downtown Portland’s density, but three
times more dense than today.

Town centers fill local needs

Smaller than regional centers and
serving tens of thousands of people,
town centers are the third type of

center with compact development and
transit service. They would provide

local shopping and employment .
opportunities to a surrounding marke(/‘
area of about 2.5 miles. Examples '
include the downtowns of Lake Os-
wego, Tigard and Oregon City. The
1990 density of an average of 23 people
per acre would nearly double - to about
the current densities of development - a
along Hawthorne Boulevard and in
downtown Hillshoro.

Corridors also make use of transit

Corridors are not as dense as centers

but are located along good quality

transit lines. An example of a present-

day corridor is McLoughlin Boulevard.

Some corridors are laid out in a linear

design, while others are laid outin a

more circular pattern. Each provides a

place for densities that are somewhat

higher than today and are convenient,~ -
. . )

to transit. Corridors would grow from.

1990 densities of 18 people per acre to

as many as 24 per acre. Development

would average 13 dwelling units per

acre of 28 employees per acre — densi-

ties typical of rowhouses, duplexes and

most office buildings today.

Main streets make a comeback

During the early decades of this
century, main streets that were served
by transit and characterized by a swong \
business and civic community, were a

major land-use pattern throughout the

region. Examples remain in Hillsboro,
Milwaukie, Oregon City and Gresham,

as well as the Westmoreland neighbor-

hood and along Hawthorne Boulevard.

Today, these areas are undergoing a

revival and provide an efficient and ( J
effective land-use and transportation

continued on page 12

Decision Making

ow will the Region 2040 decision
be made?

The 13 members of the elected Metro
Council will consider a recommenda-
tion made by Metro’s executive officer.
The final decision-making phase, which
will include considerable public input,
will occur this fall. The council will
adopt a 50-year growth management
policy by December 1994. This policy
will be an amendment to the Regional
Urban Growth Goals and Objectives
that were adopted in 1991.

The decision phase will include
extensive review by the council Plan-
ning Committee, recommendations
from various regional advisory commit-
tees, and a series of hearings devoted

Nusively to public testimony. Finally,

e Metro Council will use the volume
of public testimony, previous public
input, technical information, and
recommendations from committees and
local governments to adopt the region’s
SQ-year growth management policy.

A schedule of public meetings for the
council Planning Committee and the
full Metro Council is on the back cover.

How can I get more information about
the r ded alternative?

A summary and map of the recom-
mended alternative are included in this
Region 2040 Update. If you would like
more detailed technical information,
call our Region 2040 hotline at 797-

;388 and ask for our “Region 2040

_ecision Kit.”

4

How will the decision about the
recommended alternative affect me?

The adoption of a Region 2040 growth
management policy will guide future
regional decisions about the urban
growth boundary, land-use patterns and
transportation systems. Once the
Region 2040 growth policy is adopted,
Metro will begin working with local
governments, citizens, businesses and
interest groups to develop a specific
regional framework plan.

How can I get my ideas across?

You still have opportunities to com-
ment on the recommended alternative
now and on the final changes it will
undergo as it becomes the region’s
growth management policy for the next
50 years. Here are the ways that you
can participate in the decision:

e Attend of speak at public hearings,
advisory committee meetings and
council work sessions.

Both civizens and technical aduisors have belped to shape the recommended alternative.

s Write to the Metro Council,
Region 2040 ~ Recommended
Alternative, 600 NE Grand Ave.,
Portland, OR 97232, attn. Gail
Ryder.

¢ Contact your local government
officials. They are our partners in
this process. Let them know what
you think.

* Fax your comments to us at 797-
1796. All materials should be
labeled Region 2040 — Recom-
mended Alrernative.

¢ Call our Region 2040 hotline at

797-1888 to request information or
leave a comment.

What’s the deadline for comments?

The sooner the better. The final date
for written comments to the Metro
Council is Nov. 28. The council is
scheduled to make the final decision on
Dec. 8, 1994,

Thank you for taking the time to
participate. We guarantee it will make a
difference.

10 Region 2040 - fall 1994
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INTRODUCTION

Metro is the regional government for the metropolitan area of Portland, Oregon. As part of its
responsibilities for managing regional transportation and urban growth, Metro is conducting
Region 2040, an evaluation of how the region could grow, and what policies are available to
manage growth. This "Summary of Public Involvement” outlines the results of public
involvement activities conducted from May through July, 1994. The purpose of these activities
was to obtain public input on growth management strategies.

This extensive public involvement process used many techniques to help the people in the region
become aware of the facts about potential growth and participate in framing alternative
strategies. The results -- from higher than anticipated responses to questionnaires, attendance
at public forums and other participation and feedback opportunities -- are indicative of a

successful, multi-faceted program. The variety of public participation activities included the
following:

L 2 Production of television and newspaper ads alerting the public to the Metro Region 2040
tabloid that they would receive in the mail.

L 4 Production and distribution of a Metro Region 2040 tabloid to each household in the

region (over 500,000). This tabloid described the issues and possible growth alternatives

and included a questionnaire. Close to 17,000 questionnaires returned via mail, fax or

phone.

Eight public open houses conducted throughout the region, with input solicited through

21 small group workshops, individual responses to randomly posted questions, and

questionnaires completed at the open houses or returned by mail.

Interviews with 45 regional stakeholders.

More than 700 telephone calls to the Region 2040 hotline.

Checkout of nearly 4,000 free Region 2040 videos at Blockbuster Video stores.

Airing of the video on regional cable TV stations.

Participation by more than 600 students from 25 public and private schools in a youth

involvement project to depict their vision of the region’s future.

*

L A B K & J

In addition to these activities this summer, Metro Councilors and staff spoke to more than 100
business, environmental, civic, social, and educational groups and neighborhood associations
over the past year. Metro staff also. participated in more than 20 community events and over
25,000 newsletters were distributed to interested individuals.

This report summarizes and analyzes the collective results of (1) the tabloid questionnaires, (2)
public open houses, (3) stakeholder interviews, and (4) youth involvement project.

Metro Region 2040 Summary Report on Public Involvement 1



FINDINGS

1)

. 2)

3)

4)

5.) .

Respondents and participants in all these activities generally support the following:

¢ Holding the current Urban Growth Boundary (UGB) in place as a means of
reducing sprawl and conserving open space and resource lands (farm and forest
land).

¢ Implementing most of ‘Metro’s proposed "bmldmg blocks,"” particularly

establishing greenbelts and encouraging development in existing neighborhoods

and close to transit.

Reducing the amount of traffic and congestion in the region and encouraging -

alternative transportation modes.

Retaining open space both inside and outside the UGB.

A combination of increasing density within the UGB and encouraging some

growth in nelghbonng cities.

The need for ongomg public education on the tradeoffs inherent in the decisions

about how growth in the region will be managed.

¢ S o

A significant number of participants do not believe that growth is necessarily inevitable.
They feel that growth should be limited or controlled, although most do not have
concrete suggestions for accomplishing this. Some say that, by accepting growth as
inevitable and planning for it, Metro is encouraging growth.

There is a wide range of opinions about lot sizes, with many favoring smaller lot sizes
and higher density and others wanting their "one acre in the country”, or believing that
other people want that. As might be expected, this opinion is strongly correlated with
where people currently live. More urban residents, those living downtown or in close-in
Portland neighborhoods, favor higher densities, while suburban and "exurban" residents
want more space. .

Many participants are well-informed about growth related issues. Many also are ready
to move beyond Metro’s current discussion and talk about implementation. A significant
number support mixed-use, transit-oriented-development, more pedestrian and bicycle
facilities, and fewer Vehicle Miles Traveled (VMTs). Others are more resistant to
change and favor a more market-driven approach.

Participants generally support the neighborihg city/ greenbelt concept but many are
skeptical about the region’s ability to actually implement it for these primary reasons:

L4 They do not believe that zoning regulations can keep land within the greenbelt
areas from .being developed and fear an eventual sprawling together of
neighboring cities and the Portland metropolitan area.

Metro Region 2040 Summary Report on Public Involvement ‘ 2



¢ They think it is impractical to expect most people to be able to both live and work
in neighboring cities, resulting in increased congestion on the roads and,
consequently, increased pressure to develop those areas.

6 Stakeholders are generally the most supportive of Metro’s proposals; tabloid respondents
are the least supportive; open house attendees are somewhere in the middle. Of the open
house participants, Clackamas County participants are the least supportive and
Multnomah County the most favorably inclined, with Washington County residents in
between. However, the lack of a valid sample and the fact that participants did not
necessarily live in the county in which the open house they attended was located,
mitigates a firm conclusion from their responses.

) Participants have maxiy opinions and were eager to express them. For example, close
to two-thirds of the 17,000 people returning tabloid questionnaires provided additional
written comments or suggestions. Several hundred letters were sent directly to Metro

and Metro received 700 calls on the Region 2040 phone comment and information
hotline.

Metro Region 2040 Summary Report on Public Involvement 3



DESCRIPTION OF PUBLIC INVOLVEMENT PROCESS

The Region 2040 public involvement process builds upon two earlier phases of public
involvement and is based on the following objectives:

¢ Inform and secure input from the public as to the tradeoffs associated with the range of
growth concepts.

¢ Provide creative and meaningful opportunities for public response during the concept
shaping, evaluation-and decision-making processes.

L 4 Increase the database of citizens knowledgeable on growth management issues and the
Region 2040 program.

¢ Expand the range of public involvement over the previous levels in earlier phases.

¢ Seek expanded mvolvement of local, state and federal officials and members of the
business community. : '

L 4 Promote greater general public awareness of Metro through the Region 2040 program.

¢ Link the Reglon 2040 program with other related planning programs as appropnate, such
as Greenspaces and the South/North Transit Corridor Study.

As noted in the introduction, a variety of public participation activities were utilized to
accomplish these objectives. In early June, television and newspaper ads were placed in local
broadcast and print media. The purposes of these ads were to inform the public of growth issues, .
alert them to the Region 2040 tabloid they would receive in the mail, and encourage them to
complete a questionnaire included in the tabloid.

Also in early June, over 500,000 copies of this tabloid were sent to each household in the
- Portland metropolitan region. The tabloid was designed to provide information on Metro’s
Region 2040 growth management program and to illustrate some of the opportunities and
tradeoffs this region faces as it accommodates the projected growth. Each tabloid included an
opportunity to provide feedback on a set of four growth management strategies. Readers were
asked to rank, on a scale of 1 to 5, whether they agree or disagree with each proposed strategy.
They were also given an opportunity to prov1de additional written comments. Nearly 17,000
responses were returned.

To provide additional information and to examine growth management issues in more detail,
Metro produced a 15-minute video. The video could be checked out for free at area Blockbuster
Video stores and was also shown on cable television stations throughout the region. Close to
4,000 people checked out the video.

Metro Region 2040 Summary Report on Public Involvement _y ‘ 4



Metro also established a phone comment and information line for people who wanted to obtain
information or to comment on growth issues. Callers could also respond to the tabloid questions
via the phone line. More than 700 people called to request information or to leave a comment.
Of those 700 callers, more than 100 cailed to respond to the tabloid questionnaire.

Eight open houses were conducted throughout the region during the later part of June.
"Stations" common to each open house either provided information or solicited input on
strategies and concepts for managing regional growth. Twenty small group discussions were
also held to discuss thie advantages and disadvantages of the alternative growth concepts and to
identify a preferred growth scenario. About 600 people attended these open houses and more
than 350 questionnaires were returned by open house attendees.

‘In late June and early July, interviews were conducted with 45 "stakeholders" -- professional,
civic, community, business, educational and environmental leaders throughout the metropolitan
region. Metro staff and the consultant team selected a pool of potential interviewees from a
broad range of perspectives, both organizationally and geographically. Following a similar
format as the questions in the tabloid, interviewees were asked to rank whether they agreed or
disagreed with a set of growth management strategies, including those strategies from-the
tabloid. Each of the interviewees was also given an opportunity to explain their reasoning
behind a particular viewpoint. Each interviewee also had the opportunity to describe a preferred
alternative, discuss critical implementation issues, and offer advice to Metro on the most
important issues that need to be considered in deciding on a recommendation.

More than 600 students from 25 public and private schools in the region participated in the
Region 2040 Youth Involvement Project. The purpose of this project was to encourage
elementary, middle and high school students to imaginatively express their ideas for the region’s
future. Student projects included three-dimensional model cities, posters, paintings, written
pieces such as poetry and essays, and performance art. Displays were featured in two press
conferences, at the Region 2040 open houses, and at Metro headquarters. Educational service
districts in each county publicized the project and distributed information to schools within their
districts. The project was co-sponsored by Cellular One, the Naito family, Northwest Natural
Gas, and Portland General Electric.

Metro Region 2040 Summary Report on Public Involvement 5



COMMON GROWTH MANAGEMENT STRATEGIES

Each public involvement activity solicited public input in a different fashion to provide different
opportunities for response to the broad range of strategies and options for managing regional
growth. The questions from the tabloid were used throughout the process and are the common
thread among all activities. Specifically, respondents were asked to rank whether they agreed
or disagreed with each of four growth management strategies. Results in the accompanying
tables are calculated by percentage of respondents.

Reducing Aveggg.New Residential Lot Sizes

- Close to 70% of all respondents support (rank 1 or 2) a policy to reduce average new residential
lot size from the current 8,500 to 7,000 square feet (See Figure 1), with stakeholders the
greatest supporters at almost 78%, followed 'by open house participants at 71% and tabloid
questionnaire respondents at 58%. Of the four common strategies, reducing average lot size -
received the largest opposmon e.g., 32% of tabloid questionnaire respondents ranked it a 4 or
5. Support for this strategy is highest among the Metro and Beaverton open house participants
and significantly higher for Multnomah County (65%) than for Clackamas (52%) and
Washington County (51 %) tabloid responses. (See Appendix, Table 1)

Figure 1 -

[Reducing Average Lot Size]

Total Responses
0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

Agreement
F Y

Disagree-s [ =

No Opinion

This strategy generated the greatest number of comments among the four specific growth
management strategies. Those in support believe that it will help maintain the current UGB,
reduce sprawl, provide additional open space, contribute to a more efficient provision of
services, and provide densities necessary to support transit and reduce auto use. This support
is tempered by the concern that a range of lifestyle choices continue to be provided in the
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region, e.g., that larger lot sizes are not entirely precluded. Numerous people suggest that
smaller average lot sizes (less than 7,000 sq. ft.) be considered. Others say that higher densities
will require design standards and additional open spaces in order to maintain the region’s quality
~ of life.

Opposition to this strategy centers on concerns about privacy and overcrowding and a belief that
lot sizes should be determined by the market rather than government mandates. Opponents fear
that higher densities will lead to more social problems and argue that people need more space
or that smaller lots leave children with inadequate space to safely play. Some people thought
that the strategy to reduce lot sizes should be limited to transit corridors, while others thought
that lot sizes in Portland were already too small. A few people felt that this strategy would
benefit only developers, and some felt that Metro should not mandate or control lot sizes.

Reducing Parkin

Among the four common growth strategies, a reduction in parking for retail and commercial -

development receives the lowest level of support (rank 1 or 2) at 62% (See Figure 2). Support

is strongest among stakeholders at 69% and lowest among tabloid questionnaire respondents at
55%. There is a relatively even distribution of responses in support and in opposition from
respondents in each of the three counties. (See Appendix, Table 2)

Figure 2

|Reducing the Amount of Parking |

Total Responses
0% 20% 40% . 60% 80% 100%

Supporters of this strategy say it would promote alternative transportation modes and discourage
auto use. They point out that many parking lots are underutilized most of the time and are an
inefficient use of land and space. Concerns about reducing the amount of parking center on
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ensuring that transit alternatives are available. A number of people think restrictions on parking
will have a limited effect on discouraging automobile use and encouraging the use of other
modes of transportation. The majority of comments suggest that reducing the space for parking
could be accomplished by requiring more parking structures rather than lots. Many comments
suggest a flexible or selective approach that would eliminate excess parking based on an average
use rather than peak loads or in areas where there currently is not a problem with parking.

~ Those who disagree with this strategy tend to be concered about possible negative impact on
- businesses, especially retail. Some think a flexible approach that reduces parking in those areas
that are adequately served by transit is needed. Others are concerned about the overflow of on-
street parking into residential areas and suggest that more opportunities for shared parking
should be pursued. A few think that more parking is needed, especially in downtown Portland.

Increasing Development Along Transit ’

Of the four strategies, increasing the amount of residential and retail development along bus lines
and light rail stations receives the strongest support both overall (87%) and among each of the
respondent groups (See Figure 3). It also has the lowest level of disagreement (rank 4 or 5) at
7%. (See Appendix, Table 3) ‘

Figure 3

[increasing Development Along Transit]

Total Responses
0% 20% 40% 60% = 80% 100%

=T

Supporters see this strategy as an essential means to reinforce the region’s investment in light
rail, reduce reliance on the automobile, and create new housing and retail opportunities.
Concerns center on the belief that development should be concentrated in nodes rather than
strips, even along bus lines. Other concerns include the impacts on existing neighborhoods,
crime and noise along transit lines, and the need for quality design and other amenities to

Metro Region 2040 Summary Report on Public Involvement 8



maintain the region’s quality of life. A few suggest that it will take more public effort than
zoning to encourage this type of development, and that the public sector will have to provide
incentives such as fast-track permitting and other types of regulatory relief. Those disagreeing
with this strategy cite crowded and potentially unattractive development as well as the
degradation of existing, older neighborhoods.

Encoﬂragm_' g Growth in City Centers
The strategy to encourage more growth in city centers and the redevelopment of land for more
compact use is supported by more than 80% of all re'spondents with the strongest support (91 %)
found among stakeholders. (See Figure 4) Support is relatively consxstent among respondents
from the three counties. (See Appendix, Table 4)

Figure 4

[Encouraging Growth in City Centers)

Total Responses
. 0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

Agreement
-~ w

No Opinion

Supporters suggest that this strategy will encourage more efficient and cost-effective use of land,
enhance increased use of transit, and preserve open space and resource lands. Some people
think including more residential and retail uses in these centers will be an important part of
creating a higher quality of life in a denser urban environment. Others are concemed that
centers are too expensive for many small businesses and that the centers, other than downtown
Portland, need to become self-sufficient autonomous centers. A few people note that the market
trend currently seems to be in the opposite direction and incentives will be needed to encourage
this type of development. A few also thought that this strategy should be targeted to specific
areas rather than applied as a universal policy. Those in opposmon most frequently suggest that
further development in existing centers will lead to increased crime and urban decay.

Metro Region 2040 Summary Report on Public Involvement 9



OTHER GROWTH MANAGEMENT STRATEGIES

The stakeholder interviews and open house questionnaires solicited input on six additional growth
management strategies or "key building blocks.” In addition, several of these strategies were
commented on at the open houses and in tabloid questionnaire comments. As with the four
common strategies discussed above, respondents were asked to rank whether they agreed or
disagreed with the individual strategy. Results are calculated by percentage of respondents.

Encouraging Q rowth in Neighboring gitieg_

Overall, this strategy receives lukewarm support at 57%, with less than half (45%) of open
house questionnaire respondents supporting it (See Appendix, Table 5). The low level of
support is due largely to a concern that these communities may not be prepared to manage
significant additional growth, create a jobs/housing balance and establish adequate transportation
connections to the region. Many people say that growth in these communities is already
occurring and will continue to increase, and therefore it makes sense to include them in a
regional strategy. Some have jurisdictional questions and are concerned about how to implement
such a policy, while others are concerned that this strategy merely shifts the reglon s growth
problems elsewhere and will create sprawl in those communities.

Establishing Greenbelts

Strong support (87 %) for this strategy is mainly due to the widespread belief that greenbelts are
an important tool for limiting sprawl, providing access to open space, creating a sense of place,
and maintaining quality of life (See Appendix, Table 6). Some people say it will be difficult to
create these greenbelts without public acquisition, fearing that these areas would be gradually
developed if they were protected only by zoning regulations. Others think regulation will be -
more important because acquisition costs will be prohibitive. Some are concerned about
providing public access to these areas and about maintaining and enforcing the greenbelts.
Others state that large-lot residential use would be an acceptable use inside the greenbelts. A
few people want to establish additional greenbelts to separate communities inside the UGB. The
people that disagree with this strategy question the need for rural open spaces, especially in
terms of the size of the greenbelts.

Open house participants, in comments on a miscellaneous question pertaining to use of open
space to separate the UGB and neighboring cities, express strong support for this strategy. A
majority of those (74%) support this concept and many feel it is essential in preserving the
region’s character and livability. Several refer to Los Angeles or Southern California as an
example of what the region could look like without greenbelts. Several others used this
opportunity to state their preference for holding the UGB in place. A smaller number of
individuals say that the greenbelt concept is impractical or unworkable.

Metro Region 2040 Summary Report on Public Involvement 10



Retainin n Spaces Within th

Most respondents (83 %) think open space within the regional UGB is essential to maintaining
quality of life and livability (See Appendix, Table 7). Many people feel that open space within
the UGB should be accommodated through more compact development; some think increasing
densities should be the primary focus but say there is a limit and expanding the UGB should be
considered as a long-term option. A few people think that not expanding the UGB is more
important than retaining additional open space. Some say expanding the UGB will be necessary
in order to maintain an affordable land supply, while a few do not think additional open space
is a priority.

Encouraging Development in Neighborhoods

This is the most popular of the building blocks, with over 90% of respondents in support (See
Appendix, Table 8). Mixed-use development and neighborhood-oriented development is seen
as a means to enhance the pedestrian environment, create a greater sense of community, and
reduce reliance on the automobile. Some people feel this type of development is more
appropriate for the established urban areas than the predominantly residential suburban
neighborhoods. Others suggest that proactive incentives and more flexible regulations will be
needed to allow experimentation and provide examples of successful projects. -

Encouraging Multiple Uses Alon erials

Supporters (84 %) see this strategy as another means of creating transportation alternatives to the
automobile (See Appendix, Table 9). A number of people are concerned about safety, especially
in encouraging more bicycle use on the arterials. Others are concerned about increasing
congestion and maintaining mobility. A few are skeptical about bicycles as a viable means for
commuting, especially given the region’s climate.

Reinforcing Exisging' Employment Centers

The support (72%) for reinforcing existing employment centers is tempered by some who feel
there should be enough flexibility to allow new centers if needed (See Appendix, Table 10).
Some think there is more than enough existing commercial retail space and the focus of new
development should be on office and industrial employment growth. Others say this policy is
an important component in encouraging transit use in the existing centers. Still others think
creating new centers in the suburbs will reduce commuting distances and prov1de an opportunity
to experiment with different development types.

Other Building Blocks

Stakeholder interviews and open house questiennaires provided an opportunity for the

Metro Region 2040 Summary Report on Public Involvement 11



identification of additional building blocks or strategies that should be considered in developing
~ a recommendation, Tho most frequently suggestions include:

L 4 Affordable housing

Putting jobs and housing closer together to reduce commuting distances and ttmes
particularly if growth is encouraged in nelghbormg cities

Public safety

Schools .

Air and water quality

Telecommuting

Road improvements

Consideration of the social impacts of growth, especially on families and children
Industrial policy .
Tax reforms, including regional revenue-sharing

cvoooeee

GROWTH CONCEPTS

‘Stakeholders and open house workshop participants were asked to describe a preferred growth
concept and discuss major issues associated with its implementation. In earlier stages of the
Region 2040 process, Metro developed three growth concepts in order to evaluate possible
growth management strategies. Concept A accommodates growth by expanding the UGB.
Concept B maintains the current UGB and increases density inside the UGB. Concept C
increases density inside the UGB but also encourages growth in neighboring cities such as Sandy
and Canby.

Growth Options

Among stakeholders, preferences aré evenly distributed among Concepts B, C, a combination
of Concepts B and C, and individual visions for the region. Open house work groups did not
overwhelmingly support one growth concept over another, although Concept A received much
less support than B or C. Most people supported a combination of Concepts B and C.

Those who support Concept A believe that it provides more freedom and choice of housing and
lifestyle options and more individual choice than Concepts B or C.

Most people who support Concept B feel it is 1mportant to hold the UGB, increase densities for '
more efficient provision of services, provide a mix of residential and commercial land uses, and
create more opportunities for alternative modes of transportation, such as transit, bicycling, or
walking. Supporters of Concept B believe it provides a more efficient use of existing land and
resources, preserves farm and forest land outside of the UGB, and reduces sprawl. They feel
Concept B will best utilize the existing infrastructure, create strong neighborhoods and offer the
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most variety in housing and lifestyle choices. A multi-modal transportation system and reduced
reliance on the automobile are also cited as advantages of this alternative. Some people are
concerned about the need for additional open space and the potential impact on families and
children. Critics of this concept feel it involves too much change and does not provide enough
choice in housing types.

Concept C supporters see it as the best combination of strategies and a compromise or a balance
between sprawl and too much density. Supporters say that this will reduce development
pressures within the UGB, provide needed job opportunities in satellite cities, maintain open
space in the form of greenbelts, and provide a more balanced distribution of growth. They are
concerned that there must be coordination with the neighboring citiés to ensure that they also
promote compact growth with a job/housing balance and limited UGB expansion. They also feel
that Concept C needs to have a greater emphasis on transit and more open space inside the
region in addition to greenbelts for separation. Some people think Concept C will provide an
easier transition and that the additional land and lower growth pressures will provide more
affordable housing and greater choice.

Overall, as stated, the majority of participants prefer a combination of Concepts B and C as a
more realistic option. They say such a hybrid is a better way to maintain the character of the
region’s communities and that a limited expansion of the UGB will make it easier to provide
additional open spaces and more affordable housing. Most would like to see compact growth
and an emphasis on transit, but feel Concept B goes too far. There is a belief that there is a

! limit to increasing densities before there is an erosion of the quality of life, and that when the

region reaches that limit, it will be acceptable to expand the UGB.

Compact, affordable housing with pedestrian-friendly commercial areas, healthy mixed-use
centers, transit, and purchase of development rights on farm and forest land are characteristics
of the preferred regional form. A few people prefer transit-oriented, mixed-use development
surrounded by single-family houses. Others suggest linear development patterns along highway
corridors, an emphasis on the waterfront, or the LUTRAQ model as an alternative. Other i issues
or concerns to be addressed in developing a recommendation include:

¢ Most people feel the UGB should not be substantially altered.

¢  Good housing and community design is essential for any of the concepts to work.
Design should foster a greater sense of community, facilitate connections between
transportation modes, provide opportunities for people to work and live closer together,
and create more opportunities for walking and bicycling.

K Public safety is an important issue in planning and designating the final 2040 approach.

¢ It is important to integrate land use and transportation planning..

¢ Many people feel that it is important, under any concept, to maintain choices and
- flexibility in housing and transportation options.
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L 4 Spemfic financing and implementation measures such as revenue sharing, congestion
pricing, and design guidelines need to be considered.

Flexibility in applying growth management strategies throughout the diverse region is needed.
Implementation Issues

Public education and consensus-building are cited as being most critical to creating broadly based
- support for the preferred concept. It will be important to develop a strong regional vision with
support from business and community leaders. Educating the public about tradeoffs and
demonstrating the benefits of changing behaviors and the consequences of mamtalmng the status

quo will be critical to continuing support. Strong regional leadership is needed to end turf
battles between local governments. \

Most people think land use regulations will need to be supported by incentives to encourage
specific types of developments. Reducing the regulatory burden and providing gap financing to
reduce investment risks will be important to establish a track record for mixed use developments.
Some people think additional incentives should be provided to businesses to locate along transit
lines.” Others say the use of disincentives such as higher parking fees, congestion pricing, or a
surcharge on large lots will be needed to change behavior. A flexible approach to
implementation is frequently emphasized.

A number of people think substantial investment in transit improvements, open space, and
infrastructure will be needed to manage the expected growth and maintain quality of life. Some
feel that financing of these projects will require changes in the tax structure to create new
sources of revenue and that regional revenue-sharing should be introduced.

Many responderits are pessnmstxc about the ease of implementing any recommended action.

Preserving open spaces, improving transportation facilities or building additional light rail,

planning and zoning regulations, and public involvement or information efforts are cited as the
easiest actions to implement. Many respondents feel that the most difficult actions to implement
are those that require changes in individual attitudes, particularly convincing people to act in the
best interests of the community before con51dermg their individual best interests. Speafic
actions that will be difficult to implement include increasing dens1ty and reducing lot sizes,

convincing people to use their automobiles less frequently and increasing transit usage, coming
to a consensus on the most desirable growth alternative, and fundmg proposals.

On the political side, some people are concerned about the difficulty of achieving regional
consensus, especially in defining roles between Metro and local governments.
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TABLOID AND HOTLINE COMMENTS

Approximately 10,000 people -- about 60 percent of those completing the tabloid questionnaire -
- submitted written conmiments on a wide range of issues. In addition, more than 700 people
called the Region 2040 phone hotline to comment on growth issues or request information. All
of these comments were categorized and coded into the following broad categories:

Comments related to the four growth strategies
Growth issues '
Transportation issues

Land use and urban design issues’

Open space and natural resources issues
Implementation issues

Miscellaneous comments

LR X X & B & 4

In general, the comments are evenly distributed among the categories, with transportation issues
receiving the most comments, followed by land use and urban design issues. Based on these
comments, the top five most frequently mentioned issues include 1) the need for open spaces
both inside and outside the UGB (1,974 comments), 2) more light rail and more transit (1,061
comments), 3) no or slow growth (883 comments), 4) hold the UGB, (707 comments) and 5)
more bike paths or bike lanes (691 comments). . ‘

Comments Related to the Four Growth Strategies

A large number of the comments are in response to the four specific growth management
strategies the respondents were asked to rank. The strategy to reduce average lot sizes attracted
the most comments, both in support of and opposed to this strategy. These comments are
summarized in the preceding section on "Common Growth Management Strategies."

Growth Issues
Urban Growth Boundary

Comments concerning whether or not to expand the UGB are 4-to-1 in support of maintaining
the current UGB. Many people feel that there is too much sprawl already and that the UGB
plays a critical role in maintaining the region’s quality of life. They stressed better use of land
inside the UGB in order to protect farmland, retain rural open spaces, and maintain community
separation.

The 183 people who wrote in support of expanding the UGB expressed concerns about
overcrowding and driving land and housing costs to artificially high levels. The majority of
those supporting expansion of the UGB see a need for some expansion as a "safety valve" but
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that it should be well planned with the infrastructure in place. Others suggest that low-quality
farm and forest land should be the primary areas for expansion.

Growth/No Growth

Nearly 900 comments suggest that Metro try to slow or stop growth. Concerns about stopping
or limiting growth center on the negatives of growth (e.g., school overcrowding and traffic
congestion) and the fear that unchecked growth will lead to an overall decline in the region’s
quality of life. Many people invoke Tom McCall’s legendary invitation, "visit Oregon but
. please don’t stay."

Many of the suggestions for limiting growth focus on restricting the number of building permits
at a sustainable level, or only building when there is available infrastructure. such as adequate
water, sewer services, transportation, schools, and open space. Other comments suggest
eliminating economic development programs that provide businesses with incentives to locate
in the region. Close to 100 comments support the idea that the source of growth problems is
overpopulation and there is a need to promote birth control programs to achieve a zero
population growth rate.

Transportation 1§sues

Transportation issues account for the greatest number of comments among the seven broad
categories. Comments received about transportation issues are divided into four subcategories:
1) automobiles, 2) transit, 3) bicycles and pedestnans, and 4) parking. -

Automoblles

Nearly 500 comments about automobiles deal with the need to discourage the use of cars. Many
people support policies designed to make drivers, especially commuters, pay the full cost of
driving an automobile. They suggest implementing congestion pricing programs, creating toll
roads and bridges, and/or raising parking fees and vehicle registration fees, or at least basing
registration fees on miles traveled. A number of people suggest closing certain streets, such as
parts of downtown Portland or the Hawthorne Bridge, to auto traffic on certain days. Others
want to see more High Occupancy Vehicle (HOV) lanes and carpooling as well as incentives to .
companies to encourage telecommuting and flexible work schedules to reduce rush-hour traffic.

Fewer than 100 respondents think that planning should accommodate, not discourage, car ﬁse.
They point out that transit does not go everywhere people need to go.

Regarding specific road projects, comments are evenly split for and against building of the
Westside Bypass between Tualatin and Hillsboro and moving the Eastside Freeway (I-5) away
from the Willamette River. ,
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Transit

Over 1,000 comments propose more transit. About 40 percent of these comments focus on the
need to encourage transit use, while others request more or improved transit service. People
strongly support light rail, with about 400 comments asking for expansion of MAX. Slightly
fewer requested more or improved bus service, with increased off-peak hours and additional
small connector buses bemg the most common suggestlons

Bicycles and Pedestrians

More than 1,200 comments focus on bicycle and pedestrian issues, making them some of the
most frequently mentioned concerns. Nearly 400 comments request more pedestrian-friendly
environments, with about half specifically supporting the "walkable neighborhood" concept and
half simply requesting more sidewalks or walkways. Other suggestions include more street trees
and better street lighting, pan:mularly in southwest Portland.

Nearly 700 people responded specifically about bike issues, and almost all of their comments
requested more bike paths or lanes. Frequent suggestions include converting some streets to
pedestrian and bike-only uses, replacing on-street parking with bike lanes, and providing separate
bicycle and pedestrian paths. A few requested more facilities such as showers, bike lockers, or
bike racks.

Parking

As noted in the preceding section on the strategy to reduce the number of parking spaces, most
parking comments focus on building more structures instead of surface lots, especially in the city
centers. Specifically; it is suggested that all new commercial development include underground
parking or two to three-story parking structures. Other comments include limiting on-street
parking, including no overnight parking, and creatmg more shared parkmg opportumtles with
offices and retail centers. :

Miscellaneous
Miscellaneous comments about transportation issues address support for water taxi service on
the river, incentives to promote the use of electric vehicles, and restrictions on truck traffic on
the freeways during rush hour.
Lan Design Issue
Density

Comments cdnceming questions about density run about 3-to-1 in support of increasing density.
About 500 comments express fears of urban sprawl and the region to turn into another Los
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Angeles or Seattle. A number of comments focus on the need to grow up, not out. People
suggest adding additional stories above single-story commercial buildings, establishing minimum
sizes for new buildings, and building more two-story houses with basements that can fit on
smaller lots. Some suggest that more examples of workable higher density developments are
needed, while others think higher density should be targeted in specxﬁc areas such as transn
corndors or cxty centers.

People opposed to higher density focus their comments on the perceived impacts on the quality
of life and livability including increased congestion, pollution and crime. Some mention social
impacts of higher density, especially overcrowding, loss of privacy, and increased stress.

About 120 comments mention infill as the primary means for accommodating growth before
expanding the UGB; many people want to "grow in" as much as possible, especially as a tool
for neighborhood revitalization. Some people want to provide more tax incentives to encourage
more infill development. Others are concerned about the quality of developments and want to
create higher design standards.

Closely related to comments about infill are about 600 comments suggesting revitalizing old
neighborhoods or downtown areas, and restoring old or rundown buildings. Some people would
like more incentives to encourage rehabilitation in inner city neighborhoods. Others want to
encourage more housing and higher density in the urban core. Many people are concerned about
historic preservation and support restoring and reusing existing vacant buildings before building
new ones.

Housing

A number of comments about land use address housing and housing affordability. Many people
want to ensure that low-income families are accounted for in Region 2040 and that more
affordable housing is built. Of the more than 300 people who wrote in about multi-family
housing, 85 percent support an increase. Many of these people suggested rezoning to allow
"mother-in-law" housing units or duplexes. '

Only 36 people opposed increasing multi-family housing. Most of these people specified that
they didn’t want more large apartment buildings, and that apartments should be kept separate
from single family neighborhoods.

Mixed Use Development

About 300 people responded in favor of mixed-use development, with almost no opposition.
Many people would like to see more mixed-use neighborhood commercial centers. They want
the commercial centers evenly distributed throughout the region and specifically mentioned the
desire to cut down on the number and length of trips they take by shopping closer to home.
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There is also a great deal of support for transit-oriented and pedestrian-oriented development.
Many people want more intensive commercial development at light rail stations and clustered
along bus lines. Others suggest that new residential subdivisions should be required to be
pedestrian-friendly with connections to nearby retail establishments and the surrounding
community and that development of more strip malls and "big box" retailers be restricted. Other
comments about neighborhood character include the need for design guidelines to ensure new
development is compatible with and enhances the uniqueness of individual neighborhoods.

Neighboring Cities

A few comments address growth in neighboring cities, with most people wanting to maintain
separation between these communities and the region. They would like to see these cities grow
to be self-contained, full-service communities with greater density and limited expansion of their
UGBs. There also is support for direct transit connections to these cities. A few people want
these communities to continue with a typical suburban-type development pattern or just be left
alone.

pen_Space and Natural Resources Issues

" This was the most frequently mentioned issue, with nearly 2,000 comments concerning the

protection of open space and natural resources. Many of the comments focus on protecting farm
and forest land and rural open space. Some people want to stop the creation of additional small
acreage farms/homesites outside the UGB. A number of people support tighter regulations on
developers to save existing trees, especially on hillsides. They want to restrict the amount of
site clearance needed for developments and require more replanting.

Comments about Metro’s Greenspaces program are mostly favorable, with many people
supporting the creation and acquisition of more public open space areas. Other comments
include the need for more smaller neighborhood parks and more active recreation facilities,
especially with higher density development, the need to fully compensate landowners for new
public open spaces, and general concerns about safety and maintenance costs. There are a few
comments about a perceived threat to Forest Park and the need to keep it intact.

Nearly 200 comments support the creation of greenbelts to maintain community separation and
protect farm and forest land. A large number of comments also address protection of wetlands,
streams, and hillsides.

People also are concerned about preserving air and water quality. Many of these comments
advocate addressing erosion control and runoff problems, as well as stricter DEQ standards to
control automobile emissions, A few comments promote the use of alternative fuels, renewable
energy, and electric cars.
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Implementation Issues

Many of the comments emphasize a flexible approach to implementation with changes in the
zoning regulations and tax laws to encourage certain types of development, especially mixed use
and historic restoration. Some people want tighter regulatory enforcement, especially with
buildings codes to encourage property maintenance.

Many people feel that growth should pay its own way through taxes on parking spaces, large
. lots and/or large houses. Some suggest surcharges on real estate purchases by people who have
not been Oregon residents for 5-10 years. Also suggested are additional automobile or parking
- fees to support transit and tax credits for businesses and individuals who buy transit passes.

Miscellaneous Comments

People offered a wide of range of comments on a variety of issues; some comments related to_
Metro in general, some concerned the Region 2040 public involvement effort and the tabloid,
and some were unrelated to Metro.

Some people suggest disbanding Metro or curtailing its powers. The most frequent reasons cited
were a general dislike or distrust of government, the belief that Metro has too much authority,
and a concern that there are too many layers of government and Metro is not needed. Other
comments addressed concern over the new Metro building, concern about salary increases for
Metro Councilors, the desire for an expanded recycling program that includes plastics, and
suggestions to reduce garbage rates. A few people want to ensure that Clark County,

Washington, is included in these growth management efforts. ’

Many people thanked Metro for including the public in the planning process and noted that the
tabloid was well done and easy to understand. Others expressed concern about the expense of
the tabloid and the difficulty in mailing the questionnaire. Some people indicated that they were
uncertain whether their responses would be counted, their comments read, or their phone
comments listened to.

OPEN HOUSE COMMENTS

Open house participants were asked to individually respond to a series of randomly posted
questions.

To grow or not to grow (192 total comments)

A number of major themes emerge around the question "To grow or not to grow?" The most
frequently cited comment is the importance of properly managing growth. People are concerned
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about the adverse effects of unmanaged growth or einphasize the need to wisely manage or direct
growth. A considerable number cite the need not only to manage growth, but to limit, slow,
or stop it. Many feel that growth is not inevitable, but can and should be limited.

Preservation and protection of natural resources is also an important theme. A large number of
people stress the importance of protecting trees and wildlife, maintaining open spaces, or
developing parks and green spaces in conjunction with other new development.

A significant number of people state a preference for promoting alternative modes of

- transportation such as bicycling, walking, or transit, or the need to reduce automobile use, de-

emphasize automobile-oriented development, or shelve plans for additional regional highways.

Maintaining the Urban Growth Boundary is also a frequently stated position. A much smaller
number of people feel that the UGB should be expanded or remain flexible. Several people state
that growth is inevitable and in some cases even desirable. There also is relatively strong
sentiment that developers should act more responsibly or should be required (along with new
residents) to pay the full cost of new development.

What would it take for you to shop in town centers such as downtown Gresham,
downtown Milwaukie, downtown Hillsboro or downtown Tualatin? (79 total comments)

The most frequently cited incentive for shopping in downtown centers is better transit service.
Other reasons include: a wider variety of shopping opportunities, proximity to such areas, more
aesthetically pleasing environments, more pedestrian-friendly areas, more unique shops or
events, more day-to-day necessities, improved security; and more parking facilities.

What would it take for you to use transit? (170 total comments)

The majority of those commenting indicate that more frequent or more extensive service would
induce them to use transit. Several of those who call for more extensive service cite the need
for more cross-town non-"hub-and-spoke" lines. Other frequent suggestions are to provide faster
service, improve bus shelters or transit stations, make transit safer, provide more light rail,
reduce the cost of transit, run more express buses, and provide storage capacity on buses for the
needs of shoppers.

What would it take to make biking easier, more convenient and more pleasant in your
community? (140 total comments)

The most frequently cited improvements are additional bike lanes or separated roadways for
bicycles and automobiles. Many people also mention safety issues, - stressing either safety
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education for bicyclists, who are perceived as reckless, or education and enforcement for
motorists, who are.considered potentially harmful or inconsiderate of bicyclists. Others suggest
improving or adding additional storage or parking facilities for bicycles or lockers and showers
for bicyclists. A significant number of people also say that bicycle paths or lanes should be
better connected, either to each other, or to destinations or other transportation facilities.
Several people advocate decreasing the number of automobiles. v

What would it take to make walking easier, mo nvenient and more pleasant in your
community? (162 total comments) . : :

By far, the most frequently cited issues are the need for safer places to walk and the need for
more or better sidewalks. Many people also mention the need for more "places to walk to" such
as grocery stores or recreational facilities, the need for more trees or other plantings along
sidewalks or other walkways, and specific suggestions relating to the design or appearance of
walkways. Others state that having fewer cars on the roads would induce them to walk more,
and that there should be less use of concrete in the constmctlon of walkways.

s:\pd\so\pubinv.rpt
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Table 1: Reducing Average Lot Sizes : .

[Cocaton/Source ~ |___Agree , — Disagree |_No Opinion | Total
-1 2 3 me 4 5 6 No.
‘ : No. Perceny No. Percent] No. Pe No. Percenti No. Percent No.
[Open House :
Gresham 7 389%f 3 167%] 3  167%| 2 11.4%| 3  161T%| O 0.0%| 18
Milwaukie 7 333%] 4  10.0%| 6 286%| 1 48% 3  143%] o0 0.0%| 21
Hillsboro 13 520%| 4 180%| 2 8.0%] 1 40%| 5 200%| O 0.0%] 25
Wiison H.S. 27 500%| 10 185%] 3 - se%] 3 56%| 10 18.5%| 1 1.9%| 54
“Tuatatin 7 368%| 6 316%] 2 105%] 1  53%| 3 158%] o0 0.0%| 19
Motro 35 - 745%] 8 - 17.0%| © 0.0%] 23 64%| 1 24%| o 0.0%| 47
Beaverton 29 63.0%| 7 152%| 4 87%| 2 43%| 4 87%] O 0.0%| 46
Oregon City 8 615%| 3 231%| 1 7.7%| © 0.0%| ¢ 7.7%] o0 0.0%| 13
Mailed 15 . 656%] 3  11.4%] 4 14.8%! 2 74%! 3 11.1%] o 0.0%) 27
Tolal Open Houses | 148  54.8%| 48  17.8%] 25 06.3%] 15 56%| 33 122%| 1 0.4%| 270
abloid 41.0% 17.0% 9.0% 92.0% 23.0% 1.0%
Muttnomah Co, 48.0% 17.0% 8.0% 8.0% 18.0% T 1.0%
Washington Co. | 33.0% 18.0%]. - 10.0% 11.0% 27.0% 1.0%
Clackamas Co. | 35.0% 17.0% 10.0% 10.0% 28.0% 0.0%
|stakehoiders . 60.0% 18.0% 10.0% 7.0% 14.0% 0.0%] .
lMecﬁan 51.9% 17.6% 9.4% 7.2% 16.4% 0.5%
Table 2: Reducing the Amount of Parking
Location/Source Agree Disagree No Opinion_| Total
1 2 3 S 4 5 ; 6 1 N
. No No. No. No. Percanti No.. Percen] No. Percen
Gresham 6 6% 3 158%) 3 158%| 3 158%| 4 21.4%]| o 0.0%] 19
Miwaulie 9  429%] 5§ 23.8%| 1 48%| 1 48%) 4 190%]| ¢ 4.8%] 21
Hiltsboro 9 380%| 7 280%] 2 80%| 3 120%| 4 160%| O 0.0%| 25
Wilson H.S. 28 - 52.8%] 4 7.5%] 4 75%| 8 151%} 8 154%| 1 1.9%] 53
Tualatin 10 526%| 4  21.4%] 2 105%] 0 00%| 3 158%| © 0.0%| 19
Metro 33 TN} 4 87%| 5 109%] 2 43%| 2 43%| o 0.0%] 46
- Beaverton 20 444%) 8  178%] 10 222%] 2 44%] 5 114%] o 0.0%] 45
Oregon City s 385%) 1 77%] 2 154%) 3 231%] 2 154%) o 0.0%! 13
' Mafled 14 519%) 7 250%] 4 148%| 1 3.7%! 1 37%| o 0.0%]| 27
Tolal Open Houses | 134 50.0%] 43 16.0%! 33 123%| 23 se%| 33 123%] 2 0.7%] 268
_ frabioid = 34,0% '24.0%  16.0% 11.0% 4.0% 0.0%
© MultnomahCo. | 38.0% 22.0% 16.0% 10.0% 15.0% 0.0%
Washinglon Co. 30.0% 21.0% 18.0% 12.0% - 19.0% 0.0%
_Clackamas Co. 29.0% 22.0% 17.0% 13.0% 21.0%| 0.0%
« [Stakeholders '49.0% 20.0% 16.0% 11.0% 4.0% - 0.0%
Median : 44.3% 19.0% _148%1  102% 6.8% 0.2%
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Table 3: increasing Development Along Transit

[CocationSource | Agree Disagree | _No Opinion | Tolal
, 1 2 3 I 4 5 6 No.
No. Pe No. P No. P No. Percanti No. Percenti No. Percent
[Open House '
Gresham 16 842%] 2 - 105%| 1  53%| 0 00%| O 00% O  00%} 19
Miwaukie ] 15 682%| 2  04%f 0  00%| 2  91%] 3 136%| 0  0.0%| 22
Hiltsboro 18 . 720%| 4 160%| 1  40%f 2 80%} O 00%| O  00%| 25
Wilson H.S. 39 736%| 7 132%| 2 38%| 2 3s8%| 1 18%| 2  38%| S3
Tualatin 10 556%| 4 222%| 2 1.4%] 1 S56%| 1 56%| 0  0.0%| 18
Meto 39 830%| 7 149%| 0 00%| 0 o00%[" 0 ocO0%f 1t .21%]| 47
Beaverton 20 829%| 1 20%| 4 114%| o 00%} 1 29%| 0  o0%| 35
OregonClty . | 11 846%) 1  77%| 1 77%| 0 00% 0 00% 0  00% 13
Malled 19 704%| 5 185%| 1 37%} 1 37%| 1 37% O _ 00%! 27 .
Total OpenHouses | 198  75.7%| 33  12.7%] 12 46%| 8  31%[ 7 27%] 3  1.2%] 250
Tabloid © 84.0% 19.0% 8.0% 3.0% 60% |  10%
Multnomah Co. €9.0% 18.0% 6.0% 2.0% 5.0% 0.0%
Washington Co} 620%| - 21.0% 8.0% 3.0% 6.0% 0.0%
Clackamas Co. 61.0% 20.0% 10.0% -~ 20% 6.0% 1.0%
_[Stakeholders 73.0% 16.0%] 4.0% 4.0% L 2.0% __0.0%
|eian 70.9% 15.9% 55%|  34%| - 36% __07%

Table 4: Encouraging Growth in City Centers

[Cocation/Source —Disagree | _No Oplnion | Total
. 5 6 -Ne.
No. Pement] No. Peﬂ:erJ No. PemanJ No. Pemeng No. Percent] No. Percent
Open House
Gresham 421%) 7 2 10.5%| 1 53%| © 0.0%] 1 53%| 19
Milwaukie 11 524% 4 19 0% 2 0.5%) 1 48%) 2 2.5%1 1 48%] 21
Hillsboro 14 583%] 6  25.0%) 1 42%) 2 83%] 0  0.0%f 1 42%| 24
Wilson H.S. 32 61.5%| 9o 173%] & 9.6%] 3 58%| 2 8%} 1 1.9%| S2
Tualatin _~ § 10 526%] 4 21.1%] 3 15.8%| © 0.0%] 1 53%¢) 1 5.3% 19
Metro ' 39 830%| 6 128%]| 1 21%) 1 214%1 0 0.0%! © 0.0%| 47
Beaverton 29 61.7%] 15 319%] O 0.0%| 2 43%) 1 21%| © 0.0%| 47
Oregon City 9 692%| 4 308%| O 0.0%] 0 0.0%] 0 0.0%}. 0 0.0%| 13
Maited 17 63.0%] § 18.5%] 3 11.1%] 1 3.7%] 0 0.0%] 1 A7%! 27
Total Open Houses | 169 62.8%| 60 22.3%| 17 6.3%1 1 41%| 6  22%]| 6 22%| 269 -
[Tabloid 56.0% 21.0% 11.0% 4.0% : 7.0% - 1.0%
Muitnomah Co. 59.0% 21.0% 10.0% 4.0% 6.0% 0.0%]
Washington Co| 57.0% 22.0% "11.0% 4.0% 7.0% 0.0%
Clackamas Co. 54.0% 23.0% _12.0% 3.0% 8.0% 0.0%
{Stakahoiders 73.0% 18.0% 2.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
IMedian 63.9% 20.4% 8.8% 27% 3.1% 1.1%
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Table 5: Encourage Growth In Nelghboring Cities

[Cocation’Source |___Aaree - Disagree | No Opinion | fotal
‘ 1 2 4 4 [ 6 No.
No__P No. P _No._Percent]_No._Percentl_No. _Percent
FOpenI-buSt .
Gresham 4 22%] 5§ 278%| 5 2T8%| 2 1A%] 2 111%]| © 0.0%| 18
“Miwakde | 4 214%] 3 158%] 5 263%| 4 211%| 3 158%| O 0.0%| 19
Hilisboro § 208%| 7 292%| 5 208%] 3 125%} 4 167%| O 0.0%] 24
WisonHS] 7 13.7%] 15 294%| 10 196%] 2 - 39%] 14 275%| 3 §9%| 51
Tualatin 0 00%] 7 389%| 2 11a%] 3 167%]| § 218%| 1 56%| 18
Metro 7 152%]| 14 304%| 6 13.0%] 4 8r%| 13 283%| 2 43%| 46
Beaveron § 12 267%| 9  200%| 9 200%| 4 89%| 8 17.8%| 3 6.7%| 45
OregonCit| 22 667%| 2 =~ 61%| 1 3.0%] 2 61%} 6 182%| 0 0.0%] 33
Mailed 5  192%| 7 269%] 5§ 192%| 2 7.7%] 5  192%) 2 T7.7%| 26
Total OpenHouse] 66 23.6%| 69 246%] 48  171%| 26 93%] 60 214%] 11 3.9%} 280
Tabloid NA . © NAC NA ~ NA NA NA
Stakeholders 24.0% 42.0% 18.0% 11.0% 4.0% 0.0%]
Median . 23.8% 33.3% 17.6% 10.1% 12.7% 2.0%

[CocatiovSource Agree — Disagree | No Opinion | To&@
1 2 3 S ) 5 tu 3 No.
No. P No. Pi No. P No. P No. Percen] No. Pemnﬁ
Gresham | 13 684%] 3 158%| 3 158%| 0o oo%| o 00%| o 00%| 19
Miwaide | 13 619%] 5 238%| 2 95%) 0 0.0%| 1 43%) 0 0.0%| 21
Hiisboro | 11 458%] 4 167%]| 3  125%] 3 125%] 3 125%| o 0.0%] 24
wisonH.S) 37 685%] 8- 167%| &  11.1%] 1 19%] 1 19%| © 0.0%{ 54
Tualatin 15 789% 3 158%| o0 0.0%| 1 53%] 0 00%| o 0.0%| 19
Metro 3B T45%| 9 194%]| 2 43%| 1 21%f 0 0.0%| o 0.0%| 47
Beaverton | 30 638%| 13 27.7%| 21%|. 0 0.0%| 2 43%| 1 21%| 47
OregonCit] 8 615%| 3 234%| 2 454%) 0 - o0%| o 0.0%] 0 0.0%| 13
» Malled 16 571%] 8 286%! 2 71%| 1 36%| 1 36%| 0 0.0%| 28
[Totad Open Housel 178 654%| 7 21.0%| 21 7.7%| 7 26%) 8 29%| 1 04%| 272
abloid NA NA NA NA NA NA
Stakeholders 64.0% 22.0% 7.0% 4.0% 2.0% 0.0%
[Median __64T% _21.5% 74% 33% 25% 0.2%
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Table 7: Retain open spaces within the UGB

Cocationsource | Agree Disagree No Opinion_| Total
' 1 4 5 .6 No.
No. Pe rosnf No. Parcent
Open House ' .
Gresham 8 444%] 5 278%| 4 222%| 0  00%| 1 56%| 0  0.0%] 18
Mitwaukie 8 450%| 8 40.0%] © 0.0%| 1 50%] 2 10.0%] 0 0.0%| 20
Hillsboro 12 S0.0%| 6 250%] 1 42%| O 00%] 4 16.7%| 1 42%| 24
Wilson H.S. 29 S5690%) 10 106%| 9 17.6%| 1 20%| 1 20%| 1 2.0%! s1
Tualatin 13 650%| 4 200%| 1 50%| © 00%| 2 100%] 0  0.0%| 20
Metro 33 75.0%| 7 . 159%| 2 45%] © 0.0%| 1 23%| 1 2.3%| 44
Beaverton 22 500%| 15 344%] 0. 00%] 6 138%| 1 23%| © 0.0%| 44
Oregon City 7 538%] 5 385%| 0 0.0%| © 0.0%] 1 77%| © 0.0%( 13
~_Mailed 12 _444%] 7 - 259%| 5  185%] 1 3.7%) 2 74%] 0 0.0%] 27
Total Open Houses | 145 55.6%] 67 25.7%| 22 8.4%] 9 34%] 15 57%| 3 1.1%] 261
Tabloid NA NA NA NA NA NA
Stakeholders 53.0% _33.0% 9.0% 4.0% 11.0% 0.0%
Median 54.3%| _29.3% . 8.7% 3.7% 8.4% 0.6%
Table 8: Encourage Development Close to Transit
L ocation/Source Agree - ‘ Disagree No Opinion . | Total
L 1 I 2 ! 3 J 4 5 3 . No.
No. Percen No. Perceat]l No. Percenti No. Percenti No. Percenti No. Percentl
pen House ‘ .
Gresham 14 737%] 3 158%] 2 . 105%] o 0.0%{ © 0.0%] © 0.0%| 19
Mitwaukie 13 684%] 3 158%| O 0.0%| 1 53%] 1 3% 1 53%] 9
Hillsboro 14 583%] 6 250%) 3 125%| 1 42%| © 00%] o 00%]| 24
Wilson H.S. 30 750% 6 11.5%] 3 58%) 1 19%| 2 38%] 1 1.9%] 52
Tualatin 16 889%| O 00%] 0 0.0%| 1 56%| 1 56%] o0 00%| 18
Metro 39 B30%| 5 106%]| 2 43%| 0 0.0%| © 0.0%] 1 21%| 47
Beaverton 32 69.6%) 11 239%| 2 43%) 0 0.0%| 1 22%] o0 00%| 46
Oregon City 11 846%| 2 154%] o 0.0%| o 0.0%| © 00%| o 0.0%| 13.
Mailed 10 67.9%| 4 . 143%] 4  143%] 1 3.6%} 0 00%| 0 00%| 28 -
Total Open Houses | 197 74.1%] 40 150%] 16  60%| § 19%| 5 19%) 38~ 1.1%] 266
Tabloid : NA NA NA NA NA NA
Stakeholders 73.0%| 20.0% 4.0% 2.0% 0.0% 0.0%
[Median 73.5% 17.5% 1.9% 0.9% 0.6%

5.0%
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Table 9: Encourage Multiple Uses Along Arterlals

7 No Opinion_| Tolal
No.
No. P%
Gesham | 9 a7a%| 7 36s%| 3 158%| o  oo%| 0o oo%| o  oox| 19
Miwaude | 9 450%| 4 200%| 2 100%| 0 oo%| 4 200%| 1 50%| 20
Hmsboo | 12 s00%| 5 z08%| 2 83%| 2 83%| 2 83%| 1 42%| 24
WisonHS)] 32 627%] 9 176%| 2 39%| 3 s59%| 2 39%| 3 5.9%| 51
Tualatin 14 778%| 3 167%| 0 00%| 0 00%] 1 56%| O 00%| 18
Metro 37 787%| 3 64%| 4  85%| 1 21%| 2 43%) o 0.0%| 47
Beaverton | 30 638%| 13 277%{ 3 64%| 0 00%| 0 00%| 1 2.1%| 47
OregonCit] 8 61.5%| § 385%| 0 00%| o 00% 0 00% © 0.0%| 13 .
Maited 16 571%| 8 286%| 2 71%| 1 36%| 1 36%] 0  00%| 28
Total Open Hous| 167 ~ 62.5%| 57  213%| 18 67%| 7  26%| 12  45%! 6 2.2%| 267
Tabloid NA NA NA NA_ NA . NA
Stakeholders 53.0% 31.0% 9.0% 7.0% 0.0% 0.0%
{Median 57.8% 262% _7.9% 43% 22% 11%
Table 10: Enhance Existing Employment Centers
[rocation/Source T Agree Disagree _|_No Opinlon ] Totl
6 No.
koo Heo._Forcet_bo. B =
' Gresham ]| 8 421%]| 6 316%) 2 105%| 2 t05%| 1 s53%| o 0.0%| 19
Mivaide | 11 s24%| 5 238%| 2 es%| 1 48%| 2 9s%l o 0.0%| 21
Htsboro 9 3I%|. 6 264%| 1 43%| 2 8T%| 4 17a%] 1 43%] 23
WisonHS] 28 549%| 12 235%| 4 78%] 1 20%| 2 29%| 4 78%| 51
Tualatin 1M1 611%] 2 11I%] 1 56%| .0 0.0%| 4 22%| o 0.0%| 18
Metro 2 696%| 9 _196%| 3  65%| 1 22%| 1 22%| 0 0.0%| 46
Beaverton | 23 500%| 10 21.7%| 6 130%| 2  43%| 3 es%| 2 43%| 46
OregonCity 10 769%| 1 . 77%| 0  00%] 1 Tkl 1 vl o 00%| 13
Malled 12 444%| 4 148%| 2  7a%| 0  00%| 5  185%| 4  148%| 27
Total Open Hous] 144 545%| 56  208%| 21 80%| 10 38%| 23 87%| 11 42%| 264
Tablold NA NA NA NA NA NA
Stakeholders 49.0% 20.0% 18.0% 13.0% 0.0% 0.0%
[Median 51.8% 20.4% 13.0% 8.4% 44% 2.1%
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BEFORE THE METRO COUNCIL \.‘B @\ﬂ & @ ﬂ

FOR THE PURPOSE OF ADOPTING A ) RESOLUTION 94-2040
2040 GROWTH MANAGEMENT STRATEGY ) Introduced by Rena Cusma
Executive Officer

WHEREAS, Metro adopted land use reglonal goals and objectives called Regional
Urban Growth Goals and Objectives (RUGGO) in September 1991 which are required by
state law; and

WHEREAS During the development of RUGGO, there was widespread interest in a
long-range, 50-year view of regional growth which leads to Metro’s Region 2040 planning
program; and

WHEREAS, State law requires several significant 20-year regional land use decisions
in 1995 that will be affected by identifying the region’s long-term planning direction; and

WHEREAS, The Metro Council adopted Resolution No. 94—1930B describing the
products of the Region 2040 process to be adopted by Resolution and by Ordinance; now,
therefore, '

BE IT RESOLVED,

1. That the description of the preferred configuration of Metro’s urban form to
the year 2040 including a map of approximate locations of the conceptual UGB and urban
reserves in Exhibit "A" attached is hereby adopted as the conceptual basis for continued
development of the site specific urban growth boundary (UGB) and urban reserves.

2. That the Region 2040 Recommended Alternative Technical Appendix and |
Recommended Alternative Analysis Map attached as Exhibit "B" is hereby accepted as an
example of one possible implementation of the 2040 urban form concept.

3. That the Preliminary 2040 forecasts of 50 year population and employment of
Tables 5, 6 and 7 in the Region 2040 Recommended Technical Appendix attached as Exhibit
"B" are hereby adopted as the startmg point for refinements in development of the Regional
Framework Plan.

ADOPTED by the Metro Council this day of 51994,

Judy Wyers, Presiding Officer

KILA/1183B

" Page 1 -- Resolution 94-2040
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Metro Region 2040

Fall 1994

Overview

his document describes the Recommended Alternative - -

for the Region 2040 project. For background infor-
mation, please refer to Concepts for Growth, dated June 1994.
(This report assumes familiarity with the ideas and terminol-
ogy used in the June effort). The Recommended Alternative
is the Metro Executive Officer’s recommendation to the
Metro Council and its advisory committees, the Metro
Policy Advisory Committee (MPAC), the Joint Policy
Advisory Committee on Transportation (JPACT) and the
Future Vision Commission.

The Recommended Alternative considers the technical

idings documented in the Concepts for Growth report as well
as nearly 17,000 responses received from the It’s Your Turn
survey mailer. The Recommended Alternative is Metro
staff’s attempt to blend all this information into one “best”
alternative. Its a common point to begin discussion of the
major issues confronting our region to be refined through
the Regional Framework Plan and Future Vision. The
alternative will be discussed at public hearings and is likely to

change in response to public comments received.

The Recommended Alternative would allow the expansion
of the urban growth boundary by 14,500 acres over 50 years.
This is less expansion than other concepts, except Concept
B. It preserves substantial amounts of rural resource lands
that surround the metropolitan region. The Recommended
Alternative also would accommodate growth inside the
present urban growth boundary by using land more effi-
ciently and utilizing smaller average lot sizes. Higher
density would be encouraged where good quality transit
service is planned. Finally, 8 percent of new regional growth
would occur in neighboring cities, less than the 30 percent

. _g,§}1med in Concept C.

The Recommended Alternative is illustrated by two maps.
The Growth Concept Map is intended to be considered for

adoption by the Metro Council. This inap and descriptions
of its components will become the basis for overall regional

_policy setting through the Regional Urban Growth Goals

and Objectives (RUGGOs). The Analysis Map provides a
detailed picture of one way that the Recommended Alterna-
tive could be implemented and allows for computer model-
ing and technical analysis. Much of this report describes the
results of this modeling and technical analysis. The distinc-
tion between the ideas represented in the two maps are
worth calling out. The Concept map provides the basis for a
decision which will embody general principles while the
analysis map is only and example allowing a greater level of
detail.

In the course of integrating feedback from citizens, and local
governments we changed some category names from those
described in Concepts for Growth because of concerns ex-
pressed and to more accurately refléct the meaning and
intent of the terms. “Preferred Alternative” is replaced with
“Recommended Alternative”. “Rural Reserves” has been
substituted for “Greenbelts”, and “Open Space” for
“Greenspaces”, to avoid confusion with Metro’s Greenspaces

program. “Node” has been changed to “Station Communi-

ties”. “Employment Area” has been divided into two catego-
ries, “Industrial Area” and “Employment Area”, just as
“Neighborhoods” have been divided into “Inner Neighbor-
hoods” and “Outer Neighborhoods”. (Explanations of these
categories are included below).

Highlights of the analysis version

¢ The urban growth boundary (UGB) would be expanded
by 14,500 acres over the 50 year period. Lands subject
to future UGB expansion would be designated as Urban
Reserves until the UGB expansion is warranted.

*  The average lot size for new single family homes region-
wide would be 6,650 square feet, or 6.5 units per net
acte.

Region 2040 - Decision-making Kit 1



¢ The ratio of single family and muld-family in new
development would be 62 percent to 38 percent (The
current ratio is 70 percent single family, 30 percent
" multi-family.) |
20 percent of the single family market would be accom-
:modated by rowhouses, duplexes or small lot develop-

ment. This housing type would mostly occur along
transit corridors.

¢ The majority of housing would be in neighborhoods (52
percent), followed by corridors and station communities
(33 percent), and city, regional and town centers (8
percent). '

*  About19;300 acres of currently developed land in the
urban area would redevelop for more intensive uses.

¢ Open space would represent 34,000 of the 248,500 acres .

in the expanded UGB, or 14 percent of the urban land
area.

¢ One third 6f the buildable acres would allow mixed uses
and two thirds would remain in single use categories
such as residential or industrial.

¢ The majority of new jobs (two-thirds) would be accom-

modated in centers or along corridors and main streets,

. which would be well served by transit. The Industrial

* Areas would provide land for about 10 percent of new
jobs and Employment Areas would provide space for 14
percent of new jobs. Significantly, residential neighbor-
hoods account for 15 percent of total jobs (this includes
people working at home, child care, schools, and small
scale commercial within neighborhoods), up from 11
percent currently. ‘

¢ Land extensive and heavily auto dependent commercial

or industrial uses would be limited to employment areas.

and industrial areas rather than on corridors, centers or.
neighborhoods.

Recommended Alternative Elements

This Recommended Alternative is designed to accommodate
720,000 additional residents and 350,000 additional jobs.
The total population served within this plan is 1.8 million
residents within the Metro boundary.

e basic philosophy of the Recommended Alternative is:
ﬁfeserve our access to nature and build better communities.

It combines the goals of RUGGO, the values of the region,

and the analysis of the Region 2040 project to guide growth
for the next 50 years. Key components of the Recommend -
Alternative are described for land use and for transportation.

Land Use and Urban Form:

The following are categories of land use as defined and used
in this Growth Concept.

Neighbor Cities:

"The Recommended Alternative recognizes that neighboring
cities surrounding the region’s metropolitan area are likely to -
grow rapidly. Communities such as Sandy, Canby, and
Newberg will be affected by the Metro Council’s decisions
about managing the region’s growth. A significant number of -
people would be accommodated in these neighboring cities,

- and cooperation between Metro and these communities is

necessary to address common transportation and land-use
issues. '

There are three key concepts for cooperative agreements
with neighbor cities:

¢ There should be a separation of rural land between each
neighboring city and the metropolitan area. If the
region grows together, the transportation system would
suffer and the cities would lose their sense of community
identity. ‘

¢ There should be a strong balance between jobs and
housing in the neighbor cities. The more a city retains a
balance of jobs and households, the more trips will
remain local.

*  The “green corridor,” highway through a rural reserve
serves as a link between the metropolitan area and a
neighbor city without access to the farms and forests of
the rural reserve. This would keep accessibility high,
which encourages employment growth but limits the
adverse affect on the surrounding rural areas.

Rural Reserves

These are rural areas that keep adjacent urban areas separate.
These rural lands are not needed or planned for develop-
ment but are more likely to experience development pres-
sures than are areas farther away.

2 Region 2040 - Fall 1994



Thesé lands will nof be developed in the foreseeable future, ‘

an idea that requires agreement among local, regional and

state agencies. They are areas outside the present urban

swth boundary primarily that connect the region to
neighboring cities.

New rural commercial or industrial development would be
restricted. Some areas would receive priority status as
potential areas for park and open space acquisition. Road
improvements would specifically exclude interchanges or
other highway access to the rural road system, similarly,
there would be no extensions of urban services. Zoning
would be for resource protection on farm and forestry land,
and very low density residential (less than one unit for five
acres) for exception land.

These rural reserves would support and protect farm and
forestry operations. The reserves also would include some
purchase of natural areas adjacent to rivers, streams and lakes

‘to make sure the water quality is protected and wildlife

habitat enhanced. Large natural features, such as hills and
buttes, also would be included as rural reserves because they
buffer developed areas and are poor candldates for compact
urban development.

;ral reserves also would be retained to separate cities
within the Metro boundary. Cornelius, Hillsboro, Tualatin,
Sherwood and Wilsonville all have existing areas of rural
land that provides a break in urban patterns. New areas of
urban reserves, that are indicated on the Concept Map are
also separated by rural reserves, such as the Damascus-
Pleasant Valley areas from Happy Valley.

The primary means of achieving rural reserves would be
through the regional framework plan for areas within the
Metro boundary, and voluntary agreements among Metro,
the counties, neighboring cities, and the state for those areas
outside the Metro boundary. These agreements would
prohibit extending urban growth into the rural reserves and
require that state agency actions are consistent with the rural
reserve designation.

Open Spaces

The areas designated open space'on the Concept map are

ks, stream corridors, wetlands and floodplains, largely

 uildeveloped upland areas, or areas of very low density

residential development. (These areas of residential devel-
opment retain a highly open pattern and are generally

unfenced) Many of these natural features already have
significant land set aside as open space. The Tualatin .
Mountains, for example, contain major parks such as Forest
Park and Tryon Creek State Park and numerous smaller
parks such as Gabriel Park in Portland and Wilderness Park
in West Linn. Other areas are oriented toward wetlands and
streams, with Fanno Creek in Washington County having
one of the best systems of parks and open space in the
region.

Designating these areas as open spaces would have several
effects. First, it would remove these land from the category
of urban land that is available for development. The capac-
ity of the urban growth boundary would have to be calcu-
lated without these, and plans to accommodate housing and
employment would have to be made without them. Sec-
ondly, these natural areas, along with key rural reserve areas,
would receive a high priority for purchase as parks and open
space, such as Metro’s Greenspaces program. Finally,
regulations could be developed to protect these critical
natural areas that would not conflict with housing and
economic goals.

About 34,000 acres of land and water inside today’s urban
growth boundary are included as open spaces in the Recom-
mended Alternative Map. Preservation of these Open
Spaces could be achieved by a combination of ways. Some
areas could be purchased by public entities, such as Metro’s
Greenspaces program or local park departments. Others
may be donated by private citizens or by developers of
adjacent properties to reduce the impact of development.
Still others could be protected by very low-density residen-

" tial zoning, clustering housing on portions of the land while

leaving important features as common open space.

Centers

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

The major advantages of centers in the marketplace are
accessibility and the ability to concentrate goods and services

Region 2040 - Decision-making Kit 3



in a relatively small area. The challenge, however, is that
most of the existing centers are already developed and any
increase in the density must be made through redeveloping

“isting land and buildings. Emphasizing redevelopment in
centers over development of new areas of undeveloped land
is a key strategy in the Recommended Alternative and
favored by many citizens.

The Growth Concept recognizes three types of centers,
distinguished by size and accessibility. The “central city” is
downtown Portland and is accessible to millions of people.
“Regional centers” are accessible to hundreds of thousands
of people, and “town centers” are accessible to tens of
thousands. -

- The Central City

Downtown Portland serves as our major regional center and
functions quite well as an employment and cultural hub for
the metropolitan area. It provides accessibility to the many
businesses that require access to a large market area and also
serves as the location for cultural and social functions that
draw the region together. Itis the center for local, regional,
state, and federal governments, financial institutions,
j j}nmerce, the center for arts and culture, and for visitors to
the region. ’

In addition, downtown Portland has a high percentage of
travel other than by car — three times higher than any other
part of the region. Jobs and housing are readily available,
without the need for a car. Maintaining and improving upon

the strengths of our regional downtown should remain a
high priority. ' |

Today, about 20 percent of all emplayment in the region is
in downtown Portland. Under the Recommended Alterna-
tive, downtown Portland would grow at the same rate as the
rest of the region, and would remain the location of 20
percent of regional employment. To do this, downtown
Portland’s 1990 density of 150 people per acre would
increase to 250 people per acte. Improvements to the transit
system network and maintenance of the highway system
would provide additional access to and from the city center.

Regional centers

There are seven regional centers, serving five market areas
(outside of the Central City market area). Hillsboro serves
that western portion of the region, and Gresham the eastern.
Downtown Beaverton and Washington Square setve the
Washington County area, and Clackamas Town Center and

- Milwaukie together serve Clackamas County and portions of

outer south east Portland. Vancover serves Clark County.
The Central city serves most of the Pordand area as a
regional center. '

. These Regional Centers would become the focus of compact
development, redevelopment, and transit and highway
improvements. The Recommended Alternative accommo-
dates three percent of new household growth and 11 percent
of new employment growth in these regional centers. From
the current 24 people per acre, the Recommended Alterna- -
tive would accommodate about 60 people per-acre.

~ Design TypeTotal*
Central City 1,146
Regional Centers 1,719
Town Centers 2,156
Main Streets 2,758
Corridors/station communities 35,519
Employment Areas 7,763
Industrial Areas 15,045
Inner Neighborhoods 52,481
Outer Neighborhoods 29,537

el

Vacant Redeveloped
115 321
154 447
514 346 -
186 352
6,099 4,024
3,591 1,121
5,930 3,376
10,224 0
14,588 2,079**

-7 *This is total net acres (built and vacant) within the design type.
** No redevelopment was assumed to occur in these areas.

***Assumes redevelopment would occur only outside the present urban growth boundary.
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' Design

Maximum Building
Type Valuation per Acre
Central City $480,000
Regional Centers $360,000
Town Centers $280,000
Main Streets $240,000
Corridors/Commercial Centers $160,000
Employment Areas $40,000
Industrial Areas $40,000
Inner Neighborhoods : -0-
Outer Neighborhoods ' $120,000
(within Urban Reserves) '

Transit improvements for regional centers would include
light-rail connecting all regional centers to the Central City.
Highway improvements also would focus on ensuring that
these centers are accessible as places to conduct business.
Eventually, these centers would grow to the density of
downtown Vancouver, Washington — about one-third of
downtown Portland’s density, but three times denser than
“ese areas today.

Town centers

Smaller than regional centers and serving populations of tens
of thousands of people, town centers are the third type of
center with compact development and transit service. Town
centers would accommodate about 3 percent of new house-
holds and more than 7 percent of new employment. The
1990 density of an average of 23 people per acre would nearly
double — to about 40 persons per acre, the current densities
of development along Hawthorne Boulevard and in down—
town Hillsboro.

Town centers would provide local shopping and employment
opportunities within a local market area. They are designed
to provide local retail and services, at a minimum. They also
would vary greatly in character. Some would become
traditional town centers, such as Lake Oswego, Oregon City,
and Forest Grove, while others would change from an auto-
oriented development into a more complete community, such
”;Klillsdale. Many would also have regional specialties, such
as office centers envisioned for the Ceder Mill town center.
Several new town centers are designated, for example, in -

Happy Valley and Damascus, to accommodate the retail and
service needs of a growing population while reducing auto
travel. Others would combine a town center within a -
regional center, offering the amenities and advantages of
each type of center.

Corridors

Corridors are not as dense as centers but also are located
along good quality transit lines. An example of a present-day
corridor are Beaverton-Hillsdale Highway or Macadam

“Avenue. They provide a place for densities that are some-
- what higher than today and that are convenient to transit.

Typical new developments would include rowhouses,
duplexes, and one to three story office and retail buildings,
and average 25 persons per acre.

Station Communities

Station communities are nodes of development centered
around a light rail or high capacity transit stadon. They
provide for the highest density other than that found in
regional centers. The station communities would encompass
an area approximately one half mile from a station stop.

The densities of new development would average 45 persons -
per acte. Zoning ordinances now set minimum densities for
most Eastside and Westside MAX station communities. An
extensive station community planning program is now under
way for each of the Westside station communities, and
similar work is envisioned for the proposed South/North
line. Itis expected that the station community planning
process will result in specific strategies and plan changes to’
implement the station communities concept.

Because the Recommended Alternative calls for many
corridors and station communities throughout the region,
they would together accommodate 27 percent of the new
households of the region and nearly 15 percent of new
employment.

Main streets

During the early decades of this century, main streets served
by transit and characterized by a strong business and civic

-community were a major land-use pattern throughout the

region. Examples remain in Hillsboro, Milwaukie, Oregon
City and Gresham, as well as the Westmoreland neighbor-
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| Design Type

Households - Employment
Central City 3.3% 20.7%
- Regional Centers 2.0 6.3
Town Centers ‘ 2.4 53
Main Streets .27 53
Corridors/station
communities 327 24.8
Employment Areas 29 9.5
Industrial Areas 0.6 11.2
Inner Neighborhoods ~ 33.5 10.1
Outer Neighborhoods  18.3 4.9
Open Spaces ' 1.6 1.8

hood and Hawthorne Boulevard. Today, these areas are
undergoing a revival and ptovide an efficient and effective
land-use and transportation alternative. The Recommended
Alternative calls for main streets to grow from 1990 levels of
36 people per acre to 39 per acre. Main streets would
accommodate nearly two percent of housing growth.

«vd8in streets typically will serve neighborhoods and may
develop a regional specialization — such as antiques, fine
dining, entertainment, or specialty clothing — that draws
people from other parts of the region. When several main
streets occur within a few blocks of one another, they serve
as a dispersed town center, such as the main street areas of
Belmont, Hawthorne, and Division that form a town center
for inner southeast Portland.

Neighborboods

Residential neighborhoods would remain a key component
of the Recommended Alternative and would fall into two
basic categories. Examples of inner neighborhoods are
Portland and the older suburbs of Beaverton, Milwaukie and
Lake Oswego, and would include primarily residential areas
that are accessible to employment. Lot sizes would be
smaller to accommodate densities increasing from 1990
levels of about 11 people per acre to about 14 per acre.

_ Tqner neighborhoods have smaller lot sizes and better access
_Jjobs and shopping. They would accommodate 28 percent
of new households and 15 percent of new employment (some
of the employment would be home occupations and the

batance would be ﬁeighborhood- based employment such as -
schools, child care and some neighborhood businesses).

- Outer neighborhoods would be farther away from large

employment centers and would have larger lot sizes and
lower densities. Examples include outer suburbs such as.
Forest Grove, Sherwood, and Oregon City, and any addi-
tions to the urban growth boundary. From 1990 levels of
nearly 10 people per acre, outer neighborhoods would
increase to 13 per acre. These areas would accommodate 28
percent of new households and 10 percent of new employ-
ment.

One of the most significant problems in some newer neigh- -

borhoods is the lack of through streets, a recent phenom-
enon that has occurred in the last 25 years. Itis one of the -
primary causes of increased congestion in the region.
Traditional neighborhoods contained a grid pattern with up
to 20 through streets per mile. But in new areas, one to two
through streets per mile is the norm. Combined with large
scale single-use zoning and low densities, it is the major

-cause of increasing auto dependency in neighborhoods.

While existing neighborhoods prebably will not change,
areas of largely vacant land should develop master street
plans to including at least ten through local streets per mile,
which would allow for better access and still allow some
albeit short, cul-de-sacs. '

Employment areas

Industrial areas would be set aside exclusively for industrial
activities. They include land-intensive employers, such as
those around the Portland International Airport, the
Hillsboro Airport and some areas along Highway 212/224.
Industrial areas are expected to accommodate ten percent of
regional employment and no households.

Other employment centers would be designated as mixed-
use employment areas, mixing various types of employment
and including some residential development as well. These
mixed-use employment areas would provide for about five
percent of new households and 14 percent of new employ-
ment within the region. Densities would rise substantially
from 1990 levels of about 11 people per acre to 20 people
per acre. '
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Urban Re:ewc:

One important feature of the Recommended Alternative is

tat it would accommodate all 50 years of forecasted growth
through a relatively small amount of urban reserves. Urban
reserves consist of land set aside outside the present urban
growth boundary for future growth. The Recommended
Alternative proposes approximately 14,500 acres of Urban
Reserves to be chosen from a study area of about 22,000
acres. In the example reflected in the analysis map over 75
percent of these lands are currently zoned for rural housing
and the remainder are zoned for farm or forestry uses.

Transportation Facilities -

Transportation elements are needed to create a successful
growth management policy that supports the Recommended
Alternative. Traditionally, streets have been defined by their
traffic-carrying potential, and transit service according to it’s
ability to draw commuters. Other travel modes have not
been viewed as important elements of the transportation
system. The Recommended Alternative establishes a new
framework for planning in the region by linking urban form
1o transportation. In this new relationship, transportation is

_pwed as a range of travel modes and options that should
reinforce the region’s growth management goals.

-Within the framework of the Recommended Alternative is a
network of multi-modal corridors and regional through-
routes that connect major urban centers and destinations.
Through-routes provide for high-volume auto and transit
travel at a regional scale, and ensure efficient movement of
freight. Within multi-modal corridors, the transportation
system will provide a broader range of travel mode options,
including auto, transit, bicycle and pedestrian networks, that
allow choices of how to travel in the region. These travel
options will encourage the use of alternative modes to the
auto, a shift that has clear benefits for the environment and
the quality of neighborhoods and urban centers.

Regional through-routes

These are the routes that move people and goods around the
region, and connect regional centers and the Central City.
~ hey include freeways, limited access highways, and heavily
. tt}avel_ed arterials, and usually function as through-routes. As
such, they are important not only because of the movement
of people, but as one of the region’s major freight systems.

Since much of our regional economy depends on the
movement of goods and services, it is essential to keep
congestion on these roads at manageable levels, These '
major routes frequently serve as transit corridors but are
seldom conducive to bicycles or pedestrians because of the
volume of auto and freight traffic that they carry.

With their heavy traffic, and high visibility, these routes are
attractive to business. While they serve as an appropriate
location for auto-oriented businesses, they are poor loca-
tions for businesses that are designed to serve neighborhoods
or sub-regions. Neighborhood uses are better located on
multi-modal arterials. Through routes need the highest
levels of access control, but it is important that they not
become barriers to movements across them by other forms
of travel, auto, pedestrian, transit, or bicycle. Through
routes should focus on providing access to centers, rather
than access to the lands that front them.

Multi-modal arterials

These represent most of the region’s arterials. They include
a variety of design styles and speeds, and are the backbone
for a system of multi-modal travel options. Older sections of
the region are better designed for multi-modal travel than
new areas. Although these streets are often smaller than
suburban arterials, they carry a great deal of traffic (up to
30,000 vehicles a day), experience heavy bus ridership along
their routes and are constructed in dense networks that
encourage bicycle and pedestrian travel. The Regional
Transportation Plan (RTP) should identify these multi-
modal streets and develop a plan to further encourage
alternative travel modes within these corridors. ’

Many new streets, however, are designed to accommodate
heavy auto and freight traffic at the expense of other travel
modes. Multiple, wide lanes, dedicated turning lanes,
narrow sidewalks exposed to moving traffic, and widely-
spaced intersections and street crossings create an environ-

_ment that is difficult and dangerous to negotiate without a

car. The RTP should identify these potential multi-modal
corridors and establish design standards that encourage
other modes of travel along these routes.

Collectors and local streets

These streets become a regional priority when a lack of
adequate connections forces neighborhood traffic onto
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arterials,. New suburban development increasingly depends
on arterial streets to carry trips to local destinations, because
most new local streets systems are specifically designed with
arves and cul-de-sacs to discourage local through travel by
any mode. The RTP should consider a minimum standard
of eight to ten through streets per mile, applied to develop-
ing or undeveloped areas to reduce local travel on arterials.
There should also be established standard bicycle and
pedestrian through-routes (via easements, greenways, fire
lanes, etc.) in existing neighborhoods where changes to the
street system are not a reasonable alternative. '

Light rail

Light rail transit (LRT) daily travel capacity measures in tens
of thousands of riders, and provides a critical travel option to
major destinations. The primary function of light rail
(LRT) in the Recommended Alternative is to link regional
centers and the Central City, whete concentrations of
housing and employment reach a level that can justify the
cost of developing a fixed transit system. In addition to
their role in developing regional centers, LRT lines can also
support significant concentrations of housing and ernploy—
ment at individual station areas along their routes. LRT also
,pports land use, especially in anchoring downtown Port-

fand.

Regional design images

In Concepts for Growth we included designs of specific areas of
the region which illustrated what kinds of land use changes
could be undertaken to accommodate growth in the area.

We did not complete such site specific designs for the
Recommended Alternative, although we do have a way to
illustrate the kinds of development types that would have to
be built to achieve the Recommended Alternative.

Residential development, particularly single family detached
housing, uses the largest amount of land within the urban
growth boundary. For this reason, changes to residential
density have the greatest effect on the amount of urban land
needed. In the Recommended Alternative 62 percent of new
residential development would be single family homes, this
compares with 70 percent single family development in

;)90

Outer Neighborhoods

Below is an example illustration representing single family
homes at 6.6 net homes per acre. The Recommended
Alternative assumes 5.7 houses per net acre, or 11 persons

. were acre. Assuming 25 percent of the land is used for

streets, utilities, etc., the average lot size would be approxi-
mately 7,560 square feet. If streets are built more narrowly,
average lot size could be larger. In the Recommended
Alternative, the lowest density urban residential areas are
called “Outer Neighborhoods”. These Outer Neighbor-
hoods are away from the center of the region along the outer
edge of the UGB and in the urban reserves. They represent
people trading larger lot size for greater distances to most
jobs.

{Note: the diagrams are to scale, in this and the succeeding
diagrams the outside box represents the size of land area
necessary to accommodate 100 dwelling units. The sub-
heading lists the acres needed to fit 100 of the units. For
example, for the standard-lot, single family home below you
would need 15 net acres for 100 homes.)

In the Outer Neighborhoods, the average lot size would be
'somewhat smaller than the current region-wide average of

8,500 square feet. However, the current average includes.
lots as large as a half acre, about 20,000 square feet. A small
number of lots this size can substantially increase the
average. The most common new lot size being developed in
the region is about 7,500 square feet, in line with what the
Recommended Alternative is suggesting. Outer neighbor-
hoods would account for approximately 28 percent of the
new households of the region.

Inner Neighborhoods

Inner Neighborhoods are closer-in residential areas with an
average lot size of 5,700 square feet, 7.6 units per net acre. -
This would be 13 person per acre. These neighborhoods
would accommodate about 21 percent of new households. It
should be noted that most of the pre-World War Il single
family homes in the region are on 5,000 square foot lots, so
the Recommended Alternative is suggesting a residential
pattern slightly less dense than many existing neighbor-
hoods. The Inner Neighborhood, however, is denser than
many existing suburban neighborhoods, partlcularly those
built in the 1960s and 1970s
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Standard-Lot Single-Family
154c/100du

Standard-Lot Single-Family

1-2 story buildings

Parking in recessed or alley accessed garages
6.6 dwelling units per acre

Ownership

Small-Lot Single-Family
9.4ac/100du

- ~~~zall-Lot Single-Family
Fs Stw)' Imildings

Parking in recessed or allewy accessed garages
10.6 dwelling units/acre

Ouwnership

Both Inner and Outer Neighborhoods are expressed in
average number of homes per net buildable acre. As with all -
averages, different mixes of smaller and larger lots could be
used to achieve the average. A type of smaller lot develop-
ment is illustrated below, this example accommodates 10 net
homes per acre. - '

Corridors and Station Communities

Corridots are not as dense as centers (see below) but are also
located along good quality transit lines. Examples of present
day corridors are the Beaverton-Hillsdale Highway and
Macadam Boulevards. They would provide 4 place for
densities that are somewhat higher than today, should have a
quality pedestrian envitonment and are convenient to
transit. Corridors would grow from 1990 densities averag-
ing approximately 18 people per acre to an average of
approximately 22 people per acre. This would be on average
12.5 units per net acre. Typical development along corridors
would include rowhouses, duplexes and one to three story
office and retail buildings. '
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Toewnbomes
" 4.5ac/100du

Townhomes

1-2 story buildings

Parking in alley accessed garages
22 dwelling units/acre

" Ouwnership

Station communities are nodes of development organized

around a Light Rail or High Capacity transit station. They

- provide for the highest density outside of centers. The
station communities would grow from 1990 densities

- averaging approximately 22 persons per acre to an average of
45 persons per acre, or 23 housing units per net acre.
Minimum densities have been established for most Eastside
and Westside MAX station communities. An extensive
station community planning program is now under way for
each of the Westside Light Rail station community areas.
Similar work is envisioned for the proposed South/North
line. Itis expected that the station community planning
process will result in specific strategies and plan changes to
implement the station communities concept.

The illustrations below show carriage homes and
townhouses (rowhouses) which provide home ownership, but
are able to accommodate many more households. For
example, the carriage homes (with an “in-law” unit) accom-
modate 16 net homes per acre, while townhouses accommo-
-~—3e 20-22 homes per net acre. Twenty percent of the single
winily homes in the Recommended Alternative would be
small lot or townhouse types.

Carriage Units (w/In-Law)
64c/100du

Carriage Units (with In-Law)

1-2 story buildings

Ancillary (in-law) unit placed over detached garage
Parking in alley accessed garages

16.6 dwelling units/acre

Ownership

In summary, there are three important points about these
residendal housing types. First, many people will continue
to live in larger lot single family homes. Secondly, our
demographic forecasts indicate that the population of the
region will be changing. The portion of the population age
65 or.over will increase from 13 percent (1990) to about 24
percent (2040). Household size is also expected to decrease.
These trends could support smaller, more compact residen-

' dal patterns. Finally, small decreases in average lot size

greatly reduce the amount UGB expansion needed. A
reduction from the current average lot size of 8,500 square
feet to 7,000 square foot will save about 15,000 acres of land
that otherwise would need to be added to the UGB, an area
about the size of Gresham. Most of the increased density
needed in order to minimize expansions of the UGB can be
accommodated by no more than two story homes on their
own lot. Keep in mind that the above illustrations are to
scale and show a way for 100 households to be accommo-
dated. Compare the size of the overall square (which
tepresents the space needed to fit 100 dwelling units) with
the others; with more density, less land is used.
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Podium Apartments

Tuck-under apartments

Garden Apartments

34 story buildings
Structured parking is Tuck-under Apartments
placed below grade and 2-3 story buildings
interior to the building At grade parking is placed in
66 dwelling units/acre " parking garages that are tucked
Rental or condominiums under the building :
40 dwelling units/acre fa; ft‘;fi’:%‘”“
l L) - g
Rental or e Sl Surface parking is placed in central
ot parking ciourts or bebind buildings
P 26 units per acre
e s ool ( Rental or condominiums
oo ey '
=R=8
iR o T .
T suetace Parking ‘ ?j

Neighborhood, Town and Regional Centers

Multi-family development in 1990 provided 32 percent of
total housing units. Under the Recommended Alternative,
38 percent of new housing units would be multi-family
housing. This would include apartments (both rental and
ownership possible) as illustrated below. The podium
apartments represent the type of residential development in
Regional Centers, the “tuck-under” units are similar to the
densities in Town Centers and Main Streets, while the
garden apartments represent building types in Neighbor-
hood Centers.

However, some of the multi-family homes would be a part
of mixed use developments adjacent to transit stops either
along corridors or in commercial, town, regional or city
centers. These multi-family types are illustrated below.

__The major difference between them is how parking is

» ‘,,-écommodated. In the “retail-office-residential mixed-use”,
the buildings are four to five stories in height with struc-
tured parking. The “retail-residential mixed-use” is two to

three stories with surface parking.

As noted earlier, over 60 percent of all new jobs would be
accommodated in the centers or corridors designated in the
Recommended Alternative. These areas are intended to be
compactly built and well served with transit. Office struc-
tures are a way to accommodate much of the employment in.
centers and corridors. Of course the mixed use structures
included above would also provide places for employment in
the centers and corridors.

Employment Areas and Industrial Areas

In the Employment Areas, a mix of land uses would be
encouraged. The primary use would be employment, but
residential uses would also be allowed. Employment areas
would mix commercial, light industrial and residential uses
in a compact way, providing affordable and convenient
housing while reducing auto dependence. The uses in
Employment areas would not necessarily be within one
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Mixed-Use Main St. | Retail Office Misxed Use
1.2-acre site’ '2-3 Story Buildings (ground floor
‘ retail with office space above)

Surface parking is placed bebind the
uilding
137 jobs/acre

building, but would be in relatively close proximity to each
other. : :

Industrial areas are reserved for employment, residential uses
would not be allowed, and many retail and commercial uses
would be discouraged. Traditional uses, building types and
employment are assumed to continue in these areas.

Recommended Alternative Analysis

As indicated above, we prepared an example of how the
Growth Concept could be construed. This enables us to
show at least one way in which the Growth Concept could
work. Itis consistent with the analysis map and the results
are described below.

Land use

In order to better understand what the Recommended
Alternative would require to be implemented, Figure 1
shows the total acres and buildable land (vacant and
redevelopable) assumed for each design type. The vacant

- lands are actual numbers of acres inventoried as buildable,
while the redeveloped acres are assumed to redevelop over
the next 50 years.

The biggest vacant land supply is in the neighborhood

categories where almost 23,000 vacant acres exist. The other

large supply is in the Employment Areas and Industrial

328, where 9,500 acres of vacant land exist and about 4,500
«cfes of redevelopable land were assumed.

Mixed-Use Main St.
1.2-gcre site

Retail-Office-Residential Mixed Use -
4-5 story buildings (ground floor
retail, 1-2 levels of office and 2-3
levels of retail)

Structured Parking is placed below
grade or interior to the building

125 jobs/acre

62.5 swelling units/acre

%@

The larger centers - town, regional and city - have small
amounts of vacant buildable land - in total less than 800 net
acres. These vacant lands are supplemented by
redevelopable lands totaling an additional 1,100 net acres.
Accordingly, 37 percent of the total developable land in
these centers would need to be intensified in order to
implement the Recommended Alternative.

While Main Streets also show very little available land when
compared with some design types, redevelopment would
allow these areas to capture almost twice the development
potential available through the vacant land supply. Corri-
dors and commercial centers with over 6,000 acres of vacant
land and 4,000 acres of redevelopment land utilize 27
percent of the buildable land within the design type for
accommodating growth.

Redevelopment plays a key role in of the Recommended
Alternative. Current building valuations were used to
establish long term redevelopment potential. The following
table shows the maximum building valuation used for

~ choosing redevelopment according to the design categories
- used. '

Over 50 years, buildings with relatively low valuations were
assumed to redevelop in the centers, main streets, and
corridors. No redevelopment was assumed in neighbor-
hoods except those in potential Urban Reserves even though
a modest level of redevelopment will occur of very low value
buildings. Only low value buildings (less than $40,000/acre)
were assumed to redevelop on industrial or mixed use
employment land. These redevelopment criteria allowed 21
percent of new households and 18 percent of new employ-
ment to be accommodated through redevelopment. Rede-
velopment of higher value properties in the Central City and
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B Offfice (Lw mtermgm)
| 2-3 story buildings
Surfacc parking is placcd bebind the
ing
All buildings orient to streets of publu
plazas and parks
80% floor area ratio

assumed

1.5-acre site

at 440 grosssq fr./
enployee or 95 jobs/acre.
1 parking space/o
emplayee on site

_ Regional Centers would occur over time as more develop-
ment takes place and land values rise.

Itis impomnt to understand that redevelopment includes
intensification of a site, and it does not necessarily destroy-
. the existing buildings on the site. For example, new build-
- ings in the parking lot of an existing complex is one common
type of redevelopment. Conversion of a single family home
. to an office or restaurant is another common example of
redevelopment that conserves existing structures. Redevel-
nent thorough additions to existing structures would be
more common outside the central city area, where existing
densities are low.

11,000 acres or 57 percent of the redevelopment land occurs
in mixed use areas. This 11,000 acres represents only six
percent of the gross developable acres in the region. The-

* redevelopment land in the Central City would accommodate
70 percent more employees (80,000) as it did in 1990.
Regional Centers would utilize redevelopment land at
almost three times the existing density. Town Centers would

_double the capacity on redevelopment land, as did main

~ streets. Similarly, redevelopment along corridors create a

threefold increase of the housing units there - a net increase

- 0£30,500 households. The centers’ housing density would

increase on redevelopment land by more than five-fold, from

71,000 - 1,500 units in 1992 to 5,000 - 10000umtsm2040

This growth is the result of the  greater density called for in
these areas. Designations in the Recommended Alternative
would allow higher density condominiums and apartments
(30 - 150 units/acre, 2-8 stories). Redevelopment in centers
-~ —{ corridors reinforces transit and provides the opportunity
’ .d{' more non-auto trips and concentrates redevelopment and
higher density in relatively small portions of the region - as
compared with increasing densities thiroughout the region.

Office jobs are calculated

Office (bigh intensity)

4-5 story buildings

Structured parlcmg is placed below
grade or interioir to the building

All buildings orient to streets or
public plaza and parks

200% floor are ratio assumed

Office jobs are calculated at 340 gross

sq. ft./ employee or 300
“"@ o~
.« e ) . <> ry ’Y

Jobs/acre
The overall distribution of households and employees by

1 parking space/o
emnployee on-site.

“design type in 2040 can be seen in Figure 3.

The Central City would maintain its current share of 20
percent of regional employment by adding 80,000 jobs.  The
Regional Centers would double their share of employment
(to 6 percent) adding 40,000 employees. The Town Centers -
would increase their employment share from 3 percent to 5
percent with 27,000 jobs. Corridors and station communi-
ties would lose a small percentage of their regional share
anostly due to the effects of new growth on vacant land in
new urban reserves and elsewhere, but they still receive
64,000 jobs. Employment Areas would still add a sizeable
amount - 50,000 jobs. The Industrial Areas would maintain
approximately 12 percent of the region’s employment by
adding 35,000 jobs. Employment in neighborhoods thome
occupations or jobs located in schools, child care centers or
very small commercial sites) would remain approximately
constant with today’s share (15 percent); locating 37,000 new

jobs there.

. The lérge household ihéreasps occur in corridors and

commercial centers (100,000 new households), andin -

- neighborhoods (175,000 new households). The corridors’

share of the region’s households would drop shghtly as B
expansion and new growth dilute corridor concentrations. o
The household share drops for closer-in netghborhoods, but
rises for those further out in the new Urban Reserve areas, o
where the regional share rises markedly as 59,000 house-
holds locate beyond the current UGB (16 percent of the new
residents). The Corridors and Centers add almost 41,000

~ households increasing their share of residents by 50 percent.

Employment Areas also receive about 20,000 households - a
six-fold increase in what was almost exclusively employment
land before.
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To the extent that the area inside the current UGB can't
accommodate additional growth, Urban Reserves would be

| ~ needed. These are areas designated to be converted to urban

ses if and when a need for additional urban land is found.
The Recommended Alternative would require potential
Utban Reserves of 14,500 gross acres.

The potential Urban Reserves designation considered state
and regional criteria. The ability to serve areas with sanitary
sewer and water, access to jobs, potential health hazards and
avoidance of exclusive farm use zones were weighed. In
Rural Reserve areas the desire to keep communities separate

and efficient provision of facilities and services were consid-

ered.- The potential Urban Reserves Map is intended to
provide an overall direction for decision makers. Property
specific designations of Urban Reserves will occur after the
Metro Council concludes its decision about the Recom-
mended Alternative.

In ¢ontrast to Urban Reserves, Rural Reserves have been
included as a category in the Recommended Alternative to -

protect rural areas. The Rural Reserves are areas into which

no expansion of Urban Reserves or the UGB will be allowed.

- They are intended to protect commercial, agricultural and

forest activities, providing separation between urban areas.
Jisting large lot rural residential uses would be allowed to

- continue as would development of existing lots of record,

ﬁve acres or larger. However, no expansion of large lot
resxdexmal zoning would be permitted.

Neighboring cities, or those cities directly connected to the
Metro region by a major highway or road, are also addressed
in the Recommended Alternatdve. About 86,000 residents
and 49,000 jobs are planned to be accommodated in neigh-
boring cities, primarily Sandy, Canby and Newberg. These
cities administer their own urban growth boundaries,
independent of Metro urban growth'boundary decisions.
These communities, either within their present UGB or
Urban Reserves adopted or under review, could accommo-
-date these jobs and households. However, the issue of
-maintaining separation between urban areas is of mutual

- access and job creation.

~ Transportation
che Region 2040 Recommended Alternative establishes a

land use context for future transpormuon planning efforts.

We modeled transportation networks Yfor the three concepts

and the Recommended Alternative. The results allow us to
examine the viability of the Recommended Alternative urban
form and our ability to serve a growing population with a
balanced transportation system. As we refine the Regional
Framework Plan, the interplay between transportation and
land use needs will continue to shape both urban growth and
regional transportation policies.

Though detailed, our modeling does not address cost
effectiveness of the networks or potential.land use impacts,
and is not intended to be a comprehensive study of specific
transportation needs. Instead, actual transportation needs,
corridors and modes will be established in an updated
Regional Transportation Plan (RTP). The updated RTP
will serve as the transportation element of the Regional
Framework Plan, and will address transportation planning
requirements of the Metro charter, state Transportation
Planning Rule and Federal ISTEA.

Once the updated RTP is complete, detailed transportation

alignments may need to be developed to implement specific

corridors within the region. We will also work closely with
local planners to further coordinate regional transportation
goals with the development of local transportation plans.

Connecting land use and transportation

Two principles guided the development of the transportation
system in the Recommended Alternative - coordination of
land use pattern and transportation decisions and a balanced
transportation system. This was done by creating a network
where the Recommended Alternative land uses and urban
form were fully complemented by a range of transportation
options. In general, urban centers are connected by a set of
multi-modal corridors that accommodate auto, transit,
bicycle and pedestrian travel to varying degrees. -+

Regional Centers and the Central City would have the most

' intensive package of transportation improvements and

services, reflecting their central role. They would be easily

- - accessible by multd-modal corridors arid would have efficient
interest to Metro and the neighboring cities as are issues of - -

pedestrian and-bicycle circulation within the Centers. Town -
Centers would be similarly served with 2 multi-modal range
of travel options, but the magnitude of transportation
infrastructure would be generally less than the Regional
Centers. Corridors, Station communities, and Main Streets
would be characterized by high-quality transit service,
bicycle and pedestrian amenities along the roadways, and less
auto traffic than other arterial streets.

14 Region 2040 - Fall 1994



Employment Areas and Industrial Areas would have more
roadway connections, éspecially truck routes and better
access to the regional highway network and would have

- specialized transit service to major destinations.

The Recommended Alternative also focused on connectivity
and the development of Regional Centers. Our primary
objective in designing the preferréd roadway network was to
create a dense, connected system that dispersed travel
demand and reinforced the regional centers. -Using the
current RTP as a starting point, local planners helped us
determine where collector and arterial streets could be
connected, and where new streets could be extended. These
new connections were designed to enhance auto, transit,
bicycle and pedestrian travel options throughout the region,
and particularly in the vicinity of the Regional Centers.

Another feature of the transportation system was keeping
arterials livable. While peak-hour congestion at street
intersections is to be expected, local planners helped us
define parallel routes that might improve local circulation,
while avoiding the development of massive arterial streets
whose scale discourages the use of non-auto modes and
undermines livability. In some cases, proposed highway-
type facilities were dropped in favor of a series of smaller-
\_éale arterial and collector street connections.

Major bighway througb-routes to connect Regional Centers

and Neigbboring Cities

New highways have the potential to enhance the develop-
ment of Regional Centers and the movement of goods
throughout the region. However, new highways can also
encourage urban sprawl, and undermme the viability of
Reglonal Centers.

The Mt. Hood Parkway is included in the recommended

. network to reinforce the Gresham Regional Center, provide
a freight route from I-84 to Highway 26 and better connect
. Sandy — a Neighboring Cityin the Recommended Alterna-
. tive——to the urban area. ‘The parkway is modeled with
 limited access, an I-84 interchange, split access to the
Gresham Regional Center, and an mterchange at Highway
26.

"¢ southern alignment of the Sunrise Highway is similarly

' w.ddeled as 2 second route to Sandy, a freight connection
from 1-205 to Highway 26, and to support development of
the Clackamas and Milwaukie Regional Centers. The

Highway and Transit Improvements
Lano Miles and Tranett Hours
Thousands

I
%qs ‘%%4 %o Ko %"'

Sunrise Highway modeling assumes limited access, with
interchanges at I-205, the Clackamas industrial area, Rock
Creek, Damascus and Highway 26. The southern alignment
is used because it best supports the development of the
Damascus Town Center. Although the actual model con-
tains a “build-out” of the highway, the inclusion of the
Sunrise route assumes a phased-in approach, with the
pordon west of Damascus improved first, along with the
acquisition of right-of-way and construction of the segment
extending east of the proposed urban reserve boundary. The

. remaining sections would be improved over time, reflecting

gradual development of the Damascus town center.

Finally, a new Highway link from I-5 to 99W, is included as
a freight connection, and as a primary route to Newberg —
one of the two neighboring cities included in the Recom-
mended Alternative. This connection is also intended to
divert through-traffic from Highway 99W and Tualatin-
Sherwood Road that might otherwise undermine the
development of town centers in Tualatin and Tigard. To
improve circulation and access in Washington county, new
arterials and collector streets were modeled in the ares
between US 26 and Tualatin Valley Highway. New freeway
capacity was added to Highway 217. To address freight
movements from Washington County to the I-5 corridor, -
capacity was added to Highway 217 in the model. North/ -
South from Tualatin Valley Highway to Highway 26, was
not included as a freeway, but a package of North/South
arterial and collector street improvements was modeled to
improve mobility in this area for all modes of travel.

Although not included in our modeling, the growth of
neighboring cities, such as Sandy and Newberg, along major
freight routes will ultimately affect through-travel, and could
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create'a need for bypass roum Such impacts should be
considered as part of unplcmentmg the Regional Framewotk
Plan and each of these local comprehensive plans.

Light Rail connections

Tri-Met staff led the effort to design a Recommended
Alternative transit system. The backbone of the transit
network is a series of radial Lighit Rail Transit (LRT) -
corridors that connect the Regional Centers to the Central
City. These radial routes include the Banfield and Westside
LRT lines, and LRT routes south to Milwaukie and
Clackamas Town Center, north to Clark County, and a
Westside spur to Washington Square. Several alignments
are conceptual, actual alignments of planned connections
will be determined in later, more detailed studies.

In addition to an extensive network of local bus lines, we
have included a new level of service, called Fastlink, that
offers streamlined, express-type service to Regional Centers
and along major corridors. Although still under develop-
ment, FastLink service is envisioned to be a bridge between
light rail and traditional bus service, with aménity-oriented
‘buses that serve more widely-spaced “stations”.

Critical aspects of the transit system are improvements made
to the road network and pedestrian improvements. The
road improvements discussed above increase connectivity for
autos, transit, bikes and pedestrians. In addition to improved
street connectivity in the vicinity of Regional Centers,
bicycle and pedestrian travel is encouraged in the Recom-
mended Alternative through improved amenities (modeled
as pedestrian environmental factors, or PEFs) within the

- regional centers, and parking cost factors applied to auto
travel to the centers. As the Regional Framework Plan is
developed these modelling considerations will be translated
into bicycle and pedestrian system improvements and
parking management programs tailored to each of the six .
Regional Centers.

The Recommended Alternative assumes a series of “Green
Corridor” transportation links to neighboring cities that
span Rural Reserves. In the cases of Sandy and Newberg,
the Green Corridors feature high performance, limited
access highways, high-quality transit, and bicycle and
“destrian facilities that give easy access to the neighboring
«ities while minimizing urban development pressure on the

intervening rural landscape. _
L

Although other outlying towns are not planned to absorba
significant share of growth in the Recommended Alternative,
many are already experiencing growth today. Though major
transportation improvements to these towns are not included

- in the Recommended Alternative, existing highway links to

these cities that travel through rural areas are stll designed
as Green Corridor facilities in the Recommended network.

As with the previous growth concepts, we modeled a possible
transportation system for the Recommended Alternanve
The results are heartemng

With a road network somewhat larger than the other growth
concepts, but a compact form, the Recommended Alterna-
tive is projected to have less congestion than both Concepts
A and B. Only Concept C, which assumes that one-third of
future growth will be in neighboring cities, would have
slightly less congeston. However, overall congestion in the

. Recommended concept would still be double today’s levels.

Our analysis of the model results also shows that areas of the
region with dense networks of through streets would have .
less PM. peak-hour congestion, including close-in neighbor-
hoods near the Central City. In contrast, areas with a more
dispersed, less connected roadway system are projected to
have significant peak-hour congestion — despite a number
of modeled roadway additions to these more dispersed -
networks,

Though transit service in the Recommended Alternative was
less extensive than any other growth scenario, the close
coordination of land use and transit helped to produce had
the best transit ridership of any concept. Transit ridership

. was also encouraged in the Recommended Alternative by

Daily Transit Service and Ridership
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modeled parking factors and pedestrian amenities in urban

- centers and transit-supportive corridors. Despite a less
extensive light rail system than other growth concepts and
the addition of more land to the urban area in this scenario,
the percentage of jobs and households served by transit in -
the Recommended Alternative would be nearly the same as
current levels.

With regard to the state Transportation Rule requirement of
_ 0 percent reduction in vehicle miles travelled (VMT) over
* __é next thirty years, the Recommended Alternative would
achieve a drop of just over five percent during the 50-year

. planning period. Though less than Concept B, this VMT
per capita reduction is better than the other scenarios.

These modelling conclusions show the feasibility of serving
the Preferred Alternative urban form with a balanced,
attainable transportation system. Such a system provides for
continued mobility via the automobile, ensures freight
efficient movement on the regional highway system and
offers attractive passenger travel options to the automobile
via transit, bicycle and pedestrian modes.

 What can we improve?

The lessons learned from developing the Recommended
Alternative will provide a valuable starting point for updat-
ing the RTP. While individual road and transit links were
modeled in a conceptual manner, the Recommended Alter-
native will still help us address key policy issues about the
- jtransportation modes, the need to complement transit
routes with supporting land uses, and the need to limit the .
impact of urban travel routes on ruraljand uses.

. The Recommended Alternative also nges us valuable data-

with which to establish specific objectives and indicators for
transportation service and performance. These may include
roadway density vs. capacity ratios, transit service thresholds,
bicycle and pedestrian accessibility targets, freight move-

. ment considerations and levels of tolerable peak-hour

congestion in specific urban environments and situations.

Parks and open space

The primary objective is to preserve natural areas and open
spaces within an intensifying metropolitan area so that the
region has active and passive recreational opportunities and

.is not exclusively urban from one end of the UGB to the

other. The Recommended Alternative specifically accounts

for open space on its map and in its capacity analysis.

Within the definition of open space is included public and
private land that cannot be built on because it is in flood-
plains, wetlands, and parks (15,300 acres).- Additional land
would be added that buffers stream corridors and significant
topographic features as well as significant habitat areas from
the Greenspaces Master Plan. These additions would bring
the total open spaces to 34,000 acres. Much of the open
spaces are vacant and privately owned (12,350 acres). Of the
vacant land only 5,000 gross acres is considered buildable

- when environmental constraints and gross to net reductions

are taken into account.

A portion of the total open space (6,400 acres) is already
developed, but at very low densities. While development

‘within areas designated as open space would not be expected

to be removed, additional development would be discour-
aged. In addition, while some areas of privately owned,
undeveloped land may be designated as open space, the
intent is to encourage the local jurisdictions to conserve
these open spaces by clustering any permitted density,
leaving the bulk of the remaining land undeveloped '

Air quality

Air quality concerns carbon monoxide (CO) in the winter
and ground level ozone (O3) in the summer. Forecasts show
potential problems with the ground level ozone, beginning
in 2007. These problems will be exacerbated by all pollution
soutces, not only transportation related sources.

None the less, air quality modeling results for transportition
sources were encouraging. When the Recommended
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Alternative is compared with the other growth oonoepts,. o

relatively low levels of transportation generated air pollut-
~nts are projected. For a seven county region (Clackamas,

ark, Columbia, Marion, Multnomah, Yambhill and Wash-.
ington counties) the Recommended Alternative would have
the lowest forecast levels of CO. On a four county basis, the
Recommeénded Alternative would generate slightly more CO
than Concept C, but less than any of the other growth
concepts. :

The Recommended Alternative, on a seven county basis,
would have the second lowest level of projected transporta-
tion generated hydrocarbons, while on a four county basis,
concepts B and C would generate somewhat less. It should
be kept in mind that because of fleet emission improve-
ments, the projections for hydrocarbon and CO levels from
transportation sources are less than existing (1990) levels.
That is, for two important air pollutants, transportation will
generate less pollutants than today.

However, for the third key pollutant, oxides of nitrogen, all
growth concepts would show an increase from transportation
sources. For the seven county area, concept B would
generate less oxides of nitrogen than any other, while the

"~ ~pommended Alternative would be second best. For the
__dr county area, the Recommended Alternative again is

. projected to have slightly more air pollution that concept B,
but would have better predicted performance than all other
growth concepts.

Employment

As indicated in Concepts for Growth, given our population and
employment forecasts it appears that in aggregate there is
sufficient land for employment uses. The Recommended
Alternative, although different than the other analyzed
concepts, includes very similar amounts of employment land.
- If the same analysis method is used, we would conclude that
some areas, particularly in Hillsboro and along the Columbia
South Shore, appear to have more land than is likely to be
needed over the 50 year time horizon of the study.

Having a surplus of such land may provide flexibility in
locational decisions, although some land owners may
auestion the designation if development is not feasible

' }nuse of lack of market demand. Regardless, a more
public concern is the balance between jobs and housing in
the region. The jobs housing table b¢low shows each of the

Regional Centers and the areas for which 2 jobs/housing

ratio was calculated under the Recommended Alternative. .

. Portland would continue to be a jobs rich area, while other

areas such as Clackamas Town Center would become more -
housing rich than they currently are. The overall trend is
towards more housing and less jobs. This is in line with
national trends for the time period due to the aging of the
population. The need for housing remains, but the percent-
age of the population participating in the workforce will
decline as greater numbers of people are retired.

Housing

As noted earlier, the largest amount of land in the region is
devoted to residential uses. Of this, by far the most land is
used for single family development. With the Recom-
mended Alternative, the new development, which would be

- ataratio of 62 percentsingle family to 38 percent muld

family, is more compact than existing development, with a
ratio of 70 percent single family to 30 percent mult family.
However, the Recommended Alternative includes as single
family about 78,000 new homes that would be built at 10.5
dwelling units per gross acre -~ average lot sizes of 3,000
square feet or less. These units comprise about 20 percent
of the total new single family units assumed to be built over
50 years. These higher densities could be met by combina-
tions of single family and multi-family, accessory units ( or
“granny flats”) or developments such as rowhouses, duplexes,
and small lot single family along corridors and in Station
Communities.

New housing in the centers is almost exclusively mult-
family, while the neighborhood categories are predominantly
single family. This difference between centers and neighbor-
hoods reflects the strategy in the Recommended Alternative
to locate higher density housing only in very accessible
locations. The cortidors and station communities show a
mix of housing (35 percent single family to 65 percent
multi-family) that often borders both transit and neighbor-
hoods.

The Metro Housing Rule was set both to contain the UGB
and ensure affordable housing. If we move away from
jurisdictional goals to the target areas in the Recommended
Alternative we need to revisit each jurisdiction’s responsibil-
ity for affordable housing. Metro’s primary responsibility is
toffasure an adequate land supply to accommodate housing

- demand. The Recommended Alternative would accomplish
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Base Case

Concept C

Recommended

1990 ConceptA  Concept B Alternative
Population 1,032,471 1,917,284 1,943,895 1,904,799 1,678,720 1,862,182
“Households 410,853 827,843 839,333 822,452 724,836 804,051
Jobs ’ 723,982 12842100 1,305,193 1,293,427 1,169,913 1,257,365
Single-Family/Multi-Family 70/30 70730 74/26 60/40 69/31 65732
Location of Growth
% of growth in existing — 83% 71% 100% 63% 87%
Metro UGB ' ’ .
% of growth accommodated —_ 0% 6% 18% 8% 19%
by redevelopment : '
EFU conversion. —_ 63,900 17,200 0 11,400 3,545
% of employment on
Industrial land 32% 43% 53% 33% 54% 25% .
Transportation
Vehicle Miles Traveled 12.40 13.04 12.48 10.86 11.92 11.76
per Capita :
- ’?de Split 92/3/5 92/3/5 - - 91/4/5 88/6/6 89/5/6 88/6/6
" _{Auto/Transit/Walk-Bike)
Congested Road Miles 151 506 682 643 404 454
Transit Riders 136,800 338,323* 372,400 527,800 437,200 570,000
Average PM Speed (mph) 30 28 24 24 27 26
Transit Service Hours 4,983 9,600 12,300 13,200 12,600 12,000
Air Quality : . : :
CO Winter (Kg/day) 835,115 614,451 613,537 579,579 - 569,091 574,749
CO Summer 574,708 528,601 525,133 496,017 487,188 491,995
HC Summer 177,857 -~ 70,700 69,810 66,375 65,745 66,391
NOx Summer 80,452 94,024 90,987 83,817 86,988 86,230
Drinking Water Costs — — Moderate Low Moderate Lower
Wastewater Costs — —_ Moderate Moderate High Moderate
Stormwater Costs — —_ Moderate Moderate Moderate Moderate
* The Base Case did not have pquingﬁctors and pedestrian factors modeled consistent with the other growth concepts.
J
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this by moderate expansions of the urban growth boundary,
~higher densities, and some redevelopment.

" our discussions with affordable housing providers and
advocates, they indicated that unless specific policies address
the issue, little progress is likely. Policies and incentives to
the private sector in particular, but also to non-profit
agencies, to encourage affordable housing would be needed.

. Social stability

For the earlier growth concepts we asked law enforcement,
fire fighting and emergency medical response officials which
concept might be most easily served. Their answers consid-
ered response times and design elements that foster a strong
sense of community. Applying those criteria to the Recom-
mended Alternative, we conclude that it would likely have
response times better than Concept A, because the total
urban land area is less. - Additionally, the Recommended
Alternative is similar in response times to Concepts B or C
and much better than the Base Case. The Recommended
Alternative is likely to do as well or better than the concepts
previously analyzed when considering crime and safety
issues.

Water facilities

In analyzing the growth concepts, sewer and water profes-
sionals of the region considered a myriad of criteria. They
concluded that the potential cost differences between
concepts for stormwater were too small to predict differ-
ences and a similar conclusion with regard to stormwater
costs and the Recommended Alternative can be reached.
However, service providers did find differences in water and
sanitary sewer costs. Consistent with their findings, it seems
likely that the Recommended Alternative would have slightly
higher costs than Concept B, but lower than A or C for
water and sanitary sewer services.

A regional water supply study is currently being completed
by the water providers of the region and Metro. This
analysis is using the Region 2040 growth assumptions and
data to evaluate alternative approaches and reach conclusions
about the most effective solutions to address water supply

3sues in the region. These conclusions should prove useful
A preparing the Regional Framework Plan.

Summary

We have studied, analyzed, modeled, talked, changed,
amended, defined and redefined. Itis now time for a
regional decision on how we want this area to grow over the
next 50 years.

The Recommended Alternative is intended as a focal point
of discussion as to how the citizens of this region believe we
should best meet the challenges of the future. It attempts to
blend technical analysis and the concerns heard so far from
the public. It balances the concerns about expansion of the
urban growth boundary with concerns about higher densities
and providing housing choice. It provides mability and
mode choice by planning for more light rail and bus service,
while considering the cost effectiveness of such services. It
models expansions of the road and highway network, with
improvements linked to serving critical land uses.

The Recommended Alternative will be scrutinized by the
public, interested parties, Metro advisory committees and
the Metro Council. Changes to the Recommended Alterna-
tive will undoubtably be made prior to adoption. The Metro
Council, once satisfied with the revisions they direct, will
adopt a map and text that will be incorporated into the
Regional Urban Growth Goals and Objectives (RUGGO).
The Recommended Alternative through this process will be
distilled into basic principles and a map and become the
formally adopted Region 2040 Growth Concept. The
directions set by this decision will become the foundation for
the Charter mandated Regional Framework Plan.
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BEFORE THE METRO COUNCIL

AN ORDINANCE AMENDING THE
REGIONAL URBAN GROWTH GOALS
AND OBJECTIVES (RUGGO)
ORDINANCE TO REFLECT THE

1992 METRO CHARTER AND
INCLUDE PREFERRED 2040 URBAN
FORM

ORDINANCE NO. 94-2040

Introduced by Rena Cusma
Executive Officer

: WHEREAS, The Regional Urban Growth Goals and Objectives (RUGGO) in Metro
Ordinance No. 91-418B were adopted September 21, 1991 as Metro’s regional goals and
objectives under ORS 268.380; and

WHEREAS The Metro Council adopted Ordinance No. 93-499 to substitute Metro
Policy Advisory Committee for the Regional Policy Advisory Committee as the regional
partner advisory committee in the Regional Urban Growth Goals and Objectives; and

WHEREAS, The RUGGO have not been amended to reflect the Future Vision and
the Regional Framework Plan required by the 1992 Metro Charter; and

_ WHEREAS, The Metro Couhcil established in Resolution No. 94-1930B that the
preferred configuration of Metro’s urban form in the year 2040 would be adopted both as
Metro policy and as Regional Urban Growth Goals and Objectives provisions; and

WHEREAS, ORS 197. 015(1) was amended in 1993 to include the Regional Urban

Growth Goals and Objectives in the definition of "acknowledgment" for comphance with the
Land Conservation and Development Commission statewide goals; and

WHEREAS, ORS 197.251 now allows Metro to seek the Land Conservation and
Development Commission acknowledgment of the Regional Urban Growth Goals and
Objectives compliance with the statewide land use goals; now, therefore,

THE METRO COUNCIL ORDAINS AS FOLLOWS:

Section 1. The Regional Urban Growth Goals and Objectives are amended to read as
in Exhibit "A" attached :

11
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Section 2. The Regional Urban Growth Goals and Objectives, as amended, shall be
submitted to Oregon’s Land Conservation and Development Commission for their
acknowledgment of compliance with their statewide land use goals.

Adopted by the Metro Council this day of , 1994,

- Judy Wyers, Presiding Officer

ATTEST:

Clerk of the Court

11848

Page 2 -- Ordinance No. 94-2040



Date: September 14, 1994

To: "Metro Council
Metro Policy Advisory Committee
Joint Policy Advisory Committee on Transportation
Future Vision Commission

From: - - ~—=John Fregonese, Senior Manager, Growth Managemen%‘(
Planning Department

Regarding: RUGGO Amendments

_Attached are the Proposed Amendments to RUGGO for your consideration.

1} Goal | was modified to reflect the Charter mandated implementation fesponsibilities. Of note are the
additions of the Regional Framework Plan to the sections dealing with functional plans. This extends the

“JGGO process for developing, adopting and implementing functional plans to the Regional Framework
L an. -

2) Goal Il was not amended.

3). A new "Growth 'Con}cept" section was added (il.4, page 34) to-describe the findings and conclusions of
the Recommended Alternative.

4) The Glossary (page 45) was updated to include new ianguage developed as part of Region 2040 and
“the Recommended Alternative. . '

It is clear in reading the entire document that we have evolved significantly since RUGGO was adopted.
While most of the RUGGO objectives continue to be valid, they should be refined and strengthened in light
of the Metro Charter and the Region 2040 Concept. In addition, the use of indicators and planning
activities will shape the topics and direction of the Regional Framework Plan. We believe that this work
should be undertaken with MPAC in the first six months of 1995, to be completed and adopted in
conjunction with the Future Vision. Most of the changes required would be revisions to Goal Il of the
RUGGOs. :



]

’
w g | .

REGION 2040

Proposed Amendments to
RUGGO

.

September 14, 1994




4% 4 4245

Wi iios Ketnvmeniiatiny

3
I I, /4,;,
Tv;f,ﬁll,';, $ A

Introduction . . . . . . i i ittt e e e e e e e e e e e e e 2

Background Statement . .. ...... ... ... e 3
Planning a Vision forthe Metro Area . . ... ... .. .. ..ttt eenennn 5

- Goal I: Regional Planning Process ........ e e e e e 6
Objective 1: Citizen Participation . ........... ... ... ... ......... 7
Objective 2: Metro Policy Advisory Committee . . . . . ... ... ........... 7
Objective 3: Applicability of RUGGOs . . .. ........... ... ... ..., 8
QObjective 4: Implementation Rules . ... ... ...................... 10
Objective 5: Functional Planning PTocess . . ... .. .....ovevueen.n. L. 11
Objective 6: Puture Vision . .............. e e e e e e 13
Objective 7: Amendments to RUGGO . ............. ... .00t on... 14
GoalII: Urban Form . . . . . . . . . ...ttt ittt eeneeens . 16
I.1 NATURAL ENVIRONMENT . ... .. ... ..t tuietnennnenenn .17
Objective 8: Water RESOUICES . . . . . v v v v v vttt ittt it e i e e e 17
Objective 9: AirQuality . . . .. ... ... ittt ittt ... 17
Objective 10: Natural Areas, Parks, and Wildlife Habitat . . . ... ... PR 18
Objective 11: Protection of Agricultural and Forest Resource Lands . ... ... .. 19
II.2 BUILT ENVIRONMENT . .. ... ... ittt eeannnnns 21
Objective 12: Housing . . . ... .. ..ttt i ittt nnneanaaa. 21
Objective 13: Public Services and Facilities . ....................... 22
Objective 14: Transportation . .. ... ... ...t iei it eeneannn 23
Objective 15: Economic Opportunity . ...... ... .. ... .00, 25
1.3 GROWTH MANAGEMENT ........ P S 27
Objective 16: Urban/Rural Transition . . . .. ... .. ... .. ... en.. 27
Objective 17: Developed Urban Land . . . . ... .. ... ... ... ... ..... 29

Objective 18: Urban GrowthBoundary . ... ....................... 31

Objective 19: Urban Design . . ... .. ... ittt i ot reennnnn 32
I.4 GROWTH CONCEPT . .. ... ... ittt ittt e 34
GloSSary . . . . i e e e e e e e e e e 45



Introduction

The Regional Urban Growth Goals and Objectivés (RUGGO) have been developed to:

1. respond to the direction given to Metro by the legislature through ORS ch 268.380 to
develop land use goals and objectives for the region which would replace those adopted by
the Columbia Region Association of Governments;

2. provide a policy framework for guiding Metro's regional planning program, principally its
development of functional plans and management of the region's urban growth boundary;
and '

3. provide a process for coordinating planning in the metropolitan area to maintain

"~ metropolitan livability.

- The RUGGO's are envisioned not as a final plan for the region, but as a starting point for
“developing a more focused vision for the future growth and development of the Portland area.
Hence, the RUGGO's are the building blocks with which the local governments, citizens, and
other interests can begin to develop a shared view of the future.

This document begins with the broad outlines of that vision. There are two principal goals,
the first dealing with the planning process and the second outlining substantive concerns
related to urban form. The "subgoals” (in Goal II) and objectives clarify the goals. The
planning activities reflect priority actions that need to be taken at a later date to refine and
clarify the goals and objectives further. ’

Metro's regional goals and objectives required by ORS 268.380(1) are in RUGGO Goals I
and II and Objectives 1-18 %M% oot only. RUGGO planning activities |
contain implementation ideas for future study in various stages of development that may or
may not lead to RUGGO amendments, new functional plans or functional plan amendments.
Functional plans and functional plan amendments shall be consistent with Metro's regional
goals and objectives 284 e L L ihidst, not RUGGO planning activities.
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Backgroundv Statement

Planning for and managing the effects of urban growth in this metropolitan region involves 24
cities, three counties, and more than 130 special service districts and school districts,
including Metro. In addition, the State of Oregon, Tri-Met, the Port of Portland, and the
Boundary Commission all make decisions which affect and respond to regional urban growth.
Each of these jurisdictions and agencies has specific duties and powers which apply directly to
the tasks of urban growth management.

However, the issues of metropolitan growth are complex and inter-related. Consequently, the
planning and growth management activities of many jurisdictions are both affected by and
directly affect the actions of other jurisdictions in the region. In this region, as in others
throughout the country, coordination of planning and management activities is a central issue
for urban growth management.

Nonetheless, few models exist for coordinating growth management efforts in a metropolitan
region. Further, although the legislature charged Metro with certain coordinating
responsibilities, and ‘gave it powers to accomplish that coordination, a participatory and
cooperative structure for responding to that charge has never been stated.

As urban growth in the region generates issues requiring a multi-jurisdictional response, a
"blueprint” for regional planning and coordination is critically needed. Although most would
agree that there is a need for coordination, there is a wide range of opinion regarding how
regional planning to address issues of regional significance should occur, and under what
circumstances Metro should exercise its coordination powers.

Goal I addresses this coordination issue in the region for the first time by providing the
process that Metro will use to address areas and activities of metropolitan significance. The
process is intended to be responsive to the challenges of urban growth while respecting the
powers and responsibilities of a wide range of interests, jurisdictions, and agencies. -

Goal I recognizes that this region is changing as growth occurs, and that change is

~ challenging our assumptions about how urban growth will affect quality of life. For example:

overall, the number of vehicle miles travelled in the region has been increasing at a rate
far in excess of the rate of population and employment growth;

the greatest growth in traffic and movement is within suburban areas, rather than between
suburban areas and the central downtown district;



in the year 2010 Metro projects that 70% of all "trips" made daily in the region will
occur within suburban areas;

currently transit moves about 3% of the travellers in the region on an average wOrkday;

to this point the region has accommodated most forecasted growth on vacant land within

the urban growth boundary, with redevelopment expected to accommodate very little of
this growth; - '

single family residential construction is occurring at less than maximum planned density;

rural residential development in rural exception areas is occurring in a manner and at a
rate that may result in forcing the expansion of the urban growth boundary on important
agricultural and forest resource lands in the future;

a recent study of urban infrastructure needs in the state has found that only about half of
the funding needed in the future to build needed facilities can be identified.

Add to this list growing citizen concern about rising housing costs, vanishing open space, and
increasing frustration with traffic congestion, and the issues associated with the growth of this
region are not at all different from those encountered in other west coast metropolitan areas
such as the Puget Sound region or cities in California. The lesson in these observations is
that the "quilt" of 27 separate comprehensive plans together with the region's urban growth
boundary is not enough to effectively deal with the dynamics of regional growth and maintain
quality of life.

The challenge is clear: if the Portland metropolitan area is going to be different than other
places, and if it is to preserve its vaunted quality of life as an additional 485,000 people move
into the urban area in the next 20 years, then a cooperative and participatory effort to address
the issues of growth must begin now. Further, that effort needs to deal with the issues

" accompanying growth -- increasing traffic congestion, vanishing open space, speculative
~ pressure on rural farm lands, rising housing costs, diminishing environmental quality -- in a

common framework. Ignoring vital links between these issues will limit the scope and
effectiveness of our approach to managing urban growth.

Goal II provides that broad framework needed to address the issues accompanying urban
growth.



Planning for a Vision of Growth in the Portland Metropolitan Area |

As the metropolitan area changes, the importance of coordinated and balanced planning

programs to protect the environment and guide development becomes increasingly evident.

By encouraging efficient placement of jobs and housing near each other, along with
supportive commercial and recreational uses, a more efficient development pattern will result.

An important step toward achieving this planned pattern of regional growth is the integration
of land uses with transportation planning, including mass transit, which will link together
mixed use urban centers of higher density residential and commercial development.

The region must strive to protect and enhance its natural environment and significant natural
resources. This can best be achieved by integrating the important aspects of the natural -

- environment into a regional system of natural areas, open space and trails for wildlife and

people. Special attention should be given to the development of infrastructure and public

services in a manner that complements the natural environment.

A clear ‘distinction must be created between the urbanizing areas and rural lands. Emphasxs
should be placed upon the balance between new development and infill within the region's
urban growth boundary and the need for future urban growth boundary expansion. This
regional vision recognizes the pivotal role played by a healthy and active central city, while at
the same time providing for the growth of other communities of the region.

Finally, the regional planning program must be one that is based on a cooperative process that

" involves the residents of the metropolitan area, as well as the many public and private

interests. Particular attention must be given to the need for effective partnerships with local
governments because they will have a major responsibility in implementing the vision. It is
important to consider the diversity of the region's communities when integrating local
comprehensive plans into the pattern of regional growth.



GOAL I: REGIONAL PLANNING PROCESS

Regional planning in the metropolitan area shall:

I 5/'" g amplenment the m4; 5141 mm‘/m' iy /Wm
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through a participatory process involving the } avisory | ";'-;'/='w .
cmes counties, spe 1al districts, school districts, and state and regional agenc1es %
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¥//1 —occur in a cooperative manner in order to avoid creating duplicative processes,
standards, and/or governmental roles.

These goals and objectlves shall only appl to acknowled ed com rehensxve plans of cities
and counties when implemented through £ Ao i
acknowledged urban growth boundary plan.



Objective 1.  Citizen Participation

Metro shall develop and implement an ongoing program for citizen participation in all aspects
of the regional planning program. Such a program shall be coordinated with local programs
for supporting citizen involvement in planning processes, and shall not duplicate those
programs.
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Metro shall establish a/%4 sy .
A Msnt Regiona vement-Coordinating-Commmittee to assist with the
development, implementation and evaluation of its citizen involvement program and to advise
thm‘egie&ﬂ?oﬁcy Advisory Committee regarding ways to best involve citizens in
regional planning activities. ‘
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1.2. Notification. Metro shall develop programs for public notification, especially for (but
not limited to) proposed legislative actions, that ensure a high level of awareness of potential
consequences as well as opportunities for involvement on the part of affected citizens, both
inside and outside of its district boundaries.

Objective 2.%1\/1011'0 Policy Advisory Committee
The 1992 Metro Charter has established the Metro Policy Advisory Committee to:

2 i——assist with the development and review of Metro's regional planning activities

pertaining to land use and growth management, including review and implementation
of these goals and obj&tives,%%ﬁ%%@ﬂ%mwm’ .
%W% present and prospective functional planning, and management and
review of the region's urban growth boundary;

2.ii. serve as a forum for identifying and discussing areas and activities of metropolitan or
-subregional significance; and

2.iii. provide an avenue for involving all cities and counties and other interests in the
. development and implementation of growth management strategies.

2.1. Metro Policy Advisory Committee Composition. The initial Metro Policy Advisory
Committee (MPAC) shall be chosen according to the Metro Charter and, thereafter,
according to any changes approved by majorities of MPAC and the Metro Council. The
composition of the Committee shall reflect the partnership that must exist among
implementing jurisdictions in order to effectively address areas and activities of metropolitan
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2.2. Advisory Committees. The Metro Council, or the Metro Policy Advisory Committee
consistent with the MPAC by-laws, shall appoint technical advisory committees as the
Council or the Metro Policy Advisory Committee determine a need for such bodies.

2.3. Joint Policy Advisory Committee on Transportation (JPACT). JPACT with the
Metro Council shall continue to perform the functions of the designated Metropolitan
Planning Organization as required by federal transportation planning regulations. JPACT and
the Metro Policy Advisory Committee shall develop a coordinated process, to be approved by
the Metro Council, to assure that regional land use and transportation planning remains
consistent with these goals and objectives and with each other.

Objective 3. Applicability of Regional Urban Growth Goals and Objectives

These Regional Urban Growth Goals and Objectives have been developed pursuant to ORS
268.380(1). Therefore, they comprise neither a comprehensive plan under ORS 197.015(5)
nor a functional plan under ORS 268.390(2). 414 feibidi S5 functional
plans prepared by Metro shall be consistent with these goals and objectives. Metro's
management of the Urban Growth Boundary shall be guided by standards and procedures
which must be consistent with these goals and objectives. These goals and objectives shall

not apply directly to site-specific land use actions, including amendments of the urban growth
boundary.

These Regional Urban Growth Goals and Objectives shall apply to adopted and acknowledged
comprehensive land use plans as follows:

A
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may recommend or require amendments to adopted and acknowledged comprehensive
land use plans; or '

3.ii. The management and periodic review of Metro's acknowledged Urban Growth
Boundary Plan, itself consistent with these goals and objectives, may require changes
in adopted and acknowledged land use plans; or



3.iii. The Metro Policy Advisory Committee may identify and propose issues of regional
concern, related to or derived from these goals and objectives, for consideration by
cities and counties at the time of periodic review of their adopted and acknowledged
comprehensive plans.

3.1. Urban Growth Boundary Plan. The Urban Growth Boundary Plan has two
components:

3.1.1. The acknowledged urban growth boundary line; and

3.1.2. Acknowledged procedures and standards for amending the urban growth
boundary line. Metro's Urban Growth Boundary is not a regional comprehensive
plan but a provision of the comprehensive plans of the local governments within its
boundaries. The location of the urban growth boundary line shall be in compliance
with applicable statewide planning goals and consistent with these goals and objectives.
Amendments to the urban growth boundary line shall demonstrate consistency only
with the acknowledged procedures and standards. ‘

3.2. Functional Plans.” Regienal 444 functional plans containing recommendations for
comprehensive planning by cities and counties may or may not involve land use decisions.
Functional plans are not required by the enabling statute to include findings of consistency
with statewide land use planning goals. If provisions in a functional plan, or actions
implementing a functional plan require changes in an adopted and acknowledged
comprehensive land use plan, then that action may be a land use action required to be
consistent with the statewide planning goals.
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443- Periodic Review of Comprehensive Land Use Plans. At the time of periodic review
for comprehensive land use plans in the region the Metro Policy Advisory Committee:

3.3.1. Shall assist Metro with the identification G¥ Gegiohal Maasiik vinr Sements
functional plan provisions or changes in functional plans adopted since the last periodic

review for inclusion in periodic review notices as changes in law; and

3.3.2. May provide comments during the periodic review of adopted and
acknowledged comprehensive plans on issues of regional concern.



shall conmder the penodlc review notice for these goals and objectives and recommend a
- periodic review process for adoption by the Metro Council.

Objective 4. Implementation Roles

Regional planning and the implementation of these Regional Urban Growth Goals and
Objectives shall recognize the inter-relationships between cities, counties, special districts,
Metro, regional agencies, and the State, and their unique capabilities and roles.

4.1. Metro Role. Metro shall:

4.1.1. Identify and designate areas and activities of metropolitan significance;

4.1.2. Provide staff and technical resources to support the activities of the—Regiena-}
% Policy Advisory Committee;

4.1.3. Serve as a technical resource for cities, -counties, and other jurisdictions and
agencies;

4.1.4. Facilitate a broad-based regional discussion to identify approprlate strategles
for responding to those issues of metropolitan significance; and

4.1.5. 4Adopt functional plans necessary and approprlate for the im] plementation of
these regional urban growth goals and objectives, SA NI FibiAL Sk ¥iin:

4.1.6. Coordinate the efforts of cities, counties, special districts, and the state to
implement adopted ' strategies.

4.2. Role of Cities.

4.2.1.7 Adopt and amend comprehensive plans to conform to and functional plans
adopted by Metro;

4.2.2. Identify potential areas and activities of metropolitan significance;

4.2.3. Cooperatively develop strategies for responding to designated areas and
activities of metropolitan significance;



4.2.4. Participate in the review and refinement of thes¢ goals and objectives.

4.3. Role of Counties.

4.3.1.7 Adopt and amend comprehensive plans to conform functional plané adopted b
Metro;

4.3.2. Identify potential areas and activities of metropolitan significance;

4.3.3. Cooperatively develop strategies for responding to designated areas and
activities of metropolitan significance;

4.3.4. Participate in the review and refinement of these goals and objectives.

4.4. Role of Special Service Districts. Assist Metro with the identification of areas and
activities of metropolitan significance and the development of strategies to address them, and
participate in the review and refinement of these goals and objectives.

4.5. Role of the State of Oregon.”
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Objective 5. Functional Planning Process

Functional plans are limited purpose plans, consistent with these goals a}ng ol/)’ectives, which
address designated areas and activities of metropolitan significance Zabars. A sk
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5.1. Existing Functional Plans. Metro shall continue to develop, amend, and implement,
with the assistance of cities, counties, special districts, and the state, statutorily required
functional plans for air, water, and transportation, as directed by ORS 268.390(1), and for
solid waste as mandated by ORS ch 459.

| 5.2. New Functional Plans. New functional plans shall be proposed from one of two
sources: »

5.2.1. The Metro Policy Advisory Committee may recommend that the Metro
Council designate an area or activity of metropolitan significance for which a
functional plan should be prepared; or

5.2.2. The Metro Council may propose the preparation of a functional plan to
designate an area or activity of metropolitan significance, and refer that proposal to
the Metro Policy Advisory Committee. :

Ane maners reainred 1 ; %. G ,éw.:l;wé 7 i 'W"za' -’v., uww_;‘;".:z: n.!
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Upon the Metro Council adopting factual reasons for the development of a new functional
plan, the Metro Policy Advisory Committee shall participate in the preparation of the plan,
consistent with these goals and objectives and the reasons cited by the Metro Council. After
preparation of the plan and seeking broad public and local government consensus, using
existing citizen involvement processes established by cities, counties, and Metro, the Metro
Policy Advisory Committee shall review the plan and make a recommendation to the Metro
Council. The Metro Council may act to resolve conflicts or problems impeding the

development of a new functional plan and may complete the plan the Metro Policy Advisory
Committee is unable to complete its review in a timely manner.

The Metro Council shall hold a public hearing on the proposed plan and afterwards shall:

5.2.A. Adopt the proposed functional plan; or

5.2.B. Refer the proposed functional plan to the Metro Policy Advisory Committee in

“order to consider amendments to the proposed plan prior to adoption; or



5.2.C. Amend and adopt the proposed functional plan; or

5.2.D. Reject the proposed functional plan./

N

The proposed functional plan shall be adopted by ordinance, and shall include findings of
consistency with these goals and objectives. '

5.3. Functional Plan Implementation and Conflict Resolution. Adopted functional plans
“shall be regionally coordinated policies, facilities, and/or approaches to addressing a :
designated area or activity of metropolitan significance, to be considered by cities and
counties for incorporation in their comprehensive land use plans. If a city or county
determines that a functional plan recommendation should not or cannot be incorporated into
its comprehensive plan, then Metro shall review any apparent inconsistencies by the following
process:

5.3.1. Metro and affected local governments shall notify each other of apparent or
potential comprehensive plan inconsistencies.

5.3.2. After Metro staff review, the Metro Policy Advisory Committee shall consult
the affected jurisdictions and attempt to resolve any apparent or potential
inconsistencies. o

5.3.3. The Metro Policy Advisory Committee shall conduct a public hearing and
make a report to the Metro Council regarding instances and reasons why a city or
county has not adopted changes consistent with recommendations in a regional
functional plan.

5.3.4. The Metro Council shall review the Metro Policy Advisory Committee report
and hold a public hearing on any unresolved issues. The Council may decide to:

5.3.4.a. Amend the adopted regional functional plan; or
5.3.4.b. Initiate proceedings to require a comprehensive plan change; or

5.3.4.c. Find there is no inconsistency between the comprehensive plan(s) and
the functional plan.
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Objective 6. Amendments to the Regional Urban Growth Goals and Objectives

The Regional Urban Growth Goals and Objectives shall be reviewed at regular intervals or at
other times determined by the Metro Council after consultation with or upon the suggestion of
the Metro Policy Advisory Committee. Any review and amendment process shall involve a
broad cross-section of citizen and jurisdictional interests,’ and shall involve the Metro Policy
Advisory Committee consistent with Goal 1: Regional Planning Process. Proposals for
amendments shall receive broad public and local government review prior to final Metro
Council action. :

%6.1. Impact of Amendments. At the time of adoption of amendments to these goals and
9b‘ectives,%th9 Metro Council shall determine whether amendments to adoptedm
Wﬁ functional plans or the acknowledged regional urban growth boundary are
necessary. If amendments to the above are necessary, the Metro Council shall act on
amendments to applicable functional plans. The Council shall request recommendations from
the Metro Policy Advisory Committee before taking action. All amendment proposals will
include the date and method through which they may become effective, should they be
adopted. Amendments to the acknowledged regional urban growth boundary will be
considered under acknowledged urban growth boundary amendment procedures incorporated
in the Metro Code. ’



SN 41 211 functional plans are adopted, affected cities and
counties shall be mformed in wntmg of those changes Wthh are advisory in nature, those
which recommend changes in comprehensive land use plms,md those which require changes

in comprehensive plans. This notice shall specify the effective date of particular amendment
provisions.



GOAL II: URBAN FORM

The livability of the urban region should be maintained and enhanced through initiatives
which:

II.i. preserve environmental quality;
IIu coordinate the development of jobs, housing, and public services and facilities; and

ILiii. inter-relate the benefits and consequences of growth in one part of the region with the
benefits and consequences of growth in another. Urban form, therefore, describes an overall
framework within which regional urban growth management can occur. Clearly stating
objectives for urban form, and pursuing them comprehensively provides the focal strategy for
rising to the challenges posed by the growth trends present in the region today.



II.1: NATURAL ENVIRONMENT

Preservation, use, and modification of the natural environment of the region should maintain
and enhance environmental quality while striving for the wise use and preservation of a broad
range of natural resources. ' :

Objective §7. Water Resources

Planning and management of water resources should be coordinated in order to improve the
quality and ensure sufficient quantity of surface water and groundwater available to the
region.

%7.1 Formulate Strategy. A long-term strategy, coordinated by the jurisdictions and
agencies charged with planning and managing water resources, shall be developed to comply
with state and federal requirements for drinking water, to sustain beneficial water uses, and to
accommodate growth.

Planning Activities:

Planning programs for water resources management shall be evaluated to determine the ability
of current efforts to accomplish the following, and recommendations for changes in these
programs will be made if they are found to be inadequate:

Identify the future resource needs and carrying capacities of the region for municipal and
industrial water supply, irrigation, fisheries, recreation, wildlife, environmental standards
and aesthetic amenities;

Monitor water quality and quantity trends vis-a-vis beneficial use standards adopted by
federal, state, regional, and local governments for specific water resources important to
the region;

Evaluate the cost-effectiveness of alternative water resource management scenarios, and
the use of conservation for both cost containment and resource management; and

Preserve, create, or enhance natural water features for use as elements in nonstructural
approaches to managing stormwater and water quality.

Objective 88. Air Quality



Air quality shall be protected and enhanced so that as growth occurs, human health is d
unimpaired. Visibility of the Cascades and the Coast Range from within the region should be
maintained.

g3 1. Strategies for planning and managing air quality in the regional airshed shall be
included in the State Implementation Plan for the Portland-Vancouver air quality maintenance
area as required by the Federal Clean Air Act.

48.2. New regional strategies shall be developed to comply with Federal Clean Air Act
requirements and provide capacity for future growth:

98.3. The region, working with the state, shall pursue the consolidation of the Oregon and
- Clark County Air Quality Management Areas. .

§84 All functional plans, when taken in the aggregate, shall be consistent with the State
Implementation Plan (SIP) for air quality.

Planning Acrivities:
An air quality management plan should be developed for the regional airshed which:

Outlines existing and forecast air quality problems; identifies prudent and equitable market
based and regulatory strategies for addressing present and probable air quality problems
throughout the region; evaluates standards for visibility; and implements an air quality
monitoring program to assess compliance with local, state, and federal air quality
requirements.

Objective A9, Natural Areas, Parks and Wildlife Habitat

Sufficient open space in the urban region shall be acquired, or otherwise protected, and
managed to provide reasonable and convenient access to sites for passive and active
recreation. An open space system capable of sustammg or enhancing native wildlife and plant
populations should be established.

#9.1. Quantifiable targets for setting aside certain amounts and types of open space shall be
identified.

105.2. Corridor Sysfems - The regional planning process shall be used to coordinate the
development of interconnected recreatlonal and wildlife corridors within the metropolitan
region.



4.2.1. A region-wide system of trails should be developed to link publicand private |
open space resources within and between jurisdictions.

%9 2.2. A region-wide system of linked significant wﬂdhfe habitats should be
‘developed

1923 A Wﬂlamette River Greenway Plan for the region should be implemented by the
turn of the century

Planning Activities:

1. Inventory existing open space and open space opportunities to determine areas within
the region where open space deficiencies exist now, or will in the future, given
adopted land use plans and growth trends.

2. Assess current and future active recreational land needs. Target acreage should be
developed for neighborhood, community, and regional parks, as well as for other
types of open space in order to meet local needs while sharing responsibility for
meeting metropolitan open space demands.

3. Develop multi-jurisdictional tools for planning and financing the protection and
maintenance of open space resources. Particular attention will be paid to using the
land use planning and permitting process and to the possible development of a land-
banking program.

4. Conduct a detailed biological field inventory of the region to establish an accurate
baseline of native wildlife and plant populations. Target population goals for native
species will be established through a public process which will include an analysis of
amounts of habitat necessary to sustain native populations at target levels.

Objective ﬁl@ Protection of Agriculture and Forest Resource Lands

Agricultural and forest resource land outside the urban growth boundary shall be protected
from urbanization, and accounted for in regional economic and development plans.

1110.1. Rural Resource Lands. Rural resource lands outs1de the urban growth boundary
which have significant resource value should actively be protected from urbanization.

4110.2. Urban Expansion. Expansion of the urban growth boundary shall occur in urban
reserves, established cons1stent with Objective 15.3.



Planning Activities:

A regional economic opportunities analysis shall include consideration of the agricultural and
forest products economy associated with lands adjacent to or near the urban area.



II.2. BUILT ENVIRONMENT
Development in the region should occur in a coordinated and balanced fashion as ev1denced
by:

I.2i. a regiohal "fair-share" approach to meeting the housing needs of the urban
population; ‘

II.2.ii. the provision of mfrastructure and critical public services concurrent with the pace of
urban growth;

11.2.1_11. the integration of land use planning and economic development programs; -

II.2.iv. the coordination of public investment with local comprehensive and reglonal
funct10na1 plans;

II.2.v. the continued evolution of regiona] economic opportunity; and
IL.2.vi. the creation of a balanced transportation system; less dependent on the private
automobile, supported by both the use of emerging technology and the collocation of jobs,
housing, commercial activity, parks and open space.
Objective Z/ZH Housing
There shall be a diverse range of housing types available inside the urban growth boundary
(UGB) for rent or purchase at costs in balance with the range of household incomes in the
region. Low and moderate income housing needs should be addressed throughout the region.
Housing densities should be supportive of adopted public policy for the development of the
regional transportation system and designated mixed use urban centers.

Planning Activities:

The Metropolitan Housing Rule (OAR 660, Division 7) has effectively resulted in the
preparation of local comprehensive plans in the urban region that:

provide for the sharing of regional housing supply responsibilities by ensuring the
presence of single and multiple family zoning in every jurisdiction; and

plan for local residential housing densities that support net residential housing density



assumptions underlying the regional urban growth boundary.

However, it is now time to develop a new regional housing policy that directly addresses the
requirements of Statewide Planning Goal 10, in particular:

1. Strategies should be developed to preserve the region's supply of special needs and
existing low and moderate income housing.

2. Diverse Housing Needs. the diverse housing needs of the present and projected
population of the region shall be correlated with the available and prospective housing
supply. Upon identification of unmet housing needs, a region wide strategy shall be
developed which takes into account subregional opportunities and constraints, and the
relationship of market dynamics to the management of the overall supply of housing. In
addition, that strategy shall address the "fair-share" distribution of housing responsibilities
among the jurisdictions of the region, including the provision of supporting social services.

3. Housing Affordability. A housing needs analysis shall be carried out to assess the
adequacy of the supply of housing for rent and/or sale at prices for low and moderate income
households. If, following that needs analysis, certain income groups in the region are found
to not have affordable housing available to them, strategies shall be developed to focus land
use policy and public and private investment towards meeting that need

4. The uses of public policy and investment to encourage the development of housing in
locations near employment that is affordable to employees in those enterprises shall be
evaluated and, where feasible, implemented.

Objective £312. Public Services and Facilities

Public services and facilities including but not limited to public safety, water and sewerage
systems, parks, libraries, the solid waste management system, stormwater management
facilities, and transportation should be planned and developed to:

7512.i. minimize cost;

112 ii. maximize service efficiencies and coordination;

4412.iii. result in net improvements in environmental quality and the conservation of natural

Tesources;
(

1312.iv. keep pace with growth while preventing any loss of existing service levels and



achieving planned service levels;

412.v. use energy efficiently; and

%-l%.vi. shape and direct growth to meet local and regional objectives.

4312.1. Planning Area. The long-term geographical planning area for the provision of
urban services shall be the area described by the adopted and acknowledged urban growth
boundary and the designated urban reserves.

7412.2. Forecast Need. Public service and facility development shall be planned to
accommodate the rate of urban growth forecast in the adopted regional growth forecast,

including anticipated expansions into urban reserve areas.

%-1%3 Timing. The i‘egion should seek the provision of public facilities and services at the
time of new urban growth.

Planning Activities:

Inventory current and projected public facilities and services needs throughout the region, as
described in adopted and acknowledged public facilities plans. -Identify opportunities for and
barriers to achieving concurrency in the region. Develop financial tools and techniques to
enable cities, counties, school districts, special districts, Metro and the State to secure the
funds necessary to achieve concurrency. Develop tools and strategies for better linking
planning for school, library, and park facilities to the land use planning process.

Objective Z/Qlé Transportation

A regional transportation system shall be developed which:

1413.i. reduces reliance on a single mode of transportation through development of a
balanced transportation system which employs highways, transit, blcycle and pedestrian

improvements, and system and demand management.

1413.ii. provides adequate levels of mobility consistent with local comprehensive plans and
state and regional policies and plans;

% ave .
%Sm encourages energy efficiency;

4413.iv. recognizes financial constraints; and



1413.v. minimizes the environmental impacts of system development, operations, and
maintenance.

1413.1. System Priorities. In developing new regional transportation system infrastructure,
the highest priority should be meeting the mobility needs of mixed use urban centers, when
designated. Such needs, associated with ensuring access to jobs, housing, and shopping
within and among those centers, should be assessed and met through a combination of
intensifying land uses and increasing transportation system capacity so as to minimize
negative impacts on environmental quality, urban form, and urban design.

7413.2. Environmental Considerations. Planning for the regional transportation system
should seek to: :

%43.2.1. reduce the region's transportation-related energy consumption through
increased use of transit, carpools, vanpools, bicycles and walking;

%-1%.2.2. maintain the region's air quality (see Objective 8: Air Quality); and
4413.2.3. reduce negative impacts on parks, public open space, wetlands, and negative
effects on communities and neighborhoods arising from noise, visual impacts, and
physical segmentation.

%&—33 Transportation Balance. Although the predominant form of transportation is the

private automobile, planning for and development of the regional transportation system should
seek to:

4413.3.1. reduce automobile dependency, especially the use of single-occupancy vehicles;
4413.3.2. increase the use of transit through both expanding transit service and
addressing a broad range of requirements for makmg transit competitive with the pnvate
automobile; and

7413.3.3. encourage bicycle and pedestrian movement through the location and des1gn of
land uses.

Planning Acnivities:

1. Build on existing mechanisms for coordinating transportation planning in the region
by:

identifying the role for local transportation system improvements and relationship



between local, regional, and state transportation system improvements in regional
transportation plans; :

clarifying institutional roles, especially for plan implementation, in local, regional, and
state transportation plans; and

including plans and policies for the inter-regional movement of people and goods by
rail, ship, barge, and air in regional transportation plans.

2. Structural barriers to mobility for transportation disadvantaged populations should be
assessed in the current and planned regional transportation system and addressed
through a comprehensive program of transportatxon and non- transportation system
based actions.

3. The needs for movement of goods via trucks, rail, and barge should be assessed and
addressed through a coordinated program of transportation system improvements and
“actions to affect the location of trip generating activities.

4. Transportation-related guidelines and standards for designating mixed use urban
_centers shall be developed.

‘Objective 1514, Economic Opportunity

Public policy should encourage the development of a diverse and sufficient supply of jobs,
especially family wage jobs, in appropriate locations throughout the region. Expansions of
the urban growth boundary for industrial or commercial purposes shall occur in locations
consistent with these regional urban growth goals and objectives.

Planning Activities:

1. Regional and subregional economic opportumtles analyses, as described in QAR 660
Division 9, should be conducted to:

assess the adequacy and, if necessary, propose modifications to the supply of vacant and
redevelopable land inventories designated for a broad range of employment activities;

identify regional and subregional target industries. Economic subregions will be-
developed which reflect a functional relationship between locational characteristics and the
locational requirements of target industries. Enterprises identified for recruitment,
retention, and expansion should be basic industries that broaden and diversify the region's



economic base while providing jobs that pay at family wage levels or better; and

link job development efforts with an active and comprehensive program of training and
education to improve the overall quality of the region's labor force. In particular, new
strategies to provide labor training and education should focus on the needs of
economically disadvantaged, minority, and elderly populations:.

2. An assessment should be made of the potential for redevelopment and/or intensification of
use of existing commercial and industrial land resources in the region. :



II.3: GROWTH MANAGEMENT

The management of the urban land supply shall occur in a manner which encourages:
II.3.i. the evolution of an efficient urban growth form which reduces sprawl;
II.3.ii. a clear distinction between urban and rural lands; and

I0.3. i, recognition of the inter-relationship between development of vacant land and
redevelopment objectives in all parts of the urban region.

Objective $615. Urban/rural transition

There should be a clear transition between urban and rural land that makes best use'of natural
and built landscape features and which recognizes the likely long-term prospects for regional
urban growth.

%}51 Boundary Features. The Metro urban growth boundary should be located using
natural and built features, including roads, drainage divides, floodplains, powerlines, major
topographic features, and historic patterns of land use or settlement.

%}52 Sense of Place. Historic, cultural, topographic, and biological features of the
regional landscape which contribute significantly to this region's identity and "sense of
place", shall be identified. Management of the total urban land supply should occur in a
manner that supports the preservation of those features, when designated, as growth occurs.

1615.3. Urban Reserves. Thirty-year "urban reserves”, adopted for purposes of
coordinating planning and estimating areas for future urban expansion, should be identified
consistent with these goals and objectives, and reviewed by Metro every 15 years.

1615.3.1. Establishment of urban reserves will take into account:

#615.3.1.a. The efficiency with which the proposed reserve can be provided with
urban services in the future;

#615.3.1.b. The unique land needs of specific urban activities assessed from a
regional perspective;

1615.3.1.c. The provision of green spaces between communities;



#415.3.1.d. The efficiencies with which the proposed reserve can be urbanized;
%15.3.1.& The proximity of jobs and housing to each other;

%-1—5.3‘11 The balance of growth opportunities throughout the region so that the
costs and benefits can be shared;

%-1—5.3.1. g. The impact on the regional transportation system; and

4615.3.1.h. The protecuon of farm and forest resource lands from urbanization.
Inclusion of land in an urban reserve shall be preceded by consideration of all of the.
above factors.

%-1—5 3.2 In addressing 7415.3.1(h), the following hierarchy should be used for
identifying priority sites for urban reserves:

1415.3.2.a. First, propose such reserves on rural lands excepted from Statewide
Planning goals 3 and 4 in adopted and acknowledged county comprehensive plans.
This recognizes that small amounts of rural resource land adjacent to or surrounded by
those "exception lands" may be necessary for inclusion in the proposal to improve the
efficiency of the future urban growth boundary amendment.

%-}5.3;2.& “ Second, consider secondary forest resource lands, or equivalent, as
defined by the state. '

1615.3.2.c. Third, consider secondary agricultural resource lands, or equivalent, as
defined by the state.

1515.3.2.d. Fourth, consider primary forest resource lands, or equivalent, as defined
- by the state.

1515.3.2.¢. Finally, when all other options are exhausted, consider primary
agricultural lands, or equivalent, as defined by the state.

.3.3. Expansion of the urban growth boundary shall occur consistent with Objectives
Iﬁé and 1%7. Where urban land is adjacent to rural lands outside of an urban reserve,
Metro will work with affected cities and counties to ensure that urban uses do not
significantly affect the use or condition of the rural land. Where urban land is adjacent to
lands within an urban reserve that may someday be included within the urban growth
boundary, Metro will work with affected cities and counties to ensure that rural
development does not create obstacles to efficient urbanization in the future.



Planning Activities:

1 Identification of urban reserves adjacent to the urban growth boundary shall be
accompanied by the development of a generalized future land use plan. The planning
effort will primarily be concerned with identifying and protecting future open space
resources and the development of short-term strategies needed to preserve future

- urbanization potential. Ultimate providers of urban services within those areas should
be designated and charged with incorporating the reserve area(s) in their public facility
plans in conjunction with the next periodic review. Changes in the location of the
urban growth boundary should occur so as to ensure that plans exist for key public
facilities and services.

2. The prospect of creating transportation and other links between the urban economy
within the Metro Urban Growth Boundary and other urban areas in the state should be
investigated as a means for better utilizing Oregon's urban land and human resources.

3. The use of greenbelts for creating a clear distinction between urban and rural lands,
and for creating linkages between communities, should be explored.

4. The region, working with the state and other urban communities in the northern
Willamette Valley, should evaluate the opportunities for accommodating forecasted
urban growth in urban areas outside of and not adjacent to the present urban growth

boundary.

Objective 1716. Developed Urban Land

Opportunities for and obstacles to the continued development and redevelopment of existing
urban land shall be identified and actively addressed. A combination of regulations and
incentives shall be employed to ensure that the prospect of living, working, and doing
business in those locations remains attractive to a wide range of households and employers.

%l—é 1. Redevelopment & Infill. The potential for redevelopment and infill on ex1st1ng
urban land will be included as an element when calculating the buildable land supply in the
region, where it can be demonstrated that the infill and redevelopment can be reasonably
expected to occur during the next 20 years. When Metro examines whether additional urban
land is needed within the urban growth boundary, it shall assess redevelopment and infill
potential in the reglon

Metro will work w1th jurisdictions in the region to determine the extent to which
redevelopment and infill can be relied on to meet the identified need for additional urban



land. After this analysis and review, Metro will initiate an amendment of the urban growth
boundary to meet that portion of the identified need for land not met through commitments
for redevelopment and infill.

1/16.2. Portland Central City. The Central City area of Portland is an area of regional
and state significance for commercial, economic, cultural, tourism, government, and
transportation functions. State and regional policy and public investment should continue to
recognize this special significance.

%}6.3. Mixed Use Urban Centers. The region shall evaluate and designate mixed use
urban centers. A "mixed use urban center" is a mixed use node of relatively high density,
supportive of non-auto based transportation modes, and supported by sufficient public
facilities and services, parks, open space, and other urban amenities. Upon identification of
mixed use urban centers, state, regional, and local policy and investment shall be coordinated
to achieve development objectives for those places. Minimum targets for transit:highway
mode split, jobs:housing balance, and minimum housing density may be associated with those
public investments.

New mixed use urban centers shall be sited with respect to a system of such centers in the
region, and shall not significantly affect regional goals for existing centers, the transportation
system, and other public services and facilities.

Planning Activities:

1. Metro's assessment of redevelopment and infill potential in the region shall include but not
be limited to:

a. An inventory of parcels where the assessed value of improvements is less than the
assessed value of the land.

b. An analysis of the difference between comprehensive plan development densities and
actual development densities for all parcels as a first step towards determining the
efficiency with which urban land is being used. In this case, efficiency is a functlon
of land development densities incorporated in local comprehensive plans.

c. An assessment of the impacts on the cost of housing of redevelopment versus
expansion of the urban growth boundary.

d. An assessment of the impediments to redevelopment and infill posed by existing urban
land uses or conditions.

2. Financial incentives to encourage redevelopment and infill consistent with adopted and



acknowledged comprehensive plans should be pursued to make redevelopment and infill
attractive alternatives to raw land conversion for investors and buyers.

3. Cities and their neighborhoods should be recognized as the focal points for this region's
urban diversity. Actions should be identified to reinforce the role of existing downtowns
in maintaining the strength of urban communities.

4. Tools will be developed to address regional economic equity issues stemming from the
fact that not all jurisdictions will serve as a site for an economic activity center. Such

tools may include off-site linkage programs to meet housing or other needs or a program
of fiscal tax equity.

5. Criteria shall be developed to guide the potential designation of mixed use urban centers.
The development and application of such criteria will address the specific area to be
included in the center, the type and amount of uses it is to eventually contain, the steps to -
be taken to encourage public and private investment. Existing and possible future mixed
use urban centers will be evaluated as to their current functions, potentials, and need for
future public and private investment. Strategies to meet the needs of the individual
centers will be developed. The implications of both limiting and not limiting the location
of large scale office and retail development in mixed use urban centers shall be evaluated.

_ Objective 1§17. Urban Growth Boundary

The regional urban growth boundary, a long-term planning tool, shall separate urbanizable
* from rural land, be based in aggregate on the region's 20-year projected need for urban land,
and be located consistent with statewide planning goals and these Regional Urban Growth
Goals and Objectives. In the location, amendment, and management of the regional urban
growth boundary, Metro shall seek to improve the functional value of the boundary.

1417.1. Expansion into Urban Reserves. Upon demonstrating a need for additional urban

land, major and legislative urban growth boundary amendments shall only occur within urban
reserves unless it can be demonstrated that Statewide Planning Goal 14 cannot be met for the
urban region through use of urban reserve lands.

1£17.2. Urban Growth Boundary Amendment Process. Criteria for amending the urban
growth boundary shall be derived from statewide planning goals 2 and 14 and relevant
portions of the Regional Urban Growth Goals and Objectives.

1517.2.1. Major Amendments. Proposals for major amendment of the UGB shall be
made primarily through a legislative process in conjunction with the development and



adoption of regional forecasts for population and employment growth. The amendme_rit
process will be initiated by a Metro finding of need, and involve local governments,
special districts, citizens, and other interests.
%44.2.2. Locational Adjustments. Locational adjustments of the UGB shall be
brought to Metro by cities, counties, and/or property owners based on public facility plans
in adopted and acknowledged comprehensive plans.

Objective #418. Urban Design

The identity and functioning of communities in the region shall be supported through:

%}81 the recognition and protection of critical open space features in the region;

%}Su public policies which encourage diversity and excellence in the design and
development of settlement patterns, landscapes, and structures; and

1918 iii. ensuring that incentives and regulations guiding the development and redevelopment
of the urban area promote a settlement pattern which:

%Sma is pedestrian "friendly" and reduces auto dependence;

1418 iii.b. encourages transit use;

% see . . . . .
%1—8.111.0. reinforces nodal, mixed use, neighborhood oriented design;

1418 iii.d. includes concentrated, high density, mixed use urban centers developed in
relation to the region's transit system; and

1418 iii.e. is responsive to needs for privacy, community, and personal safety in an
urban setting.

$918.1. Pedestrian and transit supportive building patterns will be encouraged in order to
minimize the need for auto trips and to create a development pattern conducive to face-to-
face community interaction.

Planning Activities:

1. A regional landScape analysis shall be undertaken to inventory and analyze the
relationship between the built and natural environments and to identify key open space,



topographic, natural resource, cultural, and architectural features which should be
protected or provided as urban growth occurs.

. Model guidelines and standards shall be developed which expand the range of tools
available to jurisdictions for accommodating change in ways compatible with
neighborhoods and communities while addressing this objective.

. Light rail transit stops, bus stops, transit routes, and transit centers leading to and
within mixed use urban centers shall be planned to encourage pédestrian use and the
creation of mixed use, high density residential development.
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GLOSSARY

Areas and Activities of Metropolitan Signifieanee {6fsi, A program, area or activity,
having significant impact upon the orderly and responsible development of the metropolitan area
that can benefit from a coordinated multi-jurisdictional response under ORS 268.390.

Beneficial Use Standards. Under Oregon law, specific uses of water within a drainage basin
deemed to be important to the ecology of that basin as well as to the needs of local communities
are designated as "beneficial uses”. Hence, "beneficial use standards" are adopted to preserve
water quality or quantity necessary to sustain the identified beneficial uses. :

Economic Opportunities Analysis. An "economic opportunities analysis” is a strategic
assessment of the likely trends for growth of local economies in the state consistent with OAR
660-09-015. Such an analysis is critical for economic planning and for ensuring that the land
supply in an urban area will meet long-term employment growth needs. "

Exception. An "exception” is taken for land when either commitments for use, current uses,
or other reasons make it impossible to meet the requirements of one or a number of the statewide
planning goals. Hence, lands "excepted" from statewide planning goals 3 (Agricultural Lands)
and 4 (Forest Lands) have been determined to be unable to comply with the strict resource
protection requirements of those goals, and are thereby able to be used for other than rural
resource production purposes. Lands not excepted from statewide planning goals 3 and 4 are to
be used for agricultural or forest product purposes, and other, adjacent uses must support their

continued resource productivity. '

Z’,' Iisive 14 p’u;,.;'f; /:zm’/ :z.v Hnariy 2'4 '/-a ,w': név-.:w&.?uy ANy ASes sl Are
icitibe s Fasin . sich s st hosesos Soms sosioss of s escrves s uay b

Family Wage Job. A permanent job with an annual income greater than or equal to the average
annual covered wage in the region. The most current average annual covered wage information
from the Oregon Employment Division shall be used to determine the family wage job rate for

the region or for counties within the region.
Fiscal Tax Equity. The process by which inter-jurisdictional fiscal disparities can be addressed
through a partial redistribution of the revenue gained from economic wealth, particularly the
increment gained through economic growth,

Functional Plan. A limited purpose multi-jurisdictional plan for an area or activity having
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significant district-wide impact upon the orderly and responsible development of the metropolitan
area that serves as a guideline for local comprehensive plans consistent with ORS 268.390.
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Housing Affordability. The availability of housing such that no more than 30% (an index
derived from federal, state, and local housing agencies) of the monthly income of the household
need be spent on shelter. :

Infill. New development on a parcel or parcels of less than one contiguous acre located within
the urban growth boundary. '

Seims

Infrastructure. Roads, water systems, sewage systems, 4% o1 sorh BASr Systems
for-stermdrainage; bridges, and other facilities developed to support the functioning of the .
developed portions of the environment. '
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Key or Critical Public Facilities and Services. Basic facilities that are primarily planned for
by local government but which also may be provided by private enterprise and are essential to
the support of more intensive development, including transportation, water supply, sewage,
parks, and solid waste disposal. '

Local Comprehensive Plan. A generalized, coordinated land use map and policy statement of
the governing body of a city or county that inter-relates all functional and natural systems and
activities related to the use of land, consistent with state law.

Metropolitan Housing Rule. A rule (OAR 660, Division 7) adopted by the Land Conservation
- and Development Commission to assure opportunity for the provision of adequate numbers of
needed housing units and the efficient use of land within the Metro Urban Growth Boundary.
This rule establishes minimum overall net residential densities for all cities and counties within
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the urban growth boundary,’ and specifies that 50% of the land set aside for new residential
development be zoned for multifamily housing.
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State Implementation Plan. A plan for ensuring that all parts of Oregon remain in compliance
with Federal air quality standards. '



Urban Form. The net result of efforts to preserve environmental quality, coordinate the
development of jobs, housing, and public services and facilities, and inter-relate the benefits and
consequences of growth in one part of the region with the benefits and consequences of growth
in another. Urban form, therefore, describes an overall framework within which regional urban
growth management can occur. Clearly stating objectives for urban form, and pursuing them
comprehensively provides the focal strategy for rising to the challenges posed by the growth
trends present in the region today.

Urban Growth Boundary. A boundary which identifies urban and urbanizable lands needed
during the 20- earlannin period to be planned and serviced to support urban development
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Urban-Reserve: An area adjacent to the present urban growth boundary defined to be a priority
location for any future urban growth boundary amendments when needed. Urban reserves are
intended to provide cities, counties, other service providers, and both urban and rural land
owners with a greater degree of certainty regarding future regional urban form. Whereas the
urban growth boundary describes an area needed to accommodate the urban growth forecasted
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Introduction

The Technical Appendix provides. background data for the interested reader on the
Recommended Alternative analysis and conclusions (see Region 2040 Recommended ~
Alternative). The Recommended Alternative was modeled for its land use and

transportation components. The objective was to estimate the capacity and density of

the region as designed, and to estimate transportation characteristics assoc:ated with
this deS|gn

The land use modeling involved Metro's Regional Land Information System (RLIS) - a
- computer database with geographic display and analysis capabilities. Specifically the
“model uses the Arc-Info Grid software. Metro’s Data Resource Center operates and
manages the RLIS system. The transportation modeling involved the use of the
EMME/2 transportation planning software package as well as the survey-based travel
demand forecasting model. Metro’'s Travel Forecasting Section leads this technical
travel forecasting analysis. :

This appendix provides summary data. The land use tables are preceded by
explanatory notes useful for understanding the tables. The land use tables are divided
into those detailing assumptions or inputs, and those that detail the results or outputs.
The transportation data features modeling outputs, as well as some of the variables or
input assumptions. The transportation information is contained in memo form.



Land Use Assumptions for Capacity Analysis See Tables 1 - 4

~ Table 1 - Regional Allocation

Population and employment growth totals used in the 2040 modeling process are
based on a middle range forecast adopted at the beginning of the 2040 process. A
portion of the growth is attributable to the Oregon urban area (approximately 2/3's of
the 4 county growth). Most of the analysis in this document concentrates on the
impact of this Oregon urban growth component.

1. The four county total is comprised of the allocation to Clark Co. as originally
established in the 2040 Base Case Il allocation, plus the allocation to the urban areas
in three Oregon counties: Clackamas, Multnomah and Washington. The Metro Area

total is new growth within the Metro urban growth boundary and the urban reserve
areas. . ‘ .

2. The Neighboring cities allocation is their base growth plus a share of the metro
urban growth. 30,000 households and jobs are assumed to go to the three largest
neighboring cities: Sandy, Canby and Newberg. These three neighboring cities
received in total an allocation they estimated to be able to accommodate in their urban
growth boundaries or urban reserves. Other neighboring cities such as Estacada,
Scappoose and North Plains retain a base allocation projection, but no additional
allocation from the metro urban area.

3. The rural allocation is for those rural residential parcels in the three Oregon
counties which lie outside of small towns or cities.

4. The Grid Model is the RLIS computer applicatioh used for calculating the potential
capacity of the Recommended Aiternative design. It breaks the region up into quarter
acre cells or grids which become a common unit of measurement.

8. The Grid model distinguishes between developed, vacant, and redeveloped land.

it accounts for existing households and employment on developed land, as well as
existing households and employment on "redevelopable” land. It calculates the
capacity of vacant and redevelopable land based on the plan designation and zoning

- or density assumptions. The allocation in Grid is the new growth, plus existing

households and employment on redeveloped land (which can be considered to either
remain in the same location or relocate elsewhere in the region). The difference

between the capacity and the allocation yields the extra capacity as designed and
zoned. '

6. There is a breakout of 1992 households and employment on developed and
redevelopable land. This is followed by the derivation of the Metro urban total, which
subtracts for an allocation to neighboring cities. Urban totals are given, which includes



all urban development for the Oregon side of the metrbpolitan area.

7. Urban Reserve totals are given for just that area ana!yzed in the Recommended
Alternative design, which included 14,500 gross acres.

8. A capacity estimate for 1990 plans is listed. It used existing blan designations and
their associated zoning densities. The shortfall noted is the difference between the
projected current capacity and the estimate of new growth.

Table 2 - Growth Capacity Zoning Input Menu

1. This menu is a representation of the menu system used in the GIS Grid application
for estimating capacity in the Recommended Alternative. Across the top are the
regional zoning codes in letter and numeric form. FF is farm forest and is represented
by the number 1, MUC-1 is mixed use center 1 and is represented by the number 18.
(See complete Abbreviations listed on following pages.) Down the left side are the
regional design types used in the Recommended Alternative. The design types have
a geographic coverage. This coverage overlays existing zoning designation as
established in local comprehensive plans.

2. The Input Menu is used to change the underlying zoning as it exists so that it will
reflect the design or intent of the Recommended Alternative. The matrix allows one to
change the underlying zoning by design type. For the Central City, all existing zoning
(whether or not it even existed there to begin with) was changed to a number 20 -
representing MUC-3, the highest mixed use center zoning. The new zoning
designations established (#'s 18, 19, 20, 21, 22) were created to allow for flexibility
and more vaned zoning categones than presently exist.

3. In general, the centers changed the full range of zones (FF to MFR to CC to IH)
from their existing designation to the MUC designation. The Transit Corridors and
Nodes, and Main Streets changed to higher density residential and commercial zones,
replacing the single use designations with mixed use designations. The Mixed Use
Employment Areas assumed the new MUEA (#21) designation which allows some
residential, and the Industrial Sanctuaries assumed a lower density exclusive -
employment designation. Neighborhood 1 became residential SFR-3 zoning, with
some mixed use zoning, Neighborhood 2 became residential SFR-2 zoning, with some
mixed uses. The neighborhoods downzoned the multi-family component presumably
away from primary transit service (minimum 10 min. peak headways). The design
types in urban reserves follow much the same re-zoning pattern as those inside the
current UGB, in concert with. the design. (See a Recommended Alternative analysis
map for a graphic representation of the design type coverage.) -
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4. The actual densities assigned (and used in Grid) to any zoning type are listed next
to "Net Zoning Densities". These show the number of dwelling units and employees
associated with any zoning category. There are Floor Area Ratios (FARSs) also listed
to show relevant size or height of the zoning in mixed use and commercial/industrial
categories. For instance, the MFR-1 zoning used in the Input Matrix is assumed to
house 23 households and 3 employees on a net acre of land; MUC-2 is assumed to
house 22 households and 90 employees on a net acre of land, with a FAR of 1.5
(anywhere from 2-4 storieés depending on the parking configuration and assumptions).

Table 3 - Acreage Calculation Assumptions

Environmental constraints, gross to net reductions, and redevelopment all affect the
- net buildable acreage used by Grid to calculate the capacity in the Recommended
Alternative. -

1. Before environmental constraints are applied to the gross buildable acreage
available in the region, a no-build calculation was completed. The no-build calculation
removed all streets, parks and open space, wetlands, and rivers. Environmental
constraints applied to the gross vacant and redevelopable land included two criteria -
100 year floodplains, and steep slopes greater than 30%. The percentages listed

" indicate the amount of buildable land allowed to remain in the inventory when in
floodplains or on steep slopes. For example, in Transit Corridors and Nodes, 50% of
the floodplain land and 40% of the steep slope land was considered buildable.

2. Gross to net reductions were applied to all gross buildable land after
environmental constraints were accounted for. The gross to net sets aside a portion
of the gross acre for street, utility and other public facilities. The larger parcels or
acreages reviewed by GIS have a greater reduction than do the smaller parcels, with
a slight variation according to residential-or commercial use.

. 3. A vacancy rate is applied in the Grid application when calculating the household

capacity. Five percent of the available land is assumed to remain vacant at all times
for reasons of construction, repair, etc.

4. Redevelopment assumptions used were based on building value per quarter acre
tract of land. The Grid application samples quarter acre cells of developed land in the
region. If the building value is less than the amount listed by design type, then that
cell or parcel is considered redevelopable. Where multiple parcels overlap a quarter
acre cell, the parcel with the greatest percentage of coverage in the cell is used for
the determination. For example, in the Main Streets design areas, where a
$60,000/quarter ‘acre valuation ceiling exists, if a parcel sampled was valued at
$100,000 it was not considered redevelopable, if a different cell had a value of
$30,000 it was considered redevelopable. The redevelopment ceilings were highest



in the centers, main streets and corridors. A zero value ($0) means no -
redevelopment was intended, and the redevelopment criteria used in the model for this
design type was a building valuation of zero.

Table 4 - Zoning and Design Abbreviations

The regional zoning codes are listed for reference, as are the design type

abbreviations. The abbreviations are not used regularly but do appear in some tables
and sometimes in the text.

1. The zoning codes come from Metro's Regional Land Information Syétem directory,
a directory that standardizes zoning for regional applications.

2. The design types refer to the geographic coverages in the Recommended
Alternative.
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Table 1 - Regional Control Totals, Households and Employment Recommended Alternative Analysis
'2040 new growth, plus sub-categories and modeling results

Households Employment

Clark Co. ' - 133317 108295
Metro Area (Urban growth boundary/urban reserves) 359563 358072
Neighborhing Cities § 47000 46000
Rural » 7225 9793
2040 Total Growth, Four County : 547105 522160
Grid model capacity (based on assumptions) ‘405086 575145
Allocation:

New Growth (to vacant and redeveloped land) 359563 358072 -

Accounting for Existing Persons on Redeveloped Land 36424 189501

Total Grid Allocation 395987 547573
Extra Capacity : ' 9099 27572
Developed Land 402823 543621
Redevelopable land in 1992 36424 189501
Total in 1992 : 439247 733122
2040 New Growth Metro Area 389563 388072
Neighboring cities allocation (assumption) 30000 30000
2040 Targets inside Metro UGB/UR i 359563 358072
Ofegon Urban Total - Existing + New 798810 1091194
- with neighboring cities 828810 1121194
Urban Reserves, Existing o ‘ 1614 - 1396
Urban Reserves, Capacity 59772 © 19093
Capacity estimate using 1990 plans

- for inside existing UGB 168120 324635
- shortfall for accomodating new growth -191443 -33437

Note: Total employment is consistent with the original Base Case projections, and does not reflect Bureau of Economic Analysis update (701,628).



Table 2 Growth Capacity Zoning input Menu
| Comp Plan Designation
Recommended Aternative ..« 18, 8/16/94) . |New Zoning Des! -
Zoning [FF___ |RRFU__|SFR-1_[SFR-2 [SFR-3 [MFR-1_[MFR-2 |PUD _ [CN [{c] cc co i I MU POS PF MUC-1* IMUC-2* ]MUC-3* [MUEA IS ]
Zoning Code # 1 2 3 4 5 (3 7 8 9 10 1 12 13 14 18 16 17 18 19 20 il 22
Design Coverage Area -
Central City 20 20 20 20 20 20 20 20 20 20 20 20 20 20 20 16 17
Regional Centers 19 19 19 19 19 19 19 19 19 19 19 19 19 9] 19 16 17
Town Centers 18 18 18 18 18 18 18 18 18 18 19 19 18 18 18 16 17
Transit Corridors & Nodes 8 :] 8 8 8 6 7 B 9 9 18 18 9 9 9 16 17
Main Streels 18 18 18 18 18 18 18 18 18 18 19 19} 18 18 18] 16 17
Mix Use Empioyment Areas 21 21 21 21 21 6 7 21 21 21 21 21 21 21 21 16 17
Industrial Sanctuary 2 22 22i- 22 22 22 22 22 22 22 22 22 22 22 15 16 2
Neighborhood 1 5 5 5 5 5 8 6 8 9 ] 9 9 21 21 21 16 17
Neighborhood il . 4 4 4 4 5 8 8 8 9 9 9 9 21 21 21 16 17
UR Town Centers 19 19| 19 19 19 19 19 19 19 19 19 19 19 19 19 18} 18
UR Corridors & Nodes 6 6 6 6 6 6 7 9 9 9 9 9 6 6 6 16 17
UR Main Streets 9 9 9 9 9 6 7 9 9 9 9 9 9 9 6 16 9
UR Mix Use Employment Areas 21 sl i 21 21 21 24 21 21} 21 21 21 1 21 21 16|~ 17
UR industrial Sanctuary 22| 22| 22 22f 22 22 22 o2l 22 22 22 2 22 7] 7] -] W 1 I R
UR Neighborhood 1 5 5 5 5 5 8 8 g 9 10 9 9 yal 21 21 16 17
UR Neighborhood 2 4 4 4 4 5 8 8 8 9 10 9 9 21 21 21 16 17
Greenspaces 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1
Net Zoning Densmes : FF RRFU _|SFR-1 |SFR-2 |SFR3 |MFR-1 MFR-Z PUD CN CG CcC cOo IL iH MU POS __[PF MUC-1* [Muc-2* Imuc-3* TMUEA IS
1 2| 3 4 8 3 T 8 9, 10 11 12 13 14 18 186 17 18 19 20 21 22
DwelingUnts| 0 02 4 62| "®82] " 23| " "a0| 15 N . _ i8] RN T N | IO A [ 22 50 5 1
Employees 0 - 0 1.25 18 24 3 6 4 17 22 100 85 15 20 1 0 10 30 90 300 15 8
FAR 05 03 15 175 05 05 05 0.5 1 15 6 05 03

These assumptions are used in the Grid application, the RLIS process by which the regional capacity is estimated based on the Recommended Alternative design.
The Menu serves as a rezoning matrix using existing comprehensive plan designations plus new 2oning designations (using numbers to represent the changes)

The Zoning Densities show the assumed density of any given zone code used in the above menu.



Table 3 Assumptions used In Grid Application
i

ironmental Constrainte, |
idable Land calcutated as a Percent of Available Land (Vacant and Redevelopable gross acres)
signh Coverage Area Floodplains Steep Slopes
ral City 100% 100%
jional Centers 80% 100%
wmCenters . 80% 100%
nsit Corridors & Nodes 50% 40%
n Streets 70% 50%
Use Employment Areas 80% 0%
sstrial Sanctuary 80% 0%
ghborhood { 0% 40%
ghborhood ! 0% 40%
Town Center 80% 75%
Corridors & Nodes 50% 40%
Main Streets 60% 50%
Mix Use Employment Areas 80% 0%
Industrial Sanctuary 80% 0%
Neighborhood 1 0% 0%
Neighborhood 2 0% 0%

1$S to Net Reduction

s than 1 acre
sidential greater than 1 acre

1-Residential greater than 1 acre

;ancy Rate:

(for future streets, schogls, utilities, etc.)

Factor (applied to gross buildable acres to yield net acres)

90%
75%
80%

95%

:ancy rate applied to households per net acre

fevelopment

levelopment Valuation Ceiling expressed as $/quarter acre
irter acre properties with building values less than amount listed are assumed to redevelop.

ign Coverage Area

Building Valuation (per quarter acre gria cell)

itral City

jional Centers

m Centers

sit Corridors & Nodes

n Streets

Use Employment Areas

sstrial Sanctuary

ghborhood |

ghborhood il

Town Center

Corridors & Nodes

Main Streets

Mix Use Employment Areas

Industrial Sanctuary

Neighbhorhood 1 -

Neighborhood 2

$120,000
$90,000
$70,000
$40,000
$60,000
$10,000
$10,000
$0

$0

$60,000 -

$40,000
$50,000
$20,000
$20,000

$0
$30,000

Recommended Alternative (T18)



Table 4 T’oning and Design Type Abbreviations

Zoning'Codes

FF - Farm and Forest

RRFU - Rural or Future Urban . _

SFR-1 - Single Family (10,000 to 40,000)

SFR-2 - Single Family (7,000 to 10,000)

SFR-3 - Single Family (5,000 to 7,000)

MFR-1 - Multi-family 8 to 25 units per acre

MFR-2 - Multi-family 25 or more units per acre

PUD - Planned unit development/mixed use (used as an intermediate residential zone - neo-traditional design averaging 2500 square foot Iots)
CN - Neighborhood Commercial, floor space 5,000 to 10,000

CG - General Commercial - large scale commercial districts

CC - Central Commercial, central business districts

CO - Office Commercial - Office uses and mixed uses

IL - Light industrial (wharehousing and light processing/fabrication)

IH - Heavy Industrial (light processing and heavy manufacturing)

IMU - Mixed Use Industrial (mix of light manufactunng, office and retail uses)
POS - Parks and Open Space

PF - Public Facilities

MUC-1 - Mixed Use Center 1 (least intense center - Floor Area Ratio of 1)
MUC-2 - Mixed Use Center 2 (moderate intensity center FAR 1.5+)

MUC-3 - Mixed Use Center 3 (highest intensity center FAR 4+)

MUEA - Mixed Use Employment Area (mix of light industrial, office and residential)
IS - Industrial Sanctuary (low intensity industrial employment areas)

Design Type Codes . |

CC - Central City

RC - Regional Center

TC - Town Center

MS - Main Street

CN - Transit Corridors and Nodes

GR - Greenspaces

N1 - Neighborhood One or Inner Neighborhood
N2 - Neighborhood Two or Outer Neighborhood
EA - Mixed Use Employment Area.

IS - Industrial Sanctuary or Industrial Area

UR - prefix for Urban Reserves - used with all of the above des1gn types to indicate areas in Urban Reserves
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Land Use Summary Output Tables  See Tables 5 - 12
Table 5 - Households and Employment by Design Type, Persons per Acre

The land use data is summarized by design type, zoning, and jurisdiction.- Table 5 is
a regional summary for all land (developed, vacant and redevelopable) inside the
different design type coverage areas. Table 5 displays households (HH) and
employees (EMP), acres; persons per acre, as well as the net acres either developed
or available. A jobs/housing ratio is also listed (number of jobs per household).

1. 1992 Existing, is the developed acres, households and employment for each
design area.

2. 2040 New Growth is the increment of new development on vacant and
redeveloped land. The household and employment numbers here included the
existing persons on redeveloped land; when estimating densities (persons per acre)
for the' Recommended Alternative all persons located on newly developed or
redeveloped land must be counted, including those existing persons reconﬂgured
through redevelopment or renovations.

3. 1992 Comp Plan build out refers to the existing ‘c'omprehensive plans and the total
number of households and employees estimated to be accommodated on developed

and vacant land inside the current UGB.

4. 2040 End State refers to the total household and employment accommodated in

the design areas on developed, vacant and redeveloped land. This mixes exustmg and
future distributions.

Table 6 - Households and Employment by Zoning Type, Persons per Acre

Table 6 follows the same format as Table 5 but substitutes zoning categories for
design types. This gives numbers for each zoning category regionwide.

Table 7 - Jurisdiction Households and Employment, Existing, New and Total

Table 7 gives the households and employees by jurisdiction. The three listings are for
1992 existing, the net new growth for each jurisdiction between 1992 and 2040, and
the total 2040 allocation. The population figures are not directly attributable to the
modeling work, which used households and employment (see notation). Counties are

listed twice, first for the unincorporated areas, then for the total county within the
Urban Reserves/UGB area.



Table 8 - Net Densities by Design Type, Existing and New

Table 8 illustrates net densities. It shows net acres, HH, EMP, and the density per
acre, as well as the mix of households to employment. The table shows two sets of
numbers, one representing existing developed densities, the second showing the
potential densities of new development under the Recommended Alternative.

1. "Developed Acres" are the existing developed acres (including the redeveloped
acres at their 1992 densities). "Available acres" are the net buildable vacant and
redevelopable acres, or the available acres for the period 1990 - 2040.

2. "DU per Acre" is dwelling units (households) per acre. "EMP per Acre" is
employees per acre. The same total acres in a design type are used for estimating
both the average dwelling unit and employee densities. Anytime there are both
du/acre and emp/acre in a design type, both uses exist, although they may not be on
the same exact acre. Different land use configurations are possible, and different
assumpt/ons can be made about how these uses are arrayed. The "Ratio of HH/EMP"
gives additional information useful in considering the relatlve share of households to
employees in the design types.

Table 9 - Net Densities by Zoning, Existing and New

Table 9 follows the same format as Table 8, substituting zoning for design type. In
the residential zones, the household densities are most usetul, since one can assume
that the employment will be at home (examples being SFR-2, and -3, and MFR-1 and
-2). Again there are numerous potential configurations for how the mixed uses would
be accommodated in the future. Examples would be in categories such as MUC-2
with 20.4 DU and 85.7 EMP per acre, or CN with 7.4 DU and 16.2 EMP per acre.

Table 10 - Jobs Housing Balance by Town Center and Regional Center market
areas, Existing and Total

Jobs housing balance was estimated using the approximate market areas for the town
centers and the regional centers in the Recommended Alternative. The town centers
nest inside the regional centers. A map is attached to Table 10 to show the location
of town centers and their aggregation to regional centers Jobs, households, the
actual ratio and an indexed ratio are all listed.

1. Town center market areas were approximated using equal distances, and they
encompass all land inside the current UGB and the urban reserves. See map.



" 2. Regional center market areas are aggregations of town center market areas.
There are five regional center market areas identified: Hillsboro, Gresham,
Beaverton/WA. Square, Milwaukie/Clackamas Town Center, and Portland.

3. The ratio is jobs to housing.' A positive number indicates jobs in excess of
households. The regional balance in 1892 is 1.66 jobs per household on average. In

2040 there are less persons per housethold working and the jobs per household drops
to 1.38.

4. The !ndexed ratio subtracts the regtonal average to give a simpler positive or
negative number indexed to the true regional "balance". This column shows the Town
Centers or Regional Centers with positive numbers being jobs rich and those with '
negative numbers being housing rich. This number allows one to compare 1992 with

the 2040, since the indexed ratio compensates for the variation in the regional ratio
over time.

Table 11 - Residential: Single Family Multi-family and Lot Size

Table 11 shows the single family/multi-family split. It also includes the percentage
‘estimated to fall inbetween these two categories, or attached single family. The lot
sizes are also given.

1. Single family/Multi-family split is shown for existing and new development. The
split is also broken down for new development on vacant and redevelopable fand.

" The 1990 spilit is not derived directly from Grid, since grid allocates existing. -
households back to single family and multi-family at regional plan densities, rather
than at the built densities. This has the effect of overestimating the multi-family
component. The SF/MF split in 1990 is derived from census data separately.
Similarly, the lot size data in 1990 from Grid does not equate with what local experts
have quoted as the actual typical lot size currently: 7,000 - 8,000 square feet vs. the

Grid numbers of 8,000 to 10,000 square feet. As a result 1990 iot size.numbers are
not listed here.

2. The attached SF represents a moderate residential density associated with the
PUD zoning category. It is equivalent to 16 units per net acre or 2500 square foot
lots. It could also be reconfigured as a mix of other residential types.
Nevertheless, it does not fall neatly into either the single family or multi-famity

categones and is highlighted separately. The SF split now includes this housing type,
since it is considered single family attached.

3. The SF/MF split is also shown for the major design categories, characterizing the
new residential development in these areas.



4. Average lot sizes are given for new development As noted above the 1992 data
in the Grid model! is inconclusive about existing lot size and more exact data must be
gathered. The neighborhood design type is listed along with its primary zoning type.
The weighted average lot size is dependent on the regional split of available acreage
in these two zoning categories (approximately 50/50 in the Recommended
Alternative). The lot sizes here do not consider the impact of the PUD zoning
category which is considered single family. The PUD category is assumed to be a
variable housing type that could be 2500 square foot lots, or attached single famlly or
a mix of either of the former with multi-family.

Table 12 - Comparing the Recommended Alternative with no UGB Expansion and
40,000 acres of Urban Reserves Designation

A different version of the Recommended Alternative was run to estimate the impact of
differing sizes of the urban reserve areas on density in the region. One mode! run
used no urban reserves, one used approximately 40,000 acres (or what were originally
identified as the three tiers of potential urban reserves - the first being immediately
serviceable, the second potentially serviceable, the third the most difficult and costly to
provide with urban services).

1. Shown are the densities, persons per acre in the design types. 1992 is existing,
the rest are new development densities (the increment of new growth including
redevelopment impacts).

2. The lot size changes show the average lot sizes of the variations on the
Recommended Alternative, as well as the weighted lot average lot size for the two
“single family residential zones. The 1992 figures show the range of existing lot sizes
available under current zoning. The percentages of available land (vacant and
redevelopable) in SFR-3 compared to acreage in SFR-2 are listed.

‘3. Percentages of attached single family (households in PUD zoning category) are
listed. As mentioned above, this could be a variety of housing types, attached,
detached, or a mix of multi-family and single family, where the average lot size is
approximately 2500 square feet.



TABLE 5 - Households and Employees By Design Type on Net Acres

DESIGN TYPE
"Central City

Reg. Centers
Town Centers
Main Streets
Corridors/Nodes
Neighborhood 1
Neighborhood 2
Employment Areas
Indust. Sanct.
Greenspaces

UR Town Centers
UR Main Sts.

UR Corr/Nodes
UR Neigh. 1

UR Neigh. 2

UR Emp. Area
UR Indust. Sanct.
UR Greensp.
Totals

DESIGN TYPE
Central City
Reg. Centers
Town Centers
Main Streets
Corridors/Nodes
Neighborhood 1
Neighborhood 2

Employment Areas

Indust. Sanct.
Greenspaces

UR Town Centers
UR Main Sts.

UR Corr/Nodes
UR Neigh. 1

UR Neigh. 2

UR Emp. Area
UR Indust. Sanct.
UR Greensp.
Totals

i

S

© 1992: EXISTING HH/EMP ON DEV. ACRES

DEV. AC.
- 1097
1661
1685
2632
30059
44853
13198
4459
10024
6223

408
217
2471
45

253
119066.5

TOT NET. AC.
1277
1860
2124
1892
36581
55588
23678
11533

8119
10810

146308.74209

HHY
8143
5391
6574

.15168
145787
182932
43365
3665
2171
14437
10

0

302
194
975

1

0

122
439125

1992: COMP PLAN BUILD OUT WITHIN EXISTING UGB

. HH
7903
7488
8977

11947

184269

253138

100343

12674
3391
14919

568754.8

EMP JIH RATIO PERS./AC.

146073
28416
28168
47410

215662
82565
19972
52152
87152
24156

775

0

28

.0
220
343

0

30
733092

17.94
527
428
313
1.48
0.43
0.46

14.23.

40.14
167

7750

0.09
0.00
0.23
3118

0.25

151.85
2526

26.53 "

32.49
19.36
12.65

977
13.76

924"

9.7
22.38
1.93
225

108"

8.19

133

EMP J/H RATIO PERS./AC.

147089
37813
37201
41363

298726

147337
65944

140761
86230
33344

772342

18.61
5.05
414
346
1.62
0.58
0.66

1111
25.43

223

128.96
29.28
26.91
35.90
19.37
1277
12.21
1465
11.56

6.15

DESIGN TYPE
Central City

Reg Centers
Town Centers
Main Streets
Corridors/Nodes
Neighborhood 1
Neighborhood 2
Employment Areas
Indust. Sanct.
Greenspaces

UR Town Centers
UR Main Sts.

UR Corr/Nodes
UR Neigh. 1

UR Neigh. 2

UR Emp. Area
UR Indust. Sanct
UR Greensp.
Totals

DESIGN TYPE
Central City

Reg. Centers
Town Centers
Main Streets
Corridors/Nodes
Neighborhood 1
Neighborhood 2
Employment Areas
Indust. Sanct.
Greenspaces

UR Town Centers
UR Main Sts.

UR Corr/Nodes
UR Neigh. 1

UR Neigh. 2

UR Emp. Area
UR Indust. Sanct.
UR Greensp.
Totals

2040: NEW GROWTH ON VACANT AND REDEVELOPED ACRES*

VAC. AC. REDEV. AC.

115
154
435
186
5508
7557
8807
3523
5931
4703
19

0
592
522
5782
68

V)
343

322
448
336

352 .

3879
2132
1097
1108
337
386
11

0
147
14
982
15

0

31

43961.738 1460543344
* New growth includes HH and EMP on redeveloped land in '92.

HH
19756
11914

12899 -

7927
113348
79000
67715
20284
3373
.0

- 620
0
15700
4079
38989
385

0

0
395987

EMP J/H RATIO PERS./AC.

121523
- 50133
34171
17605
101942
39969
27668
64312
71155
2

2598

0

2195
1245
11873
1183

0

0
547573

. 6.15

42
265
222
0.90
0.51
0.41
317
21.10

4.19

' 0.14

0.
0.30
3.08

369.18
12296
7247
6213 -
35.01
20.43
16.47
22,65
8.37
0.00
126.55

4545
17.55
13.28
2357

0.00

2040; END STATE - TOTAL GROWTH ON ALL DEVELOPABLE ACRES

DEV. AC
710
1118
1274
2220
25180
42058
11734
3023
5738
5162
22

0
214
199
1135
27

0
208
99814

AVAIL. AC.
436
602
831
539

9386
9690
9904
4630
9308
5089
30

0
739

536 -

6765

- 83

0

374
58567

HH

26306

15886
18699
21613
244952
263005
106757
22917
4976
12903
623

]
15877
4262
39529
396

0

11
798699

EMP J/H RATIO - PERS./AC.

226202
68738
54979
58091
268036
109426
41756
102046
122501
19476
3162

0

2212
1245
11944
1381

0

0
1091194

8.60
433
294
269
1.09
0.42
0.39

445

24.62
1.51
5.08

014

0.29
0.30
349

0.00

243.25
58.45
4388
36.73
21.93
12.28
11.80
19.32

8.80

442
84.23
35.64
13.30
11.52
19.78

0.38
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TABLE 6 . Households and Employees By Zoning Type on Net Acres

1992: EXISTING HH/EMP ON DEV. ACRES

ZONING

Farm Forest

Rural or Future Urban
Single Family 1

Single Family 2.

Single Family 3
Multi-family 1
Mutli-family 2

Planned Unit Dev.
Commercial Neighborhood
Commercial General
Central Commercial
Office Commercial
Light Industrial

Heavy Industrial

Mixed Use Industrial
Parks and Open Space
Public Facilities

Mixed Use Center 1
Mixed Use Center 2
Mixed Use Center 3
Mixed Use Employ. Area
Industrial Area

Totals

1992: COMP PLAN BUILD OUT WITHIN EXISTING UGB

ZONING

Farm Forest

Rural or Future Urban
Single Farnily 1

Single Family 2

Single Family 3
Multi-famity 1
Mutli-family 2

Planned Unit Dev.
Commercial Neighborhood
Commercial Generat
Central Commercial
Office Commercial
Light Industrial

Heavy tndustrial

Mixed Use industrial
Parks and Open Space
Public Facilities

Mixed Use Center 1
Mixed Use Center 2
Mixed Use Center 3
Mixed Use Employ. Area
Industrial Area

Totals

TOT NET. AC. HH EMP
5397 68 16
3388 2167 521
1720 3261 872

135421 110113 29437
48786 222416 - 59789
14614 183550 24978
2125 50165 7183
74 759 159
624 914 13959
6200 2282 126516
2695 778 242507
1811 14443 111517
11045 724 155271
14028 185 173191
3364 14131 42797
11411 728 1125
3480 12 45180
(i} 0 0

0 0 0

0 0 o

0 0 0
300 8 1519
166485 606704 1036538

EMP JH RATIO

DEV. AC. HH
1309 7 0 0
2264 1596 1 0.00
1150 1759 514 029
26755 72418 19123 0.26
41459 186000 37044 0.20
10464 120517 8378 0.07
1681 43414 1760 0.04
2001 720 150 0.21
2399 0 14808 -
4082 0 116438 -
1720 462 209677 453.85
923 5374 67740 1261
4152 .0 86817 -
6122 11 107805 980045
1685 6962 29219 4.20
1114 0 0 -
2379 0 33648 .
922 ] 0 -
667 o 0 -
373 (] 0 -
1381 0 i} -
4290 7 0 0.00
119290 439247 733122

JH RATIO
0.24
0.24
0.27
0.27
0.27
0.14
0.14
0.21

15.27
55.44
3N
772
214.46
936 17
303
155
3765.03

189 91

PERS. /AC.
0.01
C1.77
429
7.52
12.17
29.74
65.96
0.98
6.17
2852
122.58
88.02
20.91
17.61
27.72
0.00
14.14
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00

PERS. /AC.
0.03

1.58

472

7.74

'11.36
2963
55.86
2483
25.62

2122

90.62
79.30
14.20
12,37
2206

0.24
12.99

5.12

2040: PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE NEW GROWTH ON VACANT AND REDEVELOPED ACRES

ZONING

Farm Forest

Rural or Future Urban
Single Family 1

Single Family 2
Single Family 3 -

- Multi-family 1

Mutli-famity 2

Planned Unit Dev.
Commercial Neighborhood
Commercial General
Central Commercial
Office Commercial

Light Industrial

Heavy Industrial

Mixed Use Industrial
Parks and Open Space
Public Facilities

Mixed Use Center 1
Mixed Use Center 2
Mixed Use Center 3
Mixed Use Employ Area
Industrial Area

Totals

VAC. AC. REDEV. AC.

5046
0

0
10793
8269
1601
77
4134

2764 .

0
0
0
0

]

469
511
515
834
310
115
3477
5389
44303

417
0

0
1516
1318
706
99
1502
1557

0

0
0
0

o

137
191
1246
773
549
3
1078
3237
14635

HH
0

EMP JHRATIO PERS.JAC.

0
0
0

21094

21905
6589
1004

32192

69922

0OQO0OQCO

6339

0
16765
45918
73563
121523

65057 -

65698
547569

2040: END STATE - TOTAL GROWTH ON ALL DEVELOPABLE ACRES

ZONING

Farm Forest

Rural or Future Urban
Single Family 1
Single Family 2
Single Family 3
Multi-famity 1
Mutfi-famity 2
Planned Unit Dev.

Commercial Neighborhood

Commercial General

" Central Commercial

Office Commercial
Light Industrial

Heavy Industrial

Mixed Use Industrial
Parks and Open Space
Public Facilities

Mixed Use Center 1
Mixed Use Center 2
Mixed Use Center 3
Mixed Use Employ. Area
Industrial Area

Totals

DEV.AC AVAIL. AC.

205
2264
1150
24688
39746
9562
1560
63

461

4082
1720
923
4152
6122
1514
801
820

5463
0

0
12309
9587

2307
176

4320

gOOOOO

701

1761

1608
859
425

4556

8626

58938

HH
1

1083
1643
138271
250623
155749
44720
79180
32096
0
3
4267
0

9
8498
0

0
23888
17540
19756
21153
7

EMP
0

1
476

38865

57251
14317
2570
32335
83058
93341
159544
54698
60508
66412
28026
0
28029
45918
73563
121523
65057
65698

798806 1091190

0.30
0.30
0.13
0.15

495.48
12.82

7379.11
330

192
419
6.15
308
.9385.44

0.00

13.23
17.51
4557
80.01
33.57
31.04

PERS.JAC.
0.00
1.06
359
9.36
12.45
30.38
58.76
36.56
J2.29
2287
93.17
69.54
1457
10.85
22.14
0.00
10.86
61.59
131.10

388.84

2460 -
7.46



‘TABLE 7 - Jurisdiction Households and Employees

Existing 1992 to 2040 Total in 2040

Jun. _tion 92HH 92Pop* 92EMP NewHH NewPop* NewEMP  TotHH TotPop* TotEMP
Beaverton . 22089 . 58785 46178 13183 19623 - 11228 36271 78408 57406
Comelius 2472 6425 2563 2306 4196 2492 4778 10621 5055
Durham v 417 800 763 217 611 195 635 1411 958 -
Fairview 1208 2975 - 1476 5379 - 11669 6753 6587 14644 8229
Forest Grove 5500 14010 5791 3945 6986 4889 9445 20996 10680
Gladstone 3680 10930 3181 1006 363 517 4686 11203 3698
Gresham 27518 72210 28390 26691 48297 37572 54209 120507 65962
Happy Valley 745 1910 346 2599 5523 1197 3344 7433 1543
Hillsboro 12648 40425 25104 21069 34528 36828 33717 74953 61932
Johnson City 567 1260 538 2 4 1 569 1265 539
King City . 450 2065 1256 213 256 168 = €63 - 2321 1414
Lake Oswego 13126 31545 15565 6115 11227 4407 19241 42772 19971
Maywood Park 221 491 46 13 30 4 234 521 50
Milwaukie 8190 19450 11150 2494 4300 2137 10684 23750 13287
Oregon City ’ 6832 16760 17370 5780 11278 4348 12613 28038 21718
Portland 210164 458300 420583 57954 136703 101029 268108 596003 521611
Rivergrove 140 295 36 55 138 .17 195 433 53
Sherwood , 1385 3635 2622 6574 14059 5765 7960 17694 8387
Tigard 12053 31350 29442 10327 18401 11489 22380 49751 40931
Troutdale 3048 8790 5539 6789 13079 8461 9837 21869 14000
Tualatin 6777 16300 13075 5864 11801 11634 12641 28101 24710
West Linn 6342 17160 2570 3371 4432 2338 9713 21592 4908
Wilsonville 4165 8755 12491 6762 155635 12220 10927 24290 24712
Wood Village 1300 2920 790 - 868 1900 1029 2168 4820 1820
Clack. Co. unincorp. ** 33679 80830 45010 58273 123579 35038 91852 204410 80048
Multr “ <. unincorp.** 1859 4461 2035 14884 32758 7072 16743 37219 10007
Wazf._ }Z. unincorp.™ 56254 135010 41277 06828 205292 49254 153082 340302 90531
Urban Total 442819 1048849 736089 359563 736569 358072 802382 1785418 1094161
County Totals** 92 HH 92 Pop* 92EMP NewHH New Pop* New EMP TotHH  Tot Pop* Tot EMP
Clack. Co. : 77566 183659 105920 86268 180544 61565 163834 364203 167486
Multn. Co. 245913 582266 460474 112577 214657 161589 358490 796924 622063
Wash. Co. ‘ 119341 282572 169695 160717 339997 134918 280058 622569 304613
Urban Total 442819 1048497 736089 359563 735199 358072 802382 1783696 1094161

* Popdlation These numbers are generated secondarily, Region 2040 modeling uses households rather than population.

- 1992 Pop is census data for cities (PSU Pop Center); county unincorporated areas are estimates usmg 2.4 persons/household.
. = New Pop is 2040 Total Pop minus 1992 Pop

- The 2040 Total Population is derived from househoids, using 2.223 persons/househoid

* County Totals for areas inside Urban Reserves and UGB, and do not include the full extent of the counties.



TABLE 8 - Net Densities by Design Type

EXISTING DEVELOPMENT IN 1992

* AVAIL. ACRES = Vacant and Redevelopable Acres

DU= dweliing units

~ DEV. DU PER EMP PER| RATIO
TYPE ACRES HH| ACRE EMP| _ ACRE|HH/EMP
Central City 1096.8 8143 74 146073 1332 0.1
Reg. Centers 1661.0 5391 32 28416 17.1 02
Town Centers 1684.8 6574 39 28168 16.7 0.2
Main Streets 26323 15168 58 47410 18.0 0.3
Conidors/MNodes 30058.8 145787 49 215662 72 07
Neighborhood 1 448530 192932 43 82565 18 23
Neighborhood 2 13198.3. 43365 33 19972 15 22
Employment Areas 4459.0 3665 08 52152 117 0.1
indust Sanct. 10023.5 2471 02 87152 8.7 0.0
Greenspaces 62225 14437 23 24156 39 0.6
UR Town Centers 407.5 302 0.7 28 0.1 10.8
UR Main Sts. 358 10 0.3 775 217 0.0
UR ComrMNodes 0.0 0 © - 0 - -
UR Neigh. 1 253.3 122 05 30 0.1 41
UR Neigh. 2 217.0 194 0.9 0 0.0 -
UR Emp. Area 24713 975 0.4 220 0.1 44
UR Indust. Sanct 453 11 0.2 343 76 0.0
UR Greensp. 0.0. 0 - 0 - -
TOTALS 1122450 439247 733122

NEW DEVELOPMENT 1992-2040

DESIGN AVAIL DU PER EMP PER| RATIO
TYPE ACRES* HH| ACRE EMP| ACRE|HHIEMP
Ce 1 4362 19756 453 121523 278.6 0.2
Re_ lenters 601.5 11914 198 50133 833 0.2
Town Centers 831.0 12899 155 34171 411 04 .
Main Streets 538.5 7927 147 17605 327 0.5
Comidors/Nodes 9386.3 113348 121 101942 10.9 1.1
Neighborhood 1 9689.7 789000 82 39969 - 41 2.0
Neighbarhood 2 9904.3 67715 68 27668 2.8 24
Employment Areas 46305 20284 44 64312 13.9 0.3
Indust Sanct 9307.7 3373 04 71155 76 0.0
Greenspaces 5089.0 0 0.0 2 0.0 0.0
UR Town Centers 30.3 620 20.4 2598 85.7 0.2
UR Malin Sts. 0.0 0 - 0.0 0 - -
UR Cor/Nodes 7392 15700 212 2195 - 3.0 72
UR Neigh. 1 5357 4079 76 1245 23 33
UR Neigh. 2 67645 38989 58 11873 1.8 33
UR Emp. Area 82.8 385 46 1183 14.3 0.3
UR Indust. Sanct. 0.0 0 0.0 0 - -
UR Greensp. 374.2 0 0.0 -0 0.0 -
TOTALS 58567.2 395987 547573




TABLE 9 - Net Densities by Zoning

EXISTING DEVELOPMENT IN 1992

DEV. DU PER . EMP PER| RATIO

ZONING ACRES* {HH ACRES [EMP GRS. AC. {HH/IEMP
Farm Forest 1308.5 7 0.0 0 0.0 -
Rural or Future Urban 2264.0 1596 07 1 0.0 1596.0
Single Family 1 1150.0 1759 1.5 514 0.4 34
Single Family 2 267548 72418 27 19123 07 38
Single Family 3 414588 186000 45 37044 0.9 5.0
Multi-famity 1 10463.8 120517 115 8378 0.8 14.4
Mutli-family 2 16808 ‘43414 25.8 1760 1.0 247
Pianned Unit Dev. 2001.3 720 04 150 0.1 48
Commaercial Neighborhood 2399.3 0 0.0 14808 6.2 0.0
Commercial General 4082.0 0 00 116438 285 0.0
Central Commercial 1720.0 462 0.3 209677 1219 0.0
Office Commerciat 923.0 5374 58 67740 734 0.1
Light Iindustrial 4152.0 0 0.0 86817 209 0.0
Heavy industrial 6122.0 11 0.0 107805 176 0.0
Mixed Use Industrial ' 16853 . 6962 41 29219 17.3 0.2
Parks and Open Space 1114.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 -
Public Facilities 2379.0 0 0.0 33648 14.1 0.0
Mixed Use Center 1 922.3 0 0.0 0 0.0 -
Mixed Use Center 2 666.5 0 0.0 0 0.0 -
Mixed Use Center 3- 372.8 0 0.0 0 0.0 -
Mixed Use Employ. Area 13805 0 0.0 o 0.0 -
Industrial Area 42895 7 0.0 0 0.0 -

Tfl'(ALS 119289.8 439247 733122
NEW DEVELOPMENT 1892-2040

AVAIL. DU PER EMP PER|{ RATIO

ZONING ACRES* HH|{ ACRE EMP ACRE [HH/EMP
Farm Forest 5463.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 B
Rural or Future Urban 0.0 0 - 0 - -
Single Family 1 0.0 0 - 0 - -
Single Family 2 12309.1 70872 58 21094 17 34
Single Family 3 9586.7 73003 76 21905 23 33
Mutti-family 1 2307.0 49275 21.4 6589 29 75
Mutli-family 2 175.7 6526 371 1004 57 6.5
-Planned Unit Dev. 56355 78501 138 32192 57 24
Commercial Neighborhood 4320.2 32096 7.4 69922 16.2 0.5
Commercial General 0.0 0 - 0 - -
Central Commercial 0.0 0 - 0 - -
Office Commercial 0.0, 0 - 0 - -
Light Industrial 0.0 0 - 0 - -
Heavy Industrial 0.0 0 - 0} - -
Mixed Use Industrial 605.3 3373 5.6 6339 105 0.5
Parks and Open Space 701.3 0 0.0 0 0.0 -
Public Facilities 1760.9 0 0.0 16765 9.5 0.0
Mixed Use Center 1 1607.7 23888 14.9 45918 286 05
Mixed Use Center 2 8585 17540 204 73563 857 02
Mixed Use Center 3 4255 19756 464 121523 285.6 0.2
Mixed Use Employ. Area 455585 21153 46 65057 14.3 03
Industral Area 8625.8 0 0.0 65698 7.6 0.0

589376 395983 547569

o JALS
-

* AVAIL. ACRES = Vacant and Redevelopable Acres

DU= dwelling units



TABLE 10 - Jobs Housing Balance

!..;-.JS HOUSING BALANCE BY TOWN CENTERS AND REGIONAL CENTERS IN RECOMMENDED ALTERNATIVE

1992 EXISTING 2040 - TOTAL
TOWN CENTERS JOBS HOUSING J/H RATIO INDEXED* ' JOBS HOUSING J/HRATIO INDEXED®
~ AIRPORT 21782 5806 3.75 2.08 - 27086 9162 2.96 1.58
ALOHA 7681 14594 0.63 -1.14 13154 27818 0.47 -0.90
BEAVERTON . 38803 18622 2.08 0.42 47638 25978 1.83 0.46
BETHANY 1322 2002 0.66 -1.00 5864 11028 0.53 -0.84
CEDAR MILL 9898 6990 1.42 -0.25 16893 18586 0.86 -0.51
CLACKAMAS 31629 13891 228 0.62 49625 25987 1.91 0.53
DAMASCUS ) 1224 16870 0.73 -0.83 8445 22527 0.37 -1.00
FOREST GROVE 8409 8077 104 - -062 18234 21079 0.87 -0.51
GATEWAY 31787 23746 1.34 -0.32 37112 - 31886 147 -0.20
GRESHAM 16248 15249 1.07-  -060 44297 37048 1.20 -0.18
HAPPY VALLEY - 841 2945 0.29 -1.38 3347 8823 0.38 -1.00
- HAWTHORNE 28653 29580 0.97 -0.69 26428 31639 0.84 -0.54
HILLSBORO 16518 11353 1.45. -0.21 23007 20214 1.14 -0.24
HILLSDALE 18899 18196 11.04 -0.62 19548 - 22559 - 0.87 -0.51
HOLLYWOOD 25610 29680 0.86 -0.80 24710 30904 0.80 --0.58
KING CITY 4332 7443 0.58 -1.08 - 7141 13919 0.51 -0.86
LAKE GROVE 21207 9611 2.21 0.54 26710 16934 1.58 0.20
LAKE OSWEGO 6047 8418 0.64 -1.02 9644 15570 0.62 -0.76
LENTS 9633 15145 0.64 -1.03 11642 18428 0.63 -0.74
MILWAUKIE 15516 13523 1.15 -0.51 17562 17242 102 . -036
MURRAY HILL 3354 10008 0.34 . -1.33 10534 25721 0.41 -0.97
NORTH PORTLAND 41639 26518 1.57 -0.09 46080 28746 4.55 0.17
7 IGON CITY 29297 26371 111 -0.55 40898 45566 0.90 - -0.48
L _ZNCO 8861 6246 1.42 -0.24 40655 33302 1.22 -0.15
PLEASANT VALLEY 2926 9428 031 -+ -135 7596 23780 0.32 -1.06
PORTLAND : 218362 36543 5.98 4.31 281849 56768 514 3.77
RALEIGH HILLS 8283 6633 1.25 -0.41 9283 10566 0.88 -0.50
ROCKWOOD 13486 15761 0.86 -0.81 24850 24987 0.99 -0.38
SHERWOOD 2580 1540 1.68 0.01 9451 10861 0.87 -0.50
ST. JOHNS ' 15065 5587 270 1.03 25599 6435 3.98 2.60
TANASBOURNE 12431 10233 1.21 -0.45 29672 30747 0597 -0.41
TIGARD 30100 12871 234 0.68 40530 20657 1.96 0.59
TROUTDALE 9436 5809 160 . -0.06 27025 19281 1.40 0.03
TUALATIN 11580 7595 1.52 014 24875 15611 1.59 0.22
WILSONVILLE 12708 4202 3.02 1.36 26436 13254 1.99 0.62
Totals 736147 442986 1.66 0.00 1093620 785313 1.38 0.00
1992 EXISTING 2040 - TOTAL
REGIONAL CENTER JOBS HOUSING J/H RATIO INDEXED* JOBS HOUSING J/H RATIO INDEXED*
BEAVERTON/WA SQ. 170332 121768 1.40 -0.26 277781 258224 1.08 -0.30
HILLSBORO 33789 25676 - 1.32 -0.35 81894 74594 1.10 -0.28
GRESHAM 42098 46348 0.91 -0.76 103745 105087 0.98 -0.39
MILWAUKIE/CTC 88143 73547 1.20 -0.46 - 131603 | 138559 0.95 -0.43
PORTLAND ~ 401800 175659 2.29 0.63 498481 218797 2.28 0.80
REGIONAL TOTAL 736162 442998 1.66 0.00 1093504 795261 - 138 0.00

| .JDEXED: This is the ratio minus the regional jobs/housing ratio or balance (1.66 in 1992, 1.38 in 2040)
- A positive number is a Jobs rich area, a negative number is households rich area.

NOTE: See map next page for location of Town Center and Regional Center market areas.



Town and
Regional Centers

N Township Boundary
REGIONAL CENTERS

1 Hilisboro

Beaverton/Washington Sq.

2

3 Portland
5 Milwaukie /CTC
6

Gresham

-

600 NE Grand Ave
Portand, OR 97232.2736
(503) 797-1700




TABLE 11 - Residential: Single family Multi-family, and Lot Sizes

Existing AllNew  Vac.lLand Redev. Land
1892 REC. ALT. REC.ALT REC. ALT.

Single Family 68.0% 61.5% 70.24% . 39.59%.
Multi-Family . 32.0% 38.5% 29.76% 60.41%
_Attached SF 0.0% 20.0% 20.3% 18.5%
SF/MF By Major Design Types

Centers 100% MF

Corridors : 35%SF / 65%MF

Main Streets 100% MF

Neighborhoods 95% SF

Employment Areas 100% SF

Average Lot Size NEW

Neigh. 1 (SFR-3) 5720

Neigh. 2 (SFR-2) : 7566

Weighted Avg. 6657 .

TABLE 12 -‘Impacts of Different Urban Reserve Expansion

- DENSITY, Persons/net acre by Design Type - 1992 existing, altemativés show density for new development

REC. NO 40,000 AC|
' _ISIGN TYPE 1992 ALT. EXPAND. UR.RES.
Central City . 168.01 379.59 397.20 361.89
Reg. Centers - 24.56 127.51 137.40 120.90
Town Centers 26.49 75.74 '84.45 58.53
Main Streets 31.98 65.52 72.96 54.98
Corridors/Nodes 19.36 37.79 . 4347 - 3064
Neighborhood 1 11.41 22.31 25.51 - 2141
Neighborhood 2 ) 8.62 18.04 20.44 14.25
Employment Areas 14.42 23.66 26.84 24.37
Indust. Sanct. ’ 9.57 8.45 8.63 8.67
Greenspaces 9.35 0.00 0.00 0.00
UR Town Centers 1.92 50.34 43.92
UR Main Sts. 25.94 131.25 60.99
UR Corr/Nodes v .- - -
UR Neigh. 1 2.05 19.30 16.67
UR Neigh. 2 1.12 14.61 11.66
UR Emp. Area 8.24 - 24.64 24.96
UR Indust. Sanct. _ - - -
UR Greensp. ' 1.18 0.00 -
1990 REC. NO 40,000 AC
PLANS ALT. EXPAND. UR. RES.
LOT SIZE CHANGES Range Average Average .  Average
SFR-3 (Neigh. 1) . 5,000-7,000 5720 5259 - 6755
__SFR-2 (Neigh. 2) 7,000-10,000 7566 6907 9457
' QSFR:%/SFRZ 47% /153% 51%/49% 68%/32% 35%/65%
Attached SF N/A 20.00% - 26.98% 8.83%



Transportation Data

Selected Performance Measures
Additional Evaluation Measures

Roadway Network Update
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TO:
FROM:
RE:

September 2, 1994

John Fr_egonése

Cindy L. Pederson

- Region 2040 Preferred Alternative

Attached are the Total Region and Intra-UGB Performance Measures
reports which include the results from the Preferred Alternative model run.

Please keep in mind that in addmon to landuse revisions, the following have
also changed:

Highway Network

Transit Network

Parking Factors

PEFs

used ConCept C as a base with edits
as per Tom Kloster's memos

(completely revised) based on the 2015
South/North system with revisions as per
Martm HuII of Tri-Met

based on Concept B -- see attached .

bésed on Concept B -- see attached"

If you have any questions, please feel free to contact me at x1772.

CC:

Bill Barber
Richard Brandman
Andy Cotugno
Scott Higgins
Mike Hoglund
Jennifer John
Tom Kloster
Keith Lawton
Rich Ledbetter
Leon Skiles
Stuant Todd
Mark Turpel
Dick Walker



Reglon 2040 - Concept Runs WITH Parking Factors and Revised PEFs

(includes network revisions and resulting redlstribuﬂon of trips)

1-Sep-94

Landuse Duta
Pooulation ,
Houssholds
Employment
Trip Data
~ Total Person Trips

Walk Bike Number of Total Tripe

Walk Bike as % of Total Trips
Person Trips per Household
Person Trios per Capita”

Home Based Work Occupancy

Transh Data

Transit Riders
as % of Total Person Trips

Home-Based Work Transit Riders

-as % of Total HBW Person Trips

% households covered by transit
% employment covered by transit
Total Transit Service (Hours)

Trip Length Data

AWD VMT
with Comm & Ext
without Comm & Ext

AWDVMT per Capita
with Comm & Ext
without Comm & Ext

AWD Average Trip Length (miles) -
with Comm & Ext
without Comm & Ext
Network Data
PM 1-hr Averane Speed (mph)
PM 1-hr Average Travel Time (mins)
Lane Miles **

Congested Roadway Miles*
asa % of total

“TOTAL REGION
Selected Performanée Measures

‘2040 2040

2040

2040

1.511.237 2.674.355 2.674.355
585,075 1,166,656 1,166,656
867.812 1,634,507 1,634,823

6264314 11,564,323 11,533,237
299.779 567.295 629,898
4.79% 491% 5.46%
1071 9.91 9.89
415 432 431
1.103 1103 1.113
136,821 372.3%0 527,758
2.18% 3.22% 4.58%
64,517 200,850 299,054
541% 8.95% 13.32%
55.12% 44.93% 53.09%
76.72% 75.96% 78.58%
4.983 12322 13.192
26,708,898 47,973,269 44737495
20,445.781 36.135.146 33.027.691
17.67 17.94 16.73
13.53 13.51 12.35
5.25 5.20 . 497
443 432 4.06
3 26 2
10.87 13.30 12.46
9,279 10,180 9.820
162.47 817.18 - 783.95
2.45% 11.91% 11.57%

* Roadway miles with v/c > .9 for the PM 1-hr period
“* miles for freeways and arterials regionwide

2674355
1,166311
1,633,734

11,542,950
589.965
511%

9.90
432
1.110

437,178
3.79%

245837
10.96%

51.14%
74.65%
12,553

46,910,375
35.09G.168

17.54
13.12

5.14

425

29
11.85
10,327

568.13
8.29%

2.674.355
1,166,638
1,634,813

11,518,039
608,324
5.28%

9.87
431
1.117

570,007
4.95%

335,614
14.95% -

57.38%
77.86%
11.966

46,139,880
34,211,048

17.25
12.79

515
4.22

.2
12.08
10,483

620.49
8.89%
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Reglon 2040 - Concept Runs WITH Parking Factors and Revised PEFs
(Includes network revisions and resulting redistribution of trips)

INTRA-UGB
Selected Performance Measures
1Sep-94
2040 2040 ' 2040 2040
1880 ConcentA Concept B Caoncept C Preferred Alternatlvs
Landuse Data (within UGB) '
Population , ‘1082471 1,943,895 1,904,799 1,678,720 . 1,862,182
Households 410,853 839,333 822,452 724,836 . - 804,051
Employment o ’ 723,982 1,305,183 1,293,427 1,169,913 1,257,365
Trip Data (Intra-UGB Trips Only) v .
Total Person Trios 4.484.900 8.371.842 8.161.761 7.188.750 8.073.210
Wak Bike Number of Total Trips 231,830 432,601 486,392 " 404,698 463314
Wak Bike as % of Total Trips 5.17% 517% 5.96% 5.63% §.74%
Person Trips per Household 1092 9.97 9.92 9.92 10.04
Person Trips per Capita 434 431 4.28 - 428 434
Transit Data (intra-UGB Trips Only)
Transit Riders , 124,770 338,323 . 487 642 372,047 509,120
as % of Total Person Trips 2.78% 4.04% 5.97% 5.18% . 6.31%
Home-Based Work Transit Riders 58,080 183,763 277.462 211,763 301,043
as % of Total HBW Person Trips 687% 1M1.11% 17.15% 14.83% 19.06%
% households covered by transit 64.75% 48.71% 61.19% 58.10% 63.16%
% employment covered by transit. 81.55% 82.50% 86.47% 83.00% 82.61%
Trio Lenath Data (intrs-UGB Trios Only)
AWD VMT » .
without Comm & Ext 12,802,346 24.262.884 20.693.270 20.010.741 . 21.896.980
AWDVMT per Capita
without Comm & Ext 12.40 12.48 10.86 11.92 11.76
AWD Average Trip Length (miles) _
without Comm & Ext 3.89 4.05 3.66 3.96 393
Network Data (whthin UGB) _
PM 1-hr Average Speed (mph) - 30 24 24 27 26
PM 1-tr Average Trave! Time (mins) 9.64 12.55 11.41 10.84 12.22
Lane Miles ** 5304 6.377 5557 . 6.116 6,038
Congested Roadway Miles’ 150.49 682.04 642.65 403.94 45405
as a % of total 5.18% 19.16% 21.29% 12.22% 13.88%

* Roadway miles with v/c > .9 for the PM 1-hr period
** miles for freeways and arierials



" Region 2040 - Air Quality Analysis 2.Sep-94
(in kg/day) ’ '

Reglon-wide emissions - including Columbia, Yamhill and Marion Counties

Winter Summer Summer Summer
CO CO ’ HC NOx
1990 ‘ 881,365 608,182 188,618 86,096
2040 BCFRWY 650,950 - 559,_844 75,118 100,434
2040A 656,258 561,689 75,046 97,578
2040 A w/pkg factors 649,822 556,196 74,426 97,376
2040 B ’ 640,164 547,752 73,201 92,209
2040 B w/pkg factors 615,772 527,002 70,985 190,182
2040C 631,703 540,721 72,991 : 95,974
2040 C wipkg factors 616,801 528,045 71,576 94,627
' 72040 Preferred Alt 614,930 526,385 71,191 93,205

Reglon-wide emissions - NOT including Columbia, Yamhill and Marion Counties

Winter Summer Summer Summer
cO CO HC NOx

1990 | 835,115 574,708 177,857 80,452
2040 BCFRWY 614,451 528,601 70,700 94,024
2040 A 618,887 529,702 70,547 91,102
2040 A w/pkg factors 613,537 525,133 69,810 90,987

, 2040 B ' 603;276 516,177 ‘ 68,739 85,737
2040 B w/pkg factors 579,579 496,017 66,375 83,817
. 2040C 584,414 500,215 67,187 88,356

2040 C w/pkg factors 569,091 487,188 65,745 86,988

2040 Preferred Alt 574,749 491,995 66,391 86,230



w,' : Region 2040 - Parking FL._W_l,,br Guidelines -
13-Sep-94 ‘

WORK Purpose ' .
Regional Sub-Regional Resldential Main Ten Minute Jther High Density Other Low Density

Base Case

1985 dollars $4.32 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 A'SO.OO . $0.00 $0.00

1993 dollars $5.81 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00
Concept A (Base + 13%) (33% of CBD) (13% of CBD) (10% of'CBD) (5.5% of CBD)  (4.5% of CBD)

1985 dollars $4.88 ' $1.61 $0.63 $0.49 _ $0.27 $0.22 $0.22 $0.15

1993 dollars $6.56 $2.16 $0.85 $0.66 $0.36 $0.30 $0.30 $0.20
Concept B (Base + 38%) (33% of CBD) (13% of CBD) (8% of CBD) (8% of CBD) (6% of CBD)

1985 dollars $5.96 $1.97 $0.78 $0.4t} . $0.48 $0.36 $0.36 $0.15

1993 dollars $8.01 . $2.64 $1.04 $0.64 $0.64 $0.48 $0.48 ‘ . $0.20
Concept C (Base + 13%) (78% of CBD) (33% of CBD) (11% of CBD) (5% of CBD) (4% of CBD)

1985 dollars $4.88 . $3.81 $1.61 $0.54 $0.24 $0.20 $0.20 ~ $0.15

1993 dollars $6.56 $5.12 $2.16 $0.72 $0.33 . $0.26 $0.27 $0.20

Central Reglonal Main Mixed Use & ~ Indust. Sanct. &

Clty (CC) Center  TownCenter Streets  Commercial Nodes Nelghborhoods | &2

Prefoerred Alternative(CBD Concept B) (25% of CC) (18.5% of CC) (15.5% of CC) {8.8% of CC)

1985 dollars $5.96 $1.49 $1.10 $0.92 $0.52 $0.15
1993 dollars $8.01 $2.00 $1.48 $1.24 $0.70 '$0.20
Notes:

1. Costincreases reflect the relative changes in employment density between concepts and locations
2. Adollar équivalent ($0.20 in 1993 dollars) has been included in the factor to reflect the implementation of the ECO and Parking Ratio Rules.

3. For the non-work purposes, the factor in the "Other Low Density" location is removed. The factors in all other areas are reduced by
approximately 55% to reflect a shorter duration (i.e. a smaller parking cost) and the removal of the ECO Rule.

~



Region 2040 - Pedestrian ...vironmental Factor Guidelines

) 24-Aug-94
Pedestrian Environmental Factor Guldelines for Concepts A, B, C

Regional Sub-Reglonal Resldential Maln Ten Minute  Other High Density Other Low Denslity

Ease of Street Crossing 3 3 3 3 3 23 13 ' 1-3
Street Pattem 3 3 2-3 2-3 23 2-3 1-3 ' 1-3
Sidewalk Availability 3 3 3 3 3 2.3 1-3 1-3
Topography Value (TV) ‘ ' -

Total Range Value 94TV 9+ TV 89+ TV 8-9+TV  89+TV 6-9+TV 39+7TV . 394+TV

Reglon 2040 Preferred Alternative Methodology

Reglonal Main Commercial Mixed Use " Indust. Sanct. &
Central Clty Center JownCenter  Streets Nodes  Employment Are; Nelghborhood 1 Nelghborhood 2
MINIMUM Total Value 10 10 - 10 T 10 9 8 8 4

Note:
Rating of 1 is poor, 2 is average, 3 is good.



September 12, 1994

TO: ~ John Fregonese
FROM: Cindy L. Pederson
RE. Additional Preferred Alternative Evaluation Measures

To better understand arid quantify the effects of different model! inputs on final results, we
performed some additional evaluation measures. We thought that you would be
interested in the following summaries: :

1) In order to get an idea of the influence of parking factors on mode split
results, the Mode Split Model was rerun using all of the Preferred
Alternative inputs EXCEPT for parking factors (for which the Base
Case parking factors were substituted). The Base Case only had
parking factors for the CBD, Lloyd Center and OHSU, while the Preferred
Alternative parking factors were spaced throughout the tri-county region.

Results: i ' HBW Transit Trips
Preferred Alternative Model Run 335,614
Pref. Alt. w/ Base Case Parking Factors 196,121

139,493 fewer HBW transit trips (42% less)

Total Transit Trips

Preferred Alternative Model Run 570,007
Pref. Alt. w/ Base Case Parking Factors 408,704

160,303 fewer total transit trips (28% less)
This illustrates how much of an effect parking factors alone have on transit ridership.
However, when comparing the Preferred Alternative using Base Case parking factors with
the Base Case Model Run, the results do indicate that landuse design (in conjunction with

highway and transit design) does affect transit ridership as well:

Total Transit Trips

Pref. Alt. w/ Base Case Parking Factors 409,704
Base Case Model Run - 266,920

142,784 more total transit trips (35% more)



2) We also thought it would be interesting to compute a weighted average
parking factor for each 2040 model run. In essence, this would provide the
average parking "cost" per trip. This value was obtained for both HBW and
HBO trips by taking the sum of (total attractions in each zone times the
parking factor for that zone) and then dividing that sum by the total region-
wide attractions:

Long-Term
Weighted Avg Parking "Cost" per trip = sum(HBW attractions per zone * long-term pkg factor for that zone)
Total HBW attractions

Short-Term

Weighted Avg Parking "Cost" per trip = sum(HBO attractions per zone * short-term pkgq factor for that zone)
Total HBO attractions

Results: |
Model Run Long-Term Avg Short-Term Avg
1990" $0.46 $0.08
Base Case - Freeway” $0.41 $0.07
Concept A $0.78 , $0.19
Concept B $1.15 - $0.30
Concept C $1.00 $0.30
Prgferred Alternative $1.35 ' $0.38

These results show that the Preferred Alternative has the overall highest average parking
factor of all the alternatives.

3) Similarly, we calculated a weighted PEF value for each model run by taking
the sum of (productions in each zone times the PEF value for that zone)
and then dividing that sum by the total productions:

Woeighted Avg PEF value = sum(productions pef zone * PEF value for that zone)
total productions

. Results: ‘

Mode! Run Weighted PEF Value
1990" 6.91 -

‘Base Case - Freeway” 6.18

Concept A 6.67

Concept B 6.99

Concept C , 6.86
Preferred Alternative 7.99

* runs that did not have revised parking factors or PEFs



These numbers also reveal that the Preferred Alternative has the highest PEF values.

If you have any questions or need any further information, please feel free to contact me
at x1772. _

CC: Bill Barber
Richard Brandman
Andy Cotugno
Scott Higgins
Mike Hoglund
Jennifer John
Tom Kioster
Keith Lawton
Rich Ledbetter
Leon Skiles
Stuart Todd
Mark Turpel -
Dick Walker
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METRO
August 18, 1994

To: Dick Walker

From: Tom Klostef" v

Subject: Roadway Network for Region 2040 Preferred Alternative - First Draft

The following is an updated listing of‘érojects for modeling thé Region _2040 Preferred
Alternative roadway network, reflecting the changes detailed in my August 17th memo to you.

Each project may include new links, improvements to a combination of several existing links, or
both. Capacity indicates the new one-way capacity of the links affected by a given proeijct.

CE O

REGION 2040
PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE

WASHINGTON COUNTY GROUP

No. Description - ‘ Capacity
1 Extension of Bethany Blvd north from West Union to Kaiser Road 700
2 New link from NW 174th across West Union to Laidlaw at Kaiser Rd. 700
3 Add capacity to West Union/Thompson from Jacobson to Saltzman 1200

4 Realign NW Kaiser Rd. to meet 143rd; add capacity north to Laidlaw 900

5 Add new freeway crossing connecting NW 173rd/174th v 700
6 Extend Evergreen Parkway to meet Cornell Road '1800
7  Add capacity fo 143rd/Comell from NW Burton to NW 97th 1800
8 New link from NW 119th/Cornell to NW Barnes 900
9 NW 112th extension to Cedar Hills; add capacity north to Cornell | 1200

10 Connect Evergreen Rd. to Glencoe; add capacity west from Jackson School 1800
11 Realign Jackson School/Evergreen Road; add capacity north to #12 1200

12 New link from NE Jackson School Rd. to Glencoe Rd. " 1200



13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21a
21b
22
23
24
25
26
27
28
29
30
31
32
33
34
35
36
37

38

Region 2040

Connect Glencoe and Hornecker roads

Realign Brookwood/Cornell intersection

Extend NW Brogden to Brookwood - .

Delete Western Bypass (incl. interchanées) from US 26 to Hwy 99W
Connect 231st at Baseline to 229th at TV Highway |
Extend 229th north of Evergreen to Shute Road

Connect 229th ext;nsion to Cornelius Pass Road

Realign Cornell Road/Comelius Pass Road intersection

Add capacity to Comelius Pass Road from Quatama to US 26

Add capacity to Cornelius Pass Road from US 26 to West Union

NW Comption extension south to SW.205th

NW Kehrli Road /Holly Street connection; Cornelius ‘Piass to 185th
SW 198th/205th connection

Add capacity to SW 206th; Rock Road to NW Kehrli

Compton extension; Walker/ Cornell intersection to Evergreen Parkwa)}
Johnson Street connection; 170th to 185th

New connection from Baseline/170th to Jenkins

SW Beaverdam Road/ Alexander Street éonnectio'n

Blanton/160th connection from ]70th to Farmington

Realign 160th/Division intersection; extend Division to 6th at Murray
Realign Davis to meet Allen at Murray

Extend Western/103rd from B-H Hwy. to Canyon

Extend Jamieson north of B-H Hwy. to 91st at Fir Grove

Increase capacity on Jamieson south of B-H Hwy.

Extend SW 5th from Western to Jamieson

Extend Vermont, Oleson to Nicol; improve Nicol/Laurelwood to B-H

Extend NE 28th from Main to Cypress .

Preferred Alternative Roadways

Page 2

700
1200

500

1200
1200
1200
2400

2400

2400

1400
2400
1400
1800
2100
700
1200 -
900
700
500
800
1800
700
900
700
900

1200



39 " Increase capacity on NE 28th/25th & Cypress adjacent to project #38 1200
- 40 Extend SW Teal Blvd. to network from 155th to Old Scholls Ferry 700
41 Extend SW 65th from Nyberg to Childs _ ' - 1800

42 Realign 99W/Tualatin intersection; extend 124th to Tualatin/Sherwood 1200

43 Extend Lower Boones Ferry to Tualatin Road at Chinook Street - 900
44  Increase capacity:on 170th from Har( to Farmington | 900 |
45 Increase capacity on West Union from Helvetia to Groveland 900
46  Add capacity to. 185th /Springyville from West Union to PCC 900
47 - Connect NW ]ohp Olson to Rock Creek Blvd. over US 26 ' 1200
48 Increase capacity on Cornell from Stucki to John Olson | 1050 -
49  Add capacity to Baseline from Brookwood to 219th 1200
50 Increase capacity on 185th from TV Hwy. to Farmington Road 1200
51 Increase capacity on Jenkins from Murray to Ecole » 1400
52 Extend Canyon from tobBames/Bumsidc; Increase Burnside capacity 900
53 Realign Scholls to meet Old Schools at SW Davies 900
54  Add capacity to Herman/Tualatin from Cipole to Boones ‘Ferry 900
55  Extend Herman from Cipole to NE Pacific at Roy 900 .
. 56 Restdre access at intersections along 99W from Hwy 217 to Bypass n/a |
57  Add capacity to 99W from Bypass interchange to Cipole Road 4 3500
58 Add capacity to SW 65th from Childs to Lower Boones Ferry 1800
59 Connect Bangy/Lower Boones Ferry via SW 65th/Roosevelt 1200
60 Add capacity to Bangy from Kruse to Burma ‘ - 1200
61 Extend Willamina Ave. from Gales Cr. to Susbauer 900
62 Improve Cor.-Schefflin/Kerman/Dersham to US 26 ~ 1200
63 Model Susbauer Road from HW);. 8 to Cor.-Schefflin 700
64  Add Forest Grove Bypass from Hwy. 47 Martin Road %00
65 Add capacity to Hwy. 217 from US26 to Walker _ 8000

Region 2040
Preferred Alternative Roadwavs
Page 3
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No.

10
11
12
13
14a
14b
15
16
17

18

Drovp capacity on Hwy. 217 from Walker to Canyon

Add capacity to Hwy. 217 from Canyon to I-5

CLACKAMAS COUNTY GROUP

Description

Add capacity to Foster Road south to Sunrise fnterchange

Extend Johnson Creek Boulevard to SE Idleman |

New connection; Idleman to 129th/Mountain Gate; to 147th/Monner

Improve Hillcrest to connect to project #3 west of 129th

Add capacity to Montercy; cross 1-205 to connect with new frontage road

{deleted]

Add capacity to Hwy. 43 from 212/224 crossing to Sellwood Bridge
Improve/connect Spring Mountain/lsabels from 122nd to Foster
Realign 147th/Sunnyside intersection to 142nd

Extend Mather Road from 122nd to 142nd

Improve Giese/McKinley from Jenne to 190th

Improve Butler from Regner to Hogan Road

Extend Hagen from 172nd to Tillstrom/Bohna Park .intersection
Realign Sunshine Valley/Borges to intersect at 242nd
lmprove/extena Cheldelin from 190th to Borges west of 222nd
Improve Borges from Tillstrom to 242nd

Improve Towle from Binford to 190th/Tillstrom; realign 190th
Extend Clatsop from 162nd to Cheldelin at Foster; terminate 172nd
Extend SE King from 145th torl90th/Tillstrom

Delete Concept C Sunrise route; add modified EIS "southern" route”

6750 -

6250

Capacity
2100
700
700
700

1200

2400
-700
700
700
900
700
700
700
900
900
900
900
900 -

4000

*modified route includes access ;oints at 1-205, Rock Creek, 222nd south o{ Damascus and US 26; new

route is in addition to Hwy. 21
Concept C).

19

Region 2040

82nd Avenue connection from SE Herbert to Sunnybrook

Preferred Alternaiwe Roadways

Page 4

1224 route, which will function as a parallel route (as modelled in

1800



20 Add capacity to Hogan from Springwater to Hwy. 212 : 1800

21  Improve/extend Swan Avenue from Holcomb to 82nd at Edgewater 900
22 New link from Meadowview/Redland via Highland to 82nd/Evelyn 900
23 Extend S. Holly from Redland to Swan Ave./Holcomb 900

24 Improve/connect Hilltop /Beaton from Holcomb to Clackamas River Dr. 700

25 Increase capaéity on Hwy. 224 ‘ 2400
26 Increase capacity on Carver Bridge _ 1800
27  Extend S. Morton from Division to Redland Road at Mcadow View 900
28  Add capacity to Hwy. 213 south of Molalla Ave. junction 1200
29 [deleted]

30 [deleted]
31  [deleted]
32  [deleted]
33 [deleted]
34 |deleted]
35 [deleted]
36 ldeleted]
37  Add capacity to Tillstrom from Foster to 242nd 1200
38 [deleted]
39 South Willamette Crossing at 99E/Harrison to Highway 43 1300

40 Add capacity to Highway 43; S. Crossing to Sellwood Br. ' 2400

MULTNOMAH COUNTY GROUP

No. Description Capacity
1 Create full interchange on I-5 at Columbia Boulevard n/a
2 Create new zone connection; west Airport area to NE 33rd n/a
3 Create full interchange at 82nd/ Airport Way _ n/a
Regwon 2040

Preferred. Alternative Roadwavs
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4 Add capacity to Mt. Hood Parkway exit from I-84; remove most access* 2400

“Mt. Hood Parkway should be modeled with a single Gresham access point located between Powell and
Burnside; other interchanges will be located ai the 1-84 terminus and the US26 intersection. East of the
parkway interchange, US26 will have access at the Sunrise interchange and in Sandy.

5 Re-connect Sandy' Blvd. over I-84; increase capacity east of freeway 900
6 Add capacity to 181st Avenue from -84 to Stark 2000
7 Add capacity to Binford Parkway from 190th to Towle 900

8 [deleted]

9 Add Birdsdale Bypass route from 190th/Powell to Glisan 1200

9a Realign 201st/Bypass/Glisan intersection k 1800

9% Terminate 201st north/south of current intersection w/ Glisan n/a
10 Extend Binford Parkway from Towle Road to Hogan 900
11 Add capacity to Eastman/Towle from Powell to Binford i’arkway 1200
12 Add capacity to Roberts/Regner from Powell to Binford extension 1200

| 13 Add capacity to 99E from Grand /MLK split to Milwaukie Bivd. - 4500

14 Improve to full I-5 interchange at 99W/Tigard : n/a
15 Delete partial interchange at Capitol Hwy » n/a
16  Delete partial interchange at Multnomah Blvd. n/a
17 Add full I-5 interchange at Terwilliger n/a
18 Add capacity to Barbur Blvd. ffom Terwilliger to B-H Hwy.bramps 2400

19 [deleted]

20 Improve SW Hamilton/6th Drive connection from Barbur to OHSU 700
21 Create full interchange on 1-84 at 122nd Avenue ' n/a
22 Remove capacity from Hwy. 30 north of Yeon 2400
23 Remove capacity on St. Helens Rd. from 23rd to Yeon 1800
24 Add capacity to Yeon from Nicolai to St. Helens Rd. 2400

cc:  Andy Cotugno
Richard Brandman
Mike Hoglund
John Fregonese

Region 2040
Preferred Alternative Roadways
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Region 2040
JPACT Amendment Package

Amendments should be received by JPACT by October 25, 1994. Mail to: Region 2040,
Metro, 600 NE Grand Avenue, Portland, OR 97232-2736 or fax to: 797-1794.

1. Name of JPACT Member Recommending Change:

2. Representing

3. Your propdsed amendment would change (check one): Text/Policy only Map
only Both e :

4. Text/Policy Changes. If you are proposing a change to language in the Recommended
- Alternative or the RUGGO’s, please indicate your proposed text changes (A photocopy of
the text in question with changes legibly noted is fine.)

5. Map Changes. 5a. If you are proposing a change to the Concept Map, please generally
describe the geographic area, the present designation and your preferred designation.
(Example: In the vicinity of 1st Street and Main Avenue, City of Maple Hill, change the.
designation from industrial area to employment area).

- 5b. Please attach a copy of a map of the area, to scale, indicating the map change you are
recommending.

- Thank you.

Questions? Please call 797-1562 for further information.
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