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AGENDA
600 NoRTHEAST GRAND AVENUE I PORTLAND, OREGON 97232 2736

TEL 503 797 1542 IFAX 503 797 1793

MEETING:
DATE:
DAY:
TIME:
PLACE:

M erno
Agenda

METRO COUNCIL WORK SESSION MEETING
August 5,2003
Tuesday
2:00 PM
Metro Council Chamber

CALL TO ORDER AND ROLL CALL

2:00 PM 1. SALEM LEGISLATM RBPORT

2:15 PM 2. GOAL 5 REVISIONS ON EI{VIROI{MENTAL, SOCIAL,
ECONOMIC AI\ID ENERGY (ESEE) AND PROGRAM
OPIIONS

Cooper

Deffebach

2:45 PM 3. TITLE 4 PRESENTATION

3:00 PM SOLID WASTE POLICY DISCUSSION

4:00 PM CITIZEN COMMI.'NICATION

4:15 PM COT]NCILOR COMMITNICATION

LaBerge

Hoglund & Matthews4.

5.

6.

ADJOURN



Agenda ltem Number 2.0

GOAL 5 KEVISIONS ON ENVIRONMENTAL, SOCIAL, ECONOMIC, AND ENERGY (ESEE) AND
PROGRAM OPTIONS

Metro Council Work Session
Tuesday, August 5, 2003
Metro Council Chamber



METRO COI.]NCIL

Work Session Worksheet

Presentation Date: 81 5 103 Time: Length: 30 min

Presentation Title: Additional Draft ESEE Findings

Department: Planning

Presenters : Deffebach, Cotugno

ISSUE & BACKGROTJND

The Economic, Social, Energy, Environment (ESEE) arnlysis is the second step in the
three-step process described by Goal 5 following the definition of the Significant
Resource Inventory and before development of the program for protection of the natural
resources. The ESEE analysis identifies the issues associated with a decision to allow,
limit or prohibit conflicting use on natural resource lands and discusses trade-offs in
these decisions. Conclusions from the ESEE analysis support the direction for the
development of the protection program.

Parts or all of the ESEE Consequences papers have been reviewed by MTAC, WRPAC,
ETAC, the IEAB, Goal 5 TAC and the Social Issues Committee. In addition, the analysis
has been coordinated with the Tualatin Basin Approach, per the Metro/Tualatin Basin
Intergovemmental Agreement. The fuII papers, in draft, are available for Council
member review, if desired. The final draft report on the ESEE analysis is scheduled to be
available for public review in September 2003.

Council reviewed the draft ESEE issues and consequences at the July 29th work session.
At the August 5 Work Session, Council will have the opportunity to review additional
summary of findings that set the stage for the analysis of options in the next phase of the
Fish and Wildlife Habitat Protection Program.

OPTIONS AVAILABLE

Council may have questions regarding how specif,rc issues have been included or
arulyzed. Staff can address these questions during August, as the draft report is being
finalized, or after the public review of the draft report.

IMPLICATIONS SUGGESTIONS

The presentation of the ESEE consequences and the trade-offs of allow, limit or
prohibit conflicting uses will affect the nature of the public discussion in the fall and

define policy issues for consideration in developing a protection program.

OUESTION(S} PRESENTED FOR CONSIDERATION

Staffrequest Council members to identifu issues for clarification, consideration or
inclusion in the ESEE analysis.

C :UDOCUME- 1 \holm\LOCALS- 1 \Temp\WORKSE- I . DOC



LEGISLATION WOLJLD BE REQLIIRED FOR COIJNCIL ACTION Yes x No
DRAFT IS ATTACIIED Yes x No

SCTIEDULE FOR WORK SESSION

Department Director/Head Approval
Chief Operating Offrcer Approval

C :\DOCUME- I \holm\LOCALS- I \Ternp\WORKS E- I .DOC



Agenda Item Number 3.0

TITLE 4 PRESENTATION

Metro Council Work Session
Tuesday, August 5,2003
Metro Council Chamber



METRO COUNCIL

Work Session Worksheet

Presentation Date: August 5,2003 Time: Length: 30 minutes

Presentation Title: Title 4 Regionally Significant Industrial Areas, Review of activities
associated with identifying areas for application

Department: Planning

Presenters: Mary Weber

ISSUE & KGROUND

As part of the 2002 vban growth boundary ruGB) decision, the Council adopted
additional restrictions on how industrial land is used in an effort to protect existing
industrial land (Title 4 of the Urban Growth Management Functional Plan). Title 4
requires Metro to adopt a map of Regionally Significant Industrial Areas (RSIAs) by
December 31, 2003. During 2003, Metro staff is working with local governments to
determine where inside the pre-2002 expansion UGB these regulations would apply. At
the work session, the Council will receive an update of local jurisdiction proposals and an
overview of the discussion at MTAC and MPAC. In addition, staff will provide an

outline of Metro's research activities and a timeline for a staff recommendation to the
Council.

OPTIONS VAILABLE

Potential actions the Council could take:

1) direct staff to proceed as recorunended - no impact

2) send code language back to MTAC for refinement - any major changes
may be perceived as negative by LCDC and may require Metro to
recalculate need based on conversion of industrial land to commercial uses

3) take more time to reach consensus with local governments on where the
policy should apply - Metro may not meet December 31 deadline for map
adoption

IMPI,ICATIONS AND SUGGESTIONS

o Several local governments are not happy with imposing the new restrictions.
o It may be perceived by the public that Metro is making it difficult to develop

industrial land and inhibiting the local economy.
o If adoption of a map is delayed, Metro may or may not receive a time extension

from LCDC.

Suggested action: direct staff to proceed with completion and adoption of map scheduled
for Council consideration in December 2003



QUESTION(S) PRESENTED FOR CONSIDERATION

Should staff proceed with current schedule with Council consideration of a Regionally
Significant lndustrial Area map by December 31, 2003 or work with MTAC and MPAC
to refine the RSIA Title 4 regulatory language?

LEGISLATION WOULD BE REQUIRED FOR COUNCIL ACTION 
-Yes 

X No
DRAFT IS ATTACHED YES NO

SCHEDULE FOR WORK SESSION

Department Director/flead Approval
Chief Operating Officer Approval

I :\gm\gmad m\staffl oeser\Counci l\Title 4 au g 5 work



DATE:

FROM

TO

RE

July 29,2003

Mary Weber, Manger Community Development

Marci LaBerge, Associate Regional Planner

SUMMARY OF MEETINGS HELD DURING JALY 2OO3 WITH
JURISDICTIONS REGARDING DISCASSION OF TITLE 4, RSIA
EVALUATION FACTORS, AND THE RSIA CONCEPT MAP.

Introduction
The following information summarizes the meetings held with jurisdictions and agencies with
potential RSIA lands, as shown on the concept map adopted in Ordinance 02-9698, as part of the
December 2002 periodic review decision. Discussion at the meetings focused on three items:
Title 4, RSIA evaluation factors, and the concept map.

There was little concern voiced about the evaluation factors, and most jurisdictions indicated
they could work with them. The few specific comments made were regarding

. high degree of service of some items listed under Services,
o words that would better express factors or highways to be added to Access, and
o questioned number of the factors to be met.

The Title 4 RSIA discussion ranged from comments that the language allows jurisdictions
flexibility, to the language is too restrictive and will inhibit development. Themes that were
heard from more than one jurisdiction included:

. Concern about implementation of 5o/o commercial cap in RSIAs.
o Concern that Metro is doing regional zoning.
o Title 4 is too restrictive economic development re quires flexibility.
o The issue is land use planning versus market readiness.
o Jurisdictions currently have effective zoning that protects the industrial areas.
o What is the benefit of the RSIA designation, what is the incentive?
. Need incentives for businesses to locate in centers rather than desirable less expensive

industrial areas.

During the discussion of refining the concept map, the following issues were expressed:
o The need to talk to industrial property owners to see if they would want a RSIA

designation on their lands.
o The RSIA designation would prevent the jurisdiction from achieving future development

goals that depart from an industrial use.
o Need incentives for jurisdictions to want to designate land as a RSIA.

Jurisdictions were not certain if they could meet with their councils, commissions, and industrial
property owners by the December 2003 adoption schedule. Many were skeptical whether they
could identify enough land with the right attributes for a RSIA. This was due to existing small



industrial parcels, mixed uses, environmental considerations, and incompatible uses. Where there
are currently vacant or underutilized industrial properties jurisdiction staff indicated that the
RSIA design type would restrict their development options.



Meeting Summaries

Beaverton
Study Map Area: # l7
Planning Staff: Hal Bergsma, Steve Sparks

Title 4 issues
o No problems with Title 4 language.
. Within the area of I-5, 217 , near Western and Allen there are existing warehousing uses

interspersed with other uses.
o The east side of Westem is parcelized. It is a viable industrial area with conversion

occurring. Due to poor truck access and constrained turning movements it is not a
suitable warehouse location. Don't want to loose the industrial uses, but it is not
appropriate for a RSIA designation. Considerable amount of industrial property is vacant
or underutilized; for example, land is being used for vehicle storage by the many
automobile businesses in Beaverton.

. To address the concerns about the workability of the 5o% commercial cap in a RSIA (Title
4 section 3.07.420D.2), suggested Metro looks at Beaverton's Development Control
Areas language (section 20.15.55). Adjacent jurisdictions could pre-agree to a quota; an
intergovernmental agreement written into the code that describes how the 5o/o will be
apportioned.



Clackamas County
Study Map Area: #L2,16
Planning Staff: Greg Jenks, Doug McClain

Title 4 issues
. Title 4 is too restrictive.
o The issue is land use planning versus market readiness.
o Large institutional uses such as hospitals with a research component should be an

allowed use in a RSIA.
o Assembling of lots will probably not occur within the area of the potential RSIA.
o North side of highway2l2 there are retail uses.
. South side of highway 212 are industrial uses, potential for RSIA designation.
. Federally owned Camp Withycome area would not be a RSIA.

Evaluation Factors
. Under Services, abundant water is a high tfueshold to meet. Otherwise OK.



Cornelius
StudyMap Area: #13
Planning Staff: Richard Meyer

Title 4 issues
o Has no problems with Title 4 language
. Would very much like industrial land designated as RSIA
. Cornelius has warehousing and manufacturing activities that support other industries in

the western sector of the region. Stewart Stiles refrigerated warehouses for high tech
needs and canning operations that support agriculture of region. Supportive industries
that are important to key clusters.

o Sees RSIA designation as a very positive thing for Comelius.

Evaluation Factors
. Sees factors as too restrictive, would be difficult to meet them depending on how many

had to be met.
o Area is six miles from US26, and US26 is not listed with other highways under the access

factor.



Fairview, Troutdale, Wood Village
Study Map Area: # 6,7
Planning Staff: John Andersen, fuch Faith, Sheila Ritz

Title 4 issues
o Language is not flexible, and may prevent jurisdictions from implementing plans for

future development of industrial areas located in potential RSIA land.
. Concemed about the workability of the 5o/o cap on commercial uses in a RS[A. How

would commercial uses be divided between two or three adjacent jurisdictions, and how
would it be monitored over time?

. Much of their land has Goal 5 considerations due to its proximity to the Columbia fuver
Would like to see those areas develop with recreational uses instead of manufacturing.

o Large parcel west of the former aluminum plant may be possible RSIA candidate.



Forest Grove
Study Map Area: #13
Planning Staff: Jon Holan

Title 4 issues
. No issue with commercial limits
o Lot limitation not an issue
o What is the incentive for industrial lands to be defined as a RSIA?
o Have some nonconforming residential uses in the industrial areas.

Thinks that triple redundancy power is unnecessary, double redundancy works fine for
Forest Groves high tech firms.

Factors



Gresham
Study Map Area: # 6,7,15
Planning Staff: John Pettis, Ron Bunch, Terry Vanderkooy

Title 4 issues
Gresham produced a memo stating its concerns about the Title 4 standards for Regionally
Significant Industrial Areas. Wanted to postpone discussion of evaluation criteria or drawing
lines on the refined concept map until Title 4 concerns were addressed.

. Concerned that the lack of flexibility may prevent jurisdictions from accommodating
changes in trends and the next wave of industrial development.

o How to implement (section 3.07.420D) 20,000 square foot cap and the 5%o cap on
commercial retail use.

. Why is Research and Development treated differently from manufacturing uses?

. The transit requirement puts suburban communities such as Gresham at a disadvantage
for attracting R&D.

o Title 4 needs to broaden its scope of the kinds of offices allowed in the RSIAs beyond
R&D and corporate office headquarters.

. Suggested creation of a model code for Title 4 with performance standards.

Evaluation Factors
o Would not comment at this time.



Hillsboro
Study Map Area: # 1

Planning Staff: Karla Antonini, Wink Brooks

Title 4 issues
o Can't put everything in Centers. Need incentives for businesses to locate there.
o Offer incentives to encourage uses to locate in Centers, without prohibiting them from

locating in other areas.
o Uses such as call centers should be allowed in industrial areas, where rents are affordable.
o Commercial restrictions in Title 4 are not a problem for Hillsboro.
o Have problem with sections E, F and G of Title 4, as being too restrictive and would

prevent Hillsboro from agreeing to a RSLA designation. Hillsboro has a myriad of plans
for large development projects on the table. They have experience and success
parcelizing large lots and also assembling small lots into large ones.



Milwaukie
Study Map Area: #16
Planning Staff: John Guessner
Meeting scheduled for July 30,2003.



Oregon City
Planning Staff: Dan Drentlaw, Commissioner Doug Neeley

Title 4 issues
o Would like to designate approximately 250 acres of new land that was annexed into the

2002UGB expansion.
. They believe RSIA designation can be a marketing tool.
. Being adjacent to a college, industry could use the school as a training base.
o Highway 213 is in close proximity of the area.

Evaluation Factors
. Requested that Highway 213 be added to the Access factor



Portland
Study Map Area: # 2,3,4,5,6,8, 14, 18
Planning Staff: Bob Clay, Al Burns, Troy Doss, Elissa Gertler
Title 4 issues

o Supportive of Title 4 language.
o It is broad enough to allow flexibility to jurisdictions.
. Suggested leaving it flexible with no further use and lot size restrictions.
o The regional discussion comes down to market versus land use goals.

Evaluation factors
. Agreed that factors look good for now

Concept Map
Not ready to provide suggestions on locations of RSlAs. Will need to bring suggestions through
the chain of command. Will provide information by July 28.

Columbia Corridor Environmental and land use committee
Mary Gibson contact.

Title 4 issues
. There needs to be citizen participation.
. There should be a tax lot based mailing so that property owners can fully participate in a

public process
. Need to know what it means to be in a RSIA and out of a RSIA
o There should be more flexibility after Metro adopts its map and when jurisdictions go

through their public process and adopt a map. Metro needs to honor the changes that
come about after the public hearings.



Port of Portland
Study Map Area: # 1,2,3,4,5,7
Planning Staff: Brian Campbell, Mary Gibson, Peggy Krause, Tom Bouillion

Title 4 issues
. Strongly support the principles and concepts contained in Title 4. Need to look at finer

points to get it right. Need to define terms.
o Perhaps there should be the designation of regionally significant transportation facilities

for airports.
o PDX has retail
o How many 50 acres industrial lots are there in the region.

Evaluation factors
o Highway 26 should be added to the list of Access factors.
. Under Access factor add Boulevard so that it reads Columbia Boulevard Corridor



Sherwood
Study Map Area: # 10
Planning Staff: Dave Wechner

Title 4 issues
o RSIA could work in Sherwood if connector is built between 99W and I-5. Tualatin

Sherwood Road is a disincentive for business to locate in Sherwood.
o Railroad line is underutilized and trains are not very frequent. Needs a railroad siding.
o Sherwood has a large 9O-acre plus parcel of land, but no one is coming in. There need to

be incentives to attract industry.

Evaluation Factors
. Under Access factor, suggests that travel time presents a more realistic measure than

using distance (within three miles of a particular highway).



Tigard
Study Map Area: # I I
Planning Staff: Jim Hendryx, Barbara Shields, Dick Bewersdorff

Title 4 issues
o Industrial areais already parcelized.
o Railroad goes through the area but is not a major [ink.
. General industrial uses, office incubator tlpe spaces.
o Area on concept map is a linear constrained area with office parks and other industrial

uses.
o Access close to freeway.
. Small industrial flex, office and services.
. Need definitions in Title 4 such as, what is a RSIA, industrial job, and office. difficult to

know what Metro is talking about without clear definitions.
. Clarify language in Table 3.07-4. Tigard has five zones please list all zones or just say

Tigard.
o RSIA not appropriate for this area.

Evaluation Factors
Suggest that under Reasons Not to Designate, should add another bullet that says

"doesn't have any ofthe above"
Terms need to be defined in bullets.

o

a



Tualatin
Study Map Area: #10
Planning Staff: Doug Rux, Stacy Hopkins

Title 4 issues
. Conditions too constrained on commercial uses.
o RSIA is an unsophisticated answer to a complex problem that goes beyond land use

issues.
o Need more thoughtful discussion regarding large lots and flexibility, not one size fits all
o We don't know how the market works, its unpredictable.
o The limitation on locating corporate headquarters in RSIAs doesn't mean that they will

choose to locate in Centers. Due to high cost and lack of adequate sized facilities to
accommodate them, they will locate somewhere easier. Need financial carrots if Metro
wants them to locate in Centers.

o There are no 50 plus acre sites in Tualatin.
. There are currently too many regulations on existing industrial land.
o Will the Metro Council place additional use restrictions or conditions, beyond those

stated in Title 4, on industrial lands designated as RSIAs?

Tualatin will have an open house to meet with industrial property owners and discuss Title 4 and
RStAs with its city council.

Factors
o Factors are all right unless a certain number of them must be met.
o There should be consideration of level of service on roadways that feed freeways listed

under the Access heading. For example, a large warehouse district on Tualatin Sherwood
Road would create a traffic nightmare.



Wilsonville
Study Map Area: # 9
Planning Staff: Paul Cathcart, Maggie Collins

Title 4 issues
o Feel good about Title 4; think standards are good
o lndustrial zoning allows up to 30% commercial use.
. If industrial areas don't play out for RSIA, perhaps employment land would qualiff
. There are many green areas throughout the industrial area, may be Title 3 conflicts.
o tndustrial area has warehousing district, small industrial, office, and car dealerships

Evaluation factors
. Evaluation factors are general, but ok.
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June 30, 2003

To: MTAC

From: Mary Weber, Manager Community Development
Marci La Berge, Associate Regional Planner

Regarding: Recommended Factors for ldentifying RSIAs

lntroduction
As part of Ordinance 02-9698, Title 4 was amended to inctude Regionally
Significant lndustrialAreas (RSIA)...to provide protection for key industrial areas
from encroaching uses that would hinder the effectiveness of these areas.

As reported in the lJrban Growth Report: An Employment Land Need Analysis
2002-2022, the supply of industrial land is often eroded by commercial
absorption. Historical experience suggests 15% to20o/o of industrial land is
consumed by commerciat enterprisei operating in industrial zonesl. Under past
practices and policies, Metro estimates about 2,800 net acres of industrial land
would be converted to commercial uses/development over the 20 year planning
period. We estimate that about half (or 1,400 net acres) of the industrial land will
be protected by the new regulations. As reported in the Urban Growth ReporT:
An Employment Land Need Analysis 2002-2022, the industrial land shortfall is
5,684 net acres but with the additional RSIA protection limiting conversion by
1,400 net acres, the net shortfall of industrial land is 4,284 net acres'.

ln concept RSIA lands are industrial areas with unique industrial attributes that
can not be duplicated elsewhere in the region especially by the mere expansion
of the UGB such places might include areas adjacent to the Port of Portland
terminal facilities, near rail yards, or adjacent to high tech locations that need
specialty gasses, electrical infrastructure and so on. A concept map depicting
those industrial areas in the pre-expansion urban growth boundary was included
in the ordinance. By December 31, 2003, Metro is required to adopt a map of
RSIA land with specific boundaries derived from the generalized map adopted in
Ordinance No. 02-9698.

As part of the discussion about these new regional regulations was the promise
to re-look at the new restrictions and possibly refine the code language before
the tMetro is required to adopt the RSIA map in December. As Metro and the
jurisdictions work to identify the specific boundaries, MTAC may also choose to
re-examine the regulatory language. A copy of the adopted code language is
attached.

t UGR page 3l
' UGR Addendum page 46



Finally, questions have arisen as to what if any benefits will the localjurisdictions
receive if an industrial area is designated as a RSIA. ln the MTIP, transportation
projects can be awarded a higher percentage of the total project cost (89.73
versus 70 percent) if the project "highly benefits" industrial areas. However the
resolution establishing this advantage does not differentiate between RSIA land
and other industrial areas.

Drafting the Concept Map of RSIAs
The RSIA concept map was developed by superimposing the Title 4, the RTP
intermodal, and the lndustrial Employment Losses and Gains area maps
produced from the MetroScope base case model run covering the time period
from 2000-2025. The results of this analysis are reflected in the concept map
that shows the areas where these regulations would apply. ln general the gains
(circled on the map in red) are expected in the large industrial areas comprised of
the Columbia Corridor, the Portland Harbor, the Clackamas lndustrial District, the
TualatinMilsonville lndustrial District and the Hillsboro lndustrial District. While
conversely, industrial losses (circled on the map in yellow) are likely to occur in
the Central City, Eastside lndustrial atea, Highway 217 corridor, Highway 224
corridor and Vancouver CBD3.

Ordinance Intent
Code section 3.7.420 A states that:

Reoionally Siqnificant lndustrial Areas are those areas that offer the
best opportunities for famillr-waqe industrial jobs. Each city and
county with land use planning authority over areas shown on the
Generalized Map of Regionally Significant lndustrial Areas adopted
in Ordinance No. 02-969 shall drive specific plan designation and
zoning district boundaries of the areas from the Map, takinq into
account the location of existinq uses that would not confofm Lo lhe
limitations on non-industrial uses in subsection C. D and E of the
section and the need of individual cities and counties to achieve a
mix of types of employment uses.

Recommended Factors
RSIA lands are industrial areas with unique industrial attributes that cannot be
duplicated elsewhere in the region especially by the expansion of the urban
groMh boundary. lndustrial areas to consider for designation as Regionally
Significant lndustrial Areas conform to some or all of the following factors:

Distribution
. Area serves as support industrial land for major regional transportation

facilities such as marine terminals, airports and rail yards.

3 Information is based on MetroScope modeling results



Services. Availability and access to specialized utilities such as specialty gases,
triple redundant power, abundant water, dedicated fire and emergency
response seryices

Access
o Within three miles of l-5, l-205,1-84 (within the UGB), State Route224

(within the UGB), the Columbia Corridor
Proximity
. Located within close proximity of existing like uses
Use
. Predominately industrial uses

Reasons not to designate an industrial area as a RSIA
Not all industrial areas need additional regulator restrictions that come with the
RSIA designation. Here are a few examples of reasons why an industrial area
should not be designated as a RSIA.

. The industrial site/area is surrounded on several sides by residential uses.
ln this case it is unlikely that the area will expanded or be maintained over
time because of the conflicts with residential uses.

Existing non-conforming uses located within the area make it unlikely that
the conflict between uses will diminish and that over time the area might
be better zoned for employment uses or mixed uses.

Flexibility of employment uses on the site are important for redevelopment
to occur.

ls located in a high demand area for residential use and would be well
served by transit were a transition to occur.

I:\gm\community_development\stafNaberge\Growth Management\Title 4 work 03\Factors RSIA 5.doc
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Exhibit F to Ordinance No. 02'9698

TITLE 4: INDUSTRIAL AND OTHER EMPLOYMENT AREAS

3.07.410 Purpose and Intent

The Regional Framework Plan calls for a strong economic climate. To improve the region's
.cooo-ir climate, the plan seels to protect the supply of sites for employment by limiting
incompatible uses within Indusrial and Employment Areas. To protect the capacity and

efflciency of the region's transportation system for movement of goods and services, and to
promote ihe creation ofjobs in centers, the plan encourages efficient patterns and mixes of uses

within designated Centers and discourages certain kinds of commercial retail development
outside Centers. It is the purpose of Title 4 to achieve these policies. Metro will consider
amendments to this title in order to make the title consistent with new policies on economic
development adopted as part of periodic review.

3.07.420 Protection of Regionally Significant Industrial Areas

A. Regionally Significant Industrial Areas are those areas that offer the best opportunities
for-family-wage industrial jobs. Each city and county with land use planning authority
over ilrez6 shown on the Generalized Map of Regionally Significant Industrial Areas
adopted in Ordinance No. 02-969 shall derive specific plan desigpation and zoning
district boundaries of the areas from the Map, taking into account the location of existing
uses that would not conform to the limitations on non-industrial uses in subsection C, D
and E of this section and the need of individual cities and counties to achieve a mix of
types of emploYment uses.

B. Each ciry and county with land use planning authority over an area designated by Meho
on the 2d40 Growth Concept Map, as arnended by Ordinance No. 02-969, as a Regional
Significant Industrial Area shall, as part of compliance with section 3.07.1120 of the

Urban Growth Management Functional Plan, derive plan designation and zoning distict
boundaries of the areas from the GroMh Concept Map.

C. After determining boundaries of Regionally Significant Industrial Areas pursuant to

subsections A and B, the city or county shall adopt implementing ordinances that limit .

development in the areas to industrial uses, uses accessory to industrial uses, offices for
industrial research and development and large corporate headquarters in compliance with
subsection E ofthis section, utilities, and those non-industrial uses necessary to serve the

needs of businesses and employees of the areas. Ordinances shall not allow financial,
insurance, real estate or other professional office uses unless they are accessory to an

industrial or other permitted use.

Notwithstanding subsection C, a city or county shall not approve:

l. A commercial retail use with more than 20,000 square feet of retail sales area in a
single building or in multiple buildings that are part of the same development
project; or

2. Commercial retail uses that would occupy more than five percent of the net
developable portion of all contiguous Regionally Significant Industrial Areas-

D

Pase I - Exhibit F to Ordinance 02-9698
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G

H.

As provided in subsection C of this section, a city or county may approve an office for
industrial research and development or a large corporate headquarters if:

l. The offrce is se,r:rred by public or private transit; and

2. If the office is for a corporate headquarters, it will accornnrodate for the initial
occupant at least 1,000 errployees.

A city or county may allow division of lots or parcels into smaller lots or parcels as
follows:

l. Iots or parcels less than 50 acres may be divided into any number of smaller lots
or parcels;

2. Lots or parcels 50 acres or larger may be divided into smaller lots and parcels so
long as the resulting division yields the maximum number of lots or parcels of at
least 50 acres;

3. Notrrithstanding paragraphs 2, 3 and of this subsectioq any lot or parcel may be
divided into srnaller lots or parcels or made subject to rights-of-way for the
following purposes:

a^ To provide public facilities and services;

b. To separate a portion of a lot or parcel in order to protect a natural
resource, to provide a public amenity, or to implement a remediation
plan for a site identified by the Oregon Departrnent of Environmental
Quality pursuant to ORS 465.225;

c. To separate a portion of a lot or parcel containing a nonconforming use
from the remainder of the lot or parcel in Order to render the remainder
more practical for a permitted use;

d. To reconfigure the paftem oflots and parcels pursuant to subsection G of
this section; or

e. To allow the creation of a lot for financing purposes when the created lot
is part of a master planned development.

A city or counf may allow reconfiguration of lots or parcels less than 50 acres in area if
the reconfiguration would be more conducive to a perrnitted use and would result in no
net increase in the total number of lots and parcels. Lots or parcels 50 acres or greater in
area may also be reconfigured so long as the resulting area ofany such lot or parcel
would not be less than 50 acres.

Notwithstanding subsections C and D of this section, a city or county may allow the
lawfrrl use of any building, struchre or land at the time of enactrnent of an ordinance
adopted pursuant to this section to continue and to expand to add up to 20 percent more
floor area and l0 percent more land area. Notwithstanding subsection F of this section, a
city or county may allow division of lots or parcels pursuant to a rnaster plan approved by
the city or county prior to December 31, 2003.
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J By December 31, 2003, Metro shall, following consultation with cities and counties,
adopt a map of Regionally Significant Industrial Areas with specific boundaries derived
fromthe GeneralizedMap of Regionally Significant Industrial Areas adopted in
Ordinance No. 02-969, taking into account the location of existing uses that would not
conform to the limitations of non-industrial uses in subsections C, D and E of this section
and the need of individual cities and counties to achieve a mix of tlpes of employment
uses. Each city and county with land use planning authority over the area shall use the
map in the application of the provisions of this section until the city or county adopts plan
designations and zoning district boundaries ofthe area as provided by subsection A of
this section.

3.07.430 Protection of lndustrial Areas

In Industrial Areas mapped pursuant to Metro Code section 3.07.130 that are not
Regionally Significant [ndustrial Areas, cities and counties shall limit new and expanded
retail commercial uses to those appropriate in type and size to serve the needs of
businesses, employees and residents of the lndustrial Areas.

ts. In an Industrial Area, a city or county shall not approve:

I A commercial retail use with more than 20,000 square feet of retail sales area in a
single building or in multiple buildings that are part of the same development
project; or

2 Commercial retail uses that would occupy more than ten percent of the net
developable portion ofthe area or any adjacent Industrial Area.

C. Notwithstanding subsection B of this section, a city or county rnay allow the lawful use
of any building, structure or land at the time of enachent of an ordinance adopted
pursuant to this section to continue and to expand to add up to 20 percent mori floorspace
and l0 percent more land area.

3.07.440 Protection of Employment Areas

Except as provided in subsections C, D and E, in Employment Areas mapped pursuant to
Metro Code section 3.07.130, cities and counties shall limit new and expanded
commercial retail uses to those appropriate in type and size to serve the needs of
businesses, employees and residents of the Employment Areas.

B. Except as provided in subsections C, D and E, a city or county shall not approve a
commercial retail use in an Employrnent Area with more than 60,000 square feet of gross
leasable area in a single building, or commercial retail uses with a total of more than
60,000 sqwfe feet of retail sales area on a single lot or parcel, or on contiguous lots or
parcels, including those separated only by transportation right-of-way.

C. A city or county whose zoning ordinance applies to an limployment Area and is listed on
Table 3.07-4 may continue to authorize commercial retail uses with more than 60,000
square feet ofgross leasable area in that zone ifthe ordinance authorized those uses on
January l,2003.
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A city or county whose zofuEordinance applies to an Employment Area and is not listed
on Table 3.074 may continue to authorize commercial retail uses with more than 60,000
squarc feet ofgross leasable area in that zone if:

l. The ordinance authorized those uses on January l, 2003;

2. Transportation facilities adequate to serve the commercial retail uses will be in
place at the time the uses begin operation; and

3 The comprehensive plan provides for transportation facilities adequate to serve
other uses planned for the Employment Area over the planning period.

A city or county rray authorize new commercial retail uses with more than 60,000 square
feet of gross leasable area in Erployment Areas if the uses:

I Generate no nrore than a 25 percent increase in site-generated vehicle trips above
permimed non-industrial rses; and

Meet the Maximum Permitted Parking -7nne A requirements set forth in Table
3.07-2 of Title 2 of the Urban Growth Management Functional Plan.

2.



Table 3.074
(Section 3.07.420@))

Clackarnas County unincorporated
Comrnercial
Cornmercial Indushial

Lake Oswego
General Coinmercial
Highway Comnrercial

Troutdale
General Commercial

Hillsboro
General Commercial

Sherwood
General Commercial

Tigard
General Commercial
Commercial Professional

Tualatin
Commercial General

Wilsonville
Planned Development Commercial
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Agenda ltem Number 4.0

SOLID WASTE POLICY DISCUSSION

Metro Council Work Session
Tuesday, August 5,2003
Metro Council Chamber



METRO COUNCIL

Work Session Worlsheet

Presantation Date: August 5, 2003 Tirrr: 2:00 pm Length: One Hour

Presentation Title: Solid Waste and Recycling Poliry Discussion / Decision Matrices

Department: Solid Waste and Recycling

Presenters: Mike Hoglturd and Doug Anderson

ISSUE & BACKGROUND
As notqd in previous Council work sessiors, several decisions that will shape the solid waste systan for
the future are scheduled to be made by the Council over the next six to eight months. A corrrnon theme
in all the decisiors is the allocation of solid waste tonnage, also referred to as "sharing the disposal
torurage pie."

Over the next six to eight months, major Council sharing of the pie decisions will include:
. ranewal of local transfer station franchises, with associated tonnage caps;
. renewal of wet-waste non-system licases;
. proposednewhansferstation

At the July 22 Work Session, the Council prioritized a list of seven "values" that can form the basis for
Coturcil decision-making on the issue areas identified above. Those values are:

. protect the public inveshnent in the solid waste systeng

. "Pay to Play." Ersure that all segments of the industry pay appropriate fees and taxes (solid
waste fees and excise tax);

. ensure the systemperforms in an "environmentally sustainable" rrulnner;

. preserve convenient public access to disposal (locations and hours);

. ensure regional equity (hauler access to hansfer stations and other facilities);

. maintain a Meho fturding source;

. ensure reasonabldaffordablerates.

In additioru the Council endorsed a threshold objective to "maintain safefy and public health throughout
the solid waste systern' as being a minimal requirement for any decision-related scenarios or optiors.

OPTIONS AVAILABLE
Solid Waste and Recycling staff are preparing a series of "decision assistance" matrices that can be used
as one tool to help analyze various poliry scenarios or options. A mafix related to franchise relewals
and focusing on wet-waste caps was dishrlbuted at the luly 22 work session. A slightly revised version of
that mahix is attached. AIso attached are:

. A revised set of Council values.

. A one-page sheet titled "sharing the Pie Decisions 2003, Possible Scenarios for the Transfer
Capacity Decision along a Regulation - Market Organizing Principle." The sheet is intended to
lay out a spectrum of choices for possible scenarios and build off the status quo of current
franchises and licenses.

. A blank matrix related to the upcoming Coturcil decision on wet waste non-system license
renewals. Note that the colunrn that delineates the design conponents/operating variables is
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different than the "size of caps" design couponents. Essartially, different decisions may require
different variables for dweloping options or scenarios. While the rnatrix is blanlq scenario
headings have been provided-
A blank rnatrix related to a new harsfer station pro,posal (i.e., the proposed Columbia
Environmental facility). Note that the design conponentsioperating variables mirror the variables
on the "size of caps" design corrponents.

Staffwill go over the matrices and optiors at the August 5 work session. Additional work is continuing
on the two blank matrices and additional o,ptiors will be presented for Corurcil discussion.

IMPLICATIONS AND SUGGESTIONS
With Council's cormnents and suggestions, and general approval, staff would next finalize scenario
options and decision matrices for Council consideration as one tool to consider when making decisions
that center around "sharing the disposal tonnage pie." The matrices are intended to assist Courcil
decision-making. However, it is likely that other issues will arise and mrut be considered and included in
any assessnrcnt of options prior to Council action. With Council's approval, the rnost significant
inplication is that staff will proceed to finalize decision matrices and proceed with the analysis necessary
to finalize and score each option.

OUESTION(S) PRESENTED FOR CONSIDERATION
The rnajor questions for Council include:

l. Is Council in agreerrrnt on the purpose and application of the matrices?
2. Do the scenario optiorn regarding the issue of "size of the caps" reflect an adequate range for

Council policy discussion?
3. Do the scenario options seein reasonable for the "wet waste non-system licerse" and "new

transfer station capacity" decisions?
4. Should the values be "weighted' or prioritized within the decision-matrix and then applied to the

scenarios? Are there other options for "scoring" the values?
5. Should staff return in September with draft final options for Coturcil cornrnent, revision, and

approval? Staff would then conplete research and prepare technical information to corrplete
each matrix and identifii other issues for Council consideration (i.e., the matrix will not be the
decision. Other factors will guide Council decisions, as well.)

LEGISLATION WOULD BE REQUIRED FOR COUNCIL ACTION Yes X No
DRAFT IS ATTACHED YCs X No

SCHEDUL E FOR WORK SESSION

Departnrent DirectorAlead Approval

Chief Operating Officer Approval
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Councilor Values for the Solid Waste System

The following are the values for the solid waste system expressed by Metro
Councilors at the public Work Session on July 2,2003. They are ordered according

to the priorities assigned by the Council.*

1. Protect the public investment in the solid waste system.

2. 6'Pay to Play"
Ensure that participants and users of the system pay appropriate fees and taxes.

3. Environmental sustainability. Ensure the system performs in a sustainable manner.

4. Preserve public access to the disposal options (location and hours).

5. Ensure regional equity-equitable distribution of disposal options.

6. Maintain funding source for Metro general government.

7. Ensure reasonable/affordable rates.

*ln addition to each value, the Metro Council has indicated that all system-relate scenarios or decisions will
"maintain safety and public health throughout the solid waste system" as a minimal threshold for operation.



"Sharing the Pie" Decisions 2003
Possible Scenarios for the "Transfer Capacity" Decision along a Regulation-MarkA Organi-ing Principle

Regulation Market

Regulation
"flarder" "Sofiter"

Metro generally
controls the use,

allocation and operation
ofthe disposal system
to achieve identified

objectives.

More control of dispos-
al & system economics
than the status quo, but

reliance on private
initiative for new

capacity and response
to other disposal needs.

Status
€Tweak Quo Tweak)

The status quo is generally market-oriented,
with some regulation. Market orientation is

realized by relatively low barriers to entry and
little economic regulation of operations, Wet

waste caps are the primary market intervention.
Franchise fees are not based on the business
value realized or conferred by the franchise.

Some Differences among Key Design Components

Market
Orientation

Free
Market

Metro backs offsome
of its current control of

tonnage flow and
material recovery.

Metro places virnrally
no restrictions on the

market, except for
police power ftealth &

safety) regulation.

Status quo: franchises are not exclusive.

Market entry if user qualified, balanced by
impact on public policies (mainly fiscal).

Performance standards mainly health,
safety & nuisance; limited number of

other standards (e.g., min. recovery rate)

Inspection and compliance monitoring.
with prescriptive option available if

needed to meet performauce standards.

Rates (tip fees, etc.) are not regulated.

Franchise Fee
nominal.(costs
paid through

RSF)

€
Fee based on

busiaess realized
(,4 of revenue)

)
Fee related to

value confened
($/ton of cap)

. Rates not regulated. . Rates not regulated.

. License fee covers
costs only.

. Fee related to costs,
and value conferred
by franchise.
($/ton of cap)

o Non-exclusive
franchises

o Market entry if
operator qualified

. Standards set on
health, safety &
nuisances only.

. Health, safety &
compliance
inspections.

r Licenses (nol
franchises)

. Virrually no
restrictions on entry.

o Market determines
service; regulation
left to other gov'ts.

. lnspections for fee
compliance only.

. Exclusive franchises
(senice areas?)

. Public control of
market entry.

. Service levels and
performance
standards specified

. Strict service & per-
formance regulation.

. Non-exclusive
franchises

. Market entry only to
fill a public need.

. Comprehensive
perforrnance
standards specified

. Performance
standards enforced.

. Classical rate
regulation

. Franchise fee built
into regulated rate.

. "Performance-based"
rates or similar.

. Franchise fee based
on business realized.
(k ofrevenue)



Decisions 2003: Wet Waste Tonnage Authorization ("Size of Caps")
Tbree local traosfer station franchises-Pride Recycling, Recycle America, Willamette Resources, lnc.--expire on December 31,2003. All three transfer
stations are authorized to accept putescible ("wet") waste up to a specified limit, or "cap." Currently, the caps are 68,250, 65,000 and 65,000 tons per
fiscal year, respectively-lg8,2sO tons of wet waste total. (Dry waste accepted at these facilities would be-in addition to this 198,250 ions.) Metro
franchises are established with an expectation of renewal; however, the provisions of the franchise are subject to modification. Franchise terms are 5 years.

Scenarios
DrsrcN Coupoxrxr
(control variables)

Rrcur,arroN
Onmxr.c.rroN

Srnrus Quo
(wrrnour rwnaxs)

M,c,RIGr
Orunxtatrox

Corvrposrrr
Scex.mro

Operating Re strictio n s

Fees

Economic Regulation

Councilor's Values
Scoring Matrix

Preserrye public f,ccess to disposal
options-location & hours. (1-4)

Wet waste caps Establish individual caps
based on local need; no
more than the curent cap

Overall tonnage
authorization the same
(198,250 tons) or less.

Each wet waste cap
renewed at -65,000 tons
per fiscal year.

Overall tonnage
authorization about the
same (198,250 tons).

Operators specifu the caps
for their facilities.

Overall tonnage
authorization may go up
or down; likely up.

Dry waste caps None; but see next line. None. None,

Minimum recovery rate Broad range of
performance standards on
material recovery.

25%o of incoming dry
waste

No minimum

Serve public customers Required (perhaps with
opt-out provision such as
helping defray Metro costs
of serving public).

Authorized, not required. Authorized, not required.

Regional System Fee
and Metro excise tax

On waste accepted. On disposal, as now On disposal, as now

Franchise fee Fee related to business
volume (e.g., percent of
gross receipts).

Flat nominal annual fee. Fee related to business
potential (e.g., fee based
on size ofcap).

Market entry barriers/entry
criteria. (Not relevant to renewals;
desciptions are provided to show
the decision environment.)

Applicants bear burden of
proof:
a) Showing a specific
need; and

b) This need cannot be
met by other means.

Health, safety, operator
qualifi cations, balanced
with public costs.

Entry criteria limited to
determination that
operator is qualifred to run
the operation & that other
permits are in place.

Regulation of tip fees Some form of rate
regulation is warranted,
based on the increase in
entry barriers.

No No

Service Areas Many options for
discussion.

Many options for
discussion.

None

Protect the public investment in
the solid waste system. (1-5)
65Pay to Play." Participants &
users ofthe system pay appro-
priate fees and taxes. (1-5)
Environmental sustainability.
Ensure the system performs in a
sustainable manner. (1-5)

Ensure regional equity-
equitable distribution of disposal
options. (1-3)

Maintain funding source for
Metro general government. (1-3)

Ensure reasonable/affordable
rates. (1-3)

Total



Decisions 2003: Wet Waste Non-System License Renewals
There are currently 3 non-system licenses (NSLs) to haul putrescible waste to landfills not owned by Waste Management: WRI at 45,000 tons (an Alliedcompany), and Arrow sanitary at 30,000 tons and Ameriian Sanitary at 7,500 tons ftoth Waste Ctnnections coripaniesFg2,S0g tons total. AII threelicenses expire December 31,2003' NSLs are typically granted for aperiod of 2 years, but a shorter term is possible. The NSL tonnages are limils6 6, th.l0 percent of waste not guaranteed to waste Management. These deiisions directly affect: (1) The price that Metro pays for disposal at Columbia RidgeLandfill (through the declining price schedule of the contract); (2) Metro's contractual ouiilationlo deliver at least 90 percent of ..acceptable,,waste
(transfer station-t1pe tonnage) to a landfill owned by waste Munug"rr.ot. The current three NsLs were originally granted on a first-come, first-servedbasis' The choice of mechanism for approving,. renewing or denying any putrescible waste NSL should ue inosen Io put Metro in the best position todefend a potential legal challenge. This mechanism re-airrr to be determined.

Scenarios
DBsrcN CovrpoNrNr
(control variables)

DBTw
Ar,r, LBss Iupecr Seur Irwacr

CouposrrB
ScrNanro

APPRovE LIcrNsn(s)

License Condttions

Tonnage authorization

Option for mid-term tonnage
adJustment by Metro.

Term of license

Fees

Regional System Fee
and Metro excise tax

License fee

Allocation Mechanism

First come, first served

Competitive procurement

Competitive auction

Other

Councilor''s Values
Scoring Matrix

Protect the public investment in
the solid waste system. (1-5)
66Pay to Play." Participants &
users ofthe system pay appro-
priate fees and tares. (1-5)
Environmental sustainability.
Ensure the system performs in a
sustainable manner. (1-5)

Preserve public access to disposal
options{ocation & hours. (1-4)

Ensure regional equity-
equitable distribution of disposal
options. (1-3)

Maintain funding source for
Metro general government. (1-3)

Ensure reasonable/affordable
rates. (1-3)

Total



Decisions 2003: New Transfer Station Capacity
The Department has held a pre-application conference with Columbia Environmental on a new local transfer station franchise. Columbia Environmental is
a parlnership of local independent haulers. Many of these same haulers are associated with Eastside Cooperative providing curbside recycling collection tosmall independent haulers; and oregon Recycling Systems that currently operates a clean MRF on the site proposed for the new local transfer station.Columbia Environmental is currently working to obtain land use and acciss permits; and intends to apply for an operating permit from DEe. Anapplication to Metro for a local transfer station franchise may be submitted this fall (october 2003 or O"r"ait"rj.

Scenarios
DrsrcN CovrpoNnNr
(control variables)

Dnrw
APPLIcATIoN Low Inrpacr Sra.xoa,no lupacr

Covrposrrn
ScrNmro

APPROVE APPLICATIoN

Operating Re strictio ns

Wet waste caps

Dry waste caps

Minimum recovery rate

Serve public customers

Fees

Regional System Fee
and Metro excise tax

Franchise fee

Economic Regulation

Market entry barriers/
entry criteria

Regulation of tip fees

Service Areas

Co,uncilor's Yalues
Scoring Matrix

Preserve public access to disposal
options-location & hours. (1-4)

Protect the public investment in
the solid waste system. (1-5)

'6Pay to Play." Participants &
users ofthe system pay appro-
priate fees and taxes. (1-5)
Environmental sustainability.
Ensure the system performs in a
sustainable manner. (1-5)

Ensure regional equity-
equitable distribution of disposal
options. (1-3)

Maintain funding source for
Metro general government. (1-3)

Ensure reasonable/affordable
rates. (1-3)

Total
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MEMORANDUM
600 NORTHEAST GRAND AVENUE

TEL 503 797 1 700
PORTLAND, OREGON 97 232 27 36
FAX 503 797 1 794

M erno
Metro Council

Chris Deffebach, Long Range Planning Manager

ESEE Update Information for Council Work Session on 8/5/03

August 2,2003

The ESEE analysis identifies the trade-offs between the economic, social, energy and
environmental factors under an allow, limit or prohibit decision. The analysis illustrates
that the consequences of either allowing development on all resource lands or prohibiting
development on all resource lands have impacts that make such absolute choices difficult.
The ESEE findings support the need for additional analysis, as planned in the Goal 5

work program, of evaluating program options that would allow or prohibit some but not
all of the resource lands and further define opportunities to limit conflicting uses.

The ESEE economic analysis includes a methodology for ranking the economic priority
of the natural resource lands and assessing the economic trade-offs for an allow, limit or
prohibit decision. The purpose of this memo is to introduce the economic ranking
methodology and identifu opportunities to apply this methodology to define and analyze
program options.

The economics analysis concludes that:
o Natural resource areas and the ecosystem services they provide have real

value. These values are maximizedby a prohibit decision
o The natural resource areas have development value. These values are

maximized by an allow decision.

Ecosystem Services
Ecosystem services generally refer to the benefits to society of well-functioning
ecosystems. Ecosystem services include the value of flood control and water quality that
the natural areas provide in addition to the value that a healthy fish population brings to
commercial fishing industry and other industries dependent on natural resources.
Ecosystem services do not function in a working market, where goods can be fairly and
openly bought and sold. Metro's consultants, ECONorthwest, have summarized the



literature on ecosystem services and it is available for your review, if you would like, in a
draft report.

The ESEE analysis has tried to estimate the degree to which the highest value lands for
ecosystem services are also the highest value lands from a habitat perspective. The
economics analysis concludes that there is a direct and positive relationship (as opposed
to a neutral or negative relationship) between the inventory lands with the highest
functional value for habitat and the highest functional value for ecosystem services. The
analysis does not quantifo this relationship.

Property Value - real-estate markets provide a good measure of a property's
development value. Value is measured using tax assessors values as a proxy for
market value. The assessor's records bring data limitations in that do not reflect
the value of land in public ownership, have been affected by proposition 5 and
other measures and are below market values, they offer a consistent regional data
set.
Employment potential associated with development. This reflects individual
income and contributions to the tax base and economy. This is measured by
current job estimates (E5202 data).
Planning goals, as described in the 2040 Design Type Hierarchy. Unlike the first
two measures, which evaluate existing conditions, this measures the relative value
of the land for the future, reflecting adopted policy.

a

a

a

Mapping Economic Priorities
Using these three methods, Metro staff produced three map sets illustrating:

o The locations of land for six different property value categories (as reflected by
assessor's data) for the region, excluding public institutions and parks for which
there are no assessor values. A second map shows a subset of the land values
with the natural resource areas. A third set shows a subset of the "highest"
economic values and the "highest" resource values.

The locations of employment for the region, excluding lands that do not generate
employment (single-family residential and parks) and estimating employment for
vacant lands based on employment on surrounding parcels. A second map shows
a subset of the employment per acre with the natural resource areas. A third set
shows a subset of the "highest" employment per acre and the "highest" resource
values.

The locations of the four 2040 Design Type Hierarchies with the highest priority
in the central city, regional centers and industrial areas, the second in main streets,
station communities and town centers, the third in inner and outer neighborhoods

a

a

Development Value
The economics analysis has developed a methodology to determine development value of
the resource lands. To account for the value of all lands, the contribution to the economy
and their future contribution, the methodology includes three separate measures:



and employment areas and the fourth in rural residential lands and parks. A
second map shows a subset of the four policy tiers with the natural resource areas.
A third set shows a subset of the "highest" policy tier and the "highest" resource
values.

Finally, a combination map highlights those areas that score highest in at least one
value: development value; employment value; or policy value on resource lands.

I have sent all of these maps to you electronically through email.

Next Steps
The Economic Technical Advisory Committee and the Independent Economic Advisory
Committee (IEAB) have reviewed the methods for ranking the development and
ecosystem service value of land and have generally agreed that the method is appropriate,
as long as the limitations in the data are pointed out.

The maps reflect preliminary definitions of high, medium and low development values
for the economic ranking. ETAC has requested additional information on the sensitivity
of adjusting the thresholds that differentiate high, medium and low. Staff is preparing this
for them now. Staff and ECONorthwest, are calculating the number of acres of land that
are in the preliminary high economic and high resource value categories and other
combinations. This will improve our understanding of the degree of conflict. ETAC will
meet again in September to review the sensitivity tests and additional data.

The ESEE analysis points out the trade-offs involved in allowing, limiting or prohibiting
development and other activities. The next stage of this work program is to define and
evaluate program options. The evaluation of the program options will explore the most
significant trade-off issues in more detail. The methodology that has been developed for
ranking the economic priority of land in the region can be applied in the program options
Staff will be seeking additional review on the definitions of "high, medium or low" for
economic ranking by ETAC and IEAB and direction from Council as part of the
definitions of the program options. Council is scheduled to give staff direction to begin
evaluation of the program options in October.

a



Metro Fish and Wildlife
Protection Pro gram

Economic Ranking of Resource
Lands, Summary of Maps
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Regional Fish and V/ildlife
Habitat Protection Program

ESEE Findings
Metro Council Work Session

8t0st03

ESEE

. Economic, Social, Environment and Energy
consequences analysis is the second step of
the three step Goal 5 process

. Follows the designation of nafural resource
inventory

. Precedes an allow, limit prohibit map and
program development

I



ESEE Findings

. Nafural resources in urban areas have value

- Amenity and recreation

- Efficiency for provision of services

- Ethics, values
. Protection helps meet other environmental

requirements
. But there are trade-offs

ESEE Findings

. An Allow or Prohibit decision would affect
Economic, Social, Environment and Energy

. The right balance between preserving and
developing natural areas is not obvious

. ESEE findings create a basis of facts as a
foundation for the public debate and
decision-making

2



ESEE Trade-Offs: Economic

. Land has economic value for ecosystem services
and for development purposes but the extent of the
conflict is reduced by resource location and use

- Many resource lands are in parks, developed or already
constrained

- Much of the vacant buildable land is not located on
land with the highest value resource values

- The majority of resource lands are outside intense
urban areas and have lower economic value

ESEE Trade-Offs: Economic

. Conflicts between ecosystem service value
and development value remain because

- Cumulative effect of either losing large
amounts of land for economic activity or
environmental purposes

- Low value land from regional perspective can
be high value land for local perspective

J



ESEE Trade-Offs: Economic

. Extent of the economic impacts are reduced
by the availability of land elsewhere in the
region or outside UGB
- Some development types can be accommodated

within the region; e.g. in centers

- Other development fypes may be less flexible;
e.g. industrial or single family

ESEE Trade-Offs: Social

. Social benefits of preserving resource areas that
must be balanced by the private costs of the
preservation
- Public property (air,water, fish, wildlife) and private

property rights (including aggravation) are at stake
. The value of broader social benefits must be

balanced by value of conflicting uses
- The resource lands have a value for cultural heritage,

regional identity, education, public health and safety
which would be lost with an allow decision
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ESEE Trade-offs: Social

. Equity between meeting today's needs and
preserving benefits for the future
- Preserving resources for future generations is a

social value that must be balanced by the costs
of doing so today.

ESEE Trade-Offs:
Environmental

. Loss of riparian wildlife resources is greatest for
lands with high functional values
- Loss of Class I riparian wildlife areas impacts habitat

more than in Class 2 and loss of Class 2 impacts
habitat more than in Class 3

. Loss of upland wildlife areas is greatest for lands
with high functional values and with connectivity
role
- Lower value upland wildlife areas can provide critical

role in connectivity

5



ESEE Trade-Offs:
Environmental

. Loss can be mitigated if forest canopy is preserved

- Tree canopy is very important to several functional
qualities - it provides habitat, absorbs pollution and
reduces hydrological impacts by slowing and retaining
runoff.

. Loss can be magnified when activity results in
hydrological impacts
- Changes to streams have far-reaching environmental

impacts

ESEE Trade-Offs: Energy

. Preserying trees and other vegetation can reduce
energy use but it can increase energy use if
protection results in additional UGB expansion
- Trees and other vegetation reduce the need to cool air

and water and and to clean air

- Auto use is a major energy user (petroleum)
. Limits on road construction in protection areas may increase

auto trip lengths
. If new development can not be located within the UGB, UGB

expansion would increase vehicle miles haveled (VMT)
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Implications of ESEE for
Program Options

. The ESEE Findings help focus the debate in the
program option phase

. Key debate is level of regulatory protection for:
- The best natural areas and how to maintain the

connectivity and ecological functions of the system?

- Lands with fewer habitat values?

- Lands that provide the greatest opportunity for
additional economic activity?

- Lands with lower economic activity?
. Ability of non-regulatory tools to:

- Equitably distribute benefits and burdens

- Protect and restore resource lands

Key Points for Pro gram Options

. Vary the level of regulation with the
resource function

. Vary the level of regulation with economic
ranking value

. Apply different restoration and protection
tools to vacant and developed parcels

. Use incentives, education. acquisition and
mitigation to preserve and restore resources

7



Upcoming Decisions

. Aug 12 - Seek Council direction on release of
public outreach materials, including program
options

. Oct 23 - Seek Council direction on set of program
options for evaluation

. May 2004 - Seek Council direction on a program

. By Dec '04 -Seek Council adoption of a program

8



METRO GOAL 5

I'm Ed Labinowicz, representing the Land Use Committee of the Gresham Butte
NeighborhoodAssociation, speaking in support of a Metro Goal 5 regulatory
progr*(hat is consistent with the Goal 5 Vision Statement--a ptograrn)to cover the
entire region rather than just the new areas within the UGB.

The importance of Metro Goal 5 regulation can be illustrated by Gresham's recent
adoption of itsHillside Code Revision without factoring in environmental &
Uvatinty issre#"$4rile some attention was naturally given to Goal 7 safety issues in
Council deliberations, virtually no attention was paid to overlapping /interconnected
Goal 5 considerations.)

Absent from the Gresham CityCouncil's deliberation on the Hillside Code was any
mention of a complex web of interrelated factors, inc/uding clear cutting olTggs,
massive grading, steep slopes and their impact n*onty on slope stability,fbgt'on therr
destruction of high quality wildlife habitat found on the forested buttes, and on the , i J

future appearance of Gresham's green bufies--the city's natural & visual resources.
Further, not discussed by the City Council were how, clear cutting & massive
grading of steep slopes altered natural drainage ways, increased downslope soil
erosion and flashiness of stormwater flow into Johnson Creek--in turn impacting
downstream flooding, water quality and salmon restoration efforts.

All of these critical concerns related to hillside development were ignored, despite
an expert panel having clearly addressed them at the earlier session of the continued
hearing. Professional testimony challenglng the City's Hillside proposal on these
Goal 5 issues had been provided by a geotechnical engineer, an engineering
geologist, a botanist, a geomorphologist, a hydrological engineer, a watershed
scientist, a consulting arborist, an erosion control professional, and landscape
architect.

Without a Mefio Goal 5 regulatory progrim in placJto provide ,fr. ffi/ri,'f* ,o
seriously consider Hillside Development Codes within a larger, integrated
framework including environmental/livability issues, cities can simply bypass them
until such time as they are required to do so. By then, damagc has been done. It is
difficult to backtrack & revise hillside codes'that are in place and even more difEcult
to restore lost habitat. Gresham's experience points out the importance of a Metro -! ,' '

Goal 5 regulatory progmm for the entire regiqn, and not just for newly acquired ,t

areas.
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Are existing regulations inside the Urban
Growth Boundary (UGB) adequate to

protect the ecological functions and values
provided by floodplairsr riparian corridors,

and steep slopes?
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Development in Cedar Mill Creek Watershed 1984 and 2002.
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Title 3's balance-cut-and-fill: Adequate to protect
the ecological functions of floodplains?

Between 1998 and 2000 the Portland-Metro
region lost roughly 568 acres of vacant floodplain
lands ) a goh reduction. At this rate, the region's

remaining undeveloped floodplain could be developed
in about 20 years (Source: Metro March 2003,

Performance Measures Report).
I

I
I

I

\ t
tr

*I II I iil

1! 4

\"l:.
i "r;:: ' t-\r"V

s

I
,/i L

Ei !

J



Many
headwater
streams not
protected by

Title 3.

Rock Creek Headwaters
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Are Existing Regulations Adequ ate?
A Gresham subdivision along Kelly Creek.
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Upland Wildlife Habitat and
Hillslope Development in the

City of Gresham



Approximately 231 acres of
regionally signifi cant fish and

wildlife habitat in the Gresham
Buttes are located in State

(DOGAMI) d.signated Landslide
HazardAreas.



Regionally Significant Fish and Wi!'dlife Habitat &
Rapidly Moving LandsLide Elazard Areas

SIff Greaham, OregonrrqPt{{+}
C,J

tr

N

I

ri
/:

A/-strearns
,'**'- UGB

E Ciry of Greshsm

,/t,,,Jl Rosds
IIOGAMI Landalide
Hazard.Areas

Re girrn nlly Si gn i{icent
Iltildlife Hebitat Renk

7-2
3-4
5-9

131,000

[4ap by Jim Labbs
ilabbe@Odxstrearts,org

N

A

l_

r:t ,l,i-' PowELL

'-

fi \..--*fir'."
\,,
\

rj

{I
---1

r&&

I

L.a
-t

I

I

b,

q

tI
L.i.-

t-

tl



/ I
-h
EI
7, 

'l'girl

Stcep Sloper, Lsndslide H*zard Areas,
arld Anadrornoug Fish Distribution

SW Gresharn, Otegon i t\
* Ia

E5 JI

r I

L
{f,3

Anadromous Fish-Be*dng
Reschea ofJohnson Crcek
Streama
Roads

I

N
-
I I City of Grcshem A

D'
l.oo\

N

I $opes>Z5Yo 1:30000
, DOGAIVII Bapidly Moving

Landslide Hazard Areae
Dgls 50010g6: Fercant elope areas ofi lhis map
are derived from a USGS Z'fost resolution Digitsl
Elevation lidodcl(DEMI, The land*ltu e lruard
srses ers rrom DOGAMI lnterprolalivs Mep
S+rlm IMS-22- Hazard argas wers modeled and
callbnaled al 1:24,ffi0 scel6 wllh limlted field
evalualiors and comparison with heloric landslide
inventorias. [tlhps cannot sB]vB aB a substiluta
for slts+paclfic inveatlgatlms by qualified
pradlonsbners- Flsh dletrlbu0on date ls from
he Oregon DepartmEnt of H6fi and Wildllh.
All other dala are fmm ltrtetro's Reginal Land
lnfocnratirn System (RLIS).

Mrp preprruil byJlm l.,cbbe,
i I rb bc@pdrc trTsnrs.or3.

,/

I

I
I

I
t

I
I I

Pending
Persimmons
development

,

t
\

*_.1
I
I'i i.- .'-rr

\
J

,t

tLr

I

rl
I

\

I
rilrtl{

;

tEt
t

!
I
I

n
I

i\

n
,':l

I

T

ru
4

I
I
I

rt

t FEffi.
{I{

-t\ \\

I

t ,l'



Persimmons f)evelopment in Gresham Buttes
T

E

Pending development on regionally
significant fish and wildlife habitat
with slopes >35o/o and in a State
designated landslide hazard area.

Headwaters of Johnson Creek
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Persimmons Prsperties, $teep Slopes,
and Rapidly Moving Landslide Hazard

Arcas, City of Gresham, Oregon.
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AGENDA

600 NORTHEAST GRAND AVENUE 
TEL 503 797 1 542

PORTLAND, OREGON 97232 2736 
FAX 503 797 1 793

Metro

Agenda

MEETING:
DATE;
DAY:
TIME;
PLACE:

METRO COUNCIL REGULAR MEETING 
August 7, 2003 
Thursday 
2:00 PM
Metro Council Chamber

CALL TO ORDER AND ROLL CALL 

1. INTRODUCTIONS

CITIZEN COMMUNICATIONS 

CONSENT AGENDA

Consideration of Minutes for the July 31, 2003 Metro Council Regular Meeting. 

ORDINANCES - FIRST READING

2.

3.

3.1

4.

4.1

5.

6.

Ordinance No. 03-1017, An Ordinance Authorizing Full Faith and Credit 
Obligations to Refund the Metro Regional Center Project Bonds and other 
Outstanding Loans, and Repealing Inconsistent Provisions of Metro Ordinances, 
and Declaring an Emergency.

CHIEF OPERATING OFFICER COMMUNICATION 

COUNCILOR COMMUNICATION

ADJOURN


