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DATE:
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TIME:
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Agenda

METRO COUNCIL REGULAR MEETING
October 30, 2003
Thursday
5:00 PM
Washington County Chamber
155 N. First, Hillsboro, Oregon

CALL TO ORDER AI\ID ROLL CALL

1. INTRODUCTIONS

2. CITIZEN COMMTJNICATIONS

3. CONSENT AGENDA

3.1 Consideration of Minutes for the October 23,2003 Metro Council Regular Meeting.

4. ORDINAI\CES - FIRST READING

4.t Ordinance No. 03-1021, For the purpose of Amending Title 4 of the Urban
Growth Management Functional Plan to improve its protection of industrial

,W land and to make corrections.

ordinance xo. @rozz, For the purpose *M' 'ilr^o

Significant Indusirial Areas in compliance with Subsection J
3.07.420 of Title{(Industrial and other employments areas)
Growth Management Functional Plan.

of Regionally
of Section
of the Urban

5. RESOLUTIONS

5.1 Resolution No. 03-3376A, For the Purpose of Endorsing Metro's Draft Goal 5
Phase I Economic Social Envirorunental and Energy (ESEE) Analysis and
Directing Staffto Conduct More specific ESEE Analysis of Multiple Fish
and Wildlife Habitat Protection and Restoration Program Options.

CHIEF OPERATING OFFICER COMMT'NICATION

Hosticka

6.

7. COT'hICILOR COMMI.'NICATION

,-r1.
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Cable Schedule for October 30. 2003 Meetine (PCA)

PLEASE NOTE THAT ALL SHOWING TIMES ARE TENTATIVE BASED ON THE INDIWDUAL CABLE COMPANIES'
SCHEDALES. PLEASE CALL THEM OR CHECK THEIR WEB SITES TO CONFIRM SITOWING TIMES

Ponland Cablc Access
T uolatin Vallq Te lev isio n
Mllamette Falk Televisioa
M ilwau*ie Public T e lev tsi o n

www.pcatv.orE
wwtr.Yourtvtv.org
www.wtvaccess.com

(503) 2EE-rslS
(s03) 629-8s31
(s03) 650-0275
(503) 652440E

Agenda iterns may not be corsidered in the exact order. For questions about the agenda, call Clerk ofthe Council, Chris Billington, 797-1542.
Public Hearings are held on all ordinances second read and on rcsolutions upon rcquest ofthe public. Documents for the record must be
submittod to the Clerk of the Council to be considered included in the decision record. Documents can bc submitted by cmail, fax or mail or in
person to the Clerk of the Council. For assistance per the American Disabilities Act (ADA), dial TDD ?97-1804 or 797-1540 (Council Offtce).
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t l/3

Tuesdey
tU4

Wednesday
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Thursday
l0/30

Friday
l0/31

Saturday
tilr

CHANNEL II
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Network)
(most ofPortland area)
CHANhTEL 30
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(Washington County, tzke
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7 p.m. 6 a.rn 4 p.m. 7 p.m.

CHAI{NEL 30
(CityNet 30)
(most of Citv of Portland)

2 p.m.

CHAI\TIYEL 30
Willamette Fells Television
(West Linn, Rivergrove, lake
Osweso)
CHAI\INEL 23/IE
Willemette Fdls Television
(23- Oregon City, West Linn,
Gladstone: l8- Clear Crcek)
CHANNEL 23
Milwrukie Public Televisiou
(Milwaukie)
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6OO NORTHEAST GRAND AVENUE I PORTLAND, OREGON 97232 2736
TEL 503 797 1542 I FAX 503 797 1793

AGENDA

M erno
Agenda

METRO COTINCIL REGI.ILAR MEETING
October 30, 2003
Thursday
5:00 PM
Washington County Chamber
155 N. First, Hillsboro, Oregon

MEETTNG:
DATE:
DAY:
TIME:
PLACE:

5.1

CALL TO ORDER AND ROLL CALL

I. INTRODUCTIONS

2. CITIZEN COMMUNICATIONS

3. CONSENT AGENDA

3.1 Consideration of Minutes for the October 23,2003 Metro Council Regular Meeting.

4. ORDINANCES - FIRST READING

4.1 Ordinance No. 03-1021, For the purpose of Amending Title 4 of the Urban
Growth Management Functional Plan to improve its protection of industrial
land and to make corrections.

4.2 Ordinance No. 03-1022, For the purpose of Amending the Employment and
Industrial Areas Map to Add Regionally Significant Industrial Areas in compliance
with Subsection J of Section 3.07 .420 of Title 4 (Industrial and other employments
areas) of the Urban Growth Management Functional Plan.

5. RESOLUTIONS

Resolution No. 03-3376A, For the Purpose of Endorsing Metro's Draft Goal 5

Phase 1 Economic Social Environmental and Energy (ESEE) Analysis and
Directing Staff to Conduct More specific ESEE Analysis of Multiple Fish
and Wildlife Habitat Protection and Restoration Program Options.

Hosticka

6.

7.

CHIEF OPERATING OFFICER COMMUNICATION

COTiN C I LOR COM MLTNICATION
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Agenda Item Number 3.1

Consideration of Minutes of the October 23,2003 Regular Council meetings.

Metro Council Meeting
Thursday, October 30, 2003

Washington County Chamber
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Councilors Present:

MINUTBS OF TIIE METRO COTJNCIL MEETING

Thursday, October 23, 2003
Metro Council Chamber

David Bragdon (Council President), Susan Mclain, Brian Newman, Rod
Monroe, Rex Burkholder, Carl Hosticka, Rod park

Councilors AbsenJ:

council President Bragdon convened the Regular council Meeting at 2:01 p.m.

1. INTRODUCTIONS

There were none.

2. CITIZEN COMMTJNICATIONS

There were none.

3. CONSENT AGENDA

3.1 Consideration of minutes of the October 16,2OO3 Regular Council Meetings.

3.2 Resolution No. 03-3377, For the Purpose of Authorizing the lssuance of Request
For Proposal 04.1085-I{R, Metro Agent of Record and corsultant for
Employee Health and Welfare plan.

Motion: Councilor Park moved to adopt the meeting minutes of the October 16,
Metro Council and Resolution No. 03-3377.

Vote: Councilors Burkholder , Mclain, Park, Hosticka, Monroe, Newman and
council President Bragdon voted in support of the motion. The vote was 7

the motion

4. ORDINANCES - FIRST READING

4-l Ordinance No. 03-1023, For the Purpose of Amending Provisions of Metro Code
Chapter 6.01 Relating to the Metropolitan Exposition-Recreation Commission.

Council President Bragdon assigned Ordinance No. 03-1023 to Council. He spoke to the
ordinance. There will be public hearings on November 66 and November 206. Councilor
Burkholder suggested reconvening the Oregon Convention Center Advisory Group to discuss this
ordinance.

5. RESOLLTTIONS

5-l Resolution No. 03-3373, For the Purpose of Endorsing the Recommendations of the
Powel l,/Foster Corridor Transportation plan.



Motion: Councilor Monroe moved to Resolution No. 03-3373.
Seconded: Councilor Mclain seconded the motion

'I

Councilors Parlg Hosticka, McLairU Monroe, Burkholder, Newman and
council President Bragdon voted in support of the motion. The vote was 7 dYa,
the motion
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Councilor Monroe said the Metro Council had already had a presentation on this plan. He said
this had been a lengthy process to discuss which corridors should be studied. He has suggested
Powell/Foster Corridor be studied. Staff concurred. With the expansion of the Urban Growth
Boundary into the Damascus/Pleasant Valley area, this corridor study became even more
important. He spoke to congestion issues in the area as well as the latk of pedestrian and bicycle
access. He talked about what was included in the corridor transportation ptn. He urged supjort.

Councilor Park asked that Andy Cotugno, Planning Director, to speak to the Regional
Transportation Plan. Mr. Cotugno spoke to the Sunrise Corridor and acknowledlement of the
Regional Transportation Plan.

Council President Bragdon opened a public hearing. No one came forward. Council president
Bragdon closed the public hearing.

Councilor Mcl^ain thanked the staff for all of their hard work and said she would be supporting
this resolution. Councilor Monroe echoed Councilor Mclain's corffnents and talked aUout pubtic
input for this project.

Vote:

5.2 Resolution No.03-3376, For the Purpose of Endorsing Metro's Draft Goal5 phase I
Economic Social Environmental and Energy (ESEE) Analysis and Directing Staffto Conduct
More Specific ESEE Analysis of Multiple Fish and Wildlife Habitat Proteciion and Restoration
Program Options.

Councilor Hosticka said this marks the end of the second step in a three-step process. He talked
about the history of the program. The resolution completes the technical analysis. He spoke to
future steps. He noted that tlpes of input this resolution had received. Councii president Bragdon
said they would have a public hearing today and again next week in Washington County at S:00
p.m.

Chris Deffebach, Planning Department, gave a power point presentation on this issue (a copy of
which is included in the meeting record). Councilor Hosticka asked about notification that has
been issued to the public. Ms. Deffebach addressed this issue.

Council President Bragdon opened a public hearing.

JoAnn Bowman, Vice President, Coalition for a Livable Future, 3145 NE l5e, portland, OR
97212 spoke to what was the mission of the Coalition. She raised concerns about equity and how
the Metro Fish and Wildlife Habitat Protection Plan would be developed. It should not matter
where you live in the region whether or not citizens have access to quality wildlife habitat areas
and whether or not you should have access to fish. She also raised the issue of environmental

Motion: Councilor Hosticka moved to Resolution No. 03-3376
Seconded: Councilor Newman seconded the motion
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justice. 'lhere were many areas within our region where policy decisions that have been made in
the past have had a significant impact on the natural resources and human resources in the areas
that were available for individuals. She thought there should be some criteria that was based on
what had been the environmental justice impact on these local communities as the Council was
deliberating about the appropriate protection plan and regulations. Councilor Burkholder asked
how she would take that environmental justice concern and applying it to the program.

Mary Kyle McCurdy, 1000 Friends of Oregon, 534 SW 3'd Ave, Portland, OR 97201
recommended that Metro remove from further consideration the ways to vary the regulatory
approaches by limiting the application of what ever option Council chose to areas outside the
2002Urban Growth Boundary (UGB) or to certain types of sites such as parcels greater than a
certain size or vacant lands only. Metro undertook this regional wildlife and fish habitat
protection effort in part because of their recognition that streams and habitats crossed political
boundaries and weave the region together. Varying the application by whether the land was
outside the2002 UGB or was vacant, there was not relationship to those resources or their
functioning. Metro's inventory already accounts for whether the habitat or watershed was
degraded or of higher quality and the program options allow you to weigh the environmental
economic social and energy consequences of prohibiting, limiting or allowing a use on those
lands. There was no need to vary that based on criteria that have nothing to do with the resource
at issue. To do so would result in a program that does not protect and restore fish and wildlife
habitat. ln the interest of further simpliffing this process 1000 Friends would recommend that
Metro remove that at this point.

Sam Chase, Community Development Networlc, 2627}'IE Martin Luther King Blvd., Portland
OR972l2 thanked the Council for taking leadership on this issue. As Metro evaluated the
impacts of protection, he suggested this should not impact affordable housing. He said that when
he was a developer he found he could make fish and wildlife protection work while developing
affordable housing. He talked about renovation of the area so there was integration of the rntural
landscape in the yards. There was a market to make affordable housing work and integrate with
the natural environment.

Jim t-abbe, Audubon Society of Portland, 5151 NW Cornell Rd., Portland, OR 97210, noted that
there would be many here today who chose not to testifu but supported his remarks (about 15
people stood). He focused his comments on draft program options. He suggested applying the
conditions outside the2002 Urban Growth Boundary expansion areas. They supported the
committee's recommendations on a stronger Option 2. He urged the Council to consider Option 4
only in terms of analysis.

Gail Snyder, Friends of Forest Parh PO Box 10934, Portland, OP.97296, supported Mr. Labbe's
remarks and read her remarks into the record (a copy of which is found in the meeting record).

Tom Wolf, Trout Unlimitd,22875 NW Chestnut, Hillsboro,ORgTlzA said he believed we
needed a stronger Option 2. He also suggested in Option l, the term allow be removed and
include lightly limit in its place. On Option 4, he suggested eliminating Option 4 and using it for
analysis purposes only.

Dick Shooh 4815 SE Casa del Rey Dr., Milwaukie, OR97222 summarized his written testimony
(a copy of which is included in the meeting record).

Steve Mullinax, 4648 SW 39rt' Dr., Portland, OR 97221supported strong wildlife and fish
protection. I{e and his neighbors had donated many hours to habitat restoration protection. They
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valued being in support of a network of watershed protection. He urged mix regulatory and non-
regulatory approach to recognize the value of the watershed (a copy of his testimony i. included
in the meeting record).

Lynn l{erring, 1090 Chandler Rd., lake Oswego, OR 97034 said she was in support of the
overall goal of protection. She supported the Audubon Society testimony (a copy of which is
included in the meeting record). She reminded the Council of the responsibilities of being a
property owner and the need to protect the natural environment.

Allison Zimman,430l NE Mason, Portland, OR 97218 read her testimony into the record (a copy
of which is found in the meeting record).

catherine Johnson, 611I sw Lesser way, Portland ,oF-g72lg did not testifu.

Bob Sallinger, Audubon Society of Portland, 5l5l I.iW Cornell Rd., Portland, OI.ITZZI read his
testimony into the record. (a copy of which is included in the meeting record).

Donna Mattrazzo, Sauvie Island Conservancy, 14300 NW Sauvie Island Rd. Portland, OR 97231
read her testimony into the record (a copy of which is included in the meeting record). She spoke
to legacy.

Ron Carley,1227 SE Tolniaq Portland, OP.972OZ did not testiff.

Jennifer Thompson, US Fish and Wildlife Service, 2600 SE 986 Suite 100 portland, OR 98266
read her testimony into the record and noted that they had already submitted detailed written
testimony. They supported the Metro Technical Advisory Committee (MTAC) recommendations.
They also supported strong non-regulatory elements. Councilor Burkholder asked how our
activities affected the impact on the Endangers Species Act (ESA) and what met the federal
government's requirements. Ms. Thompson said her recommendations were probably closely
aligned with the govemment's but there needed to be additional input from oiher entities.
Councilor Hosticka said we don't have a definitive statement about what will meet ESA. Ms.
Thompson said she didn't feel that she was in a position to respond to his question.

Ire L,eighton, Westlake Consultants, l5l5 SW Sequoia Pkwy Suite 150 Tigard, OF-97224
acknowledged the efforts of the Metro staffin helping answer questions. He summarized his
written remarks (a copy of which is found in the meeting record).

Michael Sestril, Lewis and Clark College, 0615 SW Palatine Rd., Portland, OR g72lg echoed Mr.
Leighton's comments. He spoke to developing their master plans for Lewis and Clark College
and the effects on the areas of their campus. He spoke to impact and regulatory issues and the
ability to develop future plans for the campus. Councilor Park asked about economic impact and
whether they considered themselves regionally signifrcant. Mr. Leighton spoke to involvement of
higher education institutions in the region. It was important to consider higher education
institutions in the mix. They were supportive of the process but they also wanted to provide
technical critiques that may have an important impact on the results. Mr. Sestril talked about
educational institutions and the social value provided by these institutions. Council president
Bragdon said the issue was to fit educational institutions into the framework. Mr. trighton said
there were certain adjustment that ought to be applied or overlaid that would be reflected in the
qualitative analysis and the mapping (a copy of his testimony was included in the meeting
record).
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Donna Edgar, East Columbia Neighborhood Association, 510 NE S. Shore Rd., Portland OR
97211 said she had not received notice and expressed concern that her area had been left out. She
wanted on the mailing list. Councilor Burkholder said he had met with a delegation of the
association a year and a halfago.

Jane Toma, East Columbia Neighborhood Association, 820 NE S. Shore Rd, Portland OR 9721I
said she was the land use chair of the association. She represented her neighbors. They felt they
would suffer economically from the planned protection. She said she was a good steward of her
property but according to the healthy stream proposal she would lose part of her property. She
suggested economic reimbursement proportionate to the property impact.

Jeff Uebel, Johnson Creek Watershed Council, 8300 SE Mctnugtrlin Blvd., Portland, OF.}TZO2
summarized his testimony (a copy of which is included in the meeting record). He also submitted
a new plan of action brochure and Johnson Creek Watershed Action Plan (a copy of which is
included in the meeting record).

Ellen Eaton, East County Neighborhood Association, 618 NE Faloma Rd., Portland OR 97211
said there were many in her neighborhood that did not get notified of the public hearing. She
wanted to make sure the Council was aware of this. Goal5 was of great concern because of the
number of wetlands and the wildlife corridors in their neighborhood. They were close to the
airport, to the I-5 widening project and to the Portland International Racetrack. She said there
were many conflicting uses in this area.

Dave Yalqymi, East Columbia Neighborhood Association, 850 NE Faloma Rd., Portland OR
97211did not testifu.

Paula Casner, East Columbia Neighborhood Association, 618 NE Faloma Rd., Portland OR
97211did not testiff.

Andrew Bowman, Defenders of Wildlife 2570 NE 32"in Ave,Portland, OLgZ2lz,said they were
very interested in the plan that would be put in place. He commended Metro on the inventory and
the ESEE analysis. He felt these efforts could become a national model. He said the programs
needed to be easy to understand and that the incentive programs needed to be adequately funded.
Defenders of Wildlife would be happy to work with Metro staff. Councilor Burkholder asked
about protection. Mr. Bowman responded to his question.

Earl Moore, 18415 SE Wihnot, Milwaukie OP.97267 said he was born by Boardman Creek. He
spoke to a fish friendly culvert that was a disaster on Boardman Creek. He detailed some of the
problems with the culvert and the culverts downstream. He said he had photos to prove his
comments. The politicians had declared this area a high priority wetland but then they ovemrled
their own decision. Councilor Park asked for clarification on his testimony. Mr. Moore said he
was in support of protecting the historic stream ruru the creek and was in favor of the fish runs.
By cleaning up the dams, he didn't think he would have a problem with flooding. Councilor
Mcl,ain thanked Mr. Moore. Councilor Newman clarified his remarks and said he would look at
the property.

Diane White, 1225 E Historic Columbia River Hwy, Troutdale OR 97060 talked about her
property that could be potentially regulated. She lived on the Sandy fuver. She asked if they
would be buying her land. Much of her land had already been taken from her by the State. She
spoke to issues of takings. She recommended that those who were passionate about this
protection should compensate the effected property owners.
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Glenn White, 1225 E. Historic Columbia fuver Ilwy, Troutdale OR 97060 talked about the effects
on people who had not developed their property yet. He spoke to being a landowner and the
limitation on his land. He suggested ways to protect hsh and wildlife. He felt it was unfair for the
groups that were advocating protection, to dictate protection on his property. He suggested street
drains to improve water quality. He suggested limiting pesticides to improve the water quality. He
also suggested education as a tool. Councilor Mclain thanked Mr. & Mrs. White for testi$ing.
She said they were still researching tools to protect, but no decisions were being made right now.

Jeffry Gottfried, Native Fish Society, Educational Recreation Adventures 7040 SW 846 Ave.,
Portland, OR97223 spoke to Metro's overall goal for fish and wildlife protection. They
supported Metro's goal. Option I was the only one that had a chance of accomplishing this goal.
Option I protected upland areas. This water must be dealt with before it got to the creeks.

Lise Glancy, Port of Portland, 121 NW Everett, Portland OR 97208 acknowledged Metro staff for
their excellent work. She had submitted written testimony and summarized thattestimony (a copy
of which is included in the record). They felt Option 2A would be the best from a regulatory
perspective. She recommended some additional tools. She spoke to industrial areas, which they
felt were inconsistent with ESEE.

Martha Johnston, 2604 NE 136 Ave Portland ORg7232 East Columbia Neighborhood
Association said once they had found out about the public hearing they had received great
response from Metro's staff. They had not been notified but had testified in July 2002 atMetro.
She spoke to value adjustments (a copy of her testimony was included in the mleting record).

Anthony Fazio, Fazio Properties, 8433 NE l3e Portland oR 9721I did not testifu.

Council President Bragdon closed the public hearing and announced that this resolution would be
held over until October 30, 2003 for final consideration.

Councilor Newman asked about deadline for substantive amendments to the resolution. Council
President Bragdon suggested harring them ready by Tuesday afternoon during work session.
Councilor Mclain suggested that we clarified that we were not the healthy steams group with a
one-sheet summary. she also suggested putting Exhibit A and B on the website.

6. CTTTF'-FOPERATINGOF'FICERCOMMT'NICATION

There were none.

7. COTiNCILOR COMMTJNICATION

Councilor Mcl-ain invited everyone to the Agricultural Symposium on October 3l't at 8:30 a.m.
at the Holiday Inn in Wilsonville. Council will be meeting in Hillsboro at the Washington County
chamber at 5:00 p.m. on october 306 to continue the Goal 5 public hearing.

8. ADJOTJRN

There being no further business to come before the Metro Council, Councit President Bragdon
adjoumed the meeting at 4:10 p.m.

Prepared by

I
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ATTACIIMENTS TO THE PUBLIC RECORD FOR THE MEETtr.{G OF OCTOBER 23.
2003

Item Topic Doc Date Document Description Doc. Number
3.1 Minutes t0lt6l03 Metro Council Minutes of the October

16, ?003 Council Meeting
102303c-01

5.1 Email t0lzt/03 To Metro Council From: Doug Klutz
Re: Powell Foster Corridor

Recommendations

102303c-02

5.2 Brochure No date To: Metro Council From: Jeff Uebel,
Johnson Creek Watershed Council Re:
A New Plan of Action Restoring and
Protecting Johnson Creek Brochure

102303c-03

5.2 Action Plan No date To: Metro Council From: JeffUebel,
Johnson Creek Watershed Council Re:
Johnson Creek Watershed Action Plan

An

102303c-04

5.2 Written
Testimony

102303 To: Metro Council From: Karen
Ashford Re: Property Owner near

Marylhurst supporting strong protection
for fish and wildlife - Goal 5 testimony

102303c-05

5.2 lrtters and
pictures

t0/23/03 To: Metro Council From: Earl Moore
Re: Supporting letters and pictures

concerning Boardman Creek - Goal 5
testimony

102303c-06

5.2 ktter t0/23/03 To: Metro Council From: Kemper
McMasteq US Dept of the Interior Fish

and Wildlife Service Re: Goal5

102303c-07

5.2 Letter U23t03 To: Metro Council From: Lisa Glancy,
Port of Portland Re: Draft ESEE

Analysis for Goal 5

102303c-08

5.2 Letter 10123/03 To: Metro Council From: Gil Kelley,
City of Portland Bureau of Planning Re:

Goal5

102303c-09

5.2 ktter 10123t03 To: Metro Council From: Steve
Mullirnx Re: Goal5 protection on

Fanno Creek

102303c-10

5.2 Letter t0/23t03 To: Metro Council From: Richard
Shook Re: Goal 5

102303c-l I

5.2 lrtter t0/23/03 To: Metro Council From: Diane White
Re: Goal5

102303c-12

5.2 [,etter r0/23t03 To: Metro Council From: Glen White
Re: Goal5

I 02303c-l 3

5.2 l,etter/Article t0/23103 To: Metro Council From: Michael
Sestril Re: Goal 5 and 2040 Plan for

kwis and Clark College

102303c-14

5.2 Written
Testimony

t0/22/03 To: Metro Council From: Dorma
Matrazzo Re: Goal5 protection of

Sauvie [sland

102303c-l 5

5.2 Written 1023t03 To: Metro Council From: Jeff Uebel, 102303c-16

.1.
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Johnson Creek Watershed Council Re:
Goal5 protection

Testimony

To: Metro Council From: Lynn Herring
Re: Goal5

5.2 Written
Testimony

10t23t03 102303c-17

l 02303- l 85.2 Written
Testimony

10t23t03 To: Metro Council From: Gail Snyder,
Friends of Forest Park Re: Goal 5

To: Metro Council From: Alissa
Zimman, Audubon Society of Portland

Re: Goal5

102303c-195.2 Written
Testimony

10t23103

5.2 Power Point
Presentation

t0/23103 To: Metro Council From: Chris
Deffebactr, Planning Department Re:

Metro Fish and Wildlife Habitat
Protection Power Point Presentation

102303c-20
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Ordinance No. 03-1021, For the purpose of Amending Title 4 of the Urban
Growth Management Functional Plan to improve its protection of industrial

land and to make corrections.

First Reading

Metro Council Meeting
Thursday, October 30, 2003

Washington County Chamber



BEFORE THE METRO COUNCIL

FOR THE PURPOSE OF AMENDING TITLE 4
OF THE TJRBAN GROWTH MANAGEMENT
FUNCTIONAL PLAN TO IMPROVE ITS
PROTECTION OF INDUSTRIAL LAND AND
TO MAKE CORRECTIONS

) Ordinance No. 03-1021
)
) Introduced by Michael J. Jordan, Chief Operating
) Officer with the concurrence of David Bragdon,
) Council President

WHEREAS, by Ordinance No. 02-9698 on December 5,2002, the Metro Council amended Title

4 (Industrialand Other Employment Areas) of the Urban Growth Management Functional Plan (UGMFP)

in order to increase the capacity oflndustrial Areas for industrial uses and to encourage non-industrial

uses to locate in Centers and other 2040 Growth Concept design types; and

WHEREAS, the purpose section of Title 4 declared the Council's intention to consider

amendments to the title as part of MeEo's current periodic review; and

WHEREAS, local governments and others have asked for clarification of some of the provisions

of Title 4 to aid in its implementation and to correct certain provisions in the title; now, therefore

TT{E METRO COIJNCIL ORDAINS AS FOLLOWS:

Title 4 (krdustrial and Other Employment Areas) of the UGMFP, is hereby amended as
indicated in Exhibit A, attached and incorporated into this ordinance, to improve the
implementation of Title 4 by cities and counties of the region.

The Findings of Fact and Conclusions of Law in Exhibit B, attached and incorporated
into this ordinance, explain how these amendments comply with the Regional Framework
Plan and state planning laws.

The Chief Operating Officer shall submit this ordinance and its exhibits to the Land
Conservation and Development Commission no later than June 30,2004, as part of
Mefro's completion of Task 2 of periodic review pursuant to LCDC's Partial Approval
and Remand Order 03-WKTASK40I524 dated July 7,2003.

ADOPTED by the Meho Council this _ day of _ 2003

David Bragdon, Council President

ATTEST: Approved as to Form:

Recording Secretary

Page I Ordinance No. 03-1021
m\atorqlcolidauieAT.4.l.l$l- l02 l.0oI
OMA/R.PMw (lO/01&l)

I

2.

3

Daniel B. Cooper, Metro Attomey
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Exhibit A to Ordinance No. 03-1021

TITLE 4: INDUSTRIAL AND OTIIER EMPLOYMENT AREAS

3.07.410 Purpose and Intent

The Regional Framework Plan calls for a strong economic climate. To improve the region's economic
climate, the plan seeks to protect the supply of sites for employment by limiting+een+patibt+uses-un+hra
the tvpes and scale of non-industrial uses in Industrial and Employment Areas. To protect the capacity
and efficiency of the region's transportation system for movement of goods and services and to promote
the 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. Given the need tbr flexibilit), in planning tbr future industrial and
99&rngrcBllg,yElAp0cr_lLMetro will-eeesi

evaluate this title. usinq perfomrance
nteasut'es and indicators established pursuant to Title 9. as part of-tfs periodic+eview analysis of the urban
gnowth boundary pursuant to ORS 197.299.

3.07.420 Protection of Regionally Significant lndustrial Areas

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 areas shown on
the
Industrial Areas Map. amended by Ordinance No.43469 03:1Q22 shall derive specific plan
designation 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
subsections 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 city and county with land use planning authority over an area designated by Mefro on the
2040 Growth Concept Map, as amended by Ordinance No. 02-9698, as a Regionally 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 district boundaries of the areas
from the Growth Concept Map.

C. After determining boundaries of Regionally Significant lndustrial 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, offrces for industrial research and
development and{a+ge corporate headquarters in compliance with subsection E of this section,
utilities, and those non-industrial uses necesmry to serve the needs of businesses and employees
of the areas. Ordinances+haFnetgBy allow financial, insurance, real estate or other professional
office uses in a building authorized by tinal land use approvalprior to Jul)r 7. 2004. but not in a
buildins or an expansion authorized after that date
eth€r-pemrified-use. Within the boundaries of a public use airport subject to a master plan.
ordinances ntay also allorv customary airport uses. uses that are accessory to the travel-related
and freight movernent activities of airports. hospitality uses. and retail uses appropriate to serve
the needs of the traveline public.

Exhibit A to Ordinance No. 03-1021
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D. Notwithstanding subsection C, a city or county shall not approve:

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

E.

I

2 Commercial retail uses that would occupy more than five percent of the net developable
po*ion:oflalleentigu€us land within that portion of any Regionally Significant Industial
Areas sulrject to its land u . Retail sales of products ol industrial
uses or uses accessory to industrial uses need not be counted as part ofthe five percent so
long as the sales take place in a building rvhose principal occupant is a use authorized by
subsection C.

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

The office is in fhe same Sicnificant Industrial Area as industrial uses
operated by the company that would be the principal occupant of the oflice: or

+2. The office is served by public or private transit; and

If the office is for a corporate headquarters, it will accommodate for the initial occupant I
at least 1,000 employees.

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

21

2.

I

3

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

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

Notwithstanding paragraphs?,3+nd-L 3ad-2 of this subsection, any lot or parcel may be I

divided into smaller lots or parcels or made subject to rights-of-way for the following
purposes:

a. To provide public facilities and services;

To separate a portion ofa 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 Department of Environmental Quality pursuant to ORS 465.225;

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.

e.

To reconfigure the p.attern of lots and parcels pursuant to subsection G of this
sectionl or

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

b.

c.

Exhibit A to Ordinance No.03-1021
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H.

A city or county may allow reconfiguration of lots

or parcels larger than 50 acresergree+erin-area-may
e@f€dsolongastheresultingareaofanysuchlotorparcelwouldnotbelessthan
50 acres.

Notwithstanding subsections C and D of this section, a city or county may allow the lawful use of
any building, structure or land at the time of enactment 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 areii. Notwithstanding subsection F of this section, a city or county may allow division of
lots or parcels pursuant to a master plan approved by the city or county prior to December 31,
2003.

Each city and county with land use planning
authority over{hearea a Regionally Significant Industrial Area shown on the Employment and
Industrial Areas Map amended by Ordinance No. 03-1022 shall use the map in the application of
the provisions of this section istrie+

ien. If the city or countv adopts a
map that depicts boundaries of a Regionally Significant Industrial Area that are dift'erent from
those on the Emplo).rnent and Industrial Areas map as provided by subsection A of this section.
the citv or counLy shall use its map in the application of the provisions of this section.

3.07.430 Protection of lndustrial Areas

In Industrial Areas mapped pursuant to Meho Code section 3.07.130 that are not Regionally
Significant Industial 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 Industrial Areas.

B. tn an trndustrial Area, a city or county shall not approve:

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

Commercial retail uses that would occupy more than ten percent of the net developable
portion of the area or any adjacent Industrial Area. Retail sales of products ol'industrial
uses or uses accessory to industrial uses need not be counted as part ofthe ten percent so
long as the sales take place in a building whose principal occupant is a use authorized by
subsection C of Section 3.07.420.

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

Exhibit A to Ordinance No.03-1021
n\.nmEldo6dqrbl\7.,1.3.3$]-l02l.Er And.ool
OMA/X?8Aw (10O6A3)

L

A.

I

2.

Page 3 -



A

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 Employment Area with more than 60,000 square feet of gross leasable area in a
single building, or conrmercial retail uses with a total of more than 60,000 square 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.

A city or coungt whose zoning ordinance applies to an Employment Area and is listed on Table
3.074 may continue to authorize commercial retail uses with more than 60,000 square feet of
gross leasable area in that zone ifthe ordinance authorized those uses on January 1,2003.

A city or county whose zoningordinance 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 square feet
ofgross leasable area in that zone if:

l. The ordinance authorized those uses on January 1,2003;

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 tansportation facilities adequate to serve other uses
planned for the Employment Area over the planning period.

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

C.

D.

I Generate no more than a 25 percent increase in site-generated vehicle trips above
permitted non-industrial uses; and

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

2

Exhibit A to Ordinance No. 03-1021
m\rnonrylcofdortia^T.4.l.l\01.1021 Er A.rcdml
OMTRPB/kw (10r'06/ol)

Page 4 -



STAFF REPORT

FOR THE PURPOSE OF AMENDING TITLE
4 OF THE URBAN GROIryTH MANAGEMENT
FUNCTIONAL PLAN TO IMPROYE ITS
PROTECTION OF INDUSTRIAL
LAND AND TO MAKE CORRECTIONS

ORDINANCE NO. O3.1O2I

FOR THE PURPOSE OF AMENDING THE ORDINANCE NO. 03-1022
EMPLOYMENT AND INDUSTRIAL AREAS MAP lntroduced by Michael Jordon, Chief Operating
TO ADD REGIONALLY SIGNIFICANT Officer with the concurrence of David Bragdon
INDUSTNAL AREAS IN COMPLIANCE WITH Council President
SUBSECTION J OF SECTION 3.07.420 OF TITLE
4 (INDUSTRIAL AND OTHER EMPLOYMENT AREAS)
OF THE URBAN GROWH MANAGEMENT
FUNCTIONAL PI,AN

Date: October 22,2003 Prepared by: Mary Weber

BACKGROUND
The Mefo Council adopted new measures to protect and maintain the supply of industrial land for future
industrial uses. Ordinance02-9698, adopted on December 5,2002, amended the Title 4Industrial and
Other Employment Areas regulations in order to increase the capacity of industrial areas for industrial
uses and to encourage non-industrial uses to locate in Centers and other 2040 design $rpe areas. Also in
this ordinance the Metro Council created a new 2040 design q/pe entitled Regionally Significant
Industrial Areas (RSLA). The Metro Council adopted a generalized map of RSIAs depicting certain
industrial areas that lay within the urban growth boundary OGB). The new Title 4 language requires that
the Metro Council delineate specific boundaries for the RSIAs derived from the generalized map by
December 31, 2003. Together these two ordinances, Title 4 regulations, Ordinance 03-1021 and mapping
of the RSIAs, Ordinance 03-1022, address the State requirements to show how the region is using its
industrial lands efficiently.

The new Title 4 regulations specifically limit the amount and square footage of retail and office uses that
might otherwise find industrial locations suitable for business. Ttre2002-2022Urbat Growth Report:
An Employment Land Need Analysis (UGR) estimates that approximately 2,800 acres of the supply/need
vacant industrial land is developed for non-industrial uses. The UGR assumes a potential savings of
1,400 acres of industrial land from implementing the new measures.

As reported in the UG& the total vacant industrial land need is 9;366 net acres. The industrial land need
estimate assumes that acres of the industrial land is consumed by non-industrial uses. .

Net Vacant Acres
Demand 9,366
Supply 3,681
Deficit
(Net need)

5,685

RSIA Policy
Savings

1,400

Adiusted Deficit 4,285
2002 Decision 2,317

1.968Deficit

StaffReport to Ordinance No.03-1021 and 03-1022
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Staff has been working with local governments to identiff Title 4 Industrial lands as RSIAs for the
pre-2002 UGB area. As part of this process, localgovernments identified several implementation issues

that they asked Metro to address. Several local governments were reluctant to work with Metro on
mapping the RSIAs until the code issues were addressed. Primarily, the issues had to do with clarification
ofthe code. The issues are: .

. clarification of what are accessory uses and whether they are counted as part of the 5%
commercial

o retail cap;
. clarification of how to treat airport facilities
o how to calculate the retail sales cap for RSIAs that cross multiple jurisdictions
o locating corporate headquarters of industrial uses in a location different than the main

manufacturing facility
. reuse of office buildings in industrial zones and three implementation issues, (l) creating non-

conforming uses, (2) financing and (3) enforcement, and;
. do large parcels (50 acres) stay large parcels forever, or can they be subdivided over time with

conditions
Staff also took this opportunity to do some housekeeping changes to Title 4 code. The recommended code
changes are contained in proposed Ordinance 03-1021.

Metro staff, after consultation with cities, counties and other interests, developed a set of factors to
consider in the identification of RSlAs. These factors reflect the locational and siting characteristics from
Metro Council Resolution No. 03-3341A. As directed by Title 4, Metro staff worked with cities and
counties in the region to apply the factors to designated Industrial Areas within their jurisdictions.
Several local govemments, Portland, Gresham, Wilsonville and Clackamas County, submitted
recommended Industrial Areas for consideration as RSLAs. Striving for region-wide consistency, Mefro
staff also applied the factors to areas in cities and counties that chose not to submit candidate areas. The
factors are:

o Distribution - Area serves as support industrial land for major regional fransportation
facilities such as marine terminals, airports and rail yards.

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

r Access - Within 3 miles of I-5, l-205,I-84 (within the UGB), State Route 224 (within the
UGB)

o Proximity - Located within close proximity of existing like uses
. Use - Predominantly industrial uses

Ordinance 03-1021 - Code Chanees
Staff has worked with local governments to resolve most of the implementation issues. The
recommended changes to the Title 4 code represents this work. Two issues remain unresolved to the
satisfaction of some local govemments and that is the issue of subdivision of 50+ acre parcels overtime
and reuse of new industrial office buildings. The Metro Council stated that these two issues are policy
issues not clarification issues and that at the next periodic review cycle the Metro Council would evaluate
Title 4. tncluded in this staff report as attachment I are written comments from local govemment
regarding the code language.

StaffReport to Ordinance No. 03-1021 and 03-1022
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Ordinance 03-1022 - Mappine RSIAs
Staff conducted a general assessment of the areas on the Potentially Regionally Significant Industrial
Area map (included as attachment 2) and found that the following areas meet the factors and are also
lands that meet the general site and location criteria for industrial uses.

o Areas I - Hillsboro industrial area, south of Highway 26
o Areas 2,34,5 and 6 - Northwest Indushial Area, Rivergate, Swan Island and Columbia Corridor
o Area 12 - Clackamas distribution area around Hwy 212/224
o Area 14 - Brooklyn Yards

As part of the analysis staff also presented to the Mebo Council areas to be considered in the future for
designation as RSIAs:

. Area 9, Wilsonville industrial area
o Area 10, Tualatin industrial area
o Area 7, Troutdale industrial area

These areas, as they exist today, are local industrial districts. In the case of Wilsonville and Tualatin, if
additional lands were added to the UGB for industrial uses and the I-5/99W connector improved truck
access to I-5 then these areas would be appropriate for designation as RSIAs. In regard to Troutdale, the
uses are local in nature and there is no opportunity to expand the industrial area or connect it to the
Columbia South Shore industrial area. However, if the Reynolds Metals site were to redevelopment as an
intermodal facility, much of the area would redevelop into uses supporting an intermodal facility. If this
were the case then the Troutdale industrial area would also be appropriate for designation as a RSIA.

The Metro Council at their worksession on October 2l directed staff to include the local government
recommendations, Mefro staff recommendations and also add to the map accompanying the Ordinance
03-1022, Are.a7 in Troutdale, Area l0 in Tualatin and Area 9 in Wilsonville and a portion of Area 15, the
"Brickyards site" in Gresham from the Potentially Regionally Significant Industrial Area map. Tl.re
Metro Council draft Title 4 map that includes the recommended RSIAs is attachment 3.

To better estimate the savings gained in efficiency from the Title 4 regulations, Metro staff recommends
taking additional time to calculate the savings. This analysis will be completed prior to the Metro
Council's UGB decision in June, 2004.

Known Opposition
A number of local jurisdictions have concerns rcgarding the perceived loss of flexibility from the adopted
RSIA regulations. Staff was able to work with local staff to resolve several of the implementation issues.
However, there are two outstanding issues that were not resolved. The issues are:o Reuse of new industrial office building by non-industrial uses. Subdivision over time of parcels that are 50 acres or larger

Legal Antecedents
Title 4 is part of the adopted and acknowledged Growth Management Functional Plan. Authority to
amend the 2040 Growth Concept map comes from ORS 268.380 and ORS 268.390(5). The authority to
amend the Employment and lndustrial Areas Map comes from Ordinance No. 9698.

Anticipated Effects
Adoption of Ordinanc e 03-1022 will result in fulfilling the requirements in Metro code section 3.07 .420I,
which requires Metro to adopt a map of Regionally Significant Industrial Areas with specific boundaries
that is derived from the Generalized Map of Regionally Significant Industrial Areas adopted in Ordinance
No.02-9698

Staff Report to Ordinance No. 03- I 02 I and 03-l 022
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Adoption of Ordinance 03-1021 resolves several implementation issues and gives local governments
clearer instructions as to the Metro Council's intent.

The effective date of the new Title 4 regulations is March 5, 2004. Local governments have one year to
adopt a local map and make changes to their codes. Local government compliance is anticipated for
March 5,2005.

Budget Impacts
The new regulations go into effect in March of 2004. Metro Council regularly budgets for planning staff
to work with local government on compliance issues. Additional excise tax will be needed for Data
Resource Center research services to establish the amount of commercial retail development that exists in
the Title 4 RSIAs and lndushial areas. This analysis is needed so that Meto can give guidance to local
govemments about the amount of commercial retail developrnent that may be allowed on the vacant
industrial lands in these areas. Sections 3.07.420D(2) and3.07.4308(2) of the Mefro code limits
commercial retail uses to five or ten percent of the net developable portion of all contiguous RSIAs and
Industrial areas. [t will be necessary to establish a "base line" from which to evaluate proposals

RECOMMENDED ACTION

Adopt Ordinances 03-102 I and 03-1022

Attachments

Attachment 1 - Local govemment comments on the Title 4 code
Attachment 2 - Potentially Regionally Significant Industrial Areas map (02-9698)
Attachment 3 - Draft Title 4 map
Attachment 4 - October 21,2003 memorandum titled An Assessment of Potential Regional Significant

Industrial Areas
Attachment 5 - June 30,2003 memorandum to MTAC regarding factors for identiffing RSIAs
Attachment 6 - July 29,2003 memorandum summarizing the results of the meetings held with local

jurisdictions

Staff Report !o Ordinance No. 03-l 02 I and 03- I 022
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ATTACHMENT I

community & Economic Deveropment Department

Community planni ng
o

TO:

FROM:

RE:

DATE:

Comm Revital ization

Marci La Berge, Associate Regional planner, Mefro

Jobn Pettis, Associate planner, City of Greshrm

Title 4 RSIA Standards

Iuty7,2003

The purpose of this memo is to express a uumber of concegns.tla! the city of Gresham has aboutthe Meho Title 4 standards for Regionally sigdfi"r"t I"a*u"r a."r. w" ielieve the curentstaudards could hampq the citv io itr "trort"; brr"s rhrr,ffi;"1;; 
"llJirro value economicdevelopment to the region.

with th9 adoption of ordinance o2-g6gBla^* December, Meho council adopted standards toprotect Regionaltv siguificant rndushial ar9a1 cnsnr*a "*h*-;;;#;f, rands fromincompatible land uses and land divisions. It is our unaersra$-rng that byDecember 2003,Meho will be adopting a map that will show the RsIAs io wniculne J"idril would apply, Inadditiotr, Metro staffindicated at the Jung 13 iit[ + w;rirn"o thrr th;;ip"o to suggesrionsthat would'fine tune" the R.SIA standards. rn"Eity rppr*iates the oppo.tudityto provideinput. -- ---J -rr''

while we do support jle-etrort to prevent indushial zoned lands from certain trqes (e.g., ."bigbox" stores) that would degrade the potentirl f";G hiE; forms of ;ooJe developmen! theR'srA standards do seem to-be-overtinfs-enntivg *a rEoi"ii"Jfr"ilp'i-* offerjurisdictionseoough flexibilityto meet the indivii;i 1oi,_.,rri"a"r"iop.*t objectives within a finmeworkofregional goals' Moreover, we have not been providJ iirormatioa on any research that wasdone conceining current industial development'trends. F* examplg the traditional distinctionsbetween offices, research an-d dwetopment, manufactruing and certain forms of corunercialdevelopme'nt are becoming increasingly bluned. n"g;ir*aards need to reflect these hendsif they are to be effective *d irour rigioo is to be ;;;;*uy compaitrr" *rtn other regions.
Inparticular, our concemvquestions are the following:

I' section 3'07'420 D of ordinance No. 02-9698 states: "Notwithstandtng subsection c,a ci$t or county shall not approve: I. A commercial retait ur" iii more than 20,000squarefeet of retail sales area in a single buttdtng or in multiple buildings that are

I



part of the same development project, or 2. Commercial retail uses that would
occltpy more thanfive percent of the net developable portion of all contiguous
Regtonally Significant Industrial Areas. "

Does'tetail sales area" refer to only the sales floor area of a store and not the area
devoted to storage, officos, etc.? AIso, we need clarification about the meaning of the
"same development projectl' For example, does this standard appty to each parcel?
A development under a single building permit? AII development within a geographic
area under the same ownership? How will this standard work over time if a vacant
industial parcel that is originally part of an indushial suMivision with 20,000 sq. ft.
of commercial developme,nt and is then divided, sold and developed independently,
does it then qualiS forthe macimum 20,000 sq. ft. ofcommercial dgvelopme,nt?
Finally, upon what research were these specific commercial limitations based on?
Why was the ove,rall commercial developme,lrt cap in RSIAs set at 5yo? The City
wholeheartedly recognizcs and supports the need to prevent retaiVcommercial
encroachment uponproductive industial lands. However, we would like the
flexibility to carry out the overall goal in a way that worts best for our jurisdiction

2. Section 3.07.420 E states: "As proided in subsectton C of this sectton, a city or
caunty may approvv an oficefor industrtal resmrch and development or. a large
corporate headquarters if 1. The ofice is sertted by public orprivate transtt; and 2.
If the ofice is for a corporate headquarters, it will accommodate, for the inttial
ocanpant, at least 1,000 e.mployee*"

We do not understand why research and developme,nt @&D) uses are being heated
differenfly from manufactuing uses. In today's "knowledge based" economy they
are becoming inseparable and are found to coexist in a syrergistic relationship (zuch
as in the biotech sector) in many of the successful hdushial areas of the country.
Often R&D and manufacturing arc part of the same business, either in the same
building or in separate buildings. Also, wo question the validity of the 1,000
employee threshold- Again we ask, where is the research that justifies this particular
number? Why should we reject a corporate hcadquarters in our indushial areas with
800 or 500 e,mployecs?

Also, the hansit requirement puts suburban communities such as Gresham at a
disadvantage for athacting R&D. Gresham's future indushial oxpsnsisa art*
Springwater, will not have the potential ridership levels to justi$ the extension of
public traosit lines for many years. This provision will prevent R&D firms and
mahufacturers with R&D ofEce buildings from locating in Springwater.

Finally, we feel that Titlc 4 needs to broade,n its scope.of the kinds of oIEces allowed
in the RSlAs, beyond just R&D and corporate ofEce headquarters. For example, one
of Gresham's largest employers is the U.S. Bancorp loan processing center which is
located at N.E. l8ld Ave. and Sandy Blvd. It einploys 1,600 people and is located
near some of ourmajormanufacturers such as Boeing of Portland and Boyd's Coffee.
Designating this area as R^SIA would make it a non+onfonning use and place severe

2
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reshictions on any expansion and could prevent rebuilding the facility in the event ofa fire, etc. Such offices cannot locate in our mixed-use centers because of a lack ofadequately sized sites. Creating a disincentive (non-confonning usr rt turifo, U*loan ce,nter to continue business in Gresham could result in a sifrific*t;g.ti",
impact on the city's property talc base/revenues and a loss of mLyjous. "
3. Section 3-07.420F states: "A city or coungt may allow divbton of lots orparcels
into smaller lots or parcels as follows: I. Lots or parcels less than iO oiro inay te
(ivided into any number of smaller lots orparcels; 2. Ints or parcels 50 acres orlarger may be divided into smaller lola orparcels so long ^ ih" routtirj ii*tonyields the maximum nymbey of to* or parcels of at lusi\T acres.- rouiwing thefu"9 subsections, subsection #3 offers someci".ptions for subdividinglO orrtparcels into smaller lots. These relate'to providing public facilitio, frot[tiogenvironmental areas, separating a non-conforming use fi,,om permitiea uses; 

-'
reconfiguing lots, and creating a lot for fnancingpurposes f,""rtg.g. r"-i;f r",
maste,r planned developments

We realize that there is a lack of 50 acre and larger vacant industial zoned parcels inthe region and that the above requrernents are mernt to prcsewe such parcels forlarge scale industial uses. How.wer, again trye are concimed about tne Uot of
lexibility that may preventjurisdictions from accommodatiug changes i" G"* *Athe next wave of indusEial developme,nt

An exanrple of the need for flexibility, is the Southshore Corporate Center which wasrlentlf developed in Gresham and Portland along the I-84l&hmbia River soutu
shore indushial corridor. It is a rnaster planned inausniA business park with a varietyofmanufacturing and distributiori uses. There are2l lots with fot areas varying
between 5 and 17 acres. Had the area been designated R.SIA,, this developilent wouldnot have happend because the original proper(ywas larger ttan SO acres'and would
not have been dividable into more than twoor three lots.-The small aad midsize
indushial companies that are in this park may represpnt the future of industrial
development in Oregon, especiallyifthegrowlt-of 'tome growu,, companies reptace
9: t *a of krger companies relocating ft,om other states. fue would tt" to see theTitle 4 standards allow for master planned developments zuc6as i;thrh";; ii"t n"""
separately owued lots down to five acres in size.

RECENT sourHSryRE qoRqoRArE p4RK RF,cRUTMENTS shrcE i00o:
Denner Profile: Dishibution and customer scrvice centero 70 erployces,55,000 sq ft facility

Steples Profile: Filling ceotcr for Officc Strpply orderso 200 employees,200,000 sq ft facility

. Fuji fllm Profile: Film processing center
. I00 cmployees,30,000 sq ft facility
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Synetics Pro{ile: Specializcs in airflow products for the scmiconductor industry and
Robotics

. 200 erployecs, 133,000 sq ft facility

Kinco International ProIiIe: Distributor of induskial and safety work gloves
o 35 enployees,60,000 sq ft facility

NIR Inc. Profile: Spccializes in manufacturing point of purchase display units
. 25 employees, 96,000 sq ft facility

fnnovion Profile: Provides the most extensive and highest quality foundry ion
implant servicqs to the world's leading semiconductor manufacturers

o 63 enployees, 55,000 sq ft facility

4. Finally, we have a question regarding the benefits local judsdictions might receive
from having an RSIA designation. The 6R0103 memo from Mary Weber to MTAC
s@rns to leave open the possibility of transportation projects proposed within RSIAs
of receiving priority over projects in other induseiaUemplolment areas during the
MTIP prccess. The memo also states that indusfrial areas outside of RSIAs would
quatry for priority MTIP allocations. Iile are concemed that as currently adoptd
Meho Title 4 will provide disadvantages to indushial development in the City of
Gresham and Springwster (to be annexed into Gresham). We would appreciate
additional information on the advantages that will be provided to the regronal through
implementation of Tifle 4.

We encourage Metno, in concert with the region's jurisdictions and representatives from the
indushid development community, to redraft the Title 4 provisions in a way that offers more
flexibility to respond to changing economic conditions. As a starting poinq there should be a
thorough cconomic hends study and analpis of how industrial development has changed in
recent years in the nation, state and region. Iust as such an economic hends analysis is required
of local jurisdictions by Statewide p[enning Croal 9 (Economic Development) as a basis for their
economic development policies and standar&, it should also bc the foundation of the Metro Title
4 standards. Only by doing this kind of preliminary research can one be'sure that the standards
will be responding to reality rather than misconceptions.

We also would like to see the standards be a less prescriptive'bne size fits al[" approach to one
that is more performance oriented and tied to the Purposes and Inteirt section of Title 4. The
latter approach would offer a range of options to comply. Jurisdictions would then be able to
choose those options that are compatible wittr their particular economic development progr,tm
and context within the region

We look forward to working with Metro on this issue. We feel that [ntil the above kends
an-alysis is done and Title 4 is reworked to offer more flexibility, etc., it would be premature to
designate RSIAS. Thank you for this opportunity to state our position.
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TO

RE:

MPAC

FROM: Wink Broola, Planning Director
City of HiUsboro

luly23,2003

Title 4/Mapping of Regionally significant Industrial Areas (RSLAs) and
associated restrictions

DATE:

City of Hillsboro staff has had several discussions.about the new Title 4 language adopted by the
Metro Council last December as part of the overall UGB expansion package. At firsiblush, we
thought it would not be too difficult to identiff potential RSIAS and started delineating properties
in the City's northern industrial area. However, as we studied an aerial photograph ii thi, ,r""
more closely, it became apparent that there was already significant parcelization in this vicinity,
which is largely developed. In addition, where industrially zoneA lands appear to be vacant, the
vacant portions are being held, or have already been planned, for future expansibn of existing
industries on those sites. These circumstances led us to examine the new Title 4 restrictions
more closely, and we became concerned that the additional standards and requirements could
have a negative impact on the future of the City's well+stablished and thriving indusrial base.

l. For example, Section 3.07 .420 (F) states that:

"A city or county may allow division of lots or parcels into smaller lots or
parcels as follows: I. Lots or parcels less that 50 acres may be diided into amt
number of smaller lots or parcels; 2. Lots or parcels 50 acres or larger may be
dtvided into smaller lots or parcels so long as the resulting division yietds the
maximum number of lots or parcels of at least S0 acres."

Our concern is that this standard may be overly prescriptive and have the result of tuming away
economic development that might otherwise be attracted to these areas. There are other wa)6 to
ensure a supply of large industrial lots, and yrt still maintain needed flexibility, that have not
been fullyconsidered by Metro and warrant a closer look. A "real world" example of Hillsboro's
method of retaining large industrial lots over time, while at the sarnc time allowing development
of small and medium industrial uses, is described on the following page.
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Hillsboro Special Industrial District Zoning

The overlay zone applied to the City's industrial sanctuary, M-P (SID) (Special Industrial
District) has provided for both the preservation of large lots and the flexibility to accommodate
small and medium size uses all in proximity to one another. This overlay district includes a 30-
acre minimum lot size, but makes provision for staged development creating lots smaller than 30
acres (down to a minimum of one-acre) when certain conditions have been met, while retaining
at least one 30 acre site for a single major industrial user. The 30 acre minimum lot size was a
condition imposed byMetro in 1986 as part of UGB amendments approved at that time.

In our experience, this overlay district has been very effective in facilitating the development of
the integrated mix of large primary industries and smaller support industries, as shown on the
attached map. The application of the staged development requirements over time allowed the
City to retain at least one 3O-acre lot, which is located in the Westmark industrial park norttr of
Hwy 26. there are no special use restrictions in the SID overlay, other than the requirement that
all development be consistent with the provisions of the M-P Indusrial Park zone, which allows
traditional light industrial uses, offrces, and an array of complementary commercial support
services that are limited in scale to serve the needs of the ernployees of the surrounding indushial
uses.

An analpis of approximately 1600 acres in Hillsboro's northem industrial area (see attaclred
map) reveals an average lot size of 10.24 acres. The larger primary high tech industrial
businesses in this arrea are surrounded by dozens of smaller supportive and related uses that
provide the critical mass and synergy required to maintain and foster continued growth in the
westside high tech cluster. It is likely that the successful growttr and evolution of one of the most
vibrant high tech centers in the country could not have occurred had restrictions, such as those
imposed by the new Title 4 language, been in place over the last 20 years.

2. The City also has concerns about the language in Section 3.07.420 @)

"As provided in subsection C of this section, a city or county may approve afl
olJicefor industrial research and development or a large corporate headquarters
if: l. The office is served by public or private transtt; and 2. If the ofice is for a
corporate headquarters, it will accommodate, for the initial ocaapant, at least
1,000 employees."

The provision of public transit in the region's outlying industrial areas is substandard, and no
planVfunding to extend tansit to thesc areas are in place. The requirement to provide private
transit might not be ioo onerous to some businesses, but others might be inclined to look at sites
elsewhere without this restriction. We also share the City of Gresham's concerns, as stated in a
memo to MTAC, dated July 7, 2003, about the validity of limiting corporate headquarters to
those with a minimum of 1,000 employees. What research or reasoning supports that number?
We assert that it is erroneous to assume that a company shopping for a new corporate

2
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headquarters site to house 800 employees will automatically look for higher priced land in a
center when informed they cannot locate in our industrial areas.
We cannot force businesses to locate in centers in the Metro region by precluding them from our
industrial areas. Hillsboro is home to a regional center and trvo town centers, and fully supports
development of centers throughout the region, but we are by no means convinced that there is a
cause and effect relationship between stimulating development in centers by imposing the overly
skict Title 4 restrictions on industrial lands. Incentives may be necessary to encourage location
of businesses in centers that may otherwise locate in industrial areas. Regulating businesses out
of industrial areas does not assure that these businesses would automatically locate in centers.
Options throughout the nation and world abound.

We further concur with Gresham that Title 4 overly restricts the tpes of offices that can locate in
RStAs and could have a dampening effect on cxpansion of existing businesses. We also agree
with Gresham's argument regarding the frend toward an increasing bluning of raditional
distinctions between offices, research and development manufacturing and certain forms of
commercial development. For example, krtel has an approved master plan for a 90-acre site in
the Westmark industrial park north of Hwy 26 (in the special industrial district overlay) that
includes a research and development campus that would employ approximately 7,000 to 8,000
people at much higher than faditional manufacturing wages. The site also includes three
buildings for general office uses. The scale of these buildings would not be compatible in our
centers. Other tlpes of office uses may also not be appropriate for centers, and would not locate
in those anyway due to higher land costs. Do we really want to turn away all of these types of
economic development opportunities when our unemployment rates are consistently among the
highest in the nation?

There are many other concerns that the City has with the Title 4 language that have come to light
as we tried to identiff areas on the map that we wanted to designate as RSIAs. We are willing to
work with Metro and our jurisdictional partners to revise Title 4 to provide the flexibility we
believe is needed to prevent the potential stagnation and.further decline of the region's economy.
We urge Metro to delay adopting a map of RSIAs until thorough research on the impacts of the
new Title 4 restrictions has been conducted and localjurisdictions have opportunity to reconsider
the language.

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on this important process that is critical to the
economic well being of our community and the region as a whole.

3



CIW of Tualatin
18880 SW Martinazzi Avenue
Tualatin, Oregon 97 062-7099
Main 503.692.9000
TDD 503.692.0s74

August 11,2003

Metro Council President David Bragdon
Metro
600 NE Grand Avenue
Portland, Oregon 97232

RE: Regionally Significant Industrial Areas

Dear Council President Bragdon:

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the new Title 4, Regionally Significant
Industrial Areas design type concept map and standards. I appreciate the opportunity to
explore the effects of the new standards on Tualatin and garner input from the industrial
property owners ofthe City.

After review, discussion with staffand input from property owners, the City of Tualatin
questions why any ofthe land in Tualatin should bear the Regionally Significant
Industrial Area design t1pe. Our reasons are as follows:

1. over the past year and a ha[ the city of Tualatin has been working with
industrial property owners to retain industrial land for industrial uses based on
looal circumstances. The first Plan Text Amendment (PTA) addressing this is
PTA-02-07. City Council approved this PTA on Novernber 25,2002. This PTA
requires a greater separation between service and cardlock fueling stations;
requires these stations to be sa back from sw l2f and SW pacific tfighway;
and eliminates certain cornmercial uses from industrial lands.

Additionally, Tualatin Council passed PTA-02-10 on Marctr z4,zw3. This pTA
restricts or eliminates certain commercial uses in industrial areas, creates a special
commercial setback on two arterial streets and creates two commercial service
oveday districts where auto-oriented commercial uses already orist and may
continue to exist without berng considered a non-conforming use.

Irst, PTA-03-03, currently under developmeng would limit commercial uses as
defined by Tualatin in the'Quarry sectof'ofTualatin. This is located in the
northwest corner of the city, near Pacific Highway and SW 124ft Avenue. The
City Council will review this PTA on October 13,2A03.



Metro Council President David Bragdon
August I l, 2003
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With all three of these PTAs, citizen involvement was critical to the formation
and adoption of the code language. This input has helped to shape the new code
language in a way that meets the city's and industrial property owners' needs.
Only through this collaborative process has the City of Tualatin been able to
implement more protective standards on industrial lands.

2. On July 17,200.3, City staffheld an open house with industrial property owners to
discuss the RSIA design type. Of the250 industrial property owners notified of
the open housg thirteen people attended; an additional six people who could not
attend called staffto discuss this issue. None wanted the RSIA designation on
their property.

First, the property owners felt that the time frame in which to provide @nunents
back to Metro regardrrg the first round of applying this designation was too short
to understand all the ramffications ofthe design t1pe. The attendees agreed that
more outreach was necessarJr to the 250 industrial property owners in Tualatin.
Second, the attendees felt the RSIA standards did not allow enough flexibility to
recognize what jurisdictions are already doing to protect industrial lands. Third,

- +tre RSIA language could ultimately prevent an industrial operation from having a
little retail show room ifthe five percent limit of commercial areas were to be
met. The attendees identified this small retail area as a key component oftheir
businesses and did not want to see it threatened. Additionally, dhe attendees
voiced con@rn that there is no qgreed upon definition of 'Industriat'. The nature
of industrial development has changed markedly over the past decade and many
jobs that apPear as a tlpical office job are really industrial in nature. Last, the
attendees felt that the language did not acknowledge the current market forces and
the dernand for land.

3. The city council discussed RSIA at its Iuly l(,zooi and August 4,2003 work
sessions. While the Tualatin City Crunoil recognizes the potentiat problem
associated with theloss ofindustrial lands to non-industrial uses, the Council
rernains skeptical that the new Title 4 regulations will protect industrial lands in a
way that works at the local levd forjob creation. The Council continues to
wonder what the b€nefit ofRSlA designation is for the city of rualatin.
Additionally, the Council asserts that the degree of public involvement Tualatin
put into its efforts on industrial land iszues is lacking in the Metro process.

Tualatin statrpresented maps to the City Council showing the extent of Tualatin's
industrial lands, areas where the designation should not apply for various r@eons
(i.e. industrial business parl6, urban renewal blocks, commercial service overlays,
etc.) and the oveday ofwetlands and greenways over the industrial area. The
wetlands and greenways divide many industrial lots into smaller pieces, making
Iarger scale development lrarder to accomplish. This fracturing ofindustrial lands
by wetlands and greenways does not appear to lend the area to being a RSIA.
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4. Tualatin staffpresented the RSIA language to the Tualatin Planning Advisory
Committee (TPAC) on July 10,2003 for its consideration. TPAC raised several
questions: What impact do wetlands have on designation? How much
commercial use is there now? What benefits does Tualatin get from this
designation? Can the Metro Council apply more conditions to these lands in the
future above what is currently in Title 4? Ultimately, TPAC did not see the local
benefit of RSIA.

5. L^ast, City of Tualatin staffhas concerns about the proposed language, many of
which were voiced by other interested parties. Staffis concerned about the lack
of flexibility in the Metro language and disregard of local efforts to protect
industrial lands. The management of the commercial irrventory.in RSIAS will be
extremely difficult as RSLAs cross jurisdictional boundaries. Statrbelieves that
there has been insufficie,nt time for adequate public outreach and to explain the
new design type to those who could be atrected by it. More public outreach is
needed to educate the industrial property owners in Tualatin on the new standards
and to learn of their position on this new design type. The 1,000<mployee
cut-offpoint for headquarters also seems arbitrarily selected. IJst, statrdesires a
clear definition ofwhat is meant by 'lndustrial" prior to considering the RSIA
designation for any lands in the region.

Staffalso has concems about the development ofthe standards themselves. In
2002, MTAC crafted the new Title 4 standards as a kind ofplaceholder, knowing
that the language must be revisited and refined prior to adopting a map identi$ing
specific areas as RSIA This has not yet been done.

While the City of Tualatin understands the need to establish regulations to protect
industrial lands, the City has already developed standards that address industrial lands.
The additional Metro requirements do not adequately address the local situation and
establishes limitations that do not work with the local or regronal ma*et. Ttnnk you for
the opporttrnityto comment on the RSIA desigr tlpe and its applicationto the City of
Tualatin.

Mayorlou Ogden

City of Tualatin Council
Steve Wheeler, City Manager
Doug Rux, Community Development Director
Stacy Hopkins, Associate Planner
Mary Webeq Metro

c:



Clty of Tualatin
18880 5W Martinazzi Avenue
Tualatin, Oregon 97 062-7 O92
Main 503.692.2000
TDD 503.692,0574

August 20,2A03

Ms. Mary Weber
Metro
600 NE Grand Avenue
Portlan4 OR97232

RE: Aueust 14- 2003 RSIA meeting wift Tualatin

Dearlv{s. Weber:

Thank you for coming to Tualatin last week to discuss the Regiquly Significant Indushial Areas
(RSIA) desigr type 8nd language with the City of Tualatin I found the discussim beneficial as it
clarified some \ague poina of the Tide 4 P"SIA language. I hope you and Dick Benner fomd the
discussim enligfdeoing qr Tualain's model for ad&essiag industriat land dwelopment I look
forwardto reviewing frreTide a hnguage again once it is ditodbasedon disctssions wi&
jurisdictions in dre Metrro area

As indicated dthe meeting, Tualafinbas afew questias it would like tohave Metro respondto
in udting. First the City wans to tnow er,ady wtrr the boefit of desigruting lands as RSIA is
for dre City. After much thoudrt md cmraersdiqr on R^SIA5 City statrand City Council are still
rncertain of frre benefiS to fte City of designating lands as RSIA girren our oristing land use
regulations. Second, the Crty wants to know if &e Metrro Council can or could designate lands as
RSIA widrout a local jurisdiction's consent

kst, during our cmversuion last Thursdsy, tre subject of substantial compliance arose. As I
described at the meedng Tualatin's Code is aheady quite sriu on fte uses allowed on indusrial
!-dt The Crty has taken great €fforts to develqp an industial lads proglam fiat is appropriate
for fte Crty, orr industial landounrers and oompanies and Tualain's uniqtre circumstances. fhe
City of Tualain u,onld like to see Metno evatuds and possibly adopt a subsmtial comptimce
clause in fte Tifle 4 language.

Thank you again for the opportunity to discuss RSIA widr you. I look forward to continuing this
conversation in the upcoming montls.

Regrds,

DougRruq
Commwrity Derrelopment Director

Dick Benner, Mefro
Steve Wheeler, City Manager
Stacy Hopkins, Associate Planner

Cc:
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MEMORANDUM

TO:

FROM:

SUBJECT:

DATE:

ANDY COTUGNO, LYDIA NEILL, MARY WEBER AND DICK BENNER

BRIAN CAMPBELL, SUSIE LAHSENE, PORT OF PORTLAND PLANNING STAFF

TITLE 4 IDENTIFIED ISSUES AND POTENTIAL SOLUTIONS

8t2912003

Fotlowing is a list of issues we see as problematic with the existing Title 4 language, and

some potential ideas for solutions. Most of these issues are the result of a rather quick
adoption process last fall, and upon reflection and further review of how they would
actually worlq it is evident that the language does need some adjustrnent. That being
said, it is important for Metro staffand Councilors to understand that Port staffis 100%
behind the concepts imbedded in Title 4. It is extemely critical that the region protect its
valuable supply of indushial land.

Overarching recommgndation - Metro staffhas been talking to a number of
Jr.trdt"tt"* around the region about ideas for fixes to Title 4. ln addition to this process,

we believe it will be absolutely critical to the workability of Title 4 for Meho staff to also

take the lead in negotiating solutions among key players in the debates over language.
That cannot be done at MTAC, or especially MPAC, It must be done in a small goup
setting, with an exchange of information on revision ideas and how they will actually
work. Our suggestion is that Motro organizes a set of meetings in September to ensure

timely resolution of this issue.

fssues & Recommendations

3.07.420 Section C.

Definition of Industrial Use. Until GMEIS can put a more definitive answer to this
po*"iut question, should Metro attempt to supply its own answer for the decision in
becember? Since alt jurisdictions have tatitude in Title 4 to answer it within their own
code, we're not sure that it's a problem for the RSIA exercise, or that Metro needs to
answer it at this point. Perhaps Metro could, at a minimunr, put together a compendium
of what is and isn't allowed in each jurisdiction's code to help inform the discussion.

(



4irports are not generally an industrial use. although they are presumed to be an
itnportant component of RSlAs. This issue needs to be addressed by acknowledging
airports, and the array of accessory uses that normally go with them, as a specifically
allowed use within RSIAs. We will suggest specific language on how besito do this.

Section E.

1000 employee corporate office requirement. From our discussions with real estate
professionals and others it is clear that there is a great deal of misunderstanding about
how this provision would actually work. Metro should clarify exactly which kind of
corporate offices this applies to in order to ensure that the debate is focused on any real
issues, rather than on perceptions.

Section F.

APPlication of the 50 acre minimum provision to both vacant and developed land. The
origirial stated need for the changes to Title 4 had to do with pr"sewirrgJarg" bto"t r of
land for development. Some version of this certainly needs to apply tovacant or low
value improvement land. However, areas that already have industrial development are
very difficult to re-develop with industrial uses under the best of circumstances, usually
needing large subsidies to remain industrial. They have already been plaffed for the
existing use, so most areas would not be subject to this provision in any case, but adding
this provision to any existing industrially developed property seems like another large
impediment to continuing the property in industrial use. We recommend eliminatin! this
provision for existing industrially developed parcels.

After the remnant parcels less than 50 acres are sold. there is no provision for allowing
additional propertv to be,subdivided below 50 acres. We see ttrii asa pr""ticut proUfero
that needs to be discussed among jurisdictions that have some history with indusfrial land
divisions. We think it is not unreasonable, for instance, to allow an ownership to further
divide one of the remaining 50 acre parcels after the other remnants are sold in order to
allow a number of smaller industial support firms to co-locate with larger firrns.
Existing city or county ordinances needs to be looked at closely to see *h"th"r any can
serve as a model, or whether a different approach is warranted.

Section G.

The first sentence aoPears to be unnecessary. since the ordinance already allows tlhe
division of lots less than 50 acres in size. The second sentence@l
pro.blems to a iurisdictign trving to accommodate a number of smailir industiai users. or
tryine to creatc appropriatel], sized lots for the indushies that are d@
better to have an "escape" provision that allows a jurisdiction to require a a"rrelopeito
master plan a large piece ofproperty and preserve an appropriate number of larger
parcels, depending on the overall size and confrguration of the property in quesiion. This
might be the same solution as the one for Section F.

2



MEMORANDUM

FROM:

DATE:

Andy Cotugno, Metro

Rich Faith, City of Troutdale

October 22,2W2

TO

TOPIC: Comments and Suggestions Regarding Proposed Title 4 Amendments -
Regionally Significant Industrial Lands

The following redline version of the proposed Title 4 amendments reflects my suggested
changes to the proposal. My rationale for these changes is given in italics.

Title 4 - Industrial and Other Employment Areas
DRAFT

3.07.420 Protection of Regionally Significant Industrial Areas

A. Regionally Significant hdustrial Areas are areas with site characteristics
relatively rare in the region that render them especially suitable for industrial
use. Each city and county with land use planning authority over areas shown
on the 2040 Growth Concept Map as Regionally Significant Industrial Areas
shall derive plan designation and zoning district boundaries of the areas from
the general locations on the 2M0 Growth Concept Map.

Each city and county with land use planning authority an arca designated by
Metro on the 2040 Growth Concept Map as Regional Significant Indusfrial
Area shall as part of compliance with the concept planning requirements of
section 3.07.1t20 of the Urban Growth Management Functional Plan, derive
plan designation and zoning district boundaries of the areas from the general
locations on the 2040 Growth Concept Map.

C. After determining boundaries of Regionally Significant Industrial Areas
pursuant to subsection A and B, the city or county shall adopt implementing
ordinances to limit development in the areas to industrial uses, uses accessory
to industrial uses, and those non-industrial uses necessary to serve the needs
of businesses and employees of the area,. unless approved as a co
or through a public hearing process. For purposes of this Title. research and
development companies. experimental and testing laboratories. and trade or
commercial schools shall be regarded as industrial uses.

B
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(It seems that exceptions to the rule are ofien necessary. It is impossible to
anticipate uses that may come along that are a legitimate need in these areas
but are not industial in nature, nor accessory to industrial uses, nor
necessary to serve the needs of businesses and employees of the area. [Jses
that fall into this category should only be allowed through a public heming
process such as a conditional use.

So that there is no doubt that research and development activities, etc. are
permitted with regionally significant industrial areas, I propose adding
language that specifically states this.)

D. Notwithstanding subsection C of this section, a city or county shall not
approve the following as an out :

(If a larger scale commercial use ts compatible with, or complementary to, a
regionally significant industrial area, then local jurisdictions should have the
opportuntty to allow these by conditional use or similar public heaing
process. The conditional use process alone acts as an obstacle to discourage
rrurny proposals that are not suitable or appropriatefor the area in question.)

A commercial retail use with more than 20,000 square feet of gross
leasable area in a single building or in multiple buildings+vitH*.elese

;

(I'm merely trying to give more spectficity to what I think is meant by
" w ithin close physical proximtty " . )

2. Commercial retail uses with a total of more than 20,000 square feet of
gross leasable area on a single lot or parcel, or on contiguous lots or
parcels, including those separated only by transportation right-of-way; or

3. commercial retail uses that would occupy more than five percent of the
net developable portion of the area.

E. Notwithstanding subsection C of this section, a city or county may approve as
an outright permitted use a corlmercial office use that is not accessory to
industrial uses in the area if+

pri+afe+f{nsiepf
(This becomes uwrccessary in light of my suggested change to
3.07.420C.)

2. !1he office is for an owner-occupied corporate headquarters on a lot or I
parcel of at least 25 acrcs, is subject to a master plan that sets forth plans
for long-term use of the tract, and is served by public or private transit.

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

I [,ots or parcels 20 acres or smaller may be divided inio smaller lots or
parcels without limitation on the size of resulting lots or parcels.

2. I-ots or parcels 50 acres or larger shall be subject to a 50-acre minimum
lot size.

Lots or parcels larger than 20 acres, but smaller than 50 acres shall be
subject to a *5.[Q-acre minimum lot size. I

(The way this was witten it makcs it impossible to dividc lots between
20 and 30 acres in size. Lots less than 20 acres can be divided; lots 30
to 50 acres in size can be divided with a L|-acre mintmum lot ,size; but
those between 20 and i0 acres in size are stuck unless the LS-acre
minimum is reduced to l0 acres. It's out of fairness to any 20-j0 acre
parcels that I suggest this change.)

4. Notwithstanding paragraphs 2 and 3 of this subsection, any lot or parcel
may be divided into smaller lots or parcels for the following purposes:

To facilitate provision of public facilities and services to an
industrial use;

To protect a natural resource;

To separate a portion of a lot or parcel containing a nonconforming
use form the remainder of the lot or parcel in order to render the
remainder more piactical for industrial use; or

d. To reconfigure the pattern of lots and parcels pursuant to
subsection F of this section.

G. A city or county may allow reconfigur4lione_gf lots or parcels less than 50
acres in area if the reconfiguration is more conducive to industrial use and
results in no net increase in the total number of lots and parcels over the
number prior to reconfiguration. Lots or parcels 50 acres or greater in area
may also be rcconfigured so long as the resulting area of any such lot or parcel
is not less than 50 acres.

H. Notwithstanding subsections C and D of this section, a city or county may
allow the lawful use of any building, structure or land at the time of enactment
of an ordinance adopted pursuant to this section to continue and to expand to
add up to l0 percent more floorspace.

3

a.

b.

c.
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3.07.430 Protection of Industrial Areas

A. In Industrial Areas mapped pursuant to Metro Code section 3.07.130 that are
not Regionally Significant Industrial Areas, cities and counties shall limit new
and expanded non-industrial uses to those appropriate in type and size to serve
the needs of businesses and employees in the Industrial Areas.

B In an Industrial Area, a city or county shall not @
permitted use:

(My rationale is the same as that given under 3.07420D.)

l. A commercial retail use with more than 60,000 square feet of gross leasable
area in a single building or in multiple buildings+vithin-elosephysied

;

(Same comment as given under 3.07.420D1.)

2. Commercial retail uses with a total of more than 60,000 square feet of gnoss
leasable area on a single lot or parcel, or on contiguous lots or parcels,
including those separated only by transportation right-of-way;

i€es-#es
i

(There may be instances when institutional and community service uses have
a legitimate need to be within industrial areas. I da not think they
should be prohibited.)

3:07.440 Protection of Employment Areas

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

Except as provided in subsections C, D and E, a city or county shall not
approve a commercial 'retait use as an outright permitted use in an I

Employment Area with more than 60,000 square feet of gross leasable area in
a single building, or corlmercid retail uses with a total of morc than 60,000
square feet of gross lcasable 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 Employment Area and
is listed on Table 3.074 may continue to authorize individual commercial

B
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retail uses with more than 60,000 square feet of gross leasable area in that
zone ifthe ordinance authorized those uses on January l,2OO3.

D A city or county whose zoning ordinance applies to an Employment Area and
is not listed on Table 3.07-4 may continue to authorize commercial retail uses
with more than 60,000 square feet of gross leasable area in that zone if:

1. The ordinance authorized those uses on January 1,2003;

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

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

+reasif+€-uses:

i
Pkn'

(This striluE me as an administrative nightmare to try to apply. I'd rather see
it dcleted.)

3.07 .460 Government Oflices

A. Cities and counties shall encourage the siting of government offices and other
appropriate government facilities in Centers and Station Communities by
taking action pursuant to section 3.O7.620 to climinate or reduce unnecessary
physical and regulatory baniers to development and expansion of government
offices in Centers and Station Communities.

npplieart ggvemment ageney that sites rvithin €ent€rs eannet reafonably

@
(There are moty legitinwte purposes for siting goverronent offices outside centers

and stations areas. I do not think il is reasonable or necessary to require this.
Subsection A should be adequate to address this issue.)

3
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Attachment 4

M erRo

Date: October 21,20A3

Richard Benner, lnterim Regional Planning DirectorTo:

From Mary Weber, Community Development Manager

Re.' An Assessment of Potential Regionally Significant lndustrial Areas

Background
The Metro Council amended Title 4 to afford a higher level of protection to Regionally Significant
lndustrialAreas (RSlAs) than to lndustrialAreas in general. The Metro Council took this action
based upon information the Metro Council received about industrial land during the periodic
review analysis and hearings process - principally the Regional lndustrial Lands Study (RILS)
and Metro's own "Urban Growth Report An Employment Land Need Analysis" (UGR-Jobs).
The information showed that much industrial capacity had been absorbed by the economic
expansion of the mid-1990s. lt also showed that much of the remaining capacity was
constrained: divided into parcels too small for the growth industries of the future; converted to
non-industrial use; regulated to protect wetlands or floodplains and; inadequately served by
water, sewer or transportation facilities.

The Metro Gouncil aimed its amendments of Title 4 at conversion of industrial land to non-
industrial uses. ln the UGR-Jobs (page 31), the Council noted both positive and negative
effects of this conversion. On the positive side, conversion (1) allows commercial uses to
provide retail services to industrial employees and reduce trips; (2) provides opportunities for
infill and redevelopment of aging industrial areas; and (3) allows flexibility of use that may
provide the margin for industrial profitability. On the negative side, conversion (1) increases the
cost of land for industrial use; (2) introduces uses that generate onflicts with industrial
practices; and (3) may force relocation of industrial uses to less suitable sites. The Metro
Council hopes to take advantage of the positive @nsequences of conversion in lndustrial Areas
and prevent the negative consequences in RSlAs.

Which lands should be designated RSIA?
There is guidance from the Regional Framework Plan, the RegionalTransportation Plan, Title 4
of the Urban Growth Management Functional Plan, Periodic Review Ordinance No. 02-9698,
Metro Council Resolution No. 03-3341A, the UGR-Jobs, MetroScope and the factors the Metro
staff developed in consultation with cities and counties to help identify RSlAs.

1. Reqional Framework Plan: Policies 1.4.1 and 1.4.2of the Regional Framework Plan
(RFP) speak of RSIAs as those areas 'ltttith site characteristics that make them
especially suitable for the padicular requirements of industries that offer the best
opportunities for family-wage jobs." The RFP leaves a more specific determination
of RSIAs to implementation of Title 4 by the Metro Council and local governments.
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Memorandum
October 21,2003
Page 2

2. Reqional Transportation Plan: Policy 15.0 states as Objectives (a) "Provide high-
quality accessbetween freight transpoftation corridors and the region's fieight
intermodal facilities and industrial sanctuaries..."; and (b) "Coordinate pubti
policies to reduce or eliminate conflicts between current and future land uses,
transportafion uses and freight mobility needs, including fftose retating to: Land
use changes/encroachments on industrial lands; and Transpoftation and/or land
use actions or policies that reduce accessibility to terminat facitities or reduce the
efficiency of the freight system." The policy recognizes the critical relationship
between freight transportation and conflicting land uses. Although the Regionat
Transportation Plan (RTP) does not define "industrial sanctuaqf, it seemiclear that the
policy contemplates industrial areas in which commercial or residentiat uses do not
dominate the transportation system.

3. Title 4: Title 4 also draws attention to the relationship between industrial land and the
transportation system. one purpose of rifle 4 is: "To protect the capacity and
efficiency of the region's transportation system for movement of goods and
sen/ices...."

4. Ordinance No. 9698, UGR-Jobs. MetroScooe: By adoption of the UGR-Jobs and the
Generalized Map of RSlAs, the Council made clear that RSIAs are to be derived from
ffose lands designated as lndustrial Areas on the 2040 Growth Concept map, and
that not all lndustrial Areas should be designated RSIA. The UGR-Jobs speaks of some
industrial areas that are in the midst of transition to mixed-use areas (page 31).
MetroScope modeling identified areas of industrialjob loss during the planning period. ln
general the gains are the areas identified as having greater potential as RSlAs. These
areas are the large industrial areas comprised of the Columbia South Shore lndustrial
Area, the Portland Harbor, the Clackamas lndustriat District, the TualatinMilsonvitte
lndustrial District and the Hillsboro lndustrial District. While conversely, industrial losses
(identified as having lower potential) are likely to occur in the Central City, Eastside
lndustrial area, Highway 217 corridor and Vancouver CBD. Maps from the MetroScope
analyses are attached.

The UGR-jobs offers further guidance. The UGR-Jobs translates the regional economic
forecast into demand for industrial land for particular building types: tech/flex,
warehouse/ distribution and general industrial. These building types and the industries
that occupy them need sites with certain locational and siting characteristics. The UGR-
Jobs finds that sites with these characteristics are in very short supply in the urban
growth boundary (UGB).

lf these are the industries likely to add family-wage industrialjobs in the future, and sites
with the locational and siting characteristics they need are in short supply, then land in
lndustrial Areas with these characteristics are logical candidates for designation as
RSIA. Moreover, if the region is looking for sites with these characteristics outside the
UGB, state planning law may require Metro to designate areas inside the UGB with
these characteristics as RSlAs.

5. Resolution No. 03-3341A: The Metro Council, considering information from industry
representatives, industrial land brokers and studies on clustering, directed the Metro
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staff to study for possible inclusion in the UGB land that is (1) close to freeway
interchanges; (2) relatively flat; and (3) near existing industrial areas.

This information indicated that the warehouse and distribution industry needed sites with
the following characteristics:. Freeway access within 3-5 miles of an interchange. Large enough areas to accommodate of number of uses. Slopes less 5 percent
. Highway routes are key: l-5, l-84 and l-205. Highway 26 is not desirable due to congestion
General industrial site characteristics are:. Freeway access within 3 miles of an interchange. Net parcel sizes between 1-5 acres and 10-20 acres
o Location near other firms (labor pool)
. Stable soils and flat sites. Manufacturing sites greater that 20 acres must have slopes less that 2 to 3 percent
. Manufacturing sites between 1-5 acres, slopes no more than 5 to 10 percent
For tech flex industrial uses the location and site characteristics are:. Net parcel size greater than 10 acres. Availability of specialized utilities. Stable soils. Proximity to existing high tech companies and suppliers. Access to airport no more than 45 minutes mid{ay (passengers)
. Some rolling topography but slope not more than 5 percent

6. Factors: The Metro staff, after consultation with cities, counties and other interests,
developed a set of factors to consider in the identification of RSlAs. These factors
reflect the locational and siting characteristics from Metro Council Resolution No. 03-
3341A. As directed by Title 4, Metro staff worked with cities and counties in the region
to apply the factors to designated lndustrial Areas within their jurisdictions. Some cities
and counties submitted candidate RSIAS to Metro based upon the factors. Striving for
region-wide consistency, Metro staff also applied the factors to areas in cities and
counties that chose not to submit candidate areas. The factors are:o Distribution - Area serves as support industrial land for major regional transportation

facilities such as marine terminals, airports and railyards.. Services - Availability and access to specialized utilities such as specialty gases,
triple redundant power, abundant water, dedicated fire and emergency response
serviceso Access - Within 3 miles of l-5, !-205, l-84 (within the UGB), State Route224 (within
the UGB). Proximity - Located within close proximity of existing like uses. Use - Predominantly industrial uses

Reasons not to designate an industrial area as a RSIA
Not all industrial areas need additional 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.
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. The industrial site/area is bordered on several sides by residential uses. ln this case it is
unlikely that the area will expand or be maintained over time because of the conflicts
with residential uses.. Existing non-conforming uses make it unlikely that the conflict between uses witl
diminish and that over time the area might be better zoned for employment uses.
Flexibility of employment uses on the site is important for redevelopment to occur.

What follows is an analysis by area of the industrial land and how the characteristics of the area
fit the RSIA factors. A map of each area is attached to this memorandum. The specific land
data was derived from the 2000 vacant land supply. This is the inventory used for the 2OO2-
2022 periodic review of the urban growth boundary.

Areas appropriate for RSIA designation
A general assessment of the areas on the Potentially Regionally Significant lndustriat Area map
indicate that the following areas meet the factors and are also lands that meet the generat site
and location criteria for industrial uses.o Areas 1 - Hillsboro industrial area, south of Highway 26o Areas 2,3-4,5 and 6 - Northwest lndustrialArea, Rivergate, Swan lsland and Columbia

Corridor
o Area 12 - Clackamas distribution area around Highway 212224o Area 14 - Brooklyn Yards

Areas to consider for RSIA designation in the future
The areas may be appropriate for designation as RSIAs in the future:o Area 9, Wilsonville industrialarea

o Area 10, Tualatin industrialarea
o Area 7, Troutdale industrialarea

These areas as they exist today are local industrial districts. ln the case of Wilsonville and
Tualatin, if additional lands were added to the UGB for industrial uses and the
l-5/99W connector improved truck access to l-5 then these areas would be appropriate for
designation as RSlAs. ln regard to Troutdale, the uses are local in nature and there is no
opportunity to expand the industrialarea or connect it to the Columbia South Shore industrial
area. However, if the Reynolds Metals site were to redevelopment as an intermodalfacility,
much of the area would redevelop to uses supporting an intermodal facility. lf this were the
case then the Troutdale industrial area would also be appropriate for designation as a RSIA.

Area Assessments
The acreage information is from the 2000 vacant land inventory. The buildable acres is
displayed with the 2000 inventory. Localgovernment submittals and area maps are attached.
Also attached are the Standardized Zoning map for the region and the Title 4 lndustriat Land
with Slopes and Floodplain map.
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Area 1- Hillsboro lndustrialArea

General Description
Area 1 encompasses the City of Hillsboro's hi-tech industrial area. At the center of the area is
the Hillsboro airport.

Factor Analysis
Distribution. The area does not serve as a regional warehouse or distribution area. The industrial

area is within 3 miles of a Highway interchange but Highway 26 suffers from congestion
that increases travel time to l-5, l-84 and Portland !nternational Airport. Rail service is
not available.

Services
. The industrial portion to the south of Highway 26 has access to specialty gases and

triple redundant power from the PGE Sunset Substation. lt is unlikely that these
specialized utilities will be available to land to the north of Highway 26 because of the
expense of extending these services north.

Access. Within 3 miles of Highway 26 and within minutes from the Hillsboro airport.
Proximityr The industrial area is part of the Hi-Tech Sunset Corridor.

Use. The uses are predominately industrialwith the exception of the commercial services
associated with the Hillsboro airport. The industrial area to the north of Highway 26
forms the northern edge of the UGB and to the east is residential development.

Summary
This industrial area consists of flat land with slopes less that 10 percent and no floodplain. Very
little of the area has environment constraints. The area to south of Highway 26 has access to 

-

some of the most sophisticated utilities in the country that are required by hi-tech firms. lntel
operates two large facilities, one at Ronler Acres and the other at Jones Farm.

Staff recommends that the industrial lands to the south of Highway 26 be considered as
Regionally Significant. lf the Council were to add new industrial land adjacent to the industrial
area to the north of Highway 26, then this area might also be considered as Regionally
Significant lndustrial Land.
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Areas 2 - Norfhwesl induslrial Arca 3& 4- Riveroate and Swan ls land.5and6-
Columbia Gorridor to Gresham-14- Brooklyn Yards - Portland

General Description
The City of Portland prepared a matrix that categorized the recommended factors and provided
specific parameters for how they would apply to RSlAs, other industrial and mixed employment
areas. The analysis included, location, area size, location advantages, industry mix, site sizes,
facility types, neighbor sensitivity and infrastructure. The areas proposed by the city consist
primarily of the Portland Harbor and Columbia Corridor industrial districts and makes up 94
percent of the industrial land designated in Portland's Comprehensive Plan.

Factor Analysis
Distribution. The areas are located at the main hub of Oregon's freight transportation system, where

the shipping channels, main rail lines and yards, freeways, Olympic Pipeline, and
Portland lnternational Airport converge.

Services. May serye special power, water, sewer, and Telco needs.
Access. Most sites are within 1 mile of regional truck system.
Proximity. The areas are predominantly surrounded by industrial uses. Areas have a very small

percentage of residential uses nearby.
Use. These areas make up the largest concentration of manufacturing and distribution

facilities in the state.

Summary
The City of Portland is recommending approximately 12,500 gross acres in these areas for
designation as RSlAs. Detailed information on the City's analysis is attached.

Metro staff generally concurs with the City's recommendation. Staff recommends that the Metro
Expo Center property in the Columbia Corridor RSIA not be designated as a RSIA. The RSIA
designation creates another conflict with the industrial zoning that recognizes the Expo Center
as a non-@nforming use. As more research about job land is undertaken, Metro should
reexamine these areas to determine is all of these lands should be designated as RSlAs. Staff
also recommends extending the RSIA designation to connect to the Gresham portion of the
RSIA.
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Area 6 - Gresham Portion - Columbia Corridor

General Description
The area under consideration is in North Gresham between the railroad tracks and Marine Drive
just east of 185h. Gresham shares a portion of this study area with the City of Portland.

Factor Analysis
Distribution. Rail access to the area.
Services. Basic services are available.
Access

. The area is within 3 miles of l-84.
Proximity

. The area is adjacent to industrial lands in Portland. To the east the area is bordered by
residential uses and Fairview Lake and Blue Lake.

Use. The majority of the area is zoned heavy industrialwith a small section of light industrial.

Summary
Gresham recommends that this area be considered for RSIA designation based on its industrial
zoning and adjacent industrial uses. The land north of Marine Drive is not recommended
because it is envisioned for future mixed-use commercial and recreational waterfront
development.

Metro staff recommends accepting the City's re@mmendation but also including the area south
of the railroad to l-84 and east of Airport Way to 201't. See attached map.
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@
MEMORANDUM

COMMUNITY PLANNING DIVISION
Long Range o Transportation o Development

To: Mary Weber - Metro
Rebecca Ocken
Proposed RSIA Site
October 9, 2003
Ed Gallagher, John Peftis, Terry Vanderkooy - City of Gresham

From:
Re:
Date:
Cc:

As requested, attached is a map of the area the City of Gresham is proposing for RSIA
deSignation. The area for your consideration is in north Gresham between the railroad tracks
and Marine Drive just east of 185h. A majority of the land is currently zoned heavy industrial
with a small section of light industrial. The South Shore Corporate Park is located here.

We have chosen to exclude from our RSIA proposalthe land north of Marine Drive. This land
is envisioned for future mixed use @mmercial and recreational waterfront development.

lf you have any questions, please don't hesitate to contact John Pettis at (503) 618-2778
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AreaT - Troutdale lndustria! Area

General Description
The Troutdale industrial area is bordered on the south by l-84, the Sandy River to the east, the
Willamette River to the north and residential uses and Blue Lake and Fairview Lake to the west.
While the area seems quite large, the dominate land uses are the Reynolds Aluminum Plant,
the Troutdale airport and a Morse Bros. aggregate based productions operation. There is also a
Glacier Northwest Redi-mix concrete site and a Swift Transportation truck facility in the area.
The remaining uses include machine sales and service, engine repair and sheet metal
fabrication.

Factor Analysis
Distribution. This area plays only a minor role for distribution. The Troutdale airport is a general

aviation facility.
Services. Significant electrical power associated with aluminum plant. Rail is available.
Accesso The area is within 3 miles of l-84.
Proximity. This area is large in size but is isolated from the Columbia Corridor industrial area with- natural areas and residential uses serving as a barrier to possible integration with other

industrial districts.
Use. The uses are predominantly industrial uses but most of the area is very old with open

storage yards, unimproved streets and wooden structures.

Summary
This is an older industrial area that has significant potential for redevelopment. There are some
uses that would likely not relocate; they are the Morse Bros. facility and a ship repair yard. lf the
Reynolds property were to redevelop as an intermodal facility, many of the smaller older uses
surrounding the plant would likely be redeveloped to support uses for the new facility. The
same is true if the area is redeveloped as mixed commercial. At this time, it is not appropriate
to designate this area as a RSIA. lf in the future the site were to redevelop into an intermodal
facility, this industrial area would better fit the region's policies.
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Area 8 - Lents/Foster Road

General Description
This older industrial area is anchored at the west end by the Lents Town Center and goes
northeast along Foster Road.

Factor Analysis
Distribution. The area does not support the major transportation facilities such as the marine

terminals or airports.
Services. No specialized services are available
Access. The area is within 3 miles of l-84, but the ac@ss route is congested.
Proximity. The area is surrounded by residential uses.
Use. A regional paper recycling facility is located in this area but there are no other regional

facilities, only local industrial uses and pre-existing commercial uses.

Summary
This is a very old industrial area with everything from a Smurfit paper recycling facility, to an
auto junkyard and small engine repair facilities. lnterspersed with the industrial uses are
commercial uses. The area is surrounded by residential uses and the land is within the
Johnson Creek floodplain. This area is of local significance as a jobs center, but is not
appropriate as a RSIA.



Area 9 - Wilsonville Area

General Description
The areas under consideration for potential designation as RSIAs consist of parcels flanking l-5
and are north of the Willamette River. Wilsonville's analysis involved the development of a two-
tiered system for evaluating industrial land. According to their analysis, Tier 1 lands are
undeveloped parcels, of a size to permit reasonable industrial use, served by public facilities
(with the possible exception of transportation facilities) and adjacent to other industrial
campuses. Tier 2 areas are comprised of enclaves of existing industrial developments within the
City and has land use approval including positive findings for concurrency.

Factor Analysis
Distributiono The industrial area is a distribution point for Rite Aid; Coca Cola, and a regional trucking

operation. Wilsonville is a good distribution point but ac@ss is congested.
Services. Basic services are available.
Access. This area is within 3 miles of l-5. lnterchange access is limited and congested.
Proximity. The Tier 1 area recommended by the City is within close proximity to industrial uses and

is adjacent to industrial campuses. The industrial area on the west side of l-5 is the
edge of the UGB. Opportunities for this area to growth are Iimited to expansions of the
UGB.

Use. The Tier 1 land recommended by the City is adjacent to industrial uses. The industrial
area on the west side includes distribution facilities, small local manufacturing firms,
local services and is the headquarters for Hollywood Video.

Summary
The City of Wilsonville recommends that Tier 1 lands be designated as RSIAs due to their
status as large, undeveloped parcels that are served by public facilities as well as the presen@
of adjacent industrial uses. They do not recommend Tier 2 lands for RSIA designation as these
parcels are already developed and have some existing commercial uses. Tier 2lands primarily
consist of Planned Unit Developments. The City's submiftal is attached. Staff does not @ncur
with the City's recommendation. These industrial areas are not appropriate for designation as
RSlAs.

lf the character and size of the west Wilsonville industrial area did not change, staff would agree
that this area is appropriate for designation as a RSIA. The Council in 2OO2 added
approximately 350 acres to the north end of Wilsonville for industrial purposes. There are more
exception lands north and west of this industriat area. !f the Councilwere to add more industrial
la6 to the UGB in this area, it would very much change the status of this industrial district.
Along with more land, better access to l-5 and a connection to the Tualatin industrialareas, this
area would be appropriate for designation as a RSIA.
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WILSOTWILLE'S REGIONALLY SIGNIFICANT INDUSTRIAL AREA ANALYSIS

Per Exhibit F to Metro Ordinance No. 02-9698 (Revisions to Title 4 of the Urban Growth
Management Functional Plan), the City of Wilsonville has analyzed the requirements of Title 4
in regards to the City responsibility to identiff lands that could be considered Regionally
Significant Industrial Areas (RSLA). The City has developed a two-tier system for evaluating
potential RSLA:

Tier I areas are undeveloped parcels, of a size to permit reasonable industrial use, served
by public facilities (with the possible exception of transportation facilities), and adjacent
to other industrial campuses. Required revisions to the City's Development Code would
provide these properties with the protections required per section 3.07.420 of the
UGMFP:

. Subject to specific plan designation and zoning district boundary

. Subject to limitations on uses othcr than industrial
o Subject to limitations on further subdivision of property

Tier 2 areas are comprised of enclaves of existing industrial developments within the
City. The City is not proposing these properties be given the RSIA designation at this
time. These properties have City land use approval, including positive findings for
concurrency. ln some cases, this approval has allowed commercial development within
thcse industrial areas. These areas were also chosen for potential RSIA designation due to
their job generation potential, their value-adding potential, and the diversity of industrial
uses they represent. While industries currently operating on these lands may not provide
family wage jobs desired by Title 4, it is the potential for these tlpes ofjobs that brought
these areas into the consideration. Required revisions to the City's Development Code
would provide these properties with the protections required per section 3.07.430 of the
UGMFP, which include limitations on new and expanding retail commercial uses.

The City will need to develop Development Code language to enact the required Title 4
protections for RSIA.
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Area 10 - Tualatin lndustrial Area

General Description
The Tualatin industrial area begins west of 95th along Tualatin Sherwood Rd. north to Tualatin
road and just south of Tualatin Sherwood Rd. to 120th. This is a very dense industrial area that
is well served with internal road connections. The access points to Hwy 99W and l-5 are
congested.

Factor Analysis
Distributiono This area does not serve as a support facility for the regional transportation facilities.
Services

. Basic services are available. Unknown if specialty gases or redundant electric power is
available.

Accesso The area is within 3 miles of l-5
Proximity. The area is not connected to other industrial areas. This area is bordered on the north

and southwest by residentialdevelopment. Directly to the west is downtown Tualatin
and to the south is the UGB.

Useo A range of local industrial uses is located in this area. The uses include a UPS facility,
Air Liquide facility, Hansen Pipe, Lile Moving and Storage, Pacific Foods, Milgard
Windows and machine parts fabrication.

Summary
The connection to l-5 is less than 3 miles but is congested. Because of the congestion at the
access points to l-5 and 99W the area will not function as warehousing and distribution district.
What exists now is general manufacturing. Hedges Creek, north of Tualatin Sherwood Rd. runs
through the only vacant SO+-acre parcel in the area. At present this area is locally significant
but not regionally significant.

The Council brought the Tigard Sand and Gravel site into the UGB in 2002. To south of the
existing industrial area and adjacent to the quarry there are rural lands that would meet the
criteria for industrial uses. Additional vacant land and the Highway 99W-15 connector improving
access to this area and north Wilsonville could result in connecting the two industrial areas and
providing a Regional Significant lndustrial Area that would anchor the south end of the region.



Area 11- Tiqard-Durham lndustrial Areas

General Description
Hunziker Road borders area 11 to the north, Boones Ferry Road to the south and east, and Hall
Boulevard to the west. lt is composed of three islands of Title 4 industrial land arranged in a
loose column, with a small section on the top referred to as "A", a long narrow section in the
middle "8" and a small section on the bottom of the grouping "C." Area A has a mixture of
zoning around it including light industrial, residential and commercial. Area B has light and
mixed-use industrial on the east and single and multifamily on the west. Area C is sunounded
by a mixture of office commercial, light industrial and single and multifamily residential zoning.

Factor Analysis
Distribution. This area does not serve as support industrial land for major regional transportation

facilities.
Serviceso Basic services are available.
Accesso This area is within 3 miles of l-5.
Proximity. This area is not located within close proximity of like uses. The uses around it are varied-

commercial, residential, light industrial-they are not solely industrial in nature.
Use. This area has general industrial uses and offie parks. The uses are predominantly

industrial.

Summary
Area 11 is flanked by residential and commercial uses, and employment land on the east. !t is a
constrained linear area with office parks and other industrial uses. The three islands of Title 4
industrial land that comprise Area 11 are not in close proximity to each other, so it is unlikely the
area will expand or be maintained over time due to the mosaic of zoning around it. The area
does not serve to support industrial land for regional transportation facilities, it does not have
specialized utilities and services, and it is not within close proximity to like uses due to the
presence of residential and commercial zones. Area 1 1 in the City of Tigard primarily functions
as a local industrial area and would not be appropriate as a RSIA. Comments from the City of
Tigard and the City of Durham area attached.

Metro staff concurs with the Ci$'s re@mrnendation not to designate this area as a RSIA.
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City of Durham
17160 SW Upper Boones Ferry Rd.
P.O. Box 2U83, Durham, Oregon 97281

e-m ail : du rh amci@aol.com
(503) 639€851 Fax (503)5984595

Roel C. Lundquist - Administrator/Recorder Linda Smith, Administrative Assistant

September 9, 2003

Tim O'Brien, AICP
Associate Regional Planner
Metro Regional Planning Division
600 NE Grand Avenue
Portland, OR 97232

Re: Metro's Proposed lnclusion of Durham in Area 11 of lndustrial Lands Cntle 4)

Dear Tim

I noticed that you were called upon to review the draft map on ldentifying 2003 lndustrial Land
Altematives Analysis Study Areas at the July th MPAC meeting. I was wondering if this relates to the
Potential Regionally Significant lndustialAreas map that was adopted by Metro Ordinance NO. 02-
9698. !f so, you might be a resource person related to my concems that the southem section of
Area 11 on the map totally engulfs Durham. Of course, this is inconect.

Based on the March 1 th letter from Andy Cotugno, I realize that this Generalized map will be
refined. My concem is that properties in Durham will not be inconectly included on a more defined
finalinventory map.

Please advise if you are the proper contact person for this topic.

Sincerely,/4
RoelC. Lundquist
Ci$ Administrator

C: K.J. Won, City Planner

C:lwinwordluetro\Tille 2 and 8lrlloo909-03 OBrien Title l doc



July 18, 2003 CIWOF TIGARD
Marci LaBerge, AICP
Growth Management Services
Metro
600 NE Grand Ave.
Portland, OR 97232-2736

OREGON

RE; RSIAs

To follow up'on our meeting today, the factors-needto becleady stated and
understandable. As written, they are left to interpretation. The list of 'Reasons
not to designate an industrial area as a RSIA" should also include: It does not
meet one or more of the factors for designating an area as a RSIA.

With regard to the designated RSIA map, there were several points discussed.
First of all, the entire area is built out with a few remaining vacant lots which are
l-fndered by natural resources (Fanno Creek). The remaining vacant parcels of
substantial size (2S1010000800 and 251010001100) include steep slopes
making the property questionable for large industrial uses. For those reasons,
we recommend removing this designation from the entire area.
..,..'.,',.i.i.-,.''-.,,.',:-'...

ThE final'point;dibcussed addressed Title 4 and the employment area 
.

designation. As designated, the employment area centers on SW 72no Avenue.
The area is highly parcelized and developed. A majority of activities are
relatively new and will not redevelop for several years at best. Current zoning for
the area has been in effect prior to January 1, 2003. Otherwise, there would be
numerous non-conforming uses. Also, Tigard is listed on Table 3.074 and is
therefore exempted from Title 4 protection.

Thank you for meeting with us. Should you have any questions, please feelfree
to contact me.

tu"/)kt
JAMES N..P. HENDRYX
Director of Community Development

13125 SW Holl Blvd., Tigord, OR97223 (503) 639-4171 IDD (fi3) &4-2772

Sincerely,

.j-

I



Areas 12 and 16- Countv lndustrial

Area 12 - 2121224 distributlon area
ngconsideredbyClackamasCountystaffforRSlAdesignationis

located along Highway 2121224, north of the Clackamas River, between
l-205 and tg-S" Avenue. The area consists of light industrial and general industrialzoning.

Factor Analysis
Distribution. The Southern Paciflc Railroad serves land south of Highway 21A224. The area is within

20 minutes of Portland lnternationalAirport.
Services. The area is provided with full urban services. The analysis does not indicate whether

specialty services are available.
Accesso This area is approximately a quarter mile from l-205 and directly south of Highway

2121224.
Proximity. The area is in close proximity to light and general lndustrial lands.
Use. This area is predominantly industrial.

Area 16- Harnev Road/Johnson Creek Area
Area 16 is bordered by Harney/Clatsop on the north,.Johnson
CreeuBrookside/Firwood/Overland on the south, 78h on the east and 40th on the west. On the
north, south and west sides of area 16 the majority of land is zoned residential, on the east the
zoning is multifamily and mixed use.

Factor Analysis
Distribution. This area does not serve as support industrial land for major regional transportation

facilities such as marine terminals, airports and railyards.
Services. This area does not have availability and access to specialized utilities.
Access. This area is within 3 miles of l-205.
Proximity. This area is not located within close proximity to existing like uses; it is surrounded by

residential uses.
Use. This area has predominantly industrial uses.

Summary: Area 12 & 16
ClackamisCountypreparedanassessmentof Areas 12and 16. TheCountyfoundthatarea
12, south of Highway 2:12224 functioned as a distribution area, provided full urban services and
most of the uses are associated with warehousing and distribution activities. lt is recommended
by staff that the areas south be designated as a RSIA. The area north of Highway.212l224.w.as
a mix of commercial, residential and industrial uses. The area north would also be impacted by
construction of the Sunrise Facility. It is not re@mmended for designation as a RSIA.
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DEPARTMENT OT
TRANSPORTATION AND DEVETOPMENI

Sunnybrook Service Cenler

October 9,2003

TO: Mary Weber, Manager Community Development

FROM: l,orraine Gonzales, Planner; Doug McClain, plaruring Director S
RE: Title 4 Regionally Significant Indushial Areas

This memorandum is Clackamas County staffs response to Metro's request to identi$
Regionally Significant Industrial Areas (RSIA) within Clackamas County. Metro
identified three candidate areas within the "old" UGB. We understand that the RSIAs in
Damascus, recently added to the UGB, will be refined as part of the concept planning
process. We believe the area south of Highway 212, generally known as the Clackamas
Industrial Area, should be designated as a RSIA. Included with this memorandum is a
map depicting our recorlmendation, and several aerial photographs that reveal the
development pattern for the areas. The rationale for our recommendation follows.

Area Descriptions

*rn,- 1> Area 1 (tlwy 212/224)z
This area is located along Hwy 212/224 northof the Clackamas River, between Hwy I-
205 and 135ft Avenue. Area I has 865.67 acres of Light Industrial (I-2) and 492.39 acres
of General Industrial (I-3) land.

Lr,"- rc
Area 2 (Johnson Creek Industrial Area):
This area is located along Johnson Creek Blvd. between tlle 55s Avenue and SE Luther
Ave. This area has 129.71acres of Light Industrial (I-2) land and 129.69 acres of General
Industrial (I-3) land.

Area 3 (Lake Road Industrial Area):
This area is located north between Hwy.224 and t ake Road and the railroad tracks,
between I-205 and Harmony Road. This area has 22.00 acres of Light Industrial (I-2) land
and 104.31 acres of General Industrial (I-3) land.

Evaluation
Our evaluation is based on Policies 1.4.1 and 1.4.2 of Title 4, and the "recommended

9l0l SE Sunnybrook Blvd. r Clockomos, OR 97015 r Phone (503) 353-4400 r FAX (S03) 353-4273
$Pnnted on 50% recycled with 30% post-consumer wasl€
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factors" provided by Metro staff in a June 30, 2003, memo to MTAC. Our evaluation
follows the outline of recommended factors set forth in the Metro staff memo.

Distribution:
Area 1: Land south of Hwy 2tll224 is served by the Southern Pacific Railroad. The area
is within 20 minutes of Portland lntemational Airport.

Area 2: The Southern Pacific Railroad intersects this area. This area also is within 20
minutes of Portland International Airport.

Area 3: This area is served by rail, located on the northern boundary of the industrially-
zoned properties. It is within 20 minutes of the Portland Intemationat Xrport.

Services:
All areas are provided with full urban services.

Access:
Areas 1: This area is approximately a quarter mile from I-205 and directly south of Hwy
212t224.

Area 2: Hwy 224 is directly south and abutting the area and I-205 is approxim ately %
mile east of this area.

4t"13: I-205 is approximately one mile east. The area is located adjacent to SE Johnson
Creek Blvd., a minor arterial.

Proximity and Use
Areas 1: Land uses north of this area include additional I-2 and I-3 industrial lands.
However, the north side of Hwy Zt2has a mixture of residential and industrial zoning.
The industrially-zoned area north of the Highway includes several small parcels, with amix of industial and non-conforming commercial uses. This area north of tfr. U*y
211224 also will be impacted by construction of the Sunrise Facility. Further north,
separated by a residential area and large mobile home park, is Camp Withycombe. North
9f Camp Withycombe is an area zoned I-2,thatis deviloped with smaller manufacturing
businesses.

The recommended RSLA area is bounded on the south by a bluffoverlooking the
Clackamas River; this bluffserves as a natural boundary. Z-oningsouth orti'is bluff isExclusive Farm use (EFt , open Space (osM) and Residentiu 6n-201. The rail lineprwides a boundary west. The area between I-205 and the industrial area is developed
with general commercial uses, consistent with the zoning. The area to the east at l'35I,Ave. is zoned Community Commercial, a designation providing for commercial uses
supportive of the industrial area. Two mobile home parks also are located east of the

2
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reconunended RSIA.

Land uses in the area recommended for designation as RSIA are predominately industrial.
Many are associated with warehouse and distribution activities, although there are other
general manufacturing activities also located in this area. Ther. *. ury few residential
uses in the area. As the aerial photos show, most of the area is developed. There are two
surface mining sites in this area which may eventually be redeveloped.

Area 2: Lands north of the site are designated as Open Space Management (OSM) and
are in public ownership. Most of the areaadjacent on the north is in ttre floodplain of Mt.
Scott Creek. The City of Milwaukie is located to the east, across SE Harmony nO. m"
area within the City has a mix of commercial, office and induskial uses. The City is not
intending to recommend the RSIA designation for this adjacent area. Land uses east of
the site include a mix of commercial and industrial uses, ieflecting the zoning pattern for
the area. Hwy 224 is the southern boundary of this area; the area south of Hwy 224 is
generally residential. The property within this area is completely developed with
industrial uses.

Area 3: All lands surrounding the boundaries of Area 3 are developed with residential
land uses. The industrially-zoned, area is almost completely develoied with a variety of
small manufacturing uses.

The Metro memorandum dated June 30, 2003 gavethe following four examples as
reasons not to designate industrial land as a RSLA:

r The industrial site/area is surrounded on several sides by residential uses. [n this caseit is unlikely that the area will be expanded or 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 is important for redevelopment to occur.

' Is located in a high demand area for residential use and would be well served by
transit if a transition was to occur.

The industrial lands north of Hwy 2t2/224in Area I is not suitable for designation as aRSIA. These industrially-zoned,properties are located within proximity to r"esidential
uses (the areas zoned R-7), and have an assorEnent of existingron-"o.ifo.*ing uses on
small parcels. These lands are not considered to be well-suitea for large-scale"industrial
developments.

3



Atea2 should not be designated a RSIA. A majority of the lands within Area 2 are fully
developed and do not allow flexibility for future regionally-scaled industrial
development. This area also is small and isolated. If the area within the City of
Milwaukie, on the west, was suitable for designation as a RSIA, it might make sense to
include AreaZ. Discussions with the City establish that this area is not suitable fcir such a
designation.

Area 3 does not meet the standards for designation as a RSIA based on adjacent east,
west, north and south residential developments. This area is small in size, characterized
by small businesses located on small parcels, and is isolated by these surrounding
residential uses.

Conclusion:
We recommend designating the industrially-zonel area south of Highway 2t2l2y4 as a
RSIA. The appropriate area is shown on the attached map.

4



Area 13 - Forest Grove lndu lAreas

General Description
Area 13 is in the City of Forest Grove. The industrial land is roughty bordered by NW Verboort
on the north, Tualatin Valley Highway on the south, NW Cornelius-schefflin Road on the east,
and NW Sunset Drive on the west. The majority of the industrial land is on the north side of
Pacific Avenue that cuts through the center of Forest Grove. This area is adjacent to agricultural
land to the north and residential uses to the south including mobile home parks. The smaller
portion of industrial land to the south is also adjacent to agricultural land. The area consists
primarily of light and heavy industrial zoning.

Factor Analysis
Distribution

. This area does not serve as support industrial land for major regional transportation
facilities such as marine terminals or rail yards. The railroad runs through the area, but is
not a major link. The Hillsboro airport is approximately 6 miles away.

Services. Basic services are available.
Accesso This area is not within 3 miles of l-5, l-205 or l-84.
Proximity

This area is in close proximity to high{ech uses in Forest Grove's employment areas.

The area is predominantly industrial with the exception of the undeveloped area south of
Highway 47, which has some residential and non-conforming uses.

a

a
Use

Summary
Forest Grove does not re@mmend this area for RSIA designation because it does not serve as
support industrial for major regional transportation facilities; it lacks specialized utilities and has
poor access to major transportation infrastructure. Area 13 functions as a local industrial area,
but would not be appropriate for RSIA designation. Metro staff does not recommend this area
for designation as a RSIA.



Study Area 13

&

_qe
I

Il

la: t
I .':

,i:!
- .!',

tr

['

!-

u
!.;

;.1 .'}
t--

I

la

J

'*

:'

:,,.

I

ri.ir.

I

:t,
t-.

t

i'-" i'-'

,
I
t;
I

.t

t'

.,1

r: - ..J

t7 ).'

I

,.i

t

'.+*-J. t'

.ri.vi
-D

&.-i---



Area 15 - East Countv IndustrialAreas

General Description
Area 15 is comprised of four "islands" of land that are physically separate and located in four
jurisdictions: Fairview, Gresham, Troutdale and Wood Village. The islands share few
characteristics in common so are described individually.

lsland A is bordered by Burnside on the north, Division on the south, Wallula on the east and
182nd on the west. lt is located in the city of Gresham. The zoning in the area consists of
multifamily and heavy and mlxed-use industrial on the north, single family residentialwith
mixed-use, and industrial on the south and mostly single and multifamily residential on the west.

lsland B is bordered by Halsey on the north, Stark on the south, 242dlHogan on the east, and
2101202 on the west. lt is located in the cities of Fairview and Gresham. The zoning in this area
consists of park and open space and mixed use on the north, mixed use industrial on the east,
single family residential and commercial on the south, and mixed use industrial on the west.

lsland C is bordered by Stark on the north, Cochran on the south, Troutdale on the east, and
Kane on the west. lt is located in Troutdale. The zoning consists of multifamily residential and
commercial on the north, rural residentialwith agricultural uses on the south, single family
residential and a small amount of commercial on the east, and Mount Hood Community College
on the west. lsland C is undeveloped land.

lsland D is bordered by Roberts/Palmquist on the north, Telford on the south, Palmblad on the
east and Hogan/Cedar on the west. lt is located in Gresham. The zoning in the area consists of
multifamily on the north, single family and rural residential on the south, single family on the
east, and industrial and single family on the west.

Factor Analysis
Distribution. This area (A-D) does not serve as support industrial land for major regional

transportation facilities such as marine terminals, airports or railyards.
Services. Micro Chip Technology lnc. and/or LSI Logic Corp, may have specialized utilities on

island B. No specialized utilities on island C. lt is doubtful that islands A and D have
specialized utilities.

Access. This area is within 3 miles of l-84.
Proximity. lslands A, C and D are not within close proximity to existing like uses; they are

surrounded by residential and institutional uses. lsland B contains Micro Chip
Technology lnc. and LSI Logic Corp which hold large parcels of land. This factor would
apply to island B.

Useo lslands A, B and D have primarily industrial uses. lsland C is undeveloped land with an
extensive tree canopy. This factor would not apply to island C.
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Area 17- Hiqhwav 217

General Description
This area is bordered by Beaverton-Hillsdale Highway on the north, Scholls Ferry on the east,
Lombard on the west and Hall Boulevard on the south. The zoning in the area is characterized
by single family residentialon the east and west with multifamily along Allen Boulevard. There
are commercial and mixed-use zones on the north, and industrial and single family residential
on the south.

Factor Analysis
Distribution. This area does not serve as support industrial land for major regional transportation

facilities such as marine terminals, airports or rail yards.
Services. Basic services are available.
Access. This area is not within 3 miles of l-5, l-205 or l-84.
Proximity. This area is near an industrial area on the south, but is surrounded by residential, mixed

use, and commercial uses.
Use. This industrial area is converting to other uses that are not purely industrial. Many

parcels are vacant or underutilized. Although it is changing, currently it is a viable
industrialarea.

Summary
Area 17 is surrounded on several sides by residential uses. ln this case it is unlikely that the
industrial nature of this area will expand or be maintained over time because of conflicts with
residential uses. lt is not a good warehouse location due to poor truck access to major
transportation facilities and lacks room for turning movement. lt is not a purely industrial area
and is going through a conversion to other uses, some of which are only temporary in nature.
For example, there are vacant and underutilized lots, many of which are used to store cars by
local automobile agencies. Area 17 works as a local industrial area and is not appropriate for
designation as a RSIA.
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Area 18 - Central Eastside lndustrial District

General Description
Area 18 is bordered by l-84 on the north, Powell on the south, 12th on the east and the
Willamette River on the west. On the north side of Area 18 the land is zoned mixed use, on the
south it is zoned commercial and residential, on the east the zoning is residential and on the
west are the willamette River and Portland's central Business District.

Factor Analysis
Distributiono This area does not serve as support industrial land for major regional transportation

facilities such as marine terminals, airports and railyards.
Services. This area does not have availability and access to specialized utilities.
Accesso This area is within 3 miles of l-5 and l-84.
Proximity

o This area is not located within close proximity to existing like uses; it is surrounded by
residential uses.

Use. This area has a mixture of uses both commercial and industrial, but it is predominantly
industrial in nature.

Summary
Area 18 is also known as the Central Eastside lndustrial District. !t is an old industrial area with
short blocks that constrain truck-turning movement. Although it is located near freeway facilities
access is limited by a one-way couplet. The Willamette River on the west and residential uses
on the east border for the length of the area. lt is unlikely that the area will expand or be
maintained for industrial uses over time because of the conflicts with residential and commercial
uses. The area is located in a high demand area for residential development. The City is
currently exploring opportunities to adjust the industrial zoning code to facilitate growth of
industrial service firms, (e.9. engineering) and industrial like service firms (e.g. creative services
and software development) that would conflict with the professional office timitation in Title 4.
Metro staff concurs with the City of Portland's recommendation that this area is not appropriate
for designation as a RSIA.

I :\gm\community_developmen t\projects\RS lA-TiUe4\Assessment memo 1 02 1
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Attachment 5

June 30, 2003

To: MTAC

From: Mary Weber, Manager
Community Development

Regarding: Recommended Factors for identifying RSIAs

lntroduction
As part of Ordinance 02-9698, Title 4 was amended to include Regionally Significant
!ndustrial Areas (RSIA),

As reported in the Urban Grovvth Report: An Employment Land Need Analysis 2002-
2022, the supply of industrial land is often eroded by commercial absorption. Historical
experience suggests 15% to 20o/o of industrial land is consumed by commercial
enterprises operating in industrial zonesl. Under past practices and policies, Metro
estimates about 2,800 net acres of industrial land would be converted 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 Grovtth Report: An Employment Land Need Analysis 2002-2022,
the industrial land shortfall is 5,684.9 net acres but with the additional RSIA protection
limiting conversion by 1,400 net acres, the net shortfall of industrial land is 4,284.9 net
acres'.

ln concept RSIAs are industrial areas with unique industrial attributes that cannot 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
years, or adjacent to high tech locations need specialty gasses, electrical infrastructure
and so on. A concept map depicting those industrial areas in the pre-expansion urban
grqwth boundary was included in the ordinance. By December 31, 2003, Metro is
required to adopt a map of RSIAland with specific botrndaries 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 Metro 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 aftached.

Finally, questions have arisen as to what if any benefits will the localjurisdiction receive
if an industrial area is designated as an RSIA. ln the MTIP, transportation projects c€ln
be award 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.

l UGR page 3l
2 UGRAddendumpage46



Drafting the Goncept Map of RSIAs
The RSIA concept map was developed by superimposing the Tifle 4 map, the RTp
intermodal map, and the Industrial Employment Losses and Gains maps produced from
the MetroScope base case modelrun covering the time period from 2000-2025. The
results of this analysis are reftected in the concept map that shows the areas where
these regulations might 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
yellorrv) are likely to occur in the Central City, Eastside lndustrial area, Highway 217
corridor, Highway 224 crrrridor and Vancouver CBD3.

Ordinance lntent
Code section 3.7.420 A states that:

Reqionallv Sionificant lndustrialAreas are those areas that offer the best
oooortunities for familv-waqe industrial iobs. Each city and county with
land use planning authority over areas shown on the Generatized Map of
Regionally Significant lndustrialAreas adopted in Ordinance No. 02-969
shall drive specific plan designation and zoning district bbundaries of the
areas from the Map, takinq into account the location of existinq uses that
would not conform to the 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 tvoes of emplovment uses.

Recommended Factors
RSIAs are industrialareas with unique industrialattributes that cannot be duplication
elsewhere in the regional especially by the expansion of the UGB. lndustrial areas to
consider for designation as Regionally Significant lndustrialAreas conform to some or all
of the following factors:

Distributiono Areas serves as support industrial land for major regional transportation facilities
such as marine terminals, airports and railyards.

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

Access. 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
Useo Predominately industrial uses

' [nform.tion is based on MetroScope modeling results



Reasons not to designate an industrial area as a RSIA
Not all industrial areas need additional 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. tn 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 make it unlikely that the conflict between uses will
diminish and that over time the area might be better zoned for employment uses.

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

I:\gm\community_development\projects\RSlA-Ti(e4Vntaciide4factors63003.doc
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Attachment 5

TO

FROM:

July 29,2003

Mary Weber, Manger Community Development

Marci La Berge, Associate Regional Planner

RE: SUMMARY OF MEETINGS HELD DARING JALY 2OO3 WITH
JARISDICTIONS REGARDING DISCUSSION OF TITLE 4, RSIA
EYALUATION 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 Ordinance02-9698, as part of the
December 2002 peiodic 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, ando 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:

r Concern about implementation of 5% commercial cap in RSIAs.
. Concern that Metro is doing regional zoning.
o Title 4 is too restrictive economic development re quires flexibility.

The issue is land use planning versus market readiness.
o Jtirisdictions currently have effective zoning that protects the industrial areas.o What is the benefit of the RSIA designation, what is the incentive?
o 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:
. 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 identiff enough land with the right attributes for a RSLA. This was due to existing small

DATE:



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: # 17
Planning Staff: Hal Bergsma, Steve Sparks

Title 4 issues
o No problems with Title 4 language.
o 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 Western is parcelized. It is a viable industrial area with conversion

occurring. Due to poor truck access and constrained tuming 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.

o To address the concerns about the workability of the 5olo commercial cap in a RSIA (Title
4 section 3.07.420D.2), suggested Metro looks at Beaverton's Development Control
Areas language (section 20.1500). Adjacent jurisdictions could pre-agree to a quota; an
intergovernmental agreement y'ritten into the code that describes-howihe S% will be
apportioned. I

0o



Clackamas County
Study Map Area: #12,16
Planning Staff: Greg Jenks, Doug McClain

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

allowed use in a RSIA.
. Assembling of lots will probably not occur within the area of the potential RSIA.
o North side of highway 2I2 there are retail uses.
o South side of highway 212 are industrial uses, potential for RSIA designation.
o Federally owned Camp Withycome area would not be a RSIA.

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



Cornelius
Study Map Area: #13
Planning Staff: Richard Meyer

Title 4 issues
o Has no problems with Title 4language
o 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 caruring 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, Rich 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.
. Concerned about the workability of the 5Yo cap on cortmercial uses in a RSIA. How

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

o 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.. 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
o No issue with commercial limits
o [nt 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.

Factors
o Thinks that triple redundancy power is unnecessary, double redundancy works fine for

Forest Groves high tech firms.



Gresham
Study Map Area: # 6,7,15
Plaming 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.o Concemed 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

corlmercial retail use.
. Why is Research and Development treated differently from manufacturing uses?o 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: # I
Plaruring 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.
. Uses such as call centers should be allowed in industrial areas, where rents are affordable.
. 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 RSIA 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

Title 4 issues
. Has no problem with Title 4language.
o Would like to explore designating industrial land in two locations (perhaps as RSIA) on

the Title 4 map. One north of the Milwaukie town center and another area
(approximately 300 acres) on the north side of Highway 224.

Evaluation Factors
o Add fiber optics to Services factor



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

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

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



Portland
StudyMap Area: #2,3,4,5,6,8, 14, l8
Planning Staff: Bob Clay, Al Bums, Troy Doss, Elissa Gertler
Title 4 issues

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

public process
o Need to know what it means to be in a RSIA and out of a RSIAo There should tie 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 thai
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
o 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
. 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
o 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: # 11
Planning Staff: Jim Hendryx, Barbara Shields, Dick Bewersdorff

Title 4 issues
o l:ndustrial area is already parcelized.
o Railroad goes through the area but is not a major link.o 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.
o Small industrial flex, office and services.. Need definitions in Title 4 such as, what is a RSIA, industrial job, and office. diflicult to

know what Metro is talking about without clear definitions.. Clariry 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"
o Terms need to be defined in bullets.



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.

. There are no 50 plus acre sites in Tualatin.

. There are currently too many regulations on existing industrial land.

. 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
RSIAs 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 employr.rent land would quatiff.o There are many green areas throughout the industrial area, may be Title 3 conflicts.o lndustrial area has warehousing district, small industrial, offiie, and car dealerships.

Evaluation factors
o Evaluation factors are general, but ok.

,



Agenda Item Number 4.2

Ordinance No. 02-1022, For the purpose of adopting a Map of Regionally
Significant Industrial Areas in compliance with Subsection J of Section

3.07 .420 of Title 5 (Industrial and other employments areas) of the Urban
Growth Management Functional Plan.

First Reading

Metro Council Meeting
Thursday, October 30, 2003

Washington County Chamber



BEFORE THE METRO COLINCIL

FOR THE PTJRPOSE OF AMENDING THE
EMPLOYI\{ENT AND INDUSTRIAL AREAS MAP
TO ADD REGIONALLY STGNIFICANT
INDUSTRIAL AREAS IN COMPLIANCE WMH
SUBSECTION J OF SECTION 3.07.420 OF TITLE
4 (INDUSTRIAL AND OTHER EMPLOYMENT
AREAS) OF THE URBAN GROWTH
MANAGEMENT RJNCTIONAL PLAN

) Ordinance No. 03-1022
)
)
)
)
) Inkoduced by Michael J. Jordan, Chief
) Operating Officer with the concurrence of
) David Bragdon, Council President

WHEREAS, the Metro Council adopted an Employment and Industrial Areas Map as part of Title

4 (Retail in Employment and Industrial Areas) in Ordinance No. 96-647C on November 21,1996; and

WHEREAS, the Council amended the Regional Framework Plan ("RFp") by Exhibit D to

Ordinance No. 02-9698, adopted on December 5,2002, to establish a new 2040 Growth Concept design

type entitled "Regionally Significant krduskial4g'ea" ('RSIA") and to add Policies 1.4.1 and l.4.2to

protect such areas by limiting conflicting uses; and

WHEREAS, by Exhibit F to Ordinance No. 02-9698 the Council amended Title 4 (ftrdustrial and

Other Employment Areas) of the Urban Growth Management Functional Plan ("UGMFP") to implement

Policies 1.4.1 and l.4.2of the RFP; and

WHEREAS, by Exhibit E of Ordinance No. 02-9698 the Council adopted a "Generalized Map of

Regionally Significant Industrial Areas" depicting certain Industrial Areas that lay within the UGB prior

to its expansion as part of Task 2 of periodic review as RSIAs; and

WHEREAS, Title 4 calls upon the Council to delineate specific boundaries for RSIAs derived

from the "Generalized Map of Regionally Significant tndustrial Areas" after consultation with cities and

counties by December 31,2003; and

WHEREAS, Metro has consulted with cities and counties by asking each of them to make

recommendations to Metro for the designation of RSIAs in appropriate Industrial Areas, and by seeking

advice from the Metropolitan Policy Advisory Council; and

WHEREAS, the Council held public hearings to receive testimony on proposed designation of

RSIAs otr ,2003; now, therefore

Page I - Ordinance No. 03-1022
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THE METRO COUNCTL ORDAINS AS FOLLOWS

The Employment and Induskial Areas Map adopted by the Council by Ordinance
No. 96-647C is hereby amended, as shown on Exhibit A, attached and incorporated into
this ordinance, to depict the boundaries of RSIAs pursuant to subsection J of Section
3.07.420 of Title 4 (Industrial and Other Employment Areas) of the UGMFP, in order to
protect the areas for industrial use following Policies 1.4.1 and 1.4.2 of the RFP and
Title 4.

The Findings of Fact and Conclusions of Law in Exhibit B, attached and incorporated
into this ordinance, explain how the designation of these areas as RSIAs complies with
the Regional Framework Plan, Title 4 (krdustrial and Other Employment Areas) of the
UGMFP and state planning laws.

The Chief Operating Officer shall submit this ordinance and its exhibits to the Land
Conservation and Development Commission no later than June 30,2004, as part of
MeEo's completion of Task 2 of periodic review pursuant to LCDC's Partial Approval
and Remand Order 03-WKTASK-001524 dated July 7,2003.

ADOPTED by the Metro Council this 

- 

day of 

- 

2003

David Bragdon, Council President

Approved as to Form:

Recording Secretary Daniel B. Cooper, Metro Attomey

Page2 - Ordinance No.03-1022
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STAT'F'REPORT

FOR THE PURPOSE OF AMENDING TITLE
4 OF THE URBAN GROWTH MANAGEMENT
F(NCTIONAL PLAN TO IMPROVE ITS
PROTECTION OF INDUSTNAL
LAND AND TO MAKE CORRECTIONS

ORDINANCE NO. O3-IO2I

FOR THE PURPOSE OF AMENDING THE ORDINANCE NO. O3.IO22
EMPLOYMENT AND INDUSTNAL AREAS MAP lnhoduced by Michael Jordon, Chief Operating
TO ADD REGIONALLY SIGNIFICANT Officer with the concurrence of David Bragdon
INDUSTNAL AREAS IN COMPLIANCE WITH Council President
SUBSECTION J OF SECTION 3.07,420 OF TITLE
4 (INDUSTNAL AND OTHER EMPLOYMENT AREAS)
OF THE URBAN GROWTH MANAGEMENT
FUNCTIONAL PI}N

Date: October 22,2003 Prepared by: Mary Weber

BACKGROUND
The Meto Council adopted new mqmures to protect and maintain the supply of industrial land for future
industrial uses. Ordinarce 02-969B, adopted on December 5,2002, amended the Title 4 Industrial and
Other Employment Areas regulations in order to increase the capacity of industrial areas for industrial
uses and to encourage non-industrial uses to locate in Centers and other 2040 design t)?e areas. Also in
this ordinance the Meto Council created a new 2040 design type entitled Regionally Significant
Industrial Areas @SIA). The Metro Council adopted a generalized rnap of RSIAs depicting certain
industrial areas that lay within the urban growth boundary OGB). The new Title 4 language requires that
the Metro Council delineate specific boundaries for the RSIAS derived from the generalized map by
December 31, 2003. Together these two ordinances, Title 4 regulations, Ordinance 03-1021 and mapping
of the RSlAs, Ordinance 03-L022,address the State requirements to show how the region is using its
industrial lands efficiently.

The new Title 4 regulations specifically limit the amount and square footage of retail and office uses that
might otherwise frnd industrial locations suitable for business. The 2002-2022UrbanGrowth Report:
An Employmcnt I-and Need Analysis (UGR) estimates that approximately 2,800 acres of the supply/need
vacant Mustrial land is dcveloped for non-industrial uses. The UGR assumes a potantial savings of
1,4(X) acres of industrial land from implementing the new measures.

As reported in the UG& the total vacant industrial land need is 9;366 net acres. The industrial land need
estimate assumes that acres of the industrial land is consumed by non-industrial uses. .

Net Vacant Acres
Dcmand 9,366
Supply 3,681
Dcficit
(Nct need)

5,685

RSIA Policy
Savinss

1,400

Adiusted Deficit 4,285
2002 Decision 2,317

Deficit 1,968

Staff Rcport to Ordinancc No.03-102 I and 03-1022
Pagc I of4



Staff has been working with local governments to identifu Title 4 krdustrial lands as RSIAs for the
pre-2002 UGB area. As part of this process,local govemments identified several implementation issues
that they asked Mefro to address. Several local govemments were reluctant to work with Metro on
mapping the RSIAs until the code issues were addressed. Primarily, the issues had to do with clarification
ofthe code. The issues are:

. clarification of what are accessory uses and whether they are counted as part of the 5%o

commercial
o retail cap;
o clarification of how to treat airport facilities
o how to calculate the retail sales cap for RSIAs that cross multiple jurisdictions
o locating corporate headquarters of industrial uses in a location different than the main

manufacturing facility
. reuse of office buildings in industial zones and three implementation issues, (l) creating non-

conforming uses, (2) financing and (3) enforcement, and;o do large parcels (50 acres) stay large parccls forever, or can they be subdivided over time with
conditions

Staffalso took this opportunity to do some housekeeping changes to Title 4 code. The recommended code
changes are contained in proposed Ordinance 03-1021.

Metro staff, after consultation with cifies, counties and other interests, developed a set of factors to
consider in the identification of RSIAs. These factors reflect the locational and siting characteristics from
Meto Council Resolution No. 03-3341A. As directed by Title 4, Meko staff worked with cities and
counties in the region to apply the factors to designated Industrial Areas within their jurisdictions.
Several local governments, Portland, Gresharn, Wilsonville and Clackamas County, submitted
recommended Industrial Areas for consideration as RSLAs. Striving for region-wide consistency, Meko
staffalso applied the factors.to areas in cities and counties that chose not to submit candidate areas. The
factors are:

o Distribution - Area serves as support industrial land for major regional transportation
facilities such as marine terminals, airports and rail yards.

o Services - Availability and access to specialized utilities such as specialty gases, triple
redundant power, abundant water, dedicated fire and emergency response serviceso Access - Within 3 miles of I-5, l-205,I-84 (wittrin the UGB), State Route 224 (within the
UGB)

o Proximity - Located within close proximity of existing like usesr Use - Predominantly industrial uses

Ordinance 03-1021 - Code Changes
Staffhas worked with local governments to resolve most of the implementation issues. The
recommended changes to the Title 4 code represents this work. Two issues remain unresolved to the
satisfaction of some local governments and that is the issue of subdivision of 50+ acre parcels overtime
and reuse of new industrial office buildings. The Metro Council stated that these two issues arc policy
issues not clarification issues and that at the next periodic review cycle the Meto Council would evaluate
Title 4. Included in this staff report as attachment I are written comments from local government
regarding the code language.

Pagc 2 of4
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Ordinance 03-1022 - Mapping RSIAs
Staff conducted a general assessment of the areas on the Potentially Regionally Significant Industrial
Area map (included as attachment 2) and found that the following areas meet the factors and are also
lands that meet the general site and location criteria for industrial uses.o Areas I - Hillsboro industrial area, south of Highway 26o Areas 2,34,5 and 6 - Northwest Indushial Area, Rivergate, Swan Island and Columbia Corridoro Area 12 - Clackamas distribution area around Hwy 212/224o Area 14 - Brooklyn Yards
As part of the analysis staff also presented to the Mefo Council areas to be considered in the future for
designation as RSIAs:

o Area 9, Wilsonville industrial areao Area 10, Tualatin industrial areao Area 7, Troutdale industrial area
These areas, as they exist today, are local industrial districts. In the case of Wilsonville and Tualatin, if
additional lands were added to the UGB for industrial uses and the I-5/99W connector improved tmck
access to I-5 then these areas would be appropriate for designation as RSLAs. ln regard to Troutdale, the
uses are local in nature and there is no opportunity to expand the industrial area or connect it to the
Columbia South Shore industrial area. However, if the Reynolds Metals site were to redevelopment as an
intermodal facility, much of the area would redevelop into uses supporting an intermodal facility. If this
were the case then the Troutdale industrial area would also be appropriate for designation as a RSIA.

The Metro Council at their worksession on October 2l directed staff to include the local government
recommendations, Meko staff recommendations and also add to the map accompanying the Ordinance
03'1022, AreaT in Troutdale, Area l0 in Tualatin and Area 9 in Wilsonville and a portion of Area 15, the
"Brickyards site" in Gresham from the Potentially Regionally SigniJicant Industrial Area map. The
Metro Council draft Title 4 rnap that includes the recommended RSIAs is attachment 3.

To better estimate the savings gained in efficiency from the Title 4 regulations, Metro staffrecommends
taking additional time to calculate the savings. This analysis will be completed prior to the Metro
Council's UGB decision in June,2004.

Known Opposition
A number of local jurisdictions have concerns regarding the perceived loss of flexibility from the adopted
RSIA rcgulations. Staff was able to work with local staff to resolve several of the implementation issues.
However, there are two outstanding issues that were not resolved. The issues are:o Reuse of new industrial office building by non-industrial useso SuMivision over time of parcels that are 50 acres or larger

Legal Antecedents
Title 4 is part of the adopted and acknowledged Growth Management Functional Plan. Authority to
amend the 2040 Growth Concept map comes from ORS 268.380 and ORS 268.390(5). The authority to
amend'the Employment and Industrial Areas Map comes from Ordinance No. 9698.

Anticipated Effects
Adoption of Ordinance 03-1022 will result in fulfilling the requirements in Metro code section 3.07.4201,
which requires Metro to adopt a map of Regionally Significant Industrial Areas with specific boundaries
that is derived from the Generalized Map of Regionally Significant Industrial Areas adopted in Ordinance
No.02-9698.

StaffRcport toOrdinancc No. 03-1021 and 03-1022
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Adoption of Ordinance 03-1021 resolves several implementation issues and gives local govemments
clearer instructions as to the Meho Council's intent.

The effective date of the new Title 4 regulations is March 5,2004. Local govemments have one year to
adopt a local map and make changes to their codes. Local government compliance is anticipated for
March 5, 2005.

Budget Impacts
The new regulations go into effect in March of 2004. Meho Council regularly budgets for planning staff
to work with local government on compliance issues. Additional excise tax will be needed for Data
Resource Center research services to establish the amount of commercial retail development that exists in
the Title 4 RSIAS and Industrial areas. This analysis is needed so that Metro can give guidance to local
governments about the amount of commercial retail development that may be allowed on the vacant
induskial lands in these areas. Sections 3.0?.420D(2) and 3.07.4308(2) of the Metro code limits
commercial retail uses to five or ten percent of thc net developable portion of all contiguous RSIAs and
Industrial areas. It will be necessary to establish a "base line" from which to evaluate proposals

RECOMMENDED ACTION

Adopt Ordinances 03-1021 and 03-1022.

Attaihments

Attachment I - Local government comments on the Title 4 code
Attachment 2 - Potentially Regionally Significant Induskial Areas map (02-9698)
Attachment 3 - Draft Title 4 map
Attachment 4 - October 21,2003 memorandum titled An Assessment of Potential Regional Significant

Indushial Areas
Attachment 5 - June 30, 2003 memorandum to MTAC regarding factors for identiffing RSIAS
Attachment 6 - July 29,2003 memorandum summarizing the rcsults of the meetings held with local

jurisdictions

StaffReport to Ordinance No.03-1021 and 03-1022
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ATTACHMENT I

Gommunity & Economrc Deveropment Department

Gommunity plannlng
a

TO:

FROM:

RE:

DATE:

Marci [a Berge, Associate Regional planner, Meho
John Pettis, Associate plarurer, City of Gresham

Title 4 RSIA Standards

laly7,20f,,3

Thepurpose ofthis m9m9 is t'o ocpress a'numberofconcerns that the cityof Gresham has aboutthc Meho ritle 4 rt "d.r$ ror nefronauy sie,itr;i;;Gil;: #Ji"u"r" the currentHffi#H ffi##" ciry fi";n6*6ffi'ffiffi;i;,IJ nier,r;-;ffitu
with the adoption of ondinance o2-969Blast D:pFr, yeho council adopted standards toprotect Regionally significant [dusqid erf"cnsni,la other emproy-"it rands *omucompatible land uses and tand divisions. It tr;;dr*t-di4g Giir rLro er 2003,Meho wiII be adopdng 1ma tt"iruiu show ft" RSIA; wti*in" J;d;" would apply, Inaddition' Me.,o ttiriia*&;ih;;""" r: iiu"l u7;[*g thg they are open tq suggestions
ffilJtulu 

'fine tune" the R'sIA ttil.tdt. m"bty rppr*iates the qpponunity to providc

ffi ,{"$;"rirffiTff "?iilEffH:*?ffiffi ff }Hr"[,:,*,J*,,0"RSIA standards do. seem p-*.t"*'rp1*"..4nv r"a iliid":. -T"{ ap not otFerjurisdictionseoo"8fi flexibilig to meet the indivia{el e*ilrrr"?*"i"pgeut objectirn* witnin a ,mmeworkofregional goals' Moreover, ;t h.;t beenprovidJ iirormatioo on anyresearch t!4t wasdone concqning curr€'lrt ina,is'uJa"velop.rot-t oallllr r*rrplg the haditionat distinotionsbetwee'n offices, research ana aeveropment, manufacturing and ccrtain forms of commercialdevelopment are blgprng i""*.d"4;irJ,ffit?iiili"*aards 
need ro reflecr these Eendsif thev are to be effoctive ;eif-o*fr"n is ro b;;;"ri;ut;ilffi rui r ou,o regions.

In particular, our conceruVqucstions are the following:

I' section 3'07'420D of ordinance No. 02-9698 states: "Notwtthstanding subsection c,a city or,coun$r shall not approve: I. A commercial retail ;;;;;' 
^ore 

than 20,000squarefea of retail sales iiea in a single outing o, in murtipre buttdings that are

I



pan of the sdme darclopment project, or 2. &mmercial retotl uses that would
occ:ttPy more thanfive percent of the net developable portion of all contigtous
Regionally Signifiunt Indwtrial Areas. "

Does'tetail sales area" refer to only the sales floor area of a store and not the area
devoted to storagg offces, etc.? Also, we need clarification about the meaning of the
"same development project.l' For example, docs this standard apply to each parcel?
A development undor x single building pe,rnrit? AII development within a geographic
area under the same ownership? How will this standard work over time if a vacant
industial parcel that is originallypart of an indusEial zubdivision with 20,000 sq. ft.
of commercial developme,nt and is then divide{ sold and developed independenily,
does it then quali& for the maximum 2OOOO sq. ft of commsrcial dgvelopmeirt?
Finally, tryon what research were these spccific commercial limitations based on?
Why was the overall commercial developme,nt cap in RSLAs set at 5%? The City
wholeheartedlyrecognizes and supports the need to prevent retaiUcomme,roial
e,lrcroacbmeat upon produotive industrial lands. However, we would like the
flexibility to carry out the overall goal in a way that worlc best for ourjurisdiction.

2. Section 3.07.4208 states: "As providel in subsection C of this section, a city or
cpunty moy approve an oficefor industrial research and development or a large
corporate headquaners if, I. The ofice is serted by publtc orprtvate transit; and 2.
If the ofice isfor a corporate hudquarters, tt will arcommodate,for the initial
occtipant, at lust I,(n0 employees."

We do not understand why research and developme,nt (R&D) *o are being heated
differently from manufacturing uses. In today's 'lorowledge basod" economy they
are becoming inseparable and are found to coorist in a syrergistio relationship (such
as in the biotech seotor) in many of the successful industial areas of the counhy.
Often R&D and manufacturing are part of the same business, either in the same
building or in separate buildings. Also, we question the validity of the 1,000
e,mployee threshold- Again we ask, where is thc research thatjustifies this particular
nttube,r? Why should we reject a corporate headquarte,rs in oru infustrial areas with
80O or 500 e,mploye€s?

Also, the haosit requirenrent puts zubruban communities zuch as Gresham at a
disadvantage for athactingR&D. Gresham's future industrial expaqsion areq
Spriagwatcr, will not have the potential ridership levels to justi$ the extension of
public traosit lines for many years. This provision will prevert R&D firms and
manufacttuers with R&D office buildings from locatingin Springwater.'

Finally, we feel tbat Title 4 needs to broaden its scopc.of the kinds of officcs altowed
in the RSlAs, bcyondjut R&D and corporate officc hcadqtrarters. For exannplq one
of Gresham's largest employgrs is the U.S. Bancorp loan processing center which is
located at N.E. l8ld Ave. and Sandy Blvd- It cmploys l,600 peopG and is looated
near some of our major manufacttrers zuch as Bocrng of Portland and Boyd's Coffec.
Designating this area as RSIA would make it a non+onfonning use and place severe
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restrictions on any expansiep and could prevent rebuilding the facility in the event ofa fire' etc' such offices cannot locate in ourri*.a-*r r"oters because ofa lack ofadequatetv sized sites. creating a disince,nti".-a;;;;*rd;;6for theloan ce'nterto continue businesiin Gresham dil;;;in a significant negativeimpact on the city's property tax base/revenuo ,"a 
" 

lors of manyjobs.

3. section 3.07.420 F states: "A city or county may auow_divbion of rots orparcersinto smaller lots orparcers asfortows: t. t * orporiit toritii;;;;;hay u{*ad into 
-any nuyler of siatter tots or parceti; 2. rats or parceb s0 acres orlarger may be divided inti smaller lots orparcels s2 toig as the resulting divtsionytel& the maximum nltmby of l?B or parcels Eat tasi'so a*es.; rori?Jrg tn"above subsections, zubsection *: or.rs someciceptions for subdividing 50 acrqrparcels iut'o smaller lots. These relate'to providing fouur a"ilities, protectingenviroomental areas, separating 

" 
ooo*ooror-ioiG-frr- permitted uses,reconfiguri,ng lots, and creatilga lot for fir-id;rrrp"-r* tr"rtg.gJ#r r",mast€r planned developmeuts.

we realize that there is a lack of 50 acre and larger vacant indushial znndparcels inthe region and that the abov-e requirements ,." iloottfrroerve such parcels forlarge soale industiar usas. How.ever, r$in we are concernod about the laok ofgexibility that may prevent jurisdicfions to- 
"c"o.moa"ting changes in tre,nds andthe next wave ofindusEial development

An example of the lt fo| flexibility, is the soutfirshore corporate center which wasrSentlydweloped in Gresham and Portland 
"l"rgtrr; r-aalc.r-r-bl"-iii..i,.tn

shore indusEial corridor. It is a masterplanned iia*tiJu*ioos park with a varietyof manufactruing and distributiori uses.lTho ; 2iil with lot areas varyiagbptwee,n 5 aad lz acres. Had the area bocn desbil RSIA ois wourdno! |ave n pp*d.bec,ilrce the original p.p"rry;; U;;; rhrn Je acres and wouldnot have been dividable into -or. thro two or rLo rtr.-The small and midsizeindustid companies that are r gir pr* r"yrw;;;in" n ,,* of indushialdevclopmeut in Onegoq eqpeciaUy iith"-Cr,oom of thome-goqm. companies replaceg:-tud oflargo 
fmp-anies rto"tiqg 6m other ra;. wc wourd rikc to sce thcTitle 4 Et8ndards allow for mastcr pmiJ a*i"p-*tl*u as soutbshore that haveseparatelyowned lots down to fivC acres in size.

Denner Profile: Distibution and customer service centerc 70 employccs, 55,000 sq ft facility

Steples Profile: Filting cc,ntcr for Officc Srpply ordcrs. o 200 cmployecs, 200,000 sq ftfacility
FUI I.ilE Profile: Film processing centero lfi) cnployccs, 30,000 sq ft facility
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Synetics Profile: Specializes in airflow products for tte scmiconductor indusry and
Robotics

. 200 euployees, 133,000 sq ft facility

Klnco International Prolile: Distibutor of indusfiial and safety work gloves. 35 employges, 60,000 sq ft facility

NIR Inc. ProIiIe: Specializcs in manufacturing point of purchasc display unitso 25 e,nployees, 96,000 sq ft facility

Innovlon Profile: Provides the most-extensive and highest quality foundry ion
implant services to the worldh teading se,miconductoi manufacti"o '

63 cmployees, 55,000 sq ft facility

4. Finally, we have a question regarding the benefits local jurisdictions might receive
from having an R^SIA designation" Titre 6R0103 memo from Mary Weber ti frareC
seerrs loJeave ope,n the possibility of transportation projects proposed within RSIA"g{ryiui"g priority over projeots in other indusnial/employment areas during the
MTIP ptocoss. The memo also states that industiat'arcas outside ofR.SIAs iould
gyfitr_Ot priority MTIP allocations. We are concemed that as currently adoptd
Y"9 Title 4 will provide disadvantages to indushial development in th; City of
$9-s!amana spriirryater (to be annexed into Gresham). w; would appreciare
additional info*tlon thq advantages that will be provided to the rigionA through
imple,me,lrtation of Tifle 4.

We encourage Metno, in concert with the region's jurisdictions and represenfatives from the
ildytrial development community, to redraft the Tifle 4provisions io "*"ytbat offers more
fl€xibilityto respond to ctanging economic conditions. As a startingpoinitnere should be a
thorough economic hends study and analysis ofhow indusfrial dwelopmenthas changed in
recetrt years in the *Io1 s.tateand region- Just as such an economic n** analysis fi r.quirud
of locatjtl_isdictions by Statewids planning Goat 9 (Economic Development) as a basis for their
economic developmSnt policieb and standards, it should also be tne founAation of the Meho Title
4 staldrds. Onlyby doiqg this kind ofpreliminary research can one be'surc that the standardswill be responding to realityratherthan misconceptions.

We also would like to see the standards be a less prescriptive'bne size fits all'approach to one
that is more performance oriented and tied to the Purposes and Intent section of iitte 4. The
latter approach would offer a range of options to comply. Iurisdictions would then be able to
choose those gPtion-s that are compatible wittr theirparticular economic development program
and context within the region.

We look forward to working with Mefio on this issue. We feel that until the above tends
agalysis is done and Title 4 is reworted to offer more flexibility, etc., it woutd be premature to
designate RsIAs. Thank you for this opportunity to state o* p*itioo.
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TO

FROM:

DATE: 1u1y23,2003

MPAC

Wink Broola, Planning Director
City ofHillsboro

RE: Title 4lMapping of Regionally Significant Indusfrial Areas (RSIAs) andsociated restrictions

city of Hiusboro stalf has had several discussions about the new Title 4 language adopted by theMetro council last Desernbcr as part of the.overall uGB expansion package. At fixsi blush, wethought it would not be too difficult to identiffpotential nsms ana started delineatingpropertiesin the city's northern indushial area. However, ,r.o. "tu-al an acrial photograph of this areamore closely, it became apparent that there was akeady significant parcetiratioi, io tni, vicinity,which is largely developed. In addition" wtrerg inaustiUffzo-ica hnds appear to tie vacant, thevacant portions are being held, or have already been planned, for friture expansion of existingindustries on those sites. These circumstanccs led us to or-io. the ncw Title 4 restrictionsmore closely, and we became concerned that the additional rt"na*a, and requiremens coutdhave a negative impact on the ftture of the city's well-establirn"a roa thri"id;d*tial basc.

l. For example, Section 3.07.420 (F).states that:

-A city or 19unU lal gltow division of lots or parcels into smallq tots otrparcels asfollows: 
_1. Ints or prcels lesi ttut 50 icres may be divided into amtnumber of smailer lots or parcels; 2. Lots or parcers s0 acrq ,, tors;';i'i"divided into smallq lots or parcels so long as tne ,ootting ai*iii-yiiUi in"maximum number of lots orlnrcels of at last S0 acres.,,

our concern is that this standard may be werly prescriptive and have the result of tuming awayeconomic dcvelopment that mi$t otherwise oc ituaceu to these areas. Thcre are other wa)6 toensure a supply of large industrial lots, and ),et still maintain needed flexibility, tfrjiUre notbecn fully considered by Mctuo and warrant a closer look A'teal world,, example of Hillsboro,smcthod of retaining large industial lots ovcr time, nAile at thc sarne time allowing developmentof small and medium industrial uses, is described on the fouowinl page.



- Ll,ttgt [u tvtrAu ,

The overlay zone applied to the city's industrial sanctuary, M-p (sID) (special IndustrialDistrict) has provided for both the preiervation of rarge rots *a tn. n"xiuitiir'to accommoaatesmall and medium size-uses all in proximity to one aiottrer. This overlay distict includes a 30-acre minimum lot size, but makes provision for staged development creating lots smaller than 30acres (down to a minimum of one-acre) when certain conditions have beerimet, wrriie retainingat least one 30 acre site-for a single major industrial user. The 30 acre minimum lot size was acondition imposed byMeto in l9g6 as part of uGB amendments rpp.orr"a uirilil..
In our experience, this overlay district has been very effective in facilitating the developmcnt ofthe iirtegrated mix of large primary industries and smaller support industries, as shown on theaftached map. The application of the staged development requirements over time allowed theCity to retain at least one 30-acre lot, which is located in the westurark indushial park north ofHwy 26' There are no special use restrictions.in the sID overlay, other than a. ..airirrrn nt thatall development be consis]ent with the provisions of the M-p nJusriar park zone, which allowstraditional light industial uses, offrces, *d T array of complementary *or*.r"ia supportscnrices that are limited in.scale to serve the needs of tire crnplolrees of Ore-sunounainjindustrial

uses.

An analSis- of approximately 1600 acres in Hillsboro's northern industrial area (see attachedmap) reveals an average lot size of 10.24 acres. The larger primary high tech ffiri;businesses in this area are surrounded by dozens of smaller"supportive and related uses thatprovide the critical mass and synerry required to maintain and foster continued growth in thewestside high tech cluster. It is likely thaithe sr"c"ssful growth and evolution of one of the mostvibrant high tech cenle1 in_ thc country could not have Iccuned had reshictio*, ,rch as thoseimposed by the new Title 4 language, been in prace over the last 20 pars.

2. The cityalso has concerns about the ranguage in section 3.07.420 @):
"As provided in subsection c of this section, a city or county may approve anoficefor industrial rqearch and development or oiorg" corporate headquanersrt l. The ofice is sqved by pubtic or private transit; ind 2.'If the ;fr;"';i; ,corPorate headquarters, it will accommodate, for the initiai occufant, at'least

1,000 enployees."

The provision of public 93fit in the region's outlying industial areas is substandard, and noplans/funding to extend hansit to thesc arcas are in pt""". The requirement to provide privatetransit might not be ioo onerous to some businesses, but ottrers might be inclined to loot .t ,itoelsewhere without this reshiction. We also share the City orcres[am,s concerns, ,, ,t"t a in "memo to MTAC, dated luly 7,2003, about the validityof limiting corporate treaaquarters tothose with a minimum of 1,000 employees. What research or r.*oniog supports thainumber?we assert that it is erroneous to assume that a company shopping roi " n.* corporate
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headquarters site to house 800 employees will automatically look for higher priced land in a
center when informed they cannot locate in our industrial areas.
We cannot force businesses to locate in centers in the Metro region by precluding them from our
industrial areas. Hillsboro is home to a regional center and two town centers, and fully supports
development of centers throughout the region, but we are by no means convinced that there is a
cause and effect relationship between stimulating development in centers by imposing the overly
strict Title 4 restrictions on industrial lands. Incentivas may be necessary to encourage location
of businesses in centers that may otherwise locate in industrial areas. Regulating businesses out
of industrial areas does not assure that these businesses would automatically locate in centers.
Options throughout the nation and world abound.

We further concur with Gresham that Tifle 4 overly restricts the tlpes of offices that can locate in
RSLAs and could have a dampening cffect on expansion of cxisting businesses. We also agree
with Gresham's argument rcgarding the hend toward an increasing blurring of traditional
distinctions between offices, research and developmen! manufacturing and certain forms of
commercial developmenl For example, trntel has an approved master plan for a 9O-acre site in
the Westmark industrial park norttr of Hwy 26 (in thc special industrial district overlay) that
includes a research aud development campus that would cnrploy approxirnately 7,000 to 8,000
people at much hidrer than taditional manufacturing wages. The site also includes three
buildings for general office uses. The scale of these buildings would not be compatible in our
centers. Other tlpes of office uses may also not be appropriate for ceirters, and would not locate
in those anyway due to hidrer land costs. Do we really want to turn away all of these types of
economic development opportunities when our unernployment ratcs are consistently among the
highest in the nation?

There are manyother concenrs that the Cityhas with the Titlc 4 language that have come to light
as we tied!o identi$ areas on the map that we wanted to designate as RSIAs. We are willing to
work with Meto and our jurisdictional partners to.revisc Title 4 to provide the flexibility we
bclieve is needed to prevent the pote,ntial st4gnation and firther decline of the region's economy.
We urge Meto to delay adoptrng a map of RSLAs until thorough research on the impacts of the
new Title 4 restictions has becn mnductcd and locat jurisdictions havc opportunityto reconsider
thc language.

Thank you for the opportunity to comrnent on this important process that is critical to the
cconomic well being of our community and the rcgion as a whole.
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Clty of Tualatin
18880 5W Martinazzi Avenue
Tualatin, Oregon 97062-7092
Main 503.699.2000
TDD 503.692.Os74

August 11,2003

Metro Council President David Bragdon
Metro
600 NE Grand Avenue
Portland, Oregon 97232

RE: Regionally Significant Industrial Areas

Dear Council President Bragdon:

Thank you forthe opportunity to comment on the new Title 4, Regionally Significant
Industrial Areas desrgr tlpe concept map and standards. I appreciate the opportgnity to
explore the effects of the new standards on Tualatin and garner input from the inArstria
property owners ofthe City.

After review, discussion with staffand input from property owners, the City of Tualatin
questions why any ofthe Iand in Tualatin should bear the Regionally Significart
Industrial Area design t1pe. Our reasons are as follows:

over the past year and a hal[, the city of riralatin has been worting with
industrial property owners to retain industrial land for industriat gses based on
looal circumstances. Ihe first Plan Text Amendment (pTA) addre,ssing this is
PTA-02-07. city council approved this PTA on Novernb er 2s, zooz. This prA
requires a greater separation between service and cardlock ftelimg stations;
requires these stations to be set back from sw I2f and sw padfic tfighwa}t
and climinates certain commercial uses from industrial.lands.

Additionally, Tualatin council passed PTA-02-10 on Marctr ?4,2Cf,/3. This prA
restricts or eliminates certain commercial uses in industrial areas, oreates a speciat
comrnercial setback on two arterial streets and creates two commercial service
oveday districts wtrere auto-oriented commercial uses already orist and may
continue to exist without being considered a non-conforming use.

Irst, PTA{343, ctrrently under dorelopment, would limit oornrnercial uses as
defined by Tualatin in the'Quarry sectof'ofTualatin. This is located inthe
northwest @rner of the city, near Pacific Highway and sW 1246 Avenue. The
City Council will review this PTA on October 13,2A03.

I



Metro Council President David Bragdon
August I l, 2003
Page 2 of3

With all three of these PTAs, citizen involvement was critical to the formation
and adoption of the code language. This input has helped to shape the new code
language in a way that meets the City's and industrial property owners, needs.
Only ttrotrgh this collaborative process has the City oifuatatin been able to
implement more protective standards on industrial iands.

2. On luly 17,2003, City statrheld an open house with industrial property owners to
discuss the RSIA destgl q/pe. Of the 250 industrial property owners notified of
the open house, thirteen people attended; an additional six people who could not
attend called staffto discuss this is20. None wanted ttre nSm designation on
their property.

Itttt, the property owners felt ttut the time frame in which to provide comments
back to Metro regarding the first round of applying this designation was too short
to understsod all the ramifications ofthe doig, t1pe. The a[endees agreed that
more outreach was necessary to the 250 industrial property owners inludatin
Seoond the atteodees felt the RSIA standards did not atlow enough flexibility to
lecogltlzf what jurisdictions are already doing to protec,t industriJ hnds. 11;rd,

+h9 RSIA laqguage co{!-uttimately prwent an industriat operation from having a
little retail show room ifthe five percent limit of commercial areas were to be
met- The attendees identified this suull retail area as a key component oftheir
businesses and did not want to see it threatened. Additionally, the attendees
voiced concetn that there is no agreed upon definition of 'lndustrial;. The nsture
of industrial development has clunged rnarkedly orer the past decade and many
jobs that appear as a tlpical office job are really indusuialln nature. Ir"t, th"
attendees felt that the laqguage did not acknowledge the ctrrrent market forces and
the denrand for land.

3. The city council discussed RSIA at its ruly l4,zooj and A,ggust 4,2003 work
sessions. While Se-tUatatin City Couodl recognizes the potelrtial problecn
associated with theloss ofindustrial lands to non-industrial ,r"r, th" Council
remains skeptical tlut the new Title 4 regulations will protect industrial lands in a
way that worls at the local lwd forjob creation. The Council continuesto
wonder what the benefit ofR.SIA designation is for the city of Tualatin.
Addi.tionally, the Council asserts that the degree of public involvement Tualatin
put into its efforts on industrial land isstres is lacking in the Metro prooess.

Iurl"tinstaffpresented maps to the City Council showiag the extent of T\ralatin,s
indultrial lands, areas where the designation should not a[ply for various reasons
(i-e- industrial business parks, urban renewat blocks,.ornoi"i.la service ove6ays,
etc.) and the oveday ofwalands and greenways over the industrial area. The
wetlands and greenways divide m.ny industrial lots into smaller pieces, making
larger scale development harder to accomplish. This fracturing of ir,Arrtri4 mat
by walands and greenways does not appear to lend the area to being a RSIA



Metro Councit President David Bragdon
August 11,2003
Page 3 of3

4. Tualatin staffpresented the RSIA language to the Tualatin Planning Advisory
Committee (T"AC) on July 10,2003 for its consideratioir. TPAC raised several
questions: What impact do wetlands have on designation? How much
commeroial use is there now? What benefits does Tualatin get ftom this
designation? Can the Metro Council apply more conditions to these lands in the
future above what is currently in Title 4? Ultimately, TPAC did not see the local
benefit ofRSlA.

5. Iast, City of Tualatin staffhas conceflN about the proposed languegg many of
which were voiced by other interested parties. Staffis concerned about the lack
of flexibility in the Metro language and disregard oflocal efforts to protect
industrial lands. The managementof,the @mmercial invontory-in RSIAS will be
ortremely difficult as RSIAs oross jurisdictional boundaries. Statrbelieves that
there has been inzufficient time for adequate public outreach and to elplain the
new design type to those urho could be atrected by it. More public outreach is
needed to educate the industrial property owners in Tualatin on the new standards
and to learn of their position on this new design type. The 1,000-employee
cut-offpoiut for headquarters also seerns arbitrarily selected. Irst, statrdesires a
clear definition of what is meant by 'lndustrial" prior to considering the RSIA
designation for any lands in the region.

Staffalso has concems aboutthe development ofthe standards themselves. In
2002, MTAC crafted the new Title 4 standards as a kind of placeholder, knowing
that the language must be revisited and refined priorto adopting a map identi$ing
specific areas as RSIA. This has not yet been done.

While the City of Tualatin understands the need to establish regulations to protect
indushial lands, the City has already doreloped standards that address industrial lurds.
The additional Metro requirunents do not adequately address the tocal situation and
establishes limitations ttrat do not work with the local or regronal marka. Thank you for
the opportunity to oomme,nt on the RSIA design tlpe urd its application to the City of
Tualatin.

Mayorlou Ogden

City of Tualatin Council
Steve Wheeler, City Manager
Doug Ru:r, Community Development Director
Stacy Hopkins, Associate Planner
Mary Weber, Metro
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CIV of Tualatin
1B8BO 5W Martinazzi Avenue
Tualatiru Oregon 97 062-7 092
Main 505.692.2000
TDD so3.69s,os74

August 20,2003

I\[s. I\dary Weber
Merto
600 NE Grand Armue
Portlan( OR97232

RE: August 14- 2003 RSIA meeting widr Tualatin

Dearlvfs. Webor:

Thmk pu for comiag to Tualatin last week to disctss the Regio,naly Significant Industial Areas
(RSIA) desig type and language with the City ofTualfffuL I found the discussim beneficial as it
claxified some vague poin8 of the Trfle 4 R.SIA lsnguage. I trope you aod Dick Bcnner fourd tre
discussim edigfoening on Tualain's model for addressing industial lmd devdoemeut I look
forwardtorwiewiag ttre Tidea hnguage againmce itis odit€dbasedm discussions with
jurisdictions in the lvtreto area

As indicat€d d6e meeting, Tualdinhas afewquestions it would like toharreMetlo respmdto
in urriting. Fint lhe City wans to know *adry whd lhe benefit of designating lands as R.SIA is
for fte City. After much thought and cqrtrcrsdim on RSIA5 City statrmd City Council are still
uncertain of fte beaefis to fte City of deigtrating lands as RSIA given our orisfing land gse
regulations. Sooond, &e City wants to know if fte Metro Councit can or oould designafe lands as
RSIA witrow a local jurisdictim's msent.

Last, during our omversaion last Thursday, &e subject of substartial ooryIiance arose. As I
described at the mestiag T[alatin's C.ode is aheady quite stict an the rses allowed on industial
lmds. Tte Crty has ukeo grea efforb to develqp m indusEial lands progr.am thd is lpprqriate
for fre City, on indusrial landouners and cmrpoies and Tualdin's uniqtre circum*ances. Ihe
City of Trulain u,ould like to see Metno e\alude md possibty adopt a sr6stantial mmplimce
clause in the llde 4leguage.

Thank pu again for flre to discuss R.SIA with you. I look forrrrard to oontinui4g ftis
oonrrcrsation in dre rycoming nrqrths.

Regrds,

DougRruq
Community Derrclqment Director

Cc: DickBenner, Mefro
Steve rMrceler, City Manager
Stacy Hopkins, Associato Planner
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MEMORANDUM

TO:

FROM:

SUBJECT:

DATE:

ANDY COTUGNO, LYDIA NEILL, MARY WEBER AND DICK BENNER

BRIAN CAMPBELI4 SUSIE LAHSENE, PORT OF PORTLAND PLANNING STAFF

TITLE 4 IDENTIFIED ISSUES AND POTENTIAL SOLIMONS

8t29/20n'3

Following is a list of issues we see as problematic with the existing Title 4 language, and
some potential ideas for solutions. Most of these issues are the result of a rather quick
adoption process last fall, and upon reflection and further review of how they would
actually work, it is evident that the language does need some adjustrnent. That being
said, it is important for Meho staffand Councilors to understand that Port staff is \OOX
behind the concepts imbedded in Title 4. It is extremely critical that the region protect its
valuable supply of industrial land.

9v.er.trqhins recommendation - Meto staffhas been talking to a number of
jurisdictions around the rqgion about ideas for fixes to Title 4. tn addition to this process,
we believe it will be absolutely critical to the workability of Title 4 for Meho staffto also
take the lead in negotiating solutions among keyplayersin the debates over language.
That cannot be done at MTAC, or especiallyMPAC, It must be done in a smallgrJup
setting, with an exchange of information on revision ideas and how they will actually
work- Our suggestion is that Meho organizes a set of meetings in September to ensure
timely resolution of this issue.

fssues & Recommendations

3.07.420 Section C.

Definition of Industial Use. Until GMEIS can put a more definitive answer to this
perennial question, should Meho attempt to supply its own snswer for the decision in
December? Since all jurisdictions have latitude in Title 4 to answer it within their own
code, we're not sure that it's a problem for the R.SLA cxercise, or that Meho needs to
atPwer it at this poin!: Perhaps Metro could, at a minimunr, put together a compcndium
ofwhat is and isn't allowed in each jurisdiction's code to help inform the discussion.

I,



4irports are not eenerall), an indushial use. althougfi they are presumed to be an
ir-nportant component of RSlAs. This issue needs to be addressed by acknowledging
airports, and the array of accessory uses that normally go with them, as a specifically
allowed use within RSLAs. We will suggest specific language on how best to do this.

Section E.

1000 employee corporate office requirement. From our discussions with real estate
professionals and others it is clear that there is a great deal of misunderstanding about
how this provision would actually work. Metro should clarify exactly which kind of
corporate offices this applies to in order to ensure that the debate is focused on any real
issues, rather than on perceptions.

Section F.

APPlication of the 50 acre minimum provision to both vacant and developed land. Ihe
origfuial stated need for the changes to Title 4 had to do with preserving large blocks of
land for development. Some version of this certainly needs to apply to ""-t or low
value imprdvement land. However, areas that alreaiy have industriat development are
very difficult to redevelop with indushial uses under the best of circumstances, usually
needing large subsidies to remain industrial. They have already been platted for the
existing use, so most areas would not be subject to this provision in any case, but adding
this provision to any existing industiatly developed property seems like another large
imn{yne1t to continuing the property in industial use. We recommend eliminating this
provision for existing indushially developed parcels.

A$9,r,the rernnant parcels less than 50 acres are sold- there is no provision for allowine
additional property to bp.subdivided below 50 acres. We see this as a practicat p.oUf"-
that needs to be discusseil among jurisdictions that have some history with induskial land
divisions. We think it is not unreasonable, for instance, to allow an ownership to further
divide one of the 50 acre parcels after the other remnants are sold in order to
allow a number of smaller indusnial support finns to co-locate with larger firms.
Existing city or county ordinances needs to be looked at closely to see whett er any can
serve as a model, or whether a different approach is warranted.

Section G.

ThQ first sentence appears to be unnecessary. since Ore ordinance alreadv allows tlhe
division of lots less $han 50 acres in size. The second sentence m@
pro,blems to a iurisdictign tryrng to accommodate anumberof smaiiir indusEal users. or
FfogJo,create appropriately sized lots for the indushies that are @better to have an "escape" provision that allows a jurisdiction to requiria develop"ito
mastet plan a large piece of property and preserve an appropriate number of larger
parcels, depending on the overall size and configuration of the property in question. This
might be the same solution as the one for Section F.

2



MEMORANDUM

TO: Andy Cotugno, Metro

Rich Faith, City of Troutdale

October 22,2002

comments and Suggestions Regarding proposed ritle 4 Amendments -
Regionally Signifi cant Industrial Ljnds

FROM:

DATE:

TOPIC:

The following redline yeryi-on of the proposed Title 4 amendments reflects my suggested
changes to the proposal. My rationale for these changes is given in italics.

Title 4 - Industrial and Other Employment Areas
DRAF'T

3.u7.420 Protection of Regiona[y siguificant Industrial Areas

A' Regionally Significant Industrial Areas are areas with site characteristics
relatively rare in the region that render them especially suitable for industrial
use. Eut.girl and county with land use planning authority over areas shownon the 2040 Gtowth Concept Map as Regionally Significant Industrial fueasshall derive plan designation and zoning distict boundaries of the areas from
the general Iocations on the 2040 Growth Concept Map.

B. Each city and county with land use planning authority an area designated byMetro on the 2040 Growth Concept Map as Regionil Significant industrial
Area shall g_ Pg of compliance with thl .on""pt planniig requircments of
section 3.07.11?-0 of the Urban Growth Managemeni Fun"tion"i pl*, derive
plan designation and zoning district boundariel of the areas from the general
locations on the 2040 Growth Concept Map.

C. After determining boundaries of Regionally Significant Industrial Areas
pursuant to subsection A and B, the city or county shall adopt implementin! |ordinances to limit dcvelopment in the arcas to industial uses, uses accessory
to industrial uses, and those non-industrial uses n@essary to.serve the needs

I

developmpr,rt companies. cxperi mental and tistingffi
glutmerclial schootsshattbercga 

- 

]

I



D

(It seems that exceptions to the rule are ofien necessary. It is impossible to
anttcipate uses that fiuty come along that are a legitimate need in ih"r, orrobut are not industrial in nature, nor accessory to industrial uses, nor
necessary to serve the needs of businesses and, employees of the area. (Jses
that fall into this category shoutd onry be allowed through-a pubtic hcoring
process such as a conditional use.

So that thcre is no doubt that research and development activities, etc. arepermined with regionally significant industrial areas, I propose adding
language that specifically states this.)

Notwithstanding subsection c of this s@tion, a city or county shall notapprove :

(If a larger scale commercial use is compatible wtth, or complementary to, a
regionally significant industrial area, then local jurisdictioru should have the
opportunity to allow thcse by conditional use or similar pubtic .hearing
process. Thc conditional use process alone acts as an obstacli to discourag"e
rrumy proposals tltat are:Dt suitable or appropriatefor the area in questioil

1. A commercial retail use with more than 20,000 square feet of gross
leasable area.in.a single building or in multipre buiidingr-**n+i"*

;

(I'm merely trying to give more specrficity to what I think is meant by"within close physical prortmity,, . )

2. commercial retail uses with a total of more than 20,000 square feet of
gross leasable- area on a single lot or parcel, or on contiguous lots or
parcels, including those separated only by transportation right_of_way; or

3. commercial retail uses that would occupy more than five percent of the
net developable portion of the area.

Notrvithstanding subsection C of this section, a city or county may apprcve as
an.outright permitted use a commercial office use that is not accessory to
industrial uses in the area iG

@
(This becomes unnecessary in light of my suggested change to
3.07.420C.)

E.

Qhe office is for an owner-occupied corporate headquarters on a lot or Iparcel of at least 25 acres, is subject to a master plan ihat sets forth plans
for long-term use of the tract, and is served uy puutic or private transit.

2

2.

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

1. Lots or parcels 20 acres or smaller may be divided into smaller lots or
parcels without Iimitation on the size of resulting lots or parcels.

2. Lots or parcels 50 acres or larger shall be subject to a 50-acre minimum
lot size.

3. Lots or parcels larger than 20 acres, but smaller than 50 acres shall be
subject to a *S.[Q-acre minimum lot size.

(The way this was winen it makcs it impossible to dividc lots between
20 and i0 acres in size. Iats less ttwn 20 acres can be divided; lots i0
to 50 acres in size can be divided with a l|-acre minimum lot siTe; but
those between 20 and 30 acres in size are stuck unless the ls-acre
minimum is reduced to 10 acres. It's out of fairness to any 20-30 acre
parcels that I suggest this change.)

Notwithstanding paragraphs 2 and 3 of this subsection, any lot or parcel
may be divided into smaller lots or parcels for the following purposes:

a. To facilitate provision of public facilities and services to an
industrial use;

b. To protect a natural resource;

c. To separate a portion of a lot or parcel containing a nonconforming
use form the remainder of the lot or parcel in order to render the
remainder more piactical for industrial use; or

d.

Notwithstanding subsections C and D of this section, a city or county may
allow the lawful use of any building, structure or land at the time of cnactment
of an ordinance adoptcd pursuant to this section to continue and to expand to
add up to l0 percent more floorspace.

4

G.

To reconfigure the pattern of lots and parcels pursuant to
subsection F of this section.

A city or county may allow reconfiguratione of lots or parcels less than 50 |acres in area if the reconfiguration is morc conducive to industrial use and
rcsults in no net incrcase in the total number of lots and parcels over the
number prior to rtronfiguration. Lots or parcels 50 acres oi greater in arca
may also bc reconfigured so long as the resulting area of any such lot or parcel
is not less than 50 acres. / .

3
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3.07.430 Protection of Industrial Areas

B

A. In Industrial Areas mapped pursuant to Metro Code section 3.07.130 that are
not Regionally Significant Industrial Areas, cities and counties shall limit new
and expanded non-industrial uses to those appropriate in type and size to serve
the needs of businesses and employees in the Industrial Areas.

In an Industrial Area, a city or county shall not aeerere allow as an outright
permitted use:

(My ru:ionale is the same as that given under 3.07420D.)

l. A commercial retail use with more than 60,000 squarc feet of gross leasable
area in a single building or in multiple buildings@

;

(Same conunent as given under 3.07.420D1.)

2. Commerciat retail uses with a lotal of more than 60,000 square feet of gross
leasable area on a single lot or parcel, or on contiguous lots or paiels,
including those separated only by transportation right-of_way;

(There may be instances whcn institutional and community senice uses have
a legitinute tued to be within in^dustriat drec*. i do not think they
s:ho uld b e prohib ited. )

3:07.440 Protection of Employment Areas

A. Bxcept as provided in subsections C, D and E, in Bmployrnent Areas mapped
pursuant to Meho Code section 3.07.130, cities and counties shall limit new
and expanded commercial retail uses to those appropriate in 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 I colnmercial 'retail use as an outright prmitted use in an IEmployment Area with more than 60,000 squarc feet of gross leasable area in
a single building, or @mmercial retail useswith a total 

-of 
morc than 60,000

square feet of gross leasable 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 Employment Area and
is listed on Table 3.074 may continue to authorize inaiviaual commercial

4



retail uses with more than 60,000 square feet of gross leasable area in that
zone if the ordinance authorized those uses on January 1,2003.

D. A city or county whose zoning ordinance 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 of gross leasable area in that zone il
l. The ordinance authorized those uses on January 1,2003;

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.

,+reas.if+he-uses=

,

Plan'
(This strilrcs me ds an a.dntinistrative nightmare to try to apply. I'd rather see

it dcleted.)

3.07 .460 Government Offices

A. Cities and counties shall encourage the siting of government offices and other
appropriate govemment facilities in Centers and Station Communities by
taking action pursuant to section 3.07.620 to eliminate or reduce unnecessary
physical and regulatory baniers to development and expansion of government
offices in Centers and Station Communities.

@
(There are mdny legitimate purposes for siting goverrunent ofices outside centers

and stations areas. I do not think it is reasonable or necessary to require this.
Subsection A should be adequate to address this issue.)

5
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Attachment 4

M erno

Date: October 21,2003
/To: Richard Benner, lnterim Regional Planning Director /

{From: Mary Weber, Community Development Manager \lA
Re.' An Assessment of Potential Regionally Significant lndustrial Areas

Background
The Metro Council amended Title 4 to afford a higher levelof protection to Regionally Significant
lndustrialAreas (RSlAs) than to lndustrialAreas in general. The Metro Council took this action
based upon information the Metro Council received about industrial land during the periodic
review analysis and hearings process - principally the Regional lndustrial Lands Study (RILS)
and Metro's own "Urban Growth Report: An Employment Land Need Analysis" (UGR-Jobs).
The information showed that much industrial capacity had been absorbed by the economic
expansion of the mid-1990s. lt also showed that much of the remaining capacity was
constrained: divided into parcels too smallfor the groMh industries of the future; converted to
non-industrial use; regulated to protect wetlands or floodplains and; inadequately served by
water, sewer or transportation facilities.

The Metro Council aimed its amendments of Title 4 at conversion of industrial land to non-
industrial uses. ln the UGR-Jobs (page 31), the Councilnoted both positive and negative
effects of this onversion. On the positive side, conversion (1) allows commercial uses to
provide retail services to industrialemployees and reduce trips; (2) provides opportunities for
infill and redevelopment of aging industrial areas; and (3) allows flexibilig of use that may
provide the margin for lndustrialprofitability. On the negative side, conversion (1) increases the
ost of land for industrial use; (2) lntroduces uses that generate conflicts with industrial
practices; and (3) may force relocation of industrial uses to less suitable sites. The Metro
Council hopes to take advantage of the positive consequences of conversion in lndustria! Areas
and prevent the negative consequen@s in RSlAs.

Whlch lands should be deslgnated RSIA?
There is guidance from the Regional Framework Plan, the RegionalTransportation Plan, Title 4
of the Urban Growth Management Functional Plan, Periodic Review Ordinance No. 02-9698,
Metro Council Resolution No. 03-3341A, the UGR-Jobs, MetroScope and the factors the Metro
staff developed in consultation with cities and counties to help identify RSlAs.

1. Re,qional Framework Plan: Policies 1.4.1 and 1.4.2ot the Regional Framework Plan
(RFP) speak of RSIAs as those areas 'Yvith site characteristics that make.them
especlally suitable for the particular requirements of lndustries that offer the best
opportunities for family-wage Jobs." The RFP leaves a more specific determination
of RSIAs to implementation of Title 4 by the Metro Council and local governments.

lccyclcl ?aPcr
m.rutcr.glon.d9
TOO 7t, laoa



Memorandum
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2. Reqional Transportation Plan: Policy 15.0 states as Objectives (al "Provide high-
quality access between freight transportation corridors and the region's freight
intermodal facilities and industrial sanctuaries..."; and (b) "Coordinate public
policies to reduce or eliminate conflicts between current and future land uses,
transportafion uses and freight mobility needs, including those relating to: Land
use changes/encroachments on industrial lands; and Transportation andlor land
use actions or polici* that reduce accessibility to terminal facilities or reduce the
efficiency of the freight system." The policy recognizes the critical relationship
between freight transportation and conflicting land uses. Although the Regional
Transportation Plan (RTP) does not define "industrial sanctuaq/, it seems clear that the
poliry contemplates industrialareas in which commercialor residential uses do not
dominate the transportation system.

3. Title 4: Title 4 also draws attention to the relationship between industrial land and the
transportation system. One purpose of Title 4 is: "7o protect the capacity and
etflclency of the reglon's transportation system for movement of goods and
setvices...."

4. Ordinance No. 9698. UGR-Jobs. MetroScooe: By adoption of the UGR-Jobs and the
Generalized Map of RSlAs, the Council made clear that RSIAs are to be derived from
those lands designated as lndustrial Areas on the 2040 Growth Concept map, and
that not all lndustriat Areas should be designated RSIA. The UGR-Jobs speaks of some
industrial areas that are in the midst of transition to mixed-use areas (page 31).
MetroScope modeling identified areas of industrialjob loss during the planning period. !n
generalthe gains are the areas identified as having greater potential as RSlAs. These
areas are the large industrial areas comprised of the Columbia South Shore lndustrial
Area, the Portland Harbor, the Clackamas lndustrial District, the TualatinMilsonville
lndustrial District and the Hillsboro lndustrial District. While conversely, industria! losses
(identified as having lower potential) are likely to occur in the Central City, Eastside
lndustrial area, Highway 217 orridor and Vancouver CBD. Maps from the MetroScope
analyses are attached.

The UGR-jobs offers further guidance. The UGR-Jobs translates the regional economic
forecast into demand for industrial land for particular building types: techlflex,
warehouse/ distribution and general industrial. These building types and the industries
that occupy them need sites with certain locational and siting characteristics. The UGR-
Jobs finds that sites with these characteristics are in very short supply in the urban
groMh boundary (UGB).

lf these are the industries likely to add family-wage industrialjobs in the future, and sites
with the locational and siting characteristics they need are in short supply, then land in
lndustrialAreas with these characteristics are logical candidates for designation as
RSIA. Moreover, if the region is looking for sites with these characteristics outside the
UGB, state planning law may require Metro to designate areas inside the UGB with
these characteristics as RSlAs.

5. Resolution No. 03-3341A: The Metro Council, considering information from industry
representatives, industrial land brokers and studies on clustering, directed the Metro
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staff to study for possible inclusion in the UGB land that is (1) close to freeway
interchanges; (2) relatively flat; and (3) near existing industrial areas.

This information indicated that the warehouse and distribution industry needed sites with
the following characteristics:o Freeway access within 3-5 miles of an interchange. Large enough areas to accommodate of number of uses. Slopes less 5 percent
. Highway routes are key: l-5, l-84 and l-205. Highway 26 is not desirable due to congestion
General industrial site characteristics are:. Freeway access within 3 miles of an interchange. Net parcel sizes between 1-5 acres and 10-20 acreso Location near other firms (labor pool)
. Stable soils and flat sites. Manufacturing sites greater that 20 acres must have slopes less that 2 to 3 percent. Manufacturing sites between 1-5 acres, slopes no more than 5 to 10 percent
For tech flex industrial uses the location and site characteristics are:o Net parcel size greater than 10 acres. Availability of specialized utilitieSo Stable soilso Proximity to eisting high tech companies and supplierso Access to airport no more than 45 minutes midday (passengers). Some rolling topography but slope not more than 5 percent

6. Factors: The Metro staff, after consultation with cities, counties and other interests,
developed a set of factors to consider in the identification of RSlAs. These factors
reflect the locational and siting characteristics from Metro Council Resolution No. 03-
3341A. As directed by Title 4, Metro staff worked with cities and cotjnties in the region
to apply the factors to designated lndustrial Areas withln their jurisdictions. Some cities
and counties submitted candidate RSIAs to Metro based upon the factors. Striving for
region-wide consistency, Metro staff also applied the factors to areas in cities and
counties that chose not to submit candidate areas. The factors are:o Distribution - Area seryes as support industrial land for major regional transportation

facilities such as marine terminals, airports and rail yards.. Services'Availability and ac@ss to specialized utilities such as specialg gases,
triple redundant power, abundant water, dedicated fire and emergency response
services. Access - Within 3 miles of !-5, t,-205,1-84 (within the UGB), State Route 224 (within
the UGB). Proximity - Located within close proximity of existing like uses. Use - Predominantly industrial uses

Reasons not to deslgnate an lndustrlal area as a RSIA
Not all industrial areas need additional 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.
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. The industrial site/area is bordered on severalsides by residential uses. ln this case it is
unlikely that the area will expand or be maintained over time because of the conflicts
with residential uses.o Existing non-conforming uses make it unlikely that the conflict between uses will
diminish and that over time the area might be better zoned for employment uses.o Flexibility of employment uses on the site is important for redevelopment to occur.

What follows is an analysis by area of the industriat land and how the characteristics of the area
fit the RSIA factors. A map of each area is attached to this memorandum. The specific land
data was derived from the 2000 vacant land supply. This is the inventory used for the 2OO2-
2022 periodic review of the urban groMh boundary.

Areas appropriate for RSIA deslgnation
A general assessment of the areas on the Potentially Regionalty Significant tndustrial Area map
indicate that the following areas meet the factors and are also lands that meet the general site
and location criteria for industrial uses.. Areas 1 - Hillsboro industrial area, south of Highway 26o Areas 2,34,5 and 6 - Northwest lndustrial Area, Rivergate, Swan lsland and Columbia

Corridor
o Area 12 - clackamas distribution area around Highway 2121224o Area 14 - Brooklyn Yards

Areas to consider for RSIA designation in the future
The areas may be appropriate for designation as RSIAs in the future:o Area 9, Wilsonville industrialarea

o Area 10, Tualatin industrialarea
o Area 7, Troutdale industrial area

These areas as they exist today are local industrial districts. ln the case of Wilsonville and
Tualatin, if additional lands were added to the UGB for industriat uses and the
!-5/99W connector improved truck access to l-5 then these areas would be appropriate for
designation as RSlAs. ln regard to Troutdale, the uses are local in nature and there is no
opportunity to expand the industrial area or connect it to the Columbia South Shore industrial
area. However, if the Reynolds Metals site were to redevelopment as an intermodalfacility,
much of the area would redevelop to uses supporting an intermodal facility. lf this were the
case then the Troutdale industrial area would also be appropriate for designation as a RSIA.

Area Assessments
The acreage information is from the 2000 vacant land inventory. The buildable acres is
displayed with the 2000 inventory. Localgovernment submittals and area maps are attached
Also attached are the Standardized Zoning map for the region and the Title 4 lndustrial Land
with Slopes and Floodplain map.
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Area 1- Hillsboro lndustrial Area

General Description
Area 1 encompasses the City of Hillsboro's hi-tech industrial area. At the center of the area is
the Hillsboro airport.

Factor Analysis
Distribution. The area does not serve as a regional warehouse or distribution area. The industrial

area is within 3 miles of a Highway interchange but Highway 26 suffers from congestion
that increases traveltime to l-5, l-84 and Portland lnternationalAirport. Railservice is
not available.

Services
. The industrial portion to the south of Highway 26 has ac@ss to specialty gases and

triple redundant power from the PGE Sunset Substation. lt is unlikely that these
specialized utilities will be available to land to the north of Highway 26 because of the
expense of extending these seMces north.

Access. Within 3 miles of Highway 26 and within minutes from the Hillsboro airport.
Proximityo The industrial area is part of the Hi-Tech Sunset Corridor.

Use. The uses are predominately industrial with the exception of the commercial services
associated with the Hillsboro airport. The industrial area to the north of Highway 26
forms the northem edge of the UGB and to the east is residential development.

Summary
This industrial area consists of flat land with slopes less that 10 percent and no floodplain. Very
little of the area has environment constraints. The area to south of Highway 26 has access to
some of the most sophisticated utilities in the country that are required by hi-tech firms. lntel
operates two large facilities, one at Ronler Acres and the other at Jones Farm.

Staff recommends that the industrial lands to the south of Highway 26 be considered as
Regionally Significant. lf the Councilwere to add new industrial land adjacent to the industrial
area to the north of Highway 26, then this area'might also be considered as Regionally
Significant lndustrial Land.
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Areas 2 - Northwest industrialArea. 3 & 4- Riverqate and Swan tstand. 5 and 6 -
Cotumbia Corridor to Gresham, 14- Brooklvn Yards - Portland

General Description
The City of Portland prepared a matrix that categorized the recommended factors and provided
specific parameters for how they would apply to RSlAs, other industrial and mixed employment
areas. The analysis included, location, area size, location advantages, industry mix, site sizes,
facility types, neighbor sensitivity and infrastructure. The areas proposed by the city consist
primarily of the Portland Harbor and Columbia Conidor industrial districts and makes up 94
percent of the industrial land designated in Portland's Comprehensive Plan.

Factor Analysis
Distribution. The areas are located at the main hub of Oregon's freight transportation system, where

the shipping channets, main rail lines and yards, freewiys, Olympic Pipeline, and
Portland lnternational Airport converge.

Services. May serye special power, water, sewer, and Telco needs.
Accesso Most sites are within 1 mile of iegional truck system.
Proximity. The areas are predominantly surrounded by industrial uses. Areas have a very small

percentage of residential uses nearby.
Use. These areas make up the largest concentration of manufacturing and distribution

facilities in the state.

Summary
The City of Portland is recommending approximately 12,500 gross acres in these areas for
designation as RSlAs. Detailed information on the City's analysis is attached.

Metro stiaff generally concurs with the City's re@mmendation. Staff recommends that the Metro
Expo Center property in the Columbia Conidor RSIA not be designated as a RSIA. The RSIA
designation creates another conflict with the industrial zoning that recognizes the Expo Center
as a non€nforming use. As more researcfr about job land is undertaken, Metro shoutd
reexamine these areas to determine is allof these lands should be designated as RSlAs. Staff
also reoommends extending the RSIA designation to connect to the Gresham portion of the
RS!A.
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Area 6 - Gresham Portion - Golumbia Corridor

General Description
The area under consideration is in North Gresham between the railroad tracks and Marine Drive
just east of 185th. Gresham shares a portion of this study area with the City of Portland.

Factor Analysis
Distributiono Rail access to the area.
Services. Basic services are available.
Access. The area is within 3 miles of l-84.
Proximity. The area is adjacent to industrial lands in Portland. To the east the area is bordered by

residential uses and Fairview Lake and Blue Lake.
Use. The majority of the area is zoned heavy industrial with a small section of light industrial.

Summary
Gresham recommends that this area be considered for RSIA designation based on its industrial
zoning and adjacent industrial uses. The land north of Marine Drive is not recommended
because it is envisioned for future mixed-use commercial and recreational waterfront
development.

Metro stiaff recommends accepting the City's recommendation but also including the area south
of the raitroad to !-84 and east of Airport Way to z}fi. See attached map.
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@
MEMORANDUM

COMMUN ITY PLANNING DIVISION
Long Range o Transportatisn o Developrnent

To:
From:
Re:
Date:
Cc:

Mary Weber - Metro
Rebecca Ocken
Proposed RSIASite
October 9, 2003
Ed Gallagher, John Peftis, Terry Vanderkooy - City of Gresham

As requested, attached-is a map of the area the City of Gresham is proposing for RSIA
designation. The area for your consideration is in north Gresham U6twien th-e railroad tracks
and Marine Drive just east of 185h. A maJority of the land is cunently zoned heavy industrial
with a small section of light industrial. The South Shore Corporate park is located here.

We have chosen to exclude from our RSIA proposalthe tand north of Marine Drive. This land
is envisioned for future mlxed use commercial ind recreationalwaterfront development.

lf you have any questions, please don't hesitate to contact John peftis at (S03) 61g-2llg.
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General Description
The Troutdale industrial area is bordered on the south by l-84, the Sandy River to the east, the
Willamette River to the north and residential uses and Blue Lake and Fairview Lake to the west.
While the area seems quite large, the dominate land uses are the Reynolds Aluminum plant,
t!9 Troutdale airport and a Morse Bros. aggregate based productionsoperation. There is atso a
Glacier Northwest Redi-mix concrete site and i Swift Transportation truck facility in the area.
The.remaining uses include machine sales and servi@, engine repair and sheet metal
fabrication.

Area 7 - Troutdale lndustrial Area

Factor Analysis
Distribution

o This area plays only a minor role for distribution. The Troutdale airport is a general
aviation facility.

SeMces
Significant electrical power associated with aluminum plant. Rail is available.

Access. The area is within 3 miles of l-84.
Proximity

' This area is large in size but is isolated from the Columbia Conidor industrial area with
natural areas and residential uses serving as a banier to possible integration with other
industrial districts.

Use

' The uses are predominantly industriat uses but most of the area is very otd with open
storage yards, unimproved streets and wooden structures.

Summary
This is an older industrialarea that has significant potentialfor redevelopment. There are some
uses that would likely not relocate; they are the Morse Bros. facility and a ship repair yard. lf the
Reynolds property were to redevelop as an intermodal facility, many of the smalter older uses
surrounding the plant would likely be redeveloped to support uses fbr the new facility. The
same is true if the area is redeveloped as mixed commercial. At this time, it is not ippropriate
to designate this area as a RSIA. lf in the future the site were to redevelop into an iniermoaif
facility, this industrial area would better fit the region's policies.
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Area 8 - Lents/Foster Road

General Description
This older industrial area is anchored at the west end by the Lents Town Center and goes
northeast along Foster Road.

Factor Analysis
Distribution. The area does not support the major transportation facilities such as the marine

terminals or airports.
Services. No specialized services are available
Access

o The area is within 3 miles of l-84, but the access route is congested.
Proximity

o The area is sunounded by residential uses.
Use

I reSional paPer recycling facility is located in this area but there are no other regionat
facilities, only local industrial uses and pre-existing commercial uses.

Summary
This is a very old industrial area with everything from a Smurfit paper recycling facility, to an
auto junkyard and small engine repair facilities. lnterspersed with the lndustriil uses are
commercial uses. The area is surrounded by residential uses and the land is within the
Johnson Creek floodplain. This area is of local significance as a jobs center, but is not
appropriate as a RSIA.
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Area - Wilsonvil Area

General Description
The areas under consideration for potential designation as RSIAs consist of parcels flanking l-5
and are north of the Willamette River. Wilsonville's analysis involved the development of a two-
tiered system for evaluating industrial land. According to their analysis, Tier 1 lands are
undeveloped parcels, of a size to permit reasonable industrial use, served by public facilities
(with the possible exception of transportation facilities) and adjacent to othei industrial
campuses. Tier 2 areas are comprised of enclaves of existing industrial developments within theci$ and has land use approval including positive findings foiconcunency.

Factor Analysis
Distribution

o The industrialarea is a distribution point for Rite Aid; Coca Cota, and a regionaltrucking
operation. Wilsonville is a good distribution point but ac@ss is congested.

Serviceso Basic services are available.
Accessr This area is within 3 miles of l-5. lnterchange access is limited and congested.
Proximityo The Tier 1 area re@mmended by the City is within close proximity to industrial uses and

is adjacent to industrial campuses. The industrial area on the weit side of l-S is the
edge of the UGB. Opportunities for this area to growth are limited to expansions of the
UGB.

Use

' The Tier 1 land recommended by the Cig is adjacent to industria! uses. The industrial
area on the west side includes distribution facilities, smatl local manufacturing firms,
local services and is the headquarters for Hollywood Video.

Summary
The City of Wilsonville.recommends that Tier 1 lands be designated as.RSlAs due to their
s$tu9 as large, undeveloped parcels that are served by pubtic facilities as well as the presence
of adjacent industrial uses. They do not recommend Tibr 2 lands for RSIA designation as thesepar$l: are already developed and have some existing oommercial uses. Tier ilands primarily
consist of Planned Unit Developments. The City's submittal is attached. Staff does not concui
$lnJhe City's re@mmendation. These industrial areas are not appropriate for designation as
RSlAs.

lf the character and size of the west Wilsonville industrial area did not change, staff would agree
that this area is appropriate for designation as a RSIA. The Council in 2oo2;dded
approximately 350 acres to the north end of Wilsonville for industrial purposes. There are more
exception lands north and west of this industrial area. lf the Council were to add more industrial
land to the UGB in this area, it would rrery much change the status of this industrialdistrict.
Along with more land, better ac@ss to l-5 and a connection to the Tualatin industrial areas, this
area would be appropriate for designation as a RSIA.
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WILSOTWILLE'S REGIONALLY SIGNIFICANT INDUSTRIAL AREA ANALYSIS

Per Exhibit F to Metro Ordinance No. 02-9698 (Revisions to Title 4 of the Urban Growth
Management Functional Plan), the City of Wilsonville has analped the requirements of Title 4
in regards to the City responsibility to identiff lands that could be considered Regionally
Significant lndustrial Areas (RSLA). The City has developed a two-tier slatem for evaluating
potential RSIA:

Tier I areas are undeveloped parcels, of a size to permit reasonable indusrial use, served
by public facilities (with the possible exception of transportation facilities), and adjacent
to other industrial campuses. Required revisions to the City's Development Code would
provide these properties with the protections required per section 3.07.420 of the
UGMFP:

o Subject to specific plan designation and zoning distict boundaryo Subject to limitations on uses othcr than industrial. Subject to limitations on further subdivision of property

Tier 2 are{rs are comprised of enclaves of existing industial developments within the
City. The City is not proposing these properties be given the RSIA designation at this
time. These properties have City land use approval, including positive findings for
concurency. In some cases, this approval has allowed commercial development within
these industrial areas. These areas were also chose,n for potential RSIA designation due to
theirjob generation potential, theirvalue-addingpotential, and the diversityof industrial
uses they represent. While industries currently operating on thcse lands may not provide
family wage jobs desired by Title 4, it is the potential for these tlpes ofjobs that brought
these areas into the consideration. Required revisions to the City's Development Code
would provide these properties with the protections required per section 3.07.430 of the
UGMFP, which includc limitations on new and expanding retail commercial uses.

The City will need to develop Development Code language to enact the required Title 4
protections for RSIA



lT- -r--.r{
JF+ \.ffi )\ i\a II

L \
I Jr

L
J

+
-

Sroz.sh p

EEIfl

flI,.1_
l:.jjJffimIm
Tlfle4

+

n
v
Tler I
Tler 2
New Employment
Remove Deslgnatlon

EMPLOYMENT
TNDUSTRIAL
UGB

N

S
Wilsonville RSIA Analysis

w E



Area 10 - Tualatin lndustrial Area

General Description
The Tualatin industrial area begins west of 95h along Tualatin Sherwood Rd. north to Tualatin
road and just south of Tualatin Shenryood Rd. to 120un. This !s a very dense industrial area that
is well served with internal road connections. The access points to Hwy 99W and l-5 are
congested.

Factor Analysis
Distribution. This area does not serve as a support facility for the regional transportation facilities.
Services. Basic services are available. Unknown if specialty gases or redundant electric power is

available.
Accesso The area is within 3 miles of l-5
Proximity. The area is not connected to other industrial areas. This area is bordered on the north

and southwest by residentialdevelopment. Directly to the west is downtown Tualatin
and to the south is the UGB.

Useo A range of local industrial uses is located in this area. The uses include a UPS facility,
Air Liquide facility, Hansen Pipe, Lile Moving and Storage, Pacific Foods, Milgard
Windows and machine parts fabrication.

Summary
The connection to l-5 is less than 3 miles but is congested. Because of the congestion at the
ac@ss points to l-5 and 99W the area will not function as warehousing and distribution district.
What exists now is general manufacturing. Hedges Creek, north of Tualatin Shenrvood Rd. runs
through the only vacant 50+-acre parcel in the area. At present this area is locally significant
but not regionally significant.

The Council brought the Tigard Sand and Gravel site into the UGB in 2O02. To south of the
existing industrialarea and adjacent to the quarry there are rural lands that would meet the
criteria for industrial uses. Additional vacant land and the Highway 99W-15 connector improving
a@ess to this area and north Wilsonville could result in connecting the two industrialareas and
providing a Regional Significant lndustrial Area that would anchor the south end of the region.
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Area 1 1- Tiqard-Durham lndustrial Areas

General Description
Hunziker Road borders area 11 to the north, Boones Ferry Road to the south and east, and Hall
Boulevard to the west. lt is composed of three islands of Title 4 industrial land arranged in a
loose @lumn, with a smallsection on the top referred to as "A", a long narrow section in the
middle "8" and a small section on the bottom of the grouping "C." Area A has a mixture of
zoning around it including light industrial, residentialand commercial. Area B has light and
mixed-use industrialon the east and single and multifamily on the west. Area C is sunounded
by a mixture of office commercial, light industrial and single and muttifamily residential zoning.

Factor Analysis
Distributiono This area does not serve as support industrial land for major regionat transportation

facilities.
Services. Basic services are available.
Access. This area is within 3 miles of l-5.
Proximity

This area is not located within close proximity of like uses. The uses around it are varied-
commercial, residential, light industrial-they are not solely industrial in nature.

Use
a This area has general industrial uses and office parks. The uses are predominantly

industrial.

Summary
Area 11 is flanked by residential and commercial uses, and emptoyment land on the east. lt is a
constrained linear area with office parks and other industrial uses. The three islands of Tifle 4
industrial land that comprise Area 11 are not in close proximity to each other, so it is unlikely the
area will expand or be maintained over time due to the mosaic of zoning around it. The area
does not serve to support industrial land for regional transportation facilities, it does not have
specialized utilities and services, and it is not within close proximity to tike uses due to the
presence of residential and commercial zones. Area 11 in the City of Tigard primarily functions
as a local industrialarea and would not be appropriate as a RSIA. Comments from the City of
Tigard and the City of Durham area attiached.

Metro staff concurs with the City's re@mmendation not to designate this area as a RSIA.

a
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City of Durham
17160 SW Upper Boones Fe1ry Rd * m a il : d u rh a m ciltl@a ol. m m
P.O. Box 97281 639685'1 Fax 598€595

September 9, 2003

llm O'Brien, AICP
Associate Regional Planner
Metro Regional Planning Division
600 NE Grand Avenue
Portland, OR97232

Re: Metro's Proposed lnclusion of Durham in Area 11 of lndustrial Lands Cfitle a)

DearTim:

I noticed that you were called upon to review the draft map on ldentifying 2003 lndustrial Land
Altematives Analysis Study Areas at the July th MPAC meeting. I was wondering if this relates to the
Potential Regionally Significant lndustrialAreas map that was adopted by Metro Ordinance NO. 02-
9698. lf so, you might be a resource person related to my con@ms that the southem section of
Area 11 on the map totally engulfs Durham. Of course, this is inconect.

Based on the March 11m lefter from Andy Cotugno, I realize that this Generutized map will be
refined. My concem is that properties in Durham willnot be inconectly included on a more defined
finalinventory map.

Please advise if you are the proper contact person for this topic.

Sincerely,/4
RoelC. Lundquist
City Administrator

C: KJ. Won, Ci$ Planner

C:lWinworctlltatrolf itlc 2 .nct SlttloOgOg-03 OBticn f itti l.aoc



July 18,2003
CITY OF TIGARD

Marci LaBerge, AICP
Growth Management Services
Metro
600 NE Grand Ave.
Portland, OR 97232-2736

OREGON

RE; RSIAs

Tofollow upon our meeting today, the factors need'to beeleady stated and
understandable. As written, they are left to interpretation. The iist of "Reasons
not to designate an industrial area as a RSIA" should also include: lt does not
meet one or more of the factors for designating an area as a RSIA.

With regard to the designated RSIA map, there were several points discussed.
First of all, the entire area is built out with a few remaining vacant lots which are
tfndered by natural resources (Fanno Creek). The remaining vacant parcels of
substantial size (2S1010000800 and 2S1010001100) inctude steep slopes
making the property questionable for large industrial uses. For those reasons,
we recommend removing this designation from the entire atea.
!;';,.',.:t'-!lit '.j,. ,1"'- ::''l' : ''. . .i...'-..:- 

-;. ' '

Thorfinal'pbint;diScussed addressed Tifle 4 and the emptoyment area
designation. As designated, the employment area centers on SW 72nd Avenue.
The area is highly parcelized and developed. A majority of activities are
relatively new and will not redevelop for several years at best. Cunent zoning for
the area has been in effect prior to January 1, 2d03. Otherwise, there would-be
numerous non-conforming uses. Also, Tigard is listed on Tabte 3.074 and is
therefore exempted from Title 4 protection.

Thank you for meeting with us. Should you have any questions, please feetfree
to contact me.

Sincerely,

Jkt
JAMES N.P. HENDRW
Director of Community Development

tu"/
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13125 SW HollBlvd., Ilgord, OR97223 (503) 639-4171 IDD (nq (84-2172
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Areas 12 and 16- Glackamas Countv lndustrial

Area 12 -21 distribution area
The sub-section of area 12 being considered by Clackamas County staff for RSIA designation is
located along Highway 2121224, north of the Clackamas River, between
l-205 and 135h Avenue. The area consists of light industrial and general industrial zoning.

Factor Analysis
Distribution. The Southern Pacific Railroad seryes land south of Highway 21A224. The area is within

20 minutes of Portland lntemational Airport.
Services. The area is provided with full urban services. The analysis does not indicate whether

specialty services are available.
Access. This area is approximately a quarter mile from l-205 and directly south of Highway

2121224.
Proximity. The area is in close proximity to light and general lndustrial lands.
Useo 'This area is predominantly industrial.

Area 16- Harnev Road/Johnson Creek Area
Area 16 is bordered by Hamey/Clatsop on the north, Johnson
CreeUBrookside/Firwood/Overland on the south, 78h on the east and 40h on the west. On the
north, south and west sides of area 16 the majority of land is zoned residential, on the east the
zoning is multifamily and mixed use.

Factor Analysis
Distributiono This area does not serve as support industrial land for major regional transportation

facilities such as marine terminals, airports and rail yards.
Services' . This area does not have availability and access to specialized utilities.
Access. This area is within 3 miles of l-205.
Proximity. This area is not located within close proximity to existing like uses; it is sunounded by

residential uses.
Use. This area has predominantly industrial uses.

Summary: Area 12 & 16
ClackamasCoun$preparedanassessmentof Areas 12and 16. TheCountyfoundthatarea
12, south of Highway 21A224 functioned as a distribution area, provided full urban services and
most of the uses are associated with warehousing and distribution activities. lt is recommended
by staff that the areas south be designated as a RSIA. The area north of Highway 2121224was
a mix of commercial, residential and industrial uses. The area norlh would also be impacted by
construction of the Sunrise Facility. lt is not re@mmended for designation as a RSIA.



Area 16 in the Johnson Creek area is served by rail and within 20 minutes of the airport. All
lands surrounding the boundaries of Area 16 are developed with residential land uses and the
area is completely developed with a variety of small manufacturing uses. Area 16 is not
appropriate to be designated as a RSIA.

Metro Staff concurs with the County's analysis. More detailed information from the County is
attached to this memorandum.
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DEPARTMENT O[
TRANSPORTATION AND DEVELOPMEEI

Sunnybrook Service Center

Area Descriptions

,$rn-- /> Areal (Ihvy 2l2t2}4):
This area i^t_tf".""d along Hwy 2t2/224 northof the Clackamas River, between Hrvy I-
205 and 135'Avenue. Area I has 865.67 acres of Light Industrial (I-2) and 492.39 acresof General IndusEial (-3) land.

t thArea 2 (Johnson Creek Industrial Area):LTVtu /e Thrs area is located along Johnson Creek Blvd. between tfe 55ft Avenue and SE Luther
Ave. This area has 129.71acres of Light krdushial (-2) land and l}g.flgacres of General
Indushial (I-3) land.

October 9,2003

TO: Mary Weber, Manager Community Development

FRoM: l,orraine Gonzales, planner; Doug Mcclain, planning Director @-
RE: Title 4 Regionally Significant Industrial Areas

This memorandum is Clackamas County staffs response to Metro's request to identiff
Regionally Significant Industrial Areas (RSIA) within Clackamas County. Meho
identified three candidate areas within the "old" UGB. We understand ttrat the RSIAs in
Damascus, recently added to the UGB, will be refined as part of the concept planning
process. We believe the areasouth of Highway 212, generallyknown as the tlackamas
Induskial Areq should be designated as a RSIA. Included with this memorandum is a
map depicting our recommendation, and several aerial photographs that reveal the
development pattern for the areas. The rationale for o* re"ommendation follows.

Area 3 (Lake Road Industrial Area):
This area is located norttr between Hwy. 224 andlake Road and the railroad tracks,
between I-205 and Harmony Road. This area has 22.00 acres of Light Indushial (I-2) land
and 104.31 acres of General Industrial (I-3) land.

Evaluation
Our evaluation is based on Policies 1.4.1 and 1.4.2 of Title 4, and the.,recommended

9l0l SESunnybrookBlvd. r Clockomos,ORgT0l5 r Phone(503)353-4400 r FAX(SS3)353-4273

I
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factors" provided by Metro staffin a June 30,2OO3,memo to MTAC. Our evaluation
follows the outline of recommended factors set forth in the Meho staffmemo.

Distibution:
Area 1: [,and south of Hwy 212/224 is served by the Southern Pacific Railroad. The area
is within 20 minutes of Portland Intemational Airport.

Area2: The Southern Pacific Railroad intersects this area. This area also is within 20
minutes of Portland lnternational Airport.

Area 3: This area is served by rail, located on the northern boundary of the industrially-
zond,properties. It is within 20 minutes of the Portland International Airport.

Services:
All areas are provided with full urban services.

Access:
Areas 1: This area is approximately a quarter mile from I-205 and directly south of Hwy
212t224.

Area 2: Hwy 224 is directly south and abutting the area and I-205 is approxim ately %
mile east of this area.

{rea 3:I-205 is approximately one mile east. The area is located adjacent to SE Johnson
Creek Blvd., a minor arterial.

Proximiqv and Use
Areas 1: I^and uses north of this area include additional I-2 and I-3 industrial lands.
However, the north side of Hwy 2l2has a mixture of residential and industrial zoning.
The industrially-zoned area north of the Highway includes several small parcels, with a
mix of indushial and non-conforming commercial uses. This area north of m" H*y
211224 also will be impacted by constmction of the Sunrise Facility. Further north,
separated by a residential area and large mobile home parlq is Carnp Withpombe. North
of Camp Withycombe is an area zoned I-2,thatis developed with smaller manufacturing
businesses.

The recommended RSIA area is bounded on the south by a bluffoverlooking the
Clackamas River; this bluffserves as a natural boundary. Tnrungsouth of tf,is bluffis
Exclusive Farm Use @Ft), Ope,n Space (OSM) and Residentiat qn-ZO). The rail line
provides a boundary west. The area between I-205 and the industial area is developed
with general commercial uses, consistent with the zoning. The area to the east at i3ju'
Ave. is zbnd Community Commercial, a designation providing for commercial uses
supportive of the indushial area. Two mobile home parks also are located east of the

2
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r@ommended RSIA.

Land uses in the area recommended for designation as RSIA are predominately indushial.Many are associated with warehouse and distribution activities, although theie are othergeneral manufacturing activities also located in this area. There *" uJ few residential
uses in the area. As the aerial photos show, most of the area is developed. There are two
surface mining sites in this area which may eventually be redeveloped.

Area 2: lands north of the site are designated as Open Space Management (OSM) and
are in public ownership. Most of the area adjacent on thi north is in trre flooaphin of Mt.Scott Creek. The City of Mitwaukie is located to the east, across SE Harmony Rd. Thearea within the City has a mix of commercial, office and indushial uses. rtre city is notintending to recommend the RSIA designation for this adjacent area. Land uses east ofthe site include a mix of commercial and induskial uses, ieflecting the roni.,g pattern forthe area. Hwy 224 is the southern boundary of this 

"rcu; 
th" area south of Hiv 224 isgenerally residential. The property within this area is completely developed withindustrial uses.

Area 3: All lands surrounding the boundaries of Area 3 are developed with residentialland uses. The industrially-zoned area is almost completely developed with a variety ofsmall manufacturing uses.

The Metro memorandum dated June 30, zOor ga* th" following four examples asre:rons not to designate industrial land as a RSIA:

r The indushial site/area is surounded on several sides by residential uses. In this caseit is unlikely that the area will be expanded or maintained over time because of theconflicts with residential uses.

' Existing non-confonning uses located wittrin the area make it unlikely that theconllict between uses will diminish and that over time the area mightie better zonedfor employme,nt uses or mixed uses.

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

t Is located in a high demand area for residential use and would be well served bytansit if a transition was to occur.

The industrial lands north of Hwy 212/224in Area I is not suitable for designation as aRSIA. These indusfiially-zoned properties are located within proximitytoi?ria"nti"r
uses (the areas zoned R-7), and have an assortment of existinjnon-*nro*irrg ur., o,small parcels. These lands are not considered to be well-suitJa ror hrg"-r;"i""industrial
developments.

3



Areaz should not be designated a RSIA. A maj.ority of the lands within Atea2are fullydeveloped and do not allow flexibility for future regionally-scaled indushial
development. This area also is small and isolated. 

-lf 
tnr area within the City ofMilwaukie, on the west, was suitable for designation as a RSIA, it might.Jt" sense toi,nctuae atea2. Discussions with the city.rtublirh that this area is not suitable for such aoesrgnatton.

Area 3 does not meet the standards for designation as a RSLA based on adjacent east,west, north and south residential developments. This area is small in size, characterizedby small businesses located on small parcels, and is isolated by these surrounding
residential uses.

Conclusion:
We recommend designating the industially-zoned,area south of Highway 2121224 as aRSIA. The appropiate areais shown on the attached map.

4



Area 13 - Forest G lndustrialAreas

General Description
Area 13 is in the City of Forest Grove. The industriil land is roughly bordered by NW Verboort
on the north, Tualatin Valley Highway on the south, NW Comelius-Schefflin Road on the east,
and NW Sunset Drive on the west. The majority of the industrial land is on the north side of
Pacific Avenue that cuts through the center of Forest Grove. This area is adjacent to agricultural
land to the north and residential uses to the south including mobile home parks. The smaller
portion of industrial land to the south is also adjacent to agricultura! land. The area consists
primarily of light and healy industrial zoning.

Factor Analysis
Distribution. This area does not serve as support industrial land for major regional transportation

facilities such as marine terminals or rail yards. The railroad runs through the area, but is
not a major link. The Hiltsboro airport is approximately 6 miles away.

Services
. . Basic services are available.

Access
o This area is not within 3 miles of l-5, l-205 or l-84.

Proximity. This area is in close proximity to high-tech uses ln Forest Grove's employment areas.
Use. The area is predominantly industrial with the exception of the undeveloped area south of

Highway 47, which has some residentialand non-conforming uses.

Summary
Forest Grove does not re@mmend this area for RSIA designation because it does not serve as
support industrialfor major regional transportation facilities; it lacks specialized utilities and has
poor access to major transportation infrastructure. Area 13 functions as a local industrial area,
but would not be appropriate for RSIA designation. Metro staff does not recommend this area
for designation as a RSIA.
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Area 15 - East lndustrialAreas

General Description
Area 15 is comprised of four "islands" of land that are physically separate and located in four
jurisdictions: Fairview, Gresham, Troutdale and Wood Village. The islands share few
characteristics in common so are described individually.

lsland A is bordered by Bumside on the north, Division on the south, Walluta on the east and
182d on the west. lt is located in the city of Gresham. The zoning in the area consists of
multifamily and heatry and mixed-use industrial on the north, single family residential with
mixed-use, and industrialon the south and mostly single and multifamily residentialon the west.

lsland B is bordered by Halsey on the north, Stark on the south, 242ndl{ogan on the east, and
2101202 on the west. lt is located in the cities of Fairview and Gresham. The zoning in this area
consists of park and open space and mixed use on the north, mixed use industrial on the east,
single family residentialand commercial on the south, and mixed use industrialon the west.

lsland C is bordered by Stark on the north, Cochran on the south, Troutdale on the east, and
Kane on the west. lt is located in Troutdale. The zoning oonsists of multifamily residentialand
commercial on the north, rural residentialwith agricultural uses on the south, single family
residential and a small amount of commercial on the east, and Mount Hood Community Coltege
on the west. lsland C is undeveloped land.

lsland D is bordered by Roberts/Palmquist on the north, Telford on the south, Palmblad on the
east and Hogan/Cedar on the west. lt is located in Gresham. The zoning in the area consists of
multifamily on the north, single family and rural residential on the south, singte family on the
east, and industrial and single family on the west.

Factor Analysls
Distribution

o This area (A-D) does not serve as support industrial land for major regional
transportation facilities such as marine terminals, airports or rail yards.

Services. Micro Chip Technology lnc. and/or LSI Logic Corp, may have specialized utitities on
island B. No specialized utilities on island C. lt is doubtfulthat islands A and D have
specialized utilities.

Access. This area is within 3 miles of l-84.
Proximity. lslands A, C and D are not within close proximity to existing like uses; they are

surrounded by residentialand institutional uses. lsland B contains Micro Chip
Technology lnc. and LSI Logic Corp which hold large parcels of land. This factor woutd
apply to island B.

Use. tslands A, B and D have primarily industrial uses. lstand C is undeveloped land with an
extensive tree canopy. This factor would not apply to island C.



Summary
Area 15 is too geographically dispersed to function as a cohesive industrial district. Area 15
does not serve as support industrial land for major regional transportation facilities, but is within
3 miles of l-84. lslands examined individually also show little potential for RSIA designation.
lslands A and D are surrounded on several sides by residential uses and it is unlikely that these
areas will expand or be maintained over time as industrial due to conflicts with residential uses.
lsland C is undeveloped and flanked by a college on one side and housing on the other. The
land will most likely develop as an accessory use to the college. lsland B, with very little Title 4
industrial land, is flanked on the east and west by Title 4 employment land held in large parcels
by Micro Chip Technology lnc. and LSI Logic Corp.

Metro staff does not recommend this area for designation as a RSIA.
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Area 17- Hiqhwav 217

General Description
This area is bordered by Beaverton-Hillsdale Highway on the north, Scholls Ferry on the east,
Lombard on the west and Hall Boulevard on the south. The zoning in the area is characterized
by single family residentibl on the east and west with multifamily along Allen Boulevard. There
are @mmercial and mixed-use zones on the north, and industrial and single family residential
on the south.

Factor Analysis
Distribution. This area does not serve as support industrial land for major regional transportation

facilities such as marine terminals, airports or rail yards.
Services. Basic services are available.
Access. This area is not within 3 miles of l-5, l-205 or l-84.
Proximity. This area is near an industrial area on the south, but is surrounded by residential, mixed

use, and commercial uses.
Use'. This industrial area is converting to other uses that are not purely industrial. Many

parcels are vacant or underutilized. Although it is changing, currently it is a viable
industrialarea.

Summary
Area 17 is sunounded on several sides by residential uses. ln this case it is unlikely that the
industrial nature of this area will expand or be maintained over time because of conflicts with
residential uses. lt is not a good warehouse location due to poor truck access to major
transportation facilities and lacks room for tuming movement. lt is not a purely industrial area
and is going through a conversion to other uses, some of which are only temporary in nature.
For example, there are vacant and underutilized lots, many of which are used to store cars by
localautomobile agencies. Area 17 works as a local industrialarea and is not appropriate for
designation as a RSIA.
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Area 18 - Gentral Eastside lndustrial District

General Description
Area 18 is bordered by l-84 on the north, Powellon the south, 12th on the east and the
Willamette River on the west. On the north side of Area 18 the land is zoned mixed use, on the
south it is zoned commercial and residential, on the east the zoning is residential and on the
west are the Willamette River and Portland's Central Business District.

Factor Analysis
Distribution. This area does not serye as support industrial land for major regional transportation

facilities such as marine terminals, airports and railyards.
Services. This area does not have availability and access to specialized utilities.
Access. This area is within 3 miles of l-5 and !-84.
Proximity. This area is not located within close proximity to existing like uses; it is sunounded by

residential uses.
Use. This area has a mixture of uses both commercial and industrial, but it is predominantly

industrial in nature.

Summary
Area 18 ii also known as the Central Eastside lndustrial District. tt is an old industrial area with
short blocks that constrain truck-tuming movement. Although it is located near freeway facilities
access is limited by a one-way couplet. The Willamette River on the west and residential uses
on the east border for the length of the area. lt is unlikely that the area will expand or be
maintained for industrial uses over time because of the conflicts with residential and commercial
uses. The area is located in a high demand area for residential development. The City is
currently exploring opportunities to adjust the industrial zoning code to facilitate growth of
industrialservice firms, (e.9. engineering) and industrial like service firms (e.9. creative services
and software development) that would conflict with the professional offie limitation in Title 4.
Metro stiaff concurs with the City of Portland's re@mmendation that this area is not appropriate
for designation as a RSIA.

I :$m\communi g_development\projects\Rs|A-Tide4\Assessment memol 02'l
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Attachment 5

June 30, 2003

To: MTAC

From Mary Weber, Manager
Community Development

Regarding: Recommended Factors for identifying RSIAs

lntroduction
As part of Ordinance 02-9698, Title 4 was amended to include Regionally Significant
lndustrial Areas (RSIA),

As reported in the Urban Grovvth Repod: An Employment Land Need Anatysis 2002-
2022, the supply of industrial land is often eroded by commercial absorption. Historical
experience suggests 15o/o to 20o/o of industrial land is consumed by commercial
enterprises operating in industrial zonesl. Under past practices and policies, Metro
estimates about 2,800 net acres of industrial land would be converted commercial
uses/development over the 2Q 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 Grovvth Report: An Employment Land Need Anatysis 2002-2022,
the industrial land shortfall is 5,684.9 net acres but with the additional R-SIA protection
limiting conversion by 1,400 net acres, the net shortfatl of industrial land is 4,284.g net
acres'.

ln concept RSIAS are industrialareas with unique industrialattributes that cannot be
duplicated elsewhere in the region especialty by the mere expansion of the UGB. Sucfr
places might include areas adjacent to the Port of Portland terminatfacilities, near rail
years, or adjacent to high tech locations need specialty gasses, electrical infrastructure
and so on. A concept map depicting those industria! areas In the pre-expansion urban
grqwth 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 Metro 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.

Finally, questions have arisen as to what if any benefits will the localjurisdiction receive
if an lndustrial area is designated as 'an RSIA. .ln the MTIP, transportation projec,ts can
be award 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 industrialareas.

rUGRpagc 3l
2 UcReddendumpage 46



Drafting the Concept Map of RSIAs
The RSIA concept map was developed by superimposing the Title 4 map, the RTp
intermodal map, and the lndustrial Employment Losses and Gains maps produced from
the MetroScope base case modelrun 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 might apply. ln generalthe gains (circled on the map in red) are
expected in the large industrial areas comprised of the Columbia Coridor, 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 Centra! City, Eastside tndustriat area, Highway 217
conidor, Highway 224 qmdor and Vancouver CBD3

Ordinance lntent
Code section 3.7.420 A states that:

Reqionallv Siqnificant lndustrialAreas are those areas that offer the best
oooortunities for familv-waoe industrial iobs. Each city and county with
land use planning authority over areas shown on the Generalized Map of
Regionally Significant lndustrialAreas 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 conform to the limitations on non-industrial uses in subsection
C. D and E of the section and the need of individual cities and countles to
achieve a mix of tvpes of employment uses.

Recommended Factors
RSIAs are industrial areas with unique industrialattributes that cannot be duplication
elsewhere in the regional especially by the expansion of the UGB. lndustrial areas to
consider for designation as Regionally Significant lndustrial Areas conform to some or all
of the following factors:

Dlstrlbutlon. Areas serves as support industrial land for major regional transportation facilities
such as marine terminals, airports and railyards.

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

Accesso Within three miles of l-5, l-205, l-84 (within the UGB), State Route 224 (within the
UGB), the Columbia Corridor

Proxlmltyo Located within dose proximity of existing like uses
Useo Predominately industrial uses

3 lnformation is based on MetroScope modeling results



Reasons not to deslgnate an lndustrial area as a RSIA
Not all industrialareas need additional restrictions that come with the RSIA designation.
Here are a few examptes 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 make it unlikely that the conflict between uses wilt
diminish and that over time the area might be better zoned for employment uses.

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

l:lm\communlg .development\profects\RSIA-Tlde4\rntacd0e4fac-tors63003.doc
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Attachment 6

DATE

FROM:

TO

RE

July 29,2003

Mary Weber, Manger Community Development

Marci La Berge, Associate Regional Planner

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

Introduction
The following information summarizes the meetings held withjurisdictions and agencies with
potential RSIA lands, as shown on the concept map adopted in Ordinarce02-9698, as part of the
December 2002peiodic review decision. Discussion at the meetings focused on three it"*s:
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, ando 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. Thernes that were
heard from more than one jurisdiction included:

r coricern about implementationof 5%o commercial cap in RslAs.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 industial areas.o what is the benefit of the RslA designation, what is the incentive?o 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 RSLA.

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



industrial parcels, mixed uses, environmental considerations, and incompatible uses. Where there
are currently vacant or underutilized industrial properties jurisdiction staff indicated that the
RSLA design tlpe would restrict their develop*"ni options.



Meeting Summaries

Beaverton
Study Map Area: # 17
Plaruring Staff; Hal Bergsma, Steve Sparks

Title 4 issues
o No problems with Title 4 language.o 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 Western is parcelized. It is a viable industrial area with conversion
occurring. Due to poor truck access and constrained fuming movements it is not a
suitable warehouse location. Don't want to loose the industial uses, but it is not
appropriate for a RSIA designation. Considerable amount of industial properfy is vacant
or underutilizd; for example, land is being used for vehicle storage bythe-many
automobile businesses in Beaverton.o To address the concems about the workability of the 5Yo commercial cap in a RSIA (Title
4 section 3.07.420D.2), suggested Metro looks at Beaverton's Development Control
Areas language (section 20.1500). Adjacent jurisdictions could pre-agree to a quota; an
intergovemmental agreement /ritten into the code that describes-howihe 5% will beapportioned. I

(ro



Clackamas County
Study Map Area: #12,16
Planning Staff: Greg Jenks, Doug McClain

Title 4 issues
o Title 4 is too restrictive.
o The issue is land use plaruring versus market readiness.
c l-arge 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 RSLA.o North side of highway 2I2 there are retail uses.
o South side of highway 212 are industrial uses, potential for RSIA designation.o Federally owned Camp Withycome area would not be a RSIA.

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



Cornelius
Study Map Area: #13
Planning Staff: Richard Meyer

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

the western sector of the region. Stewart Stilei refrigerated *rriho*"s for high tech
needs and canning operations that support agriculture of region. Supportive industries
that are important to key clusters.. Sees RSIA designation as a verypositive thing for cornelius.

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

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

a



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

Title 4 issues
o l'angua8e is not flexible, and may prevent jurisdictions from implementing plans forfuture development of industrial areas located in potential RSIA land.o Concerned about the workability of the 5Yo cap o., "o*"r"ial uses in a RSIA. Howwould commercial uses be divided between two or three adjacent jurisdictions, and howwould it be monitored over time?o Much of their land has Goal 5 considerations due to its proximity to the columbia River.Would like to see those areas develop with recreational uses instlad 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. Lot limitation not an issueo what is the incentive for industrial lands to be defined as a RSIA?o Have some nonconforming residential uses in the indushial a^reas.

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

Factors
a



Gresham
Study Map Area: # 6,7, lS
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 arawing
lines on the refined concept map until ritte + concenr were addressed.

' Concemed that the lack of flexibilitymayprevent jurisdictions from accommodating
changes in trends and the next wave of industrial development.o How to implement (section 3.01.420D) 20,000 square foot cap and the 5%o cap on
cofilmercial retail use.

' Why is Research and Development teated differently from manufacturing uses?o 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 beyondR&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

Plaruring 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
StudyMap Area: #16
Planning Staff; John Guessner

Title 4 issues
o Has no problem with Title 4 language.o Would like to explore designating indushial land in two locations (perhaps as RSIA) on

the Title 4 map. One north of the Milwaukie town center and anottier area
(approximately 300 acres) on the north side of Highway224.

Evaluation Factors
. Add fiber optics to Services factor.



Oregon City
Planning Staff: Dan Drentlaw, Commissioner Doug Neeley

Titte 4 issues

' Would like to designate approximately 250 acres of new land that was annexed into the
2002 UGB expansion.

o Theybelieve RSIA designation can be a marketing tool.t Being adjacent to a college, industry could use the school as a haining base.o Highway 213 is in close proximity of the area.

Evaluation Factors
o Requested that Highway 2r3 be added to the Access factor



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

o Supportive of Title 4 languageo It is broad enough to allow flexibility to jurisdictions.

' Suggested leaving it flexible with no further use and lot size restictionso The regional discussion comes down to market versus land use goals.

Evaluation factors
o 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 2g.

columbia corridor Environmental and land use committee
Mary Gibson contact.

Title 4 issues
o There needs to be citizen participation.
o There should be a tax lot based mailing so that property owners can fully participate in apublic process
o Need to know what it means to be in a RSIA and out of a RSIAo There should be more flexibility after Meho adopts its map and when jurisdictions go

through their public process and adopt a map. Mltro needi to honor the changes thai
come about after the public hearings.



Port of Portland
Study Map Area: # I, 2, 3, 4, S, 7
Planning Staff: Brian campbell, Mary Gibson, peggy Krause, Tom Bouillion

Title 4 issues
o 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 hansportation 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: # l0
Planning Staff: Dave Wechner

Title 4 issues

' RSLA 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 90-acre plus parcel of land, but no one is coming in. There need to
be incentives to attract industry.

Evaluation Factors
o 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: # 11
Planning Staff: Jim Hendryx, Barbara Shields, Dick Bewersdorff

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

uses.
. Access close to freeway.
o Small induskial flex, office and services.o 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.
' Chdry language in Table 3.07-4. Tigard has five zones please list all zones orjust 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"
o Terms need to be defined in bullets.



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

Title 4 issues
o Conditions too constrained on commercial uses.

' 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 io
accommodate them, they will locate somewhere easier. Need financial carots 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 reskictions 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
RSLAs 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 traflic nightrnare.



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

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

Evaluation factors
o Evaluation factors are general, but ok.

,
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Resolution No. 03-3376A, For the Purpose of Endorsing Metro's Draft Goal 5
Phase I Economic Social Environmental and Energy (ESEE) Analysis and
Directing Staff to Conduct More specihc ESEE Analysis of Multiple Fish

and Wildlife Habitat Protection and Restoration Program Options
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BEFORE TTIE METRO COLINCIL

FOR THE PURPOSE OF ENDORSTNG METRO'S
DRAFT GOAL 5 PHASE I ECONOMIC, SOCIAL,
ENVIRONMENTAL AND ENERGY ANALYSIS AND
DIRECTING STAFF TO CONDUCT MORE SPECIFIC
ESEE ANALYSIS OF MULTIPLE FISH AND WILDLIFE
I{ABITAT PROTECTION AND RESTORATION
PROGRAM OPTIONS

)
) RESOLUTTON NO. 03-3376A
)
) Introduced by Michael Jordan, Chief
) Operating Officer, with the conculrence
) of the Council President

WHEREAS, the Regional Framework Plan and Urban Growth Management Functional Plan
("UGMFP") state that Metro will undertake a program for protection of fish and wildlife habitat; and

WHEREAS, Title 3 of the UGMFP sets forth actions that the Metro Council anticipated that
Metro would take in identifying, considering, and protecting regionally significant fish and wildlife
habitat conservation areas (see Metro Code section 3.07.350(C)); and

WHEREAS, an effective regional fish and wildlife habitat protection program will assist local
governments to address the requirements of the federal Endangered Species Act and the federal Clean
Water Act; and

WHEREAS, Metro is applying the state Goal 5 administrative rule, OAR 660-023-0000 through
OAR 660-023-0250, as the framework for identifying, considering, and protecting regionally significant
fish and wildlife habitat areas; and

WHEREAS. the Goal 5 vision statement. developed by the Metro Policy Advisory Committee
(MPAC) and endorsed by Metro Council in 2002. serves as the overall eoal for the Reeional Fish and
Wildlife Protection Pro sram

WHEREAS, the Metro Council adopted a draft inventory and map of regionally significant
riparian corridors and wildlife habitat in Resolution No. 02-3218A on August 8, 2002; and

WHEREAS, in Resolution No. 02-3218A, approved on August 8,2002, the Metro Council
adopted a Local Plan Analysis, as required by Title 3, Section 5 of the Urban Growth Management
Functional Plan, and concluded, based on the evidence in the Local Plan Analysis, that Goal 5 data and
protection among local governments within Metro's jurisdiction is inconsistent and that Metro should
atalyze the regional economic, social, environment, and energy ("ESEE") consequences that could result
from a decision to allow, limit, or prohibit conflicting uses (an "ESEE analysis") for all Goal 5 resource
sites containing regionally significant riparian corridors and wildlife habitat; and

WHEREAS, the Goal 5 administrative rule describes four steps to be followed in conducting an
ESEE analysis, including (l) identiffing conflicting uses, (2) determining the "impact area," (3) analyzing
the ESEE consequences, and (4) developing a program to achieve Goal 5; and

WHEREAS, the Goal 5 administrative rule allows local governments to conduct a single ESEE
analysis for more than one significant Goal 5 resource and does not require local governments to address
the four steps of the ESEE analysis sequentially, but anticipates that some steps will result in a return to a
previous step; and

Resolution No. 03-3376 Page I of5



WHEREAS, Metro is conducting its ESEE analysis for all Goal 5 resource sites containing
regionally significant riparian corridors and wildlife habitat in two phases: Phase I will be a draft general
analysis of regional ESEE consequences, including the determination of impact areas and the
identification of conflicting uses; Phase 2 will be a more specific draft regional ESEE consequences
analysis of the tradeoffs identified in Phase I as applied to several program options for protection of
regionally significant resource sites, and will result in a draft determination of where to allow, limit or
prohibit development on regionally significant fish and wildlife habitat lands and will be the basis for
development of Metro's Program to Achieve Goal5; and

WHEREAS, Metro has (l) contracted with an independent, well-respected economic consultant,
ECONorthwest, to provide its expertise on Metro's analysis of the economic consequences that could
result from a decision to allow, limit, or prohibit conflicting uses for all regionally significant resource
sites, (2) provided draft copies of the economic analysis to an lndependent Economic Advisory Board
("IEAB"), which included recognized economics experts from across the Pacific-Northwest region, to
provide peer-review analysis of the methods and assumptions used the economic consequences analysis,
and (3) convened an Economics Technical Advisory Committee ("ETAC") consisting of a broad cross-
section of economics experts, local government representatives, and other interested parties from the
Metro region to review the economic analysis to ensure that it addressed the most critical economic issues
facing the Metro region; and

WHEREAS, Metro convened a Social Issues Committee ("Social Committee"), consisting of
citizens from the region representing a broad cross-section of ideological viewpoints regarding the social
impacts that Metro's Fish and Wildlife Habitat Protection Program may have, to review Metro's social
issues analysis; and

WHEREAS, Metro received input from the Goal 5 Technical Advisory Committee ("Goal5
TAC"), consisting of staff representatives from federal, state, and local governments, soil and water
conservation districts, and other individuals with scientific expertise, and from the Water Resources
Policy Advisory Committee ("WRPAC"), consisting of representatives from local governments, water
districts, and other water service providers in the Metro region, regarding Metro's environmental impacts
analysis; and

WHEREAS, a draft Economic, Social, Environmental and Energy Analysis (ESEE) and
Executive Summary, September 2003 (collectively the "Draft Phase I ESEE Analysis"), is attached as

Exhibit A; and

WHEREAS, as required by the Goal5 administrative rule, the Draft Phase I ESEE Analysis
determines, for each regionally significant resource site, an impact area in which allowed uses could
adversely affect the resource; and

WHEREAS, as required by the Goal5 administrative rule, the Draft Phase I ESEE Analysis
examines land uses allowed outright or conditionally within the zones applied to the regionally significant
resource sites and their impact areas and, on that basis, identifies conflicting uses that exist, or could
occur with respect to the regionally significant resource sites; and

WHEREAS, as required by the Goal5 administrative rule, the Draft Phase I ESEE Analysis
analyzes the ESEE consequences that could result from decisions to allow, limit, or prohibit conflicting
uses in regionally significant resource sites; and
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WHEREAS, the ETAC, Social Committee, Goal 5 TAC, and WRPAC reviewed the Draft
Phase I ESEE Analysis and provided input and advice on that document; and

WHEREAS, Metro engaged in extensive public outreach to inform the citizens of the region
about this stage of Metro's work to develop a fish and wildlife habitat protection and restoration program
consistent with the Goal 5 administrative rule, including holding public open houses, distributing material
at public events, and presenting Goal 5 material to other interested organizations, groups, businesses, non-
profit agencies, and property owners; and

WI{EREAS, based on the preliminary conclusions and tradeoffs discussed in the Draft Phase I
ESEE Analysis a broad range of program options have been developed for further ESEE analysis as part
of Phase 2 of Metro's Goal 5 ESEE analysis, which options are described in detail in a report entitled,
"Fish and Wildlife Habitat Protection and Restoration Program Options," (the "Program Options Report")
attached hereto as Exhibit B; and

WHEREAS, the Program Options Report describes evaluation criteria and modeling assumptions
to guide the Phase 2 ESEE analysis of the program options; and

WHEREAS, the Draft Phase I ESEE Analysis, the Program Options Report, and this resolution
have been reviewed by the Metro Technical Advisory Committee and the Metro Policy Advisory
Committee, which have recommended that this resolution be approved; and

WHEREAS, the Metro Council has held two public hearings to hear comments directly from the
citizens of the region regarding the Draft Phase I ESEE Analysis, the Program Options Report, this
resolution, and Metro's fish and wildlife habitat protection program planning process; now therefore

l. Endorse Draft Phase I ESEE Analysis-ExhbrI A

The Metro Council endorses the Draft Phase I ESEE Analysis in Exhibit A, including the
preliminary identification of conflicting uses and impact areas, and reserves the
opportunity to minimally or substantially alter the ESEE analysis prior to adoption of a
final ESEE analysis and Program to Achieve Goal 5, after additional public comment and
review.

2. Direqt Slaffto Analyze Prosram Optious-Exhibit B

The Metro Council directs Metro staff to analyze the program options described in the
Program Options Report, attached as Exhibit B, using the evaluation criteria and
modeling assumptions described therein, in order to provide Metro with sufficient
technical data and analysis to permit the Metro Council to take final action to adopt a
Program to Achieve Goal 5.

3. No Further Analysis of Option to Prohibit All Conflictine Uses in All Resource Sites

The Metro Council concludes, based on the analysis in Exhibit A, that adopting a
Program to Achieve Goal 5 prohibiting all conflicting uses in all resource sites would
have exceptionally detrimental social and economic effects, as balanced against the
positive environmental, social, economic, and energy effects of such an approach, and
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that such an approach shall not be further analyzeA as part of Metro's fish and wildlife
habitat planning process.

4. Prosram Shall Not Result in Takinqs

infa

Urilted States eonstitutions would have exeeptionalty detrimental seeial effeets; and

re

ion

The Metro Council concludes. based on the analysis in Exhibit A. that adoptins a
convert a buildable lot or

an unbuildable lot or parcel without to a willins seller would have
exceptionally detrirnental social effects. and could also have detrimental environmental.
economic. and energy effects. The Metro Council therefore concludes that. balancing
such effects aeainst an], resulting positive environmental. social. economic. and enerey
effects. the Prosrarn to Achieve Goal 5 that Metro develops shall include a provision to
reduce or remove the fish and wildlife habitat protection that would otherwise apply to
such a lot or parcel so as not to render it unbuildable.

5. Proeram Shall Not Affect Existing Uses of Property

The Metro eouneil eoneludes; following the anal)'sis itr Exhibit A; that adopt:ng a
inue-a-use-of

iofl
would have exeeptionally detrimental soeial and eeonsmie effeets; and eould al-o have

inst
any resulting positive envirormrental; soeial; eeonomie; and energy effeets; the lrogram
to Aehieve Co&l 5 that inue€

autherizatisn'
The Metro Council concludes. followins the analysis in Exhibit A. that adoptine a
Program to Achieve Goal 5 that would require property owners to discontinue a use or
remove structures on their properties for which they have received land use authorization
would have exceptionally detrimental and economic effects. and could also have
detrimental environmental and energy and that. balancine such effects asainst
an), resultins positive environmental social economic and energy effects. the Program to
Achieve soal 5 that Metro develops shall not require property owners to discontinue use
or remove structures on their properties for which it was allowed. but expansion to
existing structures into the resource may be affected.

6. This Resolution is Not a Final Action

The Metro Council's action in this resolution is not a final action designating regionally
significant fish and wildlife habitat areas, final action on an ESEE analysis, or a final
action to protect those areas through a Program to Achieve Goal 5. Pursuant to
OAR 660-023-0080, when Metro takes hnal action to approve a Program to Achieve
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Goal 5 it will do so by adopting an ordinance that will include an amendment to the
Urban Growth Management Functional Plan, approval of the final designation of
significant fish and wildlife habitat areas, and approval of a final ESEE analysis, and
Metro then will submit such functional plan amendments to the Oregon Land
Conservation and Development Commission for acknowledgement under the provisions
of ORS 197.251 and ORS 197.274.

ADOPTED by the Metro Council this 

- 
day of 2003.

David Bragdon, Council President

Approved as to Form:

Dan Cooper, Metro Attorney

M:\attomey\coofidential\DOCSf07.P&D\04 2040 Gmwth Conept\03 UGMFP\o2 Stream Prctection (fitle 3)\02Goal5\R03 -3376 092903 ESEE prgrm optiom.doc
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lntroduction
In October 2000, the Metropolitan Policy Advisory Committee (MPAC) developed a vision for
fish and wildlife habitat protection for the region, which was adopted by the Metro Council.

The overall goal is to conserve, protect and restore a continuous ecologically viable streamside
corridor system, from the streams' headwaters to their confluence with others streams and
rivers, and with theirfloodplains in a manner that is integrated with the surrounding urban
landscape. This system will be achieved through conservation, protection and appropriate
restoration of streamside corridors through time.

In achieving the overall goal, the vision statement emphasizes the importance of balancing
several goals, including livable communities and a strong economy with protection and
enhancement of fish and wildlife habitat.

Metro is working to protect fish and wildlife habitat in the region to ensure that there is a
consistent standard that applies regardless of the city or county a habitat may be found in.
Streams and rivers, forests and meadows, and the fish and wildlife that inhabit them do not
understand artificial legal boundaries. The economy of the region also functions at a larger scale
than just one city or county. Just as it makes sense to plan for transportation needs across the
Metro region, the protection of fish and wildlife habitat at a regional scale allows for greater
understanding of the connections between habitats and the functions of the ecosystem as a
whole. Metro is also capitalizing on the economies of scale available at the regional level to help
our local partners meet requirements for habitat protection. One of Metro's primary planning
tasks is to balance $owth to meet the needs of the region. Higher densities help to make growth
more livable, and are an essential part of the 2040 Growth Concept. Metro's habitat protection
efforts are conducted within the framework of the 2040 Growth Concept.

Metro's authority to plan for fish and wildlife habitat protection in the region derives from State
Land Use Planning Goal 5: Natural Resources, Scenic and Historic Areas, and Open Spaces.
Implementation of Goal 5 must comply with the Goal 5 rule adopted by the state Land
Conservation and Development Commission. The Goal 5 rule recognizes Metro's unique
planning role and gives Metro the option to develop a functional plan to protect regionally
significant fish and wildlife habitat. The Goal 5 process follows three steps. The first step is to
identiff regionally significant fish and wildlife habitat, which Metro completed in 2002. The
economic, social, environment and energy (ESEE) analysis is the second step. Metro is now
completing the first phase of a regional ESEE analysis. Metro will next apply the tradeoffs
identified in the first phase of the analysis to several options for protection to evaluate where and
how to protect the regionally significant habitat areas. This will provide the Metro Council the
information they need to make a decision about where development should be allowed, limited,
or prohibited. The third step is to develop a program to protect significant fish and wildlife
habitat. After Metro adoption, local cities and counties will have 2-4 years to comply with the
regional fish and wildlife habitat protection program.

Following the planning guidelines for state land use Goal 5, Metro's approach to the regional
ESEE analysis is:
o define impact areas (areas adjacent to habitat where activities could impact habitat) and

conflicting uses (land uses and activities that degrade the fish and wildlife habitaQ;
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identifo and research relevance of economic, social, environmental, and energy issues of
protecting or not protecting fish and wildlife habitat;
define the consequences of allowing, limiting, and prohibiting conflicting uses in habitat
areas; and
assess the tradeoffs between factors and summarize the findings.

ldentifying regionally significant fish and wildlife habitat
Metro completed its inventory of riparian corridors (streamside areas) and wildlife habitat in
August 2002. Metro took an ecological functions approach to define the riparian corridors and
identifu wildlife habitat, based on an extensive scientific literature review. This approach
combines geographic information system (GIS) mapping technology, scientific
recommendations, and fieldwork for an inventory of the Metro region. Below is a short
overview of the inventory methodology.

Riparian corridors
The riparian area refers to the land and vegetation adjacent to waterbodies such as streams,
rivers, wetlands, and lakes that are influenced by perennial or intermittent water. According to
the scientific literature reviewed, riparian corridors provide important ecological benefits for fish
and wildlife including:

l. Microclimate and shade
2. Streamflow moderation and water storage
3. Bank stabilization, sediment and pollution control
4. Large wood and channel dynamics
5. Organic matter input

The ecological functions listed above provide the basis for Metro's delineation of riparian
corridors. [n the spring of 2001, Metro launched an effort to map the ecological functions of
riparian corridors and the specific landscape features that are associated with these functions.
Features include stands of trees, woody vegetation, meadows, wetlands, steep slopes, and flood
areas that are located along the region's stream and rivers. Based on the scientific literature,
Metro identified areas where landscape features make a "primary" (score of six points) or
"secondary" (score of one point) contribution to providing an ecological function to the stream.
The scores are additive for any given landscape feature and reflect relative ecological function at
any given point on the map. The Metro Council determined that all areas receiving a score for
providing riparian ecological function (primary and secondary) are regionally significant.

Wildlife habitat
The Goal 5 rule defines wildlife habitat as areas that wildlife depend on to meet their needs for
food, water, shelter, and breeding. Metro's approach to identifuing the region's important
wildlife habitats was based on a combination of: best available scientific literature; GIS
modeling; field studies to determine the location, quantity and quality of potential resource sites;
and local expertise to identifr locations of sensitive species and habitats (Habitats of Concern).
The model assigns values to landscape features that allow comparison of their cumulative
importance to the regional wildlife habitat network. In early 2001, Metro mapped wildlife
habitat based on specific landscape features associated with these characteristics. Features
include stands of trees, woody vegetation, meadows, and wetlands. The wildlife model is based
on four criteria:
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l. habitat patch size (minimum patch size of 2 acres unless a Habitat of Concern),
2. proximity to water sources,
3. proximity to other natwal areas, and
4. forest interior habitat.

In brief, larger habitat patches are more valuable to native wildlife than smaller patches because

more species are retained over time, and species sensitive to human disturbance still have a place
to live. Rounder patches are better than long, narrow patches to reduce negative edge effects.
Access to water within or near habitat patches is important to most wildlife species.

Connectivity to other natural area patches is key to maintaining biodiversity. Sometimes local
populations become extinct and connectivity provides the means for reintroducing that species,
as well as maintaining the genetic diversity important to the long-term health of a population.

Each habitat patch was ranked and assigned a score for each model criteria, relative to other
habitat patches. Sites are separated into three classes, of up to three possible points, for each
criterion. The scores are additive for any given habitat patch and reflect relative wildlife habitat
value for each of the habitat patches identified on the map. In addition to the wildlife habitat
model, Metro worked with local experts and agency staffto identiff "Habitats of Concern."
Habitats of Concern are those sites known to be critical for sensitive species or to be scarce and
declining in the Metro region. The Metro Council determined that all areas receiving a score of
two or greater are regionally significant, plus sites identified as a Habitat of Concern.

Resource ification
Metro's inventories of riparian corridors and wildlife habitat provide a wealth of information on
the relative ecological value of specific sites across the region. The inventory methodology
distinguished between resource function with as much precision as possible to make an informed
decision on regional significance. The upland wildlife habitat was evaluated separately from the
riparian wildlife habitat areas. However, a method of classiffing the resources together becomes
useful in the ESEE to facilitate distinguishing the tradeoffs of protecting or not protecting the
habitat areas and, later, in the protection program. For the ESEE analysis, Metro classified
habitat based on the ecological function scores into six classes, under two main categories:
Riparian/wildlife and Upland wildlife. Each class covers a geographically discrete portion of the
inventory, and may include riparian and/or wildlife functions and also may be a Habitat of
Concern. Class I Riparian/wildlife and Class A Upland wildlife are the highest value.

Table 1. Fish and wildlife habitat classification
Upland wildlife habitat-Ri p-ilh n-m i l d l i f e co rri d o rs

Glass I riparian/wildlife corridors provide three to five
primary functions. Wildlife habitat and habitats of
concern are also included in these areas where they
overlay with the high value riparian resource. Class I

includes rivers, streams, stream-associated wetlands,
undeveloped floodplains, forest canopy within 100 feet of
a stream, and forest canopy within 200 feet of streams
with adiacent steep slopes.
Class ll riparianlwildlife corridors provide one to two
primary functional values and one or more secondary
functions. Wildlife habitat is included" lncludes rivers,
streams, 50-foot area along developed streams, forest
canopy or low structure vegetation within 200 feet of
streams, and portions of undeveloped floodplains
extending beyond 300 feet of streams. Class ll is
elevated to Class I with a Habitat of Concern.

Class A upland wildlife habitat is high value wildlife
habitat areas scoring seven to nine points in the wildlife
model. Examples include large forest patches, wetland
areas such as Smith and Bybee Lakes, and large
contiguous patches such as Forest Park. This category
may also contain areas providing secondary functions for
riparian corridors and Habitats of Concern located
outside of riparian corridors.
Class B upland wildlife habitat are medium value
upland wildlife habitat areas scoring four to six points in
the wildlife model. These areas include forest patches
with low structure connector patches along streams and
rivers. This resource category may also contain areas
providing secondary functions for riparian corridors.
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Class lll riparian corridors are areas that have only
riparian value (located outside of wildlife habitat areas)
such as developed floodplains and small forest canopies
that are disassociated from streams.

Class C upland wildlife habitat includes areas scoring
two to three points in the wildlife habitat model, including
forest patches and smaller connector patches along
streams and rivers.

lmpact area and conflicting uses
The first steps of the ESEE analysis are to identifo the impact area and the conflicting uses that
negatively impact fish and wildlife habitat.

lmpact area
An impact area is the area where land uses and activities such as development, landscaping, and
road construction may impact fish and wildlife habitat. In these areas Metro is concerned with
how the activities impact the resource and possible restoration, since they are not currently
providing habitat function. The ESEE analysis is conducted for both the regionally significant
fish and wildlife habitat areas and the impact area. Under the Goal 5 rule, Meffo may develop a
program that applies to both the regionally significant resource and the impact area. Simply put,
the impact area defines an area where allowed land uses or activities could harm the resource.

Riparian impact areas beyond the existing inventory are limited to areas adjacent to the most
vulnerable resources, such as streams, wetlands and lakes, which have little or no vegetation. All
land uses in a watershed impact the streams within it, but Metro's scientific literature review
indicates that the area providing the most important ecological functions to the stream generally
falls within 150 feet. The riparian impact area for Metro's ESEE analysis has been defined as

the area within 150 feet of a stream, wetland or lake that otherwise receives no ecological score.
The vegetation impact area is defined as 25 feet around all resources to protect the tree root zone
area and low-structure vegetation.

Figure 1: Metro's fish and
wildlife habitat inventory,
UGB, jurisdictional
boundary & expansion
areas.

UGB

5

.L

Metro
Boundary*l'

Fish & wildlife habitat

UGB Expansion Areas

Expansion
Area
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Conflicting uses
A key step in the economic, social, environmental, and energy (ESEE) analysis is to identifu
conflicting uses that "exist, or could occur" within regionally significant fish and wildlife habitat
sites and identified impact areas. According to the Goal 5 rule, a conflicting use is a "land use,

or other activity reasonably and customarily subject to land use regulations that could adversely
affect a significant Goal 5 resource." Identifoing conflicting uses is important to focus the ESEE
analysis on various land uses and related disturbance activities that may negatively impact
riparian corridors and upland wildlife habitat. Figure I depicts Metro's inventory, urban growth
boundary (UGB), jurisdictional boundary , and 2002 UGB expansion areas. Metro identified
conflicting uses from a regional perspective by examining generalized regional zones and by
considering Metro's 2040 Growth Concept. Metro analyzed the distribution of its fish and
wildlife habitat inventory among generalized regional zones, 2040 design type priorities, and
impact areas. Disturbance activities that are likely to occur within the generalized regional zones
are described in Table 2 below.

Table 2: Common disturbance activities.

Key points from the conflicting use analysis are highlighted below, first from the perspective of
Metro's entire jurisdiction, and secondly focusing on the conflicting uses within the UGB.

All fish and wildlife habitatwithin Metro's iurisdiction
Metro's jurisdiction covers about 280,660 acres, or about 438 square miles (not including water).
Figure 2 shows a comparison of non-resource land with resource land in three geographical

, areas: the UGB (pre-December 2002\,
UGB expansion areas (December
2002), and the remaining areas in
Metro's jurisdiction outside the UGB
(see Figure I map).
o About 29 percent of the total

acreage represented in Figure 2 is
regionally significant fish and
wildlife habitat (81,700 acres).
Approximately two-thirds of fish
and wildlife habitat is within the
UGB. Most (89 percent) of the
land outside of the UGB but
within Metro's jurisdiction is in
rural use.

Figure 2: Total acreage in Metro's jurisdiction.
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UGB UGB Expansion Metro'sjurisdiction
Area (orrtside llGB)

E Non-resource

tr Resource

o Clearing vegetation
o Grading, excavation, filling, hauling, and soil

compaction
o Adding impervious surfaces by constructing buildings,

sidewalks, driveways, parking areas and roads
o Modifying streams such aschannelizing, piping,

widening, deepening, straightening and armoring
streambanks to confine flows, increase capacity for
flood control, and stabilize streambanks

r lnstalling utility connections such as sewers and
stormwater pipes; septic tanks (in rural areas); building
sewer pump stations and water towers

o Buildinq stormwater control structures

o Constructing roads, stream crossings (e.9., bridges),
installing culverts

o Landscaping with non-native vegetation (e.9.,
establishment of lawns, addition of non-native
landscape features - trees, shrubs, groundcover, etc.)

r lntroduction of non-native fish and wildlife species
o Using fertilizers, pesticides and herbicides
o Building fences and other wildlife barriers
o Using toxins in households and businesses
o Generating runoff from household and business

activities
. Other (pets, lights, noise, litter, garbage, etc.)
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a Twenty-three percent of the total
land area (both non-resource and
resource) is vacant buildable land
(64,178 acres); overhalfis non-
resource land (see Figure 3).
Twenty-eight percent of vacant
resource land is constrained by
existing environmental regulations.
Taken together, the highest quality
riparian/wildlife corridors (Class I)

a

a

and upland wildlife (Class A)
comprise one-fifth of the
region's supply of buildable
land.

lnside the UGB
. Forty-six percent ofresource

Iand is zonedl single-family
residential; over half is
classified as high value
riparian/wildlife corridor and
upland wildlife habitat.

o Twenty percent of the resource
land is zoned for parks and
open space. However, 34
percent of the inventory is used
as a park or open space.

o Fourteen percent ofthe
resource land is zoned for
industrial use. Of this amount,
44 percent overlaps with high
value habitat and over half is
vacant, but mostly constrained.

r Metro identified approximately 13, 300
acres as impact areas within the UGB. Over
half are zoned single-family residential; 19
percent are zoned industrial; 82 percent is
developed.

. Metro's 2040 Growth Concept describes the
region's goals through land use and
identifies design types as the "building
blocks" of the regional strategy. 2040
design types are prioritized into four
categories: primary, secondary, tertiary, and
other design types. Over half of the habitat
is in tertiary design types.

Figure 4: Distribution of fish and wildlife habitat
by generalized regional zones inside the UGB.

Figure 5: Percentage of resource Iand
by 2040 Design Type hierarchy.

t Generalized regional zones include: SFR: single family residential; MFR: multi-family residential; MUC: mixed
use centers; COM: commercial; IND: industrial; RUR: rural residential; and POS: parks and openspace.

Figure 3: Percentage of total acreage in Metro's
iurisdiction by development status.
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Definition of allow, limit, and prohibit
Metro's ESEE analysis describes the consequences of allowing, limiting, or prohibiting
conflicting uses in fish and wildlife habitat areas. The Goal 5 rule requires that a program be
developed that is based on and supported by the ESEE analysis, and that describes the degree of
protection intended for the resource. Although the ESEE consequences analysis is described in
terms of "allow, limit, or prohibit," the Goal 5 program may be some combination of the three
scenarios, such as "strictly limit" (between prohibit and limit), "limit," or "moderately limit"
(between limit and allow). Table 3 depicts Metro's general definitions of allow, limit, and
prohibit for purposes of this general regional ESEE analysis. [n the next phase of the ESEE,
Metro will develop modeling assumptions for each development decision to assess the impacts
of a variety of program options.

Table 3. Genera! definition of allow, lim and bir.

A decision to limit or prohibit conflicting uses in fish and wildlife habitat areas could impact the
amount of buildable land available to meet the jobs and housing needs of the Metro region within
the UGB. If land for employment and housing were protected then the Metro Council is required
to consider either increasing densities or changing design type designations in other parts of the
region. If the 2O-year demand for growth still cannot be met, the Metro Council has the
authority to expand the UGB to meet regional needs. At the regional level, expanding the UGB
has the potential to mitigate the negative consequences on jobs and housing of limiting or
prohibiting development. However, not all uses are "substitutable" or able to be relocated from
one part of the region to another. For example, it is easier to relocate housing than water-
dependent industrial uses. Expanding the UGB to allow for protection of fish and wildlife
habitat may be one method to minimize clashes with conflicting uses. However, such a decision
may increase expenditures associated with extending infrastructure, vehicle miles traveled, and
other development related expenses.

ProhibitAllow Limit
A Goal 5 resource would receive the
highest level of protection with a
decision to prohibit conflicting uses.
According to the Goal 5 rule, "a local
govemment may decide that a
significant resource site is of such
importance compared to the
conflicting uses, and the ESEE
consequences of allowing the
conflicting uses are so detrimental to
the resource, that the conflicting
uses should be prohibited." For
example, development may be
prohibited within a highly valuable
riparian corridor with intact
vegetation. Development would,
however, be allowed if all economic
use of a property is lost through full
protection. This could occur when a
parcel of othenrise developable land
is located fully within a riparian
corridor.

According to the Goal 5 rule, "a local
govemment may decide that the
conflicting use should be allowed
tully, notwithstanding the possible
impacts on the resource site." For
example, the economic and social
benefits of allowing an industrial use
may outweigh the environmental and
energy benefits of protecting the
resourc€ because of the additional
jobs and increased tax base the
development may create.

A decision to allow the conflicting
use does not necessarily preclude
resource protection. All development
in a resource area would be subject
to existing local, state, and federal
government regulations. Incentives
and/or educational materials could
be developed to encourage
stewardship and other voluntary
protection measures.

According to the Goal 5 rule, "a local
government may decide that both the
resourc,e and the conflicting use are
important compared to each other
and the conflicting use should be
allowed in a limited way that protects
the resource site to a desired extent."

A program to limit a conflicting use
can be designed to allow some level
of development with certain
restrictions to protect the resource.
For example, the disturbance area
may be limited in size ("x" number of
square feet) and location (as far from
the water feature as possible).
Design standards may also be
required to lessen the impact on the
resource (e.9., tree retention, cluster
development, impervious surface
reduction). Mitigation standards may
be required to replace lost resource
functions (e.9., plant native
veqetation).
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ESEE lssues
Metro's approach for conducting a region-wide ESEE consequences analysis focuses on
achieving the goals of the 2040 Growth Concept. The goals in the Growth Concept, the Future
Vision, the Regional Framework Plan (implemented through the Urban Growth Management
Functional Plan), and Metro's Vision Statement for Protecting Fish and Wildlife Habitat all
specifu that the region should manage growth while protecting the natural environment,
maintaining a high quality of life, and providing affordable housing options.

Metro has taken a regional approach to the ESEE analysis, considering the overall tradeoffs of
protecting or not protecting fish and wildlife habitat. Frequently, it was difficult to determine in
which category to place a consequence. For example, flooding has negative economic
consequences (cost to repair damaged structures), social consequences (families lose
irreplaceable items like photos), environmental consequences (changes to the stream system),
and energy consequences (energy used to repair buildings). Many consequences cross categories
and Meffo staff used professional judgement to determine which category was most effective for
describing the consequences. The table below identifies the main ESEE issues considered in
Metro's analysis.

Table 4. ESEE rssues.
Environment EnergySocialEconomic

- Transportation

- Regionally, petroleum is
second only to
hydroelectric in use
(tran spoftation is primary
petroleum user)

- Transportation use is
affected by urban form -
fewer VMT with compact
urban form

- Motor vehicles are the
single biggest air polluter
(pollution warms air
(local and global),
increasing smog)

- Temperature regulation
(plants reduce air
temperature in urban
areas prone to heat
island effect; cool by
shading and discharging
water vapor; helps
reduce global warming)

- Plants reduce energy
use (reduces air
conditioning demand;
reduces need to use
energy for salmon
protection, restoration by
cooling water)

- Hydrology, physical
stream condition,
floodplain function

- Water quality

- Riparian or upland
habitat condition

- Vegetative cover

- Fragmentation, light and
noise

- Microclimate

- Woody debris and
organic materials

- Erosion,sedimentation
and soil loss

- Biodiversity; nonnative
species invasions

- Cultural heritage and
sense of place (nature &
wildlife are part of
region's unique identity;
salmon: importantto
Metro residents; Native
American culture)

- Public health (recreation;
clean air and water; sight
of natural areas t'mpacts
mental health and reduce
stress,' spiritual values)

- Educational opportunities
(interdisciplinary
education)

- Publicsafety (tree
canopy, vegetation
reduces landslides and
floods; may increase
wildfires; nuisance
species)

- Land supply (housing &
job types, location)

- Property rights
(Americans history of
private property rights;
takings; personal
financial security; public
propefty ights (fish,
wildlife, water, air);
distribution of benefits
and burdens)

- lntergenerational equity

- Development values
(propedy value s, location
and use factors)

- Economic activitY
impacts (jobs, income;
costs fo expand UGB or
for regulatory
compliance)

- Policy values and future
goals (2040 Growth
Concept hierarchy)

- Ecosystem values (flood
management and water
quality; salmon habitat;
amenities; intrinsic
values)

- Dynamic factors
(substitutability of land
use; abilitylneed to
expand UGB over time;
oppoftunities for
restoring resources)
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ESEE Tradeoffs
The Goal 5 rule describes a process in which the ESEE consequences of allowing, limiting, and
prohibiting conflicting uses are weighed with the need to preserve natural resources. These
tradeoffs are described below. Metro considers the tradeoffs from a regional perspective. Some
of the tradeoffs are different when considering local priorities and concerns; for example, from a

regional perspective conflicting uses could be relocated or intensified in one area to account for
resource protection in another. This solution may not address the needs of a city to provide jobs
or housing within its jurisdiction, or to protect locally significant resources.

The consequences of allowing, limiting, or prohibiting conflicting uses vary by resource class,
with negative impacts greater when conflicting uses are allowed in high value fish and wildlife
habitat areas (see Table 5 below). On the other hand, the ecological benefits of prohibiting
conflicting uses are greater for higher value fish and wildlife habitat areas. Impacts of allowing,
limiting or prohibiting conflicting uses on undeveloped land would likely be gteater than on
developed land, because existing uses are assumed to be allowed. However, developed land may
be impacted when redevelopment activities occur, depending on the type of program
implemented. The consequences of allowing, limiting, or prohibiting conflicting uses are mostly
the same for the regional zones, but there are some differences, as shown in Table 6.
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Table 5. Resource site of tradeoffs of allowi and ibitin conflicti uses
Resource
class

Allow Limit Prohibit
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The environmental consequences would be substantially greater
in these areas than in resource areas with less functional value.
There would not be many positive consequences of allowing
conflicting uses in these high quality habitat areas.
o No additional constralnts on economic development of

property, or on uses of property by landowners.
. Class I contains 8olo of unconstrained, buildable land within

the UGB; if more vacant land fell within these areas the
tradeoffs would be higher.

o Of the 17o/o of land zoned for employment in Class l, none is
considered high employment value, limiting economic
benefits of allowing conflicting uses.

. 42o/o of unconstrained, buildable land in Class I

riparian/wildlife is zoned for single family use, so a decision
to allow would minimize additional property owner concerns
about further regulations on their land.

o Class A upland wildlife contains about 11% of
unconstrained, buildable land within the UGB, and of that
landTTo/o is zoned for single family use. Single family use, if
allowed, may be compatible with some habitat protection.

o Loss of many primary ecological functions and habitat
characteristics, fragmentation and degradation of key habitat
for sensitive and endangered species, and introduction of
nonnative species.

o Loss of trees and vegetation would also lead to higher air
temperatures and increased energy demand for temperature
regulation.

. Loss of ecosystem services, potential increase in municipal
expenditures on water quality and flood control, and a high
risk of foregoing future ecosystem benefits through retention
of restoration opportunities.

. Loss of social benefits because these high value habitats
are critical to preserving cultural heritage and protecting
public health. Negative impacts tosalmon (and Native
American culture). lrreversible changes to the heritage and
economy of the Pacific Northwest.

Would allow some resource preservation
while mitigating the negative economic,
social and energy consequences.
o The impact of limiting development

would depend on the type of program
implemented, and the results may
range from minimal to almost
complete protection of ecological
functions.

o The retention of ecological functions
through a limit decision is affected by
the degree to which medium and low
value habitats are protected.

o Using best management practices
and low impact development
standards to mitigate the impacts of
development could reduce negative
environmental, social, energy and
economic consequences.

. Retention of existing habitat would be
much cheaper than restoring it later,
and also would require less energy.

Would result in the most positive environmental
consequences.
o The amount of buildable land impacted would

be one fifth (19 percent) of the total buildable
land in the UGB, which would reduce
competition between resource conservation
and development of these high value habitats
(Class I and Class A).

o Preserving the high value habitats would
minimize negative environmental
consequences but would focus protection
efforts on owners of buildable single family
land, especially in upland habitat areas.

o Reduce air temperatures but may increase
infrastructure needs and commute distances
by preventing road development in high value
habitats and possible expansion of the UGB.

o Preserves the value of ecosystem services
provided by high quality habitat.

. Preserves the public social values of habitat
(cultural heritage, public health and safety,
education, etc.) but may negatively impact
private property rights.

r Would likely require additional density
elsewhere in the UGB or an expansion of the
UGB to provide sufficient buildable land.
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claes

Allow Limit Prohibit
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The tradeoffs would not be as great as in Class 1 riparian/wildlife
but still would have a substantial negative impact on ecological
function.
o No additional constraints on economic development of

property, or on uses of property by landowners.
o Potential for losing existing ecological functions is reduced

because fewer functions are present. May result in the loss
of restoration opportunities.

o The loss of Class ll riparian/wildlife would remove existing
water qualig filtration capacity and other ecological
functions, with resulting negative impacts on ecosystem
services, social values, and energy use.

o Would have a negative environmental impact on Class I

riparian/wildlife by removing areas that contribute secondary
function to the streams and water bodies.

o Class ll riparian/wildlife contains about 5% of the
unconstrained buildable land within the UGB; thus allowing
development in these areas does not have a significant
economic benefit at the regional level.

. Approximalely 28o/o of Class ll land supports employment,
and a majority is classified as low employment value,
minimizing the positive impact of an allow decision.

o Loss of Class B land would result in the loss of connectivity
between habitat patches as well as extensive loss of
migratory stopover habitats and movement corridors.

o Losing Class B would impact the value of the Class A
upland wildlife areas by reducing connectivity among them,
with consequent negative social and economic impacts.

r Class B contains 9% of the buildable land in the UGB. Over
63% of that land is zoned for single family use, thus a
decision to allow would positively impact residential property
owners.

o Only 9% of Class B land supports employment, and of that
none is classified as high value employment, minimizing the
oositive economic imoact of an allow decision.

The tradeoffs of preserving these habitat
areas may be addressed by mitigating the
negative consequences with a Limit
decision.
o The impact of limiting development

would depend on the type of program
implemented.

o Using best management practices
and low impact development
standards to mitigate the impacts of
development could reduce negative
environmental, social, energy and
economic consequences.

. Retention of existing habitat would be
much cheaper than restoring it later,
and also would require less energy.

o These habitat types that are not
currently high quality may benefit
from limited development if tied to
restoration and mitigation.

Prohibiting conflicting uses would result in a
number of positive environmental consequences
but at the expense of affecting a large number of
residential property owners.
. Preservation of Class ll riparian/wildlife and

Class B upland wildlife would increase the
quality of Class I riparian/wildlife and Class A
upland wildlife, maintaining riparian ecological
functions and habitat connectivity.

. May result in the need to increase density
within the UGB or to expand. This may reduce
housing and employment choices and could
increase energy use through increased VMT
and the increased economic cost of
development.

r Would retain restoration opportunities where
ecological functions could be regained by
increasing tree canopy or removing nonnative
plants.
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Resource
class

Allow Limit Prohibit
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The tradeoffs would not be as great as In the higher value
resource areas.
. No additional constraints on economic development of

property, or on uses of property by landowners.
o Class lllriparian/wildlife includes small forest patches and

developed floodplains. The developed floodplains currently
provide little ecological value but may provide opportunities
for restoration in the future. lsolated small forest patches
provide some environmental and energy benefits.

o Class lll riparian/wildlife makes up 1% of the buildable land
in the UGB. 48% of that land is zoned for single family,
development of which could retain some of the forest
canopy, minimizing negative environmental impact of an
allow decision.

. 49o/o of Class lll riparian/wildlife land is zoned for
employment, and of that land 19% is classified as medium
or high employment value. This indicates greater economic,
social benefits of an allow decision than in Classes I or ll.

o Class C upland wildlife patches are of reduced quality
compared to A and B upland wildlife. Negative
environmental impacts of an allow decision are not as great
as for Classes A and B.

. Class C upland wildlife comprises only about 7% of the
buildable land within the UGB, most of which is zoned for
single family (37%) and industrial (26Y,). 25% of Class C
upland wildlife land is zoned for employment, and most of
that land is classified as low employment densi$.

Could preserve some resource value
while mitigating the negative
consequences of protection. Class lll
riparian/wildlife and Class C upland
wildlife could provide important sites for
restoration, improving the overall habitat
quality for all resource classes.

The ecological benefits of prohibiting development
in Class lll riparian/wildlife and Class C upland
wildlife would not be very great, while the negative
economic, social and energy consequences for the
property owners in these areas would be high.
However, the impact on buildable land would be
minimal, reducing the regional impact of preserving
these areas.
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The negative consequences of allowing conflicting uses in impact areas would be substantially less for all four ESEE factors than in higher value resource
categories.
. lmpact areas provide little existing ecological function, so the environmental benefit of prohibiting conflicting uses is low.
. These areas provide important opportunities for landowner education, stewardship and restoration.
. With development and redevelopment a limit decision that directs the use of low impact development standards and best management practices could help the

overall ecosvstem to reoain ecolooical function over time.
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Table 6 ional zone of ESEE tradeoffs.
Regional
zone

Tradeoffs of allowing, limiting, or prohibiting conflicting uses
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For single family uses the tradeoffs include many of the most sensitive social issues.
. Largest portion (46%) of the inventory; includes 23% of the total unconstrained buildable land within the UGB.

o A decision to allow minimizes additional restrictions on development potential, reducing possible impacts on
personal financial security and regulatory or perceptual takings.

o Allowing conflicting uses on vacant land may adversely impact established neighborhoods, changing
neighborhood character, and resulting loss of trees and vegetation.

o Limit decision provides opportunities to balance competing needs of resource protection and property
development rights. May retain trees and vegetation and provide opportunities for stewardship and landowner
education. May increase offsite roads and infrastructure.

o Prohibiting conflicting uses completely would adversely affect many residential property owners, but would
retain resources and neiqhborhood character.

}E
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. Accounts for 5% of the inventory and 1.5% of the total unconstrained buildable land within the UGB. Thus,
limiting or prohibiting conflicting uses would have a minimal impact on housing capacity.

. Fewer infrastructure requirements per dwelling unit as compared to single family, reducing cost of development
(economic and energy) but increasing vegetation loss & impervious surfaces.

o Limit decision allows for substantial preservation of the resource along with development if low impact
development (LlD) standards are applied in conjunction with besi management

multi-family is the impact on capacity within the UGB.The most important

(BMPs).

oooie6,Exo
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A key tradeoff is supporting the 2040 Growth Concept and providing housing & employment capacity in the UGB.
. Comprises only 2% of the inventory, and almost 2Yo ot the total unconstrained buildable land in the UGB.
. An allow decision for mixed-use centers allow residents the opportunity to live near their work, which tends to

reduce vehicle miles traveled and related negative water quality impacts and energy use. Less time spent
commuting also allows people time to spend with family, on hobbies or recreational activities.

o lncreased impervious surfaces and tree loss add to the urban heat island effect, contributes to global warming.
o May provide some opportunity for resource preservation along with development, depending ort the program"
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the most important tradeoff is the impact on employment and shopping opportunities
. Accounts for 5% of the inventory, and 1.SYo of the total unconstrained buildable land in the UGB.
r Allowing conflicting uses reduces employment impacts speciflc to development; does not affect related incpme

& tax revenue to municipalities.
o lncreased levels of on-site impervious surfaces have negative environmental and energy impacts.
o Limit decision would allow some retention of ecoloqical functions by requirinq LID and BMPs.

For commercial uses

For industrial uses the most important tradeoff is provision of employment and an income base for the region.
o Comprises 147o of the inventory, but only 6% of the total unconstrained buildable land in the UGB. However,

due to the scarcity of industrial land in the region, impacts may be high.
. Most of the industrially zoned resource land is classified as having a low employment density. However, 60%

of resource land in industrial zoning scored high for at least on measure of development value, increasing
economic development impacts of a prohibit decision.

o lnstitutinq LID and BMPs may preserve some ecological functions, reducing negative economic impacts.
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conflicting uses on regional identity and preservation of land for future
development. Rural areas serve as visual greenbelts and also maintain land in agricultural uses near the UGB.
. Comprises 7% of the inventory and 7o/o of the total unconstrained buildable land in the UGB. Outside of the

UGB (in Metro's jurisdiction), rural residential is the predominate use.
o Rural uses provide important connector habitat. Allowing conflicting uses can have negative environmental

effects such as livestock degradation of riparian areas and water quality impacts of leaky septic tanks.
o Limit decision would provide opportunities to preserve habitat while allowing some development.

An important tradeoff is the impact of

A key consideration is the need for active recreation facilities versus using public land to preserve habitat.
o Makes up 20% of the inventory, but provides a negligible amount of unconstrained buildable land.
o Publicly owned lands offer the main opportunity to preserve habitat for the public benefit without negatively

impacting private property owners.

'o
EcPo9E.- )i o.h"o
o.
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lmplications of ESEE for program options
The next step in Metro's planning process involves defining several progftlm options for
protecting fish and wildlife habitat. The tradeoffs associated with each option will be evaluated
and compared, providing valuable information to the Metro Council as it considers a final
decision to allow, limit, or prohibit conflicting uses in resource areas. The ESEE analysis helps
to focus the debate in the program option phase. Key points from the analysis are highlighted
below.

Economic
l. Habitat lands have economic value for ecosystem services and for development

potential. Decisions that protect or enhance ecosystem services have a positive effect on the
economy. In some cases it is more cost effective to protect natural resource areas than it is to
undertake restoration or build engineered skuctures to provide for flood control, water
quality, and other ecosystem services. The development potential of land based on the
property market and other conditions competes with habitat values.

2. The extent of the conflict between protecting fish and wildlife habitat and allowing
development to occur is minimized by the following factors:
o Most resource lands inside the UGB are in park status (34 percent), developed with

existing uses (22 percent), or constrained by existing regulatory programs protecting
streams, wetlands, floodplains, and steep slopes near streams (16 percent). The majority
of high value resource lands (71 percent of Class I riparian/wildlife; 59 percent of Class
A upland wildlife) are already in use as parks or open space or are environmentally
constrained

o While resource lands comprise 4l percent of the unconstrained buildable land supply
within the 2002 UGB, the highest value resources comprise one-fifth of the region's
buildable land supply.

. A majority of resource lands occur outside areas of intensive urban development,
reducing conflicts between habitat conservation and economic development.

o A majority of high value resource land (83 percent of Class I riparian/wildlife and 95
percent of Class A upland wildlife) is not zoned to support employment (zoned for
mixed-use centers, commercial, or industrial use), and land that does support employment
is at low employment densities (based on employees per acre).

r Conflicts are highest on resource lands in industrial zoning. About 6l percent of resource
lands zoned for industrial use scored high for at least one measure of development value.

r Limit and prohibit decisions would primarily affect 2040 design types with lower
expected levels of urbanization (i.e., inner and outer neighborhoods). These areas cover a
majority of the landscape, so the decisions would impact many property owners.

3. Conflicts between ecosystem service value and development value remain because:
o The cumulative property value or employment affected could be significant depending on

the amount of land on which conflicting uses are limited or prohibited.
. Land considered of low development value from a regional perspective could be

considered high development value from a local perspective.
4. Regional economic impacts could be reduced by the availability of land elsewhere in the

region or outside the UGB.
r Some development types can be accommodated within the region at higher densities;

e.g., more housing units or dense commercial uses in centers.
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o Other development may be less flexible; e.g. industrial uses or detached single family.
o A UGB expansion to replace buildable land may not be in the same area of resource

protection, impacting the needs of the local community.
r Expanding the UGB may increase expenditures associated with vehicle miles traveled,

extending or expanding infrastructure, and other urban growth expenditures.
5. Decisions that result in protection of riparian corridors and wildlife habitat may reduce

the future costs to municipalities of complying with environmental regulations, such as

the federal Endangered Species Act and the federal Clean Water Act. Likewise,
degrading resources increases the likelihood that future municipal expenditure to comply
with environmental laws will increase.

Social
1. The social benefits of preserving fish and wildlife habitat are diverse and cross-cultural.

These include our cultural heritage, regional identity, sense of place, and neighborhood
character. Property owners may also benefit from the retention of fish and wildlife habitat
through increased property values. Opportunities for education abound in areas with healthy
fish and wildlife habitat.

2. The distribution of the regulatory burden on property owners to protect fish and
wildlife habitat for the general public benefit is a critical social concern. Private
property rights are a fundamental cornerstone of American life, and additional regulations
reducing development rights may be seen as an attack on personal financial security as well
as a possible taking. However, there are public rights to clean air and water, as well as
healthy fish and wildlife, which serve as a counterbalance to this view.

3. Fish and wildlife habitat provide positive benefits to public health and safety, but there
are some negative effects. There are many obvious benefits of recreation, as well as the
mental health and stress relief found in nature. Additionally, minimizing the incidence of
flooding and erosion contributes to public safety. However, increased forest canopy and
vegetation could lead to wildfire risks and potential damage from windstorms.

4. People today have a responsibility to provide future generations with some of the same
benefits that current residents enjoy. Preserving fish and wildlife habitat for future
generations is a social value that must be balanced by the costs of doing so today.
Sustainable development practices allow for development to occur today while maintaining a

certain amount of intergenerational equity.

Environmental
1. Conflicting uses on highly valued habitat land have a greater negative impact than on

less valuable land. For example, loss of high-value Class I riparian/wildlife would have a
stronger ecological impact than Class II or Class III. Loss of high-value riparian resources
would also result in loss of high-value wildlife habitat, because Class I riparian/wildlife
resources include some high-value wildlife habitat (including Habitats of Concern).

2. Consequences to wildlife habitat also depend on resource value, but with different
implications than riparian resources. Connectivity is important to wildlife, therefore the
loss of any component in the system may reduce the value of nearby wildlife habitat patches.
For example, preserving two Class A upland wildlife habitat patches will be most valuable if
connectivity is retained, and the connecting patches are typically Class B or C upland
wildlife. Preserving only Class A upland wildlife will reduce its value due to the loss of
nearby Class B and C habitats.
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3. Trees are invaluable to the health of both wildlife habitat and riparian corridors. They
are important both near streams and throughout the watershed, as affirmed by local studies.
Trees provide habitat, absorb pollution and excess nutrients, and slow and retain stormwater,
reducing hydrologic alterations.

4. Hydrologic changes have far-reaching negative consequences. Changes to stream flow
have far-reaching environmental impacts. Reducing or mitigating impervious surfaces and
stormwater impacts is necessary to mimic natural water flow patterns.

Energv
l. Trees and other vegetation are a key variable mitigating negative energy impacts.

Plants clean and cool air and water, and also reduce air conditioning demand.
2. Transportation infrastructure creation and maintenance require energy, whereas

transit and alternative transportation modes reduce energy consumption. Program
solutions that reduce infrastructure needs and support altemative modes of transportation can
reduce overall energy use.

3. At the regional scale, fossil fuel use for transportation constitutes a key use of energy
and contributes to warming of air and water, as well as air pollution. Reducing vehicle
miles traveled, and the infrastructure required to support such ffavel, is an important variable
in reducing energy use.

4. Protection of natural areas can increase energy use by increasing VMT, because drivers
must travel around the protected areas. However, trees and other vegetation also help
mitigate negative energy effects. A limit decision could provide a balance between compact
urban form and retention of green infrastructure within the urban area.

lntegrating the needs of people with the needs of fish and wildlife in an urban environment is not
an easy task. There is debate on the value of protecting habitat in urban and developing areas,
considering the difficulty many species have cohabiting with humans and the economic value of
developable land in urban areas. However, a large body of evidence, both local and nationwide,
indicates that people living in urban areas value fish and wildlife habitat. In addition, properties
located adjacent to natural areas can have higher economic and social value.

The right balance between preserving and developing natural areas is not obvious. Allowing 100
percent of the desired development activities or protecting 100 percent of the habitat areas from
development will not satisff the many competing interests, as described above. The ESEE
tradeoffs and key points identified in this report create a base of facts as a foundation for the
public debate and decision making process.
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Resolution No. 03-3376A

Addendum to Exhibit A: Comments on ESEE Analysis and Executive Summary

Reviewer Report & section Comment Response
MTAC ESEE Report Address the effect of a decision to allow, limit, or prohibit conflicting uses in fish and wildlife

habitat areas on transportation facilities
Staff will address

Address the effect of a decision to allow, limit, or prohibit conflicting uses in fish and wildlife
habitat areas on other infrastructure

Staff will address

Address the effect of a decision to allow, limit, or prohibit conflicting uses in fish and wildlife
habitat areas on lhe ability to provide security for public infrastructure that is located in
these areas

Staff will address

Address the social and economic consequences of a decision to allow, limit, or prohibit
conflicting uses in fish and wildlife habitat areas that are located within public and private
institutions

Staff will address

Consider the value of vested property rights in determining economic priorities Staff will consider
Confirm that the effect on redevelopment from a decision to allow, limit, or prohibit
conflictinq uses is adequately addressed

Staff will address

ETAC ESEE Report;
Economic priority
methodology

Report needs to recognize dividing points are coarse, and more description of how they
were determined (for both economic and environmental) needs to be included. ldentify
limitations of the priority ranking methodology. Add reference to Port study of the river
industrial area.

Staff will address

ESEE Report;
Component
summary
cateoories

Changing the component summary categories to include only Regionally Significant
lndustrial Areas and not all industrial areas does not reflect the priority the committee
discussed for these areas. This also creates complications for intermodal facilities. ETAC
recommends removing this distinction

Staff will consider

ESEE Report;
Table 4-1

Undervalues the ecosystem service functions of some at
I a n d s I i d es ) a nd s m a I I headwate rs (tpfyAlgf_qlelrty)-

reas such as steep slopes (for Staff will consider

IEAB
Summary
comments

ESEE Report
ECO analysis

1. Presentation bias/unbalanced treatment of economic effects
2. Positive values of ecological services are over-emphasized and costs of limit or prohibit

decisions are de-emphasized
3. Statements not backed up by quantifiable information should be presented as value

judgements
4. The conflict between the development of industrial sites and riparian protection is

missing from several parts of the reports
5. 2040 growth concept is not included in key parts of the report
6. Costs of not expanding the UGB are not considered
7. Several important economic factors appear to be missing from the analysis
8. Not enough emphasis on the economic values of open space that would be enhanced

or preserved by prohibit or limit decisions

1. Staff will consider
2. Staff will consider

3. Staff will address

4. Staff will address

5. Staff will address
6. Staff will address
7. Staff will consider
8. Staff will address
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9. More explanation of methodology used to create high, medium, and low categories
should be included. Resulting analysis is highly dependent on how these categories
are defined.

10. Reports imply a cost-benefit analysis when they only provide a consideration of the
costs and benefits.

11. Economic equity discussion should be expanded.
12. Areas that do not have resources still may be impacted by limit or prohibit decisions by

a general increase in housing costs and job opportunities
'13. Reports need to define terms and use them consistently
14. lnclude more description of Goal 5 rule and policies influencing analysis
15. State that the expansion of the UGB is a possible policy consideration
16. Add more clarification of the 2040 design types in the ECO report
17. Review tables to ensure the numbers reported are accurately described

9. Staff will address

10. Staff willaddress

11. Staff will address
12. Staff willaddress

'13. Staff will address
14. Staff will consider
15. Staff willaddress
'16. Staff will address
17. Staff will address

IEAB
lndividual
reviewers

ESEE Report All comments were reviewed and will be considered when revising the report. Many are
editorial and are not included in this table. The following comments were not included in
the summary above:
1. Color maps would be helpful - or a link to a website that contains the color maps (NN,

sH, TM)
2. Concern about describing Multi-family as not supporting employment (RM)
3. Economic chapter in ESEE Report is much clearer and better written than ECO Report.

(sH, TM)
4. Changes in timber production are not solely the result of restrictions due to the spotted

owl and Canadian policies. (HR)
5. Ranking alljobs together is very simplistic, at least two categories are needed: average

income per job and multiplier effect. (HR)
6. Describe maps when they appear in the report (TM)

1. Staff will consider

2. Staff will consider
3. Thanks!

4. Staff will consider

5, Staff will consider

6. Staff will address
ECO Report All comments were reviewed and will be considered when revising the report. Many are

editorial and are not included in this table. The following comments were not included in
the summary above:
1. What is the purpose of an index that values land relative to the Portland city center?

This needs to be more thoroughly described as part of the methodology. (LP)
2. A section on the types of economic benefits that might be lost if development is limited

or prohibited should be added to parallel the discussion of ecosystem services benefits
(RM)

3. Add more of a discussion of substitutability of lands (RM)
4. ECO probably went as far as they could in quantifying the effects. They have

successfully shown the distribution of natural resources and economic activity in the
Portland area and how they overlap. (TM)

5. Add some examples of types of areas that receive a low or medium land value or
employment potential. (TM)

6. Add discussion of intrinsic value of built environment to the literature review. (TM)

1. Staff will address

2. Staff will consider

3. Staff will consider
4. Thanks!

5. Staff will consider

6. Staff will consider
I:\gm\long_rangeltlanning\projects\Goal S\Goal 5 Report REVISIOMESEE\Committee Comments Ex A.doc

Page 2



EXHIBIT B
Resolution No. 03-3376A

Fish and Wildlife Habitat Protection and Restoration Program Options
Program Options Report

October 25,2003

1. Program Options
The Metro Council and its local partners are conducting a three-step planning process
to conserve, protect, and restore urban streams, waterways and upland areas that
provide important fish and wildlife habitat. State land-use planning laws and broad
citizen concem about the need to protect and restore habitat guide this work.

Based on a scientific assessment of functional habitat values, Metro Council identified
regionally significant fish and wildlife habitat in August 2OO2, completing the first step of
the planning process. This paper describes the approach Metro is following to carry out
the second step of the planning process: assessing the Economic, Environmental,
Social, and Energy (ESEE) tradeoffs of protecting or not protecting regionally significant
fish and wildlife habitat.

Metro's ESEE analysis is divided into two phases. The first phase is nearly complete
with the release of the discussion draft ESEE Report that describes the general
tradeoffs of allowing, limiting, or prohibiting conflicting uses in fish and wildlife habitat
areas.l

Evaluating the performance of a range of program options is the objective of the second
phase of the ESEE analysis. Program options will be defined by applying a range of
hypothetical Allow, Limit, and Prohibit regulatory treatments to regional resources and
impact areas within Metro's jurisdiction. Non-regulatory approaches will also be
analyzed as possible components to program options. The tradeoffs associated with
each option will be evaluated and results compared, providing valuable information to
Metro Council as it considers a regional ESEE decision in May 2004.

Metro Council is scheduled to consider a fish and wildlife program by December 2004
designed to protect the nature of the region for generations to come.

2. Description of Program Options and Evaluation

The Program Option Chart (Figure 1, page 5) illustrates the various regulatory and non-
regulatory program approaches proposed for further study in the ESEE analysis. On
the left hand side of the chart, the "Range of Regulatory Program Options" depicts four
distinct regulatory approaches. These are draft materials and will evolve based on
comments from the public and advisory groups.

I Metro's Economic, Social, Environmental, and Energy Analysis (ESEE) Discussion Draft Report, September,
2003.
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Regulatory Approaches
Option 1, "Habitat based," proposes to study three levels of habitat protection ranging
from@.option1useshabitatqualityasthebasisofassigning
regulatory treatments regardless of land uses or economic priorities. For example, the
highest value (Class l) riparian/wildlife corridors receive the same level of regulatory
protection in industrial areas as they do in residential areas. This approach recognizes
fish and wildlife habitat as fixed assets in the urban landscape and orients urban
development patterns around habitat areas based on the ecological values present.
Option 1 Allow, Limit, and Prohibit regulatory treatments are shown in Table 1 (page 6)

Option 2, "Habitat and urban development based," proposes to study two levels of
habitat protection based on both ecological values and urban development priorities. lt
applies 2040 policy priorities and economic data to adjust habitat protection levels. For
example, the highest value (Class I) riparian/wildlife corridors receive differing levels of
protection based on their location in areas identified in the ESEE analysis as providing
high, medium, or low urban development values. A Class I riparian/wildlife corridor
passing through a Regional Center or industrial area would receive less protection than
one passing through an inner or outer neighborhood. Option 2 Allow, Limit, and Prohibit
regulatory treatments are shown in Tables 2 and 3 (page 7).

Option 3, "streamside habitat approach," builds on Metro's adopted Title 3 Water
Quality and Ftoodplain Management program by increasing the width of vegetated
corridors and protection levels for wetlands and floodplains. This approach does not
assign protection levels according to the ecological values identified in Metro's inventory
of fish and wildlife habitat, and neither does it assign protection levels on urban
development priorities. It does, however, focus protection generally within Class 1

riparian/wildlife corridors. lt does not address upland wildlife habitats but can be
combined with elements of other options to address upland wildlife habitat. Option 3
Allow, Limit, and Prohibit regulatory treatments are shown in Table 4 (page 8).

Option 4, "Baseline: Current regional regulations" reflects an approach that would not
increase the existing levels of regulation. An analysis of the baseline option will allow
Metro to determine the increment of additional protection each option would provide to
inventoried fish and wildlife habitat areas. The baseline option would be determined by
applying Metro's existing Title 3 protection standards for water quality and flood areas,
as well as accounting for fish and wildlife habitat in parks and open spaces. getien-+

The existing Baseline requlatory
treatment is shown in Table 5 (page B).

Ways to vary regulatory approaches
This portion of the Program Options Chart shows how regulatory options could be
varied based on geographic areas of coverage or site specific factors. For example,
regulatory approaches could be applied everywhere within Metro's jurisdiction or only to
new UGB expansion areas and remaining areas outside the UGB. ln addition,
regulatory approaches could apply to vacant land only, or to both vacant land and
redevelopment. Minimum parcel acreage or types of development activities that would
act to trigger protection are yet to be defined.
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Non-reg u I atory a pproaches
Regulatory options affect land use activities through the permit process. Other activities
cause disturbance to fish and wildlife habitat that are not regulated through the permit
process. Some of these activities could be affected through a non-regulatory approach.
The right side of the Program Option Chart displays the range of possible non-
regulatory program options focusing on acquisition, incentives, and education.
Regulatory and non-regulatory options could be applied together to provide a
complimentary set of tools for protecting and restoring fish and wildlife habitat.

Non-regulatory approaches depend heavily on new funding sources to support land
acquisition, incentive and education programs. Table 6 (page 9) displays possible
range of non-regulatory options distinguishino between existing programs and potential
programs based en high; medium; and lew levels ef funding. Fer example; lew levels ef
funding fer edueatien eeuld rely en better eoerdination ef existing edueatien pregrams;
while a high level of funding eould direet edueatienal materials to landowners in all
reseuree areas, as well as previde teehnieal assistanee and learning eppertunities on
lew impaet develepment and best management praetiees'

Restoration
The Program Option Chart (Figure 1, page 5) shows that resforation can be addressed
through regulatory and non-regulatory options. Metro's inventory of fish and wildlife
habitat can help to identify restoration opportunities. The degree to which any given
option protects fish and wildlife habitat helps preserve restoration opportunities. ln
addition, successful restoration of fish and wildlife habitat depends heavily on non-
regulatory program options. For example, creating new dedicated funding sources and
land owner recognition programs could bolster restoration efforts. The evaluation
criteria will provide a general assessment of how a given option performs in addressing
restoration opportunities.

3. Definition of ESEE decisions for allow, limit or prohibit treatments
A more precise definition of Allow, Limit, and Prohibit regulatory treatments is needed to
determine ESEE tradeoffs and model how different program options will look "on-the-
ground." Although Metro's ESEE Report describes general tradeoffs in terms of "allow,
limit, or prohibit," tradeoffs can be determined in a more discriminating way by defining
degree of limitations on conflicting uses that fall between the extremes of "allow" and
"prohibit."

Limit treatments are divided into three categories that represent a continuum ranging
from strictly limit, moderately limit, and lightly limit. A description of the assumptions
tied to these treatments is provided on page 10. For example, a "strictly limit" treatment
assumes that very little building occurs in areas covered by this treatment (primarily
those parcels which are located entirely within the treatment area). A "moderately limit"
treatment assumes that a eefrain-n1qdqale-percentage of ffihe
resource area will be developed. A lightly limit treatment assumes an even-higher
percentage of will be developed compared to
moderatety limit treatments. These assumptions will help model how much habitat will
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be protected, and conversely, how much development will be accommodated under
various options.

4. Criteria and potential indicators and measures for evaluation of program
options

Each program option will be evaluated according to criteria that reflect what was learned
in the first phase of the ESEE analysis, as well as other considerations important in
formulating regional policy. Table 7 (pages 11-12) lists criteria and corresponding
potential indicators and measures for determining whether, or how well, a given criterion
is addressed by a program option. ln addition to criteria related to the economic, social,
environmental, and energy factors, Table 6 lists criteria related to federal environmental
laws, funding requirements, effectiveness of non-regulatory approaches, and the
increment of additional protection beyond current levels required by the various program
options.

Metro staff does not propose to weight the criteria, and any given option will result in a
spectrum of economic, social, environmental, and energy tradeoffs. lt is ultimately up to
the Metro Council to determine, based on the results of the evaluation, which program
option, or combination of program options, will be chosen to develop a regional fish and
wildlife habitat protection program.

Page 4



FIGURE 1: PROGRAM OPTION CHART (REVISED)

Regulatory &
non-

regulatory
options could

be applied
together

RANGE OF NON.REGULATORY
PROGRAM OPTIONS TO PROTECT

& RESTORE HABITAT.

ACQUISITION.

Examples:
) RegionalBond Measure
) Floodplain Acquisition Program
) Urban Area lnclusion Fee

INCENTIVES.

Examples:
) Riparian Lands Tax lncentive Program
) Reoional Good-Stewardship

Recoqnition Program
, Habitat-oriented DevelopmentProqram

EDUCAT!ON.

Examples:
) Habitat Education Activities
) Landowner Education Program
) Regional Eco-Business Prooram

Protecting habitat with regulations retains
restoration opportunities
A restoration plan could include acquisition,
incentives, and/or education

a

a

RESTORATION

RANGE OF REGULATORY
PROGRAM OPTIONS TO PROTECT

& RESTORE HABITAT.

oPTtoN 3.
Streamside

habitat
approach

OPTION 1A.
Most habitrat
protection

OPTION 1B
Moderate

habitat
protection

oPTtoN 1.
Habitat based

OPTION 1C.
Least habitat

protection

OPTION 2A.
More habitat

protectionoPTtoN 2.
Habitat and

urban
development OPTION 28.

Less habitat
protection

Ways to vary regulatory
approaches.

GEOGRAPHIC AREAS.
. Entire Metro jurisdiction
. Outside 2002 UGB only

(expansion areas and
remaining areas outside UGB
but in Metro's jurisdiction)

SITE SPECIFIC.
Regulations apply to:
. New development on parcels

greater than a certain size
. Vacant land only
. Vacant land and

redevelopment over threshold
size
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REGULATORY OPTIONS TO PROTECT AND RESTORE HABITAT.

Option 1. Habitat based.
Description: This approach recognizes fish and wildlife habitat as fixed assets in the urban
landscape and orients urban development patterns around habitat areas based on the
ecological values present.

Table 1 1: Habitat based.
Option #18

Moderate habitat
protection

Option #1C
Least habitat

protection

Option #1A
Most habitat
protection

Resource Gategory

Moderately limitProhibit Strictly limitClass I RiparianMildlife
Moderately limit Lightly limitStrictly limitClass ll RiparianMildlife

AllowLishtly limitClass lll RiparianMildlife Moderately limit
Iaederatelv Strictlylimit Moderately limitProhibitClass A Upland Wildlife

Liqhtly limitModerately limitClass B Upland Wildlife Strictly limit
Liqhtly limit AllowModerately limitClass C Upland Wildlife

AllowLishtly limitlmpact Areas-Riparian Lightly Limit
Allow AllowLiqhtly Limitlmpact Areas-Other
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Option 2. Habitat and urban development.
Description: Applies 2040 policy priorities and economic data to modify habitat protection levels.

Option 2A. More habitat protection.

Table 2. on 2A: Habitat and urban habitat

'enmary 2040 components: Regional Centers, Central City Significant I ndustrial Areas
Station Communities, Other lndustrial areas'Secondary 2040 components: Town Centers, Main Streets,

sTertiary 2040 components: lnner and outer neighborhoods, Employment Centers, Corridors

Option 28, Less habitat protection.

Table 3. 28: Habitat and urban habitat

2040 components: Central City, Regionally
2040 components: Town Centers, Main Streets, Station Communities, Other lndustrial areas

sfertiary components: lnner and outer neighborhoods, Employment Centers' Conidors

Other areas
Medium urban
development

value

Low
urban

development
value

High urban
development

value

Tertiary 2040
components,3 low

employment value, or
low land value

Parks and Open
Spaces, interim

desion broes. or no
desiqn tyoes

Secondary 2040
components,'

medium employment
value, or medium

land value

Resource Category

Strictly limitModerately limit Strictly limitLishtly limitClass 1 RiparianMildlife
Moderately limit Moderately limitLiqhtlv limit Lishtly limitClass 2 RiparianMildlife

Moderately limitLiqhtly limit Lishtly limitAllowClass 3 RiparianMildlife
Strictlv limitModerately limit Moderately limitLiqhtly limitClass A Upland Wildlife

Moderately limit Moderately limitLishtly limitClass B Upland Wildlife Lightly limit
Moderately limitLiqhtlv limit Lishtly limitAllowClass C Upland Wildlife

Liqhtly limit Lishtly limitAllow Lightly limitlmpact Areas--Riparian
Liohtly limitAllow Lightly limitAllowlmpact Areas--Other

Other areas
Medium urban
development

value

Low
urban

development
value

High
urban

development
value

Parks and Open
Spaces, interim

design tyoes. or no
desian tvpes

Secondary 2040
components,2

medium employment
value, or medium land

value

Tertiary 2040
components,3 low

employment value, or
low land value

Primary 2040
components,t high

employment value, or
high land value

Resource Category

Moderately limit Strictly limitAllow Lightly limitClass 1 RiparianMildlife
Moderately limitLishtly limit Lightly limitAllowClass 2 RiparianMildlife

Allow Moderately limitAllow AllowClass 3 RiparianMildlife
Strictly limitLiqhtly limit Moderately limitAllowClass A Upland Wildlife

Moderately limitLightly limit Lightly limitAllowClass B Upland Wildlife
Allow Moderately limitAllow AllowClass C Upland Wildlife

Liqhtly limitAllow Lightly limitAllowlmpact Areas-Riparian
Allow Lightly limitAllow Allowlmpact Areas--Other
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OPTION 3. Streamside habitat emphasis.
Description: Builds on Metro's adopted Title 3 Water Quality and Floodplain Management
program by increasing the width of vegetated corridors and protection levels for wetlands and
floodplains

Table 4. on 3: Streamside habitat

"All (regionally identified) wetlands are designated as Habitats of Concern

Option 4. Baseline current regional regulations.
Description: Metro's adopted Title 3 Water Quality and Floodplain Management program
provides consistent regulations to vegetated corridors and floodplains throughout the region.

Table 5. O 4: Baseline current iona! ulations.

Slopes greater than 25%Slopes less than 25%Resource type
Moderately limit up to 200 feetModerately limit within100 feetPrimary Streams

Draining > 100 acres
Moderately limit up to 100 feetModerately limit within 50 feetSecondary Streams

Draininq 50 to '100 acres
Moderately limit up to 100 feetModerately limit within 25 feetOther Streams

Moderately limit up to 200 feetStrictly limit within 100 feetWetlands*

NAModerately limitUndeveloped Floodplains

NALightly limitDeveloped Floodplains

Slopes greater than25YoStopes less than 25%Resource type
Up to 200 ft. from top of stream bank
(to break in slope)

50 ft. from top of stream bankPrimary Streams
Draininq > 100 acres

Up to 50 ft. from top of stream bank
(to break in slope)

from top of stream bank15Secondary Streams
Draining 50 to 100 acres

Up to 200 ft. from toP of stream bank
(to break in slope)

50 ft. from edge of wetlandWetlands

NABalanced cut & fill and prohibition of
uncontained areas of hazardous
materials as defined by DEQ

Floodplains
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NON-REGULATORY OPTIONS TO PROTECT AND RESTORE HABITAT

HOWPOTENTIAL
FOCUS

Examples of existing programs Examples of potential programs

o
o:
ETo

oo

ooc

tr
.9
ooJt,

UJ

tro
G
o
oo
u.

Regional Bond Measure. Focused on purchasing targeted
Habitats of Concern and connector habitat from willing
sellers and restoration.

a

4 44
Natural areas
(includes
riparian and
upland areas)

Metro Openspaces Acquisition Program. Funded through
$135 million bond measure approved by voters in 1995.
Focuses on targeted natural areas and regionaltrails.
Three Rivers Land Conservancy Acquisition Program.
Works to encourage donation of conservation easements to
protect targeted open space in the Metro region.

a

a Regional Revolving Land Purchase Fund. Develop a
program to purchase habitat land, place development
restrictions or conservation easements to protect habitat
areas, and then sell remaining land for development.

a

4 4 4

Regional Restoration Plan. Develop a restoration plan for
the region based on watersheds. Start with Watershed
Action Plans and build from existing/ongoing efforts.
lnclude grant program to fund restoration projects,
recognition of qood stewardship, and tarqeted education.

a

4 4 4

4
Regional stormwater management fee. lmplement a
regionalfee on stormwater to fund watershed based
restoration activities,

a

Watersheds Oregon Watershed Enhancement Board (OWEB) General
Grant Program. Grants to carry out on the ground
watershed restoration projects to restore aquatic habitat,
improve water quality, and improve biodiversity. Projects
include planting, culvert replacement, habitat improvements,
wetland restoration, and others,
Metro/USFWS Greenspaces Grant Program. Provides
funding for urban projects that emphasize environmental
education, habitat enhancement and watershed health. Habitat Education Activities. Focus efforts to increase

awareness of connection to streams and rivers, similar to
fish stencil programs.

a

4

RegionalSDC Program. Develop a regional SDC program
similar to the City of Sherwood to protect and restore
floodplain function to reduce development's impact on
stormwater.

a

4 4 4

Floodplains Sherwood program. Requires SDC for development in
floodplains, fee waived in flood area is donated to the city.
Johnson Creek Wlling Seller Program. Portland program
allows landowners in Johnson Creek floodplain to sell their
property to the City at fair market value. After acquisition,
properties are restored to naturalfloodplain function.
Funded largely with dollars from FEMA after the 1996 flood

a

a

4 4 4
Floodplain Acquisition Program. Coordinate and facilitate
expansion of a willing seller program similar to Portland's to
purchase and restore land within floodplains.

a

Regional Streamside Restoration Grant Program. Program
to target education and fund restoration projects in
streamside areas. (May be part of a Regional Restoration
Plan\.

a

4 4

Streamside
areas

East Multnomah Soil & Water Conservation District grants.
Provides awards for conservation and restoration projects,
ranging from $200-2, 500.
Wldlife Habitat lncentives Program (WHIP). lmplemented
through NRCS to help landowners develop and improve
wildlife habitat on their land. ln Oregon approximately
$350,000 is targeted for salmon habitat, riparian habitat,
and promotion of biodiversity.

Riparian Lands Tax lncentive Program. Allows property
owners to gain a full tax exemption for improving or
maintaining riparian lands up to '100 ft from a stream, must
include a management plan developed in coordination with
ODFW. lmplement with local county approval, state limits
tax relief to 200 stream miles per countv.

4 4 4
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Examples of existing programs Examples of potential programs

Rural land a Env iro n me ntal Qu al ity I nce ntive s Prog ra m (EQ I P). Provides
payments through the Natural Resources Conservation
Service (NRCS) to farmers and ranchers for assistance
implementing conservation practices on their lands
(including filter strips, manure management practices and
others). Authorized by the 2002Farm Bill, pays uptoT4o/o
of the costs of the i mplemented practice

Urban Area lnclusion Fee. Requires legislative changes.
Captures a portion of the increased value of property
(windfall) due to inclusion within the urban groMh boundary
Funds could be used to purchase or restore habitat land
within Metro's jurisdiction.

a

4 4 4

Property
owners

Metro's Natural Gardening and Landscaping Program.
Metro offers free natural gardening seminars and
workshops in spring and fall. Also includes a demonstration
garden, summer garden tour, and educational materials.
Downspout Disconnect Program. Portland program that
provides property owners with funds and technical expertise
to disconnect downspouts to reduce flow into the
stormsewer system.

a

a

Stewardship Certification Program. Proposed by the
Conservation lncentives Summit Group, this program would
provide recognition to a variety of stakeholders for
implementing best management practices and other
practices of conservation value.

4 4 4

Regional Good-Sfewardship Recognition Program. Develop
a regional program to recognize property owners in high
value habitat areas for good stewardship and restoration
efforts. (May be part of a Regional Restoration Plan).

a

4 4 4

Landowner Education Program. Target landowners in
regionally significant habitat areas to raise awareness of
how individual activities impact fish and wildlife habitat.

a

4

Businesses Eco Biz Program. City of Portland program, started to
recognize auto repair and service facilities that minimize
their environmental impacts. Currently being extended to
landscaping business.

a Regional Eco-Eusrness Program. Develop a regional
program to recognize and certify good business practices
lnclude an educational component describing ways to
minimize impact on habitat.

a

4 4

Design and
construction
practices

Metro's Green Streefs Handbook. A resource for designing
environmentally sound streets that can help protect streams
and wildlife habitat.
Eco-roof Program. Porlland provides sewer rate discounts
to developers that build greenroofs minimizing stormwater
runoff. Also provides an eco-roof floor area bonus, in which
each square foot of eco-roof equals an additional three
square feet of building area in the downtown.
G-Rated lncentive Program. Portland program that
encourages innovations in residential and commercial
development and redevelopment for green building design
practices. Provides up to $20,000 for commercial projects
and $3,000 for residential projects.

a

a

Regional Habitat Friendly Development Program. Work with
local partners to develop technical assistance, incentives,
recognition programs, and awards for development that
helps protect fish and wildlife habitat. Develop regional low
impact development standards.

4 4 4

Habitat-oriented Development Program. Develop a program
similar to Metro's Transit-oriented Development (TOD)
Program to encourage construction of new developments or
redevelopment that protects and restores fish and wildlife
habitat.

4 4 +

ModelWildlife Crossrng Program. Develop a grant program
to construct wildlife crossing facilities in key movement
corridors.

a

4 4
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5. Definition of ESEE decisions for allow, limit or prohibit treatments

The following assumptions apply to all limit and prohibit treatments:
.No would ildable
o Existinq ulations remain in (local. reoional. state. and federal)
o Existing legal development may be maintained and repaired
. Adverse impacts of development will be mitigated

Prohibit assumption:
. Development inside resource areas prohibited (unless prohibition removes all

economic use of ProPertY). Horizontal expansion of existing buildings prohibited
. lf development is allowed, mi@a maximum disturbance area

will be allowed

Strictly Limit assu mPtions
. VeU little building occurs in areas covered by a strictly limit decision (primarily those

pariels which are located entirely within the resource area); public facilities allowed
if no options with less impact on resources are available.

o@disturbanceareaallowedorientedtoprotecttheresource,low
impact development practices and best management practices

. No development in wetlands and undeveloped floodplains

.@forestcanopyandlowstructurevegetationwithinreSource
area is+etained

o Negligible land divisien+will eeeurl and divisions not allowed except to establish
open space lots or tracts within land divisions or planned developments

EMitigation to offset adverse impaets ef develepment

M od e r ate I y Li m it assumPtions:
o A ee*aiftnngdelAte_percentage of buildabte{et+within-resource areas-arearca-iE

developed
o@disturbanceareaallowedorientedtoprotecttheresource,!ow

impact development practices and best management practices to avoid adverse
impacts on resource functions

. Some development in wetlands and undeveloped floodplains will occur

. Land divisions larger than a eertal ould
bil n a

avoid impacts while ach olanned densities on averaoe
. Less forest canopy and low structure vegetation within resource area is retained

compared to Strictly Limit decisions
EMitigatien te effset adverse impaets ef develepment

Lightly Limit assumPtions:
oAhigherpercentageof@areacomparedtoStrictlyLimitandl

Moderately Limit decisions is developed

Page I I
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. Low impact development practices and best management practices to avoid adverse
impacts on resource functions will apply

o More wetland and undeveloped floodplain loss compared to Strictly Limit and
Moderately Limit decisions

. Land divisions will occur subject to underlying zoning

. Less forest canopy and low structure vegetation within resource area is retained
compared to Strictly Limit and Moderately Limit decisions.

Allow assumpfions;. Resources not covered by existing regulations assumed to be developed over time

Page 12
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Criteria for evaluation of program options

ln October 2000, the Metropolitan Policy Advisory Committee (MPAC) developed a
vision for fish and wildlife habitat protection for the region, which was adopted by the
Metro Council.

The overall goal is to conserve, protect and restore a continuous ecologically viable streamside
corridor sysfem, from the sfreams' headwaters to their confluence with others streams and
rivers, and with their floodplains in a manner that is integrated with the surrounding urban
landscape. Ihls system will be achieved through conservation, protection and appropriate
restoration of streamside corridors through time.

The Metro Council is scheduled to consider, based on the results of the evaluation,
which program option, or combination of program options, will be chosen to develop a
regionalfish and wildlife habitat protection program. Both regulatory and non-regulatory
options may be assessed with the same criteria. Possible criteria to evaluate the
performance of various program options are:

Table 7. Potential cGriteria, an+eotent+at-indicators and measures for evaluation of program I

ns
Criteria Potential indicators and measures

1. Acres of buildable land with high land value
affected

2. Acres of buildable land with high employment
value affected

3. Acres of buildable land by 2040 hierarchy affected
4. Number of functions/ecosystem services affected
5. Acres of public land with resource function located

near population centers
6. Distribution of allow, limit, prohibit treatments

Economic factors
1. Higher market value areas retained for

development
2. Key employment areas conserved for employment
3. Reflects 2040 design hierarchy priorities
4. Promotes retention of ecosystem services
5. Promotes potential for non-use or use for

recreational economic purposes
6. Economic eouity

Socialfactors
1. Maintains cultural heritage and sense of place
2. Reduces impact on types/location of jobs and

housing
3. Minimizes impact on individual landowner rights
4. Preserves amenity value of resources
5. Preserves resources for future generations

1. Qualitative measure
2. Number of potential housing units or jobs affected
3. Number of tax lots by zoning type affected
4. Extent of reliability of protection
5. Total resource acres protected

1. Total acres forest cover affected
2. Total acres containing primary and secondary

riparian corridor functions affected

fueetiens-affeeted
3. Acres of Habitats of Concern affected
4. Total acres in medium or high connectivity scores;

maintains/enhances continuity of riparian corridors
5. Number of acres/patches in largest category

affected
6. Acres of protected resource land in low structure

vegetation
7. Acres of habitat land protected

Environmental factors
'1. Retains forest canopy cover

lens
3. iens
2. Conserves existing watershed health (retains

primary and secondary riparian corridor functions)
3. Promotes conservation of sensitive habitats and

species
4. Promotes habitat connectivity and riparian conidor

continuity
5. Promotes large habitat patches
6. Promotes restoration
7. Promotes no net loss of ecoloqical function
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Energy factors
1. Promotes compact urban form
2. Promotes retention of green infrastructure

1. Potential for displacement of land uses by
protection of habitat within UGB.

2. Percent vegetative cover (or tree canopy) affgqlgq
FederalESA; Extent to which option assists in
recovery of listed species and facilitates achieving
blanket'exception to take' under the MRCI limits of
the 4(d) rule.

1. Protects slopes, wetlands, and areas of high
habitat value

2. Maintains hydrological conditions
3. Protects area within one site potential tree height

of all streams
4. Maintains & restores native vegetation along

stream corridors
5. Minimizes stream crossings
6. Retains channel migration zone (primary function

for Large wood and channeldynamics)
7. Reduces and prevents erosion and sediment run-

off (primary function of Bank stabilization,
sediment, and pollution contro[)

8. lncludes mechanism for monitoring, enforcement,
funding and implementation of protection

FederalCWA;

Extent to
which option assists in meeting state and federal
water qual ity slandards

1- Number of primary and secondary functions
maintained

2. Miles of stream within a watershed with Class I &
ll status protected

Funding challenges 1. Funding required to effectively carry out program
elements, such as acquisition, conservation
easements, education, technical assistance,
incentives to landowners, and restoration

2. New authority needed (such as for the Riparian
Tax lncentive) for implementation

Effectiveness for habitat protection 1. Level of certainty as assessed from experiences
with compliance or voluntary actions

2. Potential use of incentive
3. Reliability of protection

I ncrement of additional protection 1. Example of how local standards would need to
change (e.9., extent of resource covered by local
protection compared to the option, level of local
protection provided to the resource compared to
the option)

\VLDAWork\gm\long_rangeltlanning\proiecs\Goal 5\Goal 5 Report REVISIOMGoaI 5 Program\Program Options l0.25.doc
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Resolution No. 03-3376A

Addendum to Exhibit A: Gomments on ESEE Analysis and Executive Summary

Reviewer Report & section Comment Response
MTAC ESEE Report Address the effect of a decision to allow, limit, or prohibit conflicting uses in fish and wildlife

habitat areas on transportation facilities
Staff will address

Address the effect of a decision to allow, limit, or prohibit conflicting uses in fish and wildlife
habitat areas on other infrastructure

Staff will address

Address the effect of a decision to allow, limit, or prohibit conflicting uses in fish and wildlife
habitat areas on lhe ability to provide security for public infrastructure that is located in
these areas

Staff will address

Address the social and economic consequences of a decision to allow, limit, or prohibit
conflicting uses in fish and wildlife habitat areas that are located within publlc and private
institutions

Staff will address

Consider the value of vested property rights in determining economic priorities Staff will consider
Confirm that the effect on redevelopment from a decision to allow, limit, or prohibit
conflictinq uses is adequately addressed

Staff will address

ETAC ESEE Report;
Economic priority
methodology

Report needs to recognize dividing points are coarse, and more description of how they
were determined (for both economic and environmental) needs to be included. ldentify
limitations of the priority ranking methodology. Add reference to Port study of the river
industrial area.

Staff will address

ESEE Report;
Component
summary
categories

Changing the component summary categories to include only Regionally Significant
lndustrial Areas and not all industrial areas does not reflect the priority the committee
discussed for these areas. This also creates complications for intermodal facilities. ETAC
recommends removinq this distinction.

Staff will consider

ESEE Report;
Table 4-1

Undervalues the ecosystem service functions of some areas such as steep slopes (for
landslides) and small headwaters (for water quality).

Staff will consider

IEAB
Summary
comments

ESEE Report
ECO analysis

1. Presentation bias/unbalanced treatment of economic effects
2. Positive values of ecological services are over-emphasized and costs of limit or prohibit

decisions are de-emphasized
3. Statements not backed up by quantifiable information should be presented as value

judgements
4. The conflict between the development of industrial sites and riparian protection is

missing from several parts of the reports
5. 2040 growth concept is not included in key parts of the report
6. Costs of not expanding the UGB are not considered
7, Several important economic factors appear to be missing from the analysis
8. Not enough emphasis on the economic values of open space that would be enhanced

or preserved by prohibit or limit decisions

1 . Staff will consider
2. Staff will consider

3. Staff will address

4. Staff will address

5. Staff will address
6. Staff will address
7. Staff will consider
8. Staff will address
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9. More explanation of methodology used to create high, medium, and low categories
should be included. Resulting analysis is highly dependent on how these categories
are defined.

10. Reports imply a cost-benefit analysis when they only provide a consideration of the
costs and benefits.

1'1. Economic equity discussion should be expanded.
12. Areas that do not have resources still may be impacted by limit or prohibit decisions by

a general increase in housing costs and job opportunities
'13. Reports need to define terms and use them consistently
14. lnclude more description of Goal 5 rule and policies influencing analysis
15. State that the expansion of the UGB is a possible policy consideration
16. Add more clarification of the 2040 design types in the ECO report
17. Review tables to ensure the numbers reported are accurately described

L Staff willaddress

10. Staff willaddress

1 1 . Staff will address
12. Statf will address

'13. Staff will address
14, Staff will consider
15. Staff will address
16. Staff willaddress
17. Staff will address

IEAB
lndividual
reviewers

ESEE Report All comments were reviewed and will be considered when revising the report. Many are
editorial and are not included in this table. The following comments were not included in
the summary above:
1. Color maps would be helpful - or a link to a website that contains the color maps (NN,

SH, TM)
2. Concern about desoibing Multi-family as not supporting employment (RM)
3. Economic chapter in ESEE Report is much clearer and better written than ECO Report.

(sH, TM)
4. Changes in timber production are not solely the result of restrictions due to the spotted

owl and Canadian policies. (HR)
5. Ranking all jobs together is very simplistic, at least two categories are needed: average

income per job and multiplier effect. (HR)
6. Describe maps when they appear in the report (TM)

1. Staff will consider

2. Staff will consider
3. Thanks!

4. Staff will consider

5. Staff will consider

6. Staff will address
ECO Report All comments were reviewed and will be considered when revising the report. Many are

editorial and are not included in this table. The following comments were not included in
the summary above:
1. What is the purpose of an index that values land relative to the Portland city center?

This needs to be more thoroughly described as part of the methodology. (LP)
2. A section on the types of economic benefits that might be lost if development is limited

or prohibited should be added to parallel the discussion of ecosystem services benefits
(RM)

3. Add more of a discussion of substitutability of lands (RM)
4. ECO probably went as far as they could in quantifying the effects. They have

successfully shown the distribution of natural resources and economic activity in the
Portland area and how they overlap. (TM)

5. Add some examples of types of areas that receive a low or medium land value or
employment potential. (TM)

6. Add discussion of intrinsic value of built environment to the literature review. (TM)

1. Staff will address

2. Staff will consider

3. Staff will consider
4. Thanks!

5. Staff will consider

6. Staff will consider
I;\gm\long_range_planning\projects\Goal S\Goal 5 Report REVISIONVSEE\Committee Comments Ex A.doc
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DRAFT STAFF REPORT

IN CONSIDERATION OF RESOLUTION NO 03-3376A FOR THE PURPOSE
OF ENDORSING METRO'S DRAFT PHASE I ECONOMIC, SOCIAL,
ENVIRONMENTAL AND ENERGY (ESEE) ANALYSIS AND DIRECTTNG STAFF
TO CONDUCT MORE SPECIFIC ESEE ANALYSIS OF MULTIPLE FISH AND
WILDLIFE PROTECTION AND RESTORATION PROGRAM OPTIONS.

Date: October 24,2003 Prepared by: Andy Cotugno and Chds Deffebach

BACKGROUND

Policies in Metro's Regional Framework Plan and sections of the Urban Growth
Management Functional Plan call for Metro to develop a regional fish and wildlife
protection program. As defined in a Vision Statement that was developed in cooperation
with local goverrrrnents at MPAC and endorsed by MPAC and Metro Council in 2000,
the overall goal of the protection program is, ..." to conserve, protect and restore a
continuous ecologically viable streamside corridor... that is integrated with the urban
environment." Metro is currently developing this program, following the 3-step process
established by the State Land Use Planning Goal 5 administrative rule.

In the first step of this 3-step process, Metro identified regionally significant fish and
wildlife habitat using the best available science, computer mapping, and fieldwork. In
2002, after review by independent committees, local governments and residents, Metro
Council adopted the inventory of regionally significant fish and wildlife habitat lands.

The second step of the process is to evaluate the Economic, Social, Environmental and
Energy consequences of a decision to allow, limit or prohibit conflicting uses on these
regionally significant lands. Metro is conducting the ESEE analysis in two phases. The
first phase is to evaluate the ESEE consequences at a regional level. This work is now
complete and is presented as Exhibit A to this Resolution. The second phase of the ESEE
analysis will evaluate a range of possible protection and restoration program options. The
progftrm options include a mix of regulatory and non-regulatory components. They are
presented in Draft as Exhibit B to the Resolution. The evaluation of these options will
respond to key questions that emerged from the Phase I ESEE analysis.

Based on the results of the evaluation of the program options, Metro Council is scheduled
to consider where development of the fish and wildlife habitat areas should be allowed,
limited or prohibited, as required in the Goal 5 administrative rule. Based on the results
of the ESEE Analysis, Metro Council is scheduled to consider a direction for the
development of a Fish and Wildlife Habitat Protection Program.

The Resolution has been forwarded to Metro Council by MPAC. The Resolution has
also been reviewed by Metro's advisory committees including, Economic Technical
Advisory Committee (ETAC), Goal 5 Technical Advisory Committee (Goal 5 TAC),
Water Resources Policy Advisory Committee (WRPAC), the Independent Economic



Advisory Board (IEAB) and the Social Issues Group, Metro Technical Advisory
Committee (MTAC).

Prior to Council consideration of this Resolution, staff will present a summary of public
comments received at Metro Council's public hearing that was held on October 22nd for
Council review and on any other commlnts that Metro receives after Octob er 22"d.

This Staff Report summarizes the comments received from Metro's advisory committees
on this Resolution and public comments received before October 22no. The comments
from Metro's advisory committees and the general public comments are described in
attachments to this staff report. Staff identified comments from Metro's Advisory
Committees as l) those that are technical in nature or generally widely agreed upon; and
2) those that raise policy issues for Metro Council to consider.

For comments that are technical in nature or were generally widely agreed upon by the
various committees, Staffhas responded by preparing an "A" version of Resolution 03-
3376. This "A" version includes: Revisions to the Resolution; creation of an Addendum
to Exhibit A that lists those comments on the ESEE report for that staff will address in
the next draft of the Report and revisions to Exhibit B of the Program Options. [n
suflrmary, these revisions are:

Proposed Revisions in 66A" Version of Resolution 03-3376
Staff propose modiffing the Resolution language to add a whereas that refers to the
Vision Statement; a revision to the 4th Resolve to reiterate Metro's policy on "taking"
and a revision to the 5th Resolve to clariff the effect on existing structures and new
strucfures.

For comments on the ESEE Report and Executive Summary, staff has noted those issues
that will be addressed by adding clarification or more description in the report and those
which require further consideration before addressing in the report. In the Addendum to
Exhibit A staffpropose to address or consider.
o Adding descriptions of the consequences on transportation and other infrastructure,

security needs, redevelopment and on public and private institutions.
. Considering the value of vested property rights in determining economic priorities,

and revising the economic report, prepared by Metro's consultants and included as an
appendix to the full report, to address other comments raised by ETAC and the IEAB.

In Exhibit B, the Program Options, staff has proposed the following revisions:
o Replace the Non-Regulatory Table 6 with a revised Table 6 with additional

descriptions of acquisition, incentive, education and restoration program examples
and including an example of applying surface water management fees to restoration.

o Replace the Figure I Program Chart with a revised Figure I Program Chart that is
consistent with the definitions used in the descriptions of the regulatory and non-
regulatory options.



o Correct a technical error in Option lB by changing the protection level for Class A
Upland Wildlife from Moderately limit to Strictly limit so that the full range of
protection levels are considered for upland wildlife.

o Revise the headings in the Habitat and urban development options to make explicit
that the "other areas" category includes interim design types for the urban expansion
areas and lands outside the URG but with no assigned design types.

o Simpliff and clarifu the assumptions that define ESEE decisions for allow, limit or
prohibit treatments in this analysis.

o Clari& the criteria that refer to the Clean Water Act and the ESA.
o Add economic equity to the economic criteria
o Add a measure to consider net loss of environmental function and clariff other

criteria environmental criteria

Issues for Council consideration
Comments that raise policy issues for further Metro Council consideration are
summarized together. These are:

Comments that apply to all options
1. Consider simplifoing and refining options to reduce confusion.
2. Eliminate program variables that would vary regulatory approaches by geographic

area (e.g., inside/outside 2002 UGB).
3. Strengthen restoration elernent to have high importance in all of the regulatory

and non-regulatory options.

Option I
4. Consider increasing protection levels in Option l.
5. Consider revising Options 1C to change allow decisions to lightly limit decisions

in riparian areas.
6. Drop Option I from further evaluation since it does not explicitly reflect the

economic consequences from the ESEE analysis.

Option 2
7. Consider the implication of the economic importance of Regionally Significant

Industrial Areas, employment land, and corridors.
8. Consider eliminating residential land values from the land value measure and

using the 2M0 policy hierarchy only as the method to assess residential treatment.
9. Create a new option within the habitat and urban development category that

provides stronger fish and wildlife habitat protection.

Option 3
10. Drop Option 3 from further evaluation since it does not seem to meet the Goal 5

rule or the Vision Statement and does not reflect the diversity of environmental
values of the inventory.



Option 4
11. Drop Option 4 from further evaluation since it does not seem to meet the Goal 5

rule or the Vision Statement, because the region has already documented the need
for more than current protection for fish and wildlife habitat and because of
concern there is a lack of symmetry because prohibit is ruled out (in the
resolution) and allow is not.

12. If this option remains for evaluation, call it the "baseline" rather than an option.

Step 3 of the Goal 5 process will be development of a protection program for adoption as

part of Metro's Functional Plan. This step is scheduled to begin in May, with Council
consideration of direction on a program option, and be completed by the end of 2004.
The evaluation of program options in the ESEE analysis is designed to result in a "safe
harbor" program that local jurisdictions could adopt with State approval and to offer
variations to the Safe Harbor program Variations would offer an approach for local
jurisdiction implementation that supports local flexibility and the opportunity to develop
a riparian district plan. The Protection Program would be adopted by local govemments
after acknowledgement by the State and implemented within two to four years.

AIIALYS IS/INFORMATION

1. Known Opposition. Metro has received opposition and comments on different
parts of the preliminary Goal 5 ESEE analysis and the Draft Program Options for
Fish and Wildlife Habitat Protection. This staff report identifies comments on this
resolution received from Metro's Advisory Committees and the general public
prior to October 23.

2. Legal Antecedents. Policies in Metro's Regional Framework Plan and Section 5
of Title 3 in Metro's Urban Growth Management Functional Plan support the
development of a Fish and Wildlife Habitat Protection Program. In addition, the
preliminary ESEE analysis and the evaluation of the Program Options as the
ESEE analysis continues compliance with the State Land Use Planning Goal 5
administrative rule (OAR 660-023-000). Metro's adoption of the Draft Regionally
Significant Fish and Wildlife Habitat Inventory and a Local Plan Analysis by
Resolution No. 02-3218A formed the basis for the Preliminary ESEE analysis and
development of program options that this resolution endorses.

3. Anticipated Effects. Approval of this resolution will allow Metro to complete
the ESEE analysis as required by State Land Use Goal 5 and provide additional
information necessary for Metro Council to reach a decision on where to allow,
limit or prohibit development on regionally significant fish and wildlife habitat
lands. With the completion of the analysis as directed by this Resolution and a
Metro Council decision on an Allow/Limit/Prohibit map, the third step of the
Goal 5 process, development of a protection and restoration program for adoption
into Metro's Functional Plan, can begin.

4. Budget Impacts. The adopted budget for FY04 includes resources for staffand
consultants to evaluate the program options and share the findings with the public
at a level of detail defined.



RECOMMENDED ACTION

Staffrequests that Metro Council endorse the preliminary ESEE findings as described in
Exhibit A to the Resolution and direct staff to evaluate the program options as described
in Exhibit B to the Resolution.



Attachments to the Staff Report

Metro Fish and Witdlife Protection (Goal 5) Program Summary of Public
Comments for FalI2003 Outreach Efforts, October 22,2003

Memo to Metro Council with Goal SAVRPAC comments

Memo to Metro Council with ETAC comments

Memo to Metro Council with MPAC comments

Summary of Issues Raised on Exhibit B by Commiffee with proposed staffresponse



Metro Fish and Wildlife Protection (Goal 5) Program

Summary of Pubtic Comments for Fall 2003 Outreach Efforts

October 22, 2003

Metro has worked with advisory committees, participated in public events, and attended
various interest group meetings throughout the region to inform the public about and get

feedback on the Regional Fish and Wildlife Habitat Protection (FWHP) or "Goal 5"
Program. This phase of public outreach focused on the second stage of the planning
pro""rr, which has involved identiffing the Economic, Social, Environmental, and
-En".gy 

(ESEE) consequences of protecting or not protecting fish and wildlife habitat.
The Jiaft ESEE report was completed in Fall 2003. Public input has been received via
standard printed and on-line comment forms, phone calls, and email and open letters.

This report summarizes Metro's public outreach efforts to-date and what we have heard

from the public about the regional FWHP program.

Metro staff utilized several different venues for announcing events and informing the
public about the on-going and current activities relating to the FWHP Program. The
il4etro web page has been updated to reflect past, current, and future activities. Several
documents are available on-line and an interactive web tool has been developed to allow
individuals to search and view a specific property or area in the habitat inventory- The
public comment form was also made available at the web site so that individuals can send

us their thoughts electronically at their convenience. Events were alrnounced through
several venues including the printed and electronic newsletters of various groups in the
region. For example, the Coalition for a Livable Future, League of Women Voters, and

Homebuilders Associations (see Table I for a full list). Metro staff also sent a media
release to all of the television and radio stations and newspapers in the region. [n
response, several news articles were published about Metro's FWHP Program (see Table
1).

Outreach Events

Metro has participated in eleven community events that drew approximately 4,740
participants. These events include open houses organized in coordination with the
tualatin Basin Partners, community farmers' markets and Salmon Festival, among others
(refer to Table 2 for afull list). Metro staffand councilors were available at these events,

mostly in a booth/table format to answer questions and listen to individuals' views on the
habitat program. Maps of regionally significant habitat and informational brochures were
available at these events along with public comment forms. Handouts were also
distributed by Metro staffand councilors and other persons throughout the region.
Approximately 1,200 of each the comment forms and the other informational brochures
were handed out to the public.

Metro staffand councilors have attended over twenty meetings with various
goverrrmental and non-govemmental groups throughout the region, including



neighborhood associations and watershed councils,local governments and special interest
groups such as the Tualatin Riverkeepers and the Columbia Corridor Association (see

Table 3 for a full list). At these meetings, Metro staff presented more detailed information
on the regional approach to habitat protection, the three-step planning process, the habitat
inventory (step 1), the ESEE impacts (step 2) and future steps for evaluating and adopting
a habitat protection program. Questions and discussions about the FWHP program
followed the presentations and addressed a wide range of perspectives on the fairness and
adequacy of the program for protecting habitat and supporting a healthy economy.
Additional meetings are and will be scheduled throughout October and November with
interested groups.

These comments are in addition to the feedback received from Metro advisory
committees that have various expertise and interests related to habitat protection (e.g.
Goal 5TAC, WRPAC, ETAC, MTAC, MPAC)

Public Feedback

The following summarizes public feedback on Metro's FWHP Program. Comments have
been gathered on standard comment forms, via open letters sent by mail or on-line, and

by phone. A record of all the written comments received is being kept by the Metro
Council Office (see Table 4 for selected items from this record).

Comment forms

Metro has received a total of 54 comment forms including 36 handed out at the outreach
events and l8 submitted on-line. Overall, comments support a regional program aimed at
protecting fish and wildlife habitat. Emphasis was placed on varying the level of
protection based on ecological value while considering the impacts on economic
development and private property rights. Six sets of questions prompted feedback on
specific issues relevant to developing a program to protect regionally significant habitat.
A summary of each question, or set of questions, posed on the comment form follows.

The first question asked whether habitat protection should be equal or varied based on
ecological value. Most respondents support the latter approach. The majority of
respondents support protecting all important habitat areas to some degree while focusing
attention on the most ecologically valuable areas (including riparian and upland areas and
connecting habitat areas). A few respondents emphasized the need to focus on restoring
degraded areas in addition to protecting valuable ones and a few expressed concem about
how ecological value is determined. A few respondents stated that existing local
goverrrment protections are enough.

The second question asked about varying protection by land use (zoning) and considering
habitat while planning for roads and utilities. Most respondents support habitat protection
on all types of land, though some suggest considering the economic value of development



and still others emphasize flexibility and a case-by-case approach to protection. Those
respondents who favor varying protection by land use are generally less supportive of
regulations for residential areas. Some comments emphasize the compatibility of habitat
areas and residential neighborhoods. Regarding infrastructure, respondents
overwhelmingly favored considering the impacts of roads and utilities on habitat areas.

The third question asked if habitat areas that provide connections to other areas should be
given priority. Most respondents supported greater protection efforts for these areas,
though a few of these suggest that all habitat areas should be equally protected. A few
respondents raised concerns about the impacts of this decision on private property. Others
mentioned acquisition of these areas as a potential policy approach.

The fourth question addressed protecting established versus new development, allowing
exceptions from development restriction, and requiring mitigation. Most respondents
support protection standards on newly developed and re-developed land, while some
people favor exempting already developed land from protections. Still others favor
protections on all land. Respondents mostly favor mitigation, though a few expressed
concerns about whether mitigation was equal to protection. In general, people favored a

balanced approach of avoiding impacts when possible and mitigating losses when they
occur.

The fifth question asked the public for input on the types of incentives that should be
used to protect habitat. The most commonly reported suggestions include: tax incentives
(e.g., reduced property taxes), grants and technical assistance for habitat protection and
restoration, education ef[orts including school programs, community recognition and
awards for habitat protection and restoration, free or reduced cost native plants and other
restoration materials, help with protection costs and labor (e.g., through use of
Americorps participants), and conservation easements or transfer of development rights.
A couple people responded to this question with concerns about infringements on private
property rights.

The sixth question addressed how the habitat protection program should be funded and
personal willingness to support public financing mechanisms. Though several people
expressed concerns about property rights and./or increased taxation, the majority of
respondents are supportive of public financing mechanisms. Other funding mechanisms
mentioned include taxes (e.g., on non-consumptive products such as binoculars and
automobiles), fees on development, pollution or stormwater management, voluntary
contributions and entrance fees at parks.

Phone calls

To date, Metro staffhave received around 50 phone calls about the FWHP Program over
the past few months. [n general, callers request information about the program or ask
questions to clariff their understanding of the program including the steps taken so far as

well as future directions. Many callers request information about the criteria underlying



the habitat inventory generally, in addition to specific details about how a particular
property is classified and why. Callers who own regionally significant habitat inquire
about what that means for their property. Though a few callers have been upset, most
callers simply want to learn more about the program.

Open letters

Metro Council and planners have received approximately 16 letters via regular mail,
email or fax about the FWHP progftrm. These letters are mostly supportive of a regional
habitat protection program. Only one letter expressed concem about the potential private
property impacts, given that the majority of his land is classified as regionally significant
habitat. A few letters are critical of Metro ef[orts and express concerns that Metro is not
doing enough to protect the region's resources. A variety ofregulatory and non-
regulatory approaches are called for in these letters, and the need for both protection and
restoration is noted.

Friends and Advocates of Urban Natural Areas (FAUNA) postcards

The Friends and Advocates of Urban Natural Areas (FALINA) have distributed pre-
addressed postcards to be sent to Metro Council and the Tualatin Basin partners in
support of the Fish and Wildlife Habitat protection program. At present, 1,261 postcards
have been sent to Metro Council and another 164 to the Tualatin Partners. Only two of
these postcards express concerns about property rights and are less supportive ofa habitat
protection program. The following are major themes expressed in the postcards that
support a regional habitat protection program: a desire and need for additional regulations
to protect watershed and habitat resources; the need to pursue responsible development
and stop reckless development; the importance of habitat areas for environmental health
and neighborhood livability; the positive influence protected natural areas have on
property rights; the long timeframe involved in recovering resource health relative to the
short timeframe of degrading resources; and, the desire and need to protect habitat
resources to maintain the character of our region and for the benefit of future generations.

Summary

Based on the feedback received to-date, the public appears generally supportive of
protecting fish and wildlife habitat in the region both inside and outside the urban growth
boundary and including regulatory and non-regulatory measures. The majority of the
critical feedback received has been through phone calls from concerned citizens who
worry about the impacts of Metro's habitat protection program on the use of their
property or who oppose all habitat protection based on private property rights or anti-tax
sentiments. Other critical feedback suggests that Metro is not currently doing enough to
protection fish and wildlife habitat.



Table l: Event Promotion Strategies and Media Coverage, Sept. and Oct.2003

ewsletters Publication Date(s)

councilor newsletters from 50-500 councilor) Sept. and Oct. 2003

e-news 5,500 emailed from Metro 9-9-03, 9-30-03

22,500 in fall 2003 edition
newsletter Various times: Aug., Sept. and Oct. 2003

Basin newsletters Various times: Aug., Sept. and Oct. 2003

Audubon Warbler Sept.2003

Builders' Association Newsletter Sept. 2003

League of Women Voters newsletter Sept.2003

of Commerce Newsletters Various times: Aug., Sept. and Oct. 2003

Submissions
for Livable Future member list-serve submitted information 8-l l-03

Share listserve-19 member submitted information 8-l l-03

1000 Friends of email submitted information 8-l l-03
Dirt e-news submitted information 9-5-03

omen on Water e-news submitted information 9-5-03

N Resource e-news submitted information 9-5-03

AC e-news submitted information 9-5-03

Blast Facts e-news submitted information 9 -17 -03

edia
Grove News Times article about G5 09103103

Oregonian editorial (Mike Houck) relates open spaces and G5 09/01/03

Grove News Times article 9 house 09t03103

article (Laura Oppenheimer) describes current G5 work and
a list of events

09/08/03

describes G5 work 09116103

Argus editorial (Councilor Mcl-ain) invites comment and
1n events and

09t2st03

Argus article (Doug Browning) about the Sept. l3
Public Affairs Forum

t0lt4l03

Argus article directing people to web sites and staff contacts
leam more about habitat

t0/14103

Journal Commerce article (Aimee Curl) following up on
meeting with CREEC (Commercial Real Estate Economic

and other interests 0-14-03
l0/15/03

Argus editorial (Councilor Mclain) explaining Metro's
efforts

l0/15/03

*planned column

Portland Tribune article (Ben Jacklet)

rHillsboro



Table 2: Sept. and Oct. 2003 Community Events around the Region
(l I events, 4,740 attendees)

Event and location # of attendees

Tualatin Basin Partners Open House - Forest Grove 150

Tualatin Basin Partners Open House - Beaverton 125

Alberta Street Fair - NE Portland 65

Tualatin Basin Partners Open House - Sherwood 35

Lake Oswego Farmers' Market 50

Springwater Festival, A Johnson Creek Celebration - Gresham 20

Hillsdale Farmers' Market 40

Metro Hazardous Waste Collection Event - Damascus 2ts

Clackamas Town Center Court Information Table 25

Metro Salmon Festival - Oxbow Park 4,000

Lents Harvest Festival - SE Portland l5



Table 3: Sept. and Oct. 2003 Stakeholder Meetings
(22 meetin gs, 567 attendces)

NOTE: Stakeholder and committee meetings will continue through October and into
November. Additional stakeholder meetings are being scheduled with the East County
Cities, West Linn Chamber of Commerce, and Forest Grove Chamber of Commerce,
among other organizations.

Washington County CPO #8 t2

Forest Grove Rotary 50

Tualatin Chamber 25

Columbia Corridor Association, Environment/Land Use Committee (Sept. and
Oct. meetings, 15 each)

30

Johnson Creek Watershed Council 25

Sexton Mountain Neighborhood Association 20

Westside Economic Alliance, Land Use Committee 25

Portland Metropolitan Area Realtors 25

Oregon Trout 5

Gresham Planning Commission 25

Friends of Trees l5

Oak Lodge (Clackamas County) CPO 30

Columbia Slough Watershed Council 25

American Planning Association, Oregon Chapter Conference 50

Wilsonville Chamber 30

Tualatin Riverkeepers 20

North Clackamas Chamber 25

Washington County CPO #l 20

Gresham Chamber 40

Washington County Public Affairs Forum 45

Commercial Real Estate Economic Coalition (CREEC) 90

Clackamas County Salmon Coordinating Committee 20

Clackamas County Central Point-Leland Rd.-New Era CPO 5



Table 4: Selected ltems from Legal Record for Metro's Fish and Wildlife Habitat
(Goal 5) Program

DOC. DATE DOCTJMENT DESCRIPTION TO/FROM PAGE

t0/21t2003 Letter supporting fish & wildlife protection TO: Council
FROM: John Ferguson, Deep
River Geotechnical Services

t0/20t2003 Letter supporting wildlife & watershed
protection

TO: Council
FROM: Patricia Sims

t0/15/2003 Email supporting protection of watersheds TO: Metro
FROM: Greg Schifsky

t0/03/03 Email letter expressing support for
protecting riparian areas including
regulations, educatiorL & incentives.

TO: habitat@metro.dst.or.us
FROM: Chris Ling

10/03/03 Email to Hennings: Thanks for
presentation at Tualatin Riverkeepers
meeting. Expresses desire for a program
that supports and protects restoration
activities.

TO: Lori Hennings
FROM: Barb Fitzgerald

t0/U2003 Letter in support of protecting watershed
areas.

TO: Metro Council
FROM: Jeffrey Cleven, MD

09130/03 Email: Thanks for valuable presentation to
watershed council.

TO: Chris Deffebach
FROM: Jay Mower, Coordinator
of Columbia Slough Watershed
Council.

912612003 Letter in support of regulations &
environmental standards for keeping
watersheds healthy

TO: Metro Council
FROM: MaryMcGilwa
ArchitecUlandscape Desigoe.

0912s/03 Letter expressing concern about what will
happen to private land, much of which is
classified as habitat.

TO: Brian Newman
FROM: Sam Sabbo

0912st03 Email inquiry about Goal 5 program: (l)
progress to-date and next steps; (2)
detailed map of properfy. Paul Ketcham
responded to inquiries.

TO: habitat@metro.dst.or.us
FROM: Pete Kirby

9/24/2003 Letter received in support of Fish and
Wildlife Habitat Protection Prosram

TO: Metro Council
FROM: Gerard & Rita van Deene

9n9t2003 Letter in support of stronger standards for
streamside development

TO: Metro Council
FROM: Matthew Hein

9/t7/2003 Letter in support of Metro's upcoming
Fish and Wildlife protection prosram

TO: David Bragdon
FROM: Mark fuesmeyer

9/1512003 Letter in support of Fish and Wildlife
Protection Program

TO: Metro Council
FROM: Burke Strobel

09/10t03 Inquiry about criteria used to map
environmental features that support
healthy streams and fish and wildlife
habitat. Metro staffresponded to these
inquiries in follow-up emails and phone
conversations.

TO: Metro Habitat Protection
Program (habitat@metro-
region.org)
FROM: Steven Edelman



09/10/03 Criticizes Metro for allowing development,
especially in terms of clear cutting trees for
new developments. If eliminate trees,
eliminate wildlife. Also, traffic from UGB
law is not wildlife friendly. Too much
traffic already. Need to stop development.

TO: Metro Habitat Protection
Program (habitat@metro-
region.org)
FROM: Dale Rank

81s12003 ktter received: Metro Council Work
Session in support of a Goal 5 regulatory
program

TO: Metro Council
FROM: Ed Labinowicz -
Gresham Butte Neighborhood
Association

7t23t2003 Email re Fish and Wildlife Habitat Action
Alert; Brownfields Conference in Portland

TO: Rooney Barker
FROM: Teresa Huntsinger

7lt5/2003 Letter re Program Options for Fish and
Wildlife Program

TO: Metro Council
FROM: Ron Carley, Board
President, Coalition for a Livable
Future, and Jim Labbe, Urban
Conservationist, Audubon Society
of Portland

7/1st2003 Letter re Draft Options for Regional Fish
and Wildlife Habitat Protection Program

TO: Metro Council
FROM: Susan Marshall,
Executive Director, Tualatin
fuverkeepers



MEMORANDUM

To:
M ernd

Metro Council

From: Chris Deffebach

Subject: ETAC Comments on Resolution 03-3376

Date: October 22,2003

The Economic Technical Advisory Committee was formed in2002 to advise Metro staff
on economic consequences from a decision to allow, limit or prohibit conflicting uses on
the fish and wildlife habitat lands in the ESEE analysis. ETAC was created to:

l. Review the consultants proposed methodology for conducting the economic
analysis
2. Assess materials sent to the independent economic peer review panel and
responses from the peer review panel
3. Analyze the consultant's draft work products based on the methodology
4. Advise about the economic integration into the overall economic social
environmental and energy consequences document and

5. Review and make recommendations about economic considerations in regard to the
draft programs to protect important resources.

The Advisory Committee has been meeting every other month, on average since June of
2002 to complete these tasks.

On October 20, ETAC presented comments about the integration of the economic
analysis in the ESEE and on the draft program options as presented in Resolution 03-
3376. This resolution endorses Metro's Goal 5 Draft Phase I Economic, Social,
Environmental and Energy analysis and directs staff to conduct more specific ESEE
analysis of multiple fish and wildtife habitat protection and restoration program options
The ETAC comments are summarized below. The committee did not formally take
votes.

The economic analysis is being reviewed by the Northwest Power Planning
Commissions' Independent Economic Advisory Board (IEAB). The IEAB presented
their comments at the ETAC meeting and these are summarized here.
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Comments on the Economic Priority Methodology:
l. The methodology for ranking economic priority of lands is, while not perfect, the

best that they could develop. Its value lies in using three different measures of
economic development values of the lands-2040 policy, land value and
ernployment density-which each capture different aspects of economic value.

2. The ESEE report needs to recognize that the dividing points between high,
medium and low economic development value and environmental value are, and
will always be, coarse. More description of the effects that drawing the dividing
line in different points could make should be added to the report. More
description is needed on how and why the markers are set for high medium and
low for both the environmental and economic ranking in the ESEE report.

3. The component summary map shows those areas that score "high" by any one of
the three measures, "medium" by any one of the three measures and "low" by all
measures. This approach to defining the "high" category needs to be explained
better in the report.

4. The economic priority ranking method still has limitations, which need to be
recognized in the report. For example, the value of public investment in land for
economic purposes, such as investment in Port facilities, is underrepresented
under the land values measure, though Port industrial properties are included in
the high economic rank for policy purposes. The measures of economic value do
not reflect the multiplier effect ofjobs, other than the industrial areas, which get a
high score based on the policy criteria. More information about these values can
be found in the PorUCity Study of the River Industrial area and this reference
should be added to the literature review.

5. Changing the component summary categories to include only Regionally
Significant Industrial Areas and not all industrial areas does not reflect the priority
the committee discussed for industrial areas. Industrial areas only score high
based on2040 policy, not on land value or employment density. ETAC did not
recommend using only Regionally Significant Industrial areas and commented
that the RSIA overlay creates complications for intermodal facilities, which are
half on RSIA areas and half on other industrial lands.

6. Table 4-l in the ESEE Report that shows the relationship between ecosystem
services and the fish and wildlife habitat functions undervalues the ecosystem
service functions of some areas such as steep slopes (for landslides) and small
headwaters (for water quality). (Note that IEAB comments that ecosystem service
value appears to be overstated in some of the tables in the ESEE Report).

IEAB Comment Summary
The following summarizes the IEAB memo that was submitted as a surnmary of all IEAB
member comments.

l. Add discussion on the economic costs of not expanding the UGB.



2. Add discussion of economic value of open space.
3. Expand discussion of economic equity.
4. Define terms and use terms consistently.
5. Consider jobs ranking methodology.
6. Review report for:

a. bias in presentation of economic effects and ecosystem services
b. ensure that value judgments are distinguished from quantifiable statements
c. conflict between industrial development and riparian protection is fully

described
d. 2040 growth concept is referred to in appropriate places
e. key economic factors are addressed
f. substitutability of land is sufficiently discussed

Comments on Exhibit B, the Program Options
l. The committee supports continued evaluation of Option 2 (Habitat and Urban

Development) because it reflects the findings in the ESEE Report by taking the
economic consequences into consideration.

2. The committee did not see the value of continuing evaluation of any of the other
options because the other options do not appear to flow from what has been
leamed in the first phase of the ESEE analysis. Option I should be dropped
because it does not take the economic analysis into consideration; Option 3 should
be dropped because it does not reflect what we learned about the ecological
diversity of the environmental values in the resource sites when the resource
inventory was created; Option 4 should be dropped because the region already has
documented the need for more protection than we have today, as evidenced by the
commitment to the Goal 5 work program.

3. The committee supports expansion of the range of options in Option 2 (Habitat
and Urban Development) to include options that provide more regulatory
protection of the fish and wildlife habitat areas.

Other Comments on Exhibit B:
l. The description of Option 2 Table 2 should add a fifth box that can better describe

the urban expansion areas, rather than referring to them as "rural zoning" in the
fourth column.

2- Add economic equity as a criterion for further evaluation to the list of Criteria in
Table 7 of Exhibit B. The only equity criterion listed is intergenerational equity,
under the Social Factors.

3. Clariff the direction of the indicators, or measures in Table 7. For example,
rather than say the number of acres affected, indicate if they are'tetained" or
"protected".



4. Clarit/ how employment areas will be preserved in Table 7 citet'.a and measures,
as to preserving existing employment or preserving the capacity for additional
employment areas.

5. The role of incentives and other non-regulatory approaches need a good, thorough
examination in the program options. The analysis should build offof the
incentives work that was done last year by Metro Parks and Greenspaces.

Comments on the Resolves in the Resolution
1. The resolution lacks symmetry by concluding not to study a l}OYo " prohibit"

option but remaining silent on whether to continue a lo0o/o "allow" option.



MEMORANDUM
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M ernd
From: Andy Cotugno

Chris Deffebach

Subject: Goal 5 TAC and WRPAC comments on Resolution 03-3376

Date: October 18,2003

The Goal 5 Technical Advisory Committee (TAC) and the Water Resources Policy
Advisory Committee (WRPAC) met together on October 17,2003 to prepare comments
for staffand Metro Council consideration on Resolution 03-3376. The purpose of the
resolution is to endorse Metro's Goal 5 Draft Phase I Economic, Social, Environmental
and Energy analysis and to direct staffto conduct more specific ESEE analysis of
multiple fish and wildlife habitat protection and restoration program options. This merno
summarizes the comments of Goal 5 TAC/IVRPAC.

The Goal 5 TAC has been meeting monthly to advise Metro staffon the Regional Fish
and Wildlife Habitat Protection Program since 1998. Andy Cotugno seryes as chair of
this Committee. The Water Resources Policy Advisory Committee is one of the
Council's standing committees. Councilor Hosticka currently serves as chair. Since
September, the two committees have been meeting jointly to review the Fish and Wildlife
Habitat Protection Work with Councilor Hosticka as chair.

The joint committee voted on, or identified comments on, the following items in Exhibit
B of the Resolution.

L The Joint Committee voted l5 - 3 to recommend that Metro not analyze diflerent
options for areas outside the December 2002 Urban Growth Boundary and to drop
the geographic areas variation to program options from Figure 1: Program Option
Chart.

2. The Joint Committee voted 12 -2 in favor of creating a new option that would
provide stronger fish and wildlife habitat protection in Option 2, (Habitat and
Urban Development Based) (with no "allow" decisions for any areas).



3. The Joint Committee commented in general, without voting, that restoration
should have high importance in, and be an integral part of, all of the regulatory
and non-regulatory options.

4. The Joint Committee recommended generally, without voting, that the criteria
evaluate (1) whether each option results in any "net loss" of environmental
function and, (2) the effect of each option on riparian continuity. The joint
committee discussed how to evaluate "no net loss" environmental function and
considered eliminating all "allow" decisions on the Riparian Habitat Class 3 and
in the Riparian lmpact Areas in Option I c (Habitat Based Options) to preserve
riparian continuity (because an "allow" decision does not provide for imposing a
mitigation requirement to offset disruption of environmental function).

5. The Joint Committee commented that Option 3 (Streamside habitat approach))
does not seem to meet the Goal 5 Rule or the Vision Staternent and is not related
to the characteristics of the inventory. The Committee made similar comments
about Option 4 (Baseline current regional regulations), and some committee
members believed that Option 4 should not be listed as an "option," but rather as

the baseline to be analyzed for comparison purposes only.

Three committee members and staffdistributed written comments to the committee.
Other than the points above, the written comments were not discussed further.
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M ernd
To: Metro Council

From: Chris Deffebach
Andy Cotugno

Subject: MPAC Action on Resolution 03-3376

Date: October 24,2003

On October22,2003 MPAC reviewed Metro Resolution 03-3376. This resolution calls
for endorsing Metro's Goal 5 Draft Phase I Economic, Social, Environmental and Energy
Analysis and directing staff to conduct more specific ESEE analysis of multiple fish and
wildlife habitat protection and restoration program options. After review and discussion,
MPAC voted to forward the Resolution to Metro Council for their consideration along
with the MTAC comments and an additional request that Metro consider changing the
"allow" designations to "lightly limit" in the riparian resources and impact areas in
Option lc in Exhibit B.

The following summarizes the MTAC comments.

MTAC endorsed Resolution 03-3376 on October 15, 2003 with a vote of 2l yes and 2 no.
MTAC recommended the following changes to the Resolution for your consideration.
Metro staffwill use your comments on these items, along with comments from other
advisory committees, to revise the Resolution, Exhibit A, Exhibit B and the Staff Report
for Metro Council consideration. These are summarized below.

Resolution language
MTAC recommended the following changes to the Resolution language for MPAC
consideration:

l. Add a whereas to the resolution that refers to the vision staternent that was
developed by MPAC and endorsed by Metro Council in 2002 and serves as the
overall goal for the Regional Fish and Wildlife Habitat Protection Program.

2. Replace the 46 Resolve with new language that reiterates Metro Council's
previous policy on taking issue:



The Metro Council concludes, based on the analysis in Exhibit A, that
adopting a Program to Achieve Goal 5 that would demonstrably convert a
buildable lot or parcel into an unbuildable lot or parcel without
compensation to a willing seller would have exceptionally detrimental
social effects, and could also have detrimental environmental, economic,
and energy effects. The Metro Council therefore concludes that, balancing
such effects against any resulting positive environmental, social,
economic, and energy effects, the Program to Achieve Goal 5 that Meho
develops shall include a provision to reduce or remove the fish and
wildlife habitat protection that would otherwise apply to such a lot or
parcel so as not to render it unbuildable."

3. Edit the 5ft Resolve to clarifu the uses affected and not affected by the program.
The Resolve would read:

The Meho Council concludes, following the analysis in Exhibit A, that
adopting a Program to Achieve Goal 5 that would require property owners
to discontinue a use or remove structures on their properties for which
they have received land use authorization would have exceptionally
detrimental social and economic effects, and could also have detrimental
environmental and energy effects, and that, balancing such effects against
any resulting positive environmental social economic and energy effects,
the Program to Achieve goal 5 that Metro develops shall not require
property owners to discontinue use or remove structures on their
properties for which it was allowed, but expansion to existing structures
into the resource may be affected.

Exhibit A, the ESEE Report and Executive Summary
MTAC recommended the following comments be incorporated into the Exhibit A of
the Resolution, in the ESEE Report and Executive Summary. These comments,
combined with other comments that Metro receives on Exhibit A, will constitute an
Addendum to Exhibit A. Metro Council will consider this addendum when
considering the Resolution.

a. Address the effect of a decision to allow, limit or prohibit conflicting uses
in fish and wildlife areas on transportation facilities

b. Address the effect of a decision to allow, limit or prohibit conflicting uses
in fish and wildlife areas on other infrastructure

c. Address the effect of a decision to allow, limit or prohibit conflicting uses
in fish and wildlife areas on the ability to provide security for public
infrastructure that is located in these fish and wildlife habitat areas.

d. Address the social and economic consequences of a decision to allow,
limit or prohibit confliction uses on public and private institutions that are
located in fish and wildlife habitat areas.

e. Consider the value of vested property rights in determining economic
priorities.



f. Even when consideration of multiple trade-offs result in giving a priority
to conflicting uses, clariff that the avoid, minimize, mitigate standard
should be applied

g. Confirm that the effect on redevelopment from a decision to allow, limit
or prohibit conflicting uses is adequately covered.

Exhibit B Fish and Wildlife Habitat Protection and Restoration Program Options,
Program Options Report (dated October 1,2003)
MTAC recommended the following changes to the descriptions of the program options
for further ESEE analysis and to the criteria that are used to evaluate these options for
MPAC consideration.

4. Substitute a new page 5, Program Option Chart that changes high, medium and
low to most, moderate, least for Options la, b and c and revises the descriptions
of the non-regulatory examples. A copy of the new page 5 Program Option Chart
is attached.

5. Substitute the revised description of non-regulatory examples on two pages for
the old page9. The revised description of non-regulatory options deletes
references to high, medium and low. The revised description also sorts the
examples into those that are currently in use and those that have potential
application for use in the incentive, education, and acquisition and restoration
categories. The revised description of non-regulatory options is attached.

6. Add a non-regulatory example that would apply surface water management fees

to support restoration.

7. In the second regulatory approach option that is based on habitat and urban
development value, High Urban Development Value is defined to include Primary
2040 components, high employment value or high land value. Primary 2040
components include Regional Centers, Central City and Regionally Significant
Industrial Areas. MTAC has asked MPAC to consider policy implication of the
economic importance of regionally significant industrial areas, employment land
and corridors.

8. In Table 7 of Exhibit B, Criteria and potential indicators and measures for the
evaluation of program options, expand the description of the clean water criteria
to add a reference to meeting state water quality standards, especially
tanperature.

g. Include reference to the MRC rule in the ESEE and in Table 7, Criteria and
potential indicators and measures for the evaluation of program options. And
clarifu that the criteria would not evaluate just blanket protection, but the extent
that the program would provide blanket exception to take or assist in the recovery
under the 4d rule.



10. Consider simplifoing and refining the options to reduce confusion.

I 1. Consider treating residential land consistently in the progrirm options instead of
varying treatment as would result in Options 2 where land value of all lands is
used to assess economic priority. Under this measure, higher-valued residential
land receives lower levels of protection than lower-valued residential land.

12. Option l, Habitat Based, may need to be stronger.

13. Mitigation as a tool to restore land is lost with any "allow" designation. Consider
revising Option l/blc to eliminate allow designations.

14. The Tualatin Basin Approach follows a somewhat different methodology in their
ESEE analysis.

StaffReport to Resolution 03-3376
MTAC recommended MPAC consideration of the following iterns for elaboration in the
Staff Report for Resolution 03-33 76:

15. Recognize new case law regarding takings that result from the recent Coast Ranse
Conifers case.

16. Expand the description of a riparian district plan and site specific variations to the
standard Regional Protection Approach that would be available to jurisdictions.

17. Expand on the ESA evaluation criteria to define how much the protection plan
could assist with local ESA compliance, not just for the blanket exception to take
provision of the 4d rule and describe the NMFS rule.



FIGURE 1: PROGRAM OPTION CHART
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Table 6. ul
HOW

Examples of potential programsExamples of existing programs

RegionalBond Measure. Focused on purchasing
targeted Habitats of Concern and connector habitat from
willing sellers and restoration.

a

Regional Revolving Land Purchase Fund. Develop a
program to purchase habitat land, place development
restrictions or conservation easements to protect habitat
areas, and then sell remaining land for development.

a

Metro Openspaces Acquisition Program. Funded
through $135 million bond measure approved by voters in
1995. Focuses on targeted natural areas and regional
trails.

Three Rivers Land Conseruancy Acquisition Program.
Works to encourage donation of conservation easements to
protect targeted open space in the Metro region.

a

RegionalRestoration Plan. Develop a restoration plan
for the region based on watersheds. Start with Watershed
Action Plans and build from existing/ongoing efforts.
lnclude grant program to fund restoration projects,
recognition of good stewardship activities, and targeted
education.

a

Habitat Education Activities. Focus efforts to increase
awareness of connection to streams and rivers, similar to
fish stencil proqrams.

a

Oregon Watershed Enhancement Board (OWEB)
GeneralGrant Program. Grants to carry out on the ground
watershed restoration projects to restore aquatic habitat,
improve water quality, and improve biodiversity. Projects
include planting, culvert replacement, habitat
improvements, wetland restoration, and others.

Metro/U SFWS G ree nspace s Grant Program. Provides
funding for urban projects that emphasize environmental
education, habitat enhancement and watershed health.

a

a

RegionalSDC Program. Develop a regional SDC
program similar to the City of Sherwood to protect and
restore floodplain function to reduce development's impact
on stormwater.

a

Flood plain Acquisition Program. Coordinate and
facilitate expansion of a willing seller program similar to
Portland's to purchase and restore land within floodplains.

a

Sherwood program. Requires SDC for development in
floodplains, fee waived in flood area is donated to the city.

Johnson Creek Wlling Se//er Program. Portland
program allows landowners in Johnson Creek floodplain to
sell their property to the City at fair market value. After
acquisition, properties are restored to natural floodplain
function. Funded largely with dollars from FEMA after the
1996 flood:

a

Regional Sfreamside Re storation Grant Program.
Program to target education and fund restoration projects in
streamside areas. (May be part of a Regional Restoration
Planl.

a

Riparian Lands Tax lncentive Program. Allows
property owners to gain a fulltax exemption for improving
or maintaining riparian lands up to 100 ft from a stream,
must include a management plan developed in coordination
with ODFW. lmplement with local county approval, state
limits tax relief to 200 stream miles per county.

a

East Multnomah Soil & Water Conservation District
grants. Provides awards for conservation and restoration
projects, ranging from $200-2,500.

Wldlife Habitat lncentives Program (WHIP).
lmplemented through NRCS to help landowners develop
and improve wildlife habitat on their land. ln Oregon
approximately $350,000 is targeted for salmon habitat,
riparian habitat, and promotion of biodiversity.

a

a

Urban Area lnclusion Fee. Requires legislative
changes. Captures a portion of the increased value of
property (windfall) due to inclusion within the urban growth
boundary. Funds could be used to purchase or restore
habitat land within Metro's jurisdiction.

aEnvironmental Qu ality I nce ntive s Program Ea H.
Provides payments through the Natural Resources
Conservation Service (NRCS) to farmers and ranchers for
assistance implementing conservation practices on their
lands (including filter strips, manure management practices
and others). Authorized by the 2002Farm Bill, pays up to
74o/o of the costs of the implemented practice.

a

Stewardship Certification Program. Proposed by the
Conservation lncentives Summit Group, this program would
provide recognition to a variety of stakeholders for
implementing best management practices and other
practices of conservation value.

aMetro's Natural G arde ning and Land scaping Program.
Metro offers free natural gardening seminars and
workshops in spring and fall. Also includes a demonstration
garden, summer garden tour, and educational materials.

Downspout Di sconnect Program. Portland program

a

a

a

a



HOW

Examples of existing programs Examples of potential programs

that provides property owners with funds and technical
expertise to disconnect downspouts to reduce flow into the
stormsewer system.

Regional Good-Steward ship Recognition Program.
Develop a regional program to recognize property owners
in high value habitat areas for good stewardship and
restoration efforts. (May be part of a Regional Restoration
Plan).

a

Landowner Education Program. Target landowners in
regionally significant habitat areas to raise awareness of
how individual activities impact fish and wildlife habitat.

a

a Eco Biz Program. City of Portland program, started to
recognize auto repair and service facilities that minimize
their environmental impacts. Currently being extended to
landscapinq business.

Regional Eco-Business Program. Develop a regional
program to recognize and certify good business practices.
lnclude an educational component describing ways to
minimize impact on habitat.

a

a

o

Metro's Green Sfreets Handbook. A resource for
designing environmentally sound streets that can help
protect streams and wildlife habitat.

Eco-roof Program. Porlland provides sewer rate
discounts to developers that build greenroofs minimizing
stormwater runoff. Also provides an eco-roof floor area
bonus, in which each square foot of eco-roof equals an
additional three square feet of building area in the
downtown.

G-Rated lncentive Program. Portland program that
encourages innovations in residential and commercial
development and redevelopment for green building design
practices. Provides up to $20,000 for commercial projects
and $3,000 for residential projects.

Regional Habitat Friendly Development Program.
Work with local partners to develop technical assistance,
incentives, recognition programs, and awards for
development that helps protect fish and wildlife habitat.
Develop regional low impact development standards.

a

Habitat-oriented Development Program. Develop a
program similar to Metro's Transit-oriented Development
(TOD) Program to encourage construction of new
developments or redevelopment that protects and restores
fish and wildlife habitat.

ModelWldlife Crosslng Program. Develop a grant
program to construct wildlife crossing facilities in key
movement corridors.

a

a



Exhibit B: Comments on m
Reviewer Topic Comment Response

Option 1CMPAC Where an "allou/' decision is applied to a resource, change lightly limit lssue for Council
consideration

Program Option Chart Accept proposed staff changes Staff has proposed
revision in "A" version

Non-regulatory exam ples Accept proposed staff changes Staff has proposed
revision in "A" version

Non-regulatory examples Add an example that would apply surface water management fees to support
restoration

Staff has proposed
revision in "A" version

All options Consider simplifying and refining options to reduce confusion lssue for Council
consideration

Option 1 Consider increasing protection levels; mitigation as a tool to restore land is lost with
allow decision. Consider revisinq Options 1b & 1c to eliminate allow decisions.

lssue for Council
consideration

Option 2 Consider implication of economic importance of regionally significant industrial
areas, employment land, and corridors

lssue for Council
consideration

Option 2 Consider treating residential land the same. Currently higher valued residential land
receives lower levels of protection than lower-valued residential land.

lssue for Council
consideration

Definition of ALP Clarify that the avoid, minimize, mitigate standard should be applied even when a
priority is given to conflictinq uses

lssue for Council
consideration

Criteria and lndicators Expand description of clean water criterion to add a reference to meeting state water
quality standards, especially temperature

Staff has proposed
revision in "A" version

MTAC

Criteria and lndicators lnclude reference to MRCI limits in 4(d) rule and clarify that criterion would evaluate
the extent the program would assist in salmon recovery

Staff has proposed
revision in "A" version

Geographic areas
variation

Recommends that Metro not analyze different options for areas outside December
2002 UGB and drop geographic areas variation from program options.

lssue for Council
consideration

Option 2 Recommends that Metro create a new option that would provide stronger fish and
wildlife habitat protection that does not include "alloW'

lssue for Council
consideration

Restoration Restoration should be an integral part of regulatory and non-regulatory options lssue for Council
consideration

Evaluation criteria Add the following criteria:
1. does an option result in any "net loss" of environmental function
2. effect of each option on riparian continuity

Staff has proposed
revision in "A" version

G5TAC/
WRPAC

Option 3 Does not seem to meet Goal 5 rule or Vision Statement and is not related to
inventory

lssue for Council
consideration



Option 4 Same comment as Option 3 and some
described as "baseline" rather than an

committee members thought it should be lssue for Council
consideration

ETAC Option 2 Committee supports expansion of range of options within Option 2 to include one
that provides more protection to fish and wildlrfe habitat areas.

lssue for Council
consideration

Option 2 Separate the urban expansion areas rather than including them as ruralzoning. Staff has proposed
revision in "A'version

Options 1, 3, & 4 Committee does not support continued evaluation of these options. Option 1 does
not consider economic analysi S; Option 2 does not reflect d iversity of environmental
valuES; Option 4 IS U nnecessary because the region has already documented need
for more than current rotection

lssue for Council
consideration

Alloptions Lack of symmetry beca use prohibit is ruled out but allow is not. lssue for Council
consideration

Table 7 Add economic equity as a criterion Staff has proposed
revision in "A" version

Table 7 Further clarification is needed on indicators Staff will address
Non-regulatory
approaches

Conduct a through examination of options and use
and Greenspaces Dept.

lncentives work done by Parks Staff will address
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Title 4 RSIA Code

Odinances 03-1021 and 03-1022
Critical Dates Timeline

Revised October 29, 2003
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TECHNICAL AMENDMENTS

To Resolution No. 03-3376A
Recommended by the Office of the Metro Attorney

1. Revise the fifth recital ("Whereas") on page 1, to read as follows:

"WHEREAS, the Goal5 vision statement ("Streamside CPR Program
Outline: Purpose, Vision. Goal. Principles and Context." October 4. 2000),
developed by the Metro Policy Advisory Committee (MPAC) and
endorsed by&e Metro Council inUJe?ftQ1, serves as the overall goal for
the Regional Fish and Wildlife Protection Program; and"

') Revise the text of the first resolution item ("Be It Resolved") on page 3,
entitled, "Endorse Draft Phase I ESEE Analysis, Exhibit A," to read as
follows:

"The Metro Council endorses the Draft Phase I ESEE Analysis in Exhibit
A, including the preliminary identification of conflicting uses and impact
areas, and reserves the opportunity to minimally or substantially alter the
ESEE analysis prior to adoption of a final ESEE analysis and Program to
Achieve Goal 5, after additional public comment and review. The Metro
Council furlher direcls staff to addr:ess and consider the comrnents
regarding Exhibit A that were receivecl frontsqvptalMeAq 4dylsqrv
cornmittees. as identified on the "Revised Addendum to Exhibit A." and to
revise the Draft Phase I ESEE accordinely. As used in this resolution. the

,, includes the E
report executive summary and the ESEE report text. and Exhibit A
inclurles @ESEE Analvsis and the Revised
Addendum to Exhibit A."

Revise the text of the fifth resolution item ("Be It Resolved") on page 4,
entitled, "Program Shall Not Affect Existing Uses of Property," to read as
follows:

"The Metro Council concludes, following the analysis in Exhibit A, that
adopting a Program to Achieve Goal 5 that would requires property
owners to discontinue a use on. or remove structures ffi-frqlx-their
properties for which they have received land use authorization would have
exceptionally detrimental social and economic effects, and could also have
detrimental environmental and energy effects.- an+ThE_L4Slplqurcfl
therefore concludes that, balancing such effects against any resulting
positive environmental, social, economic. and energy effects, the Program
to Achieve gGoal 5 that Metro develops shall not require property owners
to discontinue useq or remove structures on their properties*erwhieFit
was+[}e*ed, but rmay al'lbct the expansi on te-qll-exi sting structures into tlre

1

J

re gi o nal I y si gn i fi cant resource s i tes-n+aFbe-afteted



Revised Addendum to Exhibit A: Gomments on ESEE Analysis and Executive Summary

Reviewer Report & section Comment Response
MTAC ESEE Report Address the effect of a decision to allow, limit, or prohibit conflicting uses in fish and wildlife

habitat areas on transporiation facilities
Staff will address

Address the effect of a decision to allow, limit, or prohibit conflicting uses in fish and wildlife
habitat areas on other infrastructure

Staff will address

Address the effect of a decision to allow, limit, or prohibit conflicting uses in fish and wildlife
habitat areas on lhe ability to provide security for public infrastructure that is located in
these areas

Staff will address

Address the social and economic consequences of a decision to allow, limit, or prohibit
conflicting uses in fish and wildlife habitat areas that are located within public and pivate
institutions

Staff will address

Consider the value of vestedproperty rights in determining economic priorities Staff will consider
Confirm that the effect on redevelopment from a decision to allow, limit, or prohibit
conflicting uses is adequately addressed

Staff will address

ETAC ESEE Report;
Economic priority
methodology

Report needs to recognize dividing points are coarse, and more description of how they
were determined (for both economic and environmental) needs to be included. ldentify
limitations of the priority ranking methodology. Add reference to Port study of the river
industrialarea.

Staff will address

ESEE Report;
Component
summary
categories

Changing the component summary categories to include only Regionally Significant
lndustrial Areas and not all industrial areas does not reflect the priority the committee
discussed for these areas. This also creates complications for intermodal facilities. ETAC
recommends removing this distinction.

Staff will consider

ESEE Report;
Table 4-1

Undervalues the ecosystem service functions of some areas such as steep slopes (for
landslides) and small headwaters (for water quality).

Staff will consider

IEAB
Summary
comments

ESEE Report
ECO analysis

Presentation bias/unbalanced treatment of economic effects
Positive values of ecological services are over-emphasized and costs of limit or prohibit
decisions are de-emphasized
Statements not backed up by quantifiable information should be presented as value
judgements
The conflict between the development of industrial sites and riparian protection is
missing from several parts of the reports
2040 growth concept is not included in key parts of the report
Costs of not expanding the UGB are not considered
Several important economic factors appear to be missing from the analysis
Not enough emphasis on the economic values of open space that would be enhanced
or preserved by prohibit or limit decisions
More explanation of methodology used to create high, medium, and low categories
should be included. Resulting analysis is highly dependent on how these categories
are defined.

1

2

3

4

5
6
7
8

I

1. Staff will consider
2. Staff will consider

3. Staff will address

4. Staff will address

9. Staff will address

Page I

5. Staff will address
6. Staff will address
7. Staff will consider
8. Staff will address



I

10. Reports imply a cost-benefit analysis when they only provide a consideration of the
costs and benefits.

11. Economic equity discussion shoutd be expanded.
12. Areas that do not have resources still may be impacted by limit or prohibit decisions by

a general increase in housing costs and job opportunities
13. Reports need to define terms and use them consistenfly
14. lnclude more description of Goal 5 rule and policies influencing analysis
15. state that the expansion of the UGB is a possible policy consideration
16. Add more clarification of the 2040 design types in the ECO report
17. Review tables to ensure the numbers are accurately described

10. Staff willaddress

1 1. Staff will address
12. Staff will address

13. Staff will address
14. Staff will consider
15. Staff will address
16. Staff willaddress
17. Staff willaddress

IEAB
lndividual
reviewers

ESEE Report All
ed

comments were reviewed and will be considered when revising the report. Many are
itorialand are not included in this table. The following comments were not included in

the summary above:
1. Color maps would be helpful - or a link to a website that contains the color maps (NN,

SH, TM)
2. Concern about describing Multi-family as not supporting employment (RM)3. Economic chapter in ESEE Report is much clearer and better written than ECO Report.

(sH, TM)
4. Changes in timber production are not solely the result of restrictions due to the spotted

owl and Canadian policies. (HR)
5. Ranking alljobs together is very simplistic, at least two categories are needed: average

income per job and multiplier effect. (HR)
6. Describe maps when appear in the report (TM)

1. Staff will consider

2. Staff will consider
3. Thanks!

4. Staff will consider

5. Staff will consider

6. Staff will address
Port of
Portland

ESEE Report 1. Publicly owned lands
analysis or the maps.

are tax-exempt, yet this is not acknowledged in the economic

2. The ESEE report should cite the recently completed Portland Harbor lndustrial Lands
Study.

1. Staff will address

2. Staff witl address

I : \gm\lon g _r a n g e 1t I ann in g\proj ec ts \G o al 5 \G o a I 5 Rep o r t RE VISI OMES E E\Committee Comments Ex A. doc

Page 2
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Amendment to Resolution No.03-3376A for Council Consideration
Based on staff recommendation

Amend Program Option 2 to remove "interim design types" from protection treatment
applied to "other areas."

on 2A: Habitat and urban nt. More habitat

components: lndustrial Areas
2040 components: Town Centers, Main Streets, Station Communities, Other lndustrial areastTertiary components: lnner and outer neighborhoods, Employment Centers, Corridors

o n 28: Habitat and urban habitat

components t lndustrial Areas
2040 components: Town Centers, Main Streets, Station Communities, Other lndustrial areastTertiary components: lnner and outer neighborhoods, Employment Centers, Corridors

l:\gm\long_range_planning\projects\Goal S\Goal 5 Report REVISION\Goal 5 Program\Council
Amendment10.30.doc

High urban
development

value

Medium urban
development

value

Low
urban

development
value

Other areas

Resource Category
Primary 2040

components,t high
employment value, or

high land value

Secondary 2040
components,'

medium employment
value, or medium

land value

Terliary 2040
components,3 low

employment value, or
low land value

Parks and Open
Spaces, intenrn I

desrgn types I

or no design typed

Class 1 RiparianAlVildlife Liqhtly limit Moderately limit Strictly limit Strictly limit
Class 2 RiparianAlVildlife Liqhtly limit Liqhtly limit Moderately limit Moderately limit
Class 3 RiparianMildlife Allow Lightly limit Lishtly limit Moderately limit
Class A Upland Wildlife Liqhtlv limit Moderately limit Moderately limit Shictly limit
Class B Upland Wildlife Lishtly limit Lishtly limit Moderately limit Moderately limit
Class C Upland Wildlife Allow Liqhtlv limit Lightly limit Moderately limit
lmpact Areas--Riparian Allow Lishtly limit Lishtly limit Liqhtlv limit
lmpact Areas-Other Allow Allow Lightly limit Lishtly limit

High
urban

development
value

Medium urban
development

value

Low
urban

development
value

Other areas

Resource Category
Primary 2040

components,l high
employment value, or

high land value

Secondary 2040
components,'

medium employment
value, or medium land

value

Tertiary 2040
components,3 low

employment value, or
low land value

Parks and Open
Spaces, interinr I

rlesrgn.types, or nf
design types

Class 1 RiparianMildlife Allow Lishtly limit Moderately limit Strictly limit
Class 2 RiparianAlVildlife Allow Liqhtly limit Lightly limit Moderately limit
Class 3 RiparianAfl ildlife Allow Allow Allow Moderately limit
Class A Upland Wildlife Allow Lightly limit Moderately limit Strictly limit
Class B Upland Wildlife Allow Lightly limit Lightly limit Moderately limit
Class C Upland Wildlife Allow Allow Allow Moderately limit
lmpact Areas--Riparian Allow Allow Lishtly limit Lightly limit
lmpact Areas--Other Allow Allow Allow Lightly limit
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Amendments to Resolution No. 033764 for Council Consideration
Based on Metro Committee comments as of 10122103

Amend the program options in Exhibit B to combine riparian impact areas and other impact
areas in Tables 1, Option I (habitat based) Table 2, Option 2A and Table 3, Option 28
(habitat and urban development) into one category for further evaluation in the ESEE
analysis as shown below.

Table 1. 1: Habitat based.

Table 2. 24: Habitat and urban develo ore habitat

Pri 2040 components: Regional Centers, Central City, Regionally Significant lndustrial Areas
2040 components: Town Centers, Main Streets, Station Communities, Other lndustrial areas

'Tertiary 2040 components: lnner and outer neighborhoods, Employment Centers, Corridors

Resource Category
Option #1A

Most habitat
protection

Option #18
Moderate habitat

protection

Option #1C
Least habitat

protection
Class I RiparianMildlife Prohibit Strictly limit Moderately limit
Class ll RiparianMildlife Strictly limit Moderately limit Lishtly limit
Class lll RiparianMildlife Moderately limit Liqhtlv limit Allow
Class A Upland Wildlife Prohibit Strictly limit Moderately limit
Class B Upland Wildlife Strictlv limit Moderately limit Lishtly limit
Class C Upland Wildlife Moderately limit Lishtly limit Allow
ln+Baet Ar.eae--Rr0arian t.ishtl+Iirnit Lishttvlimit Allow
lmpaelAreae--4ther ttghtly++m{t Allow Allew
lmpact Areas Liqhtlv limit Liohtlv limit Allow

High urban
development

value

Low
urban

development
value

Other areas

Resource Category
Primary 2040

components,r high
employment value, or

high land value

Secondary 2040
components,'

medium employment
value, or medium

land value

Tertiary 2040
components,3 low

employment value, or
low land value

Parks and Open
Spaces, interim

desiqn tyoes. or no
desiqn tvoes

Class 1 RiparianAfl ildlife Liqhtly limit Moderately limit Strictly limit Strictly limit
Class 2 Riparian/VVildlife Lishtly limit Lightly limit Moderately limit Moderately limit
Class 3 Riparian/VVildlife Allow Liqhtly limit Liqhtly limit Moderately limit
Class A Upland Wildlife Lishtly limit Moderately limit Moderately limit Strictly limit
Class B Upland Wildlife Lightly limit Lightly limit Moderately limit Moderately limit
Class C Upland Wildlife Allow Liqhtly limit Liqhtly limit Moderately limit
tmBaet-*+eae--n+Bar+an Allow tkhtlyl.imit f+ehtlylimrt tiehth4im+t
lmpact Areas--Other Allow Atlow tishtlylimit tightty limit
lrrllaet Arces- Allow Liqhtlv limil Liqhtlv limit Lishtlv limit

Page I
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Medium urban
development

value



Hlgh
urban

development
value

Medium urban
development

value

Low
urban

development
value

Other areas

Resource Category
Primary 2040

mmponents,r high
employment value, or

high land value

Secondary 2040
components,'

medium employment
value, or medium land

value

Tertiary 2040
components,s low

employment value, or
low land value

Parks and Open
Spaces, interim

desion types. or no
desiqn tvDes

Class 1 RiparianMildlife Allow Lishtly limit Moderately limit Strictly limit
Class 2 RiparianMildlife Allow Lishtly limit Lishtly limit Moderately limit
Class 3 RiparianAtrildlife Allow Allow Allow Moderately limit
Class A Upland Wildlife Allow Liqhtly limit Moderately limit Strictly limit
Class B Upland Wildlife Allow Lightly limit Lightly limit Moderately limit
Class C Upland Wildlife Allow Allow Allow Moderately limit
hnBae{4reas*Rpa+un All€\# All€w Ulghtlyl+m+t tieh+{yl+m*
lmpaeLAreas-Other Allow Allsw Al{ow trghtlylimit
lmoact Areas Allow Allow Lishtlv limit Liqhtlv limit

Table 3. 28: Habitat and urban habitat

lndustrial Areas
Other lndustrial areas

Regionally Significant
Stiation Communities,
Employment Centers, Conidors

tL. Amend the Program Option Chart in Exhibit B to eliminate program variables that would
vary regulatory approaches by geographic area (e.9., inside/outside 2002 UGB) and eliminate
description in Exhibit B to reflect this amendment.

Ways to vary regulatory
approaches.

SITE SPECIFIC.
Regulations apply to:
. New development on

parcels greater than a certain
size

. Vacant land only

. Vacant land and
redevelopment over threshold

GEOGRAPHIC
Metro jua

a

but

(expan
remain

and
B only

UGB
)'S

Page 2
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3. Amend the program options in Exhibit B to eliminate Option I from further evaluation in the
ESEE analysis and modiff description in Exhibit B to reflect this amendment.

4. Amend Program Option lA to increase the maximum protection level for Class tr
riparian/wildlife corridors from strictly limit to prohibit and from moderately limit to strictly
limit for Class Itr riparian/wildlife corridors for evaluation in the ESEE analysis.

1: Habitat based.

5. Amend Program Option 1C to increase the minimum protection level for Class III
riparian/wildlife corridor, Class C upland wildlife habitat, and riparian impact areas from
allow to lightly limit for evaluation in the ESEE analysis.

1: Habitat based

Reeouree€ategory
Option #1A

Most habilat
proteetion

Optior+#18
Moderate-habitat

Broteetion

Option#4G
L+aolhabitat

protestion
Pr€hib'it Stne+t*+m* M€derately++mit

Gtaes -ll-RiBarianlW+ld{ifo $trietll.llmit Moderately-lir*it tishttylirnit
elas6-U+€'p€f i€nAl*ildl+fe Mederately-li+rit tieh{Y-+imit Al]owW Pr€hi5it S+letty]+mii *lede+ate$-t+m+
Glass- B-UBlandW ildlife Strietly limit Moderatelylimit light.ly liffIit
Glass€-Upland W ild I if e Mede+atelflir+it tishtlytimit Allew
tmBa+*roas--Ripa++an tiehtly++mrt Urght+y++mit Allew
knpaeJ-fueas-Othe+ Lightly-Lirnit A|[ow Al'low

Resource Category
Option #1A

Most habitat
protection

Option #1B
Moderate habitat

protection

Option #1C
Least habitat

protection
Class I RiparianMildlife Prohibit Strictly limit Moderately limit
Class ll RiparianMildlife S+rettv+m* Prohibit Moderately limit Lightly limit
Class lll RiparianMildlife Moderatety Strictlv limit Lishtly limit Allow
Class A Upland Wildlife Prohibit Strictly limit Moderately limit
Class B Upland Wildlife Strictly limit Moderately limit Lightly limit
Class C Upland Wildlife Moderatety Strictlv limit Lightly limit Allow
lmpact Areas--Riparian Lightly Limit Lightlv limit Allow
lmpact Areas-Other Lishtly Limit Allow Allow

Resource Category
Option #1A

Most habitat
protection

Option #18
Moderate habitat

protection

Option #1C
Least habitat

protection
Class I RiparianMildlife Prohibit Strictly limit Moderately limit
Class ll RiparianMildlife Strictly limit Moderately limit Lightly limit
Class lll RiparianlYVildlife Moderately limit Liqhtly limit Ailsur Liqhtlv lim!t
Class A Upland Wildlife Prohibit Strictly limit Moderately limit
Class B Upland Wildlife Strictly limit Moderately limit Lishtly limit
Class C Upland Wildlife Moderately limit Lishtly limit Ailew- Liqhtly linait
lm pact Areas--Riparian Lightly Limit Lightly limit Allow Liqhtlv limit
lmpact Areas-Other Lishtly Limit Allow Allow
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6. Amend 2040 Design Type Hierarchy (used to determine high, medium and low urban
development values in the ESEE analysis) to move employment centers and corridors from
Tertiary 2040 components to Secondary 2040 components, and to add a category of
Regionally Significant Public Facilities.

2040 components: Regional Centers,
Facilities
tseconaary
Corridors
Tertiary ZOaO components: lnner and outer neighborhoods, Ernployrnenr Centers, Corittrors

7. Amend Program Option 2 to eliminate residential land values from the land value measure
and only use the 2040 Design Type Hierarchy as the method to determine the level of
protection for residential areas.

City, Regionally Significant
2040 components: Town Centers, Main Streets, Station Communities, Other lndustrial areastTertiary 2040 components: lnner and outer

2040 components: Town Centers, Main Streets, Station Communities, other lndustrial Areas, E-mp_l9ype1!.-C_gn!e_lS an!

Resource Category

High urban
development

value

Medium urban
development

value

Low
urban

development
value

Other areas

Primary 2040
components,t high
employment value,
or high land value

Secondary 2040
components,2

medium employment
value, or medium

land value

Tertiary 2040
components,3 low

employment value, or
low land value

Parks and Open
Spaces, interim

desiqn tvoes. or no
desion tyDes

Class I RiparianMildlife Lishtly limit Moderately limit Strictly limit Strictly limit
Class ll RiparianMildlife Lightly limit Lightly limit Moderately limit Moderately limit
Class lll RiparianMildlife Allow Liqhtlv limit Lightly limit Moderately limit
Class A Upland Wildlife Lightly limit Moderately limit Moderately limit Shictly limit
Class B Upland Wildlife Liqhtly limit Liqhtlv limit Moderately limit Moderately limit
Class C Upland Wildlife Allow Lishtly limit Liqhtlv limit Moderately limit
lmpact Areas-Riparian Allow Lightly limit Lishtly limit Lightly limit
lmpact Areas-Other Allow Allow Lightly limit Lishtly limit

Resource Gategory

High urban
development

value

Medium urban
development

value

Low
urban

development
value

Other areas

Primary 2040
components,r high

employment value, or
high land valuel

Secondary 2040
components,2

medium employment
value, or medium

land value{

Tertiary 2040
components,3 low

employment value, or
low land value'

Parks and Open
Spaces, interim

desiqn tyoes. or no
desion tvpes

Class 1 RiparianMildlife Lightly limit Moderately limit Strictly limit Shictly limit
Class 2 RiparianMildlife Lishtly limit Liqhtly limit Moderately limit Moderately limit
Class 3 RiparianAlVildlife Allow Lishtly limit Lishtly limit Moderately limit
Class A Upland Wildlife Lishtly limit Moderately limit Moderately limit Strictly limit
Class B Upland Wildlife Lightly limit Lishtly limit Moderately limit Moderately limit
Class C Upland Wildlife Allow Lightly limit Lishtly limit Moderately limit
lmpact Areas-Riparian Allow Liqhtly limit Lightly limit Lishtly limit
lmpact Areas--Other Allow Allow Lishtly limit Lightly limit

I Lerfd_yalUe exctuOes resiOe
neighborhoods, Employment Centers, Corridors
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8. Amend Program Option 2 in Exhibit B to add a new option that provides stronger fish and
wildlife habitat protection and modiff description in Exhibit B to reflect this amendment.

on 2AA: Habitat and urban

components:
2040 components: Town Centers, Main

Regionally Significant
Station Communities,

lndustrial
Other lndustrial areas

'Tertiary 2040 components: lnner and outer neighborhoods, Employment Centers, Corridors

9. Amend Exhibit B to eliminate Program Option 3 (Streamside Habitat Approach) from further
evaluation in the ESEE analysis and modiff description in Exhibit B to reflect this
amendment.

t-All-(regionally,identified) wetlands-are designated as F{abitats,of-6onoern.

High urban
development

value

Medium urban
development

value

Low
urban

development
value

Other areas

Resource Category
Primary 2040

components,t high
employment value,
or high land value

Secondary 2040
components,'

medium employment
value, or medium

land value

Tertiary 2040
components,3 low

employment value, or
low land value

Parks and Open
Spaces, interirn

design tvoes, or n9
desion tvpes

Class I RiparianMildlife Strictly limit Strictly limit Prohibit Prohibit
Class ll RiparianMildlife Moderately limit Moderately limit Strictly limit Strictly limit
Class lll RiparianMildlife Lightly limit Lishtly limit Liqhtly limit Moderately limit
Class A Upland Wildlife Liqhtlv limit Moderately limit Moderately limit Strictly limit
Class B Upland Wildlife Lightly limit Liqhtly limit Moderately limit Moderately limit
Class C Upland Wildlife Liqhtlv limit Lightly limit Lightly limit Moderately limit
lmpact Areas-Riparian Lishtly limit Liqhtly limit Lightly limit Lishtly limit
lmpact Areas-Other Lightly limit Lightly limit Lishtly limit Lightly limit

Flesource-type $lopes less than 25Plo $lopes greater than 25Plo
P*ma+VS+eams
Drainine>-100-aeres
SeeonaeryStreame
@
Other Strear+s Moderalely-lim it withic 25 {eet Moderately- limit upto :1 00 {eet

Wetlands: Str"btlf lirnit withi+*l 00 .feet Moderatety-lirnil+rp.to 20O feet

tJndeve+epe4++ioodplaia€, l,+eOeraletf++m* NA

Developed-Floodplain e Lghtlylirnlt NA
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10. Amend Exhibit B to eliminate Program Option 4 (Baseline Current Regional Regulations)
from further evaluation in the ESEE analysis and modiff description in Exhibit B to reflect
this amendment.

11. Amend Exhibit B to change the name from Option 4, Baseline current regional regulations
to Baseline for Evaluation and modiff description in Exhibit B to reflect this amendment.

tne current

l:\gm\long_range_planning\projects\Goal S\Goal 5 Report REVISION\Goal 5 Program\lssues for Council10.30.doc

l+e6ou{€stype W Slope+greater than46%
P*ma+yStreame
Draining > 100 aeres

50{+-f rom-top*of-strea*+ber+k Up+s*OgJF{rcm-lop-ef stream"bank
(te++ea*-in-sloBe)

Seeen+aqfStroana€,
@ (te-breafi+stepe)
Wetlands

(te+rea*-ln-stepe)
Floodpiains Balaneed.eut & f.ill- and prohibitio+sf

uneontained areas oFhazardo*e
rnateriale,a edef in€d-by"D rc

NA

Resource type Slopes less than 25% Slopes greater than 25oh
Frimary Streams
Draining > 100 acres

50 ft. from top of stream bank Up to 200 ft. from top of stream bank
(to break in slope)

Secondary Streams
Draininq 50 to 100 acres

15 ft. from top of stream bank Up to 50 ft. from top of stream bank
(to break in slope)

Wetlands 50 ft. from edge of wetland Up to 200 ft. from top of stream bank
(to break in slope)

Floodplains Balanced cut & fill and prohibition of
uncontained areas of hazardous
materials as defined by DEQ

NA
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Reviewer Topic Comment
MPAC Option 1C Where an "allou/'decision is applied to a resource, change lighfly limit lssue for Council

cons
MTAC Program Option Chart Accept proposed staff changes Staff has proposed

revision in "A" version
Non-regu latory exam ples Accept proposed staff changes Staff has proposed

revision in "A" version
Non-regulatory exam ples Add an example that would apply surface

restoration
water management fees to support Staff has proposed

in'A" version
All options Consider simplifying and refining options to reduce confusion lssue for Council

consideration
Option 1 Consider increas ing protection levels; mitigation as a tool to restore land is lost with

decision. Consider 1b & 1c to elim decisions.
lssue for Council
consideration

Option 2 Consider implication of economic importance of regionally signifi cant industrial
areas, employment land, and corridors

lssue for Council

Option 2 Consider treating residential land the same. Currently higher valued residential land
receives lolruer levels of protection than lower-valued residential land.

lssue for Council
consideration

Definition of ALP Clarify that the avoid, minimize , mitigate standard should be applied even when a
IS confl USES

lssue for Council
consideration

Criteria and lndicators Expand description of clean water criterion
qualitv standards, especiallv temperature

to add a reference to meeting state water Staff has proposed
revision in'A" version

Criteria and lndicators lnclude reference to MRCI limits i n 4(d) rU le and clarify that criterion would evaluate
the extent the m assist n sal mon

Staff has proposed
on in'A" version

GsTAC/
WRPAC

Geographic areas
variation

Recommends that Metro not analyze different options for areas outside December
B and variation from

lssue for Council

Option 2 Recommends that Metro create a new option that would provide stronger fish and
wildlife habitat protection that does not include'allow"

lssue for Council
consideration

Restoration Restoration should be an integral part of regulatory and non-regulatory options lssue for Council
consideration

Evaluation criteria Add the following criteria:
1. does an option result in any "net loss' of environmental function2. effect of each option on riparian continuitv

Staff has proposed
revision in'A'version

Option 3 Does not seem to meet Goal 5 rule or Vision Statement and is not related to
inventory

lssue for Council
consideration

Option 4 Same comment as Option 3 and some committee members thought it should be
described as "baseline" rather than an option

lssue for Council
consideration

Exhibit B: Comments on program options

Table 1. Comments from committees

\
\-\
SJ\

t
\L.

\
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Reviewer Topic Comment Response
ETAC Option 2 Commiftee supports expansion of range of options within Option 2 to include one

that orovides more orotection to fish and wildlife habitat areas.
lssue for Council
consideration

Option 2 Separate the urban expansion areas rather than including them as rural zoning. Staff has proposed
revision in "A" version

Options 1, 3, & 4 Committee does not support continued evaluation of these options. Option 1 does
not consider economic analysis; Option 3 does not reflect diversity of environmental
values; Option 4 is unnecessary because the region has already documented need
for more than current protection.

lssue for Council
consideration

Alloptions Lack of symmetry because prohibit is ruled out but allow is not. lssue for Council
consideration

Table 7 Add economic equity as a criterion Staff has proposed
revision in'A'version

Table 7 Further clarification is needed on indicators Staff will address
Non-regulatory
approaches

Conduct a through examination of options and use lncentives work done by Parks
and Greensoaces Dept.

Staff will address

Table 2. Comments received on or after 10123103 tc
Provided byComment

MISCELLANEOUS
Michael Sestril (Lewis & Clark College)Educational institutions should be fit into the program framework.
City of PortlandRefine factors that distinguish between limit categories - make assumptions clear (e.9., no takings, existing

development can be repaired and maintainedJ
Port of PortlandRiparian District Plans, Local Options must be incorporated into Metro's prog!:q!!s.
Port of PortlandConfirm the status of intermodal facilities as a primary 2040 design type; not specifically called out in program

options.
Port of PortlandClassify ALL industrial areas as primary 2040 deglgn designation.

PROGRAM OPIIONS AND VARIAELES
Jim Labbe + 15 (hearing)
Pat Russell
Ron Carley

Proposed program options and variables - most will not achieve overall goal of protecting and restoring
continuous stream conidors, nor will it meet minimum criteria for ESA compliance. Particularly true for Options 3
and 4.

Jim Labbe + 15 (hearing)
Pat Russell
Ed Labinowicz
Sue Marshall
Mary Kyle McCurdy
Friends of Forest Park
Lynn Herring
Johnson Cr. WS Council
Steve Mullinax
Richard Shook

Eliminate program variation by geographic area. Doing nothing new inside the UGB should not be an option.

Page 2



Applying regu lations based on development status, lot size, or land-use category wt fragm ent habitat and
ecological functions that transcend such boundaries Based on definition of imit, it is not clear how continuity of
primary function ripanan hab itats wil be achieved through that means.

Jim Labbe + 15 (hearing)
Pat Russell
Mary Kyle McCurdy
Johnson Cr. WS Council
Steve Mullinax
Richard Shook

Eliminate Option 4 as an actual option. Option 4 would fail to meet most of proposed evaluation criteria. Jim Labbe + 15 (hearing)
Pat Russell
City of Portland
Steve Mullinax
USFWS

Establish "no net loss" of riparian function of Options 1C,2A,
mitigation requirement. Metro should dispense with ALLOW

and 28 by replacing "allorl/'with a minimum
as it has with PROHIBIT.

Jim Labbe + 15 (hearing)
Pat Russell
City of Portland
Lynn Herring
Johnson Cr. WS Council
Steve Mullinax
USFWS

Need a more protective Option 2. Jim Labbe + 15 (hearing)
Pat Russell
Tom Wolf
City of Portland
USFWS

Simplify and clarify program options: reduce "lim
3 and 4.

it'from three to two categories; consolidate or eliminate Options City of Portland
Port of Portland

Option 3 should be eliminated. City of Portland
Port of Portland
USFWSoption ,| does not incl ude the ful I range of resou rce protection levels modify to include strict I tm itations for high-

value
Diversify treatm ents for impact areas to nclude more than just allow or lightly m it. D ifferent protection Ievels
shou td to facil itate of the role of

City of Portland

City of Portland

ESEE analysis
uncertain elem,

should only include non-regulatory elements that can be implemented with certainty (although
are alSO

USFWS

There should be more 'prohibits" tn other resource categories and program options SO AS to consider a wider
outcomes

USFWS

Option 1 is the only program option with a chance of accomplishing the overall goal for fish nd wl td life habitat Jeffry Gottfried

n m not have the outcome - Port of Portlando n com no would be best. Port of
Ail "avoida FWS
EVALUATION

mental

should i

a criterion in

m ization and Title 3

n
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Retention of restoration opportunities should be included as one of the primary evaluation criteria for program
ootions.

USFWS

ESA 4(d) and Clean Water Act compliance should be evaluation criteria. (Also comments that Metro should
mandate and enforce these acts.) USFWS believes Metro should develop specific criteria to clarify what this
would entail so that the degree to which program options will enable local governments to achieve compliance
can be evaluated.

Pat Russell
Sue Marshall
City of Portland
Lynn Herring
Richard Shook
USF}VS

lssue of resource site analysis needs to be clarified. Watershed-scale analyses would be more meaningful than
only region-wide analyses.

City of Portland

RESOLUTION LANGUAGE
lnclude language in the Resolution or elsewhere as appropriate to ensure that existing regulations will not be
weakened

USFWS

Add language regarding Metro's authorities under Oregon's Statewide Planning Goal 6 (water quality) and Goal
7 (natural hazards/floodplains)lesources

USFWS

I:\gm\long_rangeltlanning\projects\Goal S\Goal 5 Report REWSIONVSEE\Comments Ex B l0.30.doc
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Ilesolution No. 03-3376

Proceclural Agenda lbr Council N{eeting
October 30, 2003

I. Introduce Resolution

A. Brief slrmnrary of Metro's Fish and Wildlife Habitat Planning
Process

B. Description of the resolution, including exhibits

C. Description of "A" Antendments that were included in Council
Agenda Packet; indicate that staff does not view these as
significant policy choices and that if the Council believes any
itenr is a policy choice, they should be taken up individLrally.

D. Description of additional "Technical Arnendments"
reconuuended by OMA, and Staff Amendment re: "interinr
design types" approacli

E. Description of additional potential policy anrendments
recommended by several Metro advisory conrnrittees

F. Describe other conrments received beyond corlnrittees;
highlight itenrs that would be policy choices that the Council
nray choose to take Lrp; indicate that pLrblic conrnrents lvill
cor-rtir-rue to come in today and that a final public conrnrent
document will be purblished next week.

il Public Hearing

Consider AnrendrnentsIII.

A. Approve "A" versiorr anrendments described in packet

NOTE: For the sake of clarity, OMA and staff reconrrnend
that, after Council has approved the "A" version, you state that
all additional amendnrents will be creating a "B" version.
(They all could be considered "A" amendmeuts, since Council
has not yet approved any amendments, but we think it will be
cleaner to refer to a trew "B" version.)

STAFF

PUBLIC

COUNCIL

B. Approve "Technical Anrettdments" to A version



C. Approve staff s reconrnrended amendment to A version
(regarding treatnlent of "interinr design types")

D. Consider each of the proposed arnendments fronr advisory
committees (some Councilors indicated an intention to urove
certain of these proposed amendments as a package)

E. Consider other anrendments-if any are proposed by
Councilors
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TUALATIN Riverkeepers

16570 SW Roy Rogers Rd., Sherwood, OR 97140
(503) 590-581 3 . fax (503) 590-6702

i nfo@tualatin riverkeepers.org
www.tu alati n rive rkeepe rs. org

RE

Oct. 30,2003

Resolution No. 03-3376,4' Endorsing Phase I ESEE
and Fish and Wildlife Protection Program Options

President Bragdon and Council Members

The Tualatin Riverkeepers (TRK)urge the Metro Council to support the following policy options as

described under Issues for Council Considerations listed on page three and four of the StaffReport
in Consideration of Resolution No. 03-3376A.

Comments that apply to all options
1. Consider simplifying and refining options to reduce confusion.

Yes, as I participated in discussions of MTAC and Goal 5 TAC/WRPAC, simplifying the options
w,as uniformly supported. There is a concern that the number of options upon further analysis
w.ill be over burdensome to the staff and result in a document that is too complex.

2. Eliminate progratn variables that would vary regulatory approaches by geographic area (e.g.,
inside/outside 2002 UGB).

We support elimination of the geographic variable. Goal 5 should be uniformly applied within
the UGB regardless of when areas came into the UGB. The baseline analysis and range listed
under Option #2 will allow for comparisons based on economic priorities.

3 . Strengthen restoration element to have high importance in all of the regulatory and non-
regulatory options

Y'es, restoration via mitigation under all limit situations is very important to at a nrinimum
assure no net loss and under the highest level of protection should improve riparian function in
order to comply with ESA and CWA requirements.

Please suDDo 1. 2. and 3

Option I
4. Consider increasing protection levels in Option l.
5. Consider revising Options lC to change allow decisions to lightly limit decisions in riparian

areas.
We stronglv urge vour suoport 4 and 5. Goal 5 TAC was very concerned that there was no
option that would lead to improvement of environmental health. Without a strong protection
option, there is no assurance that Metro's vision and goal for the program will be achieved.
Demonstrating measurable improvement is essential to comply with CWA and ESA
requirentents. It is existing conditions, the existing build environment for which streants do not
meet state water quality standards and salmon are listed as threatened. Also, there are many
jurisdictions who do not have the resources for this level of planning who are relying on Metro to
develop a program that will provide them with a reasonable level of protection that there

i{



decision do not result in a jeopardy situation for salmon that may leave them vulnerable to
"takings" litigation under the ESA.

6. Drop Option I from further evaluation since it does not explicitly reflect the economic
consequences from the ESEE analysis.

We stronglv OPPOSE 6.

Option 2
7. Consider the implication of the economic importance of Regionally Significant lndustrial

Areas, employment land, and corridors.
I assume this will be considered within the existing framework of the proposed program options.

8. Consider eliminating residential land values from the land value measure and using the 2040
policy hierarchy only as the method to assess residential treatment.

Yes, this is a good idea.
9. Create a new option within the habitat and urban development category that provides stronger

fish and wildlife habitat protection.
We agree that there should be a stronger environmental option under 2. This may be one of the
most important options to explore in determining how much tradeoff cAn occur and still move
toward functional improvemeltt of the system.
TRK stronglv supports #9.

Optiort 3
10. Drop Option 3 from further evaluation since it does not seem to meet the Goal 5 rule or the

Vision Statement and does not reflectthe diversity of environmental values of the inventory.
Yes, we agree that Option 3 should be dropped as it does not include all of the resource mapped
and under consideration. It does not include wildlife and in removing wildlife, important
headwater streams are eliminated. Dropping Option 3 will accomplish much needed
simplification of the next step of ESEE analysis.
PIease supnort #10.

Option I
11. Drop Option 4 from further evaluation since it does not seem to meet the Goal 5 rule or the

Vision Statement, because the region has already documented the need for more than current
protection for fish and wildlife habitat and because of concern there is a lack of symrnetry
because prohibit is ruled out (in the resolution) and allow is not.

12. If this option remains for evaluation, call it the "baseline" rather than an option
Option 4 serves a purpose of baseline and we support inclusiort of is under the heading of
baseline rather than elevate its status as an option
Please supDort #lZ

Thank you very much for your consideration

ly submitted,

Sue
Executive Director
Tualatin Riverkeepers
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October 30, 2003

David Bragdon, President
Metro Council
600 NE Grand Avenue
Portland, OR97232

Dear President Bragdon and Metro Councilors,

I thank you for your attention to natural resources in the urban area. Your leadership is
laying the foundation for a healthy society and economy, We sometirnes forget that our
lives depend upon the natural riches that existed before the first settlers anived, and
must continue to exist if we are to exist and thrive. l'm glad that you haven't forgotten.

As you select programs based on the ESEE analysis, I urge that it be based on
protecting and enhancing fieh and wildlife habitats. Once tost, the function of both
wetland and upland habitat are very hard to replae. The opposite, pick what's left after
development is maximized, would be foolish and make us ail poorer.

Of course, it's not that eimple, is it? You'll have to trade off between natural and
economic and other values. I urge that you keep uppermost the vision of a healthy
environment, healthy for fish runs, healthy for wildness and wild animals distributed
througlout, and healthy for you and me and our neighbors with clean air and water and
refuges for our spirits and sanity always nearby. lf you aclrieve that, our lives and
economic vitality will be enhanced.

By way of a specific request, consider protection br trees, \^rhicfi are a significant
component of habitat. Suclr protection is hihand-miss by locality. lt should exist region-
wide so habitat values are not lost before planning officially begins for an undevelo-ped
parcel. That has happened in Washington County-cut down the trees now before
initiating a planning reguest for development. End of story for yet another priceless
habitat before its value can be considered.

As a second request, I ask that you give attention to rcstoration for important habitat
that has been lost. Some might say "\Mtat's done is done, and walk away from
degraded watersheds and lost habitat. An urban area with an interconnetted,
functioning nehrvork of streams and upland habitats is possible through sustained effort,
but only if you plan fur restoring missing links.

Sincerely,
t-
L,tz

Jim Kimball
17645 NW Rolling Hill Ln
Beaverton, OR 97006
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My name is Linda S. Craig. I live at 17645 NW Rolling Hill Lane, Beaverton, OR,
in the unincorporated area between Beaverton and Hillsboro. I am a CPA and
financial planner, and an owner of a CPA and investment management business
in Portland.

Last week, I was attending a financial seminar in Portland, and I met the Oregon
State president of a national company. He had recently moved here from the
tVidwest. He said that he was semi-retired, and had not planned to move, but
when he was offered a position in Portland, he jumped at the chance.

Despite all of the disparaging comments that we've been seeing about our
business environment in the local press, people keep coming here, and people
keep starting businesses. We see it all of the time in our business as
accountants. People come because the Portland metro region is a great place
to live.

Your predecessors in local government did the planning that makes the Portland
metro region what it is today. Forest Park, Washington Park, N/t Tabor, and
more recently Rood Bridge Park and the Nature Park. Beautiful places like
these, that they set aside, define our metro area. The voters took the next step
with the Urban Greenspaces measure in 1995.

Now it is your turn. I ask you to approve the tools tonight that you'll need to
maximize protection for open spaces and fish and wildlife habitat in the metro
area.

My husband and I having been shopping recently for a place to live near a
wetland or creek. We know that property values are higher when they are
adjacent to natural areas.

I recently read in the Wall Street Journal a summary of studies showing that
people are healthier, or sick people get well sooner, if they have access to green,
growing spaces.

We also know that riparian protection upstream prevents flooding downstream.

Strong protection for fish and wildlife habitat is better in the long-run for all of us.
So I ask you to adopt the strongest possible tools for your analysis in the months
ahead.

lf we don't save what makes this region special, we'll all be poorer in the future

I know that you're hearing pressure from development interests to provide
minimal protection. But I think those viewpoints are short-sighted.
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What do you think?
Your ideas and comments will belp tbe Metro Council as it works toward identifying an integrated
habitat protection program for the region.

Should all habitat areas be protected equally? Or
should we focus more attention on regulating
the most ecologically valuable habitat areas first

and look to other less-stringent regulations and/or incentives
for protecting less ecologically critical areas?

ffi lil;,i"ji,hf;rTr{rffitfi:ili":'lffi ,,
levels of protection, what areas - single-family residential
neighborhoods, commercial office and retail property, mixed-
use industrial property - should get more, or less, protection?
Should habitat protection be a factor in determining where
roads and utilities are placed?

/L

Since habitat areas that provide connections to
other habitat areas are especially important for
fish and wildlife, should these areas be treated
differently?

Should land that is already developed be exempt
from new protection standards? Or are new
levels of protection needed for redevelopment or

additional development on the same land? lf exceptions from
development restrictions are allowed, should property owners
be required to take additional actions to avoid or reduce
negative effects on habitat? lf so, should such actions be

ired all levels only on uable habitat?

H
./a

&-,

What incentives would be the most effective for
voluntary protection of fish and wildlife habitat?

How should fish and wildlife habitat protection
programs be funded? Are you willing to support
public financing mechanismsT

Name

.A//Z I i/ Home address

Citv/stateZlP

Phone

E-mail

(Please attach additional sheets if you need more room for your comments.) D Add me to the f ish and wildlife habitat protection mailing list
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What do you value?
In the coming months, the Metro Council will be looking at possible combina-
tions of program options that address the many competing interests related to
habitat protection. The council is legally required to look at a full range of
program options. Ultimately, this will lead to consideration of a regional
habitat protection program.

As the council deliberates, it will face a number of choices. It is important to
be mindful that there are tradeoffs with any of these choices. If voluntary
efforts are chosen over regulatory efforts, for example, research tells us that
the effect of actually protecting habitat will be reduced. Conversely, if more
effective regulatory options are chosen, some property activities or rights
might be impacted. Cost is a factor for both regulatory and non-regulatory
approaches.

Please e-mail written comments to habitat@metro.dst.or.us, give them to
Metro staff or mail this form back to the Metro Planning Department, Aften-
tion: Fish and Wildlife Protection, 500 NE Grand Ave., Portland, OR 97232
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October 30,2003

David Bragdon, Metro President
And Metro Council
600 NE Grand Avenue
Portland, OR97232

Dear President Bragdon and Metro Councilors,

I am testifying on behalf of the Audubon Society of Portland and the Society's
10,000 members living in the Portland Metropolitan region.

I want to begin by honoring the staff for their work to date in preparing the first
phase of the ESEE Analysis and in attempting to craft workable program options
for the next phase. I want to particularly thank Chris Deffenbach for her
tremendous service in jumping into this process mid-stream, rapidly
comprehending both the details and the varied perspectives, and moving the
planning process forward.

By way of general comment, the ESEE analysis- and particularly the economic
component' tends to treat the consequences of limit decisions as merely
consisting of an in-between the "book ends" of allow and prohibit rather than
potentially yielding outcomes that, while more design intensive, would align
economic, social, environmental, and energy benefits. In other words, the ESEE
understates the value of a limit decision in furthering the goal of integrating the
built and natural environments in a fashion that enhances both.

With rospect to the draft program options, it is vital that the Corincil move
forward with a fair and equitable range of alternatives that reflect the goals and
purpose outlined in the Vision Statement. The decision about the range of options
must stay cognizant of what we are actually tryrng to achieve for the region's
future. We have been concerned that too few of the draft program options have a
chance of fulfilling the overall goal of protecting and restoring continuity in the
region's stream corridors and the ecological functions they provide.

Through the input from the advisory committees over the last month, we believe
there have been a number of suggestions to address this shortcoming. These same
recommendations could help simplify the program options considerably.

In particular, we strongly support the Goal 5 TAC's recommendation to eliminate
program variables that would apply regulations only to resource areas outside the
2002 UGB. Metro's inventory accounts for this variability in the quantity and
quality of habitat within the regions watersheds; more developed watersheds have
fewer and lower quality resources. Both regulatory and non-regulatory program
options must be applied consistently across the region in order to l.) move all
watersheds sites toward overall environmental improvement and 2.) achieve the
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over all goal of conserving, protecting and restoring continuity in stream corridors
and the ecological functions they provide.

We also support eliminating the program variable that would vary the regulatory
program based on parcel size or development status. Apart from adding
considdrable complexity to the analysis and the program option, this approach
would fail conserve and protect existing continuity in the stream corridors.

We oppose the elimination of option l. We would support the elimination of
options lB and lC if we strengthened la and 2A. The key value of option 1 is
that it would apply limit designations without differentiating between riparian and
wildlife habitat the way option 2 does. This and the greater protection it affords to
all resources make it an option that must be considered.

We also support committee recommendations to add a stronger option 2 that
increases limit designations for high value riparian resources in medium and high
development value categories.

We support the recommendations to replace allow decisions on riparian resources
with lightly limit in Options I and2 to ensure, at very least,.that any loss of
riparian habitat is mitigated, preferably within the watershed or resource site area.
In other words, Metro should dispense with an ALLOW decision for riparian
resources in the same way it has dispensed with an outright prohibit decision for
these resources.

We are concerned about proposals to move employment lands and corridors
(Tertiary 2040 depign types) from low to medium development value because it
would reduce the limit designations for high value resources in option 2.
To what degree would this amendment impact stream corridor continuity and
relevant upland wildlife habitats? We cannot support this change without knowing
the consequences for both the total acreage and the spatial distribution of
inventoried habitats.

We support eliminating the land value data to rank the development value of
residential lands. Currently the inclusion of land value data for ranking residential
lands leads to high value residential lands being ranked medium development
value. Residential land is probably the most substitutable land-use in the region.
However there is no reason to assume that high-value residential lands are any
less substitutable than lower value residential land.

We support eliminating option 3. Title 3 has programmatic features that could be
incorporated in to a Goal 5 program but this option would not address wildlife use
of both riparian and upland areas and dispense with the inventory- probably the
most scientifically reviewed natural resource inventory in the country- as a tool
for prioritizing resources for protection.

I



Finally we recommend eliminating Options 4 would essentially allow
development on almost 30,000 acres of regionally significant fish and wildlife
habitat. Option 4 would fail to meet most of the proposed criteria for evaluating
program options and contradicts both the Goal 5 Vision statement and the entire
2040 planning process to date. Hence, while this option may have value for
analysis purposes, it is inappropriate and misleading to consider it as a serious
program outcome.

The Audubon Society of Portland remains committed to finding workable
solutions to achieve this region's goals for environmental protection and
restoration. I look forward to'working with you and the staff toward that end.
Thank you for listening this afternoon.

Sincerely,

Jim Labbe
Urban Conservationist
Audubon Society of Portland
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To Metro Council

I grew up on a farm in Wisconsin in the 1950's, and one lesson I learned from my parents was
that it was our responsibility as good citizens and caretakers of the planet to protect and conserve
our natural resources, including our wetlands, meadows and forests and the many species of fish
and wildlife they provide homes for Fifty years later, t find myself fighting to protect fish and
wildlife and their habitats in the Portland area, and I am greatly concerned as to where we are
headed.

Two years ago I formed a neighborhood group called The Biodiversity Project of Tigard, in
response to the lack of knowledge of what species are in the city, and also in response to the
completely unchecked and irresponsible growth that is occurring where we live. Forests that
contain unique plant species such as Oregon white oak and Ponderosa pine are falling as I write
this. If things continue on this course, there will be no upland forests left in the city within two
years except for small, fragmented and narrow bands along streams that in many cases are not
large enough for most species to survive. WE ARE AT A CRISIS POINT HERE IN TIGARD
AND WILDLIFE AND TI{EIR HABITATS NEED YOUR [{ELP!!!! Our surveys of many
upland forest habitats have shown that rare species such as the olive-sided flycatcher (a songbird
on the federal list of candidate species) and red-legged frogs have disappeared due to the massive
clearcutting that is occurring in Tigard and across other parts of the metro area. And these are
just two of the species disappearing, not to mention the many other species of birds, frogs, bats,
owls, raptors, etc. that are a necessary part of our ecosystem and on which we depend for our
communities to survive.

What should be done to protect our fish, wildlife and habitats in our communities?

l) First and foremost I recommend adopting the highest level of protection and conservation of
what is left of our natural resources, meaning All remaining forests, meadows, wetlands,
etc. inside the urban growth boundary should be protected and no more development of
these habitats should occur. This will insure that remaining fish and wildlife species in
these areas are protected, and will help to ensure a more ecologically vibrant and healthy
system and will also help to ensure that citizens live in a healthy environment.

2) Next, we should eliminate the program variables that would vary regulatory approaches by
geographic area, since this would lead to more habitat fragmentation and loss of ecological
functions. Both regulatory and non-regulatory program options must be applied consistently
across the region in order to achieve the overall goal ofconservation, protection and
restoration of streams, wetlands and forests.

3) We recommend revising Option 2, so that for it to really "provide more habitat protection" it
must, at a minimum, ensure the continuity of primary function riparian habitats.

4) Most of our streams and watersheds are in poor condition and in most cases highly degraded.
This needs to change if we want to live in a healthy community and have a healthy
environment. To achieve both, we should establish a'T.{o Net Loss" of riparian function as a



programmatic feature of program options lC,2A, and2B by replacing "allow" decisions for
primary and secondary riparian resources and substituting a minimum mitigation
requirement. We HIGHLY recommend that Metro ga rid of an ALLOW decision for
riparian resources in the same way it has dispensed with a Prohibit decision. Having a
minimum mitigation requirement will ensure the loss of existing or potential riparian
function will be compensated where development is allowed to entirely displace the resource.

5) Please!! Eliminate Option 4, since it would allow development of about 28,000 acres of
regionally significant fish and wildlife habitat inside the August 2000 UGB and outside
existing parks and regulated areas. We need to protect what is left!

Having said this, I would like to give several examples of what is happening when we allow
development of forested areas with steep slopes and the resulting negative effects.

a In Tigard, a developer was given a permit to develop a parcel of land that included the
steepest slope allowed under city code. He clearcut the slope last year, and this past winter
the soil erosion was so horrific that the wetland below filled with soil, the city then had to
replace a nearby culvert which became filled with the soil, and then during the work the city
illegally filled the adjacent wetland with riprap. So who payed for this?? The developer??
NO. t and the other citizens of Tigard did to the tune of thousands of dollars, along with the
additional loss of trees, wetlands, and wildlife. This slope should have never been clearcut.

On one of the buttes off[ 205, a developer clearcut a steep slope two years ago. In the
wetlands below, which did not get developed and which contains many Oregon ash trees, a
Bureau of Environmental Services of Portland employee has observed that now all of the ash
trees are dying, since the hydrology has been altered due to the clearcut above. Who will
correct this!! No one, certainly not the developer, who is making millions of dollars in profit
at the expense ofour natural resources.

If we want to maintain a high quality of livability here in the metro region, and conserve our
wonderful natural resources for ourselves and future generations, we must do everything possible
to protect all of the habitats that are remaining by implementing the strongest protections
possible. I want to say thank you to all of the council members who work so hard to ensure that
our communities remain vibrant and that we continue to work toward the goal of long-term
conservation of our fish, wildlife and habitats.

Sincerely,

Sue Beilke, Director
The Biodiversity Project of Tigard
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Executive Summary of lssues and Bequests

Adlustments are needed to correctly nepresent certain institutions' economic, social and
energy values within the Draf[ ESEE Analysis. Lewis & Clark College wishes to provide
Metro with specific supporLing information fon making such adjustments with nespect to
Lewis & Clark College campus sites, prior to adoption of components of the ESEE Analysis
in final form. Metro needs to clanify for its constituents the process it will use for receiving
and responding to new information from property owners as part of the draft ESEE
Analysis finalization process, over the coming months.

The dnaft Economic Analysis uses a variety of indicators [e.9., assessed values,
employment density, Region 2O4O node location]to identify economic values associated
with land areas. Howeven, these parLicular indicators tend to downplay the economic
significance of some educational institutions' campuses. Before the draft economic
analysis is considered complete, the Metro Council should direct its consulting economists
and staff to examine the effects that use of the indicators listed above has on institutional
campus sites, and apply corrective adjustments to affected campus locations within the
analysis area. Lewis & Clark College expects that such an examination will demonstrate
that the relative economic value associated with its campus areas - Law School, Fir Acres
[MainJ, and South Campus - should be incneased, and that this revision should be
reflected in revised mapping of economic values as part of the economic analysis.

a

a

The Social and Enengy Analysis elements of the dnaft Goal 5 ESEE Analysis document are
heavily biased in favor of environmental conservation and nestot'ation values, to the
diminishment of competing - but real and important - other social and energyvalues and
consequences. These elements should be scrutinized and revised to arrive at mor€
balanced analysis resutts.

a

L
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At institutional campus locations, the potential fon severe, modenate, on slight impacts on
master development plan implementation - with cornesponding impacts on associated
economic, social and enengy values - does not necessarily cornespond dinectly with the
development limitation concepts formulated by Meffo for the ESEE Analysis [i.e., strictly,
modenately, and slightly limitl. Moneover, at this time Metro has not published any specific
programmatic descriptions cornesponding to the development limitation concepts, e.9.,
indications of the spatial requirements each category would involve for nesource buffering
or other strategies. As a result, it is litenally not possible to assess the impact each
limitation concept would have on campus masten plan follow-through. ln the upcoming
prognam formation phase, Metro should consider the effects of specific proposed
protective measures on campus areas, in light of approved master development plans,
using information provided by owners of affected campus sites. Protective environmental
measunes should avoid impinging on institutions' ability to follow through on masten
planned developmenL by making an "allow" decision at specific locations, by allowing
mitigation measures to compensate for nesounce impacts, or through some combination
of similar methods.

The pnocess of long-range campus masten planning, as pnacticed by Lewis & Clark College,
includes identification and consideration of resource values, in a process that requires
localjunisdictional appnoval in a public heaning process. Such master planning - where the
duration of the resulting localjurisdiction approval is seven years or mone - should be
recognized as an appropriate locaF.level Goal 5 environmental prcgram implementation
mechanism within the Metrc region.

As part of the implementation process, local jurisdictions will be nequined to adopt new
local regulations consistent with the Metro Goal 5 inventory and analysis work. Within that
process, local !urisdictions should have authority to adopt revised local resource inventory
maps that more correctly nepresent the status of resounces at that time, based on
evidence developed by the local junisdiction or submitted by constituents. The
implementing language the Metro Council ultimately adopts should clearly identify this
authority on the part of local implementing jurisdictions.

To help reduce severe impacts, especially on institutions that have engaged in long-range
master planning fon development over time, pnogram implementation should include
flexible mitigation measunes, to allow master planned development to proceed while
protecting and enhancing resources at less critical locations.
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This infonmation is presented on behalf of Lewis & Clark College, as testimony concerning the
proposed Metro Council endorsement of the Draft Goal 5 Phase 1 Economic, Social,
Environmental and Enengy IESEE] Analysis, per proposed Flesolution No. 03-3376.

lnterest. Lewis & Clark College is interested in Metro's Goal 5 ESEE process because:
o Anticipated regulations could dinectly impact the College's ability to follow through on its

long-range planning.
o The College uses an environmentally informed approach to campus planning, beginning

with physical inventories and nesulting in sensitive, landscape-driven use concepts and
plans.

. ln practice, institutional master planning is consistent with nesource conservation goals,
and should be recognized as a viable resource conservation strategy in the
implementation program formation process.

Purpose. Lewis & Clark's engagement in the ESEE Analysis and Pnogram phases of the Goal 5
process is intended to:

. Flaise awareness and visibility fwithin the analysis panametersJ of the educational
institution's important economic, social, and energy values.

o Pnovide the best available technical infonmation about environmental features and
functions within campus areas. The College has worked with Fishman Environmental
Services to develop detailed environmental inventory information for campus areas, which
we shared with the City of Portland for use in the Healthy Portland Streams proiect.

. Help Metro develop program implementation measunes that include recognition of the
value of master planning and long-range development visioning on the part of institutions,
which demonstrably yield benefits in allfour Goal 5 elements fEnvironmental, Social,
Economic and Energy factorsJ.

o Lewis & Clark wants to be part of the regional solution by helping Metro complete an ESEE
Analysis that is well-rounded with respect to institutional uses in the region, including, of
courEe, Lewis & Clark College in particular).

lnstitutions and Region 2O4O. The Metro Hegion 2O4O Growth Corrcept de-emphasizes the
imporLance of educational institutions in several subtle but significant ways:

o lnstitutions as development/activity nodes are not given adequate consideration as a
component of the Hegion 2O4O Growth Concept and mapping.

o Several educational institutions in the region, including Lewis & Clank, ane not located in
designated Region 2O4O Design Type areas [oLhen than inner or outer neighbot'hoods].

o Nevertheless L&C contnibutes to Region 2O4O obyectives through its masten planning,
which embodies Region 2O4O values;examples:
o Housing: Expansion of on-campus housing as approved in the College's Conditional Use

Master Plan, fon up to 60O students, is analogous to mixed-use development and
offers similar benefits [community vitality, reduced VMT/congestion, etc.] Additional
housing opportunities are possible on pr operties already owned by the College, but not
curnently included in its Vlasten Plan boundary, on in the sunrounding community if
permitted by zoning regulations.

o Affondable Housing: Because college students typically live in low-cost rental housing,
every unit of housing the college builds reduces demand on affordable housing in the
market. 6OO mone studen[s on campus equal about 2OO units of affordable housing
in other parts of the city.
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o Transportation: Pnivate shuttle serl/ices, good pedestrian and bicycle circulation, and
convenient access to TriMet transit seruice neduce demand for singleoccupant vehicle
travel. Employee Commute Option surveys have shown that Lewis & Clark's program
has increased the overall mobility of its faculty, staff and students, while reducing
vehicle miles traveled [VMTJ. For every additional student or employee who lives within
walking distance of campus, we can conservatively expect a trip neduction of 1 .5 to 2
tnips per day. Based on the College's 2OO2-2OOB nidership survey, the College's
shuttle bus services accommodate oven 106,OOO ridens annually.

o UGB: Denser development, especially housing, takes pnessune off the need for
expanding the UGB. On- and nearcampus college housing is part of the regional
housing solution.

o Development Density By building mone densely and providing services for both the
college and surrounding community, we use our land more efficiently. The College's
Master Plan calls for multi-story buildings that will accommodate space needs while
preserving existing resource aneas and defining open space quads throughout the
pedestrian-oriented campus. At completion, building floor area will be double the
square footage when the Master Plan was first approved by the City of Portland [1 .8
million square feet, compared to 9OO thousandl.

ln practice, educational institutions furtlrer important Begion 2O4O design goals, effectively
creating dense, mixed-use environments. These functional contributions should be
recognized in the contexb of the Goal 5 ESEE Analysis.

Economic Analysis lssues. The methodology used in the economic analysis is substantially "blind"
to the realeconomic value of higher education institutions, for severalneasons, e.9,,

o Nonpnofit entities are not subject to the same property tax assessment rules as private
properties. As a result, using assessed valuation of property as an indicator of economic
value tends to yield artificially low values at non-profit campuses. This effect is neflected in
the mapping contained within the draft economic analysis document.

o These low values are misleading because institutions are substantial employers, as well as
pnepaning students for productive careers in the futune wonkfonce.

. Meho zoning categor^ies do not account for' "institutional" zoning. As a result, some
educational institutions, including Lewis & Clank, ane located in nesidential zoning in the
Metro analysis data. This tends to furLhen neduce economic value attribution in the
economic analysis.

o To the extent the economic analysis method increases values in designated Hegion 2O4O
Design Type node locations, it consequently undervalues existing centers of educational
employment and nelated economic activity that are not at nodal locations, i.e., in lnner
Neighborhood or Outer Neighborhood areas.

o ln the dnaft economic analysis, employment density is used as a measure of economic
value; howeven, the campus setting of some educational institutions dramatically reduces
the statistical density of their employment as companed to city centers - even though
activity may be concentrated in a small poriion of the over^all campus holdings.

o lnstitutions contribute to a diversified economic base and nelatively stable employment
base. These contributions are not necognized qualitatively or quantitatively in the economic
analysis. Thus some institutions' economic values are more masked than nevealed by the
economic analysis method.

. Before the draft economic analysis is considered complete, the Metro Council should
direct its consulting economists and staff to examine the effects of the factors listed
above, and apply corrective adjustrnents to affected campus locations within the analysis
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anea. Lewis & Clark College expects that such an examination will demonstrate that the
relative economic value associated with its campus areas - Law School, Fir Acres [Main],
and South Campus - should be increased, and that this revision should be reflected in
nevised mapping of economic values as part of the economic analysis.

Social and Energy Analysis lssues. The Social and Energy elements of the dnaft ESEE Analysis ane
deficient for many of the same reasons listed above as a critique of the economic analysis. More
particularly:

o The socialvalue contributions of educational institutions are not adequately recognized.
. Energy efficiency contnibutions arising from the mixed-use aspects of campus

environments [close integration of campus housing, recneation facilities, offices and
classrooms/meeting nooms;tnansportation demand neduction strategies; and so forthJ
tend to be overlooked,

o TranSportation Demand Management [fDM] programs managed by most institutions
substantially reduce single-occupant vehicle [SOV] usage; however there is no clear
mechanism for recognizing the energy benefits associated with such programs.

. The social element of the ESEE analysis essentially, and almost exclusively, sets out an
advocacy position for the social value of wildlife pnotection. lt does not address the social
value of our institutions [education, public services, government, health care, etc.Jthrough
a mapping process comparable to the economic analysis maps. This begs the following
questions:
o What is the social value of institutions that contnibute to Region 2O4O Concept Plan

implementation?
o What are the neal energy benefits associated with the mixed-use characteristics

achieved by masten planned institutional campuses?
o How will Metro recognize and nespond to those values in the program development

phase?
. The Social and Energy Analysis elements of the draft Goal 5 ESEE Analysis document are

heavily biased in favor of environmental conservatjon and restoration values, to the
diminishment of competing - but real and important - social and energy values and
consequences. These elements should be scrutinized and revised to arrive at mor€
balanced analysis nesults.

Local Adoption Phase of Program lmplementation.
r Lewis & Clark College anticipates that the implementation pnocess will be similar to that of

Title 3, that is, the Mero framework will requine local jurisdictions to adopt local
regulations consistent with Metro's program.

o Within that framework, localjurisdictions should be allowed to incorponate new and more
detailed information in locally adopted significant resounce inventories and program
implementation maps, in a manner consistent with the "Map Administnation" provisions
associaled with Title 3 IMC 3.O7.34O.EJ.

. Unlike Title 3, this mapping flexibility must allow fon changes that recognize all types of
mapping enrors, even to the extent of nemoving "nesounces" mapped by [Vetro in the Goal
5 lnventory phase, but which are demonstrated to be non-existent or incornectly classified
on the basis of detailed, site-specific field inspection reporbs atthe time of local adoption.

o Metro should clearly recognize the importance of local discretion to respond to timely
information, including revised nesourte inventory mapping, when local implementing
ordinances are being considered for adoption.
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Mitigation Measures as an Element of Prognam lmplementation.
o ln many urban locations, but especially for institutional campuses where substantial long-

range utilization and development planning is the norm, inflexible new environmental
regulations would be very disruptive, with potentialto severely compromise the intended
follow-through of the bestlaid plans.

o lnstitutional uses are generally not mobile on geographically substitutable in the way lhat
business operations can be. ln that sense, they are captive at their campus locations.

o The implementation program should allow flexible mitigation techniques to be used in
cases whene nesource impacts will be associated with continuing implementation of
established master plans.

o Rather than obstruct master plan follow-thnough, mitigation provisions would, for example,
allow for compensatory nesounce remediation, enhancement or creation activities at other
resounce locations where there is less conflict with economic, social and energy factors.

. ln the context of master planning fon long-term use and development of institutional
campus sites, flexible pnovisions should allow mitigation actions to compensate for
nesounce impacts. This appr-oach will give institutions and penmitting jurisdictions cnitical
"balancing" strategies, allowing them to weigh the impacts and costs of development
proposals, and arrive at wor{<able solutions that can offer "no net loss" - and possibly even
net benefit increases - in resource values within the region.

Potential Goal 5 lmpacts on Lewis & Clark College Property

Summary of existing site and program conditions:
o Land Area [including acres in conservation zoningJ

o The total area zoned for Lewis & Clark College development flRJ and included in the
College's long-range development plan is approximately 137 acres.

o Approximately 3Oo/o is already in environmental protection classification.
o Besource anea expansion opportunities identified in the Goal 5 and Healthy Portland

Streams projects may combine to nesult in a 12O pencent increase in areas regulated
by some type of conservation zoning [about 8O acres in HPS and about anothen 1O-1 5
in Metro Goal 5J. The majority of this increase is in locations critical to the College's
long-term development strategy, where development has already been appnoved by the
City of Portland as part of the College's development masten plans.

o Enrollment and pnograms
o There are appnoximately 3,OOO students at Lewis & Clark College.
o Pnograms include the undengraduate college, law school, and graduate program in

ieacher education.
o There ane appnoximately 9O,OOO post-K-12 studenLs enrolled in instrtutions within the

Portland meffopolitan UGB, and anothen 1 1,OOO in the Vancouver, Washington area.
o Physical location [watersheds vs. drainage basins vs. management basins, etc.]

o Lewis & Clark College campus areas drain either to the Tryon Creek watershed or to
the Willamette River

o Drainage sub-areas within campus aneas have different environmental characteristics,
and call for different nesounce management stnategies.

o Begulaiory mechanisms that necognize site-specific nesounce management strategies
are appropriate to implement in such a context.
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Sustainable development practices: for example, steps taken to achieve Kyoto compliance
at L&C:
o Over the past decade, the College encouraged more students to live on campus,

started charging for parking on campus, and developed betten transit options for
student, staff and faculty that cut single-occupancy travel by nearly 5O percent.

o Students worked proactively to inventory the College's greenhouse gas emissions. They
found that Kyoto compliance was affordable through the purchase of offsets. Students
are purchasing offsets to mitigate the school's impact on the climate, while
simultaneously wonking to reduce emissions on campus.

o Students raised $16,400 for the purchase of offsets.
The College upgraded its natunal gas boilers in the mid-199Os so that, even as campus
square footage increased by 1O pencent, the College's natural gas usage actually declined,
This is a case-in-point example of the College's commitment to implementing sustainable
development practices.
Lewis & Clark College is in the vanguard of institutions within the region that are pre.
actively and creatively implementing environmentally beneficial design, development and
management practices. This leadership should be recognized as part of the regional
solution thnough program implementation techniques that foster continued creative
leadenship, and correspondingly reduce prescriptive mandates and standards that may
comprumise or constrain those efforts.

Master Planning [with City of Portland Conditional Use Beview] is in itself a tool for achieving
regional resource conservation and enhancement objectives.

o lnstitutional master plan processes contribute to regional gto*th management and
resource conservation oblectives through discretionary public review and appnoval
procedunes and development standards.

o Lewis & Clark College has a S0-yean development plan that is consistent with 2O4O
concepts and objectives [although the College is not mapped as a Region 2O4A Design
Type nodel,

o lnstitutional master plans respect environmental protection/conservation zone
boundanies.

o lnstitutions make improvements continuously over time with typically beneficial results; in
the case of Lewis & Clank College:
o Reduction of impervious ar€a: the College projects an approxim ately 7o/o neduction of

impervious area oven the life of its masten plan, in addition to nesource impact
miligation on a project-by-pnoiect basis.

o lntegration of resource conservation strategies: campus design practices seek to
create natunal resource buffers with little human activity.

o Sitespecific mapping and resource analysis: science classes in geology, biology, and
environmental studies all use the surrounding natural aneas as laboratonies for
education and training.

o Management of natural nssources over large campus areas. LC has appnoximately
137 acres, of which over 3O7o ane in long-tenm environmental protection. Additionally,
the protected anea is surrounded by a development category that will afford long term
protection through low density development, minimized inffusion of vehicles, reduced
pollution generation, and similar benefits.

o lmplementation of long term resource conservation and nestoration projects. The
College organizes and implements ivy pulls, education, professionally managed
landscape management programs with certified arborists on staff, annualffee
plantings, and so forth.
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Master planning furthers resource conservation. Using the necent planning for South
Campus utilization as an example,
o Environmenta/physicalfeatures inventory, assessment and analysis were first steps

in the planning process.
o Resource conservation a priority.
o Located human activity and new development in least sensitive aneas.
o Buffered resources, e.9., existing environmental conservation overlay zone.
o Flesult: a long-term development sffategy compatible with nesource values.
The Metro Goal 5 implementation prngram should recognize the practical benefits and
achievements of long+ange campus master planning, by identifying localjurisdictional
discretionary approval of master plans as a Goal 5 compliance strategy that can be
adopted at the local implementation stage of the Goal 5 pnocess.

Flegulatory impact issues.
o Conceptually, Metro has appnoached the analysis of Goal 5 implementation impacts by

characterizing them as Severe, [Vodenate on Slight acconding to the degree of
environmental negulation applied. However, where impacts on master planned campus
sites is concerned, these categonies do not necessarily conrespond with the conceptual
categories used in Metro's Draft ESEE Analysis, i.e., strictly limit, modenately limit, on
slightly limit.

o Severe implementation impacts:
o Generally, would not allow the College to follow thnough on its Conditional Use Master

Plan ICUMP] approvals to build buildings and accommoda[e specific functions at key
campus locations.

o Some CUMP-appnoved buildings or additions could not be constructed at thein specific
proposed locations, due to footpnint and height nesffictions. Of particulan concern are
buildings whose scale and dimensions ane defined by specific functions. Examples
include the pnoposed Theater and Science [Olin Hall] buildings, Garden Houses 1 & 2,
and new buildings in the northenn part of the South Campus.

o H+planning the campus to relocate cerlain functions and buildings would be
necessary, including obtaining new CUMP approval.

o Could potentially pneclude the College fnom realizing its CUMP-approved building
square footage plans, due to new footprint limrtations together with existing building
height restrictions.

o Would constrain access [genenal as well as emergency and service-related], negatively
impacting campus-wide cinculation planning.

o Moderate implementation impacls:
o Generally, would allow the College to follow through on its CUMP approvals to build

buildings and accommodate specific functions at key campus locations, with
adjustments at the site design and development phase to respect envinonmental
resource pnotections.

o CUMP-approved buildings on additions could be constnucted at on nean thein specific
proposed locations, with modifications of building location and form to avoid resource
areas and buffers. For example, the new Student Union proposal could be modifled to
reduce its footprint. Howeven, some facilities with specific spatial needs or fonms [i.e.,
Theaten, Science buildingJ cannot be adapted in this manner and could not be built as
planned.

o Use of techniques such as buffer width averaging or mitigation to allow moderate
encnoachments into buffen on resource areas.
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o Excessive mitigation requirements would have the effect of suppressing a wide range
of potential development.

o Could require tallen buildings with neduced footprints to meet square footage needs.
However, such changes in building fonms and volumes would dramatically affect the
appearance and chanacter of the College campus, and tall buildings would conflict with
neighboning nesidential uses, particularly in the southeastern portion of the South
Campus.

Slight implementation impacts:
o Would allow the College to follow through on its CUMP approvals to build buildings and

accommodate specific functions at key campus locations.
o CUMP-approved buildings or additions could be constructed at their specific proposed

locations, using techniques such as buffer width averaging or mitigation to allow
moderate encroachments into buffer or resource areas.

It is very possible that regulations intended to "moderately" or even "slightly'' limit resource
impacts could in turn prnduce sevene impacts on economic, energy and socialvalues
within campus areas, by complicating on disallowing completion of approved longFterm
plans. ln framing the Goal 5 implementation pnogram, Metro should recognize the
important social, economic and energy values associated with consistent followthrough on
approved long-range campus master planning. Pnctective environmental measures should
avoid impinging on institutions' ability to follow through on master planned development, by
making an "allow" decision at specific locations, by allowing mitigation measungs to
compensate for resource impacts, or through some combination of such methods.

H:\ADMllq 1476O4.O1\L I C Ad He Consultsuon\Plan\Mffi GqDraft mamo to Mabo 1O29O3 u1.1.doc
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SCHNITZER
INVESIUENT CONP

October 30, 2003

Tlre Honorable David Bragdon
Council President
Metro Rcgional Services Ceuter
600 NE Grard Avenue
Portland, Oregon 97 232-27 36

Dear David:

The purpose of this lcttcr is to provide commcnls !o Meuo Council regarding the
"september 2003 Economic, Social, Environmental, and Encrry GSEE) Analysis
DGcussion Draff' and "October l, 2003 Fish and Wildlife Habitar Protecrion Prograut
Options R"pon" forMetro's Goal5 prlgrarn. Schnitzor fnvesrment Corp (SIC) has

significant rcal cstate holrting5 throughout thc Metro region and thus has a keen interest
in the outcomc of Meu',o's effon to complywith Statewidc LandUse Goal 5-

Wc rccoguize rbat compliance with Goal 5 is a complex task. Given these rcalitics, SIC
supporred Metro's creation of an Economic Technical Advisory Cornmittee (ETAC), as

well as financially suppond tbe involvement of the Independeut Economic Analysis
Board ([EAB). In our continuing cffort to cooperatively work with Meno to ensure a

balanced Goal 5 program, we offer the following cornments.

First, SIC encourages Meto to take steps to refinc the documents in order to take inlo
accourt the recommendatiotu of the IEAB, which focus on concerns regarding
"shortcomiags in the mcthods, presentadon and comprehcnsiveness" of thc DraIt ESEE.
In particular, SIC agrecs with the IEAEi's apprehension regarding bias in ttre treauncnt of
economic cffccts, corrpleteness of the andysis, and economic equity. Based on &e
IEAB's comments and our ourn observations of the ESEE, we do not believe the model
has economic sufficicncy. Effons should be made to ensure a rigorous treatmo:t of all
ttrc potential economic impacts of a limit or prohibit decision.

Secon{ SIC objects to Mcfro's dccision to downgrade industnal lands to the secondary
design type fr,om its position as a primary dcsign type in the 2O40 Crourth Concept. the
provision of adequate indusuial lands is critical to rhc ccouomic health of the region.
Evel more, rhis issue has risen to a level of statcwide conecrn, with the 2003 legislativc
session recognizing the nced for enough industrial sites ro assist economic development
and recovery. The elevation of this iszue to such importancc is based on thc rccognirion
of the c,ritical role manufacnrring and industrid lands play in a viral economy, such as

3200 lr.W. Yron Avonua P0. gor 100a7 Porrttno,0f, 07296.00.7 o frr: S03 A24.9gOO Frr 503 323.2904 *su.tcnnltzortrrvrrrmsnr.com
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providing family wage jobs, generating wealth tluough the manufacruring process, and
thc multiplier effect on other cconomy sectors.

The critical nature of indr.rstrial lands to the economic wcll bcing of rhe region must be
adequately taken into accouil. Yer, the thrce rneasurements used to dcfinc developnrcrrt
value fail in this respect, Both land value and employment density are necessarily low
for indusrrial lands drre to the nature of the businesses that occupy these propenies. The
Mero 2040 Growth Concept acknowledges the importance of industrial lands by
designating them a primary design type. Yet, despite such classification's imponance,
industrjal lands are relegared to a sdcondary design t1pe. Adnrinedly, Regionally
Signficant Industrial Areas will remain a pdmary design type, but given rhe auenrion
focuscd on adequate supplies of iudustrial land, it is inconsistent ro take any steps thar
will scrve to demote ary industrial lands Io a category which lowers developnrent value,

Finally, SIC ruges Mero to reject plogf,am optiom I and 3. Option l, Habitat based,
'trses habitat quality as the basis of assigting regulatory trcatments regardless of lancl
uses or economic priorities." Option 3, Strcamside habitat approactr, does not assign
protection levels according to ecological values or urban development priorities. Both of
these optious appear uol to conform to the spirit and intcnt of Statewide Larrd Use Goal 5,
which requires a balancing of interests. In fact, both options seem to specifically reject
any balancing. Developmcnt and cconomic priorities must be taken inro consideradon
because all lands are not the sanre from a development or cconomic stardpoint.
Indusuial lands, and the businesses that locate on those lands, choose to do so based on a
numbcr of factors including proxirnity to infrastructue (including roads, rail, marine and
air) and similar or interdeperrdent businesses. Thus, industrial lands, unlike housing,
cannot easily be accommodated elsewherc in rhe region or through a UGB expansion.
Options which do not account for the true economic value of these land uses do uot
comport with Goal 5's mandate to balarrce actual competing interests and should be
rejected outright.

Thank you again lbr the opporurniry to comnrent on this imponant effort, The irnpact of
this program will have far rcaching consequenccs and benefits for the region and we uge
Mctro to undc,ltake an approach that undcrstands aud inoorporates all rhe economic
impacts of an allow, Iimit or prohibit decision in order to rcalizc a truly balanocd
progrsm.

Sincerely,
'-- --f ,/

/t'//7 t'/h't'///'L
TomZeld*a
Vice Presidenr
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October 30,2003

HAND-DELIVERED

The Honorable David Bragdon
Council President
Metro Regional Services Center
600 NE Grand Avenue
Portland, OR 97232-2736

Dear President Bragdon

Reference. Metro Goal 5 Fish and Wildlife Habitat Protection Program
Anal SIS

Dear David

The Columbia Corridor Association is continuing to closely follow and participate
in the development of the Metro Goal 5 Program. We are doing this because of the
tremendous impact that regulation of natural resources has on predominantly industrial
Columbia Corridor and because we want to work constructively to influence the shape of
that regulation. In that spirit of constructive advocacy, we offer the following comments
on the items currently before you - the ESEE Analysis Discussion Draft and Goal 5

Program Options.

GENERAL COMMENTS
Current and proposed mapped resource area in all of the City of Portland constitutes29o/o
of the City's entire acreage. ln comparison, over 5lo/" of the Corridor is mapped for the
protection of natural resources. Yet the Columbia Corridor is designated as an industrial
sanctuary, and figures prominently in the RSIA mapping. It features millions of dollars of
public infrastructure investment, much of it undertaken with Urban Renewal Funds for
Economic Development Purposes. Further, the Columbia Corridor contains 4,275
businesses, providing 88,400 jobs, and paying over $2.2 billion dollars in annual wages.

I
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And, according to the RILS 2000 Industrial Lands lnventory, the majority of the region's
buildable land is in the Columbia Corridor.

Finally, the Corridor is home to some of the region's most important freight transportation
assets. The region's marine container terminal and international airport, alarge share of
the region's freight handling facilities such as truck terminals and reload centers, three
Interstate freeways, and a transcontinental rail line are all located in the Corridor.
Preserving land here for industrial development not only leverages the investments the
region has made in the transportation system, but also helps minimize "freight/industrial
sprawl". Supporting these businesses elsewhere in the region would require investment in
suitable infrastructure, and potentially increase the amount of truck \44T. These
indicators of the Corridor's key economic role in the region are important to keep in mind
as the Goal 5 process continues.

Metro's commitment to understand the economic consequences of Goal 5 natural resource
protection has been thorough in scope and broad in diversity of input. CCA has served
with dedication and pleasure on the Economic Technical Advisory Committee (ETAC),
which Metro seated in2002. Metro's pledge to outline the economic consequences was
further demonstrated by the creation of an independent economic peer review panel, to
which CCA contributed funding. This panel's review of the scope and methodology, as
well as the draft report, was an important and necessary component of the ESEE process.

ESEE
l. Lower employment densities in Industrial Areas understate their regional
economic importance. One of the three mechanisms that the ESEE utilizes for
determining economic worth is employment density. However, by their very nature,
industrial land uses reveal lower employment densities than in commercial or downtown
office settings. Yet, traditional economic models prove that traded sector industries
provide the very foundation of most other job types. This point was discussed in ETAC
meetings, but did not find its way into the ESEE draft report. CCA feels strongly that
Metro should find a way to evaluate and attribute the real economic value of traded sector
industrialjobs in any overall economy, as employment densities alone will understate these
lands' value.

2. No assessed land values for public lands. Another of the mechanisms that the
ESEE utilizes for determining economic worth is assessed land values. Public-owned lands
(drainage district property, military bases, Port of Portland airport and marine terminal
properties, jails, municipal maintenance yards, etc.) are tax exempt and thus possess no
assessed values, so this method of determining economic worth of Corridor lands is
seriously flawed. While the ETAC participants discussed this land valuation shortfbll with
Metro staff on several occasions, this point never found its way into the ESEE draft report.
CCA strongly feels that Metro should develop an alternate approach to valuing public
lands and incorporate it into the ESEE report and maps.

2



3. New Work and Studies Not Yet Included. Ongoing work on the Regionally
Significant Industrial Area (RSIA) policy and the just-published Portland Harbor Industrial
Lands Study (PHILS) have not yet been included in the ESEE work and report. Both
feature economic impacts essential to a complete and meaningful Goal 5 protection
program, and should be considered as part of the ESEE analysis and included in the ESEE
report.

4. Economic Consequences not considered for prime industrial redevelopment
lands. Chapter 4 of the ESEE draft addresses economic consequences of limiting or
prohibiting decisions on built residential lands and on buildable or vacant lands, but it does
not address potential consequences on industrial land prime for redevelopment. Given the
quantity of obsolete or abandoned structures on industrial properties in the Corridor and
the current emphasis in the state and region on maximizing existing industrially zoned
lands in the UGB, there should be additional analysis and comment on the prohibit or limit
implications for industrial lands prime for redevelopment.

Proqram Options
l. Option 2 - Habitat and Urban Development. In reviewing the four regulatory
program options proposed by Metro staff CCA supports Option 2,{ (Habitat and Urban
Development) in conjunction with a strong menu of non-regulatory options (including
property acquisitions, conservation easements, property exchanges, tax incentives, and
private management) accompanied by formal business outreach and technical assistance
programs.

Bundling Option 2A with the menu of non-regulatory options, including the potential for
strategic restoration, allows site-specific work that will target real protection opportunities
while preserving economic activity and growth.

2. Riparian District Plans. Beyond the menu of program options, CCA continues to
strongly support Metro's proposal to provide the fuparian District Plan Option. Metro
should be aware that the Columbia Corridor Association, the Multnomah County Drainage
District, the Port of Portland, the Cities of Portland, Gresham, Troutdale, Fairview and
Wood Village, and the Columbia Slough Watershed Council, have all discussed the
applicability of using a Riparian District Plan to achieve natural resource protection in an
area as unique as the Columbia Corridor. Absent any printed reference to the Riparian
District Plan option since its original Goal 5 program proposal, CCA requests that Metro
insert a reference to the Riparian District Plan concept in Metro's Figure l: Program
Options Chart.

3. Reclassification of Industrial Areas to Secondary Land Use Category. In
Metro's Program Options report, all non-Regionally Significant Industrial Areas (RSIAs)
have been recategorized as a secondary land use category. This is a redefinition of the
2040land use category, and doesn't match up with the way industrial lands are addressed
in the ESEE. While CCA notes that much of the Corridor is mapped as an RSIA, we

-l
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cannot support downgrading any industrial lands to a lower 2040land use category
ask that Metro classify all industrial lands as primary land uses.

We look forward to working together to achieve a well-balanced program that
protects regionally significant resources and works positively for all.

Best Regards.

Patti McCoy,
Executive Director

Attachments

cc: Metro Councilors

We

4
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DEVELOPMENT SERVICES

Thursday, October 30, 2003

David Bragdon, Metro Council President and Metro Council

RE: Metro Goal5 ESEE Analysis Issues

Dear President Bragdon and Metro Council Members;

I am writing to you on behalf of the Institutional Facilities Coalition. The
Institutional Facilities Coalition includes both health care and higher education
institutions in the Portland region that do alarge, ongoing volume of land use
approvals and building permits. Members include:

Health Care Institutions Higher Education Institutions
Kaiser Permanente Lewis & Clark

nr4Nwvrugri.Sr Legacy OregonHealthSciences University
r1,r11,,,,,1, oRe?2r0 Portland Adventist Portland Community College
rct50r.ri.4e6, P.ovidence Portland State University
F,rx 5Lrl.22ti.l572

, , Coalition members represent some of the areas largest employers and serve the
rl.rlrtlcyr( I tclep, )rt.e( rtl

majority of students in the region. For example, almost half ,48,418, of the 102,000
higher education students in the region are enrolled either at Portland Community
College or Portland State University. Oregon Health Science University, one of the
top ten employers in the region, employs 11,,375 people. Kaiser Permanente, the
granddaddy of health member organizations, serves 560,000 members in the region.
In addition to Coalition members, there are several smaller hospitals and 18 other
institutions of higher education within the UGB with enrollments greater than 500
students. The attached map and table illustrates the locations and enrollments of
these institutions

The Coalition wishes to express its concern about how the draft Goal 5 ESEE
analysis reflects the economic, social and energy values of area institutions and
urges the Council to consider adjustments that will correctly represent certain
institutions' economic, social and energy values. In this regard, we ask that Metro
clarify the process it will use for receiving and responding to new information from
Institutional property owners as part of the draft ESEE Analysis finalization process/
over the coming months.



Following are specific Institutional concerns and recolrunendations about the ESEE
analysis:

1,. The draft Economic Analysis uses a variety of indicators (e.g., assessed
values, employment density, Region 2040 node location) to identify economic
values associated with land areas. However, these particular indicators tend
to downplay the economic significance of some institutions. For example,
land values based on residential land may not reflect the true nature of
institutional worth. Also economic values predicated on employment
densities may not accurately reflect the inherent low development density of
many institutions. Before the draft economic analysis is considered
complete, we ask that Metro Council direct its consulting economists and
staff to examine the effects that use of the indicators listed above has on
institutional campus sites, and apply corrective adjustments to affected
campus locations within the analysis area. The Coalition believes that such
an examination will demonstrate that the relative economic value
associated with area institutions should be increased, and that this revision
should be reflected in revised mapping of economic values as part of the
economic analysis.

2. The Social and Energy Analysis elements of the draft Goal5 ESEE Analysis
document are heavily biased in favor of environmental conservation and
restoration values, to the diminishment of competing - but real and
important -social and energy values and consequences. For example, the
social values indicators do not give adequate weight to the value that area
institutions provide to the region in community in health care, cultural
resources and educational alternatives. Likewise the energy analysis fails to
recognize the conservation efforts made by most area institutions through
transportation alternatives programs, sustainable development, and long
range investment in physical infrastructures that support energy
conservation. Many area institutions are leaders in these areas and these
elements should be scrutinized and revised to arrive at more balanced
analysis results. Mapping the social and energy contributions made by
institutions may be an effective way to address these issues.



3. At institutional campus locations, the potential for severe, moderate, or slight
impacts on master development plan implementation - with corresponding
impacts on associated economic, social and energy values - does not
necessarily correspond directly with the development limitation concepts
formulated by Metro for the ESEE Analysis (i.e., strictly, moderately, and
slightly limit). Moreover, at this time Metro has not published any specific
prograrunatic descriptions corresponding to the development limitation
concepts, e.g., indications of the spatial requirements each category would
involve for resource buffering or other strategies. As a result, it is literally not
possible to assess the impact each limitation concept would have on campus
master plan follow-through. In the upcoming program formation phase,
Metro should consider the effects of specific proposed protective measures
on institutional campus areas, especially in light of approved master
development plans, using information provided by owners of affected
instifutional campus sites. Protective environmental measures should
avoid impinging on institutions'ability to follow through on master
planned development, by making an "allow" decision at specific locations,
by allowing mitigation measures to compensate for resource impacts, or
through some combination of similar methods.

4. The process of long-range campus master planning, as practiced by many
area institutions, includes identification and consideration of resource values,
in a process that requires local jurisdictional approval in a public hearing
process. Such master planning - where the duration of the resulting local
jurisdiction approval is seven years or more - should be recognized as an
appropriate local-level Goal 5 environmental program implementation
mechanism within the Metro region.

5. As part of the implementation process, local jurisdictions will be required to
adopt new local regulations consistent with the Metro Goal 5 inventory and
analysis work. Within that process, local jurisdictions should have authority
to adopt revised local resource inventory maps that more correctly represent
the status of resources at that time, based on evidence developed by the local
jurisdiction or submitted by constituents. The implementing language the
Metro Council ultimately adopts should clearly identify this authority on
the part of local implementing jurisdictions. Such authority should not be
limited to expansion of resource areas but should necessarily include
diminishment of mapped resource areas.



To help reduce severe impacts, especially on institutions that have engaged in long-
range master planning for development over time, program implementation should
include flexible mitigation measures, to allow master planned development to
proceed while protecting and enhancing resources at less critical locations.

Thank you in advance for your consideration. Representatives of the Institutional
Facilities Coalition are available to discuss their concerns with Metro staff at the
earliest opportunity.

Sincerely,

Thomasina Gabriele

Encl Higher Education Map and Table

Cc Institutional Facilities Coalition members

c*)
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Educational lnstitutions with
Enrollment of 500 or more students
Within the Portland Metro UGB

REF # INSTITUTION
TOTAL

ENROLL.
MENT

1 APOLLO COLLEGE
752

2 CLACKAMAS COMMUNIry
6,866

3 CONCORDE CAREER
INSTITUTE 740

4 CONCORDIA UNIVERSIry
1,091

5 ITT TECHNICAL INSTITUTE
516

6 LEWIS & CLARK COLLEGE
3,051

7 MARYLHURST UNIVERSITY
1,078

8 MT HOOD COMMUNITY
9,1 67

MULTNOMAH BIBLE
COLLEGE 827

10 OREGON HEALTH & SCIENCE
UNIVERSITY 2,524

10 OREGON HEALTH & SCIENCE
UNIVERSIry. OGI

t1 PACIFIC UNIVERSITY
2,414

12 PIONEER PACIFIC COLLEGE
510

'13 PORTUND COMMUNIry
COLLEGE

26,74613 PCC - Cascade Campus
13 PCC - Rock Creek Campus
13 PCC - Southeast Center

13 PCC - Central Portland
Workforce Training

13 PCC - Washington County
Workforce lraining

13 PCC - Portland Metro Workforce
Training

14 PORTLAND STATE
UNIVERSITY 21,672

15 REED COLLEGE
1,389

16 THE ART INSTITUTE OF
PORTLAND 1 ,108

17 UNIVERSIry OF PHOENIX.
TIGARD CAMPUS 1,536

17 UNIVERSIry OF PHOENIX.
CLACKAMAS CAMPUS

18 UNIVERSITY OF PORTLAND
3,234

19 WARNER PACIFIC COLLEGE
523

20 WESTERN BUSINESS
COLLEGE 586

21 WESTERN CULINARY
INSTITUTE 906

22 WESTERN SEMINARY
681
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