
• Large habitat patches (see criterion 4), while vulnerable to fragmentation, may not be as 
important to systemic connectivity as smaller patches or more linear habitats.

• Program options providing more protection to lower value habitat areas, which tend to be 
small but important connectors or stepping stones, are more likely to promote connectivity, 
particularly in subwatersheds with lower proportions of habitat.

• Options 1 A, 2A, and to a lesser extent, IB are likely to best protect the region’s existing 
connectivity.

• Options 2B, 2C and 1C are likely to significantly reduce connectivity in the region.

Summary
Program options show a marked decline in protection levels, as indicated in Table 4-23 below.
The options that apply more stringent treatments to a larger portion of resources, particularly
high value resources, will protect a larger proportion of regionally significant resources in the
long term. Table 4-23 provides a ranking of program options for this criterion.

Table 4-23. Performance of options in meeting Environmental Criterion 3: Promotes riparian

Rank Option Performance
1 1A Program option 1A perform best for all three subcriteria. This option is most likely to

promote riparian corridor continuity and overall habitat connectivity.
2 2A For riparian corridor continuity (subcriterion 3a) and protecting subwatersheds from

disproportionate impacts (subcriterion 3c), program option 2A performs best. However, 
for risk to smaller connector habitats (subcriterion 3b), 1B is the best performer.

3 1B This option performs better for protecting small connector habitats than 2A, but does
not perform as well for riparian corridor continuity and protecting subwatersheds from 
disproportionate impacts.

4 2B This program option performs at a reduced, but fairly consistent, level for all three
subcriteria.

5 2C This option greatly reduces protection levels for all three subcriteria, and is likely to
result in significantly reduced regional connectivity.

6 1C This option greatly reduces protection levels for all three subcriteria, and is likely to
result in significantly reduced regional connectivity. In particular, class C wildlife 
habitat is 100% allow under this option.
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4. Conserves habitat quality and biodiversity provided bv large habitat patches
The extent to which large habitat patches are disrupted by conflicting uses will help determine 
habitat quality. Program options that perform better in this regard are more likely to retain the 
region’s biological diversity.

Potential impacts on fish and wildlife habitat
Large habitat patches are primarily forested areas, but also include wetlands. 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. Long-
term trends in wildlife populations are directly related to the area of habitat available - the larger 
the patch size, the longer a population can sustain itself. Larger habitat patches also retain more 
natural predators to keep rodent populations in check26.

Habitat quality tends to be higher in large patches because negative edge effects, such as invasive 
species introductions and increased nest predation, are reduced. Local studies show that the 
complex multi-layered forest and shrub structure important to birds, small mammals and other 
wildlife is enhanced in larger habitat patches. Large patches also typically contain more woody 
debris.

Certain sensitive species and groups of species, such as Neotropical migratory songbirds and 
area-sensitive species, are likely to be negatively affected by less protective options. Large 
habitat patches are also linked, directly or indirectly, to each of the eight major ecological impact 
categories described in the ESEE Phase I discussion draft (Metro 2003). Thus, large habitat 
patches are a key component to retaining the region’s biodiversity.

Measuring the criterion
Habitat patch size was a criterion 
in Metro’s wildlife habitat 
inventory. Because the wildlife 
and riparian inventories were 
subsequently combined, portions 
of large habitat patches near 
waterways were incorporated into 
riparian Classes I and II. As a 
result, large patches were typically 
split into Class I and II riparian or 
Class A and B wildlife. For this 
criterion the wildlife model score 
prior to reconciling the two 
inventories, including patches 
scoring 6-9 points, was used in an 
effort to gauge the potential 
programmatic results on large 
habitat patches.

Figure 4-42. Criterion 4: Comparison of allow, limit, prohibit 
treatments for large habitat patches (excludes WQRA)
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26 See Metro’s Technical Report for Goal 5, Metro 2002.
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Results
For each program option, Appendix 4E shows the acreage of large habitat patches that fall under 
various ALP designations. The data is reported separately for vacant and developed lands, for 
the reasons described under criterion 1; similarly, WQRA and parks are excluded in Figure 4-42, 
but are included in Appendix 4E. Figure 4-42 illustrates the most at-risk acres.

Basic statistics
• The total amount of large habitat patches, as defined in this criterion, is 38,360 acres. 

Baseline protection (Title 3)
• Parks comprise 14,155 acres, or 37 percent of the total.
• WQRA comprise 8,090 acres (including 3,899 in parks) for 21 percent of the total.
• Six percent of the total habitat is in Title 3 FMA, but vegetation is not protected in FMA, 

therefore FMA areas do not protect large habitat patches.
• Excluding parks and WQRA, there are 20,014 acres of at-risk fish and wildlife habitat 

illustrated in Figure 4-42.
• The acres included in Figure 4-42 are subject to conflicting uses if no increase in protection 

level is applied; therefore, any program option that is not allow will provide incrementally 
more protection on these lands.

Potential effects of treatments vary by development status
• Excluding parks and WQRA, developed urban contains 26 percent of this habitat type, while 

74 percent falls under vacant.
• The high percentage in vacant suggests that vacant habitat may be disproportionately affected 

by program choices.
• Developed urban is vulnerable as redevelopment occurs.
• The majority of habitat lands fall in single family residential zoning.
• Current trends for smaller lot sizes render large patches in both developed urban and vacant 

vulnerable to loss or fragmentation over time.

Program Option performance
• Urban development values in options 2A-2C substantially reduce protection of large habitat 

patches.
• For both vacant and developed urban habitat. Program Option 1A and to a lesser extent. 

Option IB are most likely to keep large patches intact.
• Options 2A and 2B are marginal and may result in significant large patch encroachment.
• Options 2C and 1C are unlikely to retain large patches within the system.

Summary
Program options show a marked decline in protection levels, as indicated in Table 4-24 below. 
Options that apply stronger protection levels to large patches have a much greater chance of 
retaining the integrity of these important wildlife resources over time, and thus retaining good 
habitat quality and biodiversity. Incremental drops in protection may have more severe 
consequences in this criterion than in most other environmental criteria, because each drop in 
protection level raises the potential for large patch fragmentation.
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Table 4-24. Performance of options in meeting Environmental Criterion 4: Conserves habitat

Rank Option Performance
1 1A Figure 4-42 indicates that this option will provide the most effective protection for large 

habitat patches, with protection levels of Prohibit or Strictly Limit for all habitat.
2 1B Protection level diminished, but still good, with Strictly or Moderately Limit for all 

habitat. However, any reduction in protection level will increase fragmentation of large 
patches, particularly with trends toward higher density development.

3 2A Protection levels slightly lower than Option 1B. Three percent of vacant, unprotected 
habitat would fall under Lightly Limit in this option, with the remainder in Moderately
Limit (51 percent). Strictly Limit (28 percent), or Prohibit (18 percent). No Allow.

4 2B An incremental drop in protection levels compared to 2A. Seven percent of vacant, 
unprotected habitat would fall under Lightly Limit in this option, with the remainder in or 
Moderately Limit (55 percent) or Strictly Limit (38 percent).

5 2C Substantially lower protection levels, with six percent of vacant, unprotected habitat in 
Allow, 12 percent in Lightly Limit, 56 percent in Moderately Limit, and 26 percent in 
Strictly Limit. No Prohibit. Likely to result in significant fragmentation of large patches.

6 1C 2C and 1C are fairly similar. 1C has decreased protection levels for all habitat classes, 
with 25 percent of vacant, unprotected habitat in Lightly Limit and 75 percent in 
Moderately Limit. Likely to result in significant fragmentation of large patches.
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5. Promotes biodiversity through conservation of sensitive habitats and species
The amount and configuration of fish and wildlife habitat play important roles in the region’s 
biodiversity, and these are addressed in Criteria 1 through 4. Also important, but not implicit in 
the first four criteria, are species and habitats that may be disproportionately at risk due to natural 
scarcity, habitat loss, or other factors.

Potential impacts on fish and wildlife habitat
For the purposes of this criterion both Habitats of Concern and Class I riparian habitat are 
included, because high-value riparian areas are widely acknowledged to be at-risk and because 
these habitats are mapped comprehensively for the region. In addition, known Species of 
Concern sightings are included to provide a relative measure of risk to wildlife. For these 
already-depleted habitats and species, a small habitat reduction could deal a major blow to 
regional biodiversity.

Criterion 5a: Habitats of Concern.
Habitats of Concern are specific areas known to provide a unique and at-risk habitat type, a 
unique and vital wildlife function, or both. Examples include wetlands, Oregon white oak 
habitat, riverine delta and island habitat, and critical migratory pathways. Habitats of Concern 
are premier wildlife areas that are elevated in importance and status within the inventory; all 
Habitats of Concern fall in either Class I riparian or Class A wildlife. Many of these areas, such 
as small wetlands, are less than the two-acre minimum established for the wildlife inventory but 
are included as Habitats of Concern due to their regional importance to biological diversity. 
Program options providing more protection to these habitats will do a better job of retaining 
Habitats of Concern throughout the region.

Criterion 5b: Class I riparian.
The Habitats of Concern data is incomplete because it relies on local knowledge rather than 
comprehensive surveys. Therefore, for the purposes of this criterion Class I riparian habitat is 
also included because it is a widely acknowledged at-risk habitat and is mapped 
comprehensively for the region. Some of the implications of Class I habitat loss are described in 
Criterion 1. In addition to the ecological functions described there, high value riparian habitat 
contains more species than most other habitats; for example, the region’s riparian areas are 
known to support approximately 93 percent of native bird species at some point in their lives. 
They also support more sensitive species, such as those found in Criterion 5c. Riparian areas 
provide vital fish and wildlife habitat connectivity throughout the region. The more a program 
option places Class I habitat at risk, the more negatively it will affect regional biological 
diversity.

27 Metro collected information on Species of Concern and Habitats of Concern for the Goal 5 wildlife habitat 
inventory from a variety of sources with site-specific knowledge of the region. ODFW, USFWS, the Oregon 
Biodiversity Project, and the Oregon-Washington chapter of Partners in Flight identify wetlands, native grasslands, 
Oregon white oak habitat, and riparian forests as the top four Willamette Valley habitats at risk. ODFW also lists 
urban natural area corridors as important at-risk habitats. Metro used these habitat types, plus other key contributors 
to diversity such as riverine islands and deltas and key migratory bird stopover habitats, to map Habitats of Concern.
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Figure 4-43. Criterion 5a: Comparison of ailow, limit, prohibit 
treatments for Habitats of Concern (excludes WQRA)
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Measuring the criterion
For each program option, Appendix 4F 
shows the acreage of Habitats of 
Concern (Criterion 5 a) and riparian 
Class I (Criterion 5b) falling under 
various ALP designations. The two are 
reported separately and are not mutually 
exclusive.

The data are reported separately for 
vacant and developed urban habitats, 
for the reasons described under criterion 
1. Similarly, Title 3 Water Quality 
Resource Areas (WQRA) and parks are 
reported in Appendix 4F, but excluded 
from Figures 4-43 and 4-44 in order to 
focus on the habitats most at risk of 
development or other conflicting uses.

Resuits
Figures 4-43 and 4-44 illustrate the 
findings in Appendix 4F for Habitats of 
Concern, Class I riparian habitat, and 
Species of Concern, respectively.
Program options that are likely to 
protect more at-risk habitats and species 
are assumed to perform better than 
other options.

Basic statistics: Habitats of Concern 
and Class I riparian
• The data illustrated by Figures 4-43 

and 4-44 represent the portion of the
habitat expected to be most at risk through development or redevelopment.

• The bar charts include 19,616 acres of Habitats of Concern and 8,688 acres of Class I 
riparian.

• Figures 4-43 and 4-44 exclude WQRA and parks from analysis for the same reasons stated in 
criterion 1.

Figure 4-44. Criterion 5b: Comparison of allow, limit, prohibit 
treatments for Class I (excludes WQRA)
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Potential effects of treatments vary by habitat class, development status, and urban 
development value
• There are many more acres of vacant Habitats of Concern and Class I riparian than there are 

in developed urban. Therefore, the degree of protection afforded by each program option 
will have a stronger influence on vacant than on developed urban habitat.

• Where Habitats of Concern fall within Class I riparian, they are treated similarly under the 
various program options but where they are Class A wildlife, they receive lower protection
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levels than Class I under options 2A-2C.
• This places non-riparian Habitats of Concern more at risk than riparian Habitats of Concern. 

Program Option performance
• Options 1A and IB are most protective of Habitats of Concern.
• Options 1A and 2A are most protective of riparian Class I.
• There is a larger discrepancy in protection levels between the two most protective options for 

Habitats of Concern than for riparian Class I.
• Options 1C and 2C are least protective for Habitats of Concern and are likely to result in 

substantial further loss of these depleted habitats.
• Options 2B and 2C are least protective of Class I riparian and are likely to result in 

substantial further loss of these depleted habitats. Option 1C is not much better.

Summary
Habitats of Concern and Class I riparian habitat are closely associated with declining or sensitive 
species in the region, and these habitats have declined greatly in extent and quality. It will be 
important to consider the relative rarity of the remaining habitats addressed in this criterion, 
because substantial further loss may result in regional species extirpations or potential 
Endangered Species Act listings. More protective options are more likely to prevent or minimize 
these undesirable results.

Table 4-25. Performance of options in meeting Environmental Criterion 5: Promotes biodiversity

Rank Option Performance
1 1A This option provides the highest protection leveis for both Habitats of Concern and

Class 1 riparian by assigning a Prohibit designation to all acres.
2/3 18/2A Option 18 is important for Habitats of Concern, which includes more than twice as 

many acres as Class 1 riparian. However, Option 2A performs best for Class 1 riparian, 
and at a higher protection level than 18 provides Habitats of Concern.

4 28 This option performs better than 1C or 2C for all Habitats of Concern, and for 
developed urban Class 1 riparian. However, for vacant Class 1 riparian it is difficult to 
discern whether Option 28 or 1C is more protective.

5 1C Substantially lower protection levels, but consistent among development status and 
resource type, with all acres falling within Moderately Limit.

6 2C Protection levels lowest of all options, with nine percent Allow in unprotected Habitats 
of Concern and 17 percent Allow in unprotected Class 1 riparian. Likely to result in 
substantial loss of sensitive habitats and sensitive species.
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Evaluation of energy criteria
The analysis of energy criteria is intended to compare the potential effects of the six program 
options on energy use in the region. Two criteria will assist in this process:

2. Promotes compact urban form, and
3. Promotes green infrastructure.

Criteria were selected based on the findings in Metro’s Technical Report for Goal 5 and Phase I 
ESEE analysis (Metro 2002, Metro 2003). The energy criteria discussed here are applied using 
data already collected in the Social, Environmental, and Economic Phase II ESEE analyses.

The summary of each criterion includes a table ranking the programs in order of performance, 
from most to least energy-efficient as relates to each criterion. The criteria provide important 
new information about how each program performs relative to the others, and will aid Metro, its 
partners, and the public in designing an energy-efficient fish and wildlife habitat protection 
program.

1. Promotes compact urban form
A compact urban form conserves energy by reducing transportation-related energy output and 
infrastructure needs, reduces the spatial extent of vegetation loss, and reduces the spatial extent 
of the urban heat island effect.28 The amount of fish and wildlife habitat protected or partially 
protected by each regulatory program option and the zoning type and development status 
influence whether the option increases the need for Urban Growth Boundary expansions.

Importance of urban development priorities
The region’s 2040 Growth Concept is designed to provide a compact urban form through 
efficient land use, a well-planned transportation system, and protection of natural areas. The 
second energy criterion below addresses natural area protection.

The extent to which a program option supports development priorities influences the ability to 
maintain a compact urban form, thus conserving energy by reducing transportation and 
infrastructure energy output. While program options lA-lC consider only habitat value, 
program options 2A-2C incorporate the importance of land value, employment density, and the 
2040 Design Types.

Importance of substitutability of iands
The Goal 5 rule requires Metro to consider the effect a Goal 5 program may have on the 
inventory of buildable lands. Any changes in density requirements may be difficult to reallocate 
within the current Urban Growth Boundary.

Some land uses can be more easily re-allocated, or substituted, to other parts of the region than 
other land uses. This can relate to a number of factors such as scarcity, lot size requirements, 
and the physical characteristics needed for certain land use types. For example, residential land

28 See Metro’s Economic, Social, Environmental and Energy Analysis (ESEE), September 2003.
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comprises a majority of the region’s vacant zoning and housing can be built on relatively small 
parcels in a variety of landscapes. As a result, residential lands to a certain extent can be flexible 
in how they are located on a site, and more sites may be available compared to other land use 
types. However, Metro cannot force existing residential neighborhoods to accommodate density
increases.29

Conversely, industrial lands are much more difficult to relocate, and there is a regional shortage 
of industrial sites to meet our needs over the next 20 years. Industrial sites typically require flat 
terrain, access to transportation facilities, and some industrial sites need large contiguous parcels. 
Mixed use zoning, a highly energy efficient land use, can also be difficult to place in alternative 
sites if it doesn’t meet market needs. Commercial land placement affects driving distance and 
infi-astructure requirements.

Thus these land uses may be less substitutable within the existing Urban Growth Boundary than 
other land use types. New restrictions imposed by a program may limit the capacity for meeting 
housing and employment needs, and may increase energy use associated with the need for Urban 
Growth Boundary expansions and related transportation and infi-astructure needs.

Measuring the criterion and resuits
As outlined above, urban development priorities and the substitutability of lands are both 
important to maintaining a compact urban form. Each of these is addressed in other ESEE 
criteria. Therefore no new data was collected for this criterion, and the results are available 
through other ESEE criteria:

• “Supports urban development priorities” (economic criterion 1), and
• “Reduces impact on types/location of jobs and housing” (social criterion 2).

Economic criterion 1, “Supports urban development priorities,” assessed program performance 
for supporting urban development priorities. In descending order of performance, the program 
options for economic criterion 1 were ranked as follow: 1C, 2C, 2B, IB, 2A and lA.

Social criterion 2, “Reduces impact on types/locations of jobs and housing,” assessed program 
performance for limiting new restrictions on vacant industrial, mixed use, and commercial lands 
(see figure xx in social section, “Treatment of vacant employment habitat land”). In descending 
order of performance, the program options for social criterion 1 ranked as follow: 2C, 1C, 2B, 
IB, 2A and 1 A.

Summary
Information pertaining to maintaining a compact urban form has already been assessed under 
economic criterion 1 and social criterion 2. The program performance for both criteria is similar 
but not identical, as summarized in the table below. For the energy criterion, emphasis was 
given to urban development priorities when program rankings differed (i.e., 2C and 1C), due to 
the importance of the 2040 Growth concept in regional planning.

29 See Metro Ordinance #xxx.
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Table 4-26. Performance of options in meeting Energy Criterion 1:

Rank Option Performance
1 1C Provides the most support (lack of development restrictions) for lands with high urban 

development priorities and the second-best support for allowing development on 
existing vacant industrial, mixed use, and commercial lands.

2 2C Substantial support for lands with high urban development value, and excellent support 
for lands with medium urban development value. Provides the best support for 
allowing development on existing vacant industrial, mixed use, and commercial lands.

3 2B Good support for urban development priorities and allowing development on existing 
vacant industrial, mixed use, and commercial lands.

4 IB Moderate support for maintaining a compact urban growth form. No prohibit treatments 
for urban development priorities, but significantly stronger impact than 2A or 1 A. For 
vacant industrial, mixed use, and commercial lands, performs at a slightly reduced 
level compared to option 2A.

5 2A Slightly less support for urban development priorities than IB due to a small proportion 
of prohibit treatment. For vacant industrial, mixed use, and commercial lands, provides 
slightly more support than option 1B.

6 1A Promotes compact urban form the least. Substantial restrictions possible on high 
urban development priorities and on development potential for existing vacant 
industrial, mixed use, and commercial lands.

2. Promotes green infrastructure
Trees and other vegetation reduce energy demand by moderating stream and air temperature 
increases, flooding, and air pollution associated with energy use.30 Fish and wildlife habitat that 
are considered important or necessary to support cities and suburbs can be considered a type of 
infrastructure: “green infrastructure.” The energy benefits provided by green infrastructure are a 
type of ecosystem service.

Ecosystem services may be defined as the processes and functions of natural ecosystems that 
sustain life and are critical to human welfare. For example, trees help clean air and water, and 
wetlands and floodplains store water and help avert flooding. When ecosystem services are 
removed or diminished, a common alternative is to implement technological surrogates such as 
stormwater piping or water purification systems. Such solutions tend to require more energy 
than preserving existing green infrastructure and ecosystem functions.

Measuring the criterion and resuits
The amount of fish and wildlife habitat protected or partially protected by each program option, 
as well as the value of that habitat, help determine whether the option protects the energy-related 
green infrastructure and ecosystem services provided by trees, other vegetation, wetlands and 
floodplains. Green infrastructure and ecosystem services are strongly related.

This criterion is best assessed using a combination of three criteria from the environmental and 
economic ESEE:

• “Promotes retention of ecosystem services” (economic criterion 2);

30 See Metro’s Economic, Social, Environmental and Energy Analysis (ESEE), September 2003.
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• “Conserves existing watershed health and restoration opportunities (environmental criterion 
1); and

• “Retains multiple functions provided by forest canopy cover (environmental criterion 2).

This combination of criteria appropriately addresses energy concerns. No new data was 
collected, and the detailed results are available through the relevant criteria in the environmental 
and economic sections.

Ecosystem services are addressed in economic criterion 2, “Promotes retention of ecosystem 
services.” In that criterion, areas with more ecological functions and/or areas with functions 
closer to streams, wetlands, or floodplains ranked higher than areas with fewer functions or with 
functions further away from water features. Economic criterion 2 ranked identically to 
environmental criterion 1: lA, 2A, IB, 2B, 2C, and 1C.

Although green infrastructure is addressed in all environmental criteria environmental criterion 
1, “Conserves existing watershed health and restoration opportunities” and criterion 2, “Retains 
multiple functions provided by forest canopy cover,” are particularly relevant to energy use. 
These are the resources that protect existing ecosystem functions.

Environmental criterion 1 assesses the performance of program options in conserving existing 
watershed health and restoration opportunities based on proteetion levels for fish and wildlife 
habitat. In descending order of performance, the program options for environmental criterion 1 
were ranked as follow: lA, 2A, IB, 2B, 2C, and 1C.

Environmental criterion 2 estimates how well each program option would protect existing forest 
canopy cover, identified in the Phase IESEE analysis as a key energy-related feature. This is an 
important separate measure because although all forest is ecologically important to the region, 
not all forest ranks as high-value fish and wildlife habitat. In descending order of performance, 
the program options for environmental criterion 2 ranked as follow: 1 A, IB, 2A, 2B, 2C, and 1C.

Summary
Information pertaining to retaining green infrastructure and ecosystem services has already been 
assessed under economic criterion 1 and environmental criteria 1 and 2. The program 
performance for all three criteria is similar but not identieal, as summarized in the table below.
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Table 4-27. Performance of options in meeting Energy Criterion 2:

Rank Option Performance
1 1A Provides the most protection for all habitats and best protection to forest canopy cover 

and ecosystem services.
2 2A Protection level substantial for high-value riparian habitat, and good for other habitat 

classes. Ecosystem services also reflect this ranking. However, IB provides better 
protection for upland wildlife habitat. Options 2A and IB fairly similar for forest canopy.

3 1B Substantially reduced protection for all riparian habitat compared to 1A and 2A.
Ecosystem services also reflect this ranking. For wildlife habitat, performs better than
2A. For forest canopy, fairly similar to option 2A.

4 2B Options 2B, 20 and 1C ranked identically for habitat, tree canopy, and ecosystem 
service protection. Moderate performance for higher riparian and wildlife classes, but 
protection drops significantly for lower habitat classes. Similar findings for forest canopy 
and ecosystem services.

5 2C Places nearly 40 percent of all forest canopy at risk through low or no protection levels. 
Low protection levels for all resources. May result in substantial loss of riparian and 
upland habitat functions, ecosystem services, and forest canopy over time.

6 1C Places nearly half of all forest canopy at risk through low or no protection levels. Low 
protection leveis for all resources. Most likely to result in substantial loss of riparian and 
upland habitat functions, ecosystem services, and forest canopy over time.
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Evaluation of federal Endangered Species Act
The Endangered Species Act’s (ESA’s) ultimate goal is to recover species and conserve the 
ecosystems upon which they depend so they no longer need regulatory protection.31 Twelve 
salmon species or runs are listed as either threatened or endangered in the Columbia River and 
Willamette River basins. The National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration (NOAA) 
Fisheries is the federal agency responsible for these species.

The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (FWS) has jurisdiction over terrestrial species and aquatic 
species that spend the majority of their life cycle in fresh water. Listed species under their 
jurisdiction that currently or historically occurred in the Metro region include bald eagle, bull 
trout, golden Indian paintbrush, Willamette daisy, water howellia, Bradshaw’s lomatium, 
Kincaid’s lupine, and Nelson’s checker-mallow. The FWS was petitioned to list pacific lamprey, 
western brook lamprey and river lamprey in January 2003; processing of the petition has not yet 
been completed and is currently on hold. Additionally, several candidate species and species of 
concern are also known to occur in the Metro region. Although these species do not currently 
receive ESA regulatory protection, efforts to conserve these species may help to sustain existing 
populations and preclude the need for future listings.

Will a Metro fish and wildlife habitat protection program meet the ESA? There is no clear 
answer, because program details are not yet developed and it is not possible to fully predict the 
outcome of any program. It is also worth noting that the full suite of factors that affect the 
habitats upon which these species depend will not all be addressed in Metro’s Goal 5 program. 
For example, stormwater runoff can have significant impacts on stream health and channel 
complexity, but Goal 5 is not designed to explicitly or comprehensively address stormwater 
management.

However, the Goal 5 program will help to define the types of land uses that will be allowed 
within and near regionally significant habitats, ultimately determining the degree to which these 
habitats and their ecological functions are conserved over time. The program’s non-regulatory 
components, particularly the degree of investment in restoration, will also play a key role. An 
effective Metro program that provides adequate species protection could provide a template that 
could serve as a model for local jurisdictions to come into ESA compliance, and may also 
contribute to efforts designed to prevent future ESA species listings.

The federal ESA portion of this phase of the ESEE analysis is intended to compare the potential 
effects of the six program options on listed fish and wildlife and related species of conservation 
interest such as the three species of lamprey that have been petitioned for listing. Three criteria 
will assist this process:

1. Protects slopes, wetlands, and areas of high habitat value;
2. Maintains hydrologic conditions; and
3. Protects riparian functions.

31 For a description of the federal Endangered Species Act, see Appendix 1 in Metro’s Phase I ESEE Report.
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These criteria provide important information about how each program performs relative to the 
others in protecting habitats and watershed health, and will aid Metro, its partners, and the public 
determine the general consequences to fish and wildlife species under each program.

1. Protects slopes, wetlands and areas of high habitat value
Steep slopes are vulnerable to erosion and landslides that can negatively affect aquatic resources, 
particularly when trees and other vegetation are removed.32 Wetlands provide important off- 
channel rearing habitat for young salmon and functions important to stream health. They also 
provide key habitat for many of the region’s other known at-risk species - for example, bald 
eagles, northern red-legged frogs, northwestern pond turtles, and numerous neotropical 
migratory bird species33. At-risk species relate to the ESA because if they continue to decline, 
they may become future candidates for ESA listings. Habitats of Concern include wetlands, 
riparian bottomland forest, stands of Oregon white oak, native grassland, important migratory 
pathways, and other critical habitats that potentially support listed plants and animals, as well as 
numerous other at-risk species. Large habitat patches retain higher habitat quality than smaller 
patches and provide homes to species most sensitive to human disturbance, such as neotropical 
migratory songbirds34, and maintaining the connections between these valuable habitats is vital 
to supporting the region’s sensitive species over time.

Measuring the criterion
Steep slopes are addressed in Metro’s riparian GIS model as a primary and secondary functional 
contributor to Bank Stabilization, Sediment and Pollution Control. Wetlands receive primary 
functional value in the riparian model under the Streamflow Moderation and Water Storage and 
Bank Stabilization, Sediment and Pollution Control criteria, and are also captured under Class I 
riparian as Habitats of Concern. Areas of highest habitat value, including all Habitats of 
Concern and most large habitat patches, are captured under Class I riparian and Class A wildlife 
habitat. In addition, large habitat patches were specifically addressed in environmental criterion
2. Thus, this criterion is best assessed using a combination of criteria from the Environmental 
ESEE:

• Class I riparian and Class A wildlife habitat derived firom the criterion entitled “Conserves 
existing watershed health and restoration opportunities” (environmental criterion 1);

• Promotes riparian corridor continuity and overall habitat connectivity (environmental 
criterion 3);

• Conserves habitat quality and biodiversity provided by large habitat patches (environmental 
criterion 2); and

• Promotes biodiversity through conservation of sensitive habitats and species (environmental 
criterion 5).

32 The ecological damage associated with excess sediments entering streams is described in Metro’s Technical 
Report for Goal 5 (Metro 2002) and Phase I ESEE report (Metro 2003).
33 See Metro’s species list for at-risk species and their general habitat associations.
34 Neotropical migratory songbirds have been identified by ODFW as an at-risk group of species. Local studies 
(Hennings and Edge 2003) confirm that Neotropical migrants are negatively associated with urbanization.
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Results
The data tables and graphs associated with this criterion are available in the Environmental 
ESEE section. Option 1A provides the most protection for this criterion, but Options 2A and IB 
also provide substantial protection. Option 2B provides a moderate level of protection. Options 
2C and 1C are least likely to protect sensitive species over time, because substantial habitat and 
connectivity may be lost.

Table 4-28. Performance of options in meeting ESA criterion 1:

Rank Option Performance
1 1A Most protective of all variables assessed. Best option for protecting slopes, wetlands, 

and areas of high habitat value; most likely to reduce need for future ESA listings.
2/3 2A/1B Option 2A is second-most protective for Class I habitat, promoting overall connectivity.

Option IB is second-most protective for Class A habitat and large patches. Options 2A 
and 1B are similar in terms of protecting sensitive habitats and species.

4 2B Incrementally less protection for all variables assessed. Options 2A and 2B are similar 
in terms of protecting Class A habitat.

5 2C Ranks fifth for Class A, overall connectivity, and large patches. Ranks sixth for Class 1 
and sensitive habitats. More likely to result in species depletion or loss over time, and 
may increase future ESA listings.

6 1C Minimal protection for Class A, overall connectivity, and large patches. Ranks fifth for
Class 1 and sensitive habitats. Most likely to result in species depletion or loss over 
time, and may increase future ESA listings.

2. Maintains hydrologic conditions
Hydrology, in part, refers to how water is delivered to streams and rivers during storms. Under 
natural hydrologic conditions in the Pacific Northwest, rainwater movement to streams is slowed 
and retained by trees, plants, wetlands, floodplains and soils. When these natural features are 
altered or removed and hard (impervious) surfaces are installed, rainwater is delivered quickly, 
in high volumes, to streams and rivers. This causes channel damage, excessive flooding, 
groundwater depletion, and alters habitat such that animals adapted to natural conditions are 
sometimes no longer able to survive there. Altered hydrology has strongly, negatively impacted 
the region’s threatened salmon and other native aquatic species including lamprey.

All habitat in Metro’s inventory is important to maintaining hydrologic conditions. In this 
naturally forested region, trees are particularly important to hydrology because they slow and 
store large quantities of stormwater.35

Measuring the criterion
This criterion is best assessed using a combination of criteria from the Environmental ESEE:

• “Conserves existing watershed health and restoration opportunities” (environmental criterion

35 Metro’s field studies showed that the amoimt of tree cover, both near streams and throughout watersheds, is 
positively associated with stream health (Frady et al. 2002).
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1), and
• Retains multiple funetions provided by forest eanopy cover (environmental criterion 2). 

Results
The data tables and graphs associated with this criterion are available in the Environmental 
ESEE section. Option 1A provides the most protection for this criterion, but Options 2A and IB 
also provide substantial protection. Options 2C and 1C are least likely to protect sensitive 
species over time, because substantial habitat and connectivity may be lost. Less protective 
options may lead to an increase in future ESA species listings.

Table 4-29. Performance of options in meeting ESA criterion 2: Maintains hydrologic conditions.
Rank Option Performance
1 1A This option provides the most protection and restoration opportunities for existing fish

and wildlife habitat, and therefore provides the strongest regulatory approach to 
maintain current hydrologic conditions.

2/3 2A/1B Option 2A ranks second for conserving existing watershed health and restoration
opportunities, but ranks third for retaining forest canopy cover. Both options could aid 
in maintaining hydrologic conditions, depending on the amount of habitat retained and 
whether new trees and habitat are added over time.

4 2B Ranks fourth for conserving watershed health and restoration opportunities, as well as 
for conserving forest canopy. Unlikely to maintain hydrologic conditions over time 
without substantial non-regulatory investments.

5 2C Ranks fifth for conserving watershed heaith and restoration opportunities, as well as for
conserving forest canopy. Unlikely to maintain hydrologic conditions over time, even 
with substantiai non-reguiatory investments. Strong iikelihood for increased harm to 
salmon habitat and increased potential for future ESA species iistings.

6 1C Ranks iast for conserving watershed health and restoration opportunities, as well as for
conserving forest canopy. Unlikely to maintain hydrologic conditions over time due to 
extensive loss of existing resources and loss of restoration opportunities. Strong 
likelihood for increased harm to salmon habitat and increased potential for future ESA 
species listings.

3. Protects riparian functions
Metro’s extensive review of the scientific literature revealed that ecological functions are not 
limited to the areas nearest the stream. Existing riparian habitat areas protect water quality and 
provide key habitat to many of the region’s at-risk species, including those living on the land or 
in water. Due to the extent of riparian habitat loss over time, all remaining riparian areas are 
important to stream health. Lower value areas not only contribute to watershed function, but 
also provide key restoration opportunities that may help improve watershed health and offset 
detrimental effects from future development elsewhere in the watershed.

Measuring the criterion
This criterion is derived from the riparian corridor portion of the criterion entitled “Conserves 
existing watershed health and restoration opportunities” (environmental criterion 1). It measures 
the amount of riparian habitat affected by Allow, Limit, Prohibit treatments under each program 
option. Class I riparian receives special consideration in Table 4-29 due to the multiple 
ecological functions provided in these high-value areas.
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Results
The data tables and graphs associated with this criterion are available in the Environmental 
ESEE section. It is important to note that no matter which option is selected, riparian habitat 
may be lost and remaining habitat degraded over time due to continued development within the 
UGB and the urban effects associated with development, such as increased runoff and decreased 
water quality. The extent to which a program protects riparian function depends, in part, on non- 
regulatory program elements such as restoration in existing resources and new habitat creation in 
key areas of importance.

Option 1A provides the most protection for all riparian habitat. Option 2 A provides less 
protection for habitat within one site potential tree height, and Option IB is a substantial step 
downward in protection levels. Option 2B is slightly less protective of riparian habitat than 
Option IB. Option 2C provides a substantially reduced level of protection for Class I and II 
habitat, and very little protection for Class III. Option 1C provides low level protection for Class 
I and II, and no protection at all for Class III riparian; this option is least likely to protect riparian 
functions. Options 1C and 2C are unlikely to protect existing sensitive species, and will likely 
result in future ESA listings over time as riparian habitat is lost or damaged.

Table 4-30. Performance of options in meeting ESA criterion 3:

Rank Option Performance
1 1A Most likely to retain existing riparian function and watershed health. Class I and II 

habitat in prohibit designation, and Class III in strictly limit. Most likely to help conserve 
sensitive species and aid in preventing future ESA listings.

2 2A Incrementally less protection for riparian habitat, but generally still good protection 
levels for Class I and II. Protection drops significantly for Class III, with the majority in 
lightly limit designation.

3 1B Substantially less protection compared to Options 1A and 2A. Class III riparian in 
appears to be particularly vulnerable, with lightly limit designations.

4 2B Incrementally less protection than previous options. Moderate loss of high-value 
riparian habitat likely, with potential for negative effects on sensitive species.
Protection levels drop off significantly for Class III habitat, with primarily lightly limit 
designation, similar to option 2A. May increase potential for future ESA listings.

5 1C Class 1 receives moderately limit. Class II lightly limit, and Class III receives allow 
designations. Less likely to protect existing sensitive species than options above. May 
result in substantial loss of riparian habitat and increases potential for future additional 
ESA listings.

6 2C Poor protection for riparian habitat. Least likely to protect existing sensitive species.
Most likely to lead to future ESA listings.
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Evaluation of federal Clean Water Act
The federal Clean Water Act (CWA) sets a national goal to “restore and maintain the chemical, 
physical and biological integrity of the Nation’s waters.”36 In Oregon, the Department of 
Environmental Quality (DEQ) implements the CWA, with review and approval by the U.S. 
Environmental Protection Agency.

The DEQ is responsible for protecting the beneficial uses of rivers, streams and lakes of the state. 
The DEQ carries out this responsibility in part by identifying those water bodies that are not 
meeting current water quality standards. This inventory is known as the 303(d) list. For waters 
identified on the 303(d) list, DEQ must develop total maximum daily loads (TMDLs) for those 
pollutants that exceed water quality standards. The TMDLs become part of implementation 
plans at the watershed scale intended to meet water quality standards. In urban areas, local 
governments are often the parties responsible for such plans, with input from watershed councils, 
landowners and other stakeholders.

The DEQ recently informed Metro Council that a Goal 5 program that provides shading, 
pollutant removal, and infiltration could protect and restore fish and wildlife habitat and help 
meet water quality standards in the Willamette and Tualatin Basins. Retaining fish and wildlife 
habitat, and the ecological functions these areas provide, is less expensive than constructing 
water quality treatment facilities. Potentially, the amount of Goal 5 resources preserved for 
protection and restoration may be an important management measure in a watershed’s TMDL 
implementation plan.

The federal CWA criterion compares the potential effects of the six program options on the 
importance of fish and wildlife habitat to the region’s water quality. Four criteria will assist this 
process;

1. Protects steep slopes and wetlands;
2. Protects resources within 150 feet of streams;
3. Maintains hydrologic conditions (see ESA criterion 2); and
4. Protects forested areas throughout the watershed.

Some of the criteria used to assess program performance related to the CWA are similar to those 
assessed for the federal ESA, because existing fish and wildlife habitat also protects water 
quality. These criteria provide important information about how each program performs relative 
to the others, and will aid Metro, its partners, and the public in determining the relative 
consequences to water quality under each program.

1. Protects slopes and wetlands
Steep slopes are vulnerable to erosion and landslides, particularly when trees and other 
vegetation are removed.37 Wetlands collect and treat soil runoff and help control stream bank

36 For a description of the federal Clean Water Act, see Appendix 1 in Metro’s Phase IESEE Report.
37 The ecological damage associated with excess sediments entering streams is described in Metro’s Technical 
Report for Goal 5 (Metro 2002) and Phase I ESEE report (Metro 2003).

DRAFT: ESEE Phase II Analysis April 2004 Page 132



erosion to help meet turbidity, sedimentation, and nutrient TMDLs. Wetlands eolleet and treat 
pesticides, heavy metals, and other toxic pollutants to help meet TMDLs for these pollutants. 
Wetlands also collect and store water to provide base flow in streams during summer low-flow 
months, which helps meet temperature TMDLs.

Measuring the criterion
Steep slopes are addressed in Metro’s riparian GIS model as a primary and secondary functional 
contributor to Bank Stabilization, Sediment and Pollution Control. Wetlands receive primary 
functional value in the riparian model under the Streamflow Moderation and Water Storage,
Bank Stabilization, Sediment and Pollution Control, and are also captured as Class I riparian as a 
Habitat of Concern.

This criterion is best assessed using a subset of one of the criteria from the Environmental ESEE. 
Class I and Class II riparian habitat derived from the criterion entitled “Conserves existing 
watershed health and restoration opportunities” (environmental criterion 1) captures all wetlands 
and the majority of vegetated steep slopes near streams. As in the ESA criteria, the extent to 
which restoration is included as part of any Goal 5 program will help determine its effectiveness 
in protecting water quality.

Resuits
The data tables and graphs associated with this criterion are available in the Environmental 
ESEE section and associated appendices. Option 1A provides the most protection for Class I and 
II riparian habitat. Option 2A provides incrementally less. Options IB and 2B fall in the middle. 
Options 1C and 2C perform poorly in protecting these habitat areas, and are likely to result in 
future 303(d) listings and TMDL requirements due to unprotected steep slopes and wetland 
areas.

Rank Option Performance
1 1A Highest protection level for all Class I and Class II riparian habitat; most likely to protect

steep slopes and wetlands. For every program option, restoration wili stiii be 
needed to meet temperature and other standards.

2 2A Excellent protection for Class I habitat. Good protection for Class II habitat, but
definitely a step downward from 1 A, with about two thirds of Class II in moderately limit 
designations and the remainder in Lightly Limit. Where steep slopes occur in Class II, 
may increase erosion and sedimentation and degrade water quality.

3 1B Incrementaliy less protection for Class 1 and Class II habitat.
4 2B Somewhat less protection for Class 1 and II habitat compared to Option 1B, but most

habitat areas stiii receive strictiy or moderately limit designations.
5 1C Substantialiy reduced protection for steep siope areas and wetiands. Likely to result in

non-compliance for existing TMDLs and future 303(d) listings and TMDL requirements.
6 2C Poor protection for Class 1 resources (particularly in Developed Urban areas), and

dismal protection for Class II. Highly likely to result in degraded water quality, non- 
compliance for existing TMDLs, and increased future 303(d) listings and TMDL 
requirements.
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2. Protects resources within 150 feet of streams
The importance of riparian areas in maintaining water quality is well documented. These areas 
provide shading to help meet temperature TMDLs, collect and treat soil runoff, and control 
stream bank erosion to help meet turbidity, sedimentation, and nutrient TMDLs. Riparian areas 
collect and treat bacteria in runoff to help meet bacteria TMDLs and collect and treat pesticides, 
heavy metals, and other toxic pollutants to help meet TMDLs for these pollutants. Like wetlands 
(and generally including wetlands), riparian areas collect and store water to provide base flow in 
streams during summer low-flow months, helping to meet temperature TMDLs.

Measuring the criterion
This criterion is assessed using the riparian corridor continuity portion of the criterion entitled 
“Promotes riparian corridor continuity and overall habitat connectivity” (environmental criterion 
3a). It measures the amount of habitat within 150 feet of streams affected by Allow, Limit, 
Prohibit treatments under each program option.

Resuits
The data tables and graphs associated with this criterion are available in the Environmental 
ESEE section. Option 1A provides the most protection for Class I and II riparian habitat.
Option 2A, IB and 2C provide incrementally less protection for areas within one site potential 
tree height, respectively. Options 1C and 2C perform very poorly in protecting these habitat 
areas, and are likely to result in future 303(d) listings and TMDL requirements due to habitat loss 
closest to streams, as well as non-compliance with existing TMDLs.

Table 4-32. Performance of options in meeting CWA criterion 2: 
Conserves habitat within 150 feet of streams.

Rank Option Performance
1 1A Excellent performance for conserving existing habitat within 150 feet of streams, with 

primarily Prohibit plus some Strictly Limit designations. This option is most likely to 
assist in meeting current TMDLs and preventing future non-compliance issues. For 
every program option, restoration will still be needed to meet temperature and 
other standards.

2 2A Substantial step downward from 1 A, but still good protection levels. About half of the 
habitat within 150 feet of streams receives Prohibit treatment, with the remainder falling 
within the three degrees of limit. Loss of any habitat within this zone, particularly 
without restoring key areas, is likely to decrease water quality and increase CWA non- 
compliance issues.

3 IB Incremental step downward from Option 2A. Increases likelihood of water quality 
issues and CWA non-compliance.

4 2B Relatively small step downward from Option 1B, with similar repercussions possible.
5 1C Very poor protection for near-stream habitat. Unlikely to conserve existing resources 

or retain restoration opportunities within 150 feet of streams. Highly likely to degrade 
water quality, resulting in non-compliance with current TMDLs and necessitating future 
303(d) and TMDL listings.

6 2C Similar to Option 1C, but slightly worse.

33 See Metro’s Technical Report for Goal 5 (Metro 2002) and Phase I ESEE Report (Metro 2003).
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3. Maintains hydrologic conditions
This criterion is described and measured in ESA criterion 2. Altered hydrology is a leading 
cause of degraded water quality. The key negative effects associated with altered hydrology are 
described in Metro’s Teclmical Report for Goal 5 and Phase IESEE documents (Metro 2002, 
2003). Program options for this criterion rank as follow, from best to worst in terms of 
maintaining hydrologic conditions: lA, 2A/1B, 2B, 2C, and 1C.

4. Protects forested areas throughout the watershed
Trees are vitally important to the region’s water quality, as demonstrated through local studies 
and as recognized by DEQ.39 Trees provide infiltration to recharge both groundwater and down 
gradient streams, providing base flow for streams during summer low-flow months and helping 
to meet temperature TMDLs. Trees are especially effective in reducing sedimentation and 
erosion, runoff speed and volume, excess nutrients, and water temperature, thereby helping to 
meet nutrient, sediment, turbidity, and temperature TMDLs.

Measuring the criterion
This criterion is measured using Environmental criterion 2, “Retains multiple functions provided 
by forest canopy cover.”

Resuits
The data tables and graphs associated with this criterion are available in the Environmental 
ESEE section. Option 1A provides the most protection for the region’s upland and riparian 
forests. Option IB provides substantially less protection, with Option 2A close behind. Options 
IB and 2B fall in the middle. Option 2C performs very poorly in protecting forest canopy, and is 
likely to result in future 303(d) listings and TMDL requirements due to unprotected steep slopes 
and wetland areas.

Table 4-33. Performance of options in meeting CWA criterion 4:

Rank Option Performance
1 1A Protects by far the most canopy cover of any other program option for vulnerable 

forested lands in both vacant and developed lands. This option is most likely to aid in 
current Clean Water Act compliance and help prevent future 303(d) listings and TMDL 
requirements. For every program option, restoration will still be needed to meet 
temperature and other standards.

2 1B Substantially less protection than option 1 A, but still performs better than the remaining
options. However, options 1B and 2A appear relatively close in terms of potential 
effects on the region’s forest canopy, and therefore, water quality. No Allow 
designations mean that all forested habitat would be afforded at least some level of 
protection.

3 2A Similar to 1B, with slightly less protection.
4 2B Little Allow, but overall protection levels lower than options 1B and 2A. Potential for

significant forest loss and Increased water quality issues.
5 2C Low protection levels for forest canopy, with 38 percent of vacant and developed urban

in Lightly Limit or Allow. Likely to result in significant forest canopy loss over time.
Hiqhiv likely to degrade water quality, resulting in non-compliance with current TMDLs

39 Metro’s field studies showed that the amount of tree cover, both near streams and throughout watersheds, is 
positively associated with stream health (Frady et al. 2002).

DRAFT: ESEE Phase IIAnalysis April 2004 Page 135



and likely necessitating future 303(d) and TMDL listings.
6 1C Low protection levels for forest canopy, with 47 percent of vacant and developed urban 

in Lightly Limit or Allow. Likely to result in significant forest habitat loss over time.
Highly likely to degrade water quality, resulting in non-compliance with current TMDLs 
and likely necessitating future 303(d) and TMDL listings.
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Summary of analysis of regulatory options
Metro’s analysis of the six regulatory program options against the 19 criteria provides a 
substantial amount of information for the Metro Council to use in their consideration of a 
program direction for protecting fish and wildlife habitat. Generally, the options that protect 
more habitat (Options 1A and 2A) perform similarly across criteria. The option that least 
protects the highest-value habitat (Option 1C) and the option with the lowest level of protection 
for habitat in industrial areas and centers (Option 2C) also perform similarly. However, Option 
2C favors factors important for urban development by focusing on the economic concerns, while 
Option 1C reduces protection equally for all land uses. Table 4-34 summarizes the analysis.

DRAFT: ESEE Phase II Analysis April 2004 Page 137



Table 4-34. Summary of program option analysis.
Option 1A; Most habitat 

protection
Option IB: Moderate 
habitat protection

Option 1C: Least habitat 
protection

Option 2A; Most habitat 
protection

Option 2B: Moderate 
habitat protection

Option 2C: Least habitat 
protection

Criteria

Highest level of protection for 
all habitats

High level of protection for 
highest value habitat, 
moderate protection for other 
habitats

Moderate level of protection 
for higher value habitats, no 
protection for lowest value 
habitat

Moderate level of protection in 
high urban deveiopment value 
areas, high level of protection 
in other areas

Low level of protection in high 
urban development value 
areas, moderate level of 
protection in other areas

No protection in high urban 
deveiopment value areas, 
moderate level of habitat 
protection in other areas

Economic factors
1. Supports the regional 

economy by providing 
development 
opportunities (such as 
residential, 
commercial, 
industrial)

Ranks 6 ; Provides least
development opportunities due 
to highest levels of habitat 
protection on residential, 
commercial and industrial 
lands.

Ranks 4th: Provides some
development opportunities for 
residential, commercial and 
industrial.

Ranks 2"“: Provides
substantial development 
opportunities for all types of 
development.

Ranks 5“‘; Provides minimal
development opportunities 
because residential 
development in some high 
value habitat is prohibited.

Ranks 3,u: Provides moderate
development opportunities due 
to less habitat protection in all 
commercial and industrial 
areas and some residential 
land.

Ranks 1“: Provides most 
development opportunities due 
to relaxed habitat protection: 
provides more development 
opportunities in commercial 
and industrial areas than in 
residential areas.

2. Supports economic 
values associated with 
ecosystem services 
(such as flood control, 
clean water, 
recreation, amenity 
values)

Ranks 1“: Retains most
existing ecosystem services 
across all habitat classes. 
Highest protection for habitat

Ranks 3'“: Retains moderate
ecosystem services with 
moderate protection to high 
value habitat.

Ranks 6"': Retains least
ecosystem services overall for 
all habitat classes.

Ranks 2'": Retains substantial
ecosystem services with strict 
protection to high and medium 
value stream corridors.

Ranks A1": Retains some
ecosystem services. Applies 
moderate protection to stream 
corridors but higher protection 
to upland wildlife habitat

Ranks S'": Retains minimal
ecosystem services due to 
relaxed protection in areas 
with high and medium 
development value.

3. Promotes recreational 
use and amenities

Ranks 1“: Promotes the most
recreational benefits by 
prohibiting development in 
highest quality habitat lands.

Ranks 3'“: Provides moderate
recreational benefits by 
applying relatively strong 
protection to the highest value 
habitats.

Ranks 6“': Provides least
recreational benefits because 
it applies only moderate 
protection to highest value 
habitat

Ranks 2'": Promotes
substantial recreational 
benefits of stream corridors, 
does not apply same 
protection to wildlife habitat.

Ranks 4“'; Promotes some
recreational benefits, mostly 
on park land.

Ranks S'": Promotes minimal
recreational benefits mostly on 
park land.

4. Distribution of
economic tradeoffs

No rank: Privately-ovmed 
habitat land bears greater 
proportion of highest 
protection than publicly-owned 
habitat

No rank: Privately-owned and
publicly-owned land bears 
equal proportion of highest 
protection.

No rank: Privately-owned and
publicly-owned land bears 
equal proportion of highest 
protection.

No rank: Publicly-owned 
habitat land bears greater 
proportion of highest 
protection than privately- 
owned habitat land.

No rank: Publicly-owned 
habitat land bears greater 
proportion of highest 
protection than privately- 
owned habitat land.

No rank: Publicly-owned 
habitat land bears greatest 
proportion of highest 
protection.

5. Minimizes need to
expand the urban 
growth boundary 
(UGB) and increase 
development costs.

Ranks 6“': Affects the need to
expand the UGB the most; 
highest level of protection 
restricts development.

Ranks 4“': Moderately affects
the need to expand the UGB 
because of restrictive 
protection levels.

Ranks 1“: Least need to
expand UGB; lowest 
protection levels provide most 
development opportunity.

Ranks 5“‘: Substantially
affects need to expand the
UGB because of restrictive 
protection levels.

Ranks 3'“: Some need to
expand UGB but less 
restrictive protection.

Ranks 2'“': Minimal need to
expand the UGB because low 
level of protection provides 
development opportunity.

Social factors
6. Minimizes impact on

property ovmers
Ranks 6 : Affects the most
property owners with the 
highest level of habitat 
protection regardless of 
zoning.

Ranks 4 : Moderately affects
all property owners, but does 
not apply highest habitat 
protection anywhere.

Ranks 1": Affects the least
number of property owners 
and applies lower levels of 
habitat protection.

Ranks 5"': Substantially
affects large number of 
property owners with strong 
protection, especially in 
residential and rural areas.

Ranks 3,u: Affects some
business landowners with 
moderate protection, but high 
protection is applied to 
residential and rural owners.

Ranks 2"“: Minimally affects
business landowners, but 
many residential and rural 
property owners are affected 
with lower levels of protection.

7. Minimizes impact on
location and (Voices 
for housing and lobs

Ranks 6U': Most effect on the
location and choices available 
for lobs and housing by

Ranks 4“': Moderate effect on
the location and choices 
available for lobs and housing.

Ranks 2"“: Minimal effect on
housing locatfon and choices, 
some effect on iob location

Ranks 5U': Substantial effect
on housing location and 
choices, moderate effect on

Ranks 3"': Some effect on job
location and choices, 
moderate effect on housing

Ranks 1‘‘: Least effect on job
location and choices, minimal 
effect on housing location and
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Criteria

Option 1A: Most habitat 
protection

Option IB: Moderate 
habitat protection

Option 1C: Least habitat 
protection

Option 2A: Most habitat 
protection

Option 2B: Moderate 
habitat protection

Option 2C: Least habitat 
protection

Highest level of protection for 
all habitats

High level of protection for 
highest value habitat, 
moderate protection for other 
habitats

Moderate level of protection 
for higher value habitats, no 
protection for lowest value 
habitat

Moderate level of protection in 
high urban development value 
areas, high level of protection
In other areas

Low level of protection in high 
urban development value 
areas, moderate level of 
protection in other areas

No protection in high urban 
development value areas, 
moderate level of habitat 
protection in other areas

applying high protection levels 
to all habitats.

applies a medium protection 
level to residential and 
employment land.

and choices. Applies lower 
protection levels to all land 
regardless of zoning.

job location and choices.
Applies high protection levels 
to residential land, medium 
protection levels to most 
employment land.

location and choices. Applies 
lower protection levels to 
employment land, moderate 
protection levels to residential 
land.

choices. Applies lowest 
protection levels to 
employment land, moderate 
protection levels to residential 
land.

8. Preserves habitat for 
future generations

Ranks 1“: Preserves the most
habitat for future generations 
by applying high levels of 
protection to all habitats.

Ranks 3'": Preserves a
moderate amount of habitat for 
future generations, focuses 
protection on higher value 
habitats.

Ranks 6‘": Preserves the least
amount of habitat for future 
generations, applies lower 
level of protection to higher 
value habitats.

Ranks 2™: Preserves a
substantial amount of habitat 
for future generations. Higher 
protection levels applied to 
highest value stream corridors, 
moderate and high protection 
applied to other habitats.

Ranks 4‘": Preserves some
habitat for future generations. 
Applies some protection to 
highest value habitats and 
moderate protection to other 
habitats.

Ranks S'": Preserves a
minimal amount of habitat for 
future generations. Habitat in 
areas of high urban 
deveiopment value is not 
preserved, habitat in other 
areas receives low and 
moderate protection.

9. Maintains cultural 
heritage and sense of 
place

Ranks 1": Provides the most
protection for the highest value 
habitat, highest level of 
protection may result in need 
for expanding the UGB.

Ranks 3'°: Provides moderate
protection for highest value 
habitat, less potential for 
expanding the UGB.

Ranks 6“': Provides the least
protection to highest value 
habitat, habitat outside UGB at 
less risk.

Ranks 2™: Provides
substantial protection to 
highest value habitat, a small 
portion in high urban 
development value areas 
receive moderate protection.

Ranks 4'": Provides some
protection to highest value 
habitat; applies low protection 
to habitat in high urban 
development value areas.

Ranks S'": Provides minimal
protection to highest value 
habitat, habitat in high urban 

- development values receives 
no protection.

10. Preserves amenity 
value of resources 
(qualify of life, 
property values, 
views)

Ranks 1": Retains the most
amenity value in the highest 
value habitats.

Ranks 3'“: Retains moderate
level of amenity value in the 
highest value habitats.

Ranks 6UI: Retains least level
of amenity value in wildlife 
habitat, slightly more in stream 
corridors.

Ranks 2"u: Retains substantial
amenity value in highest value 
habitats, more protection for 
streams than upland habitat.

Ranks 4‘": Retains some level
of amenity value in highest 
value habitat, more protection 
for streams than upland 
habitat.

Ranks 5l": Retains a minimal
level of amenity value, highest 
value wildlife habitat receives 
more protection.

Environmental factors
11. Conserves existing 

watershed health and 
restoration 
opportunities

Ranks 1“: Preserves most
high value habitat; provides 
substantial protection to other 
habitats.

Ranks 3,',: Preserves
moderate amount of all 
habitats; higher protection for 
highest value habitat.

Ranks 6'n: Preserves least
amount of habitat; moderate 
protection for higher value 
habitat; no protection for 
lowest value habitat.

Ranks 2nd; Preserves 
substantial amount of habitat. 
Highest protection levels for 
most high value habitat, 
moderate protection for other 
habitats.

Ranks 4l"; Preserves some
amount of habitat. Higher 
value habitats receive 
moderate protection levels; 
other habitats receive lower 
protection.

Ranks 5“'; Preserves minimal 
amount of habitat Provides 
low protection levels for all 
habitat classes, no protection 
for highest value habitat in 
some circumstances.

12. Retains multiple 
habitat functions 
provided by forest 
areas

Ranks 1“: Retains the most
forest cover in both vacant and 
developed habitat lands.

Ranks 2"“: Retains substantial
amount of forest cover in both 
vacant and developed habitat 
lands.

Ranks 6"': Retains least
amount of forest cover, likely 
to result in significant forest 
habitat loss over time.

Ranks 3™; Retains moderate
amount of forest cover, some 
protection for all forested 
habitat areas and highest 
protection for forested habitat 
in stream corridors.

Ranks 4ln: Retains some
amount of forest cover, some 
protection for almost all 
forested habitat areas.

Ranks S1"; Retains minimal 
amount of forest cover, low 
protection levels for most 
forested habitat areas.

13. Promotes riparian 
com’dor connectivity 
and overall habitat

Ranks 1“: Promotes most
stream corridor continuity and 
overall habitat connectivity.

Ranks 3'": Promotes
moderate retention of 
connectivity. Provides small

Ranks 6"‘: Promotes least
retention of connectivity and 
likely to result in most

Ranks 2'“; Promotes
substantial retention of stream 
corridor continuity; moderate

Ranks 4‘": Promotes some
retention of connectivity in 
stream corridors and between

Ranks S'": Promotes minimal
retention of connectivity, likely 
to result in significantly
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Option 1A: Most habitat 
protection

Option IB: Moderate 
habitat protection

Option 1C: Least habitat 
protection

Option 2A: Most habitat 
protection

Option 2B; Moderate 
habitat protection

Option 2C: Least habitat 
protection

Criteria

Highest level of protection for 
all habitats

High level of protection for 
highest value habitat, 
moderate protection for other 
habitats

Moderate level of protection 
for higher value habitats, no 
protection for lowest value 
habitat

Moderate level of protection in 
high urban development value 
areas, high level of protection 
in other areas

Low level of protection in high 
urban development value 
areas, moderate level of 
protection in other areas

No protection in high urban 
development value areas, 
moderate level of habitat 
protection in other areas

connectivity connector habitats with higher 
protection, does not preserve 
as much stream com'dor 
continuitY.

reduction of regional 
connectivity. No protection for 
small connector habitats.

protection for small connector 
habitats.

upland habitats. reduced regional connectivity.

14. Conserves habitat 
quality and 
biodiversity provided 
by large habitat areas

Ranks Is': Conserves the
most large habitat areas.

Ranks 2 ": Conserves a
substantial amount of large 
habitat areas, moderate risk 
for urban development 
fragmenting large habitats.

Ranks S'": Conserves least
amount of large habitat areas, 
likely to result in significant 
fragmentation.

Ranks 3'“: Conserves
moderate amount of large 
habitat areas, small amount of 
low protection applied to 
portions of some large 
habitats.

Ranks 4'": Conserves some
amount of large habitat areas, 
lower protection levels applied 
to all large habitats.

Ranks 5'": Conserves minimal
amount of large habitat areas, 
likely to result in significant 
fragmentation of large 
habitats.

15. Supports biodiversity 
through conservation 
of sensitive habitats 
and species

Ranks Is': Supports the most
biodiversity by applying 
highest levels of protectfon to 
sensitive habitats and stream 
corridors.

Ranks 2"“/3“,: Supports a
substantial amount of 
biodiversity, applies more 
protection to sensitive habitats 
than stream corridors.

Ranks S'": Supports a minimal
amount of biodiversity, applies 
moderate protection level to 
sensitive habitats and stream 
corridors.

Ranks 2"a/3'°: Supports a
substantial amount of 
biodiversity, applies more 
protection to stream com'dors 
than sensitive habitats.

Ranks 4“’: Supports some
biodiversity, applies higher 
protection to stream com'dors 
than sensitive habitats.

Ranks 6"': Supports the least
amount of biodiversity, likely to 
result in substantial loss of 
sensitive habitats and 
sensitive species.

Energy Factors
16. Promotes compact 

urban form
Ranks 6“': Promotes compact 
urban form the least. Highest 
protection levels applied to 
vacant land intended for urban 
uses (housing & jobs).

Ranks 4"‘: Moderately
promotes compact urban form. 
Some reduction in 
development potential on all 
habitat land.

Ranks Is': Promotes compact
urban form the most. 
Development allowed in 
lowest habitats, moderate 
protection to other habitat 
lands.

Ranks 5“': Minimally promotes
compact urban forni. 
Development opportunities 
reduced in all habitat areas.

Ranks 3,u: Promotes some
amount of compact urban 
form. Development 
opportunities reduced in most 
habitat areas.

Ranks 2"u: Substantially
promotes compact urban form. 
Development opportunities on 
business land less impacted 
than residential land.

17. Promotes green 
infrastructure

Ranks Is': Conserves the
most vegetation and forested 
areas.

Ranks 3"1: Conserves a
moderate amount of 
vegetation and forested areas.

Ranks 6‘": Conserves the
least amount of vegetation and 
forested areas.

Ranks 2"“: Conserves a
substantial amount of 
vegetation and forested areas.

Ranks 4“': Conserves some
vegetation and forested areas.

Ranks 5'": Conserves a
minimal amount of vegetation 
and forested areas.

Other criteria
18. Assists in protecting 

fish and wildlife 
protected by the 
federal Endangered 
Species Act

Ranks 1st Provides most
protection to sensitive 
habitats; most protection for 
hydrology and riparian 
functions: most likely to protect 
sensitive species.

Ranks 3'“: Provides
substantial protection to 
sensitive habitats and species. 
Similar to 2A, but provides 
less protection for hydrologic 
conditions.

Ranks S'": Provides least
protection to sensitive habitats 
and species, hydrology.
Minimal protection for riparian 
functions.

Ranks 2,,u: Provides
substantial protection to 
sensitive habitats and spedes. 
Similar to 1B, but provides 
more protection for hydrologic 
conditions.

Ranks 4“': Provides some
protection to sensitive 
habitats; less likely to maintain 
hydrologic conditions or 
riparian functions.

Ranks 5“': Provides minimal
protection to sensitive habitats 
and species and hydrology. 
Provides least protection for 
riparian functions.

19. Assists in meeting 
water quality 
standards required by 
the federal Clean
Water Act

Ranks 1s" Provides most 
protection for clean water.
Most protective of forest 
canopy, habitat near streams 
and on steep slopes; most 
protection for hydrology.

Ranks 3"': Provides moderate
protection for clean water. 
Moderate protection for for 
slopes, wetlands, and 
resources near streams. 
Substantial protection for 
forested areas.

Ranks 5“': Provides minimal
protection for the natural 
resources important to 
protecting water quality. Least 
protection for forested areas.

Ranks 2'": Provides
substantial protection for clean 
water, with strict protection for 
slopes, wetlands, and 
resources near streams. 
Moderate protection for 
forested areas.

Ranks 4‘": Some protection
for slopes and wetlands, 
hydrologic conditions, habitat 
near streams, hydrologic 
conditions and forest
Potential for decreased water 
qualitv.

Ranks 6“': Provides least
protection for slopes and 
wetlands, habitat near 
streams, and hydrology: 
minimal protection for forested 
areas. Most potential for poor 
water quality.
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CHAPTER FIVE: SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS
Protecting fish and wildlife habitat in the urban area is complicated, and there are many 
important tradeoffs to balance. Metro’s consideration of several non-regulatory tools for habitat 
protection describes several approaches that could be developed further, building on the 
restoration, education, and acquisition work that Metro currently does. Metro’s analysis of the 
six regulatory program options identifies the number of affected acres of land in each habitat and 
urban development class, and describes the economic, social, environmental, and energy 
consequences associated with various protection levels. Evaluating the performance of each 
option against the 19 criteria provides the Metro Council with valuable information necessary to 
choose which type of regulatory approach makes the most sense for the region. Non-regulatory 
and regulatory tools can be complementary, increasing the effectiveness of each approach. This 
chapter includes:

• a brief summary of the potential non-regulatory tools,
• results of the analysis of the six regulatory options,
• a discussion of the interaction between non-regulatory and regulatory tools,
• potential funding sources, and
• the next steps in the development of a regional fish and wildlife habitat protection 

program.

Potential non-regulatory tools for habitat protection
While there is substantial evidence of current non-regulatory efforts accomplishing habitat 
protection, restoration, and education in the Metro region, they have not been successful in 
preventing the decline in overall ecosystem health. Most non-regulatory programs are dependent 
on unsteady sources of grant funding, volunteerism, and good stewardship, often without 
recognition or reward. Each program conducts important work, but even taken as a whole over 
the past decade only a small portion of the habitat in the region received the attention needed. 
There is a much greater need for restoration dollars; technieal assistance for landowners, 
developers, and local jurisdictions; and permanent protection for critical habitats than is currently 
available.

There are many types of non-regulatory tools that could be used to protect and restore fish and 
wildlife habitat in the region. All of these tools require some type of funding, whether to pay for 
staff or provide direct dollars to purchase or restore land. Many of the non-regulatory tools 
could be implemented at either the local or regional level. Below is a list of tools identified in 
this report:

Stewardship and recognition programs 
Grants for restoration and protection 
Information resources 
Technical assistance program 
Habitat education activities 
Volunteer aetivities 
Agency-led restoration activities 
Acquisition
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Acquisition is the most effective non-regulatory tool to achieve habitat protection. Acquisition 
achieves permanent protection and also preserves land to be restored at a later date. However, 
the high cost of purchasing land, especially within the urban growth boundary, and the 
dependence of an acquisition program on willing sellers limits the effectiveness of such a 
program.

Many of the other non-regulatory habitat protection and restoration tools considered in this 
report are most effective when used in combination with each other and/or along with a 
regulatory program. A regulatory program can provide the incentive and motivation to develop 
innovative solutions to land development while protecting habitat. Grants and technical 
assistance are the tools that could be most effective in protecting and restoring habitat, in the 
absence of an acquisition program. A stewardship recognition program could help promote 
grants and serve to educate others about innovative practices. Coordinating with existing 
agencies and volunteer groups that conduct restoration as well as providing funds to focus efforts 
could be effective in enhancing regionally significant habitat.

Comparison of regulatory options
Metro developed six regulatory options to protect land classified as regionally significant fish 
and wildlife habitat. Three of the options consider habitat quality (1 A, IB, and 1C) and three 
options (2A, 2B, and 2C) consider habitat quality and urban development value. Five possible 
treatments are applied in the options, identifying whether development would be allowed, lightly 
limited, moderately limited, strictly limited, or prohibited. The six options were evaluated based 
on how they met 19 criteria. Most of the criteria were based on the issues identified in Metro’s 
general evaluation of the economic, social, environmental, and energy tradeoffs, two criteria 
were based on how well the options met the federal Endangered Species Act and Clean Water 
Act. Figure 5-1 graphically illustrates how the five treatment levels are applied in the six options 
as compared to the baseline regulations (Title 3).
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Overall, the options that protect the highest-value habitat (Options 1A and 2A) perform 
similarly. The option that provides the least protection for the highest-value habitat (Option 1C) 
and the option with the lowest level of protection in the industrial and commercial areas (Option 
2C) also perform similarly. However, Option 2C favors factors important for urban development 
while Option 1C reduces protection levels equally for all land uses. Table 5-1 compares the 
tradeoffs of applying the six regulatory options.

/

_______________________ Table 5-1. Comparing the regulatory options.
Options 1A, 2A Options 1B, 2B Options 1C, 2C

Reduces development opportunities 
within the existing urban growth 
boundary
Increases possibility of expanding the 
urban growth boundary, potentially 
increasing development costs (such as 
streets and utility connections)
Potentially adds to the cost of urban 
development (such as environmental 
review process, low impact development 
standards)
Protects the most habitat and restoration 
opportunities
Preserves the most ecosystem services 
(such as flood management and water 
quality)
Promotes conservation of sensitive 
species (such as Pileated woodpeckers 
and painted turtles) and at risk habitats 
(such as white oak forests and wetlands) 
Supports cultural heritage (such as 
salmon), regional identity (such as 
proximity to open spaces), and amenity 
values (such as property values)
Greatest affect on the location and 
choices for jobs and housing 
Increases property owner concerns about 
limiting use of land, especially single 
family residential____________________

These options 
provide the middle 
ground between 
the most 
restrictive and 
least restrictive 
options.

Provides the most development 
opportunities within the current urban 
growth boundary
Minimizes need to expand the urban 
growth boundary by allowing compact 
urban development 
Supports urban centers and industrial 
areas by not applying new regulations 
(Option 2C)
Minimizes habitat protection and 
preserves the fewest restoration 
opportunities (but may increase future 
cost to restore ecosystem services such 
as flood control)
Increases habitat fragmentation along 
streams and between streams and 
upland habitats
Reduces variety of plants and animals 
that make up a healthy ecosystem 
Increases energy demand for cooling air 
and water temperatures by removing 
trees and vegetation 
Reduces opportunity for future 
generations to enjoy fish and wildlife 
habitat and their associated benefits 
Minimizes property owner concerns 
about limiting use of land, especially 
residential and business land

Interaction of non-regulatory and regulatory tools
A program to protect fish and wildlife habitat may be most effective if it includes a variety of 
tools and approaches, both non-regulatory and regulatory. Both approaches have strengths and 
weaknesses, for example non-regulatory tools rely heavily on funding and willing landowners, 
while regulations only apply when triggered by a land use action. While regulatory and quasi- 
regulatory tools can offer some flexibility, regulations can and. often are used to achieve a 
baseline level of protection. Protection can be greatly enhanced by supplementing a regulatory 
component with non-regulatory tools for fish and wildlife habitat protection. If a program option 
is chosen that includes less regulatory protection then it may be necessary to apply more non- 
regulatory approaches and a higher level of funding if the same level of habitat protection is
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desired. The following constitutes a brief summary of how acquisition and incentives can 
interact with and increase the effectiveness of regulatory tools.

Incentives and regulations
When used in conjunction with regulations, the opportunity of incentives to encourage fish and 
wildlife habitat protection on private lands cannot be overstated. Through tax benefits, 
regulatory certainty, public recognition, cost sharing, and other incentives, landowners can be 
encouraged and rewarded for protecting valuable fish and wildlife habitat on their property. 
Takings issues, whether actual or perceived, are important to many property owners, thus 
regulatory programs may be unpopular. The application of incentives, however, can provide 
willing landowners some kind of compensation for conserving habitat on their land. Incentives 
can thus be used to support compliance with regulations or to fill in protection gaps for 
regionally significant habitat where regulations are not applied.

The Riparian Lands Tax Incentive Program (RLTIP), for example, can potentially apply in 
already urbanized areas to protect regionally significant riparian corridors adjacent to private 
property where the standards of buffer programs may be difficult to implement. Inside the UGB, 
where most of the significant riparian corridor habitat is developed rather than vacant, incentives 
can offer a tremendous opportunity to encourage voluntary protection and restoration. Other 
incentives40 can apply to new development or redevelopment where habitat-friendly 
development is a feasible option for stormwater management and erosion and sediment control.

Acquisition and regulations
Just as incentive programs and regulatory tools can work together to protect significant habitat, 
combining acquisition with regulatory and quasi-regulatory approaches can create a more 
comprehensive protection strategy for fish and wildlife habitat. Further, where regulatory tools 
and incentive programs fail to provide adequate protection, acquisition of land from willing 
sellers offers a last line of defense for the habitat. Acquisition, by willing sellers, can be applied 
to conserve some of the remaining significant habitat.

Regulatory flexibility
Regulations to protect fish and wildlife habitat limit development options on land with habitat 
value. Some ways in which regulations could limit development include lowered density, 
minimum disturbance areas, and setbacks from significant resources. Incentives can work with 
regulations to allow development to occur in a manner that reduces the impact on the habitat.
For example, cluster development, streamside buffers, and habitat-fnendly development

40 Such as: the City of Portland’s Bureau of Environmental Services (BES) Ecobiz and Ecoroof Programs, the city’s 
Office of Sustainable Development’s (OSD) G-Rated Program, and Oregon Department of Environmental Quality’s 
(DEQ) Nonpoint Source Pollution Control Facility Tax Credit Program (NSPCFTC). BES’s Ecoroof Program, for 
example, provides developers with sewer rate discounts for building greenroofs on new buildings or for retrofits, 
while the DEQ’s NSPCFTC program provides cost share opportunities for other innovative LID stormwater 
management designs. The soon-to-be-implemented Ecobiz program will serve to fiuther encourage the use of LID 
for new and redevelopment by publicly recognizing landscapers who use these designs.
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techniques can all provide some level of regulatory flexibility that allows development to occur 
while protecting habitat.

Cluster development
Clustering and open space development are land division and development tools used to 
conserve land on one portion of a site in exchange for concentrated development on another 
portion of the site. Typically, road frontages, lot sizes and setbacks are relaxed to allow the 
preservation of open space areas. Clustering has the potential for regulatory flexibility because 
ordinances implementing these tools can be designed to establish performance standards with 
objective evaluation criteria for protecting resources from development.

Riparian buffer performance standards
Riparian buffers frequently establish predominantly fixed-width setback standards to protect 
habitat in and around streams, wetlands and riparian areas. Buffer programs tend to regulate 
actions rather than establish standards to achieve a specific outcome or performance. However, 
the potential exists to establish performance standards when implementing buffer programs and 
to protect fish and wildlife habitat. Some of these standards can include, but are not limited to: 
variable-width provisions that allow a buffer to expand and contract with the landscape; 
maintaining or enhancing percentages of native forest cover within buffer areas; and reducing 
impervious surfaces and road crossings through buffer areas.

Low Impact, habitat-friendly development
Low Impact Development (LID) tools, especially those for reducing impervious surfaces and 
controlling stormwater, contain the most flexible standards from a performance-based 
perspective. Since the primary objectives of LID are to improve hydrologic conditions and 
increase water quality in urban watersheds, many LID ordinances, whether mandatory or 
voluntary, provide flexibility in the types of practices that can be used to meet these objectives. 
Since LID tools also focus on improving water quality, many jurisdictions specify objective 
criteria that can be used to evaluate the outcome or performance. Such criteria include, but are 
not limited to: the number and lengths of roads and other impervious surfaces reduced; 
percentages of tree canopy maintained or created; maintenance or reduction of stream 
temperatures; amount of sediment, nutrient, and pollutant loading to water reduced; and the 
minimization of runoff volumes.

Funding
Protecting and restoring fish and wildlife habitat costs money, with either a non-regulatory focus, 
regulatory approach, or a combination of the two. All non-regulatory programs would require 
some type of funding, either to purchase land, restore habitat, provide grants for habitat-friendly 
development, or to retain staff to develop a technical assistance or stewardship recognition 
program. Nor are regulations without cost. Staff time (regional and local) is used to develop 
ordinances and implement new laws and changes in development capacity may result in a 
reduced property tax base for local partners.

Funding for habitat protection programs could be provided by a non-specific mechanism such as 
a bond measure or Metro’s excise tax on solid waste, or a funding source could be tied to
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specific activities that impact fish and wildlife habitat. Below are several ideas for raising funds 
for protecting and restoring fish and wildlife habitat that could be implemented at the regional or 
local level.
Increase Metro’s excise tax
Metro collects an excise tax on each ton of solid waste produced within the region. An 
additional per ton fee could be added that would be dedicated to funding the protection and 
restoration of fish and wildlife habitat. Such a decision would require an action of the Metro 
Council.

Urban area inclusion fee
Metro manages the region’s urban growth boundary (UGB), expanding it according to 
development needs as the region grows. Land outside the UGB is not allowed to develop at 
urban capacities. When the boundary expands the new lands increase in value due to the 
increased ability to develop. An urban area inclusion fee would capture a portion of this increase 
in the value of property due to inclusion within the UGB. Funds raised could be used to 
purchase or restore habitat land within Metro’s jurisdiction. It could be targeted to lands in the 
expansion areas as they are developed.

The Incentives Report included substantial review of this tool. Based on that study, a partition 
fee seemed to have the best potential for successful implementation as a method of collecting 
revenue. A partition fee could be imposed as a flat fee uniformly applied across all land parcels 
on a per lot or per acre basis. Since the fee would be collected when land is partitioned (typically 
a one-time event), it would not be assessed multiple times on the same property. Revenue would 
depend on the amount of developable land brought inside the UGB, the pace of development in 
the expansion areas, and the proposed fee rate.

Systems development charge (SDC) program
Local jurisdictions, typically municipalities, across the state regularly apply SDCs to new 
development in an attempt to pay for the cost of new infrastructure. SDCs can only be charged 
for specified purposes, water supply, treatment and distribution, drainage andflood control, and 
parks and recreation all could be construed to relate to the protection and restoration of fish and 
wildlife habitat. SDCs are a major cost for new development, and the imposition of any 
additional charge is likely to be challenged in a court of law.

An SDC could be collected to fund mitigation of the environmental impacts of development on 
fish and wildlife habitat. Fees would be collected by the permitting agency. However, fees 
generated through an SDC must be used on “capacity increasing capital improvements “ that 
“increase the level of performance or service provided by existing facilities or provides new 
facilities” (ORS § 223.307(2)). It may be difficult to tie protection or restoration of habitat to a 
capacity increasing improvement. A more legally viable argument could be made if a regional 
SDC was collected for stormwater management.
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stormwater management fee
Water providers (e.g., Clean Water Services, Portland Bureau of Environmental Services) collect 
fees for stormwater management purposes. Some of these funds are currently used for 
restoration activities, but Metro could encourage these agencies to devote more dollars to habitat 
protection and restoration. Metro could also impose a regional fee to be used for restoration and 
protection of significant fish and wildlife habitat to be collected by the water providers.
Bond measure
Metro could put forth a regional bond measure to raise funds to purchase or restore habitat lands 
from willing sellers. The 1995 Parks and Openspaces bond measure was very successful and 
allowed the creation of a system of regional parks and trails that will be appreciated for 
generations. A similar approach could be taken focused on Metro’s fish and wildlife habitat 
inventory. The voters would need to pass a bond measure, and polling has shown that a targeted 
approach is most likely to be successful. Fish and wildlife habitat targets could include 
purchasing and restoring Habitats of Concern and floodplains. Funds could also be used to 
purchase properties that are significantly affected by new regulations.

Funds from outside sources
There are funds to protect fish and wildlife habitat that could be raised from other sources such 
as national non-profits and federal agencies. Land conservancy organizations could be contacted 
to encourage the purchase of targeted habitat types (e.g.. Nature Conservancy, Trust for Public 
Land). The US Fish and Wildlife Service has funds available for restoration in urban areas, and 
has worked in partnership with Metro’s Parks Department to provide grants to property owners 
and organizations to conduct restoration activities. The City of Portland received a grant from 
the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) to acquire lands in the Johnson Creek 
floodplain after the floods of 1996. Additional partnerships with federal agencies could be 
pursued. Such an effort would require staff time to develop and implement programs for 
protection or restoration.

Next steps
The Metro Council is scheduled to consider a program direction, including non-regulatory and 
regulatory components, in May 2004 after a rigorous review process during which the public, 
local partners, and interested stakeholder groups will have the opportunity to provide input on 
the best approach for protecting fish and wildlife habitat in the region. Metro will then develop a 
program to protect fish and wildlife habitat to be considered by the Council in December 2004. 
Metro’s program would include a standard ordinance and may include provisions for a riparian 
or wildlife district plan as a means of substantial compliance.
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EXHIBIT B TO RESOLUTION NO. 04-3440 

REGULATORY PROGRAM OPTION

Based on the results of the Phase IIESEE analysis, public comments, and technical review, 
Metro Council recommends Option 2B as modified (shown in the table below) to form the basis 
for a regulatory program to protect fish and wildlife habitat.

Option 2B (modified): Low ievel of protection in high urban development value areas, 
moderate level of protection in other areas.

Fish & wildlife habitat 
classification

HIGH Urban 
development 

value

MEDIUM Urban 
development 

value

LOW Urban 
development 

value
Other areas

Primary 2040 
components,1 high 

employment value, or 
high land value4

Secondary 2040 
components,2 

medium employment 
value, or medium 

land value4

Tertiary 2040 
components,3 low 

employment value, or 
low land value4

Parks and Open 
Spaces, no design 
types outside UGB

Class 1 Riparian/Wildlife ML SL SL SL
Class II Riparian/Wildlife LL LL ML ML
Class III
Riparian/Wildlife

LL LL LL ML

Class A Upland Wildlife LL ML ML SL
Class B Upland Wildlife LL LL ML ML
Class C Upland Wildlife LL LL LL ML
Impact Areas A A A A

2Secondary 2040 components: Town Centers, Main Streets, Station Communities, Other Industrial areas, 
Employment Centers
3Tertiary 2040 components: Inner and outer neighborhoods. Corridors 
4 Land value excludes residential lands.

Key to abbreviations 
SL = strictly limit 
ML = moderately limit 
LL = lightly limit 
A = allow

Exhibit B to Resolution No. 04-3440



EXHIBIT C TO RESOLUTION NO. 04-3440 

DEVELOPING A REGULATORY PROGRAM

The third step of the Goal 5 process calls for the development of a program to protect 
habitat areas by allowing, limiting, or prohibiting conflicting uses on habitat land based on the 
results of the ESEE analysis. Council directs staff to address the following concerns when 
developing a regulatory program to protect fish and wildlife habitat:

A. Deflning limit in the program phase
• Specifically define limit. As a guiding principle, first avoid, then limit, and finally 

mitigate adverse impacts of development to protect fish and wildlife habitat. Some of 
the key issues in the definition relate to expected impact on housing and employment 
capacity, disturbance area extent and location, and mitigation, as illustrated below:

❖ Strictly Limit - Strict avoidance of the habitat (especially Habitats of Concern) 
with maximum allowable disturbance areas, design standards, and mitigation 
requirements. Allow trails, roads and other public access to meet the public good 
(e.g. construction and maintenance of public utilities such as water storage 
facilities). Expect some overall loss of development capacity; consider 
development of a transfer of development right (TDR) program to compensate for 
lost development capacity.

❖ Moderately Limit - Avoid impacts, limit disturbance area, require mitigation, 
and use design standards and other tools to protect habitat (especially Habitats of 
Concern) while achieving goals for employment and housing densities. Work to 
minimize loss of development capacity; consider development of a TDR program 
to compensate for lost capacity.

❖ Lightly Limit - Avoid impacts (especially Habitats of Concern), allow 
development with less restrictive limits on disturbance area, design standards, and 
mitigation requirements. Assumes no loss of development capacity.

B. Effect on existing development and redevelopment
• Clarify that a regulatory program would apply only to activities that require a land use 

permit and not to other activities (such as gardening, lawn care, routine property 
maintenance, and actions necessary to prevent natural hazards).

• Clarify that redevelopment that requires permits could be subject to new regulations, 
which could depend on a redevelopment threshold determined in the program.

C. Regulatory flexibility
• Include regulatory flexibility that allows development while avoiding, minimizing 

and mitigating impacts on habitat in the program. Some ways in whieh regulations 
could limit development inelude lowered density, minimum disturbance areas, and 
setbacks from significant resources. Development can occur in a manner that avoids 
or reduces the impact on the habitat, for example: cluster development, streamside
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buffers, and habitat-friendly development techniques can all provide some level of 
regulatory flexibility that allows development to occur while protecting habitat. A 
transfer of development rights (TDR) program could also compensate for loss of 
development capacity.

D. Mitigation, mitigation banking and restoration
• Include mitigation requirements for development in habitat areas to minimize habitat 

degradation, and consider methods for implementing a mitigation bank and 
enforcement mechanisms to ensure success. Mitigation could be targeted in 
accordance with an overall restoration plan.

E. Program specificity and fiexibiiity
• As part of the regulatory program, provide a specific program that can be 

implemented without further local analysis.
• Provide a general framework for local jurisdictions to implement, as part of the 

regulatory program, through standards or other guidelines, flexibility during 
implementation for consideration of regionally significant public facilities (such as 
hospitals and educational institutions), riparian and wildlife district plans, and other 
case-by-case decisions.

• Clarify a timeline for when the program would be adopted by local governments after 
acknowledgement by the State.

F. Map corrections and inventory maintenance
• Continue addressing map corrections and complete the process by the adoption of the 

final program and define the on-going responsibilities for maintaining habitat maps.

G. Long-term monitoring
• Develop a plan to monitor program performance in protecting fish and wildlife 

habitat while meeting housing and employment capacity (both regulatory and non- 
regulatory) to determine the effectiveness of the regional fish and wildlife habitat 
protection plan and identify potential adjustments to the program in the future.

\\\
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EXHIBIT D TO RESOLUTION NO. 04-3440 

DIRECTION ON NON-REGULATORY PROGRAMS

Although the Goal 5 rule does not require the consideration of non-regulatory tools to protect 
fish and wildlife habitat, the Metro Council has previously indicated a commitment to include 
incentives and restoration as part of an overall regional program to protect fish and wildlife 
habitat. Council directs staff to develop a proposal for implementing the most promising non- 
regulatory habitat protection and restoration programs to supplement and complement a 
regulatory program. Based on public comments and staff analysis of the effectiveness of non- 
regulatory programs, Council directs staff to fiirther develop the following non-regulatory tools:

A.

B.

C.

D.

Technical assistance. Determine if technical assistance is most effective when directed at individual 
owners, developers, or local jurisdiction staff, or a combination of the potential audiences. Develop a 
plan to implement a technical assistance program to assist in the implementation of habitat-friendly 
development techniques, better stewardship of habitat, and restoration on public and private land.

Grants for restoration and protection. Develop a proposal for a grant program that could be aimed 
at individual property owners, public land model examples, habitat-friendly development, or green 
streets, wildlife crossings, and culvert replacements. Grants could also be targeted to agency-led 
efforts to restore habitat on public land, possibly utilizing volunteers. Identify potential sources of 
funding for grants. Develop a plan to define restoration priorities to effectively allocate restoration 
efforts and investments.

Willing-seller acquisition. Develop a proposal for a targeted acquisition program that could work as 
a revolving acquisition fund. Identify a funding source for acquiring habitat land from willing sellers. 
Consider potential for encouraging expansion of local programs that use system development charges 
to purchase land that provides habitat functions for the public good (such as floodplains).

Property tax reductions. Identify steps to encourage implementation of property tax reduction 
programs in the Metro region. There are two state programs that could be applicable within the urban 
area: the Riparian Lands Tax Incentive Program and the Wildlife Habitat Conservation and 
Management Program. Both of these programs would require county or city action to be 
implemented.

\\\
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DRAFT STAFF REPORT

IN CONSIDERATION OF RESOLUTION NO 04-3440 FOR THE PURPOSE OF 
ENDORSING METRO’S DRAFT GOAL 5 PHASE IIESEE ANALYSIS, MAKING 
PRELIMINARY DECISIONS TO ALLOW, LIMIT, OR PROHIBIT CONFLICTING USES 
ON REGIONALLY SIGNIFICANT FISH AND WILDLIFE HABITAT; AND DIRECTING 
STAFF TO DEVELOP A PROGRAM TO PROTECT AND RESTORE REGIONALLY 
SIGNIFICANT FISH AND WILDLIFE HABITAT.

Date: April 7, 2004 Prepared by: Andy Cotugno and Chris Deffebach

CONTEXT AND BACKGROUND

The region’s 2040 Growth Concept and other policies call for protection of natural areas while 
managing housing and employment growth. In 1998 the Metro Council adopted Title 3 of the 
Urban Growth Management Functional Plan to protect water quality and for flood management. 
Title 3 also included a commitment to develop a regional fish and wildlife habitat protection 
plan. As defined in a Vision Statement that was developed in cooperation with local 
governments at MPAC 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.” The Vision Statement also refers to the importance that “...stream and 
river corridors maintain connections with adjacent upland habitats, form an interconnected 
mosaic of urban forest and other fish and wildlife habitat...” Metro is currently developing this 
program, following the 3-step process established by the State Land Use Planning Goal 5 
administrative rule (OAR 660-023).

In the first step, 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 inventory includes about 80,000 acres of habitat 
land inside Metro’s jurisdictional boundary.

The second step of the process is to evaluate the Economic, Social, Environmental and Energy 
(ESEE) consequences of a decision to allow, limit or prohibit conflicting uses on these regionally 
significant habitat lands and on impact areas adjacent to the habitat areas. The impact areas add 
about 16,000 acres to the inventory. Metro is conducting the ESEE analysis in two phases. The 
first phase was to evaluate the ESEE consequences at a regional level. This work was completed 
and endorsed by the Metro Council in October 2003 (Resolution #03-3376). The resolution also 
directed staff to evaluate six regulatory program options and non-regulatory tools for fish and 
wildlife habitat protection in Phase II of the ESEE analysis. Staff has completed the Phase II 
ESEE analysis and is seeking direction from Metro Council on where conflicting uses within the 
fish and wildlife habitat areas and impact areas should be allowed, limited, or prohibited, as 
required in the Goal 5 administrative rule.

The Phase II analysis evaluates the ESEE consequences of possible protection and restoration 
options that include a mix of regulatory and non-regulatory components. Five potential
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regulatory treatments are applied in each of the six regulatory options, ranging from allowing 
conflicting uses to prohibiting conflicting uses in habitat and impact areas. The consequences 
identify the effects on key ESEE issues identified in the Phase I analysis, including:

• Economic implications of urban development and ecosystem values
• Environmental effects including ecological function loss, fragmentation and connectivity
• Social values ranging from property owner concerns about limitations on development to 

concerns about loss of aesthetic and cultural values
• Energy trade-offs such as temperature moderating effects of tree canopy and potential 

fuel use associated with different urban forms.
In addition, the analysis considered how well the six regulatory options would assist in meeting 
the requirements of the federal Endangered Species Act and the Clean Water Act.

The third and final step of the process is to develop a program that implements the habitat 
protection plan by ordinance through Metro’s Urban Growth Management Functional Plan.
After acknowledgment by the State Land Conservation and Development Commission, cities and 
counties within the Metro jurisdiction will be required to amend their comprehensive plans to be 
in compliance with the regional habitat protection program.

Cities and counties in the region currently have varying levels of protection for fish and wildlife 
habitat. As a result, similar quality streams or upland areas in different parts of the region 
receive inconsistent treatment. In addition, one ecological watershed can cross several different 
political jurisdictions - each with different approaches to habitat protection. With the adoption 
of the regional habitat protection program, cities and counties will adjust their protection levels, 
to a greater or lesser degree, to establish a consistent minimum level of habitat protection.

In January 2002 Metro entered into an intergovernmental agreement with local governments and 
special districts in the Tualatin Basin setting forth a cooperative planning process to address 
regional fish and wildlife habitat within the basin. The Tualatin Basin recommendation will be 
forwarded to the Metro Council for final approval as part of the regional habitat protection plan.

Current Action
Based on the results of the Phase II ESEE analysis and public comment. Resolution 04-3440 
presents the staff recommendation for Metro Council consideration on a regulatory approach to 
fish and wildlife habitat protection and requests Council direction to staff on developing a 
program to implement the regulatory approach and to further develop non-regulatory options.

These recommendations and the key issues for Council consideration are highlighted below.

Public comment
Metro’s fish and wildlife habitat protection (Goal 5) communications and community 
involvement program is designed to support the technical work and Council decision-making 
process. Its goal is to provide effective means of informing and engaging citizens in the making 
of important regional habitat protection policy. Metro held public outreach events, mailed 
notices to property owners in fall 2001 and summer 2002, and held public hearings prior to 
identifying regionally significant habitat. Upon completion of Phase I of the ESEE analysis, 
Metro conducted public outreach and held public hearings on Resolution 03-3376.
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In the spring 2004 public outreach effort there were many opportunities for citizens to be 
informed and participate in the decision-making process: newspaper advertisements, information 
materials and interactive maps (by mail, online), property owner notices (mailed), comment 
cards (by mail, online), non-scientific survey (keypad, online), workshops, community 
stakeholder meetings and special events, open houses and formal public hearings.

Generally, people were supportive of habitat protection. Very few people expressed opposition to 
protecting habitat in the metropolitan area. Rather, opposition expressed was towards imposed 
regulations, especially those that reduce the development potential or economic value of private 
property. Overall, there seems to be a desire for a balance between regulatory and non-regulatory 
program options. Support is expressed for a variety of protection tools and recognition is 
generally given to the need for a mixed approach to protection. For a complete summary of the 
comments received see the March 2004 Public Comment Report in Attachment 1.

Technical review
This resolution and staff report will be 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 (lEAB), and Metro Technical Advisory Committee (MTAC). The 
staff report will be updated to reflect technical committee comments.

Policy review
The Metro Policy Advisory Committee (MPAC) will review this resolution and staff report.
This staff report will be updated to reflect MPAC comments.

1. RECOMMENDATION ON REGULATORY OPTIONS

Staff analyzed six regulatory options and evaluated their performance in the ESEE analysis. 
Three of the options apply regulatory treatments based on habitat quality alone (Options 1 A, IB 
and 1C), while three options (2A, 2B, 2C) apply regulatory treatments based on habitat quality 
and urban development value.

Habitat quality was measured during Metro’s Goal 5 inventory process and was based on 
landscape features (e.g., trees, woody vegetation, wetlands, etc.) and the ecological functions 
they provide (e.g., shade, stream flow moderation, wildlife migration, nesting and roosting sites, 
etc.). The inventory was then classified into six categories for the ESEE analysis (Class I-III 
riparian/wildlife corridors and Class A-C upland wildlife habitat) to distinguish higher value 
habitat from lower value habitat. Class I riparian/wildlife corridors and Class A upland wildlife 
habitat are the highest valued habitats and include the identified habitats of concern (HOC) in the 
region, such as wetlands, bottomland hardwood forests, oak woodlands and other rare and 
declining habitat types.

Urban development values were categorized as high, medium or low. Areas without urban 
development value - parks and open space (both inside and outside the UGB) and rural areas 
outside the UGB - were not assigned a value. All other areas were assigned to categories based
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on commercial and industrial land value, employment density, and 2040 design type. In the 
recent expansion areas, interim design types were used to determine urban development value. 
Areas receiving a high score in any of the three measures are called “high urban development 
value”, areas receiving no high scores but at least one medium score are called “medium urban 
development value”, and areas receiving all low scores are called “low urban development 
value.” High priority 2040 Growth Concept design types include the central city, regional 
centers and regionally significant industrial areas. Medium priority 2040 Growth Concept 
design types include town centers, main streets, station communities, other industrial areas and 
employment centers. Inner and outer neighborhoods and corridors are considered low priority 
2040 Growth Concept design types.

In Resolution 03-3376 Council directed staff to define regionally significant public facilities, 
including major educational and medical institutions, and recommend the appropriate urban 
development value rank during Phase II of the ESEE analysis to determine appropriate habitat 
protection levels for these land uses. Staff is still working on this issue and expects that 
additional consideration will be appropriate during the program development phase. This 
analysis could lead to modifications in the recommendation for these locations.

Based on the ESEE analysis and public comment, staff recommends Option 2B, with a few 
modifications, as a starting place for Metro Council consideration for fish and wildlife habitat 
protection. Option 2B reflects the balancing of habitat protection and development needs 
described in Phases I and II of the ESEE analysis. This option applies a low level of habitat 
protection in high urban development value areas and a moderate to strict level of protection in 
other areas. This option recognizes habitat values and urban development values, accounting for 
the goals described in the 2040 Growth Concept. Option 2B ranked third or fourth (out of six) on 
all the ESEE consequences described by the evaluation criteria - falling in the middle of the 
range of regulatory options and balancing the conflicting goals of habitat protection and allowing 
conflicting uses.

The Phase II ESEE analysis and public comments highlighted the importance of accounting for 
urban development values in the development of a regional fish and wildlife habitat protection 
plan. Option 2A applies a very strict level of protection to Class I Riparian, including a prohibit 
treatment in low urban development value areas. Prohibiting conflicting uses on most residential 
land does not address the social considerations or potential impact on housing capacity within the 
existing urban growth boundary. On the other hand. Option 2C applies an allow treatment to all 
habitat types in high urban development value areas while substantially limiting conflicting uses 
in residential lands. This option does not balance habitat protection with the other ESEE factors.

While Option 2B best balances the ESEE factors, staff has recommended areas where changes to 
the option could improve its performance and identified issues associated with Option 2B for 
further Council consideration. The 2B Option, recommended modifications and other issues for 
consideration are described below.
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Option 2B: Low level of protection In high urban development value areas, 
moderate level of protection in other areas.

Fish & wildlife habitat 
classification

HIGH Urban 
development 

value

MEDIUM Urban 
development 

value

LOW Urban 
development 

value
other areas

Primary 2040 
components,' high 

employment value, or 
high land value4

Secondary 2040 
components,2 

medium employment 
value, or medium 

land value4

Tertiary 2040 
components,’ low 

employment value, or 
low land value4

Parks and Open 
Spaces, no design 
types outside UGB

Class 1 Riparian/Wildlife LL ML ML-SL SL SL
Class II Riparian/Wildlife LL LL ML ML
Class III Riparian/Wildlife ALL LL LL ML
Class A Upland Wildlife LL ML ML SL
Class B Upland Wildlife LL LL ML ML
Class C Upland Wildlife ALL LL LL ML
Impact Areas A LLA y= A U= A

'Primary 2040 components: Regional Centers, Central City, 
2Secondary 2040 components: Town Centers, Main Streets, 
’Tertiary 2040 components: Inner and outer neighborhoods, 
4 Land value excludes residential lands.
Key to abbreviations 
SL = strictly limit 
ML = moderately limit 
LL = lightly limit 
A = ailow

Regionally Significant 
Station Communities, 
Corridors

Industrial Areas
Other Industrial areas. Employment Centers

Recommended modiflcations and issues for Council consideration on regulatory option 2B

A. No allow treatments of habitat. Option 2B applies an allow treatment in high urban 
development areas to Class III riparian habitat and Class C upland habitat. To ensure that 
existing functions are preserved and to maintain opportunities for mitigation, staff 
recommend that Class III Riparian and Class C Wildlife areas in high urban development 
value areas receive a lightly limit treatment instead of an allow treatment. Over eighty 
percent of Class III Riparian habitat is currently developed and would not be subject to new 
regulatory programs until redevelopment. Much of the Class III habitat is developed 
floodplain where low impact development techniques such as pervious pavers and 
stormwater runoff containment can improve nearby stream quality. In Class III areas with 
high urban development value, 96% is developed. If an allow decision is applied to these 
areas the opportunity to require redevelopment standards would be lost. Class C Wildlife 
habitat provides important connections between riparian areas and other upland wildlife 
habitats and 60% of this habitat area is currently vacant. The loss of Class C areas can 
subsequently reduce the quality of nearby higher quality habitats and can also reduce 
opportunities for restoration in the future. In Class C areas with high urban development 
value, 80% is vacant.

B. Impact areas. Option 2B applies an allow treatment to impact areas in high urban 
development value areas and a lightly limit treatment to impact areas in other urban 
development value categories. To achieve a better balance between environmental
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effectiveness and regulatory effort, staff recommends that impact areas have an allow 
treatment. Much of the impact areas are developed (66%), and are, by definition, adjacent to 
the habitat and not the habitat itself. However, development or redevelopment in these areas 
can affect habitat conditions. Impact areas add 15,721 acres to the inventory, about half of 
which (7,152 acres) is residential land. Regulatory treatments applied to the impact area 
affect a large number of property owners. Yet, because the land has no resource value now, 
regulations would have a minor effect on improving habitat values until it redevelops. Metro 
staff identified two types of impact areas: riparian impact areas (land with no regionally 
significant habitat value within 150 feet of a stream) and other impact areas (a 25-foot buffer 
around all other habitat areas). Land uses within the riparian impact area have a direct effect 
on the stream due to their proximity. This affects the ecological integrity of the riparian 
habitat and water quality. Land uses within the other 25-foot impact area have more of an 
indirect effect on the surrounding habitat, especially when conflicting uses are allowed 
within the habitat lands. Staff recommends that the effects of conflicting uses in impact areas 
be addressed in broader watershed planning efforts that apply low impact design standards 
and other stormwater management tools to the broader area. Staff also recommends that the 
areas within 150 feet of a stream be considered when developing a restoration strategy. As an 
alternative. Council may want to consider regulations in the riparian-related impact areas 
only, where the negative environmental effects of development affect stream health most 
directly.

High value habitat land. Option 2B applies a lightly limit treatment to the highest value 
habitat (Class I Riparian and Class A Wildlife) in high urban development value areas, while 
applying a moderate or strict level of protection in the other areas. Staff recommends 
increasing the level of protection for the Class I Riparian habitat in high urban development 
value lands to moderately limit and in medium urban development value lands to strictly 
limit. Staff also identifies the need for additional Council consideration of whether to 
increase protection in the Class A habitat, particularly for steep slopes and other sensitive 
areas in the program phase. The level of protection for these habitat types is important for 
several reasons. These habitat types encompass Habitats of Concern, which have been 
identified as the most scarce and declining habitats in the region. Class I Riparian habitat is 
critically important to maintain the ecological health of the stream system and connectivity of 
the riparian corridor. While many environmental issues are important to supporting 
requirements of the Endangered Species Act and the federal Clean Water Act, efforts to 
protect and improve the functions provided along the streams are some of the most 
important. Class I Riparian habitat is also associated with some of the strongest cultural and 
amenity values firom the social perspective. Existing Title 3 Water Quality and Floodplain 
Protection standards cover about 72 percent of Class I Riparian habitat, which establishes an 
existing level of protection and limits on development.

Class A Wildlife habitat provides the most valuable environment for many species of 
concern and also provides important connections to and between riparian corridors. High 
value upland habitat areas are located in medium, low and other urban development areas. 
Title 3 Water Quality and Foodplain protection standards cover a little over one percent of 
Class A wildlife, which leaves it most vulnerable to loss. On the other hand, while protection
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of the high value Class I and Class A habitat is critical from the ecological standpoint, this 
land also encompasses a large percent of the region’s vacant and buildable land. About 42 
percent (19,922 acres) of this high value habitat is currently in park status, 14 percent (6,578 
acres) is considered developed, and 44 percent (21,057 acres) is vacant. High levels of 
habitat protection could impact the region’s ability to meet housing and employment needs 
within the existing urban growth boundary. In high urban development value areas, 87% of 
the Class I Riparian is vacant, 41% of the vacant Class I habitat is not constrained for 
development by Title 3, utility location, or other factors (other than local regulations). A 
similar proportion of Class A habitat is vacant (75%), but of that vacant habitat most (78%) 
is considered buildable. A smaller number of vacant acres, about 200, is high urban value in 
Class A habitat. Any decision on Class I and A will have a significant impact because these 
areas include the greatest percentage (60 percent) of the habitat inventory.

An important consideration in weighing the choices between lightly, moderately and strictly 
limit treatments is the extent to which loss of buildable land can be replaced elsewhere within 
the UGB or outside of the UGB on non-habitat land. Staff recommends that Council provide 
direction to fully explore tools such as transfer of development rights to mitigate the loss of 
building capacity as part of developing the protection program. In the program development 
phase, based on this analysis. Council may want to reconsider the recommendations for Class 
I and Class A habitat.

Class II Riparian, like Class I Riparian, is also important for riparian corridor health, but 
provides fewer primary functions than Class I. Council may want to consider increasing the 
level of protection in Class II riparian areas and to more closely match the level of protection 
in the Class I habitat areas.

D. Definition of urban development value and appropriate applications of different 
treatments. The modified Option 2B varies the level of protection by different urban 
development values. The 2040 design types in high, medium and low urban development 
values were defined by Council for the ESEE analysis. The staff recommendation recognizes 
the need to meet capacity needs in the Regional Centers, Central City and regionally 
significant industrial areas by reducing protection in areas of high urban development value 
compared to protection in low urban development value areas. Staff do not recommend 
changes to these definitions or to the range of protection, from lightly limit to strictly limit, 
from low to high development value. However these definitions and ranges of protection will 
require further consideration as the program develops. Another consideration may be 
redefining the boundaries of regional centers to avoid habitat areas.

E. Residential Land. In Option 2B, the residential land that makes up a significant portion of 
“low urban development value” receives stronger regulatory treatment (strictly or moderately 
limit) than the commercial and industrial land that comprises “high” and “medium” urban 
development value areas. Residential land makes up a significant portion of the habitat 
inventory (34 percent), especially within the UGB (48 percent) making development on 
vacant residential land and consideration of existing residential areas an important part of the 
fish and wildlife habitat protection program. While staff does not recommend a change in
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the treatment of “low” urban development value, staff recognizes this as a continuing issue 
for consideration in the development of the program.

2. DIRECTION ON DEVELOPING A REGULATORY PROGRAM 
The third step of the Goal 5 process calls for the development of a program to protect habitat 
areas by allowing, limiting, or prohibiting conflicting uses on habitat land based on the results of 
the ESEE analysis. Based on comments from public open houses and technical committees, the 
Metro staff has identified several areas of concern when developing a regulatory program. Staff 
requests Metro Council to give staff direction in these areas.

A. Deflning limit in the program phase
The most commonly asked question from the public and technical review committees relates 
to how limit is defined in the program. The definitions of limit that have been described 
generally in the ESEE analysis will be further defined in the program phase. The definition 
of limit describes how well habitat is protected while maintaining development opportunities. 
The definition of limit will be one of the most important tasks in the program phase. As a 
guiding principle, the intent is to first avoid, then limit, and finally mitigate adverse impacts 
of development to protect fish and wildlife habitat. Some of the key issues in the definition 
relate to impacts on housing and employment capacity, disturbance area, mitigation, and 
allowable public uses such as roads, trails and other infrastructure as illustrated below:
• Strictly Limit - This treatment applies a high level of habitat protection. It would 

include strict avoidance of the habitat (especially Habitats of Concern) with maximum 
allowable disturbance areas and mitigation requirements. Based on technical review, 
Metro staff proposes to allow trails, roads and other public access to meet the public good 
(e.g., construction and maintenance of public utilities such as water storage facilities) 
subject to minimize and mitigate. Applying strong habitat protection would result in 
some overall loss of development capacity; however, there are some tools such as transfer 
of development rights (TDR) or cluster development that could compensate somewhat 
for lost development capacity.

• Moderately Limit - This treatment balances habitat protection with development needs, 
and does not preserve as much habitat as strictly limit. It would avoid habitat, limit 
disturbance areas, require mitigation, and use design standards and other tools to protect 
habitat (especially Habitats of Concern) while striving to achieve goals for employment 
and housing densities. Metro staff would work to define moderately limit to minimize 
the loss of development capacity, which could include development of a TDR program 
and other tools to compensate for lost capacity.

• Lightly Limit - This treatment would avoid habitat as possible to preserve habitat 
function (especially Habitats of Concern) while allowing development to occur. It would 
include less restrictive limits on disturbance area and encourage other low impact design 
considerations and mitigation requirements. Metro staff assumes that application of 
lightly limit treatments would result in no loss of development capacity.

B. Effect on existing development and redevelopment
Many of the comments received from the public were focused on how a regulatory program 
to protect habitat would affect existing development. Due to the fact that a substantial 
portion of the habitat inventory is on developed residential land (15,271 acres) there are
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many property owners concerned with the results of the program phase. Since Metro’s 
regulatory program would be triggered by land use activities it would not apply to actions 
that do not require a land use permit (such as gardening, lawn care, routine property 
maintenance, and actions necessary to prevent natural hazards). However, many citizens will 
not be aware that their activities would not be affected; therefore the program clarification 
would help people understand the potential effect on existing development. Redevelopment 
(subject to some threshold size or valuation) offers the potential to restore habitat functions in 
areas in which development patterns have not protected the habitat. Clarification in the 
program of the intended effects on redevelopment will be important.

C. Regulatory flexibility
Regulations to protect fish and wildlife habitat limit development options on land with 
habitat value. Some ways in which regulations could limit development include lowered 
density, minimum disturbance areas, and setbacks from significant resources. Development 
can occur in a manner that avoids or reduces the impact on the habitat, for example: cluster 
development, streamside buffers, and habitat-friendly development techniques can all 
provide some level of regulatory flexibility that allows development to occur while 
protecting habitat. A transfer of development rights (TDR) program could also compensate 
for loss of development capacity. Providing flexible regulations and tools to allow for 
development while protecting as much habitat as possible could allow Metro’s goals of 
habitat protection and maintaining housing and job capacity within the UGB to be met. In 
addition, variations for local governments to implement the program at the district or other 
discretionary sites will be considered in the program phase, as described in section E below.

D. Mitigation, mitigation banking and restoration
Development within habitat areas degrades existing ecological function. To better achieve 
the goals described in Metro’s Vision Statement, mitigation for these negative impacts could 
be required to reduce the effect of allowing conflicting uses on habitat lands. The regulatory 
program could include mitigation ratios and mitigation banking to facilitate efficient and 
effective use of mitigation to restore valuable habitat areas. Development on high value 
habitat land could require more mitigation than on low value habitat land, since the 
environmental effects would be greater. There will also be the question of where mitigation 
occurs - on-site, in the same stream reach, within the same watershed, in a neighboring 
watershed, or anywhere in the region. Mitigation banking could preserve the opportunity to 
require mitigation when there are no opportunities on-site by requiring funds to be paid into a 
bank, to be spent at a later date in an area identified through a subwatershed or watershed 
restoration plan. Monitoring and enforcement of mitigation requirements are an important 
component of maintaining ecological health. Long-term monitoring can measure the success 
of mitigation efforts to direct and adjust the magnitude of mitigation requirements. 
Enforcement of mitigation requirements is essential to ensure that the impacts of 
development on habitat are minimized. Mitigation can be targeted in accordance with an 
overall restoration plan.

E. Program specificity and flexibility
Local jurisdiction partners have indicated a need for a regulatory program that could serve 
both as a general framework for local jurisdictions to implement and as a specific program
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that could be implemented without further local analysis. Stakeholder groups have continued 
to express interest in the possibility of planning for the unique habitat and economic concerns 
within a smaller area, such as in the existing major medical and educational campuses as 
regional public facilities, other regional public facilities and in riparian or wildlife districts.

In addition, questions about the reasonable timeframe for local implementation of fish and 
wildlife habitat have also been raised. Title 3 currently exempts some local jurisdictions from 
complying with a regional habitat protection until their next scheduled periodic review. This 
could be a challenge for developing regionally consistent protection and standards in the 
region, especially since the State may not be reviewing local plans with as much frequency as 
they have in the past. Review of the implementation schedule during the development of the 
program will be an important consideration.

F. Map corrections and inventory maintenance
The resolution adopting the regionally significant habitat inventory included a process for 
accepting habitat inventory corrections and requires Metro to complete the map correction 
process when the final program is adopted and to develop a post-adoption correction process. 
Metro has been accepting corrections to the habitat inventory map since it was released in 
2002. Metro staff will continue reviewing map corrections and will adjust the inventory 
maps as required until the adoption of the final program. Direction during the program phase 
for the on-going responsibilities between Metro and local governments regarding maintaining 
the inventory maps in the post-adoption phase of the program will be important and will have 
implications for Metro’s budget.

G. Long-term monitoring
Monitoring is important to mitigation as described above, but it is also critical to the success 
of the overall fish and wildlife habitat protection program. Monitoring how well the 
regulatory and non-regulatory program elements protect fish and wildlife habitat while 
meeting housing and employment capacity will be important in determining the effectiveness 
of Metro’s efforts and identifying potential adjustments to the program in the future. 
Monitoring could be included as part of Metro’s Performance Measures efforts.

3. DIRECTION ON NON-REGULATORY PROGRAMS
While not a requirement of the Goal 5 rule, Metro has committed to include incentives and non- 
regulatory tools to protect and restore habitat to complement regulatory program elements. Non- 
regulatory tools are a key component of a strategy to protect fish and wildlife habitat. Incentives, 
education, and acquisition strategies are popular among landowners and can be used in situations 
where regulations do not apply. For example, regulations only come into effect when a land use 
action is taken. Non-regulatory strategies can apply to other activities such as landscaping, 
reducing pesticide/herbicide use, and voluntary restoration.

Restoration is a critical component of an effective fish and wildlife habitat protection program. 
Without active restoration efforts, ecological conditions will likely deteriorate further, even if 
most habitat lands are protected through regulations. Mitigation for the negative environmental 
impacts of development may be included as part of a regulatory program. However, actions to
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restore habitat to a condition better than exists today cannot be required as part of a regulatory 
program; restoration could be included as a major part of a non-regulatory approaeh.
Regulations can protect land that can then be restored through non-regulatory approaches to 
provide better functioning habitat.

Metro staff examined the following potential non-regulatory tools:
Stewardship and recognition programs
Financial incentives (grants, incentives for green streets, property tax reduetion)
Education (information center, technical assistance, other education activities)
Volunteer activities 
Agency-led restoration
Acquisition (outright purchase, conservation easements, revolving acquisition fund)

Based on public comments and staff analysis of the effectiveness of non-regulatory programs, 
staff recommends that the program phase include further development of teehnical assistance, 
restoration grants, acquisition programs and property tax reduction incentives. Key issues for 
consideration in further development include the level of funding or commitment that would be 
needed, possible funding sources, an implementation schedule and an assessment of 
responsibilities between local and regional governments, the private sector and non-
governmental organizations. Staff request Metro Council to give direction in how these issues 
are further developed as non-regulatory approaches to habitat protection.

A. Technical assistance. Whether directed at individual owners, developers, or local
jurisdiction staff, technical assistance could assist in the implementation of habitat-friendly 
development teehniques, better stewardship of habitat, and restoration on public and private 
land. Technical assistance would be particularly useful in conjunction with the application of 
limit treatments to allow for development within habitat areas that protects the most habitat 
while also meeting capacity needs. Habitat-friendly, low-impact development and green 
building teehniques are innovative methods of minimizing the impacts of the built 
environment on surrounding habitat. Assistance in these areas for developers, citizens, and 
local jurisdictions could help to ensure the success of a regulatory program.

Technical assistance programs are noted for being responsive to landowner needs, providing 
practical information, and having knowledgeable resource staff. Such a program would not 
provide direct protection to habitat, but would offer a means of improving stewardship and 
enhancement by private landowners. Technical assistance could help supplement cost-
sharing programs, such as grants, to further protection and restoration efforts. Technical 
assistance could be focused on landowners, development practices, and/or local partners. 
Metro has provided technical assistance to local partners throughout the implementation of 
the Regional Framework Plan and the Regional Urban Growth Management Funetional Plan. 
This has proved espeeially important in the implementation of Title 3 (stream and floodplain 
protection) and planning for centers.

Metro could work with local partners to develop technical assistance, incentives, recognition 
programs, and awards for development that helps protect fish and wildlife habitat. Metro, in 
conjunction with local partners, could develop regional low impact development standards to
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reduce development impacts on fish and wildlife habitat. The Green Streets Handbook 
serves as a successful model of technical assistance aimed at minimizing environmental 
impacts of transportation infrastructure. The cost of providing technical assistance could 
vary depending on the use of existing staff or the need to use new staff and other resources.

As part of a regional, habitat-friendly development program, Metro could develop a Habitat- 
oriented Development 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. As part of the technical assistance program, this would 
require funds to provide the incentives for developers to practice habitat friendly 
development.

B. Grants for restoration and protection. Achieving restoration on private and public lands 
typically requires some type of financial incentive to induce property owners to conduct 
activities such as planting of native vegetation, removal of invasive species, and other habitat 
improvements. Grants could be aimed at individual property owners, at public agencies that 
create model examples of habitat restoration, habitat-friendly development, or green streets, 
wildlife crossings, and culvert replacements. Grants could also be targeted to agency-led 
efforts to restore habitat on public land, possibly utilizing volunteers. Defining restoration 
priorities is important to effectively allocate restoration efforts and investments.

Grants for restoration can provide the incentive for supportive landowners and other 
organizations to restore habitat on private and public lands. A small grant program, targeted 
to watershed councils, friends organizations, or local governments could be created similar to 
Metro’s recent grants for Regional and Town Center planning efforts. Applicants could 
submit projects one or two times per year, and they could be reviewed and ranked based on 
set criteria. Small grants given in strategic places could build on existing work and 
encourage more efforts in targeted areas.

Funding can leverage additional benefits such as education and volunteerism. Private 
landowners may be interested in the concept of improving the habitat value on a portion of 
their land, and the availability of dollars can provide the impetus to conduct restoration 
activities. Many grants are provided with a required match of either dollars or in-kind 
materials or labor. These incentives provide landowners who contribute a portion of the 
proposed cost for conservation or restoration activities with additional funding opportunities. 
There are several programs in place for rural land in agriculture or forestry use, and some for 
urban lands. A grant program could target specific activities along stream reaches or within 
watersheds in coordination with Watershed Action Plans to accomplish the most effective 
restoration. A monitoring component of a restoration plan would be essential to assess 
effectiveness over time at restoring habitat function.

C. Willing-seller Acquisition. The most certain way to protect habitat is to publicly acquire it 
for open space preservation. There are various ways to acquire land (outright purchase, 
easements, development rights, transfers, etc.) and all acquisition programs involve the 
expenditure of a significant amount of money. Acquisition is the most effective non- 
regulatory tool to achieve definitive habitat protection. Acquisition can achieve permanent
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protection and also preserves land to be restored at a later date. However, the high cost of 
purchasing land, especially within the urban growth boundary, and the dependence of an 
acquisition program on willing sellers limits the effectiveness of such a program.

If additional funding to purchase habitat land was secured, an acquisition program could 
focus on regionally significant fish and wildlife habitat, targeted to achieve specific goals. 
The goals could include protection of Habitats of Concern, floodplains, regional connector 
habitat, strategically located high-value habitat, and key restoration opportunities.
Acquisition may also target land when the regulatory approach could not protect it to the 
level desired. Riparian Class I habitat contains over 11,000 acres of undeveloped habitat 
land. Based on the cost of land purchased through the Metro Greenspaees Acquisition 
program, land costs inside the UGB average about $45,000/acre and outside the UGB 
average about $8,600/acre. Due to the expense, acquisition clearly is not a tool that could be 
used alone to protect even this most ecologically valuable habitat.

One way to maximize limited acquisition dollars is to create a revolving acquisition fund. A 
program could be developed to purchase habitat land, place development restrictions or 
conservation easements to protect the habitat areas, or subdivide the property to separate the 
resource land from the developable land and then sell or exchange (via land swaps) the 
remainder of the land for development or continued use. Funds from the sale could then be 
used to protect additional land. Such a program could maximize the use of conservation 
dollars by protecting only the habitat areas on a parcel of land, rather than the entire parcel.

Some jurisdictions currently use surface water management fees or system development 
charges (SDCs) to purchase land that provides habitat functions for the public good (such as 
floodplains); these programs could be expanded. However, there may be concerns about 
raising SDCs or other fees in the current economic environment

D. Property tax reductions. There are two state programs that eould be applicable within the 
urban area; the Riparian Habitat Tax Incentive Program (OAR 308A.350 to 308A.383) and 
the Wildlife Habitat Conservation and Management Program (2003 Oregon Laws Ch. 539). 
Both of these programs would require county or city action to be implemented.

Property tax reduction is a useful tool to provide motivated landowners with an incentive to 
manage their land for habitat values, and can also serve as a mechanism to achieve some 
restoration if a habitat management plan includes requirements for enhancement of existing 
habitat. However, property tax reductions would reduce jurisdictional revenues. 
Alternatively, these properties eould be included by agencies such as Metro, Portland’s 
Bureau of Environmental Services, Water Enviromnental Services in Claekamas County or 
Clean Water Services in Washington County that conduct restoration activities. Habitat 
protection and restoration may be most effective ecologically if this tool is applied 
strategically, for example in a speeific stream reach or headwater area. This tool could serve 
as an important incentive to encourage landowners to work in a coordinated fashion to 
leverage ecological improvements in a specific area. A downside to using property tax relief 
as a tool for habitat protection is that a landowner can leave the program at any time, the only
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penalty being payment of back taxes, similar to opting out of a farm or forest tax deferral 
program.

ANALYSIS/INFORMATION

1. Known Opposition. Metro has received public comments from individuals and interest 
groups representing a broad spectrum of viewpoints as to whether and how Metro should 
protect fish and wildlife habitat. (See, for example, the "public comment" section of this 
staff report for a general summary of such comments received at the March 2004 public 
open houses.) Metro staff expect comments both in favor of, and opposed to, this draft 
resolution and Metro's approach to fish and wildlife habitat planning between the time 
this resolution is first introduced and the time a resolution is approved by the Metro 
Council

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 two phases of Metro’s 
ESEE analysis continues compliance with the State Land Use Plaiming Goal 5 
administrative rule (OAR 660-023). 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 ESEE analysis and development of a habitat protection 
program 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 provides a preliminary 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 staff and 
consultants to initiate development of a program that includes regulatory and non- 
regulatory components. The proposed baseline FY05 budget has identified resources to 
support completion of the program depending upon the breadth and scope of the program 
direction in this resolution. On-going implementation of non-regulatory and regulatory 
elements will have long-term budget and staffing implications, depending on how the 
program is defined and decisions by the Metro Council should be made with the intent 
that budget resources will be sufficient to implement the direction.

RECOMMENDED ACTION

Staff requests that Metro Council endorse the Phase II ESEE analysis as described in Exhibit A 
to the Resolution and direct staff to develop a program to protect fish and wildlife habitat that 
includes regulatory and non-regulatory components as described in Exhibits B, C and D.
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ATTACHMENTS TO THE STAFF REPORT 
Attachment!. Public comment report

I:\gm\long_range_planning\projects\Goal 5\Council Resolutions\DRAFT staff report 032404.doc
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Introduction

In October of 2003, following an active late summer and early fall outreach effort, the 
Metro Council endorsed a technical report on the general economic, social, 
environmental and energy (ESEE) consequences and tradeoffs of protecting-or-not- 
protecting habitat lands within the metropolitan area. This concluded the first phase of 
the ESEE analysis. Step 2 of Metro's three-step process to develop a fair and equitable 
fish and wildlife habitat protection program. At that time staff was directed to further 
analyze six regulatory program options as well as non-regulatory program options. This 
report summarizes outreach efforts undertaken and public comments received foilowing 
the October 2003 hearings and activities through approximately March 19, 2004, the 
close of a comprehensive outreach effort that focused on the second phase of the 
ESEE analysis and the comparison of regulatory and non-regulatory program options.

Metro staff utilized several different methods for announcing events and engaging the 
public about on going and current activities relating to the fish and wildlife habitat 
protection program. Information and event announcements were sent to over 
50 newsletters and list serves including Metro sources, neighborhood and watershed 
groups as well as non-profit organizations representing a variety of environmental, 
business and other interests. Articles were published in newspapers such as 
The Oregonian, The Daily Journal of Commerce, the Hillsboro Argus and The Portland 
Tribune. In addition, in February 2004 numerous advertisements detailing the open 
houses were placed throughout the region in regional, community and business 
publications. Several weeks before the first open house 90,000 notices were sent to 
interested parties and property owners with land in Metro’s habitat inventory.

The Metro web page was updated with text and images to reflect past, current and 
future activities. Several documents are available on line and two interactive web tools 
have been developed to provide individuals access to property- or area-specific 
information regarding: (1) the habitat inventory; and (2) ‘allow, limit and prohibit’ 
decisions applied under six potential regulatory program options. The searchable 
habitat maps received more than 800 visitors in its first few weeks of operation, making 
it one of the top 15 most frequently visited sites for the entire Metro website. Feedback 
emphasizes the value of this tool for individual property owners, as did the fact that 
many open house attendees arrived with their printed property maps in-hand.

Comments were gathered with standard forms and open comments have been 
collected via regular mail, e-mail, phone calls, walk-in visits, one-on-one conversations 
and “idea tables” at the open houses. Seven open houses were held throughout the 
region. These public forums were announced through several venues including media 
releases, advertisements and various newsletters (see the Appendix for examples of 
outreach materials). Metro staff and councilors also participated in a forum sponsored 
by the Commercial Real Estate Economic Coalition (CREEC) in March and met with 
neighborhood and other stakeholders groups, on request. More specific information on 
the open houses, methods employed for communicating with the public and public 
feedback are detailed below.
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During March 2004 seven open houses, geographically distributed through the region, 
were held to inform the public and gather feedback about progress on developing a 
regional fish and wildlife habitat program. More than 700 people attended these events. 
Two events were coordinated with the Tualatin Basin Partners' parallel fish and wildlife 
protection efforts. In addition, staff from local jurisdictions participated in each of the 
events, providing detailed information about how local plans relate to the wider 
regionally consistent approach Metro is seeking. Metro staff and councilors were 
available at the open houses to listen to individuals’ views and concerns and to answer 
questions on the habitat program. Maps of regionally significant habitat, urban 
development values, and the six regulatory program options were available at these 
events. Information was also posted about the habitat program background and 
timeline, regulatory and non-regulatory options under consideration and detailed case 
studies of regulatory program options. In addition, to further facilitate understanding of 
very complicated scientific and technical findings, a user-friendly summary of each of 
the steps guiding the development of Metro's fish and wildlife protection program was 
distributed.

Public comments were documented by three means at the open houses: (1) open- 
ended comment cards, (2) “idea tables" at the events, where attendees could write 
specific comments on post-it notes about how to protect (or not) fish and wildlife habitat 
in the region; and (3) a keypad "polling" questionnaire that could be completed 
electronically or on hard copy form (at the events or elsewhere, at the public’s 
convenience). It is important to note that this keypad questionnaire was an unscientific, 
self-selected survey tool that was incorporated as a means to help people begin to 
prioritize the many conflicting uses we have for the same land.

Metro has received nearly 700 written 
comments or other forms of substantive 
feedback on the fish and wildlife habitat 
protection program since fall 2003 (see table at 
right). Approximately 280 people participated in 
the non-scientific keypad questionnaire either at 
events, on-line, or via mail. Over 100 written 
comments were submitted by e-mail or mail and 
more than 80 comment cards were completed.
In addition, Metro staff spoke to more than 
50 people on the phone, many of whom 
requested maps of their property or general 
information. The majority of callers inquired 
about how and why their property (or another particular area) is classified in the 
inventory or how their property may be impacted by Metro’s fish and wildlife habitat 
protection program. Likewise, many of the conversations at the open houses and with 
walk-ins were inventory-based inquiries.

Type of contact Apprx. # 
received

Phone calls 50
Emails & letters 115
Comment forms 86
Keypad polling 280
Post-it notes at events 60
FAUNA postcards 110
Total 691
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Executive Summary

Generally, people were supportive of habitat protection. Very few people expressed 
opposition to protecting habitat in the metropolitan area. Rather, opposition expressed 
was towards imposed regulations, especially those that reduce the development 
potential or economic value of private property. Opponents often cited the “takings 
issue” addressed by the fifth amendment of the US Constitution and some questioned 
the legality of applying restrictions to private property. Some people who expressed 
concerns about the impacts of regulations on private property also expressed support 
for habitat protection, emphasizing the important role of educational and stewardship 
programs. In addition, several people noted the positive impact that natural resources 
such as wildlife habitat have on property values.

Most comments received did not express support or opposition to specific regulatory 
program options. However, the keypad questionnaire provided some information on 
peoples’ preferences for the various program options under consideration. It should be 
noted, however, that the majority of the keypad responses were from residential 
property owners and did not, therefore, provide a comprehensive view of business 
owner/interests. When the first and second most preferred options are considered 
together, options 1 b (33 percent) and 2a (20 percent) rank the highest. The least 
preferred options were the most and least protective options: options 1 a (27 percent) 
and 2c (61 percent).

Comments with regard to non-regulatory options were far more specific than the 
comments received regarding the six possible regulatory program options under 
consideration. The results of the keypad exercise suggest that the most preferred non- 
regulatory program options are acquisition (32 percent), restoration (20 percent) and 
low impact development program (17 percent). The least preferred options are an 
information center (45 percent), a stewardship/recognition program (23 percent) and 
acquisition (10 percent). Open-ended comments indicated less of a preference for an 
acquisition program. Those that did recommend acquisition did so in the context of the 
“takings" issue and legal requirements for just compensation. Though people 
expressed minimal support for education options in the keypad exercise, several written 
comments highlight the importance of education in encouraging landowner stewardship, 
especially with respect to landscaping and the use of chemicals. Beyond information 
materials on such topics as habitat-friendly landscaping, one-on-one technical 
assistance with such things as habitat restoration and low impact development were 
frequently mentioned, as were educational programs for schools. With regard to 
financial incentives, people expressed substantial support for tax relief (e.g., reductions, 
credits, etc.) in return for habitat protection or restoration. Concerning restoration, 
several people mentioned the need for financial and technical assistance.

Overall, there seems to be a desire for a balance between regulatory and non- 
regulatory program options. Though several people expressed strong opposition to 
strong standards and restrictions, many people also expressed support. Support is
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expressed for a variety of protection tools and recognition is generally given to the need 
for a mixed approach to protection.

Written comments suggested and the keypad exercise further supported that people 
particularly support protecting areas such as those with water resources, steep slopes, 
connector habitat areas and unique resources such as Forest Park and Johnson Creek. 
Moreover, attention is given to specific resource areas within peoples’ neighborhoods or 
residential areas, especially in relation to maintaining the character or sense of place of 
local communities.

Many written comments expressed concern about recent development projects on 
steep slopes (especially in the Gresham and east Portland-Metro area and in the West 
Hills sub-region). These included the removal of trees on steep slopes and resulting 
erosion and landslide problems. Ironically, results from the keypad exercise indicated 
that some 45 percent viewed "upland areas" as least important to protect. This 
indicates that the meaning of "upland habitat" is not well understood.

Although a large number of keypad respondents indicated that "all habitats" were most 
deserving of protection, additional input suggests that in general people greatly support 
a tiered approach to protection in which the most valuable habitat (i.e., in the habitat 
inventory rankings) should be protected with the greatest efforts or strongest standards.

Several emails, phone calls and other comments dealt with two specific issues. First, 
people want to know how and why a specific area is (or is not) classified as regionally 
significant fish and wildlife habitat in the inventory. Some of these contacts have noted 
discrepancies between Metro’s maps and the on-the-ground reality of a particular site, 
while others want to know why, for example, a drainage ditch, intermittent stream or 
built area is classified as valuable habitat. Some conversations resulting from these 
comments identified needed map corrections or led to the landowner submitting a map 
correction form. Though many comments addressed potential map correction issues, 
less than 15 map correction requests were submitted to Metro this winter/spring. The 
second major issue raised by the public is how the habitat designations, program 
options or habitat protection program, in general, affect their property. The searchable 
inventory and program options maps on Metro's web site helped address these issues 
to a significant degree.

Other significant issues raised include the following. First, people inquired about how 
habitat protection and industrial lands designations are reconciled, since many people 
received both property notices and were confused about how their land could be under 
consideration for both Metro programs. Second, the fairness of the habitat protection 
program was emphasized with regard to maintaining private property rights and 
economic uses of land, especially in terms of the balance between restrictions on 
residential property owners vs. developers and the distribution of costs for protection. 
Lastly, several people expressed a desire for flexibility in Metro's habitat program and 
not a “one-size-fits-air program.
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The Friends and Advocates of Urban Natural Areas (FAUNA) 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. Prior to the October 2003 hearings, 1,320 
postcards were sent to Metro Council and another 168 to the Tualatin Partners. As of 
March 31, 2004, an additional 111 FAUNA postcards were sent to Metro in support of a 
regional fish and wildlife habitat protection program. The following are major themes 
expressed in the postcards: 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.
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M ETRO

Executive summary:
Expanding the urban growth boundary 

to serve the region’s industrial growth

The challenge

The primary purpose of inanaging land use and boundary growth is 
to keep this region a great place to live, work, and do business. The 
choices we make today must not only balance a mix of current needs 
and values, but also position the region well for the future. In this 
light, adjustments to the urban growth boundary test our perspective 
and foresight. That is the task at hand as we prepare to finish the 
boundary and policy adjustments largely completed in December 2002, 
when the Metro Council added 18,638 acres to the UGB. Now we 
must designate the remaining share of land needed to accommodate 
industry and the regional economy through 2022.

Staff analysis shows that the region has, in fact, had a deficit of 
industrial land needed to serve a prosperous, growing economy.
The recommendations summarized here address that need.

The 2002 adjustment, the largest since the UGB was established in 
1979, added about 7 percent to the lands inside the boundary.
That addition meets the region’s projected need for residential and 
commercial development through 2022. Although the 2002 boundary 
expansion included 2,317 acres for industrial development, the 
Council recognized at the time that the industrial portion of the 
expansion fell short of projected needs by some 2,000 acres. There 
was a consensus that more study was required to consider a number 
of issues.

The most basic question, of course, is how much overall land should 
be considered - and where - in addressing the 2,000-acre industrial 
shortfall? But addressing that question brings others to the fore. To 
mitigate boundary expansion as much as possible, how can we better 
use land inside the boundary to serve industry? Where is the regional 
economy going? What kinds of businesses and jobs are likely to



flourish, and what building and land demands will that engender? How much flexibility 
should be built into our planning? For instance, as more businesses create intellectual or 
technology products in an office environment, how do we distinguish between office and 
industrial land? How do we accommodate the state’s interest in nurturing traded-sector 
clusters - those industries that concentrate around talent and other resources, that sell 
their products and services outside Oregon, and that provide living wage jobs?

Recommendation overview

The Metro staff, with intergovernmental collaboration and extensive public input, has 
been working on these and related issues the past 15 months. The result, which we 
commend to the Council, is this package of recommendations. The specific area-by-area 
expansion recommendations are identified in adjacent maps and tables, and they are 
discussed more fully in the detailed staff report that accompanies this summary. It is 
important, however, to set the context for these details by noting broadly what they do 
and what policy choices are involved.

Key choices
The staff recommends that the Metro Council adopt measures to:

• Use industrial land more efficiently and flexibly
• Expand the supply of industrial land

• Choose farm land, if farm land must come into the boundary, that is less important 
to the viability of commercial agriculture in the tri-county area.

Efficient, flexible use. Under state land-use guidelines, we have the responsibility to 
use the land we have as efficiently as possible before we look to expand. In that vein, we 
should finish work on policies that the Council adopted in 2002, when it amended Title 4 
of the Urban Growth Management Functional Plan to protect industrial lands from other 
uses. This will achieve industrial land-use efficiencies that mitigate a portion of the need 
to expand the boundary. By creating Regionally Significant Industrial Areas (RSIAs) in 
2002, and by limiting the scale of retail stores and services in RSIAs and industrial areas, 
the region will save some 1,400 acres inside the UGB from conversion to non-industrial 
uses. Such uses can, instead, be accommodated in other locations such as employment 
areas, station communities, main streets, and transportation corridors. Without this 
1,400-acre policy saving, the net expansion need would be closer to 3,400 acres.

In addition, add needed flexibility to the RSIA designation. In the past year, 
Metro has learned that industries involved in the creation of technology products need 
latitude to make greater use of office space as an integral part of what they research, 
develop, produce, and service. These can be viewed as “back office” functions integral to 
an industry, as opposed to “front office” functions that cater to walk-in retail customers 
and other visitors. The Title 4 ordinance should be amended to accommodate that need 
for flexibility. The more detailed RSIA map also needs to be adopted. RSIAs, it should be 
noted, are distinguished by their proximity to major freight transportation infrastructure 
and to concentrations of nearby industries, often of like character. RSIAs mapped within 
2



the boundary are located primarily around Port of Portland lands, the Hillsboro and 
Troutdale airports, the Columbia Corridor, and the Highway 212 Corridor:

Boundary expansion. From a framework of roughly 4,000 gross acres, select 
1,968 net acres of expansion land for industrial use. The 4,000 acres for 
consideration here have been winnowed from a study scope of 29,000 acres adjacent 
to the current boundary in 31 areas as far west as Forest Grove, as far south as 
Wilsonville South, and as far east as the Boring area. Unlike the 2002 expansion 
decision, the lands recommended here for possible inclusion represent only a fraction 
of the total acreage under study.

Resource land protection. In boundary expansion deliberations, affirm Metro’s 
commitment in the Regional Framework Plan to (1) protect agricultural and forest 
land, (2) recognize agriculture as an important regional industry in its own right, and 
(3) avoid, to the greatest extent possible, expansion of the urban boundary into farm 
land that is critical to the viability of commercial agriculture in the region.

As it happens, expert advice provided through the Oregon Department of Agriculture 
recommends against expansion of the UGB into farm land that is critical to 
commercial agriculture. The land-use efficiencies and the boundary expansions 
recommended here meet the region’s industrial land requirements for the next two 
decades. Wilsonville South is a case in point. There is no compelling need to push the 
boundary farther south of the Willamette River when better options, with less 
adverse impacts, are available.

However, affirming this position on resource lands affords Metro an ideal 
opportunity to start a discussion - not only with our rural neighbors, but with the 
state - about firming up the urban-rural interface and deciding whether the boundary 
should be an ever-expanding line. There may be logical stopping points - east and 
west, as well as south - beyond which the boundary should not go. Oregon and the 
region should come to grips with this issue in a comprehensive process.

Related choices
The Metro Council should also consider two related choices:

Additional land efficiency. There is an opportunity to create an additional 
policy saving of industrial land beyond the 1,400 acres saved for industry by the 
RSIA designations. The 2002-2022 Urban Growth Report: An Employment Lanid 
Need Analysis (UGR employment analysis) identified a surplus of 393 commercial 
acres within the present boundary. If the Council chooses to apply the surplus 
commercial land to the 1,968 net acres needed for industrial land, it could reduce the 
boundary expansion for industrial land to roughly 1,600 net acres. Surplus 
commercial land would satisfy a portion of the industrial land demand, because - as 
we have learned from the business community - office space now satisfies many 
industrial uses, especially among technology companies.



Medical facilities. This is a good opportunity to settle the question whether hospital 
and medical clinics over 20,000 square feet should be allowed in RSIAs and other 
industrial areas. The staff does not recommend this exemption from current policy. If. 
medical facilities are allowed to locate in industrial areas, the land they use will have to 
be replaced by adding land to the UGB.

Apart from that, traffic to and from medical facilities will interfere with movement of 
freight. Such facilities should be located in areas where transit is available or planned.

Specific recommended areas

At a minimum, the staff believes that areas in the industrial land expansion should 
include: Damascus West, Tualatin, Quarry, Borland Road North of 1-205, Oregon City, 
East Coffee Creek, Wilsonville East, Cornelius, and Helvetia (see table below). These 
total 1,608 net acreas.

Table 7. Recommended urban growth boundary expansion areas
Acres Suitability factors

Recommended Total Net tier and land type 20i 0 design Access Proximity Slope less ’
expansion areas type than 10% >
Damascus West ii; r> Tier 4 - Resource Industri il ■ ■ m
Tualat n 339 Tier 1 - Exception Industrial ■ ■ ipfiliiltii
puarry (partial area) 3S4 236 Tier 4 - Resource Industrial ■ ■
Borland Rd N (partial area) fMil 164 Tier 1 - Exception Industrial ■ ■
Beavcicrcek ilSI Tier 4 - Resource Industrial ■
East Coffee Creek (partial area) 
IviLonville East (partial area)

97 Ti“r 1 - Exception Industrial ■ ■
641 46Q Tier 5 - Resource RSIA ■ ■

Cornelius (partial area) 206 91 Tiers 1 and 5 - Mixed RSIA ■
\

llelvetia (partial cren) 249 1 in Tiers 1 and 5 - Mixed RSIA ■ ■
total 3,100 1,635

Tabje 8. Additional areas for consideration
Acres Suitability factors

Expansion areas
under consideration Total Net

Tier and land type 204 0 design 
type

Access Proximity Slope less' 
than 1016 1

V/est Union (partbl area) 368 133 Tiers 1 and 5 - Mixed RSIA m
^Evergreen (partial area) 98S 730 Tiers 1 and S-Mixed RSIA
Total 1.353 8C3

RSIA - Regionally Significant Industrial Areas



Supply and demand 
comparison

Net vacant 
acres

The overall need
The UGR employment analysis projects 
that the urban growth boundary will need 
to encompass 9,366 acres of industrial land 
to accommodate 90,000 more industrial 
jobs by 2022, roughly a two-fold increase 
over the number of industrial jobs within 
the boundary in 2000.1 Leading up to the 
2002 decision, the boundary, as shown in 
the adjacent table, contained a supply of 
3,681 industrial acres, leaying a deficit of 
5,685 acres. The Title 4 policy saving
mentioned earlier reduces that deficit by 1,400, and the industrial land added in the 
2002 UGB decision reduces it another 2,317 acres. This leaves a need of 1,968 net acres. 
As noted above, this could be reduced further by reassignment of 393 surplus 
commercial acres.

Demand

RSIA and title 4 Policy Savings 
Adjusted (defidt)
2002 UGB decision
Remaining industrial land need

9,366
3,681
(5,685)
1,400
(4 285)
2,317
(1.968)

Industrial land needs
In general, to accommodate industry, acreage brought into the boundary must be flat, 
near existing industry, and accessible to freeways and other transportation infrastructure. 
Seventy percent of industrial land is needed by warehouse and distribution - businesses 
that receive, hold, and ship goods. They especially need close access to major highways, 
and in some cases, to rail and port facilities as well. Thirteen percent of industrial land is 
needed by general industry, which produces a range of things, including food products, 
clothing, building materials, metals, and transportation equipment. Seventeen percent is 
needed by tech-flex businesses, such as those that provide industrial and commercial 
machinery, electronic goods, data processing services, and software.

Most industrial businesses in the region need 25 acres or less, and many of these with 
smaller space needs can locate in industrial/office parks. Economic development officials 
believe some larger parcels, such as 50 to 100-plus acres, should be available to 
accommodate expansion of existing large companies or recruitment of outside 
enterprises with larger land needs. There is also support for policies that permit larger 
parcels to be subdivided in cases where industries need such flexibility.

1 Starting with the estimate of total industrial jobs, the acreage is determined by calculating the 
square footage typically needed per employee in different kinds of enterprises along with the parcel 
sizes these businesses typically require. In December 2002 the Metro Council concurred with the 
forecast of job growth and land needs.



The difficulty of making the choices
As the Council is well aware, the difficulty in making boundary expansion choices lies 
in balancing various objectives:

• Accommodating population growth while maintaining compact urban form

• Balancing the needs of housing, industry, commerce, the environment, and efficient 
transportation

• Assuring that land is allocated for uses that best fit its characteristics

• Making certain that public services and infrastructure are feasible to provide

• Protecting other important land categories such as natural areas and productive 
agricultural lands

• Assuring regional parity and equity in the responsibilities, burdens, and benefits of 
land expansion and use

• Making planning decisions that reflect real-world trends and realities as much as 
traditional goals and guidelines.

Metro is experienced in addressing most of these requirements, but the last one is 
elusive because no one has an infallible crystal ball. No one knows with certainty 
where the economy is going and how changes in various industries may affect their 
land needs.

Three decades ago, when the urban boundary was established, who could predict that • 
high technology, especially semiconductor fabrication, would become Oregon’s most 
significant employer while the forest products payroll would shrink? Who could 
predict then that Oregon would become home to a cluster of businesses with a major 
international market share in athletic and outdoor apparel? Today we see trends that 
may portend similar structural changes. Manufacturing companies continue to move 
or outsource production off shore, and even some service and professional jobs are 
heading in that direction. We might infer that the region will not see the kind of 
manufacturing investment and land needs of the past, but new land demands are likely 
to emerge.

From a land-use point of view, we are seeing the traditional definitions of industry 
evolve as businesses integrate research, development, and production functions and as 
the distinction between office and production work blurs. The most competitive 
industries have a strong investment in innovation connected with the presence of 
universities, research labs, and concentrations of expertise. Likewise, the most 
competitive businesses often grow in clusters where talented workers, competitors, 
suppliers, professional services, and distribution facilities are located in close 
proximity. The state and the business community, in fact, are encouraging localities to 
have a ready supply of buildable land for traded-sector clusters. They are also 
promoting the integration of land-use policies with broader regional economic 
strategies.

Metro can’t necessarily address all of these issues in this boundary decision, but it can 
begin to weave them into this discussion and its longer range thinking.



Land analysis

For this phase of the boundary expansion, the Metro staff originally started with 68,000 
acres of potential industrial land. Because of the scale of the undertaking, the Council 
reduced that to 29,000 acres in December 2003. That land volume meets the major site 
factors of interest to industry: major transportation access, proximity to other industrial 
users, and slopes of less than 10 percent.

Suitability determination. Thirty-one areas within the 29,000 acres were then 
subjected to analysis for a variety of suitability factors. The Alternatives Analysis Study 
looked at environmental, social, energy and economic characteristics of each area, 
assessed agricultural compatibility and productivity, determined acres of buildable land, 
and evaluated the feasibility of providing urban infrastructure and services.2 Each area 
was examined in detail to determine if it meets key location criteria: at least two miles 
proximity to an interchange and one mile to existing industries. Eyen though they met key 
location factors, some study areas were deemed unsuitable for industrial use and were 
excluded from further consideration due to parcelization, the constraints imposed by 
existing development patterns, location and extent of natural resources, difficulty of 
providing services, negative impacts on agricultural uses, or a combination of these 
factors.

Areas that meet industry and suitability criteria are those mentioned earlier for UGB 
inclusion: Damascus West, Tualatin, Quarry, Borland Road North of 1-205, part of 
Beavercreek, East Coffee Creek, Wilsonville East, Cornelius, and Helvetia. Although 
Evergreen and West Union meet industry and suitability criteria, they are not 
recommended for inclusion except as alternatives in the event that the Council decides not 
to implement pending Title 4 changes or does not bring in some lands on the 
recommended list.

Areas determined to be unsuitable for industrial designation at this time, primarily 
because they don’t meet key location criteria, are Pleasant Home, Bluff Road, Oregon 
City East, the remainder of Beavercreek, Wilsonville West, Sherwood East, Farmington, 
and Jackson School Road.

Areas meeting at least one location factor but still not recommended for UGB industrial 
inclusion are Gresham, Boring, Noyer Creek, Oregon City South, Borland Road South, 
Norwood/Stafford, Wilsonville South, Brookman Road, Sherwood West, Hillsboro South, 
and Forest Grove West.

Oregon City North and Forest Grove East meet both location factors but are not 
recommended for UGB inclusion because they have some of the development constraints, 
servicing difficulties, and adverse impacts listed more fully four paragraphs above.

2 Industrial Land Alternatives Analysis Study, February 2004.



Warehouse and distribution land. As noted earlier, 70 percent of the industrial land 
demand is generated by warehouse and distribution businesses, which need to be located 
within two miles of an interchange along 1-5,1-84, or 1-205. Among the expansion areas 
recommended, Tualatin, Quarry, Borland Road North, Coffee Creek, and Wilsonville East 
fulfill 1,270 acres of the 1,377-acre demand for warehouse and distribution land.

Aggregation potential. Most industrial lands added to the UGB will be developed 
from the aggregation of smaller parcels, typically in ranges of 10 to 25 acres, 25 to 50 
acres, and 50 to 100-plus acres, depending on the use. Industry representatives indicate 
that warehouse and distribution uses typically require a minimum of 20 acres; general 
industrial, 25 acres or less; and tech flex, 50 to 100 or so acres. Although there are some 
parcel deficits in each of the recommended inclusion areas, all have a degree of 
aggregation potential and the majority have potential to assemble 10 to 25 and 50 to 100 
acres. Quarry, Borland Road north of 1-205, Wilsonville East, and Helvetia, have the 
potential to achieve larger aggregations, particularly the latter two at 100 acres and 
above.

Stakeholder involvement

Industrial land and boundary decisions affect a great many stakeholders, from local 
governments to businesses to individual property owners. Accordingly, Metro has 
involved all of these interests in its deliberations.

Intergovernmental dialogue. Metro staff has met regularly with representatives of 
local governments as policy is being formulated and recommendations are being 
developed. This includes consultation with Marion County officials about land south of 
the Willamette River, which the county opposes as a site for boundary expansion.

Open houses. In March 2004, Metro held five open houses throughout the region to 
acquaint the public with the industrial land issues discussed here. More than 1,500 people 
attended those forums. The open houses provided a project overview and offered visitors 
an opportunity to talk to staff about specific areas under consideration. Staff received 
over 800 responses from the public in the form of phone calls, comment cards, and 
emails.

Agriculture symposium. In October 2003 Metro sponsored a symposium called 
Agriculture on the Edge” to hear the perspective of farmers and others on the issues 

surrounding farmland and boundary expansion. The symposium provided farmers a 
forum to represent agriculture as an industry and to express concerns about urbanization 
and its impacts on agriculture.

Public hearings. Two sets of public hearings are scheduled to provide opportunities for 
citizens and effected parties to address the Council. A series of three public hearings are 
scheduled in April and early May to begin to take testimony on ordinances that will enact 
the recommendations proposed here. A second set of public hearing will be held in May 
and June to consider possible ordinance revisions and to finalize the Council’s decisions 
by the June 30, 2004, deadline.



April 15,2004 

To the Metro Council:

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Metro Council’s proposed 2004-2005 
budget.

I support the specificity of the targeted proposal to support regional parks via an excise . 
tax imposed on solid waste hauled in the region. This proposal is a positive development 
for my part of the region. Parks and open spaces are very popular among residents of the 
region, and this proposal is a direct result of recommendations provided by the Green 
Ribbon Committee. Due to its involvement at the local level, that committee did 

some excellent work.

Without the leadership of the Metro Council, and many others, we would not have the 
8,000 plus acres of open spaces set aside that we do today. This proposal promises to 
realize the potential of those open spaces in a fiscally responsible manner.

Sincerely yours.

Dick Schouten
Washington Coimty Commissioner
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April 15, 2004

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

Dear Mr. Bragdon,

I am writing to support your proposed budget forFY 04-05 that provides funding for the 
completion of public access and related improvements for the Wilsonville Tract. This funding 
will support the Wilsonville Tract Master Plan developed by the City of Wilsonville and the 
West Linn - Wilsonville School District.

The Master Plan provides for the development of a public gateway entrance to the Wilsonville 
Tract on school district property. The gateway includes a South Metro Area Rapid Transit stop, a 
parking lot, an information kiosk, public drinking fountains and toilet facilities. The gateway is 
adjacent to the district’s environmental research facility where student and adult environmental 
education programs will help restore the Tract’s trial system.

The Wilsonville Tract is an integral part of the School District’s science program, and students 
will use the gateway as an access point to develop wetlands habitat and wetlands restoration and 
clean-up projects. Our students will also work on creating icons for the trail system that identify 
plant and wildlife for the public.

The School District and the City of Wilsonville have worked together to develop a Master Plan 
that will allow the Wilsonville Tract to serve as a regional center for environmental studies and 
provide high quality public access to the Tract’s trail system and its natural treasures.

Thank you for supporting the funding for our gateway project.

Sincerely,

Michael Tannenbaum, D.Ed. 
Deputy Superintendent

TOTAL P.02



Phil Prewett -

From:
To:
Date:

Blair Neuman 
prewettp 
4/15/04 3:15AM

Dear Councilor:

I am the other nightkeeper at the zoo and decided to give you my thoughts on the elimination of this 
position. I'm sure you’re sick of the topic, so I'll be brief. The added work that wili fall to the security staff 
aside, I think the biggest issues are pubiic perception and safety, and effects on the animal collection. I 
have held this position for over 10 years, so I have seen a lot.

As to the first point, the visiting public is extremely concerned with the care our animals receive. No doubt 
the work that PETA and other animal rights groups have done has heightened this awareness. Although 
many zoos do not have nightkeepers, you’d be hard pressed to find one that utilizes the grounds after 
hours like ours. With no night animal keepers, there will be a great deal of time when the public is on 
grounds and animal keepers are not, period.

From a month of Zoolights to summer concerts and on-grounds catered events, as well as year round 
overnights (up to 4 nights a week during peak season), the zoo is a very busy place after the posted 
closing hours. I am often called (usually by reception, security or other zoo staff) to respond to a real or 
imagined animal health/safety concern. In the majority of these cases, the initial caller (and gathered 
crowd) is waiting to see what the zoo's response will be and their relief is evident upon my arrival. A 
keeper responding knows of current or long-standing health issues, is able to discern normal versus 
abnormal species behavior - and most importantly is able to immediately respond if necessary. /Ml this 
absolutely effects the public's sometimes volatile perception about how we care for "their" animals and 
how their taxes are spent. Telling them the problem will be checked in 12 hours or more is not gonna fly.

Just a couple of weeks ago, on March 17th, a security officer noticed one of the monkeys had escaped its 
enclosure. This occurred at 5:55 pm, and on a night when a group of children were sleeping at the zoo. 
The security officer was of course unfamiliar with the species and its capabilities, and called it as a 
dangerous animal out — as it well could have been. I was able to quickly and safely resolve the situation. 
Had the nightkeeping shift been eliminated at this time, there would not have been a keeper (or any 
animal management staff) on grounds. The delay in summoning staff in this instance may not have been 
critical, but that is not always the case. Animal escapes and complications are not something that can be 
predicted. Having a qualified animal keeper immediately available certainly lessons liability issues for 
humans as well as animals.

As to how our presence directly effects the animals, let me just offer a couple of examples of problems 
nightkeepers have caught because we were there. There are 2 fires in animal areas that I personally 
prevented because I caught the problem in time. |n one case, a malfunctioning heating pad was the 
culprit and the other case concerned a heat light that had slipped and was in direct contact with a plastic 
tub. Neither area has sprinkler systems or automatic monitoring for smoke/fires.

There are also several specific times where a nightkeeper was invaluable in saving an animal's life simply 
because we were there to find and resolve the problem or get help. The most notable example was when 
Rama the elephant managed to get an enrichment toy (a tire on a long chain) wrapped around his neck. 
He was unable to free himself or move very far. Nightkeepers discovered this problem around 11 pm arid 
were able to free him. If Rama had to stand outside like this all night until day staff arrived he may well 
have been seriously injured by struggling in frustration to free himself or if he had been startled and jolted 
into movement or panicked.

I have also found animals who have managed to get caught in their enclosures and certainly would have 
succumbed to shock and been dead by morning. One nightkeeper recently found the female tree 
kangaroo slowly bleeding to death and was able to call in veterinary staff for after hours lifesaving 
treatment.
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I won't say nightkeepers catch everything, but because our sole focus and training is on animal care, and 
we have access where other night staff does not, our presence has inarguably benefitted the collection. I 
know the veterinary staff and day keepers would attest to this fact. I just want you to be aware of this 
information as management (who have never worked nights), makes their case.

Thank you VERY much for your time, 

Blair Neuman



Metro Council 
600 NE Grand Ave. 
Portland, OR 97232-2736

4/15/04

Dear Metro Council,

Please take advantage of this unique opportunity to protect urban watersheds and wildlife habitat 
by choosing the Goal 5 option that provides the greatest community benefit in all areas— 
economic, social, energy, and environment. This is option lA, as you clearly demonstrated in the 
ESEE phase II: analysis of program options.

In the draft report you state that option 2B is the leading candidate because it “ranked third or 
fourth (out of six) on all the ESEE consequences described by the evaluation criteria—falling in 
the middle of the range of regulatory options and balancing the conflicting goals of habitat 
protection and allowing conflicting uses.” But there is an error in logic in this assessment 
because the goals of habitat protection versus economic, social, and energy needs are in fact not 
conflicting, as I explain below.

In the ESEE phase II: analysis of program options, Table 4-34 is the overall “summary of 
program option analysis.” In this table you ranked each option 1st through 6th based on its 
positive effect on 18 criteria grouped into the following categories: economic, social, 
environmental, energy, and other. If you take the average ranking for each option across all 
criteria, you find that option 1A ranks highest overall (meaning the score closest to 1) with a 
score of 2.4 versus option 2B which has a score of 3.7. More importantly, option lA ranks as 
high or higher than option 2B in every single category, including economic factors. In other 
words, even not taking environmental factors into consideration at all, option 1A provides the 
greatest benefit to our community. So why choose a plan that ranks third or fourth in each 
category when we can have a plan that ranks first in each category?

This is one of those rare and wonderful cases in which we actually can have the best of both 
worlds. It simply requires recognizing that we don’t have to compromise between environmental 
protection and development—the two are inextricably linked. So I urge you to choose the option 
that is best for the economy, energy, society, and the environment. Choose option 1 A.

In addition to my letter, I have provided you with a copy of Table 4-34 along with my 
calculations showing the rankings of each option.

Thank you very much for all the time and hard work you have put into this project and for 
considering community input in making this important decision.

Sincerely,

Susan Murray 
11555 SW Denfield St.
Beaverton, OR 97005



Table 4-34. Summary of program option analysis.

Criteria

Option 1A: Most habitat 
protection

Option 1B: Moderate 
habitat protection

Option 1C: Least habitat 
protection

Option 2A: Most habitat 
protection

Option 2B: Moderate 
habitat protection

Option 2C: Least habitat 
protection

Highest level of protection for 
all habitats

High level of protection for 
highest value habitat, 
moderate protection for other 
habitats

Moderate level of protection 
for higher value habitats, no 
protection for lowest value 
habitat

Moderate level of protection in 
high urban development value 
areas, Ngh level of protection 
in other areas

Lew level of protection in high 
urban development value 
areas, moderate level of 
protection in other areas

No protection in high urban 
development value areas, 
moderate level of habitat 
protection In other areas

; lUI ■ 11^; A................

1. Supports the regional 
economy by providing 
development 
opportunities (such as 
residential, 
commercial,
Industrial)

Ranks 6“‘; Provides least 
development opportunities due 
to highest levels of habitat 
protection on residential, 
commercial and industrial 
lands.

Ranks 4th: Provides some 
development opportunities for 
residential, commercial and 
industrial.

Ranks 2,",: Provides
substantial development 
opportunities for all types of 
development.

Ranks S'": Provides minimal 
development opportunities 
because residential 
development in some high 
value habitat is prohibited.

Ranks 3'“: Provides moderate
development opportunities due 
to less habitat protection in all 
commercial and industrial 
areas and some residential 
land.

Ranks 1*‘: Provides most
development opportunities due 
to relaxed habitat protection; 
provides more development 
opportunities In commercial 
and industrial areas than In 
residential areas.

2. Supports economic 
values associated with 
ecosystem services 
(such as flood control, 
clean water, 
recreation, amenity 
values)

Ranks 1“; Retains most 
existing ecosystem services 
across all habitat classes. 
Highest protection for habitat

Ranks 3"1: Retains moderate
ecosystem services with 
moderate protection to high 
value habitat.

Ranks 6“‘: Retains least
ecosystem services overall for 
all habitat classes.

Ranks 2"u: Retains substantial 
ecosystem services with strict 
protection to high and medium 
value stream corridors.

Ranks 4'": Retains some
ecosystem services. Applies 
moderate protection to stream 
corridors but higher protection 
to upland wildlife habitat

Ranks 6UI: Retains minimal
ecosystem services due to 
relaxed protection In areas 
with Ngh and medium 
development value.

3. Promotes recreational 
use and amenities

Ranks 1**; Promotes the most 
recreational benefits by 
prohibiting development In 
highest quality habitat lands.

Ranks 3'“; Provides moderate 
recreational benefits by 
applying relatively strong 
protection to the highest value 
habitats.

Ranks 6“'; Provides least 
recreational benefits because 
it applies only moderate 
protection to highest value 
habitat.

Ranks 2"“: Promotes 
substantial recreational 
benefits of stream corridors, 
does not apply same 
protection to wildlife habitat.

Ranks 4“': Promotes some 
recreational benefits, mostly 
on park land.

Ranks 5U>: Promotes minimal
recreational benefits mostly on 
park land.

4. Distribution of 
economic tradeoffs

No rank: Privately-owned 
habitat land bears greater 
proportion of highest 
protection than publicly-owned 
habitat

No rank: Privately-owned and 
publicly-owned land bears 
equal proportion of highest 
protection.

No rank: Privately-owned and 
publicly-owned land bears 
equal proportion of highest 
protection.

No rank: Publicly-owned 
habitat land bears greater 
proportion of highest 
protection than privately- 
owned habitat land.

No rank: Publicly-owned 
habitat land bears greater 
proportion of highest 
protection than privately- 
owned habitat land.

No rank: Publicly-owned 
habitat land bears greatest 
proportion of highest 
protection.

5. Minimizes need to 
expand the urban 
growth boundary 
(UGB) and increase 
development costs.

Ranks 6“‘: Affects the need to 
expand the UGB the most; 
highest level of protection 
restricts development

Ranks 4“': Moderately affects 
the need to expand the UGB 
because of restrictive 
protection levels.

Ranks 1“; Least need to 
expand UGB; lowest 
protection levels provide most 
development opportunity.

Ranks S'1': Substantially 
affects need to expand the
UGB because of restrictive 
protection levels.

Ranks 3'“: Some need to 
expand UGB but less 
restrictive protection.

Ranks 2"'': MiNmal need to
expand the UGB because low 
level of protection provides 
development opportunity.

ISocialfactdrs j
6, Minimizes impact on 

property owners
Ranks S'11: Affects the most 
property owners with the 
highest level of habitat 
protection regardless of 
zoning.

Ranks 4U>: Moderately affects 
all property owners, but does 
not apply highest habitat 
protection anywhere.

Ranks 1”: Affects the least 
number of property owners 
and applies lower levels of 
habitat protection

Ranks 5U>: Substantially 
affects large number of 
property owners with strong 
protection, especially in 
residential and rural areas.

Ranks 3“': Affects some 
business landowners with 
moderate protection, but high 
protection Is applied to 
residential and rural owners.

Ranks 2"“: Minimally affects
business landowners, but 
many residential and rural 
property owners are affected 
with lower levels of protection.

7. Minimizes impact on 
location and choices 
for housing and iobs

Ranks 6U>: Most effect on the 
location and choices available 
for iobs and housing by

Ranks 4'": Moderate effect on 
the location and choices 
available for jobs and housing.

Ranks 2'": Minimal effect on 
housing location and choices, 
some effect on iob location

Ranks 5“‘: Substantial effect 
on housing location and 
choices, moderate effect on

Ranks 3IU: Some effect on job 
location and choices, 
moderate effect on housing

Ranks 1“: Least effect on job
location and choices, minimal 
effect on housing location and
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Criteria

Option 1A: Most habitat 
protection

Option IB: Moderate 
habitat protection

Option 1C: Least habitat 
protection

Option 2A: Most habitat 
protection

Option 2B: Moderate 
habitat protection

Option 2C: Least habitat 
protection

Highest level of protection for 
all habitats

High level of protection for 
highest value habitat, 
moderate protection for other 
habitats

Moderate level of protection 
for higher value habitats, no 
protection for lowest value 
habitat

Moderate level of protection in 
high urban development value 
areas, high level of protection 
in other areas

Low level of protection in Ngh 
urban development value 
areas, moderate level of 
protection in other areas

No protection in high urban 
development value areas, 
moderate level of habitat 
protection in other areas

applying high protection levels 
to all habitats.

applies a medium protection 
level to residential and 
employment land.

and choices. Applies lower 
protection levels to all land 
regardless of zoning.

job location and choices.
Applies high protection levels 
to residential land, medium 
protection levels to most 
employment land.

location and choices. Applies 
lower protection levels to 
employment land, moderate 
protection levels to residential 
land.

choices. Applies lowest 
protection levels to 
employment land, moderate 
protection levels to residential 
land.

8. Preserves habitat for 
future generations

Ranks 1 Preserves the most 
habitat for future generations 
by applying high levels of 
protection to all habitats.

Ranks 3'“: Preserves a
moderate amount of habitat for 
future generations, focuses 
protection on higher value 
habitats.

Ranks 6“'; Preserves the least
amount of habitat for future 
generations, applies lower 
level of protection to higher 
value habitats.

Ranks 2,",: Preserves a
substantial amount of habitat 
for future generations. Higher 
protection levels applied to 
highest value stream corridors, 
moderate and Ngh protection 
applied to other habitats.

Ranks 4“': Preserves some
habitat tor future generations. 
Applies some protection to 
highest value habitats and 
moderate protection to other 
habitats.

Ranks S'": Preserves a
minimal amount of habitat for 
future generations. Habitat in 
areas of high urban 
development value is not 
presented, habitat in other 
areas receives low and 
moderate protection.

9. Maintains cultural 
heritage and sense of 
place

Ranks 1": Provides the most 
protection for the highest value 
habitat, highest level of 
protection may result in need 
for expanding the UGB.

Ranks 3"1: Provides moderate
protection for highest value 
habitat, less potential for 
expanding the UGB.

Ranks 6"1: Provides the least
protection to highest value 
habitat, habitat outside UGB at 
less risk.

Ranks 2nd: Provides
substantial protection to 
highest value habitat, a small 
portion in high urban 
development value areas 
receive moderate protection.

Ranks 4UI: Provides some
protection to highest value 
habitat; applies low protection 
to habitat In high urban 
development value areas.

Ranks 6“‘: Provides minimal
protection to highest value 
habitat, habitat in high urban 
development values receives 
no protection.

10. Preserves amenity 
value of resources 
(quality of life, 
property values, 
views)

Ranks I*1; Retains the most 
amenity value in the highest 
value habitats.

Ranks 3"': Retains moderate
level of amenity value in the 
highest value habitats.

Ranks 6“': Retains least level
of amenity value in wildlife 
habitat, slightly more in stream 
corridors.

Ranks 2'“: Retains substantial
amenity value in highest value 
habitats, more protection for 
streams than upland habitat

Ranks 4U>: Retains some level
of amenity value in highest 
value habitat, more protection 
for streams than upland 
habitat.

Ranks 6“': Retains a minimal
level of amenity value, highest 
value wildlife habitat receives 
more protection

:£hvironmental factors
11. Conserves existing 

watershed health and 
restoration 
opportunities

Ranks 1": Preserves most 
high value habitat; provides 
substantial protection to other 
habitats.

Ranks 3‘“; Preserves
moderate amount of ali 
habitats; higher protection for 
highest value habitat.

Ranks 6m: Preserves least 
amount of habitat; moderate 
protection for higher value 
habitat; no protection for 
lowest value habitat

Ranks 2IKI: Preserves 
substantial amount of habitat 
Highest protection levels for 
most high value habitat, 
moderate protection for other 
habitats.

Ranks 4,“: Preserves some
amount of habitat Higher 
value habitats receive 
moderate protection levels; 
other habitats receive lower 
protection.

Ranks 6"'; Preserves minimal
amount of habitat Provides 
low protection levels for all 
habitat classes, no protection 
for highest value habitat in 
some circumstances.

12 Retains multiple 
habitat functions 
provided by forest 
areas

Ranks 1"; Retains the most 
forest cover in both vacant and 
developed habitat lands.

Ranks 2‘“J: Retains substantial 
amount of forest cover in both 
vacant and developed habitat 
lands.

Ranks S'11: Retains least 
amount of forest cover, likely 
to result in significant forest 
habitat loss over time.

Ranks 3IU: Retains moderate 
amount of forest cover, some 
protection for ail forested 
habitat areas and highest 
protection for forested habitat 
in stream corridors.

Ranks 4',>: Retains some 
amount of forest cover, some 
protection for almost all 
forested habitat areas.

Ranks S'": Retains minimal
amount of forest cover, low 
protection levels for most 
forested habitat areas.

13. Promotes riparian 
corridor connectivity 
and overall habitat

Ranks 1“: Promotes most 
stream corridor continuity and 
overali habitat connectivity.

Ranks 31'1: Promotes 
moderate retention of 
connectivity. Provides smali

Ranks 6UI: Promotes least 
retention of connectivity and 
likely to result in most

Ranks 2"“: Promotes 
substantial retention of stream 
corridor continuity; moderate

Ranks 4<11: Promotes some 
retention of connectivity in 
stream corridors and between

Ranks 6“': Promotes minimal
retention of connectivity, likely 
to result in significantly
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Option 1A: Most habitat 
protection

Option IB: Moderate 
habitat protection

Option 1C: Least habitat 
protection

Option 2A: Most habitat 
protection

Option 2B: Moderate 
habitat protection

Option 2C: Least habitat 
protection

Criteria

Highest level of protection for 
all habitats

High level of protection for 
highest value habitat, 
moderate protection for other 
habitats

Moderate level of protection 
for higher value habitats, no 
protection for lowest value 
habitat

Moderate level of protection in 
high urban development value 
areas, high level of protection 
in other areas

Low level of protection In high 
urban development value 
areas, moderate level of 
protection in other areas

No protection In high urban 
development value areas, 
moderate level of habitat 
protection in other areas

connectivity connector habitats with higher 
protection, does not preserve 
as much stream corridor 
continuity.

reduction of regional 
connectivity. No protection for 
smaii connector habitats.

protection for smaii connector 
habitats.

upland habitats. reduced regional connectivity.

14. Conserves habitat 
quality and 
biodiversity provided 
by large habitat areas

Ranks 1“: Conserves the 
most large habitat areas.

Ranks 2 Conserves a 
substantial amount of large 
habitat areas, moderate risk 
for urban development 
fragmenting large habitats.

Ranks 6“': Conserves least
amount of large habitat areas, 
Iikeiy to resuit in significant 
fragmentatioa

Ranks 3,u: Conserves
moderate amount of large 
habitat areas, smaii amount of 
low protection appiied to 
portions of some large 
habitats.

Ranks 41": Conserves some
amount of large habitat areas, 
lower protection levels applied 
to all large habitats.

Ranks S'": Conserves minimal
amount of large habitat areas, 
likely to result in significant 
fragmentation of large 
habitats.

15. Supports biodiversity 
through conservation 
of sensitive habitats 
and species

Ranks 1": Supports the most 
biodiversity by appiying 
highest leveis of protection to 
sensitive habitats and stream 
corridors.

Ranks 2"u/3'“: Supports a
substantial amount of 
biodiversity, appiies more 
protection to sensitive habitats 
than stream corridors.

Ranks S'11; Supports a minimal
amount of biodiversity, applies 
moderate protection levei to 
sensitive habitats and stream 
corridors.

Ranks 2,,u/3,“; Supports a
substantial amount of 
biodiversity, applies more 
protection to stream corridors 
than sensitive habitats.

Ranks A"': Supports some
biodiversity, applies higher 
protection to stream corridors 
than sensitive habitats.

Ranks S'": Supports the least
amount of biodiversity, likely to 
result In substantial loss of 
sensitive habitats and 
sensitive species.

Energy Factors
16. Promotes compact 

urban form
Ranks e-: Promotes compact 
urban form the least Highest 
protection levels applied to 
vacant land intended for urban 
uses (housing & Jobs).

Ranks A"': Moderateiy
promotes compact urban form. 
Some reduction in 
development potential on all 
habitat land.

Ranks 1“; Promotes compact 
urban form the most. 
Deveiopment allowed In 
lowest habitats, moderate 
protection to other habitat 
lands.

Ranks S'": Minimally promotes
compact urban form. 
Development opportunities 
reduced in ail habitat areas.

Ranks 3'“: Promotes some
amount of compact urban 
form. Development 
opportunities reduced in most 
habitat areas.

Ranks 2"“: Substantially
promotes compact urban form 
Development opportunities on 
business land less Impacted 
than residential land.

17. Promotes green 
infrastructure

Ranks 1Conserves the 
most vegetation and forested 
areas.

Ranks 3m: Conserves a
moderate amount of 
vegetation and forested areas.

Ranks 6“‘: Conserves the 
least amount of vegetation and 
forested areas.

Ranks 2"“: Conserves a
substantial amount of 
vegetation and forested areas.

Ranks A1": Conserves some
vegetation and forested areas.

Ranks B“': Conserves a
minimal amount of vegetation 
and forested areas.

I Other criteria
16. Assists In protecting 

fish and wildlife 
protected by the 
federal Endangered 
Species Act

Ranks 1“" Provides most 
protection to sensitive 
habitats; most protection for 
hydrology and riparian 
functions; most iikeiy to protect 
sensitive soecies.

Ranks 3‘“: Provides
substantial protection to 
sensitive habitats and species. 
Simiiar to 2A, but provides 
less protection for hydrologio 
conditions.

Ranks 6“‘: Provides least 
protection to sensitive habitats 
and species, hydroiogy.
Minimai protection for riparian 
functions.

Ranks 2"1>; Provides
substantial protection to 
sensitive habitats and species. 
Simiiar to IB, but provides 
more protection for hydrologic 
conditions.

Ranks A"': Provides some
protection to sensitive 
habitats; less likely to maintain 
hydrologio conditions or 
riparian functions.

Ranks 5U>: Provides minimal
protection to sensitive habitats 
and species and hydrology. 
Provides least protection for 
riparian functions.

19. Assists in meeting 
water quaiity 
standards required by 
the federal Clean
Water Act

Ranks 1 “■ Provides most 
protection for clean water.
Most protective of forest 
canopy, habitat near streams 
and on steep slopes; most 
protection for hydroiogy.

Ranks 3‘“: Provides moderate
protection for clean water. 
Moderate protection for for 
siopes, wetlands, and 
resources near streams. 
Substantial protection for 
forested areas.

Ranks S“‘: Provides minimai 
protection for the natural 
resources important to 
protecting water quality. Least 
protection for forested areas.

Ranks 2"“: Provides
substantial protection for dean 
water, with strict protection for 
slopes, wetlands, and 
resources near streams. 
Moderate protection for 
forested areas.

Ranks 4“': Some protection
for slopes and wetlands, 
hydrologic conditions, habitat 
near streams, hydrologic 
conditions and forest.
Potential for decreased water 
gualitv.

Ranks 6“': Provides least
protection for slopes and 
wetlands, habitat near 
streams, and hydrology; 
minimal protection for forested 
areas. Most potential for poor 
water quality.

DRAFT: ESEE Phase U Anafysis April 2004 Page 140



Cateqorv Option 1A Option IB Option 1C Option 2A Option 2B Option 2C
economic factors* 3.5** 3.5 3.8 3.5 3.5 3.3
social factors 3 3.4 4.2 3.2 3.6 3.6
environmental factors 1 2.4 5.8 2.4 4 5.2
energy factors 3.5 3.5 3.5 3.5 3.5 3.5
other factors 1 3 5.5 2 4 5.5

overall ranking 2.4 3.1 4.6 2.9 3.7 4.2

* Under economic factors, #4 "distribution of edonomic tradeoffs," was not considered since no ranks were given.

Scores are the average ranking across all criteria under the designated category. For instance, option 2B for economic 
factors ranked 3rd, 4th, 4th, and 3rd for criteria 1,2,3, and 5, respectively, so its score is (3+4+4+3)/4=3.5
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Fm here today to put a face on the E-mail I sent to 

everyone, and Fve brought extra copies for everyone’s 

review today.

Fm here to defend those of us who are targeted for having 

their hours cut in the current Budget Proposal.
Our livelihoods are at risk.
Our Health and Safety is at risk.

For as long as I have worked for Metro in the Scalehouse 

we have perpetually worked under the threat of having staff 

levels cut. Vacated Positions have gone unfilled. The net 

result of this on my group has been one of increasingly low 

morale, diminished motivation, and a depleted sense of 

encouragement. All of these are IN the face, and ON the 

faces of the individuals that make -> those figures happen 

day in, and day out.

Over time these threats & cuts have taken a toll on all of us. 

We experience Health problems directly related to this 

stress. We’ve reached a point where enough is enough.
We are expected to maintain the same level of customer 

service with continually fewer workers, continually more 

customers. Nothing more can be cut without directly 

affecting the level of service.

I suggest to you that we have proven ourselves to flexible 

through various changes in working conditions:

- learning new programs on the fly
- decreased staffing levels



- increased business demands

In all of this, it just doesn’t make sense to balance a budget 

on the backs of those individuals on the frontlines of your 

profit center.
I encourage you to consider the “Sustainability of their 

Environment”



Exhibit 1
Number Of Outgoing Non-Automated Loads Handled Per Scalehouse FTE

FTE Rate Of Pay1 Loads2 Loads/FTE
1999 13.54 243,086 17,957
2000 13.14 246,141 18,731
2001 13.78 255,071 18,508
2002 13.67 267,870 19,599
2003 13.91 275,825 19,830

2004 estimated3 14.68 313,243 21,332

Notes;
1

2

3

Source = Official payroll records of hours paid to "permanent" 
employees divided by 2,080.

Source = Scalehouse transaction data.

Estimate = Extrapolation of actual Jan+Feb 2004 data.

The loads/FTE and dollars colleced/FTE for scalehouse employees far exceeds the rates for househould hazardous waste (HHW) FTE. 

The budget proposes cutting 1.0 FTE during FY 2004-05. An alternative is to not fill the vacated Landfill Senior Supervisor position. 

Average fees collected per FTE (excluding automation) during CY 2003 = $819,289 this is about $38/load

Outgoing, Non-Automated Loads/FTE

21,000

18,000

16,000
1999 2000 2001 2002 2003

Proposal: Cap the number of transactions 
per scalehouse FTE at the CY 2003 level of 

19,830 per FTE.

2004 estimated3



The Case Against Cutting Scalehouse FTE

1. Workload, as measured by transactions per scalehouse FTE, 
now stands at more than 19,000 transactions per year. The 
average FTE takes in more than $800,000 a year in scaiehouse 
receipts.

2. Workload rates have increased every year since 1999 to the 
point where, last year, scalehouse personnel were feeling over 
stressed during peak periods of the day and were fearing 
consequential safety issues would ensue.

3. Workload thus far this year has increased so much that 1.0 FTE 
should be ADDED, not cut, just to keep the workload at last 
year’s levels.

4. The rationale given in the proposed budget for cutting a 

scalehouse FTE makes no sense. The rationale states that 
opening Metro Central one hour later will result in a savings of 
one FTE. Well, there is no such thing as a one-hour-per-day 
shift. Even if there was this only pencils out to 363 hours saved 
per year; less than 1/5th an FTE. More importantly, shifts run 

through the peak load hours of 10 AM to 2 PM. Given the way 
shifts are spread across both sites, if you cut an FTE you are 
requiring the remaining people at BOTH sites to handle about 
19,000 more loads; thereby increasing stress and the 
probability of safety accidents and long term disabilities.
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April 15, 2004

Metro Council 
Metro
600 NE Grand Avenue 
Portland, OR 97232

City of

WILSONVILLE
in OREGON

30000 SW Town Center Loop E 
Wilsonville, Oregon 97070 
(503)682-1011
(503)682-1015 Fox 
(503) 682-0843 TDD

Dear Metro Council,

We are writing to express our strong support for Council President Bragdon’s budget 
proposal for Fiscal-Year 2004-05 related to creating a stable, long-term funding source 
for improvements and management of regionally significant open spaces purchased with 
the 1995 Greenspaces Bond Measure. Securing over 8,000 acres of natural resource 
areas is a truly remarkable achievement, but the next steps need to be taken to begin to 
provide access, restore these sites, and improve key properties for the public to enjoy.

The City of Wilsonville has been working on the Wilsonville Tract Master Plan and 
Natural Resources Management Plan for over two years, and before that spent many 
years working with Metro Staff to purchase the property from the State. From our 
previous achievements, it is clear that we have a solid partnership. The City and the 
citizens of the Wilsonville area have a strong commitment to implementing the vision 
that was created in the Master Plan, and we are enthusiastic about the potential that the 
property has for environmental education, resource recovery and enhancement, passive 
recreation and experiencing nature close to home.

As City Staff managing the Wilsonville Tract Master Plan and Natural Resources 
Management Plan, we recognize the important role that the Wilsonville Tract plays in the 
significant planning efforts occurring on the west side of Wilsonville. With the adoption 
of the Villebois Village Master Plan on land adjacent to the Tract, the Tonquin Trail 
feasibility study. Coffee Fake Creek basin restoration and the support of the West 
FinnAVilsonville School District and the excellent environmental science based 
curriculum offered by the Center for Research on Environmental Science and 
Technology (CREST), the benefits to the community of opening this site cannot be 
overstated. Children from all over the region will be able to use the site as an outdoor 
classroom, which in turn will create the next generation of stewards.

You are to be commended for your vision in wanting to provide the citizens of the region 
with an opportunity to experience these regional open spaces. I want to urge the Metro 
Council to support Council President Bragdon and adopt the proposed Fiscal-Year 2004- 
05 budget.

Respectfully submitted,

Chris Neamtzu, AICP 
Manager of Long-Range Planning

Kerry Rappold 
Natural Resources Program Manager

Ci Servng The Community Wth Pride
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April 15, 2004

Metro Council 
Metro
600 NE Grand Avenue 
Portland, OR 97232

City of

WILSONVILLE
in OREGON

30000 SW Town Center Loop E 
Wilsonville, Oregon 97070 
(503) 682-1011
(503)682-1015 Fax 
(503) 682-0843 TDD

Dear Metro Council,

We, the Wilsonville Planning Commission, want to express our support for Council 
President David Bragdon’s FY 2004-05 budget proposal to create a long-term funding 
source to improve four significant open spaces into regional parks, one being the 
Wilsonville Tract. The Planning Commission shares the Council President’s view that 
we need to take care of the land that we have, and that it is important to provide park 
facilities that are distributed equitably across the region.

The Planning Commission unanimously adopted the Wilsonville Tract Master Plan and 
Natural Resources Management Plan, and is a strong supporter of the concepts and goals 
identified in the plan. The citizens of the Wilsonville area place a high priority on the 
value this land provides to the community, and will continue to be supporters and 
partners in the development and restoration of the Wilsonville Tract.

We appreciate the Metro Council’s consideration of this important issue, and want to 
encourage adoption of the proposed FY 04-05 budget so that these properties can become 
available to the public.

Sincerely,

Debra Iguchi, Chair Mary Hinds, Co-Chair 

Craig Faiman Sue Guyton

Richard Goddard

o "Serving The Community With Pride
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TUALATIN RIverkeepers
16507 SW Roy Rogers Rd. Sherwood. OR 97140 

(503) 590-5813 • fax: (503) 590-6702 • www.tualatinriverkeepers.org 
emali: lnfo@tuaiatinrIverkeepers.org

April 15,2004

Metro Council 
600 NE Grand Ave.
Portland, OR 97232

RE: Metro Regional Fish and Wildlife Protection Program 

Dear Metro Councilors:

Thank you for the opportunity to present testimony at this midpoint in the Metro Regional Fish 
and Wildlife Protection Program planning process. My testimony is presented on behalf of the 
Tualatin Riverkeepers and our 700 members.

Having participated in this planning process myself for about four years now, I must admit that I 
am surprised and disappointed that the recommendation, at this stage, does not identify a single 
piece of property throughout the entire region worthy of a prohibit designation. Although the 
program elements are yet to be determined, it appears that we may be on a course that would fall 
short of meeting the regional goal that was so thoughtfully developed at the outset of this 
process.

We know, for example, that existing urban development in the Metro region, how we manage the 
urban landscape today, has degraded water quality and diminished aquatic and upland habitat.
All of the urban streams in the Tualatin Basin fail to meet state water quality standards on 
multiple parameters and we are losing sensitive habitat. To be successful, this program must 
achieve an improvement in water quality and habitat conditions at the same time that we are 
developing more compact urban communities. It is not an easy task.

The following recommendations are offered to refocus attention on protection of the highest 
value resources that we believe can be protected with flexibility achieved through development 
and integration of two key program elements to achieve infiltration of stormwater and 
preservation/restoration of tree canopy.

Goal 5 Program Recommendations

• Apply Prohibit designation to Class I and Class II Riparian and Class A Upland Habitat. 
These areas are extremely difficult to replace through mitigation and are the highest 
priority to protect for ecological value and ecosystem services, e.g. undeveloped 
floodplain is not adequately protected under Title 3.

http://www.tualatinriverkeepers.org
mailto:lnfo@tuaiatinrIverkeepers.org


• Mitigation should be approached cautiously given the low rate of success. True costs 
need to be reflected in the mitigation ratio to achieve replacement of the loss. Mitigation 
requirments must include monitoring and enforcement. Mitigation will require land. As 
we move into Phase III. there will need to be a calculation of the number of acres needed 
to fulfill potential mitigation requirements within the sub-basin where the loss occurs.

• Conflict in High Urban areas can be avoided by adjusting site specific High Urban 
boundaries and adjusting desities by a variety of strategies. These conflicts can also be 
eased by integrating design criteria that infiltrates stormwater and preserves free or 
enhances tree canopy. These strategies should be developed in Phase III Goal 5 program 
planning. Metro has already developed a significant tool in the the Greenstreets Manual.

• Retain flexibility to reassess ALP in Phase III to assure the adopted vision and goals are 
achieved... to conserve, protect and restore a continuous ecologically viable stream 
corridor that maintains connections with adjacent upland habitat. The ESEE section that 
assesses the options to meet ESA and CWA refger to option 1A as the best option... but 
only when restoration and infiltration strategies are coupled with this highest option.

• At this stage, prior to development of the program. Impact Areas should retain LL 
category. There may be opportunities to negotiate low impact design criteria (infiltration 
of stormwater and tree preservation) by retaining a LL classification.

• There is a need to address unmapped headwater streams and steep slopes currently 
outside of Title 3 for most of the region. The program phase should consider the 
application of Clean Water Services' Design and Construction standards for intermittent 
streams draining 10-100 acres throughout the region.

• In considering adjustments to limit definitions in the program phase, the suggested 
Strictly Limit definition raised in the staff report, "allows trails, roads and other public 
access to meet the public good" still would need to meet the avoid, minimize and mitigate 
criteria when a water resource is present. Also, a “Lightly Limit” that assumes no lost in 
development capacity.,., is a big change from protecting 50% of habitat as assumed in the 
ESEE analysis. I suggest not moving too dramatically from the existing limit definitions.

• Consider utilizing Metro Parks and Greenspaces expertise in the development of non- 
regulatory programs such as restoration and acquisition and developing strategic 
partnerships with local government and non-governmental organizations to achieve long 
tern and larger scale restoration that can leverage dollars.

Thank you for your consideration.

Respectfully submitted.

or.___ .
Sue Marshall
Executive Director 
Tualatin Riverkeepers
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Division Goals - A New Focus

The Design Division shifted focus in the 2002/03 fiscal year. The emphasis has been on 
long term planning and design goals. The division has made a concerted effort to address 
longstanding wayfinding issues at the zoo, develop a better understanding of institutional 
branding philosophies, and focus on permanent exhibit planning and design.

Goals included:
■ Focusing on the visitor experience to 
implement improvements to the zoo’s 
branding efforts.

■ Improving awareness of the zoo’s 
enrichment and conservation efforts 
through interactive interpretives.

■ Serving as interdepartmental artistic 
advisors to maintain consistent and 
superior design standards.

Katagiri/03
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Wayfinding

An internally driven team effort in the 
Spring of 2002 produced a report on 
longstanding wayfinding issues on the 
zoo campus. The report was shared 
with senior management in the Fall, 
and several components were adopted 
into the division workplan for the year.

Surveys conducted with visitors indicated 
that 12% of zoo visitors had some 
difficulty in finding their way around 
the zoo campus. A new map design was 
formulated and tested with visitors in 
the Spring. Additional changes were 
implemented with input from the visitor
surveys and from staff comments. The map included color coordinated 
exhibit areas and a grid system for locating services and exhibits.

Kato/03

New directional arrows and a system for identifying visitor 
services were designed. The system is to be implemented

Prim ates  |JPACIFIC Shores  ^ added next fiscal vear.

Africa  I lGRTEHATNORTHWESTj>
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The wayfinding system was enhanced by the design 
of new Zoo Street banners. The banners use imagery 
and titles to provide visitors with additional informa-
tion about exhibits in the Pacific Shores area.

Graphics were generated to promote the new Deep 
Sea simulator ride. Banners lined the boardwalk, 
leading visitors to the ride location.

Additional on-grounds 
banners in Pacific 
Shores Plaza assisted 
visitors in locating 
the Winged Wonders 
butterfly exhibit.

o
7\m Katagiri/03

Kaczmarek/Contract/03
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Signage and Interiors

The Design Division worked with restaurant staff and 
contractors to upgrade restaurant interiors. Improve-
ments were made to signage and graphics in the 
Africafe service area and dining room. A lighter, 
brighter color scheme was implemented to create a 
cleaner, warmer environment for visitors. Images 
of African animals from the zoo’s photo files were 
installed to carry the African theme into the dining 
areas and party rooms.

Color was also added to the Cascade Grill restaurant, 
providing a more pleasant and family-friendly feel to 
the lobby and dining rooms.

Sonderman/03

Kaczmarek/Contract/03
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Exhibits

The division has been developing long range design plans for 
the Eagle Canyon Exhibit due to open in fiscal year 2003/04. 
In the interim, the division focused on upgrades to the Winged 
Wonders and Orangutan exhibits.

Two new interactives were 
added to the Winged Wonders 
exhibit. Several other 
graphic panels were designed 
to focus on the Oregon Zoo’s 
conservation programs and 
opportunities for visitors to 
create butterfly habitat in their 
own gardens.

The viewing area for the 
Orangutan exhibit was completely
renovated, and a climbing structure was installed nearby to 
allow children to experiment with typical primate behaviors.

Buttenbes 
are free
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Event & Program Graphics

The division continues to provide graphic design services to 
support events and programs at the zoo. This year new graphics 
were developed for ZooLights, spring events and the Summer 
Concert Series. The division also created graphics for stud-
books, curriculum publications and special events, such as an 
appearance by Spider-Man at the Insect Zoo.

OREATTOl^ctltr^All'SUMMeKlONQ 
WWW.OREOONZOO.ORG

Kato/03
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Marvel Comics'

-Man
Insect Zoo

June 7 A 8 
10 am - 4 pm

llzoo
A ^ERVIcr Of METRO

Internships available in: 
•Animal Behavior 
•Animal Carr

^on and Research

I agcmenl 
t lan.igemenl

•Food Service Management 
•Horticulture
•Markelitig/Public Relations 
•Show I’roprams 
•technical Iheater 
•Veterinary Preceptorship 
•Vitleographer/Broadcast 
•Volunteer Management 
•Web Ucsign

• VWl wit wdisilc I jr (hf lsi<~.! iiifumtadon;
www.orcgunzou.org

Gray/03

http://WWW.OREOONZOO.ORG
http://www.orcgunzou.org


Design Division Annual Report 2002/03

Development Support

The Design Division contributes support to the Oregon Zoo 
Foundation’s efforts to raise community awareness about zoo 
projects, raise funds, and recognize donors. During fiscal year 
02/03, the division created on-grounds donor recognition boards 
and developed informational materials about the California 
Condor recovery project and exhibit.

Ol IO O HZOO Inspiring Our Community To Create A Better Future For Wildlift

Sonderman/03
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General Performance

During the past fiscal year, the Design Division handled a total of 252 design 
requests. There were 209 maintenance alerts. The images in this report are only a 
small sampling of the work performed by the division. Less visible services include 
general maintenance of all zoo 
inteipretive graphics and audio 
visual systems, and support for 
zoo programs through tempo-
rary signs and graphics that help 
vistors find event activities at the 
zoo.

The Design Division provides 
support services to other divisions 
within the zoo. A survey program 
that was initiated in fiscal year 
2000/2001 provides baseline 
information on efficiency, timeli-
ness and customer satisfaction.
This year’s survey results are 
as follows: Kaczmarek/ Contract/03

Design Survey 02/03
• Was the work completed on time? 
42 Yes 

3 No 
1 Blank

1 Blank

• Were staff cooperative and helpful? 
45 Yes 

ONo 
1 Blank

• If there was a delay, were you notified? 
6 Yes
ONo 

40 Blank

• Were you satisfied with the product?
44 Yes

1 No

• Were staff available to meet with you on your 
project?
39 Yes 
ONo 
7 Blank

•Were phone calls and e-mail requests responded 
to quickly?
44 Yes 

ONo 
2 Blank

Note: results based on 46 surveys received
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Division Goals —
Planning and implementation
The Design Division started the year with the 

successful completion of the Zoo’s temporary 

exhibit, “Cold Blooded Kingdom,” an exhibit of 

reptiles and amphibians. The Design Division has 

actively pursued greater responsibility for on-grounds 

project design in wayfinding and exhibit interpreta-

tion. At the same time, the division continues to 

produce high t]ualiry print graphics in support of 

Zoo programs and events. Primary goals for the 

year included:

■ continued development of a design “philosophy” 

for the division as it relates to the Zoo environ-

ment and publications.

■ documentation of the design standards for 

publications, signage ancf interpretive design.
Kato/02

improve the visibility of the Africa exhibit and plan for future wayhnding upgrades.

provide high quality interpretive design for new permanent or temporary exhibits.

provide support to the Zoo retail operation to increase revenues.

continue to build positive client relationships.

increase our team’s effectiveness through time managment training and practices.
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Implementation of goals
■ A division retreat held in November focused on clarifying, with the Zoo Director and Deputy 

Director, the vision of the zoo that will provide the basis and support for new exhibits that are 

developed. Discussion points included the quality of the 

worlc currently being produced, areas of special concern 

and the concept of a biopark.

H Design Standards were developed to document the key 

design elements in use in Zoo print graphics, signage, ban-

ners and interpretive displays. The standards are contained 

in three volumes, the Graphic Standards Manual, the Uni-

form & Vehicle Standards Manual, and the Signage and 

Interpretive Standards Manual. The manuals are main-

tained and updated within the division.

A design process was implemented to develop new exhibit signage and wayfinding 

improvements to thc Africa Exhibit. Suggested improvements included changing pathway 

materials to clearly indicate the route to the exhibit, developing a series of African sculptures 

to line the pathway afong the concert lawn, and the addition of a directional graphic treatn^ent 

on the wall surfaces of AfriCafe. Due to time and budget constraints, the project was 

limited to the installation of new main exhibit signs and some pathway improvements at 

the Bats exhibit. Tjio^ojinip,royofrients were completed in June.

AhKlLA DIHL CnONAL
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I In January, division staff began a series ol meetings to 

locus on wayfinding issues. The group worked indepen-

dently to develop a proposal lor upgrades to the existing 

wayfinding system and map. Staff members took on 

assignments to review existing wayfinding components, 

mock up examples of improvements, and outline both 

short-term and long-term upgrades. The proposal is cur-

rently under review in the division and will be presented 

to the Zoo administration later this summer.

M The Division began the year with a fast-track schedule 

to design and implement the interpretive components 

for the new Amazon Flooded Forest exhibit. The 

addition of an experienced exhibit designer to the team 

has improved understanding of the process of exhibit 

development and preparation of fabrication documenta-

tion among the Design staff
Sonderman/Controct 02

Several members of the staff have now successfully completed 

projects that required design development, placement of outside 

contracts with fabrication vendors, and supervision of fabrication 

and installation on the Zoo campus.

Damage to the mural in the Bats exhibit was evaluated, and 

plans were developed to resurface and repaint the mural. The 

repair work was postponed due to animal husbandry issues.

The Division coordinated the development of the temporary 

exhibit “Winged Wonders” that opened in May of this year.

The collaborative project included team members from every 

division at the Zoo.

Sonderman/Stoianoff/Contract 02
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■ The division worked with Retail on 

several concepts for upgrades to the 

Cascade Outfitters store. A new 

banner was created for the front entry, 

and animal graphics were applied to 

the display windows.

■ Periodic meetings were scheduled 

with our “clients” in other Zoo divi-

sions. The meetings allow the division 

to plan for new projects, and minimize “rush” jobs. A new

“project survey” was developed 

to analyze the effectiveness of 

new exhibits and wayfinding 

programs. The division 

hosted a wrap-up meeting to 

review the exhibit design 

and development process Kato/02 

for the Winged Wonders exhbit.

A new annual calendar of design projects has been developed 

as a planning tool. The calendar shows when projects overlap during the 

year, and provides an opportunity to get appropriate staff or contractors in place to handle 

the projected workload. The Design Guidelines booklet has been added to the ZooNet to 

provide easier access by staff needing design services.

I Design and production staff attended a one-day seminar on time management techniques. 

The Design Coordinator attended a seminar on managing multiple projects. Both seminars 

provided or reinforced techniques for more effective use of time and better prioritization of 

the division workload.
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Total (PS + MS+ Cap)
1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004

Admin 975,374 1,049,688 451,422 499,862 544,144 386,805
Animal Mgmt 3,080,621 3,428,655 4,236,091 4,395,791 4,630,247 4,915,673
Design 650,332 509,854 596,768 642,272 611,786 586,161
Education 915,729 1,103,542 1,224,379 1,376,912 1,436,332 1,435,234
Facilities 4,304,964 5,353,968 2,789,370 3,035,216
Marketing 1,234,273 1,551,756 1,605,564 1,686,825 1,752,650 1,669,475
Visitor Services 4,094,826 5,242,976 6,208,140 6,618,734 7,854,517 7,844,297
Construction M. 2,097,208 2,303,840 4,191,821 3,815,372
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Katherine Otten
Administrative Secretary, Design Services, Oregon Zoo
0. 8 FTE

1. What I bring to the zoo
In addition to efficiently performing my general admin duties, I add value by providing the 
following professional services:
• project management - major wayfinding effort
• research - photography; interpretive content
• writing - interpretive panels
• editing - dozens of materials from all divisions

“I love your idea of having one person (and you'd be the best) serving as the official proof 
reader.” — 3/5/04 email from Jane Hartline

2. While I was gone: Parental Leave, Summer 2003
• No approval for temp, even though only 20% of my leave was paid, saving the zoo $5,000.
• Manager and other higher-paid staff spent a great deal of time on routine administrative tasks.
• Nearly $7,000 was overspent, miscoded or otherwise erroneously handled.

3. If my position is eliminated: Support Pool?
“The idea of creating a support services pool, where all of the support staff could work for all of the 
divisions is an idea that I've been considering for a couple of years. I was looking at a pretty 
desperate picture of not enough revenue and too many expenses. So, I decided that we needed to try 
to see if we can get the support work done with fewer people.” — 3/4/04 email from Tony Vecchio

• No further information about how my duties will be handled has been given.
• A support pool may be helpful in situations where:

• managers and support staff work in close proximity;
• ongoing working relationships between managers and staff are not necessary; and
• administrative tasks are routine, such as data entry, answering phones, and filing.
None of these cases apply to the zoo.

• Any division with a budget deserves a dedicated support person familiar with that division’s 
needs, suppliers and procedures to track that budget.

• Budget proposes a .25 FTE increase to a Guest Services Secretary.

4. Where can the money come from?
• It will cost about $45,000 to keep me at the zoo (salary + fringe)
• Summer Cultural Festival - $51,000 add
• Secretarial increase in GS - $8,000 add

5. Design Division asked to pay disproportionately to its size
• We are a small division: 5.8 FTE with approximately $600,000 total FY04 budget.
• Our division has maintained a budget at or below 1999 levels for the past 5 years.
• Our FTE has remained flat over at least the past 10 years (0.05 increase during this period). 

Requests to add FTE over the past several years have not made it to Council.
• Proposed cuts would reduce our FTE by 22% and our personnel by 29%

(2 out of 7 would leave).
• Of the 4 “warm bodies” that would have to leave the zoo, half are from Design.
• The work we do directly impacts visitor experience. It is irresponsible to create new exhibits 

while eliminating staff who help build and maintain them.

SUMMARY: Maintaining the 0.8 FTE Design Services Administrative Secretary position will 
provide the zoo with valuable writing and editing skills, prevent costly mishandling of funds, 
and help preserve a proven successful division structure.
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Date: April 15, 2004 
To: Metro Councilors
Re: Metro Budget, including Proposed Excise Tax in Metro FY 04-05 Budget

I am Deanna Mueller-Crispin, a member of the Board of Directors of the Tualatin 
Hills Park and Recreation District (THPRD). I am here today speaking on my 
own behalf and on behalf of the President of our Board, John Griffiths, as the 
whole Board has not yet had an opportunity to discuss and take a position on this 
issue.

I would like to make a few points in support of Metro President Bragdon’s 
proposal to establish an excise tax on solid waste disposal to support public 
access and site improvements to four regional parks and greenspaces 
purchased with funds from the 1995 bond measure, and one comment on 
another aspect of the Budget.

Mr. Griffiths and I support the proposed excise tax as an equitable way to provide 
much-needed funding to help regional parks, trails and greenspaces. More 
specifically:

1. The excise tax would provide a stable funding source for existing Metro 
parks and for management of new open space sites. This is particularly 
important as a source that could be used to provide matching funds to 
leverage grant funds from other sources for much-needed restoration.

2. One of the areas slated to benefit from the new funding. Cooper 
Mountain, is of special interest. THPRD staff have been cooperating in its 
master planning process through the Cooper Mountain Project Advisory 
Committee. Site improvements on Cooper Mountain could be a very 
positive thing because:

a. Cooper Mountain is close to population centers in Beaverton and 
Washington County.

b. It is a large park that will provide resource-based, non-programmed 
recreation opportunities, complementing yet offering differing 
activities from those in THPRD’s Nature Park.

c. Without a stable source of funding, development of public access 
and other related improvements to be identified in the Cooper 
Mountain master plan is problematic for the foreseeable future.

3. The proposed “Technical Services Program” could aid local jurisdictions 
in acquiring rights-of-way, planning and grant funding. All these activities 
are critical factors in helping to meet the service level needs desired by 
residents.

4. The new fund would also support stewardship, restoration of the land, 
educational and recreational opportunities in existing Metro sites. This



follows the public’s desire to provide good ecological stewardship for 
properties already in public ownership. These activities maintain and 
improve the quality of life for everyone in the rapidly growing Portland 
metro area.

One additional thought. Although the new excise tax is necessary, it is not 
sufficient to maintain Metro’s ability to support its on-going commitment to habitat 
and natural areas. Mr. Griffiths and I are also concerned that there be adequate 
funding in the Metro 04-05 budget to implement a successful Goal 5 fish and 
wildlife habitat program (now under development). Metro needs to continue its 
commitment to complete development of and to implement this program. It is 
particularly important that Metro be able to maintain their strong technical 
capability in mapping as the Goal 5 program continues to be developed, and to 
monitor its results over time once the program is adopted.

\hank you for the opportunity to comment
iearuia '^ellef^ri^iri 

8570 SW White Pine Lane 
Portland, OR 97225
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Date:

To:

April 15, 2004

Council President, David Bragdon 
Councilor Rex Burkholder 
Councilor Carl Hostica 
Councilor Susan McLain

Councilor Rod Monroe 
Councilor Brian Newman 
Councilor Rod Park 
Michael Jordan

From:

RE:

David Kato, Graphics/Exhibits Designer, Oregon Zoo

Oregon Zoo Proposed Budget FY 2004-05:
• Elimination of Administrative Secretary, 0.8 FTE, Design Services
• Elimination of Graphics/Exhibits Designer, 0.5 FTE, Design Services

FTE positions:
• I am a graphic designer, 1.0 FTE, at the Oregon Zoo. Two of my coworker's positions have been 
eliminated in the FY 2004-05 budget. For our department, this represents 22% of our FTE and 
29% of our personnel.

• Katherine Otten and Stewart Sonderman are not merely 0.8 and .5 FTE. I work side-by-side with 
them and I see them as full, 1.0 people.

The visitor experience will be diminished.
• It will be devastating enough to loose two outstanding coworkers, but, there will be a greater 
loss to the visitor experience. Virtually all that Design Services does is focused on creating a 
positive and fun zoo experience, or helping other departments accomplish the same.
See our your copies of our recent Annual Reports.

• As a designer I depend heavily on Katherine. Although she is classified as an Administrative 
Secretary, she does far more than data entry, telephone answering and filing. She is an integral 
part of the design team. Her publishing background makes her ideally suited to our department.

• Katherine not only understands, but anticipates our needs. She understands the design jargon. 
For instance, Katherine, fully understands, "Katherine, please research and find me photos of 
black rhinos, in tiff format, 300 dpi., 5" x 8" x 25 megabytes". I doubt anyone in a secretarial pool 
would even begin to understand this.

• Katherine's excellent writing, editing and researching skills would be difficult to replace as there 
is no one else at the zoo to replace what she does if her position is eliminated.

• Stewart Sonderman brings much design experience and maturity to the department. And, 
since, Stewart's work is now primarily involved in zoo exhibits, the elimination of his position will 
impact our ability to continue making the zoo experience positive and fun. Who will do the work 
and where will the funds come from? Stewart's salary does not come close to what it would cost 
to contract out what he currently does.

•Stewart was hired by Design Services to meet Tony Vecchio's recommendation to do more work 
in-house, whether designing new exhibits or renovating older exhibits. How will the zoo maintain 
the benefits that Stewart currently brings to the zoo?

Summary:
In summary, both positions directly impact our ability to continue delivering products and 
messages that enhance the visitor experience. Our value-added benefits are not measured in 
dollars, but in the laughter and smiles of our visitors.

Please restore the Administrative Secretary and Graphics/Exhibits Designer positions.

Thank you!
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2420 SW Boundary Street 
Portland, OR 97239 
April 9,2004

Metro Council 
Metro
900 SE Grand 
Portland, OR 97232

Subject: Budget

Dear Metro Councilor:

I am writing about two programs that I think Metro should fund that are not in the 
President’s recommended budget.

Compost specialist

Composting of yard debris and food is essential to reach the regional recovery goals. 
RSWMP counts on composting to account for 21% of total tons of waste diverted from 
the landfill to reach our 2000 goal and 33% of total waste diverted to reach our 2005 
goal. Collection of food from large commercial generators was to have begun in 1997, 
from small commercial generators in 2000, and from households between 2000 and 2005. 
Here’s what the region has achieved compared to the 2000 goal:

Home composting Commercial organics collection
2000 goal 11,100 tons 41,700 tons
2002 actual 8,555 tons 12,000 tons

The current compost specialist has done a good job of assuring the health of yard dehris 
compost facilities and expanding backyard composting. But there is still a huge 
potential: About 20% of landfilled waste is yard debris and food, and with good systems 
and incentives, most of that could be recovered.

Composting is also important to conserve resources. Soil cannot continue to grow food 
and fiber year after year without being replenished with organic matter. Compost allows 
soil to retain nutrients and water, thereby reducing demand for water, fossil fuel 
fertilizers, and toxic pesticides.

For these reasons I propose that a compost specialist be incorporated into the budget but 
that the position be upgraded so that the staff person would have expertise in food 
composting. I think it would be a serious mistake for Metro not to have a compost 
specialist at this crucial time when an infrastructure needs to be established for 
commercial organics. You need new initiatives. In addition to collection of commercial 
organics, on-site composting at businesses and institutions is a logical extension of home 
composting for households.

You also need to keep the momentum you’ve started and the public trust you’ve built.
For example, each year tens of thousands of households move into the Metro region. 
These households need access to good information and inexpensive composting bins if



we are to maintain a high participation rate. The Earthwise certification program makes 
it possible for consumers to purchase compost they feel confident about. If people get 
compost that doesn’t perform well, that will hurt the long-term market.

Sustainable procurement position

I also recommend that Metro add to the budget a half-time person to focus on sustainable 
purchasing. If Metro is to be a model of sustainable business practices, the two most 
important things it can do at this time are 1) implement a sustainability management 
system and 2) hire a half-time person to focus on sustainable procurement. One of the 
largest impacts that Metro has on the environments is its expenditure of $90 million in 
annual purchases. A staff person devoted to procurement could do the research to 
determine the availability, performance, and price of more sustainable products and 
services. She could then coordinate with other local governments to stimulate demand, 
standardize specifications, and minimize any price premiums.

State and local government purchasing in the US is $1 trillion annually (compared to 
federal procurement of $200 billion). That gives a lot of power to local governments. By 
establishing sustainable procurement policies and then forming a coalition with other 
local governments, Metro could achieve perhaps more than it does by lobbying and 
public education. For example, in addition to lobbying for elimination of toxics in 
electronic products, Metro could write procurement specifications that obtain the same 
objective. Instead trying to persuade manufacturers to take back their computers for 
reuse and recycling, Metro could put that requirement in its specs.

Other possible cuts

My first choice would be to have no other cuts. My second choice would be to give 
waste reduction priority over development of green spaces. My third choice would be to 
cut other solid waste programs.

If other solid waste programs must be cut, one possibility is in Public Outreach & 
Education. I note that it has 12.33 FTE whereas Waste Reduction has 7.67 FTE, a 
proportion that seems out of balance considering the effectiveness of each in reaching the 
waste reduction goals. The Public Outreach & Education programs don’t seem to get 
evaluated to determine their value. What is the benefit of the calendar the RIC publishes? 
The billboard art? The “Reduce Junk Mail” kit is very popular, but no one has checked 
to see whether it works.

Another possibility is the Regional System Fee Credit of $450,000, which subsidizes 
recovery at dirty MRFs. This subsidy has outgrown its usefulness. It was first employed 
to protect the recovery investment of MRFs when Metro’s tip fee fell $12 a ton in the 
mid-1990s to $63 per ton. However, the tip fee has increased in the last few years and 
could approach $70 per ton this year. The MRFs have made no additional investment in 
recovery equipment, and post-collection recovery levels have been flat for several years. 
This credit is simply subsidizing annual operations.

In addition, here are some specific programs that I think could be cut:



Reduce SOLV
Reduce/eliminate HW intern program 
Eliminate special project grants 
Reduce competitive grants to local governments 
Eliminate product stewardship program 
Eliminate school billboard art project

Respectfully yours,

$12,500
64.000
13.000 

100,000
82,200
78.00

Jeanne Roy



O^/SOHd- IC

Good afternoon councilors.

My name is Avory Gray, I am a graphics/exhibits technician in the 

Design Division at the Zoo.

You’ll be hearing from all of us in the division today briefly 

summing up our opposition to the proposed layoffs of our .5 fte 

designer and our administrative secretary. My intent is to introduce 

the discussion with a bit of context to help you understand what 

our division does and who we are. I know Zoo jobs can sound 

esoteric, and the job titles don’t really explain much.

I began working in the division in my current position in 1984, and 

I was hired permanently in 1985.1 have always held this same 

position although I did serve as interim manager during 98-99 

during the recruitment process for a manager. When I started the 

division was the “graphics department” and was part of the 

Education Division. At some time around 1988 I think, I did not 

take the time to look up the exact date, it was decided that the 

division really served all the zoo divisions and the zoo public 

directly and should be a separate entity.
Soon after that it was realized that as a distinct division we needed 

our own administrative assistant and we have had one ever since.

Our work deals with all facets of what the public sees and 

experiences when they visit the zoo. We produce new material and 

maintain exhibits. As some example, in the last week or so I have 

written an RFP for pa systems for educational programs in the new 

Trillium creek family farm; created giant birthday cards for visitors 

to sign for packy and rama this weekend, refilled the fluid in the 

fog machine in the entry plaza (which is a huge hit with the kids!), 
designed produced certificates for the top corporate donors for an 

OZF luncheon, setting up a new DVD player in the penguinarium.



and making a number of signs to direct visitors to activities at 

Rabbit Romp. Each of us does just as many varied tasks and our 

annual reports for the last two years will illustrate that as well.
We have never had enough staff to do everything we would like to 

do. We are responsible for maintenance of all exhibits on grounds 

but sometimes that takes a back seat to an urgent request for event 

materials. There is always a backlog. We currently provide six day 

coverage which helps insure that true emergencies can be handled. 
Anything that adds extra tasks will result in something having to 

get pushed back.

If I can draw your attention to the budget chart that I handed out, I 

want to be clear that we don’t want to be misleading with regards 

to other divisions’ budgets. Some divisions have drastically grown 

or shrunk and that is largely due to the shifting of departments 

from one to the other. But we feel it is worth noting that our 

division has decreased its budget over the last five years without 

any such administrative changes. Education and marketing are two 

divisions that increased their budgets steadily although they had no 

such changes.
The bottom line is that over the last twenty years the zoo had 

grown tremendously. We’ve added exhibits, improved the 

technology of our interpretives, increased our attendance, added 

staff overall, increased the number and scope of educational 

programs and marketing driven events. We have added an exhibits 

department and shifted to producing new major exhibits almost 

entirely in-house. The Design division has continued to support all 

these endeavors and other divisions as well as initiate our own 

improvements to the visitor experience, and we have done it all 
with negligible budget changes.
We just don’t feel it makes sense to gouge a small division that has 

run responsibly and effectively for so long for so well.

Thank you very much for your time.
I’ll be happy to at least try to answer any questions?
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4.15.04

Statement by Stewart Sonderman Concerning Budget Cuts

I’ve been with the zoo for 3 years as a part time employee in the Design Services 
Division. During that time my supervisor has requested each year for an increase in my 
FTE to full time. Each request has been denied. These appeals have not been made in 
order to alleviate my own needs but because of the added demands on my division. Now 
I face the possibility of losing my position altogether.

I am listed as a Graphics/ Exhibit Designer as are two of my colleagues but our skills are 
quite different. Where as they specialize more in the Graphic fields, most of my work 
relates to physical designs of interpretives, signage, and interactives.

Part of what I do is to work closely with Education, Animal Management, the Oregon 
Zoo Foundation, and our Exhibits department creating large scale new exhibits for the 
Zoo.

More specifically when new projects come along, I work with education to develop 
themes and possible interpretive opportunities based on the exhibits physical layout. I 
then generate concepts and present them to all involved in the project. Once concepts are 
finalized, I create working drawings, refine design details, and coordinate fabrication and 
installation.

This is not to mention the graphjc layouts, illustration coordination, photo allocation,__
proofing, material selection, contracting, and text development that must happen during 
this process.

I am an industrial, exhibit, and graphic designer, project manager, and production artist 
which combined allow me to work on a variety of projects.

I do not think this is a beneficial move for the Zoo with the upcoming projects and 
renovations that need to happen in areas such as penguins and the primates building.

The work I am able to do for the Zoo could easily cost 50,000 to 100,000 in design fees 
alone at the going rate of 75.00 to 100.00 for professional design services. Exhibit work 
will continue at the Zoo and I only hope I have the opportunity to do the same.
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City of

WILSONVILLE
in OREGON

30000 SW Town Center Loop E 
Wilsonville, Oregon 97070 
(503) 682-1011
(503) 682-1015 Fax 
(503) 682-0843 TDD

April 15, 2004

The Honorable David Bragdon and Metro Council 
Metro
600 NE Grand Avenue 
Portland, OR 97232

Dear Council President Bragdon and Metro Council;

I am writing to support your budget proposal for Fiscal-Year 2004-05 related to funding 
improvements at four key properties around the region to develop the next generation of regional 
parks, one being the Wilsonville Tract. As you are aware, the City of Wilsonville has been 
working on a Master Plan for this 230-acre property for the last two years, and before that 
worked for many years toward protecting the property. With Metro’s support, we have been able 
to make great strides in these efforts.

I am a strong supporter of creating a long-term, stable funding source for making these 
improvements, promoting environmental education and conducting habitat restoration on 
properties purchased with funds provided by the 1995 Greenspaces Bond Measure. You are to 
be commended for your vision in wanting to provide citizens with an opportunity to have quality 
experiences with nature close to where we live. I appreciate the approach for supporting our 
regional park improvements, especially since the impact on the average household will be quite 
small—under a $1.50 each year.

The Wilsonville City Council recently adopted the Wilsonville Tract Master Plan and Natural 
Resources Management Plan and has forwarded a recommendation of approval to the Metro 
Council. I understand that this item will be before you in the near future. At this time, there is 
substantial local momentum behind this master plan, and strong support for this site to be opened 
to the public. The City of Wilsonville has and will continue to be a strong partner in 
implementing the concepts envisioned in the master plan. Metro has done an outstanding job of 
acquiring and protecting significant natural areas and open spaces throughout the region with the 
funding provided by the 1995 Greenspaces Bond Measure. The time has come for the vision to 
be taken to the next level.

o "Serving The Community Wih Pride"
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The west side of Wilsonville is beginning to see the results of years of good planning and 
projects are beginning to coalesce. With construction planned at Villebois this summer and the 
completion of improvements to Boones Ferry Primary School, and the developing curriculum at 
the Center for Research on Environmental Science and Technology, the timing for this proposal 
could not be better. Wilsonville is poised and ready to begin to implement the concepts 
contained in the Master Plan.

Sinci

Charlotte Lehan 
Mayor
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• Thank you council President Bragdon and 

distinguished Council members for listening to 

my testimony today.

My name is John Foseid and I have been the 

compost pr^Scts coordinator for metro for the last 

nine years.
I’m here to strongly recommend the/pomposting 

program be reinstated into the budget so that 

program can continue to serve the citizens of the 

metro region. The program cost is a very reasonable 

considering the positive effects it has on the entire 

region (the business community and residents) and i1 

should not be abandoned.

Program is more than “home composting” as 

stated in the budget rfpoit.
Program elements and benefits are: 

o Compost bin sale This program is the most 

successful bin distribution program in the 

United States. Governments representatives 

from all over the country call me for my



advice on how they ean model our program. 

Over 80,000 bins have been sold to date 

o Diversion and savings 

o 80K bins X 500 lbs ea. per year = 20,000 ton 

per year. Diverted.
o 20,000 X ten years (bin life) = 200,000 tons 

diverted from landfills at no eost to Metro.
• H^^e^^mposSi^^osts Metro $ 6 - $8 

per ton (over the life of the bin) to 

promote and implement.
• Savings to public
• Retail value $80.00
• Publie charged $ 25.00
• Savings to public $ 55.00
• 80,000 bins sold X $55.00 (public 

savings) = $4,million 400 thousand 

dollars savings to the public. NOW 

THAT’S SERVICE

o Earth-Wise testing (has national recognition 

as a model program for quality assuranee of 

eompost) hold up artiele. Other Government 

agencies use this program as a benchmark for



their compost permit renewal requirements 

(Clark County) State of California.
0 _ C<yVAp03T
o Technical assistance to processors (no region 

in the nation has more facilities 14) and 

metro has a partnership with these businesses 

to provide a needed service. They count on 

Metro’s technical assistance to keep them 

from becoming a nuisance to the public 

o
o Market development of compost through 

the erosion prevention (Soils for Salmon) 

water quality and fish habitat issues, 

o Greenstreets program 

o Wet lands development with the Parks 

divisionQ

Partnerships with other agencies local governments, 

DEQ, Dept of AG, and compost industry partners on 

compost issues 'to
• Clopyralid study



DOA restricted the use and sale of this heijDesid( 

from the marketplace to protect the compost 

industry

Conclusion

This agency represents 1.2million people three 

counties and 24 cities animetro should continue to 

represent them in the compost industry.
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AUDUBON SOCIETY OF PORTLAND
1902-2002

Celebrating 100 years of inspiring people to love and protect nature

April 15, 2004

Metro Council 
600 NE Grand Ave.
Portland, OR 97232 ~

RE: Metro Regional Fish and Wildlife Protection Program 

Dear Metro Councilors,

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Phase II ESEE decision and 
draft program recommendation. I am testifying on behalf of the Audubon Society 
of Portland and our 10,000 members residing throughout the Portland 
Metropolitan region. The written comijnents below are based on our preliminary 
review of the draft staff report and pi^itmmaty ALP decision for the regional fish 
and wildlife plan. We expect to have addition comments as deliberations proceed 
over the next month.

By way of general remarks the draft recommendation contains some positive 
features. Making no outright allow decisions is clearly an important provisional 
decision critical to establishing a program that can realistically achieve the goal of 
improving the overall health of environmental conditions in the region. We 
appreciate the value and significance of this aspect of the draft recommendation 
for a regulatory program.

The staff report also identifies key issues to be considered in revising the draft 
recommendation. The most important issue for us is the need for protection of 
high value habitats in order to achieve the overall goal and meet key 
environmental criteria a scientifically defensible fashion.

To do this, Metro must incorporate components of the habitat-based approach in 
the Option 1 series into the regulatory program. We must increase for protections 
many high value habitats regardless of ownership or development status, 
particularly those that support the ecological integrity and connectivity across the 
region or provide critical habitat to sensitive or at risk species.

Specifically, we request the following revisions to draft recommendation for a 
regulatory program:

5151 NW Cornell Road • Portland, Oregon 97210 • (503) 292-6855 • FAX (503) 292-1021
www.audubonportland.org 1

Printed on 100% post-consumer recycled paper with soy ink \ ^

http://www.audubonportland.org


1. ) Re-evaluate protections for high value riparian habitats (Class I and
II). Increase protection of Class I and class II riparian habitats (primary 
function) in high and medium development value areas to ensure 
avoidance of impacts that could jeopardize ecological connectivity and 
viability of riparian corridors. Avoidance could include rezoning, density 
transfers, and redrawing center and industrial land boundaries. Many of 
these high value riparian areas include undeveloped floodplains. The 
region needs to cease allowing develppment (clearing, grading, paving, or 
building) within the 100-year floodplain and 1996 flood inundation areas to 
maintain the social, ecological, and economic value of these lands for the 
habitat and ecosystem services values they provide. These areas also 
represent high restoration potential and will likely serve as important 
mitigation sites to maintain ecological functions lost elsewhere to 
development.

2. ) Identify highest vaiue habitats where development should be
prohibited. The draft recommendation does not include or acknowledge 
the need for prohibiting development on some of the region's highest 
value, irreplaceable habitats. There will be sites where the program can 
and should protect a resource, regardless of ownership or lot 
configuration, by prohibiting development. Given the degraded condition of 
many of our urban streams and watersheds we would find it difficult to 
develop a scientifically defensible approach that can credibly achieve 
program goals for habitat connectivity and conservation of sensitive 
habitats and species without prohibiting development on some sites. The 
highest value riparian habitats including key connective areas within 
existing water quality management areas, floodplains, and habitats of 
concern represent iocations on the landscape where prohibitions on 
development should be considered.

3. ) Increase protections for upland wildlife habitat along unmapped
headwater and intermittent streams and steep slopes outside Title 3 
water quality management areas and Habitats of Concern. The low
and moderate levels of protection applied to upland wildlife habitat should 
be revaluated across all wildlife habitat categories. The draft program 
recommendation should increase protections necessary to maintain and 
improve water quality by protecting unmapped streams (including 
intermittent streams) outside water quality management areas. The 
program phase should consider applying Clean Water Services Design 
and Construction standards for intermittent streams draining less than 10- 
100 acres throughout the region. Stronger protections for upland habitat 
on steep slopes (greater than 25%) and debris flow hazards mapped by 
the Department of Geology and Mineral Industries would optimize 
economic and environmental outcomes by reducing habitat loss, forest 
canopy removal, soil compaction and associated cumulative watershed



impacts while also reducing threats to life and property from increased 
landslide and debris flow hazard.

4.) Analyze cumulative impacts of decisions and reVise Phase II
decision. We must maintain flexibility to revisit the ESEE decision based 
on the substance of the program decisions and an analysis of the 
environmental consequences of those program decisions.

We request the following in moving forward with the developing a Regulatory 
Program.

1. ) Prohibit and Limit Definitions: The definitions for prohibit and limit
designations used in the ESEE analysis should be the starting point 
defining a regional program since they were the basis evaluating the 
degree to analyzing environmental, social, and economic and energy 
consequences. These definitions are:

a. Allow - subject to existing regulations and where none exist, habitat
. assumed to be lost to development over time.

b. Lightly Limit - 50% of habitat protected.
c. Moderately Limit - 65% of habitat protected.
d. Strictly Limit - 80% of habitat protected
e. Prohibit - 95% of habitat protected

The new definition of lightly limit in the staff report would appear to depart 
from these definitions in assuming lightly limit treatments would result in 
“no loss of development capacity.” This was not assumed in the Phase II 
ESEE analysis and would significantly increase the negative 
environmental consequences of the program options.

2. ) Avoidance of roads and utilities impacts: The staff report also
proposes to allow “trails, roads, and other public access to meet the public 
good” under the definition of strictly limit. Strictly limit must apply different 
avoidance criteria for roads and utilities than applied to trails in riparian 
habitats. For example the direct and local impacts of an individual road or 
utility stream crossings may be minimized and mitigated but the 
cumulative basin-wide impact of multiple crossings, even if minimized and 
mitigated locaily, could still (degrade the resource. Minimizing stream 
crossings at a landscape’^^uld require avoiding them at particular sites. 
One standard developed for the Damascus Community Design establishe4 
1,200 feet (or two blocks or a five minute walk) maximum distance 
between crossings to reduce iosses to riparian corridor continuity.1

1 Damascus Community Design Workshop, Final Report. Online at: 
http://www.designdamascus.org/damascus%20fmal%20reix>rt/Final%20Reix>rt.pdf

J

http://www.designdamascus.org/damascus%20fmal%20reix%3ert/Final%20Reix%3ert.pdf
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3. ) Mitigation: The staff report identifies mitigation as an important program
tool and lists key issues to be resolved in developing a program. They 
include mitigation ratios, where mitigation will occur, monitoring and 
enforcement. We feel that mitigation must ensure functionaliequivalency 
of lost habitat (no net loss), monitoring and enforcement, and occur within 
the resource/sub-watershed sites that formed the basis of Metro’s 
inventory of regionally significant fish and wildlife habitat.

4. ) Need for vegetation clearing standards: The staff report failed to
address the need for clearing controls or ordinances to sufficientiy 
dissuade habitat destruction in advance of development or permit 
applications. Several local jurisdictions have provisions that create a 
strong disincentive for habitat destruction in advance of development 
applications. These should become a part of an effective regional 
program.

Thank you for the opportunity to input. I look forward to working with you in 
crafting a final recommendation.

Sincerely,

Jim Labbe
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the Urban Growth Boundary 

to meet the region’s industrial needs

Chief Operating Officer’s 
Recommendation 

April 2004



Keeping the region a great piace 

to iive, work and do business

Purpose
•Primary purpose of managing land use and urban growth boundary is to keep 
region a great place to live, work and do business
•Choices made must balance current needs and values with future

2002 UGB Decision - Industrial work is a continuation
•Met the housing and commercial needs in 2002, largest UGB expansion in OR 
history
•Still a shortfall in industrial lands, approximately 2,000 acres

Balancing Objectives
•Accommodating population growth while maintaining compact urban form
•Have to manage the line but we have to balance the built environment with 
preserving natural resource areas
•Assuring land is allocated for uses that best fit its characteristics 

•Making certain that public services and infrastructure are feasible 

•Protecting natural areas and productive agricultural lands



Changing nature of industry

(Intel Ronler Acres on left, Synopsys on left)

Changing nature of industry of our economy 

•Emergence of high tech and reduction of forest products jobs 

•Out-sourcing production jobs which includes service and professional jobs
•Integration of research, development and production functions into single 
buildings or a cluster of buildings, blurring lines between office and 
manufacturing
•Increased emphasis on integration of land-use policies and regional economic 
strategies
•Metro can’t address all of these issues in this boimdary decision, but it can 
begin to weave them into the discussion and its long range thinking for future 
land use decisions
•We heard a lot from industry that we need large parcels of land but over the last 
6 months the discussion has evolved to one that is centered around flexibility
•The definition of industry has continued to evolve, it raises questions about 
where the economy is headed in the future. We don’t think it includes 
manufacturing but we can’t forecast the type or land needs of industry in the 
future.



The challenge

Key Questions
•How much overall land should be considered and where should it be located to 
meet the shortfall?
•How can we better use the land inside the boundary?
•Where is the regional economy going?
•What kinds of businesses and jobs are likely to flourish and what building and 
land needs will they have?
•How do we build flexibility into our planning? How do we distinguish between 
office and industrial land and do we need to?
•How do we accommodate the state’s interest in nurhuing traded-sector industry 
- those industries that concentrate around talent and other resources, sell their 
products and services outside Oregon, and provide living wage jobs?



Public involvement

Public involvement
•Public involvement started in 2000 in support of the Council’s 2002 UGB decision. 
The 18-month “Let’s Talk” outreach included public opinion polls, stakeholder 
surveys, small-group discussions called, “Coffee Talks,” a regional conference, 
commxmity workshops, a televised town hall discussion, open houses and public 
hearings.
•In all, more than 9,500 people participated and thousands more saw a related television 
and newspaper series, “Your neighborhood. Your future.”
Industrial lands specifics
•To better understand these issues, Metro staff met with the building and commercial 
real estate and development community, freight and business interests representing 
manufacturing and industrial-based jobs as well as local jurisdictions and individual 
property owners throughout the region.
•In October 2003 Metro sponsored an agriculture symposimn to learn more about the 
direct inpact of urbanization on farmers and the farming industry.
•In February, 57,000 brochures were mailed to potentially affected property owners and 
interested persons to update them on the industrial land study.
•Open houses and other opportunities for involvement were publicized via Metro's e- 
mail list, Metro council newsletters, community organization and business association 
newsletters. 16 ads were placed in The Oregonian and community newspapers. A 
telephone hotline message contained open house information and allowed people to 
record comments.
•Six (6) open houses were held between March 2 and March 30, drawing more than 
1,300 people.
•Industrial lands interactive map~uirMt;tro*irweb~siteTeceived'nearly~800Tisits in die 
month of March alone.
•Metro received a total of 616 comments. Most comments (506) came in as comment 
cards from open houses. The remainder came via e-mail, letters and phone calls



Policy recommendations

Use industrial land efficiently & flexibly 

Apply commercial surplus - 393 acres 

Expand UGB to meet needs of industry

Decision addresses more than just adding industrial acres 

Moving parts of this decision are as follows:

•Regulations in Title 4, last year we did not map the RSIA areas- the intent is to 
use land most efficiently - we propose to do that by restricting commercial uses 
that do not serve industrial users and direct them to centers. By creating RSIA’s 
and by limiting the scale of retail stores and services in industrial areas, the 
region will save about 1,400 acres inside the urban growth boundary from 
conversion to non-industrial uses

•Applying the 393 acre commercial land surplus- responds to the changing 
nature of industry is testimony that office/industrial is a trend

•Lastly, amend the UGB to meet the industrial land shortfall of approximately 
1,600 acres



Choose farm land that is less 

important to viability of agriculture 

in the region

If farm land must come into the boundary, choose land that is less 
important to the viability of commercial agriculture in the region

1. AfBrm Metro’s commitment in the Regional Framework Plan to 
protect agriculture and forest land;

2. Recognize agriculture as an important regional industry in its own 
right;

3. Avoid to the greatest extent possible, expansion of the boundary on 
to farm land that is critical to the viability of commercial agriculture

• To accomplish these things recommending incorporating the policy direction 
in Ordinance #1041 but not the site specific nature

• Future discussion - By affirming this commitment to protect farm and 
forest land affords Metro the opportunity to start a discussion with our rural 
neighbors and the state about deciding whether the boundary should be an 
ever-expanding line or if there may be logical stopping points.



Summary of recommendation

Provide land for jobs
Position the region for the next discussion 

Respect the agricultural Industry’s needs

Exceeds the 1,575 net acre land need after applying the saving fi-om adopting 
Title 4 regulations and applying commercial land surplus.

Total recommended= 1,635 net acres



Recommendation specifics

•Transition to Lydia Neil
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Title 4 - Preserving industrial land
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•During the last year MTAC, MPAC and the Metro Council have struggled to 
determine the right amount of restrictions to support industrial business and 
balance the flexibility needed to accommodate supporting commercial services 
and the changing nature of industry. Purpose- preserve industrial land and 
freight capacity.
Additional Land Efficiency
•Recognize that smaller, closely sited retail and service businesses for the 
convenience of industrial employees -
•Title 4 commercial restrictions: RSIA’s 3,000 sq fl/20,000 sq ft. Industrial areas 
5,000 sq ft/20,000
•Airport- accessory uses supporting airport functions are allowed, same- training 
facilities
•RSIA + industrial areas: Non-retail offices uses are allowed with a 
transportation test- “do not reduce off-peak performance on main roadway and 
corridors on freight map”
•No back sliding for jurisdictions that prohibit office in industrial or have more 
restrictive retail regs
Issue of Medical Facilities
•Land intensive - do they have the same needs as industry?
•Should medical and hospital facilities over 20.000 square feet be allowed in
Regionally Significant Industrial Areas and other industrial areas?
•Traffic to and from medical facilities will interfere with the movement of 
freight. Such facilities should be located in areas where transit is available or 11



Urban Growth Report calculations
Supply and demand comparison Net vacant acres
Demand 9,366
Supply 3,681

Deficit (5,685)
RSIA and Title 4 policy savings 1,400

Adjusted (deficit) (4,285)
2002 UGB decision 2,317

Remaining industrial land need (1,968)

20-year industrial land need

•UGR- includes a projection of the region’s land needs for the next 
20 ye^s
•Required to assess the supply of land inside UGB and compare with 
demand
•Growing sectors: W/D, GF, TF - roughly 70% of land need is for 

W/D use (1,337 NET ac)
•Addressed the deficit by adding land in 2002 and projected making 

a policy change in Title 4
•Result- still have a shortfall of 1,968 net acres of land
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Adjusting the lan(i supply

Supply and demand comparison Net vacant acres
Industrial land need 1,968
Less commercial land surplus (393)

Remaining industrial land need 1,575

Apply commercial surplus - 393 acres

Adjusting the land supply

•Apply the commercial land surplus to reduce the industrial shortfall
•Reduction is appropriate because more industrial users will locate in 
commercial office type buildings.
•Office space is now incorporated in many industrial uses especially technology 
related businesses.
•A Employment UGR identified a surplus of commercial land within the present 
boundary. It seems reasonable to apply the surplus of commercial land to the 
industrial land shortfall to respond to the changing needs of industry.

13



Recommended areas
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rcreekTualatin, Wilsonvi 
Coffee Creek, Quarry

•Concentrated around 1-5,1-205 and Hwy 26 

•Goal 14 drives some of these location decisions 

•Suitability factors are a key
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Damascus West

HWY
Darriascus
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•Contains Tier 4 resource lands, includes no exception land, 102 GROSS ac, 69 
NET ac
•Important component of following Goal 14 Hierarchy of lands - can not skip 
over (lower value farmland must come in 1st)
•Located within 1 mile of a planned industrial area
•Provide additional employment and compliment the Damascus town center
•Has limited large lot potential
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Beavercreek
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•Includes Tier 4 resource land and no exception land, 63 GROSS ac, 30 NET ac 

•Contains 1: 63 ac parcel- 30 net buildable ac.
•Contains remaining portion of the golf course that was added to the UGB in 
2002
•2002 expansion area is in concept planning now
•Compliments the existing Oregon City industrial area and Clackamas 
Coimmmity College by adding additional industrial land
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Borland Road North

Rivergrov

•Contains all Tier 1 exception land, contains 575 GROSS ac, 164 NET acres 

•First priority in Hierarchy of lands
•Bounded by Tualatin River to the north and 1205 to the south 

•Over half acres are not developable
•Although area has good access to 1-205, the area has a lot of constraints - it is 
not very productive
•Constraints: several schools, large churches, rural residential and natural . 
resources
•Likely that City of Tualatin will provide services to the area from the west 
•Presents an opportunity to comprehensively plan the entire basin 

•1-205 is a good buffer from agricultural activities to the south
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Tualatin, Wilsonville East, 
Coffee Creek, Quarry
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4 areas: Wilsonville east, Tualatin, Coffee Creek and the Quarry
Quarry:Tierl: 354 GROSS ac, 236 NET acres, adjacent to 2002 expansion, part is needed for 
transportation coimect
•Within 2 miles of an interchange, 1 mile of existing industrial areas 
•Limited agricultural value due to active mining use
•Concept planning will happen in conjimction with adjacent 2002 UGB expansion 
•Contains a small amoimt of environmental resources 
Wilsonville east: 641 ac, 460 net ac. Tier 5 contains the best soils
•agricultural viability is poor due to lack of water, conflicts w/urban residential uses- contains 
class 1/ II soils
•Isolated from larger agri- commimity by Newland creek canyon 
•Located within 1 mile of existing industrial, 2 miles of an interchange 
•Of all study areas it has the best aggregation potential (50-100 ac lots)
-Area is xmlikely to be suitable for residential use due to BPA easements and facilities located 
through out the site
-Conditions: establish a buffer from existing residential uses to the west and south
Tualatin- Tier 1 exception land, 646 gross ac, 339 net ac
•Meets 1 mile from industry and 2 miles from an interchange factors
•Area is surrounded by non-agricultural uses, contains conflicting uses and constrained areas
•Condition: I-5/99w connector alignment may be located in this area- identify and include in 
concept plan, may define city boundaries
Coffee Creek- Tier 1- exception land, 264 gross ac- 97 net ac., located west of prison 
•Within 2 miles of an interchange, 1 mile of existing industrial areas 
•Extensive natural resources: floodplain and T3, Metro Greenspaces land 
•Southern portion is adjacent to the 2002 UGB expansion area and can be planned together 18



Helvetia

CORN'ELURDHillsboro

•Contains Tier 3 and Tier I exception lands, 249 GROSS acres, 149 NET acres
•Bounded by West Union Rd to north and Helvetia Rd to west, surrounded on 2 
sides by the UGB
•Adjacent to existing industry and has services available, immediately adjacent 
to Shute Rd interchange at Hwy 26
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‘ Comeliu

•Contains Tier 1 (exception) and Tier 5 resource lands - 206 GROSS ac, 91 NET 
ac
•Located within 2 miles of TV Hwy- a pprtion of the area may provide land for a 
localized W/D use or other types of industry
•Located within 1 mile of existing industrial area
•Contains two exception areas (bookends east and west between 43 ac of EFU 
land)
•EFU portion is necessary to provide services to the two exception areas
•Addresses a community need for additional industry and an expansion of the 
City of Cornelius tax base
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Additional areas to consider
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Hillsboro

Two areas are proposed for consideration if the Council chooses to consider 
different land or makes different policy choices regarding Title 4

Evergreen- large area 985 gross ac, 730 net acres, 1/3 is exception land
- Located within 2 miles of Hwy 26, within 1 mile of existing industrial land
- Considerable util, (redundant power, specialty gas, sewer, water) - Shute and 
Evergreen Rds, adjacent to a large industrial base
- Shute Rd expansion area is in the final stages of concept planning
-Area could be reconfigured based on natural boundaries (Wiable Creek to the 
north)
-Challenge - defining edges and respecting farm industry concerns

West Union- 368 gross ac, 133 net acres. Tier 5 with a small ammmt of 
exception land
- Within 2 miles of Hwy 26, majority is located within 1 mile of existing 
industrial area
- The portion of the larger study area proposed for consideration is class I and II 
soils not class HI and IV
-Area has significant natural resource constraints, Metro greenspaces pc in 
center of the area makes the area very challenging
-West Union Rd to the south has transportation challenges
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Areas excluded

•Some areas meet 1 or 2 of the suitability factors but were not included because 
of other issues:
•committed uses: concentration of housing on fairly small lots (less than 5 
acres), churches, schools
•Natural resource areas, slopes greater than 10%
•Disconnected from the UGB or intervening rural residential uses
•Small potential areas that would not meet the 300ac “neighborhood” threshold
•Constraints separated viable pockets of areas
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Portion of Springwater

Area to remove

•Area is part of the Springwater area and includes 90 GROSS ac, is proposed to 
be removed because of natural resource constraints
•Area was originally included to address the need for a connection to Hwy 26 

•Concept plaiming has determined this coimection is not necess^
•Removal reinforces the green corridor agreement with the City of Sandy
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King City
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Area to remove

•Includes 18 GROSS ac (Tax Lots -1,300, 1,400 and 1,500)
•Removal satisfies the removal requirements and it is not need to maintain either 
the 20 yr land supply for residential, commercial or industrial land
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Recommended areas
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Tualatin, Wilsonville

Coffee Creek. Quarry

Areas to be removed
• King City
• Portion of Springwater

Additional areas to consider

Areas excluded

25



M ETRO
PEOPLE PLACES 

OPEN SPACES

Metro logo/tagline

26



^'' ' — ^ ~i /'i_*....... s,?*1 »-S^: ■’f '

^Hi

' /•. .■: ''i^jf.

' n« \V :X\
Tv''■'<'<'-»•-.V

, 'A)

Metro Fish and Wildlife 

Habitat Protection
Phase II ESEE Analysis 

Recommendation
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Recommendation

• Accept Phase II ESEE report
• Recommend Option2B, modified
• Recommend four non-regulatory 

options
• Provide direction on development 

of regulatory and non-regulatory 

options
• Recognize that this is an interim 

action
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Habitat Quality

Based on ecological function

• Class I Riparian: highest value
• Class II Riparian: medium value
• Class III Riparian: lowest value

• Class A Upland: highest value
• Class B Upland: medium value 

1 Class C Upland: lowest value
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Urban Development Value
Based on assessed value, employment 

density, 2040 design types

• High: includes city center, regional centers 

and regionally significant industrial areas

• Medium: includes town centers, main 

streets, station communities, other industrial 

areas and employment centers

• Low: includes corridors and inner and outer 

neighborhoods

• Other: includes parks and openspaces, rural 

areas outside UB with no design type



Allowing, limiting and 

prohibiting development
Allow: allow development subject to 

existing local, state and federal 

regulations
Limit: restricts development as defined 

in Step 3, program phase

- lightly limit
- moderately limit
- strictly limit

Prohibit: restricts development unless 

all economic use of property is lost



Regulatory option
(2B, modified)

Habitat
quality

High urban
development
value

Medium
urban
development
value

Low urban
development
value

Other urban
development
value

Class I ML SL SL SL

Class 11 LL LL ML ML

Class III LL LL LL ML

Class A LL ML ML SL

Class B LL LL ML ML

Class C LL LL LL ML

Impact
areas

A A A A
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Regulatory option

Limits deveiopment in habitat areas

Recommends no additionai reguiation in 

impact areas

Class I riparian receives the highest level of 

protection (ML, SL) with consideration for 

Highest urban development value

Other habitat classes receive protection 

with consideration for urban development 

values

Parks and rural areas get the highest level 

of protection reflecting habitat values
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Non-regulatory options

Develop proposals for implementing:
- Technical assistance to property owners, 

developers or local jurisdiction staff

- Grants for restoration and protection on 

both private and public lands

- Willing-seller acquisition for open space 

preservation and the development of a 

revolving acquisition fund

- Property tax reduction programs
particuiarly as an incentive to encourage 

landowners to work cooperatively to leverage 

ecological Improvements
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Program direction
Clearly define what is meant by "limitff

Clarify effects on existing development and 

redevelopment

Explore opportunities for regulatory and 

program flexibility

Research effective means of mitigation, 

mitigation banking and restoration

Maintain a habitat inventory correction 

process

Define program monitoring

Define implementation strategy for non- 

regulatory programs
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Comments due at Metro by 2 p.m. May 20, 2004
YOUR OPINION COUNTS

Regional fish and wildlife habitat protection
Si I4e<h^rt ________

S' 'VdSc.U Citv/State/ZIP~Pa^TM-A/C) 0/3- <l'^'23 ej
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Your written 
comments will 
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and presented to

Do you want to be placed on the mailing list?J0^yes Q no

Comments (please print) Turn in completed card, mail to address on back or fax to (503) 797-1911.
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