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BEFORE THE METRO COUNCIL 

l·OR 1·1 IL PURPOSC OF AMLND ING 
MC I RO CODE Cl !APTER 5.02 TO 
/\MEN D DI PO AL CHARG ES AND 
SYS I EM FEES 

ORDINANCE NO. 0-1-10-12 

Introduced by: Michael Jordan. Chief Operating 
Officer. with the concurrt:nce of David Bragdon. 
Counci l President 

WHERE/\ , Metro Code Chaptt:r 5.02 establishes solid waste charges for disposal at Metro 
outh and Metro Central transfer stations; and. 

WHEREAS, Metro Code Chapter 5.02 establishes Ices assessed on so lid wasle generated with in 
1he District or delivered 10 solid waste facili ties regulated by or contracting" ith Metro; and, 

WI-I EREAS, pursuant to its charge under Metro Code Chaptcr 2. 19 .170. the Sol id Waste Rate 
Re\ iew Commillee, has revie\\ed the Solid \VaSH.: & Recycling depanment" s budget and organi1a1ion. 
and has recommended methodological changes to the calculation of administrative and overhead cosls. 
and the allocation of 1hese costs to rate bases; and. 

WH EREAS. Ml!l ro's costs for solid waste programs have increased: no\v, there fore. 

THF f\lETRO COU CIL ORDAi A FOi.LOW : 

~ection I. Metro Code ~ection 5.02.025 i~ amended to read: 

5.02.025 Disposal Charges at Metro South & Metro Central Station 

(a) The fee for disposal of so lid waste at the Metro outh Stat ion and at the Metro Central 
Station shall consist of: 

( I) The following charges for each ton of solid waste delivered for disposal: 

(/\) J\ tonnage charge of $+2.55 -17 7'i per ton. 

(8 ) The Regional Syslem Fee as provided in ection 5.02.0-15. 

(C) An enhancement fee ofS.50 per ton, and 

(D) DCQ fees totaling S I .2-1 per ton; 

(2) All applicable solid waste laxes as established in Metro Code Chapll:r 7.01, 
\\ hich excise taxes shall be stated separate I); and 

(3) A Transaction Charge of $9.506.00 for each Sol id Waste Disposal Transaction. 

(b) Notw i1hstanding subscclion (a) o f"1his ~cct ion, 1hen: shall be a mini mum solid ,,aslc 
disposal charge at the Metro Sou1h Station and at the Metro Central _ tat ion for loads or so lid wa-,tc 
"eighin!:, 22(!>-+{J pounds or less o r S 17. "hich shall consist of a minimum Tonnage Charge of $7 ~O I I 00 
plus a Transaction Charge or $1J 'iO<i oo per Transac1ion. 

Or<l1n,,ncc '-o. 04-1041 
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(c) Total Ices assessed in cash at the Metro South Station and at the Metro Centr::i l Stat ion 
shall be rounded to the nearest \\ hole dollar amount. \\ ith an) S0.50 charge rounded dO\\ n. 

(d) The Director or the olid Waste & Recycling Department 1m1y wa ive disposal Ices 
created in this section for on-commercial Customers or the Metro Central 'talion and of the \ilctro 
South Station under e:-.traordina111 • emergency conditions or ci rcumstance!>. 

ectio11 2. Metro Code Section 5.02.045 is amended to read: 

5.02.0-l5 ) stem Fees 

(a) Rel!ional \stem Fee: Solid waste S)Stem facilit) operators shall collect and pa) 10 

Metro a Region::i l System Fee or$ I 'i _2_U~ 6.5 7 per ton for thc disposal or so l id waste gencratcd, 
originating. colkctcd, or disposed or within Metro boundaries, in accordance with Metro Code Section 
5.01.150. 

(b) Metro Facilit\ Fee: Metro shall collect a Metro Facilit) Fee ors 1.09 per 1011 for all solid 
waste delivered to Metro Central Station or Metro outh tal ion. 

(c) ystem fees described in paragraph (a) shall not appl) to e:--emptions listed in ection 
5.0 I. I 50(b) o r this Code. 

Section 3. Effective Date 

I he pro\ isions or thi s ordinance shall become effective on Jul) I. 200-1. or 90 da)s after adoption by 
Metro Counci l, whichever is later. 

ADOPTED b) the Metro Council this __ day or ___ _ _ __ . 2004. 

ATI EST : 

Christina Billington, Recording Secretary 

Ord11i.111cc o0-1- 10-12 
l'ag.c lif. 2 

David Bragdon. Council President 

Approved as lo Form: 

Daniel B. Cooper, Metro Attorney 



'TAFF REPORT 

I CO ID[R/\ 110 01· 0RDIN/\1\O 0. 0-1-10-12 !"OR T IIE PURP0 L 0 1 AML DI, G 
METRO CODE CHA PTER 5.02 TO AME D DISPOSAL Cl IARGES A D SY TEM FEES 

Date: Fcbruar) 24, 200-1 Prepared b): Douglas Anderson 

BACKC RO 0 

Summary 

Ord111ance No. 0../-10./2. and u co111pa111on Ordi11ancl! No 0../-/0../3, would eswhl,sh solid wa1te 
/el!:, (h lll not t'\·c•1.11! tux) for Fr 100../-05 The t11'u urd111u11cl!s urt' relllled. aml d1,111gl!.1 tu ,mt' 
should bl! reJll!ded in chllnges to th!! other 

Ord111oncl! No U../-10../2 1s tlw hllsic roll! ordinance lldopteJ hy Counc,I ellch year. T/11.1 orch11w1c·e 
wnemls ,\/etru Code Chapter 5.02 lo set threl! husic rate:, tht' 1ru11suct1unjee u11J to1111uge charge 
at Metro 1ra17.1fer sllltions, ancl 1he Regional System Fee charged llgainst llll regional solid 1vus1e 
J1.1po.llll. By selling these rate.1. 1he .\fe1ro llp fet! 1s l!Stob/1shed The ord111am:e a/.10 adJmts the 
111i11111111111 load charge to rl!_flect lhese dw11ges 

IJ<!pe11di11g 011 1he Council 's decisions on !he Solid Wa.1·1e & Re1.:yding budget. aa·eptw1ce of 1he 
reco111111emlations <?f the Solul ll'asle Rote Re,•1e11· ('01111111//ee. and the FY 100../-05 t!Xc1se tax, the 
.\le/rt lip Jee would rise _fi-0111 ii:, rnrrem S6- /8 per /011 10 either S68 ../../ or 57 0 9- per ton on 
111crt!ase ranging from SI 26 lu SJ ~9 per 1011 T/11:, 111crec1.1e i.l exag_!!,eralt!d b.i the Ji.ict that the 
rnrre111 llp fee 1s suhs1di: ed by SI, h111 1hl! Ff 200../-05 rntl!s are proposl!d at 1he1rfi1/I c·os1 rl!cu,·e1T 
leve/.1. Depend111g 011 1hese same dr!Cis1ons, the transuct1011 Jee (an 1111por1an1 co111po11e111 of 1he 
Ji:,posal clwrgl! al .\le1ro 1ra11sf'i!r ~W/1011.1) \\'Ould remwn jlar 01 56 00 or rise as much as SJ 50, to 
S9 50 T/11.1· difference 1s largely a .fi111c.:1io11 4 rite Solid IVasre Rat/! Reviell' Co111mit1ee 
rL'C0/11111e11da11011.\ 

The co111pw11011 Ord111a11ce No 0../-/0../J amends ,\le1ro Code Chapler 5 OJ tu estahlis!t ne11· license 
and fi'anchise fees lo he charged al pri1•ate(1'-0ll'11ed fac:ilities. Tlit.'SI! 11e11• jees, reco111111e11ded hy 
rlw Solid ll'aste Rale Re1·iell Co111111i1tee, are designed to recm·er ,\lelro 's co.its of rt>g11/a1111g 
prll'ale facili t1es Unlike Melro 's olher roles, the 11ew license}i'a11d11se fees 11•01ild 1101 he 111c111.,.ed 
hy cu.110111ers of ,\Jetro rramfer s1a11011s. By absorbing somt! of t!te cos/~ c·11rre11tly reco,·erecl hi 
!hi! Regional System Fee, 1hese 11e\\' dwrge.1· reduce 1he l?eg1011al S1•ste111 Fee !f Ordinlllll'e 1\/o 0./-
/ 0../J 1s 1101 adop1ed. 1he /e,•e/ <~/ the Regwnul Sys1e111 Fee in Urd11w11ce Xo. U../-10../2 11 011/d lwn' 10 
he ad1,1s1ed 

Because of 1/te hue/get sc!ted11/e t!tis year the 1111111erical \'(/Illes of t!te F)' 100../-05 rules fwd 11()/ 
ht!en re\'/ell'ed by the Su/id ll'aslt' Rate Rel'ie11· Co1111111/lee a.1 of th<! fi/111g de£ull111e for the 
ord111a11ces T!tis re,•iew is expectl!J ht/ore 111id-Afarch, and should ht! funrnrded 10 Council prior 
lo Aflll ch 25, 11·h1ch 1s 1/re last day lo make s11hs1w11ive a111e11d111i!IIIS to the ord11w11ce.1 and re111a111 
011 1ru, k for a )11(1· I imple111e111atio11 date for 1he nell' rates 

L,er) )car. the Council adju!>tS solid \\aste rates to account for changes in co~ts. tonnage, and to remain 
in compliance with the rate covenant of'the bonds. Council must adopt rates by ord inance. The Metro 
Char1cr req ui res at least 90-Jays betwccn adoption of the rate ordinance and thc effecti,e date of the ratcs. 
I li:; toricall). Metro has targeted Jul) I as the ert~ctive date for new rates. l'his date is a matter or 

~taff Report t,> Ordinance Nu. O..f -1042 
l'J~e I of6 



conve 1ience. allowing for busi ness planning and coordination by Metro. loca l governments and the solid 
"aste industr). !-IO\\ever, there is no legal requirement 10 meet this date. 

An additional ekment this year is a detailed study of the Department's cost structure by the olid Waste 
Rate Revie\\ Committee ("RRC"). fhe RRC requested this stud) after the FY 2003-0-l rate proce s. in 
order to improve the quality of their professional recommendations. 

The cost study has implications for rates. because a basic sta11ing principle in rate-setting (and articulated 
b) the RRC) is that recovery of costs should be related to the causes of those costs. More simply put. 
users ( or beneficiaries) should pay for the goous and services thcy consume. all else equal. If the cost is 
gcnerated b) a public policy choice say. the provision of hazardous waste collection- then the 
beneficiaries should pa). For e:-.ample. in the case of hazardous waste, all regional ratepa) ers contributc 
to paying the costs or Metro ·s program. 

The RRC recogniLes that this principle is a starting point. and not the onl) determ inant of rates. 
I lowc,cr. the RRC felt that thcy were not in a position to give Council the best advice until they had a 
firmer empirical grasp on the basic mechanisms that generate Metro·s solid waste costs. 

As a result of the cost study. the RRC ma1'.es 3 general recommendations on allocations and rates. listed 
below. Ordinance o. 0-t- 10-t2 and 0-t- l0-t3 reOcct these recommendation on cost allocation . As 
mentioned in the summary. however, the RRC has not yet reviewed the specific numerical FY 2004-05 
results of these allocation policies, as the budget was not yet available. 

ummary 
Rate Review Committee Recommendations on Cost Alloca tions and Rates 

I .\fw111w11 oji11011ciol model of the true Ji,// cos / a/programs 011d ser1•1c:es. ond 
allot·ate /iil/y-loaded programs and services large~i• occording 10 1he currenl ra/e modd 
This recommendation is based on the RRC's opinion that the curn:nl rate model (I) allocates the 
direct costs of programs and services appropriately with the exception of private facility regulator) 
costs and debt service; and (2) docs nol work as well for relating the costs ofadmi11is1ra1ion and 
overhead with the activities that causc those costs. ce Table I (ne'\t page) for more details. 

] Es1oh/isl, u IH' 11'.fo!e. 
A nc,v l"ce, 10 be levied on non-Mctro users or the S) stem should be established. This 
rec(' mmendation is consis1en1 with collecting the true and full costs of programs from the persons 
\,ho cause thc cost- in this case. privately-owncd and Metro-regulated facilities. 

J. Ex1t11d 1!,e philosophy ohol'e 10 1he recove1:i• of debt service. 
Debt sen ice (amortized capital costs) should be partitioned into two elements, one representing the 
cost of utilized capital. and the other representing the cost of underutilized. or "'slrnndc<l" capacit). 
Users- Metro customers- should pay for the utilized portion. and the entire region should pay for the 
stranded capacit) through the Regional ystem Fee. 

For more bac1'.ground on these points, see Table I, ··Rate ReviC\\ Committee Preliminary Findings on 
Cosl Allocations," on the following page. 

Stall R.:pnn to Ordinanct.: No. O..t- 1042 
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{.\:nter 

Disposal 
~ervices 

Programs 

Debt 
service 

Table I 
Rate Review Committee Preliminary Findings on Cost Allocations 

Dir1:.:1 Costs 

Currently allocated to 
:'vletro customers. RRC 
agrees with status quo 

Currently allocated to all 
regional ratepa) ers 
through the RSF. 

RRC recommcncls that 
regulatol) and audi ting 
functions be allocated to 
a ne\, fee paid b) non-
Metro customers. and 
agrees that the balance 
should remain nllocated 
lo the RSF. 

Administrative uppon & Overhead 

Administration & overheat! arc currently allocated to all regional 
ratepa) ers through the R r. Therefore, 11,letro customers as a group 
pay for administration & overhead in proportion lo tonnage current ly 
-17.5° o, or about $3. 1 million. l\on-1' letro customers pa) the balance. 

The RRC's preliminal) findings on the $6.45 million in 
administration, o, erhcad and service transfers in the FY 2003-0-1 
budget, arc:* 
o Disposal operations generate administrative and overhead costs or 

about $2.10 million. This amount should be paid b) the persons 
,,ho cause those costs: namt:ly. trans fer station customers. 

o Regional programs (such as ha1ardous waste anti waste reduction) 
arc respons ible for about $4.15 million. This amount should be 
paid by the beneficiaries of those programs; namidy, all regional 
ratepa) ers. 

o Private facility regulation generates about $204.000 of 
administration and overhead. This amount should be paid by the 
persons who cause those costs; namely, l'vletro-rcgulated faci lities. 

In order 10 belier associate the activit ies that generate these costs. the 
RRC recommends that: 
I. rhe true administrative costs or programs and services be 

established; 
2. These costs be added to the direct costs of programs and services; 
3. These full:r-loaded programs and sen ices be allocated lo rate 

bases according to the recommendations on direct costs {column 
left ). 

Recommend dividing into two parts, representing ( I) utilized capacity & (2) underutil ized, or 
"stranded" capacit). Allocate the utilization portion to ;-.. 1e1ro customers {representing pa) menl for 
use), and the stranded portion to the RSF (representing policy that all ratepayers should pay for 
oublic investments undenal-.en on the behalf of the region). 

* Observation. A fair allocation of administration & O H costs to Metro customcrs would be the entire 
S2. I mi llion associated with disposal operations, plus $2 million (-1 7.5%, the lonnage sha re) ol' the costs 
associated wi th reg ional programs, for n total of S-t. I mill ion. Thus. the "tonnage share" allocat ion that is 
implicit wi th in the current rate model collects about SI million less from Metro customers than when fu l I 
costs an<l cost causation are accounted for. 

Comparative Analysi of the Rates 

taff employed the RR C's allocation recommendations to ca lculate the rates in this o rdinance. These 
rates and the e ffect on Metro ' s tip lee are shown in the following tablc. The fi gures in tht: co lumn under 
"This Ordinance" are the ratcs implemented b) Ordinance o. 04-10-1 2 ns filed. 

Although til l! overall increase in the tip fee i~ reasonable and in historica l range (less than $2. o r 1.9 
percent ). thc changes in the , arious components are large ( t)\ er 50 percent increase in th\.! case of the 
transaction fee). In the past, the RRC has recorrnnenck:d against abrupt "steps" in th\.! rates; and lor this 

'Ital I R-:ptll1 to Ordinance o. 0.J -10-12 
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reason, staff expects the RRC to looJ... critically at the implementation path and phasing of its 
recommendation once the comminee has had the opportunity to review these resu lts. 

Table 2 
Components of the Metro Tip Fee & Change, FY 2003-0-l to 2004-05 

Shown for 2 Different Rate Modl:IS and 2 E:-.cise Tax cenarios 
(al l ligun:s 111 dollar~ pcr 10n) 

Current FY 2004-05 Rates 
Rates Based on Curn:nt Rate Model !'his Ordinance 

Rate Comoonent ( FY 2003-04) Rules Change Rates Chanl!e 

l ransaction Fee S6.00 $6.00 - $9.50 S3.50 

Disposal Operations S 42.55 $ 43.79 S 1.24 S 47.45 S4 .90 
Rcg.iunal ) ~tern Fee S 16.571 S 16.30 (S0.27) 1 ) 13.20 (S3.37)1 
l:..,cise I all. $ 6.32 s 6.61 $0.29 $ 6.61 S0.29 
DEQ Fees s 1.2-l s 1.24 - s 1.2-1 -
I lost Fcc $ 0.50 $ 0.50 - $ 0.50 -
T ip Fee $ 67.18 1 68.-l-l $ 1.26 69.00 S 1.82 

With new excise rnx 1 S6- 18 S70.41 S3 23 S70.97 S3 -y 

I hc FY 0J-0• rate is ("hought do" n") b) the fund bu lance. l"he unit cust is about $ I high..:r at $17.56. mal..1 11g 
the u11subs1di1cd tip rec S68 18 ton 1·01 bcuer eo111parab1lll). SI should be subtracted from the changes. ( l·or c,,unplc. the 
200-l-05 up l.:c under the current rate mndd \\Ould b.:co111<.: an 1m:n:asc or t>nl) 26c rather than\, 1.2<>.J 

.?. bsurnc, e,1c1ts1011 or dim111atio11 ot"thc sunset on the ta, for Park, I he re,ulung total rate ol 6 61 1, hi.L,e c,c"c Id\ 

ratc ,>1')5 58. plus 5>1 OJ 1,ir Parl..s 
,\\,t.mcs ~8.58 total rate = base e,c1sc ta, rate u!"S5.58 T SJ.00 Jdd111011al ta, 

Mdro also imposes charges on privately-owned facilities and non-s) stem licensees. The~e charges arc 
added to the private per-ton costs. The lees arc sho" n in Table J. 

l able 3 
Components of Metro Cha rge on Pri, ately-Owned, Metro-Regulated Faci lities 

Rates and Changes, FY 2003-04 to 2004-05 
Sho,\ n for 2 Different Rate Models and 2 Excise fa:-. Scenario~ 

\Jll ligun:, 111 Juliar, pa 1011) 

Current FY 200-1-05 Rates 
Rates Based on Current Rate Mode l l his Ordinance 

Private Facili ty Charges (FY 2003-04 ) Rates Change 
Regional ys tem Fee 16.57 1 16.30 ($0.27) 
F,cise Ta:-. 6.32 $ 6.6 12 S0.29 
License Franch ise Fee3 - - -
Total cha rge $ 22.89 S 22.9 1 $0.02 

With 11e,v excise ta.x·1 $22.89 $24.88 SI 99 

- Footnotes lll this tJhle 111t1) he found al thc top ol the nc,1 pagc-

, taffRcpon to Ordinancc o. 0-1- 10'12 
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6.6 12 S0.29 
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J h.s rate is subsicJi1ecJ ("bought cJo"n") b) the luncJ halJncc Unit cost rate is SI higher ,tl S 17 56 ,\II other rates 111 this 
t,1hlc arc un,11hsiJ111.'J rate, lhc .:,e1,c l,I\ 1s calculated b) a ,eparatc fonnula ,c1 lorth 111 Metro Code Chaptc1 7 0 I 

2 '\ssumc, c,tension or cl1111inat11111 of lhc sunset on thew, for Parb I he rcsult111g tot..il rate or $6.61 is . ha,c c,~i,e ta, 
r,lle ul S5 58. plu, $ I 03 tor l'arl-,. 

3 Thc l.1<:ensc1l·r,mch1se Fee siHl\111 is the a, crage ratc per tun Rate, incum::J Jl 111JI\ 1Ju,d lal'llll1c, 111,1) be l11ghcr or hl\\cr 
1l1.1·1 tlm ligun:. 
A"umc, S8 58 llllJ I ratc base c,c1,c ta, rate ol S5 58 T S, OU .1cJJitional ta, 

INFO RMATION/A ALYS I 

I. Known Opposition. 

Although no specific opposit ion has been voiced as of th is writing. there is precedent for opposition 
to solid waste rate increases. The folio,, ing are historical react ions from various w,cr groups: 

Haulers. Haulers· reactions to rate increases ha\'e been mixetl. But generally. haulers tcntl to 
dislike rate increases because these costs arc passed on to their customers. and the haukrs are 
t) pica II) the first in line 10 field the resu lting complaints and potential loss of business. In 
some local j urisdictions that regulate haulers· service charges. the allo,,cd rate-of-return is 
based on the cost-of-sales; anti in some of these cases, haulers may profit mi ldly from a ra te 
increase because it increases the base on ,,hich their rate of return is calculated. I lo\\e,er. 
historically. the majority of haulers have testi fied that negative c.:uslomer relat ions issues 
outweigh any other advantages to rate increases. and therefore haulers have genera lly opposed 
such increases. 

Ratepa ye rs. Ratepayers' costs will go up. Ratepayers t) pically oppose rate increa e\, al though 
increases of$ ! to $2 per ton have historica lly not 11101iva1cd significant opposition. However. 
the current economic climate ma) mag.nil) the effect ofan) rate increase. 

Mh.ed Reaction. 

Recycling Interests. Rec)cling interests have hi!>toricall> supported higher disposal lee:,. 
because that makes n;cycling relatively more attractive. I lowever, becau c the Regiona l 
·)stem Fee is levied on disposal on ly, it is a pO\\erful region-\\ide price incenti , c for 
recycling- and for this reason. recycling interests would tend to disagree wi th reductions in 
the Regional ystem Fee. 

Probable Support. 

Prhate Facilit) Opera tors. Private solid waste facilit) operators ha\e historical!) supported 
increases in Metro's tip ll:e because their own pri vate tip fees can fo llow the public lead- so 
long as the increase is not due primaril) 10 the Regional ystem Fee. ,,hich is a cost 10 thesi.: 
same operators. Because this ordinance raise:, the tip fee through an increase in the tonnage 
charge and transaction fee, and at the same time reduce:, the Regional S) stem l·ee (although 
this reduction is partial!) offset b) the imposition of the ne\1 license franchise rec ), tacilit) 
operators arc li kely 10 support this changi.:. 

Private Disposal Site Operators. Landfills and private transfer stations si mply pass any changes 
in the Regional System Fee on to tht!ir customers. The reduction of the system fee means that 
private operators havi.: an opportunity to reduce or hold the line on their own tip fees. As all 
but one local private disposal operation are rate regulated (the C.\ception being Forest Grove 
Transf'cr talion). the increase in the Metro tip fee is not liJ.,.cl) to confer any rclati,e pricing 
advantages. 

\ta! I R~pun to l)rJ111Jnc.: o 0-1- 1042 
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2. Lega l Antecedents. Metro's solid waste rates arc set in Metro Code Chapter 5.02. An) change in 
thL'se rates n.:quin.:s an ordinance amending Chapter 5.02. Metro reviews solid wast1:: rates annual I), 
aml has amended Chapter 5.02 "hen changes are warranted. 

3. Anticipated Effects: rhis ordinance \\ill increase the cost of disposal at letro transfer stations. 
I listorically. most private lacilities ha,c mirrored the Metro increases. The reduction ol'the Regional 
System Fee \\ill improve operating margins at private fac ilities. \\hich prov ides Metro \\ith an 
opportunity to examine the level of Regional ystem Fee credits. 

-1 . Budget Impacts. These rates arc des igned to recover full) the department's budgeted costs. Thl.!sc 
ratl.!S arc in full compl iance with the rate co,enant of the solid \\aste revenue bonds. 

RE.COMl\1 EN DATION 
The Chicf Operating Offi cl!r generally recommends adjustment of solid "astc rates to recover costs and 
rl.!main in compl iance with the bond covenant. I lowcver, the Ch ief Operating Offi cer awaits the final 
fi nding~ and recommendations ofthc olid \\ ,tste Rate Re\ ie,, Co111111i1tl!e bclon: tal--ing a spccilic 
posi tion on Ordinance No. 04- 1042. 

'>talf lkpt.111 10 Onhn,111c.: 1\o. 0-1- 10-12 
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Agenda Item umber 3.2 

Ordinance o. 04-1043, For the Purpose of Amending Metro Coe.le Chapter 
5.03 to Amend License and Franchi se Fees; and Making Related Changes to 

Metro Code Chapter 5.01. 

Second Reading 

Metro Counci l Meeting 
Tuesday, May 4, 2004 

Sunnybrook Service Center 



BEFORF T l IE METRO COUNCI L 

rOR ., H[ PURPOSE Or AM[NDING 
f\11::TRO CODL' Cl !APTER 5.03 l'O 
AML:J\ D LI CENSE AND FRANC! II E 
I LE . A D MAKING RELATED 
CII A GI:: TO MCTRO CODE 
Cl IAP I ER 5.01 

ORDI A er, 0.04-1043 

Introduced by: Michael Jordan. Chier Operating. 
Oftici::r. ,, ith the concurrt:ncc or David Brag.don. 
Council President 

WI IERl..:,A . Metro Code Chapter 5.03 establishes fi..:es for sol id waste fac ilities that an.: 
rranchised by Metro; and. 

V.. I IEREAS. the Solid Waste Rate Re, ie\\ Commi11ee has re,ie,,ed the Solid \\'as1e & Rec)cling 
Department's budget, and has recommended 1hat ce11ain costs of regulating sol id waste facilities. 
current I) recovered from the Regional ystem Fee. instead be recovered from license or franchi se fees ; 
and. 

WI IEREAS. the FY 2004-05 Regional )Stem Fee set forth in Metro Code section 5.01.0--15. as 
amended by Section 2 of Ordinance No. 04-1042, reflects the reallocation of certain regulator, costs to 
license Jnd franch ise fees; no,, therefore. 

Tl IC METRO COUNCIL ORDA IN A FOLLOWS: 

ection I. Metro Code Chaptt:r 5.03 shall be retitled ··License and Franchise Fees and Related Fees ... 

cct ion 2. Metro Code Section 5.03.0 10 is amended 10 read: 

5.03.0 IO Purpose and Authorit} 
It is the purpose of this chapter to establish ..,,+lt<l w<1c,lc' di-sp<hitt-iicc11sc and franchise fees charg~d to 
pcr~on~ ~ulateJ pursuant to \ktro Code ~<.:tio11 Chapter 5.01.14-0~~e~ on per~~l!1\ lin:nsed IQ_ u~c a 
Jllin-s,sll:m tacili1, pursuc11ll In :vk1ro Crn.k ~cctio11 5.05.035: a11d kes colkctql from lhCI~ offlicililics 
f21?er.;l!.!!1g_J!!1dcr ,pccial <u;.n.:em..:111~ "i.lh 1\1c1rn..,!dllP.teJ Jl\JL\Uanl 1Q.._1_\.k1r11 Cmk ~.:ct ion "·O_~.O~O, 
hcrcalk1 "Designated l'acilit, ,\!!.n.:emcnh.·· 

Section J. Metro Code Section 5.03.020 is repealed. 

Section ..t. Metro Code Section 5.03.030 is amended to read: 

5.03.030 Annual License. Franchise and [)c.,il!natcJ f"a.:ilit, Fees 

(a) I iccn.,ce-,. Ffranchisces and panic" to Dc~iµn,1wd Facili1, \grt·cmc111~. h~Ut'l~ c1 "11l1d 
v.-<1.,l<c' d,~po~ttl ~n.1111;hi~ ...... shall pay to Metro an annual frnnchi.,e l'ec,;_as ~ct IQrtlt i111hi" sccttDll. Such fee., 
~hall be paid 1111hc m,u111cr ,LnJ .Lt thc 1i!_11c i:<,:qu1rcd b) 1hc l h1cl Opc1a1111!! l!llicc1011 t}t helote-J.d-1111,H)' I 
lll ec1d1 year f1H"- lhHt <.:ctl~ndt1r~~·H1. 

Ord1nant·i: \lo 0-1- I 0-13 
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(b) 1\1111ual ,,,liJ wa.,lt> Ji-.po,;al frandii,~lee · shall l11:! e<rn!--i'>l ol .1 li,cd char-.ge ',,.-~00 per sile h ~cl 
furth in !he folio,, ing 1,!hl.£_plw,.i.J.Sharge per ~111 ,1,lid ,, asll·. e,clus1, ,: ol ,ource-'>L'[llirated matcrial~ 
aCCL'P!~_d h; the ,ill'."'' ~l'l ronh in lhl' f~1ll0,1 iJJ_g_!abl~ 

F11ti11 1-i,ed Site FeL' I 011trn"c l\ ·c 
Pam to J l)F ·\ \() '-.0. 77 
l .1cc1~ccs: 

I 1rc_froce,-.._or s 3()() - ;:/J 
Yard Debris \~ill) :..2!J 
Roofing Pr~ccsso_i: $300 - so 
'\011-S) '-. lClll ':,.1(_)_(_) ::.U.T 
Mi xcd \\'a\lc ol her $_,,(Hill )0. 77 

I r.inrlli_,ce ~.,l)(H) ',() ,-, 

L<.: 1 \ot\\ iJh~t,111di111.;. lhl' char!!.c, -..ct fi.mh 111 sub,cctio.!!..lQ) •. prt¼-•..tJtc'J. l1t1w~c1 . 1ha1 sa id I ,,cd ~ttL· 
11 cc shall be $100 per sile ,, ith no L<.O_J__[Q!111a_gj;_I cc for each 1w11-~ ,t<.:m liLcn,cs ftiltwhi .... eth• W-lha1 
,inly lr,111,pon,,ect'i-\--~ waslc e,du,i,e_h_ l'rom th~ .1 li cc11-..ed or franchise\lt' 1:1L1lliL1H--H compan::-. 
p::11111ership or corpora1ion ttr\\ hich t-ltc--t+ttttL~has a financial interest 111. and i, h<.:ld in 1l1L· ,.1mc 11.11111: 
,h. lhc 1H111-,1stc111 I iccn,ec.: 

(de) I ict.:11!'-ce,,__F liw1chisces and pan1es lu D..:,igi_iatcd Fanlll} t\grc..:menh who arc issued 
liccn,t·,_,__ franchi ses ill.. Dc-.. i!!.n.111.:d Facilit1 .\grcc111c1~during a calendar :-ear shall !XI) a fee computed on 
a pro-raled tttta~basis such 1ha1 (~~J.he ,,1ml' rmp9r11011 of1he annual Ice shall be charged for 
an) tjlli!rt<:'r or-portion or a .u;;_ir 4mir11,~r that the I iL·..:n~c. franchise or Di:~iµ.11.\lcd I· aL i Ii 1 \ .\ grl'c111c111 is i 11 

effect. rl1c franchisee shall thereafter pay the fee annual!) as required b) subsection (a) or !his section. 
Franchi ,c Ices sha ll not for any reason be refundable in whole or in par!. Annual fr::i nch ise fees shall be 
in addil on to franchi se applica1ion fees. 

eclion 5. Me1ro Code ec1ion 5.03.040 is amended 10 read: 

5.03.040 on- Payme nt of P·fntl€ttt',c- Fee'> 

(a) The issuance o f any lici:rt '>L', l'ranchise or lks1µ.11,tt1.:d I .tcrlfil ,\µ.1..:1..:1111.:111 s ha ll not be 
effccti,e unless and un1il 1he annual franchise fee has been paid for 1hc calendar )ear for which the 
franchise is issued. 

(b) Annual franchi se fees are due and payable on Januar) I or each year. Failure to n:mil 
s.iid fee by said dale shall conslilute a violntion 01'1he Metro Code and of'1he franch ise and shall subjecl 
th..: fr::ind1isee 10 t.:nforcemelll pursua111 10 Code ec1ion 5.0 I .180 in addilion lO an~ other ci, ii or criminal 
remedies Melro may have. 

Section 6. Melro Code Sec1ion 5.03.050 is amt.:nded 10 read: 

5.03.050 Trans fe r and Renewal 

For purposes or !his chapter. issuance of a franchise shall includc renewal and tram,lcr or a franchise: 
provided, however, 1ha1 no addi tional annual franchise fee shall be paid upon lransf'er or renewal when 1h-: 
annual franchi se ke for the franchi se being 1-..:ne,\ed or transferred has been paid for the cakndar) ear in 
which lh<.: transfer or renewal becomes ertcc1ive. 

OrJ111ancc Nu 0-1-10-13 
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ection 6. Metro Code Section 5.01.1-10 is amended to read : 

5.01.140 L icen~e and Franchise Fee::. 

(a) I he .innual fee for a solid wnste License or ~hdl-1 not~\n~~d tht'et! h1111d1 cJ dolfah l '>, ,(JO t. 
dth.l-+ht: ,u111u..tl lcc-1~11 a solid \\ttste rranchise shall he ..1~ wt tl1rth in \ktro C11J e lh..1ptcr :-.o :; .11,11 e\'-1.;cd 
1i,e--hundt't."d Jol lur" ($.:'>00). The Council may revise these fees upon 90 days written notice to each 
Licensee or Franchisee and an opportunit) to be heard. 

(b) The License or hanchise lee shall be in tH.ldition to an, other rec. ta, or charge imposeJ 
upon a Licensee or Franchisee. 

(c) The Licensee or Franchisee shall pa) the License or Franchise fee in the manner and JI 
the time required by the Chief Operating Officer. 

cction 7. EfTecti,e Date 

Thc provisions of this ordinanc1: shall become etTecti\c on Jul) I, 200-1 or 90 da)::. !"rom the date this 
ordinance is adopted. wh ichever is later. 

/\ DOPTED by the Metro Counci I th is ___ day of ______ __ , 200-1. 

,\ TTL~ r: 

Christina Bi 11 ington. Recording Secretar) 

UrJ111an~c.: '\o 0-1-10-13 
l\1g.c _\ nl 1 

Da, id Bragdon. Council Presidetll 

A ppro, cu a::. to I ornr 

Daniel B. Cooper. Metro At1orn<::) 



'TAFF REPORT 

IN CON ' IDCRATION OF ORD! A CE 0. 04-1 043 FOR Tl IE PL1RPO 'E Of AME Dl'-.G 
METRO CODE Cl IAP'I ER 5.03 TO AMEN D LI CENSE AND FRANCHI E FEES. AND 
,\!AKI G RELATED Cl IA GE TO MFTRO CODE Cl IAP rER 5.01 

Date: rebruary 24, 2004 Prepared b:: Douglas Anderson 

BACKG ROUND 

Summary 

Ord111,111ce No. 0./-/ 0./3, und a t'OIII/Wll /011 Ord111unct! .Vo 0./-/{J./:!. 11 011/d l!.11ah/11h ,\(//,cl 11 <1s1L• 
fees rh111 1101 excise tax) for Fl' 100-1-05 The 111'0 ord111a11c:es are n:la1ed. and changes 10 one 
.1hu11ld be rejlec1ed 111 c:hunge.1 10 1he 01her 

Tlw Ord111w1ce No. 0./-10./3 u111e11ds i\!1:1ro Code Chap1er 5.03 10 es1ahl,sh nell' ln·ense ancl 
Jrnnchise fees 10 he charged al prirn1ely-m1·11ed fc,cili11es These 11e11• fees. recommended by 1/w 
Suhd ll'u.11e Rafe Re1·iell' Co111111i11ee. ure Jes1g11ed IU recover Me1ro 's t'OSls of reg11la1111g pril'(l/e 
/acil11ies Unlike Ale1ro ·s olher rales, 1he nell' license .franc/use jees ll'o11ld 1101 he inrnrrt!d by 
c11s1011,ers <~/ /lfe11·0 1rans(er .1·1a11011s. By absorbing some of 1he cos1s c11rre111ly recoFl!l'ed by 1he 
Regwnal 5,)'s1e111 Fee. 1hese ne11 charges reduce 1he Regional Sys1e111 Fee If Ord11w11ce No 0./-
10./ 3 is 1w 1 adopled. lhe level o/1he Regional .~1·s1e111 Fee 111 Urdinance \ 'o. 0./-10./] H'C111lcl h11\'t! 10 
he ad111s1ed 

Becw1.1e <~/ 1he budge/ schedule //us year, 1he 1u1111encal mlues 1y the Fr ]00./-05 ra1e.1 had 1101 
heen re1·iell'ed by 1he Solid Wa.1/e Ra1e Re1•1ew Cv111111i11ee as oj 1he fil111g deml/111e Jor 1he 
C1rd111a11ces TIiis rel'iew ,s expec:1..:J before mid-March, ,md should be Jorll'ardeJ 10 ( 'ow,cil pnor 
111 .\lard, 15, 11·hich i.1 the lo.11 dui· 10 make .rnb.11w1111·e ,1111e11(/111 e111., /0 1he 11rd111unces and re111ui11 
011 1rackJi1r a ./11ly I 1111ple111e111a11011 da1e ji;r 1he 11ew rale1· 

rl1is or<limrncc l.'.111ergcc.l from the c.letaile<l stud: or the Department's cost ~tructure b) the Rate Re, ie11 
Commiuce ("RRC") this year. A basic starting pri nciple in rate-selling (an<l articulated by the RRC) is 
that recO\er: of costs should be related Ill the causes of those costs. all else equal. rl1rough their ,,ork 
this year. the RRC came to understand that certain or Metro's costs- regulation an<l auditing arc 
incurred because ol' thc existence and operation of private solid waste facili ties. Therefore. according to 
the basil· principle. the regulated communit) ~houltl bear thost' costs. The RRC recom1111.:ndcd that \lctrn 
invcstigate annual license and franchi se fees to recover those cosb. 

This ordinance amends Metro Code Chapter 5.03, Dispo al ite Franchise Fees. to accomplish this task. 
As OrdinJnce No. 04-1043 is closely related to the elements of the annual rate ordinnncc arm:nding Mctro 
Coe.le Chapter 5.02 (Ordinance o. 04-1042). the reader is directed 10 the staff report for that ordinance 
fo r more 111fonnation on the RR ·s findings and recommenc.lation. 

tall Ri:pon to Ordinance ,o. 0-1- 1 O-l3 
Pagi: I o f 2 



INFOHMATION/ANA LYSI 

I . K nO\\ n O pposition. 

/\lt 110ugh no speci lic opposition has hcen ,oiced as of this ,11iting. this ordinarn.:c repre~enh a nc,v 
concept that ha!> not had "ide uistribution anu re, ie". 

l3el.tUScc' this ordinance would reduce the Regional S)ste111 Fee b: reallocating cost~ to the 11e\\ 
license and rranchise Ices. in general. persons ,, ho current!) pa) the R I· ,, ould be in Iii\ or of this 
ordinance. This is a broad class of persons. as the R Fis levied on all n:gional \\aste. 

·1 he licensees anu rranchisces who would be subject to the new fee can general I) be assumed to be in 
opposition. 1 lowever. two points argue against them being in strong opposition: (I) the 
license franchise fee is less than the amount b) which the R f droppccl, and !>O their entire 1·ce burdcn 
,,ill drop: (2) facilit) o,vners were well represented and panicipatecl in the public meetings \\hen this 
lee was developed. 

2. Legal Antecedents. letro's license and franchise fees are s..:t in Metro Code chapters 5.0 I and 5.03 
(whcre tht::, currcntly conflict). Any change in tht:se Ices requirt:s an ordinance amending Chapter 
5.03 (and by implication. 5.0 I). This ord inance abo corrccts the discrepanci..:s between Chapters 5.0 I 
and 5.03. 

3. Anticipated Effects: This ordinance wi ll decrease the Regional System Fee levied on al l r..:gional 
ratepayers. The separate funding base helps to stabiliL..: revenue. 

-t Bud~ct Impacts. These rates are designed to recover fully the department' s costs of regulating 
pri,ate disposal facilities. 

RECOMM E DATI01 

The Chief Operat ing Officer agrees with the principles embodied in this ordinance. I lowt:ver, the Chie1· 
Operating Orticer awaits the final findings and recommendations of the olid Waste Ratt: R..:\ ic\, 
Committee before taking. a specific position on Ordinanct: o. O..J-1043. 

S1.,li Rcron 10 On.hnancc No 0-1-1 ()43 
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BEFORE T l IE METRO COUNCIL 

FOR T l IE PURPOSE OF AMENDING ) ORDINANCE NO. 04-1048 
M[TRO CODE CIIAPTER 7.01.02.3 TO ) 
INCREASE Tl IE AMOUNT OF ) 
ADD ITIO AL EXC I E TAX DEDICATED ) Introduced b) Metro Council 
TO FU DI NG METRO'S REGIO /\L PARK ' ) President Da\ id Bragdon 
A l) GRE:.ENSPACL:. PROGRAM~ AND TO ) 
PROVIDE DEDICATED FU DING FOR ) 
METRO' TOU R! M OPPORTUNITY A D ) 
COMPETIT IVE F ACCOU T ) 

WI IEREA . In Jul:y 1992. the Metro Council appro\.ed Resolution o. 92-16.37. thcreb:, a<lopting 
the Metropolitan Greenspaces master plan that ickntilies a desired regional S)Stem of parks. naiural area-,, 
trai Is and greem, a) s for fish. \\ i Id Ii fe and people: and 

WII ERF/\ . The Metropolitan Grt.:1.:nspaces Master Pl an states that Metro ,,ill st.:ck a regional 
fun<li ng llll!chanism to asscmblt.: and devi.:lop a regional grccnspaces S) stem and assume opi.:rations an<l 
manage nent for components or the system in cooperation ,, ith local go\ ernments: and 

\\ IIEREA ·. In December 1997. the r-.ktro Council appro,c<l Resolution o. 97-71513, thcrdr;, 
adopt ing the Regional Framework Plan that set regional poli1.:) 10 inventor). protect and manage a 
regional S)Stem of parks, natural areas. trails and green\\ a) s for fish. ,, i ldli fc and people: an<l 

\V I IEREA , The Regional Framework Plan states that 1ctro. in cooperation "ith local 
governments. shall pursue the identification and implementation ofa long-term. stable funding sou rct.: to 
support the planning, acquisition, development. management and maintenance of the regional gret.:nspaccs 
system: .111d 

WI IEREAS, in December 200 I. the Council-appointed ""Green Ribbon Co111mi ttec·· or citi;,~·n, 
and local officials designated a specific list of parks maintenance and facilit) development n..:eds and 
recommended solid wast<.: excise tax revenue be dedicated 10 th is purpos..:: a11d 

WI IEREAS, On March 28. 2002. th..: Mctro Council approved Ordinanc.:c o. 02-9.39/\, 
amending the Metro Excise Tax set forth in Metro Code Chapter 7.01 to pro,ide rcvenues for Metro·\ 
Regional Parks and Greenspaccs Programs: and 

WI IER EAS, over the course or the last year. the Regional Parb and Gn.:e11spaces staff has 
de,cloped and presented to Council specific, detailed expenditure plans for de,eloping a11d operating -I 
ne,, faci lities open for public usc. e,,p,mding habitat restoration an<l landbanking on open space 
properties, pro, iding enhanced environmental education and voluntet:r stewardship activities at the nt:1, 
facilities. and l"ull) l'unding the renewal and replacement needs or the .::urrent and proposed lhcilitics 
managed b) Metro: and 

WHEREAS, enhancing the revenues directed to the operations or the Oregon Convemion Center 
through Metro's Tourism Opponunit) and Competitiveness Account ,, ill bene li t the economic 
de,clopment o f the entire Metro region: no\\ therefore. 

\ 1 , Pu11-:1 pwJ.:d, I .:gi- lat1u11 2( II J.J 0-1 - I IJ.J 8llnl I )l JC \.I •Ip~ p,u I-~ fll, •i~.:1~ \' ,, h 11t ( lnlt 11rt11" 11-1- 1" I;,; ,I,,, 
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Tl IE METRO COU CIL ORD/\! A FOLLOV. 

ECTIO I. Metro Code ection 7.01.023 is amended to read as follows: 

7.01 .023 Amount of Addi tional facise Ta,: Budgeting of Additional Re,enue for Rel!ional 
Parks and Grecnspaces Programs and i'Qunsrn Opp()rtllllL!l. and Cu111J1etilih'11css Account 

Commencing with the Metro fi~€iil )-t?ar heginning-Jtt ly--l -. lOO:t. 011 _llil'_lirst d,1_) of the 1111rnth 
foll11,, in!! the' clfelll\ 1.: Jatc \,r this Ordinani:c· \o O-l-1 om. the additional e:>-cise ta, authori1ed in 
'ee ti on 7.0 l.020(c) shal l be <;, I "~ per ton. '-,ueh U12 u\.h additional e.,cise tax. ',, 'i0 p..:r tun shal I 

be dedicated to fu nding Metro·s Regional Parks and Greenspaces programs .• md ',[) :-o p,·r ton 
,hall be ded1eated to funding_ \rlc1ro·s T\Hlnsm Onm1rtu1l_!.!) .111.!! Cunrnc:t1ti,enes, \..:rnunt. For 
each liscal year ther...aftt?r. fo l I<)\\ ing the Ii seal ) ear during ,, hid1 thi~ Ordinanee \o. 0-l- IO I~ _i, 
enactell,_the additional excise tax dedicated to Metro·s Regional Parl-.s and Gre1:nspaces programs 
,!ill!_ rvti:lro_', Tourism Qpportunit, anJ C11mpctiti, encs~ Account shall be not less than the amount 
of the additional excise tax in the previous fiscal ,ear increm,cd b) a percentage equal to (a) the 
annualized rate of increase in the Consumer Price Index. /\ II Items, for Port land-Salem (A ll 
Urban Consumers) reported for the first six (6) months of the federal reporting :ear as determined 
by the appropriate agency of the United tates Government or (b) the most nearl) equivalent 
index as determined b) the Metro Council if the index described in (a) is di!>continueJ. or :,uch 
lesser amount as th<c: Chief Operating Oflicer deems appropriate. 

ADOPTED by the Metro Counci l this__ da) of_ 200-l. 

A !TE . r: 

R1:cording ecretar, 

David Bragdon. Council President 

Appro,cd as to Form: 

Daniel B. Coopl!r. Metro Attornc) 

\l (Pllll~il p11ui:.:l, I cgislallllll 20(1-1 0 l-llJ.J8,1rd l)Ol \.l •rrg-patl,.,,11rt>jt'(h'<..',2 rl l,Hl OrUlllrlll(<.' l!+ill-H,.d,,, 
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STAFF REPORT 

I CO ID ERATION OF ORDINA Ct: NO. 04 -1048 FOR Tl tr PLJ RPOSI OF AML DI G 
lETRO CODE CHAPTER 7.01.023 TO I CREA E TIIE AMOUNT OF ADD ITION AL 

f:.XC ISE 1 AX DEDICATED TO FU DING METRO' RcGIO AL PARK ' A D 
GREL' PACE. PROGRAM AND TO PROVIDE DEDI AT[D FUN DI NG FOR METRO"S 
I OUR! ~M OPPORTUN ITY AND COMPETITIVENES ACCOU ·1 

Date: Apri l 7. 2004 

BACKGROUN D 

I. Regional Pari-.s and Greenspaces Program 

Prepared by: Jim Desmond 
Mark B. Williams 

On March 28. 2002. the Metro Council passed Ordinance 02-939/\ to prov ide fo r interim rundi ng for 
Regional Parl-.s and Grecnspaces programs b) increasing the Excise Ta\. on ' olid Waste b1 S 1.00 per ton 
and dedicating that fundi ng to the Regional Parl-.s and Greenspaces Department. That ordinance pro, ided 
that this additional excise ta\. ,,as to be repealed June 30. 2004. On March 25. 2004. that repeal date ,,as 
eliminated. 

I he $ 1 per ton achieves several goals wi thin the Regional Parks and Grcenspaces programs. Most 
important!). it stopped the signi ficalll dra,1 s on fund balance that ,, ere projected, just to maintain the rnre 
programs and keep the parks open. ome additional resources \\ ere a llocated to the atural Resources 

te,1,ardship program to bener manage the open space properties purchased under the 1995 Open paces 
bond measure. The new resources provided for the continuation of the Regional Trails program be:-ond 
the 1995 Open paces bond measure and partially fun ch!d the rene,\ al and replacement needs or the 
department. This$ I per ton stopped the financial hemorrhaging of the regional park S) stem, but did not 
~olve the longer term financial problems or provide for public access to open spacl' -;i te!:.. 

Implicit in the purchase of over 8.000 acres of natural areas and trail an:css ,, it h the 1995 Open Space!> 
bond measure is the opening or some or these properties for public use and enjo) ment. Current!~. access 
to these itcs is limited to educational programs and tours lead b) sta ff. 

In the fa ll of200 I. a committee of interested cit i1.cn · and government representat ives fo rmed the Green 
Ri bbon Committee. Their work re ulted in a report to the l\.lctro Council in December 200 I. 
recommending wh ich open space s ites should be priori tized for providing publil: acce%. It was 
recommended b, the committee that the capital de,elopmcnt of these sites be paid for through \Olid ,1aste 
e.xcise tax revenue. 

1'11e proposed ordinance, establishing an addi tional $2 per ton excise ta\. on solid \\aste, ,1 ith S 1.50 
dedicatl.!d to Regional Parks. sets out to prm ide the resources necc~sar~ to Jc, elop the highl.!st priuritil.!s 
in the Green Ribbon Committee's Repon. rt,e proposal prov ides the resources neccssar') to minimall~ 
de,elop Cooper Mountain (\\est of Bea,crton). Mt. Talbert (cast ol 1-205 near M1lwauk1c) the 
Wilsonville Tract property, and Willamette Cove (south or the St. Johns area in 011h Port land). The 
proposal also includes the longer term re,enuc necessar) to operate three of these new facilities and 
provide expanded environmental education programmi ng and vol unteer acti, ities at tho:,.: ne,, parks in 
suburban portions of the region. 
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The add itional revenue generated from this Ordinance wil l f"u lfill our obligation to the residents or the 
region to take care or\\ hat we al read) h,n e by full) pro\ iding for the rcnewal and replacement needs !or 
the capi tal developments at the all of"thc rcgional park facilities, including the ne\\ proposed parks. This 
prudent action will better balance the operation, maintenance and capital needs of the regional rark 
lacilities and avoid the need for futu re levies, emergency funding measures or park closures. 

Additional resources ,viii result in better stewardship of the natural areas acquired under the bond 
measure through the removal or invasive weeds. restoring wetland and ri parian areas. plant ing trees, 
shrubs and other plants. all toward the goal of improved water qua li ty and increased watershed health. 

The Regional Parks and Greenspaccs staff has developed and prcsentt!J to Mc:tro Cou11t:il JetaikJ plans 
for increasing its commitment to renewal and replacement, expandi ng habitat restorat ion and 
environmental education programs. and developing and operating these nc\v faci lities. The first )Car 

implcm..:ntation of these plans is incorporated in the Council President's Proposed Budget for FY 200-t-
05. 

Increasing the excise tax support for Regional Parks and Greenspaces programs an add itiona l $ 1.50 per 
ton of solid waste ,\ill get Metro most of the way. but additional excise ta\ support ofappro:-,.imatel~ SI 
per ton will be necessary to f"ully reali1c the goals outlined in this staff report. This additional support 
wou ld be nect:ssary begi nn ing in fiscal year 2005-06. 

-, fourism Opnortunitv and Competiti\(:ness Account 

In fiscal year 2002-03, the $ 116 million expansion of the Oregon Convt:ntion Center came in 011 time and 
under budget. The expansion almost doubled the si1e of the center, positioning Portland to compete for a 
much larger share of the national and international com ention market. Jnd add jobs to the region· s 
econom). At the time the funding package was assembled for the facilit) 's e:-.pansion. operating runds 
were identi lied to sustain the fac ility in th1c: short term. with the recognit ion that tht: Mt:tro Coum:il, along 
\\ith public and pri,ate sector stakeholders. \\Ould de,elop a longer term solution. ·1 his proposal. to 
increa!>C the e:-,.cise ta\ on sol id waste b) $2.00 per ton, \\ ith S.50 per 1011 al located to the 1 ouri~m 
Opportun ity and Competiti v1c: ness Account, would contribute to the long term viability and 
compt:titiveness of the Oregon Comcntion Center. hdping to enable the center to achieve its intended 
econom c benefits for the region. 

A recent study performed by a national consultant con firmed that the Oregon Convention Center is 
underfunded. The study by C. 11. Johnson and Associates shows that the Convention Center is operating 
at a fraction of the a\erage subsid, that its competitors enjo~. The lack of additional funding to help pa~ 
for the operation and maintenance of the e:-,.panded Convention Center has resulted in M ERC being 
required to operate a fac il ity which has been doubled in siLe wi th only 5 add itional staff persons. Stal'ling 
levels 110\\ are insurficient to meeting the building's operational and maintenance needs. and no runds arc 
a\ailable to contribute to rene\\al and replacement thus putting this important public asset at risk for the 
future. 

incc the events or eptember 11. 200 I and the downturn in the national travel and meeting industries. 
competition for scarce \ isitor dollars has become intense. O\\. the Metro region must compete" 1th 
much larger "Tier One .. locations such as Las Vegas or San Francisco---parts of the countr) that nt!ver 
used to compete fo r the smaller events that typically consider the Ponland metro region. These factors led 
the Council to create the Metro Oregon Convention Center Ath isor) Committee last year, "ith 
representati\ es from the local hospital it) communit) and ci\ ic leaders. rhat Committee ad, ised ;\letro lO 
examine the possibility of dedicated excise ta:-. dollars to help fund the Center. so a~ to keep it competitive 
with other. better runded jurisdictions. 
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The Tourism Opportunity and Cornpetiti, eness Account "ill create a fund that ,, ill assist the Convention 
Center in ma intaining its competitive position in an increasingly difficu lt convention and me..-:ting 
business. The funds generated from the proposed excise tax will be available tor specitic proposals that 
will as!>ist ,, ith Convention Center operation, maintenance. and marketing. The Council ,, ill decide,, hich 
Convention Center re lated projects ought to be fu nded on an annual basis in a manner si milar to that 
employed successfull) b) the Visitor Dt:,elopment Fund ( VDF). ,, hich was crt:ated to assist in marh.eting 
tht: newly expanded convention center and bring economic impact gener:11ing events to the region. 

ANALYSI / IN FORMATION 

I. Known Opposition The solid waste industr) has raised concerns about the impact this tax will have 
on the solid waste tip fee. taff has been worh.ing with representatives or the solid waste industr) to 
discuss these issues. 

2. Legal Antecedents The Metropolitan Grcenspaces Masta Plan adopted b) Council through 
R..-:sol ution o 92-1637 identifies a dcsired regional greenspaees s)stem. and the Regional 
hamework Plan adopted b} Mctro b) Resolution No. 97-7158 states Metro. in cooperation , ... ith 
local governments. shall pursue the identification and implementation or a long term, stabk funding 
source to support the plann ing. acquisition. development. management and maintenance of'the 
regional greenspaces S) stem. Ordinance 02-939A established the :ii I per ton e,cisc ta, on solid ,,astc 
and dedicated it to Regional Parks and Greenspaces programs, and Ordinance 0..J-1037 eliminated the 
sunset provision. 

3. Anticipated Effects This act ion will establish an additional $2 r,cr ton of excise tax on solid waste 
ded eating S 1.50 to Regional Parks and Greens paces Department and S0.50 to the Tourism 
Opportunity and Comretitivcness Account. It is anticipated that the additional tax \,ill bc passed on 
directly to the generators of the solid waste through invoices or billings. 

4. Bu dget Impacts This action does not authorize an) budget authori ty. It provides for revenue~ to be 
allocated through the regular budget process. to be used to balance against authori1ed e,p.:nditures. 
The fu ll year effect of this action \\Ould be to pro\ ide S 1.8 mi llion for the Regional Parh.s and 
Greenspaces Department and $595,000 for the Tourism Opportunity and Competitiveness Account; 
ho,, ever. the effective date of the ordinance ma) result in onl) 10 months of revenue collection for 
FY 2004-05. The excise tax will increase with CPI and may nuctuate ,,ith solid waste tonnage. A 
full 12 months of revenue is assumed in the Council President ·s Proposed Budget for FY 200..J-05. 

RECO 1 1£N DEO ACT IO 

Council Pn:sid1.:nl David Bragdon recommends passage of Ordinance o. 0-1-10-18 tor the r,urpose or 
amending Metro Code Chapter 7.01.023 to increase the amount or additional excise ta, dedicated to 
funding Metro's Regional Parks and Greenspaces programs and to pro, ide dedicated funding for Metro·~ 
Tourism Opportunit, and Competiti,eness Account. 
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Resolution o. 04-3440, For the Purpose of Endorsing Metro ·s Draft Goal 5 Phase 2 ESEE Analysis, Making 
Preliminary Decisions to Allow, Limit. or Prohib i1 Conflicting Uses on Regionally Significant Fish and Wildlife 

I labitat and Directing Staff to Develop a Program to Protect and Restore Regionally Significant Fish and Wi ldl ife 
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BEFORE THE 1ETRO COU CIL 

FOR TII E PU RPO E OF ENDORSING METRO' DRAFT 
GO/\l 5 Pl I/\ E 2 E E[ AN/\LY ·1s, MAKING 
PRLLIMI ARY DEC ISIO IO ALLOW. LIMll . OR 
PROI II BIT CONFLICTING U I: ON REGION/\LL Y 

IGNIF IC/\NT FISH AND WIL DLIFE 11/\ BITAT: /\ND 
DIRECT! G TA FF IO DEVFI.OP A PROGRA 1 TO 
PRO rECT /\ DRE TORE RCG IO AL LY 

IGN IFIC/\NT FISII /\N D WII.DI IFE 11 /\ BIT/\T 

RE 'OLUTION NO. 04-3.t40 

Introduced b)- Michael Jordan. Chier 
Operat ing O rlicer. with thi.: <.:0 ncurn.:11ce 
or the Council President 

WI IEREAS, Metro is developing a regional fi sh and wildlife habitat proti.:ction and restoni ti tl ll 
progralll consistent with the state planning Goal 5 administrat ive rule, OA R 660-023-0000 through O/\ R 
660-023-0250: and 

WI IEREAS. Metro is conducting its analysis of the economic. social. env ironmenta l, and energy 
(LS l-:. E) consequences o rallo,, ing, limiting, or prohibiting con0 icting uses on identi fied habitat land and 
impact areas in two phases: and 

WI IL:. REAS, on October 30, 2003. Metro Council a<lopted Resolution o. 03 -337613 for the 
purpose of'en<lorsing Metro's draft Goal 5 Phase I [conomic. ·ocial. Ln, ironmental and rncrg) 
Analysis and di rect ing staff to conduct more specific ESEE analysis of multi ple fish and wildli fe habitat 
protection and restoration program option~: and 

WI IEREA . Metro has now completed a drafi Phase 2 E EE consequences analysis of the 
tradeoffs ident ified in Phase I as applied to six program options for protection or regionally significant 
resource sites, attached as Exhibit /\ (the "Draft Phase 2 E EC Analysis"): and 

WI IEREAS, based on the Draft Phase 2 ESEE Analysis. Metro is prepared to make a prelimi nar) 
dccision or,,here to allo,,. limit. or prohi bit development on regional!) significant fis h an<l " ildlili: 
habitat !Jnds and impact areas and. based on that preliminar) decision. to deH:lup a Program to Acl1ie, e 
Goal 5; and 

WI IEREAS, throughout ib E E[ analysis, 1etro has continued to rel) on the input and ad, ice or 
the Goal 5 -1 echnical Ad, isor) Committee. the Water Resources Polic) 1\dvisor) Committee. the Goal 5 
Economics Technical /\dvisory Committee, the Goal 5 Independent Economic /\dv isory Board, and an 
intkpendent. \\ell -respected economic consultant. ECON011hwest. and those ad, isors re, ie"ecl the Drali 
Phase 2 ESEE Analysis and provided input and advice on that document: and 

WI IEREAS. Metro engagcd in extensive public outreach to info rm the ci tizens of the region 
about this stagc of Metro· s \\Ork to de\ elop a fish and \\ ildli fc habitat protection and restoration program 
consistent,, ith the Goal 5 admini strat ive rule, incl uding participating in seh:n public open houses. 
distributing materi al al publ ic events. and presenting Goal 5 material to other interested organ izations. 
groups. businesses. non-profit agencies. and proper!) O\\ ners: no,, therdo re 
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BE- Ir RESOI. VED: 

I. Endorse Draft Phase 2 E l~E Analysis 

2. 

rhe Metro Council endorses the Oran Phase 2 ESEE Anal) sis in E:-.hibi1 A anJ resen es 
the opportunity to minimal!) or subs1an1iall) niter the E n:: anal) sis prior lo adoption ol" 
a final ESEE analysis and Program 10 Achieve Goal 5. aficr addi tional public comment 
and review. The Metro Council further directs stJITto address and consider co111111en1s 
regarding Exhibit A that \\ere received from se\.eral Metro ad\.isor) commi1tces. as 
identified on th1: .. Addendum 10 fahibil A," and 10 re\ isc the Draft Phase 2 LSLL: 
Analysis accordingly. As usi..:d in th is resolution. "Exhibit A ·· includi..:s both the Draft 
Phase 2 E EE Anal) sis and the Addendum 10 Cxhibil A. 

Preliminary Allow-Limit-Prohibit Di..:c ision 

Based upon and supponed b) the Metro Council's re\ ie\\ of1he economic. soc ial. 
environmental, and cnerg) consequi..:nces ofdc<.:isions 10 allo\1, li 111i1. or prohibit 
con flicting ust:s in ide111ified fish and \\ildlifc habitat resources and impact areas. on thi..: 
technical and polic1 ad\. ice M etro has recein-:d rrom its advisor) co111111inees. and on the 
public co111ments received ri..:garding the E EE analysis. the Metro Council concludes that 
the preliminary allow, lim it. and prohibit decisions described in Exh ibit B. which 
represent a 111odificd regulator) Option 2B. best reflect the L EE tradcoffs described in 
[:-.hibil t\ . 

3. D irect Staff 10 Develop Regulator, Program 

4. 

The Mi..:tro Council directs staff to develop a program 10 protect and restore lish and 
w ildlife habitat as described in Exhibit C. Such regu latory program shall be rnnsistcnl 
\I ith the preliminar"} allo\1. limit. and prohibit deci sion dc<;cribed in E.xhibit 13. 

Direct Staff to Develop Non-Regulatory Progra111 

1 he Metro Counci I directs staff 10 fun her de, clop and anal) ,e a non-regulator) progra111 
10 protect and restore fish and \\ildlif1: habitat as described in bhibit D. 

5. This Resolution is ot a Final Ac tion 

The M etro Counci l 's action in this reso lut ion is 1101 a final action designating regional I) 
significant fish and wi ldl ife habitat areas. a final action on an ESE[ analysis. a linal 
action on \1he1hcr and \\ here 10 allo11 . limit. or prohibit contlicting uses on regional!~ 
significant habitat and impact areas, or a final action to protect regionally significant 
habitat through a Program to Achieve Goal 5. Pursuant to OAR 660-023-0080. when 
Metro takes final action to approve a Program 10 Achieve Goal 5 it II ill do so by adopting 
an ord inance that II ill include an amcn<lmcnt 10 the Urban GrO\\ th Management 
Functiona l Plan. appro\. al oi" the linal designation ot'sign1lican1 li~h and \\ildliti.: hab11.11 
areas. and approval ofa final E EE analysis ( inclu<ling tinal allO\\, limit. and prohibi t 
decisions). and then Metro \,ill submit such functional plan amendme111s 10 the Oregon 
Land Conservation and De\clopment Commission for ad,nO\\ ledge111cn1 under the 
provisions of ORS 197 .25 1 and ORS 197.274. 
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ADOPTED by the Metro Council this _ day of 2004 . 

David Bragdon. Council Pre5iden1 

Approved as to Form: 

Dan Cooper. Metro Auornc~ 
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Exhibit A to Resolut ion 04-3440 

METRO FISH AND WILDLIFE HABITAT 

PROTECTION PROGRAM 

Economic ocial, 
Environmental 
and En rgy 

nalys1s E EE) 

Phase II: Analysis of 
program options 

Apri I 2004 Draft 

MET RO 
PEOPLE PLACES 

OPEN SPACES 



Draft 
Phase II: Analysis of Program Options 

Metro Fish and Wildlife Habitat Protection Program 
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CHAPTER ONE: INTRODUCTION 
T he natural environment is an important aspect of the uniqueness of the Metro region. M etro·s 
policies have consistently placed a high level of importance on the protection o f the natural 
envi ronment as a means of maintaining the high quality of li fe citizens o f this reg ion expecl. 
Healthy stream and upland areas provide habitat for man1 animals. fish such as salmon. and 
clean waler for people. fi sh. and w i Id Ii fe. 

Residents o f this region consistently say that contact ""ith nature is important. and they value the 
natural biological diversity that is part o f the Will amclle Valley.1 J\s Oregonians. slate symbols 
are part of the cultura l identity of residents in the M etro region. T he Western M eadowlark was 
selected as Oregon's state bird by schoolchi ldren in 1927 (Marshall et al. 2003). IL is currently a 
state-li5-ted pecies o f Concern, and has been nearly lost from the Metro region due to loss of 
nati ve grasslands and urban development. I lowever, some birds st ill winter over in the region. 
and bird-watchers on.en seek them out in areas such as the agricultural land around the Tualatin 
River. The state fish. Chinook salmon. has five runs in or near this region. and all five are 
federally listed a Threatened or Endangered. Contact with nature and the rich diversity or 
species and habitats native to this region arc important part or the region·s cultural heritage; to 
the ex tent that these re ources are lost. so is a part or our culture. heritage, and natural h istory . 

M uch work has already been accompli hcd Lo protect and restore fi sh and ,v ildlifc habitat in the 
region. Metro and other organizations have purchased clo e Lo 11.000 habitat acres, thousands 
or volunteers work Lo restore habitat and remove invasive species. and mo t cities and counties 
have existing habitat protecti on programs. Metro·s effort arc not isolated and build on the 
tremendous work that is going on in the region. I lowever. Metro·s habitat inventories and 
sc ience review. as we ll as compliance w ith federal policies such a!> the Endangered pec ics /\ct 
and Clean Water Act. demonstrate that additional habitat protection is needed. Metro ' s goal is to 
prov ide more consistent, effective protection to fi hand w ildli fe habitat across the reg ion. 

Metro's approach to fish and wildlife habitat protection 
T he M etro Council and its local partner arc conducting a three-step planning proce s to 
conserve. protect, and restore urban streams, waterways. and upland areas that provide impo11anl 
fi sh and \\ildli fe habitat. talc land-u c planning la,, s and broad citizen concern about the need 
to protect and restore habitat guide thi work . 

Based on a scientific assessment or functional habitat value . the Metro Council identified 
regionally significant fish and wildlife habitat in August 2002. completing the first step o r the 
planning proccs . Metro is currently completing the second tep of the planning process: 
as e ing the Economic. Env ironmental, Social. and l~nerg) (ESEE) tradcoffs o f protecting or 
not protecting regional ly significant fi h and wildlife habitat. 

1 \lay 200 I Davis and I libbits phone survey commissioned b) 1\ letro. an October 200 I loore Information survey 
sponsored by KGW-TV and the Portland Tribu ne. and an informal ·· urveyPoinl" poll nvailable by phone and on 
/1. letro's \l ebsite in 200 1. 
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M etro's I~ EE analysis is divided into Lwo pha es. The lirst pha e \\a completed in rall 2003 
with the release of the discuss ion draft E EE Phase I Report that de cribes the general regiona l 
tradeoffs o r al lowing, limiting. or prohibiting connicting use in fish and wildlifo habitat areas.2 

Map I shows the habitat and impact areas under consideration in the E. EE ana ly is. 

Map 1. ESEE habitat 
classes and Impact 
areas. 

Key points from ESEE Phase I 

ESEE I labita t 
Classes a nd 
Lm pac t Areas 

.. ~- ..... .., 
(SI r nesoure• Classus 
.,., ~ ,ti,li-- ( 4•1 
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0 4 
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Metro· approach for conducting a region-wide E EE consequence analysis focused on 
achieving the goals or the 2040 Growth Concept. The goals in the Gro\, th Concept. the Future 
Vision. the Regional Framework Plan (implemented through the Urban Growth Management 
Functiona l Plan). and Metro·s Vision tatement for Protecting Fish and Wildlire I labitat all 
specify that the region hould manage growth while protecting the natural environment. 
maintaining a high quality of life. and providing aITordable housing option . 

A key step in the E EE analy is is to identify conflicting use::. that "ex i t. or could occur" w ithin 
regionally ign i ficant fi h and \\ i Id lire habitat sites and identified impact areas. According to the 
Goal 5 ru le. a connicting use is a ·'land u e, or other activity reasonably and customari ly ubject 
to land u e regulation that could adversely affect a ignificant Goa l 5 resource:· ldentir) ing 

1 Metro's Phase I Economic. ocial. Environmental, and Energy Analys is (ESEE) Discussion Oran Report, 
eptembcr, '.!003. 
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connicting uses is important to focus the E EE analysi on various land uses and related 
disturbance activ ities that may negati vely impact riparian corridors and upland wildlife habitat. 
M etro identified connicting uses from a regional perspective by examining generalized regional 
zones and by considering M ctro·s 2040 GrO\\ th Concept. letro analyLed the di tribution of it 
fish and wi ldli fe habitat inventory among generalized regional ?ones. 2040 design type priorities. 
and impact area . 

T he Goal 5 rule describes a proces in \\hich the E EE consequences of allo\\ing, limiting. and 
prohibiting connicting uses are weighed with the need to preserve natural resources. These 
tradeoffs are described below. M etro con idered the tradeoffs from a regional perspective. 

ome of the tradeoffs arc different ,d,en considering loca l priorities and concerns: for example. 
from a regional perspective conflicting uses could be relocated or intensified in one area to 
account for resource protection in another. This solution may not address the needs of a city to 
provide jobs or housing within its jurisdiction, or to protect loca lly significant re ·ources. 

Economic tradeoffs 
• 1 labitat lands have economic value for their urban development potential. Commercial and 

industrial lands in regionally significant areas and lands ,vith high employment potential have 
the highest va lue for urban development. Residential. lower density retai l, and employment 
areas have lower va lue for urban development. Urban development va lue is not assigned to 
rural areas and parks. 

• I labitat lands also have economic value for the ecosy tern serv ice they prov ide such a flood 
control and water quality protection. Lands w ith the highe ·t riparian and wildlife values 
provide the highest level of ecosystem services. 

• Competition between the use of habitat land for eco ystern serv ice and urban development 
i minimal because the overlap between the highest va lue habitat and the highe t value urban 
deve lopment land is relatively mall. 

• Much o r the vacant bui ldable land throughout the region is not part o r the highest class of 
reg ionally significant fish and w ildli fe habitat. 

• The majority of the highly va lued habitat land is outside intensel) developed urban areas and. 
thu . has lo,\er urban development va lue. 

• Lower-value habitat and urban development value areas are important for their cumulative 
contr ibution to the region ·s economy and habitat hea lth. 

• I labi tat identified a having a low urban development va lue at the regional leve l may have 
high urban development va lue from a loca l perspecti ve. T his could further complicate 
development and protecti on decisions. 

• By concentrating deve lopment in defined urban centers, some of the reg ion ·s deve lopment 
needs can be met. I lowevcr. accommodat ing demand for industrial land and single-family 
residential property will need pecial attention because the e needs cannot be met fully in 
center . 

Social tradeoffs 
• The social benefits of pre erving habitat areas are di, erse and cross-cultura l. I labitat areas 

are an integral part o f the area·s cultural heritage. regional identity. education. recreation. and 
public health. 

• Public value mu t be balanced w ith personal and financial private property interest . 
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• The needs or future generations must be considered when determining how the land is used 
today. 

• Consideration must be given to the additional time and resources needed for compliance and 
enforcement of new requirements. 

• Preservation of land for habitat use w ithin the urban area may resu lt in the hi fling of jobs 
and housing away from location ""here people prefer lo li ve and \\ Ork, there are social 
con seq uenccs. 

Environmental tradeoffs 
• Development on highly va lued habitat land has a greater ecological impact than development 

on les valuable habitat land. 
• Protection of both stream side and upland habitat is important lo water hcd hea lth. Lower-

valued upland wi ldli fe area can play a critica l role in connecting habitat areas and 
supporting biodiversity. 

• Trees are very important because they provide habitat, absorb pollution. and reduce water-
related impacts by slowing and holding runoff. 

• When development activity disturbs tream . the environmental impacts affect the immediate 
property and also are felt downstream. 

• Protection of higher and lower-valued habitat support health) \,\ atershcd and creates 
restoration opportunities that. over lime. can further improve the watershed. 

• 'ome of the highest va lue habitat area are located outside the urban area. I f development 
needs cannot be accommodated within the ex isting urban area. connict between habitat 
protection and urban deve lopment w i II increase a the urban area expands. 

Energy tradeoffs 
• Trees and other vegetation can reduce energy use becau e they cool and c lean the air and 

water naturally . 
• I f protection results in addi tional c. pan ion of the urban growth boundary to accommodate 

development need , increased auto use could result in increased fuel (cncrg)) use. 
• Building in urban centers can reduce auto and energy use. 

T he result o f the Phase I analysis showed that neither allo"" ing all habitat land to be developed 
nor proh ibiting development on al l habitat land wi ll satisf'y the competing land use interests. 
M etro Council accepted the find ings o f the Pha c I report and directed stalTto eva luate six 
regulatory options that varied habitat protection levels. 

Phase II ESEE analysis 
T his E EE Phase II report describes several potential non-regulatory approache to habitat 
protection and include M etro·s evaluation of the performance or the six program options 
identified by the Metro Council in October 2003. The Program Option Chart (Figure 1- 1) 
illustrates the six regulatory and various non-regulator) program approaches stud ied in the Pha c 
II E EE analysi . Program options are defined by apply ing a range or hypothetical allow. l imit. 
and proh ibit regu latory treatments to regional re ·ources and impact areas \\ ithin Metro· 
jurisdiction. on-regulatory approaches arc described a po sible components to program 
options. The result identified in thi report w ill provide in formation to the M etro Council, loca l 
partners. and citiLen in the region a the Counci l choo e a di rection for program development 
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in Ma) 2004. The letro Counci l is scheduled to consider a fi sh and,, ild li fe program by 
December 2004 designed to protect the nature of the region for generation to come. 
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FIGURE 1-1: PROGRAM OPTION CHART 

POTENTIAL NON-REGULATORY 
APPROACHES TO PROTECT & 

RESTORE HABITAT. 

• Stewardship & recognition programs 
• Grants for restoration & protection 

(for individuals, non-profits, and/or 
businesses and developers) 

• Information center 
• Technical assistance program 

(targeted to local partners, individuals, 
and/or development practices) 

• Habitat education activities 
• Volunteer restoration & education 

efforts 
• Agency-led restoration 
• Property tax reduction 
• Acquisition 

RESTORATION. 

• Protecting habitat with regulations retains 
restoration opportunities 

• A restoration plan could include acquisition, 
incentives, and/or education 
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RANGE OF REGULA TORY 
PROGRAM OPTIONS TO PROTECT 

& RESTORE HABITAT. 

OPTION 1. 
Habitat based 

OPTION 2. 
Habitat and 

urban 
development 

BASELINE. 
Current 
regional 

regulations 

. 
r 

-. 

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 

RIPARIAN DISTRICT PLAN. 
Provides flexibility in meeting any 
regulatory program, may be based 

on performance measures. 
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Format of report 
This Phase 11 ESEE analysis inc ludes four major chapters. 

Chapter 2 focu cs on non-regulatory approaches for protecting and restoring fi h and wildlife 
habitat. A brier summary of ex i ting effort in the Metro region i included. folio,, cd by several 
potential approaches. most or which could build on exi ting programs. A cursory estimate or 
co t and effectiveness o f the non-regulatory approaches is included. 

Chapter 3 focu cs on existing and potential regulation to protect fi sh and wi ldlife habitat. A 
ummary of Metro' s Local Plan Analysis (August 2002) de cribes the existing local Goal 5 

protection plans. Due Lo inconsistencic of local plans, Metro use Title 3 lream and Floodplain 
Protecti on as a baseline for comparing the six regulatory program options. The baseline 
regulations are described, fo llowed by a description of the regulatory option . 

Chapter 4 includes the analysis of tradcoff: for the E EE factors as well as other criteria 
including meeting federal guidelines and the increment of additional protection. 

Chapter 5 summarizes Metro·s analysi of the six regulatory program option . describe ho-,; the 
non-regulatory and regulatory too ls could complement each other, and identifies the next steps in 
program development. 
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CHAPTER TWO: NON-REGULATORY TOOL OPTIONS 

Introduction 
A program to protect and restore li h and wi ldlire habitat can protect more habitat i r it includes 
both regulatory and non-regulatory component . The e approache complement each other. as 
shown in the table below: non-regulatory too ls can address habitat is ucs that arc not covered 
under land u c regulation (e.g .. pc ticide u c) as \\ CII as decrca e the oc ial/economic impact or 
regulat ions (e .g .. funds for restoration activit ies. technical assistance for habitat friendly 
development). An effecti ve regional protection program could use regulations to e tabl ish 
ba el inc level of protection and non-regulatory tools to support and in some case exceed the 
ba clinc. Further. regulations could prov ide j urisdictions ncxibili ty to meet protection standards 
under a var iety of di ffcrent circumstances. Regulatory and non-regulatory habitat protection 
tools can offer vary ing levels or protection. and can be applied to different resources in the urban 
area. Choosing the right tool for the right resource. location and situation is important. and w ill 
require additional analysis and the input and recommendations o r the public and the Metro 
Counci l. 

Table 2-1. Comparison of regulatory and non-regulatory approaches 
to protect an d h b. restore a ,tat. 

Non-requlatorv aooroaches Requlatorv aooroaches 
1. Uncertain protection (acquisition provides 1 Certainty of protection (with adequate 

certainty but requires funding and depends on enforcement capability) 
willinq sellers) 

2. Restoration can be achieved with a variety of 2. Preserves restoration opportu111t1es but does not 
approaches (incentives are necessary) achieve restoration (mitigation may be required 

but unlikely to increase overall ecological 
function) 

3. Depends on willing landowners and good 3. Property rights concerns (takings, real or 
stewardship perceived) 

4. Can apply to non-land use activities (e.g .. 4. Triggered by land use action (e.g., building 
qardeninq, landscapinq, remodelinq, etc.) permit aoolication) 

5. Application 1s limited by dollars and the number 5 Addresses entire system to the same degree 
of willinq landowners 

Metro' Parks and Grecnspaccs Department, along w ith other loca l partners. commissioned a 
stud) or incentive for natural area protection in 2002 (Incentives Reporr).3 The Metro Counci l 
has considered the Incentives Report. and the in formation that relates to fish and w ildli fo habi tat 
protect ion has been incorporated into the Phase 11 I.:. EE analysi . . T he stud) included three 
pans: a study or 18 candidate incentives, landowner interv ic\'.-S, and implementation strategies 
ror three promi ing program . Potential non-regulatory approaches for protection and too ls for 
re toration are described and evaluated based on cost and effectiveness. A summary of non-
regulatory tool currently being used in the M etro region i also included. Any nc,, or c:-.panded 
non-regulatory tool would require runding at some leve l; potential funding sources wi ll be 
considered when Metro deve lop a program to protect fi sh and w i ldl i fo habitat. 

1 Local partners include: Cit) of Port land, Cit} of Oregon City. and the Tualatin I I ills ParJ..s and Recreation District. 
rool.,for 11c1111ra/ oreo pm1ec1i o11, February 2002. 
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Existing non-regulatory tools for habitat protection and restoration 
umerous non-regulatory programs focused on protecting fish and w ildli fe habitat ex ist in the 

Metro region. In 2003. Metro compiled and ummarizcd the ef forts of 3 1 groups4 that focus 
habitat protection and restoration effor1s ,, ith in the GB. providing a snapshot o r current 
efforts.' Funding levels fluctuate and organizations come and go. but Metro' s survey provides a 
picture of hov much has been accomplished in the current env ironment w ith non-regulatory 
tools. T able 2-2, belO\,,. descri bes a few of the non-regulatory programs in the region. 

ince there are so many different t) pes of program in the region. Metro·s tudy o f non-
regulatory tools categorized habitat protection and restoration programs in the follow ing ways: 

• Re toration and enhancement. T he watershed councils operating in the M etro area 
have ident i lied many re toration and enhancement priorities, which have been 
implemented and funded by several type o f government agencies and pri vate 
organizations. Much of the grant money that flows into the region is used for restoration 
and enhancement. but the grants are highl) competiti ve and are inadequate to meet the 
demand. For example. Metro 's grant program" ith the US Fish and Wildlife erv ice 
lundcd only about 35 percent of the grant proposals over the past three years, leaving 
about $ 1.7 mi 11 ion of un funded requests. T hese grant sources are al o volatile and may 
change due to economic and political forces. 

• Education and out reach. omc program are focused on assist ing private ci tizens and 
bu inesscs in "green'· consumer choiccs.6 Other education efforts focus on living with 
wildlife, acquiring :.kills in water. hed protection, and monitoring o f fish and\\ ildl i fe 
habitat. Outreach tools include articles in ne" sletters and on -.,ebsites a ,.., ell as 
brochures and books that in form the public and landowners about steward hip issues. In 
addition to in forming the public about li sh and ,\ ildli fc habitat i sue , education and 
outreach are o f1en used to promote restoration and other habitat protection program . 

• Land acquisition programs. These programs arc very efTective in habitat protection 
and re toration and arc usually applied to pri vately cm ned lands. Land may be purchased 
outright or with a conservation easement from w illing landowners. 

A summary of the known accomplishments from the organizations surveyed is described below. 
M ore in formation ma) be found in A ppendix I A. 

'The 31 groups investigated included: cir1 governments, environmental services districts, park districts. soil and 
water conservation districts. watershed councils. federa l programs, rvletro. and non-profi t organi ;,-ations. 
' . ee Appendix I - Case studies of non-regulator)' approaches in the Metro region. 
0 Including programs such as: alternatives methods of pest control. ··Naturcscaping,·· and ··Green 13uilding•· 
constrnction methods. 
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Table 2-2. Examples of existinci non-reciulatorv orocirams in the Metro reqion. 
Focus Procirams 
Restoration . Oregon Watershed Enhancement Board (OWEB) General Grant Program. Grants to 
and carry out on the ground watershed restoration projects to restore aquatic habitat, 
enhancement improve water quality, and improve biodiversity. Projects include planting , culvert 

replacement, habitat improvements, wetland restoration, and others. (2002 total of 
$3,028,000 for Clackamas, Multnomah, and Washington counties; 31 projects). . Metro/USFWS Greenspaces Grant Program. Provides funding for urban projects that 
emphasize environmental education, habitat enhancement and watershed health. . East Multnomah Soil & Water Conservation District grants. Provides awards for 
conservation and restoration projects, ranging from $200-2,500, mostly on rural lands 
(funding is sponsored by the Fish and Wildlife Foundation). . Wildlife Habitat Incentives Program (WHIP) . Implemented through Natural Resources 
Conservation Service (NRCS) to help landowners develop and improve wildlife habitat 
on their land. In Oregon approximately $350,000 (for the entire state) is targeted for 
salmon habitat, riparian habitat, and promotion of biodiversity. . Environmental Quality Incentives Program (EQIP). Provides payments through the 
NRCS to farmers and ranchers for assistance implementing conservation practices on 
their lands (including filter strips, manure management practices and others). 
Authorized by the 2002 Farm Bill, pays up to 74% of the costs of the implemented 
practice. 

Education and . Metro 's Natural Gardening and Landscaping Program. Metro offers free natural 
outreach gardening seminars and workshops in spring and fall. Also includes a demonstration 

garden, summer garden tour, and educational materials. . Downspout Disconnect Program. City of Portland program that provides property 
owners with funds and technical expertise to disconnect downspouts to reduce flow into 
the stormsewer system. . Eco Biz Program. City of Portland program, started to recognize auto repair and 
service facilities that minimize their environmental impacts. Currently being extended to 
landscaping business. . Metro's Green Streets Handbook. A resource for designing environmentally sound 
streets that can help protect streams and wildlife habitat. . Eco-roof Program Portland provides sewer rate discounts to developers that build 
greenroofs minimizing stormwater runoff. Also provides an eco-roof floor area bonus, in 
which each square foot of eco-roof equals an additional three square feet of building 
area in the downtown. . G-Rated Incentive Program. Portland program that encourages innovations in 
residential and commercial development and redevelopment for green building design 
practices. Provides up to $20,000 for commercial projects and $3,000 for residential 
projects. 

Land . Metro Openspaces Acquisition Program. Funded through $135 million bond measure 
acquisition approved by voters in 1995. Focuses on targeted natural areas and regional trails. 
programs . Three Rivers Land Conservancy Acquisition Program. Works to encourage donation of 

conservation easements to protect targeted open space in the Metro region . . Johnson Creek Willing Seller Program. Portland program allows landowners in 
Johnson Creek floodplain to sell their property to the City at fa ir market value. After 
acquisition, properties are restored to natural floodplain function. Funded largely with 
dollars from FEMA after the 1996 flood. . Sherwood program. Requires system development charge (SOC) for development in 
floodplains, fee waived if flood area is donated to the citv. 
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Restoration and enhancement 
On the ground restoration and enhancement program and projects were conducted by al I o f the 
organizations surveyed, with the exception o f the Federal programs that fund many of the efforts. 
The Americorps program provides much needed labor; the U .. Fish and Wildlife ervice 
(USFWS) provides $300.000 per year to fund environmental education, conservation and 
restoration grant projects; and the atural Re ourcc Conservation crvice ( R ) co t-share 
program implements restoration projects on rural lands in the region. Environmental service 
district 7 conduct much o f the revegetation efforts, planting a substant ial portion of the trees and 
plants in the year surveyed. Much of thi work is accomplished through Portland 's Bureau of 
Environmental erviccs (BE ) "Rcvegctation Program:· BE provides their services as a 
contractor outside of the city projects, contracting with organizations like Metro. 

Watershed Counci ls and Park Districts also carry out proj ects in restoration and enhancement. 
Water hed council frequently work in partnership" ith environmental erv ice district and other 
organizations. City governments and non-pro lits make extensive use of volunteers to conduct 
habitat restoration. Over 15,000 volunteers worked on restoration and enhancement efforts in 
the Metro region in 2002. contributing 49. 150 hours o f labor to remove 76 tons. 30 truck loads, 
and 382 cubic ya rd of debri and re toring 162 acre of land.8 The oil and Water Conservation 
District in the Metro reg ion support restoration and enhancement efforts by helping landowners 
to revi e land management practi ce to reduce ero ion and non-point pollution of stream and 
rivers. 

Education and outreach 
Education and outreach programs arc an important component of ti h and wild life habitat 
protection. M ost of the organizations surveyed by Metro inc lude some t) pc of education and 
outreach in their work programs. I lands on education is very popular, and significant amounts o r 
volunteer time and resources are spent on this aspect of lish and w ildl ife habitat protection and 
restoration. A majority of habitat education program included in Metro ·s study were conducted 
by non-profits. The A udubon ociet) or Portland surpa scd all other organizations in attendance 
and number or c lasses due to the popularity o f their bird and animal oriented c lasses. A lso 
significant \,\as the contribution b) the environmental erv ice di tricts, provid ing c la se for 
school chi ldren and adults. 

Park distr ict also prov ide educational programs. The T ualatin I tills Nature Park provides many 
adults and children "ith a hands-on experience in one o f Washington Count) · soak savannahs. 
Portland Parks takes many school children to I loyt Arboretum, Powell Bulle, and Forest Park. 

letro provide eta ::,es at reg ional park 9
• natural gardening. and recycl ing program . Water hed 

Councils often work to educate res idents as well: one example is the Slough chool education 
program conducted b) the Columbia lough Watershed Council ( funded by grants from OWEB 
and the M etropolitan Grccnspaces Program). 

' Washington County's Clean Water e1viccs (C\\ ), Clackamas Count} ·s \), ater Environmental ervices ( \\ E ). 
and Portland's 13ureau of Environmental Services ( BES). 

ee Appendi, I. 
0 I 0.000 people annually. including 7.000 chi ldren. 
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The organizations reviewed for this study used a number of tools to reach out to the public. 
More th an 406.000 newsletters, I 06,000 brochures and other promotional materials v. ere 
distributed throughout the region in one year about environmental health in the Metro region. As 
i the case almo t everywhere. the Internet is a fast growing outreach tool. A partial sample10 of 
web-based outreach organizations reported 120.500 website hits and 15,000 electronically 
mailed newsletters during the sample year. Technical support to landowner interested in 
revising management practices on their properties was limited. and is mostly provided by the soil 
and water con crvation di trict \\hich foc us efforts on rural and agricultura l areas. 

Land acquisition 
Land acqu isition programs arc used by a select set oforganizations. The high cost of land lim it 
the ability or many smaller organizations to purchase land. Primari ly city governments. Metro, 
federal programs. and a few non-profit organizations uti lize acquisition programs. ince 1995. 
all or the programs combined have succeeded in protecting I 0,925 acres of land in the Metro 
region that is explicitly managed for fi sh and wildlife habitat protection (Table 2-3 below). 11 

Close lo 80 percent of the land that Metro has purcha ed is located out ide o f the urban growth 
boundary. Much of the restoration and enhancement work. as well as education and outreach 
activitie -, occur on the c lands. 

Table 2-3. Acres of land purchased for fish and wildlife habitat 
(as of AUQUSt 2003). 

Outright Conservation Organization purchase or easements Total 
donation 

Metro 7,872 81 7 953 
Cities/Environmental Service 2,035 4 2,039 
Districts/Parks 
Non-profits 769 164 933 
Total 10 757 168 10 925 

Metro·s 1995 Open Space Bond Measure provided an impetu for acqui ition to other 
organ izations. The Open Spaces land acquisition program ha acquired 7.953 acres, o f those 
acres a litt le over 80 acre are conservation easements. In addition. through their O\\n programs 
(bond measures or system development charge funds) Gre ham. Pon land. and Lake Os\\ ego 
have acquired 1,254 acres of park and open spaces. Since 1995 Portland Parks and Tualati n 
I I ills Park and Recreation Di tricts have acquired 62 1.3 acre o f habitat land. some through land 
donation and the re t funded b) ) stem development charge . 

The City of Portland currently operates a willing eller noodplain acqui ition program targeted 
to the Johnson Creek floodplain. The program \\ 8S established after the floods o f 1996. and used 
funds fro m the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) and the Department o f 
I lousing and Urban Development (I IUD). More than I 06 acres of floodplain have been 
acquired. although the major ources of fund ing have been u eel up. rhe City o r Portland Bureau 

10 '\Jot including Metro·s web ite. 
11 As of August 2003. 
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of Environmental Servi ces (B ' ) contributes $300,000 or Capital Improvement Project money 
to the program each year. 

The Three Ri vers Land Conservancy (TRLC) and the Wetlands Con ervancy have acquired 769 
acres inside the urban area to protect wetlands, riparian areas. and uplands that meet strict criteria 
in their value added to fi hand wi ldli fe habitat re toration and enhancement. TRLC also has a 
conservation casement program that has grown to 164 acres in the past decade. These lands arc 
still privately o,, ned but are strictly managed for their natural resource value in perpetuity. 

Summary 
While there i ubstantial evidence of non-regulatory approaches accomplishing habitat 
protecti on, restoration. and education in the M etro region, the e efforts have not been succes ful 
in preventing a decline in overall eco ystem health. A s described and catalogued in Metro's 
Technical Report for Goal 5 and Riparian Corridor and Wildl(fe I labitat Inventories. the amount 
and quality o f fish and v. ildlife habitat has been in teady dec line over time. Most non-
regulatory programs are dependent on unsteady sources of grant funding. volunteeri sm. and good 
steward hip, o fien wi thou t recognition or reward. Each program conducts important work. but 
even taken a a whole over the past decade only a small portion of the habitat in the region 
received the allention needed. There is a much greater need for restoration dollars; technical 
ass istance for landowners. deve loper . and local jurisdiction : and permanent protection for 
critical habitats than is currently ava ilab le. 

Potential non-regulatory tools for protection and restoration 
on-regulatory tools are a key component of a strategy to protect fish and w i Id Ii fe hab itat. 

Incenti ve . education, and acquisition strateg ies are popular among landowners and can be u ed 
in situations where regulations do not app l). For example. regulations only come into effect 
when a land use action is taken. on-regulatory stra tegies can apply to other acti vities such as 
landscaping and reducing pesti cide/herbicide u e. Non-regulatory too ls for habitat protection 
include acquisition (outright purchase and conservation casements). property tax relief. and good 
ste,,ardship agreements. 

Restoration is a critica l component ofan effective fi sh and w ildlife habi tat protection program. 
Without acti ve restoration efforts, eco logica l conditions w ill like ly deteriorate further. even if 
most habitat lands arc protected through regulations. Mitigation for the negati ve environmental 
impacts of deve lopment may be inc luded as part of a regulator) program. I lov. ever. actions to 
restore habitat to a condition better than ex i t today cannot be required a part or a regulatory 
program; restoration could be inc luded as a maj or part of a non-regulatory approach. 
Regulations can protect land that can then be restored th rough non-regulatory approache to 
prov ide belier functioning habitat. 

Based on the results ol'the lncel1fil'es Report and M etro's analy is of ex isting non-regulatory 
too ls for habitat protection and restoration, the rollo" ing potent ial non-regu latory tool arc 
examined: 
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• tewardship and recognition programs 
• Financial incentives (grant , incentive for green rrcets. property tax reduction) 
• Education (information center. technical assistance. other education act iv ities) 
• Volunteer activities 
• Agency-led restoration 
• Acquisition (outright purcha e, conservation easements. revolving acquisition rune!) 

A brier examination or potent ial cost and effect iveness of potential non-regulatory programs is 
included in Table 2-5 at the end orthi chapter. 

Stewardship and recognition programs 
fhe c programs publicly acknowledge landO\\.ners, businesses and other enti ties for conserving 
open pace. protecting or restoring habitat areas. making financial contributions or carry ing out 
good teward hip practice in general. Public agencies and nonprofit organization can 
administer the programs. and the recognit ion could take the form of media publicity, awards 
ceremonies, or plaques and certificate . The e program , whi le not w idely applied in the Metro 
region, have much potential for encouraging conservation behavior,, hen combined with other 
programs. 

A good steward hip agreement between a landowner and an organi/ation interested in protecting 
or re tor ing habitat and monitoring success over time can be u ed to achieve some leve l of 
habitat protecti on. Such a program 'YVOuld recruit landowners to agree to voluntary stewardship 
agreement that allow residents to make a commitment to care for the land in a manner that 
promotes habitat va lue. stewardship agreement program would be most effecti ve when 
combined w ith other incentives such as education, technical a::. istance, and grants. 

Lando,, ner recognition programs on their own generally provide no permanent protection of 
resources because participation is oluntary. I lowever, administrative costs may be relatively 
10\ compared to funding for programs uch a acquisition that provide definitive permanent 
protection. Thi tool is most likely to be effective"' hen integrated,, ith other tools as part of an 
overall c,)nservation strategy. 

Pote11tial proK1w11s 
I. Yearly report. De, elop a report (printed and/or on ,, ebsite) to publiciLe innovative 

examples of re torat ion. protection and habitat friend I} development in the Metro region. 
' Stewards/tip recog11irio11 program. Deve lop a Regional Fish and Wild li fe I labitat 

. te\\ard hip program that recogniLes landowner for re taring and protect ing habitat on 
their land and habitat friend!) development practices. ponsor a yearly a,., ard ceremony. 
provide certi ficatcs. and encourage media coverage. 

3. Steward:,ltip agreeme111s. Develop signed voluntary stewardship agreement between a 
property o,,ncr and Metro or another pon or for habitat protect ion. M o t likel) to be 
effective when used in conjunction \-\o ilh small grants and long-term monitorin g. 
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Financial incentives 
Achieving restoration on private and public lands typica lly requires ome type of financial 
incentive to induce property ov. ners 10 conduct acti vities such as planting of nati ve vegetation, 
remova l o f invasive species. and other habitat improvement . 

Grants 
Grants for restoration can provide the incentive for supportive landowners and other 
organiLalion Lo re tore habitat on private and public lands. small grant program, targeted to 
watershed councils. non-profit organizations, or local governments. could be created similar 10 
Metro' recent grants for Regional and To,, n Center planning efforts. Applicants could submit 
proj ects one or two times per year, and they could be rev iewed and ranked based on established 
cri teria. mall grant given in strategic places could bui ld on exi ting work and encourage more 
efforts in targeted areas. 

Funding can leverage additional benefits such as education and volunteerism. Private 
lando,.,ner may be interested in the concept of improv ing the habitat value on a portion of their 
land, and the availability of dollars can prov ide the impetus lo conduct restoration activiti es. 
Many grants arc provided w ith a required match of either dollars or in-kind materials or labor. 
These incentives provide landowners who contribute a portion or the proposed cost for 
conservation or restoration activities w ith additional funding opportunities. T here are several 
program in place for rural land in agriculture or forestry use. and some for urban land . A grant 
program could target spcci fie activ ities along stream reache or within watersheds in 
coordination with Watershed Action Plans to accomplish the most effecti ve restoration. A 
monitoring component or a restoration plan ,, ould be essential Lo asse efTecti vene s over time 
at restori ng habitat function. 

As part of a regional habitat friendly development program. Metro could deve lop a I lahitat-
oriented Develop111ent Progro111 similar lo Metro's Transit-oriented Development (TOD) 
Program to encourage construction or ne,., developments or redevelopment that protect and 
restores fish and w i ldlife habital. This would require funds 10 prov ide the incentives for 
developer to practice habitat fri endly development For example, 1000 feet of a stream in the 
Tryon Creek \\atershed w ill be daylighted (removed from pipes) through incentives provided to 
a housing redeve lopment proj ecl. 12 

l'otential pror,rn111s 
A smal l grant program could be targeted to residential or individual landowners, or targeted 
10 ,, ard deve lopment and busines practices. Grant~ could abo be aimed at Watershed Councils 
or other non-profit groups. 

I . Small xrr1111 program/or restoratio11. Develop a small grant program 10 accomplish 
restorati on on private or publ ic property "ithin the identi fied regionally significant fish 
and wildli fe habitat areas. With larger grants require long-term monitoring. 

2. Hahitm friendly de11elop111ent grants. Provide grant to encourage habitat friendly 
development. im i lar to M etro' grant programs lo encourage and support Tran it-
Or iented Development (TOD) and regional and town center planning. 

1
~ On.1Koni1111. ··De, eloper 1-.ccps at creel-. crusade·· IO J 2003. 
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3. Wildlife crossi11glc11lvert replacement grants. Provide grants to encourage culvert 
replacement and wi ld Ii re cro sings around the region. 

Incentives for green streets 
The Metro ouncil could establish a priority for funding transportation projects based on their 
impacts to regionally ignificant fi sh and wi ldlife habitat. This cou ld help lo prevent add itional 
damage to habitat in the region and also provide incenti ves l o restore habitat that has been 
impacted by development. A criterion could be added to the MTIP fund ing priorities that 
focuses on habitat issues. uch as culvert replacement. or removal. wildli fe crossing 
improvt:ments, or im plementati on or Green treets design standards. Alternatively, a separate 
category or bonu points could be assigned to projects that meet habitat criteria lo allow for the 
funding of projects that im prove transportation and habitat in the region. 

Property tax reduction 
Providing landowners with a reduction in property taxes in exchange for hab itat protection or 
restoration is not a new idea. There are many federa l programs that encourage landowners to do 
just that; however. most of these programs arc app licable to farm or forest land. There are two 
slate programs that could be applicable within the urban area: the Riparian Lands Tax lncentil'e 
Program and the Wildlife I fabitat Conservation and Manage111e111 Program. Both of the c 
programs \-\-Ould require county or city action to be implemented. The riparian tax incentive 
program allows for a tax exemption for property within I 00 feet of a !ream provided the land is 
protected and managed fo r habitat va lue. The program is limited lo 200 stream miles per county. 
The wild li fe habitat program al lows designated habi tat land to be taxed at a special, reduced rate 
as long as it is protected and managed fo r habitat va lue. Th is program is not limited by acres and 
can be applied to riparian or upland habitat. 

Property tax reduction is a use rul too l to provide motivated landowner with an incentive to 
manage their land fo r habitat values, and can also er e as a mechanism to achieve some 
restoration if a habitat management plan includes requirement fo r enhancement o f ex isting 
ha bitat. However. property tax reductions would reduce jurisd ictional revenues. Once enrolled 
in the program. these propertie could also be targeted by agencies that conduct restoration 
activities such as Metro. Portland 's Bureau of Environmental erv ices, or Clean Water crvices 
in Washington Count) fo r greater public benefit. I labital protection and restoration may be most 
effective ecologically if this tool is applied strategically. for example in a specific stream reach 
or head\\ ater area. This tool could erve as an important incenti ve to encourage landO\-\ ners to 
work in a coordinated fas hion to leverage eco logical improvement in a specific area. If used on 
a ··fir t-comc, first-served .. basis there ma) be a scattered approach and less ecologica l benefit 
overall. A dm,nside lo u ing property tax relief as a tool for habitat protection is that a 
landowner can leave the program at any time, the onl y penalty being payment or back taxes. 
similar to opting out of a farm or forest tax deferral program. 

Education 
Information center for fish and wildlife habitat protection 
One of the biggest challenge '" ith any incentive/non-regulatory program is getting in formation 
into the hands of people who can u e it. /\n .. information center'" that includes technical 
assi tance. recognition programs, and potentially mall grant funds could erve a a .. one- top 
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shop .. providing landowners and others with in formation and referrals needed to protect and 
restore fish and w ildlife habitat. A center could also inc lude a~ istancc 10 landowners and others 
on regulatory compliance and provide coordination between multiple agencies. Metro has some 
experience providing in formation to the public - the Recyc ling Information Center has a si ted 
people with recyc ling questions since 1981 . Other Metro in formation programs that benefit the 
environment inc lude Natural Gardening, oils for alrnon, and Grecnspace education programs 
and grants. A similar system could be developed to provide landowners and others the 
in format ion they need to protect fish and w i ldlife habitat. A n alternati ve 10 a fu lly-nedged 
in formation center is a permanent hotl ine residents could ca ll for information on habitat 
protection and restoration. 

Potential programs 
I . Hotline. Provide a permanent hotline for fish and wildlife habitat protection and 

restoration, include number on all brochures, handbooks, and other educational mater ial 
T he hot line could erve as a referral erv ice to other expert in the region. 

2. Informatio11 center. Develop an information center, similar lo the Recycling In formation 
Center but on a much smaller ca le. Citi zens could ca ll and talk to a person about habitat 
protection and restoration or deve lopment questions. 

Habitat education 
Many landowners would like to manage their land in a way that benefit fish and w ildlife habitat. 
I I0\\,ever. frequently people do not know i f certain activ ities arc detrimental (using herbicides 
and pesticides). if there are alternatives (natural gardening), \.>vhat 10 do to improve habitat (plant 
nati ve plants, remove inva ive pecies like ivy), and how to connect lo agencies and 
organi1ations that provide grants and/or volunteers to help impro\c habitat. A program could be 
developed lo focu effort to increase people ·s awareness of the connecti ons between their 
activ ities and the hea lth of streams and rivers, similar to fish stencil program . Landowner in 
reg ionally ignificanl habitat areas could be targeted 10 raise awareness of how indiv idual 
activities impact fish and wild life habi tat. Education activ ities wou ld be mo t effective when 
u ed in conj unction ,>v ilh a stewardship cert i fication program. grant programs. and regulatory 
programs. 

Metro current ly ha several education programs that help fi h and wildli fe habitat in the Parks 
and Green paces Department and the olid Waste and Recycling Department. Many other 
organi1-a1ions in the region also provide cla e about the environment. , evera l pos ible 
programs arc described below. 

Potential progrn111s 
I . Brochure. Provide an educational brochure about protecting and restoring habitat to be 

mailed once per ) car 10 lando,, ners " ith significant habitat (also include on website) . 
2. Coordinate with other organization.,·. Distribute information about regionally significant 

fish and w ildlife habitat through education programs prov ided by other organiLations. 
3. Expand existing education programs. Add 10 exi ting work hop and classe . Develop 

a program similar to ''Naturcscapeing·· or ''Natural Gardening'' on habitat protect ion and 
restorati on. 

4. Curriculum/or schools. Develop a curriculum for schools: work with teacher to 
implement. 
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Technical assistance 
Technica l as istance programs are noted for being responsive to lando,-.ner needs, prov iding 
practica l in formation. and having knowledgeable resource staff. uch a program would not 
provide direct protection to resource , but would o ffer a means of improving stewardship and 
enhancement by private landowners. Technical assistance could help supplement cost- haring 
program s. uch a grant , to further protection and restoration efforts. Technical assistance could 
be focused on landowners. development practices, and/or local partners. M etro has provided 
technica l a sistance to local partners throughout the implementation of the Regional Framework 
Plan and the Regional Urban Growth Management Functional Plan. This has proved especially 
important in the implementat ion of Title 3 (stream and noodplain protection) and planning for 
2040 centers. 

M etro could work with local partners to develop technical assistance, incentives, recognition 
programs, and awards for development that helps protect fish and w ildli fe habitat. Metro, in 
conjunction w ith local partners, could develop regional low impact development standards and 
designs to reduce development impacts on fi h and wildlife habitat. The Green treets 
I land book serve as a success fu I model o f technical assistance for transportation infrastructure. 

Potential programs 
I . local partners. Provide assi lance to stafT from loca l j urisdictions and other 

organization to enable them lo assist property 0\\ ner . If a regulatory program is 
cho en. provide a si lance to loca l juri diction staff to aid in implementation. 

2. l mlividua/ prop erty owners. a) Develop and distribute material focused on habitat 
protection. re toration and enhancement. b) Dedicate ta ff to a sist property owners in 
habitat protcction and restoration acti v ities on a demand basis. c) Dedicate staff for a 
one-on-one outreach effort to property owners w ith high quality habitat, inc lude 
work hops 1-2 times per ) ear. 

3. Develup 111e11t and business practices. a) Develop and distribute a manual on habitat-
friendly development and green business practices. b) Dedicate stafTto assist 
developers/businesses in habitat protection/ restoration on a demand ba is. c) Dedicate 
staff to proacti vely seek out developers/business owners to achieve habitat friendly 
development and restoration. include workshops 1-2 times per year. 

Volunteer activities 
M uch hab itat re torat ion has alread) been accornpl i hcd in the region through the efforts of 
volunteer . There arc many groups that coordinate activ ities. including OL V (the statewide 
Oregon non-pro fit organization founded in 1969 by Governor Tom M cCall). Watershed 
Councils. Ri verkeepers. and Friends' organizations. For e1'.ample, the Friends o f Forest Park 
organize maj or efforts throughout the year to remove English ivy from the park and Friends of 
Trees organizes more than a dozen native planting events in natural areas each year. M etro 
current I) works \\ ith volunteers to both cduca1e (volunteer naturalists) and restore habitat. 
Invo lv ing volunteers in habitat restoration projects both helps to accomplish work and prov ides a 
forum for education and awareness of the fish and wildlife in the region. Metro could expand 
current cfT011s and partner, ith non-profit groups and public agencies to coordinate restoration 
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activities to encourage re toration in areas that are de ignated a regionally signi fican t fish and 
wildli fe habitat. 

Potemial programs 
I. Focus existiug programs. Encourage existing volunteer organizations to focus 

restoration efforts in regionally signi fica nt ti h and wildl ife habitat areas. 
2. Provide funding. Provide fund to ex isting volunteer organizations to conduct 

restorat ion on public land with regionally significant fi h and wildlife habitat. 

Agency-led restoration 
everal government agencies currently sponsor and conduct restoration. For example, Metro 

carri es out restoration activities on its own properties to enhance exi ting habitat value. Metro i 
currentl y "' orking ½ith public landowners in the lackamas River basin on a program to hall the 
pread o f and hopefu lly erad icate Japanese knotweed - a tenacious non-nati ve plant that 

overtakes riparian areas. omc agencies. such as the ity of Portland·s Oureau of Environmenta l 
crvice , conduct restoration on private lands if they are invited to do so. Agency sponsored 

restoration could be used in conjunction with other incentive and regulatory programs to 
accomplish regional re toration goals. 

Potential programs 
I. Pro1•irle fu11di11g for public lands. Provide funds to agcncie that conduct restoration to 

foc us efforts in regionally s ignificant habitat areas. 
2. Pro1•i<lefu11di11gfor private lands. Provide funds to agcncie to conduct re toration for 

private property owner with regionally significant habitat in exchange for habitat 
protection. 

Acquisition 
The most certain way to protect habitat is to acquire it. There arc various ways to acquire land 
uch a outright purchase. development rights, and propert1 tran fe rs. These programs address 

social concerns o f fairnes as well as rea l and perce ived tak ings. s ince they conform to a market-
based approach for habitat conservation. 

Metro began foc using attention on fi sh and wi ldlife habitat protection in the early 1990·s, 
idcnti fy ing natura l areas o f regional igni ficance and eventually developing the Green paces 
Master Plan to protect a ystem of regionally s ignificant natura l area. Mctro·s $ 135 million 
bond measure passed in 1995 to primarily purchase open space and develop regional tra ils. The 
bond measure identified 14 target area and ix trai l and greem,ay projects. rhesc came from 
the Greenspaces Ma tcr Plan that identi tied ·'regionally significant"' naLUra l areas fo llowing an 
exhau tivc inventory. ite \\Cre elected based on the fo llo\\ ing criteria: 

• Immediacy or threat o f development 
• Accessibility to resident of the region 
• Protection o f large contiguous blocks (patch si7c) 
• 1::xpanding on cxi ting regionally significant areas that are protected 
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I f additional funding to purchase habitat land was ecured. an acquisition program could focus 
on regionally significant fish and wi ldli fe habitat, targeted to achieve pecific goals. The goals 
could include protection of I labitats of Concern. floodplains. regional connector hab itat. 
trategically located high-va lue habitat, and key re toration opportunities. rable 2-4 below 

shows the acres of undeveloped resource land in Metro·s fish and wild li fe habi tat inventory. 
fh is helps to descri be the magnitude of land that falls w ithin the resource inventory. For 
example, Riparian Class I coma ins over 11.000 acres of undeveloped resource land. Based on 
the cost of land purchased through M etro· s 1995 Open paces Bond Mea ure, land cost inside 
the UGB average about $45,000/acre and outside the UGB average about $8.600/acre. Due to 
the c:-..pense, acquisition clearly is not a tool that could be used alone to protect even thi most 
eco logically valuable habitat. 

b. Table 2-4. Acres of undeveloped ha 1tat land. 

Habitat classification Total undeveloped 
habitat land 

Riparian Class I 11 ,614 
Riparian Class II 5,365 
Rioarian Class Ill 682 
Wildlife Class A 8,643 
Wildlife Class B 8 211 
Wildlife Class C 4,711 
Total 39,226 

Outright purchase 
A fee simple purchase o f habitat land provides permanent protection but depend on w il l ing 
cller . l'ropcrty is purchased for market prices and thus an acquisition program must be well 

funded to be effective on a large sca le. For example. Metro's Open paces acquisit ion program 
was funded through a $ 135 million bond measure approved by voters in May 1995. As of July 
15, 2003. Metro had acquired more than 7,935 acres of land for regional natural areas and 
regional trai Is and green ways. in 25 I separate property transactions al a cost of $ 1.2 mi II ion. 13 

These properties protect 70 miles of stream and river frontage. 

Regional Revolving Land Purchase Fund 
Sometimes va luable riparian and wi ldlife habitat i located on only a portion o f a property, and 
the rest or the parcel is either already developed (e.g .. a house) or could be developed in the 
future. If these parcels arc purchased through an acquisition program t-wo concerns arise. First, 
if the property has a house or other cxi ting use. M etro or another purchasing agency would then 
be in the position o f either renting the useable portion o f the property or retiring ii from the 
marketplace and houldering high maintenance cost . econd, the overall purchase cost of such 
a parce l \v ould be high, and would effectively reduce available funds for other targeted habitat 
acquisitions. A program could be developed to pureha e habitat land, place development 
re trictions or conservation ea crnenls to protect the habitat areas. and then sell or e>.change (via 
land swaps ) the remainder or the land for development or cont inued use. Funds from the sale 
could then be used 10 protect additional land . . uch a program could maximize the use of 
conservation dollars b) protecting only the habitat area on a parcel o f land. rather than the entire 
parce l. 

" Part or the $ 135 million hond measure wenl 10 local jurisdic1ions for local parks and greenspaccs purchases. 
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Conservation easement 
A conservation casement is a legal agreement between a landowner and a land trust or 
government agency that permanently limits use of the land in order to protect its habitat values. 
It allows landowners to continue to own and use their land and Lo sell it or pass it on to heirs. 
Conservation ea emcnts o ffer great flex ibility. A n easement on a property containing rare 
w ildlife habitat might prohibit any development. for example. while one on a farm might allow 
continued farming. J\n ea emcnt may apply to just a portion of the property, and need not 
require public acces . Conservation ea cmcnts can be donated or purchased. I f the donation 
benefit the public by permanently protecting important conservation resources and meets other 
federal tax code requirements, it can quali fy as a tax-deductible charitable donation. The amount 
of the donation i the difference between the land·s value with the easement and its value without 
the easement. Conservation easements could be used effectively to target dollars for protecting 
cr itica l habitat area . A th organizations currently use conservation easements in the region. 
trategy cou ld be developed to collaborate w ith groups that currently use this too l to protect 

portions of the regionally significant habitat identified in M etro· s inventory. 

Metro currently has eight easements acquired through the open spaces program (81 . 1 acres total ). 
One is a flood ca ement. the other even are con crvation casements. The flood easement i not 
inc luded in acreage numbers. but the other even are inc luded. Three easements were donated 
(59. 11 a res). three were purchased ( 15.89 acres), and one was acquired through an exchange of 
a 25-) ear agricultural lea eon one acre o f property - ea emcnt is on 6. 1 acre . 

Conservation ca ements have some dra,, back . The legal agreement arc comp le:-. and timc-
consuming. and the level o r effort (both time and dollars) is often comparable to an outright 
purcha e. Additionally, omc property O\.\ ncrs would rrefcr to sell their land outright rather than 
be encumbered w ith a conserva tion easement. Finally. after a conservation easement is in place. 
it require resources and staff time to monitor it to en ure it is being followed, and lo enforce in 
instances " here its requirements have been disregarded. 

Summary 
T here are many t) pc of non-regulator) tools that could be used to protect and restore fi h and 
wi ldlife habitat in the region. A ll o f these tools require some type of funding. whether to pay for 
taff or provide direct dollars to purcha e or restore land. Many of the non-regulatory tools 

could be i mplemcntcd at either the loca l or regional level. Table 2-5 on the fol lowing pages 
de cribc ome of the implementation is ue and cost as ociatcd with the non-regulatory tools 
identified in this analysis. 

Acquisition is the most effective non-regulatory tool to achieve defin iti ve habitat protect ion. 
Acqui it ion achieve permanent protection and also pre crves land to be restored at a later date. 
l lo", ever, the high cost of purchasing land, c pecially "' ithin the urban growth boundary, the 
dependence of an acqui i tion program on willing ellers. and the fact that much of the habitat is 
on parti ally developed land limits the effecti veness o r such a program. 

M any of the other non-regulatory habitat protection and restoration too ls considered here arc 
1110 t effecti ve when u ed in combination "' ith each other and/or along with a regulatory 
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program. /\ regulatory program can provide the incentive and motivation to develop innovative 
solutions to land dcvcloprncnl "hilc protecting habitat. Grants and technical a sistance are lhe 
tools that could be most effective in protecting and restoring habitat, in the absence o r an 
acquisition program. /\ stewardship recognition program could help promote grants and serve to 
educate other about innovative practices. Coordinating w ith ex i ting agencies and volunteer 
groups that conduct restoration as well as providing funds lo focu efforts could be effective in 
enhancing regional ly significant habitat. 
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Table 2-5. Potential non-requ atorJ proqrams or 1s an WI ,e a ,tat protec 10n. f f h d "ldrt h b" f 
What Effectiveness Partnerships Cost* 
Stewardship & recognition programs • Limited acreage of total habitat covered Could be implemented Low to 
1. Accomplishments report to publicize innovative examples of • Long-term protection uncertain by Metro, a local Medium 

restoration. protection, and habitat friendly development in region. • Monitoring may increase effectiveness partner, or Watershed 
2. Stewardship program to recognize landowners for restoring and • Relies on willing participants Councils. 

protecting habitat on their land and habitat friendly- • More effective when used with cost-
developmenUbusiness practices. include a yearly award ceremony. sharing, grants and technical assistance 3 Voluntary stewardship agreements between a property owner and to encourage more successful projects 
either Metro or another sponsor for habitat orotection. 

Grants for restoration & protection • Effectiveness depends on funding, A grant program could Medium 
1 Residential owner. Small grant program to accomplish restoration on technical assistance and education, and be implemented at the to High 

private or public properties within resource area. long-term monitoring local or regional level. 
2. Development activities and business practices. Provide grants to: • Provides on-the-ground protection and Partner with 

• businesses for habitat restoration restoration accomplishments Watershed Councils 
• developers to encourage habitat friend ly development or • Grants to developers could effectively and other groups. 

redevelopment encourage innovative practices 
• cities and counties for wildlife crossing and culvert replacement • Limited acreage of total habitat covered 

projects • Could increase effectiveness of 
regulations 

Information center • Effectiveness depends on publicity, Could be implemented Low to 
1 Hotline for fish and wildlife habitat protection and restoration. (Calls technical expertise. and longevity at the regional level Medium 

would be returned periodically). • Depends on extensive marketing and/or through 
2. Call center for fish and wildlife habitat protection and restoration, campaign and longevity partnerships. 

referral to other agencies. (Immediate response). 
Habitat education activities • A long-term commitment 1s required to Could be implemented Low to 
1. Educational brochure on maintaining and enhancing fish and wildlife change behaviors and practices by Metro, local Medium 

habitat to be mailed once per year to landowners with significant • Over time an education program can partners, Watershed 
habitat (also include on website). reach a large number of people Councils, or other non-

2 Coordinate with existing organizations that provide habitat-oriented • Could provide consistent message and profits. 
classes, distribute information on regionally significant resources. economy of scale across the region 

3. Add to Metro's existing workshops and classes (e.g., Parks Dept. 
nature classes. tours, and birdwatching events; Solid Waste Dept. 
"Naturescaping· and "Natural Gardening· classes). 

4. Curriculum for schools, work with teachers to implement. 
Technical assistance program • Level of commitment and longevity of Could be implemented Low to 
Focused on local partners program would be key to effectiveness at the regional level Medium 
1 Assistance to local jurisdiction staff and other organizations to enable • Technical assistance supports and/or through a 

them to assist property owners in their jurisdictions stewardship programs and grants partnership with other 
2. Provide assistance to local jurisdiction staff to aid in implementation jurisdictions and 
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What Effectiveness Partnerships Cost* 
of a regulatory program (if one is chosen) • Technical assistance could increase the agencies (e.g., 

Focused on residential, individual owners effectiveness of a regulatory program Portland's Office of 
3. Develop and distribute materials focused on habitat protection, • Most effective with high staff to client ratio; Sustainable 

restoration & enhancement no single agency could address needs of Development). 
4 . Dedicate staff to assist property owners in habitat protection/ so many properties without adequate staff 

restoration activities on a demand basis • Knowledgeable staff is critical to providing 
5. Dedicate staff for a one-on-one outreach effort to property owners effective technical assistance 

with high quality habitat, include workshops 1-2 times/year 
Focused on development and business activities 
6. Develop and distribute a manual on habitat-friendly development and 

green business practices 
7. Dedicate staff to assist developers/businesses in habitat 

protection/restoration activities on a demand basis 
8. Dedicate staff to proactively seek out developers/business owners to 

achieve habitat friendly development, restoration; include workshops 
Volunteer activities • Substantial restoration work currently Coordinate with Low to 
1. Partner with existing volunteer organizations to focus restoration conducted with volunteer efforts existing programs, High 

efforts in regionally significant habitat areas. • Supports education efforts by training such as Watershed 
2 Provide funds to existing volunteer organizations (e.g., SOLV) to volunteers Councils, friends' 

conduct restoration on public lands with regionally significant habitat. • Easier access on public lands groups, SOL V. 
Agency-led restoration activities • A trained and experienced staff with Implemented at Medium 
1. Restoration on public lands. Provide funds to agencies (e.g., Metro, monitoring capability could lead to regional and local to High 

Portland Bureau of Environmental Services, Clean Water Services) effective restoration work partner level. 
that conduct restoration to focus on regionally significant habitat. • Maintenance and monitoring of the 

2. Restoration on private lands. Provide funds to agencies for restoration site over time is necessary to 
restoration on private lands in exchange for habitat protection. accomplish effective long-term restoration 

Property tax relief (Programs exist under Oregon state law) • Limited landowner enrollment Counties implement, Medium 
1. Riparian Lands Tax Incentive Program • Requires ongoing management plan with Metro could facilitate 
2. Wildlife Habitat Conservation and Management Program Oregon Department Fish & Wildlife implementation; 

• Landowners can opt out of program with encourage application 
payment of back taxes in urban area. 

Acquisition • Most effective in long-term preservation Could be implemented High 
1 Outright purchase • Properties may require maintenance at federal , regional, or 
2. Conservation easement • Conservation easements complex to local level or by a non-
3. Revolving acquisition fund negotiate profit. 

• Revolving acquisition fund could make 
effective use of limited dollars . . . • About cost: High (grants, restoration, acqu1s1t1on); Medium (dedicated staff); Low (materials only, some staff) 
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CHAPTER THREE: EXISTING REGULATORY ENVIRONMENT AND 
REGULATORY PROGRAM OPTIONS 

Exist ing regional and loca l environmental regulations already cover a portion of the region's 
habitat land. Since 1998, cities and counties have implemented Metro 's protection standards for 
flood management and water quality (Title 3) along streams and fl oodplains. A pprox imately 30 
percent of the habitat area currently covered by Title 3 regulation ach ieves some. but not all. of 
the habitat protection needed in these areas. Very few of the wi ldl i fe areas in M etro·s hab itat 
in entor. are covered by consistent regional standards. 

In addition to implementing T itle 3. some cities and counties have adopted loca l regulations to 
protect habitat. Regulations vary in the amount of habitat area they cover and in the level of 
protection they provide. one o f them regu late al l regionally ignificant fish and \,ildl ife 
habitat. T his chapter inc ludes: 
• a ummary of Metro· s analy i o f local Goal 5 programs, 
• a descript ion o f the baseline regulations (Title 3) for purpo es of analys is, and 
• a descripti on of the ix regu latory program options to protect fish and wildlife habitat. 

Local Goal 5 programs 
Metro conducted a review of local juri diction's plans for habitat protection from 1999 to 2002, 
re ulting in the local Plan Analy.,is: A review of Goal 5 protectio11 in the Metro region (August 
2002). lost of the local j urisdictions in the Metro region have adopted Goal 5 programs that 
have been acknowledged by the Department of Land Conservation and Development as being in 
compl iance w ith the state rule. ome of these program were developed pri or to the Goal 5 rul e 
revisions in 1996, while a few have been completed more recently . 

f he Goal 5 rule requires a three-step process. as descri bed in the Introduction to this report. 
I lowever. loca l governments ma) al o choose to utilize the tale" afc harbor" approach ra ther 
than conduct an inventory using the standard methodology described above (OAR 660-23-020). 

sa le harbor approach may be u ed for riparian corridor and w i ld life habitat. Using the afe 
harbor approach. a loca l government may determ ine the boundaries of signi ficant riparian 
corridors wi thin its jurisdiction u:. ing a tandard setback di lance from all fish-bearing lakes and 
streams (OA R 660-23-090(5)). This setback distance is determined as follows: 

(a) for streams with average annual stream flow greater than 1.000 cubic feet per second 
(cf:). the riparian corridor boundar) is 75 feet upland from the lop o f each bank 

(b) for lakes and fish-bearing streams with average annual stream flow less than 1.000 els. 
the ri parian corridor boundary is 50 feet upland from the top of each bank 

Goal 5 is a proces goal - the state doe not pre cribc a speci fie outcome as it does in other land 
use planning goa ls. The rule requires loca l j urisdictions to ba lance the need to protect natural 
resources aga inst other tatc goals such as housing (Goal 10) and transportation (Goa l 12) "'h ilc 
prov iding ample opportun ity for c it izen involvement (Goal I). Thus. the state ru le allows local 
juri diction · Goal 5 programs to be in compliance with state la,, while being inconsistent\\ ith 
each other. I lowcver. M etro· code required an analy is of the consistency and/or adequacy of 
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local natural resource protection prior to conducting a regional E EE ana lysis and a regional 
protection program. T he key findings from the local Plan Analysis are rev iewed be low. 

The Goal 5 process begins \\ ith the inventory of Goal 5 resource sites, provid ing in formation to 
locate and eva luate resources and to develop programs to protect such resources (OAR 660-023-
0030( I )). The tandard inventory proces involves four steps. I lo, ever, depending on the type 
of Goa l - resource. not every step must be applied in the inventory stage. 

Inconsistencies 
Re ourccs in the Metro region receive inconsiste111 treatment and protection across jurisd icti ons. 
considering the pervasive inconsistencies in Goal 5 inventory methodologies, data layer formats, 
ESEE ana lyses, and program decisions of loca l jurisdictions. Out ide of the State safe harbor for 
riparian areas and wetlands. the Goal 5 rule provide l ittle guidance to loca l governments on 
methods of protection, except the requirement that a protection program inc lude clear and 
objective standards. The Goal 5 protection programs o f local j urisdictions , ithin the Metro 
region arc inconsistent with each other on a number o f leve ls. ome programs offer exc lusive 
protecti on for riparian and wetland areas, prohibiting development unless exceptional 
circum lance apply, wherea other jurisdictions offer limited development w ithin thei r most 
significant resource areas. Furthermore, protection levels for limited development range 
anywhere from five percent development to at least fi fly percent development on sign i Ii cant 
natural resource land. Finally. there is no consistency bet" ecn local j urisdictions· rc\ icv, 
proce cs, mitigation and enhancement procedures, or their monitoring and enforcement 
mechanisms. 

Inadequacies 
It is o fle11 difficult to determine \,,hat speci fic protection will be applied to resources by loca l 
governments when implementing Goal 5 programs. T his not only leads to incon i tent 
protection around the region. but also may result in inadequate protection of natural re ·ources. 
The most consi tent protection i Metro·s Title 3 regulation for protecting \,\ater qualit) and 
noodplain function.14 In addition, several jurisdictions in the region have adopted the State's 
Safe I I arbor prov isions under Goal 5, which prov ide protection speci fie to fish-bear ing streams 
based on stream size. Loca l jurisdiction ' riparian corridor protection programs that do var) 
from either T itle 3 or the tate afe Harbor range from 30 feet on a etas I stream (Lake 
Oswego) to as much as 150 feet on a principal river ( lackamas County). 15 

Figure I compares the minimum widths recommended in the cientific literature16 to the riparian 
corridor protection provided by Metro· Title 3 regu lations and the tale afc I I arbor. As the 
figure illustrates, even the maximum protection provided by T itle 3 on steep slopes (200 11.) 
meets the average recommended w idth for only seven o f the twelve functions included on the 
chart. 1 ltm cver, the 200-foot vegetated corridor prov ides some protection for all t,, el ve 

14 T his is why Metro is using Title 3 protection as a baseline for analysis purposes in the evaluation of the six 
program options, described later in this report. 
1
~ (See Locul Plan A11a(1sis section on inconsistencies program decisions for more detail on local j urisdict ions' 

r,rograrns J 
• See~ lctro ·s Technical Report for ( ioa/ 5 (2002). 
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function .17 Furthermore, the talc afe I !arbor, when applied to larger fi h-bcaring stream (75 
fl), only meets the average recommended minimum width for one function. pollutant remova l. 
The 75-foot buffer does not even meet the minimum recommendations for fo ur functions, 
including one of the mo t important for Ii ted salmon - large \\ OOd) debris 18

• The SO-foot buffe r 
provided by the talc afc Harbor on smaller fi h-bearing treams and by Metro· Title 3 on 
primary streams only provides minimal protection for five function . For smaller streams, those 
draining less than 50 acres. Title 3 provides fo r a 15-foot buffer that barely meets the most 
minimal c icntific recommendation for two function . 

In effect, there is not a regulatory program in the region that provide su rficient protection for 
riparian corridors based on cons ideration of all the function necessary for fish and wildl ife 
habitat. While it i unlikely that any regulatory program could be implemented that would ful ly 
protect all of the functions depicted in Figure 3- 1, habitat protection in the Metro region docs not 
comport with the scientific knowledge of what is needed for full fi sh and wildli fe habitat 
protection. 

Stale Sale Harbor small 
,,.~ beanng streams, 
TIiie 3 pnrnary streams 

OrgM,c matenal 

AQ\.JallC habltal 

Shade 

Large..oodydebns 

Movement comdors 

Sechment control 

Structural compte,oty 

Wld1fa needs 

M .crochmala 

Eogeeffect 

Figure 3-1 . Recommended minimum buffer w idths compared to State 
Safe Harbor and Metro's Title 3 (water quality and floodplain protection). 

• 1-igher risk to resource 
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Souce Metro 2001 Distance from the s tream In feet 

17 These 12 functions were identified in Metro ·s Technical Report.for c;oal 5 that included a re\,ie,v of the scienti fie 
literature rc·lated to fish and wildlife habi tat. 
" Obviously, large woody debris does reach the stream at distances of less than 75 feet, providing some level of 
function to instream habitat. I lowever, several studies have shown that larger buffer widths are necessary to provide 
adequate levels of large wood) debris to both instrea111 and riparian (terrestrial) habiiats. Thus, any distance that is 
less than 011e site potential tree height (average in Metro region detem1ined to be 150 ni allows for a very high risk 
10 the resource. 
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As described in Lhe l ocal Plan Analysis, local protection o r upland wildlire habitat is limited 
throughout the region. Only eight jurisdictions19 have identi lied upland areas not associated with 
streams or wetlands for regulatory protection. By default. some steeply sloped areas arc 
regulated due to natural hazards. such a earthquakes and land lidc . The planning guideline ror 
upland habitats20 recommend protection or large areas and retention of native vegetation. 
I lowever. ba ed on Metro· s review or local regulations. protection or these areas in the region 
does not meet the sc ienti fic recommenda tion . Tree protection ordinances occur most 
freq uently. I lowever. ordinances that specifi ca lly protect upland habitat by limiting 
deve lopment nre more effective but less common. For example. Lake Oswego requires 
protection of significant tree groves, but a llow for up to 50 percent o r the trees on a site to be 
removed fo r deve lopment purposes. Other jurisdictions such a . hcrwood and Tigard require a 
tree inventory and provide incenti ves for retention of trees through the permit process. 

1
'' Beaverton (not yet acknowledged by DLCD). Lal-.e Oswego. M ilwaukie. Portland. Wilsonv ille, Clackamas 

County. Multnomah County, and Washington Cou111y have speci fically mentioned wildlife habi tat not a~sociated 
with riparian corridors in local code. 
-~ ee Meuo·s ll!c/111irnl Report for Cioal 5 (2002). 
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Comparison of three local programs with Metro's baseline regulations 
For purpo es of the Phase 11 E EE J\naly is, Metro chose three local Goal 5 programs a 
examples to compare the extent of the regional fish and wildlife habitat inventory covered by 
loca l environmental zones. These loca l zones also overlap, in many cases, w ith T itle 3 water 
quality resource areas and nood management areas (see Figure 3- 1 above). T he extent of this 
overlap, a well as additional habitat areas covered by loca l environmental zones, is hown in 
Figures 3-2 to 3-4 for the cities of Wilsonvi lle. Lake Oswego. and Portland. 

The Ci ty of Wi lsonvi lle· "ignificant 
Resource Overlay Zone ( ROZ) 
Ordinance as well as other ord inance 
requirement 21 exceed Metro· Title 3 
baseline for water quality resource 
areas and flood management areas. 
Wi lsonville 's ROZ ordinance, 
combined w ith add itional land 
covered by T itle 3 flood management 
restricti ons, applies to 76 percent (927 
acres) or regionally significant 
habitat. T wenty- fou r percent (296 
acres) of regional ly significant habitat 
i not covered b) the ROZ ordinance 
or the Tit le 3 baseline (Figure 3-2). 
Wilsonville· ROZ ordinance 
prohibits development ,..,ithin the 
ovcrla) Lone and impact area unle s 
an app licant submits a significant 
resource impact report and mitigates 
for habitat loss. 

The C ity of Lake Oswcgo's ens1t1vc 
Lands Overlay District as well as 
other ordinance requirements exceed 
Metro·s T itle 3 ba elinc for water 
quality re ource areas and nood 
management area .22 Lake O ,,cgo·s 

en iti c Lands Overlay D istri ct. 
combined with additional land 
covered by Title 3 flood management 
areas, appl ies to 1.627 acres (62 

Figure 3-2. How existing habitat protection in Wilsonville 
addresses 1,222 acres of regionally significant habitat 
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Figure 3-3. How existing habitat protection In Lake Oswego 
addresses 2,603 acres of regionally significant habitat 
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~
1 ignificant Resource Overlay Zone Section 4. 139 of the Zoning Ordinance; sec also Planning and Development 

Ordinance Section 4.172 ( Floodplain Regulations), ection 4. 171.06 (Protection of atural Features and other 
resources); ection 4.6 (Tree Preservation and Protection). 
11 Sensitive Lands Overlay District (Section 48. 17 of the Development Code); sec also Section 17 (Floodplain 

tandards t. ection 55 (Tree Ordinance) .. cction 48. 17.600 ( t\ litigation) 
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percent) of regionally significant habitat. T here are 976 acres comprising 38 percent of 
regionally significant habitat that are not covered by the ensitive Land Overlay Di trict or T itle 
3 nood management restrictions. (Figure 3-3). n,e ensiti ve Lands Overlay District includes 
resource protection and conservation overlay zone to protect stream corridors, wetland , and 
tree groves, and establishes mitigation requirements for habitat loss. ignificant isolated tree 
groves and tree groves associated with wetlands or stream receive additional protection. 

The City o f Portland 's Environmental 
Overlay Zone Regulations as well as 
other ordinance requirements exceed 
Metro· Tit le 3 baseline for water 
quality resource areas and flood 
management areas.23 Portland · 
Environmental Overlay zones, 
combined w ith additional lands 
covered by T itle 3 nood management 
restrictions. applies to 24,296 acres (85 
percent) o f regionally significant 
habitat. fhere are 4,374 acres 
comprising 15 percent of regionally 
significant habitat that are not covered 
by Portland's environmental overlay 
zones or Title 3 flood management 

Figure 3-4. How existing habitat protection In Portland 
addresses 28,659 acres of regionally significant habitat 
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restrictions (Figure 3-4). Portland·s environmental overlay zones include the protection Lone 
and the con ervation zone. The protection Lone applies to the most significant habitat, and 
trictly limits development in these areas; the con crvation zone applie Lo significant habitat and 

allow development as long as adverse impacts are avoided, minimiLed. and mitigated. 

In summary, this comparison sho\\ s that at least some loca l program currently exceed the 
minimum tandards o f Title 3 water quality re ource area and nood management areas. As a 
result. a portion of regionally significant habitat not covered by the Title 3 base line receive 
protection by local programs. While it would be helpful to kno\v the increment or local 
protection beyond the Title 3 base line. the difficulties of measuring the extent of thi coverage 
and the level or protection provided under all loca l government plans is \veil e ·tab Ii. hcd in 
Metro's f.oca/ Plan Analysis. 

" Envi ronmental Zones (Section 33.430 of the Zoning Code): see also Greenway Zone (. ection 33.4--10 of the 
7oning Code), Open Space Zone ( ection 33. 100 of <he Zoning Code). Flood Hazard A reas (Sect ion 2--1 .50 o f the 
Building Code). 
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Baseline for analysis (Title 3) 
This section describes the starti ng point for this Phase II E EE analy ·is- a baseline from which 
to measure E EE tradeoffs of the increment or addit ional protection posed by each option. 

As described in the previous section. local jurisdictions have adopted diverse Goal 5 protection 
programs. Mctro·s Title 3 (Water Quality and Flood Management Plan) prov ides a level of fi sh 
and wildli fe habitat protection that is consistent across the region. For this reason, Title 3 serves 
as a proxy for measuring existing levels or protection and i the baseline for this analysis. 
I labitat outside o f Title 3 management areas receives no additional regionally con istent 
protection. A It hough many loca l j urisdiction do provide protection beyond Title 3. none of 
them regulate all regional ly significant habitat lands within their jurisdictions' . A comparison of 
several local Goa l 5 program was made in the previous section. 

The water quality resource areas (WQRA) and flood management area (FMA) c tabli hed in 
Title 3 protect some of the regiona lly significant Goal 5 fi sh and" ildl ifc habitat. Table 3-1 
below shows Title 3 coverage or fi sh and wildlife habitat and impact areas. Figures 3-5 and 3-6 
graphical ly il lu trate th is information. 

Table 3-1 : Title 3 coverage of fish and wildl ife habitat and impact areas 
within Metro's jurisdiction) 

Acres Acres 
Fish and wildlife within within 
habitat class WQRA FMA 
Class I RC/WH 13,144 6,803 
Class II RC/WH 1,893 1,948 
Class Ill RC/WH 177 2,543 
Class A WH 214 108 
Class 8 WH 69 18 
Class C WH 42 92 
Impact Areas 1,067 419 
Total 16 606 11 931 

I labitat location (i.e .. within WQRAs. 
within FMAs. out ide Title 3), 
development tatu (vacant vs. 
developed), and eonnicting land use (e.g., 
industrial development vs. single-family 
res idential) arc important factors for 
a cssing the E.'EE tradeoffs of addit ional 
protection proposed by the six program 
options. 

Habitat location 
Figure 3-5 show that approximately 30 
percent of habitat and impact areas are 

OR. If· T ESt.E Phml! II l110~1·sis 

Total Acres % WQRA/ 
WQRA/ Outs ide Total FMA of 

FMA Title 3 Acres Total Acres 
19,947 7,929 27,876 21% 
3,841 4,051 7,893 4% 
2,720 1,711 4 432 3% 

322 19 359 19 682 0% 
87 12 802 12 889 0% 

134 7,328 7,463 0% 
1,486 14,235 15.721 2% 

28,537 67,415 95 956 30% 

Figure 3-5. Proportion of habitat and impact areas 
covered by Title 3 (within Metro's jurisd iction). 
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currently covered by Tit le 3 (28.537 acres). Title 3 ach ieves some, but nol al l, or the habitat 
protecti on needed in these areas. Most of the protection occurs in Class 1-111 riparian/wi ldlife 
corridors (sec Figure 3-6): almost none of the upland wildlife hab itat is covered by Title 3. 

Title 3 performance standards differ in 
WQRAs and fMAs. Water quality 
resource areas vary in width from 15 
feet to 50 feet from the water feature, 
and up to 200 feet in steeply sloped 
areas. cw development is 1101 allowed 
in the e area un less there is no 
practical alternative for locating it. In 
nood management area , however, new 
developnient is allowed subject to the 
base zone or ex isting flood hazard 
overlay Lones and Title 3 development 
standards ( e.g., balance cut and ft II ). 
FM As include the I 00-yea r floodplain, 
flood area and floodway, and the 1996 
flood in undati on area. 

Figure 3-6. Title 3 coverage of habitat classes and 
impact areas (within Metro's jurisdiction). 
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The increment o f additional protection ,, ould be greater in the FMAs than in the WQRA if 
disturbance areas are limited by a Goal 5 program because Title 3 does not currently limit 
disturbance area size in FMAs. The increment of additional protection ,, ould be greatc tin 
habitat and impact area outside Title 3. where it is assumed for thi analysis that habitat is not 
currently protected. 

Development status 
Development status also plays a part in 
asses ing the increment of additional 
protection. As descri bed in the Phase I 
E EE ana lysis, development statu refers 
to whether hab itat land is deve loped or 
vacant. Figure 3-7 shows development 
status of habitat land and impact areas 
in ide Metro· juri diction. 

Developed habitat is land with 
improvements (e.g .. bui ldings. roads) and 
specific land u e (e.g .. re idential, 
indu trial). Two subsets arc included in 
thi category: developed urban and park 

.. e u 
<{ 

Figure 3-7. Development status of habitat and 
impact areas (within Metro's jurisdiction). 
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An example of habitat categori7ed as developed urban is dense fo rc~t canopy over a developed 
re idcntial subdivision. Thirty percent of habitat and impact area (28,734 acre ) i developed 
with urban u es. Parks are categorized a developed land becau c they generally arc not 
ava ilable for urban development. Approximately 28 percent (26.84 1 acres) of the habitat and 
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impact areas are in park status or Loncd Parks and Open paces (PO '). Generally. the impact of 
additional protection would be les in developed habitat land than in vacant habitat land, at lea t 
in the short term because the regulations would apply to new land use development and would 
not affect existing development. Over time a redevelopment occurs. however, new regulations 
would apply. 

Vacant land i defined a land without building . improvt:ments or identifiable land use. 
Metro ·s vacant lands inventory includes vacant portion of developed tax lot that are one-ha If 
acre or larger. Vacant land al o ha two ub ct : constrained (by T itle 3 WQRA and FMA) and 
buildablc (vacant land outside Tit le 3). Forty-four percent of habitat and impact areas is vacant 
(41 ,965 acres). The impact of additional protection" ill be greatest on vacant habitat land 
outside T itle 3 areas. Factors other than Tit le 3 can affect the abil ity to deve lop vacant land, such 
as uti I ity corridor . 

Conflicting land uses 
Phase I of the E EE analysis examined connicting uses; that i . a land u e that could adversely 
affect regionally significant fish and\\ ildlife habi tat. Connicting uses \\ere identified u ing 
Metro· s even regional Lones - a com pi lat ion of loca l juri dictions· .wne . Zoning plays a part 
in assess ing E EE tradcoffs. For example. the increment of additional protection on land zoned 
for park \ ould likely be lcs than habitat land 1.oned for urban u c (e.g .. indu trial). ome u e 
that would connict \ ith habitat protection ma) occur in a variety zones such a roads, pub lic 
utilitic . and regionally significant publ ic facilitie · (major medical facilities and educational 
institution ). T hese special u c will be considered in the program development pha e. 

The E EE analy is considers current regulations, development statu and regional zoning in 
assessing the con equencc o f lim iting. allowing or prohibiting development in fish and w ildlife 
habitat areas. In summary. 30 percent of the fi h and ,, ildlife habitat inventory overlaps with 
Title 3 water quality and flood management areas; 70 percent is outside Title 3. The increment 
of additional protection is inlluenced by ,,here the habitat is located ( in WQRA/FM/\ vs. outside 
T itle 3), development status or the habitat (deve loped vs. vacant), and conflicting land uses 
(regional zones). Title 3 standards focus on streams. floodplains and wetlands; upland wild life 
habitat is not covered for the most part. Developed land wi ll experience the impacts of program 
options through the eventual redevelopment and expansion of ex isting land uses. Vacant land 
not covered by T i tle 3 will experience the mo t immediate impact of regulatory program options. 
The extent o f the effects varies further by the nature or the land use. The next section de cribes 
the six regulatory program options. 
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Regulatory program options 
The Goal 5 rule requires Metro and local governm ents to develop a program to protect regionally 
significant resources based on E EE decision to allow. limit, or prohibit connicting uses in 
significant resource sites. The six regulatory program options described in th is ection were 
developed to support M etro Council's decision. Maps 2-7 on the fo llowing page depict the 
regulatory option for a peci fie geographic area that includes a regional center and evcral 
habitat types. Thee maps pro file the difference among the options due to habitat l) pes and 
urban development values. 

In each of the six options, allow, limit or prohibit ··treatment " arc assigned to each o f the fish 
and\ ildlife habitat classes and impact area . T his results in a range of scenarios that provide 
vary ing levels of habitat protection. Figure 3-8 below shows the range of treatments ( from lea t 
to most). In this analysis, the limit category has been expanded to three leve ls ( lightly limit, 
moderately limit, strictly limit) to provide a continuum of protection approaches. The 
information in Figure 3-8 represents potential largels for protecting fish and wild li fe habitat 
while allowing some level of development to occur. T he definition of limit levels w ill be 
developed in the third step of the Goal 5 process the program phase. 

Allow 
SubJect to 
ex1st1ng local, 
state and 
federal 
regulations 

OR. II I f.Sl:E Phme II l111i/1 s1s 

Figure 3-8. Allow, limit and prohibit treatments. 
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Map 6. Option 1 C. 
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Habitat-based options (1 A, 181 1 C) 
The three habitat-ba ed option (Option!> I A. I B. and IC) u e habitat quality as the ba i for 
varying protection regard le s or land uses or urban development va lues. This approach 
recognizes fish and wi ldl ife habitat as fixed assets in the urban landscape and orient urban 
development patterns around habitat areas based on the ecologica l values present. 
Ecological value were mea ured 
during Metro·s Goal 5 inventory 
proces and were based on landscape 
features ( e.g .. tree . woody vegetation. 
wetlands, etc.) and the ecological 
function they provide (e.g .• shade. 
strearnnow moderation, w ildlife 
migration, nesting and roosting sites. 
etc.). The inventory was then 
ela sified into si, categories for the 
ESEE analys is (C las 1-111 
riparian/wi ldlife corridors and Class A-
C upland w ildlife habitat) to 
distinguish higher va lue habitat from 
lower va lue habitat. C lass I 
riparian/ wi ldlife corridors and Cla s A 
upland"' ildlife habitat are the highe t va lued 
habitats. 

This approach recognizes that all habitat 
lands have development value. o a the 
eco logica l value Jecreases. the 
recommended treatment becomes le s 
restricti ve of development. In these options. 
the two high va lue habitat type (Class I 
riparian and Class A wi ldli fe) would receive 
the ame level of regulatory protection in 
industrial areas a they wou ld in re idential 
area . 

Table 3-2: Habitat-based options (1 A, 1 B, 1 C) 
Fish & Wldhfe Habitat 0nt1on 1A ·notion 18 Ontion 1C 
Qass,fication Treatrrmt T reattr«lt Trealment 
aass 1 p SL M_ 
Rsoan~ldhfe 
Oassll p M_ LL 
Rioari~ldlife 
Oass lll SL LL A 
Rs=n~ldhfe 
OassAUpland p SL M_ 
Wldhfe 
Oass B Upland SL M_ LL 
Wldlife 
aass c Upland SL LL A 
Wldhfe 
lrmact Areas LL LL A 

Note· P = Proh1b1t; SL = Strictly Limit; ML = Moderately 
Limit, LL = Lightly L1m1t; A = Allow 

Figure 3-9: Habitat-based program options 
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Table 3-2 how allow. limit and prohibit (ALP) treatments for each option. Figure 3-9 shows 
habitat and impact area acreage affected b) A LP treatment under the three option . In Option 
IA. the highest value habitat (C lass I and II riparian and Class A wildlife) rece ives the highe t 
level of protection, while lower valued habitat (C lass Ill riparian and Clas Band w ildli fe) 
receive lo\\'er levels o f protection. In Options 18 and I C. habitats receive decrea ingly lower 
levels of protect ion. In Option IC. the llme t va lue habitat areas do not rece ive any protection. 
Impact areas "'ould face liule or no regulatory requirements. 
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Habitat and urban development-based options (2A, 2B, 2C) 
T he three habitat and urban development-based option (2A. 2B. and 2C) further reduce the level 
o f habitat protection in areas that have high. medium. or IO\\ urban development value. Urban 
development values were categorized as high. medium or low. Areas without urban 
development value - park and open space (both inside and outside the UGB) and rural areas 
outside the UGB - \\,ere not as igned a value. In the recent expansion area , interim de ign types 
were useJ to determine urban development va lue. Areas receiving a high score in any of the 
three measures are called '·high urban development value'·, areas receiving no high cores but at 
least one medium score are ca lled .. med ium urban development value", and areas receiving al l 
low scores are cal led " low urban development value. " I ligh priority 2040 Gro,\th Concept 
design types include the central city. regional centers and regionally significant industrial areas. 
Medium priority 2040 Growth Concept design ty pes include town centers, main streets, station 
communities, o ther industrial areas and employment centers. Inner and outer neighborhoods and 
corridor are considered low priority 2040 Growth Concept design types. ome land u es such 
as major medical facilities and educational institutions (regionally significant public facilities) do 
not fall into a specific design type, and further exploration of their placement in urban 
development value categories is an issue to be considered in the program phase. 

Tables 3-3. 3-4 and 3-5 how the allO\\ . limit and 
prohibit (ALP) treatments for each option. 
1 labitat protection levels are adju ted based on 
urban deve lopment value in these options. For 
example, a Clas I riparian corridor located 
w ithin a regional center or industrial area (high 
urban dc,.,clopment value) would receive less 
protection than one that pa sc. through an inner 
or outer neighborhood ( low urban development 
value) in oil three table . Figure 3-10 hows 
habitat and impact area acreage affected by Alj P 
treatments under the three options. 

Option 2A provides the highest level of 

Figure 3-10: Habitat and urban development-
based program options 
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protection for high va lued riparian habitat and less protection for wi ldli fe and other habitat areas. 
Commercial and industrial area . ,,.,hich are important to the region. have les protection than 
other areas in Option 2A. In Option 2B and 2C. the level o f protection on the most highly 
va lued habitat decreases. whi le the levels o f protection in the high va lue urban development 
areas decrease even more. In Option 2C.the most highly valued urban development areas have 
no habitat protection, regardless o f habitat quality. In all three habitat and urban development-
based option . rura l area and parks and open spaces receive more protection than other areas 
due to their relati vely low urban development value. Impact areas would face l itlle or no 
regulatory requirements in these options. 
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Table 3-3. Habitat and urban development-based prociram option (2A) and ALP treatments. 
HIGH Urban MEDIUM Urban LOW Urban 

Development Development Development Other Areas• 
Fish & Wildlife Habitat Value Value Value 
Classification Treatment Treatment Treatment Treatment 
Class I R1panan/Wildlife SL SL p p 
Class II Riparian/Wildlife ML ML SL SL 
Class Ill Riparian/Wildlife LL LL LL ML 
Class A Uoland Wildlife LL ML ML SL 
Class B Upland Wildlife LL LL ML ML 
Class C Uoland Wildlife LL LL LL ML 
lmoact Areas LL LL LL LL 

·other areas 1ndude parks and open space within Metro's 1unsd1cl1on and areas outside the UGB with no design type 

Table 3-4: Habitat and urban development-based prociram option (28) and ALP treatments. 
HIGH Urban MEDIUM Urban LOW Urban 

Development Development Development Other Areas* 
Fish & Wildlife Habitat Value Value Value 
Classification Treatment Treatment Treatment Treatment 
Class I R1oanan/Wildl1fe LL ML SL SL 
Class II Riparian/Wildlife LL LL ML ML 
Class Ill R,panan/Wildhfe A LL LL ML 
Class A Uoland Wildlife LL ML ML SL 
Class B Uoland Wildlife LL LL ML ML 
Class C Uoland Wildlife A LL LL ML 
Impact Areas A LL LL LL 

·other areas include parks and open space w1th1n Metro's Junsd1cl1on and areas outside the UGB with no design type 

Table 3-5 : Habitat and urban development-based prociram option (2C) and ALP treatments 
HIGH Urban MEDIUM Urban LOW Urban 

Development Development Development Other Areas* 
Fish & Wildlife Habitat Value Value Value 
Classification Treatment Treatment Treatment Treatment 
Class I Riparian/Wildlife A LL ML SL 
Class II Rioarian/Wildlife A LL LL ML 
Class Ill R,oanan/Wildlife A A A ML 
Class A Upland Wildlife A LL ML SL 
Class B Upland Wildlife A LL LL ML 
Class C Ueland Wildlife A A A ML 
lmoact Areas A A LL LL 

·other areas Include parks and open space w1th1n Metro's 1unsd1cl1on and areas outside the UGB with no design type 

Habitat acreage by allow, limit and prohibit treatments in program options 
Table 3-6 be lO\\ compare all ix options and shO\\ S the number of acre that would be covered 
by each option and treatment type. For example, in Option I A. 55,450 habitat acres \\ Ould 
receive a prohibit treatment (a lmost 70 percent of hab itat acres), wherea 23,084 acres in Option 
2/\ (27 percent of habitat acre ) \\ Ould receive a prohibit treatment. The acreage in this table is 
for habitat area and impact area \.\.i thin Metro· juri dictional boundar). Approx imately 80,200 
acres arc Ii . h and wildli fe habitat: im pact areas cover approximately 15.720 acres . 
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Table 3-6: Habitat and impact area acreage within Metro's jurisdictional boundary 
bv allow limit and prohibit treatments 

Treatment Ootion1A Ootion 18 Ootion 1C Ootion 2A Ootion 28 Ootion 2C 
Prohibit 55 450 0 0 23 084 0 0 
Strictly Limit 24,784 47,557 0 22 775 35 212 27 872 
Moderately Limit 0 20,782 47 557 23 965 30 352 25,983 
Lightly Limit 15,721 27,616 20 782 26 131 27 323 25 727 
Allow 0 0 27 616 0 3069 16 374 
Total 95 956 95 956 95 956 95 956 95 956 95 956 

Figure 3- 1 I graphically illustrates the information in Table 3-6. The bar on the far len represents 
Title 3 protection o f fish and w ildlife habital. Title 3 acreage is distributed w ithin each of the 
bars representing the six option . However. these bars do not show in which treatment category 
this acreage occurs. For example, the 28.540 acres of Title 3 managemen t areas may fall into 
any one o f the treatment categories depending on the program option. 

A compar ison o f the option bars hows that Opt ion I A provides the greatest habitat protection 
among the options w ith a total o f 55,450 acres (Class I and II riparian/wildlife, Class /\ wildlife) 
covered b) a prohibit treatment. and 15.72 1 acres (Class 111 riparian/wildlife. C la s A and B 
w ildlife) covered by a strictly limit treatment. The bars representing Opt ion 2A-C show more 
vari ation in treatment than the habitat-based options, w hich is a re ult o f considering urban 
development values. Option I provides the least habitat protection among these three options, 
considering the larger acreage in allow and lightly limit and lack of any hab itat in strictl y limit. 

Figure 3-11: Comparison of options by allow, limit and prohibit treatments 
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T he c i:.. program options are e aluated ba. cd on their economic. social. env ironmental and 
energy consequence in Chapter 4. M ost o f'the data used in this analysis is shown in Tab le 3-7 
(on the fol lO\\ ing t\\ O pages). 
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Table 3-7: Fish and wildlife habitat classes and imoact areas by development status and development value 

Fish & Wildlife <{ al 0 <{ III 0 
Developed 

Habitat Class .... .... .... N N N (urban) 
& Urban C: C: C: C: C: C: 

.2 0 .2 .. 2 .2 .2 Inside Inside Development a. -~ a. a. a. a. Title 3 Title 3 
Value 0 0 0 0 0 0 IN'QRA FMA 

Class I Rioarian/Wildlife Corridors 
H1ah p SL ML SL LL A 175 71 
Medium p SL ML SL ML LL 254 66 
Low p SL ML p SL ML 968 272 
Other Areas p SL ML p SL SL 432 239 
Total Acres 1,829 648 

Class II Rioarian/Wildlife Corridors 
H1ah p ML LL ML LL A 104 99 
Medium p ML LL ML LL LL 184 39 
Low p ML LL SL ML LL 607 102 
Other Areas p ML LL SL ML ML 126 46 
Total Acres 1,021 286 

Class Ill Rioarian/Wildlife Corridors 
H1ah SL LL A LL A A 22 918 
Medium SL LL A LL LL A 42 487 
Low SL LL A LL LL A 78 914 
Other Areas SL LL A ML ML ML 25 152 
Total Acres 167 2,471 

Class A Wildlife Habitat 
H1ah p SL ML LL LL A 11 7 
Medium p SL ML ML ML LL 12 0 
Low p SL ML ML ML ML 20 2 
Other Areas p SL ML SL SL SL 17 36 
Total Acres 60 45 

Class B Wildlife Habitat 
H1ah SL ML LL LL LL A 1 2 
Medium SL ML LL LL LL LL 1 0 
Low SL ML LL ML ML LL 15 2 
Other Areas SL ML LL ML ML ML 2 1 
Total Acres 19 4 

Class C Wildlife Habitat 
H1ah SL LL A LL A A 3 6 
Medium SL LL A LL LL A 2 1 
Low SL LL A LL LL A 4 2 
Other Areas SL LL A ML ML ML 1 5 
Total Acres 10 15 

Note: WQRNFMA = Water Quality Resource Area/Flood Management Areas 
P = Prohibit; SL = Strictly l.Jm1t: ML = Moderately Limit: LL = Lightly l.Jm1t: A = allow 
Source Metro 2003 
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Developed 
(parks) Total 

Devel. 
Outside Inside Inside Outside Habitat 
WQRAI Trtle3 Trtle3 WQRAI Acres 

FMA WQRA FMA FMA 

36 0 0 0 282 
140 0 0 0 460 

1,003 0 0 0 2,243 
179 5,449 3,999 2,045 12,342 

1 357 5449 3,999 2,045 15,327 

70 0 0 0 273 
186 0 0 0 409 
793 0 0 0 1,502 
140 266 708 515 1 801 

1, 189 266 708 515 3,986 

127 0 0 0 1,066 
321 0 0 0 851 
452 0 0 0 1,444 

57 3 45 123 405 
956 3 45 123 3,766 

50 0 0 0 67 
88 0 0 0 101 

2 031 0 0 0 2 054 
468 80 42 8,307 8,952 

2 637 80 42 8,308 11173 

56 0 0 0 58 
206 0 0 0 208 

2,674 0 0 0 2,690 
640 16 4 1,481 2,144 

3,576 16 4 1,481 5,100 

109 0 0 0 118 
313 0 0 0 317 

1,348 0 0 0 1,354 
256 9 21 892 1,184 

2 026 9 21 892 2,973 

Page./2 

inside Metro's iurisdictionl 

Vacant Total Total 
Devel. & Vacant Vacant Inside Inside Outside Habitat 

Ttr/e3 Tttle3 IN'QRAI Acres Habitat 
WQRA FMA FMA Acres 

592 516 833 1,942 2,224 
1,274 288 545 2,107 2,567 
2 281 796 2,020 5 097 7,340 
1,718 556 1,128 3,402 15.744 
5,866 2,156 4,527 12,549 27,876 

42 310 316 668 941 
123 128 434 686 1,095 
227 262 875 1,364 2,866 
213 254 721 1,188 2,990 
606 954 2,347 3,907 7,893 

0 6 41 48 1, 114 
2 4 125 131 982 
4 14 333 351 1,795 
1 3 133 137 541 
7 27 632 666 4,432 

5 17 185 207 275 
6 0 365 372 473 

25 2 4.726 4.753 6,807 
38 1 3,138 3,176 12,127 
74 21 8 414 8 508 19 682 

1 1 357 359 417 
7 1 801 809 1,016 

15 3 3,094 3,112 5,802 
11 4 3,494 3,509 5,653 
34 10 7,746 7,789 12,889 

4 38 421 462 580 
10 4 809 822 1,139 
7 15 1,715 1,737 3,091 
3 0 1,465 1 468 2,653 

23 56 4,410 4,489 7,463 



Table 3-7 (cont.): Fish and wildlife habitat classes and impact areas by development status and development value (inside Metro's ·urisdiction) 
I ct CD (.) ct CD (.) 

Developed 
Fish & Wildlife ,... ,... ,... N N N (urban) 
Habitat Class & c:: c:: c:: c:: c:: c:: 
Development .2 .2 0 0 0 0 /ns,de Inside a a Value C. C. T1tle3 Title 0 0 0 0 0 0 WQRA FMA 
Impact Areas 

H1cih LL LL A LL A A 76 123 
Medium LL LL A LL LL A 154 34 
Low LL LL A LL LL LL 402 45 
Other Areas LL LL A LL LL LL 52 6 
Total Acres 684 208 

Grand Total 3 792 3678 
Note: WQRA/FMA = Water Quality Resource Area/Flood Management Areas 
RC/\NH = npanan corridor, wildlife habrtat. W'H = upland wildlife habitat 
P = Proh1b1t; SL= Strictly Limit: ML= Moderately Limit. LL = Lightly Limit: A = allow 

ource: letro 200 
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Outs,de 
WQRAI 

FMA 

698 
1,429 
6.596 

801 
9,523 

21 265 

Developed Vacant Total 
(parks) Total Total Devel. & 

Devel. Vacant Vacant lns,de lns,de Outs,de Inside Inside Outs,de Habitat Habitat 
Title 3 T1tle3 WQRAI Acres Tl/le3 T1tle3 WQRAI Acres Habitat 
WQRA FMA FMA WQRA FMA FMA Acres 

0 0 0 897 39 48 391 478 1 375 
0 0 0 1,617 109 5 709 824 2,440 
0 0 0 7,043 96 12 1 524 1,631 8,674 

103 143 1,005 2,109 37 2 1,084 1,123 3,232 
103 143 1,005 11,665 280 68 3,708 4,056 15,721 

5 926 4 962 14 368 53 990 6 890 3 293 31,783 41,965 95,956 
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CHAPTER FOUR: ANALYSIS OF REGULATORY PROGRAM OPTIONS 
ix regulatory options are under consideration for land classi tied a regionally significant 

habitat. as de cribcd in Chapter Three. Five potential regulatory treatments arc applied in each 
of the opt ions, ranging from allowing confli cting uses to prohibiting confl icti ng uses in habitat 
areas. The potential consequences of appl) ing these treatments to fi h and ,, i lcll i fe habitat arc 
considered and eva luated with 19 criteria identified by the Metro Council in October 2003. The 
criteria are based on the results of the Phase I E EE analysis . .'eventeen criteria are derived 
from the economic, social. environmental, and energy tradeoff: and two additional criteria 
con icier how well the six regulatory options wou ld as ist in meeting the requirements of the 
federal Endangered pccies Act and the Clean Water Act. Table 4-1 below de cribes the 
evaluation criteria. 

Table 4-1. Evaluation criteria. 
Economic factors Descriotion 
1 Supports the regional economy by prov1d1ng The regional economy depends on urban development. 

development opportunities (such as residential, Metro identified priorities for urban development based 
commercial. industrial) on land value, employment potentlal and regional 

arowth manaaement oriont1es 12040 Growth Conceot\. 
2 Supports economic values associated with Stream corridors and upland wildlife habitat provide 

ecosystem services (such as flood control . clean have economic value. Higher value habitat provides 
water recreation and amenity values) more ecosystem services 

3 Promotes recreational use and amenities Focuses on the recreational benefits - both active and 
passive - of retaining habitat Options that protect 
more high quality habitat will help protect the 
recreational amenitv values. 

4 D1stribut1on of economic tradeoffs Highlights land uses (regional zoning) and ownership 
classes (public vs. private) that would bear a 
d1sorooortional share of 1moacts 

5 Minimizes need to expand the urban growth Describes the effects of program options on the need to 
boundarv IUGBl and increase develooment costs exoand the urban arowth boundary IUGBl 

Social factors 
6. Minimizes impact on property owners Potential regulations have different impacts on 

residential, business and rural property owners. 
Options that provide more habitat protection have more 
1moact on orooertv owners 

7 Minimizes impact on localion and choices for Applying regulalions to protect habitat may affect the 
housing and Jobs urban land supply and relates to people's basic needs 

for housina and 1obs. 
8. Preserves habitat for future generations Species diversity. environmental quality and the 

potential economic benefits derived from fish and 
wildlife habitat are important for people today as well as 
future aenerallons 

9 Maintains cultural heritage and sense of place Fish and wildlife habitat provides important values such 
as cultural heritage (salmon) and regional identity 
(people move here to enJoy the prox1m1ty to the natural 
environmentl 

10 Preserves amenity value of resources (quality of Fish and wildlife habitat provides amenity values such 
life, property values. views) as quality of life , increased property values and regional 

attractiveness 
Environmental factors 
11 Conserves existing watershed health and Preserving habitat protects existing ecosystem 

restoration opportunities functions (such as clean. cold , reliable water sources) 
that promote a healthy watershed and retains lower 
auality habitat for future restoration onnortun1ties 
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12. Retains multiple habitat functions provided by forest Forest cover is important to maintain healthy fish and 
areas wildlife habitat and a diversity of species in the region 

Forested areas may be found in developed areas (such 
as neighborhoods) and on vacant land. Trees are more 
likely to be lost 1n vacant areas than in existing 
ne1ahborhoods. 

13 Promotes npanan corridor connectivity and overall Habitat connectivity 1s important to fish and w1ldl1fe. 
habitat connectivity Stream corridor connectivity allows fish to travel safely 

to upstream areas Many fish and wlldllfe species must 
make seasonal journeys to meet basic needs for food, 
shelter and breedina. 

14. Conserves habitat quality and biodiversity provided Large habitats are more valuable to native wildlife than 
by large habitat areas smaller ones because more wildlife species are 

retained over time Animals sens1t1ve to human 
disturbance still have a olace to live. 

15 Supports biodiversity through conservation of Some habitats once common are now scarce (such as 
sensitive habitats and species wetlands, native meadows, white oaks, healthy urban 

streams). Sensitive species depend on these rare 
habitats; their loss could significantly impact 
b1odiversitv. 

Energy Factors 
16 Promotes compact urban form A compact urban form conserves energy by reducing 

auto travel times and need for roads 
17. Promotes green infrastructure Trees and other vegetation reduce energy demand by 

decreasing water and air temperature, flooding, and air 
oollut1on associated with enerav use 

Other criteria 
18 Assists in protecting fish and wildlife protected by The Endangered Species Act's ultimate goal 1s to 

the federal Endangered Species Act recover speC1es and conserve the ecosystems upon 
which they depend so they no longer need regulatory 
protection Protecting slopes, wetlands, riparian 
functions, hydrolog1c conditions and areas of high 
habitat value may help species recover and prevent 
future hstinas. 

19 Assists 1n meeting water quality standards required Protecting slopes and wetlands, habitat near streams, 
by the federal Clean Water Act hydrolog1c cond1llons, and forested areas can assist 

local 1unsd1ctions in meeting the standards of the 
federal Clean Water Act. 

This chapter includes detai led analysis of the per formance of the six regulatory program options 
against the criteria. IL inc ludes a ranking of the options for each criterion. Al l criteria are 
considered to be of equal \\-eight. 
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Evaluation of economic criteria 
This section of the Phase II ESEE ana lysi compares the potential economic tradeo ffs o l'the six 
regulatory programs. Based on the analysis of economic consequence in Phase I, Metro 
deve loped fi ve criteria to measure the performance of program opt ions in addressing the 
potential economic impacts. These criteria are: 

I. upports urban development priorities. 
2. upports economic values of eco ystcm services. 
3. upports recreational access and amenities. 
4. D istribute economic tradeoffs. 
5. Minimizes need to expand the urban growth boundary (UG B). 

1. Supports urban development priorities. 
This criterion uses the land rankings developed in Pha e I of the E EE analysis a a tool to 
identify where lands , ith high, medium or low de elopment value are affected by allow. limit. 
or prohibit treatment under the six regulatory program options. 

Not all land has the same economic importance for development. For example, land zoned for 
parks has less economic importance than land zoned for indu tri al uses. In Phase I of the E EE 
analysi , a method was developed to rank the relative economic importance o f land for 
deve lopment. or .. development value." Urban lands \\ ere ranked into three categori es - " high,'" 
··medium·· and " low" - using th ree measure : land value, employment density and 2040 design 
t1pe (based on Metro· 2040 Growth Concept). Land va lue and emplo1ment density describe 
relat ive economic importance ba ed on the current land-use and labor demands. T he 2040 
design type hierarchy ranks land using development prioritie as de cribcd by Metro"s regional 
goa ls for ruturc land use and deve lopment. 

Lands that ranked high scored high on at least one o f the three mea ures. Lands that ranked 
medium scored medium on at lea t one of the three mea ure . Lands that ranked low cored low 
on each o f the th ree measures. A fourth category of lands, ··other lands," describes primarily 
non-urban lands that are not ranl--ed for development va lue. J\pproximatel) half o f these land 
are inside the UGB. hal f are outside. T hese lands inc lude parks and open space, and agricultura l 
and forestry land. Descr ibing the economic consequence of program options using these 
measures provides in formation on current and future economic tradeorrs of protecting fish and 
,vildli fe habitat. Map 8 sho", s the urban development value . 

OR, II· I ESEF Phase II A1w/1•.ii.i April lf/0./ Page ./6 



Map 8. Urban 
development value. 
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Potential impacts on urban development priorities 
The economic analysis ror this 
cri terion eva luates urban 
development values on land 
conta ini ng fish and wild life 
habitat. Comparing the acres of 
land that contain habitat with the 
total acre of land in Mctro·s 
j urisdiction provides insight into 
the relat ive magnitude of land 
affected by the six regulatory 
program options. Figure 4-1 
ill ustrates the distribution o f 
lands in 1etro's juri diction 
(approximately 280.000 acres) 
by habitat status (non-hab itat vs. 
habitat) and deve lopment va lue 
(high, medium, low). 

"' e u 
ct 

Figure 4-1 : Non-habitat and habitat land by urban 
development value in Metro's jurisdiction. 
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This analysis assumes that Goal 5 treatments that protect habitat (i.e., prohibit or lim it) would 
re trict urban use and deve lopment of these land and/or increa c development costs. About a 
quarter o f the lands in Metro's jurisdiction with high. medium and low development va lues could 
potentially be affected by Goal 5 treatments and may have considerab le negative consequences 
for the regional economy. ixty-three percent of ·'other'' lands in Metro ·s j uri diction also 
contain fi sh and wild life habitat. 1 o the extent that program option protect hab itat on the c 
lands rather than on urban lands. negative impacts on urban development priorities may be 
li mited. 

Goal 5 treatments could impact 
half of all vacant land in 
Metro' s j urisdiction. Figure 4-2 
shO\\. the breakdown o r vacant 
lands in Metro' s jurisdiction 
with and without fish and 
\,\ il dlifc habitat. It describe a 
signifi cant im pact because in 
general. developing vacant land 
costs le sand takes less time 
than redeveloping land. which 
makes this land more desirab le 
fo r expanding urban 
development prioriti es. Also, 
bccau c these lands arc 
current!) vacant and more ea ily 

Figure 4-2: Vacant non-habitat and habitat land by urban 
development value in Metro's jurisdiction. 
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developed, the negative impacts of reduced property va lue, increased development costs. and 
reduced employment a oc iatcd wi th li mit and prohib it treatments would begin in the hort term. 
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Figure 4-3 Developed non-habitat and habitat by 
urban development value in Metro's jurisdiction. 
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Comparing Figure 4- 1 w ith 
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approximately 15 percent or 
the developed land in Metro·s 
juri diction. cgative impacts on properly va lue. development costs and employment would 
accrue over the long term as redevelopment takes place on these lands. 

Protecting habitat acres that otherw ise cou ld be developed under current regulations may reduce 
the developable area ora parcel. which could al o reduce the parcel' market value. Thi resu lt 
is more li l-.c ly w ith strictl y limit and prohibit treatments and less likely wi th lightly limit and 
moderate! limit treatments. 

Protection may also require modifying development plans. such a changing access routes or 
altering a development 's con figuration. Such changes may increase development costs, which 
ma) al o negat ively impact property, alue . Limiting developable area or increasing 
development co ts ror commerc ial or industrial sites may also negative ly impact the si te 's 
cmplO) ment potential. To the extent that protection limits or prevent developing land use 
consi tent w ith the 2040 Growth Concept. these actions may negatively impact the region's long-
term plann ing goals. 

Program options with the greatest support for use and development or land ,vould rank highe I 
for th is criterion. These options have the greatest number or acre affected by allow. lightly limit 
and moderately limit treatments. Program option that least support u e and development or land 
would rank lowest. T he e option have the greate I number of acres affected by strictly limit and 
proh ibit treatments. 

Measuring the criterion 
Table • -2 ho,, s the number or acre or habitat land and impact areas in the lour urban 
development categories (high. medium. low and other) affected by al low, limit, and prohibit 
treatment ror the six program option . Habitat acres considered developed. but in park status. 
are exc luded from this table because they generally arc not available ror urban development. 
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Table 4-2: Acres of fish and wildlife habitat & impact areas by urban development priorities 
affected bv proaram options (parks not included). 

HIGH MEDIUM LOW Other Areas ;, C Urban Development Value Urban Development Value Urban Develooment Value 
a, a, Program Dev. Vacant Vacant Dev. Vacant Vacant Dev. Vacant Vacant Dev. Vacant 

I 
Vacant i= E Options urban inside outside urban inside outside urban inside outside urban inside outside 

Title 3 Title 3 Ti tle3 Title 3 Title 3 Title 3 Title 3 Title 3 
Ootion 1A 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Option 18 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Ootion 1C 2.081 135 853 2.785 134 1.643 9.841 148 3.572 1.354 45 2.683 ..Q 
Oot1on 2A 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 < Option 28 2,081 135 853 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Option 2C 2,762 1,621 2,544 2,785 134 1.643 2.798 40 2,048 0 0 0 

..... Ootion 1A 897 87 391 1,617 11 4 709 7.043 108 1,524 859 39 1.084 ·e Oot1on 18 2,081 135 853 2.785 134 1,643 9,841 148 3,572 1.354 45 2,683 
>, Option 1C 331 355 673 617 260 1 235 4,192 507 3,970 955 483 4,215 
;:; Option 2A 2,207 160 1,394 2,992 142 2.444 9,841 148 3.572 859 39 1,084 .= 

1.486 1,691 3,402 394 2.878 148 3,572 39 1,084 C) Ootion 28 681 9,841 859 
:J Option 2C 0 0 0 1,178 1,828 2,146 11 235 614 5,493 859 39 1,084 

>, Oot1on 1A 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
0Pt1on 18 331 355 673 617 260 1.235 4,192 507 3.970 955 483 4 215 

1u~ Ootion 1C 349 1,132 1,018 561 1.568 91 1 4,296 3,104 6.746 1,372 2.312 4,266 ; E Option 2A 273 352 316 510 258 799 4,744 45 7,821 1,138 22 5,092 "C = 
0 Option 28 0 0 0 561 1.568 911 6,246 534 8,696 1.450 489 5.814 

Option 2C 0 0 0 0 0 0 4.296 3,104 6.746 1.450 489 5,814 
..... Oohon 1A 1,243 50 819 1,375 28 1,734 5,488 58 5.143 1,138 22 5,092 :§ Option 18 349 1.132 1,018 561 1,568 911 4,296 3,104 6.746 1,372 2.312 4 266 
>, Oot1on 1C 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
;:; Oot1on 2A 282 1.109 833 460 1,562 545 1,502 489 875 834 505 3,859 u ·;:: Option 28 0 0 0 0 0 0 2,243 3,077 2,020 1,372 2.312 4,266 ..... en Option 2C 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1,372 2.312 4,266 

Oollon 1A 622 1.484 1.334 970 1,820 1,345 5,798 3,593 7,621 1,684 2,779 4,987 ..... Oot1on 18 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 :c Option 1c 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 .= 
0 0 0 2,243 3.077 2,020 850 2,274 1 128 0 Ootion 2A 0 0 0 ... a.. Oot1on 28 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Option 2C 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
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Results 
Figures 4-5 through 4-8 (at the end of this section) illustrate the findings in Table 4-2 for the four 
categorie of urban development value: high, medium, low. and other lands. Program options 
that emphasize allow, lightly limit and moderately limit treatments rank higher for this criterion 
because, for the range of Goal 5 treatments, these \,, ould likely have the least negative impact on 
property values, employment and 2040 design types. Program options that rank higher for high 
and medium lands are not the ame program options that rank higher for low and other lands. 
Low and other lands. hO\ ever, account for more acres of land than high and medium lands. 

Basic statistics 
In total the analysis includes 95,956 acres of urban and non-urban fish and wild li fe habitat and 
impact areas. This criterion wou ld affect 53,0 15 acres of urban lands (ranked for development 
priority). 

• 6,925 acres of land ranked high (habitat land - 5,550 acres; impact areas - 1.375 acre ) 
• 9.713 acres ofland ranked medium (habitat land - 7.273 acres; impact areas - 2.440 acres) 
• 36.376 acres of land ranked low (habitat land - 27.702 acres; impact areas - 8,674 acres) 
• 42,940 acres o f other area . the non-urban lands that have not been ranked by high, medium. 

or low deve lopment va lue (habitat land - 39,708; impact areas - 3,232 acres) 

Baseline protection (Title 3) 
• Title 3 Water Quality and Flood 

Management Plan currently limits 
development in Water Quality 
Resource Areas, and requires 

Figure 4-4: Title 3 coverage of habitat & impact areas 
by urban development value. 
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Ti tle 3 protection levels: therefore. the actual marginal changes in development cond itions 
are less than if only Title 3 regulations were considered. I lowever. for reasons stated in 
Chapter 3. it is not pos ible to measure the additional increment of land protection beyond 
the ritlc 3 baseline for all jurisdictions within the reg ion. 
Figure 4-4 shows that Title 3 currently covers almost half of habitat land with high 
development values. 
Approximately one-third of habitat lands w ith med ium development va lues and one-fiflh of 
land with 10\,\, urban development va lues current(} receive Title 3 protection. 

Potential economic tradeoffs vary by Goal 5 treatments 
The extent to which the ix program option upport urban development priorities depend 111 

part on the mix of allow, limit. and prohibit (ALP) treatments that comprise each program 
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option. The ALP treatments will arfcct the amount or land protected. prescribe mitigating habitat 
damage. and identify guidelines on development des ign and land division. 

• Protecting 1/abiwt. The proposed defi nition o f allow. limit. and prohibit (A LP) treatments 
for protecting habitat range from no additional protection under allow treatments. to 
protecting 50 percent of a parcel' s habitat under lightly li mit treatments. and incrca ing 15 
percent for each additional treatment to protecting 95 percent of habitat for prohibit 
treatments. as described in Chapter 3. 

The potential ALP treatments may have a significantly negati ve impact on urban 
development priorities. Even the !owe t level of hab itat protection may affect at least 50 
percent of a parcel's habitat, which may have a commensurate reduction in bui ldablc area. 
Reducing bu ildable area by this amount would negatively impact property values, increase 
development costs or both . For commercial or industrial parcels this restriction cou ld also 
reduce employment. relati ve to employment leve ls without the Goa l 5 protection. Thi level 
of protection could also inhibit or restrict land uses a described by the 2040 design types. 

Actual impacts on a given parcel would depend on the specifics of the parcel. including the 
percentage of the parcel that contains habitat. For example. a trictly limit or prohibit 
treatment on a parcel with IO percent habitat cover may have less of an im pact on urban 
development priorities than a light I) limit treatment on a parcel with 75 percent habitat 
cover. 

• Mitigation. In addit ion to protecting signi ficant amounts of hab itat from development the 
potentia l ALP treatments also call for mitigating negative ecological impact o r developing 
habitat lands. Mitigation requirements may increase with increasing protection. 

Mitigation requirements may increase the cost of developing land that contain habitat, 
which, ould negatively impact the urban development priorities. The actual impacts on 
deve lopment costs wou ld depend on the percentage of habitat cover, the negati ve impacts of 
development on habitat. and the specifics of the mitigation requirements. 

• Design Guidelines and land Di1•isio11s. The potential ALP treatments may inc lude locating 
development as far away a po iblc from water features and minimizing fragmentation of 
wildli fe habitat. Light ly limit and moderately limit treatment may encourage using low 
impact development techniques. The c treatments may also encourage land di vi ions that 
designate habitat as open space. Planned densities wi ll most likely not be affected under 
lightly and moderately limit treatments. ' trictly limit treatments may requi re low impact 
development practice and require land divisions for dedicated open space. Prohi bit 
treatment may not allow development. 

Potential ALP treatments that include de ign tandard and land di vi ion re trictions may 
increase de elopment costs. The actual impacts on development costs wou ld depend on the 
details specific to the parcel and land use. 
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• Allow Treot111l'nt. The allov treatment would have no impact on development priorities 
beyond existing federa l, state, or loca l regulations. Goal 5 would have no incremental or 
additional impact on lands affected by an allow treatment. 

• Impact Areas. A maj orit) lands categorized as impact areas are al read) developed (66 
percent). ( ce Pha e I E EE report for in formation on impact areas.) These lands would 
receive allow or lightly limit treatments upon redeve lopment. 

Potential economic tradeoffs of treatments vary by the development status of lands 
The development tatu of land would influence the timing o f the economic impacts of program 
options on urban uevelopment priorities. 
• Vacant lands olllside Title 3. These lands are currently vacant and arc unconstra ined by Title 

3 (water quality and nood management). However, these lands could be constrained by 
federal, state, and loca l regulations, which apply beyond Title 3 boundaries. These lands 
would likely be developed first and experience the most immediate impacts of program 
options. 

• Vacant lands inside Title 3. Development on these lands is constrained by current 
regulations aimed at protecting water quality and nood areas. imi lar to vacant lands outside 
T itle 3. vacant lands inside Tit le 3 would l ikely experience economic impacts of program 
option in the short run . The magnitude of Goal 5 impacts on the elands, however, would 
likely be less (depending on the strictness of Goal 5 treatments applied) because existing 
regulations limit development on these lands. 

• Del'eloped 11rhon lands. Lands classified as developed urban would experience economic 
impact of r rogram option through redevelopment or expanding ex i ting land uses. Current 
T itle 3 regulations apply to redevelopment actions, so Goal 5 treatments could result in a 
marginal increase in development constraints depending on the treatment applied. fhe e 
impacts would likely occur farther into the future compared\\ ith impacts on vacant land 
in ide and outside T itle 3. 

Comparison of program options 
ltmds wit/, lti~lt urban development value (See Figure 4-5) 
• Option 2C r rovides the greatest support for lands \\ ith high urban deve lopment value among 

the six program options. This result holds for deve loped lands. vacant land out ide T itle 3 
and vacant lands in icle Title 3. 

• In clcsccncling order or upport for urban development priorities the remaining options rank : 
2B. IC. 2A. 113, anu I A . Option IC, which emphasizes habitat protection. per forms better 
under this criterion than does Option 2A . which emphasizes urban development values. 

• The ranking of the program opt ions described above applies to developed urban lands and 
vacan t lands out ide T itle 3. T his ranking also reflects the outcome for vacant lands inside 
Ti tle 3 except that Options 2A and I B perform simi larly rather than 2A dominating 113. 

l ands with medium urban development value (See Figure 4-6) 
• Option 2C also performs best for lands with medium urban deve lopment value. This result 

also holus for the three development categories of land. 
• The order of the remaining program options for medium value lands under this criterion 

re flect the order for high value lands except that Option IC per form better than remaining 
options in the follm, ing order: 1 C. 2B. 2A. I B. 1 A . 
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• The above ranking holds for developed urban and vacant lands out ide T itle 3. For vacant 
land inside T itle 3 Options 2A and I B perform comparably ra ther than 2A performing belier 
than I B a indicated above. 

lands with low urban development value (See Figure 4-7) 
• Option IC, which was designed lo emphasi:ze habitat protection. per forms better than the 

other option under this criterion for lands w ith low urban development va lue. This result 
holds for the three development categories. 

• In descending order of support for urban development priorities the remaining options rank: 
2C, 213, I B, 2/\, I /\. 

• This ranking holds for developed urban and vacant lands outside T itle 3. For vacant land 
inside Title 3, Options 2B and I B per form comparably rather than Option 2B performing 
belier I B as indicated above. 

Other lands (See Figure 4-8) 
• As w ith lands ranked low, Option IC also provides the greatest upport for urban 

development values for other lands. T his result holds for the three development categories. 
• In de cending order of support for urban development priori tie . the remaining options rank: 

I B. 2C and 2B are comparable, 2A and I A. 
• This ranking hold for developed urban and vacant land outside T itle 3. For vacant land 

inside T itle 3. Option I B per forms similarly lo Options 2C and 2B rather than Option I B 
perform ing belier than the other t\-v0. 
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Figure 4-5: Comparison of allow, limit, prohibit treatments for 
HIGH urban development value. 
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Figure 4-6: Comparison of allow, limit, prohibit treatments for 
MEDIUM urban development value. 
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Figure 4-7 : Comparison of allow, l imit, prohibit treatments fo r 
LOW urban development value. 
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Figure 4-8: Comparison of allow, limit, prohibit treatments for 
OTHER areas (parks and open space, rural lands). 
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Summary 
Table 4-3 summariLes the ranking of program option ba cd on the outcome for lands with high 
urban development value. These lands contain the greatest concentration o f high va lued lands 
and land with the highest employment den ity. 

Table 4-3: Performance of options in meeting Economic Criterion 1: 
supports urban development priorities. 

Rank Option Performance 

1 2C Option 2C provides the greatest support for urban-development priorities among 
the six options, as described by the impacts on lands ranked "high." It has the 
greatest number of acres affected by allow treatments, which have no negative 
impacts on development, and no acres affected by strictly limit or prohibit 
treatments. 

2 28 Options 28 and 1 C are second to Option 2C in the number of allow acres. 28 has 
more acres affected by lightly limit than 1 C. 28 has zero acres affected by 
moderately limit, 1 C has the most acres affected by moderately limit of any 
option. For these reasons 28 dominates 1 C. 

3 1C Option 1 C dominates option 2A because 1 C has acres affected by allow 
treatments. 2A has no allow acres. 

4 2A Option 2A has more lightly limit acres than 18 or 1 A Option 18 has more acres 
affected by moderately limit and strictly limit than 2A. Option 1A is the only option 
with acres affected by prohibit treatments. 

5 18 Option 18 dominates 1A because it has more acres affected by lightly limit 
treatments and no acres affected by prohibit treatments. 

6 1A Option 1A has the greatest negative impact from prohibit treatments and the 
greatest negative impact overall on urban-development priorities of the six 
options. 

Note that the ranking or program options based on the avera?,e outcome lcJr the total acres in the 
analysis differs from the ranking in Table 4-3. A summary based on the average for all acres 
weigh more heavily the impacts on lands ranked low and other lands. because these rankings 
contain more acre than do lands with high or medium rankings. The ranking of program 
options based on the average for al I acres is: IC. 2C. 2 B. I B. 2A. I A. 
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2. Supports economic values of ecosystem service 
The acres or habitat protected by program options help determine the extent 10 which the options 
retain ecosystem services and related economic va lues. Regionally significant fi sh and wildlife 
habitat is ranked into six c la ses based on the amounts and type of ecologica l functions and 
wildli fe characteristics: Clas 1-111 riparian/wildli fe corridors and Class A- upland wi ldlife 
habitat. Areas with more ecologica l functions and/or areas with functions closer to streams, 
wetlands, or floodplains rank higher than areas with fewer fu nction or with functions further 
8 \\ ay from water fea tures. 

Potential impacts on the value of ecosystem services 
Metro's inventory and ranking focused on the ecologica l functi ons and wildli fe characteristics 
that affect a habitat's biophysical health and well being. Well- functioning habitat al o produce 
ecosystem services that benefit society. Table 4-4 below lists the ecologica l functions and 
wildlife characteristics that were considered in ranking of riparian corridors and wild li fe areas, 
the related ecosystem services that benefit society, and where these ecosystem services occur in 
the inventory c las es. 

Table 4-4: Ecological functions, wildlife characteristics and related 
ecosvstem services that benefit societv. 

Where ecosystem services 
Ecological function Ecosystem service occur in Metro's habitat 

classes 
Microclimate shade and Decreased summer temperatures, which Class 1-111 riparian/wildlife 
coolinQ helps reduce enerav demand for coolina. corridors 
Moderated stream flow and Reduced flood damage and flood All habitat classes 
improved water storaQe manaQement costs. 
Bank stabilization and Improved water quality Reduced demand Class I or II riparian/wildlife 
sediment and pollution for water filtration and treatment. Reduced corridors 
control landslides and related damage and clean-

uo costs. 
Large woody debris and Reduced flood damage and flood- Class I or II riparian/wildlife 
channel dvnamics manaaement costs. corridors 
Well-functioning riparian Increased amenity and intrinsic values All habitat classes 
areas in aeneral associated with rioarian areas. 
Habitats of concern and Increased populations of salmon and other Class I riparian/wildlife 
habitats for unique and species and associated increases in corridors, Class A upland 
sensitive species commercial, recreational, spiritual and wildlife habitat 

intrinsic values. 
Well-functioning wildlife Increased amenity and intrinsic values All upland wildlife classes and 
habitats in general associated with wildlife habitat. Class 1-11 riparian/wildlife 

corridors 
Source: ECONorthwest and Metro's inventory and ranking of npanan and wildlife resources 
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T he analysis o f program option and their as ociatcd impacts on ecosystem serv ice and related 
economic values assume : 

• Areas that provide more of the ecologica l runctions and wi ldlife characteri stics illustrated 
in Table 4-4 provide more ecosystem services and value to ociety than do areas that provide 
fewer functions and characteristics. 

• Actions that enhance or protect ecosystem services also enhance or protect the economic 
values as ociated w ith tho e serv ices. A ctions that degrade the e ervices \\ ill have the 
opposite effect. 

T hi criterion emphasiLes protecting habitats and as ociated eco y tern services. Criterion 
emphasizes j ust the opposite. developing habitat in support o f urban development priorities. In 
general, options that per formed well under the Criterion I , emphasizing urban development 
priorit ies, per form poorly under Criterion 2, because they degrade ecosystem functions, wi ldlife 
habitat, and the associated ecosystem serv ices listed in Table 4-4. The resulting negati ve 
economic consequences over the long term may include: 

• Higher summer temperatures with associated increased cool ing costs in summer. 
• Increased flooding w ith related property damage, and di ruption of commercial. business. 

and industrial acti ity, and increa ed tran portation disruptions and co t . 
• Increased landslides that may threaten residential. commercial and industrial properties. 

transportation routes and water quality . 
• Decreased water quality and assoc iated increa cd treatment costs. 
• Reduced amenity and intrinsic va lues associated with habitat and spec ies. 

Degrading habitat on a regional scale, such as the lands in M etro· jurisdiction, may generate 
ignificant negative economic consequences. especially over the long term. Protecting these 

re ources over the long term may y ield economic benefits throughout the region. ( cc M etro's 
Phase I E EE Report for information on methods o f est imating the value of the affected 
ecos) stem ser ices and the magnitudes of the value .) 

Envi ronmental Criterion I (con erves ex isting water hed health and restoration opportunities) 
describes the impact or program options on the amount and quality of ecosy tern functions for 
riparian and wild li fe areas. It is assumed that program options that promote or protect these 
f'un ctions also promote or protect the related ecosystem services and va lues to oc icty. It is also 
as ume that options that rank high on this environmental criterion wi ll also rank high for related 
ecosystem serv ices and economic values. 

T he analysis of program option and their impacts on the value of ccosy tern services builds 
upon the biophy ical anal) sis o f eco ystem functions. fhc ecOS) tern functions prO\ ide the 
ecosystem erv icc that ocicty va lues. This cr iterion describes the impacts or program opt ions 
on re lated eco ystern erviccs and values to ociety. ot incidental ly. to ass ign values to the 
ecosystem serv ices derived from the biophysica l analysis o f ecos) stern functions docs not double 
count the economic importance of ecosystem functions or ecosystem serv ices. T he l\\ O 

analyses- biophy ica l and economic- are separate. w ith the economic analysis converting the 
finding of the biophysical analysis to different units or measurement. 
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Measuring the criterion 
Table 4-5 shows the number or acres of habitat, by habitat class, affected by allow. limit, and 
prohibit treatments for the six program options. The habitat cla scs are subdiv ided for developed 
and vacant acres. As de cribcd in Economic Criterion I , vacan t ncres wi ll experience the most 
immediate impacts o r program options. Developed lands will experience impacts or progrnm 
options through the eventual redevelopment and expansion or existing land uses. 
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Table 4-5: Retention of ecosystem services by program option (in number of acres of habitat). 

Program treatment 
Optio n 1A Optio n 18 Option 1C Option 2A Optio n 2B 

Developed Vacant Developed Vacant Developed Vacant Developed Vacant Developed Vacant 
A 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

- LL 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 282 1,942 
VJ ML 0 0 0 0 15,327 12,549 0 0 460 2,107 VJ 
<O SL 0 0 15,327 12,549 0 0 742 4,050 14,585 8,499 u p 15,327 12,549 0 0 0 0 14.585 8,499 0 0 

A 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
<( LL 0 0 0 0 0 0 67 207 67 207 
VJ ML 0 0 0 0 11 ,173 8,508 2,1 54 5,125 2.154 5,125 VJ 

SL 0 0 11 ,173 8,508 0 0 8,952 3,176 8,952 3,176 u p 11,173 8.508 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
A 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

= LL 0 0 0 0 3,986 3,907 0 0 682 1,354 
VJ ML 0 0 3,986 3,907 0 0 682 1,354 3,303 2,553 VJ 

SL 0 0 0 0 0 0 3,303 2,553 0 0 u p 3,986 3,907 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
A 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

al LL 0 0 0 0 5,100 7,789 266 1,168 266 1,168 
VJ ML 0 0 5,100 7,789 4,834 6,622 4,834 6.622 VJ SL 5,100 7,789 0 0 0 0 u p 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

A 0 0 0 0 3,766 666 0 0 1,066 48 

- LL 0 0 3,766 666 0 0 3,361 530 2 295 482 
VJ ML 0 0 0 0 0 0 405 137 405 137 VJ 

SL 3 766 666 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 u p 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
A 0 0 0 0 2,973 4,489 0 0 118 462 

u LL 0 0 2,973 4.489 0 0 1,789 3,021 1,671 2,559 
VJ ML 0 0 0 0 0 0 1,184 1,468 1,184 1,468 VJ SL 2,973 4 489 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 u p 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Notes for table 4-5: 
Developed· sums parks and urban acres because the focus of this cntenon 1s the retention of habitat 1rrespect1ve of development status 
Vacant: sums constrained and unconstrained acres (by Title 3 baseline regulations) for the same reason above. 
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Option 2C 

Developed Vacant 
282 1.942 
460 2,107 

2,243 5,097 
12.342 3,402 

0 0 
67 207 

101 372 
2,054 4,753 
8,952 3,176 

0 0 
273 668 

1,911 2,050 
1,801 1,188 

0 0 
0 0 

58 359 
2,898 3.921 
2,144 3,509 

0 0 
0 0 

3,361 530 
0 0 

405 137 
0 0 
0 0 

1,789 3,021 
0 0 

1,184 1,468 
0 0 
0 0 



Results 
Figure 4-9 through 4- 11 illustrate the findings in Tab le 4-5. Program options that protect more 
fish and wild lire habitat overall, as well as more of the most va luable habitat, rank higher for this 
criterion. 
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Figure 4-9: Performance of program options for 
Class I and Class A habitat. 
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Figure 4-10: Performance of program options for 
Class II and Class B habitat. 
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Figure 4-1 1: Performance of program options for 
Class Ill and Class C habitat. 
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Basic statistics 
• This analysis inc ludes 40,20 1 acres o f Class I. II, anti Ill riparian/w ild l ife corridors and 

40.032 acres o f Class A. B, and C w ildlife habitat. 
• T he highest quali ty ri parian/\: ildl i fe corridors (Class I ) account for 69 percent of the total 

number o f acre of riparian habitat. 
• The highest quality wildli fe habitat (C lass A) account fo r 49 r crccnt o f the to ta l number 

of acres o f wi ldlife habitat. 

Baseline protection (Title 3) 
• Program options that provide the least protection to habitat land will. in general, have 

more negative impact on C lass A, B. and C lands over the long term compared to the 
impacts on Class I, II , and Ill lands. because the lands in the lallcr group rece ive more 
baseline protection from Tit le 3. For example. nearly half of Class I and a quarter o f C lass II 
ri parian/\\ ildli fe corridors are included in T itle 3 Water Qualit) Resource Areas. 

• T itle J Water Quality Resource A rca (WQRA ) and Flood lanagerncnt A reas (FMA) 
protect 72. 49. and 6 1 percent o f C lass I. 11. and 111 lands. respective ly(, cc Chapter 3. 
Baseline.for Analysis). 

• To the extent that the WQRA and FMAs also protect the ecosy tem crv ices spcciltc to 
C lass I through 111 habitat lands, they al o protect the a sociated economic values. 

• T itle 3 prov ides almo t no protection for Cla s A. 8 . and C lands or the a sociated 
ccOS) stem serv ices and value . Inside Title J protection. Cla s A lands account for t\, o 
percent. C lass B land for one percent. and C las C lands for t'v\ O percent. 

OR.I I· 7 I-Sl:.E Phaw 11 . lna/i .riI ·ltml 200-1 Page 63 



Comparison ofprogram options 
Class I, II, and Il l riparian/wildlife corridors 
• Option I A promotes the greatest retention of ecosystem services and a sociated 

economic va lues among the six options for C la I. II , and Ill land . Th is re ult holds for 
developed and vacant land in Metro· j urisdiction. 

• In descending order of retaining ecosystem serv ices and as oc iated va lues, the remain ing 
options rank: 2A, I B, 2 B, 2C, IC. 

Class A, B, and C upland wildlife 
• The six program options per form simi lar! ) for Clas A and B lands bu t not for Class C 

lands. 
• Simi lar to Class I, II , and Ill lands. Option I /\ promotes the greatest retention of 

ecosystem ·erv ices and as ociated economic va lues among the ix option for Class A and B 
lands. 

• In de cending order for lands in lass A and B. the remaining options rank: I B. 2A = 2B, 
2C, and I . T his ranking app lies 10 developed and vacant land. 

• Option I J\ also promotes the greatest retention of ecosystem services and assoc iated 
economic va lues among the six option for Cla s C lands. 

• In descending order for lands in Clas C. the remaining opt ion rank: 2A. 2B, 2C. I B. IC. 
T his rank ing applies to developed and vacant land. 

Summary 
f able 4-6 ummarizes the ranking of the per formance oft he program option based on the 
average outcome for the total acres in the analysis. /\ a group. Class I. 11 and 111 lands cover 
approx imately the same number of acre as the land · in lass A. B and C. Thus, the outcomes 
for these two groups receive approximately the same weight. The outcomes for the individual 
c las es, however, do not receive equal weights because the number of acres in each class di ffcrs. 
The classes rank in the follo,.,, ing de cending order based on the acres of lands in the class 
expre ed a a percentage o f the total acres in the anal) sis: C las I C'S percent of total acre), 
Class A (25 percent), Clas B ( 16 percent), Class 11 (9 percent), Class C (9 percent), and Class 111 
(6 percent). The results in Table 4-6 reflect the weighting of the results for the indiv idual classes 
based on these percentages. 
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Table 4-6: Performance of options in meeting Economic Criterion 2: 
promotes retention of ecosvstem services 

Rank Option Performance 

1 1A This option provides the greatest retention of ecosystem services and related 
economic values among the six options. This is true for all classes of habitat and 
for developed and vacant lands. 

2 2A Comparable to Option 18 in overall retention of ecosystem services and related 
values. Option 2A retains more higher quality riparian services. while Option 18 
retains more higher quality w1ldllfe habitat services. 

3 18 See the description for Option 2A. 

4 28 Performs comparable to Option 2A for Class A and 8 lands. For all other lands, 
Option 1 8 performs better. 

5 2C Performs consistently behind Options 28, and consistently dominates Option 1 C. 

6 1C This option provides the least retention of ecosystem services and related 
economic values of the six options. This ranking applies for all classes of habitat 
and for developed and vacant lands. 

The proposed Goal 5 guideline include mitigating adverse impacts of development on habitat 
resources. Detailed mitigation guidelines have not yet been developed. The site-specific nature 
of habitat and the impacts of development on the habitat wi ll also influence the type and amount 
of Goal 5 mitigation that may be required. Given these uncertainties, and the conclus ions from 
Metro's Technica l Report for Goal 5 that mitigating habitat damage in urban areas face 
considerable cha I lenge . the ranking of program options in Table 4-6 docs not reflect the 
outcome of potential Goal 5 mitigation. 
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Promotes recreational access and amenities. 
rhis criterion ranks program options based on the extent to vvhich they promote recreational 
access and amenities. T he analy i o f th is criterion uses data irnilar to that for the analysis of 
Envi ronmental Criterion I and Economic Criterion 2 - acres o f habitat protected. T he criterion, 
however. focuses on the subset or total habitat acres that support recreational opportunities. 
Metro classi fies the e lands as parks and open space. 

The analysis of this criterion distinguishes between public and private recreational lands because 
ownership may innuencc the impacts of program options on recreational access. For example, 
public ownership implies more open access to recreational opportun ities. Private ownership 
implie that access requires membership or ha other restrictions. Public park and open space 
lands include parks, schools and rights-of-'A-ay. Private park and open space lands includes gol f 
courses and cemeteries. 

Potential impacts on recreational opportunities 
In general. the program options would have a limited impact on the number of acre o f 
recreational and open space land . This is true for two reasons. First, existing land uses either 
support recreational use and open space directl y (e.g., public parks or gol f courses) or support 
recreation related uses indirectly (e.g .. schools). T he options would have more limited impact 
on the number of acres of the e type of land uses compared ,, ith the more in ten ive urban 
development uses described in Criterion I . The second reason is that the large majori ty o f the 
lands in this analysis are publicly owned. Public owner hip makes it unlikely ( though not 
impos ible) that recreat ional and open space use ,, i ll change sign dicantly in the future. 

The options may impact the quality o f recreational and open space experiences on the lands at 
issue in this analysis. Options that protect more habitat, and more higher quality habitat, w il l 
help protect the recreational related amenity values associated w ith the habitat. T he analysis of 
program options and their as ociated impact on recreational access and amenit ies assumes: 

• Fish and wildlife habitat provide recrea tion and open pace related ecosystem services 
and value to ociety. I l igher qual it) habitat provide higher qual ity ecosystem ervices and 
values compared" ith lower qua lity habitat. 

• Action that enhance or protect habitat al o enhance or protect the recreation and open 
space related amenities that inlluence the quality or recreati onal experiences. /\ct ions that 
degrade the e erv ice will ha, e the opposi te effect. 

• Program opti ons that protect habitat land ,, ith more restricti,e treatments,, ill al o 
promote greater access to recreational opportunities and higher qualit) recreati onal 
experiences. Options that prov ide less protection w ill have the opposite effect. 

Other land. outs ide park and open pace can contribute to recreational exper ience and 
amenities. For example. bird and li~h habitat on non-park lands contribute to the amenity va lue 
of bird watching and lishing on parkland . T he analysis o f Criterion 3 focuses only on park and 
open space ; thus. it likely undere~tirnates the true scope and values of recreational amenities 
affected b) Goal - program option . 
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Measuring the criterion 
Table 4-7 below show the habitat acre that support recreation (25.265 acre ) by ownership 
(public vs. private) and by al low. limit. and prohibit treatment for the six program options. 

Table 4-7: Acres in parks and open space lands bv ownership and by proQram treatment 
Program Program Publicly Privately Total Public:% Private:% 
Options treatments owned owned acres of total of total 

Prohibit 19,046 2 372 21 ,418 89% 11% 
Strictly limit 2 076 521 2,596 80% 20% 

Option 1A Moderately limit 0 0 0 0% 0% 
Liqhtly limit 950 302 1,252 76% 24% 
Allow 0 0 0 0% 0% 
Prohibit 0 0 0 0% 0% 
Strictly limit 17 967 1,959 19,926 90% 10% 

Option 1B Moderately limit 2 301 692 2 993 77% 23% 
Liqhtly limit 1,804 542 2,346 77% 23% 
Allow 0 0 0 0% 0% 
Prohibit 0 0 0 0% 0% 
Strictly limit 0 0 0 0% 0% 

Option 1C Moderately limit 17,967 1,959 19,926 90% 10% 
LiqhtlY limit 2 301 692 2,993 77% 23% 
Allow 1,804 542 2,346 77% 23% 
Prohibit 10,31 1 1,185 - 11 ,495 90% 10% 
Strictly limit 8,736 1,187 9,923 88% 12% 

Option 2A Moderately limit 2,076 521 2 596 80% 20% 
Liqhtlv limit 950 302 1 252 76% 24% 
Allow 0 0 0 0% 0% 
Prohibit 0 0 0 0% 0% 
Strictly limit 17,967 1,959 19,926 90% 10% 

Option 2B Moderately limit 3 155 933 4,088 77% 23% 
Liqhtly limit 950 302 1 252 76% 24% 
Allow 0 0 0 0% 0% 
Prohibit 0 0 0 0% 0% 
Strictly limit 17,967 1,959 19,926 90% 10% 

Option 2C Moderately limit 3,155 933 4,088 77% 23% 
LiahtlY limit 0 0 0 0% 0% 
Allow 950 302 1,252 76% 24% 

[)R, I Fr f;S/.L Phase II 1110/r.11s lprtl 200-1 Page 67 



Results 
Figure 4-12 di play the in formation from Table 4-7. It shows that the large majority ofland at 
issue in th is case is in public owner hip. Figure 4- 13 shows park lands by qual ity ofhabital and 
by ownership. The large maj ority of park land in this analysis also contain the highest qual ity 
fi hand \\i ldli fe habitat. 
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Figure 4-12: Performance of program options for parks and open 
space lands, by ownership. 
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Figure 4-13: Park lands by habitat class and ownership. 
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Program option that protect more park and open pace lands overa l l will more likely promote 
recreationa l access. higher quality recreational experiences and score higher for this criterion. 
Program options that protect more public park and open space lands w ill more likely promote 
recreationa l access with le\\ er restrictions compared \\ ith protecting privale park and open space 
lands. T he quali ty of remaining habitat land \,\ill also affect the quality of recreational 
experiences. 

Basic statistics 
• T he analysis for this criterion includes 25.265 acres of park and open pace lands. 
• 22.07 1 acres. or 87 percent, arc publ icly O\Vned; 3, 194 acres. or 13 percent. are privately 

owned. 

Comparison of Program Options 
Park and open space lands in public ownership 
• Option I A promotes recreational access to the greatest extent of the six program options 

by protecting over 2 1,000 acres o f public and private park and open space lands with prohibit 
treatments. Given that the large majority of these lands also contains C lass I and C lass A 
habitat, this option al o protects habitat lands that provide the highest qualit) recreat ional and 
open space amenitie . 

• In descending order o f promoting recreational access and the quality of recreational 
amenities, the options rank: 2A, 2B, I B. 2C, IC. 

• T\\O of the options that take into account urban development va lues rather than quality of 
habitat. 2A and 2B, perform better under this criterion than do opt ion I Band IC. which 
were de igned with greater habitat protection in rn ind. 

Park and open space lands in private ownership 
• The program option rank the same for privately owned park lands as they do for lands in 

public O\\ nership. 
• Owner~hip does innuence the performance of the less protecti ve treatments o f the 

program options. In general, pri vate lands account for a higher proportion of the less 
protective treatments compared with their portion of the total park and open space acres. For 
example. under option I B. private park land account for 23 percem of the lands wi th 
moderate!) and lightly l imi t treatments. But these lands account for 13 percent of the total 
park lands. In general, private lands receive a larger percentage of the less protective 
treatment... and a smaller percentage of the more protective trea tments relative to public lands. 
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Summary 
Table 4-8 ummarizes the ranl-- ing of the per formance of the progrnm options ba ed on the 
average ou tcome for the tota l acres in the anal ysis. 

Table 4-8. Performance of options in meeting Economic Criterion 3: 
promotes recreational access and amenities. 

Rank Option Performance 

1 1A This option promotes the greatest access to recreational opportunities, and 
highest quality recreational experiences among the six options. This holds for 
both public and private park lands. This option protects over 21 ,000 acres with 
prohibit treatments, the most of any option. 

2 2A This option relies on a mix of prohibit and strictly limit treatments. It performs 
better than options 1 B and 1 C, which take habitat protection into account. 

3 2B This option relies on a mix of limit treatments, without allow or prohibit treatments. 
This option also performs better than options 1 B and 1 C. 

4 1B This option relies on a mix of limit treatments, without allow or prohibit treatments. 
Option 2B dominates this option even though both rely on a mix of limit 
treatments. 

5 2C This option relies on a mix of limit and allow treatments. 

6 1C This option provides the least support for recreational opportunities and quality of 
recreational experiences among the six options This holds for both public and 
private park lands. 
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4. Distributes economic tradeoffs 
fhis discussion of Criterion 4 has two parts. The first par! considers the distr ibutional impacts of 
program options on property owners as described by public and pri va te land. The second 
consider the di tributional impact on land u e as described by regional LOning l ) pes. 

T he other economic criteria ( I . 2. 3 and 5) in thi s analys is rank program options on a scale, for 
example. from least to most supportive of urban development prior it ics. The analy i for thi 
criterion does not ernpha izc ranking program option. because they do not vary significantly by 
land ov. nership or regional zone. It focuses instead on describing the extent to wh ich the 
trictncss of program options (e.g .. allow vs. lightly limit. or lightly limit vs. moderately limit. 

etc.) varies by ownership or by regional zone. This criterion highlights property owners or 
regional zones that ,, otild bear a greater burden of the land use impacts that ma) stern from the 
more restricti ve Goal 5 treatments. 

Distribution of impacts by property ownership 
fhis portion of the analysis describes the impact o f program options on land ownership as 
measured by acres of public and private land. Economic Criterion I describes the impact of 
program options on urban development va lues. In this criterion. the dis1rib111ion of the impacts 
o f program opt ions on public and pr ivate lands that support the urban development values 
(descri bed in Criterion I ) are examined. imilar to the analysis of Economic Criterion I , the 
analysi for th is criterion also as urnc that the Goa l 5 program options that protect habitat would 
restrict use and development o r public and pri vate land. Restrictions are assumed to be more 
l ikely " ith prohibit and trictl ) limit treatment and le likcl) '"ith lightly l imit or allow 
treatment . 

Measuring the criterion 
Table 4-9 shows the breakdown of Goa l 5 allow, limit, and prohibit treatments by publ ic and 
r rivatc land for each rrogram option. 
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Table 4-9: Habitat and impact area acres by land ownership and program options. 

Program Program Acres of Resource in Taxlots % of Resource in Taxlots % of Treament In Taxlots % of Ownership in Taxlots 
Option Treatment Private PUDIIC I otal' Private t'UDIIC I Otal t'rivate t'UDIIC 10@1 t'rivate t'UDIIC 1 otaI 

p 27.840 24.341 52.182 32% 28% 59% 53% 47% 100°4 49% 78% 59% 
SL 18 423 4 156 22.579 21% 5% 26% 82% 18% 100% 32°.4 13% 26% 
ML 0 0 0 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 
LL 10 491 2.534 13.025 12% 3% 15% 81% 19% 100% 18% 8% 15% 
AL 0 0 0 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 

Option 1A Total' 56.754 31 .032 87,786 65% 35% 100% 65% 35% 100% 100% 100% 100% 
p 0 0 0 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 
SL 22,527 22.507 45,034 26% 26% 51% 50% 50% 100% 40% 73% 51 % 
ML 14,797 4,245 19.042 17% 5% 22% 78% 22% 100% 26% 14% 22% 
LL 19,431 4,280 23,710 22% 5% 27% 82°.4 18% 100% 34% 14% 27% 
AL 0 0 0 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 

Ootron 1B Total· 56,754 31,032 87,786 65% 35% 100% 65% 35% 100% 100% 100% 100% 
p 0 0 0 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 
SL 0 0 0 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 
ML 22,527 22.507 45 ,034 26% 26% 51% 50% 50% 100% 40% 73% 51% 
LL 14,797 4 245 19,042 17% 5% 22% 78% 22% 100% 26% 14% 22% 
AL 19 431 4 .280 23,710 22% 5% 27% 82% 18% 100% 34% 14% 27% 

Opllon 1C Total' 56.754 31,032 87,786 65% 35% 100% 65% 35% 100% 100% 100% 100% 
p 9,658 12.197 21 ,855 11% 14% 25% 44% 56% 100% 17% 39% 25% 
SL 10,972 10,525 21.497 12% 12% 24% 51% 49% 100% 19% 34% 24% 
ML 17.495 4,629 22,124 20% 5% 25% 79% 21% 100% 31% 15% 25% 
LL 18,630 3,680 22.310 21% 4% 25% 54•,4 16% 100% 33% 12% 25% 
AL 0 0 0 0% 0% 0°4 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% o•.4 

Oot,on 2A Total" 56,754 31 032 87.786 65% 35% 100% 65°.4 35% 100% 100% 100% 100% 
p 0 0 0 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 
SL 13,230 20,256 33,486 15% 23% 38% 40% 60% 100% 23% 65% 38% 
ML 21 456 6.550 28,006 24% 7% 32% 77% 23% 100% 38% 21 % 32% 
LL 19.639 3.974 23.613 22% 5% 27% 83% 17% 100% 35% 13% 27% 
AL 2 430 251 2 681 3% 0% 3% 91 % 9% 100% 4% 1% 3% 

Option 2B Total' 56.754 31 032 87 786 65% 35% 100% 65% 35% 100% 100% 100% 100% 
p 0 0 0 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 
SL 7,740 18,953 26,693 9% 22% 30% 29% 71 % 100% 14% 61 % 30% 
ML 17,923 6,319 24,241 20% 7% 28% 74% 26% 100% 32% 20% 28% 
LL 18,291 3.997 22.288 21% 5% 25% 82% 18% 100% 32% 13% 25% 
AL 12,801 1 763 14,564 15% 2% 17% 88% 12% 100% 23% 6% 17% 

Oouon 2C Total" 56.754 31 .032 87 786 65% 35% 100% 65% 35% 100% 100% 100% 100% 

• Total habitat acres differ from onginal number (95,955 acres) because some areas do not have tax lots (e.g , roads) 
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Results 
Figure 4-1 4 illustra te the findings from Table 4-9. 

Figure 4.14: Habitat ownership (public vs. private) in 
Metro's jurisdiction by program option 
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Ba.\·ic Statistics 
• Privately owned land accounts for 56,745 acres, or 65 percent of the total acres in this 

analysis. 
• Publicly O\.\l1Cd land account for 3 1.03 1 acres, or 35 percent or the total acres in this 

analysis. 

Comparison of program options 
• The ranking of program options from least to most restrictive docs not vary by propcI1y 

owner hip. The program options rank, from least to most restricti ve: IC, 2C, 28. I B, 2A, 
and IA. 

• Even though the rank or program options does not vary by ownership, the degree or 
restriction does vary by public or pri vate ownership. In genera l. public ly owned lands bear a 
higher proportion or the most restrictive Goal 5 treatment than do private I) o,..,ned land , 
relative to the distribution of public and private acre in the ana lysis. For example, Option 
IC. which is the least restrictive option. splits the number of acres affected by the most 
re trictive treatment (moderately limit) evenly bel\~ecn public and private land (see Table 
-L 11 bclo,, ). I lowever, private land accounts for 65 percent. and public land accounts for 35 
percent of total acres. I rthe impacts of the most restrictive treatment were distributed 
proportionall y based on the number of acres or private and public lands in the analy i . 
private land would receive approx imately 65 percent of the most restrictive treatment and 
public lands 35 percent. 
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Table 4-10: Distribution of Allow, Limit and Prohibit Treatments between 
Private and Public Lan d f O . C or Iption 1 

Treatment Private Lands Public Lands Total 
(65% of total acres) (35% of total acres) 

Prohibit 0% 0% 

Strictly Limit 0% 0% 

Moderately Limit 50% 50% 100% 

Lightly Limit 78% 22% 100% 

Allow 82% 18% 100% 

• The reverse is true for the less restrictive treatments. The less restricti ve Goal 5 
treatments affect private land in a proportion greater than their percentage of total acres in 
the analysis. Public lands receive less-than-proportional impacts from the less re trictive 
treatment . 

• For example, private lands account for 65 percent of the acres in the analysis but account 
for 78 percent of the acres affected by lightly limit treatments and 82 percent or the acres 
affected by allow treatments. Public land , in contrasl. account for 35 percent of the acre 
but 22 percent of the lightly limit treatments and 18 percent of al lo"" treatments. 

Distribution of impacts by regional zoning type 
In this portion o f the analy is. the impacts o f program options on land uses in Metro· 
jurisdiction are described. There arc se\ en regiona l zones (see Metro·s Phase I E EE report for 
a description of regional zon ing types). 

• Single-family res idential ( FR) 
• Multi-family residential (MFR) 
• M ixed-use centers (M UC) 
• Commercial (COM) 
• Industrial ( I D) 
• Park and open space (PO. ) 
• Rural (RUR) 

Potential impacts on zoning types 
In this part of the analysis. it is as umed that program option that protect hab itat would re trict 
land uses as described by regional zoning types. Land use restricti ons arc assumed to be more 
likely\\ ith proh ibit and strict ly limit treatments and les likely with moderate!) or lightly limit 
treatment . 

The extent to which any one zoning type bears a disproportional share of acres affected by 
program options. relati ve to the / Oning type's hare o f total acre in Metro· j uri. diction. arc 
considered. A lso described for a given program option arc the land uses that receive less 
re tr ictivc treatments (e.g., moderately limit and lightly limit) and those that receive more (e.g., 
stri ctly limit and prohibit). 
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Measuring the criterion 
The number of acres in each LOning type affected by allow. limit and prohi bit treatments arc 
included in the analysis o f socia l criteria (see Appendix 3 for the tables). 

Results 
A background to the analy is of the distributional impacts of program option on land uses. 
Metro considered the extent to which any one zoning type bears a disproportiona l share of 
impacts from Goal 5 treatment relati ve to the zoning typc·s share of tota l acres in Metro's 
j uri diction. uch an outcome would occur If a zoning type accounts for a larger proportion of 
the acres affected by a program option relative to the Loning type·s proportion of total acres in 
Metro ·s j urisd iction. 

Figures 4-1 5 and 4-16 illustrate the relevant distribution . Figure 4- 15 shows the percentage of 
total acres in Metro·s juri diction by zoning type. For example. indu trial lands (I D) account 
for 13 percent of the total acres in Metro' j urisdiction. Figure 4- 16 shows the distribution of 
acres affected by program options, by zoning type. lndu trial lands, for example, account fo r 
approximately 11 percent of the total acres affected by program options. 
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Figure 4-15: Percentage of total acres in Metro's jurisdiction by zoning type. 
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Figure 4-16: Percentage of total acres of habitat, by zoning type. 
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Comparing Figure 4- 15 and 4-16: 

• RUR and PO land uses would carry a disproportional share o r the burden of Goal 5 
treatments. re lative to their hare of total acres in Metro's jurisdiction. RUR lands account 
for approx imately 2 1 percent or land but 32 percent of Goal 5 treatment . PO account for 
approximately 6 percent or land but 16 percent or Goal 5 treatments. 

• Land use "ith urban residential and business applications \\'Ould shoulder a smaller 
share of the burden or Goal 5 treatment . relative to their proportion or total acres in Metro· 
j urisdiction. f-or example. SFR lands account fo r approximately 44 percent or land but only 
32 percent or Goa l 5 treatments. IND land account for 13 percent or land but 11 percent or 
Goal 5 treatments. 

• These results ill ustrate the interaction between the existing distributions or land uses and 
riparian and wildlire habitat and descri be the amount and type or acres that wou ld be affected 
by Goal 5 treatment . The degree to which any one program option "' ottld restrict land uses 
depends on the mi x of allov, limit and prohibit treatments for that option. The fo llowing 
figures i llustratc these impacts. 

Figures 4- 17, 4-18 and 4-19 from Metro·s ana l) i or social criteria illustrate the findings from 
the tables that Ii t the number o r acres affected by allow, limit and prohibit treatments for 
re identia l, businc s-relatcd and rural land uses. ( cc Appendix 3.) Figure 4- 17 illustrates the 
impacts o f program options on SFR lands. rigure 4- 18 shows the impacts on lands with business 
use (MFR, MUC. COM, and IND). rigurc 4- 19 hows the impact on RUR lands. Figure 4-20, 
wh ich comes from the analysis of Economic Criterion 3, shows the impacts or Goa l 5 treatment 
on park land . 
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Figure 4-17. Impact of options on house holds 
(developed & vacant SFR): 26,521 acre s total. 
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Figure 4-18. Impact of options on businesses 
(developed & vacant MFR, MUC, COM & IND): 15,857 acres total. 
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Figure 4-19. Impact of options on rural a reas 
(developed & vacant): 26,459 acres total. 
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Figure 4-20: Performance of program options for parks and open 
space lands, by ownership 
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Basic Statistics 
T he number of acre that Goal 5 treatment v. ould affect, by reg ional Lone: 

• SFR 26,52 I acres 
• M FR 2.886 acre 
• M UC 1.625 acre 
• COM 2,1 24 acres 
• IN D 9221 acres 
• PO 13, I 18 acre 
• RUR 26.-160 acres . 

Comparison of program options 
• The ranking of program option , from lea I lo most restricti e. va ries I i11le for residential, 

business-related, or rural land uses. In general, the program options that "'ould re triet FR 
lands the mo t would also restrict busines -related (MFR. M UC. COM, I 0 ) and rural 
(RUR) land uses the most. 

• The ranking of program options for residential, business-related and rural land uses, from 
least 10 mo I restricti ve. is IC. 2 . 2B. I B. 2A. and I A. The only exception lo th is ranking i 
that for M UC and I D. 2C dominates IC a the lea l restrict ive option. 

• The ranking or program options varie slightly for parks (PO ) relative 10 the other 
regional zones. The ranking for PO , from least to most re trictive, is IC. I B, 213. 2C. 2A, 
and I A. 

• Even though the rankings of program options wou ld vary little among the regional zones. 
the limitation the program options would place on land u e v .. ould vary by regional zone. 
In general, the Goal 5 treatments under Criterion 4 would favor business-related land uses 
over POS, RUR, and , FR land uses. T he 11011-busine related land u e (PO . RUR, and 

FR) would t)pically rece ive more restr ictive Goal 5 treatments than \\ Ould bu iness-related 
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land uses (MFR, MUC, COM, IND), for a given program option. For example, fo r option 
IC. approximately 38 percent of FR lands \\Ould receive an allow treatment. For COM 
lands, 52 percent wou ld receive an al lo\\ treatment. Option IC ranks a the least restricti ve 
option for both FR and COM. Sec Table 4-11. 

Table 4-11 : Distribution of allow, limit and prohibit treatments 
f O . 1C b . I or 1pt1on >V rea,ona zone. 

Treatment SFR MFR MUC COM IND POS RUR 
Allow 38% 52% 47% 52% 52% 9% 24% 

Lightly Limit 25% 18% 19% 21 % 17% 8% 30% 

Moderately 37% 29% 33% 27% 31% 83% 45% 
Limit 

Strictly Limit 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 

Prohibit 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 

Total 100% 100% 1 100%1 100% 100% 100% 100%1 

1 Total reflects rounding for the percentage by treatment 

• Among the non-busines -related land uses, the rank ing of regional zones from most 
restricted to least restricted is PO . RUR. and FR. This ranking applies for all options. 

• I D lands rece ive the least restrictive Goal 5 treatment of any of the regiona l zones. 
• Among the business-related land uses, the ranking from most to lea t restricted is (in 

general) MFR. MUC, COM. and IND. This ranking applies primarily for options 2A, 20 
and 2C. For example. fo r option 2 . approx imately 71 percent of I D land "' ould 
receive an allo\\' treatment. The comparable figures for the other business-related land 
u cs are 25 percent for MFR, 49 percent for MUC, and 46 percent for COM. See Table 4-
12. 
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Table 4-12: Distribution of allow, limit and prohibit treatments 
for Option 2C bv Reaional Zone. 

SFR MFR MUC COM IND POS RUR 

Allow 14% 25% 49% 46% 71% 0% 13% 

Lightly 49% 50% 47% 42% 26% 5% 21% 
Limit 

Moderately 36% 25% 4% 12% 2% 12% 40% 
Limit 

Strictly 1% 0% 0% 0% 0% 83% 26% 
Limit 

Prohibit 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 

Total 100% 100% 100% 100% 100%1 100% 100% 

1 Total reflects rounding for the percentage by treatment 
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5. Minimizes need to expand the urban growth boundary (UGB). 
In this discussion of Criterion 5, the effects o f the program options on the need to expand 
Metro·s urban growth boundary (UGB) arc described. The program options that would have the 
lea t impact on the need to expand the UGB rank higher for this criterion. 

Potential impacts on the need to expand the UGB 
tatc land u e laws require that Mecro·s UGB accommodate anticipated population and 

employment grov,th over the next twenty year . A the area· s population grow and urban 
development intensifies, pressure to expand the UGB increases. By how much and where to 
expand the UGB depend on a variety of factors including population di tribution, the suitability 
of land on the urban fringe. and the in ten ity of in-fill development w ithin the existing UGB. 
The program options that protect riparian and wildlife habitat to a greater extent may also 
decrease the amount of dcvelopable land available inside the UGB. A s the amount o f 
developable land inside the UGB decrease . the l ikelihood that the UGB \\ ill expand in re pon e 
to population and development gro\vth increases. 

Prev ious ex pan ions of the UGB and related developments provide a context for the analysis of 
the impacts of program option on the need to expand the UGB. Metro·s UGB expansion and 
related developments include: 

• In 1995. the Metro Council adopted the 2040 GrO\'-'lh Concept,\\ hich anticipated add ing 
15.000 to 19,000 acres Lo the UGB over 50 years. 

• In 1998-99, Metro added 4,000 acres to the UGB. 
• In M a) of 2002. voters approved ballot measure 26-29. \\ hich prohibits higher densities 

in ex isting neighborhoods. Increas ing urban den ities as a means of avoiding or minimizing 
UGB expansions cannot target ex isting neighborhoods and w ill focus instead on downtown 
ci ty center and transportation corridors. 

• In December of 2002, Metro Counci l added 18,638 acres to the UGB. \\ith 2.851 of these 
acres dedicated to employment needs. 

• M e1ro·s current deliberations on UGB expansion inc lude a propo al to add 2,000 acres 
targeting industrial u e. 

The a sumplion is made in this criterion that the program option which wou ld restrict to a 
greater extent the development of vacant lands would increase the likelihood of expanding the 
UGB. Impact on vacant land wou ld have the most immediate impact on vacant land becau c 
these lands provide the greatest development opportun ities. 

Program opt ions that increase the likel ihood of expanding the UGB may also contribute to 
prawl related economic consequences, uch a increased trave l times, increased vehic le mi les 

traveled with as ociated increased concentrations of air pollutants. and increased costs of 
extending or expanding road , \\ ater and se\,er infrastructure. Program options that rninimi /e 
UGB expan ions by promoting development w ith in the existing UGB may minimiLe spra\\ I 
related costs but may generate other economic consequences. For example. developing lands 
\\ ithin the exi ting UG8 . at the expense of riparian and w ildlife habitat. \\ OU Id reduce the 
concentrations or avai labi lity of habitat re lated ecOS) tcm ser ice near population centers. In 
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effect, development would push these resources and as ·ociated ecosystem serv ices further out to 
the urban fringe away from employment and population concentrations. 

Measuring the criterion 
Table 4-2 in Crirerion I ( upport urban deve lopment priorities) ho"' s the number or acres or 
lands in the four urban development categories (high. medium, low, and other) affected by allow, 
limit. and prohibit treatments for the six program options. It al o ho.,., s impact by development 
status including vacant lands inside and outside T itle 3 protection. T he analysi for this criterion 
uses the data in Table 4-2. 

Results 
Comparison of program options 
Lands with high urban development value 
• Option 2C provides the lea t restrictive impact on vacant lands inside and outside Title 3 

and wou ld have the least likelihood of promoting UGB expansions of the six program 
options. 

• In ascending order o f increa ing restrictions on vacant lands out ide Title 3 and 
increasing the likelihood of UGB expan ion - the remaining option rank: 2B, I C. 2A, I B, 
and I A. Th is ranking also renects the outcome for lands inside Title 3 except that Options 
2A and I B per form comparably rather than 2A per forming better I B. 

Lands with medium urban development value 
• T he resu lts for lands w ith medium urban development va lue reflect the outcome for lands 

w ith high va lue. 

Lands with low urban development value 
• Option IC per forms better than the other options under this criterion in that it would have 

the least restrictive impact on vacant lands inside and outside T itle 3. and ,,otild be the least 
like ly to promote UGB expansions of the six program options. 

• In ascending order o f increasing restrict ions on vacant lands outside Tit le 3. and 
increa ing l ikelihood or promoting UGB expansion , the remaining options rank: 2C. 2B, I B. 
2A, and I I\. T his ranking also rcnects the outcome for lands inside Title 3 except that 
Option 2B and 113 have about the same effect rather than 2B dominating 1 B. 

Other lands 
• Option IC also per forms better under this cri terion for park land and rural inside and 

outside Title 3. 
• In ascending order or increasing restrictions on vacant lands outside Title 3. and 

increasing l ikel ihood of promoting UGB expan ions, the remaining options rank: 113. 2C and 
2B are comparable. 2A, and I A. T his ranking also reflects the outcome for lands inside fit le 
3 except that Option I B per forms imilarly to Option 2C and 2B rather than dominating 
these options. 

Summary 
f ab le 4- 13 summariLcs the ranking or the per formance of the program options based on the 
average outcomes for the total acres in the analysis. This summary weighs more heavily the 
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impacts on vacant lands ranked low and other land because these rankings contain more acres or 
land than do vacant lands\\ ith high or medium ranking . 

Table 4-13: Performance of options .in meeting Economic Criterion 5: 
minimizes the need to exoand the UGB. 

Rank Option Performance 

1 1C Option 1 C provides the greatest support for developing vacant land among the 
six options and will least likely promote UG8 expansions. It has the greatest 
number of acres affected by allow treatments, which have no negative impacts on 
development, and no acres affected by strictly limit or prohibit treatments. 

2 2C Option 2C is second only to Option 1 C in supporting the development of vacant 
lands and in the number of acres affected by allow treatments. No acres affected 
by prohibit treatments. 

3 28 Option 28 supports developing vacant land to a greater extent than does Option 
18 because the allow treatments in this option generate no negative development 
impacts and there are no negative impacts from prohibit treatments. 

4 1B All Goal 5 treatments for Option 18 would have some negative impact on 
developing vacant land. Option 28 dominates 1 8 because it has allow treatments 
for high-valued vacant land. 18 has no allow treatments. This option supports 
developing vacant land to a greater extent than do Options 2A and 1A primarily 
because it has no negative impacts from prohibit treatments. 

5 2A Option 2A would have a slightly more negative impact on developing vacant 
lands, and thus promote UG8 expansions to a greater extent, than Option 18 
because of the negative impacts associated with prohibit treatments. -

6 1A Option 1A has the greatest negative impact from prohibit and strictly limit 
treatments and the greatest negative impact overall on developing vacant land of 
the six options. This option would likely promote UG8 expansions to a greater 
extent than the other options. 
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Evaluation of social criteria 
The Goal 5 process require local government to make a deci ion to allow. limit, or prohibit 
conllicting uses to protect fish and wi ldli fe habitat based on balancing the consequences of the 
four E EE factor . Based on the ana lysi of oc ial con equencc in Phase I. Metro developed 
five criteria Lo measure the performance of the s ix regulatory program options in addressing the 
potential social impacts. These criteria arc: 

I. Minim i?es impact on property 0\\ ncrs. 
1 M inimi?c impact on location and choices for housing and jobs, 
3. Preserve habitat for future generations, 
4. Maintains cultural heritage and sense of place, and 
5. Preser e amenity value of habital. 

Some of the key questions considered in the analysi were: 
• I low much of the habitat and impact areas arc affected? 
• I low much of the habitat land is already protected to some extent by the ba cline? 
• Do the e ffects di ff er by habitat class? 
• Do the effects differ by urban development values? 
• What would be affected by a dec i ion to ·'allow" or •lightly limit'· the impact area ? 

1. Minimizes impact on property owners 
Property ownership and land use regulations are sensitive issues central to habitat protection. 
Landowners may be concerned about impacts to property rights. takings issues. and the 
distri bution of the burden of protecting habitat. Other lando\\ ncr may be supportive of 
protection programs de pile being per onally affected fo r severa l reasons inc luding an 
appreciation or habitat and the wish to sec it remain in addition to the increased property values 
that can result from tree and proximity to water. For this criterion the data i analyzed by three 
main groups: hou chold . busine sc . and ru ra l area . It should be noted that. because treatment 
may be applied to only a portion ofa lot. and severa l treatment could apply to the ame lot, 
considering the acres affected by each treatment might produce statistics that tend to magnify 
potential impact greater than the) likely would be felt. Metro ha already stated that poten tial 
regulations will not be imposed on pa rt icular. buildablc lots if the result ,, ould be to render such 
lots unbuildablc. 

Potential impact on households 
For residential land in particular, personal financial !:>Ccurity or the right to maintain. deve lop or 
redeve lop land within the ex isting regulatory framework could be impacted by a program option. 
A dcci ion to allo,,. limit. or prohibit con llicting u cs in resource area has an impact on 
individual landO\ ners. Thirty-four percent of the habitat lands are located in areas /Oned for 
single-family residential u es, a third of which is in impact areas. Many res idential properties 
arc on small lots. thus options impacting more residential land could affect a large num ber of 
property owner . ,..,hen compared to businc sand rural properties that have large lots. Figure 4-
2 1 hows the di tribution o r the treatments on residential land (developed and undeveloped) for 
each option. 
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Figure 4-21 . Impact of options o n househo lds 
(deve lope d & vacant SFR): 26,521 acres total. 
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Observations 
The fol lowing observations are made from Figure 4-21 above. and the add itiona l tables inc luded 
in Appendix 3A. 

Basic statistics & ba.,·efine protection 
• 34 percent (26,521 acres) of habitat and impact areas are FR. 
• A third of the 26.52 1 acres o f FR land in Figure 4-21 is in impact areas. two-thirds has 

habitat va lue. 
• SFR lands arc distributed acros all habitat clas es. 
• Most FR land fall in the low urban development va lue category. 
• Base line protection only covers a small portion of single-fami ly land, w ith WQRA 

restrictions applied to about IO percent and an additional five percent covered by FMA 
de ign guideline . 

Comparison of option.,; 
• 

• 

• 

• 

T he urban development value option (2A-C) appl) more str ingent treatments to SFR 
lands than mo t other zoning types: while the habitat ba ed options ( I A-C) apply 
treatments to Loning types depending on habitat va lue. 
Option IC, fo llowed closely by 2C, has the least stringent treatments applied to the 
largest acreage of land zoned for single-family use . 
Options I A. I B. 2A. and 2B each ,,oulcl apply some t) pe of limit or prohibit decision to 
a// land zoned for single-fami ly. 
Option I A would have the most impact on household ·, apply ing a prohibit treatment to 
40 percent o f the land, a strictly limit treatment to about 30 percent. and lightly limit to 
the remaining 30 percent (the impact area ). 
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Potential impact on businesses 
Land used for business purposes, whether developed or vacant, would also be impacted by any 
of the regulatory program option . For developed land, the impact would be in the future i f a 
property owner chose Lo redevelop and was required Lo follow new regulation . Reduc ing 
development opportunities and/or requi ring pcc ific habitat fr iendly development practices could 
impact vacant land. Restrictions on development could have an overal l impact on the regional 
economy. (sec economic criteria). M o t business land includes commercial and industrial 
properties and apartment complexes located on large lots. This reduces the number o f property 
owners potentially impacted. Figure 4-22 below shows the distribution of the treatments on land 
used for businc ses (developed and undeveloped) for each option. Land used for busine ses 
inc lude mu lti- family (MFR), mixed-use centers (MUC), commercial (COM), and industrial 
( I D). 
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Figure 4-22. Impact of options on busi nesses 
(deve loped & vacant MFR, MUC, COM & IND): 15,857 acres total. 
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Observations 
T he following observations are made from Figure 4-22 above. and the additional tables included 
in Appendix 3. 

Basic statistics & baseline protection 
• Seventeen percent ( 15.857 acres) o f total habitat and impact areas arc 1:onccl for business 

purpo c . 
• i\ third o f the 15,857 acre ofbusines land i in impact areas, two-thirds have habitat 

value. 
• Base line protecti on covers almost 40 percent of land used for bw,ine s purpo c , w ith 

WQRA restrictions applied to close to 20 percent and an additional 20 percent covered by 
FMA de ign guidelines. 

• bout 25 percent of businc s land contain the highest value ri parian and\\ ildl ifc habitat. 
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Comparison of options 
• 

• 

• 

• 

The urban development value options (2A-C) apply less stringent treatment to 1110 t 
business land; whi le the habitat ba ed options ( I A-C) apply treatments to ;:oning types 
depending on the habitat value. 
Opt ion 2C, followed by IC, has the least stri ngent treatments appl ied to the largest 
acreage or land zoned for businesses. Over 50 percent of busines land receives an allow 
treatment in 2C. 
Option 28 provides sub tantial ly more protection than IC and 2 . but less than I A. 113 
and 2A since about 20 percent o r the land would receive an allow treatment. 
Options I A, I B and 2A each would apply some type or limit or prohibit decision to all 
land zoned r or busine ses. 

• Option I A would have the most impact on businesses. applying a prohibit treatment lo 
over 40 percent of the land. strictly limit lo about 30 percent, and l ightly limit to the 
remaining 30 percent (impact areas). 

Potential impact on rural areas 
M uch or the regionally significant fish and wildli fe habitat falls on rural land, over 26,000 acres. 
Rural properties tend to be larger than those in other zones, impacting a smaller number of 
property owners but a large number of acres. Land uses include some residential and a 
sub tanlial amount o r farming and timber product ion. Farm and fore try practice have specia l 
regulations under enate Bill IO IO and are not regulated by Metro. 1 lov,ever. i r these properties 
were urbanized in the future they would be subject to a regional fish and w ild life habitat 
protection program if those areas were to eventua lly become urbaniLed. Figure 4-23 shows how 
rural area might be impacted by the ix regu latory program option and ho"' much or the rural 
landscape is covered by the baseline regulations. 
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Figure 4-23. Im pact of options on rural areas 
(de ve loped & vaca nt): 26,459 acres total. 
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Observations 
T he following observations are made from Figure 4-23 above and the tables in Append ix JG. 

Basic statistics & baseline protection 
• Twent)-eight percent (26,459 acre ) of tota l habitat and impact areas arc in rura l area . 
• About 15 percent of the 26,459 acres of rural land i in the impact area, 85 percent has 

habitat va lue. 
• Ba el inc protection only covers about 15 percent of ru ra l land, with WQRA re triction 

applied to about IO percent and close to fi ve percent covered by FMA design guidelines. 
• Over 40 percent of rural land contains the highest va lue r iparian and w ildlife habitat. 
• Urban development value apply to rural zoning w ith design type that fall inside letro' 

urban growth boundary. 

Comparison of options 
• 

• 

• 
• 

The urban development value options (2A- ) apply the most tringent treatments to rural 
areas that do not have a design type; while the habitat based options ( I A- ) apply 
treatments to zoning type depending on the habitat value. 
Option IC. followed by 2 . has the least stringent treatment applied to the largest 
acreage of rural land. 
Option 2B would apply an allow treatment to about t\\ 0 percent of rural lands. otherwise 
it is imi lar to I Bin the treatments applied. 
Options I A, I Band 2A each would apply some type of limit or proh ibit decision Lo all 
rural land. 

• Option I A would have the most impact on rural land. apply ing a prohibit treatment to 
about 50 percent of the land. strictly limit to about 35 percent. and lightly limit to the 
remaining 15 percent. 

Performance of options 
A ll six regu latory opti ons have some impact on landowners. The options that apply more 
stringent treatments to a larger part of the landscape have more of an impact than the options that 
apply l ightly limit or allow treatments. The affect of appl) ing the urban development values in 
Options 2A-C benefits business land substantially more than single-fami ly residentia l and rural 
area . In addition, the Metro Council's commitment not to adopt a program that wou ld render 
current ly buildab le lots as unbuildab le al o moderates. to some degree. the impact that any 
option \.\ ou ld have on property O\.\ ners. 

Table 4-14. Performance of options in meeting Social Criterion 1: 
minimizes imoact on orooertv owners. 

Rank Ootion Performance 
1 Option 1C This ootion affects the fewest orooertv owners with strinaent treatments. 
2 Option 2C Most business land receives an allow treatment under this option but a substantial 

number of residential and rural orooertv owners are affected. 
3 Option 2B Urban development values reduce amount of business land receiving strict treatments 

but residential and rural areas receive strictly and moderatelv limit treatments. 
4 Option 1 B This option affects the same number of property owners as Options 1A and 2A, but none 

would receive a orohibit treatment and a laraer number would receive liahtlv limit. 
5 Option 2A Despite applying urban development values, this option affects a large number of 

orooertv owners with strinaent treatments, esoeciallv in residential and rural areas. 
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16 I Option 1A I This option affects the most property owners with the highest level of restrictions. 

2. Reduces impact on types/locations of jobs and housing 
The urban land upply is a soc ial issue because it relates to people· s basic needs for hou ing, jobs 
and urban services. A con Lriction of the exi ting land supply could negatively affect the social 
needs these lands serve (e.g .. housing and employment). An urban growth boundary (UGB) 
expansion could off: et the impacts, but urbanizing rural land spreads the development pattern 
towards the periphery of the region. T his could increase travel times and congestion and could 
encroach further on fish and w ildlife habitat in rural areas. 

Potential impact on housing location and choices 
Residential zones ( FR and MFR) make up the largest component of buildable land in the fish 
and,, ildlifo habitat inventory. The types o f housing opportunities available may change 
depending on resource protecti on. Rather than reduce the number of housing units al lowed on a 
lot. regulations may allow for the same unit in a denser con figuration, such as rowhouses. 
condominiums, or apartments. Clustering units on smaller lot in a ubdivision may allow fish 
and wild life habitat to be preserved. I lowever, these potential changes have ocial impact . 
Many people who might choose to purchase or rent a ingle-family home w ith a yard may not 
view these other housing options as equivalent. The location of the housing i important as well. 
I lousing opportunities closer to ex isting employment, shopping, and entertainment wi ll not be 
replaced by residentially Loned land in areas on the urban fringe. Hou ing affordability may also 
be affected if protecting fish and wi ldlife habitat results in changes to the land supply. Figures 4-
24 and 4-25 show how the options treat vacant single and multi-family land as compared to the 
baseline. 
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Figure 4-24. Treatment of vacant single family habitat land: 
(11,250 vacant, 15,271 developed acres) 
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Figure 4-25. Treatment of vacant multi-family habitat land: 
(1 ,060 vacant, 2,886 developed acres). 
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Allow Lightly limit Moderately Strictly limit Prohibit limit 
SFR MFR SFR MFR SFR MFR SFR MFR SFR MFR 

0 0 63 16 0 0 33 7 2 214 348 
0 0 851 114 0 0 3,256 278 4,833 297 

00% 00% 69% 12 3% 00% 00% 1 0% 25% 314% 54 0% 

0 0 85 19 297 47 1,927 304 0 0 
0 0 1,960 282 2 676 168 4,304 238 0 0 

00% 00% 4 2% 63% 100% 219% 309% 561% 00% 0.0% 

85 19 297 47 1,927 304 0 0 0 0 
1 960 282 2 676 168 4 304 238 0 0 0 0 

4.2% 63% 10 0% 21 9% 30.9% 56.1% 00% 00% 00% 0.0% 

0 0 88 20 39 16 386 86 1,797 249 
0 0 2,071 305 4 980 236 572 62 1 318 86 

0.0% 00% 41% 6 2% 08% 6.3% 403% 581% 57 7% 74 3% 

5 1 145 29 362 92 1 797 249 0 0 
9 2 2 080 315 5 499 286 1,352 86 0 0 

35 7% 33 3% 65% 84% 62% 24 3% 571 % 74 3% 00% 00% 

84 8 409 110 1.762 248 55 5 0 0 
1,138 193 3 442 276 4 319 219 41 0 0 0 

69% 40% 106% 285% 290% 531% 57 3% 100 0% 00% 00% 
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Observations 
The fol lowing observations are made from Figures 4-24 and 4-25. and Table 4-1 5. 

Basic statistics and baseline protection 
• Thirteen percent o r habitat and impact area comprise vacant residenti al land ( FR and 

M FR). 
• Basel ine protection only covers about 17 percent o r vacant single-family land and about 

30 percent of multi-family land. M ore re trictive WQR restrictions arc applied to about 
IO percent of FR land and a linle over 20 percent of IFR land. A n additional seven 
percent of FR and eight percent o r MFR are covered by FMA de ign guideline . 

Comparison of options 
• Apply ing urban development values (options 2A -C) does not substantially change 

treatments applied to residential land. 
• Minimum i111pact: Option IC, followed by 2C, would apply the least stringent treatments 

to the largest acreage of residential land (both FR and MFR). 2.346 acres ( FR & 
MFR) in option I and 1.423 acre in 2C ,, ould receive an allow treatment. 

• Maxi11111111 impact: a prohibit designation would affect 7,700 acres in I A and 3,450 acres 
in 2A or vacant FR & M FR. 

• Option I A. I B and 2A each would appl) some type of limit or prohibit decision to nil 
residential land. 

• Option I A would have the most impact on re idential land. app lying a prohibit treatment 
to almo t 60 percent of . FR and over 55 percent or M FR. strict!) limit to about 30 
percent (both Sr-R and MFR), and the remaining acres would receive a lightly limi t 
treatment. 

• Option 2A is more restrictive on M FR than FR: about 40 percent o f M FR is covered by 
prohibit and strictly limit treatment compared to about 30 percent of FR. 

• As described above, ome of the vacant residential land is al read) covered by ba el ine 
regulation that limit housing location and deve lopment options. Limit and prohibit 
treatments would have less impact in those areas. 

• A ll option apply a light!) limit treatment to some portion of the vacant residential land. 
A small percentage is already covered by baseline regulations in all options, but in 
options IC and 2C over 20 percent of MFR land that receives a lightly limit treatment is 
covered by ba el ine, reducing the impact. 

• All options except for I A apply a moderately limit treatment to some portion o f the 
vacant residential land. In option IC and 2C over 50 percent of land receiving a 
moderately limit treatment is covered b) baseline regulation , reducing the impact. 

• A ll options except for IC apply a strictly limit treatment to some portion of the vacant 
re idential land. In IA only a mall percentage or land receiving ~trictl) lim it is covered 
by baseline. but in all other options the area covered by base line that receives strictly 
limit range from 3 1 percent to I 00 percent, reducing the impact. 

• Only option I A and 2A apply a prohibit treatment to vacant residential land. A 
significant portion or the habitat that would receive a prohibit treatment i covered by 
ba eline. especially in 2/\ with 58 percent ofSFR and 74 pl.!rcent of M FR. reducing the 
impact. 
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Jobs 
EmploymcnL opportuniLies typically occur on land that is zoned for commercial, industrial. or 
institutional uses. Vacant land zoned for commercial. industrial, or mixed-use development 
makes up 28 percent of the land within the fish and,, ildli fe habitat inventory, and almost half is 
not environmentally constrained. The location ol' the e lands is an important factor in 
determining the social impacL o f al lo\\ ing, limiting. or proh ibiLing use in the e areas. Metro is 
able to add land to the UGI3 if employment capacities are reduced due to habitat protect ion. 

However, it is important to consider the social impacts of adding employment land on the urban 
fringe. Will job opporLunitie located in nev, ly developed area be equivalent to lost 
opportunities located near ex isling concentrations of housing? Residents choosing Lo work in 
locations further from their homes wi ll incur additional travel expenses as well a a reduction in 
quality of li fe due to more time spent commuting and away from home. Addi tionally, Lhe types 
of j obs may be different. as a company that might choose to locate in an ex isting commercial or 
industrial area may not choose to move to a ne, location. Figure -l-26 graphically depicts the 
treatments for vacant employment land by option as compared to the baseline. Table 4- 16 
provides additional in formaLion on the existing environmenta l con traints on vacant employment 
land and the incrcmenL of regulations added by option. 
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Figure 4-26: Treatment for vacant employment habitat land 
(COM/MUC/IND): 6,915 acres total. 
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Table 4-16. Vacant emolovment land: acres ootential lv affected. 
Status of Allow Lightly limit Moderately Strictly limit Prohibit 
vacant land limit 

COM/ IND COM/ IND COM/ IND COM/ IND COM/ IND 
MUC MUC MUC MUC MUC 

Inside Tlllo 3 0 0 21 162 0 0 7 78 572 2 077 
Outside Titlo 3 0 0 229 671 0 0 486 964 599 1 046 
% covered by 00% 00% 84% 19.4% 0.0% 0.0% 1.4% 75% 488% 66 5% baseline 
Inside Title 3 0 0 26 235 133 458 442 1 624 0 0 
Outside Title 3 0 0 511 1,328 370 678 433 676 0 0 
% covered by 0.0% 0.0% 4.8% 15 0% 26.4% 40.3% 50.5% 706% 00% 00% baseline 
Inside Tltlo 3 26 235 133 458 442 1,624 0 0 0 0 
Outside Title 3 512 1,328 370 678 433 676 0 0 0 0 
% covered by 4.8% 15.0% 26 4% 403% 50.5% 70.6% 00% 0.0% 00% 00% baseline 
Inside Title 3 0 0 28 259 85 442 366 1,514 121 101 
Outside Titlo 3 0 0 690 1 783 364 479 215 403 46 18 
% covered by 0.0% 0.0% 3.9% 12.7% 18.9% 48.0% 630% 79 0% 72.5% 84.9% baseline 
Inside Title 3 2 120 141 1,224 337 872 121 101 0 
Outside Title 3 66 491 799 1 81 4 405 359 46 18 0 
% covered by 2.9% 19 6% 150% 403% 454% 708% 72.5% 84 9% 00% baseline 
Inside Title 3 86 1 187 393 1,021 120 104 2 4 0 
Outside Title 3 561 1 812 650 827 105 41 1 3 0 
% covered by 13.3% 396% 37.7% 552% 53.3% 71.7% 66 7% 571% 0.0% baseline 

Observations 
The following ob ervation are made from Figure 4-26 and Table 4- 16. 

Basic statistics and ba.\·efine protection 
• even percent o f habitat and impact area are vacant and 1oncd for employment (M UC, 

OM, IN D). 
• Baseline protection covers about 40 percent of the vacant employment land in the habitat 

inventory. More re tri ctive WQRA restrictions arc applied to about 20 percent of 
employment land: about 18 percent i covered by f-MA design guidelines. 

Comparison of options 
• Apply ing urban development values (options 2A-C) substantial() changes treatments 

applied to employment land. 
• .\li11i11111111 i111pac1: Option 2C ha the least impact on j ob location and choice . as it 

applies an allow treatment to 3,646 acres of vacant employment land. 
• Afwci11111111 impact: Apply ing urban development va lues reduces the number o f vacant 

acres that\\ ould receive a prohibit treatment from 4.300 in I A to 286 in 2A. 
• Options I A, I Band 2A each would apply some type of limit or prohibit decision Lo all 

employment land. 
• Option I A \\Ould have the most impact on emplO) ment land, apply ing a prohibit 

treatment to almost 60 percent. strictly l imit to a little over 20 percent, and lightly limit to 
the remaining 20 percent { impact areas). 

0 
0 

00% 

0 
0 

0.0% 
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• As descr ibed above, some o f the vacant employment land is already covered by baseline 
regulations that limit j ob location and development option . Limit and proh ibit 
treatmen ts would have less impact in those areas 

• The urban development value option (2A-C) apply stricter treatments to more land that 
is already covered b) baseline than the habitat-based options ( I A-C). reducing the 
potential impact on jobs. 

• M ost of the vacant employment land that \\ ould receive a prohibit treatmen t in Option 2A 
is already covered by baseline regu lations. imilarly, in Option I A a substantial portion 
of the land that would receive a prohibit treatment is covered by ba el inc. 

Performance of options 
A ll six regulatory options have some impact on housing and job location and choices. The 
options that apply more stringent treatment to a larger part of the landscape are likely to have 
more of an impact than the opt ions that apply lightly l imit or al low treatments. Apply ing the 
urban development values in Options 2A- benefits employment land more than re idential land. 

Table 4-17. Performance of options in meeting Social Criterion 2: 
Jb dh I d h ' o s an ous InQ ocatIo n an c 0Ices. 

Rank Option Performance 
1 

2 

3 

4 
5 
6 

Option 2C Employment land benefits the most from the application of the urban development 
values, however residential land would receive almost as the same treatments as in 
Option 1C. 

Option 1C Residential land fares better under this option but employment land is substantially more 
impacted than in Option 2C 

Option 28 Urban development values affect the amount of employment land receiving stringent 
treatments; residential land receives some benefit as well. 

Option 1 B This option aoolies a similar level of protection to residential and employment land. 
Option 2A Employment land fares substantially better than residential land under this option. 
Option 1A This option has a significant effect on the location and choices available for jobs and 

housino. 

3. Preserves resources for future generations 
An important social responsibi l ity for people today is to pre ervc resources for future 
generations. The lroquoi Confederacy stated: '·In every deliberation. \\C must con idcr the 
impact of our decision on the next seven generations." Th i criterion is based on the concept 
that our children and grandchildren should be able to enjoy the resources we do now. from the 
perspective o f species diversi l) and cn\ironmental quality a \\ Cll a the potential economic 
benefit derived from fish and v,ildlifc hab itat. A n example is the plethora of pharmaceutical 
applications found in the natural world. from the Amazon j ungle to the cancer fighting agents 
found in the ye\\ tree. 

One\\ ay to a c the performance or each option in add re ing thi criterion is the total number 
of habitat acres protected. A n allow treatment can be assumed to protect ;:ero acre · and therefore 
is not hown in Figure 4-27 on the follo""ing page. whi le a prohibit treatment can be as urned to 
do a sub tantia l j ob of protecting habitat\\ here appl ied. The three I } pe of limit protect the 
habitat lo vary ing degrees. 

DR.IFT I-SEE Pho1e fl lnofr.11.1 . lpnl :!OIJ.J Pagt! 95 



While the role o rre toration i important for the environmental health or the fu ture, 
Environmental Criterion I addresses this. Opportunities for restoration are best addressed by 
options that protect ex isting habitat. 

Figure 4-27. Potential habitat protected by option 
(includes developed and vacant land - ALP assumptions applied to 

vacant land; does not include impact area). 
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Observations 
T he fo llowing observation arc made from Figure 4-27. 

Basic statistics anti baseline protectio11 
• All habitat land i included in this criterion, 80.234 acre . 
• Base line protection covers about 30 percent of the habitat inventory (not including impact 

areas). or 27.300 acres. More re trictive WQRA restrictions are applied to about 15 
percent o f habitat land; about 15 percent i covered by FMA de ign guideline . 

Comparison of option.)· 
• Apply ing ALP disturbance area assumptions to the base or 80.234 acres results in vary ing 

levels o f habitat protection. This ranges from a minimum o f 41.000 acres protected in 
Option IC to a maximum o f 72.000 acre in Option IA. 

• Options I A and 2A ..,, ould apply the stringent treatments to the most acres, preserving the 
most habitat for f uturc generations. 

• Option I C leave the most habitat at risk for loss to future generat ions. 
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Performance of options 
A II ix regulatory options protect some habitat for future generations. The options that apply 
more stringent treatments to a larger part o f the landscape wou ld preserve more habitat and 
potential for restoration. 

Table 4-18. Performance of options in meeting Social Criterion 3: 
Preserves habitat for future oenerations. 

Rank Option Performance 
1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

Option 1A Preserves the most habitat for future generations by applying strict treatments to all 
habitat types. 

Option 2.A Applying urban development values reduces the amount of habitat preserved but this 
ootion still orotects a substantial amount of habitat. 

Option 1 B A moderate level of protection is applied across the landscape, focused on high value 
habitat. 

Option 28 Close to the same level of protection as 1 B, but more habitat is left unprotected in areas 
of hiqh urban development value. 

Option 2C Habitat in areas of high urban development value is not preserved, more protection than 
Ootion 1C. 

Option 1C Leaves the most habitat at risk for loss to future generations, also reduces potential for 
restoration. 

4. Maintains cultural heritage and sense of place 
Protection or fish and wi ld Ii re habitat preserves many important soc ial values. These include our 
cultural heritage, regional identity, sense of place. and neighborhood character. Opportunities 
for education abound in areas with hea lthy fi h and wild life habitat. Part o f the rcgion·s cultural 
heri tage is the retention or the almon and other endangered specie . The salmon are a 
ubiquitous S) mbol for the Paci fic orthwest. and a key aspect o f ative American culture. It i 
difficult to measure how well these more ambiguous va lues arc retained by the appl ication o f the 
six potential program options. As a proxy for a more spec ific quantitative measure, retention or 
I labitat o f Concern and Riparian/ wildlife C lass I habitat is used to assess how ,~ell each opt ion 
addrc es th is criterion (the same measurement are u ed in Envi ronmental Criterion 5). 
I labitat o f Concern are place that have been identified by local fie ld biologists and other 
experts as providing habitat for critica l specie , whi le C lass I riparian area arc essential to 
providing hab itat for threatened and endangered salmon. 
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Figure 4-28. Treatment of Habitats of Concern by option 
(deve loped & vaca nt): 25,822 acres. 
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Figure 4-29. Protection leve l o f Class I Riparian/w i ldl i fe habitat by 
option: (deve loped and vacant) 27,876 acres. 
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Observations 
The following observations arc made from Figures 4-28 and 4-29. 

Basic statistics and baseline protection 
• Cla I riparian include 27.872 acres. I labitats of Concern (I IOCs) encompass 25.822 

acres. ome o f the I IOCs are included in the lass I riparian. but it is useful to consider 
them as a group due to their importance. 

• 13ase line protection covers about 65 percent of the C lass I habitat and about 40 percent of 
I IOCs. More restrictive WQRA restrict ions arc appl ied to about 42 percent of C lass I 
and 22 percent of HOCs; FMA design guidelines cover a little over 20 percent of C lass I 
and about 18 percent o f 110 s. 

Comparison of options 
• Option I A. I B, and 2A would apply a strictly limit or prohibit treatment to al l C las 

habitat. 
• App lying urban development values leads to loss o f a small amount of I IOCs and C lass I 

habitat wi th allow and lightly limit treatments. 
• Option IC would apply the least tringent treatments to the largest amount of HOCs and 

Clas I habitat. 

Performance of options 
Al l six regu latory options help to preserve cultural heritage and sense of place. T he options that 
app ly more stringent treatment to a larger part of the land cape have more ofa positive impact 
than the options that apply lightly limit or allow treatments. 

Table 4-19. Performance of options in meeting Social Criterion 4: 
Cultural heritaQe and sense of olace. 

Rank Option Performance 
1 Option 1A Does the best job of preserving cultural heritage and sense of place when measuring the 

effect on Class I habitat and Habitats of Concern. However, if a prohibit treatment 
resulted in an expansion of the urban growth boundary the resulting environmental 
effects could neaatively impact cultural heritaae and the salmon. 

2 Option 2A Comparable to 1A, however the application of urban development values would result in 
slightly less protection of cultural heritage and sense of place in areas with high urban 
develooment value 

3 Option 18 Applies a strictly limit treatment to all Class I habitat and Habitats of Concern, providing 
substantial benefit to salmon and other endangered species but without as much 
potential for exoansion of the UG8. 

4 Option 28 A large amount of Class I and Habitats of Concern receive stringent treatments in this 
option, with liahtlv limit annlied to areas of hiah urban develooment value. 

5 Option 2C Similar to 28, however a small amount of these highest value habitat areas would be lost 
due to the application of an allow treatment in hiah urban develooment value areas. 

6 Option 1 C Applies the lowest level of protection to the highest value habitat, putting some of the 
social values contained in cultural heritage and sense of elace at risk of loss. -
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5. Preserves amenity value of resources 
The amenity va lue of habitat land on quality ofli fc, property values, and regional allracti veness 
is an important consideration. For example. proximity lo some types of natural area actually 
increases property values. thus preservation of these habitats could positively impact nearby 
property owners. Private individuals and firm can capture the va lue of location, such as nearby 
parks. open space or schools, or good accessibi lity Lo services or transportation infra tructure. 
This results in higher demand and higher dollar va luation of these properties. On the other hand, 
public parks. schools. high..,,ays, and other perceived amenities capture individual or commercial 
value b) the u age, time. and wi llingness o f people to pay for them. 

One way to assess the effectiveness of each option in addre ing this criterion i the rel iability of 
protection provided to the fish and wildlife habitat. An option that rel ies more on regulations 
and applies strict treatments to habitat land i more like ly to produce reliable protection. Options 
that re ly less on regulations and more on voluntary actions or incentives that arc dependent on 
funding ources may be less like ly to provide certainty of habitat protection. Thus, the amenity 
value that attracted landov ners to purchase particular properties in the first place may be lost due 
to the absence or ineffectiveness of protection mea ures on adjacent land . Figure 4-30 to 4-33) 
on the fo lio,, ing page graphically depict the treatment to vacant land in the highe t fo ur habitat 
cla es as a proxy for retaining amen ity value. 
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Figure 4-30. Treatment of vacant Class I Riparian/wildlife land by 
option: 12,549 acres total. 
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Figure 4-32. Treatment of vacant Class A Wildlife land by option: 
8,508 a ere s tota I. 
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Figure 4-31. Treatment of vacant Class II Riparian/w ildlife land by 
option: 3,907 acres total. 
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Figure 4-33. Treatment of vacant Class B Wildlife land by option: 
7,789 acres total. 
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Observations 
The following ob crvations arc made from Figures 4-30 to 4-33. 

Basic statistics and baseline protection 
• Vacant C la'ss I riparian includes 12,549 acres, vacant C la s II riparian inc ludes 3,907 

acres. vacant Class A w ildli fe includes 8.508 acres. and vacant C la B wild li fe includes 
7,789 acres. 

• Baseline protection covers abou t 65 percent o f the Clas I riparian. 40 percent o f Class II 
riparian, and only one percent of C lass A and B wildlife. More restricti ve WQRA 
restrictions are appl ied to about 47 percent o f Class 1, 16 percent o f C la 11, about one 
percent of C lass A and B wild li fe; F IA design guidelines cover 17 percent o f Class I. 24 
percent of C las II, and a negligib le amount o f C lass A and B w ildli fe. 

Comparison of options 
• 

• 

• 

• 

Opt ions I A. I B, and 2A would app ly a strictly I imit or prohibit treatment to all lass I 
habitat. 
Opti on I A is the only option that wou ld apply a prohibit treatment to C lass A w ildlife 
habitat and lass 11 riparian habitat. treatment for these habitat t) pes range from strictly 
limit to allow in the other options. 
Applying urban development va lues does not sub tantially effect the treatment or C lass A 
wi ldlife habitat, due to the fact that very little ol' this habitat type is in the high urban 
development category. 
Option IC would apply the least stringent treatments to C lass II and lass B habitats . 

Performance of options 
Al l six regulatory options help to preserve amenity value. The options that apply more stringent 
treatments to a larger part of the landscape have more o r a positive impact than the options that 
apply lightly limit or allow treatments. 

Table 4-20. Performance of options in meeting Social Criterion 5: 
Amenitv value. 

Rank Option Performance 
1 Option 1A Preserves amenity value consistently in all four of the hiqhest habitat classes. 
2 Option 2A Applying the urban development values results in a small loss of amenity value in areas 

with high urban development value: preserves more amenity value in riparian habitat 
than wildlife habitat. 

3 Option 1 B Applies consistent level of protection to all four habitat types, but riparian habitats are not 
as well preserved as in 2A. 

4 Option 28 Urban development values result in very similar protection for wildlife habitat as 2A, but 
riparian protection would be less than in 1 B. 

5 Option 2C Amenity value provided by the highest value wildlife habitat receives similar protection to 
2A, but the other three habitat cateaories receive less strinaent treatment. 

6 Option 1C Retains the least amount of amenity value in wildlife habitat areas, provides a bit more 
protection for riparian habitat. 
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Evaluation of environmental criteria 
The environmental portion of thi pha e of the E EE analysi is intended to compare the 
potential effects of the six program options on fi h and wild li fe habitat. Five criteria will assist 
in this process: 

I. Conserves existing watershed hea lth and restoration opportun ities: 
2. Retain mu ltiple functions provided by forest canopy cover: 
3. Promotes riparian corridor cont inu ity and overall habitat connecti vity: 
4. Conserves habitat quali ty and biodiversity provided by large habitat patches; and 
5. Promote biodiversity through conservation of sensitive habitats and specie . 

Criteria were elected based on the findings in Metro·s Technical Report for Goal 5 and Phase I 
E EE analysis (Metro 2002, Metro 2003). Charts depicting program performance for the most 
vulnerable habitat are embedded in the text, with supporting data tables in Appendix 4. I labitat 
lands in park and T itle 3 WQRA are typically omitted from the graphs because they are 
currently afforded some protection, but are included in most appendix data tables. l labitat lands 
in Title 3 FMA are included in chart that illustrate vulnerability of the resource under the 
options because FMA areas do not protect vegetation. 

The ummary of each criterion include a table ranking the programs in order of performance. 
from mo I to lea t protective. The criteria provide important ne"' in formation about how each 
program perform relative to the other , and wi II aid Metro, it partners. and the pub I ic in 
designing a fi hand wildlife habitat protection program appropriate to the region. 

1. Conserves existing watershed health and restoration opportunities 
The amount of fish and wildlife habitat protected or partially protected by each regulatory 
program option will help determine whether the option preserves habitat, ex i·ting ecosystem 
function . and re toration opportunities for the future. 

Potential impacts on fish and wildlife habitat 
Partial or fu ll loss of natural habitat impairs ecological functioning. The type and ex tent of 
impairment depends on the habitat cla sand. wi th in each habitat c lass. the attributes that make 
each area va luable to fi h and wildli fe habitat. Mctro·s Phase I E EE anal) sis (Metro 2003) 
describes the impacts on eco logica l systems when such functi ons are removed, and the Technical 
Report fo r Goa l 5 (Metro 2002) describes how the region's natural habitats have been altered 
over time. 

In riparian area . highest value habitats provide the most function . Clas I riparian habitats 
prov ide at lea t three of the five key, or ··primary:· ecological fu nctions mapped in the inventory. 
These areas arc typica lly near stream and wetland and oft en include forests or undeveloped 
fl oodplain areas; they arc critica l 10 maintaining aquatic habitat and water qual ity. Class II 
habitats provide one or t\\ O primary function , and oflen al o cveral ccondary function . Class 
111 areas arc lower val ue areas that still provide omc degree of ecological runction. such as small 
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forest patches that arc disassociated from the stream. Thus, protection of Class I is most 
important. fo llowed by Class 11 , then Class Ill. 

Wildlife habitat is similar ly valued in a ti ered approach; Class A i more valuable to w ildli fe than 
Cla s 8 , and Class 13 is more important than lass C. Metro mapped w ildli fe habitat based on 
spatial ecology principles. where large patches that arc well connected to other patche . contain 
less edge habitat, and contain good \ ater resources are considered 1110 t valuable. Ho\\ ever, in 
the case of wildl i fe habitat, removal of lower valued habitats (C lass C) can negati vely impact the 
remaining habitats lo a higher degree than for riparian due to connectiv ity issues (see cr iterion 3, 
Connecti vity).24 

Potential impacts on restoration opportunities 
Restoration potential is preserved where habitat areas sti l l exist (e.g., not paved), therefore the 
level of protection provided by each program option illustrates the relative amount of potentia l 
restoration opportunities retained. T his analysis does not identify the precise location or quality 
of restoration opportun ities; however, because as habitats di ffer between classes, so do 
re toration opportunities. For example, areas o f low-structure vegetation along streams may 
provide excellent opportunit ies to control non-native species and increase nati ve tree and shrub 
cover; this would increase habitat to support diverse native v ildli fe communities. ati ve tree 
and hrub cover prov ide many vital ecologica l functions, including valuable riparian w i ld life 
habitat. shad ing streams for cooler water, etc. Low- tructure areas near streams are most 
typica lly found in Class II riparian and Class 13 w ild li fe. 

Restoration opportun ities arc al o found in high-va lue habitat areas; for example. Fore t Park 
contains substantial amounts o f non-nati ve, invasive English Ivy. Efforts to control such 
invasion are ongoing. Because Forest Park i currently protected from development. the habitat 
and the restorat ion opportunities continue to exi t. In upland areas, restorati on is often needed to 
enhance w i ldli fe habitat or control non-nati ve pecic , particularly near forest edges. Thu . small 
habitat patches or long. narrow patches that contain a high proportion of edge habitat also 
provide restoration opportun ities. tream , wetlands, lakes and r iver · can o f1cn be rehabil itated 
to create channel meanders. enhance water fil tration capacit). or re-connect to natural floodplain ,, 
areas. --

Metro· habitat inventories focused on the mo t important remaining habitat • and did not 
include every potential re toration opportunit) due to the large scale nature of the regional 
inventor) and because the Goa l 5 rule app l ies to ex i ting habitat. 

Measuring the criterion 
For each habitat clas. and each program option. Appendix 4A how the acreage that fall under 
var ious /\ LP designations. The data is broken down between deve loped and vacant lands. 

: , It is important to consider the interactions between the riparian and wildli fe inventories. The two inventories were 
conducted separately then reconci led so that a program could be developed for a single inventor) map. As a result. 
some of each inventor) \ 1 as allocated 10 the other. For example. \vhen Class I riparian coincided \ 1 ith any wildlife 
class. the wildlife portion became Class I riparian. Thus the loss of one habitat type may also include loss of another 
due to the extensive spatial overlap of the two inventories. 
'' Metro's ·1 echnical Report for Goal 5 (1'.letro 1001) includes a chapter describing how to go about watershed 
planning and prioritizing opportunities for restoration and other ecologicall:,, important acti\ ities. 
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because the time frame for habitat risk i different. Redevelopment will presumably occur over a 
longer time frame than new development. Additionally. habitats on Htcant lands unconstrained 
by e:-.. i ting protection are more likely to be subjected to new conflicting uses. Title 3 WQRA 
acreage is excluded from this criterion because it is a lready partially protected (see introductory 
chapter). imilarly, Criterion I doc not include park , but focuses on habitat areas that may be 
placed at risk through development or redevelopment. 

Results 
Figure 4-34 through 4-37 illustrate the findings in Appendix 4A. Program options that are 
likely to protect more fish and wi ldlife habitat overall, as well as more o f the most valuable 
habitat, are assumed Lo perform better than other options. 

Basic statistics 
• Thi criterion includes 80, 143 acres of fish and "' ildlife habitat. Of that: 

27,851 acres are in class I riparian (34 percent of total) 
7,90 1 acres are in class II riparian ( 10 percent of tota l) 
4,434 acres arc in class Ill riparian (6 percent of total) 
19.662 acres are in class A wi ldlife (25 percent of total) 
12.828 acres arc in Class B wildlife ( 16 percent of total) 
7.468 acres are in Class C wildli fe (9 percent of total) 

• Riparian habitat comprises 17,500 acres (38 percent). while wi ldlife habitat comprises 28,960 
acres (62 percent). 

Baseline protecliou (Title 3) 
• This analysis removed WQRJ\ because it provides a degree of habitat protection. 
• Of total habitat lands. 19 percent is in WQRA (7 percent parks. 4 percent in developed urban, 

and 8 percent in vacant). 
• Of total habitat lands, 17 percent is in parks. 
• If WQRA are included in the acreage figures. nearly half o f Class I habitat and one-fourth of 

Cla II habitat are WQRA. with all other habitat clas es containing less than 5 percent 
WQRA. 

• Fi necn percent of developed urban and vacant habitats are in Title 3 FMA, but vegetation is 
not protected in FMA and wetlands may be fill ed with proper D L permission. Thus FMA 
doc not protect habitat. and only partially protect the water storage function in riparian 
habitats. FMA arc inc luded as vulnerable lo conflicting use in Appendix 4A and Figures 4-
34 through 4-37. 

• The acres included under this criterion are outside WQRA and arc ubject to connicting uses 
ir no increase in protection level is app lied; therefore, any program option that is not allow 
"ill provide incrementally more protecti on on the lands considered in Figures 4-34 through 
4-37. 

Potential effecls of treatments vary by development ,)·tat11s and habitat class 
• Two-thirds o f these habitat land. arc vacant and one-third i developed urban. Treatments 

applied to vacant lands may have di sproport ionately high impacts compared to the ame 
treatments applied to developed urban. 

• Of ,acant habi tat . riparian compri e 34 percent." hile v,ildlifc comprise the rema ining 66 
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percent. Of developed urban habitats, riparian only comprises 15 percent, with the remaining 
85 percent in wi ldli fe. The c opposing trends indicate that treatments applied to vacant lands 
may disproportionately innuencc riparian habitats. whereas treatment applied to developed 
urban land may more trongly innuence.w ild lifc habitat. 

• C lass I dominates vacant riparian. comprising 63 percent of the acreage. but only 29 percent 
of developed urban riparian ( la Ill comprises half of the riparian acreage in developed 
urban). Treatments applied lo vacant C lass I riparian wil l profoundly innuencc the future 
ecologica l conditions of aquatic and riparian habitats. 

• Clas A comprises 4 1 percent of vacant wild life and 32 percent of developed urban w ildlife. 
Treatment applied to both vacant and developed urban w ildlife w ill be important 
determinants o f future wi ld life conditions. 

• Average riparian and w ildli fe habitat values tend to be lo-..,,er in developed urban compared to 
vacant. becau e connicting uses tend to degrade habitat . For example, developed 
floodplains do not retain the same ecologica l functions as the original lloodplain, and riparian 
and wildlife habitat is more fragmented in developed area 

Impact Areas 
• Impact areas are considered in Table xx (sec introductor) section). Impact area are 

designated where adjacent land u c may harm the habitat. 
• A n allo\ dec ision in impact areas may harm remaining habitat over time, \\hcrcas a lightly 

limit dec ision may help protect habitat. 
• L ightly limi t program definitions may need to differ between habitat and impact areas, 

because impact areas, by definition, are not habitat. For example, impact area to protect 
streams ma) require low impact deve lopment standards upon redevelopment. 

• I f a program option i selected that includes an allow deci ion for certain habitats, it wou ld 
be sen ible lo administer an allow decision for adjacent impact area , because impact areas 
are designed to address where adjacent land u e might adver ely affect existing resources. 

Program Op1io11 performance 
• 

• 
• 
• 
• 

• 

In options 2A-2C, the urban development value play a role in what may happen to the 
habitat because treatments change based on both habitat cla s and by urban development 
va lue. Options I A-1 Care based so lely on habitat value. 
For \\ i ldli le habitat. options I A and I B are most protective . 
For riparian habitat. options I A and 2A are mo t protective . 
Option IC and 2C are the lea t protecti ve for both riparian and \\ildlife habitat. 
Potential effects of program opt ions depend in part on the amount of land fa lling w ithin each 
habitat c lass; Class L Class A and lass B contain the most acreage, whereas C lass 111 and 
Class C hold the least. For example, options affording less protection to Class B ( IC, 2B, 
2C), ill have greater adverse effects on overall w ildlife habitat protection. 
Class C "ildlife is mo l vulnerab le to loss under all options ( least protective treatments 
applied). C lass II and 111 are also vu lnerable under certain program options (e.g .. IC. 2C). 

Summary 
Program option how a marked dec line in protection level., as indicated in Table 4-21 below. 
T he option that apply more stringent treatments to a larger portion of resources, particularly 
high value re ources, will protect a larger proportion o f regionally significant resources in the 
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long term. Table 4-21 provides a ranking of program options for this criterion. 

Table 4-21. Performance of options in meeting Environmental Criterion 1: Conserves existing 
watershed health and restoration opportunities. 

Rank Option Performance 
1 1A Charts 1 a-1 d indicate that this option will provide the most effective protection for the 

highest value resources (class I and class A habitat). This option also provides the 
hiqhest protection levels for the remaininq resource cateaories. 

2 2A This option still provides excellent protection for the majority of class I resources, and 
good protection for other riparian classes. The protection level is diminished, but still 
good for wildlife resources; however, option 18 provides better protection for wildlife 
habitat than 2A. 

3 18 Protection for all classes of riparian habitat is substantially reduced in this option 
compared to 1A and 2A. Class Ill riparian in appears to be particularly vulnerable. For 
wildlife habitat, this option performs at a higher level than 2A, but the importance of 
riparian habitat was considered first in this criterion. 

4 28 Performs moderately well for the higher classes in both riparian and wildlife habitat. 
This is the point at which protection levels drop off significantly for lower value 
resources. Poses substantial risk to habitat in classes Ill and C, due to lower 
protection levels and because same acreaqe is in the allow cateqorv. 

5 2C Lower protection levels for all resources. In particular, classes Ill and C are 
predominantly allow. Likely to result in substantial lass of riparian function unless 
extensive non-requlatorv proqrams are put in place. 

6 1C Low protection levels for all habitat classes. Likely to result in significant habitat loss 
and ecosvstem function over time in both developed and vacant lands. 

/)/?.·I I· I t:St;E Phas<' I I . I 11(//i,rn Apnl 200./ Page 107 



"' e u < 

"' e u 

9000 

8000 

7000 

6000 

5000 

4000 

3000 

2000 

1000 

0 

Figure 4-34. Criterion 1a: Comparison of allow, limit, prohibit 
treatments by riparian class in developed urban lands 

(excludes WQRA) 
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Figure 4-36. Criterion 1c: Comparison of allow, limit, prohibit 
treatments by wildlife class in developed urban lands 
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Figure 4-35. Criterion 1b: Comparison of allow, limit , prohibit 
treatments by riparian class in vacant lands (excludes WQRA) 
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Figure 4-37. Criterion 1d: Comparison of allow, limit, prohibit 
treatments by wildlife class in vacant lands (excludes WQRA) 
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2. Retains multiple functions provided by forest canopy cover 
The Metro region is naturally forested. and trees play a pivota l role in maintaining healthy fi sh 
and wildl ife habitat and regional biologica l di versity. Local studies affi rm the importance or 
trees 10 stream health both near streams and throughout the water hed. Forest canopy plays a 
major role in all five ecological functions mapped in Metro·s riparian habitat inventory. and 
forest habitat comprise the majority or the wildlife inventory. 

Trees are also di rectly linked to each of the eight major ecologica l impact categories described in 
the E EE Phase I di cussion draft (Metro 2003). For example. trees help prevent altered 
hydrology and physica l stream damage. and mitigate nooding caused by altered hydrology. 
They maintain water quality by taking up excess nutrients, heavy metals and other toxins, and 
provide shade over streams to cool water. Trees provide a primary source of wild life habitat, and 
almon and other aquat ic wi ldl ife frequent ly linger in shaded stream area for thermal and 

predator protection. 

Measuring the criterion 
This criterion i measured by calculating the acreage or forest associated with each ALP category 
by program option. r orest canopy is a component or every habitat c la , therefore this analysis 
does not differentiate by habitat class ( for analy is by habitat c lasses, see criterion I). The 
analysis doc di ffc rcntiatc between 
vacant and developed status. because 
developed land arc les likely to 
experience much further tree loss. 

Figure 4-38. Criterion 2: Comparison of allow, limit , prohibit 
treatments for forest canopy (excludes WQRA) 
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Appendix 4B. Program options that are more lil-.ely to protect forest canopy cover are a sumed 
10 perform better than option providing less protection. 

Basic statistics 
• Th is criterion considers 50. 134 acres or forested fi h and wi ld Ii fe habitat. 
• Parks comprise 15.475 acre (31 percent of total fo re ted acres). developed urban comprises 

I 0.504 acres (2 1 percent or total fore tcd acres). and vacant compri e_ 24.155 acres ( 48 
percent of total forested acres). 

• The bar chart fo r thi s criterion con ider the mo tat-risk categories (developed urban and 
vacant, both outside WQRA). However, Appendix 48 also shows results fo r the exc luded 
categorie . 
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Baseline protection (Title 3) 
• WQRA comprise 2,9 16 forested park acres, I , 165 forested urban developed acres. and 3,5 14 

forested vacant acres, or 15 percent of total forest habitat. 
• Comprising about a third of forested lands, parks provide important protection to trees. 
• T he graph for cri terion 2 excludes WQRA for the same reasons as stated in criterion I . 

Potential effects of treatment vary by development status 
• 

• 
• 

• 

Nearly hal fof forested habitat is in vacant lands. Of this, on ly 15 percent is protected as 
WQRA, wh ile the remaining 85 percent is unprotected. Many of these lands are in rural 
zoning in new Urban Growth Boundary expansion areas. 
Of developed lands, two thirds receive some level of protection through parks or WQRA . 
Eleven percent of developed urban lands with forest are in WQRA. The remaining 9,339 
acres are vulnerable to conflicting uses, particu larly if redevelopment occurs at higher 
densities. 
Treatments applied to vacant lands may have disproportionately high impacts to forest 
habitat compared to the same treatments applied to developed urban lands. 

Program option performance 
• Options I A and I Bare most protecti ve of forest canopy in both developed urban and vacant 

lands. Options 2C and I C are least protective. 
• Options 2A and 28 fal l in the mid-range in terms of protecting forest canopy. 
• Option I A is substantia lly more protective than option I B. The difference between options 

I B and 2A are less clear. 
• T he program options do not vary much between developed urban and vacant in terms of the 

proportions falling with in A l low, L imit, Prohibit designations. 

Summary 
Program options vary considerably in terms of forest canopy protection. The options that apply 
more stringent treatments to a larger part of the forested landscape w ill protect more forest 
canopy over the long term. Table 4-22 below provides a ranking o f program options for this 
criterion, based on the most at-risk acres i llustrated in Figure 4-38. 

Table 4-22. Performance of options in meeting Environmental Criterion 2: Retains multiple 
functions orovided bv forest canoov. 

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. 
2 1B Substantially less protection than option 1A, but still performs better than the remaining 

options. However, options 1 B and 2A appear relatively close in terms of potential 
effects on the region's forest canopy. No Allow designations mean that all forest 
habitat would be afforded at least some level of orotection. 

3 2A Similar to 1 B. 
4 2B Little Allow (76 acres), but overall orotection levels lower than ootions 1 B and 2A. 
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 habitat loss over time in both 
developed and vacant lands. 

6 1C Low protection levels for forest canopy, with 47 percent of vacant and developed urban 
in Liqhtlv Limit or Allow. Likely to result in siqnificant forest habitat loss over time. 
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3. Promotes riparian corridor continuity and overall habitat connectivity 
I labitat connecti vity i important to fi sh and wi ldli fe for several reasons. Riparian. or 
longitudinal. connectivity en ure continued ecologica l functioning of streams and he lp enable 
fi h pa sage to areas upstream. Many Ii h and ,,.,ildlife species must migrate seasonally to meet 
bas ic need for food, shelter and breed ing. and connection ben, een habitat patches. includ ing 
aquatic habitat. al lo,, thi s migration lo occur. 

Fi h and, ildlife populations that are connected to each other are more likely to survive o er the 
long term than an i olated population. In add ition, ,, hen connectivit) is lost behveen habitats the 
remaining habitat tends to become les native. allracting non-native and generalist wi ldli fe 
pecie that can out-compete more sen itive nati e species. thereby reducing biod iver ity. 

Mctro·s Pha e I E. EE report describes the importance o f connectivity to regional fish and 
"'i ldlife habitat and population (Metro 2003). 

Measuring the criterion 
Connectivity is an important indicator of habitat fragmentation. It is also very dimcult to 
accurately mea ure, and prohibitively time-intensive to measure for six different program 
options. As a proxy for connectivity thi criterion examines the fo llowing indicators: 

• Criterion 3a: Riparian corridor continuity. Measures the amount of habitat within 150 feet or 
streams that fa lls within each /\ llow, Limit, Prohibit designation for each program. This data 
is in /\ppend ix 4C. 

• Criterion 3b: The re lati ve risk to all lish and wi ldlife habitat by program option. This data is 
derived from /\ppcnd ix 4/\. 

• Criterion 3c: Di cuss ion o r the potentia l for disproportionate impacts by Metro's 27 
subwatcr. heds. Th i data is in Appendix 4D. 

Results: Criterion 3a - Riparian corridor continuity 
The fi gure below illu !rates the lindings in Appendix 4C. Program options that protect more 
habitat , ithin 150 feel o r trcams arc more likely Lo retain existing riparian corridor continuity. 

Basic statistics 
• This criterion includes 25.260 

acres o f Ii hand wi ldlife habitat 
near streams. 

6.186 acre arc in deve loped 
urban (24 percent o f total). 
12.395 are in vacant (49 
percent o f total). 
6.680 acre arc in park (26 
percent or total). 

DR. IFT /:"SJ< J, Plw11• II . l11a/1.1·iI 

., 
e 
" < 

Figure 4-39. Criterion 3a: Comparison of allow, limit, prohibit 
treatments for habitat within 150' of streams (includes parks 
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Baseline protection (Title 3) 
• Of developed urban, 2,579 acres (40 percent) arc in WQRA. 
• Of vacant, 4,936 acres ( 40 percent) are in WQRA. 
• Of park . 3.22 1 acres (48 percent) are in WQRA. 

This analysis included WQRA and parks because it constitutes a significam portion of ri parian 
corridor continuity. The bar chart docs not specifically delineate WQRA due to graph 
complex ity, but these data arc in Appendix 4C. 

Potential eff ects of treatments vary by development status 
• About half o f the acreage is vacant, with another quarter each in parks and developed urban. 

Parks are afforded some degree o f protection, and so are WQRA. 
• Exc luding parks and WQRA, 7,459 acres are at ri kin vacant. Less than half that amount, 

3,607 acres. is in developed urban. Treatment applied to vacant habitat may have 
disproportionately high impacts on riparian corridor continuity. 

• Parks arc assumed to have some existi ng level o f protect ion, but con nicting uses could 
impact these re ources as well. I lowever, nea rly half of park acres arc in WQRA. 

Program option performrmce 
• For all development statu cs, Option I A is most protective o f habitat within 150 feet o f 

streams, fo llowed closely by Option 2A. Option I B provides the next be t protection, 
fo llowed by 28. 

• Option IC and 2C arc least protective for these resources. and could negatively innuence 
riparian corridor cont inuity. 

Results: Criterion 3b - Relative risk to all fish and wildlife habitat 
This sub-criterion is derived from Criterion I . Figures 4-34 through 4-37 illu Irate the finding 
in Appendix 4A. Program option that are like ly to protect more fi sh and\\ ild life habitat overall, 
as well a more of the most va luab le habitat, are assumed to perform beller than other options. 
I !ere the li nclings from Criterion I are summarized as they related to Criterion 3b: 

Basic statistics 
• Thi criterion includes 80, 143 acres of fi h and "'ildlifc habitat: 

27.851 acres are in class I riparian (34 percent o f total): of that. 2.005 deve loped acres arc 
vulnerable (outs ide of park or WQRA) and 6,683 vacant acres arc vulnerable. 
7.901 acres are in class II riparian (10 percent of total): o f that. 1.475 developed acre arc 
vu lnerable and 3,30 I vacant acres are vulnerable. 
4.434 acres are in clas Ill riparian (6 percent of total); of that. 3.427 developed acres arc 
vulnerable and 659 vacant acres are vulnerable. 
19.662 acres are in class A" ildlife (25 percent of total): of that. 2.682 developed acres 
arc vulnerable and 8A35 vacant acres are vulnerable. 
12,828 acres are in class B '"i ldlife (16 percent o f total): of that. 3.580 developed acres re 
vu lncrable and 7. 756 vacant acres are vulnerable. 
7,468 acres are in class C wild life (9 percent of total); of that, 2,041 developed acres arc 
vulnerab le and 4.466 vacant acres are vu lnerable. 
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Baseline protection (Title J) 
• See criterion I for base line lat1st1cs. 
• Nearly half of' Class I habitat and onc-founh of Class II habitat are WQRA, with all other 

habi tat classc containing less than 5 percent WQR/\ . This leaves lower hab itat classes more 
vu lnerab le than the top two riparian classes. 

Pote11tial eff ects of treatments vary by development status and ltabitut class 
• 

• 

• 

• 

Class B and C wi ldlife habitat, in terms of acreage, provide disproportionately important 
connectivity links, such as tepping- tones bet,,een larger patches for migratory topover and 
other wi ldlife movement. 
Class Band wildlife habitat comprise 39 percent of vu lnerable re ources outlined above . 
Because these habitat patches are smal l, this equate to an high number of connector patches. 
Class B and C wildlife habitat tend to receive lower protective treatments in the program 
options compared to other habitat classes. 
The majority (68 percent) of vulnerable Class B and acres are vacant, therefore program 
treatments applied to vulnerable vacant lands may have a disproportionate negative im pact 
on regional connecti vity. 

Program Option performance 
• Option I A afford highe l protection to classes B and , ildl ife habitat, with strictly limit 

de ignations as ·igned to al I acres. 
• Option I B prov ides less protection, but still provides protection to classes B and C habitat at 

the moderately and lightly li mit levels, respectively. 
• Options 2A and 2B provide less protection, but are genera lly similar to one another. 
• Option 2C performs poorly. placing an allow designation on the majority of class C habitat. 
• Option IC completely fai ls to protect vulnerable class C habitat. Clas C wildlife is most 

vulnerable lo loss under all options (least protective treatments applied). 

Results: Criterion 3c - Potential for disproportionate impacts by subwatershed 
n,e finding for 'riterion 3a are illustrated in Appendix 4D and in the two figures below. 

Basic statistics 
• This criterion includes all 80. 143 acre of regionally ignificant fish and wild li fe habitat in 

Metro's 27 subwatershed . plus 15. 730 acre of impact areas ( ce context chapter fo r more 
information on distribution of impact areas by deve lopment statu ). 

• Impact areas arc addressed in this subcritcrion because conflicting uses in impact areas may 
adversely impact fi sh and wildlife habitat. 

• Resource itcs "ith a lo" cr percentage o f fi h and '"ildlife habitat t) pically conta in 
proportionally more impact areas. These sub" ater hcds are also I) pica II) more deve loped. 

• Of the total. 53,939 acres arc in developed, while 4 1,934 are in vacant. 
• The criterion discerns between the 1110 t vulnerable habitats and those with some ex isting 

protect ion. 

Baseline protection (Title J) 
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• Of developed urban habitat and impact area . 3. 795 acres (seven percent or developed urban: 
four percent o f al l acres) arc in WQRA. 

• Of vacant habitat and impact areas, 6.88 1 acres ( 16 percent of vacant: seven percent of all 
acres) are in WQRA. 

• Of a ll acres, 25,2 12 acres (26 percent) arc in parks, shown in blnck in Figure 4-40. 

Potential effects of treatments vary by .rnbwaterslted 
• Appendix 4D shows the amount and percent habitat and impact areas by sub\,ater hed. The 

table illustrates the variability between subwatersheds: some subwater hcds contain more 
habitat/impact areas overall. while other contain varying proportions of habitat\ ithin the 
sub\\ atershed. 

• In all subwatershed , WQRA compri es a relatively small proportion or acreage. whether 
considering vacant or developed urban habitat. 

• The bar chart illustrates that some subwatersheds contain more vu lnerable lands than others. 
For example, subwatershecls #8, 26, and 27 contain relatively high amounts of vu lnerable 
deve loped habitat and impact areas; these areas would be most vulnerable under 
redevelopment. Subwatersheds # I I, 18. and 27 contain relatively high amounts o f 
vulnerable vacant habitat and impact areas; these habitat acre are more immediately 
vulnerab le. 

• omc subwatersheds contain low proportions of habitat and impact areas. Examples include 

Figure 4-40. Criterion 3c: Developed lands • Habitat and 
Impact areas In Metro's 27 subwatersheds 

Figure 4-41. Criterion 3c: Vacant lands• Habitat and 
Impact areas In Metro's 27 subwatersheds 
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ubwatersheds #6. 20 and 24, containing from 20-22 percent of acres in habitat or impact 
area . Because the e ubwatcr heds contain relatively little existing habitat. program 
treatment could have di proport ionately high impacts on existing connecti it). 

Program option performance 
• ome ubwatersheds contain more habitat and impact areas than others: Appendix ..io lists 

subwater heds in ascend ing order o f percent habitat and impact areas. 
• Criterion I describes how the six options perform in terms of protecting various habitat 

classes. More protective options arc more likely to retain existing connecti vity. 
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• Large hab itat patches (sec cr iterion 4), while vulnerable to fragmentation. may not be as 
important to systemic connecti vity as smaller patches or more linear habitats. 

• Program options providing more protection to lo\\ er alue habitat areas."' hich tend to be 
small but important connectors or stepping stones. are more l ikely to promote connecti vity. 
part icularly in subwatcrsheds w ith lower proporti ons of habitat. 

• Option I A , 2A , and to a lesser extent, I B arc likely to best protect the region·s ex isting 
connecti vity. 

• Options 2B. 2C and IC arc likely to significant ly reduce connectiv ity in the reg ion. 

Summary 
Program options show a marked decline in protection levels, as indicated in Table 4-23 below. 
The option that apply more stringent treatments to a larger portion of resources, particular ly 
high value resources, w ill protect a larger proport ion of regionally significant resources in the 
long term. Table 4-23 provides a rank ing o f program options for this criterion. 

Table 4-23. Performance of options in meeting Environmental Criterion 3: Promotes riparian 
corridor continuitv and overall habitat connectivitv. 

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 connectivitv. 
2 2A For riparian corridor continuity (subcriterion 3a) and protecting subwatersheds from 

disproportionate impacts (subcnterion 3c}, program option 2A performs best. However, 
for risk to smaller connector habitats (subcriterion 3b\ 18 is the best oerformer. 

3 18 This option performs better for protecting small connector habitats than 2A, but does 
not perform as well for riparian comdor continuity and protecting subwatersheds from 
disproportionate impacts. 

4 28 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 subcritena, and is likely to 
result in siqnificantlv reduced reoional connectivitv. 

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 by large habitat patches 
The extent to wh ich large habitat patches are disrupted by conflicting use will help determine 
habitat qua lity. Program options that perform belier in thi regard arc more likely to retain the 
region' s biological diversity. 

Potential impacts on fish and wildlife habitat 
Large habitat patches are primarily forested area • but also include wetland~. Larger habitat 
patches are more valuable to native wildlife than smaller patches because more pccies are 
retained over time. and species cnsitivc lo human disturbance till have a place to live. Long-
term trends in wi ld life populat ions are directly related to the area o f habitat available - the larger 
the patch size, the longer a population can sustain it elf. Larger habitat patche a l o retain more 
natural predators to keep rodent populations in chcck26

. 

Habitat quality tends Lo be higher in large patches because negati ve edge effects. such as invasive 
pecies introductions and increased nest predation, arc reduced. Local studies show that the 

complex multi-layered fo rest and shrub structure important to birds. small mammal and other 
wildlife is enhanced in larger habitat patches. Large patches al o typ ical ly contain more woody 
debris. 

Certain sensitive species and groups of species, such a cotropical migrator) songbirds and 
area-sensiti ve spec ies. arc li kely to be negative!) affected by les protccti, c option . Large 
habitat patches arc also linked. directly or indirectly, to each of the eight major ecologica l im pact 
categoric de cribed in the E EE Pha e I di cu ion drafl (Metro 2003 ). fh w,. large habitat 
patches are a key component to retai ning the region· biodiver ity. 

Measuring the criterion 
1 labitat patch s iLe was a criterion 
in Metro·s wildlife habitat 
inventory. Because the \.\-i ldlife 
and riparian inventories were 
ub equently combined. portion 

of large hab itat patche near 
waterways were incorporated into 
riparian Cla e I and 11. As a 
result. large patches were typically 
split into Class I and 11 riparian or 
Class A and B wildlife. For this 
criterion the \-\ildlife model score 
prior to reconciling the two 
inventories. including patchc 
scoring 6-9 points, was used in an 
effort to gauge the potential 
programmatic results on large 
habitat patches. 
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Figure 4-42. Criterion 4: Comparison of allow, limit, prohibit 
treatments for large habitat patches (oxc ludos WQRA) 
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20 ee ~letro ·s Technical Report for Goal 5. Metro '.!002. 
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Results 
For each program option, Appendix 4E shows the acreage of large habitat patches that fa ll under 
various A LP des ignation . The data is reported separately for acant and developed lands, for 
the reasons de cribed under criteri on I; similarly. WQRA and parks are excluded in Figure 4-42. 
but arc included in Appendix -l E. Figure 4-42 illustrates the most at-ri k acre . 

Ba ic tatistics 
• The total amount of large habitat patches. a defined in thi s criterion. i 38,360 acres. 

Baseline protection (Title 3) 
• Parks comprise 14, 155 acres, or 3 7 percent of the total. 
• WQRA comprise 8,090 acre (including 3.899 in parks) for 21 percent of the total. 
• ix percent o f the total habitat is in Title 3 FMA, but vegetation is not protected in FMA, 

therefore FM/\ area do not protect large habitat patches. 
• Excluding parks and WQRA, there are 20,01 4 acres of at-risk fi sh and wildli fe habitat 

illustrated in Figure 4-42. 
• The acre included in Figure 4-42 are subject to connicting 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 treatment.,· vary by development status 
• Excluding parks and WQRA, developed urban conta ins 26 percent of this habitat type. while 

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

by program choices. 
• Developed urban is vu lnerable as redevelopment occurs. 
• The majority of habitat lands fall in single fa mily res idential zoning. 
• Current trends fo r smaller lot sizes render large patches in both developed urban and vacant 

vulnerable to loss or fragmentation over time. 

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

patche . 
• For both vacant and developed urban habitat. Program Option I and to a lesser e:-.tent. 

Option I B are mo t like ly to keep large patches intact. 
• Options 2A and 2B arc marginal and may resul t in significant large patch encroachment. 
• Options 2 and IC are unlikely 10 retain large patches v,ithin the system. 

Summary 
Program option how a marked dec line in protection levels. as indicated in rable 4-24 below. 
Options that apply stronger protection level to large patches have a much greater chance of 
retaining the integrity of the c important wildlife resource over time. and thus reta ining good 
habitat quality and biodiver ity. Incremental drops in protection may have more severe 
con equence in thi criterion than in 1110 t other environmenta l criteria. becau e each drop in 
protection level rai cs the potential for large patch fragmentation. 
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Table 4-24. Performance of options in meeting Environmental Criterion 4: Conserves habitat 

Rank 

2 18 

3 2A 

4 28 

5 2C 

6 1C 

uali and biodiversit rovided b lar e habitat atches. 
Performance 
Figure 4-42 indicates that this option will provide the most effective protection for large 
habitat atches with rotection levels of Prohibit or Strict! Limit for all habitat. 
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 

atches, articular! with trends toward hi her densi develo ment. 
Protection levels slightly lower than Option 18. Three percent of vacant, unprotected 
habitat would fall under Lightly Limit in this option , with the remainder in Moderately 
Limit 51 ercent Strict! Limit 28 ercent or Prohibit 18 ercent No Allow. 
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 
Moderate! Limit 55 ercent or Strict! Limit 38 ercent . 
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 
Strict! Limit. No Prohibit Likel to result in si nificant fra mentation of lar e atches. 
2C and 1 C are fairly similar. 1 C has decreased protection levels for all habitat classes, 
with 25 percent of vacant, unprotected habitat in Lightly Limit and 75 percent in 
Moderate! Limit. Likel to result in s1 nificant fra mentat1on of lar e atches. 
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5. Promotes biodiversity through conservation of sensitive habitats and species 
The amount and configuration of fish and ,..,ildlife habitat pla) important role!> in the rcgion·s 
biodiversity. and these are addressed in Criteria I through 4. A lso important, but not implicit in 
the first four criter ia, are species and habitat that may be disproportionately at risk due to natura l 
scarcity. habitat los . or other factors. 

Potential impacts on fish and wildlife habitat 
For the purposes of this criterion both Habitats of Concern and lass I riparian habitat arc 
included, because high-value riparian areas are widely acknowledged to be at-risk and becau e 
these habitats are mapped comprehensive ly for the region. In addition. kno\, n pecies of 
Concern sightings are included to provide a relative measure of risk to w ildlife. For the e 
already-depleted habitats and species, a small habitat reduction could deal a major blow to 
regional biodiver ity. 

Criterion 5a : Habitats of Concern. 
Habitats of Concern are specific areas known to provide a unique and at-ri sk habitat ty pe, a 
unique and vi tal wildlife function. or both. Examples include wetlands. Oregon white oak 
habitat, riverine delta and island habitat. and critica l migratory pathways. I labitats of Concern 
are premier wi ldl ife areas that are elevated in importance and statu "' ithin the inventory; all 
I labitats o f Concern fall in either Class I riparian or Class A wi ldlife. Many of these areas. such 
as small wetlands, arc le s than the two-acre minimum cstabli hcd for the '"ildlife inventory but 
are included as Habitats of Concern due to their regional importance to biological di, crsity.27 

Program option prov iding more protection to these habitats w ill do a belier j ob of retaining 
I labitats of Concern throughout the region. 

Criterion 5b: Class I riparian . 
The Habitats of Concern data is incomplete becau c it re lie on loca l kn°"" ledge rather than 
comprehensive surveys. T herefore. for the purposes of this criterion Class I riparian habitat is 
also inc luded because it is a w idely ackno,\ lcdged at-ri~k habitat and i mapped 
comprehensively for the region. omc of the implication of Clas I habitat loss are described in 
Criterion I . In addition to the eco log ical functions described there, high value riparian habitat 
contains more species than most other habitats; for example, the region ·s riparian areas are 
known to upport approx imately 93 percent o f nati ve bird species at some point in their lives. 
They al o support more sensiti ve species. such as those found in Criterion Sc. Riparian areas 
provide vi tal fish and wildl ife habitat conncctivit) throughout the region. The more a program 
option places C lass I habitat at risk, the more negatively it w ill affect regional biological 
diver ity. 

~· tetro collected information on pecies o f Concern and I labitats of Concern for the Goal 5 ,, ildlife habitat 
inventory from a variety of sources with si te-specific h.nowledge of the region. ODFW, U I-\,\' . the Oregon 
Biodivers ity Project, and the Oregon-Washington chapter of Partners in Flight identi fy wetlanJs. native grass lands, 
Oregon whi le oak habitat, and ripa rian forests as the top four\\ il lamette Valley habitats at risl-. . ODFW also lists 
urban natural area corridors as important at-rish. habitats. 7' letro used these habitat t:,,pes. plus other key contributors 
to diversity such as riverine islands and deltas and h.cy migratOI) bird stopover habitats, to map I labitats of Concern. 
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Measuring the criterion 
r-or each program option, Appendix 4F 
shows the acreage of I labitats of 
Concern (Criterion Sa) and riparian 
Class I (Criterion Sb) falling under 
various ALP designations. The two arc 
reported separately and are not mutually 
exclusive. 

Figure 4-43. Crit erion Sa : Comparison of allow, limit, prohibit 
treatments for Habitats of Concern (excludes WQRA) 

The data arc reported separately for 
vacant and developed urban habitats, 
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for the reasons described under criterion 
I. imilar11. 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 hab itats mo t at risk of 
development or other conflicting u e Figure 4-44. Criterion Sb: Comparison of allow, limit , prohibit 

treatments for Class I (excludes WQRA) 

Results 
Figures 4-43 and 4-44 illustrate the 
findings in Appendix 4F for Habitats of 
Concern. Cla s I riparian habitat, and 
. pecies of Concern, respectively. 
Program options that are likely to 
protect more at-risk habitats and spec ies 
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 
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habitat expected to be most at risk through development or redevelopment. 
• The bar charts include I 9_61 6 acres of Habitat of Concern and 8.688 acres of Cla 

riparian . 

2C 

• Figures 4-43 and 4-44 exc lude WQRA and parks from analysis for the same reasons stated in 
criterion I. 

Potential effects of treatments vary by habitat class, development status, and urban 
development value 
• There arc many more acres o f vacant Habitats of Concern and Class I riparian than there are 

in de, c loped urban. fherefore, the degree of protect ion afforded by each program option 
,, ill ha ea stronger innuence on vacant than on developed urban habitat. 

• Where I labitats of Concern fall wi thin Class I riparian, they arc treated imi larly under the 
various program option but where they are Class A wildlife, they receive lower protection 
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levels than Class I under option 2A-2C. 
• This places non-riparian I labitats of onccrn more at risk than riparian I labitats of Concern. 

Program Option performance 
• Options I A and I B are most protective of Habi tats of Concern. 
• Option I A and 2A are 1110 t protective of riparian las I. 
• There is a larger di crepancy in protection levels between the two mo t protective option for 

I labitals of Concern than for riparian Class I. 
• Option I and 2C are lea t protecti ve for I labitats o f Concern and are I ikcly to re ult in 

substantial fu rther loss of these dep leted habitats. 
• Opt ions 2[3 and 2C are least protective of Class I riparian and are likely to result in 

ubstantial further loss of these depicted habitat . Option IC i not much bener. 

Summary 
Habitats o f Concern and Class I riparian habitat arc c losely associated with declining or sens itive 
species in the region, and these habitats have declined greatly in extent and quality. It v ill be 
important to consider the relative rarity o f the remaining habitats addres ed in thi criterion. 
because substantial f urthcr loss may re ult in regional species extirpation or potential 
Endangered pecic Act listings. More protective options arc more likc l) to prevent or min imize 
these undesirable results. 

Table 4-25. Performance of options in meeting Environmental Criterion 5: Promotes biodiversity 
throuQ h f h b' d conservation o sens1t1ve a ,tats an species. 

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

Class I riparian bv assianina a Prohibit des1anation to all acres. 
2/3 18 / 2A Option 1 B is important for Habitats of Concern, which includes more than twice as 

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

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

5 1C Substantially lower protection levels, but consistent among development status and 
resource tvpe with all acres fallina 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 I riparian. Likely to result in 
substantial loss of sensitive habitats and sensitive species. 
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Evaluation of energy criteria 
The analysis o f energy criteria i intended to compare the potential effects o f the six program 
options on energy use in the region. Two criteria will as ist in this process: 

2. Promotes compact urban form. and 
3. Promotes green infra. tructurc. 

Criteria were selected based on the finding in M etro·s T echnical Report for Goa l 5 and Phase I 
E EE ana lysis (Metro 2002, Metro 2003). The energy cr iteria discussed here arc applied using 
data already collected in the Social, Environmental, and Economic Pha e 11 E EE analyse . 

The summary of each criterion includes a table ranking the programs in order o f performance, 
from most to least energy-efficient as relates to each criterion. T he criteria provide important 
new in formati on about ho\ each program perform s relati ve to the others, and w ill aid M etro. it 
partners. and the pub I ic in designing an energy-efficient fish and wildlife habitat protection 
program. 

1. Promotes compact urban form 
A compact urban form conserves energy b) reducing transportation-related energy output and 
infra tructure needs, reduces the spatial extent of vegetation loss. and reduces the spatial extent 
of the urban heat island effect.28 T he amount offish and wildlife habitat protected or partially 
protected by each regulatory program option and the zoning type and development status 
innucnce '"hether the option increase the need for Urban Gro,vth Boundary expansions. 

Importance of urban development priorities 
The region·s 2040 Growth Concept is designed to provide a compact urban form through 
efficient land u e. a " ell-planned tran portation system, and protection of natural areas. T he 
second energy cri terion belo,, addresses natural area protection. 

The extent to which a program option supports deve lopmen t priorities innuences the ability to 
maintain a compact urban form, thu con erving energy b) reducing transportation and 
in frastructure energy output. Wh ile program options I A- I C consider only habitat va lue. 
program options 2A-2C incorporate the importance o f land va lue. employment density. and the 
2040 Design Type . 

Importance of substitutability of lands 
T he Goal 5 rule requires M etro to consider the effect a Goal 5 program may ha, eon the 
inventory of bui ldable land . Any changes in den it) requirements may be difficult to reallocate 
within the current Urban Growth Boundary. 

ome land uses can be more easil ) re-allocated. or substituted. to other part of the region than 
other land use . Th i can relate to a number of factors such as scarcity, lot size requirement , 
and the phys ical characteristics needed for certain land use t) pes. For example. res idential land 

~8 ee letro·s Economic, Social. Environmental and [nerg) Anal) sis (E 1: 1:.). eptember 2003. 
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comprises a majority or the region· vacant zoning and housing can be built on relati vely small 
parcels in a variety o r landscapes. As a result, residential lands to a certain extent can be nexible 
in how they are located on a site. and more sites may be available compared to other land u e 
types. However, M etro cannot force ex isting re idential neighborhoods Lo accommodate density 
increases.29 

Converse ly, industrial lands are much more difficult to relocate. and there is a regional shortage 
of industrial ite to meet our need over the next 20 year . lndu trial ite typically require nat 
terrain, access to transportation facilities, and some industrial si tes need large contiguous parce ls. 
Mixed use zoning, a highly energy effic ient land use. can also be difficult to place in alternative 
sites i r it doesn ·1 meet market needs. ommcrcial land placement affects driv ing distance and 
infrastructure requirements. 

Thus these land uses may be less substitutable within the existing Urban Growth Boundary than 
other land use I) pes. cw restrictions imposed by a program may l imit the capacity for meeting 
housing and employment need , and may increase energy u e associated with the need for Urban 
Growth Boundary expansions and related transportation and in frastructure needs. 

Measuring the criterion and results 
As outlined above, urban development priorities and the substitutabi l it) of lands are both 
important to maintaining a compact urban form. Each o r the c is addre sed in other E EE 
criteria. T herefore no new data was collected for th is criterion. and the results are available 
through other E EE criteria: 

• ·• upports urban development priorities·· (economic criterion I ), and 
• " Reduces impact on types/ location of j ob and housing'' (social criterion 2). 

Economic criterion I , ·'Supports urban development priorities:· a esscd program per formance 
for supporting urban development priorities. In de cending order of per formance, the program 
options for economic criterion I were ranked as follow: IC, 2C. 2B, I B, 2A and I A. 

oc ial criterion 2, --Reduces impact on types/ locations of jobs and housing," assessed program 
performance for l imiting new restrictions on vacant industrial. mixed use, anJ commercial lands 
( ee figure xx in soc ial ection. ··Treatment or vacant emplo} mcnt habitat land .. ). In descending 
order o f pcrfonnance. the program opt ions for social criterion I ranked as follow: 2C, IC. 2B, 
18. 2A and I A. 

Summary 
In formation pertaining to maintaining a compact urban form ha already been a scsscd under 
economic criterion I and social criterion 2. The program per formance for both criteria is similar 
but not identica l, a ummariLed in the table be lo\, . For the energy criterion, emphasis \ \ 8 

given to urban development priorities when program rankings di ffcrcd ( i .e., 2C and IC), due to 
the importance of the 2040 Growth concept in regional planning. 

2
Q Sec Metro Ordinance #xx:... . 
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Table 4-26. Performance of options in meeting Energy Criterion 1: 
Promotes comoact urban arowth form. 

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 
existina 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 
allowina development on existina vacant industrial, mixed use. and commercial lands. 

3 28 Good support for urban development priorities and allowing development on existing 
vacant industrial. mixed use and commercial lands. 

4 18 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 18 due to a small proportion 
of prohibit treatment. For vacant industrial, mixed use, and commercial lands, provides 
sliqhtly more support than option 18. 

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 
increa c , nooding. and air pollution a soe iated \vith energ) u e.3° Fish and wildlife habitat that 
are considered important or necessary to support cities and suburbs can be considered a type o f 
infra tructure: "green infra ·tructurc.'" The energy benefits provided by green infrastructure are a 
t) pe o f ecosystem crvice. 

tCOS) stern services may be defined as the processes and fun ct ion of natural ecosystem that 
sustain life and arc critical to human wel fare. For example. trees help c lean air and water, and 
wetlands and floodplains store water and help avert tlooding. When ecosystem services are 
removed or diminished. a common alternative is to implement technological surrogate uch a 
stormwater piping or water purification systems. Such solutions tend to require more energy 
than pre erving existing green infra tructure and ecosystem functions. 

Measuring the criterion and results 
The amount o f fish and \\-ilc.llile habitat protected or partial!) protected by each program option. 
as well as the va lue of that habitat, help determine \\hcther the option protects the energy-related 
green infra tructure and ecosystem serv ice~ provided by trees. other vegetation. wetlands and 
noodplains. Green infrastructure anu eco~) tern sen ices are strongly related. 

This criteri on i be ta · esscd using a combination of three criteria from the environmental and 
economic E EE: 

• "Promotes retention of eco ) tem sen ice ·· (economic criterion 2); 

10 ee lctro 's Economic. ocial, Environmental and Energy Analys is ( E EE), eptcmber 2003. 
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• --con crvcs exi ting watershed hea lth and restoration opportun ities (envi ronmenta l criter ion 
I); and 

• ··Retains multiple functions provided by forest canopy cover (environmenta l criterion 2). 

This combination of criteria appropriate ly add res es energy concerns. No new data was 
collected. and the detailed result are available through the relevant criteria in the environmental 
and economic ections. 

Eco ystem services arc addressed in economic criterion 2, ··Promotes retention of eco ystem 
services:· In that criterion, areas with more ecologica l functions and/or areas with functions 
closer to stream . wet land • or floodplain ranked higher than areas,, ith fewer functions or wi th 
functions further away from water features. Economic criterion 2 ranked identically to 
environmental cri terion I : I . 2A. I B, 2B. 2C. and IC. 

Although green infra tructure i addre sed in all environmenta l criteria environmental cri ter ion 
I , --conserves existing watershed health and restoration opportunities" and criterion 2, '·Retains 
multiple functions prov ided by lore t canopy cover:· arc particularly relevant to energy use. 
These are the re ourccs that protect existing ecosystem functions. 

Environmental criterion I assesses the performance of program options in conserving c 1st1ng 
water~hed health and restoration opportunitie ba cd on protect ion levels for fish and w ildli fe 
habitat. In descending order of perfonnancc. the program options for environmenta l criterion I 
\\ere ranked as lollo,, : I A, 2A, I B. 28. 2C. and IC. 

Environmental criterion 2 e timatcs how \\ ell each program option wou ld protect ex isting forest 
canopy cover. identified in the Phase I E EE ann lysis a a key energy-related feature. This i an 
important eparate measure because although all forest is ecologically important to the region, 
not all forest rank as high-value fish and,, ildl i fe habi tat. In de cending order or performance. 
the program options for environmental cri terion 2 ranked as follow: I A, I 0. 2A. 2B, 2C, and IC. 

Summary 
Information perta ining to retaining green in frastructure and ecosystem services has already been 
assessed under economic cri terion I and environmental criteria I and 2. T he program 
per formance for all three criteria is similar but not identical. a summarized in the tab le below. 
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Table 4-27. Performance of options in meeting Energy Criterion 2: 
f Promotes oreen in rastructure. 

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, 18 provides better 
protection for upland wildlife habitat. Options 2A and 18 fairlv similar for forest canopy_ 

3 18 Substantially reduced protection for all riparian habitat compared to 1 A and 2A. 
Ecosystem services also reflect this ranking . For wildlife habitat, performs better than 
2A. For forest canopy fairly similar to option 2A. 

4 28 Options 28, 2C 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, ecosvstem 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 levels 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 pecies Act's (ESA · ) ultimate goal i to recover species and conserve the 
ecosy terns upon which they depend so they no longer need regu latory protection.31 Twelve 
sa lmon species or runs are Ii ted as either threatened or endangered in the Columbia River and 
Wi llamelle River basins. T he National Oceanic and Atmospheric Admini !ration ( 0/\A) 
Fisherie is the federal agency responsible for these species. 

The U .. Fish and Wildlife Serv ice (FW ) has j urisdiction over terrestrial species and aquatic 
species that spend the majority of their Ii fe cycle in fresh water. Listed specie under their 
jurisdiction that currently or historica lly occurred in the Metro region include bald eagle, bull 
trout, golden Indian paintbrush, Wi llamette daisy, water howcllia, Bradshaw's lomalium, 
Kincaid' lupine, and Nclson·s checker-mallow. The FW was petitioned 10 Ii t 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. Addit ionally. severa l candidate species and pecics of 
concern are also known to occur in the Metro region. Although these pecie do not currently 
receive E A regulatory protection, efforts to conserve these pccies may help to sustain ex isting 
populations and preclude the need for future Ii tings. 

Will a Metro fish and w ildli fe habitat protection program meet the E A? There is no clear 
answer. because program details are not yet developed and it i not pos ible to ful ly predict the 
outcome of any program. It is also worth noting that the fu ll uite of factors that affect the 
habitats upon which the e species depend wi ll not all be addre sed in Metro·s Goal 5 program. 
For e.,ample. stornrn,atcr runoff can have significant impacts on stream health and channel 
complex ity. but Goal 5 is not designed to expl icitly or comprehensive ly address torrnwater 
management. 

I lowever. the Goal 5 program w ill help lo define the types of land u cs that w ill be allowed 
,, ithin and near regionally significant habitats, ultimately determining the degree to\\ hich these 
habitats and their eco logica l functions are con crved over time. The program·s non-regulatory 
components, particularly the degree or investment in restoration, wi ll al o play a key role. /\n 
effective Metro program that pro ides adequate pecies protection could provide a template that 
could erve a a model for local jurisdictions lo come into E A compliance, and may also 
contribute to efforts de igned to prevent future ESA species l istings. 

·1 he federal E ' A portion of this phase o f the E ' EE ana lysis is intended to compare the potential 
effects of the six program option on listed fish and w ildlife and related species of conservat ion 
interest such as the three species o f lamprey that have been petitioned for listing. Three cri teria 
will assi. t this process: 

I. Protect lopes. ,.,,et lands. and area~ of high habitat va lue; 
2. Maintains hydrologic condit ions: and 
3. Protects riparian function~, 

11 For a description of the federal Endangered pecies Act, see Appendix I in Metro·s Phase I ESEE Report 
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These criteria provide important in formation about hO\ each program performs relative to the 
others in protecting hab itats and watershed health, and w ill aid Metro, its partners, and the public 
determine the general con equences to fish and w ildlife pecics under each program . 

1. Protects slopes, wetlands and areas of high habitat value 
teep slopes arc vulnerable to erosion and landslides that can nega tively affect aquatic resources, 

particu larly '"hen trees and other vegetation are removed. 32 Wetland provide important off-
channe l rearing habitat for young salmon and functions important to stream health. T hey also 
provide key habitat for many of the region· other known at-risk specie - for example, bald 
eagles, northern red-lef:ged frogs. northwestern pond turtles. and numerous neotropical 
migratory bird species 3

. At-risk species relate to the E A because if they continue lo decline, 
the) ma) become future candidates for E A listings. Habitats of Concern include wet land , 
riparian bottom land forest, stands of Oregon wh ite oak, native grassland, important migratory 
path\,ays. and other critica l habitats that potentially upport Ii tcd plants and animals. as well as 
numerous other at-risk species. Large habitat patches retain higher habitat quali ty than smaller 
patches and provide homes to species most sensitive to human disturbance, such as ncotropica l 
migratory songbird 34, and maintaining the connection bet'v'veen the e valuable habitats is vi tal 
to supporting the region's sensitive spec ies over time. 

Measuring the criterion 
tecp slopes arc add re scd in Metro ·s riparian GI model as a primary and secondary functional 

contributor to Bank tabilization. ed iment and Pollution Con trol. Wetlands recei ve primary 
functional value in the riparian model under the trcamllow Moderation and Water torage and 
Bank tabilizati on. ed iment and Pollution ontrol criteria, and are also captured under la s I 
riparian as I labitiHS of Concern . Areas of highest habitat value, inc luding all I labi tats of 
Concern and mo t large habitat patche . arc captured under C lass I riparian and Clas A w ildlife 
habitat. In add ition. large habitat patches were specifically addressed in environmental criterion 
2. ·1 hu . thi cr iterion is best as essed using a combination of criteria from the Environmenta l 
E EE: 

• Class I riparian and Cla s A wi ldlife habitat derived from the criterion entitled "'Conserves 
ex isting watershed health and restoration opportunitie '' (environmental criterion I ); 

• Promote riparian corridor continuity and overa ll habitat connectivit) (environmental 
criteri on 3 ); 

• Conserves habitat qualit) and biodiver ily provided by large habitat patches (en ironmental 
criteri on 2); and 

• Promotes biod iversity through conservation of sensiti ve habitats and pecie (environmental 
cri terion 5). 

" The ecological damnge associated with excess sediments entering streams is described in letro's f echnical 
Report for Goal 5 ( r-.. letro 2002) and Phase I ESEE report (i'- letro 2003 ). 
11 Sec \ letro 's species list for at-risl-. species and their genera l habitat associations. 
, -1 cotropical migratory songbirds have been identified by ODFW as an at-risk group of species. Local studies 
(l lennings and Edge 2003) confirm that eotropical migrants are negatively associated with urbani,ation. 
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Results 
The data tables and graph associated with this criterion are available in the En ironmental 
E EE section. Option I A prov ides the most protection for this criterion. bu t Options 2A and I B 
also provide sub tan tial pro tection. Option 28 provides a moderate level o f protection. Option 
2C and IC are least l ikely to protect sensitive species over time, because substantia l habitat and 
connecti vity may be lost. 

Table 4-28. Performance of options in meeting ESA criterion 1: 
P I I d d f h" h h b" I rotects s opes wet an s an areas o IQ a 1tat va ue. 

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

and areas of hioh habitat value· most likelv to reduce need for future ESA listinos. 
2/ 3 2A / 18 Option 2A is second-most protective for Class I habitat, promoting overall connectivity. 

Option 18 is second-most protective for Class A habitat and large patches. Options 2A 
and 18 are similar in terms of protecting sensitive habitats and species. 

4 28 Incrementally less protection for all variables assessed. Options 2A and 28 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 I 
and sensitive habitats. More likely to result in species depletion or loss over time, and 
may increase future ESA list1nc.:is. 

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

2. Maintains hydrologic conditions 
I lydrology. in part, refers to how water is del ivered to streams and rivers during storms. Under 
natural h) drolog ic condition in the Paci fic orthwe t, rainwater movement to !reams is lowed 
and retained by trees. plants. wetlands, noodplains and soil . When these natura l features are 
altered or removed and hard ( impervious) surfaces are installed. ra inwater is deli vered quick ly, 
in high volume . to streams and rivers. T his causes channel damage. excessive flooding. 
ground,, ater depletion. and alters habitat such that animals adapted to natural conditions arc 
ometimes no longer able to survive there. Altered hydrology ha strongly. negatively impacted 

the region· th reatened salmon and other native aquatic species including lamprey. 

/\ II habitat in Metro's inventory is important 10 maintaining hydrologic conditions. In this 
natura lly lore tcd region. tree arc particularly important to hydrology because they low and 
store large quantities o f storm water. 3~ 

Measuring the criterion 
rhis criterion is be t a se scd using a combinat ion of criteria from the Envi ronmental E EE: 

• .. onscn es C.\.i sting \\ alcrshcd hea lth and restoration opportunities .. (env ironmental cr iterion 

" Metro's field studies showed that the amount o f tree cover, both near streams and throughout watersheds. is 
positi~elj associated with stream health (Frad) et al. 2002). 
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I), and 
• Retains multiple functions provided by forest canopy cover (environmenta l criterion 2). 

Results 
T he data tables and graphs associated with this criterion arc available in the Environmental 
E EE ection. Option IJ\ provides the most protection for this criterion, but Options 2A and I B 
also provide sub tantial protection. Options 2C and IC are least likely to protect sensit ive 
species over time, because substantial habitat and connectivity may be lo t. Less protective 
options may lead to an increase in future E A species listings. 

Table 4-29. Pe rf f ormance o options in meetinQ ESA criterion 2: Maintains hvdroloQic 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-regulatorv investments . 
5 2C Ranks fifth for conserving watershed health and restoration opportunities, as well as for 

conserving forest canopy. Unlikely to maintain hydrologic conditions over time, even 
with substantial non-regulatory investments. Strong likelihood for increased harm to 
salmon habitat and increased potential for future ESA species listinqs 

6 1C Ranks last 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 listinqs. 

3. Protects riparian functions 
Metro·s exten i ve review o f the sc ienti lic literature revealed that eco logical functions arc not 
limited to the areas neare t 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 \\ ater. Due to the extent of riparian habitat loss O\cr time, all remaining ripari an areas are 
important to stream health . Lower value areas not only contribute to watershed function, but 
also provide key restoration opportuni ties that may help improve "'atcrshcd health and o ffset 
detrimental effect from future development cl e\\ here in the watershed. 

Measuring the criterion 
This criterion is derived from the riparian corridor portion o f the criterion entitled "Conserve 
ex i ting watershed hea lth and restoration opportunities·· (environmental criterion I). It measures 
the amount of riparian habitat affected by Allow. Limit, Prohibit treatments under each program 
option. Class I r ir,arian receives specia l consideration in Table 4-29 due to the multiple 
ecologica l function prov ided in the e high- alue area . 
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Results 
The data tables and graphs a sociated with this criterion are avai lable in the Environmental 
E EE 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 lo continued development within the 
UGB and the urban effects as ociated with development. such as increased runoff and decreased 
\vater quality. rhc extent to "' hich a program protects riparian function depend . in part. on non-
regulatory program clements such as restoration in existing resources and new habitat creat ion in 
key areas of importance. 

Option I A provide the most protection for all riparian habitat. Option 2/\ prov ides les 
protection for habitat within one site potentia l tree height. and Option I B i a substantial step 
downward in protection levels. Option 2B is lightly less protective of riparian habitat than 
Option 18. Option 2C provides a substantially reduced level o f protection for Class I and 11 
habitat. and very little protection for Class 111. Option IC provides low level protection for Cla s 
I and 11. and no protection at all for Class 111 riparian; this option is least likely to protect riparian 
functions. Option IC and 2C arc unlikely to protect exi ting sensitive species. and w ill likely 
result in future E /\ listings over time as riparian habitat is lost or damaged. 

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

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

habitat in prohibit designation, and Class Ill in strictly limit. Most likely to help conserve 
sensitive soecies and aid in oreventina future ESA listinas. 

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

3 18 Substantially less protection compared to Options 1A and 2A. Class Ill riparian in 
aooears to be particularly vulnerable, with liahtlv limit desianations. 

4 28 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 Ill habitat with primarily lightly limit 
desianation, similar to ootion 2A. May increase potential for future ESA listinas. 

5 1C Class I receives moderately limit, Class II lightly limit, and Class Ill 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 

>-
6 

ESA listinas. 
2C Poor protection for riparian habitat. Least likely to protect existing sensitive species. 

Most likelv to lead to future ESA listinas. 
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Evaluation of federal Clean Water Act 
The federal Clean Water Act (CWA) ets a national goa l to "restore and maintain the chemical, 
physical and biological integrity of the ation·s watcrs."36 In Oregon, the Department of 
Environmental Quality (DEQ) implements the CWA. "ith review and approval b) the U. 
Environmental Protection Agency. 

The DEQ is responsible for protecting the beneficial uses o f ri vers, streams and lakes of the state. 
The DEQ carries out this re ponsibility in part by identi fy ing those water bodies that are not 
meeting current water quali ty tandards. This inventory is known as the 303(d) list. For waters 
identified on the 303(d) list, DEQ must develop total maximum daily load (TMDLs) for those 
pol lutants that exceed water qua lity standards. The TMDLs become part of implementation 
plans at the waler hed scale intended to meet water qua lity tandards. In urban areas, local 
governments are o11en the parties responsible for such plans, with input from watershed councils, 
landov. ners and other takcholders. 

The DEQ recently informed Metro Council that a Goal 5 program that provides shadi ng, 
pollutant removal, and infiltration could protect and restore lish and wi ldli fe habitat and help 
meet water quali ty tandard in the Willamette and Tualatin Bas ins. Retaining fish and wi ldl ife 
habitat, and the ecologica l functions the e areas provide, is less expensive than constructing 
water quality treatment facil itic . Potentially, the amount o f Goal 5 resources preserved for 
protection and restoration may be an important management measure in a watershctl"s TMDL 
implementation plan. 

l"hc federal W criterion compares the potential effect o f the six program option on the 
importance of fi . h and wi ldlife habitat to the region's water quality. Four criteria wi ll as ist this 
procc s: 

I. Protects tccp slopes and wetland ; 
2. Protects re ources within 150 feet of stream 
3. Maintains hydrologic conditions (see ES/\ criterion 2); and 
4. Protects fo re Led area throughout the water hed . 

. ome of the criteria u ed Lo a ess program performance related to the WA arc imilar Lo those 
as es ed for the federal E A, because cxi ting fi sh and wi ldlife habitat a lso protect \\ater 
quali ty. The e criteria provide important information about how each program performs relati ve 
Lo 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 arc vu lnerable to erosion and landslides, particularly when trees and other 
vegetation arc rcmoved.37 Wetland collect and treat soil runoff and help control stream bank 

''' For a description of the federa l Clean Water Act, ~ee Appendix I in 1'1etro·s Phase I E EE Report. 
17 "I he ecological damage associated with excess cdi ments entering streams is described in Metro's rechnical 
Report for Goal 5 (Metro 2002) and Phase I ESEE report (Metro 2003 ) . 
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erosion to help meet turbidity. sed imentation, and nutrient TMDLs. Wetlands collect and treat 
pesticides. heavy metals, and other tox ic pollutants to help meet TMDL for these pol lutants. 
Wetlands also collect and store water to prov ide base now in streams during summer low-now 
months. which helps meet temperature TMDLs. 

Measuring the criterion 
Steep slopes arc addressed in Metro ·s riparian G I model as a primary and secondary functional 
contributor to Bank tabi l iLation. ediment and Pollution Control. Wetlands receive primary 
functional , alue in the riparian model under the trcamflow toderation and Water torage, 
Bank tabilization, ed imcnt and Pollut ion Control, and are also captured as Class I riparian as a 
1 labitat o f Concern . 

This criterion i best asses ed using a subset or one of the criteria from the Environmental E EE. 
C lass I and C la s II riparian habitat derived from the criterion entitled '·Con erves existing 
watershed hea lth and re toration opportunit ies" (environmental criteri on I ) captures all wetlands 
and the majority o f vegetated steep lopes near streams. As in the E A cri teria. the extent to 
\\hich restoration is included as part of any Goal 5 program, ill help determine its effectiveness 
in protecting \\ater quality. 

Results 
The data table and graph as ociated with this criterion are available in the Environmental 
E EE ecti on and assoc iated appendices. Option I A provides the most protection for lass I and 
II riparian habitat. Option 2A provides incrementally less. Options I Band 2B fall in the middle. 
Options IC and 2C per form 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 
area . 

f Table 4-31 . Performance o options in meetinq CWA criterion 1: Protects slooes and wetlands. 
Rank Ootion Performance 

I-
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 will still 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 1A, 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 dearade water aualitv. 

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

habitat areas still receive strictlv or moderately limit desiqnations. - Substantially reduced protection for steep slope areas and wetlands. Likely to result in 5 1C 
non-comoliance for existina TMDLs and future 303(d) list1nas and TMDL reauirements. 

6 2C Poor protection for Class I 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. ,x These area 
provide hading to help meet temperature TMDL . co llect and treat soil runofT. and control 
stream bank erosion to help meet turbidity. edimentation. and nutrient TMDLs. Riparian area 
collect and treat bacteria in runoff to help meet bacteria TMDLs and collect and treat pestic ides, 
heavy metal . and other toxic pollutants to help meet TMDLs for these poll utants. Like wetlands 
(and genera lly inc luding wetlands), riparian area collect and tore \\ ater to provide base now in 
trcams during summer low-flo,. months, helping to meet temperature TM DLs. 

Measuring the criterion 
This criterion is assessed using the riparian corridor continuit) portion of the criterion entitled 
--Promote riparian corridor continuity and overa ll habitat connectivi ty"· (environmental criterion 
3a). It measures the amount of habitat within 150 feet of streams affected by Allow. Limi t, 
Prohibit treatments under each program option. 

Results 
The data tables and graphs associated with thi criterion arc available in the Environmental 
E EE section. Option I A provides the most protection for Class I and 11 riparian habitat. 
Option 2A, I B and 2C provide incrementally lcs protection for area within one site potential 
tree height. respectively. Options IC and 2C perform vcr) poorly in protecting these habitat 
areas. and arc likely to re ult in future 303(d) Ii tings and TMDL requirements due to habitat loss 
closest to streams, as we ll as non-compliance with existing TM DLs. 

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 1A, 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-
comoliance issues. 

3 1B Incremental step downward from Option 2A. Increases likelihood of water quality 
issues and CWA non-compliance. 

4 2B Relatively small step downward from Option 1 B, 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 listinos. 

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

1
~ See ~lctro's Technical Report for Goal 5 (Metro 2002) and Phase I ESEE Report (f\1etro 2003). 
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3. Maintains hydrologic conditions 

This criterion is described and measured in E A cr iterion 2. Altered hydrology is a leading 
cause of degraded water quality . The key negative effects associated"' ith altered hydrology arc 
c.lc cr ibed in Metro·s Technica l Report for Goal 5 and Pha e I E EE documents (Metro 2002. 
2003). Program options for this criterion rank as follow. from best to worst in terms o f 
maintaining hydrologic conditions: I A, 2/\/ I B, 2B. 2C, and IC. 

4. Protects forested areas throughout the watershed 
Tree are v itally important to the region' s water quality. as demonstrated through local studies 
and as recognized by DEQ.39 T rees provide infiltration to recharge both groundwater and down 
gradient streams, providing base now for streams during summer low-now months and helping 
to meet temperature TMDLs. Trees are especially effective in reducing edimcntation and 
ero ion, runofT speed and volume. exces nutrients, and ,, ater temperature, thereby helping to 
meet nutrient. ed iment, turbidity, and temperature TMDLs. 

Measuring the criterion 
fhis criterion i measured using Environmental criter ion 2, ··Retains multiple funct ion provided 
by forest canopy cover." 

Results 
The data tables and graph associated wi th this criterion are ava ilable in the Environmental 
E EE section. Option I A provides the most protection for the region· s upland and riparian 
forests. Option I B provides substantially lcs protect ion. w ith Option 2A close behind. Options 
I Band 2B fall in the middle. Option 2C perform very poorly in protecting forest canopy, and is 
likely to re ult in future 303(d) Ii ting and TMDL requirements due to unprotected steep slopes 
and \\Ctland areas. 

Table 4-33. Performance of options in meeting CWA c riterion 4: 
f Protects orest canoov throuqhout the watershed. 

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 1A, but still performs better than the remaining 
options. However, options 1 B 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 1 B with sliqhtlv less protection. 
4 2B Little Allow, but overall protection levels lower than options 1 B and 2A. Potential for 

sianificant forest loss and increased water aualitv issues. 
5 2C Low protection levels for forest canopy, with 38 percent of vacant and developed urban 

I in Lightly Limit or Allow. Likely to result in significant forest canopy loss over time. 
Hiahlv likelv to dearade water aualitv, resultina in non-comoliance with current TMDLs 

''' 1\-lctro's lield studies showed that the amount of tree CO\ Cr, both near streams and th roughout watersheds. is 
positively associated with stream health (Frady et al. 2002). 
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and likely necessitatinq future 303(d) and TMDL listinas. 
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 necessitatinq future 303(d) and TMDL listinas. 
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Summary of analysis of regulatory options 
Metro's analysis o f the ix regulatory program options again t the 19 criteria prov ide a 
ubstantial amount of in fonnation for the M etro Council to use in their consideration of a 

program direction for protecting fish and w ildl i fe habitat. Generally, the option that protect 
more habitat (Options I A and 2A) per form similarly across criteria. T he option that least 
protects the highe I-va lue habitat (Option IC) and the option w ith the lowest level of protecti on 
for habitat in indu trial areas and centers (Option 2C) also per form sim ilarly. I lowever. Option 
2C favors factors important for urban development by focusing on the economic concerns. while 
Option I reduces protection equally for all land uses. Table 4-34 summarit:es the analysis. 
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T bl 4-34 S ' ' ' r 
Option 1A: Most habitat Option 18: Moderate Opti on 1C: L east habitat Option 2A: Most habitat Option 28: Moderate Option 2C: Least habitat 

protection habitat protection protection protection habitat protection protection 
H,gh level of protectJOn for Moderate level of protectJOn Moderate level of protect,on m Low level of protectJOII m h,gh No protect,on 1n h,gh urban 

Highest level of protecuon for highest value habttat for higher value habitats no h,gh urban development value urban development value development value areas 
all habitats moderate protea,on for other protectron for lowest value areas high level of protectJOn areas moderate level of moderate level of habttat 

Criteria habttats habitat 1n ocher areas orotect,on "1 other areas orotecl/on m other areas 
Economic factors 
1 Supports the regional Ranks 6"' Provides least Ranks 4th: Prov,des some Ranks 2-: Provides Ranks 5"': Provides minimal Ranks i',-: Provides moderate Ranks 1 ·•: Provides most 

economy by providing development opportunities due development opportuniues for substantial development development opportuniues development opportunities due development opportunities due 
development to highest levels of habitat residential, commercial and opportunities for all types of because residential to less habitat proteclJon In all to relaxed habitat protection. 
opportunities (such as protectJon on resIdent1al Industnal development. development In some high commercial and 1ndustnal provides more development 
res1dent1al. commercial and industnal value habitat Is proh1b1ted areas and some residential opportunities in commercial 
commercial lands land and industnal areas than in 
Industnall residential areas 

2 Supports econorruc Ranks 1st Retains most Ranks 3•• Reta111s moderate Ranks 6"' Retains leaS1 Ranks 2- Retains substanual Ranks 4"' Retains some Ranks 5111 Retains minimal 
values assoaated with eX1sting ecosystem services ecosystem services with ecosystem services overall for ecosystem services with stnct ecosystem services Apphes ecosystem services due to 
ecosystem services across all habitat dasses moderate protectJon to high all habitat dasses protection to high and medium moderate protection to stream relaxed protecnon In areas 
(such as flood control Highest protect10n for habitat value habitat value stream comdors comdors but higher protect10n with high and medium 
dean water to upland w,ldhfe habitat development value 
recreabon amenity 
valuesl 

3. Promotes recreauonal Ranks 1"' Promotes the most Ranks 3'" Provides moderate Ranks 6'" Provides least Ranks 2'N Promotes Ranks 4'" Promotes some Ranks s'" Promotes minimal 
use and ameniues recreational benefits by recreational benefits by recteauonal benefits because substanbal recreational recreational benefits, mosUy recteabonal benefits mosUy on 

proh1bIllng development In applying relatively strong 1t applies only moderate benefits of stream comdors, on park land parl( land 
highest quahty habitat lands protecuon to the highest value protection to highest value does not apply same 

habitats habitat orotect,on to wildhfe habitat 
4 DIs tnbuuon of No rank: Pnvately-owned No ran k Pnvately-owned and No rank: Pnvately-owned and N o rank : Publicly-owned No rank: Publidy-owned N o rank: Publidy-owned 

economic tradeoffs habrtat land bears greater publicly-owned land bears publicly-owned land bears habttat land bears greater habitat land bears greater habitat land bears greatest 
proport10n of highest equal proportion of highest equal proporuon of higheS1 proportion of highest proportion of highest proportion of highest 
protecbon than publidy-owned protecbon protection protection than privately- protection than privately- proteclJon. 
habitat 

owned habitat land. owned habitat land. 
5 M 1mm1zes need to Ranks 6m Affects the need to Ranks 4ITT Moderately affects Ranks 1" Least need to Ranks sm Substanbally Ranks 3"' Some need to Ranks 2- Minimal need to 

expand the urban expand the UGB the most. the need to expand the UGB expand UGB. lowest affects need to expand the expand UGB bu1 less expand the UGB beeause low 
growth boundary highest level of protection because of restnc:tlve protection levels provide most UGB because of restnclJve restrIc1Jve protectJon. level of proteclJon provides 
(UGB) and increase restricts development protectlOn levels development opportunity protectJon levels. development opportunity 
develooment costs 

Social factors 
6 MImmtZes impact on Ranks Gm: Affects the most Ranks 4'": Moderately affects Ranks 1 ": Affects the least Ranks 5"': Substanually Ranks 3"': Affects some Ranks 2"": MImmally affects 

property owners property owners With the all property owners but does number of property owners affects large number of business landowners with business landowners but 
highest level of habitat no1 apply highest habitat and applies lower levels of property owners with strong moderate protec1Kln but high many restdenbal and rural 
protect,on regardless of protectJOn anywhere habitat protectJon protection. especially ,n protection 1s apphed to property owners are affected 
ZOOlnQ resodenual and rural areas reSldenbal and rural owners wrth lower levels of OfOtectJon 

7 M 1mm1zes impact on Ranks Gm: Most effect on the Ranks 4"': Moderate effect on Ranks 2-: Minimal effect on Ranks sm: Substanbal effect Ranks 3"': Some effect on Job Ranks 1 "': Least effect on Job 
locauon and cho,ces location and choices available the location and ch01ces housmg location and ch01ces on housing locabon and locabon and choices, location arid ch01ces mImmal 
for hous1na and ,obs for lobs and housina bv available for Iobs and housino some effect on job locat10n choices, moderate effect on moderate effect on hous1na effect on housino locat10n and 
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Criteria 

8 

9 

Presen,es habitat for 
future generanons 

Maintains cultural 
hentage and sense of 
place 

1 O Presen,es amenity 
value of resources 
(quality of hie, 
property values, 
views 

Environmental factors 
11 Conserves exIstIng 

watershed health and 
restoration 
opportunilles 

12 Retains mulUple 
habitat functions 
provided by forest 
areas 

13 Promotes npanan 
comdor connectJvIty 
and overall habitat 

Option 1A: Most habitat Option 1B: Moderate Option 1C: Least habitat Option 2A: Most habitat Option 2B: Moderate Option 2C: Least habitat 
protection habitat protection protection protection habitat protection protection 

Highest level of prolecbOn for 
all habitats 

applying high protecoon levels 
10 all habitats 

Ranks 1 : Presen,es the most 
habitat for future generauons 
by applying high levels of 
protection to all habttats 

Ranks 1 : Provides the most 
protecuon for the highest value 
habitat. highest level of 
protection may result In need 
for expanding the UGB 

Ranks 1 : Retains the most 
amenity value In the highest 
value habitats 

Ranks 1 Presen,es most 
high value habitat. provides 
substantial proteebon to other 
habitats 

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

Ranks 1 : Promotes most 
stream comdor conttnu1ty and 
overall habttat connec11vIty 

H,gh level of protectJOn for 
h,pheSI value habitat 
mocterote protectJon for other 
habitats 
applies a medium protecbe>n 
level to residential and 
employment land 

Ranks 3 : Presen,es a 
moderate amount of habitat for 
future generations focuses 
protection on h,gher value 
habttats 

Ranks 3 : Provides moderate 
protection for highest value 
habitat. less potenual for 
expanding the UGB 

Ranks 3 : Retains moderate 
level of amenity value ,n the 
highest value habitats 

Ranks 3 Presen,es 
moderate amount of all 
habitats, higher protecllon for 
highest value habitat 

Ranks Retains substanttal 
amount of forest cover In both 
vacant and developed habitat 
lands 

Ranks 3 : Promotes 
moderate retenbon of 
connectJvrty Provides small 

Moderate level of protectJon 
for higher value habitats no 
protecbOn for /o...,eSI value 
habitat 
and chaces Apphes lower 
protecbOn levels to all land 
regardless of zoning 

Ranks 6 : Presen,es the least 
amount of habitat for future 
generaoons applies lower 
level of protection to higher 
value habitats. 

Ranks 6 : Provides the least 
protecllon to highest value 
habitat. habitat outside UGB at 
less nsk 

Ranks 6 : Retains least level 
of amenity value in wildlife 
habitat, shghtly more In stream 
corndors 

Ranks 6 Presen,es least 
amount of habitat, moderate 
protecilon for higher value 
hab1tai no protecbon for 
lowest value habitat 

Ranks 6 : Retains least 
amount of forest cover, hkely 
to resutt In s,gnificant forest 
habitat loss over lime. 

Ranks 6 Promotes least 
retentJon of connectJvrty and 
likely to result In most 

Moderate level of protecoon in 
h19h uroan development value 
areas h,gh level of protecbon 
in other areas 
Job locatJOn and choK:es 
Apphes high protectJon levels 
to resldenual land medium 
protection levels to most 
em lo ment land 
Ranks 2 : Presen,es a 
substanllal amount of habitat 
for future generauons Higher 
protectJon levels applied to 
highest value stream comdors 
moderate and high protect,on 
applied to other habitats 

Ranks 2 : Provides 
substanbal protection to 
h,ghest value habitat. a small 
portion in high urban 
development value areas 
receive moderate otecllon 
Ranks 2 : Retains substanual 
amenity value In highest value 
habitats, more protecllOn for 
streams than upland habitat 

Ranks 2"" : Presen,es 
substanUal amount of habitat 
Highest protection levels for 
most high value habitat. 
moderate protecbon for other 
habitats 
Ranks 3 Retains moderate 
amount of forest cover, some 
proteebon for all forested 
habitat areas and highest 
protectJon for forested habitat 
In stream corndors 
Ranks 2 : Promotes 
substanllal retentJOn of stream 
comdor conunurty, moderate 

Low level of protection ,n h,gh 
uroan development value 
areas moderate level of 

ection ,n other areas 
locauon and chaces Applies 
lower protection levels to 
employment land moderate 
protectJon levels to resldenual 
land 
Ranks 4 : Presen,es some 
habitat for future generauons 
Applies some protection to 
highest value habitats and 
moderate protectton to other 
habttats 

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

Ranks 4 : Retains some level 
of amenity value In highest 
value habitat, more protection 
for streams than upland 
habitat 

Ranks 4 Presen,es some 
amount of habitat Higher 
value habitats receive 
moderate protect10n levels, 
other habitats receive lower 
protectJon 

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

Ranks 4 : Promotes some 
retent,on of connect,v,ty In 
stream comdors and between 

No pro1ect1on ,n h,gh urban 
deve/opment value areas 
moderate level of habitat 
ro/eclJOn ,n other areas 

chotoes Applies lowest 
prolecilon levels to 
employment land moderate 
protection levels to res1denual 
land 
Ranks S : Presen,es a 
m1n11nal amount of habnat for 
future generattons Habttat in 
areas of h,gh urban 
development value Is not 
presen,ed habitat ,n other 
areas rece1Ves low and 
moderate rotecbon 
Ranks S : Provides minimal 
protection to highest value 
habitat. habitat In high urban 
development values receives 
no protectJon 

Ranks 5 : Retains a m1n1mal 
level of amenrty value, highest 
value WIidiife habitat receives 
more protectJon 

Ranks 5 Presen,es minimal 
amount of habitat Provides 
low protection levels for all 
habitat classes. no protect10n 
for highest value habitat in 
some circumstances 

Ranks 5 Retains minimal 
amount of forest cover low 
protectJon levels for most 
forested habitat areas. 

Ranks 6 : Promotes minimal 
retentJon of connecllvrty, hkely 
to result In significantly 
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Criteria 
connectJvrty 

14. Conserves habitat 
quality and 
b1od1versity provided 
by large habitat areas 

15 Supports b1od1vers1ty 
through conservation 
of sensitive habitats 
and species 

Energy Factors 
16 Promotes rompact 

urban form 

17 Promotes green 
infrastructure 

Other criteria 
18 Assists in protectJng 

fish and W1ldhfe 
protected by the 
federal Endangered 
Species Act 

19 Assists In meebng 
water quality 
standards required by 
the federal Clean 
Waler Act 

Option 1A: Most habitat Option 1B: Moderate Option 1C: Least habitat Option 2A: Most habitat Option 2B: Moderate Option 2C: Least habitat 
protection habitat protection protectlon protection habitat protection protectlon 

H11Jhest level of protectJon for 
all habitats 

Ranks 1 Conserves the 
most large habitat areas 

Ranks 1 Supports the most 
biodiversity by applying 
highest levels of protectJon to 
sensibve habitats and stream 
comdors 

Ranks 6 Promotes compact 
urban form the least Highest 
protecuon levels applied to 
vacant land intended for urban 
uses (hous,ng & Jobs) 

Ranks 1 : Conserves the 
most vegetabOn and forested 
areas 

Ranks 1 Provides most 
protectJon to sensitive 
habitats. most protection for 
hydrology and npanan 
functtons most hkely to protect 
sensitive s s 
Ranks 1 Provides most 
protectJon for clean water 
Most protective of forest 
canopy, habitat near streams 
and on steep slopes, most 
protection for hydrology 

High level of protecbon for 
highest value habitat. 
moderate proteclJon for other 
habitats 
connector habitats wtth higher 
protecbon. does not preserve 
as much stream comdor 
conbnuI 
Ranks 2 : Conserves a 
substanbal amount of large 
habitat areas, moderate nsk 
for urban development 
fragmenting large habitats 

Ranks 2 /3 : Suppons a 
substanbal amount of 
b1odiversrty apphes more 
protectJon to sensrtJve habitats 
than stream comdors 

Ranks 4 : Moderately 
promotes compact urban form 
Some reduction in 
development potenbal on all 
habitat land 

Ranks 3 : Conserves a 
moderate amount of 
v etabon and forested areas 

Ranks 3 Provides 
substanbal protection to 
sens,uve habrtats and species 
Similar to 2A. but pro111des 
less protecbon for hydrologic 
cond1lJOns 
Ranks 3 Provides moderate 
protecbon for clean water 
Moderate protection for for 
slopes. wetlands, and 
resources near streams 
Substanbal protectJon for 
forested areas 

Moderate level of protect,on 
for higher value habitats no 
protec/Jon for lowest value 
habitat 
reductJon of regional 
connectMty No protectJon for 
small connector habitats 

Ranks 6 . Conserves least 
amount of large habitat areas. 
hkely to result in s1gn1ficant 
fragmentation 

Ranks 5 : Suppons a minimal 
amount of b!Odiversity, applies 
moderate protectJon level to 
sensitJve habitats and stream 
corridors 

Ranks 1 • Prorno1es rompact 
urban form the most 
Development allowed in 
lowest habitats moderate 
protection to other habitat 
lands 
Ranks 6 : Conserves the 
least amount of vegetabOn and 
forested areas 

Ran ks 6 : Provides least 
protectJon to sensIbve habitats 
and species hydrology 
Minimal protecbon for npanan 
functions 

Ranks 5 : Provides minimal 
protecbon for the natural 
resources important lo 
protecting water quahty Least 
protection for forested areas 

Moderate level of protecbon 1n 
h,gh urban development value 
areas. h11Jh level of protect/On 
,n other areas 
protectJon for small connector 
habitats 

Ranks 3 : Conserves 
moderate amount of large 
habitat areas, small amount of 
low protectJon apphed to 
poruons of some large 
habitats 
Ranks 2 /3 : Suppons a 
substanbal amount of 
b!Odiversity, apphes more 
protectJOn to stream comdors 
than sensIbve habitats 

Ranks 5 : Minimally promotes 
compact urban form 
Development opportum!Jes 
reduced in au habitat areas 

Ranks 2 : Conserves a 
substanbal amount of 

etal!On and forested areas 

Ranks 2 : Provides 
substanbal protectJon to 
sens1bve habitats and species 
Similar to 1 B, but provides 
more protection for hydr0log1c 
cond1Uons 
Ranks 2 : Provides 
substanual protectJon for clean 
water, W1th strict protectJon for 
slopes, wetlands, and 
resources near streams 
Moderate protecbon for 
forested areas 

Low level of pro(ect,on ,n h,gh 
urban de.-elopment value 
areas moderare level of 

rotec/Jon ,n other areas 
upland habitats 

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

Ranks 4 : Supports some 
blodiversity, applies higher 
protection to stream corndors 
than sensruve habitats 

Ranks 3 : Promotes some 
amount of rompact urban 
form Development 
opportunroes reduced in most 
habitat areas 

Ranks 4 : Conserves some 
vegetabon and forested areas 

Ranks 4 : Provides some 
protection to sensIwe 
habitats less hkely to maintain 
hydrolog1c cond1uons or 
npanan funcbons 

Ranks 4 : Some protecbon 
for slopes and wetlands 
hydrologic cond1tIons, habitat 
near streams. hydrolog1c 
condiuons and forest 
Potenbal for decreased water 

ualit 

No prolectJon m high urban 
development value areas 
mooerare level of habltac 

tecllon ,n other areas 
reduced reg,onal connectrvIty 

Ranks 5 : Conserves minimal 
amount of large habitat areas. 
hkely to result in significant 
fragmentabon o f large 
habitats 

Ranks 6 : Supports the least 
amount of biodiversity, likely to 
result ,n substantial loss of 
sensibve habitats and 
sens,tJve s s 

Ranks 2 : Substanbally 
promotes rompact urban form 
Development opportumbes on 
business land less impacted 
than residenual land 

Ran ks 5 : Conserves a 
minimal amount of vegetabon 
and forested areas 

Ranks 5 : Provides minimal 
protectJon to sensrove habitats 
and species and hydrology 
Provides least protectlOn for 
npanan functJons 

Ranks 6 : Provides least 
protecbon for slopes and 
wetlands, habrtat near 
streams. and hydrology, 
minimal protection for forested 
areas Most potential for poor 
water uah 
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CHAPTER FIVE: SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS 
Protecting fish and wi ldlire habitat in the urban area is complicated. and there arc many 
important tradeoffs to balance. Mctro·s consideration of severa l non-regu lator) tools for habitat 
protection descri bes several approaches that could be developed further, building on the 
restoration, education, and acqui it ion work that Metro currently does. Metro· analys i or the 
six regulatory program options identifies the num ber o f affected acres or land in each habitat and 
urban deve lopment class, and describes the economi c, social, environmental, and energy 
consequences assoc iated with various protection levels. Evaluating the performance o r each 
option aga in t the 19 criteria prov ides the Metro Council with valuable information necessary to 
choose which type of regulatory approach makes the most sense fo r the region. Non-regulatory 
and regu latory cools can be complementary, increasing the effectivene of each approach. Thi 
chapter includes: 

• a brief summary of the potential non-regulatory too ls. 
• results of the analysis of the six regulatory options, 
• a discussion of the interaction between non-regulatory and regulator) tools, 
• potential funding sources. and 
• the next steps in the deve lopment o f a regional fish and wildli fe habi tat protection 

program. 

Potential non-regulatory tools for habitat protection 
While there is substantial evidence of current non-regulatory efforts accomplishing habitat 
protection. re Loration, and education in the Metro region, they have not been successrul in 
preventing the decline in overall ecosy tern hea lth. Most non-regulatory program arc dependent 
on un tcady sources of grant funding. volunteerism, and good stewardship. o (k n without 
recogni tion or rc\., ard. Each program conducts important work. but even taken a a whole over 
the pa t decade only a small portion of the habitat in the region received the attention needed. 
There i a much greater need for re toration dollars: technical assistance fo r landowners. 
developer . and loca l j urisdictions: and permanent protection for critical habi tats than is currently 
available. 

There arc many types of non-regulatory tool that could be used to protect and restore lish and 
wil dlife habi tat in the reg ion. All or these tools require some type o f funding. whether to pay for 
ta ff or prov ide direct dollars to purchase or re tore land. Many or the non-regulatory tools 

could be implemented at either the loca l or regional level. Below is a Ii t of tool identified in 
thi report : 

• tewardship and recognition programs 
• Grant for restoration and protection 
• lnrormati on resources 
• Technical assistance program 
• I labitat education activities 
• Volunteer activitie 
• Agency-led restorat ion activ it ies 
• Acqui ition 
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Acquisition i the mo t effective non-regulatory tool to achieve habitat protection. Acquisition 
achieves permanent protection and also pre erves land to be restored at a later date. However. 
the high cost of purchasing land, e pecially w ithin the urban growth boundary. and the 
dependence ofan acquisition program on \\illing sellers limits the effectiveness of such a 
program. 

Many of the other non-regu latory habitat protection and restoration tools con idered in this 
report arc mo t efTccti vc when used in combination \,\ ith each other and/or along\\ ith a 
regulatory program. A regulatory program can prov ide the incent ive and motivation to de elop 
innovati c olution to land development\,\ hile protecting habitat. Grants and technica l 
assi lance arc the tools that could be most effecti c in protecting and restoring habitat. in the 
absence of an acqui ition program. A stewardship recognition program cou ld help promote 
grants and serve to educate other about inno alive practice . Coord inating\,\ ith existing 
agencies and volunteer groups that conduct re toration as well as provid ing funds to focus efforts 
could be cfTecti ve in enhancing regionally significant habitat. 

Comparison of regulatory options 
Metro developed six regulatory options to protect land clas ified as regionally significant fi h 
and wi Id Ii fc habitat. Three of the options con ider habitat qua I ity ( I A, I B. and IC) and three 
options (2A. 28. and 2C) consider habitat quality and urban development value. Five possib le 
treatments are applied in the options. identify ing whether development would be allowed, lightly 
limited, moderate ly limited. strictly limited. or prohibited. The six options \\ere evaluated based 
on how they met 19 criteria. Most of the criteria were based on the issues identified in Metro·s 
genera l evaluation o f the economic, social, environmental. and energy tradeofTs. two criter ia 
were based on how well the options met the federa l Endangered pecie Act and Clean Water 
Act. Figure 5- 1 graphica lly illustrates how the five treatment levels arc applied in the six options 
as compared to the ba el ine regulation (Tille 3). 

Figure 5-1 . Ha bi tat protected by option 
(vacant & developed land; does not include impact area) 
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Overall, the option that protect the highest-value habitat (Options I A anti 2A) perform 
similarly . The option that provides the least protection for the highest-value habitat (Option IC) 
and the option\\ ith the lo\\e t level or protection in the industrial and commercia l areas (Option 
2C) also perform imilarly. I lowcver, Option 2C favors factors important for urban development 
\,hile Option IC reduce protection level equally for all land uses. Table 5-1 compare the 
tratleoffs or apply ing the ix regulatory options. 

Table 5-1 Comparinq the reciu atorv options. 
Options 1A 2A Options 18 28 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 pa111ted 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 bus111ess land 

Interaction of non-regulatory and regulatory tools 
A program to protect fish and '"i ldlire habi tat may be most effective ir it includes a variety o r 
tools and approache , both non-regulator)' and regulatory. Both approaches have ~trcngths and 
weaknes c . for example non-regulatory tools rely heavily on runding and '"illing landowners. 
\\hile regulations only apply when triggered by a land u e action. While regulator) and qua~i-
regulatory tools can offer some nexibili ty, regulations can and of"len are used to achieve a 
ba eline level of protection. Protection can be greatly enhanced by upplernenting a regulatory 
component with non-regulatory tools for fish and wi ldli fe habitat protection. I f a program option 
is chosen that include less regulatory protection then it may be necessary to apply more non-
regulatory approaches and a higher leve l o f funding if the same level o f hab itat protection is 
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desired. The fo llowing constitutes a brier summary of how acquisition and incentives can 
interact with and increase the effectiveness or regulatory tools. 

Incentives and regulations 
When used in conjunction with regulations. the opportunity or incentive to encourage fish and 
wi ldli fe habitat protection on private lands cannot be overstated. Through tax benefits. 
regulatory certain ty, public recognition, cost sharing. and other incentives. landO\.\ner can be 
encouraged and rewarded for protecting va luable fish and w ildlife 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 
w i II ing landowner some kind of com pen ation for conserving habitat on their land. Incentives 
can thus be used to support compliance w ith regulations or to fill in protection gaps for 
regional ly significant habitat where regulations are not applied. 

T he Riparian Land Tax Incentive Program (RLTIP), for example. can potentially apply in 
already urbani7ed 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 restorati on. Other 
incentives40 can apply Lo new development or redevelopment ,, here habitat-friendly 
development is a feasible option for torm watcr management and erosion and sediment control. 

Acquisition and regulations 
Just as incentive programs and regulatory tools can work together to protect significant habitat. 
combining acqui ition w ith regulatory and quasi-regulatory approache can create a more 
comprehensive protection strategy for fish and w ildl i fe habitat. Further, where regulatory tools 
and incentive programs fa il to prov ide adequate protection. acqui it ion or land from w i I ling 
sellers offers a last line of defense for the habitat. Acquisition. by wi ll ing sellers. can be applied 
to conserve some of the remaining sign i ficanl habitat. 

Regulatory flexibility 
Regulations to protect fish and wi ldlife habitat limit development options on land with habitat 
va lue. Some ways in which regulations could limit development include lowered density. 
minimum disturbance areas, and setback from significant resources. Incentives can work with 
regulat ions lo allow development to occur in a manner that reduces the impact on the habitat. 
For example. cluster development. stream ide buffers. and habitat-friendly deve lopment 

40 uch as: the City of Portland"s Bureau of Environmental ervices (BC ) Ccobi1. and Ecoroof Programs, the city·s 
Office of ustainable Development"s (0 D) G-Rated Program. and Oregon Department of Environmental Quality's 
(DEQ) onpoint Source Pollution Contro l Facility Tax Credit Program ( PCFTC). BES"s Ecoroof Program. for 
example, provides developers with sewer rate discounts for build ing greenroofs on new buildings or for retrofi ts, 
while the DEQ"s PCFTC program provides eosl share opportunities for other innovative LID stormwater 
management designs. The soon-lo-be-implemented Ccobiz program wil l serve to further encourage the use of LID 
for new and redevelopment by publicly landscapers who use these designs. 
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techniques can all prov ide some level of regulatory nex ibility that allows development to occur 
while protecting habitat. 

Cluster development 
Clustering and open pace development are land division and development too ls used to 
conserve land on one portion of a site in exchange fo r concentrated development on another 
port ion of the site. Typically, road frontage , lot izes and setbacks arc relaxed to al low the 
preservation of open space areas. Clustering has the potentia l for regulatory flexibility because 
ordinances implementing these too ls can be designed to establi h performance standard with 
objective eva luation criteria for protecting resources from development. 

Riparian buffer performance standards 
Riparian bu ffcrs frequently establish predominantly fi xed-width et back standards to protect 
habitat in and around treams, wetlands and riparian areas. Buffer program tend lo regulate 
actions rather than establish standards to achieve a specific outcome or performance. I lowever. 
the potential exists to establish performance tandards \ hen im plementing buffer program and 
to protect fish and wildlife habitat. ome 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 fo rest cover within buffer areas; and reducing 
impervious surfaces and road crossings through buffer areas. 

Low impact, habitat-friendly development 
Lo\, Impact Development (LID) tools. c pecially those for reducing imperviou surfaces and 
controlling stormwatcr. contain the most fl ex ible standards from a performance-based 
perspective. incc the primary objectives of LID are to im prove hydrologic conditions and 
increase water quality in urban watersheds. many LID ordinance, , hcther mandatory or 
voluntary, provide ncxibi lity in the types of practices that can be used to meet these objecti ves. 
Since LID tools also focus on improving water quality. many jurisdictions spec ify objective 
criteria that can be used to evaluate the outcome or performance. , uch criteria include, but arc 
not limited to: the number and lengths o f roads and other impervious surfaces reduced; 
percentages of tree canopy mainta ined or created: maintenance or reduct ion of tream 
temperatures: amount of ediment. nutrient. and pollutant load ing to ,..,atcr reduced: and the 
minimization of runoff olumes. 

Funding 
Protecting and restori ng fi sh and wild li fe habitat costs money, with either a non-regulatory focus, 
regulatory approach, or a combination of the two. All non-regulatory programs ,, otild require 
ome type of fu nding. either to purcha e land. re Lore habitat. provide grants for habitat-fri endly 

deve lopment, or to retain taff to develop a technical assistance or tcward hip recognition 
program. or arc regulation \\ ithout co t. • ta ff time (regiona l and local) is used to develop 
ordinances and implement new laws and changes in de, elopmcnt capacity may result in a 
reduced property tax ba e for loca l partner . 

Funding for habitat protection programs could be provided by a non-!)pecific mechanism such as 
a bond measure or Metro's exc ise tax on solid waste, or a funding source could be tied to 
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speci fic activities that im pact fi sh and wi ldl ife habitat. Below are several ideas for rais ing funds 
for protecting and re toring 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 sol id , aste produced within the region. An 
additional per ton fee cou ld be added that would be dedicated 10 funding the protection and 
restoration of fish and wild life habitat. uch a decision wou ld require an action of the Metro 
Counci l. 

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 allo"ed to develop at 
urban capacities. When the boundary expands the new lands increase in value due to the 
increased abil ity to develop. J\n urban area inclusion fee would capture a portion or th is increa e 
in the value of property due to inclusion within the UGB. Funds raised could be used to 
purchase or restore habitat land" ithin Metro ·s jurisdiction. It could be targeted to lands in the 
expan ion areas a they are developed. 

The Incentives Report included substantial review or thi s tool. Based on that study. a partition 
fee ecmed to have the best potential for successful implementation as a method or collecting 
revenue. A partition fee could be imposed as a flat fee uni form!) applied across all land parcels 
on a per lot or per acre basis. ince the fee wou ld be collected when land is partitioned (typica lly 
a one-t ime event), it would not be assessed multiple times on the same property. Revenue would 
depend on the amou nt of dcvelopable land brought inside the UGB. the pace o f de, clopment in 
the e.\pansion areas, and the proposed f cc rate. 

Systems development charge (SDC) program 
Local juri sdictions. typically municipalities. across the state regularly apply DCs to new 
development in an attempt to pay for the co t o f new infrastructure. DCs can on ly be charged 
for speci lied purposes, water supply. treatment and distribution. drainage am/ flood control, and 
parks and recreation all could be construed to relate to the protection and re toration of fi sh and 
wi ldlife habitat. DCs are a major cost for new development, and the imposition o f any 
additiona l charge is likely to be challenged in a court of law. 

An D could be collected to fund mitigation of the envi ronmental impacts of development on 
fi sh and wi ldli fe habitat. Fees would be collected by the permitting agency. I lowcvcr, fees 
generated through an SOC must be used on "'capacity increasing capital improvement '· that 
••incrca c the leve l of performance or crvicc provided by existing facilitic or provides new 
facilitic ·· (OR § 223.307(2)). It may be difficu lt to tie protect ion or re toration of habitat to a 
capacity increasing improvemen t. A more lega lly viable argument could be made ifa regional 

DC wa co llected fo r stormwatcr management. 
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Stormwater management fee 
Water provider (e.g., Clean Water crv ices, Port land Bureau of Environmental erv ices) collect 
fees for storm water management purposes. ome of the c funds arc currently used for 
restoration activi ties, but Metro could encourage the e agencies to devote more dollars to habitat 
protection and restoration. Metro could also impose a regional fee to be used for restoration and 
protection o f sign i Ii cant fi h and wi ldlife habitat lo be col lectcd by the , .. ater prov iders. 

Bond measure 
M etro could put forth a regional bond measure to ra i e funds to purchase or restore habitat lands 
from w illing se ller . The 1995 Parks and Opcnspace bond measure ,, as very ucce ful and 
allowed the creation o f a ) Lem of regional park and trai ls that w ill be apprec iated for 
generations. A similar approach could be taken focu ed on Metro· fi h and w ildli fe habitat 
inventory. The voter would need to pa a bond measure. and pol ling has sho\\ n that a targeted 
approach is most l ikely to be success fu l. Fish and w ildli fe habitat target could include 
purchasing and restoring l labitats o f Concern and noodplain . Fund could also be used to 
purchase properties that are ignificantly affected by new regulations. 

Funds from outside sources 
T here are funds to protect fish and ,, ildli fe habitat that could be rai ed from other sources such 
as national non-pro fi t and federa l agencies. Land conservancy organizations could be contacted 
to encourage the purcha e o f targeted habitat types (e.g.. alure Conservancy. Tru t for Public 
Land). The U Fi h and Wild li fe erv icc ha funds a ailable for re toration in urban area , and 
has worked in partnership with Metro·s Parks Department to prov ide grants to property owners 
and organiLalion lo conduct restoration acti vitic . The Cit) of Portland received a grant from 
the Federal Emergency Management A gency (FEM A) lo acquire lands in the Johnson Creek 
floodplain after the nood of 1996. Additional partner hip with federal agencies could be 
pursued. Such an effort would require staff time lo develop and implement programs for 
protection or restoration. 

Next steps 
T he Metro Counc il is scheduled to consider a program direction, including non-regulatory and 
regulatory components, in May 2004 afler a rigorous rev iew process during which the pub lic, 
local partners, and interested stakeholder group w ill have the opportunity lo provide input on 
the best approach for protecting fish and wi ldlife habitat in the reg ion. Metro wi ll then develop a 
program to protect fish and w ildli fe 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 w ildli fe di lrict p lan as a means or substantial compliance. 
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EXll1131T B TO RESOLUTIO 0. 0-t-3-U0 

REGULATORY PROGRAM OPTlO 

Based on the resu lts of the Phase II E EE analysis, public comments. and technical rev iew, 
Metro Council recommends Option 2B as modified (sho" n in the table below) to form the basis 
for a regulatory program 10 protect fi sh and" ildlife habitat. 

Option 28 (modified) : Low level of protection in high urban development value areas, 
moderate level of protection in other areas. 

HIGH Urban MEDIUM Urban LOW Urban 
development development development Other areas 

Fish & wildlife habitat value value value 
Secondary 2040 

classification Primary 2040 components.7 Tertiary 2040 Parks and Open 
components.' high components.3 low 

employment value. or medium employment employment value. or 
Spaces, no design 

high land value . value. or medium low land value' types outside UGB 
land value' 

Class I Riparian/Wildlife ML SL SL SL 
Class II R1oarran/Wildlife LL LL ML ML 
Class Ill LL LL LL ML 
R1oanan/Wildlife 
Class A Upland Wildlife LL ML ML SL 
Class B Uoland Wildl ife LL LL ML ML 
Class C Uoland Wildlife LL I LL LL ML 
Impact Areas A A A A 

T Primary 2040 components Regional Centers, Central City, Regionally Significant Industrial Areas 
2Secondary 2040 components Town Centers, Main Streets, Station Communities, Other Industrial areas, 
Employment Centers 
3Tert1ary 2040 components: Inner and outer neighborhoods, Corridors 
• Land value excludes residential lands. 

Key to abbreviations 
SL = strictly limit 
ML = moderately l1m1t 
LL = lightly ltm1t 
A= allow 



EXHIBIT C TO RESOLUTI01 0. 04-3440 

DEVELOPING A REGULATORY PROGRAM 

The third step or the Goal 5 process calls for the de,elopment or a program to 
protect habitat areas by allowing, limiting. or prohibiting connicting uses on habitat land 
based on the results or the E EE analys i . ouncil directs staff to addre s the fo llowing 
concerns " hen developing a regulator) program to protect fish and \.\ ildli fc habitat: 

A. Defining limit in the program phase 
• pecifically define limit. A':> a guiding principle. first avoid. then limit. and 

rinall) mitigate adverse impacts of development 10 protect fi sh and wildlife 
habitat0 ·omc of the ke) issues in the definition relate 10 expected impact on 
hou':> ing and emplo) ment capaci ty, di ':> turbance area extent and location. and 
mitigation. a~ illustrated belo,,: 

Strictly Limit - 't rict avo idance of the habitat (especially I labitats or 
Concern) with maximum allowable disturbance areas, design standards. 
and mitigation requirements. Allo,, trails. road and other public access 
to meet the public good (e.g. construction and maintenance o r publ ic 
utilities such as water storage facilities). Expect some overa ll loss or 
development capacit); consider development of a transfer or development 
right (TDR) program to com pen ate for lo t de, eloprnent capacit). 

Moderately Limit - Avoid impacts. limit disturbance area, require 
mitigation. and use design tandards and other tools to protect habitat 
(especially Habitats of'Coneern) \\hi le achie\ ing goals for emplo)rnent 
and housing densitie . Work to minimize los':> or development capacity: 
consider development of a TDR program to compensate ror lost capacity. 

Lightly Limit -Avoid impacts (especially I labitats of Concern). allO\\' 
development with less re 1ric1i ve li mits on dist urbance area. des ign 
standards. and mitigation requirements. Assumes no loss of developmem 
capaci t). 

B. Effect on existin g development and 1·cdevclopmcnt 
• Clarify that a regulator) r,rogram would appl) onl) to activities that require a 

land use permit and not to other activities (such as gardening. la\,n care. 
routine properly mai ntenance. and actions necessary lo prevent natural 
haLards). 

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

C. Regulatory flexibility 



• Include regulatory nexibility that allows development while avoid ing, 
minimizing and mitigating impacts on habitat in the program. Some ways in 
,, hich regu lations could limit de, elopment include lo,,ereJ densit), minimum 
disturbance area , anJ setbacks from significant resources. Development can 
occur in a manner that avoids or reduces the impact on the habitat, for 
e:-..ample: c luster development, strcamside buffers, and habi tat-friendly 
dc\i:lopment techniques can all pro, ide some lc,el of regulator) lle:-.. ibilit) 
that al lo,vs deve lopmcnt to occur \\hi le protecting habitat. A transt'er o f 
development righ ts (TOR) program coulJ also compensate for loss o f 
development capacity. 

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

habitat degradation, and consider method for implementing a mitigation bani--
and enforcement mechanisms to ensure succes . Mitigation could be targeted 
in accordance,, ith an overall re toration plan. 

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

implemented without further local ana l) sis. 
• Provide a general frame" ork lor local jurisdictions to implement. as pan or 

the regulatory program, through standards or other guidelines, flex ibility 
during implementation for con idcration of regionally signilicant public 
fac ilities (such as hospitals and eJucationa l institutions). riparian and,, ildlife 
district plans. and othcr case-b)-Case decision . 

• C lariry a timcline for ,,hen the program \,,ou ld be adopted b) loca l 
governments after ackno,, lcdgemcnt by the State . 

F. Map co.-rcclions and inven tory muintcnancc 
• Continue addressing map corrections and comp lete the process by the 

adoption of the final program and de fine the on-go ing rcsponsibilitics for 
maintaining habitat maps. 

G. Long-term monitoring 

\\ 

• Develop a plan to 1110 11 itor program performance in protccting fish and 
"ilJlife habitat,, hilc meeting housing and cmploymcnt capacity (both 
regulatory and non-regulatory ) to determine the c!Tecti\,cness o r the regiona l 
fish and wi ldl ife habitat protection plan and identify potcntinl adjustments to 
the program in the ruturc. 



EXHIBIT D TO RESOL TION ·o. o• -3•• 0 

UIRECTIO O NO -REG LATORY PROGR IS 

!\It hough the Goal 5 rule does not require the cons ideration or non-regulator) tools 10 

protect fish and,, ildlife habitat. the Metro Council has pre, iou!)I) indicated a 
commitment 10 inc lude incentives and restoration as part of an overall regiona l program 
10 protect fi sh and" i ldli fc habitat. Council directs taff to deve lop a proposa l for 
implement ing the most promising non-regu lator) habitat protection and restoration 
programs to supplement and complement a regulatory program. Ba cd on publ ic 
comments and staff analys is of the effectiveness of non-regulator) programs, Council 
directs staff to further develop the rollo" ing non-regulatory too l!): 

A. Technical assistance. Oett::rmine if technical assistance is most effecti\e ,,hen di rected at 
individual owners. developers. or local jurisdiction staff. or a com bination of the potential 
audiences. Develop a plan to im plement a technical assistance program to assist in the 
implementation of habita t- friendl y development techniques. better stewardship o r habitat. and 
restoration on public and private land. 

B. Grants for restoration and prmection. De, elop a proposal for a grant program that cou ld be 
aimed at indi, idual propel1) O\\ners. public land model examples. habiwt-friendl) 
de, elopment. or green stre..:ts. \\ ildli le cross ings. and cu lvert replacements. Grant~ could also 
be targeted to agt::nC) -led effons to re-..tore habitat on public land. po.,.,ibl) utiliLing 
volunteers. ldent if') potential sources or funding l'or grants. De,elop a plnn to define 
restora tion priorities to effective!) allocate restoration efforts and investments. 

C. Willing-seller acquis ition. Develop a proposal for a targeted acquisition program that could 
work. ns a revolving acqu is ition fund. Identify a fundi ng source for acquiring habitat land 
from,, illing sellers. onsider potent ial for encouraging expan!>ion o r local programs that U!>C 

S) stem tkvelopmcnt charge~ to purchase land that provides habitat functions ror the public 
good (such as noodplains). 

D. Property UL'< redu ctions. lclenti f) steps to encourage implementation of pro pert) ta, 
reduction programs in the Metro region. There arc t,~o state programs that could be 
applicable wi thin the urban area: the Riparian lands Tax l11ce11t11·c! Program and the Wildlife 
Hahital Conservation and Manuge111e111 Program. Both of these programs would require 
county or city act ion to be implemented. 

\ \ \ 
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ll\ CON IDER/\TIO OF RE OL TIO J\10 04-3-l-W FOR Tl IL PURPOSE OF 
L: DOR I G METRO' DR FT GO L 5 PH/\ [ II E LE A~J\LY ·1 , MA KI 'G 
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ON REG IONALLY IGNIFICANT FISI I A D WILDLIFI: 11 /\BITAT: A D DIRECTI NG 
STA f·F TO DEVELOP A PROGRAM TO PROTECT AND Rl:STORE RCG IONALL Y 

IG IFICA 1TFI II DWILDLIFEIIAl31T1\ T. 

Date: April 7. 2004 Prepared b:, : And) Cotugno and Chris De!Tebach 

CO TEXT A D BACKGROUND 

The region·s 20-l0 Gro,, th Concept and other policies ca ll for protection or natur..il area::, ,,hile 
managing housing and cmplo:r rnent gro\\ lh. In 1998 the ktro Council auopted Title 3 o l"thc 
Urban Growth Management Functional Plan to protect ,,ater quality and for llood management. 
Ti tle J also inc luded a comrniunent to develop a regional fi sh anu ,, ildli fc habitat protection 
plan. A:, defined in a Vision tatement that ,,as dewlopcd in cooperation,, ith local 
governments at MPJ\C in 2000. the o,erall goa l of the protection program is:·· ... to consene. 
protect and re tore a contin uous ecologica ll1 viable strearns ide corridor. .. that i integrated ,, ith 
the urban environment." The Vision Statement also refers to the importance that ·· ... <;trcarn and 
ri, i.!r l'.orridor::, main tain connection::, ,, ith adjaci::nt upland habitats. fo rm an intl.:rconnccto:d 
mo::,ak or urban lorc::.l and other fi :,h and ,, ildlifc habitat.. :· Mctro i:, current I) de, eloping th i:, 
program. fo llo,, ing the 3-stcp proccss established b) the tatc Land Usl.: Planning Goal 5 
administrati ve rule (OA R 660-023). 

In the lirst step, Metro identified regionally significant fi sh and ,,ild lilc habitat u:,ing the best 
available science, computer mapping, and field,, ork. In 2002, a lter revie,, b) independent 
committees. local governments and residents. Metro Counci l adopted the im entor) o r region..ill: 
signilicant fi sh and wi ldlife habitat lands. The inventor) includes about 80.000 acres or habitat 
land inside Metro ·s j urisdi ctional boundary. 

The second step of the process i::, toe, alualc the Lconomic, ·oc ial. I· 11\ iron mental and l:.ncrg) 
(E "EE) consequences or a deci sion to allo,, . lim it or proh ibit connicting U!,eS on thesl.: regional!) 
sign ificant habitat lands and on impact area adjacent to the habi tat areas. The im pact areas add 
about 16,000 acres to the inventory. Metro is conducting the ESEE ana l:rs i~ in two phases. The 
first phase was to evaluate the E EE consequences at a regional le've l. This \\ Ork was completed 
and endorsed by the Metro Counci l in October 2003 (Re:,olution #03-3376). The reso lut ion abo 
directed staff to eva luate six regulatory program options and non-regulator: tools for li::.h and 
wildlife hab itat protcction in Phase II or the ESEE analys is. ·wtrhas completed the Pha-;c 11 
E EE amil) sis and is ::.ecking direction from Metro Council 011 ,,here Ctrnllicting uses " ithin the 
li::.h and \\ ildlife habitat area::, and impact area:, should be alllmcd, limited. ur proh ibited. a:, 
required in the Goal 5 administrati, c rule. 

The Phase II analysis eva luates the ESLE consequences or possib le protection and restoration 
option:, that include a mi:--. or regulator) and non-regulator) components. Five potl.!ntial 
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regulatory treatments are applied in each o f"the six regulator) options. ranging from allo,, ing 
conflicting uses to prohibiting conllicting uses in habitat nm! impact area!>. The conscquence-. 
identif) the effects on key ES EE issues identified in the Phase I anal)sis. including: 

• Economic imp I ications o r urban development and ecosystem va lues 
• Environmental eflects inc luding ecological function loss. fragmentation and connecti, it) 
• Social values rang ing from property owner concerns about limitat ions on de, elopment Ill 

concerns about lo ·s o r aesthetic and cultural values 
• Energ) trade-o ffs such as temperature moderating effects o r tree canop) and potential 

fuel use assoc iated,, ith different urban forms. 
In add ition. the analysis considered how well the six regulatory opt ions ,,ould ass ist in meet ing 
the requirements o f the federal Endangered pccies /\ct and the Clean Water /\ct. 

The third and final step o r the process is to develop a program that implements the habitat 
pro tection plan by ord inance through Metro·s Urban Growth Management Funct ional Plan. 
/\ fler ackno,, ledgment b) the tale Land Consen at ion and Dnelopment Commission. c ities and 
counties,, ithin the J\,ktro jurisd iction,, ill be required to amend their comprehensive plans to be 
in compliance with the regional hab itat protection program. 

Cities and counties in the region current !) have varying levels o r protection for fi sh and wild l ife 
habitat. As a result, similar qua lit) streams or upland area!:> in different parts o f the region 
rece ive inconsistent treatment. In addition. one ecological watershed can cros'.> several d i fferent 
political jurisd ict ions - each with different approaches to habitat protecti on. With the adoption 
o f the regional habitat protection program. c ities and counties ,,ill adjust their protection le,cls. 
to a greater or lesser degree. to establish a con istent minimum level o r habitat protection. 

In Januar) 2002 Metro entered into an intergovt:rnmental agreernent ,, ith loca l go, crnments and 
special districts in the Tualatin Basin setting forth a cooperat i, e plann ing process to addn.:ss 
regional fi sh and wi ldli fe habitat" ithin the basin. T he Tualatin Basin recommendation,, ill be 
for\\"arded to the Metro Council for linal approva l as part of'the regional habitat prote1.:tion plan. 

Current Action 
Based on the results orthe Phase II E 1: 1.:. anal)sis and public comment. Reso lution 0-l-3-l-10 
presents the staff recommendation for Metro ounci I consideration on a regulatory approach to 
fish and wild Ii re habitat protection and requests Council directi on to staff on develop ing a 
program to implement the regu lator) approach and to run her tle, clop non-regulator) options. 

l'hese recommendations and the kc) issues for Council cons ideration an.: highl ighted belo,~. 

Public comment 
Metro·s fi hand" ildlite habitat protection (Goal 5) communicati ons and communit) 
involvement program is designed to support the technica l work and Council decision-mah. ing 
process. Its goal i to prov ide effecti ve means o r inlo rming and engaging citi:tens in the making 
o r important regiona l habitat protection po lie). letro held public outreach e, ents. mailed 
notice'.> to property owners in fall 200 I and summer 2002. and held public hear ings prior to 
identify ing reg ionally sign i licant habitat. Upon completion o r Phase I o r the ESE!:, analysis. 
Metro conducted public outreach and held publ ic hearings on Resolut ion 03 -3376. 
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In the spring 2004 public outreach effort there \\ Cre man) opportuniti1:s fo r citi1cns to be 
in formed and participate in the decision-making proce-.s: IK' \\::,papcr ad,ertiscments. in lormatilrn 
materials and interacti ve maps (by mail. on line). properl) O\\ ncr notices (mai led). comment 
cards (b) mai l. online), non-scient i fic sune) (ke)pad, on line). \\Orbhops, communit) 
stakeholder meetings and special even ts. open houses and formal public heari ngs. 

Generally. people were supportive or habitat protection. Very rcw peop le expressed opposi tion to 
protecting habitat in the metropolitan area. Rather. oppos ition cxpn::ssed was towards i111 posed 
regulations, espec ia lly those that reduce the development potential or economic \ alue or pri\ ate 
property. Overa ll. there seems 10 be a desire for a balance bet\\ecn regulator) and non-regulator) 
program options. upport is e:-.pressed for a ,ariet) o l'protecti on tools and recognition i::, 
genera lly g iven to the need for a mi:-.ed approach 10 protection. For a complete summary or the 
comments received see the March 2004 Public Comment Report in /\ttach111cnt I . 

Technical review 
This resolution and staff report will be reviC\\ed by Metro's ad, isory committees including 
Fcono111 ic Technica l Advi or) Committee (ETAC). Goal 5 Technical Advisor) Com111iuee 
(Goal 5 TAC). Water Resources Polic) Advisor) Commiuce ( \\'RPAC), the Independent 
1- conomic Ad, isor) Boar<l ( IEAB). and Metro Technica l /\d\ isor:, Commiucc (M'I AC). I he 
stalTrepon \\ill be updated to rdlect technica l com111ittce commen ts. 

Policy review 
The Metro Polic) Advisory Co111111it1ee (M PAC) \\ ill re, ie\, this resolution and staff report. 
This staff report ,,i ll be updated 10 reflect I\ IPAC comments. 

I. RECO IME DA.TIO O REGULATORY OPTIO S 

Staff ana lyzed six regulatory options and eva luated their per formance in th1.: ESEE amll) ~is. 
Thr1.:e or the options apply regulatory treatments based on habitat qual i ty alone (Options I A. I B 
and IC). wh ile three options (2A. 28 , 2C) apply regulator) treatments based on habitat qualit) 
and urban deve lopment va lue. 

I labitat quality ,,as measured during Metro·s Goal 5 inventor) process and \\as based on 
landscape features ( e.g .. trees. ,, oody vegetation. wet lands. etc.) and the eco logical lunct ions 
they prov ide (e.g., shade, stream llow moderation. wi ldlife migration. nesting and roost ing si tes. 
etc.). The inventory was then c lassified into si.x categories for the ESEF anal)s is (C lass 1-1 11 
riparian/w ildl i fe corridors and C lass A-C upland\\ ild lifl' habitat) to distinguish higher\ alue 
habitat from lo,,er va lue habitat. Class I riparian/\\ i ldlifc corr idors and Class t\ upland\\ il<llil"e 
habitat arc the highest , alued habitats and include the identified habitats o f i..:onccrn (I IOC) in the 
region, such as wet lands. bollomland hardwood forests. oak ,, oodlands and other rare and 
declin ing habitat t) pes. 

Urban development values ,,ere categori1e<l as high. me<lium or lo,,. Arca::.\\ ithoul urban 
development ,alue - parks and open space (both ins ide and outside the UGB) an<l rural areas 
outside the UG B - were not a signed a value. All other areas ,,ere assigned to categories based 
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on commercial and industrial land value. employment dens it), and 2040 design l ) pc. In the 
recent expansion areas, interim design types were used to determine urban development value. 
A reas receiving a high score in an) of the three measures arc called .. high urban dc\cloprncnt 
value•·, area receiving no high scores but at least one medium score are ca lled ··medium urban 
development value··. and areas receiving all IO\\ scores arc ca lled .. IO\\ urban de\ elopment 
value ... I ligh priority 20-W GrO\\ th Concept design types include the central cit). regional 
centers and regional!) significant industrial areas. Medium priorit) 20-W Growth Concept 
design t) pcs include town centers, main streets, station communities. other industrial areas and 
employment centers. Inner and outer neighborhoods and corridors arc considered lo\\ priorit:-
2040 Growth Concept design types. 

In Re.,o lution 03-3376 Council directl!d staff to define rcg ionall1 signilicant public l~tcilitics. 
including major educational and medica l institutions. and recommend the approrriatc urban 
development va lue rank during Phase II or the E ' EE anal) sis to determine appropriate habitat 
protection le\ els for thcse land uses. taff is still \\ orl--ing on this issue and e.\pccts that 
additiona l consideration \\ ill be appropriate during the program development phase. This 
anal) sis could lead to modilications in the recommendation for these locations. 

Based on the E EE ana lysis and public comment. staff recommends Option 28, \\ ith a le \, 
mod ifications. as a starting place for Metro Council consideration for fish and v. ilcllife habitat 
protection. Option 28 reflects the balancing of habitat protection and development need 
described in Phases I and II o f the E E:1:. ana lysis. This option applies a low level o f hab itat 
protect ion in high urban development val uc areas and a moderate to stric t level or protect ion in 
other areas. Th is option recognizes habi tat va lues and urban development \alues, accounting for 
the goals described in the 2040 GrO\\lh Concept. Option 2B ranked third or fourth (out of~ i.\) on 
all the ESEE consequences described b) the evaluation criteria falling in the middle or the 
range or n..:gu latory options and balancing the conflicting goals of habitat protection and al lO\\ ing 
conflicting uses. 

The Phase II ESEE analysis and public commenb highlighted the importance or accounting for 
urban dc\clopment values in the de,elopmcnt or a regional fish and ,\.i ldlile habitat protection 
plan. Option 2/\ applies a very strict level or protect ion to Class I Riparian. including a11ro/Jihi1 
treatment in low urban development value areas. Prohibiting eonllicting uses on most residential 
land docs not address the soc ial considerations or potential impact on housing caracit) \\ ithin thl-· 
ex isting urban gro\\ th boundar). On the other hand, Option 2C applies an ullcJ\I' trc:Hment to all 
habitat types in high urban development value areas while substantial!) limiting conllicti ng uses 
in residential lands. Th is option docs not balance habitat protection\\ ith the other FSEF foc tor-,. 

While Option 28 best balances the ESEE factors. staff has recommended areas \\.here changes Lo 
the ortion could improve its performance and identified issues associated w ith Ortion 2L3 for 
further Counci l consideration. T he 2B Option, recommended modifications and other issues for 
considerat ion are descr ibed below. 

R.:.wlut1cm 11()./. J./-IO S1aJJRe1)()r/ 



I 

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

(Modlf1cat1ons a,e shown) 
HIGH Urban MEDIUM Urban LOW Urban 
development development development Other areas 

value value value 
Fish & wildlife habitat Secondary 2040 
classification Pnmary 2040 components : Tertiary 2040 Parks and Open 

components,' high medium employment 
components, low Spaces, no design 

employment value , or employment value or 
high land value' 

value, or medium low land value• types outside UGB 
land value' 

Class I R1oanan/Wildhfe l±ML Ml-SL SL SL 

Class II R1oanan!W1ldlife LL LL ML ML 

Class Il l Rioarian/Wildhfe A LL LL LL ML 

Class A Uoland Wildlife LL ML ML SL 
Class B Upland Wild life LL LL ML ML 

Class C Upland W1ldl1fe A LL LL LL ML 

Impact Areas A l±A bl A b-lA 
' Primary 2040 components Regional Centers, Central City Regionally Significant Industrial Areas 
1Secondary 2040 components: Town Centers, Main Streets, Station Communities, Other Industrial areas Employment Centers 
'Tertiary 2040 components Inner and outer neighborhoods, Corndors 
' Land value exdudes residential lands 
Key to abbreviations 
SL = strictly l1m1t 
ML = moderately limit 
LL = lightly limit 
A= allow 

Recommended moditications and issues for Council consideration on regulatory opt ion 28 

A. No allow 1r ea1111e111s of habirar. Option 2B applies an allO\\ treatment in high urban 
deve lopment areas to Class 111 riparian habitat and Class C upland habitat. To ensure that 
existing functions arc preserved and to maintain opportunities for mitigation, staff 
recommend that Class III Riparian and Class C Wildlire areas in high urban development 
value areas receive a lightly limit treatment instead of an allo\, treatmc!nl. O,1.!r l.! ighl) 
percent of Class III Riparian habitat is currenll) developed and ,vould 110 1 be subj eel tone" 
regulator) programs until rcde, elopmenl. Much or the Clas:, 111 hab itat is Lkvcluped 
noodplain where 10\v impact development techniyues :,w .. :h as pervious pavers and 
stormwater runoff containment can improve nearby <,tream quality. In Class Ill areas ,,i1h 
high urban deve lopment va lue, 96% is developed. Ir an allo" decision is applied to these 
areas the opportunity lo require redevelopment standards \,ould be lo t. Class C Wildlile 
habitat provides important connections bet,,ecn riparian areas and otht.:r upland" ildlile 
habitats and 60% of th is habitat area is current I) , acant. The loss or Class C areas can 
subsequent I) reduce the qua li t) or nearb) higher qualit) habitats and can a lso redm:e 
opportunities for restoration in the future. In Clas~ C areas\\ ith high urban deve lopment 
, alue. 80% is , acant. 

8. lmpacr areas. Option 2B app lit.:s an al lc)\\ lrt.:almcnt to impact areas in high urban 
devclopmelll value areas and a lightly limit treatment to impact area.., in other urban 
development value catt.:gorics. To achieve a better balance bet\,ecn ell\ ironmental 
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effectiveness and regulatory effort. staff recommends that impact areas h,n e an allow 
treatment. Much or the impact areas arc de\eloped (66%). and are. by ddinition. adjacent to 
the hab itat and not the habitat itself. I lo,vevcr, de\ elopmcnt or redevelopment in these area:, 
can affect habitat conditions. Im pact areas add 15. 72 I acres to the inventor'). about ha lt' or 
"hich (7. 152 acres) is residential land. Regulatory treatments applied to the impact an:a 
affect a large number or property owners. Yet, because the land has no resource value 110\\. 

regulations would have a minor effect on improv ing habitat ,alues until it redevelops. Metro 
staff identified 1,, 0 types or impact areas: riparian impact areas ( land,, ith no rcgion:dl) 
s ignificant habitat value "ithin 150 rect ofa stream) and other impact areas (a 25- loot buffer 
around all other habitat area::.) . Land uses ,, ithin the riparian impact area have a direct d'lect 
on the stream due to their proximity. This affects the eco log ica l integrity o r the riparian 
hab itat and water quality. Land use:, " ithin the other 25-f'oot impact area ha,e more or an 
indirect effect on the surrounding habitat. especia lly ,,hen con ll icting u:ses arc allu,,cd 
,, ithin the habitat lands. ta ff recommends that the effects of conflicting uses in impact areas 
be addrc::.sed in broader ,,atcrshed plan ning efforts that appl) lo,, impact Jesign 'itandards 
and oiher storm water management tools to the broader area. taff also recommends that the 
areas\\ ithin 150 fee t or a stream be considered when developing a restoration strateg). As an 
alte rnati ve. Council may want to consiJer regu lations in the riparian-re lated impact area 
only, where the negative environmental effects or development affect stn::am heal th most 
directly. 

C. High value ftahitat land. Option 28 appl ies a lightly limit treatment to the highest value 
habitat (C lass I Riparian and Class A Wildlife) in high urban development value areas.,, hilc 
applying a moderate or strict le\'e l of protection in the other area::.. Staff recornrnenJs 
increasing the leve l of protection for the Class I Riparian habitat in high urban deve lopment 
value lands to moderately limit and in medium urban development value lands to strictly 
limit. taff also identifies the need for additional Council cons ideration o f whether to 
increase protection in the Class A habitat. particu larly for steep ::. lopes and other :,ensiti\e 
areas in the program phase. The level of protection for these habitat types is important !o r 
several reasons. These habitat t) pes encompass I labitats of Concern.\\ hich ha\ e been 
identified as the most scarce anJ declining habitats in the region. ' lass I Riparian habitat is 
eriticall) important to maintai n the ecological hea lth of the stream system and connect ivi ty or 
the riparian corridor. While many environmental is:,ues arc important to supporting 
requirements o r the Endangered pecies Act and the federal Clean \\'atcr /\ct. efforts to 
protect and improve the !'unctions proviJed along the '>lrearm, are '>Orne o r the 1110s1 
important. Class I Riparian habitat is also a::.sociated ,, ith some o l'the :,tronge-,1 cultural anJ 
amen ity values from the soc ial pcrspecti\e. E.\iSt ing Title 3 V-. ater Qualit) and Floodplain 
Protection standards cover about 72 perce111 o r Class I Riparian habitat. \vhich e ·tabl i-,he'> an 
existing leve l o r protection and limits on de\ eloprnent. 

lass A Wildlire habitat provides the most va luable environ ment for many species or 
concern and al so provides important connections to and bet,\een riparian corridors. 1 ligh 
va lue upland habi tat area arc located in medium. IO\\ and other urban Je,elopment area~. 
Title 3 Water Qualit) and Foodplain protection standards cover a little over one percent or 
Class /\\\ ildlifc, which leaves it most vulnerable to lo-,s. On the other hand. whi le protection 
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or the high value Clas-, I and Class / \ habitat is cri t ical rrorn the eco log ical standpoint. thi.., 
land also encompasses a large percent o f the reg ion·s vacant and bui ldable land. About -1 2 
percent (19,922 acres) o f this high ,alue habitat i currently in park status. 14 percent (6.578 
acres) i considered developed. and -l-l percent (21,057 acn.:s) is, acanl. I l igh le, ei.., o f 
habitat protection cou ld impact the region·s abilit1 to meet housing and emplo)mcnt needs 
,, i th in the existing urban grovv th boundar). In high urban development valut.: areas. 87% or 
the Class I Riparian is vacant. 41 % of the vacant Class I habitat is not con trained for 
development by Title 3. uti li t) location. or other factors (other than local regulations). A 
similar proportion of C lass A habitat is vacant (75%), but o r that vacant habitat most (78%) 
is considered buildable. A smaller number of vacan t acres. about 200. is high urban va lue in 
Class A habitat. Any decision on Class I and A,, ill have a significant impact because these 
areas include the greatest percentage (60 percent) or the habitat inventory. 

An important consideration in ,,eighing the choices bet,,een light!). moderately and strict I) 
limit treatments is the extent to \\hich loss or buildablc land can be replaced elsewhere w ithin 
the UGB or outside o f the UGB on non-habiwt land. ' taff n.:commcnds that Counci l pro, idt.: 
direction to full y explore tools such as transrer of development rights lo mitigate the loss or 
building capacity as part of developing the protection program. In the program development 
phase. based on this anal) sis, Council may want to reconsider the n.:commendations for Class 
I and Clas!.-./\ hab itat. 

Cla!.-.S II Riparian , like Class I Riparian, is also important for riparian corridor health. but 
prov ides fewer primary functions than C lass I. Council ma) ,,ant to considi.:r increasing the 
lcvi.:I o r protection in Class 11 riparian areas and to more close I) match the level o r protection 
in the Class I habitat areas. 

D. Defl11itio11 of 11rbu11 del'elopmenl value and appropriate applicatio11s of tlijfere111 
treat111e11ts. The modified Option 28 varies the le,el of protection by different urban 
development values. Th..: 20-10 design l) pcs in high. medium and lo,\ urban Jc, elopmcnt 
values were defined by Council for the E "EE anal) sis. The staff recommendation recogniz1:!.-. 
the need to meet capacity needs in the Regional Centers, Central Cit) and regionally 
significant industrial areas by reducing protection in areas of high urban development value 
compared to protection in low urban development value ar..:a . Staff do not recommend 
changes to these definitions or to the range o f protection, from lightly li mit to strict!) lim it, 
from lov, to high development value. However these defin i tions and ranges o f protection wi II 
require further consideration as the program develops. Another cons ideration may be 
redefining the boundaries o f regional centers lo avoid habitat area!.-.. 

£. Resitle11tial land. In Option 213. the residential land that makes up a significant portion or 
""l o,, urban development value·· rece i,es stronger regulator) treatment (strictly or moderate! _\ 
limit) than the commercial and industrial land that compr ises "'high·· and ··111edium"' urban 
development value areas. l~esidential land makes up a ::.igniticant portion ot"thc habitat 
inventor) (34 percent), especial I) ,, ithin the UG l3 (48 percent) making de, elopment on 
,acant residential land and consideration or c:-.isting residential areas an important pan o r the 
lish and wild lili.:: habitat protection program. While staff docs not recommend a chunge in 
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the treatment o f·' low·· urban development value. taff recogn izes this as a continuing issue 
fo r consideration in the develop111ent of the program. 

2. DlRECTIO O 0 EVELOPI GA REGULATORY PROGRAM 
The th ird step of the Goal 5 process calls for the devcloprnent of a progra rn 10 prott:ct habiwt 
areas by allowing. limiting, or prohibi ting conllicting uses on hab itat land based on the results 01· 
the E EE analysis. Based on comments fro111 public open houses and technical commit tee!:>. the 
Metro sta ff has identified several areas of concern \\ hen de, eloping a regulatory program. Sta IT 
requests Mctro Council to gi ve staff d irection in thest: areas. 

A. Definin g limit in the program phase 
The most commonly asked que t ion frorn the public and technical revie\\ corn m i1tees relate~ 
to how limit is defined in the program. The de fi nit ions of limit that ha, e been described 
genera II) in the ESEE anal) !:> is,, ill be further de lined in the program phase. rhe ddinition 
or l imit descri be!:> ho" ,, ell habi tat i:, protected ,, hi le ma in taining developrn cnt opportunitie .... 
The dd1ni1ion or limit w ill be one o l' the most important tasks in the program phase. /\ s a 
guid ing principle, the intent is to first avoid, then limit, and fina l!) mitigate adver!:>e irnpacb 
ol' development to protect fish and ,v ildl i fe habitat. 'ome of the h.e) i!:>!:>ues in the de lini tion 
relate to impacts on housing and ernploymcnt capac ity. d isturbance area. mitigation. and 
allowable public uses such as road , trai ls and other infrastructure as i llustrated be low: 
• Strictly Limit - This treat111ent appl ies a high level of habitat protection. It would 

include strict avo idance o f the habitat (espec ially I labi tats of Concern ) with 111a:-..imu111 
allO\\ctble disturbance areas and 111i1igation requirements. 13a!:>ed on technical rc, ic\\. 
Metro staff proposes to allo\\ trails. roads and other pub lic access to meet thc publk good 
(e.g .. construction and 111aintenance of public utilities such as \\ater storage focilities) 
subject to 111inimize and mit igate. Appl) ing strong habitat protection \\ Ould rc')u lt in 
so111e overall loss o f development capacit); ho,, ever. there arc !:>Omc LOols such a~ transfer 
of development rights (TOR) or c luster development that could co111pensate some" hat 
for lost development capac ity. 

• Moderately Limit - This treatment balances habitat protection w ith development need<,. 
and docs not preserve as much habitat as strict!) limit. It ,,ould avoid habitat. limit 
disturbance areas. require mitigation. and use de!:> ign standard!:> and other LOOI!:> to protect 
habitat (c!:>peciall) I labitab o f Concern)\\ hile !:> tri, ing to achiev1.: goab for emplo) ment 
and housing densities. Metro staff would work to define moderately limit to minimiLc 
the loss o f' development capaci t) . ,, hich could include de, elopmcnt o r a T OR program 
and other tools to co111pen!:>atc !or lost capacit). 

• Lightly Limit - T hi:, treatment would avoid habitat as poss ible to preserve habitat 
function (especially Habitats orConccrn) \\ h ile allo" ing de\'e lopmcnt to occur. It ,, ould 
inc lude less restrict i, e limits on disturbance area and encourage other low impact design 
con iderations and mitigation requirements. Metro staff assurncs that appl ication or 
l ightly l imit treatments would resu lt in no loss ofde,elopmcnt capacit). 

B. Effect on existing development and redevelopment 
M any or the comments received fro111 the pub I ic ,, ere focu!:>ed on ho,, a regulator) program 
to protect hab itat \\'Ou ld afkct existing de,elopment. Due to the !act that a substan tial 
port ion o l' the habitat inventor) is on developed residen tial land ( 15.27 I acres) there arc 
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many property owners concerned\\ ith the results o f the program phase. Since Metro·~ 
regulator) program \\ Ould be triggered by land use ac tivi t ic it \\Ould not appl) to actions 
that do not require a land use perm it (such as gardening, la\\ n care. routine property 
maintenance. and actions neccssar) to preven t natura l ha1ards). I lo\\evcr. nHll1) citiLen~ \\ ill 
not be a\, are that their act ivities \\Ould not be arlected ; therefore the program clorilicmion 
\\Ould he lp people understand the potential elTect on e:-.isting development. Redevelopment 
(subject to some threshold si7e or valuation) o ffers the potential to n:store habitat funct ions in 
areas in \\hich deve lopment patterns have not protected the habitat. C laril ication in the 
program of the intended effects on redevelopment\\ ill be important. 

C. Regulatory ncxibili ty 
Regu lations to protect fish and,, i ld life habitat lim it development options on land w ith 
hab itat va lue. ome ways in which regulations cou ld l imit development include IO\\Crcd 
density, m inimum disturbance areas, and setbacks from signilicant re ources. Development 
can occur in a manner that avoids or reduce · the impact on the habitat, for c:-.amplc: i.:lw,ter 
dc\'elopment, strcamsidc buffer~, and habitat- frienJI) development techniques can all 
provide some leve l o f regulator) nex ibili ty that allO\\', dcvclopment to Ol.'.cur \\hilc 
protecting habitat. A transfer o f development rights (TDR) program could also compensate 
for loss of dcvclop1m:nl capaci ty. Provid ing nexibk regu lations and tools to al lo\, for 
development \\hile protecting as much habitat a~ possible could allo\\ l'vktro·s goals ot' 
habitat protection and maintain ing housing and job capaci t) \\ ithin the UGB to be met. In 
addition. var iations for loca l governments to implement the program at the d istrict or oth er 
discreti onary sites wi ll be considered in the program phase. as described in section E bclO\\. 

0 . Mitigation, mitigation banking and restoration 
Development " ith in habi lat areas degrade~ e:-.i~ting ecological I·unc1ion. T o betll.:r ad1ie\ e 
the goals described in Me1ro·s Vision Statement. mitigat ion for these negative impacts cou ld 
be required to reduce the e !Teet or allO\\ ing con 11 icting uses on habitat lands. f he rcgu lator) 
program cou ld include mitigation ratios and mitigation b:1111-..ing to fac i l itate enicient and 
effective use of mitigation to restore valuable habitat areas. Development on high value 
habitat land cou ld require more mit igation than on IO\v value habitat land. since the 
environmental effec t would be greater. There w i ll also be the question o f where mitigation 
occurs - on-si te. in the same stream reach, w ithin the same \\atershed, in a neighboring 
\\atcrshcd, or anywhere in the region. Mitigation banking could preserve the opportunity to 
require mitigation w hen there are no opportunities on-site b) requi ring funds to be paid into a 
bani-.., to be spent at a later date in an area identificd through a subwatershed or \\atershed 
restoration plan. Monitoring and enforcement o f mit igation requirement s arc an important 
component o f maintaining ecological health. Long-term moni toring can measure the slu.:cc-,s 
of mi tigation efforts to direct and adjust the magniwde o f mitigation requirements. 
Enforcement of mitigation requ ireme111s is essential to ensure that the impacts of 
development on hab itat arc minim iLed. Mitigation can be targeted in acl.'.ordancc \\ ith an 
overall restoration plan. 

E. Program specificity and flcxi bili~ 
Local j urisd iction partner have ind icated a need for a regulator) program that could '.>C f\ e 
both as a general r·ratnC\\ Orl-.. for loca l jurisdiction~ 10 implemcnt anc.J a~ a speci fic program 
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that could be implemented without further loca l analysis. takcholder groups have continued 
to express interest in the possibi lity o f planning for the unique habitat and econom ic concern 
within a smaller area, such as in the exist ing major medica l and educationa l campuses as 
regional pub lic facilities. other regional public facil i ties and in riparian or\\ i ldli fe district~. 

In addition, questions about the reasonable time frame for local implcrm:nLation or lish and 
wi ldlife habitat have also been ra ised. Title 3 current!) e:-.ernpt some local jurisdictions frorn 
complying w ith a regional habitat protect ion unLil their next schcdukd period ic re, ie\\. Tlw, 
could be a challenge for developing regional I) consistent protection and standards in thc 
region, especially since the State may not be revie" ing loca l plans with as much frcquenc) as 
they have in the past. Rev iew of the implementation schedule during the development or the 
program wi ll be an important cons ideration. 

F. Ma p corrections and in ventory maintenance 
fhc resolution adopting the reg iona ll y significant habitat inven tory inc luded a process for 
accepting habitat inventory corrections and requires Metro to complete the map correction 
process "hen the final program is adopted and to develop a post-adoption correction process. 
ktro has been accepting corrections to the habita t inventor) map since it "as re leased in 

2002. Metro staff will continue reviewing map corrections and" ill adju t the in\'entor:-, 
maps as required unti l the adoption or the linal program. Direction during the program phasc 
for the on-going responsibi lities bet\\cen Metro and loca l go,ernmcnts regarding maintain ing 
the inventory maps in the post-adoption phase of the program\\ i ll be important and will have 
implications for M etro"s budget. 

G. Long-term monitoring 
Monitoring is important to mit igation a described above. but it is also critical to the success 
of the overall fish and wildlife habi tat protection program. Mon itoring ho" \\ell the 
regulatory and non-regulatory program elements protect fish and \\ ildlifc habitat" hile 
meeting housing and employment capaci t) "ill be important in determining the effccti veness 
of Metro"s effort and identifying potential adju tments to the program in the future. 
Moni toring could be included as part of Metro' Performance Measures ef forts. 

3. DIRECTIO ON ON-REGULATORY PROGRAMS 
While not a requirement of the Goal 5 rule. Metro has com milled to include incenti ves and non-
regulatory tools to protect and restore habi tat to comp lement regulatory program clements. 0 11-

rcgulator) tools arc a kc) componcnt or a ::,\ratcg) tu protect ti::ih an<l "ildlili.: habitat. lncenti, c::,. 
education. and acquisition strategies are popular among lando\\ ncrs and can be used in -, ituations 
"here regu lations do not apply. For example. regu lation onl) come into effect when a land use 
nction is taken. on-regulatory strategics can app l) 10 other activities such as landscaping. 
reducing pesticide/herbicide use. and voluntar') restoration. 

Restoration is a critica l component or an effective fish and wildlile habitat protection program. 
Without acti ve restoration efforts. eco logical conditions will likely deteriorate further. even ii" 
most habitat lands arc protected through regulations. Mi tigation for the negative environmental 
impacts o f de, clopmcnt may be included as part of a regulator) program. I lo\\ ever. actions to 
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restore habitat to a condition better than exists toda) cannot be required as part or a regulator) 
program; restoration could be included as a major pcm or a non-regulator) approach . 
Regulat ions can protect land that can then be restored through non-regulator) approachc-. to 
provide better functioning habitat. 

l\.letro staff e:-..am ined the fol km ing potent ia I non-n.:gu la tor) tools: 
• te,,ardship and recognition programs 
• Financial incentives (grants. incentives lor green !>lrcets. proper!) tax reduction) 
• Education (inrormation center. technical assistance, other education activities) 
• Volunteer acti\. it ies 
• Agency- led restoration 
• Acquisition (outright purcha e. conservation casements, revolving acquisition rund) 

Based on public comments and ta IT anal) sis or the efTccti ,eness or non-regtila101) program!>. 
staff recommends that the program phase inc lude further de, elopment or techn ica l ass i!>tance. 
restoration grants. acquisition programs and property tax reduction incenti ves. Ke) issues for 
consideration in further development include the level or runding or commitment that \\ Ould be 
needed. possible runcling sources. an implementation schedule and an as!>essment or 
respons ibilities between loca l and regional governments, the pri,ate sector and non-
governmental organiLations. taff requesl Metro Counci l 10 give direction in how these issues 
arc further developed as non-regulator) approaches to habitat protection. 

A . Technical assistance. Whether directed at individual O\\ ners, de, elopcrs. or local 
jurisdiction staff. technical assistance could assist in the implementation o r habitat-friend!) 
development techniques. better stcwardsh ip or habitat. and restoration on pub I ic and pri, at\.'. 
land. rechnica l assistance wou ld be particularly usef'ul in conjunction "i th the application 01· 
limit treatments to allo," f'or development" ithin habitat areas that protects the most habitat 
\\hile also meeting capacity needs. 1 labitat- f'riendl), lo,"-impact development and green 
building techniques arc innovati,e methods ofminimi7ing the impacts of the built 
environment on surrounding habitat. Assistance in these areas !or developers. citiLens. and 
loca l jurisdictions cou ld he lp to ensure the success or a regu lator) program. 

Technical as istance programs are noted for being responsive to lando" ner needs, prov iding 
practica l information. and having h.no,\ ledgeable resource staff. . uch a program would not 
provide direct protection to habitat. but \'vould o ffer a means of improving stc\,ardsh ip and 
enhancement by private lando\\ ners. Technical assistance rnu ld help supplement cost-
sharing programs, such as grants. to further protection and restoration efforts. -, echnical 
assistance could be focused on lando\\ners, development practices, and/or local partners. 
Metro has provided technical assistance to loca l partners throughout the implementation or 
the Regional Framework Plan and the Regional Urban Gro" th Management 1: unct ional Plan. 
This has proved especially important in the implemen tation orTitle 3 (stream and noodplain 
protecti on) and planning for centers. 

Metro could \\.Ork \\ith loca l partners to develop technical assistance. incentives. recogn ition 
programs, and awards lor development that helps protect fish and\\ ildliti.: habitat. letro. in 
conjunction "ith local partners. cou ld de, clop regiona l lo\\ impact de, clopml'.nl standards tu 
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reduce development impacts on fish and wildlife habitat. The Green treets I landbook 
serves as a uccess ful model of technical assistance aimed at minimi1ing environmental 
impacts of transportation infrastructure. The co t of providing technical assi-;tance could 
vary depending on the u e or existing staff or the need to use nc\, staff and other resources. 

A :, part ora regional. habitat-friend!) development program, Metro cou ld develop a /-/ahirur-
orienred De1·elop111el1f Progrum similar to Metro's Transit-oriented Development (TOD) 
Program to encourage con truction of ne\\ 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 lo practice habitat friend I) 
development. 

13. Grants/or restoration and protection. Achieving restoration 011 private and public land \ 
typica lly requires some t) pc or financial incenti\'e to induce proper!: 0\\ ners to conduct 
activities such as planting or nati,e \ egetation. removal or inva:, ive :,pec ics. and other habitat 
improvements. Gran ts could be aimed at indi\ idual propcrt) O \\ ners. at public agt:ncies that 
create model examples or habitat restoration. habitat-friend I) development. or green strl!cts. 
wildlife crossing . and culvl.!rt replacemenb. Grants could also be targeted to agenc)-lcd 
c[forts to restore habitat 0 11 public land. pos ibly utilizing vo lunteers. Defining n.:storation 
priori ties is important to elTectivel) allocate restoration crtons and investments. 

Grants for restoration can provide the incentive for supportive landO\\ ners and other 
organizations to restore habitat on private and public lands. /\ small grant program. targeted 
to watershed counci ls. friends organizations. or loca l governments could be crcatcd simi lar to 
Metro· recent grants for Regional and To\\n Center planning efforts. Applicants could 
submit projects one or two times per )ear, and they cou ld be reviC\\Cd and ranked based on 
set criteria. Small grants g iven in st rategic places could build on existing worl-- and 
encourage more efforts in targeted areas. 

Funding can leverage additional benefits such a:, educat ion and \ o lunteerism. Pri\ ate 
landowners may be interested in the concept of improving the habitat value on a portion or 
their land, and the availabi lity or dollars can prov ide thc impetus to rnnduct restoration 
activities. Man) grants arc provided\\ ith a required match or either dollars or in-kind 
materia ls or labor. These incentives provide landO\\ ncrs \\ ho contribute a portion or the 
proposed cost for conscn ation or restoration acti\ ities \\ ith additional funding opportunities. 
There arc scveral program in place for rural land in agricultllrc or lo re\tr) use, and some lor 
urban lands. A grant program could target specific activitie:, along :,tream reachc:, or\\ ithin 
\\atcrshcds in coordination with Watcrshed Action Plans to accomplish the most clTecti\ e 
restoration. A monitoring component or a restoration plan \\OU Id be es~cntial 10 asses'> 
cffectivcnes over time at restoring habitat function . 

C. Wil/i11R-sel/er Acquisition. The 1110 1 certain way to protect habitat is to public!) acquire it 
for open space preservation. There arc various \,ays to acquire land (outright purchase. 
easements. development rights, transfers. etc.) and all acquisi tion programs involve the 
expenditure of' a significant amount o f mone). Acquisition is the most effective non-
regulatory tool to achieve definitive habitat protection. A cquisition can achic\ c permanc111 
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protection and also pre erves land to be restored at a later date. I lov,ever, the high cost or 
purcha!:>ing land, especially within the urban growth bounda1·). and the depcmlencc or an 
acquisition program on ,villing se llers limits the effectiveness o f such a program. 

If additional funding to purchase habitat land was secured. an acqui!:>ition program cou ld 
locus on reg ionally significant fish and,, ildlilc habitat. targeted to achic,e spcci lic goals. 
fhc goals could includ<: protection o r I labitats of Concern. floodplain~. regional connector 
habitat. stratcgit:all) located high-, alue habitat. and ke:, restoration opportunitie!:> . 
Acquisition ma) also target land ,,hen the regulator) approach could not protect it to the 
level desired. Riparian Cla s I habitat contains over 11.000 acres o r undeveloped habi tat 
land. Based on the cost of land purchased through the Metro Greenspaccs Acquisition 
program, land costs inside the UGB average about $45,000/acre and outside the UG B 
average about $8.600/acre. Due to the expense. acquisition clearly is not a too l that could be 
used alone to protect even this most eco log ica lly valuable habitat . 

One way to max imize limited acqu isition dollars is 10 create a re,oh ing acquisition fund. ,\ 
program could be developed Lo purchase habitat land. place de,elopment restrictions or 
conservation casements to protect the habitat area!:>, or !:>Ubdi, ide the propcrt) to !:>eparmc the 
resource land from the developable land and then ell or exchange (v ia land swaps) tht: 
rema inder of the land for development or continued use. Funds from the sale could then be 
used to protect additional land. uch a program could max imize the use of conservation 
dollars by protecting only the habitat areas on a parce l or land. rather than the entire parcel. 

Some j urisdicti ons currently use surface ,vater management lees or S) stem development 
charges ( DCs) to purchase land that provides habitat function'> for the public good (such as 
floodplains): these programs could be e:-.panded. I lo\\ c, er. there Illa) be concern:, about 
raisi ng SDCs or other tees in the current economic environment 

D. Property ltL\. reductions. There arc 1,, 0 state programs that could be appl icabk w ithin the 
urban area; the Ripuriun Hobiwt Tax /11centil'e Progm111 (OAR 30<'>.-1 .350 to 30nA 383) and 
the /Vildlife Habitat Co11servatio11 allll Ma11age111e11t Program (2003 CJrego11 laws Ch. 539). 
Both of these programs would require county or city action to be implemented. 

Property ta.x reduction is a useful tool to provide moti vated lando,, ners ,, ith an inccnti , e to 
manage their land for habitat va lues. and can also serve as a mechanism to achieve some 
restoration if a habitat management plan includes requirements for enhancement o f e.,i:,ting 
habitat. I lowever. property ta:\ reductions wou ld reduce j uri:,dict ional revenues. 
A lrernati ve l). these properties cou ld be included b) agencies such as Metro. Portland·s 
Bureau or Environmental crvices, Water l:.n, ironrnenta l Serv ices in Clacl--ama:, Count) or 
C lean Water Services in Wa hington County that conduct restoration acti v ities. Habitat 
protection and restorati on ma) be most effective ecolog ically if this tool is applied 
strategica lly, for example in a specific stream reach or headwater area. 1"11 is tool could scn·e 
as an important incentive to encourage landowners to work in a coordinated fashion to 
leverage ecological improvements in a spec ific area. /\ do,, nside to using propcrt) ta:\ re liei" 
as a tool for habitat protection is that a lando,, ner can leave the program at any time. the on l) 
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penall) being pa) men\ of back ta.'.cs, similar 10 opt ing out l)ra form or forest ta., deferra l 
program. 

ANALYSIS/INFORMATION 

I . Known Opposition. Metro has recei, ed public comments from indi\ iduals and interest 
groups representing a broad spectrum of , ie,, poinb as to,, hether and ho,, Metro should 
protect fish and" ildlile habiwt. ( ·ee. for exam pk. the "publ ic comment" section or this 
staff report for a genera l summary of such cornrnenl rece ived al the M arch 2004 public 
open house .) Metro taff expect comments both in favor or. and opposed to. this drali 
reso lut ion and Metro's approach 10 fish and w ildlife habitat planning bet\\een the time 
this reso lution is first introduced and the time a resolution is appro, cd b) the Metro 
Counci l 

2. Legal Antecedents. Policic in M etro· Regiona l Frame,,ork Plan and Section 5 or ritlc 
3 in Metro·s Urban Gro,\lh Management Functional Plan support the development or a 
Fish and Wildlife I labi1a1 Protection Program. In addition. the t,"o phases or Metro·~ 
ESEE analysis continues compl iance" ith the State Land Use Planning Goal 5 
administrative rule (O/\ R 660-023). Metro·s adoption o r the Dran Rcgionall y Significalll 
Fish and Wi ldlile Habitat Inventory and a Local Plan Anal) sis by Resolution o. 02-
32 I 8A formed the basis for the E L:E analysis and de\elopment or a habi tat protection 
program that th is resolution endorses. 

3. Anticipated Effects. Approva l of this resolution" ill allo,, 1etro to complete the ESEE 
analysis as required by State Land Use Goal 5 and prO\ ides a pn.:liminary decision on 
where lo allO\\ , limit or prohibit development on regional!) ignificalll fish and '" ildl i l'c 
habitat lands. With the complet ion of the analysis as directed b) this Resolution and a 
Metro Council decision on an /\ llo,, / Lirn it/ProhibiL map. the third step or the Goal -
process, development or a protection and restoration program for adoption imo Metro ·s 
Functi onal Plan, can begin. 

•'- Budget Impacts. The adopted budget for FY04 inc lude<; resource · for sta !Tand 
consultants to initiate deve lopment o f a program that includes regulator:, and non-
regulatory components. The proposed base l ine FY05 budget has idl.!ntified resources 10 
support completion of the program depending upon the breadth and scope of the program 
direction in this resolution. On-going implementation or non-regulator) and regulatory 
clemen ts " ill havt.: long-term budget and staffing implications, depl.!mling on ho,, the 
program is defined and decisions b) the M etro Council should be made '"ith the inten t 
that budget resources,, ill be sufficient to implement the direction. 

RECOMME OED ACTION 

. ta!T requests that Metro Council en<lorse the Pha ·e II E IT anal) sis as described in l: .'.hibi1 ,\ 
10 the Resol ution and direct staff Lo deve lop a program 10 protect fish and" ildlife habitat that 
includes regulatory and non-regulator) components as described in fahibits B, C and D. 
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ATTACHMENTS TO THE STAFF REPORT 
t\nachmcnt I. Public comment rcron 

I: gm1lo11g rangc_pla1111 i11g' projec1s' Goal 5 Council Resolutions DRAl"l staff report 0J::!404.doc 

lfr.w/1111011 ti{/./-3././0 S1<1!/Rq,or1 f 'Cllt., / 5 



MARCH 2004 

Public 
Comment 
Report 
Executive Summary 

Metro Fish and Wildlife Habitat 
Protection Program 

Economic, Social, Environment 
and Energy Analysis Phase II 

METRO 
PEOPLE PLACES 

O PEN SPAC ES 



Metro 
People places • open spaces 

Clean air and cll'an water do not ~top ,11 city limits or coumy l111t·,. 
Neither docs the need for 1ohs, a thn v111g ccononw and good tr;111, porr.1 
uon choices for people .rnd bus1ne\Sl'~ 111 our region. Voters h,l\C .1\kl'd 
Metro ro hel p with the challcngl's that GO\S those lines .rnd .1ffrcr the 2--1 
ottcs and three cou nt ies 111 the Port land mctropolit.111 area. 

A rl'g1on-1I approach s1mpl) makes sense,, hl'n it com L' S to protl'Ct1ng 
open \p,lCt' , c.ir1ng for parks, pl.1nn111g for thl' ht:st llSL' ol land, 111.111.1g1ng 
garb,1gl' J1\pm:1I ,111d 1ncrt:,1s1ng rl'1..)'Llt11g. ,\IL'tro O\L'f,l'L'S world d.1s, 
focil1t1c, \uch as the Oregon Zoo, which contribute, to consl'rv.1t1on ,ind 
cduc-1t1on, and the O regon Conventio n Cenrn, wh ich bl'ndll \ the 
n:g1on's economy. 
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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 following 
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. 

Metro's Fish and Wildlife Habitat Protection Program 
Economic, Social, Environment and Energy (ESEE) Phase II 
Public Comment Report 



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 wild life 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 loca l 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 reg ion; 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-l ine, 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 

Type of contact Apprx. # I 
received 

50 people on the phone, many of whom 
requested maps of their property or general 
information. The majority of callers inquired 

Phone calls 
Emails & letters 
Comment forms 
Keypad polling 
Post-it notes at events 
FAUNA postcards 

Total 

50 I 
I 

11 5 I 
i 

86 I -, 
280 I 

60 
110 

691 

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. 
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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. Ironica lly, 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-all" program. 

Metro's Fish and Wildlife Habitat Protection Program 
Economic, Social, Environment and Energy (ESEE) Phase II 
Public Comment Report 
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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. 

Metro 's Fish and WIidiife Habitat Protection Program 
Economic, Social, Environment and Energy (ESEE) Phase II 
Public Comment Report 
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Section 1: Public Comments Summary Table 



comment summary edited 

A B C D E F G H 

Location of 
Sentiments 

Type of 
Date To From Event sender Brief Summary 

about habitat 
comment (general) protection 

program 
1 

Supports more cooperative approach to gain more than ha1 
and fast regulatJOns. New lands w ill unfairly carry a higher 

comment resource protection load Suggests that a shift of protection Not directly 
card 

03/01 /04 I Tim Shiel TB-Hillsboro Goff P lace could occur on highly valued properties allowing for expressed 
conflicting use, but requmng purchasing other development 
rights on sensIt1ve property [Note. resembles mn1gat1on 

2 
program.) 

.._ - ' < - -

Expressed thanks at pubhc comment opportunity Important For habitat 
c o mment 03/01/04 Dana 

TB-Hillsboro 
SW Spratt to preserve as much of the natural environment as possible protechon. 

card Wintraub Way to have least impact on habitat Urban encroachment shoul supportive of 

3 be taken into consideration on future UGB expansion program 
t -

comment Resident of Rivergrove, on the Tualatin River. but outside 

card 
03/01/04 Mary Gibson TB- H illsboro Dogwood Dr. TB plan Yet the notice received talked mainly about TB 

4 -l plan-' n:>t Metro's ~an - ' - - -

comment 
03/01 /04 Susan Warner TB- H illsboro 

Family highly values nature Votes for strong habitat For strong habitat 

5 card protections protection 
- i- - 1-- -

Op11on 2A should be lowest level of protection. In looking al For habitat 
comment Dresen Skees- ,options 2A & 2B, 11 goes from a broad distnbution of greens 

protection. 03/0 1/04 TB-H illsboro (proh,bit & hm1t treatments) and yellows (allow treatments) 
card Gregory almost entirely yellow (under option 26) Opllon 2A allows 

supportive of 

more residents to enJoy open and green spaces 
program 

6 
t 1 • t - - • 

Supports slrong protections of streams and hab1tals For habitat 
c omme nt 

03/01/04 
D avid 

TB- H illsboro 
NW Rolling Hill Appreciates open houses, outreach efforts Balance 1s protection; 

card Hoffman Ln important Economic, 1nd1v1dual rights, natural environment supportive of 

7 need to be considered Stressed good science and study. program 
- -

comment NW Rolling Hill Metro has very important goal Done excellent )Ob In 
For habitat 03/01 /04 Ann Hoffman TB- Hillsboro presenting plan lo pubhc Bronson Creek needs work 10 

8 card L n bring 11 up to good env,ronmental standards 
protection 

-
Interested In map correction process and programs For habitat 

comment SW Gassner protection. 
card 

03/01/04 8 111 F unk TB- H illsboro 
Rd 

designed under ALP cond1t1ons 10 develop Important to supportive of 
9 protect thes,• resources program 



comment s ummary edited 

A B C D E F G H 

Location of 
Sentiments 

Type of Date To From Event sender Brief Summary about habitat 
comment (general) 

protection 
program 

1 

I Property not too affected, but neighbors Is Hopes that we 
For habitat 

comment protecl!on. 
card 

03/01/04 Kim Vendehey TB-Hillsboro SW Sileu can preserve wildlife but not be too rigid in the property supportive of 
rights of those who own/pay taxes on property. 

10 
program 

- r - t - - - - - i - t - -

Suggests working with ODOT to build concrete barrier wall 

com ment SE Blossom alongside 1-205 from Strawberry land north for a mile or so. For habitat 

card 
03/01 /04 Paul B ell TB-H illsboro Ave 

Wall would protect cnl!cal wetlands area that forms Kellogg protection (not 
Creek's headwaters from noise pollution Offers to show directly expressed 

11 
people around 

t -,- - - - . - - - -
Government continues to take private property under guise Emphasizes 

comment 
of not taking 100% of It. iust enough so one can't use 1t property rights 

card 
03/01/04 Charles H off T B-H illsboro SW 91st Asks why one wants wild animals In an "urban· area Habitat protection 

Accusation of Just trying to take property without paying for not mentioned 
12 I i ii . . 

Claims that all land in Goal 5 Is private property If program Emphasizes 
comment 03/01/04 

Sharon L 
TB-Hillsboro Hillsboro requires or denies land-use 1unsd1ctions should buy or property rights 

card Cornesh lease land from private owner C1v1I revolt will occur without Habitat protecl!on 

13 
compensation not mentioned . - . - - -

comment 03/04/04 John & Jean 
TB-Tualatin 

SW Norwood Didn't get notice and wants to know why [Note Property on 
card Dickson Rd SW Norwood Rd contains no regionally s1gn1f1cant habitat ) 

14 -
comment 03/04/04 M ike Van TB-Tualatin 

SW Boeckman 
Prefers opt,on 2C 

Not directly 

15 card Rd expressed 
- - - - - ; 

comment 03/04/04 Carl 
TB-Tualatin 

Look into including the Living Enrichment Center ,n 

16 card Hosticka Wilsonville as a regionally significant 1nst1tuhonal area 
- - - - . 

comment 
SW 

03/04/04 John Rabnin TB-Tualatin Montgomery Supports least resIrict1ve plan. 2C Not directly 

17 card Or 
expressed 

- --1 

c o mment Believes option 1 A Is the least we can do to preserve the 
For habitat 

card 
03/04/04 Ron Atkins TB-Tualatin SW Meier D r quality of our city and neighborhoods and provide minimal 

18 habitat for wildlife 
protection 



comment summary edited 

A B C D E F G H 

Location of Sentiments 
Type of 

Date To From Event sender Brief Summary about habitat 
comment 

(general) 
protection 
program 

1 

comment Michael G. Eliminate or reduce regulatory burdens on private property Not directly 03/04/04 TB-Tualatin Cardinal Dr owners Promote business activity, growth and 
19 card Holmes opportunities 

expressed. 
--1- -- -- ---+ - - --- - - - - - - ~-j- -

I I Expresses thanks for the outreach and the regional nature 
of the plan Protecting wildlife & fish habitat 1s very For habI1at 

comment 03/15/04 Judy M o rton OR City 
Geer S t . West important Clean water & arr help everything be more protection. 

c ard Linn economically productive L1v1ng with environment 1s more supportive of 
important than controlling It Populahon control must be program. 

20 
addressed or other programs won't matler 

• T • • - -'- . -

I Commenters property and ad1acent property listed as high 

comment S Beutel Rd , priority for wildlife. [Note property contains Class A & 8 

card 
03/15/04 Vinson T urner OR City OR City 

habitat In inventory) Both properties have been logged in la 
2 years Not a lot of w1ldhfe since V1s1t property rather than 

21 rely on out-dated photography before dec1s10ns are enacted 
-

comment Expressed questions about how program would affect 

card 
03/16/04 Doug Bolen Clac kamas properties under tax deferral through the state small timber 

22 1 lot program . 

Attached letter Stream side home owner In unincorporated 
Clackamas county Property includes clasr, 1 &2 riparian 
and impact areas in inventory Need strong protect,on for 
highest value habitats Any allowed development must be 

comment Ric h a rd B . m1tIgated with no net loss of riparian funct1on1ng area 
For strong habitat 03/16/04 Clackamas Program options should be applied cons1s1enlly not JUSt in 

card Shook urban expansion areas or based on development status protection 

I Urge programs to comply w/ Clean Water & Endangered 
Species Acts Supports strong protecuon for high value 
upland wildlife habitats Supports inventory methodology fa, 
riparian/upland resources 

23 -

comment Rox y Hilto n Jennings Asked why do some proiects (Trolley Trall) take precedenc For habuat 
c ard 

03/16/04 
Averill 

Clackamas 
Lodge , OR over habitat protect1on/restorat,on? Expressed concerns th. protection 

24 despite protecuons, habitat 1s SIIII developed cavalierly 



comment summary e d ited 

A B C D E F G H 

Location of 
Sentiments 

Type of 
Date To From Event sender Brief Summary about habitat 

comment (general) 
protection 
program 

1 
Critical of lack of info al open house Specifically. difficult to 

comment 
03/16/04 Larry Jaco bs Clac kamas Boring 

provide inpul with no definition of costs to existing property 
card owner, to future ability to sell. impact of rules on mod1f1cat1c 

25 l of land use - - . 1 . - - - - - - -- -

Stresses balance 1n developing the program with more 

comment I Gre g D e emphasis on regulatory tools Well defined guidelines that For habitat 03/16/04 Clac kamas C lackamas spell out alternatives & restrictions are better than non-reg 
c ard Grazia education only Economic development should be 

protection 

26 
emphasized more but habitat protection 1s cnt1cal . -

c ommen t 03/16/04 Dee W escott Clac kama s Bo ring I Expressed support for option 28 For habitat 
27 c ard protection . . . -

In addition to strong regulatory-based program. suggests 
c o mment 

03/16/04 L ynn Sharp C l a ckamas M 1lw a uk1e 
developing a stronger native plant program for homeowner For strong habitat 

c ard businesses and agencies Stresses that quick natrve protection 

28 
growing rate means substantial benefits in shon time 

T t \ . I - - -

In relation to Damascus development lmperatrve that quail 

comment of w11dhfe in all habitats be maintained Do not allow For stron habitat 
03/16/04 Eileen S tapp Clac kamas Oregon City rezoning of 1ndustnal land Protect quality of w1ldhfe habitat g 

c ard by estabhsh1nglpreserving green buffer zones L1m1t tree protection 

29 
removal for hous1ng/commerc1al development 

+- + I + + l 
Some regulatton 1s necessary, but sensitive to 1ndMdual 
property owners lengthy perm1Uperm1ssion processes For habitat 

comme n t 
03/16/04 L en Mills C lackamas M ilw a ukie 

should be avoided and not tied to simple things (ex a new protection, but 
c ard garage should not trigger npanan restoration) Industry muSlbalance of propertJ 

not enJoy relaxed rules as they can undo the work of nghts 

30 
everyone else 

-
comment 

03/16/04 
Bruce 

Clac kamas Milwaukie Request to be added to mailing hst 
31 card Fonta ine - . 

comment 
03/16/04 N a ncy S to ll C lackamas Milwaukie Request to be added to ma1hng hst 

32 card 

comment M a rtha N o rth 
NW Suggests that everyone should pay for fees incurred 1n 

card 
03/17/04 

J ohnston P ortland 
Multnomah St . m1t1gation Avoid unfairly burdening residential land owners 

33 Po rtland white exemp11ng mduslry 



comment summary edited 

A B C D E F G H 

Location of 
Sentiments 

Type of 
Date To From Event sender Brief Summary 

about habitat 
comment 

(general ) 
protection 
program 

1 
comment 

03/17/04 
Richard North NE Meadow Suggests avo1d1ng large fees for res1dent1al construction or 

34 card Anderson Portland Dr, Portland they will be too proh1b1tive. - - ' ' -- - -

comment North Urges adoption of option 1 A. 1 B ·at the very least • For strong habitat 03/17/04 Carolyn Eckel Po rtland Stresses fish & wildlife habitat protection as extremely 
35 card Portland important 

protection 
- - - - -- - - -

comment 03/17/04 
Richard North NE Meadow "It sounds like residential has no weight in the regulatory 

36 card Anderson Portland Dr, Portland option dec1s1on " 
-

comment 03/17/04 Troy Clark 
North NE Klickitat. 

Supports Option 1 A. 2A as "second choice." 
37 card P ortland Po rtland 

comment North SE Umatilla, Questions regarding the limits on fences. decks, landscape 

card 
03/17/04 Brian Williams 

Portland Portland 
and outside lighting, limits on building after fire/earthquake. 

38 technical assistance for restoration improvements 
- - - - - - - - -

comment 03/17/04 S. Bartel 
North 

SE 30th Supports Option 1 A 
39 card Portland . 

c omment North Compliments presentation of overall program, but critical of 

card 
03/17 /04 Barb Grover 

Portland 
NE 48th option outcome language as sometimes m1slead1ng and n()( 

40 necessarily true 

comment 03/17/04 Norm North 
NW Skyline Encourage all development to consider opportunities to 

card Shaffaroz Portland utilize green building and permaculture design 

41 
7 -

comment 03/17/04 S h e ilah North NW Sauv1e Expresses concern over development in the Tualaun River 
42 card Toomey Portland Island watershed and loss of habitat 

- -

comment 
03/17/04 Bob Grable 

North 
Borland Road 

Property owner on Borland Road Suggests no restnchons 

43 card Portland on land use without compensation of property owner 
-

Suggests Systems development charges should be levied 

comment North NW R1verv1ew for new development lrnm1gra11on tax should be oeveloped 

card 
03/17 /04 Jeff Kee 

Portland Dr 
for new residents Purchase conservation easements on 
adJacent land to butter habitat Provide tax & permitting 

44 breaks for wildlife friendly construction/development 



comment summary edited 

A 8 C D E F G H 

Location of 
Sentiments 

Type of Date To From Event sender Brief Summary 
about habitat 

comment (general) 
protection 
program 

1 

Expresses thanks for the event and ·keeping such a good 
comment 

03/ 17/04 John Nee 
North NW W inston eye on the livabtllly of our community " Stresses the need to 

card P o rtland Dr I keep the economic value of land in Portland to foster "a 

45 
good quality of life and prosperity " 

. r - - - - t 

comment 
03/ 17/04 J eff Kee 

N orth NW Riverview Suggests inventory nox10us & invasive plants on all Metro 
card P o rtland Dr lands Develop action plan to controVremove them 

46 
j. +- . t 

I Commends staff at presenting 1ssues/optIons. Inventory 

comment North NE 133rd Ave, maps need to be updated well before council decIsIon Land 

card 
03/ 17/04 Scott King 

P o rtla nd Portland 
use options (2 series) seem more v1able/cons1stent with 
2040 than habitat options • ,verse region may mean one 

47 
option may not be appropriate over the entire region 

l ' ' 
Believes Metro should acquire steep slopes owned by 

co mment 
03/ 18/04 

J . Michael 
SW Portland 

SW Sunset cemeteries to prevent development Slopes should retain For protection on 
card McCloskey Blvd habitat. protect from erosion and provide walking trails cemetary slopes 

48 
Spec,hcally opposed to apartments at Lone Fix Cemetery 

I - 7 - (__ - + - l_ 

comment R1panan zones need to have strong buffers and corndors h For strong 

card 
03/ 18/04 Bob Del Gizzy SW Portland SW 40th Ave. the movement of wildlife protection along 

49 
npanan corridors 

+- . . + 

For Option 1A Writes that Forest Park Neighborhood Assn 
plan Is about protecting wildlife corndor Both sides of For strong 

comment 
03/ 18/04 

Scott 
SW Portland NW Cornell 

Skyline Blvd important to wildlife corridor. serving two protection on both 
card Rosenlund different m,croclimates. supplying habitat needs to multiple sides of Skyline 

w1ldhfc Property between Skyline Blvd & WA county line blvd 

50 
needs max protect,on 

l . + 

Streamside property owner wants full and maximum 
protecl10n200 feetfor all wetlands & streams 15' or 50' For maximum 

comment 
03/18/04 K aren A sh fo rd SW Portland NE 28th 

setbac~ Is not enough Angry at road built into Marylhurst protect10n in 
card University Claims MU allows ,vy 10 climb into trees & cover wetlands and aloni 

the ground. killing many na11ve plants Wants no more streams 

5 1 
development 

I 



52 

53 

54 

55 

56 

57 

58 

59 

60 

61 

62 

A 

Type of 
comment 

comment 
card 

comment 
card 

comment 
card 

comment 
card 

comment 
card 

comment 
card 

comment 
card 

comment 
card 

comment 
card 

comment 
card 

comment 
card 

I 
f 

r 

B 

Date 

03/18/04 

03/18/04 

03/18/04 

03/18/04 

03/18/04 

03/18/04 

03/18/04 

03/19/04 

03/19/04 

03/19/04 

03/19/04 

C 

To 

comment summary edited 

D 

From 

Randy 
Harrimon 

E 

Event 

SW Portland 

,-

Doug Ponllfex SW Portland 

Alan Locklear SW Portland 

Kenenth 
Bauman 

Jeny Ward 

SW Portland 

SW Portland 

Brian Swaren SW Portland 

Unknown SW Portland 

Debra Fleck Mailin 

Ruth Scott Ma11in 

D. Fray Mail1n 

F Fleck Ma1hn 

F 

Location of 
sender 

(general) 

G 

Brief Summary 

H 

Sentiments 
about habitat 

protection 
program 

Wants curta1lmen1 of a lot of development that elim1na1es b For habitat 
SW Ibac h Rd trees Cites West Linn development Wants more natural protection (not 

SW H ighla nd 
Rd 

SW 36th Ave 

SW Upland 

SW Fulton 
Park Blvd 

areas saved from developers directly expressed) 

Cites 5 years of attacks by first Portland now Metro, on his Emphasizes 
I property rights Suggests tha1 cons1sten1 property nghts are ht property ng s 
1 of 3 basic 1hings modern economy requires (citing Habitat protect10n 
Economist magazine) Probably w_ould leave Oregon, taking not mentioned 
company thal employs hundreds, 1f plan moves forward 

Metro should put very strong emphasis on maximum level c 
protection & restorat10n Time has past for nonregulatory For strong habitat 
measures. Too much habitat already destroyed/degraded protection 
Strong regulatory measures should be instituted soon 

Send issue to voters as an up or down votenew regulations 
or no new regulations 

Asks why issue Is not put to vote Complaints about the 
public ques1Ionnaire There Is not a ·no" options where 
appropriate Questionnaire Is waited on environmental side 

unk nown (PO The city (of Portland) should be cooperative and not Not directly 
expressed. Box) confrontallonal Also submitted postIt idea 

SE 105th, 
Portland 

SE 89th 

NE 120th, 
Portland 

SE Main 

Gel nd of Metro A real wasted of money, could be replaced 
_, by local government and or pnvale sector 

Suggests that enforcing lhe laws already in place would 
suffice Is critical of Metro's program in relation 10 property 
rights and moneywas1Ing concerns. 

Requested to be added to the mailing list 

Expressed very strong sentiments against Metro concernIn 
landuse restnct10ns and believes that pubhc input Is never 
listened to 

Not directly 
expressed. 

Aga1ns1 landuse 
regulations 

Expressed concerns about landuse restricltons. suggesting Against landuse 
already existing laws are su1lable for hab1tal pro1cctIon regulations 



comment summary edited 

A B C D E F G H 

Location of 
Sentiments 

Type of 
Date To From Event sender Brief Summary about habitat 

comment (general) protection 
program 

1 

comment SE 105th, Accuses the lheft of property righls Asserts sland1ng as 
03/19/04 I Frank Flec k Mailin good and responsible citizens who do nol need commumsls 

63 card Portland 10 lell lhem how lo hve l -

comment S E 105th, Expressed concerns about landuse restrictions, asserting 

card 
03/19/04 D . F leck Ma1l1n 

Portland 
1haI already existing laws are suitable for hab1lat prolecIIon, 

64 they just need enforcement 
- I- ' 1 -

Expressed feelings of discrimination as smalVlarge 
comm ent 

03/19/04 Warren Howell Maihn S E Lusted 
landowners because of Goal 5 Poinls lo lack o f regulauons 

card on subd1vis1on residents against use of pesticides. runoff 
65 issues. - - -

comment 03/19/04 Dana Bailey Maihn Oregon City 
Accuses the theft of property rights and Metro's part1c1pallo 

66 card 1
1n creaIIng a socialist state 

t -
comment 

03/19/04 John Fleck Ma1lm 
S E 105th, Aga1nsI restr1cllons on properly nghls. If rights are to be 

67 card Portland taken, they should be paid for 
- -

comment SE 105th, Accuses "the few do gooders" of keeping property owners 

card 
03/19/04 F . Fleck Maihn 

Portland 
from enJoy,ng lheir propertyreferred to as a socialist 

68 approach. 

comment S E 105th. Stresses the enforcement of pollu11on lawsJail and fine 

card 
03/19/04 Dana Fleck Mailin 

Portland 
violators . Expresses concern over restnct1on of property 

69 owner nghts. 

comment SW Sunrise Suggested developablo hab1IaI land should bo purchased 

card 
03/19/04 Dwight Cash Maihn 

Lane 
Undevelopable habItal land should be exempt from property 

70 lax 
I 

Expressed concern that the open house ,n Clackamas fell 
comment 

03/19/04 
Eda Barbara 

Mail1n 
SE Webster, 100 hurried and required more time before gIv1ng an opI1on. 

card M c Dan iel Gladstone lhal perhaps lhe program has already been decided wilhoul 
71 public inpul 

- - - -
comment Boring water Expressed serious concern regarding pollution of North fork 

03/19/04 Mailm Boring of Deep Creek, due to Clackamas treatment planI and other 
72 card d istrict #24 upstream issues 

- - -

comment N ancy 
S . Noblewood 

03/19/04 Mail1n Ave, Oregon 
Supports op1,on 1 A and passive use (trails boardwalks etc 

card Wallwork development 
73 City 



74 

75 

76 

77 

78 

79 

80 

A 

Type of 
comment 

comment 
card 

comment 
card 

comment 
card 

comment 
card 

comment 
card 

comment 
card 

comment 
card 

t 

B C 

Date To 

03/19/04 

03/19/04 

+ 

03/19/04 

03/19/04 

03/19/04 

03/19/04 

03/19/04 

comment summary edited 

D 

From 

Sara 
Vickerman 

RAA LLC 

Elaine Davis 

Nancy Cable 

Carolyn M. 
Perrin 

Mike Bode 

E 

Event 

Mailin 

Mailin 

Mailin 

Mailin 

Maihn 

Mailin 

Mailin 

F G 

Location of 
sender Brief Summary 

(general) 

Suggests a nood plain development prohIb1hon, a revIsIl of 
Hidden Spring the balanced cut & fill. more strategic nonregulatory 
Ct, West Linn methods, and a flexible incentive fund using m1t1gation 

money lo fund effective programs 

NW Metolius Refers to specific property listed as no value by the city of 
Forest Grove/developers Suggest compensation Refers to 

Drive, Portland possible incorrect mapping 

Concerned that mandatory 1mplemen1at1on of streams1de 

H 

Sentiments 
about habitat 

protection 
program 

protection would be a hardship for most affected property For habitat 
owners Suggests incentives Acknowledges habitat rotection, 

NW Evergreen program as Importan1 proiect for future generations. but P d h . . concerne wit 
Rd, Hills boro stresses that exIs11ng property owners shouldn t absorb the hardshi caused tc 

SW LaSalle 
Rd, Gaston 

l 

costs Believes (new) development should be prohibited p 
within a certain distance from streams, but does not require property owners 
incentives offered to exIs11ng property owners 

Expresses support specifically for the "vIs1on, goal. 
principles and context" of Goal 5 Slreams1de CPR and 
Tualatin Basin Partner's slated goal Supports 0ptton 1A 

Comments about March 1 open house as 1nformattve 

For habitat 
protection 

NW Old States 11 Is necessary to educ.ite the public about fish and For habitat 
protection. for 
property rights 

Germantown wildlife protection. and also 11nportant to protect property 
Rd, Portland rights and provide adequate compensation to assist in 

compliance 

Suggests an investIgatIon of a specific property south of 
Germantown Rd 

SW Prindle 
Rd, Tualatin 

Concerned that habitat protection will restrict land use and 
Ag;,inst new adversely affect property values Prefers no restriction. but 

regulations w ithout 

use optt0ns/Value lowernd 
supports 1 C 1f necessary Expects lower taxation 1f land compensation 



comment summary edited 

A B C D E F G H 

Location of Sentiments 
Type of Date To From Event sender Brief Summary 

about habitat 
comment 

(general) protection 
program 

1 

I Agrees with TB's recommendation to protect habitat along 1 For habitat 
comment 03/19/04 Lois Read Mailin 

Tualatin Loop, the drainage pathways Supporls options 1A or 2A Lives o protection, 
card West Linn Tualatin Loop replete with w1ldltfe, where contaminants supporl1ve of 

81 concentrate Welcomes preservation program 
t t t - ' - - --l- - - - - - - - -

Suggests that science can bring back endangered salmon 
For habhat comment Jolie Pointe through proper mIt1gat1on Urges compromise option 

card 
03/19/04 Dennis Richey Mailin 

Rd, West Linn Achieve environmental progress by cons1denng the protectKJn. but 

economic impact of proposals urges compromise 
82 

,-- I -

Public should bear cost of Goal 5 restnct1ons . not properly 
Against new comment 03/19/04 Alan Grosso Matlin 

SE 158th, owner Continued regulatory restriction on private properly I h 
card Portland robs landowners of their properly rights Should be voluntat regu ahons wit ou 

83 
or municipality should pay compensation 

' L- - - - - -
Half of property 1s designated In protection area 

comment Landowners who are good wildlife stewards don't want 
Against new 03/19/04 Maihn property designated Property 1s steep and unbu1ldable. but 

card wants to secure landowner nghts wrthout wildlife protection, 
regulations 

84 Lifelong investment and want to keep ll as such 
t • - - -1 

comment JOuotes Lisa Naito former Metro Councilor m June 1998 
For habitat 

c ard 
03/19/04 Nancy Cable Mailin ·a regional water quality strategy that will help protect 

protection 
85 streams and wetlands from the impacts of development " 

• + 
comment William Resident of Balch Creek Watershed for over 50 years For stron habitat 

c ard 
03/19/04 

Wessinger 
Mailtn Strongly supporls extremely strong standards. especially on g 

86 steep slopes protection 
- t 1

M1gration rates are great. so protect greenw;ys Facilitate 
-

comment For protcchon, 

card 
03/30/04 Metro Karen S uran C lackamas wildlife travel and avoid wildlife losses to due lack of especially 

87 connec11v1ty corridors 
- (_ . 

-0 

d1s cuss1on at 
Lo r i 03/09/04 03/10/04 Hennings. Tualatin Mts. 

Gentleman at 03/09104 event notes that he has seen 
event event relatively large elk herd In Tualatin Mis 

88 M e tro I 



89 

90 

91 

92 

93 

A 

Type of 
comment 

email 

email 

email 

email 

email 

B C 

Date To 

02/06/04 habitat 

_j_ 

02/10/04 habitat 

r 

02/20/04 habitat 

02/20/04 habitat 

02/20/04 habitat 

comment summary edited 

D 

From 

Gale Gilliland 

Ron Weaver 

Leslie 
Anderson 

Norman Gray 

Susan Blatt 

E 

Event 

F 

Location of 
sender 

(general) 

Oak Lodge 
area, 

Milwaukie 

Damascus 

NW 
Hermosa. 
Portland 

G H 

Brief Summary 

Sentiments 
about habitat 

protection 
program 

Education and incentives are essential tools to protect for habitat 
habitat However, voluntary measures leave habitat at mercprotect1on includin£ 
of developers. Benefits of protecting habitat outweigh costs regulatory and 
of requiring/enforcing environmental regulations voluntary measure: 

Comments on ESEE analysis: reads hke a iust1ficat1on for 
economic development Difficult to read and understand In 
economic section. dollars spent on hunt1ng/hsh1ng should 
be included How do you plan to weigh the economic social 
and environmental values, especially when pos1t1ve 
externahhes not included Have you projected value for 200 
years into future? Habitat will continue and the value should 
be proiected into future No good successes with m1hgahon 
over lime On pg 2, what 1s "rule"? 

Lives in Robins Wood in Oak Lodge area of Milwaukie, has 
worked 10 restore and ma1nta1n restoration in a wooded area 
uphill from a class I resource area Some restoration lhru For protection 
local murnc1pah11es with grant More needs to be done in th (especially of 
area Dumping of debris/garbage 1n this_ area needs to be wooded area near 
cleaned up Has seen following wildlife in this area Osprey home in Oak Lod lE 
peregrine falcon, pileated woodpecker. Need to make this a g area) 
protected area. clear English ivy Currently, wooded area 
labeled medium value but should be upgraded to high 
importance [More comments on onhne form] 

Emailed about difficulty 1n finding his address (SE Hwy. 21: 
1n Boring) with web tool Expresses dislike of being new 
incorporated into UGB Lor responded with info on property 

• and mailed maps 

Expresses concern over development on NW Skyline, near 
Forest Park Not opposed to all development in area. but 
think density of more than 1 house on 310 acres 1s 
appropriate Opposed 10 loss of any w1IC1 lands 1n this area 
when Portland has so many other empty lots to offer 

For protecuon of 
areas c1round 
Forest Paik 



comm ent s u mmary edited 

A B C D E F G H 

Location of 
Sentiments 

Type of Date To From Event sender Brief Summary 
about habitat 

comment (general) 
protection 
program 

1 
Paul G., 

Ten , F rie nd s Request for onformaI1on on Goal 5 and outreach events to 
email 02/20/04 Kare n W. , 

of T ree s publish In the Friends of Trees quanerty newsletter 
94 M e tro L J _J ---- -- - -- - 1-- - - -

J o hnson How can you even talk about fish habitat without cleaning L 

email 02/21/04 h abitat Anna Jete r C reek Johnson Creek, specifically homes that are not on sewer 

95 wate rshe d system? J r - r - - -l - - -

Propeny backs 1 2 acres recently annexed by Lake Osweg 
and approved for development (five houses). Parcel was 
clear cut My parcel outside LO Neighborhood strongly 
reiected being annexed by City, feared fulher loss of natural 
spaces, and feel LO always decides on favor o f developme1 
and against the environment Clackamas neglects 

M e tro & 
SW Kimball 

development surface waler management and preserving 

S tacy K a thle e n npanan areas and habitat Parcel to be developed Is Class Not spec1f1cally. bu 
e m ail 02/21/04 St. , o utside and borders Class 1 Part of my land Is Class 1 Asks 1f for natural resourcE 

Hopk ins, Lundeen Lake Oswego Metro approves of development of the parcel (Parker Rd & protection 
T ualatin Bahene St) and 1f Metro can intervene, or Is 11 outside 

iunsd1ct1on? Asks about suface water management 
suggest10ns and whether ne,ghgborhood annexat10n into 
Lake Oswego would help or hinder Metro effons to protet 

I natural places Asks for suggestions on how neighborhood 
could prevent unwanted changes and environmental 
damage. 

96 I j - + -

I NW Wants to know about final des1gnauon for their home on 

ema il 02/22/04 habitat 
A . Cav1glia & 

T hurman , 
NW Thurman St Originally 11 was listed as having an open 

S . Emmons stream. when on fact the stream Is converted and desIgnatE' 
P o rtland a storm dram and there is no running water at all 

97 
l ' L __J_ - - -

Lori 
email 02/22/04 H ennings Chuc k H e nley SE P o r tland 

Existing lots of record and developed lots w• homes should 
be exempt from new Iegulat1ons to protect habitat 

98 M e tro 



comment summary edited 

A B C D E F G H 

Location of 
Sentiments 

Type of 
Date To From Event sender Brief Summary 

about habitat 
comment (general) 

protection 
program 

1 

email 02/22/04 habitat 
Rosemarie 

SE Portland How can Street of Dreams for 2004 be built In class A 
Evans habitat? Has land been reclass1f1ed or are maps outdated? 

99 - - ,_ - - - -

Ellen Home In West Linn Is 1dent1fied as Class 1 habitat. Asks 
email 02/23/04 habitat Worcester West Linn about proposals on table at this point, and how they can 

100 react to them 
1 I Request for general informa110n Received 4 notices for 

Karen Michael property (cemeteries) that he ma1nta1ns Don't think 
email 02/23/04 Withrow, 

Ragghianti 
Gethsemane Is In concerned area, bul M1 Calvary 

Metro Cemeteries 1s Wants to know why he received 4 
101 notices are other properties affected? . - - - -, - - -

Feels assaulted by gov't sources continuously creating 
Stacy SW Sedlak regulations to choke ott economic development and never Against (new) 

email 02/23/04 Hopkins, Stephen Titus Ct, Tualatin 
ending quest to increase tax revenue How will additional regulat1ons/restr1ct1 

Tualatin property restrictions (under habitat program) continue to ons on property 

102 
economic health, as staled 1n your materials? 

• ---, ' 
Tom How does Metro plan to vahdate habitat model? Have 

email 02/24/04 habitat Williamson 
ontheground surveys been conducted? How will efficacy of 

103 ~program be monitored over time? 

1 

_, -

Follows habitat studies but couldn't attend open house 
Urges strongest protections States people must be able to 
plan and count on (Metro's] dec1s1ons Need program that F I t 

email 02/25/04 habitat Leslie Labbe SW Portland or protec ,on, no 
considered varied landscapes and not one size fit all TalkE ones,zes fits all 
to Sylvan Nbhd Assoc which Is fighting overlays. Told 
them to get involved m Metro's process Please send event 

104 
dates 



comment summary edited 

A B C D E F G H 

Location of 
Sentiments 

Type of 
Date To From Event sender Brief Summary 

about habitat 
comment (general) 

protection 
program 

1 
I 

I 
Lives on Hemnck Rd, N of Damascus. for -11 5 yrs 
Unnamed branch of Rock Creek runs through property At 
purchase, closing papers laid out what could/could not be 
done to property. After that. nearby residents did things 

I I papers sa,d couldn't be done - straighten channel. frll ,n 
marginal wetlands, build within 10 ft of creek. Talked to I EPA. county who agreed that lhese were against law but 

Hemrick Rd., 
they had no funds to enforce. When Abundant Lrfe Church 

Chuck was burl! on Hemnck & 172nd, 11 acres of habrtal was 
email 02/26/04 habitat Bolsinger north of w,ped out and ltghts increased bnghlness I planted trees o 

Damascus open grassland ,n part to stabrltze creek at the sharp bend 
and to provide habitat Have seen several ava,n species 
When Metro expanded UGB. we were mad as hell Helped 

I write Happy Valley's Urban Forestry Plan which was a 
waste. One concern rs apparent lack of connectrvrty 
provided east-west across Rock Creek-Pleasant Valley 
Also, waterways In thrs valley (including crillcaUfeeder 
streams) don't appear to be a part of inventory, which woulo 
be a huge oversight 

105 . t r ' r -

Proud lo own ltnle half-acre parcel in unincorporated 
Clackamas County that 1s designated Class 1, 2, and A 

email 02/26/04 habitat Franni Farrell unincorporate Expresses great care about ,ssue and for wildltfe Requests For habitat 
d Clackamas 1nformat1on on open houses. and asks about further protection 

protection opportuntttes around lot. Supports s1ncIest 

106 
possible measures to protect habitat 

l - t - - . -

1 Land is included in both the industrial lands sludy area 

NW Sewell 
as well as lhe habitat inventory How wtll two programs be 
reconciled? 2 Reports neighbors cows in creek muddy 

email 02/26/04 habitat Jean Morgan 
Rd., outside "unsanitary" banks near home by Shute & Jackson Rds For w1ldl1fe 

Metro's Slough (W1cble Creek) Herd of 7-10 deer have been protection 

boundary decreasing ducks, herons catchable fish. crawdads 
tadpoles. frogs salamanders are decreasing creek almost 

107 
dead lasl summer 



comment summary edited 

A B C D E F G H 

Location of Sentiments 
Type of Date To From Event sender Brief Summary 

about habitat 
comment 

(general) 
protection 
program 

1 

I I I 
Stream to the south ,s class I habitat. surrounded by class 

I and C areas Classiftcaltons are understandable but I don't 
understand why class C areas have s1gntf1cant indents on 

email 02/26/04 habitat Joe Turner SE Jackson, properties lo the east and west of mine. I assume these are For natural 
Grehsam due to the local,on of homes. but the indents on the map resource protecttor 

don't coincide with the locat,on of the houses. Houses may 
also be located in class I and II areas. does th,s matter? 
Appreciate and encourage natural resource planning effon, 

108 - I ~ - - - Property ,s Class Ill npanan What does this mean? For habitat 

email 02/26/04 habitat Roy Brower SW Skiver, Property to east ,s being developed trees have been cut, protection ( on 
Aloha street ,s abou1 to be paved and a houses built Any chance nearby, recently 

109 of reversing thts? developed lot) 
• t 1 
I As member of Audobon & Nature Conservancy, deeply for proteclton, 

interested ,n protecttng habitat but more ,nterested ,n rights aga,nst any 
email 02/27/04 habitat Don Dubois of property owners Gov't should not reduce land values. resulting losses ,n 

Landowner should not be made to pay for advantage of property values. 

110 mass Re-zone take land. protect birds. but pay for 11 must compensate. 

' 
Expresses interest in convening !armed property into 

Lori habitat, and asks if/how Metro can help Old concrete dam 

email 02/27/04 Hennings, Randy Shaver constncts flow D,n bikes are damaging habIta1. and worry for hab,1at 
about herbicides ,n waler from nursenes Hopes Metro w,11 protectton 

Metro Inves1tgate areas In neighborhood that are not ecologtcally-

111 
m,nded 

- - + - - - - - . - - -

Suppons anything to protect our water and air Decrease 

email 02/28/04 habitat Jaqueline use of pest1c1des/fen11tzers. don't allow people to plant and 
Wilson build nghl up 10 water, discourage blacktop/cement ftne 

people who don't recycle 

11 2 
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1 

11 3 

114 

115 

116 

117 

118 

119 

A 

Type of 
comment 

I 
email 

email 

1 

email 

email 

. 
email 

email 

email 

B C 

Date To 

02/29/04 habitat 

. 
Paul 

03/02/04 Ketcham, 
Metro 

Justin 
03/02/04 Houk, 

Metro 

Justin 
03/04/04 Houk, 

Metro 

. . 

03/04/04 habitat 

Lori 
03/04/04 Hennings, 

Metro 
Justin 

03/05/04 Houk. 
Metro 

comment summary edited 

D E F G H 

location of Sentiments 

From Event sender Brief Summary about habitat 

(general) protection 
program 

Think it's great that creek behind house is designated as 
class I resource. but concerned that entire property Is 

Andrew Aebi designated class B Since homes on my street were 
developed In last 18 months. suggest that zones in area be 
carefully reevaluated 

- - - t 

Expresses thanks for letters of support encouraging West 

Brian & Linn-Wilsonville School Board 10 estabhsh fair market value 

Virgina Horler West Linn for the Dollar Streel Property and then to give residents of 
West Linn opportunity to pass bond measure on Nov 2004 

J j 
ballot to acquire property 

- - - -

Russell Nance Inquiry abOul if/haw Longview Fibre property Is affected by 
Tualatin Basin habitat protection area 

• I -I -
Thinks stewardship. education are best answers 
Appreciates wildlife. Chose home for prox1m1ly lo park. That 
said. very upset with 1h1s process when large condo proied 

For protection. Germantown Is going up less a mile away (Germantown Rd .) on property Carla Carver 
Rd. with IntermIttent stream H1lls1de was clear cut and condo frustrated with 

built nght over stream Frustrated that Metro won't allow me Metro process 

to build a gazebo when total habitat destruction ,s happenir 
only a few yards away 

' .... 
In response to Oregonian ar11cle published 02/27/04, I am, 

Judith Vestch Milwaukie favor of any and all regulations deemed necessary 10 prate for habIta1 
water and prevent pollution which I believe would increase protection 
property values - -

Michele Request for mapping crnena used m Melro·s model 

- • . -

John Frewing Request for 1nforma11on on hab,tal classes ,n order to 
identify any not on Metro's maps 



comment summary edited 

A B C D E F G H 

Location of 
Sentiments 

Type of 
Date To From Event sender Brief Summary 

about habitat 
comment (general) 

protection 
program 

1 

Light 1ndustnal or any other business has no place in our 
For protecting 

webmaster I nice quiet neighborhood We enioy peace and quiet 
natural setting 

email 03/05/04 Randy Ellis Oregon City (wlldlrte). against 
@metro surroundings and wildlife Thats the way we hke 11 around industrial 

120 
Forest Grove Loop 

development. . . - - +- - - - - - - -
Lives around Elhgsen & SW 65th in Tualat1n/W1lsonv,lle For protecting 

Hosticka, natural areas 
email 03/07/04 Mayor Phil Lane Tualatin/ area. drawn to area because of natural beauty. wlldhfe, (w1ldhfe). against 

Wilsonville agricultural land, etc Consider environmental impacts lo a1 
Lehan water & w1ldhfe tf you allow industrial development 

industrial 
121 I development . - ,._ - - - - -

Justin 
email 03/08/04 Houk, Request for 1996 flood map 

122 Metro - - -t- - - • - t - -

2040, Explains how recent developing of Holcomb & Winslon (OR For protecting 

habitat, C1l)y has already endangered w1ldhfe & hab,tal Area 1s hilly natural setting 
email 03/08/04 Bragdon, Karen Hall Oregon City and forested. a res1dent1al country area w/ farms and (w1ldhfe). against 

w1ldhfe. outside of UGB for a reason Against industrial industrial 
123 Newman !development here development - +- t - ' -

Attended Tualatin open house but was unable to get info on 
how property 1s affected How am I to know how this plan 
affects me? Oppose further use restnci1ons on my property 
Particularly obiecl to Metro making table space available to Againsl any use 

email 03/08/04 habitat Nick Corrado Tualatin SW Portland sympathetic orgamzatt0ns Process unfair and lopsided restric11ons on 
since ns1ng from ashes of Healthy Portland Streams Will property 
continue to oppose proiect until sincere effort made to 
address property owners nghts Vague references to 
possible compensation plans and lack of concrete 
1nformallon at open house not good enough 

124 j t---T - -
Concerned about proposed regulatory map for property on 

Metro SW Menefee Dr Haven't received a response so I'm wntin Not against slricter 

Council• you (Councilors) Why ,s protection area located on land use laws, but 
email 03/09/04 Monroe & 

David Ray SW Portland landscaped lot with building? Lines seem arbitrary Do not mapping of my 
obiect to stricter land use laws (option 2), but in this case, property seems 

Burkholder logic 1s flawed What recourse do property owners have to f1av.ed 

125 
redraw map hnes? 



126 

127 

128 

129 

130 

131 

132 

A 

Type of 
comment 

email 

B 

Date 

03/09/04 

- ---1- -

email 03/09/04 

email 03/09/04 

email 03/09/04 

email 03/10/04 

email 03/10/04 

email 03/10/04 

comment summary edited 

C D 

To From 

Brian 
Newman, 
Metro --> Gay Stryker 

Chris 
Deffebach 

Lon 
Hennings, Keith Black 

Metro 

habitat 

habitat 

Paul 
Ketcham 

Paul 
Ketcham & 

Mary Regan 

Zori & Richard 
Valasek 

Ellen Eaton 

Justin Janice Lorentz 
Houk, 
Metro 

habitat Jim Karlock 

E 

Event 

F 

Location of 
sender 

(general) 

+- -

G 

Brief Summary 

Emailed twice for more 1nfomiahon and haven't received a 
response Want more specific information on meeting 
agenda for open houses: specrt1c info on six program 
options: and.what info would aid public dialogue. 

First inquired about six program options. which he didn't 
understand from website, and how dec1s1ons were/will be 

SW Portland made about high. medium low levels of protection Also 
asked about status of ilmItat1ons placed on development 
Second 1nquIred aboul regulations that currently apply to 
specific address on SW 73rd in Ponland. 

Home Is in class B habitat How does that attect me? 

Property owners are In process of negotiating a real estate 
contract for propeny on SW Stephenson St. and are talking 
with Portland's land use dept to discuss aggregation of tax 

H 

Sentiments 
about habitat 

protection 
program 

West lots to create bu1ldable lots Propeny ,s Class A habitat and 
maps show that development on entore block may be limited 

Portland Park or prohibited 0,d Metro notify current owners? how does 
lhIs attect the development potential of the lot now or In 
future? Nearby neighbors would be very vocal ,n keeping 
this space open and undeveloped 

East 
Columbia 

(NBA) 

Request for maps showing how neighborhood Is attected a 
well as other information. 

1 
Map correction request for mother's propeny on Rover S1 on 
Wes1 Lonn Map indicates that stream flows over much 
larger section of propeny than 11 actually does Concerned 
about accurc1cy Appreciates etton to protect habitat, but 
wants to mature sure mother ,s not unfairly ,mpacted 

Reques1 for program optoons maps displayed at Oregon Cit Oregon City open house 

For resource 
protection 



11 
'" <o 
<!) 

1 

133 

134 

135 

136 

137 

138 

A 

Type of 
comment 

I 
email 

I 
• 

email 

email 

-+--

email 

-
email 

+ 

email 

B C 

Date To 

I 

Paul & 
03/10/04 Brent, Wa. 

Co. 

. 
Justin 

03/11/04 Houk, 
Metro -

03/11/04 habitat 

t- • 

03/1 1/04 habitat 

. 

03/12/04 habitat 

03/13/04 habitat 

I 

comment summary edited 

D E F G H 

Location of 
Sentiments 

From Event sender Brief Summary 
about habitat 

(general) protection 
program 

I 
After d1scuss1ons among property owner and Tualatin 
Partners, Paul Ketcham responded to Wa. Co to let them 
know tha1 Metro amended the regional sIreams layer to 

Paul Ketcham, Tualatin remove the unnamed tributary of Rock Creek, located north 

Metro Basin 
of NW Greenwood Dr & Skycresl Pkwy, which affects the 
Jenkins property (tax lot 6900) & Kim property (tax 101 101 ) 1 
Sect10n 21, T1 N R 1 W Metro will add lhe wetland resource 
based on recently amended Clean Water Services data, 
which adds a wetland to a portion of the properties 

. • - -
Inquiry about whether or not GIS maps on ftp site include 

Mary Gibson inventory correchons yel Houk only those made pnor to 
Aug. 01 - - - -
What do you mean by lightly. moderately and strictly hmrt 

Peggy Day land proh1b1t? Wants to know 1f any of these would hm1t 
building of fences or garden sheds and what extra fees may 

; 
, be imposed 

8900 block on ln1erac11ve maps suggests a high pnonty wetland on 

Santo SW 157th property. Would like to organize a wetland restoration Interested In 

Graziano Ave, 
proiect removal of blackberry and planhng nattves Deer r restoration on 
longer run through lhrs area, would be nice lo see some personal properly. 

Beaverton trees preserved 

-
Drainage sIream thru backyard on SW Whitford Dr flows 

Melissa SW Portland from culvert, then to another property before going under 
Maxwell street. Wan1s lo plant rn and around rt. do I need 

perm1sst0n? Area rs classified as class 11 habrlal. 

1 T 
• 

Property wrll be affected s1gnrf1can1ly by new rules accord,n 
I lo web loot Loss of use of most of backyard will have 

detnmental aflect on property value Whole concept needs Against (new) 
Michael SE Portland reIhinkrng and movemenI of boundary lines to owner's regulations or 

Schuermyer property lines instead of thru private property Asks who wrll restrictions on 
lake belier care of property - landowner with vested IntereS1 property 
or regulating uncaring bureaucracy? Add1t1onal regs are nol 
needed. they'll JUSI build distrust 



comment summary edited 

A B C D E F G H 

Location of Sentiments 
Type of Date To From Event sender Brief Summary 

about habitat 
comment (general) protection 

program 
1 

I 
I Request for inventory and program options maps. 
Response Maps on ftp site show continuous hne of forest 

I I cover on eastern side of Diamond Head JUSt up from water' 
edge. Attached aenal photo shows forest cover :s not 

Justin continuous and is significantly degraded, with lots of ivy 

email 03/15/04 Houk, Geoff Chew Lake Oswego under story Cannot argue logic of the habitat/inventory 
model Area around our house shows that the model Is not 

Metro good fit for our neighborhood e g • area with house Is 
classified as class II, and It has roofs, ivy, etc Respectfully 
requests that habitat maps be revised [Houk responded 
that floodplain Is a large factor in the des1gnat1ons. not Just 
tree canopy I 

139 
I +- - - - - - . -

I Neighborhood group circulated -200 flyers, especially to 
people who hve near Kellogg Creek. Oatfield Ridge to 
announce Goal 5 meeting About 35-50 people attended 
Residents expressed concern that multiple. responsible 
agencies aren'I working together enough Ne1gbhorhood Is 
low density residential and not hkely to increase In near 

Cameron Pat Russell , North future, so not as concerned about development pohcy 

Clackamas, Neighbors have complained publicly that llOth Mt Scott & Interest in 
Vaughan- I North 

Kellogg Kellogg Creek corridors are very sick and In need of a lot ol protecting habitat, 
email 03/15/04 Tyler, Clackamas Creek & attention People did not understand (too confusing) six concerns about 

Metro Citizens options and ESEE analysis. Seems hke option 1a would lack of Interagency 

Council Assoc. 
Oatfield protect most habitat this could affect yards and will require coordInauon. 
Ridge a strong pubic relations campaign and feeling among 

owners that it's in their best interest to protect streams 
Appears to be distrust of "lofty'' concepts and "promises" 
presented in hearings and workshops Current state feder; 

I 
efforts don't focus enough on local stream corridors 
lnteragency 1nit1ative cooperation. coord1nat10n. long-term 
planning strategies for improvement/management were not 

140 . . -+ -
Justin Steve Substantial dIscuss1ons regarding map correct10ns to 

email 03/15/04 Houk. Edelman 
property Old information Is not accurate Check new 

141 Metro 1nformat10n provided by 2003 aerial photos 



comment summary edited 

A B C D E F G H 

Location of Sentiments 
Type of 

Date To From Event sender Brief Summary about habitat 
comment (general) protection 

program 
1 

Metro's plans wlil almost totally restrict my property rights 
Against any plan 

I 

Cannot express strongly enough the unfairness and outrig~ 
that restricts 

email 03/16/04 habitat Frank Fleck theft of my property rights that plan represents. If you want 
property rights 

property, buy It Otherwise. back off and don't steal It. 
Metro/plan Is un-Amencan and against what country (wthout JU St 

142 l founded on 
compensation) 

- - - + • - - -+ - - -
Email forwarded from Jim Labbe Criticizes Gresham open 

email 03/16/04 habitat Joan Holst Gresham house for not focusing on why Metro Is holding meetings 
and what input they want from public. and issues with 

143 respect to East County spec1f1cally 
J -+ . + I 

Strongly urges Council to adopt regulatory option thats 
protect most fish and wildlife hab11at for species and for 
public enJoyment These areas have much value aesthetic 

email 03/16/04 habitat Josh Kling SE Ivon, pubhc pride. neighborhood caring. increase property values. For strong habitat 
Portland reduces natural disasters (e.g .. flooding m Johnson Creek). protections 

Compared to efforts at state level, It's time for Oregon's 

I largest urban area to adopt habitat protection m own 

I backyard Best reason for protection 1s our regional 1dent1ty 
144 

+ + • 
Several people have called to say they would like Metro to 

email 03/16/04 Metro staff Nancy Chase. buy their (or tho1r neighbor's) Goal 5 property There seems 
Metro to be confust0n about the avaliab1hty of money or a program 

145 to purchase sens1t1ve lands 
. . . - -

Tamara Property 1s classrt1ed as Class B How does this affect what 
email 03/16/04 habitat Palmer SE Portland I can do with my property? Want to build garage/shop Will 

there be restrictions? 
146 I I 



comment summary edited 

A B C D E F G H 

Location of 
Sentiments 

Type of about habitat 
Date To From Event sender Brief Summary 

comment (general) 
protection 
program 

1 

Live in Sylvan-Highland area Expects to hear (from expert· 
how specific property was 1dentif1ed as high value habitat at 
03/18/04 open house Maps are incorrect 5 3 acre parcel 
that Is scheduled for development Is not designated as For habitat 

Sylvan- habitat, while It has stream and sits next to wildlife refuge. protection. 
email 03/17/04 habitat Gay Bauman SW Portland . Process lacks vahd1ty as long as naturally wooded land Is especially 

Highland area allowed 10 be destroyed w/o any regulations Do not suppott restnchons for 

I any plan that places severe restrictions on established developers 
homeowners who safeguard habitat while allowing 
developers to clear cut and decimate same property w/o 
restrictions. 

147 - . . • - - -

Paul 
email 03/17 /04 Ketcham, Terry Wilson Clackamas Damascus Following conversation at open house, information sent 

about Damascus planning process 
148 Metro 

- - • - -
Myself and collection of residents throughout B1rdsh1II CPO 
are concerned about reguta1,ons because 1 they will likely 
involve fees and taxes 2 there is lack of consideration to 
how potential regulations likely affect home insurance ratell 

Birdshill 3 there are likely conflicts with Lake Oswego tree 

email 03/18/04 habitat 
Charles B. CPO north of ordinances and costs associated with second growth tree 

Ormsby • maintenance in heavy forest canopy areas And 1 how 
Lake Oswego does policy interface with Metro's 1nf1II policies and decreas 

In lot sizes from R-30 to R -20 2 how does policy interface 
with fire hazard maps of Clackamas Co and tree codes of 
LO along with home insurance costs? 3 what ,s written 
process to change inventory? 

149 
Paul 

email 03/18/04 Ketcham, John Nee NE Portland NW Winston Expresses pleasure and gratitude for conversa11ons at the 

150 Metro 
open house 

Property 1s ctass1f1ed as R1panan Class 1 How would 
email 03/19/04 habitat Andy program. especially a prohibit designation impact a 

151 
homeowner? 



152 

153 

154 

155 

A 

Type of 
comment 

email 

email 

email 

email 

I 

7 

B C 

Date To 

03/19/04 habitat 

03/19/04 habitat 

03/19/04 habitat 

03/20/04 habitat 

comment summary edited 

D 

From 

Jessica Glenn 

+ j 

John Rabkin 

The Druid 

Courtney 
Meissen 
Brooks 

E 

Event 

Clackamas 

F 

Location of 
sender 

(general) 

Johnson 
Creek 

watershed 

SW 
Montgomery 

Hillsboro 

G H 

Brief Summary 

Sentiments 
about habitat 

protection 
program 

Lives near Johnson Creek and shares space wilh great blu 
herons, hawks, beavers and a coyote Learned at the 
Sunnybrook Center open house that my land is designated 
as Class I riparian. As property owner, I am supportive of 
regulatory actions and urge most pro1ee1ive steps to help 
areas like Johnson Creek Encourage collaboration and 
informa1ion shanng across Jurisd1ct1ons especially about 
water quallly Have been in difficult negot1allons with 3 
Jurisdictions aboul gelling on sewer system and no-0ne but 
me refers to the environmenlally sens111ve nature of the area 

Owns 5 tax parcels on SW Montgomery Dr that are zoned 
for SFR development but are not yet built Reviewed Metro 
proposals and spoke with Lon Hennings, who was very 
helpful Strongly opposes any limilations placed on 
developing bu1ldable lots beyond Portland's current e-zone 
overlay Supports least res1nct1ve proposals 2c or possible 
1c I 

Tax lot maps from counties state· "for assessment purpose 
only do nol rely on for other use • Concern expressed aboo 
using the tax lol boundaries for inventory Also contacted 
Clean Water Sef\ilces about this and they said locatong 
property using this method 1s not acceptable 

Wants to see more 1nformat1on about use of pesticides and 
lawn chemicals near npanan areas, clean creeks 1n region 
On other hand. wants to maintain options to use property. 

For habitat 
protection and 

regulations 

Against (new) 
regulations or 
res1rict1ons on 

property 

Againsl (new) 
regulatoons or 
restrictions on 

Owns 2,3 acre parcel with Reedville Creek. which he may pro ert . for 
sell and would like maximum value for Parcel could be d p YI ff e uca11ona e arts 
divided in a number of ways for development Doesn'I want clean nvers 
new regula11ons 10 proh1b1I new development 



comment summary edited 

A B C D E F G H 

Location of 
Sentiments 

Type of Date To From Event sender Brief Summary about habitat 
comment 

(general) 
protection 
program 

1 

Support greatest habitat protection but concerned that 
stringent program will result in huge backlash and legal 
challenges that will ultimately lessen protect10n Concerned 

Hazelwood that lowest valued resources will not receive enough 

email 03/20/04 habitat Linda neighborhood protection (e g . Hazelwood has ~mall wooded areas with For habitat 
Robinson habitat value especially for prov1d1ng ltnk between Johnson protection 

, Portland Creek and Columbia Slough). It's a big mistake to remove 
lower valued resources from protection efforts Had 
problems trying to search interactive map for NE 148th & 
Glisan to see how Glendoveer Gold Course class1f1cat10n 

156 -
email 03/22/04 habitat Phil Hamilton SW Laview Reviewed options and generally favor option 2a and 2b for 

157 I Dr., Portland 1ndustnal lands 
I . + 

Paul 
Ketcham, Inquiry about how property may be affected by inventory ar 

email 03/23/04 Lori Sablan's possible program. especially given interest in (potenually) 

Hennings, I d1v1dtng lot 

158 l Metro J I 

Expressed difficultly In having to choose which habitat area 
Is least important to protect On quest10n of compact 

email 03/23/04 habitat Warren Aney Tigard development vs trees - th,s isn't an either/or issue As 
professional consultant. notes that survey Is biased due to 
self selection tn ftlltng 11 out Only can gauge range of 

159 
opIn10ns not numbers and strength of opin10ns 

I . .. . 
I 

S. Wisteria, Would like clanf1cat10n on what exactly the program opt10ns 
email 03/24/04 habitat David Halseth West Linn 

mean. where Metro Is ,n dec1s1on-mak1ng process 
Concerned that not contacted about regulat,ons on property 

160 .. . -
Distressed about timber companies trashing headwaters of 
local streams. especially in West Hills beyond Cornelius 

For habitat email 03/24/04 habitat Diane Field NW Portland p,,ss and around NW Miller & Cornell How can th,s be 
allowed when we are struggling to protect wildlife? Please protection 

161 
do every1h1ng you can to protect what ,s left for the future 



comment summary edited 

A B C D E F G H 

Location of 
Sentiments 

Type of Date To From Event sender Brief Summary 
about habitat 

comment (general) 
protection 
program 

1 

I I Concerned about habitat designations around property on 
SW 25th, Portland Map shows a stream on property to Ihe 
least. which Is not correct There is only a watercourse fed Against habitat 

email 03/24 /04 habitat Jim Harries SW Portland from a culvert that collects runoff from the street on designations on his 
property Water does not run year-round Please do not property 
designate my property as criucal habitat If you do. buy the 

I property and designate It as an urban reserve. 

162 . ' 1 
-

Went 10 P10neer Ctr for 3/15 event and couldn't find 

Heather anyone On West Linn Parks and Recreatt0n Board and 
email 03/25/04 habitat 

McNeil 
West Linn they want more info on habitat planning process Brought u 

Metro at a meeting and staff hadn't gotten informational 

163 
mailers Would hke to help relay this info 

- • - l - -

Supports regulatory efforts to protect habitat qualtty Ltves 
I few hundred feet from Willamette River In Oak Grove Many 

Laurie nearby property owners use pestIc1des and chemicals on For habitat 
email 03/25/04 habitat 

Sonnefield 
Oak Grove lawns. desp1teposted signs Much more educatton is protection 

needed along with regulations Local suburban stores only 
have chem1cals/pcst1c1des Gardening workshops are great 
but need to reach everyone else 

164 + - . -

Ouesltons about why land inventoned and applied potential 

hab1taVweb regulatory treatments under six program options. Expressed 
email 03/29/04 

master 
Sue Dresden H illsboro frustrat,on with lack of response through habitat email 

(Note Metro staff cannot find onginal email in web system 

165 
or elsewhere) 

I 1 . . -

Apprer1ates habitat inventory bul sees errors In map 
details Map tool is not responding for: SW 76th Ave, 

Justin Tigard Requests hard copy of this area A couple of years 

email, phone 02/23/04 H o uk. Amy Patton 
SW 76th, ago property was 1dent1f1ed as having a lrtbutary of Fanno 

Tigard Creek on It. but this Is incorrect Inquired about propo~ed 
Metro protection level In Tualalln Basin and what inventory/ALP 

class1focat10ns mean for property owners Wants to know 

166 
Metro interest In acquiring the property 



comment summary edited 

A B C D E F G H 

Location of 
Sentiments 

Type of Date To From Event sender Brief Summary 
about habitat 

comment (general) 
protection 
program 

1 

event 03/29/04 
Henry 

TB hearing 
NW Evergreen 

Requested program option maps/mailing 
167 hearing Oberlelmon Rd. H illsboro 

- - - - -• - - - -

event, phone 03/16/04 
P aul 

L ee Bembrose Clackamas SE Portland 
Checking on map request made June 2002 Postcard sent 

Ketcham on 3/18/04 
168 j I - I • - -

I Adopt l a Protect all remaining habitat since much has bee 
lost Strictest protection for riparian habitats which are 
,mportanl to wildlife and flood management Degraded 
habitats also should be protected and restored. Habitat loss For protection & 

Metro should be m,ugated at a 1 :2 ratio or more for higher value 
letter 03/29/03 Bob Williams SW Portland restoration of a ll 

Counci l habitats Upland areas also deserve protection. especially habitat areas 
steep slopes and to maintain connecttvtty Keep 
development away from prime wtldllle areas Ponland has 
been leader in env1ronemtnal issues. hope you protect 
remaining wildlife areas 

169 l . -

I Thanks for coming to my house to see how environmental 
protection regulations can have devastating impacts on my 

Carl long-term f1nanc1al security I appreciate you, willingness to 

Hosticka. Margret discuss potenllal solultons Ordinary propeny owners are 111- Concerned about 
letter 11/ 10/03 

Metro Jennings 
SW Portland equipped to bear the financial burden of pay,ng for (f1nanc1al) impact tc 

protection Any way impacts to property values can be property 
Council protected will greatly reduce the cost of environmental 

protection and therefore enhance the chance for success 

170 j - j - -

Expresse~ suppon for regulatory and non-regulatory 
protectton of stream and w ildlife corridors to and from Fore-
Park Program must ensure new development doesn I 

letter 12/ 11 /03 Metro 
Sandra Joos SW Portland 

degrade npartan corridors. floodplains and wetlands. sever Suppon for 
Councilors upland and wildlife corridors. or deforest steep slopes protection 

adJacent to Forest Par, No more Forest Heights type 
developments• 

171 



comme nt summary edited 

A B C D E F G H 

Location of Sentiments 
Type of 

Date To From Event sender Brief Summary about habitat 
comment (general) 

protection 
program 

1 

I I 
Expresses value of Forest Park for educational. recreation<)! 
and ecological reasons Protect Forest Park and adJacent 
area 94 that 1s vital to maintaining corridors and sufficient Supports 

letter 01/01/04 Metro D avid Univ. of habitat for wildlife If area 94 1s developed a narrow buffer protection, 
Cou nc ilo rs Mildrexler Monta nta between the habitat ,n park and edge effects negative to especially -Forest 

wildlife Forest Park and s1m1lar natural areas are part of our Park 

I I cultural roots and foster a healthy, balanced c111zenry w ith 

172 
exceptional skills and knowledge 

t I ' ' - -

Urges adoption of a strong comprehensive fish and wtldhfe 
protection program. Need new development standards to Supports 

lette r 01/05/04 M e tro J I' C H . SW P o rtland 
protect headwaters. forested ravines and upland habitat protection. 

C .1 I u ,a . ams Expresses particular concern for areas by Forest Park. especially -Forest ounc 1 ors 
Require developers to retain forest canopy 1n Balch. Park 

173 
Saltzman, and Rock Creek watersheds. 

+ - - -
Concerned about condition of habitat areas in and around 

Supports 

lette r 01/08/04 M e tro D o ugla s V a n NE P o rtla n d Forest Park. including area 94 Supports protecting forest 
protection. 

Cou ncilo rs F leet especially -Forest 
174 I canopy and corridors Park . + 

Urges protection of areas around Forest Park from more Supports 
M e tro M arilyn protection, 

lette r 01/09/04 
Counc ilors Clampett 

NE P o rtland residential development especially -Forest 
175 Park - -

Please µrotect Forest Park for future generations, fish and Supports 

lette r 01 /15/04 
M e tro S uz a nne w,ldhfe and b1od1vers1ty Your respons1b1hty 1s great protection 

Councilo rs T ho rto n Homebuilders w,11 try push you the other way You have lhE! especially - Forest 

176 
VOICC of the people Do the nghl thing Park 

- I ' - ' Extremely d1sappo1nt with add1t10n of area 94 around Forest Supports 

le tter I 01 /16/04 M e tro Anne Fa vorite 
SE Portland 

Park in UGB Implores Council to reverse this and protecl protection. 
C o unc ilors a nd Fa mily this cnt1cal habitat as butte, around Forest Park or potential especially - Forest 

177 inclusion ,n 11 Park 
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179 

180 

181 

A 

Type of 
comment 

letter 

letter 

letter 

letter 

B 

Date 

01/26/04 

01/31/04 

03/25/04 

03/25/04 

C 

To 

Metro 
Councilors 
& Tualatin 

Basin 
Coordinatin 

g 
Committee 

Metro 
Councilors 

Metro 
Council 

Metro 
Council 

comment summary edited 

D 

From 

Ingrid 
Louiselle 

Phyllis C. & 
John W. 
Reynolds 

Barbara 
Hanawalt 

Lisa Jaffe 

E 

Event 

F 

Location of 
sender 

(general) 

Beaverton 

SW Portland 

SW Portland 

G 

Brief Summary 

Caut10ns against allowing repetition of abused of fragile 
urban/forest boundary (area 94) that have resulted from 
unbridled residential development of other park boundary 

H 

Sentiments 
about habitat 

protection 
program 

Suppor1s 
areas since 1984 Urges strongest protect10n possible and protection, 
cons1derahon of ALL ram1fica11ons of development Suppa~ especially -Forest 
strict limits on density and steepness of terrain where Park 
building allowed, In add1t1on to safeguards for maIntaIn 
corridors and continuous forest canopy. 

Express suppor1 for strong comprehensive habitat 
I protection for Forest Park and Buttes/Lava Domes of SE 
Penland. Gresham and Damascus Apply options 1a or 2a, Suppor1s 
strictest protection for HOCs and protect upland on steep rotection 
slopes where reduced trees and increased mud slides In p F · 

. especially - crest 
sloped areas have strained habitat Birds needs continuous Park 
ribbon of green Require 1 .1 mItIga\lon We live near Hoyt 
Arboretum and have seen a drop in wildlife. especially bird! 
since Forest Heights was developed 

As weekly user of Foresl Par1< and observer of Forest 
Heights development I think area Is in deep need of 
protection Though enough development In area and Forest For habitat 
Heights Is ugly, 111s at least fairly dense Suppon values of protechon, 
clean air, land and water and stable grounds. Developmenl especially -Forest 
should occur where forest has already been changed leave Park 
animals current habitat Add areas to Forest Park or at least 
protect them from development 

Suppor1 for strong comprehensive regional wildlife prograrii 
for Forest Park west flank Between 1984 & 2002, 

SW Portland enormous development in Cedar Mill Creek watershed 
resulted in damage to stream habitat break up of wildlife 
corridors to parlo. and unnecessary landslides during floods. 

For habitat 
protection, 

especially -Forest 
Park 



comment summary edited 

A B C D E F G H 

Location of 
Sentiments 

Type of 
Date To From Event sender Brief Summary 

about habitat 
comment (general) protection 

program 
1 

Tualatin Laura Hill, 
Extensive 7-page letter emphasizing protectt0n of 
continuous, viable corridors. Current Tualatin 

letter 03/29/04 Basin Rock Creek Rock Creek recommendahons fall short of this goal Sites examples For habitat 
Coordin. Watershed Watershed Supports proh1b1ting conflicting uses Place greater protection 

Commit. Parnters emphasis on big picture Addresses confusing "ALP 
182 l ad1ustment process " 

! - -- - -

Supports option 1a Protecting Just streams and narrow 
Tualatin Biodiversity buffer will not protect full range of species of concern 

Basin Project of Protection affects hvab1hty In Tigard many habitat areas For habitat 
Coordin. Tigard & lost (e g Bull Mt.) Increase protection for floodplains 

protection, letter 03/29/04 Sue Beilke preserve connectivity, protect & restore degraded habitat & 
Commit. & Friends of give landowners incentives to do so on private land 

especially in 

Metro Fowler continue to fund acquItIon in Tualatin, especially Tigard Tualat1n/T1gard 

Planning Opens pace protect all remaining upland forests, and avoid stream 

183 
crossing with utility lines 

t ! j t . J 

I Fanno & Ash Creek & tributaries deserve strong regulations 
for protection Own Class B habitat & support ccolog1cally 

Tualatin 
viable program Expect Metro to protect and restore 
remain,ng r,panan areas Urge strong protection of Garden 

Basin Terry & Willy Garden Home Park, Oleson Rd & terminus of Taylo1~ Ferry Rd 
For hab11at 

letter 03/29/04 protection of all 
Coordin. Moore Home 1nclud1ng stream crossing of Oleson Rd Support testimony areas 
Commit. of Audubon Society of Portland that calls for more protectt0 

for continuous ecologically viable corridors. no nel loss of 

I 
npanan and habitat areas. protection of upland treeS/forests 
and strong protection for habitats of concern 

184 
+ --1 ! - - - - -

I 
Believe~ maps are incorrect for property on SW Tualatin-
Sherwood Rd Frustrated with apparent refusal to address 
what I believe Is obvt0us area Oueshons obJecuv1ty of the 

letter 03/30/04 Metro Kenneth E. Itel Tualatin process given similar land nearby w/ lower ratings Stream 
has never been on this property Agricultural drainage llles 
,n place more than 70 years ago Trees on property serve, 

185 
wind break See letter for more details 

I 



comment summary edited 

A B C D E F G H 

Location of 
Sentiments 

Type of Date To From Event sender Brief Summary 
about habitat 

comment (general) 
protection 
program 

1 

I 
Strong support for comprehensive regulatory 
and non-regulatory fish and wildlife habitat 
protection. Urges protection of stream and 
wildlife corridors to and from Forest Park. Suppon for habitat 

Metro Geneva A. NE Portland Program must ensure that new development protection. letter 12/16/03 Councilors I Maier especially Forest 
doesn't degrade riparian corridors, floodplains I Park area 
and wetlands, sever upland and wildlife 
corridors, or deforest steep slopes by park. 

186 ! I r 1 .. 
Developed land needs new protection standards (e.g single 

onhne home often replaced by several) W/o protection. nearby 
survey w/ 3 high quality riparian area will be gone Sites co-workers that 

Qs: have construction companies Joking about loopholes In 

developed I I development Incentives assist with maintaining habitat, 
02/20/02 habitat Anderson coordinate act1v1t1es like SOLV clean up days. enforce llleg, For protection 

land, dumping laws. suppon funding depending on how devised, 
incentives, organize & mobilize local chapters of environmental groups 

funding with restoration programs for homeowners and use 

mechanisms volunteers lo reduces cos1s Maybe a special add1t1onal fee 
for dumping hazardous waste? 

187 
+ t 

I 

Developed land should meet minimum standards for new 

online and add1hona1 development Exceptions should not be 

survey w/ 3 allowed lncen11ves pubhc-pnvate pannersh1ps 10 raise 
awareness. provide technical advice and suppon for people 

Os: who want to do the right thing but can't afiord It or don't 
developed 02/03/04 habitat Marra know how purchase land or use easements for permanent For habitat 

land, protect,on, st1Hen enforcement fines, impose higher fees on protection 

incentives, new development and construction (not redevelopment or 

funding 
brownf,eld construction), suppon public fundmg (e g 
greenspaces bond to purchase at reasonable price) 

mechanisms Suppon habitat protecuon above all economI<:. development 
M1t1gat1on Is risky Use sensitive des1gnI 

188 



comment summary edited 

A B C D E F G H 

Location of Sentiments 
Type of Date To From Event sender Brief Summary about habitat 

comment (general) 
protection 
program 

1 

I 
Developed land should no1 be exempl Reslnct rurther 

online 
I development and lessen impact (e g restore native species. 

erosion control) U development unavoidable, require 
survey w/ 3 I addIt1onal actions Incentives· Education is paramount. 

Os: Commun11y support, monetary incentives ror voluntary 

developed restoration and restriction or rurther development Support 
For hab1ta1 02/15/04 habitat Murray publtc rund1ng Revenues and laxes rrom timber and other 

land, industries lhat threaten habitat. Federal and private granting protection 

incentives, sources Adoptt0ns or Goal 5 Is unique opportunity 10 
funding protect natural areas ror ruture Value or habitat cannot be 

mechanisms 1ranslated into economic terms Rights to clean waler, etc. 

I have no price Foolish not to protect because of decreasing 
cosls and values associated w/ resource pro1ecuon 

189 - + . . .,. 
online I 

survey w/ 3 
I Os: Exemp1 developed land No new regs or mItIgahon 

Against new 
developed I requirements Property tax reduction incentives Oregon 

regualauons. 02/19/04 habitat McAlpine sales tax program No more runds rrom property tax Make 
land, stale-wide expense Find another more reliable source than m1t1gatIaon 

incentives. property taxes 
requiremenls 

funding 

190 mechanisms 

I - l t • •· 

online I survey w/ 3 Developed land should be exempt People trump w1ldltfe 

Os: I 
Where urban development Is designated, It should be the 

People come 
developed priority Curren! pro1ec1ion is adequate No funding of 

before wildlife 02/19/04 habitat Moss pro1ect1on w1th1n UGB Huge areas of E. Portland that 
land, conlnbute pollu11on of habitat areas arp nol des,gna1ed for 

Current protection 

incentives, protection. yet 1reed areas are singled oul as culprits. enough 

funding [Restncl areas contnbu11ng to degradauon } 

191 mechanisms 



comment summary edited 

A B C D E F G H 

Location of 
Sentiments 

Type of 
Date To From Event sender Brief Summary 

about habitat 
comment (general) 

protection 
program 

1 

I 
Developed land should not be exempt Protect all habitat. 
with most restrictions on most valuable habitat Incentives 

online 
Easement program Higher tax rate for "improved" or 
developed properties and low tax rate for properties with 

survey w/ 3 easement contract Or, differential tax growth rates for land 

Os: w/ vs w/o an easement More neighborhood assocIatoon ar 

developed watershed council type groupslactIvItIes Support public For habitat 02/20/04 habitat Hollands funding and restnchons on development 11ghts My property 
land, affected and I support these restrictions Habitat fee that protection 

incentives, could be waived 1f restnctoonsllmprovements agreed to 
funding Acqu1s1t1on. paid for by people who harm habitat Urge 

mechanisms Council to adopt optoon that focuses on habitat over 
economic development Focus on Portland's niche preser-
livability and IntegratIon of natural areas and we'll attract 
quality economic development 

192 t • I • - • -
online 

survey w/ 3 Developed land should be exempt lhOugh new and 

Os: redevelopment may deserve new standards, especially for 

developed most valuable habitat Noles concerns about new 
For habitat 

land. 
02/20/04 habitat Ritchey development occurring in valuable habitat area (Springwater protection 

I 
Trail) Incentives cash grant. subs1d1zed landscaping, or td 

incentives, 1ncent1ves No one seems supportive of new taxes Perhaph 
funding fees imposed on developers of high value habitat 

193 mechanisms 
I I I 

online 
survey w/ 3 Developed land should be exempt Property owners 

Os: shouldn't be burdened with m1tIgatIon requirements 
developed 

02/22/04 habitat Henley lncenuves public should pay property owners for cost of 
land, protecting or ImprovIng habitat Comb1na11on of private and 

incentives. public sources Ex,st,ng developed land shOuld not be 

funding burdened by more regulallons 

194 mechanisms 



comment summary edited 

A B C D E F G H 

Location of 
Sentiments 

Type of Date To From Event sender Brief Summary 
about habitat 

comment 
(general) 

protection 
program 

1 

I Developed land should not be exempt, but regulat10ns 

I should be used on case-by-case basis to avo,d iniustice. If 
exempt10ns, require mitigation at all levels but more for most 

online I 
valuable habitat. Incentives Property tax reduct10ns for 
hn11ted periods. like h1stoncal preservation incentives, for 

survey w/ 3 voluntary protect10n Avoid abuse of incentive programs thAJ 

Qs: 1nspectIon etc Discounted pnces for native plants for 

developed m1tIgat1on proiects Protection Is respons1b1hty of property For habitat 02/23/04 habitat Locklear owners Pubhc funding for proJect that do not include land, property values Low-interest loans. small grants. and 
protection 

incentives. property tax abatement Support public funding so long as 
funding pnvate business pulls its weight Favor strong and 

mechanisms 1mmed1ate steps for protection and restorat,on programs. N 
one has nght to destroy habitat Focus development in 
already degraded areas No more bu1ld1ng in stream 
corridors No removal of urban forests w/o add1t10nal 
plantings Favor education and non-native plants removal 

195 . . . . • -

I I Educat10n and voluntary efforts are best Involuntary 

online regulations should not be imposed on already developed 

survey w/ 3 land, except with Just and fair compensation Building 
permits should not be used as leverage for "takings" on 

Qs: other parts of land Incentives educallon would use 
developed 02/23/04 habitat Riches organic lawn products 11 I knew where to find them how to No "takings" lhru 

land, u5e them Combination of gov't sources eventually funded restrict10ns 

incentives, by taxes and (voluntary) foundallon type fundrais1ng. 

funding F 1nancial burden shOuld not be on private property owners 
No "takings" Strongly beheve in "takings· clause of the fifth 

mechanisms 
I amendment and oppose gov'! taking control of private 

property lhru impos1t10n of restncllons 

196 I I 



comment summary edited 

A B C D E F G H 

Location of 
Sentiments 

Type of 
Date To From Event sender Brief Summary 

about habitat 
comment (general) 

protection 
program 

1 

online 
All land deserves same standards Incentives: property tax 
reductions for proof of protection Suppon pubhc financing 

survey w/ 3 I currently thru property taxes. Willing to support science-

Qs: based pohc1es. not yours Suppon concentrating populallon 

developed Habitat in-between highly developed areas may provide 
For habitat 

land, 
02/25/04 habitat Madigan hoslile environment for wildhfe. Notes interm1tlent streams 

protection 
that are classified as high value habitat -protecting such 

incentives, areas that don't have salmon m them dilutes propeny tax 
funding base Annoyed with bland replies to emails. Metro does not 

mechanisms appear lo have open minds or be considering f1nanc1al 
impact Approach doesn't seem science-based _l 197 

j - + -

online Developed land should not be exempt Require reductions 
survey w/ 3 negative impact and restoration Assistance needed. 

Qs: especially for elderly, perhaps by citizen or public group 

developed Sutherland- lncen11ves cred1I for proving protection or property tax 
I For habitat 

02/26/04 habitat relief to combat issues such as debris removal, 
land, Finch appropriate plantings, etc Wholesale resource for native 

protection 

incentives , plants Def,ne mechanisms Perhaps a county bond 
funding Restnct,ons and enforcement of waterway d1vers1ons 

mechanisms Subd1v1d1ng class I areas should be proh1b1ted 

198 I • j 

online 
survey w/ 3 Developed land should not be exempt Not 1n favor of 

Qs: redevelopment plans that alter density No exemptions for 
developed 

02/26/04 habitat Werder development Incentives tax relief, either property or For habitat 
land , income Fund with existing resources Reduce budgets of protection 

incentives, social programs or educallon. Also 1n favor of bonds 

funding 
Protection 1s essential. 

199 mechanisms 



comment summary edited 

A B C D E F G H 

Location of Sentiments 
Type of 

Date To From Event sender Brief Summary 
about habitat 

comment (general) 
protection 
program 

1 

online 
survey w/ 3 Developed land should be exempt from new regulations 

Qs: Property owners must be compensated for impacts of new 

developed regs Incentives. education to addresses pros/cons of 
Against new regs 03/01/04 habitat Pistor protection, etc. Private funding except in rareiextreme 

land, cases. Notes seasonable drainage ditch that Is classified w/o compensation 

incentives, habitat Don't believe info from source that makes such 
funding claims 

200 mechanisms 

' - -
I I Strong support for strictest protection Save riparian 

corridors and uplands Concerned about development In 

open letter 02/02/04 Metro Christian Clere Kerr Pkwy, Forest Park steep slopes and near headwater ravines as For habitat 
Council Lake Oswego well as severed corridors, sltdes, and flooding Not against protection 

development but support smarter development such as 

201 
cluster development 

---,.- ' - -James W . Brought company to Oregon for natural beauty and enioys 

open lelter 02/03/04 Metro Hatfield, Portland walks in Forest Park, which are stress-relieving and For protection (of 
Council Dunthorpe reiuvenating Make sure Forest Park remains green and Forest Park) 

202 Press healthy. 
--+ 

open letter 02/08/04 Metro Barry SW Preslynn, Support mandates to protect bird habitat - options la or 2a. For habitat 
Council Armentoout P I d No net loss of ripanan habitat and protect habitats of protection art an concern and upland habitat on steep slopes I 203 

Metro NE Strongly encourages protection of streamside habitats. bird 
open lelter 02/09/04 Susan Stein Multnomah, and bird habitat. Highly recommends most protective For habitat 

204 Council Portland options· 1a and 2a. protection 

- - - - - -
Tualatin "Riparian 111· designation on property Is not accurate 

Basin NE Jackson 
reflec11on of reality Area Is cut off by res1dent1al For stewardshi 

Coordin. development from swale Strongly opposed to restnct,on on 
I 

p 
openlelter 02/23/04 Robert Riches School , use of private property without Just compensat,on Strongly against regu at,ons 

Commit. & that restnct 
Hillsboro lavors educational and incenuve-oased voluntary methods property rights Metro Education powerful for conscientious stewardship Need 

205 
Planning ,nfo on best use of non toxic pesticides 



comment summary edited 

A B C D E F G H 

Location of 
Sentiments 

Type of Date To From Event sender Brief Summary about habitat 
comment 

(general) 
protection 
program 

1 

Strive to integrate human actrvIt1es in natural environment 

Metro Peter Finley SW Main, and healthy manner Issue of setbacks must be realigned. For protection, 
open letter 03/02/04 

Council Fry P ortland 
Review sc1entrf1c basis tosupport notron of ontegratron and against setbacks 
reiect segregation as strategy doomed to failure Teach 

206 
people to treat animals with grace and compassion. 

. . - - -• -- - -- - -
Homeowner In Johnson Creek watershed Supports 
strongest possible standards to protect watershed which wl 
protect habitat Hike on Forest Park and observe no water 

Metro SE Main, 
running on Balch Creek Improve habitat for salmon, 

For habitat 
open letter 03/03/04 

Council 
Carolyn E ckel 

P ortland 
including proh1b1hng clear cutting near streams and no tree protection cutting on steep slopes, since these lead to landslides and 
destroy streams and habitat Preserve as much 
greenspaces as poss,ble for habitat Better to rely on high 

207 
density housing and in-f1ll1ng. . -
Strongly supports Tualatin Rtver Bas,n protect10ns found In 

Tualatin Loop, 
optrons 1 A, 2nd choice 2A. Talks of shallow 12 foot space I 

open letter 03/06/04 L arry Read Mail- in 
between nver inf1ltral10n and drinking water layer as concern For strong habitat 

Wes t Linn for low pollutlon and contaminate levels Stresses protection 
importance of non-native vegetation destruction Suggests 

208 Incent,ves 
t . 

Metro open Concerned for children and grandchildren and 6th period of 

house team Nancy Lou mass exllnctlOn underv,ay Supports goals 1 & 2Need For habitat 
open letter 03/08/04 

(at T ra c y 
Tualatin SW Pine St. politlcal will lo reduce growth in energy consumpllon 

protecllon 
Consume less Good info at the open house but process 1s' 

209 
Tualatin) still predicated on compromising quality of Ille 

- - . - 1 - - • 1 
Wants to keep Portland livable for birds Supports the most 

NE Cook St, protccllon for green areas along streams Protect steep For strong habitat 
open letter 03/08/04 Cindy Irvine Mail- in Portland 

slops to prevent landslides Protect habitat with at-risk protection species Require no net-loss of riparian habitats Strictest 

210 I 
protections for ·primary function riparian habitats • I 



211 

212 

213 

214 

A 

Type of 
comment 

open letter 

open letter 

open letter 

open letter 

r 

+ 

B C 

Date To 

03/1 1/04 Metro 

03/ 14/04 habitat 

03/16/04 

03/16/04 

comment summary edited 

D E 

From Event 

S. Crown Gresham 

Margot Barnett SW Portland 

r 

Richard Carfo Clackamas 

F 

Location of 
sender 

(general) 

Kings wood 
Way, 

Clackamas 
County 

SW Penland 

G H 

Brief Summary 

Sentiments 
about habitat 

protection 
program 

Views declarations of resource value for the hills of east 
Portland/metro area by Oregon. Metro. Multnomah and 
Clac~amas Counties. Portland and Gresham as "public 
relations gambit • Sites Persimmon phase 7 development " 
case in point. since proposal will remove stabilizing 
vegetation from steep hillsides, degrade soil stability and 
groundwater, destroy wildlife habitat and further pollute the 
ared Asks how this development can be allowed 
responsibly 

Comments follow from event attended on 03/18/04 In SW 
Portland Appreciates ettorts to inventory habitat Suppons 
options 1 a and 2a Expresses concerns about keypad 
polling, specifically questions 11, 12. and 14. Some don't 
make sense from b,olog1cal perspective. while others 
depend knowledge that general public doesn't have 
Importance of habitat areas depend on quality and proxImIt.y 
to other habitat areas I 

I Le lier presented at Clackamas open house 28-year 
res1denl property owner above Johnson Creek noting an 

For protect,on of 
hills in east 

Portland metro 
area Against 
irresponsible 
development. 

For habitat 
protection 

increase In garb_age & pollution with nothing done to clean 11 For habitat 
up Channelization prevents fish to spawn/feed Ottended.: protection. but 
financing anolher habitat study (waste of money) Suggesls cnllcal of recess 
inmate program to clean/restore habitat along with large p 

as slow and 
fines of polluters Suggests surveillance cameras at critical cumbersome 
spots and a reward program for those who report big 
polluters (Provides photographs of Johnson Creek with 
pollullon/debns picture.) 

Asks what Is habitat? Stresses that man alone should not For habitat 

Anne Leiser Mail-in 
SW Pendleton be considered Describes cutting of trees and proliferation protection. 

of pets near property that have kept wildlife away concerned with 
Ct, Portland Emphasizes leaving human presence out of habitat Controhuman presence 1r 

Is the answer to encourage habitat. habitat 



comment summary ed ited 

A B C D E F G H 

Location of Sentiments 
Type of 

Date To From Event sender Brief Summary 
about habitat 

comment (general) 
protection 
program 

1 

Metro Is 30 years late protecting specific area Indicates th, 
. there are numerous_ developments in the area Stream near A a inst re ulallons 

open letter 0 3/ 18/04 Edith C o ulte r 
SE W est View, property Is mostly piped underground 70 feet of open g h gh b 

I at pro 1 11 Milwaukie stream Is polluted and without wildlife Does not want 10 be d 1 
penalized as a good caretaker and not allowed lo develop 

eve opment 

215 
Supports option 1 C 

j - i ; 1 
Lori 

phone 0 2/25/04 H ennings, Stan B iles S h e rwood 
Discussion about property in Sherwood Iha! Is being 

2 16 Metro 
considered for habitat protection and industrial lands 

- ' - - • 

Lori 
John Te m m y, 

p hone 02/27/04 Henni ngs, Sent notes for staff review 
21 7 j Metro 

a ppraiser i . 1 

Joa nne SW Highland, Concerned about the def1nit1on of protection Owns propertyAgainst regulallom 
pho n e c all 0 2 / 19/04 

G a lespie Tigard 
and Is concerned about overlay and loss of property value that lower proper!) 

21 8 
due lo lack of development. value 

• .. l For habitat 

p h o n e call 0 2/ 19/04 L ina B a uer SE 158th Interested in Pleasant Valley concept planning, with no pro1ec1Ion, 
spec1f1c question about Goal 5 supportive of 

2 19 program 
• . - +-

Interested In restoration grants Expressed need for one- For habitat 

p hone c a ll 02/20/04 Eric Schneider 
SW Towle Ave, stop 1nformallon center Supports protect,ve pro1ec1Ion. 

Gresham gu1dehnes,regulatory tools In exchange for creek bed supportive of 
2 20 enhancemenVeros1on problems program . - + - • 

SW 42nd. Concerned about selling property for development 1f no 
pho n e call 02/20/04 H ele n Johnson 

Portland 
subd1vIs1on allowed . Mailed property map and provided Cn11cal of program 

221 
1nforma1ion about the inventory and ESEE analysis . - -

For habitat 

phone call 0 2/20/04 G ary Groover 
SW 55th. 

Concerned about his ab1l11y 10 develop his property pro1ec1Ion, 
Tuala!ln concerned about 

222 
ab1hly 10 develop 

- -
NW Royal Property owner of 5 acres In Forest Hill Concern over 

phone call 02/20/04 Eileen Won g 1ncons1stenIly applied Portland reguta11ons and ire,- cu1tIng Cn11cal of program 
223 

B lvd. Portland restrictions 



comment summary edited 

A B C D E F G H 

Location of Sentiments 
Type of Date To From Event sender Brief Summary 

about habitat 
comment 

(general) protection 
program 

1 

East Concerned thal comments aren't amply considered. 

phone call 02/20/04 I D ean Myers M ultnomah Suggests gravel loading dock to avoid muddied streets. 
Suggests sill fencing and erosion control around the edges 

County of farms 
224 

t - t -- - T -- - - •- -

p hone call 02/20/04 Stevens 
Called to confirm pnor map correcl1on to ensure that no 

225 stream 1s listed - -
226 phone call 02/20/04 N ora Lee Oregon City Interested in 101rnng the ma1hng list for various projects 

- ' -

phone call 02/20/04 Peter SW Iron Interested in property's 1nclus1on 1n Goal 5 program. 

227 I Hengested I Mountain Blvd Explained process and referred to open houses. 
I J 

phone call 02/23/04 Irene James 
NE 137th Ave, 

Requested general information, 228 Portland -- -
I For habitat 

Requested information on regulatory options, referred to protection 
phone call 02/23/04 Shem Nee website Concerned about total value loss of property 

Referred to ALP gu1dehnes that prevent total loss of value concerned about 

229 ab1hty to develop 
- • - - -

phone call 02/23/04 Tamara Smith 
Called for more info regarding program Referred to website 

230 and map tool for further info 
I I . 

phone call 02/23/04 Dick Wyss E H istoric Expressed questions about willing seller acqu1s1ilon and 

231 Columbia Hwy concerns that this 1s a duphcat1on of US Fish & W1ldhfe . + 
p hone call 02/24/04 Felix Frayma n 

SW 57th Ave, 
Property owner requesting information about program 

232 Portland 
1 -- -

p hone call 02/24/04 Sylvan Area Wanted to know the possible scenarios for property under 
233 various pmgram Options . . 

Interested in protection possibtliues on a neighboring 
For habitat 

phone call 02/25/04 H a rriet L evi Jackson MS property 1n predevelopment stages. Referred lo city of protection, 

Portland supportive of 
234 program .. 

phone call 02/26/04 Pat Clackamas Expressed questions about inventory ESEE analysis and 
235 open houses 
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(Q .. .. 
0 

1 

236 

237 

238 

239 

240 

241 

242 

243 

244 

A 

Type of 
comment 

phone call 

p hone call 

phone call 

phone call 

phone call 

-

phone call 

phone call 

p hone ca ll 

phone call 

B C 

Date To 

02/26/04 

02/27/04 

I 

03/01/04 

03/01/04 

• • 

03/01/04 

03/01/04 

03/01/04 

f 

03/03/04 

03/03/04 

comm ent summary edite d 

D E F 

Location of 
From Event sender 

(general) 

M ary Hopk ins 

-
SE Tong Rd, 

Judy Hoglund 
Clackamas 

r 1- -
would not 

West Linn 
provide . + 

D ebbie Terwilliger & 
Dresner Taylors Ferry 

I 

Steve NW Portland 
Edelman 

T ualatin Basin, 
Erin Vandeheu 

Clackamas 

Heather 
Arendt, Pacific SW Roy 

Habitat Rogers Rd 

S ervices 
- - -

Boundary & 
Anne Shaddock , 

Portland 
. -

Heather Arnt 

G H 

Sentiments 

Brief Summary 
about habitat 

protection 
program 

Has propeny with Class 3 R1panan value. Concerned that 
For habitat 

protection, but 
propeny owners are already preserving trees and are only critical of program 
being further penalized elements 

- - ~ 

Ouesttons about open houses and which would be most 
important 10 a11end Referred to Sunnybrook and Oregon 
City open houses -

Expressed concerns that Metro 1s implementing a program Critical of ro ram 
without g1v1ng notice. Did not receive public notice p g 

T 

Owns steep slope propeny with erosion problems, 
searching for suggestions Referred to program tools draft 
document, City of Portland's BES & EMSWCD. 

Email response· referred to ORS 527 722 in regards to loc4 
governments regulat,on power on forestland property inside 
& outside urban growth boundary 

Attorney representing client trying to develop Requested 
info on Goal 5 process 1nclud1ng Tualatin Basin partner 
process 1 -

Expressed inventory questions about a particular property's 
Class Ill R1panan value Performs wetland/habitat surveys 
for local Junsd1chons. 

1 For habitat 

Generally supportive of habitat program 
protection. 

supportive of 
program 

Expressed questions about ESEE analysis and open 
houses Walked through onhne map tool on the phone 
Expressed helpfulness of map tool I 



comment summary edited 

A B C D E F G H 

Location of Sentiments 
Type of Date To From Event sender Brief Summary about habitat 

comment 
(general) 

protection 
program 

1 

SE Hogan Rd, Expressed concern lhal maps default lo one oplton and lhal 
phone call 03/03/04 Brian Willis 

Gresham 
a decision has already been made Expressed pos1tIve and Cnt1cal of program 

245 helpful InteractIon w ith Metro staff 
--- -- -- ' - -

I 
Expressed concerns that welland mapping Is too broad. 

phone call 03/03/04 Bria n Bjornson Referred to webs1le, interactive tools and explained ,nventc 
246 crtlerta. 

-- --, -- . 
For hab11at 

phone call 03/03/04 Richard Kell 
Doesn't want to lose nght to develop on his property. though prolecton. but 
supportive of habtlat protection concerned aboul 

247 j ! I property rights 
t 

3rd generation property owner outside UGB & industrial 
For habital 

Steve protectt0n 
phone call 03/03/04 

Overson 
Holcum Blvd lands study area For habitat pro1ectt0n, but concerned concerned with 

about lot (59 acres) and ,ts validity ,n inventory program elements 248 
t ' --i--

phone call 03/04/04 J im Hinzdel 
W eller St. La ke Expressed questions about inventory & open houses Sent 

249 Oswego property maps and public notice --
Expressed concerns over county assessed values 

For habtlat 
SW protection 

phone call 03/04/04 P eter Adams 
No ttingham Dr 

Requested Portland C-zone and Metro regional habitat 
supportive of 

250 inventory maps. Referred successfully to website program. 
SE Hwy 212, 

phone call 03/04/04 J anet R ood 
Requested ,nlo about urban growth boundary expansion 

251 Clackamas plans 

M ichelle, P ac Expressed ,nven1ory questions about a particular property's 
phone call 03/04/04 

Habitat Srvcs 
NE Cornell Rd value Performs wetlandlhab,tat surveys for local 

252 I 1unsdictions -

SW Wants Metro to do more to protect lhe environment 30 year For stron hab,tal 
phone call 03/09/04 Pat M cGuinn Willowmere resident of Fanno Creek property Concerned about g 

Dr. Portland neighbors falhng trees and bu1ld1ng in the area protectt0n 
253 -+-

Dana W ashington Expressed rumor lhat 3.000 ol new industrial land would 
phone call 03/09/04 

M cCullough County 
require 1 000 acres of habitat with UGB expans,on 

254 Informed of inaccuracy and ma,led info on program 

phone call 03/1 1/04 J ohn Frewing SW 74th Spec1f1c questions about Tigard property ,n unincorporated 
255 WA county 



comment summary edited 

A B C D E F G H 

Location of 
Sentiments 

Type of Date To From Event sender Brief Summary 
about habitat 

comment (general) 
protection 
program 

1 

phone call 03/16/04 E dith Cou lte r l SE W est View. Expressed questions about inventory Property maps were Nol directly 

256 I Milwaukie requested and sent expressed 
-- - --- --
phone call 03/17/04 R ick Miller Cooper Mt. Generally cnt1cal of program. Has property on Cooper Mt 1n Cnl,cal of pro ram 

257 class 1 area and would hke to build a house g 
- - -~ -- --

For habitat 

p hone ca ll 03/19/04 N ancy Walle r 
S W New land Generally supportive of habitat program Requested protection. 

Rd. W ilsonville property maps supportive of 
258 program. 

---
Owns property up for sale (22 acres) City or West Linn Is For hab11a1 

phone call 
2/23/04 & 

V1rg1nia H orler West Linn 
interested in acqu1s1hon for park use school d1stnc1 protection. 

2/25/04 supports development sale. Wants letter from Meire in supportive of 
259 support of open space purchase program 

t 1 l ---

2/27 Did not receive notice Faxed & mailed notice 312 
2/27/04. 

Tim NW Requested inventory technical report 3112 Meeting held to 
phone call 3/2/04, 

O'Callahan 185/H illsboro 
look at GIS layers. Subm,ned map data using Clean Water 

3/1 2/04 Servoces floodplain data, pnmanly concerned w/ maximiz1r 

260 
developmenl when rural property brought into UGB 

' i 1 - I Property owner with creek on land West Linn told him his · 

2/27/2004 lond I~ undevelopable Concerned that he was not 
phone call & 3/1/04 Ollie Olsen West Linn adequately nolified Supports compensallon for setbacks Cnt1cal of program 

Concerned about legahty of the program under eminent 
261 domain laws 

-- . 
Generally supportive of habitat program Questions about For habitat 

phone call 
3/4/04 

T erry Wilson 
SE Heuke Rd, inventory Property maps requested and sent 319 protection, 

3/9/04 Boring Concerned that program would prevent developmenVllmber supportJve or 
262 sale from property program 

-- --
Maggie 

Ralph called to inform Metro of address correction 6809 
phone, email 02/02/04 Voss, Ralph London SW Portland Rale19hwood Way Portland 97225-9137 

263 M e tro t 1 -
Lo r i 

phone. email 02/27/04 Hennings, Sheer Nee ... 
Spoke on phone last week Lon sent info on web tool and s 

264 Metro 
opt,ons 
. 

post- ii idea 03/11/04 Gresham "Property owners nght'" 
Property ownP,r 

265 rights 



comment summa ry edited 

A B C D E F G H 

Location of Sentiments 
Type of Date To From Event sender Brief Summary 

about habitat 
comment (general) 

protection 
program 

1 
Special perm,t to transfer debris to a landfill or transfer 

post- it idea 03/ 11/04 l Gresham station at no cost. By request on a one t,me/day or event 
266 basis - -- --

p ost-i t idea 03/11/04 Gresham "Protect property owner rights • 
Propeny owner 

267 rights -- F -- - -- --- -
post-ti idea 03/11/04 Gresham i If value ,s lost, ,t should be compensated Stressed Propeny owner 

268 protection of propeny owners righ_ts_. __ rights -- -+--- I 
Question 1111 of keypad questionnaire ,s poorly written 

post-I1 idea 03/11/04 Gresham Choosing between compact developmenVpreserving trees 

269 does not correlate. You can do both 
~- ---270 post-ti idea 03/11 /04 Gresham ~nsure why the open house ,s taking place - - -+ 

pos t - it idea 03/11/04 ~ resh a m J_ L,m,t development. Start with the Persimmons development. 
271 bad for existing neighborhoods 

+ -
post-it id e a 03/11/04 Gresham 

Tree covered buttes are unique factor Don't allow For habitat 
272 destruct,on, they should remain a legacy protection 

+ 

post-it idea 03/11/04 G resh am 
Property owner already protects local environment by 

273 planting trees, etc near stream - -4- --- r -
pos t-it idea 03/11/04 I Gresham Suppons option 1A 

For habitat 
274 protection - - +- - . 
275 post- it id ea 03/11/04 G resham Protect our water supply . -- -- -276 post-it idea 03/11/04 Gre sham ·saving our trees/forests ,s a start • - -- - Suggests pest,c,de regulat,on Owners may be more open 

p ost-it idea 03/11/04 l G resh am + to regulation 11 coupled with education programs offering 
277 l easy alternatives 

' Imposing regulations cause anger Protecting habitat can b Against 
p ost-ti idea 03/11/04 Gresh a m a positive and rewarding experience Educat,on and rewarc regulat,ons. but no 

278 are good approaches protection - -
G,ve awards to land owners whO make effons to 

post -i t idea 03/11/04 Gres h a m preserve/enhance their properties adiacenl lo streams, 

279 lakes. etc 

- -- -
280 post-I1 idea 03/11/04 Gresh am City of Gresham should rescmd ,ts new steep slope rules . 

Don't llm,t development based on maps Evaluate each s,te 
post-it ide a 03/11/04 G resh am separately Do not subslltutc fixed regulations for reasoned 

281 dec,s,on:, 

282 post-I1 idea 03/11/04 Gresh am Supports opt;on 1A 
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283 

284 

285 

286 

287 

288 

289 

290 

291 

292 

293 

294 

295 

A 

Type of 
comment 

post-it idea 
---

post-it idea 

--

post-it idea 

post-it idea 

post-it idea 

post-it idea 

post-it idea 

post-it idea 

post-it idea 

post-it idea 

post-it idea 

post-it idea 

post-it idea 

B C 

Date To 

03/ 11 /04 
•--- ----

03/ 11/04 

+ 

03/11/04 
•-- I 

03/11/04 

• 
03/11/04 l - + 

03/ 11 /04 

03/11 /04 

03/11/04 

03/11/04 l 
+ 

03/11/04 
- • 

03/ 11/04 

03/11/04 

03/15/04 

comment summary edited 

D E F G H 

Location of 
Sentiments 

From Event sender Brief Summary 
about habitat 

(general) protection 
program 

Fa1rv1ew Creek Coordinating Committee has worked for 
Gresham years Cities 1ust keep on developing 1mperv,ous areas 

- ~ning into Fairview Lake. - -

Gresham Conservation banking tied to a regulatory program. protect Supports protect1or 
restore high priority sites 

--- --- -- -
L1m1t development Stop the Persimmons development. 

Gresham Ensure community concerns are addressed to protect Supports protect,or 
habitat. 

----r ~-
Suggests pos1t1ve responses to habitat protection stem fror 

Gresham educ.ation. Regulalton makes land owners angry Work with 
them not against them -

Gresham Leave protection of habitat to local 1unsd1ct1ons Any 
program adopted by Metro should be non-regulatory 

Gresham "Stop development Save our habitat Enough 1s enough 
Support opt,on 1 A" 

--
"Why are you (Metro) here? Fatrcreek creek not been 

Gresham enough (home) (habitat) protection nothing lefVall 
developed· 

Gresham Develop a waste program for sewage/waste that develops 
"methane gas· for energy to offset 011 demand 

1 + 

Gresham Persimmons development will destroy butte, trees, wildlife 
Land development will not preserve our natural habitat 

~ --
Gresham Property owners can protect their own land and arc 

Against regulations responsible Don't need more rules -~ 

Gresham A list of native plants/places to purchase or pick-up upon 
private restoratton grant - -

Gresham People should be left alone by Metro. but educated on Against new 
proper f,sh and game management on properties regutat,ons 

Clair Klock OR City The !Ille of education classes (a non regulatory tool) should 
reflect how the class will improve the property 



comment summary edited 

A B C D E F G H 

Location of Sentiments 
Type of 

Date To From Event sender Brief Summary 
about habitat 

comment 
(general} 

protection 
program 

1 

post-it idea 03/15/04 Clair Klock OR City Grants for city lot owners should be ,n conjunction with a 

296 Naturescapa,ng class & technical consultallon 
- . -- - - ---

post-II idea 03/15/04 Clair Klock OR City Grants should be given in coniunct,on with a conservation 
297 

4
plan of the entire prope~ ~-

1 
-- -- I -

post-it idea 03/15/04 Karen Davis OR City Quest,on· are there any agencies that would help with 
298 w1ldilfe restoration? - - -- - - -- . 
299 post-it idea 03/15/04 Sarah Brown OR City No paved trails along rivers 

post-it idea 03/15/04 OR City In large developments along UGB edge, make developers 

300 leave a naturalized boundary 
- - -

post-it idea 03/15/04 Larry OR City Enforce current laws regarding polluting streams. etc Don't Not directly 

301 I add more laws expressed 
- -- < -

post-it idea 03/15/04 Larry OR City Leave restorallon 10 people who will do 11 voluntarily or Not directly 
302 donate their land expressed - - . < 

post-it idea 03/15/04 OR City Make developers leave old growth large trees-work Not directly 

303 development around to save maximum extent possible expressed 
-

Use non-regulatory incentJves for property owners of small 
Not directly post-it idea 03/15/04 OR City tracts Regulate urban areas less aggressively where large 

tract owners arc impacting w11dhfe 
expressed 

304 -
post-II idea 03/16/04 I Clackamas Same essential rules for business as everyone else l 305 -

Strive for sustamab,hty--a balance between economy, 
post-it idea 03/16/04 Clackamas ecology and community Going with what bnngs the most 

306 money makes the environment and community suffer. 
- - - j 307 post-ti idea 03/16/04 Clackamas "The more the better•· (Reference unknown ) - -

308 post-it idea 03/16/04 Clackamas Enlorce the regulattons. once adopted 
-

post-it idea 03/16/04 Clackamas Metro must enforce 1ts laws. audll performance quality and 

309 admin,stratNe track record of local iunsd1ct10n's programs 
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Type of 
comment 

post-it idea 

post-it idea 

post-it idea 

post-it idea 

post-it idea 

post-it idea 

post-it idea 

post-it idea 

post-it idea 

post-II idea 

post-it idea 

post-it idea 

post-II idea 

post-it idea 

post-it idea 

B C 

Date To 

03/16/04 . 
03/16/04 

I 

I I j 03/16/04 
• 

03/16/04 
t 

03/16/04 

03/16/04 
+ 

03/16/04 

03/16/04 
-

03/17/04 . 
03/17/04 

03/17/04 
I 

03/17/04 

+ 
03/17/04 

t 
03/17/04 

03/17 /04 

comment summary edited 

D E F G H 

Location of 
Sentiments 

From Event sender Brief Summary about habitat 

(general) 
protection 
program 

Clackamas VIsIt homeowners In habitat areas and give suggestions on 
, what to plant, how to improve. etc - . --

Clackamas More home- and commercial owner (esp near streams/new 
development) education about pesttc1de/runoff issues 

1 
. 

l .. u taxpayers' want to regulate someone else's land, let t~ Clackamas buy 1tl" , 
Clackamas Don't allow developers to cut all the trees 

Clackamas Restrict companies along waterways to prevent growth of 
pollut,on problem 
"Use common sense The area will never be as 1t was 

Clackamas before the lnchans came here People are more important 
than fish· 

+ ---
Clackamas Tax reduction for maIntaIrnng wetlands and streamsIde 

4 habitat 

Clackamas Combine regional trail system with w1ld l1fe corridors that 
connect streams, buttes & riparian areas - , 

North 
Higher density development 

Portland 

North 
Portland 

Better stewards on Metro-owned property (e g , remove ivy) 

North Charge ImmIgrants to Metro counties a habitat tax and/or 

Portland 
develop system development charges for proposed 
development 

• I 
North Buy conservation easements on lands adJacent to Metro 

Portland lands to buffer high quality habitats 

- --
North Include more street tree protec110n even outside habitat 

Portland areas 

North Support encourage hm1ts on sale of chemical fertilizers. 
Portland pesticides herbIc1des. fungicides 

North 
Only allow na1Ive plans for new landscape development 

Portland 
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325 

326 

327 

328 

329 

330 

331 

332 

333 

334 

A 

Type of 
comment 

post-it idea 
--

post-it idea 

-

post-it idea 
-

post-it idea 

-

post-it idea 

walk-in 

walk-in 

-

walk-in 

walk-in 

walk-in 

B C 

Date To 

03/17/04 
_____. 

03/17/04 

• 
03/17/04 

+ 

03/18/04 

+ . . 

03/18/04 

1 
02/24/04 

02/25/04 

. , 

03/1 1/04 

03/19/04 

2/20/04 & 
2/23/04 

comment summary edited 

D E F G H 

Location of 
Sentiments 

about habitat 
From Event sender Brief Summary 

(general) 
protection 
program 

North Tax or water bill credit for amount of tree canopy for 
Portland homeowners/businesses 
- - - - ---+ -- -- - -

Encourage the use of native plants on all metro area 
North development projects. commercial or res1dentIal D1scoura~ 

Portland the increase of "car" habitat through tax incentives Tax on 
pesticides 

-- -

North 
Do not expand urban or industrial lands 

Portland 
+ 

City of Portland usually overbearing/bossy Most people 
want lo do nght thing Work w/ homeowners lo help them 
protect streams in cooperative. non-dictatorial manner 

Brian Swaren SW Portland Contact person/advisor that homeowners hire lo look al Nol directly 
property, listen to and consider ideas Then through expressed. 
simplified process homeowners could begin Immed1ately o 
p lans. Critical of city process with tons of paperwork, lot of 
money. JUSI for a meeting 

- -
Metro should put pressure on C11y of Portland to change For habitat J. Michael SW Sunset Local Improvement District approach that requires nearly 

McCloskey 
SW Portland 

Blvd every resident to agree to pu1t1ng In more curbs to help 
protect,on ( not 

collect storm water 
directly expressed) . 

Terrell Garrett NW St. Helens Interested In map correction form FaxPd form 

Very supportive of Metro program thus far Knowledgeable 
For habitat 

Linda Bauer SE 158th about current ESEE analysis and program development 
protection. 

supportive of 
process program 

l -

Alex NW Concerned about wetland & stream protection requirement 

Reverman 185/Cornell 
Provided arc view maps and explained 1,m1ng of program 
versus development permitting process 

-
Gordon N E 122nd Ave. Requested and given property maps D,scussed questions 
Boorse P o rtland about the inventory and ESEE analysis 

Al Jones SE Robert Ave Owns several properties one 7oned 1ndus1nal Concerned 
C lackamas with takings/condemna11on issues 

Critical of program 



comment summary edited 

A B C D E F G H 

Location of 
Sentiments 

Type of Date To From Event sender Brief Summary about habitat 
comment (general) 

protection 
program 

1 

For habIta1 

walk-in 2/20/04 & Skip Ormsby SW B1rdh1II Rd, Picked up inventory, science report and industrial lands protection, 
3/3/04 Portland study Chair of Birdsh1II CPO concerned with 

335 
program elements. 

- j -- --

2/26/04 & 
Sparkel & 

SW Stafford Questions about stream on her property and possible 
walk-in 3/2104 Bruce Rd, W1lsonvIlle 

discrepancies between habitat inventory and industrial lane 

Anderson study area maps 

336 I 




