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CALL TO ORDER AND ROLL CALL

INTRODUCTIONS

CITIZEN COMMUNICATIONS

GREAT BLUE HERON WEEK PROCLAMATION

CONSENT AGENDA

Consideration of Minutes for the May 27,2004 Metro Council Regular Meeting.

ORDINANCES - SECOND READING

Ordinance No. 04-1040, For the Purpose of Amending the Metro Urban
Growth Boundary, The Regional Framework Plan and the Metro Code
to Increase the Capacity of the Boundary to Accommodate Growth
in Industrial Employment. (Possible amendments, no public hearing)

5.2 Ordinance No. 04-1041, For the Purpose of Amending Metro's Regional
Framework Plan to Better Protect the Region's Farm and Forest Land
Industries and Land Base; and Declaring an Emergency. (Possible
amendments, no public hearing)

5.3 Ordinance No. 04-1047, For the Purpose of Amending Metro Code
Chapter 10.02 to Increase the Refundable Deposit at the Lake House
at Blue Lake Regional Park

6. CHIEF OPERATING OFFICER COMMUNICATION

7. COUNCILOR COMMUNICATION
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Clackamas, Multnomah and Washington counties, and
Vancouver, Wash.
Channel I I - Community Acccss Netrvork
\U,\'!!'.vourtvtv.org -- (503) 629-8534
Thursday. June 3 at 2 p.m. (live)

Portland
Channel 30 (CityNet 30) -- Portland Community
Media
,vvww.pcatv.ors - (503) 288-I5l5
Sunday, June 6 at 8:30 p.m.
Monday, June 7 at 2 p.m.

Gresham
Channel 30 -- MCTV
\\\\'w.mctv.org -- (503) 491-7636
Monday, June 7 at 2 p.m.

Washington County
Channel 30 -- TVTV
w\4u.yourtvtv.org -- (503) 629-8534
Saturday, June 5 at ll p.m.
Sunday.June6at ll p.m.
Tuesday, June 8 at 6 a.m.
Wednesday. June 9 at 4 p.m.

Oregon City, Gladstone
Channel 28 -- Willamette Falls Television
rrrln.rvllvAg:95;.con1 -- (503) 650-0275
Call or visit website for program times.

West Linn
Channel 30 - Willamette Falls Television
urwlyliyaqqcst -csm - (503) 650-0275
Call or visit website for program times.

Television schedule for June 3. 2004 Metro Council meetins

Pl,llASE NOTE: Show times are tentative and in some cases the entire meeting may not be shown due to length.
('all or check your community access station web site to confirm program times.

Agenda items may not be considered in the exact order. For questions about the agenda, call Clerk olthe Council,
Clhris Billingkrn,'797-1542. Public Ilearings are held on all ordinances second read and on resolutions upon request ol
the public. Documents lor the record must be submittcd to the Clerk olthe Council to be considered included in the
decision recorcl. Documents can be submitted by email. fax or mail or in pcrson to the Clerk olthe Council. For
assistance per the American Disabilities Act (ADA). dial TDD '197-1804 or'197-1540 (Council Office)
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Agenda Item Number 5.1

Ordinance No. 04-1040, For the Purpose of Amending the Metro Urban Growth Boundary,
the Regional Framework Plan and the Metro Code to Increase the Capacity of the Boundary to

Accommodate Growth in Industrial Employment

Second Reading

Metro Council Meeting
Thursday, June 3, 2004

Metro Council Chamber



BEFORE THE METRO COUNCIL

FOR THE PURPOSE OF AMENDING THE
METRO URBAN GROWTH BOUNDARY,
THE REGIONAL FRAMEWORK PLAN AND
THE METRO CODE TO INCREASE THE
CAPACITY OF THE BOUNDARY TO
ACCOMMODATE GROWTH IN
INDUSTRIAL EMPLOYMENT

ORDINANCE NO. 04-IO4O

Introduced by the Metro Council

WHEREAS, by Ordinance No. 02-9698 (For The Purpose Of Amending The Urban Growth

Boundary, The Regional Framework Plan And The Metro Code In Order To Increase The Capacity Of

The Boundary To Accommodate Population Growth To The Year 2022), the Council amended Title 4

(Industrial and Other Employment Areas) of the Urban Growth Management Functional Plan to increase

the capacity of industrial land to accommodate industrial jobs; and

WHEREAS, by Ordinance No. 02-9698, the Council added capacity to the UGB but did not add

sufficient capacity to accommodate the full need for land for industrial use; and

WHEREAS, the Metro Council submitted Ordinance No. 9698, in combination with other

ordinances that increased the capacity of the UGB, to the Land Conservation and Development

Commission (LCDC) as part of Metrdsperiodic review of the capacity of its UGB;and

WHEREAS, on July 7 ,2003, LCDC issued its'?artial Approval and Remand Order 03-

WKTASK-O01524'that approved most of the Councils decisions, but returned the matter to the Council

for completion or revision of three tasks: ( 1) provide complete data on the number, density and mix of

housing types and determine the need for housing types over the next 20 years; (2) add capacity to the

UGB for the unmet portion of the need for land for industrial use; and (3) either remove tax lots 1300,

1400 and 1500 in Study Area 62 from the UGB or justify their inclusion; and

WHEREAS, the Council complcted its analysis of the number, density and mix of housing types

and the need for housing over the planning period 2002-2022 and incorporated its conclusions in a

revision to its Housing Needs Analysis; and
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WHEREAS, the Council increased the capacity of the UGB both by adding land to the UGB and

by revising the Regional Framework Plan and Title 4 of the UGMFP to meet the previously unmet

portion ofthe need for land for industrial use; and

WHEREAS, the Council decided to remove tax lots 1300, 1400 and 1500 in Study Area 62 from

the UGB;and

WHEREAS, the Council consulted its Metropolitan Policy Advisory Committee and the 24 cities

and three counties of the metropolitan region and considered comments and suggestions prior to making

this decision; and

WHEREAS, prior to making this decision, the Council sent individual mailed notification to

more than 100,000 households in the region and held public hearings on Title 4 and the efficient use of

industrial land on December 4 and 11,2003, public workshops at six locations around the region in

March, 2004, on possible amendments to the UGB, and public hearings on the entire matter on April 22

and29, May 6, and June l0 and 24,2004; now, therefore

THE METRO COUNCIL HEREBY ORDAINS AS FOLLOWS:

Policy I . l2 of the Regional Framework Plan is hereby amended, as indicated in Exhibit A,
attached and incorporated into this ordinance, to guide the choice of farmland for addition to the
UGB when no higher priority land is available or suitable.

Title 4 (lndustrial and Other Employment Areas) of the Urban Growth Management Functional
Plan is hereby amended, as indicated in Exhibit B, attached and incorporated into this ordinance,
to improve implemcntatron of Title 4 by cities and counties in thc region.

Thc Employment and Industrial Areas Map is hereby amended, as shown in Exhibit C, attached
and incorporated into this ordinance, to depict the boundaries of Rcgionally Significant Industrial
Arcas pursuant to Policy I .4. 1 of the Regional Framework Plan in order to ensure more efficient
usc of the areas for industries reliant upon the movement of freight and to protect the function and
capacity offreight routcs and connectors in the region.

Tho Rcvised Housing Nceds Analysis, January 24,2003, is hereby further revised, as indicated in
Exhibit D, Addendum to Housing Needs Analysis, April 5, 2004, attached and incorporatcd into
this ordinance, to comply with the first item in LCDCs'?artial Approval and Remand Order 03-
wKTASK-001524:

The Metro UGB is hereby amended to include all or portions of the Study Areas shown on
Exhibit E and more precisely identified in the Industrial Land Alternative Analysis Study,
February, 2004, Item (c) in Appendix A, subject to the conditions set forth in Exhibit F, and to
exclude tax lots 1300, 1400 and 1500 in Study Area 62 and the southeast portion of Study Area 9
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6

from the UGB, also shown on Exhibit E and more precisely idcntified in the Staff Report,'In
Consideration of Ordinance No. 04-1040, For the Purpose of Amending the Metro Urban Growth
Boundary, the Regional Framework Plan and the Mctro Code to increase the capacity of the
Boundary to Accommodate Growth in Industrial Employmentl Item (a) in Appendix A. Exhibits
E and F are attached and incorporated into this ordinance to comply with the second and third
items in LCDCs'?artial Approval and Remand Order 03-WKTASK-0015241'

The Appendix, attachcd and incorporated into this ordinance, is hereby adopted in support of the
amendments to the UGB, the Regional Framework Plan and the Metro Code in sections I through
3 of this ordinance. The following documents comprise the Appendrx:

a Staff Report,'ln Consideration of Ordinance No. 04-1040, For the Purpose of Amending
the Metro Urban Growth Boundary, the Regional Framework Plan and the Metro Code to
increase the capacity of the Boundary to Accommodate Growth in Industrial
Employmentl April 5, 2004.

2002-2022 Urban Growth Report: An Employment Land Need Analysis, June 24,2004
Supplement.

Industrial Land Alternative Analysis Study, February, 2004.

Measure 26-29 Technical Report: Assessment of the Impacts of the June, 2004, UGB
Expansion on Property Owners.

Industrial Land Expansion Public Comment Report, March, 2004

'i\n Asscssment of Potential Regionally Signrficant Industrial Areas'lmemorandum from
Mary Webcr to Dick Benner, October 2l ,2003.

'Recommended Factors for ldentifying RSIAS', memorandum from Mary Weber to
MTAC, June 30,2003.

'Slopes Constraints on Industrial Development', memorandum from Lydia Neill to Davrd
Bragdon, November 25, 2003.

'Limited Choices: The Protection of Agricultural Lands and the Expansion of the Metro
Area Urban Growth Boundary for lndustrial Usd', prepared by the Metro Agricultural
Lands Technical Workgroup, April, 2004.

'Technical Assessment of Reducing Lands within Alternatives Analysis Study Aread',
memorandurn from Lydia Neill to David Bragdon, October 30, 2003.

Agriculture at the Edge: A Symposium, October 3 I, 2003, Summary by Kimi Iboshi
Sloop, December, 2003.

'lndustrial Land Aggregation Methodology, Test and Resultd', memorandum from Lydia
Neill to David Bragdon, September 24,2003.

'krdustrial Areas Requested by Local Jurisdictiond', memorandum from Tim OBnen to
Lydia Neill, luly 29,2003.

b.

c.

d.

e.

f.

0

h

J

k.

m.

n.
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'lndustrial Land Locational and Siting FactorS', memorandum from Lydia Neill to David
Bragdon, June 9, 2003.

'AReview of Information Pertaining to Regional Industrial Landd',memorandum from
Dick Benner to David Bragdon, January 26,2004.

Map of Freight Network and Freight Facilities, Metro, November, 2003.

'Evaluating the Industrial Land Supply with Projected Demand', memorandum from Lydia
Neill to David Bragdon, May 14,2003.

'ldentifying 2003 Industrial Land Altematives Analysis Study Area3l memorandum
from Tim Okien to Lydia Neill, July 9,2003.

'For the Purpose of Reducing the Land Undcr Consideration in the 2002 and 2003
Alternatives Analysis for Meet the Remaining Need for Industrial Land through Urban
Growth Boundary Expansiori', Staff Report, November 18,2003.

'Formation of Industrial NeighborhoodS', mcmorandum from Lydia Neill to David
Bragdon, October 24, 2003.

'Developed Lots 5 Acres and Smaller Outside the UGB', memorandum from Amy Rose to
Lydia Neill, November 18,2003.

'Fmploymcnt Land Included in the 2002 Urban Growth Boundary Expansiori',
memorandum from Andy Cotugno to David Bragdon, March 10,2003.

'ldentifying Additional Land for Industrial Purposesl'memorandum from Tim OBrien to
Lydia Neill, March 1,2003.

The Findings of Fact and Conclusions of Law in Exhibit G, attached and incorporated into this
ordinance, explain how this ordinance complies with state law, the Regional Framework Plan and
the Metro Code.

ADOPTED by the Metro Council this 24'h day of June, 2004.

David Bragdon, Council President

Approved as to Form:

Christina Billington, Recording Secretary Danicl B. Coopcr, Metro Attorney
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Exhibit A to Ordinance No.04-1040

[.12[ Protection of Agriculture and Forest Resource Land

l.l2.l Agricultural and forest land outside the UGB shall be protected from urbanization, and accounted
for in regional economic and development plans, consistent with this Plan. However, Metro recognizes
that all the statewide goals, including Statewide Goal 10, and Goal 14, Urbanization, are of equal
impoftance to Goals 3 and 4, which protect agriculture and forest resource lands. These goals represent
competing and, some times, conflicting policy interests which need to be balanced.

f l.l2.l | 1.12.2 [Rural Resource Lands
Rural resource lands outsidel When the Council must choose amons agricultural lands of the same
soil canabilitv classification for addition to the UGB Ithat have significant resource value should
actively be protected from urbanization. However, not all land zoned for exclusive farm use is of
equal agricultural valuel. the Council shall choose agricultural land deemed less imDortant to the
continuation of commercial aqriculture in the region.

ll.l2.2l 1,12.3 [Urban Expansion
Expansion of the UCB shall occur in urban reserves, established consistent with the urban rural
transition objective. AII urban reserves should be planned for future urbanization even if they
contain resource lands.l Metro shall enter into asreements with neighboring cities and counties to
carry out Council policy on rrrotection of agricultural and forest resource rrolicv through the
designation of Rural Reserves and other measures.

ll.l2.3l 1.12.4 Farm and Forest Practices
lProtect and support the ability for farm and forest practices to continue. The designation and
management of rural reserves by the Metro Council may help establish this support, consistent
with the Growth Concept. Agriculture and forestry require long term certainty of protection from
adverse impacts of urbanization in order to promote needed investmentsl Metro shall work with
neishboring counties to provide a hish desree of certainty for investment in asriculture in
agriculture and forestry and to reduce conflicts between urbanization and agricultural and forest
Dractices.
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Exhibit B to Ordinance No. 04-10,10

TITLE 4: INDUSTRIAL AND OTHER EMPLOYMENT AREAS

3.07.410 Purpose and Intent

A. The Regional Framework Plan calls for a strong economic climate. To improve the region's
econornic climate, Ithe planl Title 4 seeks to nrovide and protect ]thel g supply of sites for ernployment
by lirniting Iincompatible uses withinl the tvpes and scale of non-industrial uses in Reeionally
Sienificant Industrial Areas (RSlAs), Industrial Areas and Ernployrnent Areas. Title 4 also seeks to
provide the benefits of "clustering" to those industries that operate more nroductivelv and
efficiently in proximity to one another than in dispersed locations. Title 4 further seeks lTllo
protect the capacity and efficiency of the region's transportation system for the movement of goods and
services, and to Ipromote the creation of jobs within designated Centers and discourages certain
kinds of commercial retail development outside Centersl encourase the location of other tvpes of
em ploymen!! iu Ceulerg. Enlxlsyloq! Arcas, Main Streets and Station Communities llt
is the purpose of Title 4 to achieve these policies.l The Metro Council will lconsider amendments to
this title in order to make the title consistent with new policies on economic development adoptedl
evaluate the effectiveness of Title 4 in achieving these rrurposes as part of its periodic lreviewl
analvsis ofthe canacitv ofthe urban srowth boundary.

3.07.420 Protection of Regionally Signiflcant lndustrial Areas

A. Regionally Significant Industrial Areas (RSIA) are those areas Ithat offer the best opportunities for
family-wage industrial jobsl near the region's most sisnificant transnortation facilities for the
movement of freight and other areas most suitable for movement and storage of goods. Each city
and county with land use planning authority over Iareasl RSIAs shown on the [Generalized Map of
Regionally Significant Industrial Areas adopted in Ordinance No. 02-9691Emnloyment and
Industrial Areas Map shall derive specific plan designation and zoning district boundaries of Ithe
areasl RSIAs within its iurisdiction from the Map, taking into account the location of existing uses that
would not conform to the limitations on non-industrial uses in [subsection C, D and El this section, and
litsl the need lof individual cities and countiesl to achieve a mix of ltypes ofl employment uses.

B. lEach city and county with land use planning authority over an area designated by Metro on the
2040 Crowth Concept Map, as amended by Ordinance No.02-969, as a Regionally Significant
Industrial Area shall, as part of compliance with section 3.07.1120 of the Urban Growth
Management Functional Plan, derive plan designation and zoning district boundaries of the areas
from the Growth Concept Mapl Cities and counties shall review their land use resulations and
revise them. if necessarv. to include measures to limit the size and location of new buildinss for
retail commercial uses - such as stores and restaurants - and retail and professional services that
cater to daily customers - such as financial. insurance. real estate. legal. medical and dental offices -
to ensure that they serve primarilv the needs of workers in the area. One such measure shall be
that new buildings for stores. branches. agencies or other outlets for these retail uses and services
shall not occupy more than 3.000 square feet of sales or service area in a sinsle outlet. or multiple
outlets that occunv more than 20.000 square feet of sales or service area in a sinqle buildins or in
multiple buildings that are part of the same develoDment proiect, with the followins exceptions:

l. Within the boundaries of a nublic use airport subiect to a facilities master plan,
customarv airport uses. uses that are accessory to the travel-related and freight movement activities
of airnorts. hosnitalitv uses. and retail uses arrrrropriate to serve the needs of the travelins nublic:
and
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2. Training facilities whose Drimary purpose is to Drovide training to meet industrial needs.

C. lAfter determining boundaries of Regionally Significant Industrial Areas pursuant to
subsections A and B, the city or countyl Cities and counties shall ladopt implementing ordinances
that limit development in the areas to industrial uses, uses accessory to industrial uses, offices for
industrial research and development and large corporate headquarters in compliance with
subsection E of this section, utilities, and those non-industrial uses necessary to serve the needs of
businesses and employees of the areasl review their land use regulations and revise them. if
necessary. to include measures to limit the siting and location of new buildings for the uses
described in subsection B and for non-industrial uses that do not cater to daily customers - such as
bank or insurance Drocessing centers - to ensure that such uses do not reduce off-peak Derformance
on Main Roadway Routes and Roadway Connectors shown on Metro's Freight Network Map.
November.2003. below standards set in the 2004 Regional Transoortation Plan or require added
road caDacitv to nrevent fallins below the standards.

D. INotwithstanding subsection C, a city or county shall not approve:

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

2. Commercial retail uses that would occupy more than five percent of the net
developable portion of all contiguous Regionally Significant Industrial Areasl No citv or

countv shall amend its land use resulations that applv to lands shown as RSIA on the Emplovment
and Industrial Areas Man to authorize uses described in subsection B that were not authorized
prior to Julv 1.2004.

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

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

2. lf the office is for a corporate headquarters, it will accommodate for the initial
occupant at least I,000 employeesl

IF. A city or countyl Cities and counties may allow division of lots or parcels into smaller lots or
parcels as follows:

l . Lots or parcels flessl smaller than 50 acres may be divided into any number of smaller lots or
parcelsl; l.

2. Lots or parcels 150 acres orl larger than 50 acres may be divided into smaller lots and parcels
pursuant to a master DIan arrproved by the citv or county so long as the resulting division yields [the
maximum number of lots or parcels of'l at least [50 acresl one lot or narcel of at least 50 acres in
size[; l.

3. Lots or parcels 50 acres or larser. includins those created pursuant to parasranh (2) of
this subsection. may be divided into anv number of smaller Iots or parcels pursuant to a master
nlan aoDroved by the citv or county so long as at least 40 nercent ofthe area ofthe lot or Darcel has
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been develoned with industrial uses or uses accessory to industrial use. and no rrortion has been
developed. or is proposed to be developed. with uses described in subsection B of this section.

4. Notwithstanding paragraphs 2l,l and 3 [and] of this subsection, any lot or parcelmay be
divided into smaller lots or parcels or made subject to rights-of-way for the following purposes:

a. To provide public facilities and services;

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

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

d. [To reconfigure the pattern of lots and parcels pursuant to subsection G or this sectionl

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

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

IHl F. Notwithstanding subsections IC and Dl B of this section, a city or county may allow the lawful
use of any building, structure or land existing at the time of adoption of its ordinance 1o implement this
section to continue and to expand to add up to 20 percent more floor area and l0 percent more land area.
Notwithstanding subsection E of this section, a city or county may allow division of lots or parcels
pursuant to a master plan approved by the city or county prior to IDecember 3l, 20031 Julv l. 2004.

3.07.430 Protection of Industrial Areas

A. lln Industrial Areas mapped pursuant to Metro Code section 3.07.130 that are not Regionally
Significant Industrial Areas, cl Cities and counties shall llimit new and expanded retail commercial
uses to those appropriate in fype and size to serve the needs of businesses, employees and residents
of the Industrial Areasl review their land use resulations and revise them. if necessarv. to include
measures to limit new buildings for retail commercial uses - such as stores and restaurants - and
retail and professional services that cater to daily customers - such as financial. insurance. real
estate. lesal. medical and dental offices - in order to ensure that they serve primarilv the needs of
workers in the area. One such measure shall be that new buildings for stores. branches. asencies or
other outlets for these retail uses and services shall not occupv more than 5.000 square feet ofsales
or service area in a single outlet. or multiple outlets that occupv more than 20.000 square feet of
sales or service area in a sinsle buildins or in multinle buildings that are part of the same
development proiect. with the following exceptions:

l. Within the boundaries of a oublic use airnort suhiect to a facilities master nlan.
customarv airrrort uses. uses that are accessorv to the travel-related and freisht movement activities
of airnorts. hosoitalitv uses. and retail uses arrpronriate to serve the needs of the travelins lrublic:
and
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B. lln an Industrial Area, a city or county shall not approve:

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

2. Commercial retail uses that would occupy more than ten percent of the net developable
portion of the area or any adjacent Industrial Areal Cities and counties shall review their land use
regulations and revise them. if necessary. to include measures to limit new buildings for the uses
described in subsection A to ensure that they do not interfere with the efficient movement of freisht
along Main Roadway Routes and Roadway Connectors shown on Metro's Freight Network Map.
November. 2003. Such measures mav include. but are not limited to restrictions on access to freight
routes and connectors. sitins limitations and traffic thresholds. This subsection does not require
cities and counties to include such measures to limit new other buildinss or uses.

C. No city or county shall amend its land use resulations that apply to lands shown as Industrial
Area on the Emnlovment and Industria! Areas Man to authorize uses described in subsection A of
this section that were not authorized prior to July l. 2004.

l. Lots or narcels smaller than 50 acres v he divided info anv numher of smaller lots or
narcels.

2. Lots or Darcels larger that 50 acres may be divided into smaller lots and parcels
pursuant to a master plan approved by the citv or countv so lons as the resulting division vields at
least one lot or parcel ofat least 50 acres in size.

3. Lots or parcels 50 acres or larser. includins those created oursuant to narasraph (2) of
this subsection. may be divided into any number of smaller lots or parcels pursuant to a master
plan aDproved by the city or county so long as at least 40 percent ofthe area ofthe lot or parcel has
been develoned with industrial uses or uses accessory to industrial use. and no portion has been
developed. or is nronosed to be developed with uses described in subsection A of this section.

.1. Notwithstanding paragraDhs 2 and 3 of subsection. anv lot or Darcel may be divided
into smaller lots or parcels or made subiect to rights-of-way for the following nurDoses:

a. To provide public facilities and services:

b. To separate a rrortion of a lot or in order to Drotect a natural resource. to
provide a public amenitv, or to implement a remediation plan for a site identified
bv the Oreeon Department of Environmental Oualitv pursuant to ORS 465.2251

c. To senarate a Dortion of a lot or Darcel containins a nonconforming use from the
remainder of the lot or rrarcel in order to render the remainder more ]rractical for a
Dermitted use; or

d. To allow the creation of a lot for financins purDoses when the created lot is
part of a master planned develooment.
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A.

B

C

E. Notwithstanding [subsection Bl subsection A of this section, a city or county may allow the lawful
use of any building, structure or land existins at the time of [enactment of anl adoption of its ordinance
[adopted pursuant to this section] to implement this section to continue and to expand to add up to 20
percent more [floorspacel floor area and l0 percent more land area. Notwithstandine subsection D of
this section. a citv or countv mav allow division of lots or parcels nursuant to a master plan
approved bv the city or county prior to July 1.2004.

3.07.440 E,rmployrnent Areas

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

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

A city or county whose zoning ordinance applies to an Employment Area and is listed on Table
3.07 -4 may continue to authorize retail commercial uses with more than 60,000 square feet of
gross leasable area in that zone if the ordinance authorized those uses on January I , 2003 .

D A city or county whose zoning ordinance applies to an Employment Area and is not listed on
Table 3.01-4 may continue to authorize retail commercial uses with more than 60,000 square feet
ofgross leasable area in that zone if:

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

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

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

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

Generate no more than a25 percent increase in site-generated vehicle trips above
permitted non-industrial uses; and

2. Meet the Maximum Permitted Parking - Zone A requirements set forth in Table 3 .07 -2 of Title 2
of the Urban Growth Management Functional Plan.
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Exhibit D to Ordinance No. 04-1040
Addendum to Housing Needs Analysis

April5,2004

I. INTRODUCTION

The attached three Tables satisfo the requirements of ORS 197 .298(5)(a)(E) to provide at least 3 years of
data on the number, density and average mix of housing for vacant, partially vacant, redevelopment and
infill (refill) and mixed use designated land. Table 5(a)(E) - I provides number, density and mix data on
refill land for the period 1997 through 2001 . Table 5(a)(E) - 2 provides the same data for development
on vacant and partially vacant land for the period I 998 through 200 l. Table 5(a)(E) - 3 displays the
number, density and mix data for development on mixed use land for the period 1998 - 200 I .

As noted in the original Housing Needs Analysis submission, the data in the attached Tables are subsets
of more aggregated data contained in the original Housing Needs Analysis Report. While interesting and
informative, the data in the attached Tables do not contradict the conclusions and actions taken in
conjunction with the Urban Growth Report and periodic review. Nor do the data affect the
determinations of the overall average density and overall mix of housing types at which residential
development must occur in order to meet housing needs through2022, as depicted in the original Housing
Needs Analysis, pages 2 through 7 and Figures 3.1,3.2,3.3,5.1 and 5.3.

The remainder of the repoft consists of an explanation of methodology and data sources and a synopsis of
the data content ofeach ofthe tables.

II. METHODOLOGY AND DATA SOURCES

A. Data Sources

In order to retrospectively meet the requirements of State Statute we made maximum use of
Metro's RLIS archived data that extend back in some degree to 1995. These data consist of the following
elements:

Land use data at the tax lot level designating land by vacant, developed and
zoning category.

County assessor tax lot data showing use, value, sales data. etc.

Geo-coded building permit data by building type

Air photos for each year taken approximately in July of each year with a trend of
improving resolution level over time.

B. Samolins Anproach

We elected to measure the data using a 20% sampling approach so that we could manually audit
each of the selected data points to insure accuracy. Machine processing of the data is not possible due to
the following sources of measurement error.

Building permit geo-coding variability as approximately 7UYo of buitding permits
actually geo-code exactly to the correct tax lot.
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Building permit data error due to incomplete reporting, undetected duplicates and
inaccurate descriptions of building type, work done and location.

Slight registration discrepancies between tax lot maps, air photos and archived
land use coverages.

Variability between the time a building permit is issued, building takes place and
the tax lot is created and enumerated in the County Assessor's tax lot coverage.
The practical consequence ofthis is often that a row house constructed on a
2,500 sq. ft. lot appears to be on a 100,000 sq. ft. plus lot because the subdivision
plat is not yet available in the data base.

For multi-family units we modified the20%o sample to include 100% of all building permits for
20 or more units and applied the 20o/o rate to permits of under 20 units. This avoided the potential
sampling errors associated with having a few permits for multi-family of over 100 or more units.

C. Expansion Back to the Population Totals

Because we elected a l00o/o count of multi-family the sample was not self-weighting. As a
consequence after the analysis was complete we used a two phase approach to estimate the building
permit population. First, we expanded our sample by building type back to the totals reported in our
building permit data base. Secondly, since our building permit data base is incomplete relative to the
totals reported to the State and Federal Government, we expanded our building permit data base to match
the County totals by building type.

D. Definition of Entities Beins Measure

State Statute requires we repoft on the number and densities by building type of development on
"refill", "vacant", "parlly vacant" and "mixed use" land. These entities we define and discuss in the
context of our RLIS data base and measurement protocols as follows:

Refill: Housing units developed on land that Metro already considers developed
in its data base. Refill is further divided into redevelopment and infill.
Redevelopment occurs after an existing building has been removed. Infill is
additional building without removal of existing buildings.

a. Method of Measurement: We measure refill by counting the number of
permits that locate on land Metro considers developed in the next fiscal
year. For instance for the year "1998" we would compare the RLIS
developed and vacant lands inventory for the year ending June 30, 1998
with all building permits issued beginning July l, 1998 and ending June
30, 1999. Building permits located on land Metro classed vacant as of
June 30, 1998 would be classed as development on vacant land and
permits landing on land Metro classed as developed as of June 30, 1998
would be classed as refill.

b. Measurement Protocols: As noted earlier we select a20oh sample of all
permits for new residential construction from the RLIS data base for the
relevant years (with the exception of the 100% of multi-family permits
equal to or exceeding 20 units). Each permit is scrutinized manually by a
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trained intern using the RLIS data base and air photos to insure it is
properly located and that the permit is for valid construction that did
occur as the permit indicated. The analyst then determines whether the
permit constitutes refill or vacant land development. Beginning with this
study the analyst further classifies the permit to "legal - Urban Growth
Report" refill and "economic - MetroScope" refill. This distinction
results from the fact that RLIS analysts classify some individual lots in
developing green field areas as developed prior to actual development
occurring and also classify land cleared for urban renewal areas as
vacant. In the former case the economic interpretation is development on
new and in the latter case the economic interpretation is refill
development. However, to be consistent with the RLIS land accounting
system on which the Urban Growth Report is based we classifr
development the way RLIS accounts for it. On the other hand, the
MetroScope land use model used for fbrecasting and policy evaluation
counts green field development as vacant land consumption and urban
renewal as refill (redevelopment). Consequently, we report refill data for
both classifications.

Vacant and partially vacant: In RLIS tax lots that are "completely vacant" (90Yo
vacant) are classed as totally vacant. If the unoccupied portion of a tax lot with
development exceeds Yz acre, the unoccupied portion is classed a partially vacant.
Green field sites under development may transition from vacant to partially
vacant, back to totally vacant to developed and back again to totally vacant
depending on the pattems of tax lot subdivision activity and zone changes. This
also is true for urban renewal redevelopment sites. There are also a limited
number of partially vacant sites in established residential areas where present
zoning would allow further subdivision and development.

Methotl of Measurement: Using the audited building permit sample we
machine processed the permits classed as legally vacant to fully vacant
and partially vacant. Due to map registration discrepancies the RLIS
developed lands coverage for 1997 could not be used so we dropped 600
observations for that year. In addition, another 1400 observations failed
the machine screening in that they could not be conclusively classed as
either vacant or partially vacant without manual auditing. The 2000
observations excluded from the vacant and partially vacant analysis
resulting in the number of units developed on some type of vacant land
dropping from 39,000 to 25,000. Though not relevant to the refill study
or overall results, discussions with RLIS analysts indicated that the
machine filtering process was more likely to exclude partially vacant
than vacant tax lots. The bias, resulting from this procedure was
minimized, by restating our inventory totals of vacant and partially
vacant land using the same screening procedures.

Meusurement Protocols: Once the refill data base was reclassed
between vacant and partially vacant, we tabulated all the development on
vacant land by the type of vacant land it fellon by building type (multi-
family and single family) and by lot size.

a

b
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Mixed use development: In our RLIS data base mixed use development is
classed as MUCI, MUCZ and MUC3. From the originalaudited refilldata base
we selected all the records of building permits that fell on land classed as MUC I,
MUC2 or MUC3 regardless of whether it was refill, vacant or partially vacant.
Again matching the RLIS land use inventory for 1997 proved problematic for
machine selection procedures and this year was excluded. The resulting selection
process produced 402 observations representing over 4,600 units constructed
from 1998 through 2001.

E. Years of Data Included in the Retrospective Analvsis

We included building permit data from 12197 through 6/2002 that could be reliably recovered and
geo-coded from our existing RLIS data base. This time period allows us to evaluate 5 years of recent
history in regard to "refill" and 4 years of history for "vacant", "partly vacant" and "mixed use" land.

III. SYNOPSIS OF RESULTS

A. Data Table 5El: Refill Numbers by Type and Densify 1997 - 2001

The data displayed on Table 5El show the amount of residential development of vacant and refill
land that occurred during the period 1997 through 2001 . During that period nearly 54,000 dwelling units
located within the Metro region.r Of the 54,000 dwelling vnits,26.5yo occurred as refill according to the
legal - Urban Growth Report definition. Using the economic-MetroScope definition 30.4% were refill
reflecting the increasing importance of redevelopment in urban renewal areas and centers. Nearly 20,000
of the units constructed were multi-family with a legal refill rate of 31.5o/o and an economic rate of
40.2yo.34,000 units constructed were single family with a legal refill rate of 23.60/o and an economic rate
of 24.7'h. Average lot sizes are also reported for every category.2 For multi-family average lot sizes
range from 1,800 to 2,000 sq. ft. depending on category. For single family average lot sizes range from
6,600 to 8.400 sq. ft. with refill development generally in the 6,500 - 7,000 sq. ft. range.

B. Table 5El(a): Median Lot Size Data

This table provides additional and somewhat more meaningful weighted median lot size data.
When we compare the average lot sizes in Table 5E l, we observe substantive differences in most cases.
In general the median lot sizes are 30%o less for vacant single family,25Yo more fbr vacant multi-family,
25% less for refill single family and 30oh less for refill multi-family. For alI types combined the weighted
median is 27o/o less for vacant and 260/o less for refill. Assuming that the present median is a superior
measure of long run average lot size, the combined weighted median of 4,417 sq. ft. should be used to
determine vacant land consumption. This figure combined with the 39,6 l9 units located on legally vacant
Iand over the 5 year period implies a land consumption of slightly over 4,000 net buildable acres. Using a
plausible range of gross to net conversion factors of .55 - .7 yields a gross buildable acre consumption of
1.150 to 1,450 acres per year, within the range estimated in the original Housing Needs Analysis.3

I Real Estate Report for Metropolitan Portland, Oregon, Spring 2003. Numbers are based on building permits
summarized at the County level and only approximate the UGB. This procedure slightly overstates UGB land
consumption.
' Average as contrasted to median inflates land consumption as the measure is substantially influenced by a few
large lot single family permits on urban land still zoned RRFU that will subsequently be subdivided. RLIS
procedure of assuming lracre of land consumption for permits on non-subdivided land also inflates average lot size.r While appearing precise, attempting to estimate long run densities and land consumption from individual lot sizes
involves substantial uncertainties. The most serious ofthese is the gross to net conversion factor as we only observe

J
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C. Table 5E2: Houtins on Fully Vacant and Partrally \4acan! Lasl

The accompanying table presents the required data on development on a subcategory of vacant
land - fully vacant land and land partially vacant. As noted in the methods section, fully or partially
vacant is classified relative to the tax lot existing at the time of the RLIS vacant and developed lands
inventory. As also noted in the methods section, due to procedures and quirks of the land development
and reporting process land may be fully vacant, partially vacant or developed refill land several times
during the development process. In addition as a result of attempting to categorize and measure "partially
vacant" we discover that the acreage totals are extremely volatile and sensitive to whatever criteria we use
in the machine query process to differ partial from full. Very minor discrepancies between vacant land
coverages and assessor's tax lot coverages can dramatically change the inventories of fully and partially
vacant. In the methods section we note that we use the same selection criteria for both the inventory
totals and the classification of the refill sample into fully and partially vacant.

Of the over 39,000 legal vacant units located in the Metro Region for the period 1997 - 2001 we
were able to reliably classify 25,000 units covering the period 1998 - 2001 . Of these 15,500 (62.6%)
were on fully vacant land and 9,300 (37.4%) were on partially vacant land. LookingatTable 5E2(a)
Fully Vacont and Partially Vacant Land Inventory 1998 - 2001 (replacing Table 4. I AB in the original
Housing Needs Analysis) that on average partially vacant comprised 34.3% of the vacant land inventory.
In sum development on partially vacant land overall has been occurring at roughly the same rate as
development on fully vacant land and appears to not be materially different.

At the same time we recognize that there are a number of instances where partially vacant land
shares a tax lot with a high valued single family home. In order to better understand the likelihood of
further development under these circumstances, we used our single family sales price study to estimate
the "optimum lot size" by neighborhood and house size. We define optimum lot size as the lot size at
which at the loss of value to a homeowner by selling off part of his lot just equals the amount he gains by
selling the land. lf the homeowner sells more land, the value of his house declines more than he gains by
the sale. Conversely, if he sells less land, the land unsold contributes less to the value of his home than
the amount he would receive were he to sell it. Making that calculation for Dunthorpe we found that a
$1,000,000 home on 5 acres would have a positive incentive to sell off land down to about I - 1.5 acres.
By comparison, a $600,000 home on I acre would have an incentive to sell off no more than Vz ?crl.
Significantly, in 2000 the average Dunthorpe selling price was $590,000 for a 3,100 sq. ft. house on a
22,000 sq. ft. lot, almost exactly the optimum lot size determined from our estimates. On average then we
would expect Dunthorpe to have no additional capacity other than that resulting from subdivision of lots
at least I acre to sizes no smaller than t/z acre. Optimum lot size calculations vary dramatically by
neighborhood. For instance, the average house in the Powellhurst-Gilbert neighborhood has a positive
incentive to sell ofT land down to and sometimes below a 5.000 sq. ft. lot minimum. This is more often
the case within the Metro region notwithstanding the exceptionally high value areas such as Dunthorpe.

D. Table 583: Housine on Mixed Use Designated Land

As required by statute the accompanying table shows development for the period 1998 - 2001
that occurred on land Metro considered at the time of development to be MUCI, MUC2 and MUC3. As
pointed out in the methods section, the mixed use inventory includes refill, vacant and partially vacant

net buildable land consumption and cannot measure land lost to streets, parks, schools, freeways, etc. The second
drawback is that average lot size measures are always exaggerated by a few large lot placements (often of
manufactured homes) done by private individuals that will undoubtedly be further subdivided sometime in the
future.
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lands. Over the 4 year period we noted 4,600 housing units developed of which 3,000 were multi-family
and 1,600 were single family. Average lot size for multi-family was 1,400 sq. ft. and single family lot
size was 2,300 sq. ft. Table 5E3(a) depicts the 2040 Plan mixed use capacity as of 8/98. Total mixed use
capacity at that time was roughly 23,000 units. Mixed use development constituted about lloh of
residential development for the 4 year period 98 - 2001. As of 1998, mixed use capacity of 23,000 units
constituted l2oh of the capacity 193,000 dwelling unit capacity estimated at the time. As was the case
with vacant and partially vacant, this sub-classification of land type seems to produce housing at a rate
commensurate with its proportion of the land inventory.
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Exhibit F to Ordinance No. 04-1040
Conditions on Addition of Land to the UGB

I. GENERAL CONDITIONS APPLICABLE TO ALL LANDS ADDED TO THE UGB

A. The city or county with land use planning responsibility for a study area included in the
UGB shall complete the planning required by Metro Code Title I l, Urban Growth Management
Functional Plan ("UGMFP"), section 3.01 .l120 ("Title I I planning") for the area. Unless otherwise
stated in specific conditions below, the city or county shall complete Title I I planning within two years
after the effective date of this ordinance. Specific conditions below identifo the city or county responsible
for each study area.

B. The city or county with land use planning responsibility for a study area included in the
UCB, as specified below, shall apply the2040 Growth Concept design types shown on Exhibit E of this
ordinance to the planning required by Title I I for the study area.

C. The city or county with land use planning responsibility for a study area included in the
UGB shall apply interim protection standards in Metro Code Title I l, UGMFP, section 3.07. I I 10, to the
study area until the effective date ofthe comprehensive plan provisions and land use regulations adopted
to implement Title I l.

D. In Title I I planning, each city or county with land use planning responsibility for a study
area included in the UGB shall recommend appropriate long-range boundaries for consideration by the
Council in future expansions of the UGB or designation of urban reserves pursuant to 660 Oregon
Administrative Rules Division 21.

E. Each city or county with land use planning responsibility for an area included in the UGB
by this ordinance shall adopt provisions - such as setbacks, buffers and designated lanes for movement of
slow-moving farm machinery - in its land use regulations to enhance compatibility between urban uses in
the UGB and agricultural practices on adjacent land outside the UGB zoned for farm or forest use.

F. Each city or county with land use planning responsibility for a study area included in the
UGB shall apply Title 4 of the UGMFP to those portions of the study area designated Regionally
Significant Industrial Area ("RSIA"), Industrial Area or Employment Area on the 2040 Growth Concept
Map (Exhibit C). If the Council places a specific condition on a RSIA below, the city or county shall
apply the more restrictive condition.

G. In the application of statewide planning Goal 5 (Natural Resources, Scenic and Historic
Areas, and Open Spaces) to Title I I planning, each city and county with land use responsibility for a
study area included in the UGB shall comply with those provisions of Title 3 of the UGMFP
acknowledged by the Land Conservation and Development Commission ("LCDC") to comply with
Goal 5. If LCDC has not acknowledged those provisions of Title 3 intended to comply with Goal 5 by
the deadline for completion of Title I I planning, the city or county shall consider, in the city or county's
application of Goal 5 to its Title 1l planning, any inventory of regionally significant Goal 5 resources and
any preliminary decisions to allow, limit or prohibit conflicting uses of those resources that is adopted by
resolution of the Metro Council.

Exhibit F to Ordinance No. 04- 1040
m:\ixomcy\confidential\7 2 I3\04-I040.E\ F.lXl2
O M A/RPB,4(vN (0.1/0lt/0,1)

Page I -



II. SPECIFIC CONDITIONS FOR PARTICULAR AREAS

A. Damascus Area

B. Beavercreek Area

2

J

Clackamas County and Metro shall complete Title I I planning requirements
through the incorporation of this area into the greater Damascus/Boring Concept
Plan planning effort currently underway. This planning shall be completed
within the same time frame as specified in Ordinance No. 02-9698.

In the planning required by Title I l, subsections (A) and (F) of section
3.07 .1 120, Clackamas County or any future governing body responsible for the
area shall provide for annexation of those portions of the area whose planned
capacity is sufficient to support transit to the Tri-met District.

In the planning required by Title I I , subsections (A) and (F) of section
3.07 .l120, Clackamas County or any future governing body responsible for the
area shall provide for annexation ofthose portions ofthe area whose planned
capacity is sufficient to support transit to the Tri-met District.

Clackamas County or, upon annexation to Oregon Ciry, the city and county, with
Metro, shall complete Title I I planning for the area.

This area shall be planned in conjunction with the adjoining tax lot added to the
UGB in 2002. under Ordinance No. 02-9698.

C. Borland Area - North of l-205

Clackamas County or, upon annexation to the City of Tualatin, the city and
county, in coordination with the Cities of Lake Oswego. Tualatin. and West Linn
and Metro, shall complete Title I I planning within four years following the
effective date of Ordinance No.04-1040. The county and city, in conjunction
with Lake Oswego and West Linn and Metro shall recommend long-range
boundaries in the Stafford Basin and general use designations for consideration
by the Council in future expansions of the UGB.

Until the effective date of new regulations adopted pursuant to Title I I , the city
or county with land use planning responsibility for the area shall not allow the
division of a lot or parcel that is 50 acres or larger into lots or parcels smaller
than 50 acres.

D. Tualatin Area
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Washington County or, upon annexation to the Cities of Tualatin or Wilsonville,
the cities, in conjunction with Metro, shall complete Title I I planning within fbur
years olthe effective date of Ordinance No.04-1040.
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Title I I planning shall incorporate the general location of the projected right of
way location for the I-5l99W connector and the Tonquin Trail as shown on the
2004 Regional Transportation Plan.

The governments responsible for Title I I planning shall consider using the I-
5/99W connector as a boundary between the city limits of the City of Tualatin
and the City of Wilsonville in this area.

E. Quarry Area

F. Coffee Creek Area

2

G. Wilsonville East Area

H. Cornelius
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Washington County or, upon annexation to the cities of Tualatin or Sherwood,
the cities, and Metro shall complete Title I I planning for the area.

Title I I planning shall, if possible, be coordinated with the adjoining area that
was included in the UGB in2002 under Ordinance No. 02-9698.

Until the effective date of new regulations adopted pursuant to Title I l, the city
or county with land use planning responsibility for the area shall not allow the
division of a lot or parcel that is 50 acres or larger into lots or parcels smaller
than 50 acres.

Washington and Clackamas Counties or, upon annexation of the area to the City
of Wilsonville, the city, and Metro shall complete the Title I I planning for the
area within four years of the effective date of Ordinance No.04-1040.

The concept planning shall incorporate the general location ofthe projected right
of way location for the I-5l99W connector and the Tonquin Trail as shown on the
2004 Regional Transportation Plan.

Clackamas County or, upon annexation of the area to the City of Wilsonville, the
city, and Metro shall complete the Title I I planning for the area within two years
of the effective date of Ordinance No.04-1040.

In the planning required by Title I I a buffer shall be incorporated to mitigate any
adverse effects oflocating industrial uses adjacent to residential uses located
southwest ofthe area.

Until the effective date of new regulations adopted pursuant to Title I l, the city
or county with land use planning responsibility for the area shall not allow the
division of a lot or parcel that is 50 acres or larger into lots or parcels smaller
than 50 acres.

Washington County, or, upon annexation of the area to the City of Cornelius, and
Metro shall complete the Title I I planning for the area.
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I. Helvetia
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l. Washington County, or upon annexation of the area to the City of Hillsboro, the
city, and Metro shall complete the Title I I planning for the area.

Until the effective date of new regulations adopted pursuant to Title I l, the city
or county with land use planning responsibility for the area shall not allow the
division of a lot or parcel that is 50 acres or larger into lots or parcels smaller
than 50 acres.
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STAFF REPORT

IN CONSIDERATION OF ORDINANCE 04-IO4O FOR THE PURPOSE OF AMENDTNG THE
URBAN GROWTH BOUNDARY, THE REGIONAL FRAMEWORK PLAN, THE FUNCTIONAL
PLAN AND THE METRO CODE TO ACCOMMODATE THE GROWTH IN INDUSTRIAL
EMPLOYMENT

Date: April 15,2004 Prepared by: Lydia Neill

BACKGROUND
Metro is required to assess the capacity of the urban growth boundary ruGB) every five years under ORS
197.299(l). Metro is currently in Periodic Review with the Department of Land Conservation and
Development (DLCD) under work program approval order #001243. As part of this review Metro is
required to forecast and provide a 2}-year land supply for residential, commercial and industrial uses
inside the UGB. The Metro Council had forecasted a shortage of 38,700 dwelling units, 140 acres of
commercial land and 4,285 acres of industrial land for the period from 2002 to 2022.In December 2002
the Metro Council added 18,638 acres of land to the UGB that satisfied all of the dernand for residential
and commercial land but only a portion of the need for industrial land.

A rernand work order was issued by the Land Conservation and Development Commission (LCDC) due
to the incomplete actions on industrial lands and several other issues. The remand order 03-WK Task
001524 requires Metro to fuIfilI the industrial land need, complete the Housing Needs Analysis by
providing data on the number mix and housing types required by ORS 197.296(5), and either remove tax
lots 1300, 1400 and 1500 adjacent to King City or provide a justification for their inclusion in the UGB
by June 2004.

I ndu strial Lands S hortfall
T\e2002-2022Urban Growth Report: An Employment Land Need Analysis Updated December 2002
(Employment UGR), identified a demand for industrial land of 4,285 net acres and a demand for
commercial land of 140 net acres. The Metro Council's December expansion decision included roughly
half of the industrial land need. The2002 UGB decision added 2,850 net acres ofjob land to the UGB
that is divided among three 2040 design types; 533 net acres of employment land,8l8 net acres of
industrial land and 1,499 net acres of Regionally Significant Industrial Area (RSIA) land. I Thus, there is a

current industrial land need of 1,968 net acres and a commercial land surplus of 393 net acres.

Employment UGR- Acres Needed By Sector
The Ernployment UGR identified the dernand for vacant industrial land by sector and distributed the
demand by parcel size. This dernand allocation reflects past demand, development practices and existing
land use policies. The demand is described in gross acres rather than net acres to allow discussion and

I RSIAs are a2M0 design type that identifies industrial areas that have regional significance because of their location near the
region's most important transportation facilities for the movement ofltraded sector freight.
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comparison of different study areas and tax lots on a consistent geography.r The general demand for
vacant industrial land is distributed as follows:. 70 percant warehouse and distribution. 13 percent general industrial

' 17 percent tech/flex3

ll/arehouse and Distribution Demund Summary
Approximately 70 percent of the total dernand for industrial land is needed for warehouse and distribution
use. Warehouse and distribution include the following standard industrial classification (SIC) codes: 40-
45 and 50, 5l which is represented by railroad, motor freight, air transportation, postal services and
wholesale trade of durable and non-durable goods. The greatest demand for parcels (5,979 acres or 72
percort) for warehouse and distribution use is in the small to mid-range category of lot sizes (l to 25
acres).* There is a strong demand in the southem portion of the Metro area for warehouse/distribution
land due to the location ofexisting uses and the relative advantages this area due to access to I-5.5

General Industrial Demund Summary
The demand for general industrial vacant land is the smallest of the three industrial sectors ( l3 percent).
General industrial includes SIC's 20-34, 37 and 39 which represent food products, textiles, apparel,
lumber, furniture, paper, printing, pefoleum related, primary metals, stone, glass, concrete, construction
and mining, hansportation equipment and miscellaneous manufacturing. The greatest need for land in the
general industrial category is in the I acre and under category. The under I acre up to 5 acre lot size
categories represent 80 percent of the general industrial land need. According to the Employment UGR
there is no demand for lots greater than 50 acres in size for this sector.

Tech/Flex Demund Summary
Tech flex represents l7 percent of the demand for industrial land. Tech/flex includes SIC's 35,36,38 and
737 which are represented by industries specializing in industrial/commercial machinay, computer
equipment, electronic/electrical equipment, instruments, data processing/services and soflware
development. Portland and the westside areas account for over 53 percent of the total demand for
tech/flex land in the region. The greatest need for lots appears to be in the under I acre and up to 5 acres
in size (53 percent). This demand corresponds to growth in start-ups and spin-offs from existing
industries already located here in the region. A sizable demand also exists for lots in the mid-size l0 to 25
acre and large size categories between 50 to 100 acres. No demand appears to exist within the 100 plus
acre range, although a decision by a single large industrial user cannot be accounted for in the economic
forecast.

The Employment UGR defines the land need by industrial sector and parcel size categories as shown
below:

Table 1. Demand for Parcel Sizes Industrial Sector

: Cross vacant buildabte acres in this analysis have removed Title 3 lands.
r Tech-flex development is a building type that provides flexible space to accommodate a variety of users from light assembly,
product storage and research.

a Memorandum titled "Evaluation of the Industrial Land Supply with Projected Demand", dated May 14,2003.
5 MetroScope modeling analysis completed in2002.

Sector Type underl lto5 5tol0 l0to25 25 to 50 50 to 100 + 100
Total

Demand
617
776
562

1,923 2,124
467 98
509 t22

1,932
154
315

&8
53
186

502
0
0

8,280
1,548
2,028

534
0

334

Warehouse/ Distribution
General Industrial
Tech Flex

Total (in sross acresl 1,955 2,899 2,344 2,401 887 868 502 11,856
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The majority of the industrial land demand is for sites 25 acres or less. Warehouse/ Distribution and Tech
Flex have the highest demand for lots in the 25 to 100 acre categories.

Industrial Land Supply Available to Meet Demand
The supply of vacant land available to meet the needs of industry is calculated for the land inside of the
existing UGB and in the areas that were added to the UGB in December 2002. Gross acres have been
calculated by ranoving onlv Title 3 resource areas.

The supply of vacant industrial land is concentrated in Portland and the eastem portion of the region. The
2002 UGB expansion included over 4,000 industrial acres that are mainly concentrated in the Damascus
and South Gresham (Springwater) areas.u The smallest supply of lots falls within the 50-100 plus acre lot
ranges indicating that there are few choices for large lot users within the existing UGB.

Table 2. nof and Demand acres

After identifuing the size of the deficit and the number and sizes of parcels required to meet the industrial
land need a metrodology was developed to complete the Altematives Analysis Study based on the
Statewide Planning Goals 2 and 14.

STATEWIDE PLANNING GOALS 14 and2
Goal 14, Urbanization provides for an orderly and efficient transition from rural to urban use. The goal
defines the use of urban growth boundaries as a tool to identifu and separate urbanizable land from rural
lands. Establishing or changes the boundary shall be based upon the balancing of the following factors:

. demonstration of the need for land based on population and growth forecasts for housing,
anploymant and livability purposes;

. maximizing the efficiency of land uses within and on the fringe of the existing urban area;. evaluating the environmental, energy, economic and social consequences;

. retention of agricultural land with class I being the highest priority for retention and class VI being
the lowest; and. demonshation of compatibility or urban uses with nearby agricultural activities.

Goal 14 describes a number of requirements that must be met that may be in conflict with one another,
The Goal does not contemplate satisfoing all elements but requires a balancing of impacts.

A key element in addressing the hierarchy requiranents is defining which lands are suitable for industrial
purposes. Metro is focused on meeting a very narrow land need. This land need can only be satisfied on
land that has very specific characteristics. Goal l4 allows Metro to define the type of land necessary to
meet the needs for industrial land. The suitability of land is established by identifoing the characteristics
of land for warehouse and distribution, general industrial and tech flex uses. The type of the land needed
for industrial purposes is less substitutable than for other types for employment or residential purposes.

Goal 2 part Il-Exceptions, govems Land use Planning and applies to the UGB amendment process
because it establishes a land use planning process, a policy framework and a basis for taking exceptions to

6 lncludes the Damascus area and Gresham (industrial, including regionally significant lands)

under I I to 5 5 to 10 l0 to 25 25 to 50 50 to 100 plus 100 Total supply
Total Supply
Total Demand

400 2,388
1,955 2,899

1,889
2,344

2,159
2,401

1,765
887

lll
s02

9,249
11,856

s36
868

Surplus/ (Deficit) (1.555) (511) (455) Q42l 878 G32l (391) (2.6071
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the goal. An exception can be taken if the land is physically developed or irrevocably comrnitted to uses
not permitted by the goal.

Alternatives Analysis Methodologt and the Priority of Lands
Lands considered for inclusion in the UGB must meet the requirements in Statewide Planning Goal 14

and the State statute regarding the prioriry lands (ORS 197.298).7 The five-tier hierarchy of land begins
with exception lands and progresses through to resource lands containing a range from the poorest to the
best soils. This tier system is used to map soil types, establish the predominance of soils and allow
comparison of study areas. For example, Tier 5 lands contain a majority of the best soils for agriculture
class I and II soils. The tien of land are defined as follows:

. Tier I - exception land contiguous to the UGB and non-high value resource land completely
surrounded by exception land;. Tier la - exception land not contiguous to the UGB (within the one mile extent of study area
boundaries);. Tier 2 - marginal land, a unique classification of non-resource land in Washington County that
allows dwelling units on EFU land;

. Tier 3 - resource land that may be needed to serve exception land;

. Tier4 - resource land, majorityof class III & IV soils, some class I & II soils; and

. Tier 5 - resource land, majority of class I and II soils, some class III and IV soils

The2002 Alternatives Analysis Study was supplanented with additional lands after the December 2002
UGB expansion decision removed over 18,000 acres. A total of 59,263 acres of land remained from the
2002 Altematives Analysis Study after the 2002 expansion of the UGB. The 2003 Altematives Analysis
Study added another 9,071 acres of land bringing the total under sfudy to over 68,334 acres. The land
added to the 2003 Study contains mostly Tier 5 resource lands that are made up of class I and II soils.
These soil classes were not examined in the 2002 study.

Reducing The Lands Under Consideration
The Metro Council reduced the Alternatives Analysis Study lands under consideration from 68,334 acres
to 29,000 acres in December 2003 by adopting Resolution No. 03-33868. The reduction in the 200212003
Altematives Analysis Study areas was based on a technical assessment using industry location and siting
factors (slope, proximity to industry and access), area size, proximity to the UGB and size and location of
committed uses. The following factors were applied to the 68,334 acres to reduce the areas under study:

. Areas were removed that contained a majority of parcels that were less than 5 acres and were
already &veloped;. Areas were removed if they fell below the minimum size threshold (300 acres) for an industrial
neighborhoocl and were not located adjacent to an existing industrial neighborhood;8

. Areas were removed when the majority of an area contained large expanses of land, located within
a floodplain and/or had slopes greater than l0 percent; and

. Areas were removed that were contiguous to the UGB but were not located within one mile of
existing Title 4 areas and/or industrial areas and are more than two miles from an interchange
unless these areas may be needed to provide services to areas suitable for industrial uses.'

The remaining Alternative Analysis Study contain ed 29,07 1 gross acres, of which 9,179 acra are Tier I
exception land. The ranaining land is a combination of Tier 3, Tier 4 and Tier 5 - resource land, rnajority
of class I & II soils, some class III & IV soils and prime tirnberland. Tier 5 lands are the lowest prioriry
land under ORS 197.298 to be considered for urbanization because they contain the best soils for

i The Hierarchy of Lands is depicted in a chart labeled Attachrnent I .

8 A study was completed to determine a minimum size
e Includes: Highway 99, Tualatin Valley Highway, I-84, l-5, I-205 and I-405
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agriculture. The boundary of individual study areas is lirrited to approximately one mile fiom the current
UGB, which is consistent with the methodology applied in the 2002 Altematives Analysis Study.

APPLICATION OF METRO POLICIES
Meto's management of the UGB is guided by standards and procedures that are consistent with the
policies identified in Sections I through 6 of the Regional Framework Plan (Frarnework Plan). These
policies were formulated to guide the decision-making regarding expansion of the UGB, growth
management, protection of natural resources and to provide definition of the urban form for the region.
These policies have been applied to the Alternatives Analysis lands under consideration areas as part of
the evaluation of lands for possible inclusion into the UGB. The policies discussed below do not take
precedence over criteria in state law but can be applied within the decision-making process to lands that
are located within the same tier classification or class of soils.

Regional Frsmework Plan, Section 1: Land Use
This section contains specific goals and objectives adopted to guide Metro in future growth management
land use planning. Listed below in full or in part are the policies that are expressly or implicitly apply to
this UGB expansion decision.

Policy 1. Urban Form
The quality of life and ttre urban form of our region are closely linked. The Growth Concept is based on
the belief that we can continue to grow and elhance livability by making the right choices for how we
grow. The region's gowth will be balanced by:

. Maintaining a compact urban form, with easy access to nature;

. Presen ing existing stable and distinct neighborhoods by focusing commercial and residential
growth in mixeduse centers and corridors at a pedestrian scale;. Assuring affordability and maintaining a variery of housing choices with good access to jobs and
assuring that market-based preferences are not eliminated by regulation; and

. Targeting public investments to reinforce a compact urban form.

Policy 1.2 Built Environment
Development in the region should occur in a coordinated and balanced fashion as evidenced by:

. A regronal "fair-share" approach to meeting the housing needs ofthe urban population.

. The provision of infrastructure and critical prblic services concurrent with the pace of urban
$owth and that supports the 2040 Growth Concept.

. The continued growth of regional economic opportunity, balanced so as to provide an equitable
distribution ofjobs, income, investment and tax capacity thror.rghout the region and to support
other regional goals and objectives.

. The coordination of public investment with local comprehensive and regional functional plans.

. The creation of a balanced transportation system, less dependent on the private automobile,
supported by both the use of emerging technology and the location ofjobs, housing, commercial
activity, parks and open space.

Policy 1.3.1 Affordable Housing
The Metro Council, with the advice and consultation of the Metro Policy Advisory Committee (MPAC),
determined that affordable housing is a growth management and land use planning matter of metropolitan
concern and will benefit from regional planning. Metro will develop Affordable Housing Production
Goals as part of a Regional Affordable Housing Strategy for meeting the housing needs of the urban
population in cities and counties in the Metro region. The purpose of this Section 1.3 of the Regional
Framework Plan is to address the need for a regional affordable housing strategy, in order to provide
affordable housing oppornrnities throughout the region.
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This purpose will be achieved through:
. A diverse range of housing types available within the region and within the cities and counties

inside Metro's urban growth boundary;
. Suflicient and affordable housing oppornrnities available to households of all income levels that

live or have a member working in each jurisdiction and subregion;
. An appropriate balance ofjobs and housing of all types within subregions;
. Addressing current and future need for and supply of affordable housing in the process used to

determine affordable housing production goals; and
. Minimizirg ury concenkation of poverty.

Policy 1.4 Economic Opportunity
Metro should support public policy that maintains a strong economic climate through encouraging the
development of a diverse and sufficient supply ofjobs, especially family wage jobs, in appropriate
locations throughout ttre region. In weighing and balancing various values, goals and objectives, the
values, needs, choices and desires ofconsumers should also be taken into account. The values, needs and
desires of consumers include:

. Low costs for goods and services;

. Convenience, including nearby and easily accessible stores; quick, safe, and readily available
transportation by all modes;. A wide and deep selection ofgoods and services;

. Quality service;

. Safety and security; and

. Comfort, enjoyment and entertainment.

Expansions of the UGB for industrial or commercial purposes shall occur in locations consistent with this
plan and where, consistent with state stalutes and statewide goals an assessment of the type, mix and
wages of existing and anticipated jobs within subregions justifies such expansion. The number and wage
level ofjobs within each subregion should be balanced with housing cct and availability within that
subregion. Strategies should be developed to coordinate the planning and implernentation activities of
this element with Policy 1.3, Housing and Affordable Housing, and Policy 1.8, Developed Urban Land.
According to the Regional Industrial Land Study, economic expansion of the 1990s diminished the
region's inventory of land suitable for industries that offer the best opportunities for new family-wage
jobs. Sites suitable for these industries should be identified and protected from incompatible uses.

Policy 1.4.1 Industrial Land
Metro, with the aid of leaders in the business and development community and local governments
in the region, shall designate as Regionally Significant Industrial Areas those areas with site
characteristics that make thern especially suitable for the particular requirements of industries that
offer the best oppormnities for family-wage jobs.

Policy 1.4.2 Industrial Land
Metro, through the Urban Growth Managernent Functional Plan, and local govemments shall
exercise their comprehensive plaruring and zoning authorities to protect Regionally Significant
Industrial Areas from incompatible uses.

Policy 1.6 Growth Management
The management of the urban land supply shall occur in a manner consistent with state law that:

. Encourages the evolution of an efficient urban growth fbrm;

. Provides a clear distinction between urban and rural lands;. Supports interconnected but distinct communities in the urban region.
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Recognizes the inter-relationship between development of vacant land and redevelopment
objectives in all parts ofthe urban region; and
Is consistent with the 2040 Growth Concept and helps attain the region's objectives.

Policy 1.7 Urban/Rural Transition states "There should be a clear transition between urban and rural
land that makes best use ofnatural and built landscape features and that recognizes the likely long-term
prospects for regional urban growth.

. Boundary Features - The Metro UGB should be located using natural and built features,
including roads, rivers, creeks, streams, drainage basin boundaries, floodplains, power lines,
major topographic features and historic patterns of land use or settlement."

Policy 1.7.2 Sense of Place
Historic, cultural, topographic and biological features of the regional landscape that contribute
significantly to this region's identity and "sense of place" shall be identified. Management of the
total urban land supply should occur in a manner that supports the preservation of those features,
when designated, as gowth occurs.

Policy 1.8 Developed Urban Land
Opportunities for and obstacles to the continued development and redevelopment of existing urban land
shall be identified and actively addressed. A combination of regulations and incentives shall be ernployed
to ensure that the prospect of living, working and doing business in those locations remains atffactive to a
wide range of households and employers. [n coordination with affected agencies, Metro should encourage
the redevelopment and reuse of lands used in the past or already used for commercial or industrial
purposes wherever economically viable and environmentally sound. Redeveloprnent and Infill - When
Metro examines whether additional urban land is needed within the UGB, it shall assess redevelopment
and infill potential in the region. The potential for redevelopment and infill on existing urban land will be
included as an element when calculating the buildable land supply in the region, where it can be
demonstrated that the infill and redevelopment can be reasurably expected to occur during the next 20
years. Mefro will work with jurisdictions in the region to determine the extent to which redevelopment
and infill can be relied on to meet the identified need for additional urban land. After this analysis and
review, Meho will initiate an amendment of the UGB to meet that portion of the identified need for land
not met through commitments for redevelopmort and infill.

Policy 1.9 Urban Growth Boundaries
It is the policy of Metro to ensure that expansions of the UGB help achieve the objectives of the 2040
Growth Concept. When Metro expands the boundary, it shall determine whether the expansion will
enhance the roles of Centers and, to the extent practicable, ensure that it does. The regional UGB, a long-
term planning tool, shall separate urbanizable from rural land and be based in aggregate on the region's
Z}-year projected need for urban land. The UGB shall be located consistent with statewide planning goals
and these RUGGOs and adopted Metro Council procedures for UGB.

Policy 1.11 Neighbor Cities states "Growth in cities outside the Metro UGB, occurring in conjunction
with the overall population and ernployment growth in the region, should be coordinated with Metro's
growth management activities through cooperative agreements which provide for:

. Separation - The communities within the Metro UGB, in neighbor cities and in the rural areas in
between will all benefit from maintaining the separation between these places as growth occurs.
Coordination between neighboring cities, counties and Metro about the location of rural reserves
and policies to maintain separation should be pursued."

Policy I.l2 Protection of Agriculture and Forest Resource Lands states "Agricultural and forest
resource land outside the UGB shall be protected from urbanization and accounted for in regional
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economic and developmant plans consistent with this plan. However, Metro recognizes that all the
statewide goals, including Statewide Goal 10, Housing and Goal 14,Urbanization, are of equal
importance to Goals 3 and 4, which protect agriculture, and forest resource lands. These goals represent
competing and, sometimes, conflicting policy interests which need to be balanced.. Rural Resource Lands - Rural resource lands outside the UGB that have significant resource

value should actively be protected from urbanization. However, not all land zoned for exclusive
farm use is ofequal agricultural value.

. Urban Expansion - Expansion of the UGB shall occur in urban reseryes, established consistent
with the urban rural transition objective. All urban reserves should be planned for future
urbanization even if they contain resource lands.

. Farm and Forest Practices - Protect and support the ability for farm and forest practices to
continue. The designation and management of rural reserves by the Metro Council may help
establish this support, consistent with the 2040 Growth Concept. Agriculture and foresfy require
long-term certainty of protection from adverse impacts of urbanization in order to promote
needed investments."

Policy 1.13 - 1.I3.3Citizen Puticipation
The following policies relate to participation of Citizens:
Metro will encourage public participation in Metro land use planning, follow and promote the citizen
participation values inherent in RUGGO Goal l, and encourage local governments to provide
opportunities for public involvement in land use planning and delivery of recreational facilities and
services.

Policy 2. 1 Regional Transportation Plan, Inter-governmental coordination
Coordinate among the local, regional and state jurisdictions that own and operate the region's
transportation system to better provide for state and regional transportation needs. These partners
include the cities and counties of the region, Metro, the Oregon Department of Transportation
(ODOT), the Oregon Department of Environmental Quality, the Port of Portland and Tri-Met.
Meho also coordinates with RTC, C-Tran, the Washington Departmant of Transportation (Wash-
DOT), the Southwest Washington Air Pollution Control Authority (SWWAPCA) and other Clark
County Governments on bi-state issues.

Policy 3. Urbsn Form
"Facilitate implementation of the 2040 Growth Concept with specific strategies that address mobility and
accessibility needs and use transportation investments to leverage the 2040 Growth Concept."

Policy 5.1,1 Earthquuke Hszard Mitigation
Metro will use the relative earthquake hazard maps for a variety of planning purposes, including:

. Urban Growth Boundary selection;

. Fublic facility plans;

. Transportationplanning;

. Solid waste management plans;

. Natural hazard mitigation programs;

. Parks and greenspaces planning.

Metro Code 3.01.020(b) througfr (e) establishes criteria that is based upon the Goal 14 factors discussed
on page 3. These policies are applicable to the UGB expansion process and guide decision-making
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berween similarly situated lands.ro Goal 14 requires a weighing and balancing of a number of different
factors to decide which lands are most suitable for urbanization.

DISCUSSION OF SUITABILITY FACTORS FOR INDUSTRY
Application of the location and siting factors to the lands in the 2002 and 2003 Alternatives Analysis
Study areas determined which lands were most suitable for industrial purposes. The location and siting
factors were developed for warehouse/distribution, general industrial and tech flex uses.

Siting Factors For ylarehouse and Distribution, Tech/Flex, General Industrial Uses
The following industrial sectors have specific site characteristics that are determined by building types
needed for warehouse and distribution, ganeral industrial and tech-flex uses. These industry types were
identified in the adopted Employment UGR.

In order to identiS the land characteristics suitable for warehouse and distribution, general industrial,
tech-flex, a number of interviews were conducted with industry professionals that specialize in land
acquisition, site development and faciliry management. I I

ll/are h o u s e an d Distrib utio n
Access is key to the warehouse and distribution industry. Warehouse and distribution requires freeway
access via an arterial or collector street system. Since transportation of goods is the primary purpose of
these businesses, ease of access and the ability to move goods on-site is a primary concern. The value or
prernium that a business places trr access is somewhat dependent upon whether the movement of goods is
in bulk or results from primary manufacturing. Bulk suppliers and users tend to locate close to Port of
Portland facilities that utilize rail, barge and container operators. Local distributors place a higher
pranium on sites that are centrally located and as a result are willing to trade off congestion for a location
that can reach a number of places in the region. Manufacturers that produce precision products may
require access to the airport for shipping rather than utilizing marine or truck modes of transportation.

Suitable sites for warehouse/distribution should contain the following characteristics:
. Freeway access (l-5, I-84, I-205) within 15 miles of an interchange via an arterial street, no

intermediate conflicting uses such as residential, schools and high traffic generating commercial
USCS;

. New locations need to provide enough area for a number of uses not just one single site;rl

. Slopes of less than 5 percent, larger buildings are more difficult to accommodate on sloped sites

. Highway 26 on the west-side is not desirable due to congestion unless a firm serves the local
market.

General Industrial
General indusfial building types can accommodate light to heavy manufacturing activities and
encompass a wide range of activities from research, development and manufacturing and fabrication.

General industrial sites need the following site characteristics:
. Freeway access within 3 miles of an interchange via an arterial street;
. Net parcel sizes: between l-5 acres and l0-20 acres, depending upon shape and conshaints;

r0 SimilarlysituatedlandsarethoselandsthatarelocatedwithinthesameTierclassification.Forexample,ifMetroCouncil was
deliberating between exception lands (Tier I ) they would be able to apply Policy l. I that discusses neighboring cities and
maintaining a physical separation of communities within the Metro UCB.

rr The siting and location characteristics were discussed in a memorandum titled "lndustrial Land Location and Siting Factors"
and dated June 9, 2003.

l2 The size ofnew industrial areas was discussed in a memorandum titled "Formation ofIndustrial Neighborhoods" and dated
October 24,2004.
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Location near other firms to provide access to an adequate labor pool;
Stable soils, flat sites to reduce required site work, truck access;
Manufacturing sites greater than 20 acres, must have slopes less than 2 to 3 percent, the larger
the building the less likely a project can accommodate slopes greater than 3 percent,
Manufacfuring sites between l-5 acres, slopes no more than 5 to l0 percent.

Tech/Flex
As the name implies these buildings are constructed to be flexible in nature and be easily configured to
meet different space requirements. Generally, the site requirements are not as restrictive as the
requirements for warehouse/distribution or general industrial sites. A site that is developed for tech-flex
use can tolerate greater variations in slope by utilizing multiple buildings to accommodate topographic
constraints. They can accommodate light assembly, product or material storage, research activities and
may contain a small amount of office. Buildings used for high-tech purposes require stable soils to
minimize vibration and specialized public facilities like specialty gases, friple redundant power, high
volume water and fire/emergency response units.

Tech/flex users have the following site needs:
. Net parcel size greater than 10 acres;
. Availabiliry of specialized utilities such as specialty gases, triple redundant powtr, abundant

water, dedicated fire and emergency response services;
. Stable soils;
. Located within cbse proximity of existing hi-tech companies and suppliers;
. Access to airport, no more than 45 minute mid-day travel time for passenger purposes; and
. Limited rolling topography within a site but overall slope no greater than 5 percent.

Common Site and Locstion Factors. Industrial sites need land that is sloped no more than 5 percant (3 to 5 percent is preferable).
. Freeway access is a critical component for warehouse and distribution industries although it is

also important for general industrial and tech flex where access is more focused on the
movement of people rather than on the movement of goods.

. Mid-day access to the airport within 45 minutes is important for general industrial and tech flex
mainly for the movement of people. The Portland IntemationalAirport and to a certain to degree
the Hillsboro Airport satisfies some of the passenger demand. This Hillsboro Airport is currently
limited to smaller aircraft due to runway limitations.. Industries desire to be located near similar uses due to underlying common site characteristics,
the need for access to suppliers and to provide access to a workforce.

Testing Slope Parameters for Industrial Users
The interviews with professionals discussed above ernphasized the importance of slope to development of
industrial sites. The slopes discussed were less (15 percent) than the l0 percent threshold that Metro used
to screen lands for suitability. A series of case study interviews were done with representatives from
National Association of Industrial and Office Properties (NAIOP), industrial real estate brokers and an
engineering firm that specializes in industrial construction.'3 This analysis affirmed that in general the
maximum slope on lands used for industrial purposes must be less than l0 percent to minimize
inefficiencies and costs of obtaining large flat areas on a site for consfiuction of an industrial building. A
slope factor of less than l0 percent has been used as a threshold for identifuing which lands would be
viable for industrial development because Metro is conducting a regionalized analysis rather than a site
specific srudy.

lr The Slope Case Study examined five hypothetical sites and calculated the costs associated with developing an industrial use.
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Industrial Land Supply Availuble to Meet Demond - Aggregation Potential
Metro examined the likelihood of consolidating small parcels of land in study areas to fulfill large parcel
needs identified in the Employment UGR.r' The demand for larger parcels is based on the needs of
growing companies already located in the region as well as new companies entering the region.

Parcels over greater than 50 acres are desirable for the following reasons:. Eose of development- they allow more opportunities to accommodate natural resources, slopes, odd
shapes, internal circulation challenges and access requirements.. Flexibility- lots can be configured into smaller parcels to meet individual firrn needs, provide
additional opportunities for financing and be responsive to changing market demands.t Growth potential- allows expansion opportunities for existing firms so they can rernain in a single
location and still have opportunities to grow their business. This provides the region a competitive
advantage for the retention of existing firms.. Site Planning on larger parcels- allows more efficient and cohesive site development to occur and
allows ttre opportunify for phasing and greater land utilization.

All of the study areas were analyzed to determine the potential for land aggregation in the following
consolidated lot size categories: 5 to 25 acres, 25 to 50 acres, 50 to 100 and 100 plus acre sizes. All ofthe
areas under study were analyzed for aggregation potential characterized by lot size ranges of5 to 25
acres, 25 to 50 acres and 50 tol00 plus acres. It was assumed that separate contiguous tax lots under a
common ownership could be treated as a single site. The following decision rules were applied: 1) no
more than two separate property owners for lots 5 to 25 acres, 2) three property owners for lots 25 to 50
acres and, 3) four property owners 50 to 100 plus acres to assemble lots within this size range.
Aggregated lots were configured in square cr rectangular shapes wherever possible to maximize the
development area. The location of natural resources and slopes were also considered in defining which
lots had the greatest aggregation potential.

The following conclusions were reached from the aggregation study:. The smaller the study area size the less likely it is to be able to fbrm large lots (50 to 100 plus
acres). Study areas over 500 acres provided greater potential for achieving a range oflarger lot
sizes.. Exception areas generally have more limited aggregation potential because of committed uses
(rural residential, churches, schools) and they contain smaller parcels than exclusive farm use
(EFU) areas.. Generally the areas containing the greatest aggregation potential also have some of the lowest per
acre land value.

FULT'ILLING TIIE NEED FOR INDUSTRIAL LAND

Adopting Efficiency Measures
As part of the tasks to complete Periodic Review, Metro is examining ways to use land more efficiently
and adopting policies to maximize the use of land within the UGB. In 2002, Metro adopted provisions in
the Urban Growth Managanent Functional Plan, Title 4 that limits non-industrial uses in industrial areas.
Subsequent to its adoption, local govemments and industry representatives have come before the Metro
Council to make the case that traditional land use categories are now less relevant to understanding
industrial uses because many industrial activities including research and development, office and
manufacturing often occur in the same facility. Testimony also indicated that there are conflicting
opinions regarding the need for large parcels and the need for flexibility in dividing larger parcels.r5

ll Employment UGR pagc 23.
') Memorandum titled, A Review of Information Pertaining to Regional Industrial Lands, dated January 26,2004.
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Amendments to Title 4 are projected to preserve land for industrial uses by restricting the amount and
types of commercial uses that locate on industrial land. The results of the efficiencies gained flom
arnending Title 4 are discussed below.

Title 4 discussion - Urban Growth Report Supplement
The proposed Title 4 regulations specifically limit the amount and square footage of retail and office uses
that might otherrvise find industrial locations suitable for business in order to achieve the policy savings
discussed in the Employment UGR. The Employment UGR assumes a potential savings of 1,400 acres of
industrial land from implanenting new measures and mapping of RSIA lands.r6 The table below
compares the existing land supply with the dernand for industrial land and makes an assumption that
Title 4 policy changes will be adopted and reduce the deficit of industrial land.

Table 4. Urban Growth Reconciliation

Commercial Land Surplus
The Employment UGR identified a commercial land surplus of 393 acres. The surplus is based upon the
available supply of land for commercial purposes and an assumption that a percentage of commercial
activities would continue to take place on industrially zoned lands. Testimony received during the
discussion of revisions to Title 4, argued the traditional building types accommodating offrce and
industrial uses are merging based on the needs of a knowledge-based economy. Approximately 30 percent
of the land need identified in the Employment UGR is for tectrflex and general industrial uses which can
include research and development and other uses. These uses have higherjob densities that are consistent
with office type buildings. Based on this fact additional flexibiliry has been incorporated into Title 4
regulations to accommodate the need for industrial office uses. Concurrently, these same rypes of office,
industrial uses, (i.e. software development etc.) could also locate on commercial land in traditional office
building types. Therefore the surplus of commercial land is being applied to help satisfo the overall need
for industrial lands.

Table 5. of the Commercial Land S

AMENDING THE UGB
Metro will also consider amending the UGB to meet the remaining land need. Lands will be chosen from
the 29,000 acres identified in Resolution No. 03-33868.

r6 Employment UCR, page 46.

Supply and Demand Comparison Net Vacant
Acres
9.366Demand

Supplv 3.681
Deficit (s.685)
RSIA and Title 4 Policy Savings 1,400
Adiusted (Deticit) (4,285)

2.3172002 UCB Decision
( 1.968)Remaining Industrial Land Need

Net Vacant
Acres

Supply and Demand Comparison

Inclustrial Land Nced t,968
Less Comrnercial Land Surplus (3e3)

Remaining Industrial Land Need 1,575

Stafl' Report to Ordinance No. 04- 1040
Page 12 of 12



Discussion of Alternative Analysis Study Areas
Approximately 29,000 acres of land are contained in the Alternatives Analysis Study that have the
potential to satist/ the remaining industrial land need. The Alternatives Analysis Study included an
Environmental, Social, Energy and Economic (ESEE) analysis, assessed agricultural compatibility and
productivity (acres of buildable land) as well as an evaluation of the feasibility of providing public
facilities.rT Each of thirty-one study areas was examined in detail to determine if it met the location
facton of two miles from an interchange and one mile from existing industries. Some study areas were
excluded from further consideration errcn though they met the location factors discussed above but were
not deemed suitable for industrial use due to parcelization, constraints due to existing development
patterns, location and extent of natural resources, servicing and urban form and./or negative impacts on
agricultural uses. What follows is an area by area assessment. Maps of all areas discussed are included in
Attachment 2- Study Area Maps.

Areas Not Suitable for Industrial Use Due to Locution Fuctors
The following areas are located more than two miles from an interchange and one mile from existing
industries and therefore have not been recommended for inclusion in the UGB for industrial use.

Pleasont Home
The Pleasant Home study area (southeast of Gresham) is located more than two miles from interchanges
on Highway 26 as well as more than one mile from existing industrial areas designated on the Title 4
Employment and Industrial Area map. The area is approximately 1.2 miles from the current UGB and is
highly parcelized with a vay high percentage ofparcels less than 5 acres (83 percent) and less than l0
acres (94 percent). Most of the small-developed parcels are located in pockets along SE Dodge Park
Road, SE Pleasant Home Road, SE Altman Road and SE Cottrell Road, which result in the formation of
three dispersed mostly non-developed areas ranging in size from 100 to 176 gross acres composed of
larger parcels.

However these larger parcel areas are at a minimum over 1.2 miles from existing sewer services and are
constrained by surrounding residential uses and environmental resources. It would not be economically
feasible to extend services 1.2 miles for a relatively small amount of land and extending such a long
cherry stem is not good urban form. In addition the area is 1.2 miles from the City of Gresham, which will
be problematic for Title I I planning. For the reasons mentioned above related to the committed uses on
small parcels, the distance from the current UGB, urban form, and complications for Title I I planning,
this area is removed from further consideration.

Bluff Road
The Bluff Road study area (east of Boring) is located more than two miles from selected interchanges on
Highway 26 as well as more than one mile from existing industrial areas designated on the Title 4
Employment and Industrial Area map. This exception land area is highly parcelized with a very high
percentage of parcels less than 5 acres (8 I percent). Almost all parcels are less than l0 acres in size (99
percent). The average lot size isjust over 3 acres and 85 percent contain homes. Just over half(57
percent) of the total land area is considered vacant and buildable. The small, developed parcels are
dispersed throughout the area. The high degree of parcelization, existing residential development, and
environmental constraints from three streams and 24 wetlands restrict the feasibility of consolidating
parcels and constructing new industrial buildings. The area is approximately five miles from the UGB and
the City of Sandy will not provide services to the area. All wastewater generated from this area will need
to be transported to the Willamette or Columbia Rivers for discharge. The area is heavily involved in
agricultural activity and its inclusion in the UGB would have a high impact on adjacent agricultural
activities. For the reasons mentioned above related to the committed uses on small parcels, the distance

r7 Industrial Land Alternatives Analysis Study, dated February 2004
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from the current UGB, impacts on adjacent agricultural activities, and urban services, this area is not
recommended for further consideration.

Oregon City East
The Oregon City East study area is divided into two separate sections, separated by a canyon that contains
Holcomb Creek that is approximately 1,400 feet wide. The eastern most section, which contains Tier 4
resource land and exception land, is the furthest from the UGB and is located more than two miles from
an interchange on Interstate 205 as well as more than one mile from existing industrial areas designated
on the Title 4 Employment and Industrial Area map. This section does contain a few large undeveloped
parcels. However, they are constrained by environmental resources including Holcomb Creek, tributaries
to Holcomb Creek, wetlands and steep slopes. Based on the over twomile distance from I-205, separation
of the section by the Holcomb Creek canyon and the environmental resources, the eastern section of the
Oregon City East study area is not recommended for further consideration.

The westem section of the study area is contiguous to the UGB and is within two miles from an
interchange on lnterstate 205. It is exception land except for one parcel ofTier 5 resource land. There is
one access route from I-205 to the study area through an existing neighborhood up a long hill. The study
area is not contiguous to the Oregon City city limits, which rny prove problonatic for Title I I planning.
This section is highly parcelized with a very high percentage of parcels less than 5 acres (94 percent) and
all but one (19 acres) less than l0 acres in size. The average lot size is 1.6 acres and92 percent contain
homes. As a result there is a very small area of approximately 67 gross acres that is mostly undeveloped.
The small amount of undeveloped land and the adjacent location of the existing residantial development
reduces the economic feasibiliry of consolidating parcels large enough for the development of a new
industrial area. Due to the committed uses on small parcels in the exception land areas, the one access
route of over rwo miles through an existing residential neighborhood within the UGB, and the very small
amount of undeveloped land, this portion of the study area is not recommended for further consideration.

Beavercreek
The portion of the Beavercreek sfudy area (south of Oregon City) that is generally south of Beaver Creek,
S Tioga Road and S Wilson Road is located more than two miles from an interchange on Interstate 205 as
well as more than one mile from an existing industrial area designated on the Title 4 Employmant and
Industrial Area Map. This southern portion of this exception land study area is highly parcelized with a
high percentage ofparcels less than five acres in size (83 percent) and less than 10 acres (91 percent). The
average lot size is 3.7 acres and 84 percent contain homes, not counting the 9 one plus acre lots that are
currently vacant adjacent to the Stone Creek Golf Course which is owned by Clackamas County. Most of
the small-developed parcels are located in pockets along S Beavercreek Road, S Wilson Road, and S
Lammer Road, which result in the formation of five, dispersed mostly undeveloped areas ranging in size
from 74 ( l2 owners) to 338 ( l9 owners) gross acres composed of larger parcels.

However, these larger parcel areas are at a minimum just under one mile from existing sewer services,
contain numerous property owners and are constrained by surrounding residential uses and environmental
resources (Beavercreek Map 1). It would not be economically feasible to extend services this distance for
such a small amount of land and extending such a long cherry stem is not good urban form. The one-mile
distance from the Oregon Ciry limits will be problernatic for Title I I planning. For the reasons mentioned
above related to the committed uses on small parcels, the distance from the current UGB, urban form, and
complications for Title I I planning, this area is not recommended for further consideration.

The northem portion of this exception land study area is contiguous to the UGB and within I mile from
an existing industrial area designated on the Title 4 Employment and Industrial Area Map. However,
more than half of the parcels in this portion of the study area that are adjacent to the UGB are developed
with single-family homes. This portion of the study area is also highly parcelized with a very high
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percentage ofparcels less than five acres (93 percent) and less than l0 acres in size (98 percent). Sixfy-
four percent ofthe parcels that are less than 5 acres in size are less than one acre in size. The average lot
size is I .8 acres and 84 percent contain homes. The percentage of parcels that contain homes increases to
89 percent if the 29 less than one-acre lots currently vacant in the Three Mountains subdivision are
included. Most of the small-developed parcels are located in pockets along S Beavercreek Road, S
Henrici Road, and Highway 213, which result in the formation of three, dispersed mostly undeveloped
areas ranging in size from 32 (four owners) to 191 (16 owners) gross acres composed of larger parcels.

Generally these larger parcel areas contain numerous property owners and are almost surrounded by
existing residential development that restricts the feasibiliry of consolidating parcels and constructing new
industrial buildings (Beavercreek Map 2). There are two main access routes for both sections of the study
area that travel through a major portion of Oregon City and the study area is approximately five miles
from I-205. For the above-mentioned reasons related to committed uses on small parcels, the resulting
small amount of buildable land, distance to I-205, ttris portion of the study area is not recommended for
further consideration.

ll/ilsonville West
The westem portion of this area, west of SW Tooze Road in the vicinity of SW Malloy Way is located
more than two miles from an interchange on Interstate 5 as well as more than one mile from an existing
industrial area designated on the Title 4 Employment and lndustrial Area Map (Wilsonville West Map l).
Within this section of the study area are three pockets of exception land that collectively total 94 acres of
land. The largest pocket of exception land is approximately 67 acres in size and is located along the west
edge of the study area, two miles from the current UGB. Seventeen of the 23 parcels contain homes and
the average lot size is 2.9 acres. The two remaining excepion land areas are located in the central portion
ofthe study area and are 12 and l5 acres in size and contain seven and three parcels respectively. Six of
the seven parcels in the l2-acre section contain homes and the average parcel size is 1.75 acres. All three
of the other exception land parcels contain homes and average five acres in size.

The remaining portion of this section of the Wilsonville West study area is composed of 303 acres of Tier
5 resource land divided into two areas. The first resource land area is near the intersection ofSW Tooze
Road and SW Baker Road and is 86 acres in size divided between eight property owners. This resource
land section is located on the northern edge of the study area and is almost completely surrounded by
resource land not within the study area that is actively farmed and/or contains homes. It is approximately
one mile to the current UGB. The second resource land area straddles SW Baker Road south of SW
Tooze Road and is 21 7 acres in size divided befween I 7 property owners. To the north and south are
actively farmed areas and to the east and west are rural residences. Urbanization of these resource land
sections would have an impact on adjacent agricultural activities. Due to the fact this study area section is
greater than one mile from an existing industrial area and two miles from an interchange, the committed
uses on small parcels in the exception land areas, the resource land is Tier 5 farmland, and most of the
area is a minimum of one mile from the current UGB, this portion of the study area is not recommended
for further consideration.

The eastem portion of the study area is within one mile of an existing industrial area designated on the
Title 4 Employnent and Industrial Area Map and/or is also within two miles of a selected interchange on
lnterstate 5 (Wilsonville West Map 2). This section is a mixture of Tier 4 resource land (386 acres) and
exception land (167 acres). Metro Parks and Greenspaces owns a 3S-acre parcel, which is the largest
exception land parcel in this section and is adjacent to the current UGB in the northeast comer of the
study area. A second exception land area is located along SW Grahams Ferry Road and is 55 acres in size.
Eighteen of the 25 parcels contain homes and the average lot size is 2.2 acres.
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The third exception land area is located near SW Grahams Ferry Road and SW Malloy Way. All but one
of the remaining 43 exception land parcels is less than five acres in size and all but six have residences.
The average lot size in this exception land area is three acres. The high degree of committed uses and the
numerous small parcels within the exception land areas restricts the feasibility of consolidating parcels
and constructing new indusrial buildings. The Tier 4 resource land contains a large expanse of floodplain
that separates the remainder of the study area from the city limits to the east. This eastem portion of the
study area contains I 92 acres of environmentally constrained land (Title 3 and slopes greater than l0
percent). The westem edge of the ciry limits, adjacent to the study area is entirely open space land
purchased by Metro Parks and Greenspaces. The large amount of environmental resources and the
continuous swath of open space land adjacent to and within the study area on the east side limits the
possibility of providing city services from the east.

The fufure extension of SW Boeckman Road through this environmentally sensitive area may presant
some opportunity to provide urban services to the west. However, the extension of SW Boeckman Road
is a twolane facility intended to serve local circulation berween east and west Wilsonville. Improving the
faciliry beyond the present two lanes to accept additional capaciry would be difficult because of the
extensive natural resources in the area. Consequently the SW Boeckman Road extension does not
overcome the other limitations of the study area. Due to the committed uses on small parcels in the
exception land areas and the great amount ofenvironmental resources and nearby designated open space,
this portion of the study area is not recommended for further consideration.

Sherwood East
The portion of the Sherwood East study area that is south of SW McConnell Road and SW Morgan Road
is located more than two miles from Highway 99W as well as more than one mile from an existing
industrial area designated on the Title 4 Employment and Industrial Area Map. This southem section of
the study area contains 156 acres of Tier 5 resource land in l0 parcels and 8.9 acres of exception land in
fwo parcels. To the south of the resource land section is a large area of resource land not within the study
area that is actively farmed and/or contains homes. To the north is resource land within the study area that
is also involved in agricultural activities. It is approximately one half mile to the current UGB.
Urbanization of this resource land section would have an impact on adjacent agricultural activities. The
fwo exception land parcels are each five acres in size and contain homes. Due to the fact this study area
section is greater than one mile from an existing industrial area and over fwo miles from Highway 99W,
the fwo exception land parcels are compromised with single-family homes, the resource land is Tier 5
farmland, and most of the areas are a minimum of l/2 mile from the current UGB, this portion of the
study area is not recommended for further consideration.

The remaining portion of the study area is within either two miles of Highway 99W and/or one mile from
an existing industrial area designated on the Title 4 Employment and Industrial Area Map. It is made up
ofthree pockets ofexception land, located on the westem and eastem edges and in the center ofthe study
area adjacent to the UGB. Tier 5-resource land is between the exception land areas. The western
exception land pocket is centered on SW Ladd Hill Road, contains 14 parcels andis24 acres in size. The
average parcel size is L7 acres and l0 of the I4 parcels have homes. The four vacant parcels total 4.3
acres and three ofthern are less than one acre in size. The central exception land pocket is centered on
SW Baker Road, contains 14 parcels and is 62 acres in size. The average parcel size is 4.4 acres and 12 of
the l4 parcels have homes. The lwo vacant parcels total five acres, are adjacent to the UGB and currently
are wooded. The eastern exception land pocket is east of SW Baker Road and north of SW Morgan Road.
It contains 28 parcels, is 141 acres in size and the average parcel size is 5 acres. Eighteen ofthe parcels
are less than five acres in size and l0 are greater than five acres, the largest being I I acres in size. All but
two of the parcels contain homes and the two vacant parcels total 8.3 acres, take access off of SW Baker
Road and are not adjacent to each other. The vast majority of the Tier 5 resource land (309 acres) is
cr,rrently in agricultural production. Nine of the l4 parcels do have an associated residence and all but one
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of the five vacant parcels is associated with an adjacent active farming activity. This active farming area
is part of a larger farming community that stretches south into the Wilsonville West study area. One
hundred and thirty-eight acres or 60 percent ofthis northern portion ofthe study area acreage is
environmentally constrained under current Title 3 regulations and/or slopes greater than 10 percent. A
large porlion of the environmental resources occurs on the Tier 5 resource land.

The two main roads (SW Sherwood Blvd. and SW Murdock Road) that provide access to the entire study
area from Tualatin Sherwood Road and Highway 99W to the north travel through established
neighborhoods within the City of Sherwood. Due to the committed uses on small parcels in the exception
land areas, the great amount of environmental resources, the Tier 5 resource land that is part of a larger
farming community and the potartial impacts to the adjacent residential areas inside the UGB, this
remaining portion of the study area is not recommended for further consideration.

Farmington
The portion of ttre Farmington study area that is south of SW Rosedale Road is located more than two
miles from Tualatin Valley Highway as well as more than one mile from an existing industrial area
designated on the Title 4 Employment and Industrial Area Map. This southern section of the study area
contains mostly Tier 5 resourc e land (427 acres) and some exception land (97 acres). It has a fairly high
percentage ofparcels less than five acres (80 percent) and less than l0 acres in size (86 percent). All but
one of the fcrty-one exception land parcels is less than five acres in size and all but two have homes. The
average lot size of the exception land portion is 2.4 acres. The majority of this portion of the study area is
Tier 5 and contains high-value farmland. Urbanization of this area would have a high impact on adjacent
agricultural activities. The nearest city limits are approximately two miles away, which will be
problematic for Title I I planning. There are no existing sewer services adjacent to the property that can
provide gravity service thus extra territorial extensions through resource land or extensive infrastructure is
required to provide service. Due to the fact this southern portion of the area does not meet the access and
proximity factors, is mostly Tier 5 resource land, sewer seryices are difficult, Title I I planning
complications, and the exception land is highly compromised with single family homes, this portion of
the study area is not recommended for further consideration.

The northem portion of the study area, north of SW Rosedale Road is within trvo miles of Tualatin Valley
Highway. This 176 acre Tier 5 northem section is high-value farmland and urbanization of this area
would have a high impact on adjacent agricultural activities. The nearest ciry limib are over one mile
away, which will be problanatic for Title I I planning. There are no existing sewer services adjacent to
the property that can provide gravity service thus extra territorial extensions through resource land or
extensive infrastructure is required to provide service. Due to the fact this portion of the area is Tier 5

resource land, there is no adjacent ciry to complete the Title 1l planning, and providing sewer seruices is
difficult this portion of the study area is not recommended for further consideration.

Jackson School Road
The southwest comer of the study area that coincides with a pocket of exception land ( 10 l acres) is
located more than two miles from selected interchanges on Highway 26 as well as more than one mile
from existing industrial areas designated on the Title 4 Employment and Industrial Area map. All but six
of the twenty-eight exception land parcels are less than five acres in size and all but three have either
homes or an institutional use. The average lot size of this exception land section is 3.6 acres. There are no
existing large diameter sewers in the area. Thus extensive downsffeam improvernents or construction of
new sewers through a developed residential area is required to provide service. Due to the fact this portion
of the area does not meet the access and proximity factors, sewer services are difficult and the exception
land is highly compromised with single family homes and the largest parcel contains a church, this
portion of the study area is not recommended for further consideration.

Stall'Report to Ordinancc No. 04- 1040
Page 17 of 17



The remainder of the study area contains Tier 5 resource land (883 acres) and a very small portion of
exception land (27 acres) that is within fwo miles from selected interchanges on Highway 26 as well as
one mile from existing industrial areas designated on the Title 4 Employmant and Industrial Area map.
Seven of the l2 parcels in this small exception land section contain homes and three of the five vacant
parcels are owned by the Port of Portland and are located in the runway protection zone for the Hillsboro
Airport. Land uses prohibited from the runway protection zone include residences and places of public
assembly, such as schools, office buildings, churches and other uses with similar concentrations of
people. All 12 parcels are less than five acres in size and the average lot size is 2.3 acres.

The resource land component is high-value farmland and is part of a larger expanse of large parcel
farmland that extends north to Highway 26 and to the west for a number of miles. Urbanization of this
area would have a high impact on adjacent agricultural activities. Three of the resource land parcels are
owned by the Port of Portland and are located in the runway protection zone for the Hillsboro Airport.
There are no existing large diameter sewers in the area. Thus extensive downstream improvements or
construction of new sewers through a developed residential area is required to provide sen ice. Due to the
fact the exception land portion is highly compromised wittr single-family homes, a total of five parcels
( I l3 acres) are in public ownership within the runway protection zone, sewer services are difficult and the
resource land is Tier 5 farmland, this portion of the study area is not recommended for further
consideration.

STUDY AREAS MEETING AT LEAST ONE LOCATION FACTOR
The following areas meet at least one of the location factors (within fwo miles of an interchange or one
mile from existing industrial uses) but are not been recommended for inclusion in the UGB for industrial
use. The reasons for exclusion are discussed in detail by area.

Gresham
This area of Tier 3 resource land and exception land is within one mile of a planned industrial land area
(Spring:water) that is identified on the Title 4 Employment and Industrial Area map. Most of the land that
is adjacent to the UGB is the Tier 3 resource land. Overall the area is highly parcelized with a very high
percentage ofparcels less than five acres (80 percent) and less than l0 acres in size (91 percent). The
average lot size is just over 4 acres and 73 percent contain homes. The majority of the developed parcels
are along the main thoroughfares of SE Orient Drive, SE Dodge Park Blvd., SE Chase Road, SE 282nd
Avenue and SE 302nd Avenue. As a result there are five dispersed mostly undeveloped areas ranging in
size from 40 to 230 gross acres composed of larger parcels (see Gresham Map I ). Area 3 (40 gross acres,
two owners) and Area 2 (69 gross acres, five owners) are one mile and three quarter miles respectively
from the current UGB.

It would not be economically feasible to extend services these distances for such a small amount of land
and extending such a long cherry stern is not good urban form. Area 4 ( 192 gross acres,24 owners) is one
quarter mile from the current UGB that includes the recently added Springwater industrial area. The City
of Gresham has initiated an infrastructure master plan for this area with an expected completion date of
l8 months. Area 4 is Tier 3 resource land, contains numerous properfy owners and is constrained by
surrounding residential uses and environmental resources along Johnson Creek that reduces the feasibiliry
ofconsolidating parcels and constructing a new industrial neighborhood. Area I (230 gross acres,33
owners) is adjacent to the UGB and is mostly Tier 3 resource land. It contains numerous property owners,
is adjacent to established residential development inside the UGB and is constrained by environmental
resources along Kelley Creek, which flows through the center, reducing the feasibility of consolidating
parcels and constructing a new industrial neighborhood. Area 5 (144 acres, I I owners) is Tier 3 resource
land and is adjacent to the UGB that includes the recently added Springwater industrial area. As noted
above the Ciry of Gresham has initiated an infrastructure master plan for this area with an expected
completion date of l8 months. Johnson Creek flows through the middle of the area, essantially forming
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fwo smaller areas. The study area is home to three schools and is heavily involved in agricultural activity.
Inclusion of this study area could negatively affect the schools and would have a high impact on adjacent
agricultural activities Urbanization of the study area, except for Area I noted above, would be
inconsistent with the proposed intergovernmental agreement between Multnomah County and the City of
Gresham that identifies SE 282"d Avenue as a rural/urban edge management area to preserve the nursery
land to the east. For the reasons mentioned above related to Tier 3 resource land, distance to the current
UGB, committed uses on smaller parcels and environmental resource constraints, this area is not
recommended for further consideration.

Boring
This area of Tier 3 & 5 resource land and exception land is within one mile of a planned industrial land
area (SE 242"d Ave, Damascus expansion area) that is identified on the Title 4 Employment and Industrial
Area map. Overall the area is highly parcelized with a very high percentage of parcels less than five acres
(81 percent) and less than l0 acres in size (95 percent). The average lot size is 3.8 acres and 7l percent
contain homes. The majority of the developed parcels are along the main thoroughfares of Highway 212,
SE Orient Drive, SE Revenue Road, SE Brooks Road, SE 282'd Avenue and SE 312'h Avenue as well as
in the community of Boring. As a result there are three dispersed mostly undeveloped areas ranging in
size from 129 to 337 gross acres composed of larger parcels (see Boring Map l). Area I (129 gross acres,
15 owners) is Tier 3 resource located on the north side of Highway 212 and is contiguous to the current
UGB. Over three quarters of the area is constrained by existing development, Title 3 resources and slopes
greater than l0 percent. As a result this area provides 24 net buildable acres of land for industrial
development. Area2 (337 gross acres, l8 owners) is Tier 5 resource land and exception land that
staddles Highway 212 betweer the community of Boring and Highway 26. T\e exception land portion
totals 58 acres between l3 properly owners and is located south of Highway 212 near the junction with
Highway 26.

The majority of the resource land is north of Highway 212 and includes the John Holmlund Nursery
headquarters. This area is approximately two miles from the current UGB line that includes the Damascus
expansion area. It would not be econornically feasible to extend services this distance for a relatively
small amount of land and extending such a long cherry stem is not good urban form. Area 3 (270 gross
acres,22 owners) is Tier 5 resource land that straddles Highway 26 in the viciniry of SE 282"d Avenue.
The area is approximately 1,000 feet from the current UGB of the recently added Springwater industrial
area that extends befween Highway 26 and SE Telford Road.

As noted previously the City of Gresham has initiated an infrastrucfure master plan for this area with an
expected completion date of l8 months. Over forty percent of the area is constrained by existing
development, Title 3 resources and slopes greater than l0 percent. As a result this area provides 158 net
buildable acres of land for industrial development. The Oregon Department of Environmental Quality
Three Basin Rule requires that all wastewater generated fiom this entire study area will need to be
transported to the Willamette River or Columbia River for discharge. The existing Boring treatment plant
cannot be expanded and Clackamas County plans to phase out the plant and connect to the systan as it
extends east fiom the Damascus expansion area. For the reasons mentioned above related to Tier 5
resource land, committed uses on small parcels and distance from existing sewer services and other
constraints, this area is not recommended for further consideration.

Noyer Creek
This area of Tier 5 resource land and exception land is within one mile of a planned industrial land area
(SE 242"'t Ave, Damascus expansion area) that is identified on the Title 4 Employment and Industrial
Area map. Three hundred and seventeen acres of the total 381 acres is resource la nd, the majority of
which is the Leo Gentry Nursery. The portion of the study area along SE Bartell Road is exception land,
is 34 acres in size and contains eight parcels, all of which have homes. This small area is not contiguous
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to the main study area. A second exception land area is located east of SE 232"d Avenue, is 29 acres in
size and contains five parcels, all of which have homes. This area is contiguous to the UGB at the
southem edge of the Damascus expansion area. The high level of committed uses and the small parcel
sizes within these exception land areas reduces the economic feasibility of consolidating parcels and
developing a new industrial development. The resource land podon of the study area totals 3 17 acres in
18 parcels, with only nine property owners including the Gresham Barlow School District that owns the
19.5-acre Deep Creek Elementary School site.

The Oregon Department of Environmental Quality Three Basin Rule requires that all wastewater
generated from this entire study area will need to be transported to the Willamene fuver or Columbia
River for discharge. Currently there are no sanitary sewers in the immediate area and service is to be
provided by the system that is to be extended to serve the Damascus expansion area to the west and north.
For the reasons mentioned above related to Tier 5 resource land, committed uses on small parcels, the
great distance from existing sewer services and potential negative impacts to the school, this area is not
recommended for further consideration.

Oregon City South
This area of exception land and a small amount of Tier 4 resource land is within one mile of a planned
industrial land area (S Beavercreek Road) that is identified on the Title 4 Employment and Industrial Area
map. Overall the study area is highly parcelized with a very high percentage of parcels less than five
acres (83 percent) and less than l0 acres in size (94 percent). The average lot size is 3.9 acres and 88
percent contain homes. Less than half(34 percent) ofthe total land area is considered vacant and
buildable. The majority of the developed parcels are along S Thayer Road, S Maplelane Road, and S
Waldow Road. As a result there is one mostly undeveloped area. However, it contains numerous power
lines that run to and from a 34 acre Portland General Electric substation. The high level of commined
uses, the small parcel sizes, and the PGE infrastructure reduces the economic feasibility of consolidating
parcels and creating a new industrial development. The Oregon City School District owns a 55-acre
parcel of Tier 4 resource land that is partially in agricultural production. This parcel along with the 26-
acre parcel to the north that is also partially in agricultural production makes up the resource land in the
study area. These two resource land parcels are located in the very northeast comer of the study area.
Sewer services would require a new trunk line to the existing 48-inch collector at Highway 213 and
Abernathy Road and upgrades to the Tri-Cities plant. The study area is not contiguous to the Oregon City
limits, which may prove problernatic for Title l1 planning. For the reasons mentioned above related to
committed uses on small parcels, existing PGE infrastructure, sewer service difficulties and possible
difficulties with Title I I planning, this area is removed fiom further consideration.

Borland Roqd South
This area of three separate exception land sections is within two miles of a selected interchange on
Interstate 205. Overall the entire study area is highly parcelized with a very high percentage of parcels
less than five acres (80 percent) and less than l0 acres in size (98 percent). The average lot size is 3.2
acres and 97 percent contain homes. Less than half(45 percent) ofthe total land area is considered vacant
and buildable. The majority of the developed parcels are along SW Ek Road, SW Borland Road, and SW
Johnson Road and SW Tualatin Loop. As a result there is no large mostly undeveloped area within the
three study area sections. The high level of committed uses and the small parcel sizes reduces the
economic feasibility of consolidating parcels and creating a new industrial development. The Tualatin
River separates the three study area sections from the UGB and each other. Thus numerous river
crossings are required to provide urban services as there are no sewer or water services currently in the
study area. There is no direct access to the study area from the Ciry of West Linn, which may prove
problanatic for Title I I planning. For the reasons mentioned above related to committed uses on small
parcels, urban service difficulties and possible difficulties with Title I I planning, this area is not
recommended for further consideration.
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Norwood/Stafford
This area of exception land and a very small amount of Tier 2 resource land is within two miles of
selected interchanges on Interstates 5 & 205. Overall the study area is highly parcelized with a very high
percentage ofparcels less than five acres (80 percent) and less than l0 acres in size (99 percent). The
average lot size is 3.9 acres and 86 percent contain homes. A little over half (59 percent) of the total land
area is considered vacant and buildable. The developed parcels are evenly dispersed throughout the study
area and the majority of the homes are located in the center of the parcels. As a result there is one mostly
undeveloped area located offofSW Stafford Road in the southern portion ofthe srudy area
(Norwood/Stafford Map l). Area I is 132 acres of exception land in 2l parcels with 14 property owners
and is somewhat constrained by existing developrnent, Title 3 resources and slopes greater than l0
percent. As a result this area provides 93 net buildable acres of land for indusrial development. The area
currently does not have urban services. This area is over two miles from interchanges on I-5 & 205 and is
at a minimum of 1,25 to 1.5 miles from urban sen ices in the City of Wilsonville or the City of Tualatin.
It would not be economically feasible to extend sensices these distances for such a small amount of land
and extending such a long cherry stem is not good urban form. The area is isolated from nearby cities by
I-5 and I-205, which would be problanatic for Title 1l planning. For the reasons mentioned above related
to committed uses on small parceb, urban senrice difficulties and difficulties with Title I I planning, this
area is not recommended for further consideration.

lYilsonville South
This area of Tier 5 resource land and exception land is within fwo miles of a selected interchange on
Interstate 5. Overall the area has a high percentage ofparcels (84 percent) less than l0 acres in size. The
average lot size is 7.9 acres and 73 percent contain homes. Less than half (49 percent) of the total land
area is considered vacant and buildable. The largest parcel (142 acres) is owned by Clackamas County
and houses the Oregon State University North Willamette Research and Extension Service facility. The
Langdon Farms Golf Club comprises a 173-acre site composed of l2 parcels. Both of these sites are
considered developed under Metro's land productivify methodology.

The study area contains three sections ofexception land. The first exception land area is west oflnterstate
5, is 33 acres in size with 9 parcels. Three of the parcels totaling 4.5 acres do not contain homes, one of
which is owned by the Oregon Department of Transportation. The second exception land area is south of
NE Miley Road in the top center portion of the study area. This area is 69 acres in size with 69 parcels, of
which all but three have homes. The three vacant parcels ( 13 acres) are under the same ownership as an
adjacent parcel that does contain a home. The l0-acre vacant parcel currently has some agricultural
activity. The third exception land area is in the northeast comer of the study area, north of NE Browndale
Farm Road. This area contains 95 acres in 33 parcels, of which all but four have homes. Three of the four
vacant parcels are under the same ownership as an adjacent parcel that does contain a home. The total
ac;reage of the four vacant parcels is 6.2 acres. The high level of committed uses and the small parcel sizes
of these exception land areas reduce the economic feasibility of consolidating parcels and creating a new
industrial development. As expected almost all of the developed area is in the exception land sections and
the golf club. This results in two areas of mostly undeveloped parcels that abut the State agricultural
facility (Wilsonville South Map 1). Area I is Tier 5 resource land that totals 327 acres with eight property
owners. The area contains a small amount of developed land and minimal environmental resources that
results in 296 acres of buildable land. Area 2 is also Tier 5 resource land that totals 175 acres with two
property owners, one of which owns 1.6 acres and the other the rernainin g 17 3 .4 acres. This area also
contains a small amount of developed land and minimal environmental resources that results in 166 acres
of buildable land. Both of these areas are extensively involved in agricultural activities and urbanization
of these areas would have a high impact on adjacent agricultural activities to the south.

Statl Report to Ordinance No. 04- 1040
Page 2l of2l



The City of Wilsonville has determined that it would need to provide new water and sewer lines across
the Willamette River to meet the demands of the entire study area. There may be other options to provide
serice but these may also require extensive upgrades to the existing system. For the reasons mentioned
above related to committed uses on small parcels in the exception land areas, urban service difficulties,
Tier 5 resource land and negative impacts to adjacent agricultural areas, this area is not recommended for
further consideration.

Brookmsn Road
This area of Tier 4 & 5 resource land and exception land is within two miles of Highway 99W. Overall
the study area has a high percentage ofparcels (88 percent) less than 10 acres in size, the average lot size
is 6.4 acres and 75 percent contain homes. Twenty-seven percent of the total study area acreage is
environmentally constrained under current Title 3 regulations and/or slopes greater than l0 percent. Just
over half (52 percent) of the total land area is considered vacant and buildable. Almost all of the
developed parcels are located on either SW Brookman Road, SW Middleton Road, and Old Highway
99W. As a result there are three areas of mostly undeveloped parcels distributed in the three main study
area sections (Brookman Road Map l). Area I is located west of Highway 99W, is 102 gross acres in size
with nine properry owners, and is somewhat constrained by existing development, Title 3 resources and
slopes greater than l0 percent. As a result this area provides 87 net buildable acres ofland for industrial
development. The area is Tier 5 resource land except for the four westem most parcels that are exception
land and total22 gross acres.

Almost the entire area is involved in agricultural activity and this farmland is part of a larger segment of
active farmland that stretches to the west and to the north. Urbanization of this area would result in an
increase in vehicle miles traveled along Highway 99W and SW Chapman Road, which could negatively
affect the agricultural areas to the west and north as well as the commercial district along Highway 99W
inside the UGB. Area 2 is located south of SW Broolanan Road along SW Middleton Road and SW
Labrousse Road. It is 146 gross acres in size, contains 3l parcels owned by 24 properry owners, and is
mostly exception land. There are two parcels of Tier 4 resource land that total I 1.3 acres in southeast
comer of the area. The area is very constrained by existing development, Title 3 resources and slopes
greater than l0 percent. As a result this area provides 63 net buildable acres ofland for industrial
development. Area 3 consists of one 54-acre parcel of Tier 5 resource land that is located south of SW
Brookman Road. This parcel is very constrained by existing development, Title 3 resources and slopes
greater than l0 percent. As a result this area provides 25 net buildable acres of land for industrial
development.

The entire study area is located adjacent to the land that was included in the UGB tn2002. Thus existing
urban services are at a minimum 0.25-mile away. The City of Sherwood has indicated that providing
services to the 2002 expansion area will require considerable improvements to the current system and any
additional land would compound the difficulty in providing services. For ttre reasons mentioned above
related to constrained land in the exception land and resource land areas, Tier 5 resource land and
negative impacts to adjacent agricultural areas, and additional difficulties in providing urban services, this
area is not recommended for further consideration.

Sherwood *l/est
The study area of Tier 4 & 5 resource land and exception land is within two miles of Highway 99W. The
study area is divided into three separate sections, fwo of which are grouped together and are
approximately 1,000 feet from the third section. Overall this sfudy area has a fairly high percentage of
parcels (70 percent) less than l0 acres in size, the average lot size is 6.4 acres and 59 percent contain
homes. Over half (67 percent) of the total land area is considered vacant and buildable and the developed
parcels are evenly distributed throughout the area. The southern portion of the study area consists of two
separate sections that contain both Tier 4 and 5 resource land and exception land (Sherwood West Map
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1). In one section is Tier 5 resource land and exception land that are adjacent to the UGB, with the
resource land (l l7 gross acres) north ofSW Krugger Road and most ofthe exception land (101 gross
acres) to the south of SW Krugger Road. A portion of the resource land is currently in agricultural
production. The exception land is somewhat constrained by consffained by existing development, Title 3
resources and slopes greater than l0 percent. As a result this section ofthe southern portion ofthe study
area provides 169 net buildable acres of land for industrial development. The second section of the
southem portion is approximately 0.5 mile from the UGB further west along SW Krugger Road. This
small 57 acre section contains 38 acres of Tier 4 resource land and 19 acres of exception land that is
intermixed. The area is somewhat constrained by existing development, Title 3 resources and slopes
greater than l0 percent. As a result this portion of the area provides 29 net buildable acres of land for
industrial development. It would not be economically feasible to extend services 0.5 mile past the Tier 5
resource land for such a small amount of exception and Tier 4 land and extending a cherry stern does not
result in good urban form. The northern portion of the study area, totaling 86 gross acres contains
exception land to the north of SW Edy Road and Tier 5 resource land to the south of SW Edy Road. Both
the Tier S-resource land portion and the exception land portion are constrained by existing developmant,
Title 3 resources and slopes greater than l0 percent. As a result this northern portion of the study area
provides 53 net buildable acres of land for industrial development. The exception land portion is ovsr'/z
mile from existing urban savices and one quarter mile from land that was added to the UGB in 2002. It
would not be economically feasible to extend services one quarter mile past the 2002 expansion area for
such a small amount of land and extending a cherry stem does not result in good urban form.

The majority of the land adjacent to the entire study area that is inside the UGB is currently or expected to
be devebped for residential purposes. Urbanization of this area could increase the existing traffic level on
Highway 99W in the five comers area of Sherwood prior to the construction of the future I-5 to 99W
connector. Twenty-seven percent of the total study area acreage is environmentally constrained under
current Title 3 regulations and/or slopes greater than l0 percent. For the reasons mentioned above related
to constrained land in the exception land and resource land areas, Tier 5 resource land, urban form,
negative impacts to adjacant residential areas, and transportation impacts, this area is not recommended
for further consideration.

Hillsboro South
This area of Tier 5 resource land is classified as high value farmland and is within two miles of Tualatin
Valley Highway. The study area is essentially composed to two separate areas based on parcel sizes
(Hillsboro South Map I ). Area I is composed of trvo parcels of 200 and 270 acres in size that are in
agricultural production, with one property owner. A majoriry of the area adjacent to the east inside the
UGB is in residential development. Area2 contains the remaining 321 acres in 22 parcels with l6 owners.
Fifteen of the 22 parcels are less than I 0 acres in size and I 2 of those are less than five acres and are
located in one small pocket of residential use on the western of the area. Area 2 is somewhat constrained
by existing development, Title 3 resources and slopes greater than 10 percent. As a result this section
provides 226 net buildable acres of land for industrial development. The adjacent land to the east of this
section was added to the UGB in 2002 and is to be developed for residential purposes. The land further to
the east is extensively developed with residences. There are no existing sewer services adjacent to the
entire study area that can provide gravity service. Thus extra territorial extensions through resource land
or extensive infrastructure is required to provide service, which is difficult for the service provider to
construct. The vast majority of the study area is not contiguous to the current city limits, which may prove
problanatic for Title I I planning. For the reasons mentioned above related to constrained land, Tier 5

resource land, and negative impacts to adjacent residential areas, this area is not recommended for further
consideration.
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Forest Grove ll/est
This Tier 5 resource land study area is classified as high-value farmland and is within two miles of
Tualatin Valley Highway. The area consists of pockets of small parcels that contain residences, many of
which are associated with adjacent large-scale agricultural activities. This area is part of a larger expanse
of agricultural land that extends east to the City of Hillsboro city limits and north to Highway 26.
Urbanization of the study area would have a high impact on adjacent agricultural activities in this large
farming community. Adjacent to the south is an established residential neighborhood, additional land
planned for residential use, and the Forest Grove High School that could be negatively impacted by
increased traffrc flow. The vast majoriry of the study area is not contiguous to the current cify limits,
which may prove problematic for Title I I planning. For the reasons mentioned above related to Tier 5
resource land and negative impacts to adjacent agricultural and residential areas, this area is not
recommended for further consideration.

STUDY AREAS EXCLUDED DUE TO ADDITIONAL ANALYSIS
The following areas meet both of the geographic factors but have not been recommended for inclusion in
the UGB for industrial use. They were not deemed suitable for industrial use due to parcelization,
constraints due to existing development patterns, location and extent of natural resources, servicing and
urban form and./or negative impacB on agricultural uses.

Oregon City North
This area of Tier 3 & 5 resource land and exception land is within two miles of an interchange on
Interstate 205 as well as within one mile of industrial land that is identified on the Title 4 Employment
and lrdustrial Area map. Overall the area is parcelized with a high percentage of parcels less than five
acres (74 percent) and less than l0 acres in size (90 percent). The average lot size is five acres and 74
percent contain homes. A little over half (63 percent) of the total land area is considered vacant and
buildable. The study area is composed of four sections of land separated into two distinct east west
segments that are separated by approximately 1,000 feet. The east segment (Oregon Ciry North Map l) is
not contiguous to the UGB and contains 55 acres of exception land in Area I that has nine homes on I I
parcels. Area I is somewhat constrained by existing development, Title 3 resources and slopes greater
than l0 percent. As a result this section provides 30 net buildable acres of land for industrial
development. Area2 contains 285 acres of Tier 5 resource land in 17 parcels with l2 owners and homes.
This area is also somewhat constrained by existing development, Title 3 resources and slopes greater than
10 percent. As a result this section provides l9l net buildable acres of land for industrial development.

The eastern section is approximately 1.25 miles from the current UGB via S Forsyth Road. It would not
be economically feasible to extend services 1.25 miles past the western segment of the study area for this
relatively small amount of buildable land and extending such a long cherry stem does not result in good
urban form. The west segment (Oregon City North Map 2) contains 54 acres of Tier 3 resource land in
Area 1 that is the only portion that is contiguous to the UGB and would be needed to provide services to
the remainder of the area. Area 3 contains 52 acres of Tier 5 resource land in seven parcels with six
homes and owners in the top portion of the west segment. The remaining portion of this segment contains
8l parcels that total 280 acres of exception land in Area 2. Eighty percent of the parcels are less than five
acres in size and 75 percent ofthe parcels have homes. The developed parcels are evenly dispersed along
S Forsythe Road, S Brunner Road and S Highland Road, which results in no mostly undeveloped areas in
Area 2. This area is also somewhat constrained by existing development, Title 3 resources and slopes
greater than l0 percent. S Forsythe Road is the only road that connects the UGB to the west section of the
study area. Thus urban services can only be extended through this one section of Oregon City on S

Forsythe Road that travels uphill through an existing neighborhood. For the reasms mentioned above
related to Tier 5 resource land, committed uses on small parcels, urban form, and negative impacts to
adjacent residential areas due to one access route, this area is not recommended for further consideration.
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Forest Grove East
This Tier 5 resource land study area is classified as high-value farmland and is within two miles of
Tualatin Valley Highway as well as within one mile of industrial land that is identified on the Title 4
Employment and Industrial Area map. The area consists of pockets of small parcels that contain
residences, many of which are associated with adjacent large-scale agricultural activities. This area is part
of a larger expanse of agricultural land that extends to the east to the Ciry of Hillsboro city limits, to the
north to Highway 26 and to the west in the Forest Grove West study area. Urbanization of the study area
would have a high impact on adjacent agriculnrral activities in this large farming community. There is a
linear swath of environmental resources on the north side of Highway 47 that could impact the ability to
provide services to the area (Forest Grove East Map l). The vast majority of the study area is not
contiguous to the current city limits, which may prove problematic for Title l1 planning. For the reasons
mentioned above related to Tier 5 resource land, negative impacts to adjacent agricultural areas,
environmental impacts that may impact urban services and Title I I planning, this area is not
recommended for further consideration.

DISCUSSION OF SUITABLE ALTERNATIVES ANALYSIS AREAS
The following is a discussion of the individual study areas that are recommended for inclusion in the
UGB for industrial purposes. The descriptions include unique facts that pertain to these areas shown on a
map titled the Chief Operating Officer's recommendation in Attachment 3. A summary of the aggregation
and suitability factors follows this discussion.

Beavercreek
This one 63 gross acre parcel in the Beavercreek study area is located adjacent to the land that was
inclrded in the UGB in 2002 for industrial purposes and is designated on the Title 4 Employment and
Industrial Area map. This Tier 4 resource land parcel contains the remaining portion of the Oregon City
Golf Club that was not included in the UGB in2002. The City of Oregon City, along with the properfy
owners of the land included in the UGB in2002, is currantly in the process of completing the Title I I
planning for the area that includes a portion of the Oregon City Golf Club. Including *ris parcel will
allow the 2002 industrial land expansion area to be planned more efficiently and logically, as the entire
golf course operation will be included in the Title I I plaruring process. For the reasons mentioned above
related to the UGB splitting an existing golf course and an efficient and comprehensive Title I I planning
process, this 30 net buildable acre parcel is recommended for further consideration.

Borland Road North
This 575 gross acre portion ofthe Borland Road study area is located adjacent to an interchange on
Interstate 205. This portion of the study area is south of the Tualatin fuver, antirely exception land and is
contiguous to the UGB and the City of Tualatin city limits. Urban services will be provided by the City
of Tualatin and infrashucture improvements will be needed to alleviate impacts to the existing system.
This area contains land that is the topographic low point for a portion of the greater Stafford,/Rosemont
basin and any urban services that are planned for this expansion area must take into account the future
needs of the entire basin. This will allow for the future urbanization of the entire basin in an efficient and
logical planned manner that will result in the desired urban form. Interstate 205 and the Tualatin River
buffer the expansion area from existing agricultural activities, thus urbanization would have little impact
on adjacent agricultural activity. For the reasons mentioned above related to the entire area being
exception land, the availability of urban serrices, the minimal impact on adjacent agricultural activities
and the opportunity to comprehensively plan the entire basin, this 164 net buildable acre portion of the
study area is recommended for further consideration.

Wilsonville East
This 641 gross acre portion of the Wilsonville East study area is located within fwo miles of an
interchange on Interstate 5 and a portion of the area is also within one mile of an existing industrial area
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designated on the Title 4 Employment and Industrial Area map. The area is located south of SW Elligsen
Road on both the east and west sides of SW Stafford Road and north of SW Advance Road. The area is
antirely Tier 5 resource land and is contiguous to the UGB and the City of Wilsonville city limits. Urban
services are available but major infrastructure improvements may be needed depending on the type of
industrial user. The area is part of a larger agricultural community however; the Newland Creek canyon
isolates the area from the main component of farmland to the east. Thus urbanization may have an impact
on the small amount of adjacent agricultural activity to the south between the study area and the
Willamette fuver. There are three Bonneville Power Administration easements that cross the area that
essentially excludes a large portion of the area from future residential development. A portion of the area
is adj acent to a 2002 residential expansion area that provides the opportunity for both areas to be plarured
and developed in a cohesive manner and also allows for the more efficient urbanization of both sides of
lower SW Stafford Road. For the reasons mentioned above related to the ability to provide urban
services, the low impact on adjacent agricultural activity, the impact of the power line easements on
future urbanization for residential pulposes, and the oppornrnity to comprehensively plan the lwo
expansion areas, this 460 net buildable acre portion of the study area is recommended for further
consideration.

Coffee Creek
This 264 gross acre portion of the Coffee Creek study area is located within two miles of an interchange
on Interstate 5 as well as within one mile of an existing indusrial area designated on the Title 4
Employment and Industrial Area map. The area stretches from just north of SW Tonquin Road, south to
SW Grahams Ferry Road west of the Coffee Creek Correctional Facility. The westem edge of this
expansion area is the extensive floodplain that is along Coffee Lake Creek. The area is entirely exception
land except for one parcel ofTier 4 resource land (4.6 acres) at the very northem edge. The small portion
north of SW Tonquin Road was originally in the Quarry study area but is included in the Coffee Creek
expansion area due to its close proximity to the Coflee Creek area and the t/z mlle separation from the
remainder of the Quarry expansion area. The parcels that contain the floodplain were included in their
entirety so the UGB would not split parcels. Therefore there is a considerable amount of acreage within
the area that is constrained and is not expectedto develop. This floodplain area is part ofa larger natural
resource corridor and inclusion of this portion in the expansion area provides the oppornrniry to examine
additional protection measures or open space uses through the Title I I planning process. The southem
portion ofthis expansion area is located adjacent to the west of a2002 indusfial land expansion area,
which will allow the two areas to be planned and developed in a cohesive manner, also through the Title
1l process. Currently sufficiently sized water and sewer lines are available to service the 2002 expansion
area. Additional upgrades may be needed to service this southem portion of the expansion area. Urban
services also currently extend to the Coffee Creek Correctional Facility; additional upgrades to these
services may be needed to service the remainder of the expansion area. This portion of the study area is
isolated from agricultural areas by the UGB and environmental resources, thus urbanization will have no
impact on adjacent agricultural activity. For the reasons mentioned above related to the area being almost
entirely exception land, the oppornrnity to comprehensively plan the two expansion areas, the ability to
provide urban services and the low impact on adjacent agricultural activity, this 97 net buildable acre
portion of the study area is recommended for further consideration.

Quarry
This 354 gross acre portion of the Quarry study area is located within two miles of Highway 99W as well
as within one mile of an existing industrial area designated on the Title 4 Employment and Industrial Area
map. The area is located south of NE Oregon Street and SW Tualatin Sherwood Road between SW
Tonguin Road and SW 120'h Avenue. The area is entirely Tier 4 resource land except for one-half of one
parcel in the very northeast corner of the expansion area that is exception land. Infrastructure
improvements are necessary for both water and sewer services and the exact city service boundaries
between the cities of Tualatin and Sherwood need to be determined. This area is adjacent to a2002
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industrial land expansion area, in which the City of Tualatin is currently involved in the Title I I planning
process. A portion of this area may be included in that process. Urbanization of this expansion area would
have no impact on adjacent agricultural activity as non-agriculnrral lands surround the area. There is very
small amount of environmental resources within the expansion area thus urbanization will have a minor
impact on environmental resources. For the reasons mentioned above related to the ability to provide
urban services, the possible opporhrnity to comprehensively plan a portion of the area with the previous
expansion area, and the low impact on adjacent agricultural activity and environmental resources, this 236
net buildable acre portion of the study area is recommended for further consideration.

Cornelius
This 206 gross acre portion of the Comelius study area is located within two miles of the Tualatin Valley
Highway as well as within one mile of an existing industrial area designated on the Title 4 Employment
and Industrial Area map. The area is located on the north side of the City of Cornelius, north of Council
Creek between NW Comelius Schefflin Road and NW Hobbs Road. NW Hobbs Road also forms the
northem boundary ofthe eastern portion ofthe expansion area. The area contains two exception land
segments on the east and west ends with a 43 acre Tier 5 resource land segment in between. The City of
Cornelius currently has sufficient urban services adjacent to the south to meet the needs of the expansion
area. The twoparcel resource land portion of the expansion area provides for the efficient looping of
urban seryices between the two exception land areas and is the minimum amount of resource land
necessary to accomplish this service provision efficiency requirement. For the reasons mentioned above
related to the majority of the area being exception land, the ability of the City of Comelius to provide
urban services, and the portion ofresource land is needed to provide efficient urban services, this 9l net
buildable acre portion of the study area is recommended for further consideration.

Damascus
This 102 gross acre study area is located within one mile of a planned industrial area (Damascw)
designated on the Title 4 Employment and Industrial Area map. The area is located south Highway 212
and east of SE Keller Road and is entirely Tier 4 resource land. The area is currently included in the
secondary sfudy area of the Damascus/Boring Concep Plan and can easily be transferred into the primary
study area, allowing for the comprehensive planning and development of urban services for both
expansion areas. This industrial land area will provide additional ernployment for the planned Damascus
Town Center a shorl one-half mile away. Forested land and the Richardson Creek canyon isolate the area
from the larger area of farmland to the south and southeast, thus urbanization would have a minimal
impact on adjacent agricultural activity. Urbanization will also have a minimal impact on natural
resources due to the minimal amount of natural resources within the expansion area. For the reasons
mentioned above related to the area currently being in the secondary study area of the Damascus/Boring
Concept Plaq the opporhmity to comprehensively plan this area in conjunction with the Damascus Town
Center area, and the minimal impact on adjacant agricultural activities and environmental resources, this
69 net buildable acre portion of the study area is recommended for further consideration.

Tualatin
This 646 gross acre study area is located within two miles of an interchange on Interstate 5 as well as
within one mile of an existing industrial area designated on the Title 4 Employment and Industrial Area
map. The area is located between the cities of Tualatin and Wilsonville west of Interstate 5 and is entirely
exception land. The cities of Tualatin and Wilsonville will be the sen ice providers although the exact
service boundaries need to be determined. Improvements and extensions of the water and sewer lines,
both inside and outside the UGB is to be expected. The area is surrounded by non-agricultural uses
therefore there will be no impact to adjacent agricultural activity. The majority of the environmental
resources are concentrated in the central portion ofthe area, which facilitates resource protection under
normal development scenarios and reduces the overall impact on the resources. For the reasons mentioned
above related to the area being entirely exception land, the ability to provide urban services, no impacts
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on adjacent agricultural activities and the ability to reduce impacts to the environmental resources, this
339 net buildable acre portion of the study area is recommended for further consideration.

ADDITIONAL AREAS CONSIDERED FOR UGB EXPANSION
The following area is not recommended for inclusion in the UGB but may need to be considered if the
Metro Council elects to change the recommendation regarding Title 4.

Evergreen
The 985 acre study area is located within two miles of an interchange on Highway 26 and is within one
mile of an existing industrial area designated on the Title 4 Employment and Industrial Area map. The
area is located north of NW Evergreen Road, west of the 2002 Shute Road expansion area, south of
Highway 26.The area contains 355 acres of exception land located along NW Sewell Road on the west
and the portion of NW Meek Road near NW Birch Avenue and NW Oak Drive in the northeast comer of
the study area. Between these two exception land areas is 600 acres of Tier 5 resource land. Adequate
water services are available in NW Evergreen Road and sewer service is separated into two sections. The
southeast comer of the area can be served by gravity to two existing lines 1,400 feet to the south. There
are no existing large diameter sewers available to serve the rernainder of the area. Thus extensive
downstream improvements or construction of new sewers through a developed residential area is
required. Overall urbanization of the area would have a moderate impact on adjacent agriculrural land to
the west which could be minimized or increased depending on the amount and location of UGB
expansion. For instance, exception land along NW Sewell Road could provide a buffer for the agricultural
land to the west if it remained outside the UGB and the resource land to the east was included in the
UGB. On the other hand if only a portion of the resource land was included in the UGB the remaining
resource land may have greater impacts, as it would be isolated from the larger farming community.
Similarly impacts to environmental resources will vary based on the amount and location of the land
included in the UGB. Therefore, depending on the expansion area boundaries and the resulting impact to
agricultural activities and environmental resources, this area may be considered for inclusion in the UGB.

West Union
This 368 gross acre portion of the West Union study area is within 2 miles of an interchange on Highway
26 and the majority of the area is also within I mile of industrial land that is identified on the Title 4
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Helvetia
This 249 gross acre portion of the Helvetia study area is located within two miles of an interchange on
Highway 26 as well as within one mile of an existing industrial area designated on the Title 4
Employment and Industrial Area map. The area is located north of NW Jacobson Road, west of NW
Helvetia Road and south of NW West Union Road. The area contains 87 acres of exception land and 162
acres of Tier 5 resource land. This portion of the Helvetia study area was stand-alone study area 8l in the
2002 Alternatives Analysis Study and the resource land portion was identified as Tier 3 resource land.
Therefore for this determination the resource land is again identified as Tier 3 resource land. Water
services are available in NW Jacobson Road and NW West Union Road. Sewer Services are available in
NW Jacobson Road and along a portion of the eastem edge of the area that should allow for gravity
service. There is a power line easement along the eastem edge of the area that restricts the future
urbanization for residential purposes. Inclusion of this area provides an identifiable UGB bowrdary along
NW Helvetia and NW West Union Roads and provides good urban form by squaring off the UGB along
these roadways. In addition, this provides a logical edge for the expanse of farmland north of Highway 26
that extends to North Plains. For the reasons mentioned above related to a portion of the area being
exception land and the fact the resource land is needed to serve the exception land, the ability to provide
urban services, the power line easement that reduces the fuhre use as residential land and the identifiable
UGB boundary that provides good urban form, this 149 net buildable acre portion of the study area is
recommended for further consideration



Employment and Industrial Area map. This section is located generally south of Holcomb Lake and north
of NW West Union Road, between NW Cornelius Pass Road and NW 185'h Avenue. The area is adjacent
to the UGB and includes approximately I 1.5 acres of exception land in two small pockets along NW
West Union Road where it intersects with NW Comelius Pass Road (10.8 acres) and NW 185'h Avenue
(0.7 acres). The rernainder of this portion of the study area is resource land that contains mostly class I
and 2 soils, which when analyzd by itself would be identified as Tier 5 resource land, compared to the
Tier 4 classification for the entire study area. There is an existing l8-inch water service line in NW West
Union Road. Extensions of the gravity sewer lines to the Rock Creek plant are required to serve the area.
The area is constrained by Title 3 resources and slopes greater than l0 percent. As a result this section
provides 133 net buildable acres of land for indusrial development. Urbanization of this portion of the
study area would have minimal impact on adjacent agricultural activities as the environmental resources
isolate the area from the agricultural lands to the north. However, urbanization will impact this large
environmental resource area that includes a Mefo Parks and Greenspaces acquisition prope(y. Adjacent
to the south is an established residential neighborhood that is located in the area between NW West Union
and Highway 26 that is not in the Hillsboro city limits. Therefore, depending on the resulting impact to
the environmental resources and the overall net buildable acreage desired, this area may be considered for
inclusion in the UGB.

UGB-Expansion Areas- Applying Industrial Land Factors
All of the proposed UGB expansion areas meet all or the majority of the location and siting factors
(access, proximity to other industrial users and slopes of less than l0 percent) as well as follow the
hierarchy oflands progression described in Goal 14.

Of the three siting and location factors accessibility is a key factor because 70 percent of the land need is
for warehouse and distribution type uses or approximately 1,377 acres. The majority of the recommended
lands will be focused on areas with access to an interchange two miles of I-5, I-84 and I-205. A small
portion of the supply may satisfy a localized warehouse and distribution need (50-75 acres). An example
of a localized warehouse and disfibution facility is the Stewart Stiles Company that is located in the City
of Cornelius in an area that has poor access to major transportation facilities but is successful because it
seryes a local market. Small localized uses may choose to locate in various parts of the region to serve an
individual user but this cannot be relied on to fulfill the overall warehouse and distribution need.

The following chart compares the recommended sites and evaluates their abiliry to fulfill a regional
dernand for warehouse and distribution land. Regional warehouse and distribution facilities need to be
located within two miles of an interchange along I-5, I-84 or I-205. The recommended areas of Tualatin,
Quarry, Borland Road North, Coffee Creek and Wilsonville East fulfill 1,270 acres of the 1,377 acre
demand for warehouse and disribution land.
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SUITABILITY FACTORS
TOTAL
ACRES

NET
ACRES

Satisfy W arehouse/Dist.
Demand

Access Proximity Slope
less 107o

EXPANSION
AREAS

Damascus West 102 69 0
&6 339 339Tualatin

Quarry (p) 354 236 236
Borland Rd N. tpl 575 t(A l@

63 30 0Beavercreek. 1p;
Coffee Creek (p) 2& 97 97

Wilsonville East (p) (Al 460 460
Cornelius 1py 206 9l 0
Helvetia 1p1 249 149 0

1,296TOTAL 3,100 1,635

Table 5. n of the E ansion Areas Acco Sector Need and Factors

Aggregation Potential
The following areas have the potential to satisfu the parcel size requirements for warehouse and
distribution, general industrial and tech flex uses. Industry representatives indicated that warehouse and
distribution uses require a minimum of 20 acres, general industrial requires 25 acres or less and tech flex
generally requires a range from 50 to 100 acres.

The recommended areas were examined for the possibiliry of forming larger lots to satisfo the parcel size
demand discussed in the Employment UGR. The Employment UGR reported a deficit of 8 parcels in the
10-25 acre range, 4 parcels in the 50- 100 acre range and 3 parcels in the I 00 plus acre range. A similar
methodology was applied as discussed in the aggregation study discussed earlier in this report. The 100
acre lot size category is made up of 100 acre parcels formed by aggregating tax lots under the same
ownership and by forming parcels under multiple ownerships The Wilsonville East area and Helvetia
have the best potential for fulfilling large lot (50 acres and $eater) demand. The recommended areas have
the following aggregation potantial:

Table 6. I of Recommended Areas

PROPOSED POLICY CHANGES
Part of Metro's review of the UGB includes examining ways to obtain more efficient utilization of land
that is currently located inside of the UGB. The proposed Title 4 amendments are one way of
demonstrating to LCDC that Metro is achieving additional efficiencies inside of the UGB to meet the
need in addition to adding land. The Metro Council adopted new measures to protect and maintain the
supply of industrial land for future industrial uses in Ordinance 02-9698, adopted December 5,2002.

l0-25 acres
(Deficit- 8 tax lots)

50-100 acres
(Deficit- 4 tax lots)

100 plus acres
(Deficit- 3 tax lots)

EXPANSION
AREAS

0Damascus West 0 I
0Tualatin l0 0

0 IQuarry (p) J
IBorland Rd N. 1p; 5 I
0Beavercreek 1p; 0 I

0 0Coffee Creek 1p; 5
2Wilsonville East (p) 5 I

J I 0Cornelius 1p;
I 2Helvetia (p) 2

TOTAL JJ 6 6
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Title 4 Industrial and Other Employment Areas regulations were amended in order to increase the
capacity of industrial areas for industrial uses and to encourage non-industrial uses to locate in Centers
and other more appropriate 2040 design type areas. The revisions also created a new 2040 design type
entitled RSIA. The Metro Council adopted a generalized map of RSIAs areas. The Title 4 language that
was amendedin2002 requires that the Metro Council delineate specific boundaries for the RSIAs derived
from the generalized map by December 31, 2003. Two ordinances were introduced in 2003, amanding the
Title 4 regulations and mapping the RSIAs, Ordinance 03-l02lB and Ordinance 03-10228. Both
ordinances have been discussed n 2004 and as a result the revisions to the 2002 legislation and mapping
of RSIAs is included in Ordinance 04-1M0.

Metro staff, after consulting with cities, counties and other interests, developed a set of factors to consider
in the identification of RSIAs. As directed by Title 4, Metro staff worked with cities and counties in the
region to apply the factors to designated Industrial Areas within their jurisdictions. Several local
govemments, Portland, Gresham, Wilsonville and Clackamas County, submitted recommended Industrial
Areas for consideration as RSIAs. Striving for region-wide consistency, Metro staff also applied the
factors to areas in cities and counties that chose not to submit candidate areas. The factors are:

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

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

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

. Proximity - Located within close proximity of existing like uses; and

. Primary Use - Predominantly industrial uses.

As referred to in an earlier section on Adopting Efficiency Measures there was testimony that indicated
that there are conflicting opinions regarding the need for large parcels (over 50 acres) and that there
needed to be flexibility for dividing larger parcels. Staff has worked with local governments and a
subcommittee of Metro Policy Advisory Committee (MPAC) to resolve most of the implementation
issues that have been raised. The recommended changes in 2004 to the Title 4 code repesents this work.
The committee discussed the following issues:

. Limiting the size of retail uses that are appropriate in industrial districts;

. Limiting FIRE uses in industrial areas and determining whether these uses can be distinguished
from ottrer office uses that locate in industrial districtsr8;

. Mapping of RSIA areas and determining whether they should reflect freight access and current
uses ofproperty;. Providing flexibility within industrial districts due to the changing nature of industrial uses;

. Allowing medical clinics and hospitals in industrial and RSIA areas;

. Classifoing traded sector uses and determining their location within industrial districts;

. Establishing performance standards to maintain freight transportation access and movement; and

. Allowing subdivision of larger parcels over time.

Staff recommends that amendment to Title 4 include a limitation on retail uses for single users of 5,000
square feet in industrial areas and 3,000 square feet in RSIA areas, a performance based transportation
requiranent for non-industrial offices and no specialized allowances for medical and hospital uses in
industrial and RSIA areas. Staffrecommends the proposed local jurisdiction RSIA areas be adopted. The
proposed Title 4 language is included in Exhibit B and the RSIA map is included in Exhibit C of
Ordinance No. 04-1040.

'E FIRE' finance, insurance and real estate uses.
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Mapping of RSIAs
Staff conducted a general assessment of the areas on the Employment and Industrial Lands Map and
found that the following areas meet the factors and are also lands that meet the general site and location
criteria for industrial uses. These areas are uniquely situated to take advantage of the region's highway,
rail and port facilities. The majoriry of these areas are located along the freight access routes including
main roadway routes and roadway connectors shown on Metro's Regional Freight Map. This map
identified areas that are critical for freight movement and provides a basis for selection of fieight
improvanant projects in the Regional Transportation update completed in 2003. The general locations are
as follows:

. Hillsboro indusfrial area, south of Highway 26. Northwest Industrial Area, Rivergate, Swan Island and Columbia Corridor

. Clackamas distribution area around Highway 2121224. Brooklyn railroad yards

. Wilsonville industrial area

. Tualatin industrial area

. Troutdale industrial area

Another site previously considered for status as an RSIA is the Reynolds Metals site that contains
approximately 700 acres located in Multromah County east of the City of Troutdale. This brownfield site
is currantly undergoing remediation and is being considered for redevelopment as an intermodal rail/tnrck
facility by the Port of Portland and other industrial development. Much of the area is predicted to
redevelop into uses supporting an intermodal facility alttrough the site has not been re-mediated or sold to
the Port at this time. The site has a number of physical impediments such as wetlands, floodplains, BPA
easements and location of transmission lines and substations. If this area does redevelop as an intermodal
facility it would become a key component of the region's transportation network and an RSIA designation
at that time would be appropriate.

After additional discussion at MTAC and MPAC and completion of analysis by Metro, it was determined
that there was a wide discrepancy between employment and industrial areas on the Title 4 map and how
the areas were zoned. For example, in one jurisdiction an area would be designated ernployment and in
another jurisdiction industrial, with similar allowed uses. What has resulted is a general reluctance by
local govemmexts to change the underlying zones in industrial areas and a questioning of the use of the
Title 4 map as a guide about where the additional restrictions should take place.

For this reason staffrecommends accepting the local govemments candidates for RSIAs which generally
fit the rule's intent to protect the areas where the movement of freight is essential shown in Exhibits B
and C as part of Ordinance No.04-1040. A map of the RSIA areas is contained in Attachment 4.

Regional Framework Plan Amendments
The Framework Plan is proposed to be amended to add policy language to guide UGB decisions and
minimize impacts on the agricultural industry. Comments from participants at the symposium called
"Agriculture at the Edge" spurred the proposed policy changes. Potential expansion of the UGB has
different impacts on nursery operations, farm related businesses and individual operation. Changes to
Chapter l, Land Use Policy l.l2 are proposed to provide greater certainty for farmers regarding
urbanization and reduce potential conflicts. Staff recommends removing the reference to south of the
Willamette fuver at this time until all other potential physical boundaries have been considered in a
measured and thorough process. There are a number of potential edges that could define the regional
urban form such as the Clackamas fuver, the Multnomah Channel and/or the Tualatin River. The
proposed changes provide the following policy guidance:. When choosing land among the same soil class consider impacts on commercial agriculture, and. Develop agreements with neighboring cities and counties to protect agriculture.
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This change to the Framework Plan is timely because over half of the areas being considered are EFU
lands and a number of the exception areas contain extranely productive agriculrural uses.

MEETING GOAL I REQUIREMENTS
Goal I : Citizq Involvement, requires formation of a citizen involvement progrrm to insure that the
public is involved throughout the land use process. Goal I also requires that planning efforts be
coordinated with federal, state, special purpose districts and local governments.

Metro's public outreach efforts for Periodic Review have consisted of open houses, meetings, mailed
notice, website information and public hearings to reach as many citizens and interest groups as possible.
Over 65,000 notices were mailed to property owners, interested parties, trade and advocacy groups to
solicit comments and receive infcrrnation from the public on the upcoming decision to amend Metro
policies and expand the UGB. A postcard notice was provided to all property owners inside the
recommended areas and those properties located within 500 feet of the proposed expansion areas. A
similar notice was provided to property owners affected by the proposed changes to Title 4. In addition to
these meetings all technical work products were reviewed by the Metro Technical Advisory Committee
(MTAC), the MPAC and the Metro Council in public meetings.

Public Open Houses
Six open houses were held in March and April 2004 throughout the region. The open houses provided
project overview presentations and opportunities for individual discussion with staffon specific areas
under consideration. Staffreceived over 800 responses from the public in the form ofphone calls,
comment cards and ernails. These open houses were conducted prior to the release of the Chief Operating
Officers recommendation contained in ordinance 04-1040 so that comments and concerns could be
included in the recommendation.

Agric ultural Symposium
Metro sponsored a symposium called "Agriculture at the Edge" in October 2003 to discuss conflicts
between the agricultural industry and urban areas and to gain a broader perspective ofthe needs ofthe
agricultural community. The symposium provided a forum for farmers to express concerns regarding the
loss of land to urbanization, industry needs and challenges due to traffic, loss of water, vandalism and
conflicts befween the industrial use of farming and developed residential uses. Several LCDC
Commissioners attended the event as well as the Metro Council. Over 185 people attended the event. The
farm community urged the Metro Council to consider farming as an industry with land needs and to not
see the land located outside of the UGB as a future urban holding zone.

Loc al G overn m e nt C o o rdin atio n
The Meho Courcil met with the Marion County Board of Commissioners in January 20M to discuss the
upcoming UGB expansion and the location of a study area south of Willamette River which borders
Marion County. The Commissioners stressed the importance of continued coordination and the
importance of maintaining a viable agricultural industry in the valley. A part of keeping this industry
healthy is limiting urban incursions into land that is productive for agricultural use, the County stated
their opposition to Metro expanding the UGB south of the Willamette River.

Local government coordination has been a continuous effort throughout the Periodic Review project. All
correspondence received from local govemments have been responded to in a timely manner and in
writing. This staff report and ordinance will be mailed to all local elected officials in the region after to
the first reading of Ordinance No. 04-1040 on April 15,20M.
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Public Hearings
Two series of public hearings are scheduled to provide opportunities for citizens and effected parties to
address the Meho Council. A series of three public hearings are scheduled in April and early May to
begin to take testimony on the contents of Ordinance 04-1040. A second series of public hearing will be
held in May and June to consider possible revisions to the ordinance and to finalize the decision by the
deadline of June 30,2004.

COMPLETING PERIODIC REVIEW
In addition to Title 4 revisions and adjustmant to the need numbers the following areas are proposed by
the Chief Operating Officer for expansion of the UGB to meet the industrial land shortfall of 1,575 net
acres. The areas are proposed because they meet the requirernents in Goal l4 in ttre following order: l)
are exception lands that meet the suitability factors identified for warehouse and distribution, general
industrial and tech flex uses, 2) are the lowest quality farmland that meets the suitability factors or, 3) are
located on higher quality farmland but are necessary to meet the specific need for warehouse and
distribution use or tech flex or general industrial uses.

Assigning 2040 Design Types and Conditions
All areas proposed for inclusion in the UGB must be assigned a 2040 design type of either Industrial or
RSIA. Concept planning as required in Title I 1 of the Functional Plan will determine the location and
extent of the boundaries of the industrial areas. All areas except Borland Road North of 205 and Tualatin
are proposed to be assigned an RSIA designation. Borland Road North of 205 and Tualatin areas are
proposed to be assigrred an industrial designation at this time recognizing that these areas contain a
number of conflicting uses and constraints that may reduce their effectiveness for industrial development.
It is expected that the concept planning for these areas will resolve these conflicts. In addition general
conditions will apply to all sites to specify Title I I requirements and some areas may have specific
conditions recommended to address unique issues. Briefly the following specific conditions are
recommended:

. Damascus- include planning for this area into the larger Damascus effort;

. Beavercreek- combine concept planning for this area with the adjoining tax lot under the same
ownership;

. Wilsonville East- require a buffer between adjoining residential uses to the east, designate as an
RSIA; and

. Comelius- designate as an RSIA;

. Helvetia- designate as an RSIA;

. East Coffee Creek and Tualatin- require finalization of the I-5/ 99W connector and planning for
appropriate industrial edges within these areas, the right of way alignmant may defines the Cify
boundaries for Wilsonville and Tualatin in this area.

The specific conditions are contained in Exhibit F in Ordinance No. 04-1040

KNOWN OPPOSITION
The policy changes to the Title 4 ordinance and map address a number of local jurisdiction's concems
regarding the perceived loss of flexibility with the application of RSIA regulations. Staff was able to
work with local staffto resolve a number of implementation issues as well as address policy concerns
over flexibility and uses that are permitted in industrial areas. Key stakeholders may still have concems
based upon the regulation of office uses, location of medical facilities and size of commercial uses that
serve industrial areas.

The proposed changes to the Regional Framework Plan have been supported by a number ofjurisdictions
that have the desire to protect farmland and limit the extent of the growth of the region south of the
Willamette River. These concerns stem from perceived impacts on the greater Willamette Valley. Some
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members of the business community and the Port of Portland have expressed a desire to consider this area
for industrial development due to its location and access to I-5. Conversely, the issue has been hotly
debated and there is countervailing concem that imposing limits on the urban form of the region should
not preclude a larger more comprehensive discussion that will follow completion of this Periodic Review.

LEGAL ANTECEDENTS
Title 4 is part of the adopted and acknowledged Urban Growth Management Functional Plan. Authority
to amend the 2040 Growth Concept map comes from ORS 268.380 and ORS 268.390(5). UGB
evaluation and amendment requirements are found in ORS 197.298 and 191.299.

ANTICIPATED EFFECTS
Adoption of Ordinance 04-1040 will result in fulfilling the requiranents in Metro code section 3.07.4201,
which requires Metro to adopt a map of Regionally Significant Industrial Areas with specific boundaries
that is derived from the Generalized Map of Regionally Sigrrificant Industrial Areas adopted in Ordinance
No.02-9698.

Adoption of Ordinance 04-1040 resolves Title 4 implanentation issues and gives local governments
clearer instructions as to the Metro Council's intent. This ordinance also fulfills the intent of the DLCD
rernand order #03-WK Task 001524 to ensure that additional savings can be achieved on existing
industial lands prior to expansion of the UGB. The effective date of the new Title 4 regulations is
Septanber 5,2004. Local govemments will have two years following LCDC's acknowledgonent to
adopt a local map and make changes to their codes.

Regional Framework Plan Amendments
Amendments to the Regional Framework Plan require no action on the part of local govemments. The
adoption of amendments to Chapter I , Land Use Policy I . I 12 is considered an emergency because it has
bearing on the UGB decision and is due because of the immediacy of the June 30, 2004 deadline.

Adoption of the UGB amendments
Title 1l requires completion of Concept Plans for all areas included in the UGB within two years of
Metro's ordinance or as specified in conditions of approval (areas have been conditioned from 46 years).
Tlpically concept plans are completed in partnership with the county, adjoining city and Metro prior to
urbanization.

Other Issues
There are two areas that are recommended for rernoval from the UGB. Tax lots 1300,1400 and 1500 (18
acres) that were included in the remand work order from LCDC are recommended for no further action
and removal from the UGB.

A small area located in the Springwater industrial area (east of Gresham, 90 acres) is recommended to be
removed form the UGB for the following reasons: 1) it was originally added to the UGB amendment area
to facilitate the extension of services and after preliminary concept planning it was determined that this
area is not needed and,2) a significant portion of the area is constrained by existing development, natural
resources and slopes.

The remand work order specified that additional information was needed to fulfill the requirernents in the
Housing Needs analysis. Based on the findings in this analysis Metro has determined that no adjustments
to the UGB are required as a result of this analysis.r ' This analysis is discussed under a separate
memorandum.

Ie Housing Needs Analysis, dated April 2004.
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BUDGET IMPACTS
The UGB and Metro Code amendments will go into effect in September 2004. Additions to the UGB
include FTE for monitoring ard minor participation in concept planning. Meho has a commitrnent of 1.43
FTE dedicated to ongoing concept planning in Hillsboro, Damascus, Gresham and the City of Tualatin.
Plaruring in the Stafford Basin and around the City of Wilsonville. Additional FTE and potential grants to
local governments may be needed. Implanentation of Metro Code changes requires a corresponding
amendment of local planning ordinances to implernent the intent of these policies. Compliance
monitoring is already included in the 2004/ 2005 budget. Community Development staffcurrently
monitors all ongoing zone, comprehensive plan and code changes at the jurisdictional level as well as
other project responsibilities.

RECOMMENDED ACTION
Adopt Ordinance 04- 1040 to amend the UGB to provide a 2}-year supply of land for industrial purposes,
amend the Metro Code Title 4 to protect industrial land, amend the Employment and Industrial Lands
Map and amend the Regional Framework Plan to limit the impacts on the agricultural industry.

The areas included in this recommendation address all of the ranaining industrial land need. The
recommendation also presents several other policy options to complete amendments to Title 4 and to the
method of applying the commercial land surplus to the industrial land need. These outcomes discussed
are the application of the commercial surplus to the industrial land need (applying or not applying) and
permeations of Title 4 that include allowing hospital and medical facilities in industrial and RSIA areas.
The options are as follows:

I ) Use the 393 commercial surplus to be used to satisfu a portion of the industrial demand- included
in the recommendation,'

2) Do not use the 393 commercial surplus to satisfu a portion of the industrial land need therefore
the overall land need would be 1,968- 1,575 acres has been incorporated into the
recommendution;

3) Allow hospitals and medical clinics to be located in Title 4 and RSIAs industrial areas without
being restricted to the retail limitation of 5,000 and 20,000 square feet, the net effect is an
increase in the industrial land need by 300 acres. 'o The total acreage need increase to either 1,875
acres (if commercial surplus is also applied) or 2,268 acres if not.

The areas included in this recommendation provide land choices to resolve these policy issues. Due to
application of the factors in Goal l4 and the application of the siting and location factors the base
recommendation of 1,635 acres is recommended to be included to satisfo the remaining industrial land
need.

l0 300 o.."r is based on a projection ofa need for 3-5 hospitals on 50 acre sites and the need for 5-6 clinics located
on 25 acre sites over the next 20 years. Hospital and clinic uses are classified as employment uses in the
Employment UGR.
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SUITABILITY FACTORS
RECOMMENDED

EXPANSION
AREAS

TOTAL
ACRES

NET
ACRES

TIER and
DESIGNATION

2040
Design
Type

Access Proximity Slopes
less
l0"h

Damascus West 102 69 Tier 4 - Resource Industrial
'['ualatin &6 339 Tier l-Exception Industrial
( ) 354 236 Tier 4 -Resource Industrial
Borland Rd N. tpl 575 t& Tier I -Exception Industrial

IndustrialBeavercreek 63 30 Tier 4 -Resource
Coffee Creek 1py 2(A 91 Tier I - Exception Industrial

Tier 5 - Resource RSIAWilsonville East (p) &t 460
Comelius 1py 206 9l Tiersl&5-Mixed RSIA

149 Tiersl&3-Mixed RSIAHelvetia 1p1 249
TOTAL 3,100 1,635

Table 7. Recommended UGB Areas

areas

Table 8. Additional Areas for Consideration

areas

Attachments:
Attachment l- Goal 14 Chart
Attachment 2- Study Area Maps
Attachment 3- Chief Operating Officer's Recommended Areas Map
Attachment4Title4Map

I:\gn\cornrnunity_developrnent\sharefi'ask 3\2002 2003 AreasVecotntnendation\STAFF REPORT.doc

SUITABILITY FACTORS
TOTAL
ACRES

NET
ACRES

TIER and
DESIGNATION

2040
Design
Type

Access Proximity Slopes
less
l0Y.

EXPANSION
AREAS

West Union (p) 368 133 Tiersl&5-Mixed RSIA
985 730 Tiersl&5-Mixed RSIAEvergreen (p

TOTAL 1,353 863
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Attochment 1

Gool 14: Where to Sotisfy the Region's
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Agenda Item Number 5.2

Ordinance No. 04-1041, For the Purpose of Arnending Metro's Regional Framework Plan to Better
Protect the Region's Farm and Forest Land Industries and Land Base; and Declaring an Emergency.

Second Reading

Metro Council Meeting
'fhursday, June 3,2004

Metro Council Chan'rber



BEFORE THE METRO COUNCIL

FOR THE PURPOSE OF AMENDING METRO'S
REGIONAL FRAMEWORK PLAN TO BETTER
PROTECT THE REGION'S FARM AND FOREST
LAND INDUSTRIES AND LAND BASE, AND
DECLARING AN EMERGENCY

ORDINANCE NO. 04-I04I

Introduced by Councilor Carl Hosticka

WHEREAS, Chapter I Land Use, Policy l.l2 Protection of Agriculture and Forest Resource
Land of Metro's Regional Framework Plan (RFP) calls upon Metro to protect agricultural and forest land,
but it does not offer guidance on how to achieve the policy when the Metro Council must expand the
urban growth boundary (UGB) to accommodate long-term urban population or employment growth and
must choose agricultural or forest land to satisfo a portion of the need for land; and

WHREAS, Metro sponsored a symposium on agriculture in the larger region around the Metro
Area on October 31, 2003 ("Agriculture at the Edge"), at which farmers and others in the agricultural
industry expressed concern for the loss ofland to urbanization and conflicts between urban use and farm
practices and asked Metro to think of agriculture as an industry rather than as a reserve for future UGB
expansion; and

WHEREAS, Metro is studying approximately 29,000 acres of land, including 9,000 acres of
agricultural land, for possible addition to the UGB for industrial use, and must choose approximately
2,000 acres from among those lands; and

WHEREAS, the Metro Council wants to avoid harm to the agricultural industry in the region;
now, therefore

THE METRO COUNCIL ORDAINS AS FOLLOWS

I . Chapter I Land Use, Policy I . 12 Protection of Agriculture and Forest Resource Land of
Metro's Regional Framework Plan (RFP) is hereby amended as shown in Exhibit A, attached and
incorporated into this ordinance.

2. The Findings of Fact and Conclusions of Law, attached as Exhibit B and incorporated
into this ordinance, explain how the amendment of Chapter I Land Use, Policy I . l2 Protection of
Agriculture and Forest Resource Land of the RFP complies with state and regional planning laws.

3. This ordinance is necessary for the immediate preservation of public health, safety and
welfare because the Metro Council must make a decision on expansion of the UGB for industrial land by
lune24,2004,to comply with Remand Order 03-WKTASK-001524 of the Land Conservation and
Development Commission. An emergency is therefore declared to exist, and this ordinance shall take
effect immediately, pursuant to Metro Charter Section 39(l).

)
)
)
)
)

Page I Ordinance No.04-1041
m \attomcr\confidcntial\7 I I 5 6\0.1-104 l.Chap I Lu.Policv I l2 02.DOC
OMA/RPB/DB(l/sm 02i l8/04



ADOPTED by the Metro Council this _ day of

Attest:

David Bragdon, Council President

Approved as to Form:

2004

Christina Billington, Recording Secretary

Page 2 Ordinance No. 04- I 041
m b[omoilconfidcnnal\7 I I 5 6V)4-1011 Chap I LU Policr I 12 02 DOC
OMA/RPB/DBC/sm 02/lti/04

Daniel B. Cooper, Metro Attorney



Exhibit A to Ordinance No. 04-1041
Metro's Regional Framework Plan

Chapter I Land Use, Policy 1.12 Protection of Agriculture and Forest Lands

l,-l; Protection of Agriculture and Forest lksourtc Lands

I . l2.l Agricultural and forest reli<xr*ee-land outside the UGB shall be considcred a regit'lnal econonric
a.r.-l_d.9-tth_U_al..llg5-o-_111e e a[d._!_qprotected from urbanization.-anel-aeeounted-for-in-regiona.l-eeont+mie
andde+eteptr€+Fpkrns, consistent with fl+i+-ttlan ildtew_ldgrp_laryll_nglawS.

[,irburizalit,rn- are of eqt*l impertanee to Gtlals 3 anel'l wlrieh proteet agrierrlture and iirres"l
restx*rr,.e-la*ds-4hcsegmk{efnes€fikt}r*pe{iflg-ar}€lr+o*te{iale*-eon{}ie+ir+g-oo{iq.interes+s
whi eluleeel- to-be-tmlaneed,

I . I 2.+? R-t+r.*-Reretrc*L*nCs
MWhen the McUq-qlegUil mlSlfl:gjDc alnong asricultural lands of
the same soil classilication tbr addition to the UGB tha+-ha+e+knM
al;{lve}y.-.lrefrotee{etl*frenr-urbanization= -*,'lowevee-nol+}l l*ntlzoned-for+xe-l+tsi+e*a+rn-use-.is<#
@. the Metro Council shall choose agricultural land deemed less irnporlant
to thc continuzrtir:n ol'comrnc'rcial agl.]ctil1urcjll!rc rcgton atrd shall atIL rlr<rese agricultural land
sorrlh ot'lhn Willlrrrottc Rivor errr'l rvocl o{:tlr,' Prrrlrlirr<r Rivt,r

I . I 2.?)_ thba*-lixpa ns ion

tmr+si+ia*<r
eon+ain+estrtt+ee{r lvlctro shall entcr iuto 4g!:!'Smt'n1s with ncighborine cities zurd counties to

I he elp:s igml i q ! o I- Il-ural -Llc;"c; n;es q1$ gl-trl:t' m-q-qs "rr-r.p-,:-,

I . I 2 . -}fi-tlr+*an$$orsf &.aetiees
Prrltee+and strppst the-*bility ltrr lhrm anC lil'est praetiees to eontintre, l'lre designa{ion and
r*arlagelflenl-trs+tt+alri)s€ryes+y+he+4€t+e{i}txre,i}rnnr-hei'pestrbtish+his{nppo6€{rnsis+en+
wi$r{he-Cirtxvth Coneefr**-4gr.ie*l+t*e.a*d"keres+ryr--regtd*e-long"{en*eertainty<*prtXeet"isr+*rorn

Metro shall rvork with
tte1ghl]qduqcerl[tlLjs to plevrde a high ile$qe alcettainly {br investmet itt a-qriculture in
zrgriculture ancl {i.rrestr.v and to reclucc conllicts betwccn urbanization and agricultural and lorest
r.rractices.

Page 3 Exhibit A to Ordinance No. 04-1041
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Exhibit B to Ordinance No. 04-1041
Findings of Facts and Conclusions of Law

lTo FOLLOWI

Page 4 Exhibit B to Ordinance No. 04-1041
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STAFF REPORT

ORDINANCE NO. 04-I04I, FOR THE PURPOSE OF AMENDING METRO'S
RECIONAL FRAMEWORK PLAN TO BETTER PROTECT THE REGION'S
FARM AND FOREST LAND INDUSTRIES AND LAND BASE, AND
DECLARING AN EMERGENCY

Date: March l,2003 Prepared by: Lydia M. Neill
Principal Regional Planner

PROPOSED ACTION
Adoption of Ordinance No. 04-1041 amending Metro's Regional Framework Plan to add policy
language to guide urban growth boundary (UGB) expansion decisions.

BACKGROUND AND ANALYSIS
The Metro Council is in the process of completing its UGB decision under the state's periodic review
process that includes meeting the remaining deficit of 1,968 net acres for industrial land.

In the process of meeting that need for industrial land, the Metro Council will be considering whether
to expand the UGB onto farmland. Meeting the industrial land shortfall affects other industries such
as local agriculture and nursery operations that are currently operating outside of the UGB. The
agricultural industry will be affected differently, depending on which farmland comes into the UGB,
due to differences in productivity of land, location near other farm-related businesses and the massing
of farm uses. Discussion on a regional level is needed to develop a clear policy to guide the selection
of additional employment lands for inclusion into the UGB.

In order to emphasize the importance of agriculture and urban form in these boundary discussions, a
change has been proposed to Metro's Regional Framework Plan (RFP). Chapter l, Land Use Policy
l.l2 ofthe RFP addresses the protection ofagriculture and forest resources. Policy l.l2 does not
address potential conflicts with agriculture or forestry practices with the expansion of the UGB.

The proposed policy changes would offer more specific guidance for selection of farmland for
inclusion within the UGB, with emphasis on avoiding land that is more important for commercial
agriculture in the region. The changes also call for efforts by Metro to work with local govemments
in the region to reduce the uncertainty faced by farmers in an area of increasing urbanization and the
growing conflicts with farming practices.

The proposed changes provide policy guidance by:

Establishing the Willamette River south of Wilsonville as a natural boundary for the UGB;
Using the hierarchy of lands under state law as one basis for evaluating the importance of
particular farmland to the agricultural industry; and
Working with neighboring cities and counties to provide the region's farmers with longer-
term certainty and better protection for their practices.

BUDGET IMPACT
Adoption of this ordinance does not have an immediate budget impact. Metro completes an
evaluation of the impacts on agricultural lands as part of the Alternative Analysis that is prepared for
all significant UGB expansions. Although impacts on agricultural land are included in the
Alternatives Analysis study, the level of research will need to be expanded to assess the impacts of

Staff Report to Ordinance 04- l04l Page I of2



including farmland in the UGB on the agricultural industry. This work rnay require additional
resources.

Staff Report to Ordinance 04- 104 I Page 2 of 2



Agenda Itern Number 5.3

Ordinance No. 04-1047, For the Purpose of Amending the Metro Code Chapter 10.02 to Increase the
Refundable Deposit at the Lake House at Blue Lake Regional Park

Second Reading

Metro Council Meeting
Thursday, June 3,2004

Metro Council Chamber



BEFORE THE METRO COUNCIL

FOR THE PURPOSE OF AMENDING METRO
CODE CHAPTER IO.O2 TO INCREASE THE
REFUNDABLE DEPOSIT AT THE LAKE
HOUSE AT BLUE LAKE REGIONAL PARK

M :\council\projects\Legislation\2004\04- l047ord.DOC
RPG/OMA/DBC /sm 04 /29 104

ORDINANCE NO. 04-I047

lntroduced by Michael Jordan, Chief
Operating Officer, with the concurrence of
Council President David Bragdon

WHEREAS, the Regional Parks and Greenspaces Department operates "The Lake House" at
Blue Lake Regional Park as a facility for the general public to have weddings, business meetings and
other events; and

WHEREAS, the rental fees and refundable deposit for this facility are established by the Metro
Council in Metro Code Title X; and

WHEREAS, the Regional Parks and Greenspaces Department has determined that an increase to
the refundable deposit at The Lake House is necessary to protect Metro's interest in collecting certain
fees; and

WHEREAS, the amount of the refundable deposit has not been increased since it was established
in 1996; and

WFIEREAS, the increase of the refundable deposit is not anticipated to deter event bookings at
this facility; now therefore,

THE METRO COUNCIL ORDAINS AS FOLLOWS:

l. Metro Code Chapter 10.02 Regional Park Fees is hereby amended as follows

Metro Code Section 10.02.020 Park Fees, Subsection (k) is amended to read:

'(k) Except for use by Metro, rental fees, along with $1OO{U,,:qi-0-0 QQ refundable
deposit, for "The Lake House" at Blue Lake Park shall be:

( I ) April I to October 3l (Friday after 5:00 p.m. and Sundays):
10:00 a.m. to 4:00 p.m. $ 800.00
6:00 p.m. to midnight $ 800.00
10:00 a.m. to 10:00 p.m. S 1,300.00

(2) April I to October 3l (Saturday):
10:00 a.m. to 4:00 p.m. $ 900.00
6:00 p.m. to midnight $ 900.00
10:00 a.m. to 10:00 p.m. $ 1,400.00

(3) November I to March 30 (Friday after 5:00 p.m. and Sundays)
10:00 a.m. to 4:00 p.m. $ 500.00
6:00 p.m. to midnight $ 500.00
10:00 a.m. to 10:00 p.m. $ 850.00

(4) November I to March 30 (Saturday)
10:00 a.m. to 4:00 p.m. $ 600.00
6:00 p.m. to midnight $ 600.00

Metro Ordinance 04 1047, I'age I ol2



(5)

l0:00 a.m. to l0:00 p.m. $ 950.00

Weekdays (Monday through Thursday and Friday until 5:00 p.m.):
$40.00 per hour (10:00 a.m. - 5:00 p.m.) with a three-hour minimum
charge
$60.00 per hour (5:00 p.m. - midnight) with a three-hour minimum
charge"

2004.

Attest:

All other provisions of Metro Code Section 10.02.020 Park Fees remain the same.

ADOPTED by the Metro Council this dav of

David Bragdon, Council President

Approved as to Form:

Christina Billington, Recording Secretary
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Daniel B. Cooper, Metro Attorney
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STAFF REPORT

IN CONSIDERATION OF ORDINANCE NO. 04-1047, FOR THE PURPOSE OF AMENDING
METRO CODE CHAPTER IO.O2 TO INCREASE THE REFUNDABLE DEPOSIT AT THE LAKE
HOUSE AT BLUE LAKE REGIONAL PARK.

Date: April28, 2004 Prepared by: Jeff Tucker

BACKGROUND

The Lake House at Blue Lake Regional Park is rented out for use by the public for weddings, business
meetings and other events. The Regional Parks Department has a management agreement with Salvador
Molly's to book the facility and manage it for these specified purposes.

There are a number of fees that renters are potentially responsible for paying that cannot be collected
prior to the scheduled event. These include overtime fees, cleaning fees, and reimbursements for any
damage to the building or grounds. The refundable security deposit is meant to protect Metro's interest in
the event that these fees become necessary to charge and the renters are unwilling to pay them. Any one
ofthese fees can easily exceed the currently required refundable security deposit of$100.

Increasing the ref undable deposit from $ 100 to $300 would better protect Metro's interest for the
collection of these "after-the-event" fees. The increase is supported by Salvador Molly's, the current
managers of the facility, and they believe that the increased fee would not deter booking of the facility,
since the fee is refundable ifno "after-the-event" fees are charged.

ANALYSIS/INFORMATION

L Known Opposition: None.

2, Legal Antecedents: Metro Code Chapter 10.02 Park Fees and Metro Code Section 10.02.020(k)
establishes the refundable deposit for The Lake House at Blue Lake Regional Park.

3. Anticipated Effects: It is anticipated that the refundable security deposit for The Lake House at Blue
Lake Regional Park will increase from Sl00 to $300.

4. Budget Impacts: None.

RECOMMENDED ACTION

Chief Operating Officer Michael Jordan, with the concurrence of Council President David Bragdon,
recommends Council adoption of Ordinance 04-1047, For the Purpose of Amending Metro Code 10.02
Chapter to Increase the Refundable Deposit at The Lake House at Blue Lake Regional Park.

M \council\projccts\Lcgislatron\2(x).1\04- I 0dTstfrpt.DO('
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The 2004 Great Blue Heron Week
p arti cip atin g age n cies an d
organizati o ns include:

Audulron Society of Portland
Columbia SIough Watershed Council
Friends of Oaks Bottom Wildlife Refuge
Friends of Peninsula Crossing Trail
,Jackson Bottom Wetlands Preserve
Metro Council
Metro Regional Parks and Creenspaces
Portland Bureau of Environmental Services
Portland City Council
Portland Parks and Recreation
Portland River Renaissance
Raindrops to Refuge
RiversWest
Saur.ie Island Conservancy
Three Rivers Land Conservancv
Tualatin Riverkeepers
Weir's Cyclery
Willamette Riverkeeper

The following organizations made publication
of this 20A4 Great Blue HeronWeek
information flyer possible. Without their
financial support Great Blue Heron Week
would not be possible.

Audubon Sociegv of Portland
Portland Bureau of Environmental Services
Portland Parks and Recreation
Portland River Renaissance
Urban Greenspaces Institute

I

lot!

18th Annual

Great', Blue
Heron
Week
Ribbons of Green:
Greenwrysfo,
Herons, Fish
@-People
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he Creat Blue Heron was adopted as Portland's official city
bird in1986 as a symbol of the region's commitment to
ensuring access to nature - a central element of the Portland-
Vancouver metropolitan area's quality of life. The region's
Rililxlns ot. (lreen - its rivers, streams, and wetlancls - are
a network of greenspaces serving as essential feeding, nesting,
and resting habitat for the Creat Blue Heron and hundreds of
other species of fish and wildlife that live in the uniclue urban
ecosystem of the four-county metropolitan region.

Creat Blue Heron Week is an opportunity to celebrate successful
efforts to protect and restore the reg,ion's Rililxtns ot'Creen and
to rededicate ourselves to ensuring that herons and the myriad
other species of fish and wildlife that slrare the confluence of the
Columbia and Willamette rivers with us continue to thrive as the
region grows.

Oregon's poet laureate William Stafford issr.red us a challenge when
he penned the following poem to commemorate the adoption of
the Great Blue Heron as our official symbol of the region's intent
to maintain our Rilrbons of Creen. Stafford's Spirit of Placeis a
challenge for us to "keep the faith," by protecting and restoring the
Willamette, the Tualatin and Columbia rivers and their tributaries
so that herons continue to Brace our n.ridst.

Spirit of Place
Out of their loneliness for each other
two reeds, or maybe two shadows, lurch
forward and become suddenly a life
lifted from the dawn to the rain.
It is the wilderness come back again,
a lagoon with our city reflected in its eye

We live by faith in such presences.

the sunlight and the rain:
heads in,the light,
feet that lo down in the mud
where the.truth is,"

William Stafford, 1987
Great Blue Heron Week

oin us in celebration of the Creat Blue Heron as a symbol of
nature nearby. Take part in the following activities that are
hosted by agencies, non-profit organizations, and grassroots
citizen groups to explore the region's Rililruns ot Creen.

Wednesday, June 2
City of Portland City Council Proclamation, 10 am, City Council
Chambers, City Hall, 1220 SW Fourth Avenue, Portland.

Thursday,June 3
Metro Council Proclamation, 2 pm
Metro Council Chambers, 600 NE Grand, Portland.
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Fridan June 4
Birding from the Oaks Bottom Wildlife Refuge Bluff, 9 - 11 am
Join Friends of Oaks Bottom Wildlife Refuge at Sellwood Park for
a tour of the wildlife refuge ancl to hear about rehabilitation work
being done there by Portland Parks & Recreation, Bureau of
Envirorrmental Services, and school groups working on long{erm
projects to renrove invasive plants, protect threatened species,
and in.rprove habitat areas. Bring scopes and digital cameras for a
lesson in "digi-scoping" as we try to get some close-ups of Creat
Blue Herons, Wood Ducks ancl songbircls on the shady bluff trail.
Contact Martha Taylor at 503-234-3 267 lo register.

SaturdanJune 5
Jackson Bottom Wetlands Preserve, Great Blue Heron Rookery
Hike,9-11 am
Join us tor a hike to the Creat Blue Heron rookery located at
Jackson Bottom Wetlands Preserve. We will be able to view these
nrarvelous herons and their young atop the tall conifer trees. Dress
for the weather. There is a $3 per person fee, no pre-reglstration
required. Contact Sarah Pinnock, 503-681 -6278, for information.

Saturday, June 5
Sherwood Greenway and Nature Art Walk, 10 am - 1 pm
Free guided Nature Art Walk along Sherwood's Creenway Trails.
Come meet local artists and find out what it is about nature that
inspires their work. Artists representing photography, watercolor,
nature journaling, and more, will be on hand to answer your
questions. Raindrops to Refuge, a local community organization
interested in preserving and restoring, Sherwoocl's watersheds, will
join Three Rivers Land Conservancy to talk about open space
conservation and restoration. The walk will cover approximately
1 .5 miles. Meet at Stella Olsen Park picnic shelter on Washington
Street (across from the Sherwood United Methodist Church, 408
NW Washington St., in Sherwood). For carpooling options to Stella
Olsen Park meet at 9 am at the public parking facility on Hwy. 43
and Foothills Drive in Lake Oswego. Plan to spend 3.5 to 4 hours
total, including the commute to and from Sherwood. Registration
is required; please call Anrber at 503-625-4223 lo sig,n up to meet
at Stella Olsen Park or contact Jim Closson at 503-699-9825 for
carpooling options and information.
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It is a test for us, that thin
but real, unilulating figure that promises,
"if youkeep the faith I will exist
at the edge, where your vision joins
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Saturday,fune 5
Spring Bird Walk at Smith and Bybee Lakes Wildlife Area, 9 - 11 am
Spring bring,s Creat Blue Herons to the rookery and Bald Eagles,
Osprey and more than 25 different songbirds to Smith and Bybee
Lakes Wildlife Area for the nesting season. Meet Metro naturalist
and expert birder fames Davis in the wildlife area parking lot on
North Marine Drive. Learn to identify birds by sight and songs.
Bring drinkinS water and binoculars if you have them. Free.
Advance reg,istration is requirecl; call 503-797-1850, option 4.

Saturday,June 5
Tualatin Riverkeepers' GBH Week Celebration Paddle Trip: Rood
Bridge Park, Hillsboro to Eagle Landing, Scholls, 10 am - 4 pm
Join the Riverkeepers as we explore a scenic mid-section of the
Tualatin River. This quiet, rural part of the river is full of wildlife,
including river otters, eagles, beavers and heronsl This trip is for
advanced paddlers only, please. There is a trip charge of $5 per
person for TRK menrbers and $ 10 for non-members. TRK canoes are
available to members free of charge by reservation. Non-members
may rent our canoes for the paddle trips for $20. Contact Margot to
register, 503-590-5Bl 3 or margot@tualatinriverkeepers.org.

Saturday,June 5
Turtles Among the Herons, Smith and Bybee Lakes, 12:3O - 2 pm
Oregon's turtles are rare, shy and hard to find, but Smith and Bybee
Lakes Wildlife Area is home to one of the largest populations of
Western painted turtles in the Pacific Northwest. See these beautiful
reptiles with the help of Metro naturalist fames Davis, who will have
small telescopes for a close look. Learn about the natural history of
painted turtles and why they are so rare. Suitable for adults and
children five and older. Meet in the parking area on N. Marine Drive
Free. Advance registration required; call 503-797-'l 850, option 4.

Saturday,June 5
Bicycle the Peninsula Crossing Trail, 1 - 3 pm
This guided tour will pedal fronr Princeton to the Columbia Court
Trailhead, then proceed on the new trail around the Columbia
Wastewater Treatment Plant to the Columbia Slough west and
continue to the trail along North Portland Road. The ride will
proceed along Marine Dr. and eventually connect with the trail on
the Columbia Slough and on to the Peninsula Crossing Trail for the
return to the Princeton Trailhead. Meet at the Princeton Trailhead
(Princeton and Carey Blvd. two blocks north of Willamette Blvd.).
For more information, contact Friends of Peninsula Crossing Trail:
Steve Weir at 503-283-3883, trails@weirscyclery.com or Pam
Arden at 503 -7 08-4697, npdarden@teleport.com.

Sunday,June 6
Three Rivers and a Slough Hike, 9 am - Noon
Join us for a hike along, three new or recently improved trails at the
northwest side of the 40-Mile Loop. We'll walk through cottonwood
forests next to the Columbia and Willamette rivers and see new
restoration plantings along the Columbia Slough. Think of the
changes in the nearly 200 years since the Lewis and Clark Expedition
paddled by these two watery confluences! We'll talk about plants
and habitaq bring your binoculars and we'll view trees and ships
as well as birds. The five-mile round-trip walk will introduce you
to the Willamette Creenway, Marine Drive and Columbia Slough
trails. Trip leader for this free, family-friendly event is Gregg
Everhart, trails planner for Portland Parks and Recreation. The route
is fully accessible. Meet at the north parking lot of Kelley Point Park,
the little known 96-acre park next to Terminal 6, just off N Marine
Drive/Lombard at the confluence of the Columbia and Willamette
rivers. Bring a picnic to enjoy the picnic areas and beaches after
the hike. Please make a reservation with Portland Parks and
Recreation Outdoor Recreation Program, 503-823-51 32.

SundayrJune 6 @cruce

Kayak/Canoe the Lower Columbia Slough, 10 am - I pm
A leisurely paddle up the Lower Columbia Slough from Kelley Point
Park to the St. Johns Landfill. We will be looking for nesting Creat
Blue Herons, Red-tailed Hawks and Osprey. This 18-mile long
urban waterway, while suffering from adjacent development and
water quality problems, is still one of the region's pre-eminent
Creenspaces. We'll see and hear lots of birds, and possibly a river
otter or two. Bring your own canoe or kayak; life jackets are
required. Leader: Donna Malrazzo, Sauvie lsland Conservancy and
Portland Audubon Society. Meet at the informal boat launch area
lust inside the entrance to Kelley Point Park.

Sunday,June 6
Bicycle the Peninsula Crossing Trail, I - 3 pm
See event listing for June 5. For information, Friends of Peninsula
Crossi ng Trai I : Steve Weir at 503-283-3883, trai ls@wei rscyclery.com
or Pam Arden at 503-708-4697, npdarden@teleport.com.

Wednesday, June 9
Lunch With the Birds at Jackson Bottom Preserve, Noon - 1 pm
Meet at the Jackson Bottom Wetlands Preserve north viewing
shelter, south of Hillsboro on Highway 219, for an hour of bird
watching, wetland ecology and fun. We provide spotting scopes,
field guides and a naturalist to help you identify all the wonderful
birds at the wetland including Creat Blue Herons, Balcl Eagles,
swallows and warblers. This event is free; the site is wheelchair
accessible. Contact Sarah Pinnock, 503-681 -6278, for information

Wednesdan June 9
Evening Walk at Vanport Wetlands and Force Lake, 6:30 - 8 pm
Ricle the, ner.r,Yellou, Line MAX to the end of the line at the EXPO
Center ancl view,the nelv worrclerfLrl public ..rrt at the stop. Walk to
the V.rnport Wetlancls, a 60+ acre restor.rtior.t site w'ithin the
Colr-rnrbia Slough Watershed. We u,ill also visit Force Lake to cliscttss
prol:rosecl .rncl new restoration projects aror.rncl the lake. We'll have
.r l>rief cliscussiorr of the newly listecl EPA Superfund site at Harbor
Oil (immecliately to the north of the lake). Bring binoculars for bird
watching, and wear comfortable shoes. Meet at the MAX Yellow
Line Expo Center light rail station. For more intormation, contact
Scott Broadway, Colunrbia Slough Watershed Council at 503-281-
1 

.l 32, scott.broadway@columbiasloug,h.org,.

Thursda; June I 0
Morning River Walk Along the Springwater on the Willamette
Trail,9 - 11 am
Stroll with us along, the Willamette River to see Creat Blue Heron
and Osprey on their nests. Brirrg your binoculars for this leisurely
walk along the new Springwater on the Willamette Trail. Learn the
latest about Portland's River Renaissance, Oaks Bottom Wildlife
Refug,e, the Ross lsland complex, and the wildlife that rely on this
premier habitat area. Trip leac.lers for this free, family-friendly event
are Barbara Hart, Ron Carley and fennifer Devlin, City of Portland
River Renaissance and Bureau of Environmental Services. The walk
will begin and encl at Sellwood Rivertront Park. To register, c.-rll
503-823-5839 or enrai I river@ci.portlancl.or.us.

Thursday,June l0
Exploring Downtown Roof Gardens, Noon - 2 pm
This walk through downtown Portland and the PSU campus will
explore roof gardens and Portland's newest demonstration "ecoroof."
Portland's Bureau of Environmental Services (BES) is studying the
performance of roof gardens in controlling, the amount of water run-
ning off roofs, improving water quality, and reducing air temperature.
Leaders: Emily Hauth and Matt Burlin, BES. Meet at noon at the PSU
Urban Studies Center Plaza at the stairs adjacent to the trolley tracks
(SW 5th Ave. between Mill St. and Montgomery St.). There will be a
brief introduction prior to the walk, which may include some stairs.

Saturday,June l2
Jackson Bottom Wetlands Preserve, Great Blue Heron Rookery Hike
9 - 11 am
Join us for a hike to the heron rookery located at Jackson Bottom
Wetlands Preserve. We will be able to view these marvelous herons
and their younB atop the tall conifer trees. Dress for the weather.
There is a $3 per person fee, no pre-registration required. Contact
leader Sarah Pinnock at 503-681 -6278 for more information.

Saturday, June I 2
Tualatin River Paddle Tour, 10 am - 2 pm
Join Metro naturalist fames Davis and members of the Tualatin
Riverkeepers for a leisurely paddle upstream and back from one of
Metro's future river access points west of Tigard. Explore the habitats
of the Tualatin River looking for wildlife and wildflowers. Beaver,
nutria and river ofter are common in this stretch of the Tualatin and
we will see plenty of evidence of their activities, even if we do not
see the critters themselves. Bird life, including Creat Blue Heron, is
abundant. After the paddle trip (about three hours), participants will
be invited to take a brief walk to explore the forested part of the
property, good for wildflowers and woodpeckers. Bring drinking
water, snacks and waterproof binoculars if you have them.
Registration fee for members of the Tualatin Riverkeepers is $5 and
canoe use is free. Non-members pay $10 to register for the trip with
their own boat and can rent a canoe for an additional $20. Aclvanced
registration and payment are required. Contact Margot at Tualatin
Riverkeepers, 503-590-581 3 or margot@tualatinriverkeepers.org.

Sunday, June I 3
Ross lsland Paddle, 7 - 10 am
Ross lsland will soon be donated to the City of Portland Parks and
Recreation and will be added to the city's growing natural areas
system. Join a flotilla of canoes and kayaks on this three-hour paddle
around what will become one of Portland's premier wildlife refuges
to view Creat Blue Herons, Osprey and Bald Eagles on their nests.
The young herons are large and raucous this time of year. We will
see and hear numerous summer birds such as Swainson's Thrushes,
Black-headed Crosbeaks and Spotted Sandpipers as we ply the
shallow waters between Hardtack and East islands, after crossing the
Willamette from the Willamette Park boat ramp.

Your will paddle will continue downstream, around the tip of Ross
lsland to view a newly established Creat Blue Heron nesting colony
and then back upstream to complete the loop. This trip is a great
activity for families! Trip Leaders: Donna Matrazzo, Sauvie lsland
Conservancy and long-time Creenspace advocate and Travis
Williams, Riverkeeper, Willamtte Riverkeeper. RiversWest Small
Craft Center will provide route assistance and safety patrol.
Meet at Willamette Park between 6:i0 and 7 am sharp! We will
launch promptly at7 am, so please arrive early enough to Bet your
craft into the water. Stragglers and late risers can catch up with us in
Holgate Channel. Free. Bring your own canoe or kayak; life jackets
are required of all participants.

T enhance your explorations of the region's Ribbons of
I Creen durins the 18th annual Great Blue Heron Week -I and on your"o*n during the coming year - you can pick
I ,p , copy of the following stream, river and trail guides at
I Portland Audubon Society's Nature Store, 5151 NW
I Cornelt Road, www.audubonportland.org, 503-292-9453.

Wild on the
Willamette

Wild on the Willomette, produced
by Audubon Society ofPortlond,
is o mop, o noture guide ond o
recreotionol guide covering the
lower 35 miles of the Willomene
River, from the Conby Ferry to the
confluence of the Willomette ond
Columbio rivers ot Kelley Point
Pork The mop is printed on riP-
resistont PolyArt poper ond is
meont to be used in the field.
Biqcle routes, koyok ond conoe
put in points, ond hiking troils ore
oll included os ore numerous
noture oreos, porks, ond historic
oftroctions.
+

t
Wild in the City: a guide to

Portland's natural areas

This comprehensive guide to the Ponlond-
V oncouver metropolitan region's noturol
oreos is published by the Oregon Historicol
Society Presg in colloborotion with the
Audubon Society of Porilond's Urbon
Noturolist progrom. Wild ln The Gty
emphosizes ecologicol linkoges omong
noturol oreos ond offers olmost 100 site
guides with detoiled mops to noturol
spoces, troils, woterwoys, porks, golf
courses, ond even cemeteries, where
significont hobint or other noturol history
feotures con be viewed. Ihe book is inter-
spersed with engoging lively noturol history
essoys ond colorful tidbits of informotion
wrinen by experts in their fields ond those
who hove on intimote knowledge of the
srtes ond noturol history. Co-edttors: Mike
Houc( Urbon Noturo/ist ond M J Cody.

Exploring the
Tualatin River Basin

"A concise, occurote, thorough ond
downright beouttful guide to on oreo
thot is underepprecioted by those
who hoven\ token the time to look
oround them.

Ihis litde book is so well written, so
well orgonized, so well illustroted, thot
reoders con leorn to love the beouty
and volue of the Tuolotin just by
reoding the book.

Buy tlris omazing book ond let rt spork
o summer of outdoor discoveries."

-Dan Hays, Statesman Journal

G) Cruce

Wild in theGt!,
A guidc to Porthmd! iltttrtul ircas
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MINUTES OF THE METRO COTJNCIL MEETING

Thursday, May 27,2004
Metro Council Chamber

Councilors Present: David Bragdon (Council President), Susan Mclain, Rod Monroe, Rex
Burkholder, Rod Park, Brian Newman

Councilors Absant: Carl Hosticka (excused)

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

1. INTRODUCTIONS

There were none.

2. CITIZEN COMMI]NICATIONS

There were none.

3. ISSTIES TO CONSIDER IN IMPLEMENTING A PAY-FOR-PERFORMANCE
PROGRAM

Alexis Dow, Metro Auditor, provided a power point presentation on matters to consider on
implementing a pay-for-performance program (a copy of which is found in the meeting record).
She noted background, success factors, and inhibiting factors.

Councilor Burkholder asked about the value of pay for performance (PFP) if they couldn't offer
financial compensation. Ms. Dow said she felt it was good. It was important to identiS goals and
provide feedback to the employee. You can do these things without having a PFP program. She
spoke to motivators beyond money. A good human resource system will have good
communication, guidance and regular feedback.

4. CONSENT AGENDA

4.1 Consideration of minutes of the May 20,2004 Regular Council Meetings.

4.2 Resolution No.04-3451, For the purpose of confirming the appointment of Sarah
Barrett to the North Portland Rehabilitation and Enhancement Committee (NPREC).

4.3 Resolution No. 04-3452, For the pupose of reappointing Jean Estey-Hoops and
Susan Landauer to Metro North Portland Rehabilitation and Enhancement Committee
(I.IPREC).

Motion: Councilor Newman moved to adopt the meeting minutes of the May 20,
2004, Regular Maro Council and Resolution Nos. 04-3451,04-3452.

Councilors Burkholder, Mclain, Monroe, Park, Newman and Council
President Bragdon voted in support of the motion. The vote was 6 aye, the
motion

Vote:
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5. ORDINAI\CES - FIRST READING

5.1 Ordinance No.04-1053, For the purpose of Amending the FY 2003-04 Budget and
Appropriations Schedule by Transferring $250,256 from Contingency to Operating Expenses in
the Zoo Operating Fund to allow the Zoo to recognize the cost associated with the Simulator and
Butterfly exhibits; and declaring an emergency.

Council President Bragdon assigned Ordinance No. 04-1058 to Council.

6. ORDINANCES - SECOND READING

6.1 Ordinance No.04-1040, For the Purpose of Amending the Metro Urban Growth
Boundary, The Regional Framework Plan and the Metro Code to Increase the Capacity of the
Boundary to Accommodate Growth in Industrial Employment.

6.2 Ordinance No.04-1041, For the Purpose of Amending Metro's Regional Framework Plan to
Better Protect the Region's Farm and Forest Land Industries and Land Base; and Declaring an Emergency.

Council President Bragdon explained the process for the public hearing and amendment process.
Michael Jordan, Chief Operating Officer, provided a history of the process the staff had gone
through to get to his recommendation. He noted the staff report, which he used as an outline for
discussing his recommendation, this included background factors including the Urban Growth
Report concerning land supply, statewide planning goals, application of Metro Policies,
discussion of suitability factors for industry, fulfilling the need for industrial lands, study areas
meeting at least one location factor, study areas excluded due to additional analysis, discussion of
suitable alternatives analysis areas, additional areas considered for Urban Growth Boundary
expansion, meeting Goal I requirements, completing periodic review, legal antecedents,
anticipated effects, budget impacts and recommended action. Council President Bragdon also
noted Metro Policy Advisory Committee (MPAC) recommendation (a copy of which is included
in the meeting record).

Council President Bragdon opened a public hearing on Ordinance No. 04-1040.

Lou Ogden, City of Tualatin Mayor, 18880 SW MartinazziTualatin OR 97062 provided written
testimony which he and his staff summaized. They were opposed to North Borland Road area
and Norwood/Stafford (Tualatin South) area as industrial area and east of I-5 if this area were to
be recommended. They were willing to support the quarry area with conditions. It was their job to
work with the Council to come to a workable solution. He said they have 36% industrial in their
incorporated area. He spoke to local control. He urged Council to support their community vision.
He spoke to the MPAC recommendation, which supported removal of Tualatin, and also
represented a policy shift for classification of soils. Councilor Newman spoke to need numbers
and the state law constraints. He extended the opportunity for the Mayor to work with Council.

Ed Truax, Council President, 18880 SW MartinazziTualatinOR9T062 spoke to traffic issues,
water issues, Goal l4 soils factors, quality of life and livability issues as well as coordination
efforts with Metro. He shared Tualatin's vision and asked Council to oppose the inclusion of
Tualatin into the Urban Growth Boundary QGB).

Doug Rux, Community Development Director, City of Tualatin, 18800 SW Marttnazzi Tualatin
OR 97062 noted that they had submitted both technical and legal information for the record (a
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copy of which is found in the record). He talked about traffic, funding, and ability to serve issues.
He commented on infrastructure issues as being inadequate. He noted the yield acreage. He
addressed fair share issues. They supported the quarry site and he detailed conditions for their
support. Councilor Newman said there had been much debate on the need number. He asked Mr.
Rux if the Regional Economic Partnership had taken a position. Mr. Rux said they had not taken
a position. He spoke to adjusting the need number. He felt that the 1200 acres need would be
workable.

Jeff Condit, Miller Nash on behalf of the City of Tualatin 18880 SW Martinazzi Tualatin OR
97062 said he had submitted detailed written comments for the record. He highlighted those for
the record. He questioned land that was excluded from the initial alternatives analysis. He felt that
the Chief Operating Officer (COO) had done it backwards and explained further why he felt it
was backward. He talked about Goal 2 and the Court of Appeals comment. He spoke to the need
for partnership. They were willing to work with Metro but couldn't accept all three of the sites.
Council President Bragdon talked about local control and the statewide requirements. The
implementation lies with local govemments and this was why the Council needed to coordinate
with the city. Council President Bragdon noted City of Tualatin's partnership.

Councilor Park asked about the Borland Road recommendation and if this was a "not now" or
"not ever". If conditions or criteria were different would they be supportive of this area? Mayor
Ogden said yes, issues of transportation were the current preventor for development in this area.
They wanted to participate in a long-term planning process for that area. They were accepting
industrial area for the entire region. Councilor Park said one of the themes in the 2002 UGB
decision was focusing on centers. He felt Mayor Ogden had indicated that they would be willing
to participate in a longer term planning effort to grow the region.

Councilor Mclain asked Mr. Rux about the MPAC package and how the Regional Economic
Partners positioned themselves. Mr. Rux said he could not respond to this.

J Clayton Hering, l2l SW Morrison Suite 200 Portland OP.97204 commended the Council for
the progress they had made. He spoke to quality rather than quantity. He addressed the
development side. He talked about the competitive environment. He felt Council failed if they
didn't take into consideration the quality side of the coin because of the lack of fi.rnds. They didn't
have enough money to take a site that was underserved. The biggest problem they saw with some
of the sites was the ability to service them with roads, utilities, etc. Council had to be careful that
they took into consideration adjacency to the main thorough fairs and ability to serve. Council
President Bragdon said he illustrated part of their dilemma. He said MPAC's recommendation
had been to take sites that were not adjacent to thorough fairs and recommend sites that might not
be close to highways. Mr. Hering said Council had to look to the future. The market place was
very competitive, the closer to major highways the better.

Sparkle Fuller Anderson, 27480 SW Stafford Wilsonville OR 97070 talked about Councilor
Newman's amendment. Council President Bragdon explained that these were proposed
amendments. Councilor Newman had a proposed amendment to drop the Wilsonville area. Ms.
Anderson said the area was not currently in Wilsonville but in Clackamas County. If Wilsonville
doesn't want Wilsonville East, they didn't have to take it. She noted Evergreen was farmland.
They need to take the land that was ruined first and leave the land that was farmable. She spoke to
truck access in the Wilsonville East area. She said Evergreen was not on I-5 or I-205. She felt
Wilsonville East met the criteria. Councilor Newman reiterated that his amendment was a
proposed amendment. Everything was still in play. He encouraged that she speak to Clackamas
County because they were currently opposed to Wilsonville East.
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Maureen Larsen, Wilsonville East landowner 259 35 SW Stafford Wilsonville, OR 97070 said
this area was not farmland. They owned a retail nursery. Because of the lack of water in
Wilsonville they grew their stock in Hillsboro. Hillsboro had wonderful office campuses and
quality jobs. The Wilsonville East land was not productive. She urged that this land be banked to
create future jobs. Clackamas County was on record saying they needed high tech jobs. She
didn't think trucks were an issue; this area was more likely to be high tech. This area could be
used for high tech jobs.

Dave Volz, 22530 SW Erin Piper Tualatin OR 97062 provided written testimony and summarized
it for the record. He spoke to the grass roots effort to not include the Tualatin area as industrial.
He said there were many who did not agree. Councilor Newman commented on his remarks.

Bill Kenny, Coalition to Save the Valley 37535 Arbor Lake Drive Wilsonville OR said he asked
Council to restore some language of l.l-2, Rural Resource Lands. They had deleted a phrase at
the end of the paragraph and shall not choose agriculture land south of the Willamette fuver or
Pudding River. He had talked with a lot of planners. For thirty years this had been implicitly
understood. The land was never considered to be part of the inventory. They thought that this
issue had been significantly vetted in the public record. He urged Council to follow the City's
recommendation.

Diane Yates 12995 NW Bishop Hillsboro OR97124 provided written testimony and summarized
her testimony for the record. She did not support including Helvetia as an industrial area.

Michelle Hascall, Helvetia Community Resident, 10219 Helvetia Rd l{illsboro OP.97124
provided written testimony from Dr Shirley Malcolm. She felt Helvetia served a purpose other
than industrial use.

Gary Gentemann 11935 SW N Dakota St Tigard OP.97224 said he had spoken of I I property
owners who were supportive the Evergreen parcel and extending that area to the Sunset Highway
He felt it was a reasonable alternative to Tualatin and Helvetia. City of Flillsboro had expressed
not going across Hwy 26.

Michael Robinson, Perkins Coie I 120 NW Couch 1Oft Floor Portland OR 97209 provided a
written copy of his testimony. He urged MPAC recommendation on Title 4. He spoke to the
principle differences between the Chief Operating Officer's recommendation and MPAC
recommendation. He spoke to medical office issues. He spoke to planning processes that worked

Delna Jones, Providence Health Care 14480 SW Chardonnay Tigard OPt97224 said she had
presented a report concerning health care to the staff today. She summarized Dr. William
Conerly's report. Councilor Newman said the reason Providence wanted this provision in Title 4
was so they could buy land below market rates. He asked she respond to this. Ms. Jones said the
issue for Providence was to find locations that were accessible to patients and find jobs
accessibility. They did need to look at costs as well as availability of land.

Council President Bragdon asked Mr. Robinson about access to other industry and which of those
attributes were helpful to his industry. Mr. Robinson said transportation accessibility was a factor.
They wanted to be near the folks that use medical facilities, near employers, transit, and
accessibility. Councilor Mclain said some were saying, what about hospitals that were closing?
Mr. Robinson said whan hospitals closed, there were still patients that needed to be served.
Hospitals that closed had to do with management not with the lack of patients. Councilor Mclain
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asked about the need to have facilities. Ms. Jones responded they were talking about clinics not
necessarily hospitals. Clinics needed to be easily accessible to clients. Mr. Robinson said they
were trying to maintain status quo.

Paul Lee City of Wilsonville 30000 SW Town Center Loop East Wilsonville OR 97070 provided
a written copy of his testimony. The City supported a hard edge.

Kathleen Newcomb 17515 Cheyenne Way Tualatin OR 97062 provided statistics for the record.
She spoke to the Borland Road area and South of Tualatin area. She endorsed what others had
said about the problems with including those two areas in the UGB. She was neutral about the
quarry area. She spoke to the livability: buffers, lack of traffic, percent of land within the city and
cost. She gave an example of capital costs for fixing up Borland area streets. Who was supposed
to pay for this? This should be added to the criteria. She also mentioned water issues.

Jonathan Schlueter, Westside Economic Alliance 10200 SW Nimbus Portland OR97223
provided written testimony and summarized that testimony. Council President Bragdon asked if
they thought the need number was accurate. Mr. Schlueter said they needed to provide enough
acreage to meet the need. Councilor Mclain asked him to address the issue of existing clusters,
nine of the eleven were on the Westside. Mr. Schlueter said Cornelius lended itself to the nursery
industry, food processing sector, timber products businesses and some of the shipping businesses.

Greg Specht 15400 SW Millikan Way Beaverton OR 97006 said he was a commercial real estate
developer. You could not tell a user or a tenant what to accept. He urged keep users in mind,
when expanding the boundary. Users need large, flat, readily serviceable to transportation areas.
He was Chair of the Govemor's lndustrial Lands Advisory Committee, we identified the 25
shovel ready sites, five were in the Portland area. Significantly, none of them were on the I-5
spine. We came to the conclusion that we needed to consider land south of the Willamette River.
As you look at the sites, consider the needs of the tenant and the requirements of the users and
then do a cost benefit analysis. Please consider the sites south of the Willamette River. Councilor
Burkholder said there was an intense competition for land with good freeway access. Did his
committee discuss providing support for govemments like Metro to protect land for industrial and
not be converted to commercial? How do you keep it from turning into the next super-mall? Mr.
Specht said they did not speak about this issue specifically but he talked about the old Bums
Bros. site. They coordinated that redevelopment. He spoke to extenuating circumstances. As an
industrial developer they had long lamented the conversion of industrial to other uses, the primary
culprit was housing demand. There had been an awful lot of conversion in the past. There were
provisions that could be placed on property that would prevent it for conversion. Some of the past
conversions had extenuating circumstance. If they went south, he felt they could put restrictions
on future sites. He was focused on the 100-acre plus sites that would be attractive to the national
site selectors. He felt protection could be done in perpetuity with land that was brought in.

Jay Cosnett 1246 SW Borland Rd West Linn OR 97068 provided written testimony opposing the
North Borland road expansion.

Jeff Bauman, Public Works Director, City of Wilsonville 30000 SW Town Center Coop
Wilsonville OR 97070 said he provided comments at the May 6s meeting on ground water issues
in Wilsonville East. He said there was a MTAC conversation about ground water, which he felt
that there was some confusion. He referenced a 90-foot water table drop. He provided written
testimony clarifoing this issue. Councilor Burkholder asked about how much the water table
dropped before it began to rise again. Mr. Bauman said in Wilsonville the water table dropped
about four feet peryear. Once they had the additional water source it had reversed l0 years of



Metro Council Meeting
05127/04
Page 6

decline. Councilor Mclain asked about change in capacity if these tables were coming back up.
Mr. Bauman talked about winter and summer usage in the past and the current average. Councilor
Mclain said they were still using I million gallons from the new sources. Mr. Bauman said the
old source had been tumed off. They were not using the wells. All water usage was from the new
source. Councilor Park asked about the Department of Water Resources intent to grant long-term
water rights on an ongoing basis, what was the guarantee to farmers from the City of Wilsonville?
Mr.,Bauman said the properties that currently have water rights could fully use those rights. If
you added existing water rights together, they add up to about I million gallons a day. Future
water rights were the policy question he was asking.

Councilor Park asked Mr. Spect, when did you allow non-industrial uses in industrial sites? Mr.
Specht asked if he was referring to medical uses. Mr. Specht said he did not have a problem with
medical use because it was not a big user of land. If you were referring to retail or housing, that
was not helpful, it did not preserve the land for its intended use.

Hal Keever W & H Pacific 9755 SW Barnes Portland OF.97225 said they were asked to do a
detailed cost analysis on specific sites. They looked at the cost associated with eight sites. He
spoke to the matrix in the report and noted a package he had submitted for the record. Councilor
Burkholder asked about the disparity in the numbers in Mr. Keever's report and numbers
submitted previously that were very different from his. As an example he mentioned Mr. Rux's
testimony that the cost in Borland Rd. area was 40 million. Mr. Keever spoke to the disparity
being dependent upon the assumptions that were made.

David Dodds, Mayor of West Linn 18431 Old River Dr West Linn OR 97068 said they should be
in receipt of a letter from the City of West Linn a week ago. City Council and Mayor were
opposed to the North Borland Road area. He supported Councilor Newman's proposed
amendment and MPAC's recommendation. He spoke to infrastructure difficulties, low capture
rates, cut up parcels, conflicting uses and transportation issues. West Lirur was concerned with all
of these issues but their overriding concern was about livability and quality of life in West Linn.
He spoke to rural separation in communities. He urged Metro to work with the communities and
reduce the amount of acreage in the needs figures. All three of the communities in the areas were
opposed to the Borland area as industrial. He urged that Council follow MPAC recommendation
to remove this site from consideration. He spoke to existing vacancy issues and that needs figwes
did not incorporate this land.

RobertRuedy, 14185 SW l00thAveTigard OP.g7zz4providedhis writtentestimonyforthe
record but did not testifo.

Charlotte Lehan, Mayor of Wilsonville,29786 SW Lehan Wilsonville OR 97070 provided
written testimony for the record. She supported the MPAC's recommendation. She added that she
did not think that Donald or Aurora wanted to be annexed. She then spoke to the Burns Bros.
truck site, which had always been commercial. It was never industrial. She then addressed the I-5
corridor. She was concerned that we were using this as criteria. The criteria had been "next to a
freeway". She then spoke to EFU lands. She was concemed that in the recommendation there was
as much EFU as there was. She felt that bringing in EFU should be done rarely and should be
done with local support and Metro support. She felt that this was what the MPAC compromise
was trying to get to.

Kristina Traffas, Save Frog Pond Community Coalition28579 SW Wagner St Wilsonville OR
97070 provided written testimony and summarized her testimony for the recorded.
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Blaire Anderson 16172 SE Keller Rd Clackamas OR 97015 did not testi$

Doris Wehler 6855 SW Boeckman Wilsonville OR 97070 said with the MPAC recommendation
they had a unique opportunity. MPAC compromise supported the jurisdictions. She spoke to the
public relations issues. The public was trusting Council to take the comments to heart. She urged
removal of North Borland, Tualatin and Frog Pond sites. Councilor Mclain said they were
listening but they were trying to be fair and equitable to all citizens of the region. They were
being asked to make some decision and until the laws were changed, they must comply with
those laws.

Greg Mackleat,12995 NW Bishop Rd Hillsboro OP.97l24 said he was an owner of a livestock
breeding farm in the Helvetia area provided written testimony and summarized that testimony for
the record. Councilor Park said he felt that he had well stated some of the problems that this
Council was facing. It was a matter of time. It was time for citizens to go to Salem to have a
conversation to change the laws. Any pressure they could put on the State representatives to
change the situation would be helpfirl. Mr. Macklean said he understood their dilemma; we can't
be all things to everyone. The end result was that Oregon was not the Oregon he grew up with.

Council President Bragdon closed the public hearing. He then asked Councilors to introduce their
amendments. It was noted that Councilor Hosticka, although not present, had proposed
amendments to bring forward on his retum.

Councilor Monroe said Councilor Hosticka would be in support of the MPAC recommendation to
delete MPAC's recommended areas. He asked for further details on MPAC's recommendation
giving latitude to local govemments on what was allowed on industrial lands.

Councilor Mclain asked about formal motions. President Bragdon noted formal motions would
take place next week; today was simply for introduction and discussion. Councilor Mclain went
on recbrd to ask staff to take a look at the need number. She suggested that she might have
amendments to Cornelius, Evergreen and Tualatin.

Councilor Newman talked about the multitude of public testimony. He noted his proposed
amendments. He said the first amendment was the need number. The second amendment had to
do with the revised expansion area. He detailed his amendment which reduced the need number
and added some area to the Evergreen area but would take out Borland and Wilsonville East. He
said they would be working hard to have resolve.

Councilor Burkholder asked about Noyer Creek area. Councilor Newman said it was not on the
COO's recommendation but in MPAC's recommendation. He commented thal39%owas
industrial in his district. Industrial land and jobs were a benefit to the region. He noted the motion
about the Urban Growth Report and the assumed redevelopment and infill rate for industrial and
commercial land. He felt the need number could go up to 37Yo for redevelopment and infill for
industrial land and commercial land which was currently 50% could get higher efficiency and
reuse rates also. He said he wanted to ask the staff to calculate a new need number. It was not an
amendment to the COO's recommendation.

Councilor Monroe said he was cautiously nervous about changing the numbers to reduce the
need. He wanted to make sure these numbers were justifiable and logical. Councilor Burkholder
said he had a discussion with Mr. Yee about the methodology and with legal staff about the
strenglh of support to make that change. They were statistically valid and legally supportable.



Metro Council Meeting
05127/04
Page 8

Councilor Park said almost everything in the Chief Operating Officer's recommendation was in
play, other than the quarry. There was some land in Oregon City and Wilsonville that might need
to be rezoned. Council President Bragdon said those were covered under Councilor Newman's
amendment. Councilor Park said he would recommend an amendment to leave in the Springwater
area. The concept planning that Gresham had done had indicated it was industrial.

Council President Bragdon said Mr. Cooper was looking at some of the original Evergreen
conditions. There may be some changes coming forward in terms of electricity or natural gas
issues.

President Bragdon noted that Ordinances No. 04-1040 and 04-1041 would be brought forward to
the June 3,2004 at 2:00 p.m.

7. RESOLUTIONS

4.4 Resolution No. 04-3458, For the Purpose of Granting an Easement to the City of
Comelius For Non-Park Use Through Metro Property Located at North 2gthAlobbs Road.

Councilor Mclain moved to adopt Resolution No. 04-3458
Seconded: Councilor Newman seconded the motion

Councilor Mclain detailed the resolution. She urged support for the easement. Councilor
Burkholder said he felt it was a small amount of money. He suggested documenting what we
were getting in value in exchange for this. He spoke to the design of the road and storm water
issues. They shouldn't allow degradation of the property. He urged using our green streets design.
Councilor Mclain said she would support this direction. We did buy the property and we should
make sure we were following some of our own models, like green streets.

Councilor Newman asked about the use of swales or other approaches. Councilor Burkholder
clarified the main point was not to allow storm water discharge without treatment.
Councilor Park asked about treatment in the green street guidelines for peak run off, would there
be a metered amount or storage before it went into the system? Councilor Burkholder said he felt
this was a guideline and should be added as a friendly amendment. Councilor Mclain said it was
covered in the original motion.

Councilor Mclain felt it was very important to go on record that when we give easements there
was value in those easements and we wanted to make sure we were protecting our properties and
the uses of our properties. It was important to partner with our neighboring cities and counties.
This was a partnering we were doing in good faith.

Councilors Burkholder, Mclain, Monroe, Park, Newman and Council
President Bragdon voted in support of the motion. The vote was 6 aye, the
motion

Motion to amend: Councilor Burkholder moved to amend Resolution No. 04-3458 by adding a
condition of granting this easement, a requirement of this project was to not
discharge any storm water directly into Council Creek without treatment and
recommend use of green street guidance.

Seconded Councilor Mclain seconded the motion

Vote to amend:

Motion:
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Vote on the Main
Motion:

Councilors Bwkholder, Mclain, Monroe, Park, Newman and Council
President Bragdon voted in support of the motion. The vote was 6 aye, the
motion

7.1 Resolution No. 04-3455, For the Purpose of Acknowledging the Regional Solid Waste
Management Plan Contingency Plan and Directing Staff to Conduct Additional Outreach and
Analysis on Select Contingency Strategies

Motion: Councilor Park moved to adopt Resolution No. 04-3455
Seconded: Councilor Newman seconded the motion

Councilor Park summarized the resolution. Amendments to the Regional Solid Waste
Management Plan (RSWMP) in April2003 established a contingency planning process to
evaluate and recommend strategies to reach the 2005 recovery goal of 62 percent if sufficient
progress was not being made. As of the end of 2002, the region's recovery rate was 54 percent.
Based on past recovery trends, it is highly unlikely the region will meet the 2005 recovery goal
without increased efforts. Metro Council directed staffto convene a contingency planning work
group to identifu recycling policies to increase recovery. The work group set out
recommendations - collectively called the Contingency Plan. MPAC and local government
feedback supported the further development of Contingency Strategies #l (C&D load recovery)
and#2 (business recycling standards). In addition, Metro Council Solid Waste and Recycling
Liaisons recommended further developing Contingency Strategy #3 (dry waste load recovery) in
conjunction with Construction and Demolition (C&D) load recovery, for the following reasons:
First, it may facilitate the timely phase-out or reduction in the Regional System Fee Credit
Program. Second, processing requirements for all dry waste loads would place the same recovery
standard on all facilities that accept Metro region waste. Third, it eliminated the potentially
confusing process for developing definitions for construction and demolition loads; and result in
more consistent methods for monitoring and enforcement. He said passage of this resolution
would establish a work group to develop the program details of Strategies #l & #3. The results of
the work group would be presented to Council for consideration in summer/fall 2004. Approval
of the resolution would direct staff to work with local govemments and stakeholders to develop
and evaluate strategies for increased business recycling. With Council approval, any new
standards may be incorporated into the updated Regional Solid Waste Management Plan. He
urged support.

Councilor Burkholder asked Councilor Park to discuss the discussion on organics. Mike Hoglund,
Director of Solid Waste & Recycling, said the contingency plan came up with four
recommendations, but they had three before them today. They said stay the course with the
current organics program but bring it back in a year and then re-evaluate it to see ifthere was an
opportunity to expand on the program.

Vote: Councilors Park, Burkholder, Mclain, Monroe, Newman and Council
President Bragdon voted in support of the motion. The vote was 6 aye, the
motion

8. CONTRACT REVIEW BOARI)

8. I Resolution No. 04-3447, For the Purpose of Authorizing the Chief Operating Officer to
Enter Into an Office Lease Between Metro and the City of Portland, Bureau of General Services,
For the Community Policing Center Located at the Metro Regional Center

I
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Motion: Councilor Burkholder moved to adopt Resolution No. 04-3447 with a change

to 2005 (error in the resolution).
Seconded: Councilor Monroe seconded the motion

Councilor Burkholder explained the resolution. He recommended approval

Vote: Councilors Park, Newman, Burkholder, Mclain, Monroe and Council
President Bragdon voted in support of the motion. The vote was 6 aye, the
motion

8.2 Resolution No. 04-3461, For the Purpose of Entering into Agreements with U.S. Dept of
Agriculture and Ducks Unlimited for the Restoration of Open Space Property and Authorizing the
Chief Operating Officer to Release a Request for Bids and Execute the Contract.

Motion: Councilor Mclain moved to adopt Resolution No. 04-3461
Seconded: Councilor Newman seconded the motion

Councilor Mclain talked about the resolution and the leverage of support by working with these
partners. She urged support.

Vote: Councilors Park, Newman, Burkholder, Mclain, Monroe and Council
President Bragdon voted in support of the motion. The vote was 6 aye, the
motion

9. CHIEF OPERATING OFFICER COMMUNICATION

MichaelJordan, COO, said Andy Cotugno, Planning Director, offered his help on Councilor
amendments. Mr. Cotugno suggested releasing the amendmants to the public on Tuesday
afternoon. Council President Bragdon asked if they could take these up at the retreat. He
suggested having a packet by Wednesday morning. Councilor Mclain explained that some of her
amendments weren't going to happen without other amendments. She said they needed to know
the other amendments. Mr. Jordan said their attempt was to get as many as they knew about
ahead of time. He thanked Council for their work at yesterday's retreat.

10. COI.JNCILOR COMMI.JNICATION

Councilor Park asked about guidance for the amendments. Council President Bragdon said they
would take motions related to the need number first. Councilor Newman asked if his amendment
would be better handled as one or three. Dan Cooper, Metro Attomey, said setting the need
number and picking the land to meet the need was a good process to follow. He talked about what
happened if the need number was out of balance. Council could go back to revisit the need
number, Councilor Mclain said it was important to have this decision set us up for future
decisions. She spoke to centers, what were we doing to make these centers right? She suggested
talking to these issues when proposing amendments.

11. ADJOURN

There being no further business to come before the Metro Council, Council President Bragdon
adjourned the meeting at 5:15 p.m.

I
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ATTACTIMENTS TO THE PUBLIC RECORD FOR THE MEETING OF MAY 27.2004

Item Topic Doc Date Document Description Doc. Number
Power Point
Presentation

st27t04 To: Metro Council From: Alexis Dow,
Metro Auditor Re: PFP Program

Considerations

052704c-01

4.1 Minutes 5120104 Metro Council Regular Meeting
Minutes of May 20,2004

052704c-02

6.1 Amendment sl27l04 To: Metro Council From: Brian
Newman Re: Amendment to Ordinance

No.04-1040

052704c-03

6.1 Testimony sl27l04 To: Metro Council From: Chris
Barhyte, Tualatin City Council Re:

Opposition to expansion in Tualatin and
Borland Rd. area

052704c-04

6.1 Resolution 5127104 To: Metro Council From: City of
Wilsonville Re: In the Matter of

Proposed Adoption of Metro Ordinance
04-1040 Amending the Urban Growth
Boundary to Accommodate Industrial

Employment

052704c-05

6.1 Testimony st27t04 To: Metro Council From: Sparkle
Anderson Re: Opposition to the

substitution of the Evergreen area for
Wilsonville East

052704c-06

6.1 Memorandum
and Testimony

5127104 To: Metro Council From: Jeff Bauman,
Public Works Director, City of
Wilsonville Re: Groundwater in

Wilsonville East

052704c-07

6.1 Letter st27t04 To: Metro Council From: Jeff Condit,
Miller Nash LLP on behalf of the City

of Tualatin Re: City's Legal Analysis of
the Proposed Amendments

052704c-08

6.1 Testimony 5127104 To: Metro Council From: Jay Cosnett
Re: l1 Reasons to Remove the Borland

Road North from the Urban Growth
Boundary

052704c-09

6.1 Testimony 5127104 To: Metro Council From: Maureen
Larsen Re: Support of inclusion of

Wilsonville East into the Urban Growth
Boundary

052704c-10

6.1 Testimony 5127104 To: Metro Council From: Dr. Shirley S.
Malcolm Re: Opposition to inclusion of
the Helvetia area into the Urban Growth

Boundary

052704c-11

6.1 Memorandum 5127104 To: Metro Council From: Lydia Neill,
Principal Regional Planner, Metro Re:
MPAC Recommendations to the Urban

Growth Boundary

052704c-12

6.1 Table 5127104 To: Metro Council From: Kathy 052704c-13

J
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Newcomb, City of Tualatin Re: Fiscal
Impact Analysis on Urban Reserve

Areas 2,47,48 and 49
6.1 Letter 5127104 To: Metro Council From:Michael

Robinson, Perkins Coie Re: Title 4
Regulations

052704c-14

6.1 Testimony 5127104 To: Metro Council From: Robert Ruedy
Re: A comprehensive land use review

process

052704c-15

6.1 Testimony 5127104 To: Metro Council From: Robert Ruedy
Re: Questions and comments from May

6 Public Hearing

052704c-16

6.1 Testimony sl27l04 To: Metro Council From: Ed Truax,
Tualatin City Councilor Re: Opposition
to inclusion of Tualatin into the Urban

Growth Boundary

052704c-17

6.1 Testimony 5127/04 To: Metro Council From: Diana Yates
Rd: Opposition to inclusion of Helvetia

into the Urban Growth Boundary

052704c-18

6.1 Summary
Report

5127104 To: Metro Council From: William B
Conerly Re: Health Care and the

Economy

052704c-19

6.1 Testimony 5127104 To: Metro Council From: Charlotte
Lehan, Mayor of Wilsonville Re:
Support of Metro Policy Advisory

Committee Recommendations

052704c-20

6.1 1'estimony 5127104 To: Metro Council From: Greg
Mecklem Re: Opposition to inclusion of

Helvetia into the Urban Growth
Boundary

052704c-21

6.1 Report and
Resolutions

5/27104 To: Metro Council From: Lou Ogden,
Mayor of Tualatin Re: Ordinance No.

04-1040

052704c-22

6.1 Testimony 5t27t04 To: Metro Council From: Jonathan
Schlueter, Executive Director, Westside

Economic Alliance Re: Business
perspective on the recommended sites
for the expansion of the Urban Growth

Boundary for industrial purposes

052704c-23

6.1 Testimony 5t27 t04 To: Metro Council From: Dave Volz
Re: Opposition to expansion in Tualatin

052704c-24

6.1 Testimony sl27l04 To: Metro Council From: Kristina and
Gary Traffas Re: Opposition to
expansion into Wilsonville East

052704c-25

6.1 Report 5/27104 To: Metro Council From: Hal Keever,
W&H Pacific Re: Infrastructure Cost

Analysis for Industrial Lands

052704c-26

6.1 Table st27t04 To: Metro Council From: Hal Keever,
W&H Pacific Re: Industrial Lands Cost

Summary

052704c-27
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Date: May 27,2004

TO: David Bragdon, President of the Metro Council

FROM: Lydia Neill, Principal RegionalPlanner

RE: MPAC Recommendation

Background
The Metro Policy Advisory Committee (MPAC) made four separate recommendations on policy
issues relating to the completion of Periodic Review. The recommendations pertained to
amending Title 4 to protect industrial land, amending the Chapter 1 of the Regional Framework
Plan (RFP) to limit urban expansion south of the Willamette River and to protect farmland,
adjustments to the need for industrial land through rezoning, changes to the refill rate and
applying the commercial land surplus in addition to recommendations on adding land to the urban
growth boundary.

The recommendations made by MPAC reflect the willingness of local government partners to
provide areas with public facilities, support the inclusion of areas to address tax base issues and
jobs/housing imbalances within the region, provide flexibility for economic development and a
desire to limit encroachment of urban uses on agricultural land.

Amending Title 4 and Chapter 1 of the Regional Framework PIan
The recommendation adopted by MPAC on April14, 2004 amending Title 4 of the Urban Growth
Management FunctionalPlan (UGMFP) has been incorporated into Ordinance No.10218.
Generally, Ordinance 10218 protects the supply of industrial by limiting the scale and types of
non-industrial uses while maintaining flexibility and mapping Regionally Significant lndustrial
Areas (RSIA's). Retail commercial uses and retail offices glawyers, doctors etc.) that are non-
industrial are limited to a maximum of 5,000 square feet for individual uses and a maximum of
20,000 square feet in size for single buildings in both RSIA's and industrial areas. Airport uses
are excepted from these requirements. Non-industrial uses that do not cater to daily customers
are subject to a transportation test to demonstrate that off-peak performance on regionalfreight
routes are not affected. Division of lots greater than 50 acres is permitted so long that at least one
SO-acre lot is'maintained unless a master plan has been approved and at least 4-0 percent of the
site has been developed for industrial uses. Provisions were also made for reconfiguration of lots
if the size of parcels would be more conducive to the permitted use. A full description of the
legislation summarized above is contained in Ordinance No. 10218.

Ordinance No. 1041 , introduced by Councilor Hostica proposes to amend Chapter 1 of the RFP
to protect the region's farm and forest industries and land base was recommended for adoption
on April 24,2004 by MPAC. The ordinance develops a test to require urbanization of agricultural
land that is less important to the farm economy before more productive lands and prohibits urban
expansion south of the Willamette River and west of the Pudding River and requires Metro to
enter into agreements with neighboring cities and counties to protect agricultural land.



Adjustments to the Calculation of the lndustrial Land Need

Supply and Demand Comparlson Net acres
Defl cit (supplyidemand) 5,685
2002 UGB expansion (2,3171
RSIA/Title 4 Policy savings (1,400)
Application of the Commercial land surplus (3e3)
Adjustment to the UGR to the observed refill rate of 52o/o (174\
Rezoning of land in Wilsonville (Comp/zone to lndustrial) (127)
Rezoning of land in Oregon City (Comp/zone to lndustrial) (74\
Remaining Deficit 1,200

MPAC's recommendation on fulfilling the remaining industrial land need consists of rezoning
acreage inside of the UGB for industrial use based on comprehensive plan designations of
industrial, adjusting the refill rate and applying a surplus commercial land to reduce the need for
land. Rezoning of areas is proposed in the City of Wilsonville and Oregon City to create
consistency with the industrial comprehensive plan designation. The Wilsonville and Oregon City
zone changes amount to approxim ately 201 acres of industrial land that can be applied directly to
the industrial land need.

MPAC recommended that the refill rate applied in the UGR be increased from 50% to match the
observed rate of 52a/o for a savings of 174 acres. The application of the commercial land surplus
of 393 acres to the industrial land need was also recommended. ln summary the rezoning, refill
rate adjustments and application of the commercial land surplus reduces the overall need for
industrial land to approximatelyl,20O acres.

Areas Recommended for Inclusion in the UGB
The following areas were recommended to be included in the UGB for industrial purposes: Noyer
Creek, Damascus West, Beavercreek, Quarry, Coffee Creek, Helvetia, Cornelius (COO
recommendation with the addition of 78 acres located south of Dairy Creek and east of Hobbs
Road and Evergreen (south of Waible Creek and west of NW Sewell Rd).1

Areas Recommended to be Removed from Consideration
North Borland, Tualatin and Wilsonville East are recommended to be removed from further
consideration.

i All boundaries and areas discussed above are consistent with the Chief Operating Office/s recommendation except
Noyer Creek was added (266 acres), the size of Cornelius was increased to 169 acres and Evergreen was reduced to 310
acres.



Final Recommended Areas

Attachments:
Attachment A: Ordinance No. '1041

Attachment B: Ordinance No. 1021B
Attachment C: Maps

l:\gm\community_development\stafflneillVnemos and letters\mpac1040prop.doc

MPAC RECOMMENDATION Sultability Factors

Study Area TotalAcres Net Acres Tier and
Designation Access Proximity

Slopes
Less than

10o/o

Noyer Creek 381 Tiers 1 & S-Mixed x a x
Damascus West 82 69 Tier 4-Resource x x x

Beavercreek 63 30 Tier 4-Resource x x ,(
Quarry 354 236 Tier 1 & 4-Mixed x x x

Coffee Creek 264 97 Tier 1-Exception ,a x x
Helvetia 249 149 Tier 1 & S-Mixed x x ,(

Cornelius 206 169 x x x
Evergreen 372 310 Tiers 1 & S-Mixed J( ,t x

Total 1,971 1,326

266

Tier 1 & S-Mixed



BEFORE THE METRO COIJNCIL

FOR THE PURPOSE OF AMENDING METRO'S )
REGIONAL FRAMEWORK PLAN TO BETTER )
PROTECT THE REGION'S FARM AND FOREST )
LAND INDUSTRIES AND LAND BASE, AND )
DECLARING AN EMERGENCY )

ORDINANCE NO. O4-IO4I

lntroduced by Councilor Carl Hosticka

WHEREAS, Chapter I Land Use, Policy l.l2 Protection of Agriculture and Forest Resource
Land of Metro's Regional Framework Plan (RFP) calls upon Metro to protect agricultural and forest land,
but it does not offer guidance on how to achieve the policy when the Metro Council must expand the
urban growth boundary (UGB) to accommodate long-tertr urban population or employment growth and
must choose agricultural or forest land to satisff a portion of the need for land; and

WHREAS, Metro sponsored a symposium on agriculture in the larger region around the MeEo
Area on October 31,2003 ("Agriculture at the Edge'), at which farrners and others in the agricultural
industry expressed concern for the loss ofland to urbanization and conJlicts between urban use and farm
practices and asked Meho to think of agriculhre as an industry rather than as a reserve for future UGB
expansion; and

WHEREAS, Metro is studying approximately 29,000 acres of land, including 9,000 acres of
agriculhrral land, for possible addition to the UGB for industrial use, and must choosi approximately
2,000 acres from among those lands; and

WHEREAS, the Metro Council wants to avoid harm to the agricultural industry in the region;
now, therefore

THE METRO COLINCIL ORDAINS AS FOLLOWS:

I ' Chapter I Land Use, Policy I . 12 Protection of Agriculture and Forest Resource Land of
Metro's Regional Framework Plan @FP) is hereby amended as shown in Exhibit A, attached and
incorporated into this ordinance.

2' The Findings of Fact and Conclusions of Law, attached as Exhibit B and incorporated
into this ordinance, explain how the amendment of Chapter I Land Use, Policy I . l2 protection of
Agriculhrre and Forest Resource Land of the RFP complies with state and regional planning laws.

3. This ordinance is necessary for the immediate preservation of public health, safety and
welfare because the Meho Council must make a decision on expansion of the UGB for industrial iand by
Jwre 24, 2004, to comply with Remand Order 03-WKTASK-0015 24 of the Land Conservation and
Development Commission. An emergeDcy is therefore declared to exist, and this ordinance shall take
effect immediately, pursuant to Metro Charter Section 39(l).

Page I Ordinance No. 04-1041
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ADOPTED by the Mefro Council this day of

Attest:

David Bragdon, Council President

Approved as to Form:

2004.

Christina Billington, Recording Secretary
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Daniel B. Cooper, Metro Attomey



Eiltbtt A to Ordinance No. 04-1041
Metro's Regional Framework Plan

chapter I Land use, Policy 1.12 Protection of Agriculture and Forest Lands

tr-lil-Protection of Agricultu re and Forest Reeeu+ee-Lands

1.12.1 Agricriltural and forest reseweeland outside the UGB shall be considered a regional economic
and culhrral resource and be protected 6srn ur[anizatioryan*aeeounte*ferin-regkxmleesnomi€
aa@onsistent with @ t{o.weyet*4etro

s; ineludi-g Sterewide Geal 10, Heusing aad Geal 14,

+ey_rnteres+s
M

I .l 2.+2 Rurat*eseuree+ends

the same soil classification for addition to the UGB

to the continuation of commercial ag!:iculture in the reeion. and shall not choose agricultural hna
south of the Willamette River and west of the Puddins River.

1.12.4 t#baa+xpension

carry out Metro Council policy on protection of aericultural and forest resource policy thouglh
the designation of Rural Reserves and other measures.

| . I 2. E4 Frm-an+FerestsPra€ti€es

isrcnt

neighboring counties to provide a high deeree of certaintv for investment in agriculture in
agriculture and forestry and to reduce conflicts between urbanization and asricultural and forest
practices.
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Exhibit B to Ordlnance No. 04-1041
Findings of Facts and Conclusions of Law

lTo FOLLOWI
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STAIM IUPORT

ORDINANCE NO. O4-LO47,FOR THE PURPOSE OF AMENDING METRO'S
REGIONAL FRAMEWORK PLAN TO BETTER PROTECT THE REGION'S
FARM AND FOREST LAND INDUSTRTES AND LAND BASE, AND
DECLARING AN EMERGENCY

Date: March 1,2003 Prepared by: Lydia M. Neill
Principal Regional planner

PROPOSED ACTION
Adoption of Ordinance No. 04-1041 arnending Metro's Regional Framework plan to add policy
language to guide urban growth boundary (uGB) expansion decisions.

BACKGROUI\D AND ANALYSIS
The Meto Cotrncil is in the process of completing its UGB decision under the state,s periodic review
process that includes meeting the remaining deficit of 1,968 net acres for indushial land.

In the process of meeting tbat need for industrial lan4 the Metro Council will be considering whether
to expand the UGB onto farrnland. Meeting the industrial land shortfall affects other industries zuch
as local agriculhre and nursery operations that are cturenfly operating outside of the UGB. The
agricultural industy will be affected differently, depending onwhich-farmland comes into the UGB,
due to differences in productivity of land, location near other farm-related businesses and the massing
of far:n uses. Discussion on a regional level is needed to develop a clear policy to guide the selection
of additional employment lands for inclusion into the UGB.

In order to emphasize the importance of agriculture and urban form in these boundary discussions, a
thange has been proposed to Metro's Regional Framework Plan (RFP). Chapter l, L;d Use policy
I . I 2 of the RFP addresses the protection of agriculture and forest ."ro*""r. p olicy I .12 doqs not
address potential conflicts with agriculhre or forestypractices with the expansisn of the UGB.

The proposed policy changes would offer more specific guidance for selection of farmland for
inclusion within the UGB, with errphasis on avoirling land that is more important for commercial
agriculture in the region. The changes also call for efforts by Meho to work with local governments
in the regron to reduce the uncertainty faced by farmers in an area of increasing urtanizltion u"A tn"
growing conflicts with farming practices.

The proposed changes provide policy guidance by:

' Establishing the Willamette River south of Wilsonville as a nahual boundary for the UGB;' Using the hierarchy of lands under state law as one basis for waluating the importance of
partioular farmland to the agricultural industry; and

' Working with neighboring cities and counties to provide the region's farmers with longer-
tenn certainty and better protection for their practices.

BI]DGET IMPACT
Adoption of this ordinance does not'have au irnmediate budget impact. Metro completes an
ey-aluatio_n of the impacts on agriculhral lands as part of the Alternative Analysis that is prepared for
all significant UGB expansions. Although impacts on agricultural land are inctuOeO in tne
Alternatives Analysis study, the level of research will need to be expanded to assess the impacts of

StaffReport to Ordinance 04-1041 Page I of2
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including farmland in the UGB on the agricultural industry. This work may require additional
resources.
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BEFORE THE METRO COUNCIL

FOR TIIE PURPOSE OF AMENDING TITLE 4
OF T}IE URBAN GROWTH MANAGEMENT
FI'NCTIONAL PLAN TO IMPROVE ITS
PROTECTION OF INDUSTRIAL LAND AND
TO MAKE CORRECTIONS

) Ordinance No. 03-l02lB
)
) Int_oduced by Michael J. Jordan, Chief Operating
) Officer with the concurence of David Bragdon, -
) Council President

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

4 (Industrial and Other Employment Areas) of the Urban Growth Management Functional plan (UGMFp)

in order to increase the capacity of Industrial Areas for industial uses and to encourage non-indusbial

uses to locate in centers and other 2040 Growth concept design types; and

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

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

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

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

TI{E METRO COUNCIL ORDAINS AS FOLLOWS:

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

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

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

ADOPTED by the Metro Council this _ day of _2004.

David Bragdon, Council President

ATTEST: Approved as to Form:

Christina Billington, Recording Secretary

Page I Ordinance No. 03-l02lB
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Daniel B. Cooper, Metro Attorney
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Exhibit A to Ordinance No. 0&I02tB

ITTLE 4: INDUSTRIAL AND OTHER EMPLOYMENT AREAS

3.07.410 Purpose an4 Intent

A. The Regional Framework Plan calls for a shong economic climate. To improve the region,s
economic climate, [theplanl Titlp 4 seels to providq an-d.protect [thel g rupply of sites fL employment
by limiting [incompatible uses withiol lng t qlqna rral6 ,f orn-iod,ilt.iri us"s i, n.sionri,
Sisni.q-eant Indus(riat A$as (RSIAs). Industial Arcas
eryEdelhg behefiIs gf *cluste,rine" to tloseind=Estries that qperateJpre,erod@;I--
elftcien(tv in oroximilv tg=o+e another thaF i+ d to
protect the capacity and efficiency of tlie reglon's transportation t@goJds ana
Ilrtces, and to [promote the creation ofjobswithin designatd Centersii-il discourages certain
kinds of comnercial retlll development outslde Cgltenl engoqfase the lgc.ation of otier ty,p"" of
gmnlovment in Ce+ters" Emolovment Areaq. goTTidors. nfia [r1is the prrpose of Title 4 to achieve these policies.l fn" r;
this tifle in order to make the title consistentvith nw poticies on economL development aaoptea;
evalua$e the elfective.ness.of Titte 4 in achiqvine these ourposes as part oflS periodi" tr""i"*l ' --'
analvsis ofthe caoacitv ofthe u{ban growth boundafy.

3.07.420 Protection of Regionally Significant Industial Areas

A. Regionally Significant Indushial Areas (RSIA) are those areas [that olfer the best opportunities for
family-wage industrial j_obs_l near the region'.s qost.jsisnificant transnortation facilii& for the
molement of freielt and qthe,r areas mpst suitable foi ;ry,
and cormty with land use plannftrg authority-ovo tarur" M"p oi
Regionatly Significant Industriat Areas adopted in Ordinance No. 02-9691 tmnlovment and
rniluqqlal4reas Map shall derive specific plan designation and mnngaisri'"ffiffi"
"oTJ RSIAs lithin ils igriSdi?tipn from the Map, taking into accounl the location of existini uses that
would not conform to the limitations on non-indusrial uses in [subsection C, D and El this se&on, and
[itsl the need [of individual cities and countiesl to achieve a mix of [types ofl employment uses.

B. [Each city and county with land use planning authority over an area designated by Metro on the
2040 Growth Concept Map, as amended by Ordinance No. 0Dlgflgras a Regiona[y Silnificant
Industrial Arrca shall, as part of compliance with section 3.07.1120 of the UiUan Crourtn
Management Functional Pla4, derive plan designation and zoning district boundaries of the areasfrom the Growth Concept Mapl Cities and couilies shall review tieir land use resulations and
revi!=e them. if necrcssan. to include measqros to limit the
retail coEEercial uses - such as stores a44r.estaurants - and rei tgeter to dailv customen - such as financial, insprance. r,ear 6tate. -
to ensure that thev lerve primarilv the needs qfworkens in the area.
!!g!.rg buildings for s.tores. brtnchcs. aeencies or othemses and s€r"yices
shall no! occuov more tha! 5.t09 $quare feet gf salF or sirvi
ou{els.that,occupv Fore than 20.0fi) square feet ofsalCo
multinle buildinss that are n4rt of the same develoome

, l. *ithin the boirndaries of a public use airport subiect to a facilities master plan.
clstomarv airDort upes. uses that are accessorT to the travel-related and freieht movement activities
of liitorts. hospitality uses. and retail uses aporon
and
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2. Training facilities whose qriman ourpose is to nrovide training to meet indusqrial needs

C. [After determining boundaries of Regionalty Significant Industrial Areas pursuant to
subsections A and B, the city or countyl Cities and counties shall [adopt implementing ordinances
that limit development in the areas to industrial uses, uses accessorJr to industrial uses, ollices for
industrial research and development and large corporate headquarters in compliance with
subsection E of this section, utilities, and those non-industrial uses noce$ary to serve the needs of
busines5es and employees of the areas; feview their land use regulations and revise qhem. if
necessarv. to include measures to limil the sitine and location of new buildinss for the usos
described in subsection B and for non-industrial uses that do not cater to dailv customers - such as
bank or insurance processins centers - to ensure that irlch uses do not reduc€ off-Deak performance
on Maln Roadwav Routes and Roadwav Connectors shown on Metrots Freisht Network Man.
NovemDer. 2fi)3. below standards set in the 2004 Regional Transportation Plan or reouire added

D. [Notwithstanding subsection C, a city or county shall not appnovcs

1. A commercial retail use with more that 20rfiXl squane feet of retail sales area in a
single building or in multiple buildings that are part of the same development
project;
or

2. Commercial retail uses that would occupy more than frve percent of the net
developable portion of alt contiiuous Regionatty Signilicant Industrial Areasl No city or

countv shall amend its land use resulations that anpty to lands shbwn as RSIA on the Emolovmint
and Industrial Areas Map to authorize uses described in subsection B that were not authorizcd
prior to July 1.2(Xlf.

E. [As provided in subsection C of this section, a city or count5r may approve an office for industrial
research and development or a large corporate headquarters if:

1. The olfce is served by pubtic or private transit; and

2. lf tne olfce is for a corporate headquarters, it *itt accommodate for the initial
occupant at least 1,000 employeesl

[F. A city or countyl Cities and counties may allow division of lots or parcels into smaller lots or
parcels as follows:

l. Lots or parcels flessl smaller than 50 acres may be divided into any number of smaller lots or
parcels[;1.

2. lfits or parcels [50 acres orl larger than 50 acres may be divided into smaller lots and parcels
punsuant to a master nlan apnroved bv the city or county so long as the rezulting division yields [the
maximum number of lots or parcels ofl at least [50 acresl one lot or parcel of at least 50 acres in
size[;1.
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3. Lots or palpe!{ 5q acres or larser. i4cluding t}ose created ouNuant to oarasraph (2) oftlis subsection. may be,dMded into anv number of smaller lots or oarcels purtuant to a mastel
Plan4PB-roved bv,tl! cltv or,cguntv so long as at least 40 percent of them has
Fen developed with indpstrial uses or uses accessorv to industriar us
developed. or is nroposed to,be develooed. with useq de.scribed in subsec@

4. Notwithstanding paragraphs 2[rl and 3 [andl of this subsection, any lot or parcel may be
divided into smaller lots or parcels or made subject to rights-of-way for the foliowing purposes:

a. To provide public facilities and services;

b. To separate a portion of a lot or parcel in order to protect a nahral resource, to
provide a public amenity, ss le implement a rcmediation plan fon a site identified
by the Qregon Deparhent of Environmental Quality pursuant to ORS 465.225;

c. To separate a portion of a lqt or parcel containihg a nonconforming use fiom the
remainder ofthe lot or parcel in order to render the remainder moro practical for a
permitted use; gI

d. [To rtconligurc the pattern of lots and parcels pursuant to subsection G or this sectionl

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

[G. A city or county may allow reconfiguration of lots or parcels less than 50 acres in area if the
reconliguration would be more conducive to a permitted use andwould result in no net incrcase in
the totnl number of lots and parcels. Irts or parcets 50 acres or greater in area may atso be
reconfigured so tong as the resulting area of any such lot o" p"."It would not be tesi tUan 50 acres.l

IHI F. Notrrithstanding subsections [C and Dll[ of this section, a city or count5r may allow the tawfirl
use of any building stnrcture or land existing at the tirne of adoption of its ordinance to implement this
section to continuc and to orpand to add up to 20 percent more floor area and lQ percent more land area.
Notwithstanding subsection E of this section, a city or county may allow divisiorof lots or parcels
pursuant to a master plan approved by the city or county prior to [December 31,20031 Julv l. 2004.

3.07.430 Pnotection of Industrial Areas

A. tln Industrial Areas mapped pursuant to Metro Code section 3.07.130 that are not Regionally .

Significant Industrial Areas, cl Qities and counties shall [imit new and expanded retail commeoirt
uses to_those appnopriate in type and size to selve the needs of businesscg employees and residents
of the Industrid Areas] leview their land use resulations and revise them. if necessarv. to include
meTures to limit new-puillines for retail commercial uses - such as stores and restaurants - and
retail an4, prbfessional services that cater to daily customers. such as financial insurance. rcal rffi+
?rea: One suc! measurg sball be that new buildines for stores. branches. sgenci; or other outteb
for these r.etail uses end services shall not occurv more than 5.000 souare fC@
arel in a single outlet or multiole outlets that occuoy more than 20.0(X) souare fect;asal6 or
senlce aree in e single building or in multiple buildines that are part of the same development
oroiect with the folloluins excentions:
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l. Within the boundaries of a public use airnort subiect to a facilities master olan.
customarv airport uses. uses that are accessory to the travel-related and freisht movement activitics
of airnorts. hosoitality uses. and retail uses annronriate to serve the needs of the travelins oublic:
and

2. Trainine facilitie whme nrimary purpose is to nroyide trainine to meet industrial needs.

B, tln an Industrial Area, a city orcounty shall not approve:

l. A commercial retail use with more than 201000 square feet of retail sales area in a single
building or in multiple buildingp that are part of the same development project; or

2. Commercid retail uses that would occupy more than ten percent of the net developable
portion of the area or any adjabent Industrial Areal Cities and counties shall revierw their land use
regulations an4 revise them. if necessary. to include measures to limit new buildings for the uses
described in subsection A to ensure that thev do not interfere with the ellicient movement of freight
alons Main Roadway Routes and Roadwav Connectors shown on Metrots Freisht Network Map.
November.2(X)3. Such measures mav include. but are not limited to restrictions on access to frelght
routes and connectors. siting limitations and trallic thresholds. This subsection does not requirc
cities and counties io include such measures to limit nery other buildinss or uses.

C. No citv or countv shall amend its land use resulations that anolv to lands shown ar fndustrial
Area on the Emplovment and Industrial Areas Map to authorize uses described in subsectioi A gf
this se,ction that were not authorized prior to Julv l. 2004.

D. Cities and counties mav allow division of lots or oariels into smaller lots or parcets as follows:

. 1. Lots or narcels smaller than 50 acres may be dMded into anv number. of smaller lots or
parcels.

2. Iots or parcels lareer that 50 acrcs may be divided into smaller lots and parcels
oursuant to a master plan anoroved by the citv or county so lons as the resultins division vields at
least one lot or parcel ofat least 50 acres in size.

3. Lots or patcels 50 acres or lilser. includins those created pursuant to parasraoh (2) of
this subsection. mav be divided into any number of smaller lots or parcels nursuant to a master
nlan aoproved bv the citv or county so lons as at least 40 percent ofthe area ofthe lot or parcel has
been developed with industrial uses or uses accessory to industrial use.

4. Notwithstandins oarasraohs 2 and 3 of this subsection. anv lot or narcel may be divlded
into smdler lots or parcels or made subiect to rishts-of-wav for the iollowinq nurposes:

a. To provide oublic facilities and services:

b. To senarate a nortion of a lot or parcel in order to nrotect a natural resource, to
provide a public ame4ity. or to implement a remediation plan for a site identified
bv the Oreson Denartment of Environmental Ouality nursuant to ORS 465.225:

c. To senarate a nortion of a lot or narcel containins a nonconforming use from the
remainder of the lot or narcel in order to render the remainder more practical for a
permitted use: or
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d. To allow the.cr.eation of a lot for financing purposes when the created lot is
nart of a master planned development.

E. Notwithstanding [subsection Bl subsection A of this section, a city or county may allow the lawful
use of an-y building stucture or land existipe at the time of [enactment of an; aaoniion of its r;il;;,
[adopted pursuant to thissectionl to i4ql.ement this section to continue il 16[$;a to;d up to i0percent more [floorspacel floor area and l0 percent more land area.
this section. a citv,or countv may albw qiyisign qf lots or oarcels nursurffiL;i;;;1";-
anproved bv the city or county prior to Julv l. 2(X)4.

3.07.440 Employment Areas

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

B- Except as provided in subsections C, D and E, a city or county shall not approve.a commercial
retail use in an Employment Areas with more than 60,000 square feet of gross leasable area in a
single building or retail commercial uses with a total of more than 60,0d square feet ofretail
sales area on a single lot or parcel, or on contiguous lots or parcels, inctuaini those separated
only by transportation right-of-way.

C. A city or county whose zoning ordinance applies to an Employment Area and is listed on Table
3-074 may continue to authorize retail commercial uses with mor" than 60,000 square feet of
gross leasable area in that zone if the ordinance authorized those uses on January 7,zo13.

D. A city or countywhose zoning ordinance applies to an Employment Area and is not listed on
Table 3.074 may continue to authorize retail commercial uses with more than 60,000 square feet
of gross leasable area in that zone if

' 1. TheordinanceauthorizedthoseusesonJanuary 1,2003;

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

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

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

l. Generate no more ttran a 25 percent increase in site-generated vehicle trips above
permitted non-indushial uses; and

2. Meet the Maximum Permitted Parking -ZoneA requirements set forth in Table3.07-Zof Title 2
of the Urban Growth Management Furictional plan.

Exhibit A to Ordinance No. 03-l02lB
q:\nocy\oddanLl\7.a.3.3Dl-t02 I Bfr AOO9
OMAraPBtw ((X/2lr0a)
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Unon review of land use reeulations in effect orior to July 1.2(X)4. cities and counties mav
determine that such reeulations are senerallv consistent with the purpose and intent of this Title as

Exhibit A to Ordinance No. 03-l02lB
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TO:

FR:

RE:

MEMORANDUM
600 Northeast Grand Avenue I eorttand, Oregon 97232-2736

(tel) 503-797-1700 | (fax) 503-797-1797

M erno
DATE: June2,2004

David Bragdon, Metro Council President
Metro Councilors

Lydia Neill, Principal Regional Planner

Possrble Amendments to Ordinance 04-1040

Listed below are the possible amendments to Ordinance 04-1040 known to date. The
amendments are separated into four sections based on the need number, areas to reinstate in
the expansion, removal of a Chief Operating Officer (COO) recommended area or the addition
of an expansion area or a portion of an expansion area. Attached for each proposed
amendment is a summary sheet and map.

Need Number
Burkholder #1 - increase the commercial refill rate to 54o/o and the industrial refill rate to 37% in
the UGR
Newman #1 - calculate vacant land in Wilsonville and Oregon City that currently is zoned
residential but has an industrial comprehensive plan designation
Monroe #1 - adopt MPAC recommendation on Title 4

Areas to Reinstate in the Expansion
Park #1 - add back the Orient area recommended for removal by the COO and change the
2040 design type designation from Residential- lnner Neighborhood to Regionally Significant
lndustrial Area (RSIA), consistent with the Springwater expansion area.

Remova! of GOO Recommended Area
Mclain #1 - remove the Cornelius expansion area
Newman #2 - remove the Borland Road North expansion area
Newman #3 & Hosticka #1 - remove the Wilsonville East expansion area
Hosticka #2 - remove the Tualatin expansion area
Mclain #2 - remove a portion of the Tualatin expansion area
Braqdon #1 - remove a portion of the Wilsonville East expansion area

Addition of New Expansion Area
Mclain #3 - add land south of Council Creek and west of the Cornelius recommended area
Mclain #4 - add a small portion of the eastern edge of the Evergreen Study Area
Newman #4 - add the Evergreen Study Area (three scenarios)
Hosticka #3 - add a 50 acre portion of the Hillsboro South Study Area



Burkholder #1
Amendment
Increase the commercial and industrial refill rates in the Urban Growth Report (UGR) to 54
percent and 37 percent respectively.
Rational
The commercial refill rate reported in the UGR is 50 percent, however the observed commercial
refill rate is 52 percent. The refill rate was rounded down to 50 percent for reporting purposes.
An increase of 2 percent from 50 to 52 percent reduces the need by 178 net acres. An additional
increase in the refill rate of 2 percent from 52 to 54 percent, based on a2 +/- margin of error
further reduces the need by 194 net acres for a total reduction of 372 acres. Utilizing the 2 +/-
margin of error and the Metro Council's previous actions to direct commercial activity to the
adopted 2040 Centers, the commercial refill rate is increased to 54 percent.

Increasing the industrial refill rate by 2 percent reflects policy changes that resulted in the
adoption of changes to Title 4 and the acknowledged changing nature of industry. As a result
industrial development is expected to utilize land more efficiently and occur at greater densities,
which is consistent with the observed blurring of industrial and commercial office uses. An
increase in the industrial refill rate from 35 to 37 percent reduces the need by 109 net acres

Table of Amended Industrial Land Need
COO SUPPLY AND DEMAND
COMPARISON

NET
VACANT
ACRES

Deficit (Supply/Demand from UGR) 5,695
RSIA/Title 4 Policy Changes (l,400)
2002 UGB Decision (2,317)
lndustrial Land Need r,968
Less Commercial Land Surplus (3e3)
REMAINING INDUSTRIAL LAND
NEED

1,57 5

PROPOSED AMENDMENT
Increase Commercial Refill Rate to 54% (372)
lncrease Industrial Refill Rate to 37o/o (l0e)
AMENDED INDUSTRIAL LAND
NEED

( 1,094)



Newman #1
Amendment
Include in the vacant land inventory inside the UGB the parcels in Wilsonville and Oregon City
that are currently zoned residential but have an industrial comprehensive plan designation.
Rational
The City of Wilsonville's land development process places vacant land in a residential-
agricultural holding zone until the land is ready to be developed. The City has indicated that its
rezone and development review process is normally completed in a timely manner, similar to a
development process that has land zoned consistent with the comprehensive plan. The Oregon
City parcels have been designated for industrial use and the rezone process is expected to occur
in the near future.

See attached maps.

Table of Amended Industrial Land Need
COO SI]PPLY AI\D DEMAI\D
COMPARISON

I\ET
VACANT
ACRES

Deficit (Supply/Demand from UGR) 5,685
RSIA/Title 4 Policy Changes (1,400)
2002 UGB Decision (2,317)
lndustrial Land Need 1,968
Less Commercial Land Surplus (3e3)
R-EMAIMNG INDUSTRIAL LAND
NEED

1,57 5

PROPOSED AMENDMENT
Wilsonville Land Area (127)
Oregon City Land Area 0n1

1,374AMENDED INDUSTRIAL LAND
NEED
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Newman #1
Oreeon Citv
Area 1

This area of 39 total acres is comprised of 9 tax lots and is located on the west side of S
Beavercreek Road, opposite of S Loder Road and adjacent to Clackamas Community College.
Adjacent to the south is the Oregon City High School Moss Campus. Four of the parcels have
residences.

Area2
This area of 54 total acres is comprised of 9 tax lots and is located on the north side of Glen Oak
Road, near the intersection of S Mollala Avenue. The area is adjacent to Clackamas Community
College and to the east is the Oregon City High School Moss Campus. One parcel is vacant,
seven have residences and one has a cofirmercial business.

Wilsonville
Area I
This area is composed of one ll.2-acre tax lot located at25977 SW Canyon Creek Road N,
where SW Canyon Creek Road N intersects with SW Elligsen Road. The parcel contains a
commercial business that encompasses the southern half of the parcel.

Atea2
This area is composed of one 31.7-acre tax lot located at26l20 SW Parkway Avenue, between
SW Parkway Avenue and SW Heather Place, on the east side of lnterstate 5. The parcel contains
a structure.

Area 3
This area is composed of one vacant 13.9-acre tax lot located at9760 SW Freeman Court, west
of SW 95'h Avenue.

Area 4
This area is composed of one vacant 1 1 .l-acre tax lot located at 27 500 SW Parkway Avenue, on
the east side of lnterstate 5.

Area 5
This area is composed of one vacant 10.4-acre tax lot located at 9805 SW Boeckman Road, on
the west side of the P & W Railroad tracks.

Area 6
This area is composed of one 25.7-acre tax lot located at 9600 SW Boeckman Road, on the west
side of the P & W Railroad tracks. The parcel contains a building and related parking facility
that utilizes just under half of the parcel acreage.

AreaT
This area is composed of one 1.3-acre tax lot located at 28070 SW Boberg Road, where SW
Boberg Road intersects with SW Boeckman Road on the west side of Interstate 5. The site
contains one minor structure.



Area 8
This area is composed of one vacant 40.8-acre tax lot located on the south side of SW Boeckman
Road, just east of SW Parkway Avenue.

Area 9
This area is composed of six tax lots that total 8.3 acres, located at28455 (3 parcels), 28505,
28635 and 28639 SW Boones Ferry Road. All six parcels are currently developed for industrial
(3 parcels) or single family residential (3 parcels) uses.

Area 10
This area is composed of one vacant 20.7-acre tax lot located at28845 SW Barber Street N, on
the west side of the P & W Railroad tracks.

Area 1l
This area is composed of one 5.3-acre tax lot located at 9860 SW Barber Street, between SW
Kinsman Road and the P & W Railroad tracks. The parcel is partially developed with an existing
industrial building.

Area 12
This area is composed of one 2.3-acre tax lot located at 29600 SW Seely Avenue, on the west
side of the P & W Railroad tracks. The parcel contains a portion of a larger industrial building
and related parking facility that utilizes the entire parcel.

Area l3
This area is composed of fwo tax lots (15 acres and 5.8 acres) located at30625 SW lndustrial
Way, on the west side of the P & W Railroad tracks. Both parcels have existing residences.

Area14
This area is composed of three tax lots (1.2 acres, L2 acres and 3.5 acres) located at30825,
30995 and 31 175 SW Otto Lane, on the west side of the P & W Railroad tracks. All three
parcels have existing residences.



Monroe #1
Amendment
Adopt the MPAC recofilmended changes to Title 4 of the Urban Growth Management Functional
Plan.

COO Recommendation versus MPAC Recommendation
There are three principal differences between the two recommendations:
l. The Monroe amendment would allow medical clinics and facilities larger than 5,000 square
feet in Industrial Areas; the COO version would not.
2.The Monroe amendment would allow retail commercial and retail offices uses up to 5,000
square feet in RSIAs; the COO version allows such uses only up to 3,000 square feet in RSIAs
3. The Monroe amendment would allow re-division of large parcels (by master plan) even if a
portion has been developed into non-industrial uses; the COO recommendation would not.
4. The Monroe amendment has a new definition of "substantial compliance" that sets a lower
threshold for compliance than is in the UGMFP today; the COO recommendation does not
include this new definition.

See attached proposed changes to Title 4 of the Functional Plan.
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Exhibit A to Ordinance No.04-1040A

TITLE 4: INDUSTRIAL AND OTHER EMPLOYI\{ENT AREAS

3.07.410 Pumose and Intent

The Regional Framework Plan calls for a strong economic climate. To improve the region's
economic climate,{*e-plran Title 4 seeks to provide and protect-tlre a supply of sites for
employment by limiting4nsempa+ibMnl the rypes and sca
Reeionally Significant Industrjal Areas (RSIAs),Industrial Areas and Employment Areas. Title 4
also seeks to nrovide the benefits of "clustering" to those industries that operate more
productively and efficiently in proximity to one another than in dispersed locations. Title 4
further seeksTlo protect the capacity and efficiency of the region's transportation system forlhe
movement of goods and services, and to

encourage the
location of other tlpes of employment in Centers. Employment Areas. Corridors. Main Streets
ancl Station Cornmunitie The Metro
Council will+s*si effiiiilentwi+]r-ne\rr

these rruruoses as part oillg periodic-rev"ierv analysis of the cap
boundary.

3.07.420 Protection of Reeionally Significant Industrial Areas

RegionallySignificantIndustrialAreas(RSIA)arethoseareas

movement of freight and other areas most suitable l'or movenrent and storage of goods. Each city
and county with land use planning authority over-area's,R$li\s shown on the{iene++}+zet{*4ap-e{'

inafl €€-N€rg2-%9 Emp loyment and
Industrial Areas Map shall derive specific plan designation and zoning district boundaries of-the
areas RSIAs within its from the Map, taking into account the location of existing uses
thatwouldnotconformtothelimitationsonnon-industrialusesinffithis
section,andr+stheneedMiestoachieveamixof+ypes.e*'employment
USCS.

B. Eaeh eity anel eotrnty with land use planning atrthor*'' ove- a+ tx'ea d,esignated by \{,etro on the
l0a0{i+er*t}-CtlneeptrMap+x;+*nezuh<lfi}rdinafl€trNo--O2-969.++a-Regronally-Sigr{{iean+
+nd*tri*l-Area-st+.*l=-+prt<++en+pHu+c-e-with-see+ion-1-07-lJl0 of the UrlNrrrGto*+h
Ma*agen*nt-Rt*e+ien+l-Pta+++e+t+e-pinn-t+es@darie{t t}t-+he-areft s

@Cities and courties shall revierv their land use regulations and
revise thenr, if necessary. to include measures to limit the size and location of uew buildinqs tbr
retail commercial uses - such as stores and restilulant!: 4nd retail and professional servicQs that
cate[ to dady S!]$AIxCIS rUCh a
otfices - to ensure that thev serve primarily the needs of wolkers in the area. One such measure
shall be that new buildings for stores. branches. agencies or other outlets for these retail uses and
services shall not occupy nrore than 5.000 scluare feet ofsales or service area in a single outlet. or
multiple outlets that occupy more than 20.000 square feet of sales or service area in a single

exceptrons:

Exhibit A to Ordinance No. 04-1040,{
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l. Within the boundaries of a public use airpott subiect to a facilities master plan. custornary
airport uses. uses that are accessory to the travel-related and freight movement activities
of aimorts. hospitality uses. and retail uses appropriate to serve the needs of the traveling
public: anil

E,

C. A*+erde+ermiftlng keurdari€s of Re
,Lixr&r}-*h+eityer+e*ntrCities zurd counties shall timit

thisseetion; utilitiesi and those non-industrial user neee$sary so s€fte t

measures to lirnit the siting and location of new buildings fbr the uses described in subsection B
and for non-industrial uses that do not cater to daily customers - such as balk or insurance
processing centers - to ensure that such uses do not reduce otT-peak perfonnance on Maiu
Roadwav Routes and Roadwa)LConnectors sho*,n on Metro's Freight Network Map. Novenrber.
2003. below standards set in the 2004 Regional Transportation Plan or require added road
capacity to prevent falling below the standards.

D.

I ' A eormereial re(oil use rvitlr mere $hat f0;000 square {,bet o{'retail sales a,rea in a single

-M 

ereent+#{he-net-tlevel-t+pable
pe*i o city or county shall arrend its
land use regulations that anply to lands shown as RSIA on the Employment and lndustrial Areas
Map to authorize uses described in subsection B that were not authorized prior to July l. 2004.

Asprevided in strbseetion e o,f this seetien; aeity or-eetr*ty rnay appreve an elJ,ree r intftrst,rial

l, The elfiee is served by publie or private trttttsG and

2, lf tlre offiee is for a eorporateheadquarters. it will aeeourmeNlate tbr the initial oeeupant
a+f e€ntl{rOO0-eripl eyees

E-++itv-or-eeuet-+Cities and counties may allow division of lots or parcels into smaller lots or parcels as
follows:

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

Lots or parcels5$-*ere*er largerlhadO_aqg_l may be divided into smaller lots and
parcels pursuant to a master plan approved by the city or county so long as the resulting
division yields"+he"m*.xiR+uR+.nt+rnber'ef:lot*or-parcel*rt*'at least{O'aeres one lot or
@;.
Lots or parcels 50 acres or larger. includinq those created pursuant to paragraph (.2) of
this subsection. rnay be divided jnto any number of smaller lots or garcels pursuant to a

Exhibit A to Ordinance No. 04-1040A
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master plan qpprovecl by the city or county so long as at least 40 percent of the area of the
lot or parcel has been developed with industrial uses or uses accessorly to industrial use.
urd no portion has been developed. or is pronosecl to be developed. with uses described
in subsection Il of this section.

Notwithstanding paragraphs 2; s!_d 3-a*d of this subsection, any lot or parcel may be
divided into smaller lots or parcels or m4de subject to rights-of-way for the following
purposes:

a To provide public facilities and services;

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

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

d.
seetien

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

in the total rurntrer of lots ard pareels, tots or lrareels 50 eeres or gre rter in area rr.ay-alse{re
reeeinfigured se leng as the-resultirrg area ef any sueh ltlt <lr pareel weuld ntrt be less than 50
*ere{i:

+{=F. Notwithstanding subsections{-artlD_p of this section, a city or county may allow the lawful use
of any building, structue or land existing at the time of adoption of its ordinance to implement
this section to continue and to expand to add up to 20 percent more floor area and l0 percent
more land area. Notwithstanding subsection E of this section, a city or county may allow division
of lots or parcels pursuant to a master plan approved by the city or county prior toDecenrber3!
l003lu\LL2Q1I1.

3.07.430 of Industrial Areas

A. h+ln€tuStriflt,
$r&{+i€4fl+W.+i{t-l-A+eaq-eCities and counties shall- me+e+i*

ffi review their land use resulations and rcdre theur, if necessary. to
include measures to limit new buildinqs fbr retail cornmercial uses - such as stores and restaurants
- antl retail ancl prot'essional servic:es that cater to daily customers - such as financial. insurance.
teal estate and legal offices - iu order to ensure that they serve primarily the needs of rvorkers in
the area. One sttch measure shall be that new buildings for stores, branches, agencies or other
outlets tbr these retail uses and lelaiccs sh4llnot occupy more than 5.000 square t'qet of sales or
service area in a single outlet. o[ [rultiple outlets th 20.000 square feet of

Exhibit A to Ordinance No. 04-1040,4'
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sales or service area in a single building or in rnultiple buildinqs that are part of the sarne
development project. with the lbllowing exceptjons:

Within the boundaries of a oublic nirnort srrhier:t to a fircilities master nlan- crrstomarv

)

airport uses. uses that are accessory to the travel-related and freight rnovement activities
of aimorts. hospitality uses. and retail uses appropriate to serve the needs of the traveling
public: and

Tr;rininr:r far:ilities whose nrinrarv nr iq tn nrowirle frqinin<r t/\ mept inrlrrqfrill neecls
and

J. Medical clinics and facilities. if authorized by city or countv ordina.nce in effect on
Julv 1.2004.

B. fn arl fnduntrial Ar

l, A eemnrere ial retail use rvith lrrere than 20;000 squate fbet ef retail sales area in o single

n-eercff,|<rF+he-rl#evBl{rpabk

regulations and revise them. if necessary. to include measures to limit new buildings for the uses
described in subsection A to ensure that they do not interl'ere rvith the eflticient movernent of
freight along Main Roadway Routes and Roadwa-v Connectors shown on Metro's Freisht
Network Map. November. 2003. Such measures rnay include. but are not limited to restrictions
on access to lieisht routes and connectors. siting limitations and traffic thresholds. This
subsection does not require cities and counties to include such measures to limit uew other
buildings or uses.

Except for uses described in narasraphs (l ) and (2) ofsubsection A ofthis section. no city or
county shall arnend its land use reeulations that apply to lands shown as lndustrial Area on the
EmBloyment audlndurqtal Areas Map to authorize uses described in subsection A of this section
that were not authorized prior to July l. 2004.

Cities and counties may allow division of lots or parcels into smaller lqts or parcels as tsUarryt

l. Lots or parcels smaller than 50 acres uray be divided into any number of srnaller lots or
parcels.

Lots or parcels larger that 50 acres llay be diyided into srrraller lots and parcels pursuant

C

D.

2
to a master nlan apnroved by the city or county so long as the resultinq division yields at
least one lot or parcel ofat least 50 acres in size.

3. LoJs elnalstlslQ acres or larser. including those created nursuant to paraqranh (2) of
this suhsection. may be clivided into any nurnber of smaller lots or parcels pursuant to a

ruraster plan approved by the city or county so long as at least 40 percent of the area of the
lot or parcel has been developed with iuclustrial uses or uses accessory to industrial use.

4. Notwithstanding paragraphs 2 and 3 of this subsection, any lot or narcel may be divided
into smaller lots or parcels or rnade subject to rights-of-way ftrr the follorving nurposes:

Exhibit A to Ordinance No. 04-1040A
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a To provide public facilities and services.

b. To seBapte a portion of a lot or parcel in order to protect a natural resource. to
provide a public amenity. or to implement a remediation plan for a site identified
bv the Oregon Degartment of Environmental Quality pursuant to ORS 465.225:

C To seoarate a ooftion of a or narcel ct)ntainins a nottconfornrins rrse from the
remainder of the lot or parcel in order to render the remainder more practical for
a l:ennittecl use: or

d. To allow the creation of a tbr financine DurDoses when the created lot is part

E.

of a master planned developrnent.

Notwithstanding+rbsee+ien-B subsection A of this section, a city or county may allow the lawful
use of any building, structure or land existine at the time o@
ordinance@i*see+ion to implement this section to continue and to expand to
add up to 20 percent more4er#spaee;flsel ilga and l0 percent more land area. Notwithstanding

D of thi AC ol' tl]a
mastcr plan approved by the city or county orior to July l. 2004.

3.07.440 Employment Areas

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

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

A city or county whose zoning ordinance applies to an Employment Area and is listed on Table
3.07-4 may continue to authorize retail commercial uses with more than 60,000 square feet of
gross leasable area in that zone ifthe ordinance authorized those uses on January 1,2003.

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

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

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

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

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

Exhibit A to Ordinance No. 04-1040,{
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Generate no more than a 25 percent increase in site-generated vehicle trips above
permitted non-industrial uses; and

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

3.07.450 Comnliance

Upon review ol'land use regulations in e ffect prior to July l. 2004, cities and counties may detennine that
srrch regulations are generally consistent with the rrurpose and intent of this Title as set forth in Metro
Code section 3.07.410 and submit applicable regulations to Metro to dernonstrate substantial compliance
in accordance r.vith the provisions of Metro Code section 3.07.810.

Exhibit A to Ordinance No. 04-1040,{
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Park # I
Amendment
Add back the Orient area the COO recommended for removal from the UGB and change the
2040 design type from Residential - Inner Neighborhood to Regionally Significant Industrial
Area (RSIA).
Rational
This area is part of the Springwater industrial expansion area and should be included for
industrial uses, not a residential use.

See attached map.

Table of Amended UGB

(p) partial areas

Areas
SUITABILITY FACTORS

TIER and
DESIGNATION

2040
Design
Type

Access Proximity Slopes
less
l0o/o

coo
RECOMMENDED

EXPANSION
AREAS

TOTAL
ACRES

NET
ACRES

69 Tier 4 - Resource IndustrialDamascus West 102
Tualatin 646 339 Tier l-Exception Industrial

IndustrialQuarry (p) 354 236 Tier 4 -Resource
Tier I -Exception IndustrialBorland Rd N. (p) 575 164

63 30 Tier 4 -Resource lndustrialBeavercreek (p)
lndustrialCoffee Creek (p) 264 97 Tier I - Exception

RSIAWilsonville East (p) 641 460 Tier 5 - Resource
RSIAComelius (p) 206 9l Tiersl&5-Mixed

Tiersl&3-Mixed RSTAHelvetia (p) 249 t49
l,635TOTAL 3,100

PROPOSED
AMENDMENT

RSIAOrient (p) 90 20 na
TOTAL 3,190 1,655
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Mclain#l&3
Amendment
Remove the COO recommended Cornelius expansion area, which is Tier 5 resource land and
exception land and replace it with Tier 5 resource land west of the recommended area and south
of Council Creek.
Rational
Lessen the impact on farmland by including a small amount of resource land that is separated
from the larger expanse of agricultural land by Council Creek. The adjacent land to the south
within the UGB is zoned industrial. Use Council Creek as the UGB line, which is consistent
with other areas of the City of Cornelius.

See attached map.

Table of Amended UGB

(p) partial areas

Areas
STIITABILITY FACTORS

coo
RECOMMENDED

EXPANSION
AREAS

TOTAL
ACRES

NET
ACRES

TIER and
DESIGNATION

2040
Design
Type

Access Proximity Slopes
less
10,/o

Tier 4 - Resource IndustrialDamascus West t02 69
Tualatin 646 339 Tier l-Exception lndustrial
Quarry (p) 354 236 Tier 4 -Resource lndustrial
Borland Rd N. (p) s7s t64 Tier I -Exception lndustrial

Industrial ,/Beavercreek (p) 63 30 Tier 4 -Resource
Coffee Creek (p) 264 97 Tier I - Exception Industrial
Wilsonville East (p) 64t 460 Tier 5 - Resource RSTA
Comelius (p) 206 9l Tiersl&5-Mixed RSIA

RSIAHelvetia (p) 249 149 Tiersl&3-Mixed
3,100 1,635TOTAL

PROPOSED
AMENDMENT
eernelius-tp) N6 9+ Trers-l-8a+-Mixed RSIA {-- +- /-
Cornelius (p) 56 36 Tier 5 - Resource RSIA

TOTAL 2,950 1,580
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Newman #2
Amendment
Remove the COO recommended Borland Road North expansion area, which is entirely
exception land.
Rational
This area has a low net buildable acre rate, is not supported by the local jurisdictions and may be
more suitable for a different land use.

See affached map.

Table of Amended UGB Areas

(p) partial areas

SUITABILITY FACTORS
coo

RECOMMENDED
EXPANSION

AREAS

TOTAL
ACRES

IYET
ACRES

TIER and
DESIGNATION

2040
Design
Type

Access Proximity Slopes
less
l0o/o

Damascus West t02 69 Tier 4 - Resource Industrial
Tualatin 646 339 Tier l-Exception Industrial
Quarry (p) 354 236 Tier 4 -Resource Industrial
Borland Rd N. (pl 575 164 Tier I -Exception Industrial
Beavercreek (p) 63 30 Tier 4 -Resource Industrial
Coffee Creek 1p1 264 97 Tier I - Exception Industrial
Wilsonville East (p) 641 460 Tier 5 - Resource RSIA
Cornelius (p) 206 9l Tiersl&5-Mixed RSIA
Helvetia (p) 249 149 Tiersl&3-Mixed RSIA

TOTAL 3,100 1,635
PROPOSED
AMENDMENT
B€rland+d=+t{il # +& +er-+-+xeeptlen hdt+s+ri*l 1- J- J-

TOTAL 2,525 1,471
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Newman #3 and Hosticka #1
Amendment
Remove the COO recorlmended Wilsonville East expansion area, which is entirely Tier 5

resource land.
Rational
Use of this area as industrial land would have an adverse impact on adjacent residential
neighborhoods, nearby schools and transportation. The area is not supported by the local
jurisdiction.

See attached map.

Table of Amended UGB Areas

(p) partial areas

SIIITABILITY FACTORS
TIER and

DESIGNATION
2040

Design
Type

Access Proximity Slopes
less
10,

coo
RECOMMENDED

EXPANSION
ARBAS

TOTAL
ACRES

NET
ACRES

69 Tier 4 - Resource lndustrialDamascus West t02
646 339 Tier 1-Exception IndustrialTualatin
354 236 Tier 4 -Resource IndustrialQuarry 0)

Borland Rd N. tpl 575 164 Tier I -Exception Industrial
IndustrialBeavercreek 63 30 Tier 4 -Resource
lndustrialCoffee Creek (p) 264 97 Tier 1 - Exception

Tier 5 - Resource RSIAWilsonville East (p) 641 460
9l Tiersl&5-Mixed RSIACornelius (p) 206

249 149 Tiersl&3-Mixed RSIAHelvetia ipl
TOTAL 3,100 1,635

PROPOSED
AMENDMENT

4& Tier 5 Reseuree RSIA J- / /-WlsenvrUe+asr(p) &+
2,459 l,l7 5TOTAL
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Hosticka #2
Amendment
Remove the COO recommended Tualatin expansion area that is entirely exception land.
Rational
The future alignment of the I-5 to 99W connector should be determined prior to urbanization of
the area. The City of Tualatin and its citizens do not support inclusion of the area for industrial
purposes.

See attached map.

Table of Amended UGB Areas

(p) partial areas

STIITABILITY FACTORS
Accesscoo

RECOMMENDED
EXPANSION

AREAS

TOTAL
ACRES

IYET
ACRES

TIER and
DESIGNATION

2040
Design
Type

Proximity Slopes
less
l00h

lndustrialDamascus West 102 69 Tier 4 - Resource
Tualatin 646 339 Tier 1-Exception Industrial
Quarry (p) 354 236 Tier 4 -Resource lndustnal
Borland Rd N. (p) 575 t64 Tier I -Exception Industrial
Beavercreek (p) 63 30 Tier 4 -Resource Industrial
Coffee Creek (p) 264 97 Tier I - Exception Industrial
Wilsonville East (p) 641 460 Tier 5 - Resource RSTA
Comelius (p) 206 91 Tiersl&5-Mixed RSIA
Helvetia (p) 249 149 Tiersl&3-Mixed RSIA

TOTAL 3,100 1,635
PROPOSED
AMENDMENT
Tuala+in 646 339 +ier-+-+xeeetien InCus+r+al J- J- .r(_

TOTAL 2,454 1,296
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McLarn#2
Amendment
Remove most of the COO recommended Tualatin expansion area. Retain a small portion of the
recommended area on the north side of SrW Clay Street and the east side of SW Grahams Ferry
Road, south to SW Day Road. The entire area is exception land.
Rational
This portion of the recommended area can help meet the identified industrial land need and be
planned and developed in conjunction with the designated industrial land south of the Coffee
Creek Correctional Facility that was included in the UGB in 2002.

See attached map.

Table of Amended UGB

(p) partial areas

Areas
SUITABILITY FACTORS

coo
RECOMMENDED

EXPANSION
AREAS

TOTAL
ACRES

iYET
ACRES

TIER and
DESIGNATION

2040
Design
Type

Access Proximity Slopes
less
l0o/o

Damascus West 102 69 Tier 4 - Resource lndustrial
Tualatin 646 339 Tier l-Exception Industrial
Quarry (p) 354 236 Tier 4 -Resource lndustrial

IndustrialBorland Rd N. (p) 575 164 Tier I -Exception
IndustrialBeavercreek (p) 63 30 Tier 4 -Resource

Coffee Creek (p) 264 97 Tier 1 - Exception Industrial
Wilsonville East (p) 641 460 Tier 5 - Resource RSIA
Comelius (p) 206 9t Tiersl&5-Mixed RSIA
Helvetia (p) 249 149 Tiersl&3-Mixed RSIA

TOTAL 3,100 1,635
PROPOSED
AMENDMENT
Tualatin (p) 103 t5 Tier 1- Exception lndustrial

TOTAL 2,557 1,369
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Bragdon #1
Amendment
Remove the southern portion of the COO recommended Wilsonville East expansion area. Retain
the portion of the recommended area on the north side of SW Kahle Road and the 2002
expansion area. The entire area is Tier 5 resource land.
Rational
lncluding only the northern portion of the recommended area will limit potential conflicts with
the residential area and the school facilities to the south along SW Wilsonville Road. The
northern portion of the recommended area will meet the identified industrial land need for
warehouse and distribution use. This allows for the industrial expansion area to be planned and
developed in conjunction with the residential area that was included in the UGB in 2002,
providing the opportunity to establish appropriate buffers between the two uses.

See attached map.

Table of Amended UGB Areas

(p) partial areas

STIITABILITY FACTORS
2040

Design
Type

Access Proximity Slopes
less
l0o/o

coo
RECOMMENDED

EXPAI\SION
AREAS

TOTAL
ACRES

I\-ET
ACRES

TIER and
DESIGNATION

102 69 Tier 4 - Resource IndustrialDamascus West
Tualatin 646 339 Tier 1-Exception Industrial
Quarry (p) 354 236 Tier 4 -Resource Industrial

Tier 1 -Exception IndustrialBorland Rd N. (p) 575 164
Tier 4 -Resource lndustrialBeavercreek (p) 63 30

Coffee Creek (p) 264 97 Tier I - Exception Industrial
Wilsonville East (p) 641 460 Tier 5 - Resource RSIA
Cornelius (p) 206 9l Tiersl&5-Mixed RSIA

Tiersl&3-Mixed RSIAHelvetia (p) 249 149
TOTAL 3,100 1,635

PROPOSED
AMEIIDMENT
Wilsonville East (p) 412 295 Tier 5 - Resource RSIA

TOTAL 2,871 1,470
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McLatn#4
Amendment
lnclude in the UGB expansion a small portion of Tier 5 resource land in the Evergreen Study
Area.
Rational
This area can help meet the identified industrial land need, is in an area where urban services are
available, is a logical extension of the 2002 Shute Road expansion, is supported by the local
jurisdiction and is not in the Hillsboro Airport runway protection zone.

See attached map.

Table of Amended UGB Areas

(p) partial areas

STIITABILITY FACTORS
TOTAL
ACRES

NET
ACRES

TIER and
DESIGNATION

2040
Design
Tvpe

Access Proximity Slopes
less
l00A

RECOMMENDED
EXPANSION

AREAS
Damascus West 102 69 Tier 4 - Resource Industrial

IndustrialTualatin 646 339 Tier 1-Exception
Tier 4 -Resource IndustrialQuarry (p) 354 236

575 t64 Tier I -Exception IndustrialBorland Rd N. (pl
Beavercreek 63 30 Tier 4 -Resource Industrial
Coffee Creek (p) 264 97 Tier I - Exception Industrial

RSIAWilsonville East (p) 641 460 Tier 5 - Resource
9l Tiersl&5-Mixed RSIACornelius (p) 206
149 Tiersl&3-Mixed RSIAHelvetia (p) 249

TOTAL 3,100 1,635
PROPOSED
AMEIIDMENT

RSTAEvergreen (p) t2t 99 Tier 5- Resource
TOTAL 3,221 1,134
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Newman #4
Amendment
Add a portion of the Evergreen Study Area south of Waible Creek. This portion of the study
area has been divided into three expansion scenarios and includes Tier 5 resource land and
exception land. The third expansion scenario (C) also includes a small portion of land in the
Jackson School Road Study Area.
Rational
This area can help meet the identified industrial land need and urban services are available, it is a
logical extension of the 2002 Shute Road expansion area, and the expansion area is supported by
the local jurisdiction.

See attached map.

Table of Amended UGB Areas

(p) partial areas

STIITABILITY FACTORS
coo

RECOMMENDED
EXPANSION

AREAS

TOTAL
ACRES

NET
ACRES

TIER and
DESIGNATION

2040
Design
Type

Access Proximity SIopes
less
100

Damascus West t02 69 Tier 4 - Resource lndustrial
Tualatin 646 339 Tier l-Exception Industrial
Quarry (p) 354 236 Tier 4 -Resource Industrial
Borland Rd N. 1p; 575 164 Tier 1 -Exception Industrial
Beavercreek (p) 63 30 IndustrialTier 4 -Resource
Coffee Creek (p) 97 Tier I - Exception Industrial
Wilsonville East (p) 641 460 Tier 5 - Resource RSIA
Cornelius 1p1 206 9l Tiersl&5-Mixed RSTA
Helvetia 1p; 249 149 Tiersl&3-Mixed RSIA

TOTAL 3,100 1,635
PROPOSED
AMENDMENT
Evergreen (AXp) t2t 99 Tier 5 - Resource RSIA
Evergreen (A&BXp) 357 297 Tierl&5-Mixed RSIA
Evergreen & Jackson
School len&O(n)

516 357 Tierl&5-Mixed RSIA

TOTAL (A) 3,221 1,734
TOTAL (A&B) 3,457 1,932

TOTAL (AB&C) 3,616 1,992

264
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Hosticka #3
Amendment
Include a 50-acre portion of the Hillsboro South Study Area near the intersection of Tualatin
Valley Highway and SW 229th Avenue. The area proposed is Tier 5 resource land.
Rational
Newland Communities' proposed mixed-use development project for the Hillsboro South Study
Area includes some land designated for employment/industrial use. This 50-acre portion of the
site provides for the development of this industrial land component adjacent to existing industrial
land.

See attached map.

Table of Amended UGB Areas

(p) partial areas

STIITABILITY FACTORS
coo

RECOMMENDEI)
EXPANSION

AREAS

TOTAL
ACRES

I\ET
ACRES

TIER and
DESIGNATION

2040
Design
Type

Access Proximity Slopes
less
l0o/o

Damascus West 102 69 Tier 4 - Resource Industrial
Tualatin 646 339 Tier l-Exception Industrial
Quarry (p) 354 236 Tier 4 -Resource Industrial
Borland Rd N. (p) 57s 164 Tier I -Exception lndustrial
Beavercreek (p) 63 30 Tier 4 -Resource lndustrial
Coffee Creek (p) 264 97 Tier I - Exception Industrial
Wilsonville East (p) 641 460 Tier 5 - Resource RSIA
Comelius 1p; 206 9t Tiersl&5-Mixed RSIA

RSIAHelvetia 1p; 249 149 Tiersl&3-Mixed
TOTAL 3,100 1,635

PROPOSED
AMENDMENT
Hillsboro South (p) 50 50 Tier 5 - Resource RSIA

TOTAL 3,1 50 I,685
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Christina Billington - Msg for Council from Mayor Mark Cottle, City of Shenvood Page 1

From:
To:
Date:
Subject:

"Chris Wiley" <wileyc@sherwood.or.us>
< metrocou ncil@metro-region.org>
0G10312004 1 :54:02 p.m.
Msg for Council from Mayor Mark Cottle, City of Sherwood

Dear Chair Bragdon and Councilors:

I support the concept of granting to local jurisdictions control over
UGB expansions. However, I understand that this is a difficult delemia,
while METRO hasn't always done what Sherwood has requested in regards to
UGB expansion, METRO has been respectful of our desires and has worked
with us in mitigating the impact of the expansion on Sherwood and
Sherwood appriciates that fact.

I understand the delemia METRO faces, one month or one year a City wants
additional land, in this case industrial land, and the next month or
year it doesn't. With transportation issues luming ahead, industrial
needs pressing fonrvard and a faster groMh than expected in the area, it
would be seemingly impossible for METRO to do what each City wants.

I would hope that METRO would take into account the following when
expanding the UGB:

1 . The historic desires of the affected jurisdications;

2. The industrial needs or residential needs of not only the region but
the affected jurisdications; 3. The transportion corridors affected by
the growth.

ln addition, any land brought in should have reasonable conditions
imposed upon them that address the above three issues, including planned
transportions corridors, buffer zones or transitional zoning areas. One
worry is that new industrial land would abut single family homes. There
needs to be an allowance for transitional zoning.

Thank you for allowing me to express myself at this late hour.

C.L. "Chris" Wiley

Asst City Mgr/City Recorder

City of Sherwood

20 NW Washington St

Sherwood OR 97140-8032

Office # 503-625-4246

Fax # 503-625-4254

ObOT/c'/{



Christina Billington - URGENT: Letter for President Bragdo n and Metro Councilors
--=*- 

Page

OOA34.. _ OC

1

From:
To:
Date:
Subject:

"Katz, Vera" <vkatz@ci.portland.or.us>
"'billingtonc@metro.dst.or.us"' <billingtonc@metro.dst.or.us>
OGl03l2O04 1 :30:09 p.m.
URGENT: Letter for President Bragdon and Metro Councilors

June 3, 2004

I am writing concerning your upcoming hearing on Title 4. As you know, the
City of Portland has participated in discussions at MTAC and MPAC concerning
both Code Language and mapping of industrial areas. The City worked many
months with its stakeholders to designate over 94% of the City's industrial
sanctuary lands as Regionally Significant lndustrial Areas (RSlAs). Near
the end of these discussions, an issue arose concerning siting of both
medical and dental office buildings and hospitals, for which there has been
little time for study and deliberation. I would like to make clear the City
of Portland's position concerning both medical and dental office buildings
and hospitals. Our experience is that these facilities can and should be
located in 2040 centers, main streets, and corridors. Such facilities
generate a high volume of client and customer traffic. Located outside of
centers, such facilities may consume both large amounts of land and generate
large volumes of auto traffic.

As you know, the City of Portland has a long history of industrial sanctuary
policies that encourage the retention of industrial lands and key industrial
employers and restrict incompatible uses. We believe these policies are
consistent with the intent of Title 4. As a result, we reached the
conclusion that allowing for the siting of these facilities in the RSIAs and
regional employment areas would be inappropriate. We do support examining
the specific needs of such facilities as part of the GMELS.

Thank you for your consideration

Best regards,

YeraKa|z
Mayor

cc "'bardes@metro.dst.or. us"' <bardes@metro.dst.or. us>

Dear David and Members of Metro Council:



26aia* -a7

City of

WILSONVILLE
ln OPEGON

30000 SWTovwr Center L,oop E

Wlsonville, Oegon 97 07 O
603) 682-10r r

603)682-1015 Fcr<

60s) 682-0843 rDD

June 3, 2004

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

RE: Ordinance No. 04-1040. MPAC recommendation

As the Metro Council considers the COO's recommendation regarding expansion of the
UGB for industrial lands, the City of Wilsonville encourages the adoption of the MPAC
recommendation of May 26,2004. Like any proposal, the MPAC recommendation
required compromise on the part of local governments in order to meet the industrial land
supply goals, but in the end there was agreement that this represents a plan local
governments can support.

Most importantly for the future of industrial development, all the hosting jurisdictions are
supportive of the MPAC recommendation. At a time when infrastructure dollars are
scarce it is difficult enough to provide services for new lands even with full support from
all the partners involved. Without the enthusiastic support of the host jurisdiction, the
ability to actually develop these lands is seriously compromised.

Expanding onto FFU lands anywhere in the region is a serious and irreversible decision.
In order to avoid doing so, we should reassess the needs analysis, redouble our efforts to
redevelop existing vacant industrial lands, clean up existing brownfields, and provide the
infrastructure necessary for industrial lands that are currently constrained by lack of
infrastructure. When we must expand onto EFU lands, at the very least it should be with
the concurrence of both the regional and local governments.

There was some discussion at last week's Metro Council meeting about whether or not
industrial lands are a benefit or a burden to local communities. That depends largely on
whether the specific industrial lands fit with local planning goals. Communities like
Wilsonville with a large percentage of industrial land for our size (33o/o vs. 22o/o for
Portland) know that the key to successful accommodation of industrial land is good
planning for location and infrastructure, especially where trucking is involved.

Wilsonville is very proud of our industrial and trucking community and we appreciate the
benefits it provides us. We will continue to actively provide for even more industrial
lands, but with careful and thoughtful planning. No one's vision of a complete



community is Swan Island. For more than thirty years we have been trying to achieve
that delicate balance between residential, commercial, and industrial uses that results in a
complete community and that accommodates all three with minimal conflicts. We have
enjoyed Metro's leadership and support in reaching those planning goals in the past and
look forward to our mutual commitment to those goals in the future.

Sincerely

efl"m-+u--
Charlotte Lehan
Mayor of Wilsonville



d/2?/c -ag

()ornelrus - Oreqon s Famrly Town CITY oF CoRNE,LIIJS
June 3, 2004

Council President David Bragdon
& Metro Councilors
Metro
600 NE Grand Avenue
Poftland, Oregon 97232

Re: Addition of 78 Buildable Acres to Cornelius Industrial Related UGB Expansion

Dear President Bragdon and Metro Councilors:

Our Mayor Steve Heinrich asked us to follow up his letter to you, dated May 18 and requesting
that parcels representing 78 buildable acres be added to the 91 acres Metro staff has
recommended for future industrial uses, The letter is to delineate the reasons why this additional
land would benefit our community and result in better consistency with state land use goals and
guidelines and economic development objectives.

Metro staff determined that the recommended UGB expansion netting 91 buildable industrial acres
north of Council Creek scored highly for urban suitability and met the difficult test of "use EFU land
only when necessary". Following are the reasons the addition of another net 78 acres of land for
industry is necessary. This additional land:

1. Creates industrial area of an estimated 170 contiguous acres instead of 91 acres,
presenting a more attractive location for a large job-intense development(s). It also makes
the site eligible for Governor/state assistance for sites > 100 acres. The locations of Merix
(high-tech) in Forest Grove and Stewart Stiles Trucking (national transport) in Cornelius are
evidence of the suitability of large industrial sites in Washington County well off the I-5
corridor.

2. Increases the probability of full street and utility improvements rather than partial
improvements along Hobbs and Susbauer Roads, which is a more efficient and safer
provision of urban services.

3. Implies a 307o savings in construction costs of urban services, including streets, storm
drainage, water and sanitary sewer lines, because twice the development (both sides of the
road) share the cost burden.

4. Allows for the best east/west collector street and storm water, water, power, cable and
telephone utility network development through the industrial area, and the least disruption
of existing development. The additional parcel west of Susbauer provides for the logical
extension of Hobbs Road to the west, with all appropriate utilities. The Metro
recommended west frontage of Susbauer creates a less than ideal utility network and
implies displacement of established homes and new outbuilding on both sides of Susbauer
at the only appropriate location to bring an east-west collector street through.



5. Best meets Corne_li_us grg.q! negd for suitable land for employment-intensive uses,
iecognizihg ttre'foitowing Chdracteristics of our City:

6. Results in a healthier proportion of total land zoned for industrial use (17o/o rather than
current 9%), h.e._a"l_thigf .[ald Use.b_ElA.nce and allows us to move further down the road of
building a complete and sustainable community.

7. Is EEU--lgld similar to the land in the Helvetia and Evergreen expansion recommendations,
but different in that it more compellingly r1egqa "lqq!_Lggg{ lgst and is absolutely
necessary to meet other state land use goals and other regional goals for this area. Please
note that the Washington County Farm Bureau has not taken a position on Cornelius' UGB
expansion recommendations. Many farmers in this immediate area understand the
symbiotic relationship of our community and surrounding agriculture industry and do not
fear a reasonable compromise that assures the sustainability of both urban and rural
business and life.

We hope that these reasons will be of help to Metro staff in writing the findings necessary to
suppoft what we believe to be simple common sense and good subregional planning. We hope
the Council will seriously consider this new total of an estimated 170 acres of buildable industrial
land for inclusion in the UGB. We all have an important common goal of protecting agricultural
land in this rich Tualatin Valley AND building a healthy urban region made up of complete
sustainable communities. This limited expansion for future urban uses is a good decision.

Along with our Mayor, we thank you for Metro's partnership and your
the best possible regional solutions to regional and local issues.

continued efforts in ing

Kline
City Manager

Di
City Engineer

Richard Meyer
Planning Director
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Corhelius . Oreqon's Famrly Town CITY oF CoRNELIIJS
May 18, 2004

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

Re: Addition of L7O Buildable Acres to Cornelius Industrial Related UGB Expansion

Dear President Bragdon and Metro Councilors:

We want to help you with a problem

Because of the considerable opposition to the expansion of cetain Metro recommended industrial
lands in the vicinity of Tualatin and Wilsonville, we think it appropriate to recommend more
suitable land adjacent Cornelius as an alternative way for Metro to meet its industrial land goal.
Please consider this addition to our April letter of support for Metro staff recommendations for
industrial land related Urban Growth Boundary expansion, as they affect the area north of the City
of Cornelius.

There are an estimated 78 buildable acres in five lots at the west end and along the north side of
Hobbs Road east of Susbauer Road that would make it easier for Cornelius to provide urban
utilities to the 91 acres of Metro recommended industrial area. These parcels are separated from
farmland to the nofth by the expansive Dairy Creek floodplain and are a natural extension of Metro
recommendations.

Most of the owners of these lands suppoft being included in the UGB. All of this land scored highly
for suitability for industrial use in Metro's Industrial Lands Study, except that they are EFU lands.
They are all, however, south of Dairy Creek, which has been commonly mentioned as a "hard"
boundary between future urban reserve land and rural reserue land. This land would add to the
attraction of industry to this area and would make extension of urban services even more logical,
easier and cost effective.

Our City pafticipated in all the public discussion of industrial land and agricultural land protection.
We are committed to work at both building a complete sustainable community and long-term
suppoft and protection of a sustainable agricultural industry in western Washington County. We
can responsibly handle projected urban development and management of the considerable natural
resources in this area at the same time. Our emphasis on citizen and landowner suppoft and
pafticipation in local government is a big help.



It will be much easier and cost effective to extend utilities and street improvements if both sides of
Hobbs Road can be developed at urban standards and much safer if Hobbs Road is extended to
the west to serve the new industrial area between Susbauer and Cornelius-Scheffiin Roads. Since
most public improvements are paid for, as private development requires them, the expansion
currently recommended by Metro staff limits the efficiencies of urban seruice extension possible
with a little more room. A plan that results in half-street improvements and unaligned industrial
collector streets is unnecessarily costly, unsafe, and inefficient and is not good planning.

We propose that the Metro staff recommended UGB boundary be extended one tax lot deep along
the north side of Hobbs Road as it turns west and to include the tax lot just west side of Susbauer
Road at the end of Hobbs Road. A map of these additions to our support of Metro
recommendations is attached.

Again, we have done our best in our area of western Washington County to clarify our City's
reasoning and intentions and the process for citizens pafticipating in this decision. The City of
Cornelius has long identified land nofth of Council Creek for UGB expansion to serve six critical
community and regional needs.

1. Increase the meager supply of medium-large lot industrial land,
2. Support specific agriculture and high-tech industries that are regionally significant, locally

based, publicly invested in and widely acclaimed,
3. Provide efficient cost-effective urban services for existing & projected citizens & businesses,

and for adjacent exception and rural lands,
4. Sustain regionally significant natural resources, pafticularly along Council Creek,
5. Provide localjobs for the community with the longest average commute in the region, thus

saving time, energy and relieving traffic congestion, and
6. Make Cornelius a more complete, balanced and financially sustainable community.

We have made it clear to folks that inclusion within the Regional UGB does not mean that
annexation to the City is imminent. The City of Cornelius has no intention of annexing land unless
and until the owner wishes to annex, It is also our understanding that inclusion within the UGB
will not affect property taxes until it is presented for sale or development for urban uses.

We appreciate Metro's listening to our small voice and recommending a reasonable expansion this
year. We hope you will consider this new total of an estimated 170 acres of buildable industrial
land for inclusion in the UGB. We all have an important common goal of protecting agricultural
land in this rich Tualatin Valley and building complete sustainable communities. This limited
expansion for future urban uses is a good decision.

Your partner in reaching all of Oregon's land use goals,

Steve Heinrich
Mayor, City of Cornelius
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CITY F H ILLSBORO

June 1,2004

Hon. David Bragdon, Metro Council President
And Metro Councilors

600 NE Grand Avenue
Portland, OR97232

RE: Potential Evergreen Road lndustrial Site UGB Expansion.

Dear President Bragdon and Metro Councilors

The Evergreen Road Site (372 gross, 310 net acres) is included in Metro Councilor Newman
Amendment to Ordinance 04-1040 and in the list of proposed lndustrial UGB expansion sites
that are recommended for Council approval by unanimous MPAC vote taken on May 26'h'
Hillsboro fully supports its inclusion in the Newman Amendment and the recommended MPAC
list of Sites. Should the Metro Council decide to add the Site to the UGB in June, we
respectfully request that the approximately 147 acres of "exception lands" immediately west of
the Site also be add to the UGB as a part of the Evergreen Road Site for the practical and legal
reasons cited below. This additional area is shown on the attached map.

Leqal Considerations
The 1 4J acres of "exception lands" are right next to the Evergreen Road Site. In terms of
location and access to public infrastructure, they are similarly suited for industrial use as the 310
net acres of resource lands within the Site. Thus, a literal reading of the ORS 197.298 land
priority hierarchy would suggest that these exception lands be brought into the UGB ahead of
similarly suitable resource lands.

Bringing in the 147 acres as a pan of the Evergreen Road Site rvould eliminate this possible legal
issue relative to adding the resource land within the Evergreen Road Site to the UGB as currently
described in the Newman Amendment and MPAC list of Sites. This action would result in the
resource land being bracketed by two exception land areas (to the west and northeast) and
industrial areas inside the UGB (to the east and south). It would, then, strengthen the
conformance of the Evergreen Road Site under both the statutory land priority system, the Goals
2 Exceptions Criteria and the Goal 14, Factors 3-7 land suitability criteria.

Practical Concerns:
The following practical concerns support inclusion of the l4J acres of exception lands into the
UGB as part of the Evergreen Road Site:

'123 West Main Street, Hillsboro, Oregon 97123-3999 503/681-6113 FAX 503/681-6232 ' www.ci.hillsboro.or.us
AN EQUAL OPPORTUNITY EMPLOYER PRINTED ON RECYCLED PAPER
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Hon. David Bragdon
June 1,2004
Page 2.

Ilard Agriculture Boundary
We presume that the current Evergreen Road Site boundary in the Newman Amendment and
MPAC list of Sites, which stops at NW Sewell Road, seeks to set a clear and firm edge between
urban industrial development within the Site and rural and agricultural uses west of Sewell Road.
As you may know, the west edge of the 147 acres of exception lands generally abuts a Hillsboro
Airport Runway Clear Zone. Federal and State regulations prohibit the construction of buildings
and urban activities within this Zone as do Hillsboro Zoning regulations. The Clear Zone can
provide a perrnanent "hard edge" between industrial uses east of the Zone and agriculture uses
within, and to the west and north of the Zone which would be equally firm as a Sewell Road
agriculture-urban edge.

Airport Compatibility
Scattered rural residences, open areas and forest patches occupy the 147 acres. Public testimony
at your recent hearing on Ordinance 04-1040 in Hillsboro informed you that some residents
within this area directly north of the Hillsboro Airport are very concerned about Airyort noise
impacts and possible future safety issues on their community arising from airport departures and
landings and flight training exercises. Industrial use of the area would eliminate these land use
compatibility issues. The Porl of Portland has long supported conversion of areas immediately
north of Evergreen Road to industrial use.

Full Accommodation of "Industrial Land Need"
MPAC discussions on May 26'h indicate that, ultimately, a few sites contained in the Newman
Amendment and the MPAC list of Sites may be unacceptable to a majority of the Council and/or
the LCDC. If the Evergreen Road Site is accepted by the Council and LCDC, adding the l4l
acres of exception lands to this Site could offset any loss of acreage needed to fulfill the 2O-year
lndustrial Land Need caused by one or more of the other pending Sites either in the Newman
Amendment and/or MPAC list of Sites being dropped fiom Metro Council consideration during
its June deliberations and final action on Ordinance 04-1040.

Thank you for considering this request

Sincerely:

CITY OF HILLSBORO

Tom Hughes
Mayor

Attach:
copy: Hillsboro City Council
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Oregon Live.com
Everything OrEgon

Urban growth boundary is key to noise issue
Monday, May 31,2004

B eginning next week, Hillsboro Aviation's student helicopter pilots will begin practicing in a new
flight pattern to reduce noise over homes near Hillsboro Airport.

It isn't a perfect solution, but it appears it is about all that can be done right now. But that may
change.

The new pattern was the best deal Hillsboro Mayor Tom Hughes could broker given the hostility
between neighborhood activists and the folks who operate and use the alrport.

The Hillsboro mayor agreed three months ago to try to get everyone involved in the noise issue
at the same table.

"l was pretty pragmatic about the situation," he says. "l didn't think the sky was going to open
and we were going to have a solution everyone liked."

He got a compromise no one likes

"lguess if everyone is kind of mad at you, you've done your job," he says.

This is the airport's third helicopter pattern, and lt is only a temporary one

The airport runways form an X, with the landing strips going northwest and northeast. The Alpha
paltern is in the V formed on the west side, the Bravo pattern is in the V on the east.

The new pattern, called Delta, lies over airport property in the V on the north side of the X along
the easlern runway. Eventually, most of that area will become another pattern, Charlie.

Hughes and Max Lyons, who operates the helicopter school, hope the Delta pattern will reduce
noise over nearby homes. While that pattern is being used, additional landing sites will be built in
the northern V to accommodate the larger Charlie pattern.

The Charlie pattern will take the helicopters over land that is mostly owned by the Port of
Portland, which also owns the airport. Some of the property is used for industry and is home lo a
few high-tech plants, and a few parcels are owned by private individuals.

One of the private property owners is Henry Oberhelman, who has been active in airport noise
issues for the past few years and is treasurer of the group complaining about the choppers.

"Poor Henry," Hughes says. "l really do feel sorry for him. The problem is that no matter what
you do to alleviate noise in one place, you shift it someplace else."

And because Oberhelman and his wife work from their home, they have little chance to escape
ir.

http://www.oregonlive.com/printer/printer.ssf?/base/metro_west_news/1 0858322249300.xm1 61112004
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There may be help on the way for him and his neighbors, though

Last week, Metro was asked to consider expanding the urban groMh boundary to accommodate
more industry north of Hillsboro. The land the city wants to see developed is under the proposed
Charlie pattern. lf the land comes inside the boundary, its value willjump and the homeowners
may have enough incentive to sell and move elsewhere.

It is the best chance the Port has to resolve the noise issue

For Hughes, one of the issue's greatest frustrations is that the city and the Port have little
authority over airport operations because of FederalAviation Administration rules.

But Hughes says the face-to-face discussions by neighbors, Lyons, the Port, the FAA and the
city have elevated the problem to one where "the Port takes it pretty seriously now."

It is overdue

For years, the Port -- focused on similar problems at Portland lnternationalAirport - dragged its
feet and generally tried to ignore the complaints in Hillsboro. But now it is time to get serious.

First, the Port needs to encourage Metro to bring that land inside the growth boundary

Once that happens, the Port should begin writing checks for whatever it takes to convince people
living there that their lives would be better if they had different, quieter addresses.

The airport noise is a problem that won't go away. The city knows it, and the Port knows it. The
city has done all it can. Now it's the Port's turn to do the same.

Jerry F. Boone's columns appear Mondays and Wednesdays. Contact him at 503-294-5960;
jfboone@aol.com or jerryboone@news.oregonian.com. His columns can be found online at
www. ore gon live. com/news/oregon i anljerry_boone/

Copyright 2004 Oregon Live. All Rights Reserved.
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