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MEETING: METRO POLICY ADVISORY COMMITTEE  
DATE: January 26, 2005 
DAY:  Wednesday, 5:00-7:00 p.m. 
PLACE: Metro Council Chamber/Annex 
 

REVISED 
 

NO AGENDA ITEM PRESENTER ACTION TIME 
    
 CALL TO ORDER Hoffman   
     
1 SELF INTRODUCTIONS, ONE MINUTE 

LOCAL UPDATES & ANNOUNCEMENTS 
All  20 min. 

     
2 CITIZEN COMMUNICATIONS FOR NON-

AGENDA ITEMS 
  3 min. 

     
3 CONSENT AGENDA 

• January 12, 2005 
• MTAC Approval of Members for 2005 

Hoffman Decision 10 min. 

     
4 COUNCIL UPDATE Hosticka  5 min. 
     
5 GOAL 5 UPDATE Hosticka Update 5 min. 
     
6 MEASURE 37 UPDATE Hoffman Update 5 min. 
     
7 URBAN GROWTH MANAGEMENT 

FUNCTIONAL PLAN 2004 COMPLIANCE 
REPORT 

Hosticka/Cotugno Discussion 40 min. 

 • Title 7 Affordable Housing 
• Title 11 Planning for New Urban Areas 

   

     
8 MPAC WORK PROGRAM FOR 2005 Hoffman Discussion 30 min. 
     

 
UPCOMING MEETINGS:
February 9 & 23, 2005 
 
 

For agenda and schedule information, call Kim Bardes at 503-797-1537. e-mail: bardes@metro.dst.or.us 
MPAC normally meets the second and fourth Wednesday of the month. 

To receive assistance per the Americans with Disabilities Act,  
call the number above, or Metro teletype 503-797-1804. 

To check on closure or cancellations during inclement weather please call 503-797-1700. 



 
METRO POLICY ADVISORY COMMITTEE MEETING RECORD 

January 12, 2005 – 5:00 p.m. 
Metro Regional Center, Council Chambers 

 
Committee Members Present: Charles Becker, Nathalie Darcy, Rob Drake, Dave Fuller, John Hartsock, 
Jack Hoffman, Tom Hughes, Tom Imeson, Richard Kidd, Charlotte Lehan, Deanna Mueller-Crispin, 
Alice Norris, Tom Potter, Dan Saltzman, Martha Schrader, Ted Wheeler 
 
Alternates Present: Ed Gronke, John Leeper 
 
Also Present: Robert Bailey, Oregon City; Hal Bergsma, City of Beaverton; Jim Bernard, City of 
Milwaukie; Bev Bookin, CREEC; Ron Bunch, City of Gresham; Al Burns, City of Portland; Cindy Catto, 
AGC; Bob Clay, City of Portland; Karin Hansen, City of Portland; Laura Hudson, City of Vancouver; Gil 
Kelley, City of Portland; Stephan Lashbrook, City of Lake Oswego; Doug McClain, Clackamas County; 
Pat Ribellia, City of Hillsboro; Jonathan Schlueter, Westside Economic Alliance; Amy Sheckla-Cox, City 
of Cornelius; David Zagel, TriMet 
 
Metro Elected Officials Present: Liaisons – Carl Hosticka, Council District 3; Susan McLain, Council 
District 4; Robert Liberty, Council District 6    others: Rod Park, Council District 1; Brian Newman, 
Council District 2; David Bragdon, Council President 
 
Metro Staff Present: Kim Bardes, Dick Benner, Dan Cooper, Andy Cotugno, Chris Deffebach, Kelley 
Webb 
 

1.  INTRODUCTIONS 

 
Mayor Charles Becker, MPAC Chair, called the meeting to order 5:08 p.m. Those present introduced 
themselves. 
 
2. ANNOUNCEMENTS 
 
Council President David Bragdon introduced the new Metro Council liaisons. 
 
3. CITIZEN COMMUNICATIONS 
 
There were none.  
 
4. CONSENT AGENDA 
 
Meeting Summary December 8, 2005. 
 
Motion: Richard Kidd, Mayor of Forest Grove, with a second from Tom Hughes, Mayor of 

Hillsboro, moved to adopt the consent agenda without revision. 
 
Vote: The motion passed unanimously. 
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5. COUNCIL UPDATE 
 
Council President David Bragdon thanked Mayor Becker for his service as MPAC Chair. He said that 
Council had accepted the MPAC recommendation with regard to the Fish & Wildlife/Goal 5 Program and 
that Metro would be crafting a program along the lines of what MPAC had recommended to the Metro 
Council. He reviewed the “Get Centered Campaign” schedule. He said that Metro was underway with the 
Metropolitan Transportation Improvement Plan. He reviewed some changes for the Greenspaces Policy 
Advisory Committee membership.  
 
6. ELECTION OF OFFICERS FOR 2005 
 
Tom Hughes reviewed the recommendations from the nominations committee as outlined in a 
memorandum from Rob Drake, which was included in the meeting packet and forms a part of the record. 
 
Motion: Tom Hughes moved to accept the nominations as put forward in the memorandum from 

Mayor Rob Drake nominating Jack Hoffman as Chair, Richard Kidd as 1st Vice Chair, and 
David Fuller as 2nd Vice Chair. 

 
Vote: The motion passed unanimously. 
 
Tom Hughes commended Chuck Becker on his year as chair and thanked him for his hard work. 
 
Chuck Becker said that what made the group so successful was that all the members recognized and 
respected one another. 
 
Chair Hoffman said he appreciated the job that Mayor Becker had done as well. 
 
Alice Norris introduced commissioner Bob Bailey, Oregon City, who would be serving as her alternate on 
MPAC. 
 
7. MPAC WORK PROGRAM FOR 2005 
 
Chair Hoffman said that he had called about half of the members to ask them what they would like to 
focus on for 2005. He reviewed those ideas and expressed what he would like to see for the year. He 
asked the members to let him know what they would like to see for discussion points and said that he 
would return in two weeks with a list/work plan. He passed out the new map showing the new urban 
growth boundary with the 26th city of Damascus, which is attached and forms part of the record. 
 
8. LIVELY CENTERS 
 
Kelley Webb reviewed the Lively Centers “Get Centered” campaign. She distributed a sheet on the 
purpose and message of the campaign, which is attached and forms part of the record. 
 
Chair Hoffman said it was important to encourage the city center partners to participate in this campaign.  
 
9. MEASURE 37 UPDATE 
 
Dan Cooper distributed a copy of a resolution that the Metro council adopted that required the Chief 
Operating Officer to formulate regional policy options relating to ballot measure 37 (BM 37). He talked 
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about what had transpired since it went into effect, and related information from the most recent meeting 
of lawyers to discuss BM 37. He then reviewed the resolution, which is attached and forms part of the 
record. 
 
Council President David Bragdon said that Dan Cooper and other attorneys from jurisdictions around the 
region had met after the election to talk about BM 37. Dan Cooper had reported to MPAC on that meeting 
and MPAC had concluded that there were more than just legal issues to consider. That discussion 
prompted the Council to create a working group. He said that Metro Council unanimously supported 
partnering with local government on BM 37. Metro had not received claims but jurisdictions had and 
would be receiving claims that pertained to functional plan requirements promulgated by Metro. 
Convening the working group would help them all to sort through matters. He said it would be more 
efficient to develop/talk about establishing consistencies, standards, and criteria for evaluating claims. He 
also said that sharing of information and having information in a centralized place would help 
jurisdictions. Metro could also provide technical support via the data resource center. He said that they 
could try to develop some vision for alternative, non-regulatory means to achieve the same outcomes that 
regulations used to achieve.  
 
Dan Cooper said that if people wanted to participate then they should contact the MPAC Coordinator. He 
said that he was in the process of scheduling another session with the local attorneys. He said that the 
working group needed more policy/technical folks that would assist in the “bigger issues.”  
 
Chuck Becker offered the participation of the attorney from the City of Gresham. 
 
Martha Schrader said that she would participate.  
 
Doug McClain, Clackamas County, said that they had received 26 claims, all outside of the UGB 
boundary. The majority of those claims had been based on lot size concerns that claimants wanted waived 
or to receive compensation. Only one claim was about commercial use of property. Clackamas County 
had sent notices to nearby cities and other agencies such as the state and Metro to determine if a claim 
would affect them as well. He said that they hadn’t scheduled the public hearing to evaluate those claims, 
but that would happen within six (6) weeks. 
 
Brent Curtis, Washington County, said that they had close to 40 claims, and that all but one rural claim 
involved lot sizes. He said that the County had decided to move slowly on the process as they expected 
that the broad community, policy makers, planners, and lawyers would make policy and Washington 
County would like to wait until some of that took place before moving forward. 
 
David Bragdon said that Carl Hosticka and Robert Liberty would be the Metro delegates for that working 
group. 
 
Charlotte Lehan said that the Wilsonville attorney would participate. She said that there were no claims 
yet, but there had been several inquiries and they anticipated claims soon. She said that Wilsonville would 
be interested in the industrial lands piece discussion because they had some land along I-5 at issue. The I-
5 proximity for warehouse could not compete with commercial use at the price level. That issue would 
impact the industrial lands base. 
 
Tom Hughes said that the City of Hillsboro would be interested in participating. The issue for Hillsboro 
was that claims were often in rural areas immediately adjacent to the UGB. He said that the type of 
development that went into the areas immediately adjacent to the UGB would be a huge concern for 
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Hillsboro. He said they were looking for a mechanism to figure out how to provide assurances about 
development that ultimately gave them the value of the land but that didn’t require them to commit 
immediately. 
 
Chair Hoffman said that the work group would be made up of elected officials, planners, lawyers, and 
members of the private sector as well.  
 
Robert Liberty said that BM 37 was not just a problem for lawyers but also a policy issue. 
 
Dan Cooper said that the working group would function with a policy group and a technical group so that 
they wouldn’t have an over large group and could be more efficient.  
 
Larry Cooper said that Multnomah County would have a participant in the group but he wasn’t sure who 
that was yet. 
 
Chair Hoffman asked about the timeline.  
 
Dan Cooper said the first meeting would be around the 1st week of February. 
 
Chair Hoffman reviewed those that had volunteered for the work group: Hillsboro, Washington County, 
Clackamas County, Multnomah County, Wilsonville, Lake Oswego, and Gresham. He said that the work 
group would get together in a couple of weeks and that Mike Jordan, Metro Chief Operating Officer, 
would be recruiting for the work group. 
 
10. PROPOSED CHANGES TO GOALS 9 & 14 
 
Dick Benner reviewed the materials included in the packet. He also reviewed the comments from MTAC, 
which are attached and form part of the record.  
 
Rob Drake asked about short-term versus long-term land supply. He said that there was more need for 
transportation dollars than there were funds available. He also questioned land availability in the short 
term. He wondered how they would make sure that there was enough developable land in a reasonable 
amount of time when they made the next round of UGB decisions. He said it would be a long time before 
Damascus would bear fruit. He wondered how they could more accurately address the short-term and 
long-term land supply needs of the region. On the surface it might look as though there was really 20-
years of land supply because everything took so long to prepare for development. 
 
Dick Benner said that issue was addressed by giving more attention to strategy for bringing sites on-line 
as the 20-years went by. There were some ideas that would focus on short-term supply to bring sites on-
line that were not part of the 20-year supply. He said that it would surprise him if the agency was 
contemplating doing things in a dramatically different fashion because the state was about to launch a 
“big look.” That was why there was no radical departure on how to bring land into the boundary and 
make sure that it was part of the short-term supply, and why it wasn’t directly addressed in the rule. 
 
Carl Hosticka said that creating a supply of industrial land that was available and usable was not a 
function of drawing up rules but rather involved money and collectively marshalling resources. He said 
that many of the people who had taken part in that discussion were not actually part of the region, and 
therefore much of the discussion was centered on the smaller cities surrounding the region. 
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Rob Drake said that he worried about the rules because they had become an obstacle to moving forward.  
 
Tom Hughes asked if there would be changes to the issue of responsibility to Goal 9 in the second round? 
 
Dick Benner pointed out some new definitions that addressed his question. He said that there wasn’t a 
radical departure. He then reviewed the material included in the packet for Goal 14. 
 
Richard Kidd asked if local government meant Metro or individual jurisdictions in the Goal 14 
document? 
 
Dick Benner said "local government" was defined to mean cities, counties, Metro and special districts. 
The goals used the term "cities and counties" if the intent was to exclude Metro and special districts. 
Since Goal 14 used "local government" in the instance that Mayor Kidd identified, it included Metro. 
 
11. FISH & WILDLIFE PROGRAM 
 
Chris Deffebach gave a PowerPoint presentation. She distributed copies of the slides, which are attached 
and form part of the record.  
 
Chair Hoffman said that the program would come back for a study session in February or March in order 
to get buy-in from the jurisdiction councils. 
 
There being no further business, Chair Hoffman adjourned the meeting at 6:46 p.m. 
 
Respectfully submitted, 
 
 
 
Kim Bardes 
MPAC Coordinator 
 

ATTACHMENTS TO THE RECORD FOR JANUARY 12, 2005 
 
The following have been included as part of the official public record: 

 
AGENDA ITEM 

DOCUMENT 
DATE 

 
DOCUMENT DESCRIPTION 

 
DOCUMENT NO. 

#7 MPAC Work 
Program 2005 

January 2005 Map of Jurisdictional Boundaries 011205-MPAC-01 

#8 Lively Centers January 2005 Get Centered flyer explaining what the 
program is and listing members of the 
committee 

011205-MPAC-02 

#9 Measure 37 
Update 

12/14/04 Resolution N0. 04-3520, For the 
Purpose of Directing the COO to 
Formulate Regional Policy Options 
Relating to Ballot Measure 37 

011205-MPAC-03 

# 10 Goals 9 & 14 1/5/05 Memorandum to Andy Cotugno from 
Lydia Neill re: Summary of MTAC 
Comments on Goal 9 

011205-MPAC-04 

 



MPAC Meeting Record 
January 12, 2005 
Page 6  
 
# 10 Goals 9 & 14 1/7/05 Email from Richard Benner and Bob 

Rindy distributing Proposed 
Amendments to Statewide Planning 
Goal 14 and Proposed Amended 
Administrative Rules and Proposed 
Administrative Rule Amendments 

011205-MPAC-05 

#11 Fish & Wildlife 
Program 

1/12/05 PowerPoint Presentation copies of 
slides re: Metro Fish & Wildlife 
Habitat Protection 

011205-MPAC-06 
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To:   MPAC 
 
From:   Council President David Bragdon 
 
Subject:  Regional Aspirations 
 
Date:   January 19, 2005 
 
Each year, we all try to take stock of our progress toward our goals.  Last week, the Metro 
Council looked at one statistical indicator, as required by our code, which measures local 
governments’ compliance with regional plans. One item we track, the Urban Growth 
Management Functional Plan Annual Compliance Report for 2004, was presented to us by our 
staff last week and is included in the agenda packet for the January 26 MPAC meeting. The 
report indicates that most cities are in compliance with Titles 1 through 6.  Local communities 
seem to be having the most difficulty with Title 7 Affordable Housing and Title 11 Planning for 
New Urban Areas.   
 
I have requested Chair Jack Hoffman to allow time on the MPAC agenda for an open discussion 
of the factors affecting a city or county’s ability to fulfill the aspirations that we collectively set 
as a region.  Our Council understands there may be a variety of reasons why a city or county has 
not met Metro Code requirements, including finding the code to be unrealistic or due to a lack of 
financial resources.  There may be other reasons that will surface in a discussion around the 
MPAC table.  It is my hope that, by examining the reasons we seem to be falling short in some 
areas we will be in a better position to consider a range of solutions.  In our Council discussion, 
many of our members expressed the view (which I share) that the compliance report itself is just 
a clerical means to an end and that the real focus of our discussion should be the achievement of 
results, for example, the production of housing options.  We hope that an open discussion with 
MPAC on January 26 in that spirit will lead to some practical outcomes.   
 
In the meantime, our Council will hold off on further discussion of the annual “compliance” 
resolution (originally scheduled for January 27 but now deferred) pending a fuller discussion 
with you.   
 
Thank you.  
 
cc:  Metro Councilors 



URBAN GROWTH MANAGEMENT FUNCTIONAL PLAN 
ANNUAL COMPLIANCE REPORT 

December 23, 2004 
DRAFT 

 
 
INTRODUCTION 
 
Metro Code 3.07.880 requires an annual Urban Growth Management Functional Plan Annual 
Compliance Report and requires that this report include: 

• An accounting of compliance with each requirement of the Functional Plan by each city 
and county in the district. 

• A recommendation for action that would bring a city or county into compliance with the 
functional plan requirement and advice to the city or county whether it may seek an 
extension pursuant to Metro Code 3.07.850 or an exception pursuant to Metro Code 
3.07.860. 

• An evaluation of the implementation of the Functional Plan and its effectiveness in 
helping achieve the 2040 Growth Concept. 

 
This report outlines the status of each local government’s effort to comply with Titles 1 through 7 
and Title 11 of the Functional Plan since the adoption of the 2003 Compliance Order and any 
outstanding compliance issues. Compliance for Titles 1 through 7 is presented in a compliance 
matrix in Appendix A, Tables 1 through 7 and summarizes compliance by jurisdiction. 
Attachment 1 to this compliance report is the Title 7 Affordable Housing component that 
provides a detailed analysis of Title 7 compliance issues. Title 11 reporting is presented by area 
rather than by jurisdiction.  
 
EVALUATION OF THE IMPLEMENTATION OF THE FUNCTIONAL PLAN 
 
A primary goal of regional policy contained in the Regional Framework Plan is efficient use of 
land within the urban growth boundary (UGB). The Urban Growth Management Functional Plan 
helps the region achieve that goal by setting forth specific actions that local governments can 
take to use land more efficiently. Those actions include setting minimum densities, increasing 
zoned capacities for dwelling units and jobs, permitting accessory dwelling units, limiting the 
amount of land dedicated to parking and enhancing the role of centers in the region. 
 
The region has reached a compliance rate of 99% for Titles 1 through 6 requirements as shown 
in Appendix B. Compliance for Title 7 is at 62% and only three local governments have met all 
of the Title 7 reporting requirements. Passage of ballot measure 37 has delayed some local 
government action on Title 3 compliance legislation. 
 
Some progress is being made by those local governments that have Title 11 planning 
responsibilities, however, compliance with Title 11 is complex and expensive. For example, new 
areas will often be government and serviced by more than one jurisdiction or service provider, 
requiring multi-party coordination. Even if the area falls within one jurisdiction, it can be costly 
and time-consuming to carry out the Title 11 planning. Furthermore, some of the areas are not 
contiguous to city boundaries, requiring intervening land to be annexed prior to Title 11 
planning. As a result of these issues, several areas will likely not meet deadlines scheduled for 
2005.  According to the Office of Metro Attorney, the Council has several options available to it 
should local governments not meet their Title 11 deadline. These include 1) extension of time to 
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complete planning, 2) amending the UGB ordinance to allow more time for completion by a local 
government, 3) providing Metro resources to assist local government, 4) relying on landowners 
in an area to complete Title 11 planning for consideration by the local government or 5) pursue 
an enforcement action according to Metro Code. These may not be the only options available to 
the Council. If the Council chooses, staff can research further possible options. 
 
GENERAL COMPLIANCE ISSUES 
 
Ordinance No. 02-969B, adopted by the Metro Council in December 2002, contained 
amendments to Titles 1, 4 and 6 of the Functional Plan. Ordinance No. 04-1040B, adopted by 
the Metro Council in June 2004, amended Title 4 of the Functional Plan. A number of these 
amendments require local governments to take action by July 7, 2005 to comply with new 
requirements. In addition, when land is brought into the Urban Growth Boundary, conditions 
including a timeline for compliance are placed on those areas.  In May 2004, the Chief 
Operating Officer sent a letter to local governments clarifying the requirements of the third year 
(2004) report of Title 7. These compliance issues are summarized below. 
 
Title 1: Requirements for Housing and Employment Accommodation 
Two reporting requirements were added to Title 1. Local governments are required to report 
annually on changes in capacity and biennially on the actual density of new residential 
development. 
 
Title 4: Industrial and Employment Areas 
A new design type, Regionally Significant Industrial Areas (RSIAs) was added and changes 
were made to Industrial Areas. Local jurisdictions will have new reporting requirements in 2005. 
 
Title 6: Central City, Regional Centers, Town Centers and Station Communities 
Title 6 requires each city and county with a center shown on the 2040 Growth Concept Map to 
develop a strategy to enhance centers within their jurisdiction by December 31, 2007. To assist 
in evaluating the effectiveness of Title 6, each local government with a center is to biennually 
report on the progress of Centers. The next report will be due April 15, 2006. 
 
Title 7: Affordable Housing 
 
Title 7 requires each jurisdiction to: a) adopt voluntary affordable housing production goals; b) 
adopt policies ensuring that their comprehensive plan and implementing ordinances include 
diverse range of housing, measures to maintain existing supply and increase dispersion of 
affordable housing, and measures to increase housing for all income levels; c) consider 
amendment of their comprehensive plan and implementing ordinances with land use tools and 
strategies; and d) submit three progress reports in 2002, 2003 and 2004.  
 
In May 2004, Metro’s Chief Operating Officer sent a letter to local jurisdictions clarifying the 
requirements of the third year (2004) report due in June 2004. The third report requires that: 
 

“….each city and county within the Metro region shall report to Metro on the outcome of 
the amendments to its comprehensive plan and implementing ordinances pending at the 
time of submittal of the report described in subsection B of this section and on the public 
response, if any, to any implementation adopted by the city and county to increase the 
community’s stock of affordable housing, including but not limited to the tools and 
strategies in subsection 3.07.730.B. “ 
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As used above: 
Outcome includes: 
1. Affordable housing projects that were initiated or completed as a result of the 

implementation of the tools and strategies described in the previous sections, including 
the number of units produced and income level/s served; and 

2. Partnerships that were created between the city and affordable housing developers 
(non-profit developers and private sector developers) 

3. Pending amendments to the comprehensive plan and implementing ordinances. 
 

Public response means: A summary of comments of developers and citizens expressed 
during the consideration of affordable housing strategies, including the following: 
1. Affordable housing production goals; 
2. Policies to ensure diversity of housing types, maintaining the existing supply and 

increasing the opportunities for new dispersed affordable housing, and increasing 
opportunities for household of all income levels to live within the jurisdiction; 

3. Land use affordable housing tools and strategies: i) density bonus; ii) replacement 
housing; iii) inclusionary housing; iv) transfer of development rights; iv) elderly and 
people with disabilities; vi) local regulatory constraints – discrepancies in planning and 
zoning codes, and local permitting or approval process; and vii) parking; 

4. Other affordable housing tools and strategies: i) replacement housing resulting from 
urban renewal; ii) inclusionary housing in urban renewal districts; iii) fee waivers or 
funding incentives; iv) promotion of affordable housing for incomes 50% to 120% of the 
regional median household income (RMHI); and v) joint coordination or action to meet 
the affordable housing production goals; and 

5. Funding for housing. 
 
Title 8: Compliance Deadlines 
Metro is required to notify local governments of the deadlines for compliance with the 
requirements of the Functional Plan. Appendix C lists the schedule of compliance dates. 
 
Title 11: Planning for New Urban Areas 
The purpose of Title 11 is to guide planning for conversion from rural to urban use for land that 
is brought into the UGB. Interim protection measures and planning requirements are placed on 
the land as a condition to the ordinances that add land to the UGB. The conditions include a 
timeline for compliance that varies by area. 
 
OUTSTANDING COMPLIANCE ISSUES BY TITLE 
 
Title 1: Wilsonville has not provided a capacity analysis as required by Title 1. 
 
Title 3: Lake Oswego, West Linn and Clackamas County have not fully complied with the Water 
Quality Performance Standards as required by Title 3. 
 
Title 6: Gresham did not submit a progress report on Centers as required by Title 6. 
 
Title 7:  
• Three jurisdictions – Beaverton, Portland and Multnomah County – have fully complied with 

all the requirements of Title 7 by submitting the three progress reports, adopting affordable 
housing production goals and policies in their comprehensive plans and code, and adopting 
most of the land use strategies. 
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• Two jurisdictions – Fairview and King City – have complied with almost all of the Title 7 
requirements by indicating the two strategies currently implemented in the cities, and 
considering but declining to adopt the rest of the strategies. 

• Four jurisdictions – Cornelius, Johnson City, Rivergrove and Sherwood – have not 
submitted any of the three progress reports. 

• The other 18 jurisdictions1 have complied partially with the Title 7 requirements. 
 
These compliance issues are shown in Appendix D, Outstanding Compliance Elements. 
 
 
RECOMMENDATIONS FOR ACTION TO BRING JURISDICTIONS INTO COMPLIANCE 
WITH TITLES 1 THROUGH 7 
 
Titles 1 though 6 
  
There are five jurisdictions – Gresham, Lake Oswego, West Linn, Wilsonville, and Clackamas 
County -- that have not yet met all of the requirements of Titles 1 through 6. Lake Oswego and 
West Linn are not in compliance for Title 3 Water Quality Resource Area Performance 
Standards. Gresham has not submitted a Centers progress report as required by Title 6 and 
Wilsonville has not submitted a capacity analysis required by Title 1. Lake Oswego and West 
Linn are working on their compliance requirements. Clackamas County is requesting an 
exception to Title 3 for a small portion of the county. Staff recommends that Gresham and 
Wilsonville formally be requested to attend the public hearing on compliance to explain to the 
Council the status of their compliance work and when the work will be completed.  
 
Title 7  
 
Ten jurisdictions (Beaverton, Durham, Fairview, Gladstone, Maywood Park, Portland, Tigard, 
West Linn, Multnomah County and Washington County) have submitted the three progress 
reports, but only three (Beaverton, Portland and Multnomah County) have fully complied with 
Title 7 requirements.  Among the remaining jurisdictions, some have submitted one or two 
reports that do not have complete information, while four (Cornelius, Johnson City, Rivergrove 
and Sherwood) have not submitted any report. 
 
Staff recommends that the assessment of the region’s affordable housing supply effort in early 
2005 will provide comprehensive information on factors creating barriers to affordable housing 
production in the region.  The information will help the new HTAC to be created in early 2005 by 
the Metro Council to understand the housing problems in the region and recommend 
appropriate roles for the variety of local jurisdictions in the region. 
 
TITLE 11: PLANNING FOR NEW URBAN AREAS 
 
Title 11 guides planning for converting land brought into the UGB from rural to urban uses. Title 
11 has interim protection measures (Metro Code 3.07.1110) and planning requirements (Metro 
Code 3.07.1120). When land is brought into the boundary, meeting the requirements of Title 11 
is one of the conditions of approval. Title 11 does not require interim protection measures to be 
codified in local comprehensive plans and implementing ordinances. 
 
 
1 The new City of Damascus is not included in this count. 
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Since land is added to the UGB by area, not all jurisdictions are required to comply with Title 11. 
A jurisdiction may have more than one area added at one time or over a series of additions to 
the boundary and all must meet the requirements of Title 11. As a result, compliance is reported 
on an area basis rather than on a jurisdictional basis. 
 
3.07.1110 Interim Protection of Areas Brought into the Urban Growth Boundary
This section requires no affirmative actions by local governments. Instead, it includes four 
provisions for preserving the condition of land until the planning requirements of Metro Code 
3.07.1120 are completed. The local governments responsible for the protection measures are 
the counties. An exception to this is Area 94 brought into the UGB in 2002 and largely within the 
City of Portland. 
 
Under this section, a county may not approve any of the following four actions: 

1.  Land use regulations or zoning map amendments that increase residential density 
2.  Land use regulations or zoning map amendments that allow commercial and 
industrial uses not previously allowed to occur prior to the completion of the concept 
planning process 
3.  Any land division or partition that would result in the creation of any new parcel that 
would be less than 20 acres in total size 
4.  In a Regionally Significant Industrial Area, a commercial use that is not accessory to 
an industrial use, schools, churches or other institutional or community services intended 
to serve people who do not work or reside in the area 
 

The counties, under Title 8 (Metro Code 3.07.820), are currently required to report to Metro land 
use regulations or zoning map amendments such as items 1 and 2 above. During this reporting 
period, Metro has not received notification of any such action by Clackamas, Multnomah or 
Washington counties. The Metro Code does not require counties to notify Metro of “land use 
decisions” such as land divisions or conditional use permits in a specific zone thus Metro has no 
information to report on measures 3 and 4. During the past year, Clackamas, Multnomah and 
Washington counties have not approved any of the above listed actions and thus are in 
compliance with the Title 11 interim protection measures. 
 
3.07.1120 Urban Growth Boundary Amendment Urban Reserve Plan Requirements
This section requires that all land added to the UGB be subject to adopted comprehensive plan 
amendments consistent with all applicable titles of the Functional Plan including the 
requirements of Title 11 planning. Either a city or a county can complete the planning. As a 
condition of approval for all land added to the UGB in 2002 and 2004 a timeframe was placed 
on individual areas for completion of the Title 11 planning. At this time, no local jurisdiction is out 
of compliance with Title 11 planning requirements; however, several jurisdictions will likely not 
meet their March 2005 planning timeline. The chart below summarizes the status of each Title 
11 planning area. A map showing these areas will be available in January 2005.    
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TITLE 11 NEW AREA PLANNING 

(as of December, 2004) 
 

Project Lead 
Government 

Plan  
Deadline 

Status  
  

1998 UGB Expansion    
Pleasant Valley Concept 
Plan 

Gresham and 
Portland 

NA Concept plan and implementation planning completed; zoning 
adopted 

1999 UGB Expansion    
Villebois Village Wilsonville NA Concept plan and comprehensive plan amendments & zoning 

complete; construction underway 
Witch Hazel Community 
Plan 

Hillsboro March 
2005 

Concept plan complete; City adopted comprehensive plan 
amendment in February 2004; zoning will be adopted upon 
annexation. 

2002 UGB Expansion    
Springwater 
Community Plan 

Gresham March 
2005 

Planning process ongoing; three alternatives have been 
narrowed to one  

Damascus/Boring 
Concept Plan 

Clackamas County March 
2007 

Core values completed; inventory phase complete; 
alternatives developed and now being evaluated 

Park Place Master Plan Oregon City March 
2007 

Developer portion of area to work with neighborhood 
residents in developing plan for all three sites 

Beavercreek Road Oregon City March 
2007 

Area residents hired consultant to develop a concept plan 

South End Road Oregon City March 
2007 

City has no plans for this area yet 

West Linn West Linn or 
Clackamas County 

March 
2005 

City has no plans for this area yet 
Not likely to complete on time 

East Wilsonville Wilsonville March 
2007 

No action; some early talks on part of residents and 
homebuilders 

Northwest Wilsonville Wilsonville March 
2007 

No action; the city had a consultant do a preliminary urban 
reserve plan in 1998 

Brookman Road Area Sherwood or 
Washington Co 

March 
2007 

No plans for concept planning at this time  

Study Area 59 Sherwood or 
Washington 
County 

March 
2005 

City to work with school district to site facilities; concept 
planning and annexation complete within 3 years;  
Not likely to complete on time 

Cipole Road Sherwood March 
2005 

No plans for concept planning at this time 
Not likely to complete on time 

99W Area Sherwood March 
2005 

No plans for concept planning at this time. City 
Transportation System Plan to be completed first 
Not likely to complete on time 

NW Tualatin Tualatin March 
2005 

The city received a TGM grant and planning is underway  

Tonquin Site 
 
 
 
 

Tualatin March 
2007 

These two sites, known as ‘SW Tualatin’, are being planning 
together. The city received a TGM grant for $170,000 and 
will be underway 

Tigard Sand and  
Gravel Site 

Tualatin March 
2007 
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Project Lead 
Government 

Plan 
Deadline 

Status 
  

King City King City March 
2005 

Planning completed; annexed to city 

Bull Mountain Area 
(Study Area 63) 

Tigard or 
Washington 
County 

March 
2005 

City and county need to first work out agreements about 
serving areas and then a planning timeline 
Not likely to complete on time 

Bull Mountain Area 
(Study Area 64) 

Tigard or 
Washington 
County 

March 
2005 

City and county need to first work out agreements about 
serving area and then a planning timeline 
Not likely to complete on time 

Cooper Mountain Washington 
County, Beaverton 
or Hillsboro 

March 
2005 

Washington County and Beaverton not pursuing planning at 
this time 
Not likely to complete on time 

Study Area 69 Washington 
County or 
Hillsboro 

March 
2005 

Washington County and Hillsboro not pursuing planning at 
this time (area not in Beaverton planning areas) 

Study Area 71 Hillsboro March 
2005 

Portion contained in Witch Hazel Community Plan; 
remainder of area to be planned in new few years 
Not likely to complete on time 

Study Area 77 Cornelius March 
2005 

Concept plan complete; City adopted comprehensive plan and 
zoning amendments, and annexed the area in January 2004 

Shute Road Site Hillsboro March 
2005 

Concept plan complete; City adopted comprehensive plan and 
zoning in late 2003; annexed to Metro; shovel-ready site 
status pending  
 

Forest Grove Swap Forest Grove March 
2005 

Work plan being developed 
Not likely to complete on time 

Bethany Beaverton or 
Washington 
County 

March 
2005 

County to do planning after appeals completed  
Not likely to complete on time 

Bonny Slope (Study Area 
93) 

Multnomah 
County 

March 
2005 

County analyzing options to implement Title 11; some land 
owners examining privately-lead plan and self-funding;  
Metro Council adopted Resolution 04-3518 directing Metro 
staff to facilitate the completion of concept planning 
Not likely to complete on time 

Area 94 Portland March 
2009 

City considering budgeting for planning during FY 2005-06. 
Appeal is pending for this area 

2004 UGB Expansion  
 

 Areas not yet acknowledged by LCDC 
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Status of Compliance by Jurisdiction 

by Functional Plan Title 
 

Titles 1 through 7 
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Title 1:  Housing and Employment Accommodation  
 Capacity Analysis  Change in 

capacity 
reporting 

Metro Code 
3.07.120  

3.07.120(D)2

Map of design 
types 
3.07.130 

Minimum 
density 
3.07.140(A) 

Partitioning 
standards 
3/07.140(B) 

Accessory 
dwelling units  
3.07.140(C) 

Accessory 
dwelling units 
in centers 
3.07.140(C) 

Reporting  
Requirements3

3.07.140(D) 

Beaverton In compliance  In compliance in compliance in compliance in compliance 07/07/05 4/15/06 
Cornelius In compliance  In compliance    In compliance In compliance In compliance N/A 4/15/06 
Durham In compliance  In compliance In compliance In compliance In compliance N/A 4/15/06 
Fairview In compliance  In compliance In compliance In compliance In compliance 07/07/05 4/15/06 
Forest Grove In compliance  In compliance     In compliance In compliance In compliance 07/07/05 4/15/06 
Gladstone In compliance  In compliance In compliance In compliance In compliance 07/07/05 4/15/06 
Gresham In compliance  In compliance In compliance In compliance In compliance 07/07/05 4/15/06 
Happy Valley In compliance  In compliance In compliance In compliance In compliance 07/07/05 4/15/06 
Hillsboro In compliance  In compliance In compliance In compliance In compliance 07/07/05 4/15/06 
Johnson City In compliance  In compliance In compliance In compliance In compliance N/A 4/15/06 
King City In compliance  In compliance In compliance In compliance In compliance 07/07/05 4/15/06 
Lake Oswego In compliance  In compliance In compliance In compliance In compliance 07/07/05 4/15/06 
Maywood Park In compliance  In compliance In compliance In compliance In compliance N/A 4/15/06 
Milwaukie In compliance  In compliance In compliance In compliance In compliance 07/07/05 4/15/06 
Oregon City In compliance  In compliance In compliance In compliance In compliance 07/07/05 4/15/06 
Portland In compliance  In compliance     In compliance In compliance In compliance 07/07/05 4/15/06 
Rivergrove In compliance  In compliance In compliance In compliance In compliance N/A 4/15/06 
Sherwood In compliance  In compliance     In compliance In compliance In compliance 07/07/05 4/15/06 
Tigard In compliance  In compliance In compliance In compliance In compliance 07/07/05 4/15/06 
Troutdale In compliance  In compliance     In compliance In compliance In compliance 07/07/05 4/15/06 
Tualatin In compliance  In compliance     In compliance In compliance In compliance 07/07/05 4/15/06 
West Linn In compliance  In compliance In compliance In compliance In compliance 07/07/05 4/15/06 
Wilsonville In progress  In compliance In compliance In compliance In compliance 07/07/05 4/15/06 
Wood Village In compliance  In compliance In compliance In compliance In compliance 07/07/05 4/15/06 
Clackamas County In compliance  In compliance In compliance In compliance In compliance 07/07/05 4/15/06 
Multnomah County In compliance  In compliance In compliance  In compliance In compliance N/A 4/15/06 
Washington County In compliance  In compliance In compliance In compliance In compliance 07/07/05 4/15/06 

 
2 Required only if capacity changes 
3 Report contains actual density of new residential development per net developed acre authorized in those zoning districts that allow residential 
development in the preceding 24 months. 



 

Title 2:  Regional Parking Policy  
 Minimum/Maximum

Performance Standards 
  Variance Process 

3.07.220(A)(1) and (2) 
3.07.220(A)(3) 

Blended Ratios 
3.07.220(B) 

Beaverton  In compliance In compliance In compliance 
Cornelius   In compliance In compliance In compliance 
Durham In compliance In compliance In compliance 
Fairview   In compliance In compliance In compliance 
Forest Grove In compliance In compliance In compliance 
Gladstone   In compliance In compliance In compliance 
Gresham  In compliance In compliance In compliance 
Happy Valley In compliance In compliance In compliance 
Hillsboro In compliance In compliance In compliance 
Johnson City In compliance In compliance In compliance 
King City In compliance In compliance In compliance 
Lake Oswego In compliance In compliance In compliance 
Maywood Park In compliance In compliance In compliance 
Milwaukie   In compliance In compliance In compliance 
Oregon City In compliance In compliance In compliance 
Portland      In compliance In compliance In compliance
Rivergrove   In compliance In compliance In compliance 
Sherwood   In compliance In compliance In compliance 
Tigard      In compliance In compliance In compliance
Troutdale   In compliance In compliance In compliance 
Tualatin   In compliance In compliance In compliance 
West Linn In compliance In compliance In compliance 
Wilsonville In compliance In compliance In compliance 
Wood Village In compliance In compliance In compliance 
Clackamas County In compliance In compliance In compliance 
Multnomah County In compliance In compliance In compliance 
Washington County In compliance In compliance In compliance 
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 Title 3:  Water Quality, Flood Management and Fish and Wildlife Conservation 
 Flood Management Performance 

Standards 
3.07.340(A) 

Water Quality Performance 
Standards 
3.07.340(B) 

Erosion and Sediment Control 
3.07.340(C) 

Beaverton  In compliance In compliance In compliance 
Cornelius  In compliance In compliance In compliance 
Durham In compliance In compliance In compliance 
Fairview  In compliance In compliance In compliance 
Forest Grove In compliance In compliance In compliance 
Gladstone     In compliance In compliance In compliance
Gresham In compliance In compliance In compliance 
Happy Valley In compliance In compliance In compliance 
Hillsboro In compliance In compliance In compliance 
Johnson City In compliance In compliance In compliance 
King City In compliance In compliance In compliance 
Lake Oswego In compliance In progress In compliance 
Maywood Park NA NA In compliance 
Milwaukie   In compliance In compliance In compliance 
Oregon City In compliance In compliance In compliance 
Portland    In compliance In compliance In compliance
Rivergrove  In compliance In compliance In compliance 
Sherwood  In compliance In compliance In compliance 
Tigard    In compliance In compliance In compliance
Troutdale  In compliance In compliance In compliance 
Tualatin  In compliance In compliance In compliance 
West Linn In compliance In progress In compliance 
Wilsonville In compliance In compliance In compliance 
Wood Village NA In compliance In compliance 
Clackamas County In compliance Exception Requested  In compliance 
Multnomah County In compliance In compliance In compliance 
Washington County In compliance In compliance In compliance 
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 Title 4:  Industrial and Other Employment Areas 
 Protection of Regionally Significant 

Industrial Areas 
3.07.420 

Protection of Industrial Areas 
3.07.430 

Protection of Employment Areas 
3.07.440 

Beaverton   NA 7/7/05 In compliance 
Cornelius    NA 7/7/05 In compliance
Durham    NA 7/7/05 In compliance
Fairview    7/7/05 7/7/05 In compliance
Forest Grove NA 7/7/05 In compliance 
Gladstone    NA NA In compliance
Gresham    7/7/05 7/7/05 In compliance
Happy Valley 7/7/05 NA NA 
Hillsboro    7/7/05 7/7/05 In compliance
Johnson City NA NA NA 
King City NA NA NA 
Lake Oswego NA 7/7/05 In compliance 
Maywood Park NA NA NA 
Milwaukie  NA 7/7/05 In compliance 
Oregon City 7/7/05 7/7/05 In compliance 
Portland  7/7/05 7/7/05 In compliance 
Rivergrove   NA NA NA 
Sherwood  NA 7/7/05 In compliance 
Tigard  NA 7/7/05 In compliance 
Troutdale  7/7/05 7/7/05 In compliance 
Tualatin 7/7/054 7/7/05 In compliance 
West Linn NA NA In compliance 
Wilsonville 7/7/05 In compliance In compliance 
Wood Village NA 7/7/05 In compliance 
Clackamas County 7/7/05 7/7/05 In compliance 
Multnomah County NA 7/7/05 In compliance 
Washington County NA 7/7/05 In compliance 

 
 
4 Area is in unincorporated Washington County but Tualatin is has grant to plan for area and area is expected to be annexed to Tualatin 
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Title 5:  Neighbor Cities and Rural Reserves 
 
 

Rural Reserves 
3.07.520 

Green Corridors 
3.07.520 

Beaverton  NA NA 
Cornelius  NA NA 
Durham  NA NA 
Fairview  NA NA 
Forest Grove NA NA 
Gladstone  NA NA 
Gresham NA In compliance 
Happy Valley NA NA 
Hillsboro   NA In compliance
Johnson City NA NA 
King City NA NA 
Lake Oswego NA NA 
Maywood Park NA NA 
Milwaukie NA NA 
Oregon City NA In compliance 
Portland NA NA 
Rivergrove NA NA 
Sherwood NA In compliance 
Tigard NA NA 
Troutdale NA NA 
Tualatin NA In compliance 
West Linn NA In compliance 
Wilsonville NA In compliance 
Wood Village NA NA 
Clackamas County In compliance In compliance 
Multnomah County NA In compliance 
Washington County In compliance In compliance 
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 Title 6:  Central City, Regional Centers, Town Centers and Station Communities 
 Develop a Strategy to Enhance 

Centers (Due 12/31/2007) 
3.07.620 

Special Transportation Areas 
3.07.6305

Encourage Siting 
Government Offices in 
Centers 
3.07.640 

Reporting on Centers Progress  
3.07.650 

Beaverton In compliance 07/07/05 07/07/05 In compliance  
Cornelius   NA NA NA NA 
Durham     NA NA NA NA
Fairview    12/31/07 07/07/05 07/07/05 In compliance
Forest Grove 12/31/07 07/07/05   07/07/05 In compliance
Gladstone    12/31/07 07/07/05 07/07/05 In compliance
Gresham   12/31/07 07/07/05 07/07/05  
Happy Valley 12/31/07 07/07/05   07/07/05 In compliance
Hillsboro    12/31/07 07/07/05 07/07/05 In compliance
Johnson City NA NA NA NA 
King City 12/31/07 07/07/05   07/07/05 In compliance
Lake Oswego 12/31/07 07/07/05   07/07/05 In compliance
Maywood Park NA NA NA NA 
Milwaukie    12/31/07 07/07/05 07/07/05 In compliance
Oregon City 12/31/07 07/07/05   07/07/05 In compliance
Portland    12/31/07 07/07/05 07/07/05 In compliance
Rivergrove    NA NA NA NA 
Sherwood    12/31/07 07/07/05 07/07/05 In compliance
Tigard    12/31/07 07/07/05 07/07/05 In compliance
Troutdale    12/31/07 07/07/05 07/07/05 In compliance
Tualatin    12/31/07 07/07/05 07/07/05 In compliance
West Linn 12/31/07 07/07/05 07/07/05 In compliance 
Wilsonville    12/31/07 07/07/05 07/07/05 In compliance
Wood Village 12/31/07 07/07/05   07/07/05 In compliance
Clackamas County 12/31/07 07/07/05   07/07/05 In compliance
Multnomah County 12/31/07 07/07/05   07/07/05 In compliance
Washington County 12/31/07 07/07/05   07/07/05 In compliance
 
 
5 Any city or county that has adopted a Centers Development Strategy (3.07.620) and measures to discourage commercial retail use along state 
highways outside of centers shall be eligible for designation of a center as a Special Transportation Area. A Special Transportation Area is a 
designation authorized by the Oregon Transportation Commission for urban street design features on state highways. 
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Title 7: Affordable Housing 

First Progress Report – 2002 Second Progress Report – 2003 Third Progress Report – 2004  
 

Voluntary 
Goals 

15 Strategies 
Addressed  Report 

Received 
Consideration by 

Elected Body 
Report 

Received 
Consideration by 

Elected Body 
Report 

Received  
Consideration by 

Elected Body 
Beaverton Adopted     Completed Received  No Received  Yes Received   Yes
Cornelius         
Durham      Partial Received No Received  Yes  Received  Yes 
Fairview  Partial Received Yes Received  Yes Received  Yes 
Forest Grove          Partial Received Yes
Gladstone  Partial  Received  Yes  Received Yes  Received  Yes 
Gresham          Partial Received Yes Received Yes
Happy Valley  Partial  Received Yes      
Hillsboro  Partial  Received No      
Johnson City         
King City     Received  Yes Received  Yes 
Lake Oswego         Received Yes Received Yes
Maywood Park  Partial  Received Yes  Received Yes    Received Yes
Milwaukie          Partial Received Yes
Oregon City  Partial  Received Yes Received  Yes   
Portland Adopted        Completed Received No Received Yes Received Yes
Rivergrove         
Sherwood         
Tigard           Partial Received Yes Received Yes Received No
Troutdale          Partial Received Yes Received Yes
Tualatin          Partial Received No
West Linn  Partial  Received No  Received     No Received Yes
Wilsonville  Partial  Received Yes Received  Yes   
Wood Village          Partial Received No Received Yes
Clackamas County          Partial Received No
Multnomah County Adopted         Completed Received No Received No Received Yes
Washington County         Partial Received Yes Received Yes Received Yes
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Summary of Compliance with the Functional Plan
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Functional Plan Title No. of Applicable Jurisdictions  No. of Jurisdictions in Compliance  Percentage Complete 
 
Title 1 – minimum densities 27 27 100% 
Title 1 – partitioning standards 27 27 100% 
Title 1 – accessory dwelling units 27 27 100% 
Title 1 – map of design types 27 27 100% 
Title 1 – capacity analysis 27 26 (analysis completed) 96% 
Total Title 1 135 134 99%  
 
Title 2 – minimum/maximum 
standards 

27   27 100%

Title 2 – variance process 27 27 100% 
Title 2 – blended ratios 27 27 100% 
Total Title 2 81 81 100% 
 
Title 3 – floodplain standards 25 25 100% 
Title 3 – water quality standards 26 23 88% 
Title 3 – erosion control standards 27 27 100% 
Total Title 3 78 75 96% 
 
Title 4 – retail in Industrial Areas 20 20 100% 
Title 4 – retail in Employment 
Areas 

22   22 100%

Total Title 4 42 42 100% 
 
Title 5 – rural reserves  2 2 100% 
Title 5 – green corridors 10 10 100% 
Title 5 - Total 12 12 100% 
 
Title 6 – Centers Development 
Strategy 

22 Due December 2007  

Title 6 – Siting Government Offices  22 Due July 2005  
Title 6 – Reporting on Centers 
Progress 

22   21 95%

Total Title 6 22   21 95%
Total Titles 1-6 370 365 99% 
    
Title 7 – 1st progress report 27 – due January 31, 2002  21 (received) 78% 
Title 7 – 2nd progress report 27 – due December 31, 2003  17 (received) 63% 
Title 7 – 3rd progress report 27 – due June 30, 2004  12 (received) 44% 
Total Title 7 81 50 62% 



APPENDIX C:  
COMPLIANCE DATES FOR THE 

URBAN GROWTH MANAGEMENT FUNCTIONAL PLAN 
 

When Local Decisions Must Comply  Functional Plan Requirement 
Plan/Code 

Amendment 
3.07.810(D)6

Land Use 
Decision 

3.07.810(E)7

Adoption 
 

3.07.810(B)8

Title 1: Determine capacity for housing and jobs 
(3.07.120.A) 

  12/08/02 
 

Title 1: Report changes to jobs/housing capacity 
annually 
(3.07.120.D) 

  07/07/05 and 
4/15 each 
subsequent year

Title 1: Map design types 
(3.07.130) 

12/08/00 12/08/01 12/08/02 

Title 1: Adopt minimum density 
(3.07.140.A) 

12/08/00 12/08/01 12/08/02 
 

Title 1: No prohibition to partition lots twice the minimum 
size 
(3.07.140.B) 

12/08/00 12/08/01 12/08/02 
 

Title 1: Allow accessory dwelling unit in SFD 
(3.07.140.C) 

12/08/00 12/08/01 12/08/02 
 

Title 1: Allow accessory dwelling unit in attached SFD in 
Centers and Stations 
(3.07.140.C) 

07/07/03 07/07/04 07/07/05 

Title 1: Report density of residential development 
(3.07.140.D) 

  07/07/05 

Title 2: Parking minimum and maximum standards 
(3.07.220.A.1) 

01/07/98 01/07/99 01/07/00 

Title 2: Adopt maximum parking standards 
(3.07.220.A.2) 

01/07/98 01/07/99 01/07/00 

Title 2: Adopt blended parking ratios in mixed-use areas 
(3.07.220.B) 

01/07/98 01/07/99 01/07/00 

Title 2: Establish a variance process 
(3.07.220.A.3) 

01/07/98  01/07/00 

Title 2: Monitor and report parking data annually 
(3.07.220.D) 

01/07/98  01/07/00 and 
each 
subsequent year

 
 
6 A city or county that amends its plan to deal with the subject of a Functional Plan requirement any time 
after the effective date of the requirement (the date noted) must ensure that the amendment complies 
with the Functional Plan 
7 A city or county that has not yet amended its plan to comply with a Functional Plan requirement must, 
following one year after acknowledgement of the requirement (the date noted), apply the requirement 
directly to land use decisions 
8 Cities and counties must amend their plans to comply with a new Functional Plan requirement within two 
years after acknowledgement of the requirement  (the date noted) 



 
When Local Decisions Must Comply  Functional Plan Requirement 

Plan/Code 
Amendment 
3.07.810(D)6

Land Use 
Decision 

3.07.810(E)7

Adoption 
 

3.07.810(B)8

Title 3: Adopt model or equivalent and map or 
equivalent  
(3.07.330.A) 

12/08/00) 
  

12/08/01 12/08/02 

Title 3: Floodplain management performance standards 
(3.07.340.A) 

12/08/00 
 

12/08/01 12/08/02 

Title 3: Water quality performance standards 
(3.07.340.B) 

12/08/00 12/08/01 12/08/02 

Title 3: Erosion control performance standards 
(3.07.340.C) 

12/08/00 12/08/01 12/08/02 

Title 3: Fish and wildlife habitat 
Conservation 
(3.07.350) 

   

Title 4: Map RSIAs in new UGB additions 
(3.07.420.A) 

07/07/03 07/07/04 07/07/05 

Title 4: Map RSIAs in pre-expansion UGB 
(3.07.430.B) 

07/07/03 07/07/04 07/07/05 

Title 4: Limit uses in Regionally Significant Industrial 
Areas 
(3.07.420) 

07/07/03 07/07/04 07/07/05 

Title 4: Limit retail uses in Industrial Areas (60,000 sq ft) 
(3.07.430) 

01/07/98 01/07/99 01/07/00 

Title 4: Limit retail uses in Industrial Areas (20,000 sq ft) 
(3.07.430) 

07/07/03 07/07/04 07/07/05 

Title 4: Limit retail uses in Employment Areas (60,000 sq 
ft) 
(3.07.440) 

1/07/98 01/07/99 01/07/00 

Title 4: Limit retail uses in Employment Areas 
(3.07.440) 

07/07/03 07/07/04 07/07/05 
 

Title 5: Rural reserves 
(3.07.520) 

01/07/98  01/07/00 

Title 5: Green corridors 
(3.07.520) 

01/07/98  01/07/00 

Title 6: Develop a strategy for each Center 
(3.07.620) 

  12/31/07 

1 A city or county that amends its plan to deal with the subject of a Functional Plan requirement any time 
after the effective date of the requirement (the date noted) must ensure that the amendment complies 
with the Functional Plan 
1 A city or county that has not yet amended its plan to comply with a Functional Plan requirement must, 
following one year after acknowledgement of the requirement (the date noted), apply the requirement 
directly to land use decisions 
1 Cities and counties must amend their plans to comply with a new Functional Plan requirement within two 
years after acknowledgement of the requirement  (the date noted) 
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When Local Decisions Must Comply  Functional Plan Requirement 

Plan/Code 
Amendment 
3.07.810(D)6

Land Use 
Decision 

3.07.810(E)7

Adoption 
 

3.07.810(B)8

Title 6: Address barriers to siting government offices in 
centers 
(3.07.640) 

  Based on 
Center 
Development 
Strategy 

Title 6: Require demonstration that government offices 
cannot be located in Centers 
(3.07.640.B) 

07/07/03 07/07/04 07/07/05 

Title 6: Reporting on progress biennially 
(3.07.650) 

  4/15/04 and 
every two years 

Title 7: Consider specific tools and strategies 
(3.07.730.B, 3.07.760) 

12/31/03 12/31/03  

Title 7: Adopt strategies and measures to increase 
housing opportunities 
(3.07.730.A) 

  06/30/04 

Title 8: Compliance procedures 02/14/03   
Title 9: Performance Measures    
Title 10: Definitions 12/08/00 12/08/01 12/08/02 
Title 11:  Set interim protection for areas brought into the 
UGB 
(3.07.1110) 

12/08/00 12/08/01 12/08/02 

Title 11: Prepare a comprehensive plan and zoning 
provisions for territory added to the UGB 
(3.07.1120) 

12/08/00  Metro sets date 
as condition 

Title 12: Establish level of service standards for parks 
(3.07.1240.A) 

  2 years after 
Parks 
Functional Plan 
Adopted 

Title 12: Provide access to parks by walking, bicycling, 
transit 
(3.07.1240B) 

  07/07/05 

1 A city or county that amends its plan to deal with the subject of a Functional Plan requirement any time 
after the effective date of the requirement (the date noted) must ensure that the amendment complies 
with the Functional Plan 
1 A city or county that has not yet amended its plan to comply with a Functional Plan requirement must, 
following one year after acknowledgement of the requirement (the date noted) apply the requirement 
directly to land use decisions 
1 Cities and counties must amend their plans to comply with a new Functional Plan requirement within two 
years after acknowledgement of the requirement  (the date noted) 
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             APPENDIX D 
Outstanding Compliance Elements 

 Title 1 Title 2 Title 3 Title 4 Title 5 Title 6 Title 7 
Beaverton        
Cornelius       See Title 7 section  
Durham       See Title 7 section  
Fairview       See Title 7 section  
Forest Grove       See Title 7 section  
Gladstone       See Title 7 section  
Gresham      Centers progress report See Title 7 section  
Happy Valley       See Title 7 section  
Hillsboro       See Title 7 section  
Johnson City       See Title 7 section  
King City       See Title 7 section  
Lake Oswego   Water quality    See Title 7 section  
Maywood Park       See Title 7 section  
Milwaukie       See Title 7 section  
Oregon City       See Title 7 section  
Portland        
Rivergrove       See Title 7 section  
Sherwood       See Title 7 section  
Tigard       See Title 7 section  
Troutdale       See Title 7 section  
Tualatin       See Title 7 section  
West Linn   Water quality    See Title 7 section  
Wilsonville  Capacity Analysis      See Title 7 section  
Wood Village       See Title 7 section  
Clackamas County   Exception 

Requested 
   See Title 7 section  

Multnomah County         
Washington County       See Title 7 section  
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2004 Annual Compliance Report of the 
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SUMMARY OF 2004 COMPLIANCE OF METRO URBAN GROWTH MANAGEMENT 
FUNCTIONAL PLAN TITLE 7 (AFFORDABLE HOUSING) 

 
 
BEAVERTON 
 
Metro received Beaverton’s third year report in August 2004. A first year (2002) report was 
received in November 2002, and a second year (2003) report in December 2003.  
 
A. Metro Code 3.07.720: Each city or county should adopt the Voluntary Affordable Housing 

Production Goals as a guide to measure progress towards meeting the affordable housing 
needs of households with incomes between 0% and 50% of the regional median family 
income. 

 
The City adopted the voluntary affordable housing production goal (656 units) in its 
Comprehensive Plan in 2001.  The City’s 2004 Title 7 compliance report states that this 
requirement has been met.   

 
B. Metro Code 3.07.730.A: Cities and counties shall ensure that their comprehensive plan and 

implementing ordinances address: 1) diversity; 2) maintaining the existing supply of 
affordable housing and increasing new dispersed affordable housing; and 3) increasing 
affordable housing opportunities for household of all income levels. 
(See Metro Functional Plan Title 7 for more details on these three policies) 

 
Beaverton reports that section 4.2.2 of the City’s Comprehensive Plan titled “Availability of 
Housing Types” addresses the issue of diversity. The report states, that the City adopted a 
goal to “Provide an adequate variety of quality housing types to serve Beaverton’s citizenry” 
in addition to other policies and action statements that would “advance the City toward 
achieving that goal” including reducing restrictions that “discourage the development of 
innovative housing types such as co-housing and halfway houses which were not previously 
addressed.”      
 
The City’s report states that Goal 4.2.3.1 of the Comprehensive Plan, “Promote the retention 
of existing affordable housing stock in the City” satisfies the Metro requirement to address 
maintaining the existing supply of affordable housing.    
 
Lastly, the report states that, “through the process of considering and adopting amendments 
to its comprehensive plan to increase the supply of affordable housing, in compliance with 
Title 7, it has increased opportunities for households of all income levels to live within their 
individual jurisdiction in affordable housing.”    
 
Metro staff finds that the City of Beaverton Comprehensive Plan contains adequately 
addresses these requirements.    
 

 
C. Metro Code 3.07.730.B: Cities and counties shall consider amendment of their 

comprehensive plan and implementing ordinances with the following affordable housing land 
use tools and strategies: 1) density bonus; 2) replacement housing; 3) inclusionary housing; 
4) transfer of development rights; 5) elderly and people with disabilities; 6) local regulatory 
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constraints – discrepancies in planning and zoning codes, and local permitting or approval 
process; and 7) parking. 
(See Metro Functional Plan Title 7 for more details on these seven tools and strategies) 

 
Metro’s previous compliance summary reported that Beaverton had adopted two of the Title 
7 strategies prior to January 2001 but that they other five strategies had not been completely 
addressed. The City’s final report updates the City’s process in considering these land use 
tools and strategies. The City’s recent efforts include preparation of a detailed analysis of 
each strategy (including information on the tool’s use in other jurisdictions) and discussing 
the application of each tool to Beaverton.  

 
 

Land use strategy (Metro Code) Jurisdiction Action 
 

Density bonus Adopted with the following intent. 
The City states that it has amended its 
Comprehensive Plan to explore “various tools to 
encourage the development of affordable housing” 
and to “consider implementing a density bonus or 
density credit program”. The City’s third year report 
ranks this strategy as a “high priority” for the City.   

Replacement housing Adopted with the following intent. 
The City amended its Comprehensive Plan to 
“consider future implementation of a residential 
demolition delay policy targeted for residentially 
zoned properties where redevelopment of the 
property could result in the loss of affordable units.” 
The City’s third year report ranks this strategy as a 
“low priority” for the City.   

Inclusionary housing Adopted with the following intent. 
The City amended its Comprehensive Plan to 
“Explore implementing a voluntary inclusionary 
housing program to be used in combination with 
various affordable housing incentives.” The City’s 
third year report ranks voluntary inclusionary housing 
as a “low priority” for the City.   

Transfer development rights Declined to adopt. 
City decision is based on interview of stakeholders 
and preference to pursue other tools. 

Elderly and people with 
disabilities 

In use prior to January 2001. 
In addition, the City has adopted into its 
Comprehensive Plan to “consider comments 
received from developers of affordable senior and 
disabled housing when considering amendments to 
the City’s Development Code in order to minimize 
impediments to such projects’ and to “assist housing 
developers in determining market demand for low 
income, elderly and special needs housing in the 
City and identify specific buildable parcels for 
affordable housing to serve these populations.” The 
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City’s third year report lists this strategy as a “high 
priority” for the City.   

Local regulatory constraints New tools added to those in use prior to 2001. 
Metro’s 2003 compliance review found that this tool 
was in partial use prior to January 2001. Beaverton’s 
2004 report states that their Comprehensive Plan 
has been amended to include four additional action 
items that include assigning a single staff member to 
serve as a contact to developers in order to better 
coordinate and review affordable housing projects.  

Parking Adopted with the following intent. 
The City amended its Comprehensive Plan to 
“consider refining and clarifying criteria for approving 
alternative parking requirements to reduce the cost 
of providing parking for affordable housing projects.” 
The City’s third year report ranks voluntary 
inclusionary housing as a “low priority” for the City.   

 
 

D. Metro Code 3.07.760: Local jurisdictions are encouraged to consider implementation of the 
following affordable housing tools and strategies: 1) replacement housing resulting from 
urban renewal; 2) inclusionary housing in urban renewal districts; 3) fee waivers or funding 
incentives; 4) promotion of affordable housing for incomes 50% to 120% of the regional 
median household income (RMHI); and 5) joint coordination or action to meet the affordable 
housing production goals. 
(See Metro Functional Plan Title 7 for more details on these five tools and strategies) 

 
 

Other affordable housing strategies 
(Metro Code) 
 

Jurisdiction Action 

Replacement housing resulting from 
urban renewal 
 

Declined to adopt with following reason. 
The City’s 2004 report states that, “no urban 
renewal area exists in the City” and “under the 
City’s charter, to establish such a program 
would require voter approval” and since this 
action is “not likely to occur in the near future, 
the City did not consider this tool.” 

Inclusionary housing in urban renewal 
districts 

Declined to adopt with following reason. 
(See City comment on replacement housing in 
urban renewal.)  

Fee waivers or funding incentives New tools added to those in use prior to 2001. 
Metro’s 2003 compliance review found that this 
tool was use prior to January 2001. However, 
the City’s 2004 report states that further 
consideration of this tool by the City has 
“revealed that the City Council is willing to 
commit to a loan program for development fees 
through administrative approval” and has 
adopted an action statement into the   

3  



Comprehensive Plan to “Establish a revolving 
loan program to assist affordable housing 
developers with system development charges, 
development review and permit fees.” The 
City’s third year report ranks voluntary 
inclusionary housing as a “low priority” for the 
City.   

Efforts promoting affordable housing 
for other income groups (50% to 120% 
of the regional median household 
income) 

In use prior to January 2001. 
The City’s 2004 report specifically mentions 
administering a HOME funded rehabilitation 
program since 1996 and “a variety of service 
organizations and capital improvement projects 
which may benefit populations within the 50% 
to 120% range.”    

Joint coordination or action In use prior to January 2001. 
 

 
E. Metro Code 3.07.740.C: By June 30, 2004, each city and county within the Metro region 

shall report to Metro on the outcome of the amendments to its comprehensive plan and 
implementing ordinances pending at the time of submittal of the report described in 
subsection B of this section and on the public response, if any, to any implementation 
adopted by the city of county to increase the community’s affordable housing, including but 
not limited to the tools and strategies in subsection 3.07.730B. 
 
i) Affordable housing projects that were initiated or completed as a result of the 

implementation of the tools and strategies described in the previous sections, including 
the number of units produced and income level/s served.  

 
The City report states, “although a majority of the tools and strategies described in this 
report have only recently been converted into Comprehensive Plan policies and action 
statements, many have been used in the City for some time. Over the past years for 
example, the City has directed various resources toward several affordable housing 
projects.”  
 
The City’s report included the following table.  

 
Project # of 

units 
Income 
Served Population Served Tools and Strategies 

 
The Bridge in Beaverton 12 0-60% MHI Developmentally Disabled 

Adults 

Fee Waiver, Land Banking, 
Admin Support, HOME, 
HUD 811, and CDBG 

Funding 
Downtown Mixed-Use 
Housing 66 0-60% MHI Seniors Home Funding and 

Administrative Support 
Merlo Station Affordable 
Housing  84 0-60% MHI Mix of Families and Singles Administrative Support 

Community Housing 
Trust Fund ---- Undetermined Undetermined $100,000 Contribution 

Budgeted 
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ii) Partnerships that were created between the city and affordable housing developers 
(non-profit developers and private sector developers) 

 
The City report states that it has partnered with Tualatin Valley Housing Partners and the 
Bridge Housing Corporation.  The City report states that staff have recently received 
project related inquiries and service requests from several other groups, and have 
contributed administrative support in many cases. It was for this reason that the City 
decided to broaden the Comprehensive Plan language pertaining to affordable housing 
related partnerships to formally include these parties. In the meantime, staff continues to 
informally provide support to the following organizations.  

 
• Tualatin Valley Housing Partners 
• The Bridge Housing Corporation 
• The Housing Development Corporation 
• Community Partners for Affordable Housing  
• Habitat for Humanity 
• The Housing Advocacy Group 

 
iii) Pending amendments to the comprehensive plan and implementing ordinances. 
  

The City report states, “No additional amendments to the City’s Comprehensive Plan 
and implementing ordinances are pending at this time. As staff proceeds with the 
program development phase of the Title 7 implementation process, the need for further 
amendments may become apparent; however, such actions are not currently 
anticipated.”  

 
iv) Public response to code changes. 

 
The City report states that it received  “a number of informal comments from the public” 
regarding shortage of housing for low income families, especially housing for families 
earning less than 30% of the regional medial income.  The public also gave testimony to 
support increased funding for housing and suggested real estate tax as a funding 
source. 
 

F. Metro Code 3.07.730.B: Compliance with amendment of comprehensive plan and 
implementing ordinances with affordable housing land use tools and strategies is achieved 
when the governing body of a city or county considers each tool or strategy. 

 
The Beaverton City Council adopted Ordinance #4319 on August 2004, which amended the 
city’s Comprehensive Plan to include policies, action statements and the related text that 
appear in the City’s 2004 compliance report to Metro.  

 
G. Local initiatives not required or encouraged by Title 7. 

 
Beaverton’s 2003 report listed several tools and strategies currently in use or existing in the 
form of action statements within the City’s comprehensive plan: 1) use of federal funds to 
assist community housing development organizations; 2) housing rehabilitation with federal 
funds; 3) supporting infrastructure development for existing affordable housing with federal 
funds; 4) provision that permits accessory dwelling units (required by Title 1 of the 
Functional Plan) that typically consist of smaller affordable housing units; 5) provision of 
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manufactured housing in all zones that allow single family housing; 6) public education 
strategy for affordable housing; 7) land banking for affordable housing. 
 
The 2003 report also listed a number of additional strategies the City is considering 
including in its comprehensive plan. These included affordable housing public education, 
supporting the Washington County Trust Fund, supporting the Real Estate Transfer tax, 
participation in a county-wide employer assisted housing program. 
 
Beaverton’s 2004 report states that the City Council adopted several Comprehensive Plan 
policy and action statements (including strategies that are a “high priority” for the City) to 
implement other local initiatives, not required by Title 7, including the following. 

• Public Education efforts 
• Revolving fund for deferral of payment or permitting or development fees 
• Tax abatements 
• Land banking and assembly 
• Housing trust fund (partnering with Washington County) 
• Long-term affordability requirements 
• Non-profit organization partnerships including faith-based organizations 
• Employer assisted housing 

 
H. Other information provided. 

 
Beaverton’s first-year compliance report stated that it was the City’s intention to conduct 
research on the cost/benefit aspects of local regulatory constraints, and to report this 
information to Metro in its second-year and third-year report.  However, Beaverton’s 2004 
report states the City chose to first hire a consultant to conduct an impartial analysis of the 
potential tools and strategies. Based on the results of this project, the 2004 report states: 
 

“the City chose to adopt a project methodology based upon consensus and ranking of 
alternatives. Although cost/benefit was a factor in the ranking process, other criteria such 
as ability to leverage other resources, consistency with existing policy, administrative 
complexity, political feasibility, and ability to implement in the short-term were also 
considered.”   

 
 
Outstanding Items: 
 
The City has met all Title 7 requirements.  
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SUMMARY OF 2004 COMPLIANCE OF METRO URBAN GROWTH MANAGEMENT 
FUNCTIONAL PLAN TITLE 7 (AFFORDABLE HOUSING) 

 
 
CORNELIUS 
 
The City has not submitted the 2002, 2003 and 2004 reports to address the following 
requirements in the Metro Functional Plan Title 7. 
 
A. Metro Code 3.07.720: Each city or county should adopt the Voluntary Affordable Housing 

Production Goals as a guide to measure progress towards meeting the affordable housing 
needs of households with incomes between 0% and 50% of the regional median family 
income. 

 
B. Metro Code 3.07.730.A: Cities and counties shall ensure that their comprehensive plan and 

implementing ordinances address: 1) diversity; 2) maintaining the existing supply of 
affordable housing and increasing new dispersed affordable housing; and 3) increasing 
affordable housing opportunities for household of all income levels. 
(See Metro Functional Plan Title 7 for more details on these three policies) 

 
C. Metro Code 3.07.730.B: Cities and counties shall consider amendment of their 

comprehensive plan and implementing ordinances with the following affordable housing land 
use tools and strategies: 1) density bonus; 2) replacement housing; 3) inclusionary housing; 
4) transfer of development rights; 5) elderly and people with disabilities; 6) local regulatory 
constraints – discrepancies in planning and zoning codes, and local permitting or approval 
process; and 7) parking. 
(See Metro Functional Plan Title 7 for more details on these seven tools and strategies) 

 
D. Metro Code 3.07.760.B: Local jurisdictions are encouraged to consider implementation of 

the following affordable housing tools and strategies: 1) replacement housing resulting from 
urban renewal; 2) inclusionary housing in urban renewal districts; 3) fee waivers or funding 
incentives; 4) promotion of affordable housing for incomes 50% to 120% of the regional 
median household income (RMHI); and 5) joint coordination or action to meet the affordable 
housing production goals. 
(See Metro Functional Plan Title 7 for more details on these five tools and strategies) 

 
E. Metro Code 3.07.730.C: By June 30, 2004, each city and county within the Metro region 

shall report to Metro on the outcome of the amendments to its comprehensive plan and 
implementing ordinances pending at the time of submittal of the report described in 
subsection B of this section and on the public response, if any, to any implementation 
adopted by the city of county to increase the community’s affordable housing, including but 
not limited to the tools and strategies in subsection 3.07.730B. 
 
i) Affordable housing projects that were initiated or completed as a result of the 

implementation of the tools and strategies described in the previous sections, including 
the number of units produced and income level/s served.  

ii) Partnerships that were created between the city and affordable housing developers 
(non-profit developers and private sector developers) 

iii) Pending amendments to the comprehensive plan and implementing ordinances. 
iv) Public response to code changes. 

  



 
F. Metro Code 3.07.730: Compliance with amendment of comprehensive plan and 

implementing ordinances with affordable housing land use tools and strategies is achieved 
when the governing body of a city or county considers each tool or strategy. 

 
 
Outstanding Items: 
1. All of the above requirements are yet to be addressed. 
2. Specific third-year reporting requirements (Metro Code 3.07.740.C). 

  



SUMMARY OF 2004 COMPLIANCE OF METRO URBAN GROWTH MANAGEMENT 
FUNCTIONAL PLAN TITLE 7 (AFFORDABLE HOUSING) 

 
 
DURHAM 
 
The City’s first year (2002) report was received in January 2003, and the second year (2003) 
report was received in March 2004. The third year report was received in July 2004. 
 
A. Metro Code 3.07.720: Each city or county should adopt the Voluntary Affordable Housing 

Production Goals as a guide to measure progress towards meeting the affordable housing 
needs of households with incomes between 0% and 50% of the regional median family 
income. 
 
The 2004 report states that the City is declining to adopt the voluntary affordable housing 
production goals.  The reported rational for this decision is “a substantial portion of the City’s 
housing stock presently serves low income families”, including an existing 210-unit 
apartment complex located in South Durham, “already surpasses the quantitative goal of 
meeting the housing needs of households with incomes between zero and 50 percent of 
median household income within Durham’s jurisdiction.”     
 

B. Metro Code 3.07.730.A: Cities and counties shall ensure that their comprehensive plan and 
implementing ordinances address: 1) diversity; 2) maintaining the existing supply of 
affordable housing and increasing new dispersed affordable housing; and 3) increasing 
affordable housing opportunities for household of all income levels. 
(See Metro Functional Plan Title 7 for more details on these three policies) 
 
The City currently implements measures to increase affordable housing opportunities for 
households of all income levels.  However, the report stated that the City initiated discussion 
in 2003 of potential changes to its comprehensive plan and implementing code to ensure 
inclusion of the above three strategies. 
 

C. Metro Code 3.07.730.B: Cities and counties shall consider amendment of their 
comprehensive plan and implementing ordinances with the following affordable housing land 
use tools and strategies: 1) density bonus; 2) replacement housing; 3) inclusionary housing; 
4) transfer of development rights; 5) elderly and people with disabilities; 6) local regulatory 
constraints – discrepancies in planning and zoning codes, and local permitting or approval 
process; and 7) parking. 
(See Metro Functional Plan Title 7 for more details on these seven tools and strategies) 

 
 

Land use strategy (Metro Code) Jurisdiction Action 
 

Density bonus Declined to adopt. 
The 2004 report states “the City lacks sufficient 
resources to provide the staff time and capability that 
would be necessary for the administration and 
monitoring requirements of the density bonus tool.”   

Replacement housing In use prior to January 2001.  
Inclusionary housing Declined to adopt. 
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The City’s report states that it lacks staff and 
resources to develop and implement this strategy. 
The report also states that the city has “adopted a 
plan policy criterion for considering the impacts on 
affordable housing of a zone change.”  

Transfer development rights Declined to adopt. 
The City declined to adopt this strategy because of a 
lack of resources and due to “the small amount of 
vacant residential land (less than 40 acres)” in 
Durham. Additionally, the report states, “Durham 
does not have a Main Street or Town Center, so 
there would be no up-zoning for implementing a TDR 
program in these areas.”   

Elderly and people with 
disabilities 

In use prior to January 2001  

Local regulatory constraints Declined to adopt. 
The City reports having refined the permitting 
process in the past to “promote qualitative 
development and not impose undue burden for 
obtaining affordable housing approval.” However, the 
report states that the City lacks the resources to 
implement this strategy as outlined in Title 7.     

Parking Declined to adopt. 
The City reports that it has adopted Title 2 parking 
requirements but lacks the staff and resources to 
adopt this strategy as outlined in Title 7. 

 
D. Metro Code 3.07.760.B: Local jurisdictions are encouraged to consider implementation of 

the following affordable housing tools and strategies: 1) replacement housing resulting from 
urban renewal; 2) inclusionary housing in urban renewal districts; 3) fee waivers or funding 
incentives; 4) promotion of affordable housing for incomes 50% to 120% of the regional 
median household income (RMHI 
(See Metro Functional Plan Title 7 for more details on these five tools and strategies) 

 
Other affordable housing strategies (Metro Code) 
 

Jurisdiction Action 

Replacement housing resulting from urban 
renewal 

Declined to adopt because it is 
impractical to implement in the city 
(due to lack of urban renewal zones)

Inclusionary housing in urban renewal districts Declined to adopt because it is 
impractical to implement in the city 
(due to lack of urban renewal zones)

Fee waivers or funding incentives Declined to adopt. 
The rational (in the 2003 report) is 
potential conflict with contractual 
agreements for services provided by 
other agencies for the city. The 
2004 report sites a lack of 
resources.  

Efforts promoting affordable housing for other Declined to adopt. 
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income groups (50% to 120% of the regional 
median household income) 

The 2003 report states “it is 
impractical to implement in the City” 
however the 2004 report states that 
“the City will continue to promote 
housing affordable to all citizens in 
the Durham community, including 
households with incomes 50% to 
80% to 120% of regional median 
household income.”   

Joint coordination or action Declined to adopt. 
The 2003 report states it is 
impractical to implement in the City, 
however the 2004 report states 
“should the opportunity arise, the 
City would consider coordinating or 
taking action that would result in the 
production of additional affordable 
housing units in Durham.” 

 
 

E. Metro Code 3.07.730.C: By June 30, 2004, each city and county within the Metro region 
shall report to Metro on the outcome of the amendments to its comprehensive plan and 
implementing ordinances pending at the time of submittal of the report described in 
subsection B of this section and on the public response, if any, to any implementation 
adopted by the city of county to increase the community’s affordable housing, including but 
not limited to the tools and strategies in subsection 3.07.730B. 
 
i) Affordable housing projects that were initiated or completed as a result of the 

implementation of the tools and strategies described in the previous sections, including 
the number of units produced and income level/s served.  

ii) Partnerships that were created between the city and affordable housing developers 
(non-profit developers and private sector developers) 

iii) Pending amendments to the comprehensive plan and implementing ordinances.  
iv) Public response to code changes. 
 
The above requirements were not addressed in the City’s report.  
 

F. Metro Code 3.07.730: Compliance with amendment of comprehensive plan and 
implementing ordinances with affordable housing land use tools and strategies is achieved 
when the governing body of a city or county considers each tool or strategy. 

 
The report was reviewed and approved by the City Council on June 22, 2004. 

 
Outstanding Items: 
1. Ensuring that the City’s comprehensive plan and implementing ordinances include diversity 

strategies and measures to maintain the existing supply of affordable housing and increase 
dispersion of affordable housing. (Metro Code 3.07.730.A) 

2. Specific third-year reporting requirements (Metro Code 3.07.740.C). 
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SUMMARY OF 2004 COMPLIANCE OF METRO URBAN GROWTH MANAGEMENT 
FUNCTIONAL PLAN TITLE 7 (AFFORDABLE HOUSING) 

 
 
FAIRVIEW 
 
Metro received a single report in July 2003 that was intended to serve as the City’s first (2002) 
and second (2003) year reports. Metro received the City’s third-year report on June 23, 2004.  
 
A. Metro Code 3.07.720: Each city or county should adopt the Voluntary Affordable Housing 

Production Goals as a guide to measure progress towards meeting the affordable housing 
needs of households with incomes between 0% and 50% of the regional median family 
income. 
 
The City declined to adopt the voluntary goal in their 2002/2003 report. The report stated 
that the City’s current affordable housing stock is adequate to address their community’s 
affordable housing needs. The report also stated, “the City does not believe additional 
incentives to attract more affordable housing is necessary or appropriate.”  

 
B. Metro Code 3.07.730.A: Cities and counties shall ensure that their comprehensive plan and 

implementing ordinances address: 1) diversity; 2) maintaining the existing supply of 
affordable housing and increasing new dispersed affordable housing; and 3) increasing 
affordable housing opportunities for household of all income levels. 
(See Metro Functional Plan Title 7 for more details on these three policies) 
 
The City currently has policies to implement the three strategies.  The 2002/2003 report and 
the 2004 report cited section of the comprehensive plan addressing provision of these 
strategies. 
 

C. Metro Code 3.07.730.B: Cities and counties shall consider amendment of their 
comprehensive plan and implementing ordinances with the following affordable housing land 
use tools and strategies: 1) density bonus; 2) replacement housing; 3) inclusionary housing; 
4) transfer of development rights; 5) elderly and people with disabilities; 6) local regulatory 
constraints – discrepancies in planning and zoning codes, and local permitting or approval 
process; and 7) parking. 
(See Metro Functional Plan Title 7 for more details on these seven tools and strategies) 
 

Land use strategy (Metro Code) Jurisdiction Action 
 

Density bonus In use prior to January 2001 
Replacement housing Declined to adopt. 

The City’s 2004 report states, “No-net-loss is not an 
issue in a community that is a “build out” as there is 
no housing to lose through plan amendments, unless 
redevelopment is proposed.”  

Inclusionary housing Declined to adopt due to limited tax base and 
demand on general fund will create undue hardship. 

Transfer development rights Declined to adopt because existing land is either 
already developed or being developed and/or zoned. 

Elderly and people with In use prior to January 2001 
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disabilities 
Local regulatory constraints Declined to adopt 

The 2004 report states “Fairview’s affordable 
housing is already in-place and the remainder of the 
city is substantially built out,” deemed the title 7 
measures “unnecessary” to implement. 

Parking Declined to adopt. 
The City reports being in compliance with Metro’s 
Title 2 parking standards. However, there is no direct 
mention of parking regulations specifically intended 
to increase affordable housing opportunities as 
outlined in Metro Code 3.07.730.B.  The City’s 2004 
report states “further authority is unwarranted.”   

 
D. Metro Code 3.07.760.B: Local jurisdictions are encouraged to consider implementation of 

the following affordable housing tools and strategies: 1) replacement housing resulting from 
urban renewal; 2) inclusionary housing in urban renewal districts; 3) fee waivers or funding 
incentives; 4) promotion of affordable housing for incomes 50% to 120% of the regional 
median household income (RMHI); and 5) joint coordination or action to meet the affordable 
housing production goals. 
(See Metro Functional Plan Title 7 for more details on these five tools and strategies) 

 
Other affordable housing strategies (Metro Code) 
 

Jurisdiction Action 

Replacement housing resulting from urban 
renewal 

Declined as a strategy (see above). 
The 2004 report states that Fairview 
has no urban renewal zones.   

Inclusionary housing in urban renewal districts Declined as a land use strategy (per 
reasons in previous section 
regarding inclusionary housing).  

Fee waivers or funding incentives Declined to implement due to due to 
contractual agreements for building 
inspection services provided by 
another city (Troutdale). 

Efforts promoting affordable housing for other 
income groups (50% to 120% of the regional 
median household income) 

Declined due to “build-out” 
condition.  

Joint coordination or action The City’s report states, “the City 
would be happy to discuss such 
collaboration if requested”.  

 
 
 
E. Metro Code 3.07.730.C: By June 30, 2004, each city and county within the Metro region 

shall report to Metro on the outcome of the amendments to its comprehensive plan and 
implementing ordinances pending at the time of submittal of the report described in 
subsection B of this section and on the public response, if any, to any implementation 
adopted by the city of county to increase the community’s affordable housing, including but 
not limited to the tools and strategies in subsection 3.07.730B. 
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i) Affordable housing projects that were initiated or completed as a result of the 
implementation of the tools and strategies described in the previous sections, including 
the number of units produced and income level/s served.  
The City report states “while no housing projects were initiated the City has been 
successful in creating information and enforcement programs that has enhanced and 
maintained existing affordable housing in Old Town. 

 
ii) Partnerships that were created between the city and affordable housing developers 

(non-profit developers and private sector developers) 
The report states “because of the lack of vacant residentially zoned land there has been 
no opportunity for partnerships with affordable housing developers. In the past the City 
has used its master planning ability to produce more affordable housing in such areas as 
Lake Side Estates and to a lesser extent Fairview Village.” 

 
iii) Pending amendments to the comprehensive plan and implementing ordinances.  

There are “no pending amendments pertinent to this topic area proposed” as reportrd by 
the City. 

 
iv) Public response to code changes. 

This requirement was not addressed. 
 
 

F. Metro Code 3.07.730: Compliance with amendment of comprehensive plan and 
implementing ordinances with affordable housing land use tools and strategies is achieved 
when the governing body of a city or county considers each tool or strategy. 
 
The report was sent to Metro with a cover letter signed by the mayor and stated that the 
attached report reflects the views of the Fairview City Council.  

 
G. Local initiatives not required or encouraged by Title 7. 

 
The City’s 2002/2003 report states that the City has several local tools that contribute to 
housing affordability. These include encouraging multi-family housing development along 
Sandy Blvd., Halsey St, 201st Ave., and Fairview Ave., south of Halsey St. The City also 
participates in the Housing Opportunities Plan (HOP) for the Portland region and permits 
manufactured homes on individual lots in designated residential zones subject to site 
development standards. Manufactured homes are also a permitted use in designated 
residential zones.       

 
H. Other information provided. 

 
The City reports that 59% of their current housing stock consists of manufactured homes, 
apartments, duplexes and townhouses. Their 2002/2003 report states, “The City Council 
believes it is counterproductive and unnecessary to modify current housing policies that 
already provide for a wide range of housing types and tenures.”  

 
Outstanding Items: 

 
1. One section (public response) of the specific third-year reporting requirements (Metro Code 

3.07.740.C). 
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SUMMARY OF 2004 COMPLIANCE OF METRO URBAN GROWTH MANAGEMENT 
FUNCTIONAL PLAN TITLE 7 (AFFORDABLE HOUSING) 

 
 
FOREST GROVE 
 
 
The second (2003) and third year (2004) reports were not received by Metro. The City’s first 
year (2002) report was received by Metro in March 2003. 
 
A. Metro Code 3.07.720: Each city or county should adopt the Voluntary Affordable Housing 

Production Goals as a guide to measure progress towards meeting the affordable housing 
needs of households with incomes between 0% and 50% of the regional median family 
income. 
 
The City declined to adopt the voluntary goal.  However, the report states that the city 
supports the regional goal of providing affordable housing but declined to adopt the 
voluntary affordable housing production goal in Title 7 because of the following reasons: a) 
lack of control over land cost, funding sources, tax credit and development impact fees; b) 
City does not build affordable housing; c) City is not a Community Development Block Grant 
(CBDG) entitlement community; and d) City is concerned that the “voluntary” goal could turn 
into a requirement in the near future, similar to affordable housing requirements in 
California. 
 

B. Metro Code 3.07.730.A: Cities and counties shall ensure that their comprehensive plan and 
implementing ordinances address: 1) diversity; 2) maintaining the existing supply of 
affordable housing and increasing new dispersed affordable housing; and 3) increasing 
affordable housing opportunities for household of all income levels. 
(See Metro Functional Plan Title 7 for more details on these three policies) 

 
The City currently implements most elements of the three strategies.  The report stated that 
the City comprehensive plan and zoning ordinances contain goals, policies and standards 
that encourage and ensure diverse range of housing, avoid shortages and adverse impact 
on price, rent and choice of housing, encourage rehabilitation of substandard housing, 
provision of good quality housing for all segments of the City’s population, including but not 
limited to people of all incomes, race, family size, etc.  The report did not address the City’s 
efforts related to dispersal of affordable housing. 
 

C. Metro Code 3.07.730.B: Cities and counties shall consider amendment of their 
comprehensive plan and implementing ordinances with the following affordable housing land 
use tools and strategies: 1) density bonus; 2) replacement housing; 3) inclusionary housing; 
4) transfer of development rights; 5) elderly and people with disabilities; 6) local regulatory 
constraints – discrepancies in planning and zoning codes, and local permitting or approval 
process; and 7) parking. 
(See Metro Functional Plan Title 7 for more details on these seven tools and strategies) 

 
Land use strategy (Metro Code) Jurisdiction Action 

 
Density bonus Discussed but no action taken 
Replacement housing Declined to adopt because the city has an ample 

supply of affordable housing units. 
Inclusionary housing Discussed but no action taken 
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Transfer development rights Declined to adopt due to existing high multifamily 
residential density that would not encourage 
affordable housing production. 

Elderly and people with 
disabilities 

In use prior to January 2001 (Title 7) 

Local regulatory constraints Discussed but no action taken.  The report stated 
that the City has a streamlined permitting process, 
which results in a quick turn-around for residential 
projects, and that a special process for affordable 
housing is not needed. 

Parking Not addressed in the report 
 
D. Metro Code 3.07.760.B: Local jurisdictions are encouraged to consider implementation of 

the following affordable housing tools and strategies: 1) replacement housing resulting from 
urban renewal; 2) inclusionary housing in urban renewal districts; 3) fee waivers or funding 
incentives; 4) promotion of affordable housing for incomes 50% to 120% of the regional 
median household income (RMHI); and 5) joint coordination or action to meet the affordable 
housing production goals. 
(See Metro Functional Plan Title 7 for more details on these five tools and strategies) 

 
Other affordable housing strategies (Metro Code) 
 

Jurisdiction Action 

Replacement housing resulting from urban 
renewal 

Not addressed in the report 

Inclusionary housing in urban renewal districts Not addressed in the report 
Fee waivers or funding incentives Not addressed in the report 
Efforts promoting affordable housing for other 
income groups (50% to 120% of the regional 
median household income) 

In use prior to 2001 (Title 7) 

Joint coordination or action* In use prior to 2001 (Title 7) 
 
*Although the report stated the City has expanded the existing affordable housing capacity in Forest 
Grove, it did not clearly state what role the City played in the development of the Jose Arciga 
Apartments (94 units), Covey Run (40 units), or in the Habitat for Humanity project (one unit). 
 
 
 

E. Metro Code 3.07.730.C: By June 30, 2004, each city and county within the Metro region 
shall report to Metro on the outcome of the amendments to its comprehensive plan and 
implementing ordinances pending at the time of submittal of the report described in 
subsection B of this section and on the public response, if any, to any implementation 
adopted by the city of county to increase the community’s affordable housing, including but 
not limited to the tools and strategies in subsection 3.07.730B. 
 
i) Affordable housing projects that were initiated or completed as a result of the 

implementation of the tools and strategies described in the previous sections, including 
the number of units produced and income level/s served.  

ii) Partnerships that were created between the city and affordable housing developers 
(non-profit developers and private sector developers) 

iii) Pending amendments to the comprehensive plan and implementing ordinances.  
iv) Public response to code changes. 
These requirements were not addressed. 
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F. Metro Code 3.07.730: Compliance with amendment of comprehensive plan and 
implementing ordinances with affordable housing land use tools and strategies is achieved 
when the governing body of a city or county considers each tool or strategy. 
 
The 2003 report was reviewed and approved by the City Council via resolution. 
 

G. Local initiatives not required or encouraged by Title 7. 
 
Leveraging CBGD funds for public improvements in low income neighborhoods that help 
maintain the supply of affordable housing. 
 

H. Other information provided. 
 
The report states that Forest Grove has the most affordable housing in the Portland 
metropolitan area.  Based on the 2000 Census, median rent was $614 compared to $720 in 
Washington County, and the median rent in Forest Grove rent is affordable to a four person 
household with an income of $26,200 (50% of median family income).  Also, based on the 
200 Census, a median home value of $155,000 in Forest Grove is well below the median 
home value of $172,800 for the Portland-Vancouver MSA. 
 

Outstanding Items: 
 

2. Ensuring that the comprehensive plan and implementing ordinances include measures to 
increase dispersion of affordable housing. (Metro Code 3.07.730.A) 

3. Consideration of the amendment of comprehensive plan and implementing ordinances to 
include four of the land use strategies in Metro Code Section 3.07.730.B (density bonus, 
inclusionary housing, local regulatory constraints, and parking). 

4. Encouraged consideration of the implementation of three other affordable housing strategies 
in Metro Code Section 3.07.760 (replacement housing in urban renewal areas, inclusionary 
housing in urban renewal areas, and fee waivers). 

5. Specific third-year reporting requirements (Metro Code 3.07.740.C). 
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SUMMARY OF 2004 COMPLIANCE OF METRO URBAN GROWTH MANAGEMENT 
FUNCTIONAL PLAN TITLE 7 (AFFORDABLE HOUSING) 

 
 
GLADSTONE 
 
On April 16, 2004, Metro received the City’s report.  The report stated that the report addressed 
all the Title 7 reporting requirements for the first year (2002), second year (2003) and third year 
(2004). 
 
A. Metro Code 3.07.720: Each city or county should adopt the Voluntary Affordable Housing 

Production Goals as a guide to measure progress towards meeting the affordable housing 
needs of households with incomes between 0% and 50% of the regional median family 
income. 
 
The report states that while the City have not adopted the goals, it will use them to measure 
progress towards providing sufficient levels of affordable housing within the city. 
 

B. Metro Code 3.07.730.A: Cities and counties shall ensure that their comprehensive plan and 
implementing ordinances address: 1) diversity; 2) maintaining the existing supply of 
affordable housing and increasing new dispersed affordable housing; and 3) increasing 
affordable housing opportunities for household of all income levels. 
(See Metro Functional Plan Title 7 for more details on these three policies) 
 
The report includes policies in the City’s comprehensive plan that addresses the need to 
provide diversity of housing choices and increase opportunities for households of all income 
levels to live in the city.  However, the report did not include actions and implementation 
measures for maintaining the City’s existing housing supply and for increasing the 
dispersion of affordable housing within its boundaries. 
 

C. Metro Code 3.07.730.B: Cities and counties shall consider amendment of their 
comprehensive plan and implementing ordinances with the following affordable housing land 
use tools and strategies: 1) density bonus; 2) replacement housing; 3) inclusionary housing; 
4) transfer of development rights; 5) elderly and people with disabilities; 6) local regulatory 
constraints – discrepancies in planning and zoning codes, and local permitting or approval 
process; and 7) parking.  (See Metro Functional Plan Title 7 for more details on these seven 
tools and strategies) 
 
The City’s report stated that the City Council found the existing Comprehensive Plan, 
Municipal Code, and non-land use programs currently provide sufficient means for creating 
affordable housing alternatives, hence it choose not to amend the comprehensive plan and 
municipal code.  In addition, the report stated that adoption of local standards to boost 
affordable housing production would have a substantial effect on the City’s ever shrinking 
supply of funds in this time of increasing need for services. 
 

Land use strategy (Metro Code) Jurisdiction Action 
 

Density bonus Discussed but unclear what action the City has taken 
Replacement housing Discussed but unclear what action the City has taken 
Inclusionary housing Discussed but unclear what action the City has taken 
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Transfer development rights Discussed but unclear what action the City has taken 
Elderly and people with 
disabilities 

In use prior to January 2001 

Local regulatory constraints Reviewing development and design standards for 
impact on housing, considering use of cost/benefit 
analysis to determine the impact of new regulation 
on housing production were not specifically 
addressed. 

Parking Discussed but unclear what action the City has taken 
 
D. Metro Code 3.07.760.B: Local jurisdictions are encouraged to consider implementation of 

the following affordable housing tools and strategies: 1) replacement housing resulting from 
urban renewal; 2) inclusionary housing in urban renewal districts; 3) fee waivers or funding 
incentives; 4) promotion of affordable housing for incomes 50% to 120% of the regional 
median household income (RMHI); and 5) joint coordination or action to meet the affordable 
housing production goals.  (See Metro Functional Plan Title 7 for more details on these five 
tools and strategies) 

 
As mentioned earlier, the City’s report stated that the City Council found the existing 
Comprehensive Plan, Municipal Code, and non-land use programs currently provide 
sufficient means for creating affordable housing alternatives, hence it choose not to amend 
the comprehensive plan and municipal code. 

 
Other affordable housing strategies (Metro Code) Jurisdiction Action 
Replacement housing resulting from urban 
renewal 

Discussed but unclear what action 
the City has taken 

Inclusionary housing in urban renewal districts Discussed but unclear what action 
the City has taken 

Fee waivers or funding incentives Discussed but unclear what action 
the City has taken 

Efforts promoting affordable housing for other 
income groups (50% to 120% of the regional 
median household income) 

Not addressed in the report 

Joint coordination or action In use prior to January 2001 
 

 
E. Metro Code 3.07.730.C: By June 30, 2004, each city and county within the Metro region 

shall report to Metro on the outcome of the amendments to its comprehensive plan and 
implementing ordinances pending at the time of submittal of the report described in 
subsection B of this section and on the public response, if any, to any implementation 
adopted by the city of county to increase the community’s affordable housing, including but 
not limited to the tools and strategies in subsection 3.07.730B. 
i) Affordable housing projects that were initiated or completed as a result of the 

implementation of the tools and strategies described in the previous sections, including 
the number of units produced and income level/s served.  

ii) Partnerships that were created between the city and affordable housing developers 
(non-profit developers and private sector developers) 

iii) Pending amendments to the comprehensive plan and implementing ordinances.  
iv) Public response to code changes. 
The City has not addressed these requirements. 
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F. Metro Code 3.07.730: Compliance with amendment of comprehensive plan and 

implementing ordinances with affordable housing land use tools and strategies is achieved 
when the governing body of a city or county considers each tool or strategy. 
 
The 2003 report was reviewed and approved by the City Council via resolution. 

 
G. Other information provided. 

 
The City’s report stated that the City of Gladstone, through Clackamas County implements 
strategies that support the production of affordable housing.  The strategies include property 
tax exemption, home Repair Loan Program, and homes for disabled persons. 
 

Outstanding Items: 
1. Ensuring that the City’s comprehensive plan and implementing ordinances include 

measures to maintain the City’s existing supply of affordable housing and increase the 
dispersion of affordable housing. (Metro Code 3.07.730.A) 

2. Required consideration of the amendment of comprehensive plan and implementing 
ordinance amendments to include density bonus, replacement housing, inclusionary 
housing, transfer of development rights, parking, and local permitting and approval process 
that includes reviewing development and design standards for impact on housing and 
considering use of cost/benefit analysis to determine the impact of new regulation on 
housing production. (Metro Code 3.07.730.B) 

3. Encouraged consideration of the amendment of comprehensive plan and implementing 
ordinance amendments to include the implementation of replacement housing and 
inclusionary housing in urban renewal areas, fee waivers or funding incentives, and 
promotion of affordable housing for incomes 50% to 120% of the regional median household 
income as outlined in Metro Code Section 3.07.760. 

4. Specific third-year reporting requirements (Metro Code 3.07.740.C).  
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SUMMARY OF 2004 COMPLIANCE OF METRO URBAN GROWTH MANAGEMENT 
FUNCTIONAL PLAN TITLE 7 (AFFORDABLE HOUSING) 

 
 
GRESHAM 
 
The third year (2004) report was not received by Metro. The City’s first year (2002) report was 
received in January 2002, and the second year (2003) report was received in January 2003. 
 
A. Metro Code 3.07.720: Each city or county should adopt the Voluntary Affordable Housing 

Production Goals as a guide to measure progress towards meeting the affordable housing 
needs of households with incomes between 0% and 50% of the regional median family 
income. 

 
The City declined to adopt the voluntary goal.  The report states that Gresham considered 
but declined to adopt Metro voluntary goal because “regional funding was not put in place to 
assist with affordable housing production.” 

 
B. Metro Code 3.07.730.A: Cities and counties shall ensure that their comprehensive plan and 

implementing ordinances address: 1) diversity; 2) maintaining the existing supply of 
affordable housing and increasing new dispersed affordable housing; and 3) increasing 
affordable housing opportunities for household of all income levels. 
(See Metro Functional Plan Title 7 for more details on these three policies) 
 
The report includes excerpts from the City’s comprehensive plan that adequately address 
maintaining the City’s existing housing supply, increasing the dispersion of housing and 
maintaining housing diversity, and providing a housing supply for all income levels.  
 

C. Metro Code 3.07.730.B: Cities and counties shall consider amendment of their 
comprehensive plan and implementing ordinances with the following affordable housing land 
use tools and strategies: 1) density bonus; 2) replacement housing; 3) inclusionary housing; 
4) transfer of development rights; 5) elderly and people with disabilities; 6) local regulatory 
constraints – discrepancies in planning and zoning codes, and local permitting or approval 
process; and 7) parking. 
(See Metro Functional Plan Title 7 for more details on these seven tools and strategies) 
 

Land use strategy (Metro Code) Jurisdiction Action 
 

Density bonus Declined to adopt.  The reason for declining to 
adopt are: a) the amendment of the city code in 
recent years to provide higher minimum densities 
that encourages duplexes and single family 
attached dwellings in neighborhoods historically 
dominated by single family detached dwellings; 
and b) city staff advice that developers are not 
seeking higher densities than those provided in 
the code. 

Replacement housing Declined to adopt because of the current 
job/housing imbalance that exist in the city. 

Inclusionary housing In use prior to January 2001 
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Transfer development rights Declined to adopt because it is unlikely that to be 
effective in Gresham as the market does not 
exist for projects that have density in excess of 
what the city code permits. 

Elderly and people with disabilities Adopted in May 2002 
Local regulatory constraints In use prior to January 2001 
Parking In use prior to January 2001 

 
 
D. Metro Code 3.07.760.B: Local jurisdictions are encouraged to consider implementation of 

the following affordable housing tools and strategies: 1) replacement housing resulting from 
urban renewal; 2) inclusionary housing in urban renewal districts; 3) fee waivers or funding 
incentives; 4) promotion of affordable housing for incomes 50% to 120% of the regional 
median household income (RMHI); and 5) joint coordination or action to meet the affordable 
housing production goals. 
(See Metro Functional Plan Title 7 for more details on these five tools and strategies) 

 
Other affordable housing strategies (Metro Code) 
 

Jurisdiction Action 

Replacement housing resulting from urban 
renewal 

The City declined replacement 
housing as a land use strategy (see 
previous section), no mention of its 
use in urban renewal districts 

Inclusionary housing in urban renewal districts Inclusionary housing exists as a 
land use strategy. There is no 
mention of its use in urban renewal 
districts.  

Fee waivers or funding incentives No mention of these tools 
Efforts promoting affordable housing for other 
income groups (50% to 120% of the regional 
median household income) 

In use prior to January 2001 
 

Joint coordination or action In use prior to January 2001 
 

 
E. Metro Code 3.07.730.C: By June 30, 2004, each city and county within the Metro region 

shall report to Metro on the outcome of the amendments to its comprehensive plan and 
implementing ordinances pending at the time of submittal of the report described in 
subsection B of this section and on the public response, if any, to any implementation 
adopted by the city of county to increase the community’s affordable housing, including but 
not limited to the tools and strategies in subsection 3.07.730B. 
 
i) Affordable housing projects that were initiated or completed as a result of the 

implementation of the tools and strategies described in the previous sections, including 
the number of units produced and income level/s served.  

ii) Partnerships that were created between the city and affordable housing developers 
(non-profit developers and private sector developers) 

iii) Pending amendments to the comprehensive plan and implementing ordinances.  
iv) Public response to code changes. 

 
These requirements were not addressed. 
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F. Metro Code 3.07.730: Compliance with amendment of comprehensive plan and 

implementing ordinances with affordable housing land use tools and strategies is achieved 
when the governing body of a city or county considers each tool or strategy. 

 
The 2003 report was sent to Metro with a cover letter signed by the mayor that states that 
the housing report was recommended by the City of Gresham Community Development and 
Housing Committee, reviewed by the City of Gresham Planning Commission, and approved 
by the Gresham City Council on January 21, 2003.    

 
G. Local initiatives not required or encouraged by Title 7. 

 
The City has several local tools that contribute to housing affordability. These include newly 
developed Infill Development Standards to “facilitate infill development while promoting 
neighborhood compatibility and to reduce the overall cost of housing while meeting 
community objectives.” The City also adopted the West Gresham Housing Mix Plan which 
“focuses on preserving affordable single family detached housing in West Gresham while 
permitting the development of new attached housing on single parcels in areas zoned for 
that purpose.”  

 
H. Other information provided. 

 
The City’s report states that “Gresham has one of the region’s largest inventories of lower-
cost non-subsidized rental housing.” According to the City, “in Spring 2001, the average cost 
of this Gresham housing was affordable to households earning about 52%-57% MFI.”  In 
developing a methodology for estimating the supply and expected demand for affordable 
units in the region, the Metro Housing Technical Advisory Committee emphasized the 
importance of housing affordable to populations below 50% of MFI. Gresham is interested in 
adjusting this emphasis in order to receive credit for their existing housing stock. 
 
Additionally, the Gresham report also states, “the formula used to generate the Regional 
Affordable Housing Production Goals does not take into account the difficulties faced by 
communities that have a jobs/housing ratio that is atypical. Gresham’s jobs/housing ratio of 
1 to 1.17 is the lowest in the region, and is significantly worse than the regional average of 1 
to 1.7.” Gresham states, “the jobs/housing balance issue is one of great significance for 
lower-income residents and jurisdictions. It is not addressed adequately in the formula used 
to set the regional affordable housing production goals.”      
 
The Gresham report states that additional regional resources are needed to increase the 
region’s supply of affordable housing.  

 
Outstanding Items: 

  
1. Consideration of the amendment of the comprehensive plan and implementing ordinances 

to include implementation of fee waivers or funding incentives as a strategy for creating 
affordable housing as outlined in Metro Code Section 3.07.760. Also, the City declined 
replacement housing but did not mention its potential use in urban renewal areas. Also, 
inclusionary housing is an adopted tool in place in Gresham and it was not mentioned if this 
policy is used in urban renewal areas. (Metro Code 3.07.760.B ) 

2. Specific third-year reporting requirements (Metro Code 3.07.740.C). 
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SUMMARY OF 2004 COMPLIANCE OF METRO URBAN GROWTH MANAGEMENT 
FUNCTIONAL PLAN TITLE 7 (AFFORDABLE HOUSING) 

 
 
HAPPY VALLEY 
 
The third year (2004) report was not received by Metro. The City’s first year (2002) report was 
received by Metro in April 2003.  The second year (2003) report was not received.  
 
A. Metro Code 3.07.720: Each city or county should adopt the Voluntary Affordable Housing 

Production Goals as a guide to measure progress towards meeting the affordable housing 
needs of households with incomes between 0% and 50% of the regional median family 
income. 
 
The report stated that the City accepts and is prepared to adopt the voluntary affordable 
housing production goals.   The City Council has directed staff to “produce a workable 
program to accomplish this end.” 
 

B. Metro Code 3.07.730.A: Cities and counties shall ensure that their comprehensive plan and 
implementing ordinances address: 1) diversity; 2) maintaining the existing supply of 
affordable housing and increasing new dispersed affordable housing; and 3) increasing 
affordable housing opportunities for household of all income levels. 
(See Metro Functional Plan Title 7 for more details on these three policies) 
 
The report stated that the Housing Element of the City comprehensive plan includes policies 
to “provide a variety of lot sizes, diversity of housing types and a range of prices in all future 
residential development which will preserve and promote the character of the Happy Valley 
area.”  Future work will focus on the affordability aspect of the diversity of housing types. 
 
The City did not address the remaining two strategies in this section (measures to maintain 
the existing supply, and increase dispersion of affordable housing, and measures to 
increase affordable housing opportunities for household of all income levels. 

 
C. Metro Code 3.07.730.B: Cities and counties shall consider amendment of their 

comprehensive plan and implementing ordinances with the following affordable housing land 
use tools and strategies: 1) density bonus; 2) replacement housing; 3) inclusionary housing; 
4) transfer of development rights; 5) elderly and people with disabilities; 6) local regulatory 
constraints – discrepancies in planning and zoning codes, and local permitting or approval 
process; and 7) parking. 
(See Metro Functional Plan Title 7 for more details on these seven tools and strategies) 

 
The City has considered and decided not to adopt two of the above land use tools (density 
bonus and inclusionary housing).  The City’s efforts on the other tools is as follows:  

 
Land use strategy (Metro Code) Jurisdiction Action 

 
Density bonus Declined to adopt 
Replacement housing Discussed but no action taken 
Inclusionary housing Declined to adopt 
Transfer development rights Discussed but no action taken 
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Elderly and people with 
disabilities 

Mentioned without an explanation of action being 
taken 

Local regulatory constraints Discussed but no action taken 
 

Parking Unclear explanation of City action 
 

 
D. Metro Code 3.07.760.B: Local jurisdictions are encouraged to consider implementation of 

the following affordable housing tools and strategies: 1) replacement housing resulting from 
urban renewal; 2) inclusionary housing in urban renewal districts; 3) fee waivers or funding 
incentives; 4) promotion of affordable housing for incomes 50% to 120% of the regional 
median household income (RMHI); and 5) joint coordination or action to meet the affordable 
housing production goals. 
(See Metro Functional Plan Title 7 for more details on these five tools and strategies) 

 
The report indicated that the City does not qualify for urban renewal development.  The 
report did not state how the City intends to address the two related tools in Title 7, 
replacement housing in urban renewal areas and inclusionary housing in urban renewal 
areas. 

 
Other affordable housing strategies (Metro 
Code) 
 

Jurisdiction Action 

Replacement housing resulting from urban 
renewal 
 

Report stated that the City does not 
qualify for urban renewal development 

Inclusionary housing in urban renewal districts Not addressed in the report, however, the 
report states that the City does not qualify 
for urban renewal development.  

Fee waivers or funding incentives Discussed, however, “as development of 
units progresses the City will monitor unit 
rentals for affordability to determine if fee 
waivers will reduce rental rates.  

Efforts promoting affordable housing for other 
income groups (50% to 120% of the regional 
median household income) 

Not addressed in the report 

Joint coordination or action In use prior to January 2001 (Title 7) 
 

 
 
 
E. Metro Code 3.07.730.C: By June 30, 2004, each city and county within the Metro region 

shall report to Metro on the outcome of the amendments to its comprehensive plan and 
implementing ordinances pending at the time of submittal of the report described in 
subsection B of this section and on the public response, if any, to any implementation 
adopted by the city of county to increase the community’s affordable housing, including but 
not limited to the tools and strategies in subsection 3.07.730B. 
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i) Affordable housing projects that were initiated or completed as a result of the 
implementation of the tools and strategies described in the previous sections, including 
the number of units produced and income level/s served.  

ii) Partnerships that were created between the city and affordable housing developers 
(non-profit developers and private sector developers) 

iii) Pending amendments to the comprehensive plan and implementing ordinances.  
iv) Public response to code changes. 

 
These requirements were not addressed. 

 
 
F. Metro Code 3.07.730: Compliance with amendment of comprehensive plan and 

implementing ordinances with affordable housing land use tools and strategies is achieved 
when the governing body of a city or county considers each tool or strategy. 
 
The 2002 report stated that the City Council approved the report. 

 
 
Outstanding Items: 
1. Consideration of the voluntary affordable housing production goals. 
2. Ensuring that the comprehensive plan and implementing ordinances include measures to 

maintain the existing supply of affordable housing and increase dispersion of affordable 
housing, and measures to increase affordable housing opportunities for household of all 
income levels in the comprehensive plan and implementing ordinances. (Metro Code 
3.07.730.A) 

3. Consideration of the amendment of comprehensive plan and implementing ordinances to 
include five land use strategies (replacement housing, transfer of development rights, elderly 
and people with disabilities, local regulatory constraints, and parking). (Metro Code 
3.07.760) 

4. Encouraged consideration of the amendment of comprehensive plan and implementing 
ordinances to include two of the other affordable housing strategies in Metro Code Section 
3.07.760 (fee waivers or funding incentives, and promotion of affordable housing for 
incomes 50% to 120% of the regional median household income). 

5. Specific third-year reporting requirements (Metro Code 3.07.740.C). 
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SUMMARY OF 2004 COMPLIANCE OF METRO URBAN GROWTH MANAGEMENT 
FUNCTIONAL PLAN TITLE 7 (AFFORDABLE HOUSING) 

 
 
HILLSBORO 
 
The third year (2004) report was not received by Metro. The City’s first year (2002) report was 
received by Metro in February 2002.  The second year (2003) report was not received. 
 
A. Metro Code 3.07.720: Each city or county should adopt the Voluntary Affordable Housing 

Production Goals as a guide to measure progress towards meeting the affordable housing 
needs of households with incomes between 0% and 50% of the regional median family 
income. 
 
The report stated that the City discussed their affordable housing production goal in 
November 2000, when the Metro Affordable Housing Technical Advisory Committee was still 
developing the regional affordable housing production goals (i.e., prior to the adoption of 
Title 7 by the Metro Council in January 2001). 

 
B. Metro Code 3.07.730.A: Cities and counties shall ensure that their comprehensive plan and 

implementing ordinances address: 1) diversity; 2) maintaining the existing supply of 
affordable housing and increasing new dispersed affordable housing; and 3) increasing 
affordable housing opportunities for household of all income levels. 
(See Metro Functional Plan Title 7 for more details on these three policies) 
 
The City did not address the above three strategies in its report. 

 
C. Metro Code 3.07.730.B: Cities and counties shall consider amendment of their 

comprehensive plan and implementing ordinances with the following affordable housing land 
use tools and strategies: 1) density bonus; 2) replacement housing; 3) inclusionary housing; 
4) transfer of development rights; 5) elderly and people with disabilities; 6) local regulatory 
constraints – discrepancies in planning and zoning codes, and local permitting or approval 
process; and 7) parking. 
(See Metro Functional Plan Title 7 for more details on these seven tools and strategies) 

 
The City has not considered adoption of the seven strategies.  The report stated that the 
City “will further analyze the feasibility of the seven land use tools” and that within the next 
two years it “foresees adoption of an updated comprehensive plan which will likely include a 
number of affordable housing policies.” 
 

 
Land use strategy (Metro Code) Jurisdiction Action 

 
Density bonus Not addressed in the report 
Replacement housing Not addressed in the report 
Inclusionary housing Not addressed in the report 
Transfer development rights Not addressed in the report 
Elderly and people with 
disabilities 

Not addressed in the report 

Local regulatory constraints Not addressed in the report 
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Parking Not addressed in the report 
 

 
D. Metro Code 3.07.760.B: Local jurisdictions are encouraged to consider implementation of 

the following affordable housing tools and strategies: 1) replacement housing resulting from 
urban renewal; 2) inclusionary housing in urban renewal districts; 3) fee waivers or funding 
incentives; 4) promotion of affordable housing for incomes 50% to 120% of the regional 
median household income (RMHI); and 5) joint coordination or action to meet the affordable 
housing production goals. 
(See Metro Functional Plan Title 7 for more details on these five tools and strategies) 

 
One of the other affordable housing strategies in use in the City prior to adoption of Title 7 is 
the “joint coordination or action” strategy.  

 
Other affordable housing strategies (Metro Code) 
 

Jurisdiction Action 

Replacement housing resulting from urban 
renewal 

Not addressed in the report 

Inclusionary housing in urban renewal districts Not addressed in the report 
Fee waivers or funding incentives Not addressed in the report 
Efforts promoting affordable housing for other 
income groups (50% to 120% of the regional 
median household income) 

Not addressed in the report 

Joint coordination or action In use prior to January 2001 (Title 7) 
The City coordinates with other 
agencies to increase affordable 
housing production 

 
 
 

E. Metro Code 3.07.730.C: By June 30, 2004, each city and county within the Metro region 
shall report to Metro on the outcome of the amendments to its comprehensive plan and 
implementing ordinances pending at the time of submittal of the report described in 
subsection B of this section and on the public response, if any, to any implementation 
adopted by the city of county to increase the community’s affordable housing, including but 
not limited to the tools and strategies in subsection 3.07.730B. 
 
i) Affordable housing projects that were initiated or completed as a result of the 

implementation of the tools and strategies described in the previous sections, including 
the number of units produced and income level/s served.  

ii) Partnerships that were created between the city and affordable housing developers 
(non-profit developers and private sector developers) 

iii) Pending amendments to the comprehensive plan and implementing ordinances.  
iv) Public response to code changes. 
 
These requirements were not addressed. 
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F. Metro Code 3.07.730: Compliance with amendment of comprehensive plan and 
implementing ordinances with affordable housing land use tools and strategies is achieved 
when the governing body of a city or county considers each tool or strategy. 
 
The 2002 report was sent to Metro under a cover letter signed by the Planning Director.  
The cover letter and the report did not indicate that the report was reviewed and approved 
by the City Council. 
 

G. Local initiatives not required or encouraged by Title 7. 
 
The report indicated that the City has other affordable housing tools and strategies such as 
the light rail zoning in the six Station Community Planning Areas that offers a diversity of 
affordable housing.  Government rental assistance through the Washington County Section 
8 program, and first time home-buyer program are additional local initiatives the City report 
mentioned. 
 

H. Other information provided. 
 

The City’s report included a summary of the key findings of its 2020 Housing Needs Study 
(November 2000), the status of affordable housing in the City and related policies and 
initiatives, and a timeline for updating its Comprehensive Plan with Functional Plan Title 7 
affordable housing policies.  The City’s housing needs study indicated a need for 2,707 
affordable housing units for households earning less than 40% of Hillsboro median family 
income. 

 
Outstanding Items: 
1. Clarification if the elected body had reviewed and approved the annual compliance report 

prior to submitting it to Metro. (Metro Code 3.07.730) 
2. Consideration of the voluntary affordable housing production goals. (Metro Code 3.07.720 ) 
3. Ensuring that the comprehensive plan and implementing ordinances include diversity 

strategies, measures to maintain the existing supply of affordable housing and increase 
dispersion of affordable housing, and measures to increase affordable housing opportunities 
for household of all income levels (Metro Code 3.07.730.A). 

4. Consideration of the amendment of comprehensive plan and implementing ordinance with 
the seven land use strategies in Metro Code 3.07.730.B. 

5. Encouraged consideration of the implementation of four of the other affordable housing 
strategies in Metro Code Section 3.07.760 (replacement housing in urban renewal areas, 
inclusionary housing in urban renewal areas, fee waivers and funding incentives, and the 
promotion of affordable housing for incomes 50% to 120% of the regional median household 
income). 

6. Specific third-year reporting requirements (Metro Code 3.07.740.C).  
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SUMMARY OF 2004 COMPLIANCE OF METRO URBAN GROWTH MANAGEMENT 
FUNCTIONAL PLAN TITLE 7 (AFFORDABLE HOUSING) 

 
 
JOHNSON CITY
 
The City has not submitted the 2002, 2003 and 2004 reports to address the requirements in the 
Metro Functional Plan Title 7 listed below. 
 
A. Metro Code 3.07.720: Each city or county should adopt the Voluntary Affordable Housing 

Production Goals as a guide to measure progress towards meeting the affordable housing 
needs of households with incomes between 0% and 50% of the regional median family 
income. 

 
B. Metro Code 3.07.730.A: Cities and counties shall ensure that their comprehensive plan and 

implementing ordinances address: 1) diversity; 2) maintaining the existing supply of 
affordable housing and increasing new dispersed affordable housing; and 3) increasing 
affordable housing opportunities for household of all income levels. 
(See Metro Functional Plan Title 7 for more details on these three policies) 

 
C. Metro Code 3.07.730.B: Cities and counties shall consider amendment of their 

comprehensive plan and implementing ordinances with the following affordable housing land 
use tools and strategies: 1) density bonus; 2) replacement housing; 3) inclusionary housing; 
4) transfer of development rights; 5) elderly and people with disabilities; 6) local regulatory 
constraints – discrepancies in planning and zoning codes, and local permitting or approval 
process; and 7) parking. 
(See Metro Functional Plan Title 7 for more details on these seven tools and strategies) 

 
D. Metro Code 3.07.760.B: Local jurisdictions are encouraged to consider implementation of 

the following affordable housing tools and strategies: 1) replacement housing resulting from 
urban renewal; 2) inclusionary housing in urban renewal districts; 3) fee waivers or funding 
incentives; 4) promotion of affordable housing for incomes 50% to 120% of the regional 
median household income (RMHI); and 5) joint coordination or action to meet the affordable 
housing production goals. 
(See Metro Functional Plan Title 7 for more details on these five tools and strategies) 

 
E. Metro Code 3.07.730.C: By June 30, 2004, each city and county within the Metro region 

shall report to Metro on the outcome of the amendments to its comprehensive plan and 
implementing ordinances pending at the time of submittal of the report described in 
subsection B of this section and on the public response, if any, to any implementation 
adopted by the city of county to increase the community’s affordable housing, including but 
not limited to the tools and strategies in subsection 3.07.730B. 
 
i) Affordable housing projects that were initiated or completed as a result of the 

implementation of the tools and strategies described in the previous sections, including 
the number of units produced and income level/s served.  

ii) Partnerships that were created between the city and affordable housing developers 
(non-profit developers and private sector developers) 

iii) Pending amendments to the comprehensive plan and implementing ordinances.  
iv) Public response to code changes. 
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F. Metro Code 3.07.730: Compliance with amendment of comprehensive plan and 
implementing ordinances with affordable housing land use tools and strategies is achieved 
when the governing body of a city or county considers each tool or strategy. 

 
 
Outstanding Items: 
1. All of the above requirements are yet to be addressed. 
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SUMMARY OF 2004 COMPLIANCE OF METRO URBAN GROWTH MANAGEMENT 
FUNCTIONAL PLAN TITLE 7 (AFFORDABLE HOUSING) 

 
 
KING CITY 
 
The City’s submitted the second year (2003) report that Metro received in January 2003. The 
first year (2002) report was not received. Metro received the City’s 2004 report on June 21, 
2004.   
 
A. Metro Code 3.07.720: Each city or county should adopt the Voluntary Affordable Housing 

Production Goals as a guide to measure progress towards meeting the affordable housing 
needs of households with incomes between 0% and 50% of the regional median family 
income. 
 
The City’s 2003 report declined to adopt the voluntary goal.  The report stated “the City 
Council has determined that setting an affordable housing goal is unnecessary”. The report 
went on to say that the voluntary goal of 5 units is declined “due to the small size of the City, 
the wide selection of affordable housing in the city and adjacent unincorporated area, and 
residential zoning that is conducive to provide additional affordable housing.”   

 
B. Metro Code 3.07.730.A: Cities and counties shall ensure that their comprehensive plan and 

implementing ordinances address: 1) diversity; 2) maintaining the existing supply of 
affordable housing and increasing new dispersed affordable housing; and 3) increasing 
affordable housing opportunities for household of all income levels. 
(See Metro Functional Plan Title 7 for more details on these three policies) 
 
The City’s 2003 and 2004 report include excerpts from the City’s comprehensive plan that 
address maintaining housing diversity and providing a housing supply for all income levels. 
The City’s compliance reports do not make direct mention of specific comprehensive plan 
language to maintain the existing housing supply and increase the dispersion of housing. 
However, King City is persuasive in the contention that their unique situation as a retirement 
community, with housing that serves a predominantly lower income senior population, 
exempts them from the need to adopt these comprehensive plan policies.      
 

C. Metro Code 3.07.730.B: Cities and counties shall consider amendment of their 
comprehensive plan and implementing ordinances with the following affordable housing land 
use tools and strategies: 1) density bonus; 2) replacement housing; 3) inclusionary housing; 
4) transfer of development rights; 5) elderly and people with disabilities; 6) local regulatory 
constraints – discrepancies in planning and zoning codes, and local permitting or approval 
process; and 7) parking. 
(See Metro Functional Plan Title 7 for more details on these seven tools and strategies) 
 

Land use strategy (Metro Code) Jurisdiction Action 
 

Density bonus Declined to adopt because of the relatively high 
existing and planned residential densities in the city. 

Replacement housing Declined to adopt.  The 2004 report states, “there is 
virtually no pressure to convert existing residences 
into nonresidential uses.” 
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Inclusionary housing Declined to adopt because of ample affordable 
housing units in the city. 

Transfer development rights Declined to adopt due to small city size and 
administrative complexity. 

Elderly and people with 
disabilities 

In use prior to January 2001  

Local regulatory constraints In use prior to January 2001 
Parking Declined. The City’s 2004 report states that it has 

adopted Title 2 parking requirements and does not 
address parking policies as they relate to housing 
affordability as outlined in Title 7. 

 
 
D. Metro Code 3.07.760.B: Local jurisdictions are encouraged to consider implementation of 

the following affordable housing tools and strategies: 1) replacement housing resulting from 
urban renewal; 2) inclusionary housing in urban renewal districts; 3) fee waivers or funding 
incentives; 4) promotion of affordable housing for incomes 50% to 120% of the regional 
median household income (RMHI); and 5) joint coordination or action to meet the affordable 
housing production goals. 
(See Metro Functional Plan Title 7 for more details on these five tools and strategies) 

 
Other affordable housing strategies (Metro Code) 
 

Jurisdiction Action 

Replacement housing resulting from urban 
renewal 

Declined as a tool. (see above) In 
addition, the City does not have 
urban renewal districts.   

Inclusionary housing in urban renewal districts Declined as a tool. (see above) In 
addition, the City does not have 
urban renewal districts.   

Fee waivers or funding incentives Declined. The 2004 report states, 
“the city’s land use applications 
review procedures are 
streamlined..” and “the city has the 
ability to waive an application if the 
condition warrants it.” 

Efforts promoting affordable housing for other 
income groups (50% to 120% of the regional 
median household income) 

Declined. The City states, “(King 
City) has a wide range of existing 
affordable housing, and much of it 
would accommodate this household 
income range.”  

Joint coordination or action Declined. The report states, “it does 
not appear to the city there is any 
joint coordination or action required 
with any other agency or 
jurisdiction”.  

 
 
E. Metro Code 3.07.730.C: By June 30, 2004, each city and county within the Metro region 

shall report to Metro on the outcome of the amendments to its comprehensive plan and 
implementing ordinances pending at the time of submittal of the report described in 
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subsection B of this section and on the public response, if any, to any implementation 
adopted by the city of county to increase the community’s affordable housing, including but 
not limited to the tools and strategies in subsection 3.07.730B. 
 
i) Affordable housing projects that were initiated or completed as a result of the 

implementation of the tools and strategies described in the previous sections, including 
the number of units produced and income level/s served.  
 
Although this requirement was no addressed directly, King City states “with the 
exception of recently annexed land (100+ acres), the city is almost entirely developed.  
The report states also that the recently annexed area will soon begin to produce new 
housing within the density range prescribed in the Metro 2040 Growth Concept, and 
consistent with the existing housing stock in the city. 
 

ii) Partnerships that were created between the city and affordable housing developers 
(non-profit developers and private sector developers) 
Though King City does not address the issue of partnership, the City addressed 
coordination by stating “…it does not appear to the city there is any joint coordination or 
action required with any other agency or jurisdiction.”  

 
iii) Pending amendments to the comprehensive plan and implementing ordinances.  

 
No pending amendments were reported, other than the changes to the comprehensive 
plan that may have been associated with the recently annexed 100+-acre area 
previously known as Urban Reserve #47.   

 
iv) Public response to code changes. 

 
This requirement was not addressed. 

 
F. Metro Code 3.07.730: Compliance with amendment of comprehensive plan and 

implementing ordinances with affordable housing land use tools and strategies is achieved 
when the governing body of a city or county considers each tool or strategy. 
 
The combined 2002 & 2003 report states that the content of the report was “reviewed and 
discussed” by the King City Council in January, 2003. The 2004 report was also reviewed 
and discussed at a June 16, 2004 meeting of the King City Council.   

 
G. Local initiatives not required or encouraged by Title 7. 

 
The City’s reports do not detail any additional local approaches being taken to support 
affordable housing. However, the reports all state that King City was originally conceived as 
a retirement community in order to provide affordable housing for elderly persons on fixed 
incomes. Despite this, the report notes that the City’s housing supply has diversified to 
include “affordable single family, duplex, and multi family residences”.         

 
Outstanding Items: 
 
One section (public response) of the specific third-year reporting requirements (Metro Code 
3.07.740.C).
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SUMMARY OF 2004 COMPLIANCE OF METRO URBAN GROWTH MANAGEMENT 
FUNCTIONAL PLAN TITLE 7 (AFFORDABLE HOUSING) 

 
 
LAKE OSWEGO
 
Metro received the City’s 2004 report on June 2004. The City’s second year (2003) report was 
received by Metro in December 2003. A first year (2002) report was not submitted. 
 
A. Metro Code 3.07.720: Each city or county should adopt the Voluntary Affordable Housing 

Production Goals as a guide to measure progress towards meeting the affordable housing 
needs of households with incomes between 0% and 50% of the regional median family 
income. 

 
The City declined to adopt the goals.  The City’s 2004 report states, “..the City Council has 
reviewed and considered the 5-year voluntary affordable housing goals and has concluded 
that the adoption of those goals for Lake Oswego would not be of any practical value for the 
community or the region for the following reasons: 

• There is no sufficient time remaining between now and 2006 to make substantial 
progress towards the attainment of those goals. 

• Lake Oswego has not had a local affordable housing program in the past and it will 
take some time for the recently appointed task force to complete its work, and for the 
recommendations of the task force to be reviewed and implemented.  

• Lake Oswego has relatively little vacant land and developable residential land 
remaining within the City limits. What land is available is among the most expensive 
residential property in Oregon. The adoption of a set of goals will have no effect 
without programs that address land availability and land value. The City has not yet 
prepared any such programs, but the Affordable Housing Task Force will be 
addressing these issues.  

• The City’s Affordable Housing Task Force is being asked for recommendations that 
can lead to meaningful programs for affordability, some of which may be 
implemented fairly quickly and some of which may take some years to be effective.   

 
B. Metro Code 3.07.730.A: Cities and counties shall ensure that their comprehensive plan and 

implementing ordinances address: 1) diversity; 2) maintaining the existing supply of 
affordable housing and increasing new dispersed affordable housing; and 3) increasing 
affordable housing opportunities for household of all income levels. 
(See Metro Functional Plan Title 7 for more details on these three policies) 
 
The City’s 2003 report highlighted some existing policies in its comprehensive plan and 
implementing ordinances addressing diversity and supply of affordable housing for all 
income levels. The 2004 report provides no further information.  
 

C. Metro Code 3.07.730.B: Cities and counties shall consider amendment of their 
comprehensive plan and implementing ordinances with the following affordable housing land 
use tools and strategies: 1) density bonus; 2) replacement housing; 3) inclusionary housing; 
4) transfer of development rights; 5) elderly and people with disabilities; 6) local regulatory 
constraints – discrepancies in planning and zoning codes, and local permitting or approval 
process; and 7) parking. 
(See Metro Functional Plan Title 7 for more details on these seven tools and strategies) 
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The 2004 report states that the Lake Oswego Planning Commission and City Council have 
conducted studies in the last two years to review affordable housing programs, and created 
a task force to advise the Commission and City Council on the issues of affordable housing. 
The recommendation of the task force is expected by the end of calendar year 2004. 
 
Following table represents the City’s progress in complying with the above requirements as 
detailed in the City’s 2003 report.   
 

Land use strategy (Metro Code) Jurisdiction Action 
 

Density bonus Discussed with no action taken 
Replacement housing Discussed with no action taken 
Inclusionary housing Declined to adopt because the City have no 

designated funding source to defray subsidies that 
would help initiate implementation of the tool. 

Transfer development rights Discussed with no action taken 
Elderly and people with 
disabilities 

In use prior to January 2001 

Local regulatory constraints Discussed with no action taken 
Parking Discussed with no action taken 

 
D. Metro Code 3.07.760.B: Local jurisdictions are encouraged to consider implementation of 

the following affordable housing tools and strategies: 1) replacement housing resulting from 
urban renewal; 2) inclusionary housing in urban renewal districts; 3) fee waivers or funding 
incentives; 4) promotion of affordable housing for incomes 50% to 120% of the regional 
median household income (RMHI); and 5) joint coordination or action to meet the affordable 
housing production goals. 
(See Metro Functional Plan Title 7 for more details on these five tools and strategies) 
 
Following table represents the City’s progress in complying with the above requirements as 
detailed in the City’s 2003 report.   

 
Other affordable housing strategies (Metro Code) 
 

Jurisdiction Action 

Replacement housing resulting from urban 
renewal 
 

Not addressed in the report 

Inclusionary housing in urban renewal districts Declined to adopt (per reasons in 
the previous section regarding 
inclusionary housing) 

Fee waivers or funding incentives Discussed with no action taken 
Efforts promoting affordable housing for other 
income groups (50% to 120% of the regional 
median household income) 

Discussed with no action taken 

Joint coordination or action Discussed with no action taken 
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E. Metro Code 3.07.730.C: By June 30, 2004, each city and county within the Metro region 
shall report to Metro on the outcome of the amendments to its comprehensive plan and 
implementing ordinances pending at the time of submittal of the report described in 
subsection B of this section and on the public response, if any, to any implementation 
adopted by the city of county to increase the community’s affordable housing, including but 
not limited to the tools and strategies in subsection 3.07.730B. 

 
i) Affordable housing projects that were initiated or completed as a result of the 

implementation of the tools and strategies described in the previous sections, including 
the number of units produced and income level/s served.  

ii) Partnerships that were created between the city and affordable housing developers 
(non-profit developers and private sector developers) 

iii) Pending amendments to the comprehensive plan and implementing ordinances.  
iv) Public response to code changes. 

 
The outcome of the City’s affordable housing program and public response to its code 
changes are expected in its forthcoming report. 

 
F. Metro Code 3.07.730: Compliance with amendment of comprehensive plan and 

implementing ordinances with affordable housing land use tools and strategies is achieved 
when the governing body of a city or county considers each tool or strategy. 

 
The City’s 2003 report states that the City Council reviewed and approved the report. The 
2004 report was signed by Community Development Director Stephan Lashbrook, and 
includes a copy of Resolution 04-28, creating the City’s Affordable Housing Task Force. 

 
G. Other information provided. 
 

Clackamas County Housing Authority provides most of the affordable housing programs 
affecting the city.  The City’s report states “extremely high land values make it difficult to 
provide sufficient incentives to motivate the private sector to develop affordable housing.” 
   

Outstanding Items: 
1. Ensuring that the City’s comprehensive plan and implementing ordinances include 

measures to maintain the existing supply of affordable housing and increase dispersion of 
affordable housing (Metro Code 3.07.730.A) 

2. Consideration of the amendment of comprehensive plan and implementing ordinances with 
the following five land use strategies in Metro Code 3.07.730.B. (density bonus, replacement 
housing, transfer development right, local regulatory constraints, parking). 

3. Encouraged consideration of the implementation of four of the other affordable housing 
strategies in Metro Code Section 3.07.760 (replacement housing in urban renewal areas, 
fee waiver or funding incentives, efforts to promote affordable housing for other income 
groups, joint coordination or action). 

4. Specific third-year reporting requirements (Metro Code 3.07.740.C). 
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SUMMARY OF 2004 COMPLIANCE OF METRO URBAN GROWTH MANAGEMENT 
FUNCTIONAL PLAN TITLE 7 (AFFORDABLE HOUSING) 

 
 
MAYWOOD PARK
 
Per letter signed by the City’s Mayor, the report that Metro received in January 2004 was 
intended to serve as the City’s first year (2002), second (2003) year and third year (2004) 
reports.  
 
A. Metro Code 3.07.720: Each city or county should adopt the Voluntary Affordable Housing 

Production Goals as a guide to measure progress towards meeting the affordable housing 
needs of households with incomes between 0% and 50% of the regional median family 
income. 
 
Due to the methodology employed in the 1998 Regional Affordable Housing Strategy, the 
City was apportioned affordable housing production goal of zero. 
 

B. Metro Code 3.07.730.A: Cities and counties shall ensure that their comprehensive plan and 
implementing ordinances address: 1) diversity; 2) maintaining the existing supply of 
affordable housing and increasing new dispersed affordable housing; and 3) increasing 
affordable housing opportunities for household of all income levels. 
(See Metro Functional Plan Title 7 for more details on these three policies) 
 
The City did not address the above three strategies in its report. 

 
C. Metro Code 3.07.730.B: Cities and counties shall consider amendment of their 

comprehensive plan and implementing ordinances with the following affordable housing land 
use tools and strategies: 1) density bonus; 2) replacement housing; 3) inclusionary housing; 
4) transfer of development rights; 5) elderly and people with disabilities; 6) local regulatory 
constraints – discrepancies in planning and zoning codes, and local permitting or approval 
process; and 7) parking. 
(See Metro Functional Plan Title 7 for more details on these seven tools and strategies) 

 
The report states that the City has revised it parking ordinance consistent with Metro’s 
Functional Plan (Title 2).  Metro’s Title 2 does not address affordable housing, hence the 
City has not completely considered this strategy.  The City discussed the other six land use 
strategies and decided not to adopt them. 

 
Land use strategy (Metro Code) Jurisdiction Action 

 
Density bonus Declined to adopt because the City has no 

developable land. 
Replacement housing Declined to adopt because the City “is not proposing 

any planned map amendment which will result in 
loss of affordable housing.” 

Inclusionary housing Declined to adopt because the City has no 
developable land and cannot therefore offer 
developers this strategy. 

Transfer development rights Declined to adopt because the City is completely 
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developed. 
Elderly and people with 
disabilities 

Declined to adopt because residential zoning is not 
in conflict with accommodation of elderly and people 
with disabilities. 

Local regulatory constraints Declined to adopt because the City has no regulatory 
constraints inhibiting development. 

Parking Unclear what action the City has taken 
 

 
D. Metro Code 3.07.760.B: Local jurisdictions are encouraged to consider implementation of 

the following affordable housing tools and strategies: 1) replacement housing resulting from 
urban renewal; 2) inclusionary housing in urban renewal districts; 3) fee waivers or funding 
incentives; 4) promotion of affordable housing for incomes 50% to 120% of the regional 
median household income (RMHI); and 5) joint coordination or action to meet the affordable 
housing production goals. 
(See Metro Functional Plan Title 7 for more details on these five tools and strategies) 

 
Other affordable housing strategies (Metro Code) 
 

Jurisdiction Action 

Replacement housing resulting from urban 
renewal 

Declined to adopt (per reasons in 
the previous section regarding 
replacement housing) 

Inclusionary housing in urban renewal districts Declined to adopt (per reasons in 
the previous section regarding 
inclusionary housing) 

Fee waivers or funding incentives Not addressed in the report 
Efforts promoting affordable housing for other 
income groups (50% to 120% of the regional 
median household income) 

Not addressed in the report 

Joint coordination or action Not addressed in the report 
 

 
E. Metro Code 3.07.730.C: By June 30, 2004, each city and county within the Metro region 

shall report to Metro on the outcome of the amendments to its comprehensive plan and 
implementing ordinances pending at the time of submittal of the report described in 
subsection B of this section and on the public response, if any, to any implementation 
adopted by the city of county to increase the community’s affordable housing, including but 
not limited to the tools and strategies in subsection 3.07.730B. 
 
i) Affordable housing projects that were initiated or completed as a result of the 

implementation of the tools and strategies described in the previous sections, including 
the number of units produced and income level/s served.  

ii) Partnerships that were created between the city and affordable housing developers 
(non-profit developers and private sector developers) 

iii) Pending amendments to the comprehensive plan and implementing ordinances.  
iv) Public response to code changes. 

 
These requirements were not addressed. 
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F. Metro Code 3.07.730: Compliance with amendment of comprehensive plan and 
implementing ordinances with affordable housing land use tools and strategies is achieved 
when the governing body of a city or county considers each tool or strategy. 

 
The combined 2002 & 2003 report stated that the City Council reviewed and approved the 
report. 

 
Outstanding Items: 
Although the City’s report stated that the report satisfies Metro’s Title 7 requirements for the 
third/final (2004) annual report, the following are the outstanding items the City would have to 
address to be in compliance. 
 
1. Ensuring that the City’s comprehensive plan and implementing ordinances include diversity 

strategies, measures to maintain the existing supply of affordable housing and increase 
dispersion of affordable housing, and measures to increase affordable housing opportunities 
for household of all income levels. (Metro Code 3.07.730.A) 

2. Consideration of the amendment of comprehensive plan and implementing ordinances with 
the parking measures that encourages affordable housing (Metro Code 3.07.730.B) 

3. Encouraged consideration of the implementation of three of the other affordable housing 
strategies in Metro Code Section 3.07.760 (fee waivers or funding incentives; efforts 
targeted at households at 50-80% and 80-120% of the regional median household income, 
and joint coordination). 

4. Specific third-year reporting requirements (Metro Code 3.07.740.C).  
 

3  



  

SUMMARY OF 2004 COMPLIANCE OF METRO URBAN GROWTH MANAGEMENT 
FUNCTIONAL PLAN TITLE 7 (AFFORDABLE HOUSING) 

 
MILWAUKIE  
 
Although the city did not submit a third year (2004) report, Metro received a cover letter and 
supplementary information from the Mayor of Milwaukie in June of 2004. Although the letter 
indicates that the City is still in the process of addressing Title 7 requirements, it offered some 
supplementary information that was used by Metro staff to conduct a preliminary assessment of 
Milwaukie’s existing affordable housing tools strategies. The City did not submit the first year 
(2002) and second year (2003) reports but did submit letters (January 2002, March 2003 and 
June 2004) updating Metro on the City’s efforts to formally address Title 7 requirements. 
 
A. Metro Code 3.07.720: Each city or county should adopt the Voluntary Affordable Housing 

Production Goals as a guide to measure progress towards meeting the affordable housing 
needs of households with incomes between 0% and 50% of the regional median family 
income. 

 
The 2004 submission states that the City has yet to publicly consider the voluntary affordable 
production goals. However, the 2004 submission lists the consideration of the goals among the 
tasks the City Council will address by November 1, 2004. As of the writing of this report 
(December, 2004) no additional information has been received.     
 
B. Metro Code 3.07.730.A: Cities and counties shall ensure that their comprehensive plan and 

implementing ordinances address: 1) diversity; 2) maintaining the existing supply of 
affordable housing and increasing new dispersed affordable housing; and 3) increasing 
affordable housing opportunities for household of all income levels. 
(See Metro Functional Plan Title 7 for more details on these three policies) 
 

The City’s 2004 submission cites specific comprehensive plan sections that satisfy this Title 7 
requirement, however, it is unclear if the submission was reviewed and considered by the City 
Council.     
 
C. Metro Code 3.07.730.B: Cities and counties shall consider amendment of their 

comprehensive plan and implementing ordinances with the following affordable housing land 
use tools and strategies: 1) density bonus; 2) replacement housing; 3) inclusionary housing; 
4) transfer of development rights; 5) elderly and people with disabilities; 6) local regulatory 
constraints – discrepancies in planning and zoning codes, and local permitting or approval 
process; and 7) parking. 
(See Metro Functional Plan Title 7 for more details on these seven tools and strategies) 
 

 
Land use strategy (Metro Code) Jurisdiction Action 

 

Density bonus Unclear of action taken by the City. 
Replacement housing Not addressed in the report  
Inclusionary housing Not addressed in the report 
Transfer development rights Unclear of action taken by the City. This strategy is 

referenced in the 2004 report as an existing tool 
employed by the City. However, additional 
information is needed to address the way the tool is 
used to create affordable housing.   

Elderly and people with 
disabilities 

Unclear of action taken by the City. 

Local regulatory constraints Declined to adopt.  The report states that the City 
has no regulatory constraints inhibiting development. 



  

Parking Unclear what action the City has taken 
 

 
D. Metro Code 3.07.760.B: Local jurisdictions are encouraged to consider implementation of 

the following affordable housing tools and strategies: 1) replacement housing resulting from 
urban renewal; 2) inclusionary housing in urban renewal districts; 3) fee waivers or funding 
incentives; 4) promotion of affordable housing for incomes 50% to 120% of the regional 
median household income (RMHI); and 5) joint coordination or action to meet the affordable 
housing production goals. 
(See Metro Functional Plan Title 7 for more details on these five tools and strategies) 
 

Other affordable housing strategies (Metro Code) 
 

Jurisdiction Action 

Replacement housing resulting from urban 
renewal 

Not addressed in the report 

Inclusionary housing in urban renewal districts Not addressed in the report 
Fee waivers or funding incentives Not addressed in the report 
Efforts promoting affordable housing for other 
income groups (50% to 120% of the regional 
median household income) 

Not addressed in the report 

Joint coordination or action Unclear what actions the City has 
taken in the past or currently. The 
City’s 2004 report states its 
“participation in regional and county 
programs aimed at identifying 
housing need, administering state 
and federal monies ..”   

 
 
E. Metro Code 3.07.730.C: By June 30, 2004, each city and county within the Metro region 

shall report to Metro on the outcome of the amendments to its comprehensive plan and 
implementing ordinances pending at the time of submittal of the report described in 
subsection B of this section and on the public response, if any, to any implementation 
adopted by the city of county to increase the community’s affordable housing, including but 
not limited to the tools and strategies in subsection 3.07.730B. 
 
i) Affordable housing projects that were initiated or completed as a result of the 

implementation of the tools and strategies described in the previous sections, including 
the number of units produced and income level/s served.  

ii) Partnerships that were created between the city and affordable housing developers 
(non-profit developers and private sector developers) 

iii) Pending amendments to the comprehensive plan and implementing ordinances.  
iv) Public response to code changes. 
 
The City did not address these requirements.  

 
F. Metro Code 3.07.730: Compliance with amendment of comprehensive plan and 

implementing ordinances with affordable housing land use tools and strategies is achieved 
when the governing body of a city or county considers each tool or strategy. 

 
There was no indication that the letter and supplementary information sent to Metro by the 
Mayor was reviewed and approved by the governing body of the City. 

 
G. Other information provided. 
 



  

Milwaukie’s 2004 submission explains that the City adopted a strategy on May 4, 2004 for 
completing the requirements of Title 7. The City also states that it has “completed research on 
city demographics, housing characteristics, and historical housing production and the Title 7 
task of identifying existing affordable housing policies and implementation measures.”  
 
Milwaukie also mentions the following other strategies that are currently in use: 

1. Encouragement of multifamily, manufactured and mobile homes in appropriate 
locations. 

2. Encouragement of infill housing that “uses innovative development techniques that 
reduce housing costs.” 

3. Identification and assistance to “individuals and neighborhoods in obtaining funds for 
housing rehabilitation, neighborhood parks, and rental assistance.” 

4. Encouragement of programs to “assist needy homeowners in rehabilitating and 
maintaining their property”. 

5. Encouragement of diverse housing types and a “diverse range of affordable housing” 
in the Milwaukie Town Center.  

 
Outstanding Items 
1. Clarification if the elected body had reviewed and approved the report prior to submitting it 

to Metro. (Metro Code 3.07.730) 
2. Consideration of the voluntary affordable housing production goals. (Metro Code 3.07.720) 
3. The City’s 2004 submission includes excerpts from the comprehensive plan and 

implementing ordinances that outline diversity strategies, measures to maintain the existing 
supply of affordable housing and increase dispersion of affordable housing, and measures 
to increase affordable housing opportunities for household of all income levels (Metro Code 
3.07.730.A). However, the City Council must officially consider the compliance report in 
order for the information to count towards compliance.   

4. Consideration of the amendment of comprehensive plan and implementing ordinance with 
the seven land use strategies in Metro Code 3.07.730.B. (The 2004 submission mentions 
density bonus, transfer of development rights, and strategies to provide affordable housing 
for the elderly and disabled as existing, and declining to adopt local regulatory constraints. 
However, the City Council must officially consider the compliance report in order for this 
information to count towards compliance.)    

5. Encouraged consideration of the implementation of four of the other affordable housing 
strategies in Metro Code Section 3.07.760 (replacement housing in urban renewal areas, 
inclusionary housing in urban renewal areas, fee waivers and funding incentives, and the 
promotion of affordable housing for incomes 50% to 120% of the regional median household 
income). 

6. Specific third-year reporting requirements (Metro Code 3.07.740.C).  



SUMMARY OF 2004 COMPLIANCE OF METRO URBAN GROWTH MANAGEMENT 
FUNCTIONAL PLAN TITLE 7 (AFFORDABLE HOUSING) 

 
 
OREGON CITY 
 
Metro received the first year (2002) and second year (2003) reports on October 20, 2004. 
 
A. Metro Code 3.07.720: Each city or county should adopt the Voluntary Affordable Housing 

Production Goals as a guide to measure progress towards meeting the affordable housing 
needs of households with incomes between 0% and 50% of the regional median family 
income. 

 
Discussed and no formal action taken, however, it will use the goals as guideline for 
supporting the production of affordable housing. The City’s Housing Resource Document 
concluded that in order to find housing, low-income households may have to double up or 
accept substandard units. 
 

B. Metro Code 3.07.730.A: Cities and counties shall ensure that their comprehensive plan and 
implementing ordinances address: 1) diversity; 2) maintaining the existing supply of 
affordable housing and increasing new dispersed affordable housing; and 3) increasing 
affordable housing opportunities for household of all income levels. 
(See Metro Functional Plan Title 7 for more details on these three policies) 

 
The City adopted new policies in its updated comprehensive plan addressing the three 
strategies. The report did not state if the policies have been adopted into the city’s 
implementing ordinances. 

 
C. Metro Code 3.07.730.B: Cities and counties shall consider amendment of their 

comprehensive plan and implementing ordinances with the following affordable housing land 
use tools and strategies: 1) density bonus; 2) replacement housing; 3) inclusionary housing; 
4) transfer of development rights; 5) elderly and people with disabilities; 6) local regulatory 
constraints – discrepancies in planning and zoning codes, and local permitting or approval 
process; and 7) parking. 
(See Metro Functional Plan Title 7 for more details on these seven tools and strategies) 

 
 

Land use strategy (Metro Code) Jurisdiction Action 
 

Density bonus Discussed with no action taken.  Proposed in its 
comprehensive plan amendment, to allow housing 
development that would be affordable to residents 
earning less than 50% of the City’s median income. 

Replacement housing Unclear of action taken.  Although the City’s second 
annual report states it expects to adopt the strategy 
pending final review of the updated comprehensive 
plan (page 2), it states also “tool adopted” in another 
section (page 5).  

Inclusionary housing Existing (partial).  Mixed use zones have parking 
reductions; City’s policy is consistent with Clackamas 

  



County Consolidated Plan that guide affordable 
housing production; proposed density bonus for 
housing for less than 50% MFI. 

Transfer development rights Declined to adopt because the availability of vacant 
land and higher densities allowed in downtown and 
along Molalla Boulevard negates the need for a TDR 
to develop high density housing in the City. 

Elderly and people with 
disabilities 

In use prior to January 2001 

Local regulatory constraints Unclear how City addressed specific measures listed 
in Title 7 or how its actions would support the 
production of affordable housing. The City’s 
evaluation of this tool is ongoing. 

Parking Adopted (new) 
 
 
D. Metro Code 3.07.760.B: Local jurisdictions are encouraged to consider implementation of 

the following affordable housing tools and strategies: 1) replacement housing resulting from 
urban renewal; 2) inclusionary housing in urban renewal districts; 3) fee waivers or funding 
incentives; 4) promotion of affordable housing for incomes 50% to 120% of the regional 
median household income (RMHI); and 5) joint coordination or action to meet the affordable 
housing production goals. 
(See Metro Functional Plan Title 7 for more details on these five tools and strategies) 

 
 

Other affordable housing strategies (Metro Code) 
 

Jurisdiction Action 

Replacement housing resulting from urban 
renewal 

Discussed with no action taken 

Inclusionary housing in urban renewal districts Discussed with no action taken 
Fee waivers or funding incentives In use prior to January 2001 (Title 7)
Efforts promoting affordable housing for other 
income groups (50% to 120% of the regional 
median household income) 

No mention of this strategy 

Joint coordination or action No mention of these tools 
 

 
E. Metro Code 3.07.730.C: By June 30, 2004, each city and county within the Metro region 

shall report to Metro on the outcome of the amendments to its comprehensive plan and 
implementing ordinances pending at the time of submittal of the report described in 
subsection B of this section and on the public response, if any, to any implementation 
adopted by the city of county to increase the community’s affordable housing, including but 
not limited to the tools and strategies in subsection 3.07.730B. 
 
i) Affordable housing projects that were initiated or completed as a result of the 

implementation of the tools and strategies described in the previous sections, including 
the number of units produced and income level/s served; and 

ii) Partnership that were created between the city and affordable housing developers (non-
profit developers and private sector developers) 

iii) Pending amendments to the comprehensive plan and implementing ordinances.  

  



iv) Public response to the voluntary affordable housing production goals, policies, tools and 
strategies for affordable housing, and funding for housing. 

The City did not address these requirements.  
 

 
F. Metro Code 3.07.730.B: Compliance with amendment of comprehensive plan and 

implementing ordinances with affordable housing land use tools and strategies is achieved 
when the governing body of a city or county considers each tool or strategy. 

 
The 2002 and 2003 reports were sent to Metro with the city Resolution approved on 
September 15, 2004. 

 
G. Local initiatives not required or encouraged by Title 7. 

 
1) Adopted new policies to allow site-built manufactured housing to meet requirements of 
state and federal law, and to allow accessory dwelling units; 2) Transit-oriented projects may 
receive parking reductions (10% to 50% reductions, depending on the zone) in mixed areas 
downtown and along transportation corridors; 3) Proposed to ensure potential loss of 
affordable housing is replaced when considering amendments to its comprehensive plan. 

 
Outstanding Items: 
1. Consideration of the voluntary affordable housing production goal. (Metro Code 3.07.720 ) 
2. Consideration of the amendment of comprehensive plan and implementing ordinance with 

the following five land use strategies in Metro Code 3.07.730.B. (density bonus, replacement 
housing and local regulatory constraints). 

3. Encouraged consideration of the implementation of four of the other affordable housing 
strategies in Metro Code Section 3.07.760 (replacement housing resulting from urban 
renewal areas, inclusionary housing in urban renewal areas, promotion of affordable 
housing for incomes 50% to 120% of the regional median household income, and joint 
coordination or action). 

4. Specific third-year reporting requirements (Metro Code 3.07.740.C). 
 
 

  



SUMMARY OF 2004 COMPLIANCE OF METRO URBAN GROWTH MANAGEMENT 
FUNCTIONAL PLAN TITLE 7 (AFFORDABLE HOUSING) 

 
 
PORTLAND 
 
Metro received the third year (2004) report in June 2004.  The City’s first year (2002) report was 
received in July 2002.  The second year (2003) report was received on December 29, 2004. 

 
A. Metro Code 3.07.720: Each city or county should adopt the Voluntary Affordable Housing 

Production Goals as a guide to measure progress towards meeting the affordable housing 
needs of households with incomes between 0% and 50% of the regional median family 
income. 
 
The City adopted the voluntary affordable housing production goal (1,791 units).  In addition, 
the City adopted the voluntary affordable housing production goal (134 units) for the 
Multnomah County unincorporated areas within the Portland Urban Service Boundary. 
 

B. Metro Code 3.07.730.A: Cities and counties shall ensure that their comprehensive plan and 
implementing ordinances address: 1) diversity; 2) maintaining the existing supply of 
affordable housing and increasing new dispersed affordable housing; and 3) increasing 
affordable housing opportunities for household of all income levels. 
(See Metro Functional Plan Title 7 for more details on these three policies) 
 
The City currently implements all elements of the three strategies.  The City reported 
existing strategies in its comprehensive plan addressing diversity of affordable housing, 
maintaining the existing supply and dispersal of affordable housing, and providing affordable 
housing opportunities for households of all income levels. 
 

C. Metro Code 3.07.730.B: Cities and counties shall consider amendment of their 
comprehensive plan and implementing ordinances with the following affordable housing land 
use tools and strategies: 1) density bonus; 2) replacement housing; 3) inclusionary housing; 
4) transfer of development rights; 5) elderly and people with disabilities; 6) local regulatory 
constraints – discrepancies in planning and zoning codes, and local permitting or approval 
process; and 7) parking. 
(See Metro Functional Plan Title 7 for more details on these seven tools and strategies) 

 
Land use strategy (Metro Code) Jurisdiction Action 

 
Density bonus In use prior to January 2001 (Title 7) 
Replacement housing In use prior to January 2001 (Title 7) 
Inclusionary housing In use prior to January 2001 (Title 7) 
Transfer development rights In use prior to January 2001 (Title 7) 
Elderly and people with 
disabilities 

In use prior to January 2001 (Title 7) 

Local regulatory constraints In use prior to January 2001 (Title 7) 
Parking In use prior to January 2001 (Title 7) 

 
 
D. Metro Code 3.07.760.B: Local jurisdictions are encouraged to consider implementation of 

the following affordable housing tools and strategies: 1) replacement housing resulting from 
urban renewal; 2) inclusionary housing in urban renewal districts; 3) fee waivers or funding 
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incentives; 4) promotion of affordable housing for incomes 50% to 120% of the regional 
median household income (RMHI); and 5) joint coordination or action to meet the affordable 
housing production goals. 
(See Metro Functional Plan Title 7 for more details on these five tools and strategies) 

 
 

Other affordable housing strategies (Metro Code) 
 

Jurisdiction Action 

Replacement housing resulting from urban 
renewal 

In use prior to January 2001 (Title 7)

Inclusionary housing in urban renewal districts In use prior to January 2001 (Title 7)
Fee waivers or funding incentives In use prior to January 2001 (Title 7)
Efforts promoting affordable housing for other 
income groups (50% to 120% of the regional 
median household income) 

In use prior to January 2001 (Title 7)

Joint coordination or action In use prior to January 2001 (Title 7) 
The City coordinates with numerous 
agencies to increase affordable 
housing production 

 
 
E. Metro Code 3.07.730.C: By June 30, 2004, each city and county within the Metro region 

shall report to Metro on the outcome of the amendments to its comprehensive plan and 
implementing ordinances pending at the time of submittal of the report described in 
subsection B of this section and on the public response, if any, to any implementation 
adopted by the city of county to increase the community’s affordable housing, including but 
not limited to the tools and strategies in subsection 3.07.730B. 
 
i) Affordable housing projects that were initiated or completed as a result of the 

implementation of the tools and strategies described in the previous sections, including 
the number of units produced and income level/s served; 

 
The City implements affordable housing through various city agencies (Portland 
Development Commission, Bureau of Housing and Community Development, Bureau of 
Planning and Housing Authority of Portland).  The activities of these agencies have resulted 
in affordable units produced by non-profits providers that are scattered across the City.  
These agencies also coordinates with the for-profit developers to provide affordable housing 
in the South Waterfront District (375 units affordable to households earning less than 50% of 
MFI and 800 units affordable to households earning less than 120% of MFI), Central City 
District (zoning code provisions increasing the number of units required per acre from 29 
units to 43 units as required to promote housing for larger households) and St. Johns 
Lombard District.  In addition, over 5,000 units have been built that have made use of the 
City’s tax exemption program. 
 
ii) Partnership that were created between the city and affordable housing developers (non-

profit developers and private sector developers). 
 
Joint coordination with developers in the Central City District, South Waterfront District and 
St. Johns Lombard District. 
 
iii) Pending amendments to the comprehensive plan and implementing ordinances. 
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Although the City has met the requirements of Title 7, there are on-going code amendments and 
budget actions that will contribute to the production of more affordable housing units.  For example, 
the City proposed allocation of $11 million from the general fund for affordable housing in the next 
three years. 
 
iv) Public response to code changes. 

 
Various groups and citizens provided public comments supporting the adoption of the 
affordable housing production goals, the North Macadam Urban Renewal Area, Pleasant 
Valley Concept Plan (allowing duplexes, smaller lot sizes, accessory units), St. Johns 
Lombard Plan, and City of Portland Tax Exemption Programs (adding affordability 
requirements for rental projects)  

 
F. Metro Code 3.07.740.C: Compliance with amendment of comprehensive plan and 

implementing ordinances with affordable housing land use tools and strategies is achieved 
when the governing body of a city or county considers each tool or strategy. 

 
The 2003 report was adopted by the City Council. 

 
G. Local initiatives not required or encouraged by Title 7. 

 
The City proposed allocation of $11 million from the general fund for affordable housing in 
the next three years. Over 15 other tools and strategies are currently in use or exist in the 
form of housing policy in the City’s comprehensive plan, strategies and incentives in the 
City’s Zoning Code (Title 33), and in the City’s various housing programs.  These tools 
include: 1) a housing preservation program (guaranteeing 60 years of continued affordability 
for units assisted with public funds); 2) a program to ensure no net loss of housing for the 
central city; 3) fair housing program for minorities and low income people in protected 
classes; 4) homebuyer opportunity areas; 5) Portland Community Land Trust; 6) the 
permitting of accessory dwelling units (required by Title 1 of the Functional Plan) that 
typically consist smaller affordable housing units; 6) floor area ratio (FAR) bonuses; 7) single 
room occupancy (SRO) housing; 8) property tax exemption; 9) staffing and funding a region-
wide web-based Housing Connections site to provide information on low income housing 
and service availability; 10) funding support for the Portland Housing Center; 11) funding 
support for African-American, Latino, and Asian-American Homebuyer Fairs; 12) funding 
assistance for the HOPE VI project undertaken by the Housing Authority of Portland; 13) 
leadership for the HOME consortium; 14) leadership for the Housing for Persons with AIDS 
consortium; 15) extensive use of Community Development Block Grant funds for direct and 
indirect housing activities; 16) continued support for the creation of a Regional Housing 
Trust Fund. 
 

H. Other Information Provided: 
 
The City reported that its Auditor report documented that $100 million of City resources have 
assisted over 11,700 housing units during the four-year period from FY1996/97 to FY 1999/00. 
 
Outstanding Items: 
 
The City has met all Title 7 requirements.  
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SUMMARY OF 2004 COMPLIANCE OF METRO URBAN GROWTH MANAGEMENT 

FUNCTIONAL PLAN TITLE 7 (AFFORDABLE HOUSING) 
 
 
RIVERGROVE
 
The City has not submitted the 2002, 2003 and 2004 reports to address the requirements in the 
Metro Functional Plan Title 7 listed below. 
 
A. Metro Code 3.07.720: Each city or county should adopt the Voluntary Affordable Housing 

Production Goals as a guide to measure progress towards meeting the affordable housing 
needs of households with incomes between 0% and 50% of the regional median family 
income. 

 
B. Metro Code 3.07.730.A: Cities and counties shall ensure that their comprehensive plan and 

implementing ordinances address: 1) diversity; 2) maintaining the existing supply of 
affordable housing and increasing new dispersed affordable housing; and 3) increasing 
affordable housing opportunities for household of all income levels. 
(See Metro Functional Plan Title 7 for more details on these three policies) 

 
C. Metro Code 3.07.730.B: Cities and counties shall consider amendment of their 

comprehensive plan and implementing ordinances with the following affordable housing land 
use tools and strategies: 1) density bonus; 2) replacement housing; 3) inclusionary housing; 
4) transfer of development rights; 5) elderly and people with disabilities; 6) local regulatory 
constraints – discrepancies in planning and zoning codes, and local permitting or approval 
process; and 7) parking. 
(See Metro Functional Plan Title 7 for more details on these seven tools and strategies) 

 
D. Metro Code 3.07.760.B: Local jurisdictions are encouraged to consider implementation of 

the following affordable housing tools and strategies: 1) replacement housing resulting from 
urban renewal; 2) inclusionary housing in urban renewal districts; 3) fee waivers or funding 
incentives; 4) promotion of affordable housing for incomes 50% to 120% of the regional 
median household income (RMHI); and 5) joint coordination or action to meet the affordable 
housing production goals. 
(See Metro Functional Plan Title 7 for more details on these five tools and strategies) 

 
E. Metro Code 3.07.730.C: By June 30, 2004, each city and county within the Metro region 

shall report to Metro on the outcome of the amendments to its comprehensive plan and 
implementing ordinances pending at the time of submittal of the report described in 
subsection B of this section and on the public response, if any, to any implementation 
adopted by the city of county to increase the community’s affordable housing, including but 
not limited to the tools and strategies in subsection 3.07.730B. 
 
i) Affordable housing projects that were initiated or completed as a result of the 

implementation of the tools and strategies described in the previous sections, including 
the number of units produced and income level/s served.  

ii) Partnerships that were created between the city and affordable housing developers 
(non-profit developers and private sector developers) 

iii) Pending amendments to the comprehensive plan and implementing ordinances.  

  



iv) Public response to code changes. 
 
F. Metro Code 3.07.730: Compliance with amendment of comprehensive plan and 

implementing ordinances with affordable housing land use tools and strategies is achieved 
when the governing body of a city or county considers each tool or strategy. 

 
 
Outstanding Items: 
1. All of the above requirements are yet to be addressed. 
2. Specific third-year reporting requirements (Metro Code 3.07.740.C). 
 
 

  



SUMMARY OF 2004 COMPLIANCE OF METRO URBAN GROWTH MANAGEMENT 
FUNCTIONAL PLAN TITLE 7 (AFFORDABLE HOUSING) 

 
 
SHERWOOD
 
The City has not submitted the 2002, 2003 and 2004 reports to address the requirements in the 
Metro Functional Plan Title 7 listed below. 
 
A. Metro Code 3.07.720: Each city or county should adopt the Voluntary Affordable Housing 

Production Goals as a guide to measure progress towards meeting the affordable housing 
needs of households with incomes between 0% and 50% of the regional median family 
income. 

 
B. Metro Code 3.07.730.A: Cities and counties shall ensure that their comprehensive plan and 

implementing ordinances address: 1) diversity; 2) maintaining the existing supply of 
affordable housing and increasing new dispersed affordable housing; and 3) increasing 
affordable housing opportunities for household of all income levels. 
(See Metro Functional Plan Title 7 for more details on these three policies) 

 
C. Metro Code 3.07.730.B: Cities and counties shall consider amendment of their 

comprehensive plan and implementing ordinances with the following affordable housing land 
use tools and strategies: 1) density bonus; 2) replacement housing; 3) inclusionary housing; 
4) transfer of development rights; 5) elderly and people with disabilities; 6) local regulatory 
constraints – discrepancies in planning and zoning codes, and local permitting or approval 
process; and 7) parking. 
(See Metro Functional Plan Title 7 for more details on these seven tools and strategies) 

 
D. Metro Code 3.07.760.B: Local jurisdictions are encouraged to consider implementation of 

the following affordable housing tools and strategies: 1) replacement housing resulting from 
urban renewal; 2) inclusionary housing in urban renewal districts; 3) fee waivers or funding 
incentives; 4) promotion of affordable housing for incomes 50% to 120% of the regional 
median household income (RMHI); and 5) joint coordination or action to meet the affordable 
housing production goals. 
(See Metro Functional Plan Title 7 for more details on these five tools and strategies) 

 
E. Metro Code 3.07.730.C: By June 30, 2004, each city and county within the Metro region 

shall report to Metro on the outcome of the amendments to its comprehensive plan and 
implementing ordinances pending at the time of submittal of the report described in 
subsection B of this section and on the public response, if any, to any implementation 
adopted by the city of county to increase the community’s affordable housing, including but 
not limited to the tools and strategies in subsection 3.07.730B. 
 
i) Affordable housing projects that were initiated or completed as a result of the 

implementation of the tools and strategies described in the previous sections, including 
the number of units produced and income level/s served.  

ii) Partnerships that were created between the city and affordable housing developers 
(non-profit developers and private sector developers) 

iii) Pending amendments to the comprehensive plan and implementing ordinances.  
iv) Public response to code changes. 

  



 
F. Metro Code 3.07.730: Compliance with amendment of comprehensive plan and 

implementing ordinances with affordable housing land use tools and strategies is achieved 
when the governing body of a city or county considers each tool or strategy. 

 
 
Outstanding Items: 
1. All of the above requirements are yet to be addressed. 
2. Specific third-year reporting requirements (Metro Code 3.07.740.C). 
 
 

  



SUMMARY OF 2004 COMPLIANCE OF METRO URBAN GROWTH MANAGEMENT 
FUNCTIONAL PLAN TITLE 7 (AFFORDABLE HOUSING) 

 
 
TIGARD 
 
Note:  Metro received an email from the City containing the third year (2004) report.  The report 
was received at the time this draft compliance report is being packed and distributed to the 
Metro Council.  The City’s report will be evaluated before the first staff presentation of the 2004 
Annual Compliance Report to the Metro Council on January 13, 2005.  
 
The evaluation below is in the Metro 2003 Annual Compliance Report, and was based on the 
City’s first year (2002) report received in May 2002, and the second year (2002) report received 
in February 2003. 
 
A. Metro Code 3.07.720: Each city or county should adopt the Voluntary Affordable Housing 

Production Goals as a guide to measure progress towards meeting the affordable housing 
needs of households with incomes between 0% and 50% of the regional median family 
income. 
 
The report states that the City Council has considered adopting the voluntary affordable 
housing goal but has taken no formal action. The Council feels that the adoption of the goal 
might “help highlight the need for more affordable housing”, but “would not in and of itself 
result in the production of additional units.”   

 
B. Metro Code 3.07.730.A: Cities and counties shall ensure that their comprehensive plan and 

implementing ordinances address: 1) diversity; 2) maintaining the existing supply of 
affordable housing and increasing new dispersed affordable housing; and 3) increasing 
affordable housing opportunities for household of all income levels. 
(See Metro Functional Plan Title 7 for more details on these three policies) 
 
The report includes excerpts from the City’s comprehensive plan that address maintaining 
housing diversity and a housing supply for all income levels. However, the City’s report did 
not outline specific comprehensive plan strategies for maintaining the City’s existing housing 
supply and increasing the dispersion of affordable housing.   
 

C. Metro Code 3.07.730.B: Cities and counties shall consider amendment of their 
comprehensive plan and implementing ordinances with the following affordable housing land 
use tools and strategies: 1) density bonus; 2) replacement housing; 3) inclusionary housing; 
4) transfer of development rights; 5) elderly and people with disabilities; 6) local regulatory 
constraints – discrepancies in planning and zoning codes, and local permitting or approval 
process; and 7) parking. 
(See Metro Functional Plan Title 7 for more details on these seven tools and strategies) 
 
 

Land use strategy (Metro Code) Jurisdiction Action 
 

Density bonus Discussed but no action taken 
Replacement housing Declined to adopt because the City does not have 

staff time to conduct an inventory of affordable 
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housing units that is needed to implement this 
strategy. 

Inclusionary housing Declined to adopt without clear reason. 
Transfer development rights Discussed but no action taken 
Elderly and people with 
disabilities 

In use prior to January 2001 

Local regulatory constraints In use prior to January 2001 (partial) 
Parking In use prior to January 2001 

 
 
D. Metro Code 3.07.760.B: Local jurisdictions are encouraged to consider implementation of 

the following affordable housing tools and strategies: 1) replacement housing resulting from 
urban renewal; 2) inclusionary housing in urban renewal districts; 3) fee waivers or funding 
incentives; 4) promotion of affordable housing for incomes 50% to 120% of the regional 
median household income (RMHI); and 5) joint coordination or action to meet the affordable 
housing production goals. 
(See Metro Functional Plan Title 7 for more details on these five tools and strategies) 

 
 

Other affordable housing strategies (Metro Code) 
 

Jurisdiction Action 

Replacement housing resulting from urban 
renewal 

Declined replacement housing as a 
land use strategy (per reasons in 
the previous section regarding 
replacement housing), no mention 
of its use in urban renewal districts 

Inclusionary housing in urban renewal districts Declined inclusionary housing as a 
land use strategy (per reasons in 
the previous section regarding 
replacement housing), no mention 
of its use in urban renewal districts 

Fee waivers or funding incentives In use prior to January 2001 
Efforts promoting affordable housing for other 
income groups (50% to 120% of the regional 
median household income) 

In use prior to January 2001 

Joint coordination or action In use prior to January 2001 
 

 
E. Metro Code 3.07.730.C: By June 30, 2004, each city and county within the Metro region 

shall report to Metro on the outcome of the amendments to its comprehensive plan and 
implementing ordinances pending at the time of submittal of the report described in 
subsection B of this section and on the public response, if any, to any implementation 
adopted by the city of county to increase the community’s affordable housing, including but 
not limited to the tools and strategies in subsection 3.07.730B. 
 
i) Affordable housing projects that were initiated or completed as a result of the 

implementation of the tools and strategies described in the previous sections, including 
the number of units produced and income level/s served.  

ii) Partnerships that were created between the city and affordable housing developers 
(non-profit developers and private sector developers) 

2  



iii) Pending amendments to the comprehensive plan and implementing ordinances.  
iv) Public response to code changes. 

 
The City did not address these requirements.  
 

F. Metro Code 3.07.730: Compliance with amendment of comprehensive plan and 
implementing ordinances with affordable housing land use tools and strategies is achieved 
when the governing body of a city or county considers each tool or strategy. 
 
The 2003 report indicated that the Tigard City Council had adopted the report in September 
2002, “as a complete and official statement of the City of Tigard’s Affordable Housing 
Program.”   

 
G. Local initiatives not required or encouraged by Title 7. 

 
The City has several local tools that contribute to housing affordability. These include 
providing rent-free space to Community Partners for Affordable Housing from 1997 to 2002 
and supporting the Good Neighbor (homeless) Center. Other initiatives include establishing 
a Housing Emergency Fund to assist occupants of housing declared to be unsafe or 
uninhabitable and supporting the sale or donation of tax foreclosed and surplus County and 
City-owned properties to non-profit housing providers.   

 
H. Other information provided. 

 
The City of Tigard adopted their Affordable Housing Program in September 2002.  This 
program outlines the City’s approach to supporting affordable housing in their community.  
The City has also adopted a community-visioning document called Tigard Beyond Tomorrow 
that defines the City’s long-term goals. Included among these goals are strategies to 
educate citizens about the importance of affordable housing, to make incentive programs 
available to providers of affordable housing units, and to review the City’s zoning code and 
comprehensive plan policies to provide maximum opportunities for affordable housing.    

 
Outstanding Items: 

1. Ensuring that the City’s comprehensive plan and implementing ordinances include 
measures to maintain the City’s existing supply of affordable housing and increase 
the dispersion of affordable housing. (Metro Code 3.07.730.A) 

2. Consideration of the amendment of comprehensive plan and implementing 
ordinance amendments to include density bonus and the transfer of development 
rights in Metro Code 3.07.730.B.  

3. Encouraged consideration of the amendment of comprehensive plan and 
implementing ordinance amendments to include the implementation of replacement 
housing and inclusionary housing in urban renewal areas as outlined in Metro Code 
Section 3.07.760. 

4. Specific third-year reporting requirements (Metro Code 3.07.740.C). 
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SUMMARY OF 2004 COMPLIANCE OF METRO URBAN GROWTH MANAGEMENT 
FUNCTIONAL PLAN TITLE 7 (AFFORDABLE HOUSING) 

 
 
TROUTDALE 
 
The third year (2004) report was not received by Metro. Per letter signed by the City’s 
Community Development Director, the report that Metro received in June 2003 was intended to 
serve as the City’s first (2002) and second (2003) year reports. 
 
A. Metro Code 3.07.720: Each city or county should adopt the Voluntary Affordable Housing 

Production Goals as a guide to measure progress towards meeting the affordable housing 
needs of households with incomes between 0% and 50% of the regional median family 
income. 

 
The City declined to adopt the voluntary goal.  The City discussed the regional goal of 
providing affordable housing, but declined to adopt the voluntary because “it appears that 
the free market is working to meet the affordable housing needs of low income in this area.”  
Other reasons include “a 228-unit low income apartment complex was constructed…and all 
of the units are being rented to households making 60% or less of Multnomah County’ 
median household income.” 

 
B. Metro Code 3.07.730.A: Cities and counties shall ensure that their comprehensive plan and 

implementing ordinances address: 1) diversity; 2) maintaining the existing supply of 
affordable housing and increasing new dispersed affordable housing; and 3) increasing 
affordable housing opportunities for household of all income levels. 
(See Metro Functional Plan Title 7 for more details on these three policies) 

 
The City highlighted some existing policies in its comprehensive plan and implementing 
ordinances addressing diversity of affordable housing as well as measures aimed at 
increasing affordable housing opportunities for household of all income levels. The report 
did not state which existing policies address the maintenance of the existing supply of 
affordable housing in the City or the encouragement of opportunities for new dispersed 
affordable housing within its boundaries. 

 
C. Metro Code 3.07.730.B: Cities and counties shall consider amendment of their 

comprehensive plan and implementing ordinances with the following affordable housing land 
use tools and strategies: 1) density bonus; 2) replacement housing; 3) inclusionary housing; 
4) transfer of development rights; 5) elderly and people with disabilities; 6) local regulatory 
constraints – discrepancies in planning and zoning codes, and local permitting or approval 
process; and 7) parking. 
(See Metro Functional Plan Title 7 for more details on these seven tools and strategies) 

 
As stated in the report, the City discussed the seven strategies but declined to adopt the 
four shown in the table below.  There are measures in place for meeting the locational 
needs for elderly and people with disabilities, measures addressing some portions of local 
regulatory constraints, and parking requirements that ensure the production of affordable 
housing. 
 

Land use strategy (Metro Code) Jurisdiction Action 
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Density bonus Declined to adopt because of lack of staff and 

expertise for administration and monitoring of this 
strategy. 

Replacement housing Declined to adopt because of lack of staff and 
expertise for administration and monitoring of this 
strategy. 

Inclusionary housing Declined to adopt because of preference to let the 
free market determine location and need for 
affordable housing. 

Transfer development rights Declined to adopt because of lack of staff and 
expertise for administration and monitoring of this 
strategy. 

Elderly and people with 
disabilities 

In use prior to January 2001 (Title 7) 

Local regulatory constraints In use prior to January 2001 (Title 7) – (partial) 
Parking In use prior to January 2001 (Title 7) 

 
 
D. Metro Code 3.07.760.B: Local jurisdictions are encouraged to consider implementation of 

the following affordable housing tools and strategies: 1) replacement housing resulting from 
urban renewal; 2) inclusionary housing in urban renewal districts; 3) fee waivers or funding 
incentives; 4) promotion of affordable housing for incomes 50% to 120% of the regional 
median household income (RMHI); and 5) joint coordination or action to meet the affordable 
housing production goals. 
(See Metro Functional Plan Title 7 for more details on these five tools and strategies) 

 
The City’s report states that fee waivers or funding incentives (through waiving of 
transportation SDC associated with use change, including change to affordable housing) 
have been implemented by the city to some extent.  The report also stated that the City “has 
also demonstrated willingness to be flexible in how it applies SDCs to special needs housing 
projects, thereby making them affordable.”  However, the report stated that because it is not 
aware of any housing project proposed for construction that was rendered financially 
infeasible due to it permit fees, the City does not believe that waiving fees will necessarily 
attract more affordable housing projects. 
 

Other affordable housing strategies (Metro Code) 
 

Jurisdiction Action 

Replacement housing resulting from urban 
renewal 

Declined to adopt because the City 
attempted to establish an urban 
renewal district that was overturned 
by voters in 2002. In addition, see 
reasons in the previous section 
regarding replacement housing. 

Inclusionary housing in urban renewal districts Declined to adopt because the City 
attempted to establish an urban 
renewal district that was overturned 
by voters in 2002.  In addition see 
reasons in the previous section 
regarding inclusionary housing. 
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Fee waivers or funding incentives Declined to adopt because the City 
is not aware of any housing project 
proposed for construction that was 
rendered financially infeasible due 
to its permit fees. 

Efforts promoting affordable housing for other 
income groups (50% to 120% of the regional 
median household income) 

In use prior to January 2001 (Title 7)

Joint coordination or action Not addressed in the report 
 

 
E. Metro Code 3.07.730.C: By June 30, 2004, each city and county within the Metro region 

shall report to Metro on the outcome of the amendments to its comprehensive plan and 
implementing ordinances pending at the time of submittal of the report described in 
subsection B of this section and on the public response, if any, to any implementation 
adopted by the city of county to increase the community’s affordable housing, including but 
not limited to the tools and strategies in subsection 3.07.730B. 
 
i) Affordable housing projects that were initiated or completed as a result of the 

implementation of the tools and strategies described in the previous sections, including 
the number of units produced and income level/s served.  

ii) Partnerships that were created between the city and affordable housing developers 
(non-profit developers and private sector developers) 

iii) Pending amendments to the comprehensive plan and implementing ordinances.  
iv) Public response to code changes. 

 
The City did not address these requirements.  

 
F. Metro Code 3.07.730: Compliance with amendment of comprehensive plan and 

implementing ordinances with affordable housing land use tools and strategies is achieved 
when the governing body of a city or county considers each tool or strategy. 
 
The combined 2002 & 2003 report stated that the City Council had approved the report. 
 

G. Local initiatives not required or encouraged by Title 7. 
 
Allowed an RV park originally intended as overnight campground for traveling public to 
become a de facto affordable housing project when the facility became popular among 
retired persons and lower income residents who reside in motor homes and other types of 
recreational vehicles. 
 

H. Other information provided. 
 
One of the new uses being considered by the City for its former sewage treatment plant site 
located in downtown includes a housing component.  The report stated that “the City could 
specify in the sales agreement for the property that the development must include a certain 
number of affordable housing units.” 
 

Outstanding Items: 
1. The City has declined to adopt the voluntary affordable housing production goal. 
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1. Ensuring that the comprehensive plan and implementing ordinances include measures to 
maintain the existing supply of affordable housing and increase dispersion of affordable 
housing. (Metro Code 3.07.730.A) 

2. Consideration of the amendment of comprehensive plan and implementing ordinances to 
address fully the impact of all components of local regulatory constraints on affordable 
housing. (No measures are in place to address review design and development review 
standards for impact on affordable housing or the use of cost-benefit analysis to determine 
impact of new regulations. (Metro Code 3.07.730.B ) 

3. Encouraged consideration of the implementation of the other affordable housing strategies 
in Metro Code Section 3.07.760 (replacement housing resulting from urban renewal, 
inclusionary housing in urban renewal districts, and joint coordination activities). 

4. Specific third-year reporting requirements (Metro Code 3.07.740.C). 
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SUMMARY OF 2004 COMPLIANCE OF METRO URBAN GROWTH MANAGEMENT 
FUNCTIONAL PLAN TITLE 7 (AFFORDABLE HOUSING) 

 
 
TUALATIN 
 
The third year (2004) and second year (2003) reports were not received by Metro. The City’s 
first year (2002) report was received in May 2002. 
 
A. Metro Code 3.07.720: Each city or county should adopt the Voluntary Affordable Housing 

Production Goals as a guide to measure progress towards meeting the affordable housing 
needs of households with incomes between 0% and 50% of the regional median family 
income. 

 
The report did not address affordable housing production goals. 

 
B. Metro Code 3.07.730.A: Cities and counties shall ensure that their comprehensive plan and 

implementing ordinances address: 1) diversity; 2) maintaining the existing supply of 
affordable housing and increasing new dispersed affordable housing; and 3) increasing 
affordable housing opportunities for household of all income levels. 
(See Metro Functional Plan Title 7 for more details on these three policies) 

 
The City did not address the above three strategies in its report. 

 
C. Metro Code 3.07.730.B: Cities and counties shall consider amendment of their 

comprehensive plan and implementing ordinances with the following affordable housing land 
use tools and strategies: 1) density bonus; 2) replacement housing; 3) inclusionary housing; 
4) transfer of development rights; 5) elderly and people with disabilities; 6) local regulatory 
constraints – discrepancies in planning and zoning codes, and local permitting or approval 
process; and 7) parking. 
(See Metro Functional Plan Title 7 for more details on these seven tools and strategies) 

 
The report stated that density bonus, replacement housing, and inclusionary housing 
strategies are not currently implemented.  The transfer of development rights (TDR) 
provision adopted in the City code is not tailored to encourage the production of affordable 
housing. In addition, the report did not state that the strategy is addressed in the 
comprehensive plan. Local regulatory constraints have been partially addressed as 
explained in the table below. 
 

Land use strategy (Metro Code) Jurisdiction Action 
 

Density bonus Not addressed in the report 
Replacement housing Not addressed in the report 
Inclusionary housing Not addressed in the report 
Transfer development rights Unclear.  

Addressed in the report, but is not tailored to the 
production of affordable housing. Related zoning 
strategy is designed to concentrate development in a 
developable area of the parcel, and does not involve 
transfer between separate sites. There is also no 
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indication that TDR is implemented in the town 
center and main streets. 

Elderly and people with 
disabilities 

In use prior to January 2001 (Title 7) 

Local regulatory constraints In use prior to January 2001 (Title 7) – (partial) 
 

Parking Unclear.  
This tool was described with insufficient detail to 
evaluate the City’s effort to adjust parking 
regulations to increase affordable housing 
opportunities. 

 
 
D. Metro Code 3.07.760.B: Local jurisdictions are encouraged to consider implementation of 

the following affordable housing tools and strategies: 1) replacement housing resulting from 
urban renewal; 2) inclusionary housing in urban renewal districts; 3) fee waivers or funding 
incentives; 4) promotion of affordable housing for incomes 50% to 120% of the regional 
median household income (RMHI); and 5) joint coordination or action to meet the affordable 
housing production goals. 
(See Metro Functional Plan Title 7 for more details on these five tools and strategies) 

 
Other affordable housing strategies (Metro Code) 
 

Jurisdiction Action 

Replacement housing resulting from urban 
renewal 

Not addressed in the report 

Inclusionary housing in urban renewal districts Not addressed in the report 
Fee waivers or funding incentives Not addressed in the report 
Efforts promoting affordable housing for other 
income groups (50% to 120% of the regional 
median household income) 

In use prior to January 2001 (Title 7)

Joint coordination or action Not addressed in the report 
 

 
 
E. Metro Code 3.07.730.C: By June 30, 2004, each city and county within the Metro region 

shall report to Metro on the outcome of the amendments to its comprehensive plan and 
implementing ordinances pending at the time of submittal of the report described in 
subsection B of this section and on the public response, if any, to any implementation 
adopted by the city of county to increase the community’s affordable housing, including but 
not limited to the tools and strategies in subsection 3.07.730B. 
 
i) Affordable housing projects that were initiated or completed as a result of the 

implementation of the tools and strategies described in the previous sections, including 
the number of units produced and income level/s served.  

ii) Partnerships that were created between the city and affordable housing developers 
(non-profit developers and private sector developers) 

iii) Pending amendments to the comprehensive plan and implementing ordinances.  
iv) Public response to code changes. 

 
The City did not address these requirements.  
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F. Metro Code 3.07.730: Compliance with amendment of comprehensive plan and 

implementing ordinances with affordable housing land use tools and strategies is achieved 
when the governing body of a city or county considers each tool or strategy. 

 
The 2002 report was sent to Metro with a cover letter signed by Tualatin staff, with no indication 
whether the report had been reviewed and approved by the City Council. 
 
G. Local initiatives not required or encouraged by Title 7. 
 
Some tools and strategies the City has used include: 1) changing the density of a trailer park; 2) 
townhouses allowed outright in certain zones; and 3) changes to the central urban renewal 
district to accommodate affordable housing. 

 
Outstanding Items: 
1. Clarification if the elected body had reviewed and approved the annual compliance report 

prior to submitting it to Metro. (Metro Code 3.07.730) 
2. Consideration of the voluntary affordable housing production goals. 
3. Ensuring that the comprehensive plan and implementing ordinances include diversity 

strategies, measures to maintain the existing supply of affordable housing and increase 
dispersion of affordable housing, and measures to increase affordable housing opportunities 
for household of all income levels. (Metro Code 3.07.730.A) 

4. Consideration of the amendment of comprehensive plan and implementing ordinances with 
four land use strategies (density bonus, replacement housing, inclusionary housing, transfer 
of development rights, and parking. (Metro Code 3.07.730.B) 

5. Consideration of the amendment of comprehensive plan and implementing ordinances to 
addresses fully the impact of all components of local regulatory constraints on affordable 
housing. Measures are in place addressing two components of the strategy (examine 
development and design standards for impact on affordable housing; consider using cost 
benefit analysis to determine impact of new regulation on housing production). The other 
four components of the strategy are not addressed by the existing measures. (Metro Code 
3.07.730.B) 

6. Encouraged consideration of the implementation of other affordable housing strategies in 
Metro Code Section 3.07.760 (replacement housing in urban renewal areas, inclusionary 
housing in urban renewal areas, fee waivers or funding incentives and joint coordination 
efforts to increase affordable housing production). 

7. Specific third-year reporting requirements (Metro Code 3.07.740.C). 
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SUMMARY OF 2004 COMPLIANCE OF METRO URBAN GROWTH MANAGEMENT 
FUNCTIONAL PLAN TITLE 7 (AFFORDABLE HOUSING) 

 
 
WEST LINN 
 
Metro received a letter from Mayor Dodds on July 9, 2004 that serves as the City’s 2004 report. 
Prior to this submission, Metro received a single report from the City in February 2003 that is 
intended to serve as the first (2002) and second (2003) year reports.  
 
A. Metro Code 3.07.720: Each city or county should adopt the Voluntary Affordable Housing 

Production Goals as a guide to measure progress towards meeting the affordable housing 
needs of households with incomes between 0% and 50% of the regional median family 
income. 
 
The City report states “Adoption of this goal is recommended, but not mandatory. West Linn 
chooses not to adopt an Affordable Housing Production goal, for reasons discussed in depth 
later in this letter.”  The reasons are included in the statements following the requirements 
below. 
 

B. Metro Code 3.07.730.A: Cities and counties shall ensure that their comprehensive plan and 
implementing ordinances address: 1) diversity; 2) maintaining the existing supply of 
affordable housing and increasing new dispersed affordable housing; and 3) increasing 
affordable housing opportunities for household of all income levels. 
(See Metro Functional Plan Title 7 for more details on these three policies) 
 
The 2002/2003 submission included excerpts from the City’s comprehensive plan that 
addressed measures to provide the supply of housing for all income levels. The 2004 report 
from the Mayor does not address these specific strategies but states, “The West Linn 
comprehensive plan and community development code are in compliance with the 
Statewide Planning Goals and implementing rules requiring a diversity of housing types and 
affordable housing opportunities. The City does not believe that any additional changes to 
our comprehensive plan or community development code are necessary to further ensure 
affordable housing within West Linn.”    

 
C. Metro Code 3.07.730.B: Cities and counties shall consider amendment of their 

comprehensive plan and implementing ordinances with the following affordable housing land 
use tools and strategies: 1) density bonus; 2) replacement housing; 3) inclusionary housing; 
4) transfer of development rights; 5) elderly and people with disabilities; 6) local regulatory 
constraints – discrepancies in planning and zoning codes, and local permitting or approval 
process; and 7) parking. 
(See Metro Functional Plan Title 7 for more details on these seven tools and strategies) 

 
Density bonus strategy, measures addressing affordable housing for elderly and people with 
disabilities strategy, and parking requirements to ensure affordable housing are being 
implemented in the City. 

 
Land use strategy (Metro Code) Jurisdiction Action 

 
Density bonus In use prior to January 2001 (Title 7) in Planned Unit 

  



Developments 
Replacement housing Discussed but no action taken. 

The 2004 report states the City “has not experienced 
any significant problem with the issue,” however the 
City is considering reducing the incentive to tear 
down single-family residences and replace them with 
McMansions by limiting the FAR of new single family 
homes.”   

Inclusionary housing Existing in Planned Unit Developments (PUDs) 
Transfer development rights Existing in Planned Unit Developments 
Elderly and people with 
disabilities 

In use prior to January 2001 (Title 7)  

Local regulatory constraints Declined to adopt 
Parking In use prior to January 2001 (Title 7) 

 
 
D. Metro Code 3.07.760.B: Local jurisdictions are encouraged to consider implementation of 

the following affordable housing tools and strategies: 1) replacement housing resulting from 
urban renewal; 2) inclusionary housing in urban renewal districts; 3) fee waivers or funding 
incentives; 4) promotion of affordable housing for incomes 50% to 120% of the regional 
median household income (RMHI); and 5) joint coordination or action to meet the affordable 
housing production goals. 
(See Metro Functional Plan Title 7 for more details on these five tools and strategies) 

 
Measures for promoting affordable housing for other income groups (50% to 120% of the 
regional median household income) is currently implemented in the City. 
 
One of these five other strategies in 3.07.760 (promotion of affordable housing for incomes 
50% to 120% of the regional median household income)  

Other affordable housing strategies (Metro Code) 
 

Jurisdiction Action 

Replacement housing resulting from urban 
renewal 

No addressed in the report 

Inclusionary housing in urban renewal districts No addressed in the report 
Fee waivers or funding incentives No addressed in the report 
Efforts promoting affordable housing for other 
income groups (50% to 120% of the regional 
median household income) 

In use prior to January 2001 (Title 7)

Joint coordination or action Not addressed in the report 
 

 
E. Metro Code 3.07.730.C: By June 30, 2004, each city and county within the Metro region 

shall report to Metro on the outcome of the amendments to its comprehensive plan and 
implementing ordinances pending at the time of submittal of the report described in 
subsection B of this section and on the public response, if any, to any implementation 
adopted by the city of county to increase the community’s affordable housing, including but 
not limited to the tools and strategies in subsection 3.07.730B. 
 

  



i) Affordable housing projects that were initiated or completed as a result of the 
implementation of the tools and strategies described in the previous sections, including 
the number of units produced and income level/s served.  

ii) Partnerships that were created between the city and affordable housing developers 
(non-profit developers and private sector developers) 

iii) Pending amendments to the comprehensive plan and implementing ordinances.  
iv) Public response to code changes. 

 
The City did not address these requirements.  

 
F. Metro Code 3.07.730: Compliance with amendment of comprehensive plan and 

implementing ordinances with affordable housing land use tools and strategies is achieved 
when the governing body of a city or county considers each tool or strategy. 
 
Although the Mayor signed the 2004 report, there is no indication that the report was 
reviewed and approved by the City Council. The combined 2002 & 2003 report was sent to 
Metro by the interim planning director with no indication that the report had been reviewed 
and approved by the City Council. 

 
G. Local initiatives not required or encouraged by Title 7. 

 
The 2004 report stated that the City has utilized several local tools to contribute to housing 
affordability and continues to do so now. The tools include a Community Development Block 
Grant that improved streets in the Willamette Neighborhood, a qualifying low-income area of 
the City. The City also established 1- to 20-unit per acre residential land use districts that 
provide development opportunities ranging from detached single-family to high density multi-
family units. The City also allows manufactured homes in all residential zoning districts.  
 

H. Other information provided. 
 
The City’s 2002/2003 report stated that the City will be addressing a list of recommended 
actions on affordable housing in early to mid 2003. This list included: 

a. Evaluate how West Linn can meet its share of the regional need for housing 
b. Identify constitutionally justifiable measures to encourage the provision of affordable 

housing. 
c. Determine the costs of providing or subsidizing affordable housing.    

 
The report also states that amendments to the Community Development Code and/or the 
introduction of programs to assist in the provision of affordable housing may follow in 2003 
or 2004.  
 
The 2004 report did not provide any further information on these topics. The report states, 
“The City of West Linn and its citizens have expressed a strong desire, through their votes, 
that future growth and development within the city “pay its own way.” Since many of the 
policies recommended by Metro involve subsidies for affordable housing, and since current 
Oregon law does not allow cities and other governmental agencies to collect the full costs of 
new residential development from developers and builders, West Linn has no intent or 
desire to implement such policies.”     
 

  



Outstanding Items: 
1. Clarification if the elected body had reviewed and approved the annual compliance report 

prior to submitting it to Metro. (Metro Code 3.07.730) 
2. Ensuring that the comprehensive plan and implementing ordinances include diversity 

strategies, and measures to maintain the existing supply of affordable housing and to 
increase dispersion of affordable housing, and measures to increase affordable housing 
opportunities for household of all income levels. (Metro Code 3.07.730.A) 

3. Consideration of the amendment of comprehensive plan and implementing ordinance 
amendments to include replacement housing strategies in Metro Code 3.07.730.B.  

4. Encouraged consideration of the amendment of comprehensive plan and implementing 
ordinance amendments to include the implementation of replacement housing and 
inclusionary housing in urban renewal areas, fee waiver or funding incentive and joint 
coordination or action as outlined in Metro Code Section 3.07.760 

5. Specific third-year reporting requirements (Metro Code 3.07.740.C). 

  



SUMMARY OF 2004 COMPLIANCE OF METRO URBAN GROWTH MANAGEMENT 
FUNCTIONAL PLAN TITLE 7 (AFFORDABLE HOUSING) 

 
 
WILSONVILLE
 
The third year (2004) report was not received by Metro. Metro received a single report in June 
of 2004 that the City intends to serve as the 2002 and 2003 report, and this report states that a 
third year report will be submitted.  
 
A. Metro Code 3.07.720: Each city or county should adopt the Voluntary Affordable Housing 

Production Goals as a guide to measure progress towards meeting the affordable housing 
needs of households with incomes between 0% and 50% of the regional median family 
income. 

 
The City’s report does not state whether the City has considered adoption of the goals. The 
report states that the City intends to complete a Residential Buildable Lands Analysis in 
order to establish goals for “low and moderate cost housing.”     

 
B. Metro Code 3.07.730.A: Cities and counties shall ensure that their comprehensive plan and 

implementing ordinances address: 1) diversity; 2) maintaining the existing supply of 
affordable housing and increasing new dispersed affordable housing; and 3) increasing 
affordable housing opportunities for household of all income levels. 
(See Metro Functional Plan Title 7 for more details on these three policies) 
 
The City has measures for maintaining the existing supply of affordable housing and 
increasing the dispersion of housing and maintaining housing diversity, and for providing a 
housing supply for all income levels.  

 
C. Metro Code 3.07.730.B: Cities and counties shall consider amendment of their 

comprehensive plan and implementing ordinances with the following affordable housing land 
use tools and strategies: 1) density bonus; 2) replacement housing; 3) inclusionary housing; 
4) transfer of development rights; 5) elderly and people with disabilities; 6) local regulatory 
constraints – discrepancies in planning and zoning codes, and local permitting or approval 
process; and 7) parking. 
(See Metro Functional Plan Title 7 for more details on these seven tools and strategies) 
 

Land use strategy (Metro Code) Jurisdiction Action 
 

Density bonus Unclear explanation of City action. 
The 2002/2003 report states “the maximum zoned 
density does not include the density bonus for zones 
that allow them …the Wilsonville Code makes no 
provision for density bonus of any kind.” 

Replacement housing In use prior to January 2001 (partial). 
Although the City has strong Comprehensive Plan 
policies requiring replacement of existing affordable 
housing that is displaced by other development, 
measures to implement replacement housing has yet 
to be developed, pending the completion of the 

  



Residential Buildable Lands and Needs Analysis.”  
Inclusionary housing Unclear explanation of City action. 

This tool is listed in City Implementation Measure 
4.1.4m as one the City will consider. However, a 
different section of the report states that the City 
“may or may not use this tool, depending on the 
identified need and the availability of other resources 
to meet that need.”    

Transfer development rights Unclear explanation of City action. 
Although the report states a transfer of development 
rights strategy exists for Significant Resource 
Overlay Zones, it is unclear what action the City has 
taken to consider this strategy as it applies to the 
provision of affordable housing.  

Elderly and people with 
disabilities 

Existing. In use prior to January 2001 (Title 7)  

Local regulatory constraints Unclear explanation of City action. 
The 2002/2003 report states a number of actions the 
City takes to streamline the permitting process. 
However, it is unclear if these strategies apply 
directly to affordable housing projects. Also, this tool 
is listed in City Implementation Measure 4.1.4m as 
one the City will consider. However, no further detail 
is provided.   

Parking Unclear if the City has considered strategies related 
to parking requirements and housing affordability.  

 
 

D. Metro Code 3.07.760.C: Local jurisdictions are encouraged to consider implementation of 
the following affordable housing tools and strategies: 1) replacement housing resulting from 
urban renewal; 2) inclusionary housing in urban renewal districts; 3) fee waivers or funding 
incentives; 4) promotion of affordable housing for incomes 50% to 120% of the regional 
median household income (RMHI); and 5) joint coordination or action to meet the affordable 
housing production goals. 
(See Metro Functional Plan Title 7 for more details on these five tools and strategies) 

 
 

Other affordable housing strategies (Metro Code) 
 

Jurisdiction Action 

Replacement housing resulting from urban 
renewal 

Not addressed in the report. 
No mention of these tools being 
employed specifically in 
Wilsonville’s two urban renewal 
districts.   

Inclusionary housing in urban renewal districts Not addressed in the report. 
No mention of these tools being 
employed specifically in 
Wilsonville’s two urban renewal 
districts.   

Fee waivers or funding incentives Discussed but no action taken. 

  



Efforts promoting affordable housing for other 
income groups (50% to 120% of the regional 
median household income) 

Discussed but no action taken. 
The City will consider using CDBG 
funds and Strategic Investment 
Program tax abatement funds or 
general funds to develop affordable 
housing for people “at or below 60% 
of area median income. 

Joint coordination or action Discussed but no action taken. 
The City will consider joint 
coordination strategies.  

 
 
E. Metro Code 3.07.730.C: By June 30, 2004, each city and county within the Metro region 

shall report to Metro on the outcome of the amendments to its comprehensive plan and 
implementing ordinances pending at the time of submittal of the report described in 
subsection B of this section and on the public response, if any, to any implementation 
adopted by the city of county to increase the community’s affordable housing, including but 
not limited to the tools and strategies in subsection 3.07.730B. 
 
i) Affordable housing projects that were initiated or completed as a result of the 

implementation of the tools and strategies described in the previous sections, including 
the number of units produced and income level/s served.  

ii) Partnerships that were created between the city and affordable housing developers 
(non-profit developers and private sector developers) 

iii) Pending amendments to the comprehensive plan and implementing ordinances.  
iv) Public response to code changes. 

 
The City did not address these requirements.  

 
F. Metro Code 3.07.730: Compliance with amendment of comprehensive plan and 

implementing ordinances with affordable housing land use tools and strategies is achieved 
when the governing body of a city or county considers each tool or strategy. 

 
The combined 2002 & 2003 report was reviewed and approved by the City Council. 

 
G. Other information provided. 

 
The City’s 2002/2003 report stated that the City has applied for grant funding from the 
Oregon Department of Land Conservation and Development to complete Goal 10 housing 
needs assessment and residential buildable lands analysis.  The report stated that 
according to City data, there are currently at least 310 units of affordable housing in 
Wilsonville. The City also lists its intention to consider a land-banking strategy for affordable 
housing. 

 
 
Outstanding Items: 
1. Required consideration of the amendment of comprehensive plan and implementing 

ordinance amendments to include density bonus, replacement housing, inclusionary 
housing, transfer of development rights, parking, and local permitting and approval process 
that includes reviewing development and design standards for impact on housing and 

  



considering use of cost/benefit analysis to determine the impact of new regulation on 
housing production. (Metro Code 3.07.730.B) 

2. Encouraged consideration of the amendment of comprehensive plan and implementing 
ordinance amendments to include the implementation of replacement housing and 
inclusionary housing in urban renewal areas, fee waivers or funding incentives, promotion of 
affordable housing for incomes 50% to 120% of the regional median household income, and 
joint coordination or action as outlined in Metro Code Section 3.07.760. 

3. Specific third-year reporting requirements (Metro Code 3.07.740.C). 
 

  



SUMMARY OF 2004 COMPLIANCE OF METRO URBAN GROWTH MANAGEMENT 
FUNCTIONAL PLAN TITLE 7 (AFFORDABLE HOUSING) 

 
 
WOOD VILLAGE 
 
Metro received a letter from the City on May 28, 2004 requesting an exemption from the Title 7 
reporting requirements.  The City’s first year (2002) report was received in March 2002, and the 
second year (2003) report was received in January 2003. 
 
A. Metro Code 3.07.720: Each city or county should adopt the Voluntary Affordable Housing 

Production Goals as a guide to measure progress towards meeting the affordable housing 
needs of households with incomes between 0% and 50% of the regional median family 
income. 
 
The report states that Wood Village has considered adopting the voluntary affordable 
housing goal but has taken no formal action.  

 
B. Metro Code 3.07.730.A: Cities and counties shall ensure that their comprehensive plan and 

implementing ordinances address: 1) diversity; 2) maintaining the existing supply of 
affordable housing and increasing new dispersed affordable housing; and 3) increasing 
affordable housing opportunities for household of all income levels. 
(See Metro Functional Plan Title 7 for more details on these three policies) 
 
The report includes excerpts from the City’s comprehensive plan that address maintaining 
housing diversity. However, there is no mention of comprehensive plan language that 
outlines the City’s approach to maintaining the existing housing supply, increasing 
dispersion of housing, or providing a housing supply for all income levels. 
 

C. Metro Code 3.07.730.B: Cities and counties shall consider amendment of their 
comprehensive plan and implementing ordinances with the following affordable housing land 
use tools and strategies: 1) density bonus; 2) replacement housing; 3) inclusionary housing; 
4) transfer of development rights; 5) elderly and people with disabilities; 6) local regulatory 
constraints – discrepancies in planning and zoning codes, and local permitting or approval 
process; and 7) parking. 
(See Metro Functional Plan Title 7 for more details on these seven tools and strategies) 
 
 

Land use strategy (Metro Code) Jurisdiction Action 
 

Density bonus Declined to adopt because of lack of staff and 
expertise for administration and monitoring of this 
strategy. 

Replacement housing Discussed but no action taken 
Inclusionary housing Declined to adopt due to small tax base and 

general fund budget, hence implementation of 
this strategy will create undue hardship. 

Transfer development rights Declined to adopt because City boundaries are 
set and existing land is already developed and 
zoned. 
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Elderly and people with disabilities Unclear what action has been taken 
Local regulatory constraints Unclear what action has been taken 
Parking Unclear what action has been taken 

 
 
D. Metro Code 3.07.760.B: Local jurisdictions are encouraged to consider implementation of 

the following affordable housing tools and strategies: 1) replacement housing resulting from 
urban renewal; 2) inclusionary housing in urban renewal districts; 3) fee waivers or funding 
incentives; 4) promotion of affordable housing for incomes 50% to 120% of the regional 
median household income (RMHI); and 5) joint coordination or action to meet the affordable 
housing production goals. 
(See Metro Functional Plan Title 7 for more details on these five tools and strategies) 

 
Other affordable housing strategies (Metro Code) 
 

Jurisdiction Action 

Replacement housing resulting from urban 
renewal 

Discussed replacement housing as 
a land use strategy (see previous 
section), no mention of its use in 
urban renewal districts 

Inclusionary housing in urban renewal districts Declined inclusionary housing as a 
land use tool (per reasons in the 
previous section regarding 
replacement housing). No mention 
of its use in urban renewal districts 

Fee waivers or funding incentives Unclear. 
Mentioned in the City’s discussion of 
inclusionary housing as a difficult 
tool for the City to implement.  

Efforts promoting affordable housing for other 
income groups (50% to 120% of the regional 
median household income) 

No mention of this tool. 

Joint coordination or action No mention of this tool. 
 

 
E. Metro Code 3.07.730.C: By June 30, 2004, each city and county within the Metro region 

shall report to Metro on the outcome of the amendments to its comprehensive plan and 
implementing ordinances pending at the time of submittal of the report described in 
subsection B of this section and on the public response, if any, to any implementation 
adopted by the city of county to increase the community’s affordable housing, including but 
not limited to the tools and strategies in subsection 3.07.730B. 
 
i) Affordable housing projects that were initiated or completed as a result of the 

implementation of the tools and strategies described in the previous sections, including 
the number of units produced and income level/s served.  

ii) Partnerships that were created between the city and affordable housing developers 
(non-profit developers and private sector developers) 

iii) Pending amendments to the comprehensive plan and implementing ordinances.  
iv) Public response to code changes. 

 
The City did not address these requirements. 
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F. Metro Code 3.07.730: Compliance with amendment of comprehensive plan and 
implementing ordinances with affordable housing land use tools and strategies is achieved 
when the governing body of a city or county considers each tool or strategy. 
 
The 2003 report contains a copy of Resolution 2-2003, which acknowledges the adoption of 
the affordable housing report by the Wood Village City Council.   

 
G. Local initiatives not required or encouraged by Title 7. 

 
The report has several local tools that contribute to housing affordability. These include 
exploring the possibility of a public-private partnership with Mt. Hood Habitat for 
Humanity to develop more affordable housing in the City.  

 
H. Other information provided. 

 
The report states that Wood Village already carries an “excessive burden of affordable 
housing” and that 48% of the City’s housing stock is composed of manufactured homes, 
apartments or duplexes. The cover letter attached to the City’s report indicated that the 
City has modified existing zoning codes and adopted design standards for the 
Neighborhood Commercial (NC) zone. The City states that the mix of uses that this zone 
promotes will encourage affordable housing and a diverse range of housing types.   

 
 
Outstanding Items (Pending Metro action on the Request for Exemption) 

 
1. Consideration of the adoption of the voluntary affordable housing production goal. (Metro 

Code 3.07.720) 
2. Ensuring that the City’s comprehensive plan and implementing ordinances include 

measures to maintain the existing supply of affordable housing, increase dispersion of 
housing, and provide a supply of housing for all income levels. (Metro Code 3.07.730.A) 

3. Consideration of the amendment to comprehensive plan and implementing ordinances to 
include replacement housing, and to address the removal of regulatory constraints acting as 
impediments to affordable housing. Also, further information is needed to explain how the 
City’s current policies provide housing for the elderly and for people with disabilities and 
whether the City’s innovations in parking requirements are increasing opportunities for 
affordable housing. (Metro Code 3.07.730.B ) 

4. Encouraged consideration of the amendment to comprehensive plan and implementing 
ordinances to include the five other affordable housing strategies outlined in Metro Code 
Section 3.07.760. 

5. Specific third-year reporting requirements (Metro Code 3.07.740.C). (For details on the 
specific third-year reporting requirements, please refer to the letter that the Metro Chief 
Operating Officer sent to local jurisdictions in May 2004). 
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SUMMARY OF 2004 COMPLIANCE OF METRO URBAN GROWTH MANAGEMENT 
FUNCTIONAL PLAN TITLE 7 (AFFORDABLE HOUSING) 

 
 
CLACKAMAS COUNTY 
 
The third year (2004) report was not received by Metro. The County’s first year report (2002) 
was received by Metro in March 2002, and the second year (2003) report was not received. 

 
A. Metro Code 3.07.720: Each city or county should adopt the Voluntary Affordable Housing 

Production Goals as a guide to measure progress towards meeting the affordable housing 
needs of households with incomes between 0% and 50% of the regional median family 
income. 
 
The County reported that it will consider adoption of the voluntary affordable housing goal in 
2003. 
 

B. Metro Code 3.07.730.A: Cities and counties shall ensure that their comprehensive plan and 
implementing ordinances address: 1) diversity; 2) maintaining the existing supply of 
affordable housing and increasing new dispersed affordable housing; and 3) increasing 
affordable housing opportunities for household of all income levels. 
(See Metro Functional Plan Title 7 for more details on these three policies) 
 
The County currently implements most elements of the three strategies. The report stated 
that the housing chapter of its comprehensive plan contains policies that encourage a 
diverse range of housing, including a diverse range of housing prices and rent ranges, 
measures to maintain existing supply of affordable housing through the preservation of 
housing as an important element of neighborhood quality, and the provision of housing for 
all income groups of the County’s population.  The report did not outline the efforts the 
County has made to address the dispersal of affordable housing. 

 
C. Metro Code 3.07.730.B: Cities and counties shall consider amendment of their 

comprehensive plan and implementing ordinances with the following affordable housing land 
use tools and strategies: 1) density bonus; 2) replacement housing; 3) inclusionary housing; 
4) transfer of development rights; 5) elderly and people with disabilities; 6) local regulatory 
constraints – discrepancies in planning and zoning codes, and local permitting or approval 
process; and 7) parking. 
(See Metro Functional Plan Title 7 for more details on these seven tools and strategies) 

 
The county has adopted four of the strategies (density bonus, replacement housing, elderly 
and people with disabilities, parking) in its comprehensive plan.  The county action on other 
tools is as follows:  

 
Land use strategy (Metro 

Code) 
Jurisdiction Action 

 
Density bonus In use prior to January 2001 (Title 7) 
Replacement housing In use prior to January 2001 (Title 7) 
Inclusionary housing Not addressed in the report 
Transfer development rights Unclear explanation of County action.  Although the 

County zoning and development ordinances contain 
provisions for transfer development rights, the report did 
not state how the provisions apply to affordable 
housing. 
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Elderly and people with 
disabilities 

In use prior to January 2001 (Title 7) 
 

Local regulatory constraints Unclear. 
Measures are in place addressing two components of 
the strategy (revise permitting approval process; 
regularly review existing codes).  The impact of having 
a hearing officer on a number of land use appeals is 
unclear.  The other four components of the strategy are 
not currently implemented. 

Parking In use prior to January 2001 (Title 7) 
 

 
D. Metro Code 3.07.760.B: Local jurisdictions are encouraged to consider implementation of 

the following affordable housing tools and strategies: 1) replacement housing resulting from 
urban renewal; 2) inclusionary housing in urban renewal districts; 3) fee waivers or funding 
incentives; 4) promotion of affordable housing for incomes 50% to 120% of the regional 
median household income (RMHI); and 5) joint coordination or action to meet the affordable 
housing production goals. 
(See Metro Functional Plan Title 7 for more details on these five tools and strategies) 

 
Other affordable housing strategies (Metro 
Code) 
 

Jurisdiction Action 

Replacement housing resulting from urban 
renewal 

In use prior to January 2001 (Title 7) 

Inclusionary housing in urban renewal districts Not addressed in the report 
Fee waivers or funding incentives Unclear explanation of County action 
Efforts promoting affordable housing for other 
income groups (50% to 120% of the regional 
median household income) 

In use prior to January 2001 (Title 7) 

Joint coordination or action In use prior to January 2001 (Title 7) 
 

 
E. Metro Code 3.07.730.C: By June 30, 2004, each city and county within the Metro region 

shall report to Metro on the outcome of the amendments to its comprehensive plan and 
implementing ordinances pending at the time of submittal of the report described in 
subsection B of this section and on the public response, if any, to any implementation 
adopted by the city of county to increase the community’s affordable housing, including but 
not limited to the tools and strategies in subsection 3.07.730B. 
 
i) Affordable housing projects that were initiated or completed as a result of the 

implementation of the tools and strategies described in the previous sections, including 
the number of units produced and income level/s served.  

ii) Partnerships that were created between the city and affordable housing developers 
(non-profit developers and private sector developers) 

iii) Pending amendments to the comprehensive plan and implementing ordinances.  
iv) Public response to code changes. 

 
The City did not address these requirements. 
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F. Metro Code 3.07.730: Compliance with amendment of comprehensive plan and 
implementing ordinances with affordable housing land use tools and strategies is achieved 
when the governing body of a city or county considers each tool or strategy. 

 
The 2002 report was sent to Metro with a cover letter signed by a staff, and there was no 
indication that the report was reviewed and approved by the County Commission. 

 
G. Local initiatives not required or encouraged by Title 7. 
 

Other tools and strategies currently in use or being considered by the County are: 1) 
Clackamas County Community Land Trust; 2) home buyer assistance programs; 3) County 
Home Repair Loam Program; and 4) cooperation with Metro’s data collection process. 
 

Outstanding Items: 
1. Clarification if the elected body had reviewed and approved the annual compliance report 

prior to submitting it to Metro. (Metro Code 3.07.730) 
2. Consideration of adoption of the voluntary affordable housing production goals. (Metro Code 

3.07.720) 
3. Ensuring that the comprehensive plan and implementing ordinances include measures to 

increase the dispersion of affordable housing. (Metro Code 3.07.730.A) 
4. Consideration of the amendment of comprehensive plan and implementing ordinances to 

include three strategies in Metro Code 3.07.730.B : inclusionary housing, transfer 
development rights, and local regulatory constraints. 

5. Encouraged consideration of the amendment of comprehensive plan and implementing 
ordinances with two other affordable housing strategies in Metro Code 3.07.760: 
inclusionary housing in urban renewal districts, and fee waivers and funding incentives. 

6. Specific third-year reporting requirements (Metro Code 3.07.740.C). (For details on the 
specific third-year reporting requirements, please refer to the letter that the Metro Chief 
Operating Officer sent to local jurisdictions in May 2004). 
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SUMMARY OF 2004 COMPLIANCE OF METRO URBAN GROWTH MANAGEMENT 
FUNCTIONAL PLAN TITLE 7 (AFFORDABLE HOUSING) 

 
 
MULTNOMAH COUNTY 
 
Metro received a report from the County in June 2004.  Metro received a report in April 2003 
that was intended to serve as the County’s first (2002) and second (2003) year reports. 
 
The reports stated that the County has transferred urban land use planning responsibilities to 
the cities of Portland and Troutdale for those unincorporated urban areas within its jurisdiction.  
Hence, the report states that compliance with the requirements for the unincorporated County 
areas is the same as those addressed in the reports submitted by the cities of Portland and 
Troutdale. 

 
A. Metro Code 3.07.720: Each city or county should adopt the Voluntary Affordable Housing 

Production Goals as a guide to measure progress towards meeting the affordable housing 
needs of households with incomes between 0% and 50% of the regional median family 
income. 

 
The Multnomah County report states that the County fully supports and promotes the 
affordable housing production goals, however, based on the agreement that exists between 
the County and the Cities of Portland and Troutdale, it is expected that these two cities will 
assume responsibility for considering the adoption of Multnomah County’s affordable 
housing production goal of 134 units. 

 
The City of Portland 2004 report addressed the Title 7 requirements for the unincorporated 
areas of Multnomah County within the Portland Urban Service Boundary (USB).  
 
The following table shows the voluntary affordable housing goals adopted by the City of 
Portland on behalf of the Multnomah County. 
 
 

Affordable Housing Production Goals: 
City of Portland, Troutdale, and Urban Unincorporated Multnomah County Title 7  

 
Jurisdiction 
 

New housing units 
needed for households 
earning less than 30% of 
median household income 

New housing units 
needed for households 
earning less than 30-
50% of median 
household income 

Total 
 

City of Portland 1,791 0 17,91 
Multnomah County 
Unincorporated 
Urban Portion 

81  53  134  

 
 

B. Compliance with the following sections: 
Metro Code 3.07.730.A: Cities and counties shall ensure that their comprehensive plan and 
implementing ordinances address: 1) diversity; 2) maintaining the existing supply of 
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affordable housing and increasing new dispersed affordable housing; and 3) increasing 
affordable housing opportunities for household of all income levels. 
(See Metro Functional Plan Title 7 for more details on these three policies) 
 
The three policies were addressed in the City of Portland report/section. 
 
Metro Code 3.07.730.B: Cities and counties shall consider amendment of their 
comprehensive plan and implementing ordinances with the following affordable housing land 
use tools and strategies: 1) density bonus; 2) replacement housing; 3) inclusionary housing; 
4) transfer of development rights; 5) elderly and people with disabilities; 6) local regulatory 
constraints – discrepancies in planning and zoning codes, and local permitting or approval 
process; and 7) parking. 
(See Metro Functional Plan Title 7 for more details on these seven tools and strategies) 
 
The seven strategies were addressed in the City of Portland report/section. 
 
Metro Code 3.07.760.B: Local jurisdictions are encouraged to consider implementation of 
the following affordable housing tools and strategies: 1) replacement housing resulting from 
urban renewal; 2) inclusionary housing in urban renewal districts; 3) fee waivers or funding 
incentives; 4) promotion of affordable housing for incomes 50% to 120% of the regional 
median household income (RMHI); and 5) joint coordination or action to meet the affordable 
housing production goals. 
(See Metro Functional Plan Title 7 for more details on these five tools and strategies) 
 
The five strategies were addressed in the City of Portland report/section. 
 
Due to the transfer of planning responsibilities for the urban unincorporated portions of 
Multnomah County to Portland and Troutdale, the County has adopted the comprehensive 
plans, zoning map designations, and zoning codes of these two jurisdictions.  Therefore, it is 
Portland and Troutdale that have assumed the responsibility for considering the range of 
Title 7 affordable housing tools to be employed in the unincorporated portions of Multnomah 
County. 
 
Please reference the Portland and Troutdale 2002 and 2003 analysis in this report for a 
detailed analysis of these jurisdiction’s progress in considering and adopting these tools. 

 
C. Metro Code 3.07.730.C: By June 30, 2004, each city and county within the Metro region 

shall report to Metro on the outcome of the amendments to its comprehensive plan and 
implementing ordinances pending at the time of submittal of the report described in 
subsection B of this section and on the public response, if any, to any implementation 
adopted by the city of county to increase the community’s affordable housing, including but 
not limited to the tools and strategies in subsection 3.07.730B. 
 
The outcome of the amendments of comprehensive plan and implementing ordinances and 
public response were addressed in the City of Portland report/section. 
 

D. Metro Code 3.07.730: Compliance with amendment of comprehensive plan and 
implementing ordinances with affordable housing land use tools and strategies is achieved 
when the governing body of a city or county considers each tool or strategy. 
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The County Chair of Board of Commissioners and a County Commissioner signed the 
County’s reports. 

 
E. Local initiatives not required or encouraged by Title 7. 
 

Other tools and strategies currently in use or being considered by the County are: 1) 
Donating tax foreclosed property to nonprofits affordable housing production organizations; 
2) Strategic investment program community housing fund; 3) New housing opportunities for 
the community corrections population; 4) Library mixed use housing; 5) Emergency rental 
assistance to homeless disabled singles and families, and those at risk of eviction; 6) 
Leveraging federal HOME and CBDG funds for affordable housing; and 7) Federal 
weatherization program for low-income households. 

 
 
Outstanding Items 
The County has addressed all the requirements of Title 7. 
 

3  



SUMMARY OF 2004 COMPLIANCE OF METRO URBAN GROWTH MANAGEMENT 
FUNCTIONAL PLAN TITLE 7 (AFFORDABLE HOUSING) 

 
 
WASHINGTON COUNTY 
 
Metro received the County’s third year (2004) report on December 27, 2004.  The report was 
not received in time to be included in the draft compliance report that was distributed to the 
Metro Council.  However, the County’s latest report will be included in the staff presentation of 
the 2004 Annual Compliance Report to the Metro Council on January 13, 2005.  
 
Metro received the County’s first year (2002) report in April 2002, and the second year (2003) 
report in January 2003. 
 
A. Metro Code 3.07.720: Each city or county should adopt the Voluntary Affordable Housing 

Production Goals as a guide to measure progress towards meeting the affordable housing 
needs of households with incomes between 0% and 50% of the regional median family 
income. 
 
The County’s 2003 report stated that on April 2, 2002, the Washington County Board 
authorized the Planning and Land Development Work Program for the 2002 season and 
made amendments related to affordable housing.  The County amended Policy 21, Housing 
Affordability (A-Engrossed Ordinance No. 590) to include a new strategy: “Encourage the 
housing industry and both public and private housing agencies to build a sufficient number 
of new affordable housing units within unincorporated Washington County to meet Metro’s 
voluntary affordable housing production goal.”  
 

B. Metro Code 3.07.730.A: Cities and counties shall ensure that their comprehensive plan and 
implementing ordinances address: 1) diversity; 2) maintaining the existing supply of 
affordable housing and increasing new dispersed affordable housing; and 3) increasing 
affordable housing opportunities for household of all income levels. 
(See Metro Functional Plan Title 7 for more details on these three policies) 
 
The County’s first and second year reports highlighted policies from the County’s 
comprehensive plan that encourage a diverse range of housing and encourage affordable 
housing opportunities for households of all income levels. The 2004 report explained that 
the County has adopted a new implementation strategy (strategy “g” under Policy 23) to 
specifically address maintaining the existing supply and increasing the dispersal of 
affordable housing. (This policy expands on existing policies that address market-rate 
housing.)  

 
C. Metro Code 3.07.730.B: Cities and counties shall consider amendment of their 

comprehensive plan and implementing ordinances with the following affordable housing land 
use tools and strategies: 1) density bonus; 2) replacement housing; 3) inclusionary housing; 
4) transfer of development rights; 5) elderly and people with disabilities; 6) local regulatory 
constraints – discrepancies in planning and zoning codes, and local permitting or approval 
process; and 7) parking. 
(See Metro Functional Plan Title 7 for more details on these seven tools and strategies) 
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Land use strategy (Metro Code) Jurisdiction Action 
 

Density bonus Declined (2004). Although the 2002 report states 
that County staff recommended this strategy for 
further consideration “in the county’s multi-family 
districts”, the 2003 report states, “The Board was 
not in support of staff’s recommendation primarily 
due to some reservations about allowing even 
greater densities in these already high-density 
districts.” 

Replacement housing Declined (2004). The report states, “the county 
does not have an inventory of affordable housing 
units and creating and maintaining an inventory 
would be a staff intensive task.” Also, ”requiring 
applicants… to provide or contribute to a fund to 
provide affordable housing… to develop property 
with a use that is permitted under the property’s 
current plan designation would be a sizeable 
burden.” Additionally, the County states that this 
strategy “may even discourage individuals to 
undertake urban infill development projects..”  

Inclusionary housing Declined (2004). Despite adopting an 
implementing strategy in their Comprehensive 
Plan in 2002 that calls for the periodic 
assessment the feasibility of establishing this 
strategy, the 2004 report states that the County’s 
current development standards, including 
minimum densities, are creating opportunities for 
smaller detached and attached housing units, 
including small row-housing with single car 
garages. The report states that the County is 
lacking a large supply of inexpensive land 
capable of supporting large-scale developments 
the county believes this tool would be most 
effective.   

Transfer development rights Declined (2004). Despite adopting an 
implementing strategy in their Comprehensive 
Plan in 2002 that calls for the periodic 
assessment the feasibility of establishing this 
strategy, the County states “staff did not foresee 
a demand to build above the generous 
development standards that apply in the areas 
the county had designated for higher density 
development.”   

Elderly and people with disabilities In use prior to January 2001 
Local regulatory constraints In use prior to January 2001 (Title 7) – partial 

(2002) 
Parking In use prior to January 2001 

 
 
D. Metro Code 3.07.760.B: Local jurisdictions are encouraged to consider implementation of 

the following affordable housing tools and strategies: 1) replacement housing resulting from 
urban renewal; 2) inclusionary housing in urban renewal districts; 3) fee waivers or funding 
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incentives; 4) promotion of affordable housing for incomes 50% to 120% of the regional 
median household income (RMHI); and 5) joint coordination or action to meet the affordable 
housing production goals. 
(See Metro Functional Plan Title 7 for more details on these five tools and strategies) 

 
Other affordable housing strategies (Metro Code) 
 

Jurisdiction Action 

Replacement housing resulting from urban 
renewal 

Declined (2004). The County’s 
report states, “cities are the more 
appropriate providers of urban 
services. Consequently, urban 
renewal districts would more 
appropriately be located within cities 
and not within urban unincorporated 
Washington County.” 

Inclusionary housing in urban renewal districts  Declined (2004). See the above 
explanation.  

Fee waivers or funding incentives Declined (2004) The County states, 
“the County does not directly 
administer SDCs. … the individual 
district would need to decide … to 
waive or defer payment.” Also, “the 
county’s fee structure requires that 
developers pay the full cost of 
development review… a fee waiver 
would likely impact the ability of the 
county to maintain an efficient and 
effective development review 
process.”    

Efforts promoting affordable housing for other 
income groups (50% to 120% of the regional 
median household income) 

In use prior to January 2001 

Joint coordination or action In use prior to January 2001 
 

 
E. Metro Code 3.07.730.C: By June 30, 2004, each city and county within the Metro region 

shall report to Metro on the outcome of the amendments to its comprehensive plan and 
implementing ordinances pending at the time of submittal of the report described in 
subsection B of this section and on the public response, if any, to any implementation 
adopted by the city of county to increase the community’s affordable housing, including but 
not limited to the tools and strategies in subsection 3.07.730B. 
 
i) Affordable housing projects that were initiated or completed as a result of the 

implementation of the tools and strategies described in the previous sections, including 
the number of units produced and income level/s served.  

 
The County’s 2004 report states, “ A total of ten affordable housing projects were started or 
completed between July 2002 and May 2004. Upon completion of all ten projects, a total of 
455 affordable housing units will be available for qualifying households. The three newest 
affordable housing projects that DHS (Department of Housing Services) is currently involved 
in are Gateway Commons in Hillsboro (138 units), New Dawn in Beaverton (15 units) and 
Linsdey Lane also in Hillsboro (19 units).” “The 455 affordable housing units will provide 
much-needed affordable housing in the county and go a long ways towards meeting the 
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housing needs of households with incomes between 0% and 50% of the median income 
throughout Washington County. Of the ten projects only Tri-Haven is located in 
unincorporated Washington County. Therefore, only the affordable housing units provided at 
Tri-Haven can be credited against the 940 housing units targeted for households earning 
30%-50% of median household income. The income range served by the 455 affordable 
housing units is 30%-60% of the median income.”  
 
Washington County Affordable Housing Projects Completed or Started Between July 2002 and 
May 2004 

Project Location # of units Year of Completion County Role 

Bonita Villa 
Apartments 

Tigard 96 2002 DHS Acquired, 
rehabilitate, own, 
operate 

Jose Arciaga 
Apartments 

Scattered site 
in Forest Grove 
and Cornelius 

50 2002 HOME loan 

Alpine Street Cornelius 2 2002 CDBG Grant 
Gateway 
Commons 

Hillsboro 138 2004 Co-General Partner 

Tri-Haven Aloha 15 2003 HOME loan; 
Administer Shelter 
Plus Care rental 
assistance 

Maples II Hillsboro 21 2002 HOME loan 

New Dawn Beaverton 15 2004 HOME loan; 
Supportive Housing 
Program funds 

Village at 
Washington 
Square 

Tigard 26 2002 HOME loan; CDBG 
grant 

Villi Capri Hillsboro 63 2003 HOME loan; CDBG 
grant 

Lindsey Lane Hillsboro 19 2005 HOME loan; CDBG 
grant 

TOTALS 455  

 
 
ii) Partnerships that were created between the city and affordable housing developers 

(non-profit developers and private sector developers) 
 
The County’s 2004 report states, “The County has and continues to form partnerships with 
local builders and developers to facilitate the production of affordable housing. Joining 
forces has proven effective at providing affordable housing by maximizing available 
resources.” 
 
iii) Pending amendments to the comprehensive plan and implementing ordinances. 
 
The County’s report states that no changes to the comprehensive plan are pending but that 
the County “will periodically assess the feasibility of establishing voluntary affordable 
housing and a transfer of development rights programs to further improve the opportunities 
for affordable housing within Washington County.”  
 
iv) Public response to code changes. 

 
The County states that public testimony was not provided at either the adoption of 
Ordinance 590 (contained strategy to encourage the housing industry and public and private 

4  



agencies to build sufficient housing to meet the affordable housing production goals) on 
June of 2002, or at the adoption of Ordinance 631 (where the comprehensive plan was 
amended to include specific language regarding dispersal of affordable housing) in October 
2004.    

 
F. Metro Code 3.07.730: Compliance with amendment of comprehensive plan and 

implementing ordinances with affordable housing land use tools and strategies is achieved 
when the governing body of a city or county considers each tool or strategy. 
 
The Board of County Commissioners considered and adopted the County’s 2004 Title 7 
report on December 12, 2004.    

 
G. Local initiatives not required or encouraged by Title 7. 

 
The County’s 2003 report stated that the County had recently completed a community 
visioning process known as Vision West. A result of this process is an issue paper 
addressing affordable housing in unincorporated Washington County. This issue paper 
contains strategies and recommendations, including a recommendation that an affordable 
housing trust fund be established to support the production of affordable housing.  

 
Outstanding Items: 
 
The County has met all Title 7 requirements. 
 
 
 
…gm\long range planning\projects\housing\Title 7 implementation\Jordan ltr to LGs on 2002 & 2003 Annual 
Compliance Reports –Attachments.doc 
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Summary Table of 2004 Title 7 Annual Compliance: Goals and Strategies 
Title 7: Affordable Housing 

Ensure including strategies for the 
following in the Comprehensive Plan and 

Implementing Ordinances 
(Title 7:3.07.730.A) 

Consider including in the Comprehensive Plan and Implementing Ordinances 
Land Use Strategies (Seven) -- (Title 7: 3.07.730.B) 

Jurisdiction Progress 
Reports 

Completed 
 
 
 

(3.07.740) 

Voluntary 
Goals Adopted 

 
 
 

(3.07.720) 
Diversity 
Strategy 

 
 

(3.07.730.A.1) 

Maintain 
Supply and 

Increase 
Dispersion 

( 3.07.730.A.2) 

Supply for All 
Income 
Levels 

 
3.07.730.A.3 

Density Bonus 
 
 

(3.07.730.B.1) 

Replacement 
Housing 

 
 

(3.07.730.B.2) 

Inclusionary 
Housing 

 
 

(3.07.730.B.3) 

Transfer 
Development 

Rights 
 

(3.07.730.B.4) 

Elderly & 
Disabled 
People 

 
(3.07.730.B.5) 

Local 
Regulatory 
Constraints 

 
(3.07.730.B.6) 

Parking 
 
 
 

(3.07.730.B.7) 
Beaverton (02, 03, 04) New (02) Existing         Existing Existing Adopted (04) Adopted (04) Adopted (04) Declined (02) Existing New (04) Adopted (04) 
Cornelius             
Durham (02, 03, 04) Declined (04)          Existing Existing Existing Declined (04) Existing Declined (04) Declined (04) Existing Declined (04) Declined (04) 
Fairview (02, 03, 04) Declined  

(03) 
Existing          Existing Existing Existing Declined (04) Declined (03) Declined (03) Existing Declined (04) Declined (04)  

Forest Grove (02)            Declined (02) Existing Existing Existing Discussed (02) Declined (02) Discussed (02) Declined (02) Existing Discussed
 (02) 

NM 

Gladstone (02, 03, 04) Discussed (04)          Existing NM Existing Discussed (04) Discussed (04) Discussed (04) Discussed (04) Existing Discussed (04) Discussed (04) 
Gresham (02, 03) Declined (02/03)           Existing Existing Existing Declined

(02) 
Declined 

 (02) 
Existing Declined

 (03) 
New Existing (p) Existing

Happy Valley (02)             Discussed (02) Existing NM Existing Declined  Discussed (02)
(02) 

Declined (02) Discussed (02) Unclear Discussed
(02) 

Unclear 

Hillsboro (02)            NM NM NM NM NM NM NM NM NM NM NM
Johnson City             
King City (03, 04) Declined (03)          Existing Discussed Existing Declined (03) Declined (03) Declined (03) Declined (03) Existing Existing Declined (04) 
Lake Oswego (03, 04) Declined (04)          Existing NM Existing Discussed (04) Discussed (04) Declined (04) Discussed (04) Existing Discussed (04)  Discussed(04)  
Maywood Park (02, 03, 04) N/A NM NM NM Declined Declined      Declined Declined Declined Declined Unclear
Milwaukie (02) Discussed (04)             Existing Existing Existing Existing NM NM Unclear (04) Unclear (04) Declined (04) Existing
Oregon City (02, 03) Discussed (04)         New (04)  New (04) New (04) Discussed (04) Unclear (04) Existing (p) Declined (04) Existing Unclear New (04)  
Portland (02, 03, 04) New (03)           Existing Existing Existing Existing Existing Existing Existing Existing Existing Existing
Rivergrove             
Sherwood             
Tigard (02, 03, 04) Discussed 

(02/03) 
Existing       NM Existing Discussed

(02/03) 
Declined 

(02/03) 
Declined 

(02/03) 
Discussed 

(02/03) 
Existing Existing (p) Existing

Troutdale (02, 03) Declined (03)        Existing Existing Existing Declined
(02/03) 

Declined 
(02/03) 

Declined 
(02/03) 

Declined 
(02/03) 

Existing Existing (p) Existing

Tualatin (02)            NM NM NM NM NM NM NM Unclear Existing Existing (p) Unclear
West Linn (02, 03, 04) Declined (04) Discussed  Discussed  Existing Existing Discussed (04)      Declined (02) NM NM NM Existing
Wilsonville (02, 03) Discussed (04)          Existing Existing Existing Unclear (04) Existing (p)

(04) 
Unclear (04) Unclear (04) Existing Unclear (04) Unclear (04) 

Wood Village (02, 03) Discussed (03)  Existing NM NM Declined (03)       Discussed (03) Declined (03) Declined (03) NM NM NM
Clackamas County (02)            Discussed (02) Existing Existing Existing Existing Existing NM Unclear Existing Unclear Existing
Multnomah County (02, 03, 04) New (03)           Existing Existing Existing Existing Existing Existing Existing Existing Existing Existing
Washington County (02, 03, 04) Discussed 

(02/03) 
Existing        New (04) Existing Declined (04) Declined (04) Declined (04) Declined (04) Existing Existing (p) Discussed (02) 

 
Definitions:  N/A = Not applicable.  The 1998 Regional Affordable Housing Strategy apportioned zero affordable housing production goals to this jurisdiction.  
  NM = Not mentioned in compliance report or mentioned without an explanation of any action being taken 
 
 

  
  
  

 Existing = Adopted prior to January 2001. 
 Unclear = Policy/tools are noted with insufficient details to evaluate 

Discussed (year)= Addressed at a local elected officials meeting with the jurisdiction taking no action. 
(P) = Partial implementation of the strategy. 
Declined (year) = Addressed at a local elected officials meeting with the jurisdiction declining to adopt the affordable housing tool or strategy.  
New (year)= Adopted  
Adopted (year) – Adopted for future consideration 
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Summary Table of 2004 Title 7 Annual Compliance: Strategies --  (Continued) 
Consider implementation of the following tools and strategies  -- (Title 7: 3.07.760) 

 
 Replacement 

housing in urban 
renewal areas 

 
(3.07.760.A.1) 

Inclusionary 
housing in urban 

renewal areas 
 

(3.07.760.A.2) 

Fee waivers or 
funding 

incentives 
 
 

(3.07.760.B) 

Efforts targeted 
at households  
50% to 80% 

and 80%-120% 
of RMHI1

(3.07.760.C) 

Joint 
coordination 

 
 
 

(3.07.760.D) 

Local Initiative 

Beaverton Declined (04) Declined (04) New (04) Existing Existing (02, 03, 04) Housing rehabilitation program, assistance to community housing organizations, land banking, etc.   
Cornelius       
Durham Declined (02) Declined (02) Declined (02) Declined (02) Declined (02)  
Fairview Declined (04)    Declined (04) Declined (04) Declined (04) Discussed (04)  Participate in Housing Opportunities Plan (HOP), Permit man. homes on individual lots in designated res. zones 
Forest Grove    Existing Existing (02) Affordable housing friendly zoning, leveraging CDBG funds. 
Gladstone Discussed (04)     Discussed (04) Discussed (04) NM Existing  
Gresham NM NM NM Existing Existing * New infill development standards, West Gresham Housing Mix Plan,  
Happy Valley       
Hillsboro NM     NM NM NM Existing 
Johnson City       
King City Declined (04)      Declined (04) Declined (04) Declined (04) Declined (04)

Lake Oswego NM       Declined (04) Discussed (04) Discussed (04) Discussed (04) 
Maywood Park Declined   Declined NM NM NM 
Milwaukie NM      NM NM NM NM
Oregon City Discussed (04)     Discussed (04) Existing NM NM Transit-oriented projects with parking reductions, ADUs.  
Portland Existing   Existing Existing Existing Existing Housing preservation program, homebuyer opportunity areas, Portland Community Land Trust, etc. 
Rivergrove       
Sherwood       
Tigard NM    NM Existing Existing Existing * Initiatives included in 2002 matrix 
Troutdale Declined (02) Declined (02) Declined  (02) Existing NM * City-approved urban renewal district inc. $300K of low-interest rehab. loans (voters rejected), 112-unit RV park 

allowed to accommodate long-term affordable housing 
Tualatin NM     NM NM Existing NM  
West Linn NM NM NM Existing NM * Initiatives included in 2002 matrix 
Wilsonville NM      NM Discussed (04) Unclear (04) Discussed (04)  
Wood Village NM NM Unclear (03) NM NM * The city allows manufactured homes in all residential zones, began discussions with Habitat for Humanity 
Clackamas County Existing    NM Unclear Existing Existing  
Multnomah County Existing   Existing Existing Existing Existing See City of Portland initiatives. 
Washington County Declined (04)  Declined (04) Declined (04) Existing Existing * Vision West Program developed key recommendations on affordable housing  

 
Definitions: 

  
* See the 2002 report for additional local initiatives 
NM = Not mentioned in compliance report or mentioned without an explanation of any action being taken 

 

                                                 
 Existing = Adopted prior to January 2001. 

1 Regional median household income 
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 Unclear (year)= Policy/tools are noted with insufficient details to evaluate 
Discussed (year)= Addressed at a local elected officials meeting with the jurisdiction taking no action. 
(P) = Partial implementation of the strategy. 
Declined (year)= Addressed at a local elected officials meeting with the jurisdiction declining to adopt the affordable housing tool or strategy.  
New  (year)= Adopted  
Adopted (year) – Adopted for future consideration 
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