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Meeting:
Date:
Time:
Place:

Metro Council

Thursday, March 10, 2016 REVISED 3/9/16
2 p.m.

Metro Regional Center, Council Chamber

CALL TO ORDER AND ROLL CALL

1.

2.
2.1

3.0
3.1

ADJOURN

CITIZEN COMMUNICATION

CONSENT AGENDA

Consideration of Council Meeting Minutes for March 3,
2016

RESOLUTIONS

Resolution No. 16-4686, For the Purpose of Receivinga Heather Nelson Kent, Metro
Report from Staff on Title 13 Performance Measures

ORDINANCES (FIRST READ)

Ordinance No. 16-1370, For the Purpose of Annexingto Tim O’Brien, Metro
the Metro Boundary Approximately 9.87 Acres Located

at 7775 NW Kaiser Road in the North Bethany Area of

Washington County

Public Hearing on Ordinance No. 16-1370
CHIEF OPERATING OFFICER COMMUNICATION

COUNCILOR COMMUNICATION



Television schedule for March 10, 2016 Metro Council meeting

Clackamas, Multnomah and Washington
counties, and Vancouver, WA

Channel 30 - Community Access Network
Web site: www.tvctv.org

Ph: 503-629-8534

Call or visit web site for program times.

Portland

Channel 30 - Portland Community Media
Web site: www.pcmtv.org

Ph: 503-288-1515

Call or visit web site for program times.

Gresham
Channel 30 - MCTV

Web site: www.metroeast.org
Ph: 503-491-7636

Call or visit web site for program times.

Washington County and West Linn
Channel 30- TVC TV

Web site: www.tvctv.org
Ph: 503-629-8534

Call or visit web site for program times.

Oregon City and Gladstone

Channel 28 - Willamette Falls Television
Web site: http://www.wftvimedia.org/
Ph: 503-650-0275

Call or visit web site for program times.

PLEASE NOTE: Show times are tentative and in some cases the entire meeting may not be shown due to length.
Call or check your community access station web site to confirm program times. Agenda items may not be
considered in the exact order. For questions about the agenda, call the Metro Council Office at 503-797-1540. Public
hearings are held on all ordinances second read. Documents for the record must be submitted to the Regional
Engagement and Legislative Coordinator to be included in the meeting record. Documents can be submitted by e-mail, fax
or mail or in person to the Regional Engagement and Legislative Coordinator. For additional information about testifying
before the Metro Council please go to the Metro web site www.oregonmetro.gov and click on public comment
opportunities.



http://www.tvctv.org/
http://www.pcmtv.org/
http://www.metroeast.org/
http://www.tvctv.org/
http://www.wftvmedia.org/

Metro respects civil rights

Metro fully complies with Title VI of the Civil Rights Act of 1964 and related statutes that ban discrimination. If any person believes they have been discriminated against

regarding the receipt of benefits or services because of race, color, national origin, sex, age or disability, they have the right to file a complaint with Metro. For information

on Metro’s civil rights program, or to obtain a discrimination complaint form, visit www.oregonmetro.gov/civilrights or call 503-797-1536. Metro provides services or

accommodations upon request to persons with disabilities and people who need an interpreter at public meetings. If you need a sign language interpreter, communication

aid or language assistance, call 503-797-1890 or TDD/TTY 503-797-1804 (8 a.m. to 5 p.m. weekdays) 5 business days before the meeting. All Metro meetings are wheelchair

accessible. For up-to-date public transportation information, visit TriMet’s website at www.trimet.org.

Théng bao vé sy Metro khdng ky thi cia

Metro t6n trong dan quyén. Muén biét thém thong tin vé chwong trinh dan quyén
clia Metro, hodc muén |ay don khi€u nai vé sy ky thi, xin xem trong
www.oregonmetro.gov/civilrights. Néu quy vi can théng dich vién ra dau bang tay,

tro gilp vé ti€p xuc hay ngdn ngit, xin goi s6 503-797-1890 (tir 8 gi®y sdng dén 5 gi®y
chiéu vao nhirng ngay thudng) trudc budi hop 5 ngay lam viéc.

NosiaomneHHAa Metro npo 3a60poHy AUCKpUMIHaLiT

Metro 3 noBaroto cTaBUTLCA A0 FPOMAZAHCBKMX Npas. A oTpumaHHA iHpopmauii
npo nporpamy Metro i3 3axucTy rpoMagAHCbKUX Npas abo Gopmm cKapru Npo
AMCKPUMIHaLito BiaBigaiiTe canT www.oregonmetro.gov/civilrights. abo fkw,o Bam

noTpibeH nepeknagay Ha 36opax, A4/19 3340BOSIEHHA BALIOro 3anuTy 3atesiepoHyinTe
33 Homepom 503-797-1890 3 8.00 o 17.00 y poboui AHi 33 N'ATb poboumnx AHIB A0
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Ogeysiiska takooris Ia’aanta ee Metro

Metro waxay ixtiraamtaa xuquuqda madaniga. Si aad u heshid macluumaad ku
saabsan barnaamijka xuquuqda madaniga ee Metro, ama aad u heshid wargadda ka
cabashada takoorista, boogo www.oregonmetro.gov/civilrights. Haddii aad u baahan

tahay turjubaan si aad uga gaybgaadatid kullan dadweyne, wac 503-797-1890 (8
gallinka hore illaa 5 gallinka dambe maalmaha shagada) shan maalmo shaqo ka hor
kullanka si loo tixgaliyo codsashadaada.
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Paunawa ng Metro sa kawalan ng diskriminasyon

Iginagalang ng Metro ang mga karapatang sibil. Para sa impormasyon tungkol sa
programa ng Metro sa mga karapatang sibil, o upang makakuha ng porma ng
reklamo sa diskriminasyon, bisitahin ang www.oregonmetro.gov/civilrights. Kung

kailangan ninyo ng interpreter ng wika sa isang pampublikong pulong, tumawag sa
503-797-1890 (8 a.m. hanggang 5 p.m. Lunes hanggang Biyernes) lima araw ng
trabaho bago ang pulong upang mapagbigyan ang inyong kahilingan.Notificacion de
no discriminacién de Metro.

Notificacion de no discriminacion de Metro

Metro respeta los derechos civiles. Para obtener informacion sobre el programa de
derechos civiles de Metro o para obtener un formulario de reclamo por
discriminacion, ingrese a www.oregonmetro.gov/civilrights . Si necesita asistencia
con el idioma, llame al 503-797-1890 (de 8:00 a. m. a 5:00 p. m. los dias de semana)

5 dias laborales antes de la asamblea.

YBeaomneHue o HeaoNyWEeHUU AUCKPMMUHaL MK oT Metro

Metro yBarkaeT rpaxgaHckue npasa. Y3Hatb o nporpamme Metro no cobntogeHnto
rPa*KAAHCKMX MPaB U NoAy4nTb GOpPMY XKanobbl 0 AUCKPUMMHALMM MOXKHO Ha Beb-
caiite www.oregonmetro.gov/civilrights. Ecan Bam HysKeH nepeBoAumK Ha

obLecTBeHHOM co6paHum, OCTaBbTe CBOM 3aNpoc, NO3BOHMB No Homepy 503-797-
1890 B paboune gHu ¢ 8:00 o 17:00 1 3a NATb pabounx fHei [0 AaTbl cObpaHuA.

Avizul Metro privind nediscriminarea

Metro respecta drepturile civile. Pentru informatii cu privire la programul Metro
pentru drepturi civile sau pentru a obtine un formular de reclamatie impotriva
discrimindrii, vizitati www.oregonmetro.gov/civilrights. Daca aveti nevoie de un

interpret de limba la o sedinta publica, sunati la 503-797-1890 (intre orele 8 si 5, in
timpul zilelor lucratoare) cu cinci zile lucrdtoare nainte de sedintd, pentru a putea sa
va raspunde in mod favorabil la cerere.

Metro txoj kev ntxub ntxaug daim ntawv ceeb toom
Metro tributes cai. Rau cov lus ghia txog Metro txoj cai kev pab, los yog kom sau ib
daim ntawv tsis txaus siab, mus saib www.oregonmetro.gov/civilrights. Yog hais tias

koj xav tau lus kev pab, hu rau 503-797-1890 (8 teev sawv ntxov txog 5 teev tsaus
ntuj weekdays) 5 hnub ua hauj lwm ua ntej ntawm lub rooj sib tham.
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Agenda Item No. 2.1

Consideration of Council Meeting Minutes for March 3, 2016

Consent Agenda

Metro Council Meeting
Thursday, March 10, 2016
Metro Regional Center, Council Chamber



Agenda Item No. 3.1

Resolution No. 16-4686, For the Purpose of Receiving a
Report from Staff on Title 13 Performance Measures

Resolutions

Metro Council Meeting
Thursday, March 10, 2016
Metro Regional Center, Council Chamber



BEFORE THE METRO COUNCIL

FOR THE PURPOSE OF RECEIVING A REPORT ) RESOLUTION NO. 16-4686

FROM STAFF ON TITLE 13 PERFORMANCE )

MEASURES ) Introduced by Chief Operating Officer Martha
Bennett in concurrence with Council
President Tom Hughes

WHEREAS, Metro Council Resolution No. 05-3574A, “Establishing a Regional Habitat
Protection, Restoration and Greenspaces Initiative Called Nature in Neighborhoods,” adopted May 12,
2005, created Metro’s “Nature in Neighborhoods” initiative;

WHEREAS, Metro Council Ordinance No. 05-1077C, “Amending the Regional Framework Plan
and the Urban Growth Management Functional Plan Relating to Nature in Neighborhoods,” adopted
September 29, 2005, incorporated the Nature in Neighborhoods initiative into the Urban Growth
Management Functional Plan, adopting new functional plan requirements;

WHEREAS, Title 13, Section 6 of the Urban Growth Management Functional Plan (Metro Code
Chapter 3.07.1360(b)(1)(D)) requires Metro to prepare and present Nature in Neighborhoods monitoring
and program evaluation reports to the Metro Council no later than December 31st of each even-numbered
year;

WHEREAS, Metro’s first State of the Watersheds report was published in 2006 and documented
baseline conditions for environmental indicators as required by Title 13, based on the best information
available at the time, and a second State of the Watersheds report was issued in 2008;

WHEREAS, local governments were required to submit progress reports to Metro about their
investments in non-regulatory activities (acquisition, education and restoration efforts) in 2009 and 2011;

WHEREAS, in 2010, staff provided a progress report to the Metro Council on implementation of
Title 13, including the status and challenges of measuring performance;

WHEREAS, Metro staff has now prepared a report required by Title 13 that evaluates progress on
Nature in Neighborhoods performance and implementation objectives, which report is attached to this
Resolution as Exhibit A (the “Nature in Neighborhoods Title 13 Program Evaluation Report™);

WHEREAS, the Metro Council held a public hearing to receive testimony on the Nature in
Neighborhoods Title 13 Program Evaluation Report on March 10, 2016; now therefore,

BE IT RESOLVED that the Metro Council accepts the Nature in Neighborhoods Title 13
Program Evaluation Report, attached to this resolution as Exhibit A in accordance with Title 13 of the

Urban Growth Management Functional Plan.

ADOPTED by the Metro Council this 10th day of March 2016.

Page 1 Resolution No. 16-4686



Tom Hughes, Council President

Approved as to Form:

Alison R. Kean, Metro Attorney

Page 2 Resolution No. 16-4686
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About Metro

Clean air and clean water do not stop at city limits or county lines. Neither does the need for
jobs, a thriving economy, and sustainable transportation and living choices for people and
businesses in the region. Voters have asked Metro to help with the challenges and opportunities
that affect the 25 cities and three counties in the Portland metropolitan area.

A regional approach simply makes sense when it comes to providing services, operating venues
and making decisions about how the region grows. Metro works with communities to support a
resilient economy, keep nature close by and respond to a changing climate. Together we're
making a great place, now and for generations to come.

Stay in touch with news, stories and things to do.

www.oregonmetro.gov/connect

Metro Council President
Tom Hughes

Metro Councilors

Shirley Craddick, District 1
Carlotta Collette, District 2
Craig Dirksen, District 3
Kathryn Harrington, District 4
Sam Chase, District 5

Bob Stacey, District 6

Auditor
Brian Evans



HISTORY AND BACKGROUND

The roots of Metro’s Nature in Neighborhoods program can be found in the Regional Framework
Plan which unites all of Metro’s adopted land use planning policies and requirements including the
2040 Growth Concept and is designed to create sustainable and prosperous communities for
present and future generations. Included in these plans is Metro’s commitment to protect farm and
forest land outside the urban growth boundary, while also preserving the character of urban
neighborhoods inside the boundary.

Metro has authority from the State of Oregon for managing the Metro region’s urban growth
boundary (UGB) and meeting the state’s land use planning goals. Effective use of the region’s UGB
provides protection from urban development for important natural areas, farms and forest resource
lands. This is a core value for Oregonians across all demographics. Additionally, the Metro Council
has adopted strong requirements for lands that are brought into urban use to provide better
protection for habitat and natural resources and provision of parks, natural areas and trail
connections.

Metro has also used its land use authority to protect natural resources inside the region’s urban
growth boundary. Most significantly is the adoption by the Metro Council of Ordinance 05-1077B
(a.k.a. Nature in Neighborhoods) in September 2005 after approximately a ten-year process. The
ordinance established standards for development in streamside and wetland areas to conserve and
protect fish and wildlife habitat and included Title 13 of Metro’s Urban Growth Management
Functional Plan, which implements Oregon Statewide Planning Goal 5 (natural resources, scenic and
historic areas and open spaces) and Goal 6 (air, water and land resources quality). Metro’s Urban
Growth Management Functional Plan provides additional region-wide habitat and resource
protection through Title 3: Water Quality and Floodplain Protection, which implements Oregon
Statewide Planning Goal 7 (natural hazards). Title 13 included a Model Ordinance, which local
governments could adopt in whole or in part and the Tualatin Basin Plan which provided compliance
with Metro’s Title 13 UGMFP for local governments in the Tualatin Basin.

Through Title 13, Nature in Neighborhoods, the framework plan includes requirements for
conserving, protecting and restoring the region’s fish and wildlife habitat. It identified habitat
conservation areas (HCAs) including lands along local rivers and streams, wetlands, floodplains and
habitats of concern as the most important for protection (but does not outright prohibit
development in these areas). In adopting Nature in Neighborhoods, the Metro Council chose to rely
on a combination of land use protections designed to conserve the highest value habitats and
voluntary measures to be implemented by public and private partners.

Nature in Neighborhoods Title 13 Program Evaluation | March 2016 1



In adopting Nature in Neighborhoods, the Metro Council chose to rely on a combination of:

e land-use protections to be implemented by local governments to protect the highest
value habitats (riparian area habitat, wetlands and floodplains) in Metro’s habitat
inventory

e voluntary measures to be implemented by local governments, developers and builders,
non-profits and private landowners to protect, enhance and restore fish and wildlife
habitat throughout the region including the region’s upland wildlife habitat and urban
forest.

The Metro Council identified specific areas of focus for Nature in Neighborhoods initiatives

including:

e Land acquisition

e Flexible development standards

o Habitat friendly development practices
e Restoration and stewardship

e Monitoring and reporting.

Following adoption of this ordinance, the Metro Council began investing in a number of
collaborative strategies, programs and projects to provide the tools, incentives and inspiration to
communities on ways to better balance development, human needs and the health of the region’s
natural systems. This included investments in Nature in Neighborhoods programs like the
partnership with the Homebuilders Association of Metropolitan Portland, “Green from the Ground
Up” education series, the Integrating Habitats design competition, Nature in Neighborhoods
Restoration and Enhancement grants, Outdoor School funding and the development of the
Intertwine Alliance.

In 2006 the Council also asked voters to approve a $227.6 Natural Areas bond measure for
significant regional and local investments in natural area land acquisition, water quality and wildlife
habitat restoration. With this voter-approved funding, Metro has purchased for protection nearly
5,000 acres of land important to water quality and fish and wildlife habitat and provided funding to
help restore and connect people with nature at places throughout the region. Additionally, in 2013,
voters across the Portland metropolitan area approved Metro’s five-year levy to help care for
regional parks and natural areas. The levy raises about $10 million per year, including funding
hundreds of projects on the ground that help restore habitat in Metro’s parks and natural areas and
support similar investments in local communities through an expanded Nature in Neighborhoods
grant program.

CURRENT STATUS

Nature in Neighborhoods (Title 13) has been fulfilled and required activities continue to be
implemented by Metro and local governments. All cities and counties within Metro’s jurisdiction
(except Damascus) are in compliance with Metro’s requirements. Local governments have removed
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barriers to habitat-friendly development, conserved important habitat lands within their
communities and support voluntary activities — often in partnership with non-profits or community
groups — such as environmental education, tree planting, fish and wildlife habitat restoration and
low impact development practices.

Additionally, the Metro Council asked voters in 2006 for funding for natural areas land acquisition
and included incentives for local park providers and community groups to make investments in the
ecological functions of urban areas and enrich people’s experience of nature through the “Local
Share” and Capital Grants program. Metro’s funding leveraged additional private and public
investments in achieving these outcomes.

MEASURING PERFORMANCE

This 10-year review of Title 13 provides an opportunity to check in with local governments,
conservation leaders, homebuilders and other stakeholders as to its efficacy, refresh the story of
how natural resource protection fits into Metro’s overall growth management strategy and Metro’s
Parks and Nature System Plan and determine whether any new actions, adjustments or
commitments are needed.

The Metro Council’s legislation included a set of program performance objectives and a 10-year
timeline to determine the region’s effectiveness meeting the Metro Council’s goals. Staff has been
reviewing the environmental indicators outlined in Title 13 and determined loss within habitat
conservation areas to be less than two percent within each indicator over the main implementation
period, 2007-2014. While still significant, this is well below targets of less than 10 percent loss for
indicators established in the Metro legislation.

Title 13 Section 6 describes the program performance objectives and how data will be collected and
monitored to evaluate the program. These included Metro and local governments monitoring a set
of regional environmental indicators, implementing habitat-friendly development practices, using
non-regulatory tools for conservation purposes and restoring fish and wildlife habitat. Additionally,
Metro tasked itself with serving as a regional coordinator for data related to habitat conservation
and monitoring progress over time with the help of local governments. This is a report on the
environmental indicators established by Title 13 10 years after its adoption.

During 2013-15 staff from Parks and Nature worked with Metro’s Research Center to evaluate the
environmental indicators established in Title 13 and to measure the condition of floodplains,
habitats of concern, riparian areas and uplands throughout the Metro region. The team developed a
model to measure canopy coverage and loss overall during the time period 2007-2014, with a focus
on protected areas. Additionally, staff looked at how much development has occurred in the Habitat
Conservation Areas (HCAs) established by the Metro Council in 2005.

Nature in Neighborhoods Title 13 Program Evaluation | March 2016 3



Development in Habitat Conservation Areas

Research Center staff compared the total number, acreage and number of tax lots with new building
permits over two relatively similar time periods; 2000 to 2006 and 2006 to 2014. The idea was to
compare development impacts to HCAs prior to and after adoption of Title 13. The Research Center
data show relatively few permits approved for development within HCAs. Those areas fully within
HCAs are the least likely to have a development permit recorded, partial HCAs are also less likely to
have a development permit recorded than other areas with no HCAs.

Data: Between 2000 and 2014 only seven percent of permits recorded were completely within a
Habitat Conservation Area (HCA). 69% of all permits were in areas without any HCAs, 24% of permits
included some portion of a parcel with a HCA.

Development in Habitat Conservation Areas

8 -
7 - Outside T13 Regulated area
6 - Partial T13 regulated area
== |nside T13 regulated area
5 .
m
©
=
S 4 A
>
o
=
=
£ 3
£
S
(]
Q
]
[ 2 A
(]
o)
£
>
z
0 T T T T T T T T T 1 1 T 1 1 1 1
(o] (o)) o — o~ o < LN Yo ~ [0} [e)] o — o~ ™M <
o)) (o2} o o o o o o o o o o — — - — —
(e} ()] o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o
— — [} (o} o~ (@] [V} (o] o~ (@] (o} (o] o~ (@] o~ (o] [V}

4 Nature in Neighborhoods Title 13 Program Evaluation | March 2016




ENVIRONMENTAL INDICATORS
Floodplains

Development in floodplains was assessed over two time periods; 1998 to 2006 and 2006 to

2014. “Development” was loosely defined for this study as an apparent change in land use, including
construction of new structures, filling of lowlands, or clearing of vegetation. During the 16-year
study period, the data show less than one percent development in floodplains per decade.

Data: Developed area within (roughly 20,000 acres designated as) floodplain areas increased from
approximately 3,500 to 3,800 acres (17.7% to 18.9%) at a relatively constant rate of about 0.7% per
decade.

Habitats of Concern

Habitats of Concern (HOC'’s) were qualitatively described and mapped between 2002 and 2005. The
habitats identified at that time cover approximately 38,000 acres, with roughly 18,000 acres inside
the Urban Growth Boundary (UGB), and 20,000 acres outside the UGB. Overall, less than one
percent of land designated HOCs were found altered between 2007 and 2014.

Data: About 160 acres of land (0.4 percent of total HOC areas) were altered between 2007 and
2014. Overall, 92 percent of the land use change within HOCs occurred inside the UGB.

Tree Canopy Loss within HCAs

Using LiDAR, aerial photography, and land cover data, the Research Center developed models for
tree canopy in 2007 and 2014 and set out to compare the data sets as a way of measuring the
performance objectives established in Title 13. The research shows that during the period 2007-14,
approximately one percent canopy loss - about 150 acres total - occurred within the high and
moderate value HCAs (i.e. Riparian Wildlife Habitat Class | & Il). In the non-regulated HCAs (Riparian
Wildlife Habitat Class Il and Upland Wildlife Area Class A & B) the loss detected with this analysis is
slightly higher, about 1.4 percent (320 acres).

Data: Approximately 22,500 acres of tree canopy existed in 2007 in high to moderate value
HCA'’s. The current change detection methodology bases canopy loss calculations upon a
minimum area threshold of 0.25 (one quarter) acres, and is likely a slight underestimate of
actual aggregate canopy loss.
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Canopy loss: Canopy loss:
total acreage percent of 2007 canopy

516

1.1%

[v)
154 0.9%

Regulated Unregulated Regulated Unregulated

It's important to note that implementation of the ordinance and the study period coincides with the
most significant economic contraction seen in the U.S. since the Great Depression. Development

impacts should continue to be updated and monitored in order to understand how improved

economic factors may be affecting natural resources over time.

The data sets used to conduct Metro’s analysis, including the 2007 and 2014 land cover classification
and tree canopy data are available through Metro’s Research Center and RLIS.

RECOMMENDATIONS/NEXT STEPS

Continue local and regional investments in land conservation, water quality, fish and
wildlife habitat and connecting people to nature as described in Metro’s Parks and Nature
System Plan.

Continue Metro’s support for and investment in The Intertwine Alliance’s Regional
Conservation Strategy including activities such as The Intertwine Alliance Restoration
working group, the annual Urban Ecology Research Consortium, support for the 4-County
Weed Consortium, Oak Quest, etc.

Continue to monitor local government compliance with Title 13, including encouraging local
governments to promote nature-friendly and low-impact development practices and other
non-regulatory activities such as investing in habitat conservation and restoration activities.
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o Ensure that Title 13 policies for future UGB expansion areas are followed and implemented,
including protections for Class A and B upland habitat prior to boundary expansions, and
the implementation of concept plans that include parks and nature in new urban areas.

e Commit Metro to a 2025 review (or earlier) of the Title 13 environmental indicators and
continue to play an ongoing role as regional coordinator for data related to natural
resources in the region such as rivers, streams, wetlands, floodplains, habitats of concern,
tree canopy, etc.

e Review Metro’s regional planning and communications strategies to ensure that Metro’s
role in natural resource protection within urban developed areas is included and featured
along with the Metro Council’s commitment to protecting farm and forest land outside the
urban growth boundary (UGB).

Nature in Neighborhoods Title 13 Program Evaluation | March 2016 7



STAFF REPORT

IN CONSIDERATION OF RESOLUTION NO. 16-4686, FOR THE PURPOSE OF RECEIVING A
REPORT FROM STAFF ON TITLE 13 PERFORMANCE MEASURES.

Date: March 10, 2016 Prepared by: Heather Nelson Kent
BACKGROUND

Metro has authority from the State of Oregon for managing the region’s urban growth boundary
(UGB) and responsibility for meeting the state’s land use planning goals. Effective use of the
region’s UGB provides important natural areas, farms and forest resource lands protection from
urban development. Protecting these areas is a core value for Oregonians across all
demographics. Additionally, the Metro Council has adopted requirements for lands that are
brought into urban use to provide better protection for habitat and natural resources and to
provide parks, natural areas and trail connections.

Metro has used its land use authority to protect natural resources inside the region’s UGB,
significantly through the adoption of Ordinance 05-1077C (aka Nature in Neighborhoods) in
September 2005 after approximately a 10-year process. The ordinance established standards for
development in streamside and wetland areas to conserve and protect fish and wildlife habitat
(but it does not outright prohibit development in these areas). The ordinance included Title 13 of
Metro’s Urban Growth Management Functional Plan (UGMFP), which implements Oregon
Statewide Planning Goal 5 (natural resources, scenic and historic areas and open spaces) and
Goal 6 (air, water and land resources quality). Metro’s UGMFP provides additional region-wide
habitat and resource protection through Title 3: Water Quality and Floodplain Protection, which
implements Oregon Statewide Planning Goal 7 (natural hazards).

In adopting Nature in Neighborhoods, the Metro Council chose to rely on:
1. A combination of land use protections to be implemented by local governments, designed
to protect the highest value habitats (riparian areas, wetlands and floodplains); and
2. Voluntary measures to be implemented by local governments, developers and builders,
non-profits and private land owners, designed to protect, enhance and restore fish and
wildlife habitat throughout the region including the region’s upland wildlife habitat and
urban forest.

Following the adoption of Title 13, the Metro Council began investing in a number of
collaborative strategies, programs and projects to provide the tools, incentives and inspiration to
communities on ways to better balance development, human needs and the health of the region’s
natural systems. This included investments in Nature in Neighborhoods programs like the
partnership with the Homebuilders Association of Metropolitan Portland, “Green from the
Ground Up” education series, the Integrating Habitats design competition, Nature in
Neighborhoods Restoration and Enhancement grants, Outdoor School funding and the
development of the Intertwine Alliance. The Council also asked voters in 2006 to approve a
$227.6 Natural Areas bond measure for significant regional and local investments in natural area
land acquisition, water quality and wildlife habitat restoration.
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By 2010, nearly all local governments had demonstrated substantial compliance with Title 13 by
either amending their land use and development codes or adopting Metro’s Title 13 model
ordinance. Local governments in the region all came into substantial compliance with Title
13 in January 2013. Metro’s Planning and Development Department continues to monitor
compliance with Title 13 requirements.

Title 13 Section 6 describes the program performance objectives and implementation objectives,
and describes how data will be collected and monitored to evaluate the program. Title 13 Section
6 contemplates that Metro and local governments would monitor a set of regional environmental
indicators, implement habitat-friendly development practices, use non-regulatory tools for
conservation purposes, and restore fish and wildlife habitat. Additionally, Metro tasked itself
with serving as a regional coordinator for data related to habitat conservation and monitoring
progress over time with the help of local governments.

Title 13 required local governments to submit progress reports to Metro on even numbered years
about their investments in non-regulatory activities (acquisition, education and restoration
efforts). These reports were collected by Metro staff in 2009 and 2011. Despite efforts to
streamline and standardize reporting, the variety of methods used by jurisdictions and the
diverse, disparate departments that track the variety of information Metro requires, make it
difficult to summarize these measures. In addition, it was unclear how the data collected would
be used. Policy direction from Metro Council on other topic areas has been that staff should
reduce difficult or time-intensive reporting processes and reporting requirements for local
government partners, and local governments were not asked to submit reports in 2013 or 2015.

Metro Code Section 3.07.1360(b)(1)(D) requires Metro to undertake a review of environmental
indicators established in Title 13 by December 31st of each even-number year and established
targets for the first 10-year period. In response to this requirement for measuring performance,
Metro’s first State of the Watersheds report was published in 2006, a second State of the
Watersheds report was issued in 2008. The purpose of these reports was to establish the baseline
conditions of the region's watersheds and to track these conditions over time using science-
based, repeatable indicators. Environmental change over a two-year interval is likely to be
relatively small and in the case of Metro’s reporting, appeared to fall within the data’s margin of
error. Given these limitations, and the amount of staff time required to do the analysis and
produce the report, in 2010 staff provided a program update to the Metro Council and has since
deferred reporting on the environmental indicators. This is a report on the environmental
indicators established by Title 13 as they relate to the 10-year targets established in that title.

ANALYSIS/INFORMATION
1. Known Opposition
There is no known opposition to this resolution.

2. Legal Antecedents
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Metro Council Resolution No. 92-1637, “For the Purpose of Considering the Adoption of the
Metropolitan Greenspaces Master Plan,” adopted July 23, 1992.

Metro Council Resolution No. 04-3506A, “For the Purpose of Revising Metro’s Preliminary Goal 5
Allow, Limit, or Prohibit Decision; and Directing the Chief Operating Officer to Develop a Fish and
Wildlife Habitat Protection and Restoration Program That Relies on a Balanced Regulatory and Incentive
Based Approach,” adopted December 9, 2004.

Metro Council Resolution No. 05-3574A, “Establishing a Regional Habitat Protection, Restoration and
Greenspaces Initiative Called Nature in Neighborhoods,” adopted May 12, 2005.

Metro Council Resolution No. 05-3612, “For the Purpose of Stating An Intent to Submit to the VVoters the
Question of the Establishment of a Funding Measure to Support Natural Area and Water Quality
Protection and Establishing a Blue Ribbon Committee; and Setting Forth the Official Intent of the Metro
Council to Reimburse Certain Expenditures Out of the Proceeds of Obligations to be Issued in
Connection with the Regional Parks and Greenspaces Program,” adopted September 29, 2005.

Metro Council Ordinance No. 05-1077C, “Amending the Regional Framework Plan and the Urban
Growth Management Functional Plan Relating to Nature in Neighborhoods,” adopted September 29,
2005.

Metro Council Ordinance No. 05-1097A, “Amending the Metro Habitat Conservation Areas Map and
Other Maps Related to Title 13 of the Urban Growth Management Functional Plan; Declaring an
Emergency,” adopted December 8, 2005.

3. Anticipated Effects

The effect of this resolution will be for the Metro Council to accept the program evaluation report on Title
13 Performance Indicators and receive any public comment regarding this report or the indicators.

4. Budget Impacts

No budget impacts are anticipated in the current or next fiscal year as a result of this action. This does
potentially require the Metro Council to allocate staff time and resources from Parks and Nature and the
Research Center in future years in order to perform the analysis of performance measures.

RECOMMENDED ACTION

Staff recommends adoption of Resolution No. 16-4686.
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Agenda Item No. 4.1

Ordinance No. 16-1370, For the Purpose of Annexing to the
Metro Boundary Approximately 9.87 Acres Located at 7775 NW
Kaiser Road in the North Bethany Area of Washington County

Ordinances (First Read)

Metro Council Meeting
Thursday, March 10, 2016
Metro Regional Center, Council Chamber



BEFORE THE METRO COUNCIL

FOR THE PURPOSE OF ANNEXING TO THE ) ORDINANCE NO. 16-1370

METRO DISTRICT BOUNDARY )

APPROXIMATELY 9.87 ACRES LOCATED AT ) Introduced by Chief Operating Officer

7775 NW KAISER ROAD IN THE NORTH ) Martha J. Bennett with the Concurrence of
)

BETHANY AREA OF WASHINGTON COUNTY Council President Tom Hughes

WHEREAS, the Beaverton School District has submitted a complete application for annexation
of 9.87 acres (“the territory”) located at 7775 NW Kaiser Road in the North Bethany area to the Metro
District; and

WHEREAS, the Metro Council added the North Bethany area to the UGB, including the territory,
by Ordinance No. 02-987A on December 5, 2002; and

WHEREAS, Title 11 (Planning for New Urban Areas) of the Urban Growth Management
Functional Plan requires annexation to the district prior to application of land use regulations intended to
allow urbanization of the territory; and

WHEREAS, Metro has received consent to the annexation from the owners of the land in the
territory; and

WHEREAS, the proposed annexation complies with Metro Code 3.09.070; and

WHEREAS, the Council held a public hearing on the proposed amendment on March 10, 2016;
now, therefore,

THE METRO COUNCIL ORDAINS AS FOLLOWS:

1. The Metro District Boundary Map is hereby amended, as indicated in Exhibit A, attached
and incorporated into this ordinance.

2. The proposed annexation meets the criteria in section 3.09.070 of the Metro Code, as
demonstrated in the Staff Report dated March 1, 2016, attached and incorporated into this
ordinance.

ADOPTED by the Metro Council this____ day of March 2016.

Tom Hughes, Council President

Attest: Approved as to form:

Alexandra Eldridge, Recording Secretary Alison R. Kean, Metro Attorney

Page 1 - Ordinance No0.16-1370 For the Purpose of Annexing to the Metro District Boundary
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STAFF REPORT

IN CONSIDERATION OF ORDINANCE NO. 16-1370, FOR THE PURPOSE OF ANNEXING
TO THE METRO BOUNDARY APPROXIMATELY 9.87 ACRES LOCATED AT 7775 NW
KAISER ROAD IN THE NORTH BETHANY AREA OF WASHINGTON COUNTY

Date: March 1, 2016 Prepared by: Tim O’Brien
Principal Regional Planner

BACKGROUND

CASE: AN-0116, Annexation to Metro District Boundary

PETITIONER: Beaverton School District
16550 SW Merlo Road
Beaverton, OR 97006

PROPOSAL: The petitioner requests annexation of one parcel to the Metro District boundary. The
Washington County Board of Commissioners is scheduled to consider annexing the
subject property to the necessary county service districts on March 15, 2016.

LOCATION: The parcel is located at 7775 NW Kaiser Road in the North Bethany Area of Washington
County. The parcel is 9.87 acres in size. A map of the area can be seen in Attachment 1.

ZONING: The property is zoned for institutional use (INST NB) by Washington County.

The land was added to the UGB in 2002 and is part of the North Bethany Subarea Plan that was adopted
by Washington County. The land must be annexed into the Metro District for urbanization to occur.

APPLICABLE REVIEW CRITERIA
The criteria for an expedited annexation to the Metro District Boundary are contained in Metro Code
Section 3.09.070.

3.09.070 Changes to Metro’s Boundary
(E) The following criteria shall apply in lieu of the criteria set forth in subsection (d) of section
3.09.050. The Metro Council’s final decision on a boundary change shall include findings and
conclusions to demonstrate that:
1. The affected territory lies within the UGB;

Staff Response:
The subject parcel was brought into the UGB in 2002 through the Metro Council’s adoption of Ordinance
No. 02-987A.

2. The territory is subject to measures that prevent urbanization until the territory is annexed to
a city or to service districts that will provide necessary urban services; and

Staff Response:

The conditions of approval for Ordinance No. 02-987A include a requirement that Washington County
apply interim protection measures for areas added to the UGB as outlined in Urban Growth Management

Staff Report in Support of Ordinance No. 16-1370 Page 1 of 2



Functional Plan Title 11: Planning for New Urban Areas. Title 11 requires that new urban areas be
annexed into the Metro District Boundary prior to urbanization of the area. Washington County also
requires the land to be annexed into the appropriate sanitary sewer, water, park and road service districts
prior to urbanization occurring, which the applicant completed in February 2016. These measures ensured
that urbanization would occur only after annexation to the necessary service districts is completed.

3. The proposed change is consistent with any applicable cooperative or urban service
agreements adopted pursuant to ORS Chapter 195 and any concept plan.

Staff Response:

The property proposed for annexation is part of Washington County’s North Bethany County Service
District, established by the County Board of Commissioners on June 7, 2011. The proposed annexation is
consistent with that agreement and is required by Washington County as part of a land use application.
The inclusion of the property within the Metro District is consistent with all applicable plans.
ANALYSIS/INFORMATION

Known Opposition: There is no known opposition to this application.

Legal Antecedents: Metro Code 3.09.070 allows for annexation to the Metro District boundary.
Anticipated Effects: This amendment will add approximately 9.87 acres to the Metro District. The land
is currently within the UGB in unincorporated Washington County. Approval of this request will allow
for the urbanization of the parcel to occur consistent with the North Bethany Subarea Plan.

Budget Impacts: The applicant was required to file an application fee to cover all costs of processing this
annexation request, thus there is no budget impact.

RECOMMENDED ACTION

Staff recommends adoption of Ordinance No. 16-1370.
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Materials following this page were distributed at the meeting.
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METRO COUNCIL MEETING
Meeting Minutes
March 3,2016
Metro Regional Center, Council Chamber

Councilors Present:  Council President Tom Hughes, and Councilors Sam Chase, Carlotta Collette,
Craig Dirksen, Kathryn Harrington, and Bob Stacey

Councilors Excused: Councilor Shirley Craddick

Council President Tom Hughes called the regular council meeting to order at 2:02pm.
1. CITIZEN COMMUNICATION
There was none.

2. SPECIAL PRESENTATION: IMMIGRANT AND REFUGEE COMMUNITY ORGANIZATION
(IRCO) AFRICA HOUSE

Council President Hughes called on Mr. Gerry Uba, Metro staff, to provide a presentation and also
introduced additional guest presenters, Mr. Djimet Dogo of Africa House, Dr. Ann Curry-Stevens of
Portland State University, and Ms. Julia Meier of Coalition of Communities of Color.

Mr. Uba discussed the current situation for many refugees from Africa who come to the United
States, noting that previously many refugees came for education, while now most are coming to
escape tragedy and that some of the refugees are coming to a very different life compared to their
recent experiences in refugee camps. He explained that the report being presented was sponsored
by the Coalition of Communities of Color, and introduced his co-presenters to provide a
presentation on the report.

Mr. Dogo provided a brief background, discussing the connection between IRCO Africa House and
Metro and that Africa House leaders are looking forward to collaborating with Metro to advance
racial equity in the region.

Ms. Meier and Dr. Curry-Stevens discussed the summary of findings in the report, highlighting a few
key findings, including that Africans are often grouped together with the African-Americans, African
immigrants and refugees have pronounced disparities, severe economic struggles, are highly
educated but underemployed, and that this is a rapidly growing community. They added that this
report was based on data for Multnomah County, but that there would also be a study soon based
on Washington County data. Dr. Curry-Stevens provided an overview on the types of challenges
that the African community is facing in the region, focusing on the most significant disparities such
as a child poverty rate of 66.6% in Multnomah County in 2011 (compared to 15.6% for the white
community), average full-time year-round earnings of less than $29,000 (between 2006-2010)
compared to around $45,000 for the white community, community invisibility (lumped together
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with other communities, so their data isn’t as well-known), and other economic barriers
(international credentials not recognized by the US).

Mr. Dogo presented recommendations based on the findings, which included recognition of foreign
credentials, employment training programs, increasing supply of low-income housing, enforcement
of non-discrimination policies, providing culturally-specific mediation services to reduce evictions,
providing culturally-specific health services, improve access & cultural responsiveness in
mainstream health services, ensuring funding goes to culturally-specific organizations like Africa
House, increase visibility of African community in data/institutions/departments in the region,
distinguish “African” from “African-American”, improve English language support for students &
parents, provide immediate assistance with Gang Services, and teach educators & administrators
about African experiences (and trauma involved in refugee experiences).

Council Questions

Councilors thanked all of the presenters for their presentation, noting that we, as the region, have a
long way to go to make this better for the African community. In response to councilor inquiry, Mr.
Uba and Mr. Dogo noted that the guests in the audience from Africa House represented 36 different
African countries. Councilors agreed that the data presented was daunting, especially the level of
child poverty, but discussed the opportunity areas that could be worked on most immediately such
as the issue of credentialing as well as data collection/analysis, employment training, and
continuing to collaborate with Africa House. In response to councilor inquiry, Mr. Dogo clarified
that the bulk of the African community as of 2000 are refugees from rural areas, not immigrants.
He added that most of the African immigrants coming to the US are highly educated compared to
the refugees.

3. COMMUNITY PLANNING AND DEVELOPMENT GRANTS PROGRAM AUDIT
PRESENTATION

Council President Hughes introduced Metro Auditor Brian Evans to provide a presentation. Auditor
Evans provided a brief presentation on the Community Planning and Development Grants (CPDG)
Program, which started in 2006 and has since awarded about $19 million in grants to local
governments for land use planning that’s required to make land ready for development. He
explained that there are four rounds of funding for the grants, each has different criteria to make
the selection, and that the funding for the grants comes from a construction excise tax that Metro
levies on each building permit that is issues in the region. Auditor Evans noted that the audit had
three objectives: determine if the program was aligned with regional planning priorities, determine
if operations could better meet local planning needs, and determine if the program was
administered to make sure that the grants were delivering the results that were expected when
they were awarded. He highlighted several findings from the audit, including changes to the
program reduced clarity about what was intended to be achieved and that the program’s flexibility
had benefits as well as challenges, including no process in place to evaluate outcomes, changing
timelines & grant criteria hindered participation by jurisdictions, lack of clarity in types of projects
that Metro was soliciting for or that would be eligible for funding, a variability in the level of
technical assistance for some local governments, and no feedback loop at the end of each grant
cycle. Auditor Evans explained that based on all of the findings, they were making eleven
recommendations, grouped into three categories: improving the performance measurement
system, being responsive to local planning needs, and strengthening controls to manage financial
and administrative risks. He also thanked Mr. John Williams and the Planning Department for their
help during the audit.



March 3, 2016 Metro Council Minutes
Page 3 of 6

Council Questions

Councilors noted that some of the specific problems identified in the report were workable and
appreciated recommendations that would help make the program better, but added that in some
respects the audit report seemed to criticize the overall policy.

Council President Hughes introduced Mr. John Williams and Mr. Ted Leybold, from the Planning
and Development Department, to provide the management response to the audit. Mr. Williams
provided a short overview of the program, noting that the grants hit a number of areas in the region
in almost every jurisdiction, the grants have been much more focused on the inside of the existing
communities, and that some of the changes that have been put in place by Council as the program
developed based on input from local governments. Mr. Leybold discussed how the program has
worked and how they see it moving forward. He explained how in some places in the region, there
have been some immediate successes such as in downtown Tigard and the Forest Grove urban
renewal district, while in other areas, change has been much slower (such as in the North Bethany
area). Mr. Leybold stated that the CPDG program has evolved over time with support from local
jurisdictions, other stakeholders, and from advice of MPAC to meet the needs as established by the
Metro Council. He noted his appreciation for the recommendations and that they will use them to
assist in continuing program improvement, but also noted that this is a grant program that may not
always see a payoff for a decade or more.

Council Discussion

Councilors commented that Metro’s 2040 Plan is a better template for trying to discern what the
grant program should be accomplishing as opposed to the language of various provisions of the
Urban Growth Management Functional Plan, which is one document that the audit was based on.
Council President Hughes noted that supporting the development of employment lands is an
important component of the grant program. Councilors noted that there seemed to be a bit of a
disconnect about what questions were being asked in the audit, what questions were being studied,
what approaches, and what goals, adding that there seemed like there might not be clear enough
communication about how this program transitioned over the years. Councilors thanked the
auditor for pointing out ways to improve transparency and clarity, the timing of the administration
of the grants, and being clearer about objectives for what is trying to be accomplished.

4. FREQUENT FLYER FOLLOW-UP AUDIT PRESENTATION

Council President Hughes invited Metro Auditor Brian Evans back up to provide a follow up
presentation to the Frequent Flyer audit. Auditor Evans provided background of the original audit
from 2011, noting that of the six recommendations made, two had been implemented, one was no
longer relevant, and three recommendations were still yet to be implemented. He explained that
because half of the original recommendations had not been implemented, some of the risk
identified in the original audit still remains. He noted that the outstanding recommendations are to
update the Metro travel policy, training travelers, and limiting options for employees to use their
personal credit cards to pay for travel. Auditor Evans thanked Mr. Tim Collier and his staff for his
help during the audit.

Council President Hughes introduced Mr. Tim Collier, Director of Finance and Regulatory Services,
to provide the management response. Mr. Collier thanked Auditor Evans for going back through
the audit, but pointed out that there is a consolidated policy document which went to MERC
yesterday and will come to Council in April. He explained that at that time, employees will be
required to read and sign off that they’ve read the policy and that the policy will strengthen current
procedures.
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Council Discussion

Councilors asked clarifying questions about using personal cards and purchase cards, noting that
issues come up during travel when a purchase card doesn’t work and a traveler needs to pay with
their personal card. The Auditor responded that Metro should have a policy that states what to do
in these types of situations.

5. CONSENT AGENDA

Motion: Councilor Craig Dirksen moved to adopt items on the consent agenda.

Second: Councilor Carlotta Collette seconded the motion.

Vote: Council President Hughes, and Councilors Chase, Collette, Dirksen, Harrington,
and Stacey voted in support of the motion. The vote was 6 ayes, the motion
passed.

6. RESOLUTIONS

6.1 Resolution No. 15-4624, For the Purpose of Amending the Development & Finance
Agreement for the Convention Center Hotel Project

Motion: Councilor Sam Chase moved to approve Resolution 15-4624.

Second: Councilor Kathryn Harrington seconded the motion.

Council President Hughes called on Mr. Scott Cruickshank, Oregon Convention Center Executive
Director, for a brief presentation. Mr. Cruickshank explained the purpose of the resolution was to
authorize the COO to execute an amendment to the 2014 development and finance agreement with
Mortenson Development related to the hotel project. He added that the Oregon Convention Center
is a major driver of tourism in the Portland Region which created more than $440 million in direct
and indirect economic impact and supported more than 5200 jobs, but that convention organizers
repeatedly cite the lack of a hotel adjacent to the OCC as the main reason that their groups don’t
book conventions at the OCC. He provided background on the resolution, noting that the Metro
Council approved a development and finance agreement in June of 2014, but since a few things
have changed including finalized terms between Mortenson, the Portland Development
Commission, and Hyatt on the adjacent parking structure which will support the hotel, all pending
lawsuits have now been dismissed, and Metro has reached settlement terms on outstanding
lawsuits. He also added that Mortenson and Hyatt have agreed to absorb increased project costs,
which are mostly a result of cost escalation and market financing conditions. Mr. Cruickshank
provided information on the third amendment (attached as exhibit A to the resolution) and updated
the Council on the project schedule and budget.

Council Discussion
Councilors thanked Mr. Cruickshank and Metro staff for their years of hard work on the project and
successes to date.
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7. CHIEF OPERATING OFFICER COMMUNICATION

Ms. Martha Bennett provided an update on the following events or items: announcement that the
Tualatin Hills Natural Area Plan is now online, the Strategic Plan to Advance Racial Equity, Diversity
and Inclusion is now out for formal public comment and can be found on the Metro website, and an
update on the Oregon Legislative Session.

8. COUNCILOR COMMUNICATION

There was none.

9. ADJOURN

There being no further business, Council President Hughes adjourned the regular meeting at 4:36
p.m. The Metro Council will convene the next regular council meeting on Thursday, March 10, 2016
at 2 p.m. at the Metro Regional Center in the council chamber.
Respectfully submitted,

kLLL%(& WA /. {f( v /i;x .

Alexandra Eldridge, Regional Engagement & Legislative Coordinator
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March 8, 2016

Tom Hughes, Metro President
Metro Council

600 NE Grand Avenue
Portland, OR 97232

President Hughes and Councilors,

In 2005, after twelve years or work on Title 3 and Title 13 Metro Council
chose to take a new direction with regard to protection of fish and wildlife
habitat and significant natural resources in the Portland metropolitan
region. After adoption of Title 3, which included important regulatory
protections for water quality and floodplains in the region, many of us
devoted years of time and energy mapping and developing
methodologies for identifying regionally significant fish and wildlife
habitat under the state’s Goal 5 rule which became Title 13 under
Metro’s Functional Plan.

At the end of literally thousands of person hours by Metro staff, MTAC
and WRPAC members, MPAC deliberations, and Metro Council
hearings, Metro Council pulled back from what would have been an
important milestone in natural resource protection in our region, opting
for a largely voluntary, non-regulatory approach.

That was a bitter pill to swallow for those of us had worked literally for
decades to ensure Goal 5/Title 13 regulatory protections would ensure
that as the region continued to grow fish and wildlife habitat would be
protected uniformly across the metropolitan region.

The balm to the collective disappointment of those of us who had
anticipated greatly enhanced protection of natural resources----through a
regionally applied regulatory program that would have mirrored
regulatory protections for water quality and floodplains and some hazard
lands under Title 3----was a commitment by Metro President David
Bragdon and the full Metro Council to undertake two important steps.
The first was a commitment and subsequent successful passage of the
2006 bond measure to continue acquisition of natural areas and
establishment of the Nature in Neighborhoods program. Another
significant effort that grew from that process was the Connecting Green
gathering that eventually led to establishment of the Connecting Green
Alliance which coalesced as The Intertwine Alliance.

PO Box 6903 Portland, OR 97228-6903 503-319-7155 www.urbangreenspaces.org



For that, as well as your ongoing support of and active partnership in the Alliance, we
are grateful.

The second commitment Metro made to us----in addition to extending requlatory
protections to class | and Il streams and riparian corridors-----was to monitor protection
or loss of Class A and B upland habitats. While voluntary in nature, Metro still stated
the goal was to "Preserve large areas of contiguous habitat and avoid fragmentation™
with the specific target of preserving 75% of undeveloped Class A and B upland wildlife
habitat in each sub-watershed” through the year 2015. Furthermore, Metro also
adopted the goal of retaining 80% of contiguous upland habitat that measured 30 acres
or larger.

While the The State of the Watershed Reports in 2006 and 2008 information on both
these measures, the report you will be adopting this week does not. As Mr. Labbe
indicated in his letter to Metro staff and in communications with Council, this appears to
be an oversight. | am writing to you, and to staff, to urge you to hold off on adopting the
Title 13 Performance Report until this critical oversight is remedied. When Title 13 was
adopted with protection of significant upland habitat left unprotected other than through
voluntary, non-regulatory actions we were promised that Metro would track the status of
these habitats through time and if the monitoring indicated significant loss beyond 25%
and diminution of habitat patches 30 acres or greater at the 80% protection goal that
Metro would revisit the need to impose regulatory protections. Without continued
monitoring and reporting we cannot know if those goals are being achieved and whether
additional protections are warranted.

Finally, as Mr. Labbe pointed out, the very real potential for upland habitat to rapidly
disappear at the region continues to grow and address what has been described as a
“housing crisis” monitoring will be critical. | urge you to ensure monitoring for Title 13
performance monitoring be renewed in the Functional Plan and continue into the future.

Respectfully,

At K _

Mike Houck, Executive Director



Table 3.07-13e:

Objectives and Indicators

Performance and Implementation

Targeted
Performance Targets Condition Based Example
Objectives on 2004 Metro Indicators
Inventory
Performance la. 10% increase in la. 2004 Percentage
objective 1 forest and other Baseline of acres
vegetated acres Condition within 50
within 50 feet of (regional data): | feet of
Preserve and sFreams bom. Sael streams (on
side) and wetlands 64% vegetated

improve
streamside,
wetland, and flood
area habitat and

connectivity.

in each sub-
watershed over the
next 10 years
(2015) .

14,000 vegetated
acres

10% increase:
70% vegetated

1,400 acre
increase in

vegetation over
10 years
1b. 5% increase in | 1lb. 2004
forest and other Baseline
vegetated acres Condition

within 50 to 150
feet of streams
(on each side) and
wetlands in each
subwatershed over
the next 10 years
(2015 -

(regional data):
59% vegetated

15,250 vegetated
acres

5% increase:

each side)
and wetlands
with any
vegetation

Percentage
of acres
within 50
feet of
streams (on
each side)
and wetlands
with forest
canopy

Percentage
of acres
between 50
and 150 feet
of streams

62% vegetated ézgeiagid
760 acre wetlands
increase in with any
vegetation over vegetation
10 years

3.07 = 103

(Updated on 01/06/16)




Targeted

Performance Targets Condition Based Example
Objectives g on 2004 Metro Indicators
Inventory
lc. No more than lc. 2004
10% increase in Baseline
developed flood Condition
area acreage 1n (regional data): | Percentage
each subwatershed of acres
over the next 10 10% of all flood
between 50
years (2015). area acres are
and 150 feet
developed
of streams
3,450 total (on each
acres of side) and
developed flood wetlands
areas with forest
canopy

10% increase:

3,800 total
acres of
developed flood
areas

3.07 - 104

(Updated on 01/06/16)

Number of
acres of
Class I and
IT Riparian
Habitat

Percentage
of flood
area acres
that are
developed*

*

"Developed"
for purposes
of this
indicator
means the
methodology
used in
Metro’s Fish
and Wildlife
Inventory to
identify
developed
flood areas.




Targeted

(Updated on 01/06/16)

Performance S —— Condition Based Example
Objectives g on 2004 Metro Indicators
Inventory
Performance 2a.Preserve 75% of | 2a. 2004 Number of
. ' vacant Class A and | Baseline acres of
Ob 23 . . L
BT B upland wildlife | Condition: Class A
habitat in each 15.500 acres of habitat
14
Preserve large ig2w22§§s?gd ZZiz vacant Class A Number of
area§ of (2015) y and B upland acres of
contiguous : wildlife habitat | Class B
habitat and avoid : habitat
fragmentation. 5% retention:
11,600 acres of
vacant Class A Number of
and B upland wildlife
wildlife habitat | habitat
remaining patches that
2b. Of the upland |2b. 2004 Zzgzzlgfo
habitat reserved, Baseline S GE
retain 80% of the | Condition: gpland
ggmiiiezfdiaggiezr 23,400 acres of wildlife
Th eneh g upland habitat habitat
subwatershed over A 55 patghes
that contain 30
the next 10 years
(2015) acres or more of
: upland wildlife
habitat
80% retention:
106 upland
habitat patches
that contain 30
acres or more of
upland habitat
Performance 3a. Preserve 90% 3a. 2004 Number and
Al sty i of forested Baseline miles of all
J : wildlife habitat | Condition: wildlife
acres located 98 300 acres corridors
. ] 4
Preserve and withia 396 feetd ?f- within 1,453 Corridor
i surface streams 1n , o
improve patches of quality: %
connectivity for Fach stbmatenshed forested of habitat
wildlife between s tTEOTETt 8 wildlife habitat | acres within
riparian e ’ located within corridors
corridors and 300 feet of with a
upland wildlife surface streams vegetative
3.07 = 108




Performance
Objectives

Targeted
Condition Based
on 2004 Metro
Inventory

Example

Targets Indicators

habitat.

90% retention: zidth of 200
25,500 acres of
forested
wildlife habitat
located within

. 300 feet of

surface streams

Acres of
wildlife
patches with
a
connectivity
score of 3
Oor greater

Acres and
number of
forested
wildlife
habitat
patches
(forest
canopy or
wetland with
a total
combined
size greater
than 2
acres)
within 300
feet of
surface
streams
compared to
acres of the
patches
located
outside of
300 feet of
surface
streams.

(Updated on 01/06/16)

3.07 - 106



Targeted

Performance Targets Condition Based Example
Objectives g on 2004 Metro Indicators
Inventory
Performance 3b. Preserve 80% 3b. 2004 Acres and
Objective 3 of non-forested Baseline number of
, wildlife habitat Condition: non-forested
(continued) : ) .
acres located 14,400 acres wildlife
within 300 feet of | ~.! ", patches
- within 1,633
surface streams in {shrub or
patches of non-
each subwatershed low
over the next 10 forested t t /
wildlife habitat | StFUchure/op
years (2015). s en soils
located within ,
with a total
300 feet of .
combined
surface streams ,
size greater
80% retention: than 2
11,500 acres of acres)
located
non-forested within 300
wildlife habitat feot of a
located within £
300 feet of suriace
streams.
surface streams
Performance da. Preserve 95% 4a. 2004 Number of
Obdective 4: of habitats of Baseline acres of
] ’ concern acres in Condition: wetland
each subwatershed | j50 ¢ .97 Number of
over the next 10
Preserve and ears (2015) habitat acres of
improve special Y : designated as white oak
habitats of HOCs woodland
gope=rn. 26,700 total Number of
acres of HOCs acres of
3.07 - 107

(Updated on 01/06/16)




Performance
Objectives

Targeted
Condition Based Example
on 2004 Metro Indicators
Inventory

Targets

Implementation
Objectives

bottomland
hardwood
25,400 total forest
acres of HOCs

95% rétention:

Number of
acres of
vegetated
riverine
islands

Number of
acres of key
connector
habitat
(list out
HOC
connectors)

Example Indicators

Implementation

Objective A:

Increase the use
of habitat-
friendly
development
throughout the
region

Number of jurisdictions that allow or require LID
Number of jurisdictions providing LID incentives
Percentage of region in forest canopy

Percentage of impervious area

B-IBI (benthic index of biological integrity)
scores

3.07 - 108

(Updated on 01/06/16)
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

This is the second biennial State of the Watersheds report for the area within Metro’s boundary.
The watershed monitoring program was established in 2005 under Metro’s Title 13 and includes
objectives, 10-year targets and indicators to measure progress. The Metro Council will revisit Title
13 in 2015, and the monitoring results will help the Council determine Title 13’s effectiveness and
provide an informed opportunity to establish longer term natural resource goals, if the Council so

desires.

The 2006 report documented baseline conditions in the Metro region based on the best information
available at the time. Since that time, Metro has acquired technology to gather high-quality tree
cover data, repeatable over time based on aerial photographs. Staff has re-calculated baseline
conditions based on these data and the results are presented in this report. However, two
indicators tracking floodplain conditions and Habitats of Concern do not depend on the new data,
thus the 2008 report does track 2-year trends for Indicators 6 and 9, as shown in the table below.

Table 1

Summary of Title 13 performance objectives, targets and indicators used in this report and current

indicator conditions

Performance objective and target

Preserve and improve streamside,

wetland and flood area habitat

connectivity

2015 targets:

® Increase forest and other vegetation
within 50’ of streams by 10%, and
within 50-150 feet of streams and
wetlands by 5%

® Protect at least 90% of undeveloped
floodplain acres

Preserve large areas of contiguous habitat

and avoid fragmentation

2015 targets:

® Preserve 75% of Class A and B acres

e Preserve 80% of habitat interior acres

Preserve and improve special habitats of

concern

2015 target: preserve 95% of known
Habitats of Concern

Additional measures (not part of Title 13

indicator list)

No targets established.

Indicator

% non-tree vegetation within 50 feet of
streams, wetlands

% trees within 50 feet of streams, wetlands

% non-tree vegetation within 50-150 feet of
streams, wetlands

% trees within 50-150 feet of streams,
wetlands

Acres Class |, Il high value riparian habitat

Acres of undeveloped floodplain

Number of acres of Class A and B high value
upland habitat

Number of acres of interior habitat

Number of acres and categorical types of
special or at-risk habitats

10. Tree cover by sub-watershed and jurisdiction

11. Stream reach analysis

Current condition
(% cover or % loss)

1. 33.6% (59,897 acres)

2. 55.4% (98,660 acres)
3. 29.3% (65,838 acres)

4. 47.5% (106,572 acres)

18.6% (55,956 acres)
6. -1.7% (-262 acres)

7. 9.9% (29,749 acres)

8. 5.4% (16,296 acres)

9. -0.7% (181 acres lost)

10. 30.5% (88,890 acres)
11. See Table 17

More than 30 percent of the region is covered by trees. Closest to water, 89 percent is vegetated,
including 55 percent tree cover. Overall, the results indicate that the region has provided relatively
effective riparian protection, although improvement is possible and needed. Similarly, many
naturally forested urban areas contain less tree cover than the Metro region, but more trees would
improve our water quality and wildlife habitat. While there have been floodplain and Habitats of
Concern losses, if the rate of loss does not increase then the region will meet Title 13 targets for
these indicators. The 2010 report will provide 2-year comparisons for all indicators.
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INTRODUCTION
Purpose and overview

This is the second biennial State of the Watersheds report for the Portland metro region. The
watershed monitoring program was established under Metro’s Title 13 (Ordinance 05-1077C),
described in more detail in the 2006 initial monitoring report. The 2006 and 2008 reports, as well
as large format pdfs of the maps in this report, will be available through Metro’s ftp site (ftp.metro-
region.org/dist/gm/) by April 15, 2009.

The initial report documented baseline conditions in the Metro region (Map 1) based on the best
information available at the time. Future monitoring reports will describe qualitative and
quantitative changes at the end of each even-numbered year, with a major report to the Metro
Council after 10 years, in 2015. The results will help inform the Council about the region’s success
in meeting Title 13 objectives and provide the opportunity for adaptive management and
establishing longer term goals.

Title 13 established the Nature in Neighborhoods program and includes regulatory and voluntary
components designed to bring people and governments together to help ensure a healthy urban
ecosystem. The Nature in Neighborhoods program includes provisions to monitor and evaluate
program performance over a 10-year period to determine whether the program is achieving its
objectives and targets (see Appendix 1 in 2006 report).

Table 2 below provides a brief summary of the objectives, targets and indicators documented in
this report. For ease of reading, remaining data tables, graphs and maps are referenced in shaded
boxes where appropriate, but placed within their own respective sections following the Discussion.

Three key changes have occurred since the initial monitoring report. These changes were
anticipated and noted in the initial report.

e Sub-watershed boundaries have changed. The first report was based on draft US Geological
Survey (USGS) sub-watersheds (6th field Hydrologic Unit Codes, or HUCs), which USGS has
since finalized. This and future monitoring reports will be based on the final sub-watershed
delineations, as documented in Table 2 and shown on Map 1.

e Metro has acquired substantially improved GIS data for trees, other vegetation, and the built
environment (Map 2). As a result, some of the baseline numbers documented in the initial
report are not directly comparable with current and future data. The improved data will be
consistently available and used in future monitoring reports, but could not be retroactively
collected for the initial 2006 report. Indicator 10, tree cover derived from the new data, was
added in this report.

e The current monitoring report includes information collected by sub-watershed and
jurisdiction, whereas the initial report did not include data at the jurisdiction level.

State of the Watersheds | 2008 2



Table 2

Title 13 performance objectives, targets and indicators used in this report and current indicator

conditions.

Performance objective and target

Preserve and improve streamside, wetland
and flood area habitat connectivity (sub-
watershed scale)

2015 targets:

® Increase forest and other vegetation
within 50 feet of streams and wetlands
by 10%, and within 50-150 feet of
streams and wetlands by 5%

® Protect at least 90% of undeveloped
floodplain acres

Preserve large areas of contiguous habitat
and avoid fragmentation (sub-watershed
scale)

2015 targets:
® Preserve 75% of Class A and B acres
® Preserve 80% of habitat interior acres

Preserve and improve special habitats of
concern (sub-watershed scale)

2015 target: preserve 95% of known
Habitats of Concern

Additional measures (not part of Title 13
indicator list)

No targets. These measures were added to
incorporate new high-quality tree cover
data, site-specific information, and
available field data, respectively.

Indicator

1. % non-tree vegetation within 50 feet of
streams and wetlands

2. % trees within 50 feet of streams and
wetlands

3. % non-tree vegetation within 50-150 feet
of streams and wetlands

4. % trees within 50-150 feet of streams
and wetlands

5. Number of acres of Class | and Il high
value riparian habitat

6. Number of acres of undeveloped
floodplain

7. Number of acres of Class A and B high
value upland habitat

8.  Number of acres of interior habitat

9.  Number of acres and categorical types
of special or at-risk habitats

10. Tree cover by sub-watershed and
jurisdiction

11. Stream reach analysis

12. Breeding Bird Survey data analysis

Current condition

1.

33.6% (59,897 acres)

55.4% (98,660 acres)

29.3% (65,838 acres)

47.5% (106,572 acres)

18.6% (55,956 acres)

-1.7% (262 acres lost in 2
years)

9.9% (29,749 acres)

5.4% (16,296 acres)

-0.7% (181 acres lost in 2
years)

10. 30.5% (88,890 acres)

11. See Table 17
12. See pages 12-13

The results given in this report at the sub-watershed and jurisdiction levels should be interpreted
with care. For example, Maywood Park actually does not have any riparian habitat, therefore the
tables and figures reporting riparian resources show that jurisdiction as having zero percent
vegetation near water resources. Some watersheds, such as Molalla River, only have a few acres in
the metro region and the data presented here do not provide a representative sample.
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Sources used for this report
Data for the 2006 report were described in the baseline monitoring report. The following
information resources provided data for the 2008 report:
e Metro’s Data Resource Center’s Regional Land Information System
e Vegetation derived from 2007 aerial photographs using Feature Analyst software
e 2005 Regionally Significant Fish and Wildlife Habitat inventory (Title 13 inventory)
e 2007 developed/undeveloped lands GIS layer to analyze floodplain development since 2005
e 2005 and 2007 aerial photographs to analyze Habitats of Concern loss since 2005

e Breeding Bird Survey data (Sauer, J. R, . E. Hines, and J. Fallon. 2008. The North American
Breeding Bird Survey, Results and Analysis 1966 - 2007. Version 5.15.2008. USGS Patuxent
Wildlife Research Center, Laurel, MD)

The 2007 aerial photos on which vegetation indicators were based did not cover the entire region
(see Map 2, areas in gray). Tables in the data table section indicate where data are incomplete.

The next section provides a summary of the findings for each indicator, followed by three sections
containing figures, data tables and maps, respectively. These are referenced as appropriate in the

Indicator Results section. Summary tables for all indicators are at the beginning of the data tables

section.
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INDICATOR RESULTS

Indicators 1 and 2: Non-tree vegetation (1) and trees (2) within 50 feet of streams and wetlands
(Baseline from 2007 data)

Trees and other vegetation closest to streams and
wetlands are among the region’s highest value habitat ﬂegional numbers: \
and are the last defense against pollution and poor 59,897 acres non-tree vegetation (33.6%)
water quality. These areas also provide the strongest 98,660 acres trees (55.4%)
connection between habitat areas, and more terrestrial Total vegetated: 89.0%
wildlife species use riparian habitat than any other
habitat type. See also:

Figures 1 through 4, pages 15-16
Region-wide, trees cover about 55 percent of the area KTables 5and 6, pages 30-31 /

within 50 feet of streams and wetlands. Riparian tree
cover varies widely among sub-watersheds (range: 0-81
percent) and jurisdictions (range: 0-85 percent). The Molalla River sub-watershed includes only 40
acres in the Metro region, with no riparian resources in that portion of the sub-watershed. The city
of Maywood Park comprises 107 acres and also has no riparian resources.

The 2007 aerial photos did not completely cover the Metro region (Map 2). All tables, figures, and
references to the 2007 Feature Analyst vegetation data omit the area that was not covered by the
aerials as appropriate.

The 55 percent tree cover statistic illustrates a difference between data sources for the 2006 and
2008 reports. The 2006 State of the Watersheds report documented 39 percent tree cover based on
hand-digitized, closed canopy forest patches one acre or larger. This missed a lot of single trees,
tree clusters of < one acre, and less densely forested patches. The 2008 statistic of 55 percent
includes single trees where the trees are of sufficient size for detection via the Feature Analyst
software.

Non-tree vegetation covers another 34 percent of the area within 50 feet of streams and wetlands,
for a regional total of 89 percent vegetated area. Total vegetation in these areas ranges from 0-81
percent among sub-watersheds and 0-73 percent among jurisdictions.

Tracking percent loss within a sub-watershed or jurisdiction does not tell the whole story. For
example, seven of the 28 sub-watersheds contribute more than 60 percent of the tree cover within
50 feet of streams and wetlands, while three jurisdictions contribute 53 percent of the tree cover.
Major changes in these areas would disproportionately influence the region’s riparian habitat.

Indicators 3 and 4: Non-tree vegetation (3) and trees (4) within 50-150 feet of streams and wetlands
(Baseline from 2007 data)

Although trees and vegetation within 50 feet of streams and wetlands are necessary for stream
health, this area alone is not sufficient for fully functioning waterways, particularly in urban areas
where high levels of storm water, pollutants and sediments may enter the water. Many US studies
and agency recommendations suggest that a width of about 150 feet on each side of streams and
wetlands will provide for many of the most important riparian functions, and such areas provide
key wildlife movement corridors.
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Trees cover approximately 48 percent of the region’s f \
overall area within 50-150 feet of streams, ranging from Regional numbers:

19-92 percent among sub-watersheds and 11-73 65,838 acres non-tree vegetation (29.3%)
percent among jurisdictions. Non-tree vegetation covers 106,572 acres trees (47.5%)
another 29 percent of Zone 2, for a regional total of 77 Total vegetated: 76.8%

percent vegetated area, ranging from 0-96 percent
vegetated among sub-watersheds and 0-93 percent
vegetated among jurisdictions.

See also:

Figures 5 through 8, pages 17-18
Tables 5 and 6, pages 30-31 /

Indicators 1-4 exclude large rivers such as the Willamette,
Columbia, Tualatin, Clackamas and Sandy. As might be expected, there is more vegetation closest to
water resources than further away, with 89 percent total vegetation within 50 feet versus 77
percent within 50-150 feet - a difference of 12 percent. Overall, those numbers are rather
encouraging and suggest that development along streams and wetlands has been limited to date,
primarily through acquisition and local jurisdictions’ development codes.

Tree cover is also higher within 50 feet than within 50-150 feet (55 versus 47 percent). Some
riparian areas, such as naturally herbaceous wetlands, provide important habitat diversity and
should not be forested. However, there is little doubt that more trees in both zones would increase
water quality and improve wildlife habitat.

Watershed health would benefit from increasing overall vegetation and increasing the relative
proportion of tree cover within 150 feet of streams and wetlands. Some areas provide better
opportunities than others to make these improvements, as explored further in Indicator 11 (stream
reach results).

Indicator 5: High value riparian habitat (Class | and Il) (Baseline from 2005 data)

Indicator 5 overlaps spatially somewhat with indicators

1-4. It was inventoried in 2005 based on existing KRegionaI numbers: \
conditions. Habitats of Concern comprise a portion of 55,956 acres (18.6% of the region)

this habitat. The Regionally Significant Fish and Wildlife

Habitat inventory map is part of Title 13 - Nature in See also:

Neighborhoods and as such, represents a snapshot in Figures 9 and 10, page 19

time that will technically remain unchanged until the Tables 7 and 8, pages 32-33

Metro Council may choose to update the map. We can kMap 3 j

only document habitat losses until that time.

Indicators 1-4 complement Indicator 5 by including areas where both habitat losses and gains have
been achieved near streams and wetlands. Beginning in 2010, the stream reach analysis (Indicator
11) will provide more spatially explicit information about where changes occur in these areas.

The 2010 State of the Watersheds report will provide the first 2-year comparison of habitat loss
within Class I and Il habitat based on Feature Analyst data, first collected for the 2007 aerial photos.
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Class I and Class Il riparian habitat covers 18.6 percent of the Metro region, including open water
such as large rivers. This indicator ranges from 3 to 96 percent in sub-watersheds, the latter
consisting entirely of river islands in the Columbia River-Hayden Island sub-watershed. Among
jurisdictions, Class I and II riparian ranges from 0 to 52 percent.

Five of the region’s sub-watersheds contain 54 percent of the region’s total Class I and II habitat.
Four jurisdictions - the three unincorporated counties and the City of Portland - contribute 73

percent of the region’s Class I and Class Il riparian habitat.

Indicator 6: Undeveloped floodplain (Compares 2005 and 2007 data)

Undeveloped floodplains provide irreplaceable ecological / \
functions for water quality and habitat, but these areas Regional numbers:
are also flat and therefore often attract development. 2005: 15,666 acres undeveloped

2007: 15,404 acres undeveloped

The Metro Council’s Title 13 goal is no more than 10 A RECRIIoB [0 O AU et

percent loss of 2005 undeveloped floodplain acres by
2015.In 2005 there were 15,666 acres of undeveloped S.ee also:

floodplain and in 2007 there were 15,404, showing a 262- Figures 11 and 12, page 20

acre loss to development. At the current rate of 1.7 Tables 9 and 10, pages 34-35

percent loss during the 2-year period, the region would Qap 4 j
meet the 2015 Title 13 goal.

Floodplains are of extraordinary ecological importance, and any loss is significant to the region’s
water quality, fish and wildlife habitat. The stated goal of limiting loss of this resource reflects the
economic importance to the region, often for industrial or commercial uses. Over 6,000 acres of the
remaining 15,404 undeveloped floodplain acres are open water, including large rivers. Thus the
loss of developable floodplain is actually closer to 3 percent.

Five sub-watersheds contributed 53 percent of the region’s 2005 undeveloped floodplain acres.
More than half of the floodplain development has occurred in four sub-watersheds. The Columbia
Slough sub-watershed provides the highest overall contribution to the region’s undeveloped
floodplain (16 percent) and was also the highest sub-watershed contributor to the region’s
floodplain development over the past two years (17.5 percent). In terms of jurisdictions, Portland
and Multnomah County together contributed nearly 51 percent of the region’s total floodplain
developed since 2005.

Indicator 7: High value upland habitat (Classes A and B) (Baseline from 2005 data)

Metro’s Regionally Significant Fish and Wildlife Habitat /Regional numbers: \
Inventory modeled wildlife habitat by measuring key 29,749 acres (9.9% of region)
characteristics: habitat patch size, shape, water resources

and connectivity to other patches. Class A and B are the See also:

highest value upland wildlife habitat classes. Habitats of Figures 13 and 14, page 21

Concern comprise a portion of Class A habitat, as can be seen Tables 7 and 8, pages 32-33

in Maps 3 and 4. kMap 3 /
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High value upland wildlife habitat comprises nearly 10 percent of the region, or 29,749 acres.
Clackamas and Multnomah Counties, Damascus, Happy Valley, Lake Oswego and West Linn contain
more than 10 percent high value upland habitat each. In terms of contribution to the region’s total,
Portland, the three unincorporated counties, and Damascus together contribute more than 81
percent of the region’s total Class A and B habitat due to large forested areas, including Forest Park,
and many of the region’s geologically unique buttes.

High value riparian habitat is interspersed throughout these upland areas, providing homes for
large mammals and so many of the region’s most sensitive wildlife species, and also substantially
contributing to the region’s water quality. Stream corridors often connect large habitat patches to
each other and to important habitat areas outside the region, allowing animals to move back and
forth and maintaining the region’s biological diversity.

Upland areas are often unprotected and may be particularly vulnerable to development pressure.
Indicator 8 will play an important role in measuring the integrity of these patches over time by
addressing some of the harmful effects of habitat fragmentation, or the breaking up of large patches
into smaller pieces.

Indicator 8: Interior habitat (Baseline from 2005 data)

Metro used habitat interior as a criterion in the Title 13 habitat inventory to estimate how much of
a habitat patch is at least 200 feet to the inside of the patch’s edge, based on information from local
studies. Habitat interior is related to Class A and B wildlife habitat but lacks edge habitat.

The total number of species in an area is sometimes higher at the edges of a habitat patch, but the
number of sensitive or declining species tends to decrease in edge habitats and these species
reproduce less successfully. Urbanization typically increases habitat fragmentation, creating more
edge habitat and reducing the amount of high quality interior habitat.

Interior habitat covers 16,296 acres, or 5.4 percent of the
region’s land. Three of the region’s smaller jurisdictions,
Cornelius, Johnson City and Maywood Park, contain no
interior habitat and five more contain less than one
percent. Portland has the most acres (8,072), highest
percent cover (8.7 percent), and contributes nearly half e 515 el 616, e 7
of the region’s total interior habitat, due in large part to Tables 11 and 12, pages 36-37
Forest Park. Multnomah and Clackamas counties,

Gresham and Damascus provide another 35 percent of the

region’s total interior habitat.

Regional numbers:
16,296 acres (5.4% of region)

See also:

Conserving interior habitat and maintaining and improving wildlife connectivity among these
habitat areas will help the region’s most sensitive wildlife species.
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Indicator 9: Habitats of Concern (Compares 2005 and 2007 data)

Habitats of Concern include native oak and prairie,
riparian habitats such as bottomland forest, wetlands /Regional numbers: \
and river islands, and certain areas critical to 2005: 26,856 acres
maintaining functional wildlife habitat systems. Some 2007: 26,675 acres
wildlife species need these specific habitats to survive, 181 acres Habitats of Concern lost
and are declining in proportion to habitat loss. Habitats (0.7% of 2005 acres)
of Concern comprise a sub-set of high value riparian
and upland habitat in the Title 13 inventory. See also:
Figures 17 and 18, page 23
Title 13 set a target of no more than 5 percent loss by Tables 13 and 14, pages 38-39
2015. As 0f 2007, 0.7 percent or 181 acres of habitat Qap 4 /
were lost. If this rate is maintained or decreased, the

region will meet the Title 13 target.

Habitats of Concern were hand-mapped based on expert knowledge (see Map 4). Habitats of
Concern loss was calculated by comparing 2005 and 2007 aerial photos and removing the portions
that were altered.

The City of Portland contributed over 44 percent of the region’s loss. The City’s loss amounts to just
over 2 percent of all Habitats of Concern within city limits. Gresham, Washington County,
Sherwood, Fairview and Multnomah County collectively contributed another 42 percent of the
region’s loss. Portland comprises about 31 percent of the total Metro region and the others
comprise another 26 percent. Thus, six jurisdictions covering 57 percent of the region contributed a
majority (86 percent) of the loss of Habitats of Concern acres. Of these six jurisdictions, Washington
County’s loss was at the regional average of 0.7 percent and the others were substantially higher.

The Columbia Slough sub-watershed, similar to the City of Portland, lost more than 2 percent of its
Habitats of Concern and contributed 45 percent of the region’s loss. The Willamette River-Columbia
River sub-watershed lost less than half a percent of its Habitats of Concern, but that accounted for
more than 17 percent of the region’s total loss. The Rock Creek-Tualatin River sub-watershed lost
more than 5 percent of its total Habitats of Concern, contributing 15 percent to the region’s total
loss. These three sub-watersheds contributed 77 percent of the region’s loss of Habitats of Concern.

The native habitats in this category are already severely reduced from pre-European settlement
conditions. However, many agencies, nonprofits and “friends of” groups are working to restore
native oak, prairie and wetland habitats, although new habitat areas will not appear on a formal
Title 13 habitat map until the Metro Council asks staff to update the inventory. Therefore,
depending on the amount that is created or restored outside the current map, in reality the region
could achieve no net loss or perhaps even a gain. This is one reason why it is important to
document and map restoration efforts.

Indicator 10: Tree cover (Baseline from 2007 data)

Several Metro studies correlated tree cover throughout watersheds with stream health, and there is
little doubt that more trees would improve watershed health as well as helping wildlife.
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Tree cover is a new indicator for the State of the Watersheds report. The Feature Analyst software

provides us with the first good tree data ever available at the regional scale (Map 2). It does not

distinguish between tree species, but does delineate individual trees of significant size. For
example, it will delineate a typical mature back yard or street tree.

More than 30 percent of the region is covered by trees.
Tree cover among jurisdictions ranges from 13-54
percent, and among sub-watersheds it ranges from 16-
88 percent. Portland, Clackamas and Washington
Counties together comprise 56 percent of the region’s
total tree cover. Among sub-watersheds, Willamette
River-Columbia River sub-watershed contributes 16

/Regional numbers:
88,890 acres of trees (30.5% of region)

See also:
Figures 19 and 20, page 24
Tables 15 and 16, pages 40-41

percent of the region’s total tree cover; eight other sub-

KMap 2

~

)

watersheds contribute between 5 and 10 percent each.

The new data show that many highly developed areas are more vegetated than they appear on most
maps. The map also reveals vegetation patterns that differ among jurisdictions and watersheds;

tree-planting opportunities are available everywhere, but the type of opportunity varies.

Most jurisdictions and sub-watersheds have areas that can be restored to a forested condition. In
highly urbanized areas, trees in yards, parking lots and along streets provide critically important

tools to improve watershed health by providing habitat for small mammals and birds, shade to

moderate temperatures, and treating large quantities of storm water. Green roofs on buildings may

provide a growing opportunity to increase the region’s tree cover.

Eleven cities in the Metro region hold the National Arbor Day Foundation’s “Tree City USA”
designation, some for many years. These include:

Beaverton (14 years)
Forest Grove (18 years)
Happy Valley (4 years)
Lake Oswego (19 years)
Portland (31 years)
Sherwood (3 years)
Tigard (7 years)
Troutdale (8 years)
Tualatin (21 years)
West Linn (15 years)
Wilsonville (10 years)

To qualify for Tree City USA, a city must meet four standards established by The Arbor Day

Foundation and the National Association of State Foresters (www.arborday.org/programs/

treeCityUSA). These standards were established to ensure that every qualifying community would
have a viable tree management plan and program; any size city may qualify. To qualify, each city
must have a tree board or department, a tree care ordinance, a community forestry program with

an annual budget of at least $2 per capita and an Arbor Day Observance and Proclamation.

Metro is currently administering a contract with the Audubon Society of Portland, in partnership

with Portland State University, to assess tree protection policies throughout the region. The

resulting report will be available by late 2009.
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Indicator 11: Stream reach analysis (Baseline from 2005 and 2007 data)

Title 13 directed Metro’s monitoring program to track

conditions at the watershed scale, and also to identify Regional numbers: \
areas where additional resources would help improve 1,014 stream reaches

ecological conditions. The latter cannot be identified at ® 37% in the highest score range

the watershed, sub-watershed or jurisdiction scale. This ® 34% in the second-highest range

indicator provides a closer look at the region’s streams * 21% in the middle range

® 7% in the second-lowest range

to help identify where restoration and enhancement X N
® 1% in the lowest range (poor condition)

might most effectively improve ecological conditions,
and to track conditions over time at a more detailed
scale.

See also:
Figure 21, page 25

Table 17, page 42
The general approach for analyzing stream reaches was Map 5 /

described in Appendix 2 of the 2006 State of the

Watersheds monitoring report. The criteria were selected

based on a set of field data from watersheds in Clackamas County, which showed statistical
relationships between adjacent land conditions and water quality parameters. The results here are
not based on actual water quality data because there are no consistently collected water quality
data for the region. Regardless of current water quality, if the riparian areas adjacent to stream
reaches in degraded condition were improved and healthy areas maintained, the region would
likely see an overall increase in water quality.

The region’s stream system was divided into reaches to analyze land conditions within 150 feet on
either side of streams or rivers (Map 5). Stream reach lengths range from 2,461 feet (750 m) to
6,562 feet (2,000 m), depending on where logical breaks occurred such as tributaries or major
roads. Local studies show relationships between land conditions and water quality at multiple
scales; the 150-foot distance was selected because that is where many of the key ecological
functions relating to stream habitat occur most intensely, and it is also a discrete area where
management prescriptions might reasonably be applied.

Tributaries that did not meet the length criterion were omitted from the analysis. Often these are
headwater areas and very ecologically important, but the analysis required units that were spatially
comparable. However, if several small headwaters together met the distance criterion, they were
included in the analysis.

Large rivers were included in the analysis. Large rivers were not part of the pilot study described in
the 2006 report, and water quality in rivers is affected more by tributaries’ influence than land
conditions adjacent to the river. However, habitat along large rivers does contribute to water
quality; for example, healthy river riparian areas control sediment inputs, take up excess nutrients
and pollutants, and reduce the impacts of storm water. Further, river riparian areas provide
essential habitat and movement corridors for fish and wildlife, therefore identifying and tracking
areas in need of restoration is desirable. Title 13 is meant to benefit both water quality and wildlife.
Protecting these areas will also help protect human health and enhance residents’ quality of life.

Using GIS, stream reaches were buffered by 150 feet on each side and the percent cover of the
following variables were collected in each stream reach’s buffer: tree cover from Feature Analyst
data (2007), Class I + Il riparian habitat (2005), Class A + B upland habitat (2005), and built or
scarified (scraped) land from the 2007 Feature Analyst data. Table 17 provides the scoring system
used for each stream reach.
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Figure 21 provides the stream reach analysis results. A total of 1,014 of the region’s stream reaches
were analyzed and the resulting total scores were divided into five equal classes (the highest
quality class included one extra point). Higher scores equate to better conditions. Of the 1,014
stream reaches:

36.9 percent were in the highest score range
34.2 percent in the second range

21.1 percent in the third range

7.0 percent in the fourth range

0.8 percent in the lowest range

Over 71 percent of all stream reaches fell within the top two scoring ranges, indicating that care has
been taken in many areas to preserve stream corridors and water quality. Map 5 shows that many
of the highest scoring stream reaches fall in Forest Park, but many are also positioned in the urban
landscape.

Map 5 suggests areas where improvements might make a significant difference. For example, some
streams show high or medium scores in the upper and lower reaches, but lower scores in between.
Within a low-scoring reach, closer examination may reveal a relatively undeveloped portion and
some areas that are highly developed. The undeveloped portion could be enhanced with native
trees and shrubs, whereas the focus on more developed areas would aim toward nature-friendly
practices such as storm water retrofits, green roofs and adding trees to streets, yards and parking
areas.

Indicator 12: Breeding Bird Survey data (Baseline from 2007 US Geological Survey/Patuxent Wildlife
Center)

Birds respond to changes in habitat conditions and over time provide appropriate indicators of
overall habitat conditions. The long-term Breeding Bird Survey data set provides information about
bird population trends at local and statewide scales. The Tualatin Route, surveyed annually since
1966, provides a representative sample of the Metro region’s breeding bird communities.

The Breeding Bird Survey is a cooperative effort between the U.S.

Geological Survey's Patuxent Wildlife Research Center and the See also:
Canadian Wildlife Service's National Wildlife Research Centre to Appendix 10 in the 2006 State of
monitor the status and trends of North American bird the Watersheds report

populations. The data are available for free on the Breeding Bird
Survey web site.

Bird presence and abundance varies naturally from year to year, therefore these data are
informative for long-term trends, but not necessarily over the short term. Trend changes over the
10-year State of the Watersheds period will be tracked in 2015. Information for selected species of
particular interest that are associated with Habitats of Concern or interior habitat, is provided
below from 2007 data (bold indicates that the species is an Oregon Department of Fish and Wildlife
Conservation Strategy species; trend is for local route from 1966-2007):

e Band-tailed Pigeon - interior habitat - declining by 3 percent per year

o  White-breasted (Slender-billed) Nuthatch - Oregon white oak habitat - declining by 12
percent per year
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e Swainson’s Thrush - interior habitat - declining by 9 percent per year
e Savannah Sparrow - grassland habitat - declining by 7 percent per year

e Olive-sided Flycatcher - large habitat patches and snags; also on Audubon Society of
Portland’s watchlist for Portland bird species - declining by 11 percent per year

o Willow (Little Willow) Flycatcher - riparian habitat; also on Audubon Society of
Portland’s watchlist for Portland species - declining by 9 percent per year

o Killdeer - grasslands - declining by 6 percent per year

Readers interested in viewing data graphs for these or other species are encouraged to visit
Patuxent’s Breeding Bird Survey website. Graphs for local (Tualatin route), statewide, and national
trends are readily available. A more comprehensive species list of Breeding Bird Survey trends in
the metro region is available in the 2006 State of the Watersheds report, Appendix 10.
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DISCUSSION

Research indicates that although conditions throughout a watershed are important, the first 150
feet of land surrounding streams and wetlands provides critical ecological functions for both water
quality and wildlife habitat. This research was thoroughly documented in the Title 13 literature
review (Metro’s Technical Report for Goal 5, April 2005, Attachment 2 to Exhibit F of Ordinance No.
05-1077C).

Overall, the results indicate that for an urban area, our region has provided relatively effective
protection for streams, although improvement is possible and needed. Similarly, many large urban
areas that are set in naturally forested areas contain less tree cover than the Metro region - trees
remain an iconic feature of this region - but more trees would improve our region’s health in many
ways.

It would be interesting to explore differences in these and other indicators weighted by certain
factors such as level of development or population in each jurisdiction or sub-watershed. This could
provide an improved indication of the effectiveness of regulatory and non-regulatory measures to
protect natural resources. For example, two jurisdictions may consist of similar development
patterns but one may have more tree cover. The average tree cover excluding protected natural
areas might also be of interest.

However, this type of analysis is complicated because some jurisdictions naturally contain more
resources than others - for example, the amount of floodplain in the Columbia Slough or high
stream densities in Forest Park. Additionally, baseline conditions are different; the indicators in this
report are designed to track Title 13’s effectiveness, but most jurisdictions do not anticipate
implementing the policy until 2009. Therefore in terms of monitoring Title 13’s effectiveness,
baseline conditions are actually those documented closest to the time of local implementation.

Some jurisdictions are expected to change more over time than others. For example, at present one
would expect to find higher tree cover in Damascus than in more developed jurisdictions and in
fact, tree cover there is above the region’s average. However, as a new urban area Damascus can be
expected to develop over time and meeting the needs of a growing population will increase urban
land cover, sometimes at the expense of natural resources. How these tradeoffs are accomplished
will influence the extent and impact of these changes.

Tracking how conditions change within a jurisdiction or sub-watershed, and how the overall
region’s condition changes over time, will provide the most useful information about the
effectiveness of Title 13’s implementation. This will best illustrate how local policy choices
influence natural resource conservation, and will also appropriately acknowledge jurisdictions that
are highly developed in certain areas but work hard, for example, to protect remaining streams and
increase street trees, or retain significant natural resources despite population increases.

Population in the region is rapidly rising. Metro’s Data Resource Center has projected population in
the seven-county area (Portland, Beaverton, Vancouver “Primary Metropolitan Statistical Area,” or
PMSA, including Clackamas, Columbia, Multnomah, Washington and Yambhill counties in Oregon and
Clark and Skamania counties in Washington). The 2008 Census data showed 2.2 million people in
the PMSA. Depending on growth rate, Metro estimates 2.9 to 3.2 million people in the PMSA by
2030, and by 2060 the total population forecast falls between 3.6 and 4.4 million people. This will
place a tremendous amount of pressure on existing natural resources. Where and how we grow will
make all the difference. Restoration, natural area protection and environmental education will be
key tools to help offset natural resource impacts.
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percent cover non-tree vegetation within 50 feet of streams

Figure 1: Percent cover and contribution to region's total for Indicator 1
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Indicator 2, calculated by sub-watershed

Figure 3

T

c

©

%)

©

M 98e||IApoOM

) ~08aMs0-"y a12WE]|IM k= 3||IAUOS|IA
'-"d SH_WE(|IM 3 ~ uulm 1S9
**-11) o0y Joddn lm m uo18uIysEM
*JD uosuyor Jaddn © -

%) © unielen]

"y unejeny € .rm.

"J) Jauue] % = sepino.L
*"JOMOT-1D Wwnes ..W 5 psesi|
“*unejen| Jamo-4)>20y e s poomiays

o]
“_y elle|ow 2 5 ELLIEIETIN
“*Adle@ 3404 1S9 JaMOT] Q @ H puejuod
o v ~
_u\m_uom JaMoT _.M w m Awo u08a10

*1) Ay Jamo -

. I RSN 1 Y o yewouyn

1) UOSUYO[J4amoT = -

*J) S9|BD JAMOT E 8 SPANEMIN

1) MiegJamon % .m m Jied poomAep

“J) |[24n03eT] m .m ..W o8amsQ aye]

1D 880|19) o w = Ay Bury

E o

R:REE(][5) W m € Ay uosuyor

. e o

1) ouue4 2 K o 0J0gS||IH

d -1d < o

1) daaQ }do4 N-1D da3a@ 90 c A3||ep Adden

4D |eso) g o H

y8nojs elqunjo) o ¢ W weysaIo

S| uapAeH-"y elquinjo) M m auoispe|n

=)

) 97 39440) o s 90U 159404

*JD320Y-"Y sewexde) ..m g M3IAIIeS
- o =

-"J) U3asSUISH - [T

. J C1o) = & weying

.“u “Mv_uwﬂwmu .m & snaseweq

Juou 8 ..m g sni[au40)

Y 912We||IM-"1D Janeag ° =

o 20 seweye|)
"J) Janeag * iy
- uouaneag
.0
e
=
2
=
=
=
Q
]
]

Indicator 2, calculated by jurisdiction

Figure 4

16



50-150 feet of

in

's total for Indicator 3
M % cover

ion

toregi

ion

percent cover non-tree vegetation with

Percent cover and contribut

Figure 5

80%
70%
60%
50%

J-03amsQ-"y a11dWel|IM
=" 9NBWeE|IM
**=1)20Y Jaddn

') uosuyor Jaddn
‘duneeny

1) Jauue]

**J9MO7-1) wnes
“*ulje|en] JaMo7-4) 320y
'—"d ellejon

~*AJreq 3404 1S9\ Jamo
*=11) Y00y JAMOT

1) AB)OIN JamoT

4D UOSUYO[JIMOT]

*J) S9|eD JIAMOT]

1) Aiegiamon

"1 ||94n03e]

1D 830)19)

 Haq|ID

*JD ouue4

1D daaq yi04 N-1D) dasg
4D |eddo)

ysnojs elquinjod

S| uapAeH-'y elquinjo)
4] 9¥e799440)

D )00Y-"Y sewexde|d
=1 UISUISHYD

4D UdIYD

‘1) UOMdABAY

Y 9119We||IM-"1D JoARIg
"J) Joneag

1D Ayrauiaqy

tor 3

ica

's total for Ind

o contrib.

o

ion

toregi

ion

percent cover non-tree vegetation within 50-150 feet of streams

Percent cover and contribut

Figure 6

.

50%
40%
30%

streams and wetlands and each sub-watershed’s contribution to the region’s total Indicator 3 acres.

Indicator 3, calculated by sub-watershed

Figure 5

93e||IA POOM
9||IAUOS|IM
uuiTaissp\
uoi3ulysepm
uizejent
dlepinod]
piesi
poomiays
anoJ81any
puejod

Ay uo8aip
yewouynin
ABNeM|IA
Jied poomAey
03omsQ e
AwD Bury

An) uosuyor
0J0gs||!H
As|jen Addey
weysain
auoispe|n
9A0JD) 159404
M3IAIIRS
weying
snasewe(q
snijpuio)
seweyoe|)
uouaneag

and wetlands and each jurisdiction’s contribution to the region’s total Indicator 3 acres.

Indicator 3, calculated by jurisdiction

Figure 6

17

State of the Watersheds | 2008



tor 4

Ica

50-150 feet of streams and

in

to region's total for Ind

ion

percent cover trees with

Percent cover and contribut

Figure 7

100%

| --08ams0-"y a1dwWel|IM
-y 9119We|IM

=1 )00y Jaddn

*JJ uosuyor Jaddn

'y uneeng

*J) Jauue]

*JAMOT-1) wnes
“unejen] Jamo-1J )00y
'="d elI_jon

“*Adleq 3404 1S3\ JaMOT
=11 Y00y JamoT

1) AeyoN Jamo

*JD) UOSUYO[JamoT

*J) S9|eD JAMOT]

1) AiegJamon

"J) ||24no1e]

1D 83019y

o Waq|ID

*JJ) ouueq

1D doaQ 404 N-4D deaq
J) |esio)

yanojs elquinjod

s| uapAeH-y eiquin|o)
"J) 9)e7339440D

"4 )00Y-"y seweyde|)
=1 UIsSUISUYD

D usydIyd

"J) uouaAeag

Y 911We|IM-"1) Janeag
"J) JaAeag

1D Ayraulaqy

50-150 feet of streams and wetlands

's total for Indicator 4

in
ion

percent cover trees with

Percent cover and contribution to reg

Figure 8

80%
70%
60%
50%
40%

wetlands and each sub-watershed’s contribution to the region’s total Indicator 4 acres.

Indicator 4, calculated by sub-watershed

Figure 7

93e|IApoOM
O||IAUOS|IM
uury 1ssm
uo33ulysep
uijejeny
9|epinoJ |
piesiL
poomiays
EINIEIETN|
pue|pod

Ay uo8aip
yewouyn
sBNem|iN
sied poomAep
o8amsQ ayeq
Aud Bury

Aup uosuyor
0J0gs||IH
A3jlen Adden
weysalo
auoispe|n
9N0JD) 159404
M3IAIIeS
weydng
snaseweq
snjjauJdo)
seweyoe[)

uoloAneag

Indicator 4, calculated by jurisdiction
and each jurisdiction’s contribution to the region’s total Indicator 4 acres.

Figure 8

State of the Watersheds | 2008

18



's total for Indicator 5

ion

percent cover Class | and Class Il riparian habitat and sub-

Percent cover and contribution to reg

Figure 9

100%

: *08aMsQ-"Y a11dWe||IM
'-TY 9nlWel|IM

*=*1) )20y Jaddn

*1) uosuyor saddn
duiejent

"J) Jauue]

*J9MOT-JD wnes
“*ulle|en] J9Mo1-1) 20y
'="d e|le|on

**Alreq 3404 1S9\ J9MOT
*-"1D 320y J9MOT

1) Ae)dN JamoT

‘1) UOSUYO[JaMOT

*JD S9|eD JAMOT

1) Aegiamon

*JD [|94n03eT

1) 880)19)

d Haq|!D

*JD ouued

1D dasq 404 N-'1D dasg
D) |es0)

yanojs eiquinjo)

s| uspAeH-y elquinjo)
4D 9¥e799440)

1D 300Y-"Y seweyoe|)
171D UISURISUYD

D udIYd

‘1) uoyaneag

Y 91dWe||Ip- 4D Joneag
"J) Joneag

1) Aylaulaqy

iparian habitat and
W % cover
% contrib.

's total for Indicator 5

ion

percent cover Class | and Class Il r

Percent cover and contribution to reg

Figure 10

60%
50%
40%
30%

a3e||IApooMm
I[|IAUOS|IM
uulq 1ssm
uo33ulysepn
uneeny
9lepinod]
paesiL
poomiays
EINIIETIN]
puejiod

Auoy uo8aip
yewouynin
SBNEM|IN
Jded poomAeln
o8amsQ e
AuD Bury

AuD uosuyor
0J4ogs||iH
As|jen AddeH
weysaln
auolspe|n
9N0JD) 159104
M3IAIIES
weying
snaseweq
snjjpulo)
seweyoe[)

uolioneag

watershed’s contribution to the region’s total Indicator 5 acres.

Indicator 5, calculated by sub-watershed

Figure 9

jurisdiction’s contribution to the region’s total Indicator 5 acres.

Indicator 5, calculated by jurisdiction

Figure 10

19

State of the Watersheds | 2008



Figure 11
Indicator 6, calculated by sub-watershed: percent loss of undeveloped floodplain between 2005 and
2007 and each sub-watershed’s contribution to the region’s total newly developed floodplain acres.

Figure 11: Percent cover and contribution to region's total for Indicator 6
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Figure 12

Indicator 6, calculated by jurisdiction: percent loss of undeveloped floodplain between 2005 and 2007
and each jurisdiction’s contribution to the region’s total newly developed floodplain acres.
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Figure 13

Indicator 7, calculated by sub-watershed: percent cover Class A and Class B upland wildlife habitat and
sub-watershed’s contribution to the region’s total Indicator 7 acres.

Figure 13: Percent cover and contribution to region's total for Indicator 7
60%
H % cover
50% -
% contrib.
40%
30%
20%
10%
0% L - !
5SS S8 i85 288852855885855.L888285%9
SO 2 QI g §I=0 oo = " O 2 x 2 3 T ¢ O .8 o
29 5606co62go2rc02¢ P TIPS FTX o008 8852w
2 Rt 82832 5x¥xc29o58332%¥38scrce285¢%
cefe2eT P2l 03 20ELEczo 0068 ExZ 3
Bmmgsgiwl—o C M“;BEOEE Exgl—l—ohso
o o L, & £ E z - 227 0% 0 S 5 -85 =
< “ £ 2882 & O o 9 2 o 3 oz ® T oo &
c£%m38 & - = 238-3 2 g2 =%
< € o o 5 :;
o 5 9 — =
(@] S a]
Figure 14

Indicator 7, calculated by jurisdiction: percent cover Class A and Class B upland wildlife habitat and

jurisdiction’s contribution to the region’s total Indicator 7 acres.
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percent cover interior habitat and sub-watershed’s

Figure 15: Percent cover and contribution to region's total for Indicator 8
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Indicator 8, calculated by sub-watershed
contribution to the region’s total Indicator 8 acres.

Figure 15

Indicator 8, calculated by jurisdiction
the region’s total Indicator 8 acres.
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Figure 17
Indicator 9, calculated by sub-watershed: percent loss of Habitats of Concern between 2005 and 2007

and each sub-watershed’s contribution to the region’s total acres lost.

Figure 17: Percent cover and contribution to region's total for Indicator 9
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Figure 18
Indicator 9, calculated by jurisdiction: percent loss of Habitats of Concern between 2005 and 2007 and

each jurisdiction’s contribution to the region’s total acres lost.

Figure 18: Percent cover and contribution to region's total for Indicator 9
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Figure 21

Indicator 11, calculated for the region: scoring ranges and number of stream reaches falling within
each scoring category. (Stream reaches were scored based on the percent cover of four characteristics
within 150 feet on either side of the stream: tree cover, Class | and Il riparian habitat, Class A and B
upland wildlife habitat, and developed area. Tree cover and developed area were weighted heavier than
the other two variables.)

Stream reach analysis results, 2008
400
® 300
§ 200 -
°
* 100 A
0 A - -
19t0 23 15t0 18 11to 14 7to10 3tob
Stream reach score
Number of
Score stream reaches
19-23 (good) 374 (36.9%)
15-18 347  (34.2%)
11-14 214 (21.1%)
7-10 71 (7.0%)
3-6 (poor) 8 (0.8%)
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Table 3
Sub-basins, watersheds and sub-watersheds in the Portland metro region
Sub-Basin Watershed Sub-watershed 12-Digit Code Acres in POI’tIOI‘! of
Metro Metro region
Clackamas R. — Rock Cr. 170900110607 13,712 4.6%
Clackamas Lower Clackamas R.
Deep Cr. — N. Fork Deep Cr. 170900110606 4,486 1.5%
Lower Lower Sandy R. Beaver Cr. 170800010803 13,827 4.6%
Columbia-
Sandy Columbia Gorge Tributary  Latourell Cr. 170800010704 2,069 0.7%
Columbia R. — Hayden Is. Columbia R. — Hayden Is. 170900120501 10,356 3.4%
Columbia Slough — Columbia Slough 170900120301 37,132 12.3%
Willamette R. Willamette R. — Columbia R. 170900120302 40,181 13.4%
Lower Kellogg Cr. 170900120103 11,067 3.7%
Willamette Lower Johnson Cr. 170900120102 15,859 5.3%
Johnson Cr.
Upper Johnson Cr. 170900120101 15,116 5.0%
Willamette R. — Oswego Cr. 170900120104 16,389 5.4%
Scappoose Cr. Gilbert R. 170900120205 741 0.2%
Abernethy Cr. 170900070404 3,615 1.2%
Beaver Cr. — Willamette R. 170900070403 2,778 0.9%
M{ddle Abernethy Cr. Coffee Lake Cr. 170900070402 7,943 2.6%
Willamette
Corral Cr. 170900070401 130 0.0%
Tanner Cr. 170900070405 5,840 1.9%
Molalla- .
. Lower Molalla R. Molalla R. — Willamette R. 170900090607 40 0.0%
Pudding
Lower Dairy Cr. 170900100108 3,802 1.3%
Dairy Cr. Lower McKay Cr. 170900100107 4,069 1.4%
Lower W. Fork Dairy Cr. 170900100103 64 0.0%
Lower Gales Cr. 170900100203 748 0.2%
Gales Cr.
Tualatin R. 170900100204 2,073 0.7%
Chicken Cr. 170900100502 2,144 0.7%
Tualatin Fanno Cr. 170900100503 20,184 6.7%
Lower Tualatin R.
Rock Cr. — Lower Tualatin R. 170900100501 5,931 2.0%
Saum Cr. — Lower Tualatin R. 170900100504 14,696 4.9%
Beaverton Cr. 170900100403 24,212 8.1%
Christensen Cr. — Tualatin R. 170900100405 735 0.2%
Rock Cr. — Tualatin R.
Lower Rock Cr./Tualatin R. 170900100401 12,744 4.2%
Upper Rock Cr./Tualatin R. 170900100402 8,039 2.7%
GRAND TOTALS 300,722 100.0%
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Table 4

Jurisdictions and their sub-watersheds in the Portland Metro region. (Note that the total acres in the
region varies slightly compared to Table 3 (300,713 vs. 300,722, or 0.003 percent) due to GIS
methodologies.)

Sub-watershed Jurisdiction % of jurisdiction % of sub-

acres in acresinthe  comprised of sub- watershed in

Jurisdiction Sub-watershed jurisdiction®*  Metro region watershed jurisdiction*®
Beaverton Cr. 7,736 11,910 65.0% 32.0%

Beaverton Fanno Cr. 4,083 34.3% 20.2%
Lower Rock Cr.-Tualatin R. 80 0.7% 0.6%

Upper Rock Cr.-Tualatin R. 12 0.1% 0.1%

Abernethy Cr. 1,728 36,162 4.8% 47.8%

Beaver Cr.-Willamette R. 691 1.9% 24.9%

Chicken Cr. 27 0.1% 1.3%

Clackamas R.-Rock Cr. 4,166 11.5% 30.4%

Coffee Lake Cr. 902 2.5% 11.4%

Corral Cr. 8 0.0% 6.2%

Deep Cr.-North Fork Deep Cr. 3,202 8.9% 71.4%

Fanno Cr. 310 0.9% 1.5%

Clackamas Kellogg Cr. 6,857 19.0% 62.0%
Lower Johnson Cr. 1,367 3.8% 8.6%

Molalla R.-Willamette R. 0 0.0% 0.0%

Rock Cr.-Lower Tualatin R. 0 0.0% 0.0%

Saum Cr.-Lower Tualatin R. 7,580 21.0% 51.6%

Tanner Cr. 2,422 6.7% 41.5%

Upper Johnson Cr. 2,879 8.0% 19.0%

Willamette R.-Columbia R. 183 0.5% 0.5%

Willamette R.-Oswego Cr. 3,842 10.6% 23.4%

Cornelius Lower Dairy Cr. 458 1,281 35.8% 12.0%
Tualatin R. 823 64.2% 39.7%

Clackamas R.-Rock Cr. 6,010 9,924 60.6% 43.8%

Damascus Deep Cr.-North Fork Deep Cr. 1,284 12.9% 28.6%
Upper Johnson Cr. 2,630 26.5% 17.4%

Fanno Cr. 110 265 41.5% 0.5%

Durham Rock Cr.-Lower Tualatin R. 1 0.4% 0.0%
Saum Cr.-Lower Tualatin R. 154 58.1% 1.0%

Fairview Columbia R.-Hayden Is. 201 2,280 8.8% 1.9%
Columbia Slough 2,079 91.2% 5.6%

Lower Dairy Cr. 1,851 3,704 50.0% 48.7%

Forest Grove  Lower Gales Cr. 640 17.3% 85.6%
Tualatin R. 1,213 32.7% 58.5%

Clackamas R.-Rock Cr. 635 1,591 39.9% 4.6%

Kellogg Cr. 101 6.3% 0.9%

Gladstone 1 ner cr. 2 0.1% 0.0%
Willamette R.-Oswego Cr. 853 53.6% 5.2%

Beaver Cr. 3,797 14,996 25.3% 27.5%

Columbia R.-Hayden Is. 45 0.3% 0.4%

Gresham Columbia Slough 4,638 30.9% 12.5%
Lower Johnson Cr. 1,055 7.0% 6.7%

Upper Johnson Cr. 5,461 36.4% 36.1%

Clackamas R.-Rock Cr. 2,030 4,503 45.1% 14.8%

Happy Valley Kellogg Cr. 1,952 43.3% 17.6%
Lower Johnson Cr. 191 4.2% 1.2%

Upper Johnson Cr. 331 7.4% 2.2%
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Sub-watershed Jurisdiction % of jurisdiction % of sub-

acres in acresinthe  comprised of sub- watershed in

Jurisdiction Sub-watershed jurisdiction*  Metro region watershed jurisdiction*
Beaverton Cr. 971 14,798 6.6% 4.0%

Lower Dairy Cr. 303 2.0% 8.0%

Hillsboro Lower McKay Cr. 3,653 24.7% 89.8%
Lower Rock Cr.-Tualatin R. 8,077 54.6% 63.4%

Upper Rock Cr.-Tualatin R. 1,794 12.1% 22.3%

Johnson City  Kellogg Cr. 43 43 100.0% 0.4%
King City Rock Cr.-Lower Tualatin R. 447 447 100.0% 7.5%
Fanno Cr. 1,041 7,234 14.4% 5.2%

Lake Oswego Saum Cr.-Lower Tualatin R. 590 8.2% 4.0%
Willamette R.-Oswego Cr. 5,602 77.4% 34.2%

2’{';":""00‘1 Columbia Slough 107 107 100.0% 0.3%
Kellogg Cr. 2,101 3,168 66.3% 19.0%

Milwaukie Lower Johnson Cr. 849 26.8% 5.4%
Willamette R.-Columbia R. 68 2.1% 0.2%

Willamette R.-Oswego Cr. 150 4.7% 0.9%

Beaver Cr. 7,883 26,218 30.1% 57.0%

Beaverton Cr. 1,211 4.6% 5.0%

Columbia R.-Hayden Is. 6,773 25.8% 65.4%

Columbia Slough 232 0.9% 0.6%

Fanno Cr. 460 1.8% 2.3%

Multnomah Gilbert R. 41 0.2% 5.5%
Latourell Cr. 2,069 7.9% 100.0%

Lower Johnson Cr. 105 0.4% 0.7%

Upper Johnson Cr. 3,207 12.2% 21.2%

Upper Rock Cr.-Tualatin R. 2,318 8.8% 28.8%

Willamette R.-Columbia R. 1,405 5.4% 3.5%

Willamette R.-Oswego Cr. 515 2.0% 3.1%

Abernethy Cr. 1,887 6,280 30.0% 52.2%

Oregon City Beaver Cr.-Willamette R. 2,088 33.2% 75.2%
Clackamas R.-Rock Cr. 871 13.9% 6.4%

Tanner Cr. 1,435 22.9% 24.6%

Beaverton Cr. 1,320 92,768 1.4% 5.5%

Columbia R.-Hayden Is. 3,320 3.6% 32.1%

Columbia Slough 27,762 29.9% 74.8%

Fanno Cr. 4,648 5.0% 23.0%

Gilbert R. 700 0.8% 94.5%

Portland Kellogg Cr. 13 0.0% 0.1%
Lower Johnson Cr. 12,292 13.3% 77.5%

Upper Johnson Cr. 609 0.7% 4.0%

Upper Rock Cr.-Tualatin R. 477 0.5% 5.9%

Willamette R.-Columbia R. 38,525 41.5% 95.9%

Willamette R.-Oswego Cr. 3,102 3.3% 18.9%

Rivergrove Saum Cr.-Lower Tualatin R. 117 117 100.0% 0.8%
Chicken Cr. 1,727 2,739 63.1% 80.6%

Sherwood Rock Cr.-Lower Tualatin R. 980 35.8% 16.5%
Saum Cr.-Lower Tualatin R. 31 1.1% 0.2%

Fanno Cr. 6,578 7,545 87.2% 32.6%

Tigard Rock Cr.-Lower Tualatin R. 909 12.0% 15.3%
Saum Cr.-Lower Tualatin R. 58 0.8% 0.4%

Beaver Cr. 2,141 3,862 55.4% 15.5%

Troutdale Columbia R.-Hayden Is. 14 0.4% 0.1%
Columbia Slough 1,707 44.2% 4.6%
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Sub-watershed Jurisdiction % of jurisdiction

acres in acresinthe  comprised of sub-

Jurisdiction Sub-watershed jurisdiction*  Metro region watershed
Tualatin Coffee Lake Cr. 331 5,186 6.4%
Fanno Cr. 11 0.2%

Rock Cr.-Lower Tualatin R. 838 16.2%

Saum Cr.-Lower Tualatin R. 4,007 77.3%

Beaverton Cr. 12,975 33,141 39.2%

Chicken Cr. 390 1.2%

Christensen Cr.-Tualatin R. 735 2.2%

Coffee Lake Cr. 2,150 6.5%

Fanno Cr. 2,944 8.9%

Lower Dairy Cr. 1,190 3.6%

Washington Lower Gales Cr. 108 0.3%
Lower McKay Cr. 416 1.3%

Lower Rock Cr.-Tualatin R. 4,587 13.8%

Lower West Fork Dairy Cr. 64 0.2%

Rock Cr.-Lower Tualatin R. 2,756 8.3%

Saum Cr.-Lower Tualatin R. 1,352 4.1%

Tualatin R. 37 0.1%

Upper Rock Cr.-Tualatin R. 3,437 10.4%

Saum Cr.-Lower Tualatin R. 805 5,111 15.8%

West Linn Tanner Cr. 1,981 38.8%
Willamette R.-Oswego Cr. 2,325 45.5%

Coffee Lake Cr. 4,561 4,723 96.6%

Wilsonville Corral Cr. 122 2.6%
Molalla R.-Willamette R. 40 0.8%

Wood Village Columbia Slough 608 608 100.0%
GRAND TOTALS 300,713 300,713 100.0%

% of sub-
watershed in
jurisdiction*

4.2%
0.1%
14.1%
27.3%
53.6%
18.2%
100.0%
27.1%
14.6%
31.3%
14.5%
10.2%
36.0%
100.0%
46.5%
9.2%
1.8%
42.8%
5.5%
33.9%
14.2%
57.4%
93.9%
100.0%
100.0%

100.0%

*Within the Metro region; includes open water
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Table 5

Indicators 1-4, calculated by sub-watershed: 2007 non-tree vegetation and tree cover within 0-50 feet
(Indicators 1 and 2) and 50-150 feet (Indicators 3 and 4) of streams and wetlands.

Percent vegetation within 50
feet of streams and wetlands
(Indicators 1 and 2)

Percent vegetation within 50-

150 feet of streams and

wetlands (Indicators 3 and 4)

Total percent vegetation
near streams and wetlands

Total

Total  vegetation

Non-tree Non-tree vegetation within

Sub-watershed vegetation Tree cover vegetation Tree cover within 50 feet 50-150 feet
Abernethy Cr. 16.0% 78.2% 18.8% 70.1% 94.1% 88.9%
Beaver Cr. 32.5% 56.3% 37.2% 47.4% 88.8% 84.6%
Beaver Cr.-Willamette R 40.0% 41.7% 37.0% 31.1% 81.7% 68.1%
Beaverton Cr. 30.1% 57.0% 24.3% 44.3% 87.1% 68.6%
Chicken Cr. 35.4% 56.5% 29.9% 39.3% 92.0% 69.2%
Christensen Cr.-Tualatin R 29.2% 50.1% 34.8% 43.0% 79.3% 77.8%
Clackamas R.-Rock Cr. 33.6% 56.0% 38.8% 46.1% 89.6% 85.0%
Coffee Lake Cr. 48.3% 37.5% 32.5% 40.8% 85.8% 73.3%
Columbia R.-Hayden Is 43.1% 45.9% 34.0% 54.1% 89.1% 88.1%
Columbia Slough 46.3% 43.4% 43.9% 19.0% 89.7% 62.9%
Corral Cr. 25.5% 53.8% 16.1% 44.0% 79.3% 60.1%
Deep Cr.-N Fork Deep Cr 55.3% 34.9% 55.2% 31.1% 90.3% 86.3%
Fanno Cr. 31.4% 56.3% 26.2% 41.0% 87.7% 67.2%
Gilbert R. 14.2% 81.4% 3.5% 92.1% 95.6% 95.6%
Kellogg Cr. 31.8% 53.0% 29.2% 38.3% 84.8% 67.5%
Latourell Cr. 81.3% 17.1% 69.1% 23.8% 98.5% 92.9%
Lower Dairy Cr. 43.6% 42.8% 41.6% 33.9% 86.5% 75.5%
Lower Gales Cr. 37.0% 47.2% 48.6% 34.0% 84.2% 82.6%
Lower Johnson Cr. 23.7% 70.2% 25.8% 55.3% 93.9% 81.1%
Lower McKay Cr. 41.5% 49.9% 49.8% 25.1% 91.4% 74.9%
Lower Rock Cr.-Tualatin R 33.7% 53.1% 28.9% 35.3% 86.8% 64.1%
Lower West Fork Dairy Cr. 25.2% 63.5% 19.5% 68.1% 88.7% 87.7%
Molalla R. — Willamette R 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
Rock Cr-Lower Tualatin R. 50.0% 36.5% 40.8% 36.1% 86.5% 76.9%
Saum Cr-Lower Tualatin R 36.9% 54.3% 31.3% 52.1% 91.2% 83.3%
Tanner Cr. 30.8% 47.7% 27.0% 42.9% 78.6% 70.0%
Tualatin R. 52.7% 26.0% 42.4% 22.9% 78.7% 65.3%
Upper Johnson Cr. 26.3% 67.7% 33.8% 54.0% 94.0% 87.8%
Upper Rock Cr.-Tualatin R 30.5% 62.1% 33.1% 49.3% 92.5% 82.4%
Willamette R.-Columbia R 9.3% 79.6% 8.2% 76.3% 88.9% 84.5%
Willamette R.-Oswego Cr 15.9% 73.5% 19.3% 63.6% 89.4% 82.9%
Regional average 33.6% 55.4% 29.3% 47.5% 89.0% 76.8%
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Table 6

Indicators 1-4, calculated by jurisdiction: 2007 non-tree vegetation and tree cover within 0-50 feet
(Indicators 1 and 2) and 50-150 feet (Indicators 3 and 4) of streams and wetlands.

Percent vegetation within 50
feet of streams and wetlands
(Indicators 1 and 2)

Non-tree
Jurisdiction vegetation Tree cover
Beaverton 36.9% 46.0%
Clackamas 27.8% 61.0%
Cornelius 49.0% 41.2%
Damascus 40.9% 52.3%
Durham 12.7% 85.0%
Fairview 54.4% 33.4%
Forest Grove 50.1% 30.8%
Gladstone 27.4% 53.3%
Gresham 29.0% 63.1%
Happy Valley 35.8% 53.9%
Hillsboro 34.5% 53.0%
Johnson City 23.0% 34.1%
King City 47.8% 33.3%
Lake Oswego 16.2% 76.6%
Maywood Park 0.0% 0.0%
Milwaukie 32.7% 48.3%
Multnomah 36.8% 57.4%
Oregon City 30.0% 50.0%
Portland 23.6% 66.6%
Rivergrove 14.5% 82.4%
Sherwood 41.9% 42.7%
Tigard 37.9% 47.5%
Troutdale 61.0% 28.7%
Tualatin 54.9% 32.0%
Washington 36.4% 51.7%
West Linn 26.2% 58.0%
Wilsonville 50.3% 37.5%
Wood Village 73.4% 5.5%
Regional average 33.6% 55.4%

Percent vegetation within 50-150
feet of streams and wetlands
(Indicators 3 and 4)

Non-tree
vegetation
23.0%
31.6%
31.9%
47.8%
19.7%
39.8%
42.3%
26.8%
29.1%
37.3%
31.1%
19.1%
45.3%
19.6%
0.0%
29.7%
33.2%
29.1%
21.1%
20.0%
35.5%
28.6%
46.3%
34.3%
34.6%
23.6%
27.5%
32.4%

29.3%

Tree cover
30.6%
52.2%
30.0%
42.4%
72.7%
26.2%
26.8%
45.5%
50.4%
44.3%
29.6%
16.8%
23.3%
60.5%

0.0%
27.7%
60.2%
38.0%
56.0%
65.9%
28.4%
34.0%
33.7%
25.1%
39.4%
55.7%
43.2%
11.1%

47.5%

Total percent vegetation near
streams and wetlands

Total vegetation
within 50 feet

82.9%
88.8%
90.2%
93.2%
97.7%
87.8%
80.9%
80.7%
92.1%
89.7%
87.5%
57.1%
81.1%
92.8%

0.0%
81.0%
94.2%
80.0%
90.2%
96.9%
84.6%
85.4%
89.7%
86.9%
88.1%
84.2%
87.8%
78.9%

89.0%

Total
vegetation
within
50-150 feet
53.6%
83.8%
61.9%
90.2%
92.4%
66.0%
69.1%
72.3%
79.5%
81.6%
60.7%
35.9%
68.6%
80.1%
0.0%
57.4%
93.4%
67.1%
77.1%
85.9%
63.9%
62.6%
80.0%
59.4%
74.0%
79.3%
70.7%
43.5%

76.8%
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Table 7

Indicators 5 and 7, calculated by sub-watershed: number of acres and percent cover of Class | and Il
riparian and Class A and B upland habitat for 2007.

Sub-watershed
Abernethy Cr.

Beaver Cr.

Beaver Cr.-Willamette R
Beaverton Cr.

Chicken Cr.

Christensen Cr.-Tualatin R
Clackamas R.-Rock Cr.
Coffee Lake Cr.

Columbia R.-Hayden Is
Columbia Slough

Corral Cr.

Deep Cr.-N Fork Deep Cr
Fanno Cr.

Gilbert R.

Kellogg Cr.

Latourell Cr.

Lower Dairy Cr.

Lower Gales Cr.

Lower Johnson Cr.

Lower McKay Cr.

Lower Rock Cr.-Tualatin R
Lower West Fork Dairy Cr.
Molalla R. — Willamette R
Rock Cr-Lower Tualatin R.
Saum Cr-Lower Tualatin R
Tanner Cr.

Tualatin R.

Upper Johnson Cr.

Upper Rock Cr.-Tualatin R
Willamette R.-Columbia R
Willamette R.-Oswego Cr

Regional average

Highest value
riparian habitat

Class |
381.5
3,164.4
82.3
2,185.5
292.2
32.4
1,385.1
917.4
9,799.2
4,509.1
10.7
281.0
1,829.3
232.1
585.3
1,309.6
349.1
154.0
920.2
360.1
1,308.1
0.8

0.0
677.7
1,669.2
1,032.3
161.0
1,640.1
1,020.3
7,296.8
2,330.1

45,916.8

Class Il
182.4
366.8
114.6
760.5
72.3
16.4
809.4
313.7
92.9
1,159.2
0.2
3344
659.1
4.8
266.1
7.8
263.0
79.6
284.9
123.4
426.5
4.9
0.9
254.9
681.3
249.7
35.2
676.2
325.2
414.3

1,058.2

Highest value
upland habitat

Class A
203.3
975.6

15.2
1,111.2
70.1
151.7

1,207.5

230.5

19.7
292.2
24.5
93.1
311.1
437.7
386.1
290.1
17.1
0.8
907.7
5.3
69.1
0.0
0.0
325.0
778.3
567.0
1.9

1,413.8
617.8

5,433.3

1,030.3

Class B
504.5
365.3
177.7
815.8

34.8
5.4

1,030.3

460.3

0.0
383.0
0.0
521.2
1,109.5
0.1
517.5
108.6
75.7
17.6
283.6
39.1
2433
1.1
0.0
257.6

1,699.3
388.3

0.0

1,940.7
428.3
187.8

1,165.6

10,039.2 16,987.1 12,762.1

Total acres
Classland Il

9,892.1
5,668.3
10.9
615.4
2,488.4
236.9
851.4
1,317.4
612.2
233.6
1,205.1
483.5
1,734.5
5.8

0.9
932.6
2,350.5
1,282.0
196.3
2,316.4
1,345.5
7,711.1
3,388.2

55,956.0

% of region’s
total Class | and Il

1.0%
6.3%
0.4%
5.3%
0.7%
0.1%
3.9%
2.2%
17.7%
10.1%
0.0%
1.1%
4.4%
0.4%
1.5%
2.4%
1.1%
0.4%
2.2%
0.9%
3.1%
0.0%
0.0%
1.7%
4.2%
2.3%
0.4%
4.1%
2.4%
13.8%
6.1%

100.0%

Total acres
ClassAand B

[
W N
» O
o N
o o™

’

193.0
1,927.0
105.0
157.1
2,237.8
690.7
19.7
675.2
24.5
614.4
1,420.6
437.8
903.6
398.7
92.8
18.4
1,191.3
44.4
312.4
1.1

0.0
582.6
2,477.6
955.3
2.0
3,354.5
1,046.1
5,621.1
2,195.9

% of region’s
total Class Aand B

2.4%
4.5%
0.6%
6.5%
0.4%
0.5%
7.5%
2.3%
0.1%
2.3%
0.1%
2.1%
4.8%
1.5%
3.0%
1.3%
0.3%
0.1%
4.0%
0.1%
1.0%
0.0%
0.0%
2.0%
8.3%
3.2%
0.0%
11.3%
3.5%
18.9%
7.4%

29,749.3 100.0%

% sub-watershed
comprised of

Class I, 1l,Aand B

35.2%
35.2%
14.0%
20.2%
21.9%
27.9%
32.3%
24.2%
95.7%
17.1%
27.7%
27.4%
19.3%
91.1%
15.9%
83.0%
18.5%
33.8%
15.1%
13.0%
16.0%
11.0%

2.5%
25.5%
32.9%
38.4%

9.6%
37.5%
29.7%
33.2%
34.1%

28.5%
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Table 8
Indicators 5 and 7, calculated by jurisdiction: number of acres and percent cover of Class | and Il

riparian and Class A and B upland habitat for 2007. (These data represent baseline conditions as of
2007.)

= T g O

. w& o «8 £%5

. . 8T S 88 Sa T3

Highest value Highest value s s 0 8 S : %0 ‘_J T2

riparian habitat upland habitat =9 - 5 = -5 by g- @

5 & o 5 & 28 988

Sub-watershed Class | Class Il Class A Class B = O X s = O X s X o0
Beaverton 903.2 302.1 238.2 165.3  1,205.4 2.2% 403.5 1.4% 13.5%
Clackamas 3,504.6 1,582.3 2,082.2 4,137.8 5,086.9 9.1% 6,219.9 20.9% 31.3%
Cornelius 42.3 14.7 4.4 0.2 56.9 0.1% 4.6 0.0% 4.8%
Damascus 724.3 525.9 1,160.7 1,185.1 1,250.3 2.2% 2,345.8 7.9% 36.2%
Durham 68.2 4.7 18.6 0.4 72.8 0.1% 19.0 0.1% 34.6%
Fairview 610.3 126.5 12.7 83.3 736.7 1.3% 96.0 0.3% 36.5%
Forest Grove 289.1 122.8 13.1 73.2 411.9 0.7% 86.2 0.3% 13.4%
Gladstone 206.4 81.2 4.1 7.1 287.6 0.5% 11.2 0.0% 18.8%
Gresham 1,147.6 355.9 749.6 416.5 1,503.5 2.7% 1,166.1 3.9% 17.8%
Happy Valley 346.3 180.0 366.8 337.3 526.3 0.9% 704.0 2.4% 27.3%
Hillsboro 1,528.7 347.0 48.8 176.8 1,875.7 3.4% 225.7 0.8% 14.2%
Johnson City 6.0 2.4 0.0 0.9 8.4 0.0% 0.9 0.0% 21.6%
King City 30.2 29.1 0.0 14.8 59.3 0.1% 14.8 0.0% 16.6%
Lake Oswego 689.0 694.5 171.4 724.5 1,383.4 2.5% 895.8 3.0% 31.5%
Maywood Park 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.9 0.0 0.0% 0.9 0.0% 0.8%
Milwaukie 237.5 73.8 3.2 26.3 311.3 0.6% 29.5 0.1% 10.8%
Multnomah 12,733.8 730.8 2,799.6 1,395.7 13,464.6 24.1% 4,195.3 14.1% 67.4%
Oregon City 427.5 369.1 132.3 440.4 796.5 1.4% 572.7 1.9% 21.8%
Portland 15,708.3 1,861.1 7,597.8 978.6 17,569.4 31.4% 8,576.4 28.8% 28.2%
Rivergrove 48.3 12.7 2.2 3.7 61.0 0.1% 5.9 0.0% 57.2%
Sherwood 316.4 36.5 97.4 19.1 352.9 0.6% 116.5 0.4% 17.1%
Tigard 707.7 260.7 22.0 198.2 968.4 1.7% 220.2 0.7% 15.8%
Troutdale 589.4 148.7 100.1 34.6 738.1 1.3% 134.7 0.5% 22.6%
Tualatin 541.3 176.6 36.8 66.7 717.9 1.3% 103.5 0.3% 15.8%
Washington 2,936.9 1,556.1 1,081.2 1,727.8 4,493.0 8.0% 2,809.0 9.4% 22.0%
West Linn 892.9 281.0 165.6 424.7 1,174.0 2.1% 590.3 2.0% 34.5%
Wilsonville 679.9 160.1 78.4 121.8 840.0 1.5% 200.2 0.7% 22.0%
Wood Village 0.7 3.0 0.0 0.4 3.7 0.0% 0.4 0.0% 0.7%
Regional average  45,916.8 10,039.2 16,987.1 12,762.1 55,956.0 100.0% 29,749.3 100.0% 28.5%
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Table 9

Indicator 6, calculated by sub-watershed: number of acres and percent cover of undeveloped

floodplain for 2005 and 2007.

Contribution

to region's

Floodplain Percent floodplain

Undeveloped developed Undeveloped floodplain developed

Sub-watershed Name floodplain 2004 since 2004 floodplain 2007 developed since 2004
Abernethy Cr. 93.9 0.6 93.3 0.6% 0.2%
Beaver Cr. 1,080.6 8.6 1,071.9 0.8% 3.3%
Beaver Cr.-Willamette R. 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0% 0.0%
Beaverton Cr. 780.1 15.2 764.9 1.9% 5.8%
Chicken Cr. 154.7 0.9 153.8 0.6% 0.3%
Christensen Cr.-Tualatin R. 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0% 0.0%
Clackamas R.-Rock Cr. 604.9 12.8 592.1 2.1% 4.9%
Coffee Lake Cr. 308.4 5.2 303.2 1.7% 2.0%
Columbia R.-Hayden Is. 3,010.0 33.3 2,976.7 1.1% 12.7%
Columbia Slough 2,504.6 45.8 2,458.9 1.8% 17.5%
Corral Cr. 1.1 0.0 11 4.3% 0.0%
Deep Cr.-N Fork Deep Cr. 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0% 0.0%
Fanno Cr. 695.9 9.4 686.5 1.3% 3.6%
Gilbert R. 43.4 0.3 43.1 0.6% 0.1%
Kellogg Cr. 228.3 6.3 222.0 2.8% 2.4%
Latourell Cr. 707.8 6.1 701.8 0.9% 2.3%
Lower Dairy Cr. 427.5 3.1 424.4 0.7% 1.2%
Lower Gales Cr. 195.3 23 193.0 1.2% 0.9%
Lower Johnson Cr. 434.7 13.0 421.7 3.0% 5.0%
Lower McKay Cr. 349.8 5.8 343.9 1.7% 2.2%
Lower Rock Cr.-Tualatin R. 875.6 6.4 869.2 0.7% 2.4%
Lower West Fork Dairy Cr. 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0% 0.0%
Molalla R.-Willamette R. 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0% 0.0%
Rock Cr.-Lower Tualatin R. 518.5 5.6 512.9 1.1% 2.1%
Saum Cr.-Lower Tualatin R. 688.9 17.6 671.3 2.6% 6.7%
Tanner Cr. 244.8 4.5 240.3 1.8% 1.7%
Tualatin R. 77.1 2.0 75.1 2.6% 0.8%
Upper Johnson Cr. 334.8 3.8 331.0 1.1% 1.5%
Upper Rock Cr.-Tualatin R. 191.1 13 189.8 0.7% 0.5%
Willamette R.-Columbia R. 642.1 35.8 606.2 5.6% 13.7%
Willamette R.-Oswego Cr. 472.5 16.2 456.2 3.4% 6.2%
Total 15,666.3 262.0 15,404.3 1.7% 100.0%
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Table 10

Indicator 6, calculated by jurisdiction: number of acres and percent cover of undeveloped floodplain

for 2005 and 2007.

Jurisdiction
Beaverton
Clackamas
Cornelius
Damascus
Durham
Fairview
Forest Grove
Gladstone
Gresham
Happy Valley
Hillsboro
Johnson City
King City
Lake Oswego
Maywood Park
Milwaukie
Multnomah
Oregon City
Portland
Rivergrove
Sherwood
Tigard
Troutdale
Tualatin
Washington
West Linn
Wilsonville
Wood Village

Total

Undeveloped
floodplain 2004
461.2
970.3
41.1
97.5
52.5
164.5
172.4
199.4
289.2
24.3
1,148.0
0.0
27.1
165.9
0.0
100.4
4,738.6
208.5
3,277.9
35.6
143.5
463.6
272.1
401.0
1,701.6
255.4
255.0
0.0

15,666.3

Floodplain
developed
since 2004
8.6
24.2
1.3
2.5
0.4
2.7
3.7
3.7
7.0
1.1
11.1
0.0
0.3
4.7
0.0
4.0
36.3
5.1
96.4
0.9
0.5
4.6
2.2
11.1
19.8
4.7
5.0
0.0

262.0

Undeveloped
floodplain 2007
452.6
946.1
39.8
95.0
52.1
161.8
168.7
195.6
282.1
23.1
1,136.9
0.0
26.8
161.2
0.0
96.4
4,702.3
203.4
3,181.4
34.7
143.0
459.1
269.9
389.9
1,681.9
250.7
250.0
0.0

15,404.3

Percent
floodplain
developed

1.9%
2.6%
3.3%
2.6%
0.7%
1.6%
2.2%
1.9%
2.5%
4.9%
1.0%
0.0%
1.2%
2.9%
0.0%
4.1%
0.8%
2.5%
3.0%
2.7%
0.3%
1.0%
0.8%
2.8%
1.2%
1.9%
2.0%
0.0%

1.7%

Contribution
to region's
floodplain
developed
since 2004

3.3%
9.2%
0.5%
1.0%
0.2%
1.0%
1.4%
1.4%
2.7%
0.4%
4.2%
0.0%
0.1%
1.8%
0.0%
1.5%
13.9%
1.9%
36.8%
0.3%
0.2%
1.8%
0.8%
4.2%
7.6%
1.8%
1.9%
0.0%

100.0%
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Table 11

Indicator 8, calculated by sub-watershed: number of acres and percent cover of interior habitat for

2005.

Sub-watershed
Abernethy Cr.

Beaver Cr.

Beaver Cr.-Willamette R.
Beaverton Cr.

Chicken Cr.

Christensen Cr.-Tualatin R.
Clackamas R.-Rock Cr.
Coffee Lake Cr.

Columbia R.-Hayden Is.
Columbia Slough

Corral Cr.

Deep Cr.-North Fork Deep Cr
Fanno Cr.

Gilbert R.

Kellogg Cr.

Latourell Cr.

Lower Dairy Cr.

Lower Gales Cr.

Lower Johnson Cr.

Lower McKay Cr.

Lower Rock Cr.-Tualatin R.
Lower West Fork Dairy Cr.
Molalla R. — Willamette R.
Rock Cr.-Lower Tualatin R.
Saum Cr.-Lower Tualatin R
Tanner Cr.

Tualatin R.

Upper Johnson Cr.

Upper Rock Cr.-Tualatin R.
Willamette R.-Columbia R.
Willamette R.-Oswego Cr.

Grand Total

Interior habitat
acres 2004
319.9
265.2
47.9
588.9
35.1
15.7
694.2
271.3
583.0
1,580.2
4.7
143.8
201.3
406.2
303.6
155.0
10.0
0.5
538.0
7.6
421.7
0.5

0.0
114.0
677.0
360.6
39.3
1,626.3
312.9
5,602.1
970.0

16,296.4

Percent of sub-watershed
comprised of interior
habitat
8.8%
1.9%
1.7%
2.4%
1.6%
2.1%
5.1%
3.4%
5.6%
4.3%
3.6%
3.2%
1.0%
54.8%
2.7%
7.5%
0.3%
0.1%
3.4%
0.2%
3.3%
0.8%
0.0%
1.9%
4.6%
6.2%
1.9%
10.8%
3.9%
13.9%
5.9%

5.4%

Contribution to region’s
total habitat interior

2.0%
1.6%
0.3%
3.6%
0.2%
0.1%
4.3%
1.7%
3.6%
9.7%
0.0%
0.9%
1.2%
2.5%
1.9%
1.0%
0.1%
0.0%
3.3%
0.0%
2.6%
0.0%
0.0%
0.7%
4.2%
2.2%
0.2%
10.0%
1.9%
34.4%
6.0%

100.0%
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Table 12

Indicator 8, calculated by jurisdiction: number of acres and percent cover of interior habitat for 2005.

Jurisdiction
Beaverton
Clackamas
Cornelius
Damascus
Durham
Fairview
Forest Grove
Gladstone
Gresham
Happy Valley
Hillsboro
Johnson City
King City
Lake Oswego
Maywood Park
Milwaukie
Multnomah
Oregon City
Portland
Rivergrove
Sherwood
Tigard
Troutdale
Tualatin
Washington
West Linn
Wilsonville
Wood Village

Grand Total

Interior habitat
acres 2004
235.3
2,034.8
0.0
754.2
4.9
70.2
45.8
19.2
839.2
202.0
397.0
0.0

0.5
302.8
0.0

2.0
2,122.6
162.0
8,072.4
1.2
29.3
59.0
115.1
325
4335
194.3
166.3
0.4

16,296.4

Percent of jurisdiction
comprised of interior habitat
2.0%
5.6%
0.0%
7.6%
1.8%
3.1%
1.2%
1.2%
5.6%
4.5%
2.7%
0.0%
0.1%
4.2%
0.0%
0.1%
8.1%
2.6%
8.7%
1.0%
1.1%
0.8%
3.0%
0.6%
1.3%
3.8%
3.5%
0.1%

5.4%

Contribution to region’s total

habitat interior
1.4%
12.5%
0.0%
4.6%
0.0%
0.4%
0.3%
0.1%
5.1%
1.2%
2.4%
0.0%
0.0%
1.9%
0.0%
0.0%
13.0%
1.0%
49.5%
0.0%
0.2%
0.4%
0.7%
0.2%
2.7%
1.2%
1.0%
0.0%

100.0%
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Table 13
Indicator 9, calculated by sub-watershed: number of acres and percent cover of special or at-risk
habitats (Habitats of Concern) for 2004 and 2007.

Acres Acres Acres of Percent
Watershed Name in 2004 in 2007 lost habitat loss
Abernethy Cr. 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0%
Beaver Cr. 2,613.6 2,603.9 9.7 0.4%
Beaver Cr.-Willamette R. 233 233 0.0 0.0%
Beaverton Cr. 555.5 552.0 3.5 0.6%
Chicken Cr. 264.2 264.2 0.0 0.0%
Christensen Cr.-Tualatin R. 182.6 182.6 0.0 0.0%
Clackamas R.-Rock Cr. 1,080.8 1,077.4 3.3 0.3%
Coffee Lake Cr. 432.9 425.9 6.9 1.6%
Columbia R.-Hayden Is. 3,272.5 3,272.5 0.0 0.0%
Columbia Slough 3,320.3 3,238.9 81.4 2.5%
Corral Cr. 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0%
Deep Cr.-North Fork Deep C 140.7 140.7 0.0 0.0%
Fanno Cr. 473.5 465.1 8.4 1.8%
Gilbert R. 531.1 531.1 0.0 0.0%
Kellogg Cr. 531.9 531.4 0.5 0.1%
Latourell Cr. 877.9 877.9 0.0 0.0%
Lower Dairy Cr. 143.6 142.5 1.1 0.8%
Lower Gales Cr. 36.5 36.5 0.0 0.0%
Lower Johnson Cr. 797.6 796.9 0.7 0.1%
Lower McKay Cr. 79.0 79.0 0.0 0.0%
Lower Rock Cr.-Tualatin R. 413.7 413.7 0.0 0.0%
Lower West Fork Dairy Cr. 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0%
Molalla R. — Willamette R. 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0%
Rock Cr.-Lower Tualatin R. 515.4 488.3 27.1 5.3%
Saum Cr.-Lower Tualatin R. 933.4 932.3 1.1 0.1%
Tanner Cr. 758.7 758.4 0.3 0.0%
Tualatin R. 121.2 121.2 0.0 0.0%
Upper Johnson Cr. 621.0 618.5 2.5 0.4%
Upper Rock Cr.-Tualatin R. 235.7 235.2 0.6 0.2%
Willamette R.-Columbia R. 6,923.2 6,892.2 30.9 0.4%
Willamette R.-Oswego Cr. 976.2 973.7 2.5 0.3%
Grand Total 26,856.2 26,675.4 180.8 0.7%
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Table 14

Indicator 9, calculated by jurisdiction: number of acres and percent cover of special or at-risk habitats

(Habitats of Concern) for 2004 and 2007.

2004 to

Acres Acres 2007

Jurisdiction in 2004 in 2007 Change
Beaverton 690.7 686.2 4.5
Clackamas 2,454.8 2,451.5 33
Cornelius 24.7 24.7 0.0
Damascus 303.5 303.5 0.0
Durham 66.1 66.1 0.0
Fairview 136.6 125.2 11.4
Forest Grove 144.0 142.9 1.1
Gladstone 64.2 63.8 0.5
Gresham 363.2 339.0 24.2
Happy Valley 516.7 513.8 2.8
Hillsboro 487.6 484.8 2.8
Johnson City 0.0 0.0 0.0
King City 0.0 0.0 0.0
Lake Oswego 303.8 303.8 0.0
Maywood Park 0.0 0.0 0.0
Milwaukie 22.5 22.5 0.0
Multnomah 7,289.5 7,279.8 9.7
Oregon City 93.3 93.3 0.0
Portland 10,981.0 10,901.1 79.9
Rivergrove 9.1 8.0 1.1
Sherwood 312.7 298.0 14.7
Tigard 182.9 179.0 3.9
Troutdale 411.2 411.2 0.0
Tualatin 192.1 187.0 5.1
Washington 1,327.3 1,312.1 15.2
West Linn 271.8 271.5 0.3
Wilsonville 206.8 206.6 0.2
Grand Total 26,856.2 26,675.4 180.8

Percent
loss
0.7%
0.1%
0.0%
0.0%
0.0%
8.3%
0.8%
0.6%
6.7%
0.6%
0.6%
0.0%
0.0%
0.0%
0.0%
0.0%
0.1%
0.0%
0.7%
12.1%
4.7%
2.1%
0.0%
2.7%
1.1%
0.1%
0.1%

0.7%
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Table 15

Indicator 10, calculated by sub-watershed: percent tree cover for 2007. (This is a new indicator and
was not measured in the initial baseline report.)

Acres of tree

Percent tree

Percent of

cover within Acres within cover within region's total
Sub-watershed sub-watershed* sub-watershed* sub-watershed* tree cover*
Abernethy Cr. 1,576 3,615 43.6% 1.8%
Beaver Cr. 2,619 11,040 23.7% 2.9%
Beaver Cr.-Willamette R. 650 2,778 23.4% 0.7%
Beaverton Cr. 7,838 24,212 32.4% 8.8%
Chicken Cr. 573 2,144 26.7% 0.6%
Christensen Cr.-Tualatin R. 260 734 35.4% 0.3%
Clackamas R.-Rock Cr. 4,548 13,712 33.2% 5.1%
Coffee Lake Cr. 1,878 7,310 25.7% 2.1%
Columbia R.-Hayden Is. 1,643 10,356 15.9% 1.8%
Columbia Slough 6,264 37,132 16.9% 7.0%
Corral Cr. 45 130 35.1% 0.1%
Deep Cr.-N Fork Deep Cr. 749 3,095 24.2% 0.8%
Fanno Cr. 6,863 20,184 34.0% 7.7%
Gilbert R. 655 741 88.4% 0.7%
Kellogg Cr. 3,326 11,067 30.1% 3.7%
Latourell Cr. 362 961 37.6% 0.4%
Lower Dairy Cr. 941 3,802 24.8% 1.1%
Lower Gales Cr. 226 748 30.2% 0.3%
Lower Johnson Cr. 4,861 15,859 30.7% 5.5%
Lower McKay Cr. 854 4,069 21.0% 1.0%
Lower Rock Cr.-Tualatin R. 3,388 12,739 26.6% 3.8%
Lower West Fork Dairy Cr. 39 64 61.3% 0.0%
Molalla R.-Willamette R. 12 40 31.1% 0.0%
Rock Cr.-Lower Tualatin R. 1,483 5,931 25.0% 1.7%
Saum Cr.-Lower Tualatin R. 4,777 13,153 36.3% 5.4%
Tanner Cr. 1,716 4,802 35.7% 1.9%
Tualatin R. 412 2,073 19.9% 0.5%
Upper Johnson Cr. 6,072 14,567 41.7% 6.8%
Upper Rock Cr.-Tualatin R. 2,652 7,903 33.6% 3.0%
Willamette R.-Columbia R. 14,121 40,179 35.1% 15.9%
Willamette R.-Oswego Cr. 7,486 16,389 45.7% 8.4%
Grand Total 88,890 291,529* 30.5% 100.0%
*Excludes area for which no 2007 aerial photographs were available.
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Table 16

Indicator 10, calculated by jurisdiction: percent tree cover for 2007. (This is a new indicator and was

not measured in the initial baseline report.)

Jurisdiction
Beaverton
Clackamas
Cornelius
Damascus
Durham
Fairview
Forest Grove
Gladstone
Gresham
Happy Valley
Hillsboro
Johnson City
King City
Lake Oswego
Maywood Park
Milwaukie
Multnomah
Oregon City
Portland
Rivergrove
Sherwood
Tigard
Troutdale
Tualatin
Washington
West Linn
Wilsonville
Wood Village

Grand Total

Acres of tree

cover within
jurisdiction
3,020
11,762
235
3,711
144
429
858
441
4,064
1,531
3,384
7

60
3,405
47

757
8,115
1,697
27,231
57

541
1,920
773
1,028
10,432
1,977
1,176
87

88,890

Acres
within
jurisdiction®
11,910
36,162
1,281
9,924
265
2,280
3,704
1,591
14,996
4,503
14,798
43

447
7,234
107
3,168
26,218
6,280
92,768
117
2,739
7,545
3,862
5,186
33,141
5,111
4,723
608

291,521*

*Excludes area for which no 2007 aerial photographs were available.

Percent tree
cover within
jurisdiction
25.4%
37.5%
18.4%
37.4%
54.3%
18.8%
23.2%
27.7%
27.1%
34.0%
22.9%
15.1%
13.5%
47.1%
44.0%
23.9%
37.2%
27.0%
29.4%
48.3%
19.8%
25.4%
20.0%
19.8%
31.5%
38.7%
24.9%
14.3%

30.5%

Percent of
region's total
tree cover
3.4%
13.2%
0.3%
4.2%
0.2%
0.5%
1.0%
0.5%
4.6%
1.7%
3.8%
0.0%
0.1%
3.8%
0%
0.9%
9.1%
1.9%
30.7%
0.1%
0.6%
2.2%
0.9%
1.2%
11.7%
2.2%
1.3%
0.1%

100.0%
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Table 17
Variables, variable classes and scoring system used for the stream reach analysis.

Classland Il Class Aand B Built or
Tree cover riparian habitat upland habitat scarified (scraped)
% cover Score % cover Score % cover Score % cover Score
0-25 1 0-25 1 0-10 1 0-10 7
26-50 3 26-50 3 11-20 2 11-25 5
51-75 5 51-75 5 21-30 3 26-50 3
76-100 7 76-100 7 31-100 4 51-75 1
76-100 0
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State of the Watersheds | 2008
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statistics

-Part or all of 31 Sub-watersheds

-Total area of 300,722 acres

The information on this map was derived from digital databases on
Metro's GIS. Care was taken in the creation of this map. Metro
cannot accept any responsibility for errors, omissions, or positional
accuracy. There are no warranties, expressed or implied,
including the warranty of merchantability or fitness for a particular
purpose, accompanying this product. However, notification of

any errors will be appreciated.

600 NORTHEAST GRAND AVENUE | PORTLAND, OREGON 97232-2736

METRO DATA RESOURCE CENTER
TEL (503) 797-1579 | www.metro-region.org
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statistics

-Metro Region is 59.8% vegetated
-88,890 acres of trees (30.5% of region)

-85,405 acres of other vegetation (29.3% of region)

The information on this map was derived from digital databases on
Metro's GIS. Care was taken in the creation of this map. Metro
cannot accept any responsibility for errors, omissions, or positional
accuracy. There are no warranties, expressed or implied,
including the warranty of merchantability or fitness for a particular
purpose, accompanying this product. However, notification of

any errors will be appreciated.
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statistics

-The Metro area includes 25 cities and the urban
portion of 3 counties

-Riparian | & 1I: 18.6% of Metro region (56k acres)

-Upland A & B: 9.9% of Metro region (30k acres)

The information on this map was derived from digital databases on
Metro's GIS. Care was taken in the creation of this map. Metro
cannot accept any responsibility for errors, omissions, or positional
accuracy. There are no warranties, expressed or implied,
including the warranty of merchantability or fitness for a particular
purpose, accompanying this product. However, notification of

any errors will be appreciated.
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statistics

-Typically floodplain, native oak, wetlands,
bottomland hardwood, native prairie

-2007 acres: 26,675

-2005-2007: 0.7% loss (181 acres)

The information on this map was derived from digital databases on
Metro's GIS. Care was taken in the creation of this map. Metro
cannot accept any responsibility for errors, omissions, or positional
accuracy. There are no warranties, expressed or implied,
including the warranty of merchantability or fitness for a particular
purpose, accompanying this product. However, notification of

any errors will be appreciated.
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statistics

The information on this map was derived from digital databases on
Metro's GIS. Care was taken in the creation of this map. Metro
cannot accept any responsibility for errors, omissions, or positional
accuracy. There are no warranties, expressed or implied,
including the warranty of merchantability or fitness for a particular
purpose, accompanying this product. However, notification of

any errors will be appreciated.
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