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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 t o file a complaint with Metro. For information 

on Metro's civil rights program, or to obtain a discrimination complaint form, visit www.oregonmetro.gov/civi lrights 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 503-797-1700 or TDD(ITY 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.t rimet.org. 

Thong bao ve SI/ Metro khong ky th! cua 

Metro ton trQng dan quyen. Muon biet them thong tin ve chi.rang trinh dan quyen 

cua Metro, ho~c muon lay don khieu n~i ve SI/ ky thj, xin xem t ro ng 

www.oregonmetro.gov/civilrights. Neu quy vj can thong djch vien ra dau bang tay, 

trQ' giup ve tiep xuc hay ngon ngfr, xin gQi so 503-797-1700 (tlr 8 gia sang den 5 gia 

chieu vao nhfrng ngay thi.riYng) tri.r&c buoi hQp 5 ngay lam viec. 

noeiAOMJleHHA Metro npo 3a6opoHy AHCKPHMiHa4ii 

Metro 3 noearolO crae11TbCA AO rpoMaAAHCbKHX npae. An• orp11MaHHA iH<j>opMal.(ii 

npo nporpaMy Metro il 3ax11cry rpoMaAAHCbKHX npae a6o <j>opM11 CKapr11 npo 

AHCKp11MiHa4i10 eiABiAa~re ca~r www.oregonmetro.gov/civilrights. a6o RKU\O eaM 

norpi6eH nepeK/laAaY Ha 36opax, AJ1R 3aAOBo.neHHSl saworo 3an1ny 3a1e11ec$0HyHre 

3a HOMepoM 503-797-1700 3 8.00AO17.00 y po6oYi AHi 3a n'ATb po60YHX AHiBAO 

36opie. 
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Ogeysiiska takooris la'aanta ee Metro 

Metro waxay ixtiraamtaa xuquuqda madaniga. Si aad u heshid macluumaad ku 

saabsan barnaamijka xuquuqda madaniga ee Metro, ama aad u heshid warqadda ka 

cabashada takoorista, booqo www.oregonmetro.gov/civilrights. Haddii aad u baahan 

tahay t urjubaan si aad uga qaybqaadatid kullan dadweyne, wac 503-797-1700 (8 

gallinka hore illaa 5 gallinka dambe maalmaha shaqada) shan maalmo shaqo ka hor 

kullanka si loo tixgaliyo codsashadaada. 
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Paunawa ng Metro sa kawalan ng diskriminasyon 

lginagalang 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 

kai langan ninyo ng interpreter ng wika sa isang pampublikong pulong, tumawag sa 

503-797-1700 (8 a.m. hanggang 5 p.m. Lunes hanggang Biyernes) l ima araw ng 

trabaho bago ang pulong upang mapagbigyan ang inyong kahil ingan. 

Notificaci6n de no discriminaci6n de Metro 

Metro respeta los derechos civiles. Para obtener informaci6n sobre el programa de 

derechos civiles de Metro o para obtener un formulario de reclamo par 

discriminaci6n, ingrese a www.oregonmetro.gov/civilrights . Si necesita asistencia 

con el idioma, Ila me al 503-797-1700 (de 8:00 a. m. a 5:00 p. m. los dias de semana) 

5 dias laborales antes de la asamblea. 

YBeAOMneHHe 0 HeAonyw.eHHH AHCKpHMHH31J.HH OT Metro 

Metro yea»<aer rpa»<AaHcK11e npaea. Y3HaTb o nporpaMMe Metro no co61110AeH~10 

rpa>f<AaHCKlllX npae lr1 0011Y'·H'1Tb <PoPMY >t<3/I06bl 0 A"1CKp111MHH31J.llllll MO>KHO H3 ee6-

ca~1Te www.oregonmetro.gov/civilrights. ECJu.1 saM Hy>t<eH nepeBOA4"11< Ha 

06111ecreeHHOM co6paHHl1, OCTaBbTe CBOH 3anpoc, n0380HHB no HOMepy 503-797-

1700 e pa60Y11e AHH c 8:00 AO 17:00 11 la nATb pa60Y11x AHeH AO AaTbl co6paH~A . 

Avizul Metro privind nediscriminarea 

Metro respecta drepturile civile. Pent ru informa\ii cu privire la programul Metro 

pentru drepturi civile sau pentru a ob\ine un formular de reclama\ie impotriva 

discriminarii, vizita\i www.oregonmetro.gov/civilrights. Daca ave\i nevoie de un 

interpret de limba la o ~edin\a publica, suna\i la 503-797-1700 (intre orele 8 ~i 5, in 

timpul zilelor lucratoare) cu cinci zile lucratoare inainte de ~edin\a, pentru a putea sa 

va raspunde i n mod favorabil la cerere. 

Metro txoj kev ntxub ntxaug daim ntawv ceeb toom 

Metro tributes cai. Rau cov lus qhia 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 503-797-1700 (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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WORK SESSION PURPOSE & DESIRED OUTCOMES  

Purpose: Metro’s Chief Operating Officer provides the Metro Council with her recommendation for the 
2018 urban growth management decision. 
 
Outcome: The Metro Council has a recommendation from Metro’s Chief Operating Officer that provides 
a structure for upcoming MPAC recommendations and Council public hearings. 
 
TOPIC BACKGROUND & FRAMING THE WORK SESSION DISCUSSION  
An outcomes-based approach 
In early 2017, the Metro Council approved a work program for making a growth management decision 
in 2018. At Council’s direction, the 2018 decision has been conducted differently than in the past, with 
an emphasis on an outcomes-based approach and a focus on the merits of city proposals for expansions. 
With this new approach, cities were expected to describe, not only the proposed expansion, but also the 
actions they are taking elsewhere in their jurisdiction to manage growth. 
 
Four city proposals 
Four cities – Beaverton, Hillsboro, King City and Wilsonville – submitted urban growth boundary 
expansion proposals by the May 31, 2018 deadline. The four cities have presented their proposals at 
Council work sessions, MPAC and MTAC. 
 
Public comment on city proposals 
Metro staff conducted an online comment period on the four city proposals from June 8 through July 9, 
2018. The public comment report is included in the Council’s meeting packet. 
 
Additional perspectives on city readiness 
Recognizing that this new approach would benefit from new perspectives, Council President Hughes 
convened private and public sector experts in affordable housing, parks planning, residential and mixed-
use development, multimodal transportation, and equity. City Readiness Advisory Group (CRAG) 
members were asked to identify the strengths and weaknesses of city proposals. Their discussion was 
summarized at a Council work session, MPAC and MTAC. When prompted, MPAC did not identify any 
technical questions for MTAC regarding the city expansion proposals. 
 
 
 
 
Regional analysis 

PRESENTATION DATE:  September 4, 2018                          LENGTH:  60 minutes             
 
PRESENTATION TITLE:  2018 urban growth management decision: Chief Operating Officer 
recommendation 
 
DEPARTMENT:   Chief Operating Officer, Planning and Development 
 
PRESENTER(S):  Martha Bennett, Chief Operating Officer 
   Elissa Gertler, Planning and Development 

Ted Reid, Metro Planning and Development    
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Metro staff has also completed a draft Urban Growth Report (UGR) that was presented to the Metro 
Council, MPAC and MTAC. The UGR demonstrates that the Council has the latitude to determine 
whether there is a regional need for any of the proposed UGB expansions. 
 
Two essential elements of the UGR – the regional range forecast and the buildable land inventory range 
– were peer reviewed. Likewise, Metro subjected its land use model, MetroScope, to peer review. When 
prompted, MPAC did not identify any technical questions for MTAC regarding the UGR. 
 
Chief Operating Officer recommendation 
Metro’s Chief Operating Officer has taken these various elements into consideration in her 
recommendation to the Metro Council. Her recommendation is included in the Council meeting packet. 
 
Next steps 
A decision timeline is included in the Council’s meeting packet. 
 
The Chief Operating Officer will present her recommendation to MPAC on September 12. MPAC will be 
asked for its own recommendation at that meeting. If additional discussion time is needed, MPAC will 
have an opportunity to finalize its recommendation on September 26. 
 
The Metro Council is scheduled to hold two public hearings on September 20 and 27. On September 27, 
the Council will consider a resolution that will provide staff with Council’s direction for its intended 
growth management decision. In response to that direction, staff will work to complete required 
analyses and public notices in the fall. The Council would then hold two additional public hearings on 
December 6 and 13, to consider an ordinance that would finalize the Council’s 2018 growth 
management decision. 
 
QUESTIONS FOR COUNCIL CONSIDERATION  
Does the Council have any questions about the Chief Operating Officer recommendations? 
 
PACKET MATERIALS  

 Would legislation be required for Council action   Yes     No 

 If yes, is draft legislation attached? Yes     No 

 What other materials are you presenting today? 
o 2018 urban growth management decision timeline 
o 2018 Growth Management Decision: Public Comment Report 
o 2018 Growth Management Decision: Metro Chief Operating Officer Recommendation 
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2018 GROWTH MANAGEMENT DECISION
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Metro manages the boundary that separates urban land from rural land in 
the Portland region and works with communities to plan for future 
population growth and meet needs for housing, employment, 
transportation and recreation.

Under Oregon law, greater Portland must have enough land inside its 
urban growth boundary for 20 years of growth. Land inside that boundary 
is available for construction of homes, employment centers and shopping 
areas for our region’s residents. That means that even if the boundary 
wasn’t expanded for two decades, all of the growth we expect in greater 
Portland can fit inside the existing boundary.

Every six years, the Metro Council looks at growth forecasts and 
development trends and decides whether to expand the boundary to meet 
its 20-year supply obligation.

Project web site: oregonmetro.gov/ugb
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I am pleased to present my 
recommendations for the 2018 Urban 
Growth Management decision for the Metro 
Council’s consideration.  
Managing the urban growth boundary 
(UGB) is one of Metro’s most important 
responsibilities. Every decision cycle, Metro 
staff conducts significant technical, legal, 
economic, policy and engagement work to 
provide a thorough picture of community 
aspirations, demographics, population and 
employment growth, development trends 
and estimates of buildable land inside the 
UGB.
Over the years, Metro has recognized that 
there are three fundamental elements that 
make development of new urban areas more 
likely: a commitment from city leaders and 
community members; a plan for paying for 
needed infrastructure; and real estate 
demand.  This 2018 recommendation is 
based on our understanding of these three 
elements.
In 2010, Metro and our county partners 
designated urban and rural reserves to 
create more  certainty about which areas 
could be part of the region’s 50 year urban 
land supply and which would remain in 
farm and forest use. The Metro Council also 
adopted a policy that new urban areas 
would need a concept plan for urban 
reserves to be considered for inclusion in 
the UGB. This allowed cities more control 
over where and when they would choose to 
develop new areas. 
After many years of legal challenges, urban 
and rural reserves were re-adopted by 
Metro and the counties in 2017 and formally 
acknowledged by the Land Conservation 
and Development Commission earlier this 
year.

Urban growth management recommendation

Those urban and rural reserve designations 
give us all – farmers, home builders, cities, 
service providers, residents, businesses and 
property owners – more certainty about 
growth. Those forward-looking decisions 
help us to move on to productive discussions 
of whether cities are ready for additional 
homes and businesses in expansions into 
urban reserves. 
After the 2015 urban growth management 
decision, the Metro Council convened a task 
force to improve the region’s process for 
growth management decisions. This group, 
made up of local officials and 
representatives of land development and 
preservation perspectives, recommended 
that cities propose UGB expansions to 
Metro, rather than Metro recommending 
areas to add to the UGB as had been 
previously done. 
The task force also laid out a framework for 
what the region should expect of cities that 
propose expansions, emphasizing a focus on 
citywide development readiness and 
attention to housing affordability.
For the 2018 urban growth management 
decision, the Metro Council has 
implemented this new process for the first 
time. 
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This outcomes-based approach is intended 
to both address regional needs and to be 
responsive to city proposals as we ensure 
that the region has enough room for the 
new residents and jobs that we expect in 
the next two decades.
Under this new process, four cities – 
Beaverton, Hillsboro, King City and 
Wilsonville –proposed expansions. The four 
expansion proposals constructively 
explored the elements that lead to readiness 
for urban growth boundary (UGB) 
expansions: governance, infrastructure 
funding strategies and market conditions.
In addition to the four proposals, Metro has 
benefited from the peer-reviewed analysis 
of the draft 2018 Urban Growth Report 
(UGR), which was released at the beginning 
of July. The UGR pointed to the regional 
need for more housing, particularly for 
those earning lower incomes and for an 
aging population. 
The UGR makes clear that most of the 
region’s growth is happening inside the 
existing urban footprint, keeping the region 
on track to protect farms and forests and to 
make the most of what we have. 

At the same time, however, the UGR shows 
that the Metro Council has latitude to 
determine whether there is a need to 
expand the UGB to address the need for 
additional housing supply.
The Metro Council, MPAC, MTAC and a City 
Readiness Advisory Group (CRAG) have 
each reviewed and discussed the four 
proposals and the findings from the UGR.  I 
am grateful for the thoughtful discussions 
held at each of these venues, particularly as 
we continue to innovate our growth 
management process to respond to 
changing conditions and steady growth.
Based on the proposals, the UGR and the 
discussions, I believe that all four cities are 
ready to take the next steps towards getting 
homes built in the proposed UGB expansion 
areas.
These cities have demonstrated governance, 
infrastructure and market factors that will 
lead to housing development. All four cities 
are working to reduce barriers to 
development in their existing urban areas 
and seeking to improve their engagement 
with diverse communities. For those 
reasons, I recommend that the Metro 
Council expand the region’s UGB in the 
areas proposed by these four cities.
I am mindful that there is extensive work 
left to do if the Council chooses to add these 
areas to the UGB, and this recommendation 
includes specific issues that should be 
addressed in each community. We should 
keep in mind that land added to the UGB is 
intended to address housing needs over the 
next 20 years.

Martha Bennett 
Metro Chief Operating Officer
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City readiness to get homes built
Four cities – Beaverton, Hillsboro, King City and Wilsonville 
– have completed extensive work to propose UGB expansions 
for the Council’s consideration. After reviewing those 
proposals and hearing discussions at the Metro Council, 
MPAC, MTAC and feedback from the City Readiness Advisory 
Group (CRAG), I believe that all four cities are ready to take 
the next steps towards getting homes built in the proposed 
UGB expansion areas.

Following are additional considerations that led me to my 
recommendations as well as more details about the 
recommendations themselves.

Figure 1: Recommended UGB expansions
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The region needs more housing
It is clear to any observer that there are more people 
moving to the region each day. Our new neighbors are 
attracted here for a variety of reasons, including quality of 
life and the region’s strong economy. With the expectation 
– supported by a peer-reviewed forecast – that population 
growth will continue, we need more housing to be built. We 
also need to ensure that those assets – clean water, clean air, 
and natural areas – that have attracted generations of 
people and encouraged us all to set down roots remain 
protected.

Among other goals, the Metro Council has long sought to 
encourage a variety of housing choices in the region. This is 
to ensure that people of diverse ages, incomes, and family 
sizes have options.

Land already within the UGB provides opportunities for a 
diverse range of housing. The region’s track record, as 
documented in the 2018 UGR, shows that there is 
considerable market demand for urban housing close to 
transit, services, and amenities. Ensuring housing options 
in our downtowns and along main streets is our best 
strategy for reducing the amount of time people spend in 
traffic, protecting farms and forests, and reducing carbon 
emissions.

Metro, cities and counties should continue working to 
remove barriers to development in those locations, which 
will be the region’s most important sources of housing. It’s 
clear that it will sometimes be challenging to increase 
housing production in these areas even when our 
community plans call for it. We should also expect that 
housing construction will rise and fall with future business 
cycles.

The four recommended UGB expansions would provide 
additional choices. In particular, the expansions would 
provide additional growth capacity for single-family 
housing (both attached and detached), a housing type that 
is not addressed through redevelopment. Though there is 
some evidence that housing markets are shifting, long-
standing trends demonstrate demand for this housing type. 
However, history also shows that this housing won’t get 
built without governance and infrastructure. Beaverton, 
Hillsboro, King City and Wilsonville have shown a path 
towards addressing those issues.

Achieving desired 
outcomes
To guide its decision-
making, the Metro 
Council, on the advice of 
the Metro Policy 
Advisory Committee 
(MPAC), adopted six 
desired outcomes, 
characteristics of a 
successful region:
• People live, work and 

play in vibrant 
communities where 
their everyday needs 
are easily accessible.

• Current and future 
residents benefit from 
the region’s sustained 
economic 
competitiveness and 
prosperity.

• People have safe and 
reliable transportation 
choices that enhance 
their quality of life.

• The region is a leader 
in minimizing 
contributions to global 
warming.

• Current and future 
generations enjoy 
clean air, clean water 
and healthy 
ecosystems.

• The benefits and 
burdens of growth and 
change are distributed 
equitably.
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The region needs an integrated mix of housing
Healthy communities have a mix of housing options for 
people of all backgrounds. To some extent, each of the four 
cities that proposed expansions have a mix of housing in 
their plans. Changing demographics, economic conditions 
and infrastructure funding realities require that we 
diversify our housing stock even more.

I recommend that, as the four cities proceed with their 
planning efforts, they revisit their proposed housing mixes 
to ensure that they provide adequate flexibility for a variety 
of housing options. This was a sentiment that we heard 
loud and clear in the CRAG review of the city expansion 
proposals. I found it noteworthy that CRAG members from 
the development community indicated that they see 
demand for a greater variety of housing choices, even in 
new greenfield development.

To ensure that our newest communities welcome people of 
a variety of backgrounds, life stages and financial abilities, I 
recommend that apartments, townhomes, duplexes, 
triplexes, four-plexes, single-family houses and cottage 
housing be integrated throughout the expansion areas 
rather than being physically separated by type. This too 
was a recommendation from CRAG.

We need to revive “missing middle” housing to address 
changing household sizes and incomes
Over the last few decades, our region, like many, has 
specialized in building two types of housing: single-family 
homes with yards or mid-rise and high-rise housing. 
Housing types that lie between those two types – cottages, 
duplexes, triplexes and four-plexes – have been dubbed the 
“missing middle” since they have grown uncommon. 
Increasingly, we need these housing types to address our 
changing demographics.

Despite the fact that the average household has fewer 
people than in past decades, the average new single-family 
home has grown in size. In 1980, the median size of a single-
family home in the tri-county area was 1,600 square feet. By 
2016, the median size was 2,400 square feet.

All other things being equal, larger homes cost more to 
build than smaller homes. Providing choices of smaller 
homes is one way to help keep prices in check.

“Missing middle” 
housing
“Missing Middle” housing 
refers to options that lie 
on the spectrum 
between single-family 
homes with yards and 
mid-rise housing, for 
example, accessory 
dwelling units, cottage 
housing, and triplexes. 
However, these choices 
are often not widely 
available in the locations 
that provide the greatest 
access to jobs, services 
and amenities.
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On the other hand, apartment buildings and condos can cost 
more per square foot and sometimes lack the features desired 
by families with children: additional bedrooms, storage space, 
and easy access to outdoor play space. Providing missing 
middle housing can suit some of those needs and preferences.

It’s time that we revive missing middle housing types that 
served us well in the past. I recommend that the four cities 
work to ensure that their final plans for the proposed 
expansion areas allow the flexibility to diversify our housing 
stock.

My recommendations for each city also address accessory 
dwelling units (ADUs). While ADUs will not solve all of our 
housing challenges, they can play a role in providing 
additional choices. In particular, ADUs may hold promise for 
our aging population, used either by the elderly or by a 
caregiver. Likewise, ADUs can provide rental income to 
households that otherwise may not be able to afford to own a 
home. Our decisions today need to leave open flexibility in the 
future to build these housing choices.

Explore ways to reduce fees for smaller homes

Many observers were struck by how expensive new housing 
would be in the expansion areas proposed by the four cities. 
None of the four cities proposed providing below-market-rate 
housing in the expansion areas. While new housing is rarely 
affordable and there are valid concerns about siting affordable 
housing in locations with limited access to services like 
transit, there are things that we should be doing to reduce 
costs.

When refining their plans to allow for more housing variety, I 
recommend that the four cities look for ways to employ 
variable system development charges (SDCs) that are lower for 
smaller homes or more efficient use of land. SDCs pay for 
needed streets, sidewalks, parks and pipes, but there is 
evidence that smaller households and smaller homes place less 
of a burden on these public facilities. Additionally, the cost to 
individual households can be reduced when spread across 
more homes.
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With the goal of expanding housing choices and reducing 
housing costs, I recommend that the Council place several 
conditions on any UGB expansions:

• Set an expectation that the cities will allow and 
encourage the integration of different housing types 
throughout the expansion areas.

• Set an expectation that the cities will explore ways to 
implement variable SDCs to reduce the costs of building 
smaller homes.

• Require that any future homeowners associations in the 
expansion areas not regulate ADUs1. Any such regulation 
should occur only through city zoning that complies with 
state law.

• Set an expectation that the four cities will explore ways 
to encourage the construction of ADUs in the expansion 
areas. For example, this could be accomplished either by 
encouraging construction of ADUs at the same time 
primary dwellings are being built or by placing square 
footage limits on primary dwellings to ensure that 
adequate lot space remains for future construction of 
ADUs.

• Set an expectation that the four cities will involve Metro 
Planning and Development staff in their work to complete 
comprehensive planning for the expansion areas.

• Set an expectation that the four cities will seek to engage 
diverse communities, interests and expertise in their 
work to complete comprehensive planning for the 
expansion areas.

1. The 2018 Build Small Coalition audit of city and county codes for ADUs 
also looked at a sampling of home owner association regulations and 
found that some of them made it impractical or impossible to build an 
ADU, even when the zoning code would allow it.

Overall recommendations for 
four city expansion proposals

City proposals at a 
glance 

Beaverton
Urban reserve:  
Cooper Mountain
Gross acres: 1,232
Buildable acres: 600
Homes planned: 3,760

Hillsboro
Urban reserve:  
Witch Hazel Village 
South
Gross acres: 150
Buildable acres: 75
Homes planned: 850

King City
Urban reserve:  
Beef Bend South
Gross acres: 528
Buildable acres: 400
Homes planned: 3,300

Wilsonville
Urban reserve:  
Advance Road (Frog 
Pond)
Gross acres: 271
Buildable acres: 192
Homes planned: 1,325
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Beaverton: additional considerations
Beaverton has demonstrated its commitment to removing 
barriers to development in its downtown. With Metro grant 
assistance, the city is embarking on an anti-displacement 
housing strategy. With its diverse population and 
commitment to equity, the city’s work on this program is 
essential. I encourage the city to look for ways to apply 
lessons learned in that process to future planning for the 
Cooper Mountain area.

The City of Beaverton’s strong track record for getting 
housing built in the South Cooper Mountain area is a major 
reason why I recommend that the Council expand the UGB 
in the Cooper Mountain urban reserve. The city is ready to 
govern and serve the proposed expansion area and there is 
evidence that market demand is strong.

The City of Beaverton concept planned the entire Cooper 
Mountain urban reserve at Metro’s request. This was, in 
part, because the area’s topographical features and 
environmental assets present unique challenges for 
development, resulting in less than half of the area being 
buildable. The City of Beaverton gave considerable thought 
to how best to protect those features and provide 
infrastructure to support housing development.

Figure 2: Map of Cooper Mountain expansion proposal
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To ensure that a UGB expansion leads to development, I 
recommend that the Metro Council add the entire Cooper 
Mountain urban reserve to the UGB, thereby enabling the 
city to provide infrastructure in a coherent fashion. The 
city concluded that the western portion of the reserve 
would be crucial for providing infrastructure to the portion 
to the east, which abuts the UGB. Adding just the western 
portion is not legally feasible since it would create an island 
of rural land surrounded by land in the UGB.

The City of Beaverton’s concept plan for the expansion area 
proposed that roughly 50 percent of the housing would be 
single-family attached or multifamily. Further discussion 
with Beaverton staff has clarified that the city’s concept 
plan would not require the development of single-family-
detached housing in remaining areas and that missing 
middle housing types would be allowed in all areas. 

To ensure that flexibility gets utilized, I recommend that 
the city look for ways to encourage or incentivize missing 
middle housing types. The city’s forthcoming Housing 
Options Project can inform the city’s efforts in this regard.

Likewise, the city’s Housing Options Project will allow the 
city to update its code for ADUs. In the course of that work, 
I encourage the city to look for ways to reduce or eliminate 
parking space minimums for ADUs. Doing so will make 
ADU construction more feasible.

Hillsboro: additional considerations
The City of Hillsboro has demonstrated its commitment to 
urban development in Orenco Station and Tanasbourne/
AmberGlen. Those efforts serve as a model for urban 
centers around the region. I encourage the city to continue 
applying those best practices and to look for additional 
ways to create and preserve affordable housing in station 
communities.

The City of Hillsboro’s strong track record for getting 
housing built in the Witch Hazel and South Hillsboro areas 
is a major reason why I recommend that the Council expand 
the UGB in the Witch Hazel Village South area. The city is 
ready to govern and serve this area and there is evidence 
that market demand is strong.

The UGB expansion proposed by the City of Hillsboro is a 
portion of a larger urban reserve. I encourage the city to 
continue applying the lessons it has learned about 
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infrastructure provision, funding mechanisms and housing 
variety to future planning efforts for the remainder of the 
urban reserve. 

The City of Hillsboro’s concept plan for the expansion area 
proposed that up to 70 percent of the housing would be single-
family attached or multifamily. I commend Hillsboro for its 
commitment to providing housing options and recommend 
that the Council maintain an expectation that the city will 
make good on it. I also recommend that the city provide 
enough flexibility in its zoning designations to integrate those 
housing choices throughout the plan area. These efforts will 
help to ensure that we adhere to our long-term urban and 
rural reserve agreements.

King City: additional considerations
Being a relatively small city, King City has surprised many 
with the amount of work it has done to submit a proposal 
for a UGB expansion. Likewise, many people have observed 
that King City’s ambition to diversify its population and 
housing options is sincere. King City’s elected officials and 
staff deserve credit.

Figure 3: Map of Witch Hazel Village South expansion proposal
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King City’s commitment to being a welcoming community 
and diversifying its housing stock is a major reason why I 
recommend that the Council expand the UGB in this urban 
reserve. With additional support, the city will be ready to 
govern and serve this area and there is evidence that 
market demand is strong to the north in the River Terrace 
area of Tigard.

King City’s concept plan for the expansion area proposed 
that 50 percent of the housing would be single-family 
attached or multifamily. Most of that (1,000 housing units) 
was proposed as multifamily housing in a new town center. 
King City deserves acclaim for its bold thinking about a 
new town center, but the scale and density proposed may 
be overly optimistic at this time. CRAG members felt that a 
smaller scale town center may be more viable. CRAG 
members also expressed concerns that a new town center 
near the edge of the UGB would generate additional 
automobile traffic from outside the concept plan area.

Figure 4: Map of Beef Bend South expansion proposal

The conditions that I suggest below are intended to address 
those concerns and to ensure that development happens in 
a coordinated fashion. Along with recommending that the 
Council expand the UGB as proposed by King City, I 
recommend the following:
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• The Council should set aside 2040 
Planning and Development grant funding 
in the 2019 grant cycle2 for King City to 
revise its concept plan as follows:
• Work with Washington County and 

Tigard on infrastructure plans, 
including stormwater, sanitary sewer 
and transportation to demonstrate that 
development will happen in a 
coordinated fashion.

• Conduct additional analysis to better 
understand the market feasibility of 
creating a mixed-use town center in the 
proposed expansion area.

• Depending on the town center market 
analysis:
• Consider planning for more single-

family attached housing – townhomes, 
duplexes, triplexes and fourplexes – as a 
possibly more viable alternative to dense 
multifamily housing development in a 
new town center.

• Consider ways to reduce the possibility 
of a new town center generating 
significant automobile traffic from 
outside the concept plan area.

• Complete a Transportation System Plan as 
required by the state. This will allow the 
city to consider its evolving 
transportation needs to achieve its 
community goals. It is my understanding 
that the state has provided King City with 
grant funding for this purpose and that 
work is beginning.

• King City mentioned in its proposal its 
interest in encouraging manufactured 
housing to keep housing prices in check. 
However, under state law, all cities must 
allow manufactured housing in single-
family zones. I encourage King City to 

2. The amount would be determined in consultation 
with King City, Washington County, and the City of 
Tigard.

look into ways that it could go beyond 
basic state requirements to proactively 
encourage manufactured housing options 
to keep housing more affordable.

• Continue efforts to realize the city’s vision 
for its existing town center.

• Revise the city development code, which 
effectively prohibits ADUs. This is 
necessary to come into compliance with 
state laws intended to provide more 
housing variety. To facilitate development 
ADU development, I encourage King City 
to:
• Comply with state law and Metro code 

by revising the city code to clarify that 
at least one ADU is allowed for each 
detached single-family home in each 
zone that authorizes detached single-
family homes.

• Remove or reduce the minimum lot size 
requirement for ADUs. Currently, King 
City’s code only allows ADUs on lots that 
are at least 7,500 square feet, but the 
city’s zoning code establishes a 
maximum lot size of 5,000 square feet. 
This effectively prohibits building new 
ADUs in King City.

• Remove or revise design standards for 
attached ADUs to ensure that they are 
clear and objective.

• Provide clarity on system development 
charges for ADUs. Ideally these charges 
would be waived or reduced.

• Remove or increase the requirement 
that ADUs be no bigger than 33 percent 
of the square footage of the primary 
home (which also may effectively 
preclude most homeowners – 
particularly those with smaller homes 
– from building an ADU).
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Figure 5: Map of Frog Pond expansion proposal

Wilsonville: additional considerations
With grant assistance from Metro, Wilsonville has devoted 
considerable effort to its Town Center. I encourage the city 
to look for ways to enhance multimodal transportation 
connections between the Town Center and other parts of 
the city, including the recommended UGB expansion area. I 
also encourage the city to look for ways to acquire land in 
its Town Center to spur mixed-use redevelopment.

The City of Wilsonville’s strong track record for getting 
housing built in the Villebois area is a major reason why I 
recommend that the Council expand the UGB in the 
Advance Road urban reserve. The city is ready to govern 
and serve this area and there is evidence that market 
demand is strong.

The City of Wilsonville has expressed interest in an 
expansion into the Advance Road urban reserve area 
expansion for several years. The 2018 growth management 
decision is the first instance when the Metro Council has 
the ability to add the area to the UGB since the following 
conditions are now in place:
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• Urban reserves are acknowledged by the state.
• The draft 2018 Urban Growth Report finds that the Council 

has the latitude to determine that there is a regional need for 
a UGB expansion.

• Wilsonville has completed a concept plan for the urban 
reserve and has submitted an expansion proposal for 
consideration.

In concept planning the Advance Road urban reserve, the City 
of Wilsonville sought to correct a perceived excess share of 
multifamily housing in the city. The City of Wilsonville’s 
concept plan for the expansion area proposed that roughly 33 
percent of the housing would be single-family attached and 
included no multifamily housing. Sixty seven percent of the 
proposed housing was to be single-family detached housing.

While providing single-family detached home options is 
desirable, the CRAG made clear its view that we need to create 
future neighborhoods that provide more choices of housing 
types. With that in mind, I recommend that the city look for 
ways to integrate additional housing choices throughout the 
plan area.

I encourage Wilsonville to continue to support construction of 
ADUs through its waiver of system development charges. I 
understand that Wilsonville is currently considering 
amendments to its code related to ADUs in order to comply 
with changes to state law. I recommend that the code be 
updated to provide clear and objective design standards for 
ADUs.

Likewise, the city should update its code to comply with state 
law by clarifying that at least one ADU is allowed for each 
detached single-family home in each zone that authorizes 
detached single-family homes.
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No cities proposed UGB expansions for 
employment uses for consideration in this 
year’s decision. As noted in the 2018 UGR, 
that fact is accompanied by a number of 
other signals that point to changes in our 
nation’s and region’s economy. The mix of 
jobs continues to shift toward sectors like 
medicine and education that serve the 
population or provide professional services. 
Likewise, the locations chosen by firms are 
changing, with an increasing focus on 
urban centers.

Our region’s dedication to creating a great 
quality of life has brought both an influx of 
new residents and rapid job growth. This 
growth challenges the region’s livability 
with cost of living and equity concerns, 
wage disparities, challenging commutes, 
and fewer affordable housing options. Our 
firms can’t always find the workers they 
need or move goods and people efficiently. 

We have robust land use and transportation 
planning, but we also need to ensure our 
economy thrives. We need to think about 
where businesses are growing, what they 
need, how people get there, and how 
products get to market. This goes beyond 
raw job numbers and acreage to creating a 
place that attracts business and talent. 
Strengthening our regional economy means 
growing new industries, supporting local 
business, creating connected communities 
with access to family-wage jobs, and 
building opportunity for all.

Metro and the Brookings Institution have 
been developing an Economic Value Atlas 
due to be completed by the end of 2018. 

The changing nature of 
employment and the economy

The Economic Value Atlas is an analytical 
tool to align planning, infrastructure and 
economic development to bring together 
new data and information to better 
understand where our region’s economy is 
heading. This place-based analysis can help 
guide future regional investments in line 
with our values and desired economic 
outcomes.

I recommend that Metro’s Planning and 
Development department return to the 
Metro Council in early 2019 with a proposed 
work program that applies the new 
Economic Value Atlas tool to address future 
regional employment trends and the 
implications for the region’s land and 
infrastructure investments. We need to 
better understand what these changes 
portend and how we can ensure economic 
prosperity for people of all racial and ethnic 
backgrounds, maintain our region’s 
economic competitiveness and preserve our 
unique quality of life into the future.
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We have recognized the need to make improvements to the 
urban growth management process to respond to changing 
conditions. We also recognize that economic, demographic, 
technological, climate change and other global and national 
trends will affect our region in the decades to come. It’s our 
obligation to look forward and to be ready.

Our region had the foresight 23 years ago to adopt the 2040 
Growth Concept, which has helped guide how greater 
Portland has responded to these inevitable changes in a 
way that reflects shared community values. The Growth 
Concept has served us well and its general direction of 
focusing most growth in well-connected centers and 
corridors will serve us well in the future.

But a lot has changed since the region adopted the 2040 
Growth Concept in 1995. I believe it is important to 
periodically update our plans, just as we update our 
processes. I recommend that Metro’s Planning and 
Development staff return to the Metro Council in early 2019 
with a proposed work program for updating the 2040 
Growth Concept.

Refreshing the region’s vision for 
its future

Figure 6: The 2040 Growth Concept, the regional plan for focusing 
growth in existing urban centers and employment areas
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When it was completed, the Growth 
Concept was intended to be a forward 
looking, future-focused vision that 
emphasized protecting and improving our 
valued urban and natural areas as the 
population of these areas grew. This vision 
brought the region recognition for 
providing transportation choices and access 
to nature not seen in most large urban 
areas. While there is much for the region to 
be proud of, there are also lessons to be 
learned and new ideas to consider. 

We must continue to be forward looking 
and future-focused as we refresh our 
regional vision. Not only must we 
emphasize the capital investments that this 
region values, we must ensure that our 
efforts also invest in the human capital 
– the people– of the region.

I do not intend for this effort to consider 
significant changes to the Growth Concept’s 
vision for where growth will occur. Instead, 
I anticipate that this refresh of the regional 
vision will seek to integrate a number of 
topics and existing programs to consider 
new issues and trends affecting 
development in our region, including: 

• Housing affordability and choices, 
including missing middle housing

• Changes in the economy and employment
• Impacts of technological change on how 

we get around and where people work
• Climate change mitigation and adaptation
• Access to parks and nature
• Clean air, clean water and healthy 

ecosystems
• Urban form for future UGB expansion 

areas

A refresh of the Growth Concept will also 
give us an opportunity to hear from new 
perspectives that deserve a voice in the 
future of our region. It’s a chance to 
consider how our advisory committee 
structures can support the next several 
decades of regional decision making. I 
would expect us to consider ways to engage 
new and existing partners such as:

• Communities of color
• The business community
• Community-based organizations, non-

profits and the philanthropic community
• The arts community
• Education and academia
• Youth
• Local governments and service providers
I look forward to the Metro Council’s 
leadership in this effort.
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Lessons learned in a new growth management process
This growth management decision is the first that is 
structured around city proposals for expansions. I believe 
the process was more productive and grounded than past 
decisions. Nevertheless, there is always room for 
improvement. After this decision is complete, I recommend 
that Metro and its partners discuss what worked and what 
needs improvement for future decision processes. In 
particular, it may be worth revisiting the question about 
how much specific direction should be given to cities 
proposing UGB expansions vs. allowing flexibility. 
Additionally, good questions have been raised regarding 
urban form and housing variety in UGB expansion areas.

Regional need for expansions
Under state law, UGB expansions can only be made when 
there is a demonstrable regional need for additional growth 
capacity. The draft 2018 UGR’s analysis shows that the 
Metro Council has the latitude to determine whether there 
is a regional need to expand the UGB in any of the four 
proposed urban reserve areas. In particular, the Council 
could find a need for additional single-family housing 
options (attached and detached homes) as a basis for UGB 
expansions.

As documented in the range buildable land estimates in the 
draft 2018 UGR, the existing UGB has ample land planned 
for multifamily housing. Today, 36 percent of existing 
housing is multifamily housing. The 2018 UGR indicates 
that share is likely to increase over time as allowed under 
city and county zoning. No UGB expansion is required to 
accommodate multifamily housing growth.

On the other hand, history and growth scenarios show 
demand for single-family housing (attached and detached). 
The four expansion proposals present opportunities to 
provide more of those single-family housing choices.

The bottom line is that we have to establish a number of 
assumptions to determine whether there is a need to 
expand the UGB. Those include assumptions about the 
amounts of household growth in the region as well 
assumptions about the share of future housing that will be 
single-family housing.
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Generally, I recommend that the Council assume the following 
preliminary numbers as a basis for the four recommended 
UGB expansions.3

7-county new dwelling units (apply 5% vacancy rate4):  
293,000

Metro UGB new dwelling units (64 to 70% capture of 7-county 
growth5): 187,500 to 205,000

Metro UGB new single-family dwelling demand (50% of new 
housing): 93,800 to 102,600

The proposed UGB expansions would provide a total of 
approximately 6,100 single-family housing units along with 
approximately 3,100 multifamily units, for a total of 
approximately 9,200 homes. The proposed 6,100 single-
family units in expansion areas would address the range of 
need for 900 to 9,700 single-family homes.

For the four cities to remain in compliance with the state’s 
Metropolitan Housing Rule, each expansion area would 
need to include some amount of single-family attached or 
multifamily housing. Likewise, to ensure that people of 
varied backgrounds can find housing in these new 
communities, I have recommended that each city revisit 
their housing mix as they move into comprehensive 
planning for the areas. Generally, I expect the expansion 
areas to provide at least 9,200 new dwelling units.

3. These numbers are (a) preliminary and subject to change; (b) generally 
consistent with historical trends and/or statistically likely forecasts; 
and (c) intended to illustrate how a need could be established based on 
assumptions and analysis to date. These numbers reflect potential 
planning assumptions and do not imply any Metro Council policy. 
4. A functional housing market requires more housing than households. 
Adding a vacancy rate is the means of converting households to 
dwelling units.
5. A functional housing market requires more housing than households. 
Adding a vacancy rate is the means of converting households to 
dwelling units.

7-county new households from 2018 to 2038 (midpoint of range): 279,000

7-county new dwelling units (apply 5% vacancy rate4): 293,000

Metro UGB new dwelling units (64 to 70% capture of 7-county growth5): 187,500 to 205,000

Metro UGB new single-family dwelling demand (50% of new housing): 93,800 to 102,600

Metro UGB existing single-family (attached and detached) capacity: 92,900

Potential unmet single-family housing unit (attached and detached) need: 900 to 9,700
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Timeline (subject to change)
Pending Council’s direction by resolution on September 27, 
staff will complete a final housing needs analysis for adoption 
by the Council in December as part of its growth management 
decision. The primary direction that staff will need in 
September is regarding the UGB expansions the Metro Council 
intends to make and any conditions that it would like to place 
on expansions regarding their housing mix.

• Sept. 4, 2018 Metro’s Chief Operating Officer 
recommendation presented to Council

• Sept. 12, 2018 Metro’s Chief Operating Officer 
recommendation presented to MPAC; MPAC 
recommendation to the Metro Council

• Sept. 26, 2018 MPAC recommendation to the Metro Council 
(if not made on Sept. 12)

• Sept. 20 and 27, 2018 Metro Council public hearings and 
direction to staff on whether and where the UGB will be 
expanded (and any other policy direction)

• Dec. 6, 2018 Metro Council public hearing
• Dec. 13, 2018 Metro Council decision on growth boundary 

expansion



21COO Recommendation | 2018 Growth Management Decision

If you picnic at Blue Lake or take your kids to the 
Oregon Zoo, enjoy symphonies at the Schnitz or 
auto shows at the convention center, put out your 
trash or drive your car – we’ve already crossed 
paths.

So, hello. We’re Metro – nice to meet you.
In a metropolitan area as big as Portland, we can 
do a lot of things better together. Join us to help 
the region prepare for a happy, healthy future.

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

Follow oregonmetro

Metro Council President
Tom Hughes

Metro Councilors
Shirley Craddick, District 1 
Betty Dominguez, District 2 
Craig Dirksen, District 3 
Kathryn Harrington, 
District 4 
Sam Chase, District 5 
Bob Stacey, District 6

Auditor
Brian Evans

84

5

205

5

26

3

5

4
6

1

2

H I L L S B O R O

W I L S O N V I L L E

G R E S H A M

V A N C O U V E R

P O R T L A N D



 
 

	  
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

August 2018 

2018 growth management decision 

Public comment report 

City expansion proposals 
A summary of the June 8 through July 9 public engagement 
opportunities in support of the 2018 urban growth management 
decision. 



If you picnic at Blue Lake or take your kids to the Oregon 
Zoo, enjoy symphonies at the Schnitz or auto shows at the 
convention center, put out your trash or drive your car – 
we’ve already crossed paths.

So, hello. We’re Metro – nice to meet you.
In a metropolitan area as big as Portland, we can do a lot of 
things better together. Join us to help the region prepare for 
a happy, healthy future.

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

Follow oregonmetro

Metro Council President
Tom Hughes

Metro Councilors
Shirley Craddick, District 1 
Betty Dominguez, District 2 
Craig Dirksen, District 3 
Kathryn Harrington, District 4 
Sam Chase, District 5 
Bob Stacey, District 6

Auditor
Brian Evans

84

5

205

5

26

3

5

4
6

1

2

H I L L S B O R O

W I L S O N V I L L E

G R E S H A M

V A N C O U V E R

P O R T L A N D



2    2018 growth management decision – Public Comment Report | August 2018 

Table of Contents 

Summary ......................................................................................................................................... 1 

Online Survey .............................................................................................................................. 1 

Project materials and website ..................................................................................................... 2 

Purpose and background ............................................................................................................... 3 

A tradition of shaping the future to protect quality of life ......................................................... 3 

Results ............................................................................................................................................. 4 

Online Survey .............................................................................................................................. 4 

If we expand, where should we grow? ................................................................................... 4 

Additional comments .............................................................................................................. 5 

City proposals .......................................................................................................................... 7 

City of Beaverton ................................................................................................................ 7 

City of Hillsboro ................................................................................................................... 8 

City of King City ................................................................................................................... 9 

City of Wilsonville ............................................................................................................. 10 

Additional comments about this issue or survey .................................................................. 12 

Comments via email, letters and phone ................................................................................... 13 

Comments received after the end of comment period as of Aug. 6, 2018 .............................. 13 

Who participated ......................................................................................................................... 14 

Next steps ..................................................................................................................................... 18 



This page intentionally left blank. 



2018 growth management decision – Public Comment Report | August 2018  1 

SUMMARY 

From	June	8	to	July	9,	2018,	Metro	asked	residents,	businesses	and	policymakers	of	the	greater	
Portland	region	for	their	thoughts	on	the	four	urban	growth	boundary	expansion	proposals	put	
forth	by	the	cities	of	Beaverton,	Hillsboro,	King	City	and	Wilsonville.	Two	strategies	were	used	to	
engage	the	public:	

 an	online	survey	that	asked	participants	to	prioritize	primary	factors	for	expanding	the
urban	growth	boundary,	along	with	asking	for	feedback	on	the	four	city	expansion
proposals

 the	project	website	and	materials,	such	as	a	factsheet	on	the	four	city	proposals	and	the
full	expansion	proposals	submitted	by	the	four	cities;	participants	were	invited	to	comment
by	letter,	email	and	phone.

Online survey  

There	were	several	common	themes	heard	throughout	the	engagement	period	for	those	who	were	
in	favor	of	expansion	and	those	opposed	to	expansion.	Many	comments	focused	on	specific	city	
proposals.	

Those	in	support	of	the	City	of	Beaverton’s	proposal	articulated	the	need	for	more	affordable	and	
diverse	housing	options	close	to	existing	amenities,	such	as	natural	areas,	and	continuity	of	
planning	with	North	Cooper	Mountain.	Those	opposed	to	this	proposal	noted	concerns	of	increased	
traffic	congestion	with	new	development,	suitability	of	this	area	for	development,	lack	of	transit	
options	and	the	need	for	protection	of	natural	areas	and	other	habitat.	

Those	in	support	of	the	City	of	Hillsboro’s	proposal	expressed	the	need	for	new	homes	close	to	
existing	jobs	and	other	amenities.	Those	opposed	to	this	proposal	noted	a	need	for	South	Hillsboro	
to	be	fully	built	out	before	new	areas	are	brought	into	the	urban	growth	boundary,	potential	
increase	in	traffic	congestion	and	impact	to	significant	natural	areas	and	wildlife	corridors.	

Those	in	support	of	the	City	of	King	City’s	proposal	noted	the	city	has	largely	built	out	its	existing	
capacity	and	that	the	plan	provides	a	diversity	of	housing	options.	Others	not	in	favor	of	the	
expansion	proposal	spoke	to	how	the	proposal	does	not	address	traffic	congestion	and	capacity	or	
provide	the	necessary	infrastructure	for	new	development.	

Those	in	support	of	the	City	of	Wilsonville’s	proposal	touted	the	community	engagement	and	public	
outreach,	past	success	at	managing	growth	(an	example	given	was	the	Villebois	development)	and	
how	the	expansion	proposal	would	be	located	near	transit	and	other	services.	Other	comments	not	
in	favor	of	the	expansion	proposal	spoke	to	how	there	are	too	few	homes	proposed	per	acre	and	the	
need	to	adjust	zoning	to	allow	for	more	housing	types.	
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Project materials and website 

Staff	developed	a	four‐page	factsheet	summarizing	the	expansion	proposals	submitted	by	the	cities	
of	Beaverton,	Hillsboro,	King	City	and	Wilsonville.	All	proposals	and	supporting	documents	were	
available	online	for	public	review.	Participants	were	invited	to	comment	by	letter,	email	and	phone.	
Metro	received	11	letters	and	14	emails	during	the	comment	period.	The	majority	of	these	
comments	reiterate	similar	themes	to	what	was	heard	through	the	online	survey.	There	were	a	few	
comments	regarding	all	four	proposals.	Two	of	these	respondents	were	in	opposition	to	all	four	
proposals	while	one	respondent	supported	expansion	in	all	four	cities.	
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PURPOSE AND BACKGROUND 

As	people	move	here	and	businesses	create	jobs,	greater	Portland’s	urban	growth	boundary	(UGB)	
makes	the	most	of	developable	land	served	by	public	services	such	as	sewers,	electricity,	roads	and	
transit.	The	urban	growth	boundary	protects	farms	and	forests,	promotes	economic	development,	
encourages	equitable	housing	and	supports	development	of	new	neighborhoods	when	needed.	

A tradition of shaping the future to protect quality of life 

Oregonians	have	a	long	history	of	thinking	ahead,	trying	to	shape	our	destiny	rather	than	simply	
reacting.	This	planning	tradition	demands	good	information	about	our	past,	present	and	future.	

Through	2018,	Metro	is	working	with	residents,	elected	leaders,	community	groups	and	
researchers	to	evaluate	whether	communities	and	existing	land	inside	the	growth	boundary	have	
enough	room	for	the	people	and	jobs	the	region	expects	in	20	years.	If	the	region	needs	to	expand	
our	urban	footprint,	Metro	works	with	communities	to	grow	where	growth	makes	sense.	

By	the	end	of	2018,	the	Metro	Council	will	decide	whether	there	is	enough	land	in	greater	
Portland’s	urban	area	for	20	years	of	growth.	If	not,	the	council	will	decide	what	areas	are	best	
suited	to	handle	future	development.	

These	periodic	
decisions	are	an	
opportunity	to	
continue	the	work	to	
realize	the	2040	
Growth	Concept,	
greater	Portland’s	
vision	for	growth	
which	calls	for	focusing	
most	growth	in	existing	
urban	centers	and	
making	UGB	
expansions	into	urban	
reserves	–	areas	best	
suited	for	future	
development	–	after	
careful	consideration	
of	whether	those	
expansions	are	needed.	

Figure 1: The 2040 Growth Concept, the regional plan for focusing growth in existing urban centers and employment areas 
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RESULTS 

Online survey 

From	June	8	to	July	9,	2018,	Metro	asked	residents	of	the	greater	Portland	region	for	their	thoughts	
to	help	provide	feedback	and	inform	the	decision	of	where	to	grow	in	the	region	if	the	Metro	
Council	decides	to	expand	the	boundary.	The	online	survey	asked	participants	two	questions.	

The	survey	first	asked	respondents,	“How	would	you	rank	the	factors	in	which	the	city	proposals	
must	demonstrate?”	and	then	provided	summaries	of	the	city	proposals	for	participants	to	choose	
from	and	comment	on.	More	than	two	hundred	people	participated	in	the	comment	period.		

If we expand, where should we grow? 

To answer this question, Metro asked the cities of the region to submit proposals on where and how 

their communities would expand into new areas. It takes more than land to encourage new housing, 

jobs and communities. Generally, cities were asked to show the factors below. 

How would you rank these factors for deciding where to expand? The city has shown: 

 The housing needs of people in the region, county and city have been considered

 Development of the proposed expansion area is feasible and supported by a viable plan to pay

for needed pipes, parks, roads and sidewalks

 The city has reduced barriers to mixed‐use, walkable development in their downtowns and

main streets

 The city has implemented best practices for preserving and increasing the supply and diversity

of affordable housing in its existing urban areas

 The city has taken actions to advance other key outcomes, such as social equity and meaningful

engagement of communities of color in community planning processes.

The	following	table	was	also	provided	for	the	survey	respondent:	

Name	of	urban	reserve	 Gross	acres	 Buildable	acres	 Homes	planned	

Beaverton	 Cooper	Mountain	 1,242	 600	 3,760	

Hillsboro	 Witch	Hazel	Village	South	 150	 75	 850	

King	City	 Beef	Bend	South	 528	 400	 3,300	

Wilsonville	 Advance	Road	(Frog	Pond)	 271	 192	 1,325	
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Results for Question 1: How would you rank these factors for deciding where to expand?  

Respondents: 175 

1  2  3  4  5  Total  Score 

The housing needs of people in the 
region, county and city have been 
considered 

56 
(38.4%) 

21 
(14.4%) 

27 
(18.5%) 

14 
(9.6%) 

28 
(19.2%) 

146  3.43 

Development of the proposed 
expansion area is feasible and supported 
by a viable plan to pay for needed pipes, 
parks, roads and sidewalks 

42 
(28.8%) 

53 
(36.3%) 

15 
(10.3%) 

25 
(17.1%) 

11 
(7.5%) 

146  3.62 

The city has reduced barriers to mixed‐
use, walkable development in their 
downtowns and main streets 

23 
(16%) 

24 
(16.7%) 

53 
(36.8%) 

18 
(12.5%) 

26 
(18%) 

144  3.00 

The city has implemented best practices 
for preserving and increasing the supply 
and diversity of affordable housing in its 
existing urban areas 

17 
(11.7%) 

32 
(22.1%) 

30 
(20.7%) 

48 
(33.1%) 

18 
(12.4%) 

145  2.88 

The city has taken actions to advance 
other key outcomes, such as social 
equity and meaningful engagement of 
communities of color in community 
planning processes. 

9   
(6%) 

13 
(8.7%) 

21 
(14.1%) 

40 
(26.9%) 

66 
(44.3%) 

149  2.05 

Participants	were	asked	to	rank	the	factors	above	in	order	of	consideration	for	deciding	where	to	
expand.	The	results	showed	that	“housing	needs	of	people	in	the	region,	county	and	city	have	been	
considered”	was	the	most	important	factor	identified.	Overall,	“development	of	the	proposed	
expansion	area	is	feasible	and	supported	by	a	viable	plan	to	pay	for	needed	pipes,	parks,	road	and	
sidewalks”	solicited	the	highest	ranking	of	the	factors	for	expansion.	

Additional comments  

67	comments	

Respondents	were	provided	the	opportunity	to	offer	additional	comments	on	their	priorities.	Most	
comments	expanded	on	their	rankings,	while	others	offered	additional	considerations,	nuance	or	
ideas	not	captured.	

Most	of	the	comments	were	not	in	support	of	approving	any	of	the	city	expansion	proposals.	The	
two	most	common	themes	expressed	through	the	comments	were	the	impacts	of	expansion	on	
significant	natural	areas	and	other	environmentally‐sensitive	areas	and	concerns	about	existing	
traffic	congestion	with	new	development.	Other	prevalent	themes	were	the	need	to	build	out	and	
develop	all	undeveloped	land	already	in	city	boundaries	before	expansion	and	lack	of	funding/plan	
for	funding	of	infrastructure	development	and	utilities.	Other	comments	noted	livability	concerns	
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and	that	new	development	should	be	built	near	existing	amenities	and	transit	options.	There	were	a	
few	comments	in	favor	of	expansion,	mostly	emphasizing	the	need	for	developable	land.	

Sampling	of	comments	not	in	favor	of/identifying	conditions	for	urban	growth	boundary	
expansion:	

 “While	I	recognize	the	need	for	affordable	housing	in	our	area,	I	strongly	oppose	sacrificing
wetlands,	nature	reserves	and	forested	areas.”

 “I	feel	the	city	or	cities	have	not	met	the	criteria	of	looking	at	transportation	or	natural	areas
needs	already.	They	must	address	this	first	considering	the	additional	growth	that	is
occurring,	before	even	thinking	about	expanding	the	urban	growth	boundary.”

 “There	needs	to	be	funding	for	infrastructure	development	for	areas	already	brought	into
the	UGB.”

 “Cities	that	have	significant	undeveloped	land	previously	added	within	the	UGB	should	not
add	any	more.	Also,	a	proven	ability	to	fund	and	develop	the	needed	infrastructure	should
be	shown	by	a	city	before	adding	more	land.”

 “Urban	growth	boundary	expansions	should	be	contingent	on	ensuring	existing	built‐up
areas	(particularly	downtowns,	main	streets	and	other	areas	close	to	frequent	transit,
commercial	areas	and	employment	centers)	are	prioritized	for	mixed‐use	and	walkable
development	first.”

 “I	see	so	many	vacant	lots	and	vacant	commercial	space	in	existing	urban	areas.	I	would	like
to	see	a	much	more	concerted	effort	to	make	use	of	unused	space	within	current	cities
before	expanding	to	precious	farmland	and	natural	areas.”

 “Serious	current	transportation	issues	cannot	support	additional	residents.”

Sampling	of	comments	in	favor	of/identifying	conditions	for	urban	growth	boundary	
expansion:	

 “The	plans	show	great	planning	consideration	for	livability	and	forward	planning	of	land
use	and	needs	of	people.”

 “It	seems	that	existing	infrastructure	such	as	roadways,	sewer,	water	and	other	utilities
should	also	be	a	major	element	in	considering	the	appropriateness	of	adopting	expanded
urban	growth	areas.”

 “Having	land	ready	for	development	is	imperative.”
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City proposals 

Survey	participants	were	invited	to	review	summaries	of	the	city	proposals	of	their	choice	and	offer	
comments.	

City of Beaverton 

The	following	information	was	provided	in	the	survey. 

Name of urban reserve: Cooper Mountain 

Gross acres: 1,242 

Buildable acres: 600 

Homes planned: 3,760 

Beaverton would like to provide an additional 12,300 housing units inside the city limits by 2035. The 

Cooper Mountain Urban Reserve Area could provide 3,760 units, nearly 31 percent of the projected 

housing demand, with a variety of single‐family and multi‐family homes. 

The city will also encourage growth and development in its existing urban areas, specifically in 

downtown, in the Murray Scholls and Cedar Mill areas, and around transit stations and main streets 

through improvement programs, street improvements, key attractions and an urban design framework. 

The city is also facilitating a diverse supply of affordable housing types through financial assistance, land 

acquisition, development code and best practices toolkit for preserving multifamily housing. 

The City of Beaverton’s Diversity, Equity and Inclusion plan is working to eliminate barriers for 

traditionally underserved populations in the city. Beaverton is also using multi‐cultural engagement 

practices in its planning efforts by meeting these communities in their homes, restaurants and schools 

to hear their feedback. 

City of Beaverton proposal open‐ended comments: 

53	comments	

The	majority	of	comments	on	the	City	of	Beaverton	expansion	proposal	were	not	in	favor	of	the	
expansion	proposal.	Several	comments	in	the	general	comment	section	above	also	voiced	their	
opposition	to	the	City	of	Beaverton’s	proposal.	Many	comments	touched	on	the	potential	increase	in	
traffic	congestion,	concern	for	natural	areas	and	wildlife	protection,	concerns	that	housing	would	
not	serve	populations	who	need	affordable	housing	and	issues	of	developing	land	that	doesn’t	
already	have	infrastructure	or	transit	access	as	reasons	to	not	expand	the	UGB	in	this	area.	
Comments	in	favor	articulated	the	need	for	more	affordable	and	diverse	housing	options	in	the	area	
and	the	continuity	of	planning	North	and	South	Cooper	Mountain	areas.	

 “We	need	to	be	careful	about	over	expanding.	Traffic	and	congestion	is	already	getting
heavy	in	these	areas	as	noted	at	rush	hour	4‐6pm	around	Scholls	and	Roy	Rogers	as	well	as
175th	and	Weir.”
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 “…I	do	not	support	including	this	area	inside	the	Urban	Growth	Boundary	until	the	long
term	traffic	issues	are	addressed	and	any	road	improvements	are	completed	and	are
proven	to	resolve	congestion	and	flow	problems.”

 “South	Cooper	Mountain	would	be	a	great	area	for	Beaverton	to	grow.	With	our	current
housing	crisis,	especially	for	affordable	homes,	I	support	moving	forward	making	more
land	available	to	relieve	pressure.”

 “A	lot	of	this	land	is	not	buildable.	Maybe	only	the	south	western	part	of	the	Urban	Reserve
could	be	moved	into	the	UGB	which	is	mostly	flat.”

 “Stream	and	wetland	protections	are	inadequate	to	preserve	viable	wildlife	corridors.
These	lands	should	be	protected	before	expansion	occurs.”

 “All	of	Cooper	mountain	should	be	in	the	urban	area	to	all	for	proper	planning	of	roadway
between	north	and	south	cooper	mountain.”

 “Utilize	North	Cooper	Mountain	first.”

City of Hillsboro 

The	following	information	was	provided	in	the	survey. 

Name of urban reserve: Witch Hazel Village South 

Gross acres: 150 

Buildable acres: 75 

Homes planned: 850 

Hillsboro expects to increase its population by 1.5 times to 156,000 people by 2045 and would like to 

provide an additional 1,300 new single‐family detached homes over the next 20 years. The Witch Hazel 

Village South Urban Reserve Area could provide 850 additional residences. 

The city will also encourage growth and development in its existing urban areas, specifically in 

downtown, the Tanasbourne‐AmberGlen area and its North Hillsboro employment district and around 

transit stations and main streets through urban renewal, public‐private partnerships and other 

strategies. 

As of 2017, the city has over 2,100 regulated affordable housing units, making up 6 percent of the city’s 

housing supply. After Portland, the city boasts the region’s highest share (14 percent) of regulated 

affordable units in regional centers and town centers. 

The City of Hillsboro has identified cultural inclusion and expanded engagement with diverse community 

members as a guiding public outreach principle going forward. Hillsboro’s Public Engagement 

Committee will help craft the community involvement outreach strategies that engage a representative 

range of the community, particularly for communities of color, low‐income populations and other 

underserved or underrepresented groups. 
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City of Hillsboro proposal open‐ended comments: 

21	comments	

The	majority	of	respondents	indicated	their	opposition	to	Hillsboro’s	expansion	proposal.	Some	
respondents	who	expressed	their	opposition	noted	a	desire	to	see	South	Hillsboro	fully	built	out	
before	new	areas	are	brought	into	the	UGB,	potential	increase	in	traffic	congestion	and	impacts	to	
significant	natural	areas	and	wildlife	corridors.	Comments	in	favor	of	the	expansion	proposal	spoke	
to	how	the	area	can	support	new	homes	and	the	proximity	to	existing	jobs.	

 “The	thought	to	trails	seemed	very	minimal	in	this	plan.	I	did	not	see	much	about	public
transit	in	this	plan.	We	need	to	make	an	effort	to	encourage	alternate	transportation	in	the
future	so	that	having	people	moving	farther	from	urban	centers	and	workplaces	does	not
just	add	to	traffic	load	on	interior	streets.”

 “Stream	and	wetland	protections	are	inadequate	to	preserve	and	enhance	wildlife	corridors.
These	functions,	values	and	sensitive	areas	should	be	protected	before	expansion	occurs
and	enhanced	and	restored	as	part	of	urban	development.”

 “Although	the	South	Hillsboro	area	has	many	years	of	development	still	to	do,	Hillsboro	is
showing	with	that	area	that	they	are	able	to	get	infrastructure	in	place.”

 “Strongest	proposal,	build	homes	where	people	work!	Not	where	they	have	to	travel	from
the	other	side	of	Portland	or	from	Tualatin/Wilsonville.”

 “TV	Hwy	and	Farmington	are	too	congested	to	support	the	proposed	development…build
the	roads	before	development.	The	standard	of	living	is	being	compromised	due	to
unbearable	traffic	congestion…”

 “South	Hillsboro	has	already	been	a	huge	undertaking	and	the	planning	has	become
overwhelming.	The	impact	on	areas	between	TV	hwy	and	26	have	been	studied,	but	in
reality	are	yet	to	be	seen.”

City of King City 

The	following	information	was	provided	in	the	survey. 

Name of urban reserve: Beef Bend South 

Gross acres: 528 

Buildable acres: 400 

Homes planned: 3,300 

King City asserts that the city limits are virtually built out, stating that with no realistic path to vertical 

infill growth, the city will be unable to provide more housing. 

The city will also encourage growth and development through its comprehensive plan and zoning code 

and is discussing redevelopment opportunities with commercial property owners. 
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The city also allows and encourages a mix of affordable housing types, including single family attached 

and detached, apartments, condominiums and manufactured homes. 

The mayor and city council have led an outreach effort to ensure its residents have had the chance to 

weigh in on planning the new urban area. 

City of King City proposal open‐ended comments: 

18	comments	

A	majority	of	these	respondents	indicated	being	in	favor	of	King	City’s	expansion	proposal.	Most	
comments	in	favor	of	the	proposal	touted	that	the	city	has	largely	built	out	its	existing	capacity	and	
that	the	plan	provides	a	diversity	of	housing	options.	Comments	not	in	favor	of	the	expansion	
proposal	spoke	to	how	the	proposal	does	not	address	traffic	congestion	with	the	new	development	
and	concerns	around	providing	the	necessary	infrastructure.	Other	comments	articulated	their	
hope	that	natural	areas	would	be	preserved	if	new	development	occurred.		

 “This	looks	like	a	reasonable	addition	to	the	UGB,	in	an	area	that	currently	has	little
developable	land	within	the	UGB.”

 “Very	compelling	that	King	City	has	largely	developed	its	existing	land	inventory…The
community	gives	every	indication	of	being	ready	to	accommodate	the	desired	growth	while
maintaining	its	livability	and	small‐town	culture.”

 “King	City	is	in	need	of	positive	growth	and	I	believe	that	they	have	proven	them	selfs	[sic]
to	be	able	to	grow	and	develop	affordable	housing	for	the	regional	needs.”

 “How	does	King	City	propose	these	new	residents	get	around?	Highway	99	is	already	at	full
capacity	12	hours	out	of	each	day.”

 “I	think	King	City	could	use	more	homes	but	this	looks	very	difficult	to	get	going	in	this
location.”

City of Wilsonville 

The	following	information	was	provided	in	the	survey. 

Name of urban reserve: Advance Road (Frog Pond) 

Gross acres: 271 

Buildable acres: 192 

Homes planned: 1,325 

Wilsonville has grown at a quick pace, with an average growth rate of 2.7 percent from 2014 to 2017. 

While additional single‐family housing opportunities are planned for the proposed expansion area, the 

city is also planning for other housing options to meet various needs in the community. 
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The city will also encourage growth and development in its existing urban areas, specifically in the town 

center and other commercial and neighborhood centers such as Village at Main, Wilsonville Old Town 

Square and Villebois, a mixed‐use, pedestrian‐friendly and transit‐supportive community. 

The city is also committed to providing a wide range of housing types, sizes and densities at different 

prices and rent levels through regulated affordable housing units, property tax exemptions for 

properties that offer subsidized rent to low‐income individuals and families, and implementing an 

equitable housing strategic plan. 

The City of Wilsonville is working to meaningfully engage its residents in its planning processes. With a 

growing Latinx and Spanish‐speaking population, the city is starting to integrate interpretive services 

and translated materials into its engagement strategies. The city council also recently declared 

Wilsonville a welcoming and inclusive city. 

City of Wilsonville proposal open‐ended comments: 

12	comments	

A	slight	majority	of	these	respondents	indicated	being	in	favor	of	the	City	of	Wilsonville’s	expansion	
proposal.	Most	comments	in	favor	of	the	proposal	touted	the	community	engagement	and	public	
outreach,	past	success	at	managing	growth	(an	example	given	was	the	Villebois	development)	and	
how	the	expansion	would	be	located	near	transit	and	other	services.	Comments	not	in	favor	of	the	
expansion	proposal	spoke	to	how	there	are	too	few	homes	per	acre	proposed	and	the	need	to	adjust	
zoning	to	allow	for	more	housing	types.		

 “Wilsonville	has	done	an	excellent	job	of	managing	growth,	particularly	with	the	Villebois
development.	This	proposed	addition	to	the	UGB	looks	well	thought	out.”

 “Great	place	to	in‐fill	and	get	some	more	housing	close	to	existing	freeways	to	minimize
stress	on	surface	streets.”

 “Wilsonville	has	demonstrated	its	ability	to	complete	a	years‐long	collaborative	effort
reaching	among	its	citizens,	businesses,	development	community	and	other	stakeholders	in
adopting	the	Frog	Pond	Area	Plan,	and	more	recently,	the	Frog	Pond	West	Master	Plan.”

 “First,	1,325	homes	across	192	buildable	acres	is	6.9	homes	per	acre.	That’s	too	low	for	even
a	bus	to	pass	every	half	hour,	or	7	or	8	units	per	acre.	I	fear	6.9	would	too	easily	fall	lower	as
a	construction	happens	over	the	decades.”

 “Please	preserve	barriers	for	natural	areas	and	wildlife.	It	would	be	nice	to	see	incentives	to
keep	farmland	in	production	as	well.”
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Additional comments about this issue or survey 

78 comments 

The	final	question	of	the	survey	asked	respondents	to	share	their	final	thoughts	on	the	survey	or	
additional	comments	they	wanted	to	provide.	Themes	from	these	comments	mirrored	comments	
heard	throughout	the	survey,	most	notably	respondents	expressing	concern	about	the	increase	of	
traffic	congestion	that	comes	with	new	development.	Other	themes	were	a	desire	to	not	expand	at	
all,	protecting	significant	natural	areas	and	other	habitats	and	developing	undeveloped	land	in	
existing	cities.	

Some	comments	were	specific	to	the	city	proposals.	Most	of	the	comments	in	this	section	opposed	
Beaverton	and	Hillsboro’s	expansion	proposals	and	supported	King	City	and	Wilsonville’s	
proposals.	

Other	comments	urged	the	Metro	Council	to	accept	all	the	growth	proposals	due	to	the	region’s	
housing	crisis.	A	few	comments	noted	wanting	more	clarification	with	the	survey	instructions,	most	
notably	making	it	more	clear	which	number	was	designated	as	the	“highest”	or	“best”	ranking.	This	
feedback	will	help	inform	future	survey	development.	

Below	are	comments	that	are	generally	representative	of	what	was	submitted:	

 “We	have	a	housing	crisis.	All	of	the	proposals	should	be	accepted	to	help	alleviate	the	need
for	more	housing	of	all	types.”

 “Consider	the	build	ability	of	the	area.	Consider	the	value	and	benefit	of	natural	areas.	Make
sure	that	transportation	projects	are	feasible	and	practical	for	the	area.”

 “We	need	to	focus	on	maintaining	what	is	the	most	important	quality	of	the	region,
conservation	of	our	natural	resources,	waterways	and	green	spaces	for	future	generations.”

 “In	this	conversation	about	density	and	growth	management	I	would	like	to	see	more
information	about	and	proposals	involving	Trimet	and	other	public	transit.”

 “These	cities	should	provide	public	transportation	improvements	before	building	more
houses.”
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Comments via email, letters and phone  

In	addition	to	the	online	survey,	residents,	businesses	and	policymakers	were	invited	to	comment	
on	the	four	city	expansion	proposals	by	letter,	email	and	phone.	Metro	received	13	emails,	11	
letters	and	no	phone	calls.	The	majority	of	these	comments	reiterate	similar	themes	to	what	was	
heard	through	the	online	survey.	Some	of	the	letters	or	emails	addressed	all	of	the	proposals	and	
others	addressed	specific	expansion	proposals.	

13	emails	were	submitted	prior	to	or	during	the	comment	period:	

 City	of	Beaverton	expansion	proposal	–	one	in	support,	two	opposed

 City	of	King	City	expansion	proposal	–		four	opposed	(one	comment	was	submitted	three
times)

 City	of	Hillsboro	expansion	proposal	–	three	opposed

 General	email	on	all	expansion	proposals	–	one	in	support,	one	opposed

Another	email	advocated	for	consultation	with	the	US	Army	Corps	of	Engineers	of	the	cities	who	
have	submitted	expansion	proposals.	

11	letters	were	submitted	prior	to	or	during	the	comment	period:	

 City	of	Beaverton	expansion	proposal	–	four	in	support,	two	opposed	as	currently	proposed

 City	of	King	City	expansion	proposal	–	one	in	support,	one	opposed

 City	of	Wilsonville	expansion	proposal	–	two	in	support

 One	letter	in	support	of	all	proposals

Comments received after the end of comment period as of Aug. 6, 2018 

As	of	Aug.	6,	2018,	5	comments	were	submitted	after	to	or	during	the	comment	period:	

 City	of	Beaverton	expansion	proposal	–	one	opposed

 City	of	King	City	expansion	proposal	–	one	in	support;	one	opposed;	one	comment	on
consideration	of	proximity	to	schools

 One	general	comment	on	urban	growth	boundary	expansion	in	Sherwood
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WHO PARTICIPATED 

Participants	were	asked	to	provide	optional	demographic	information	to	help	Metro	know	if	
participants	were	a	representative	group	reflecting	our	diverse	communities	and	a	broad	range	of	
experiences	in	our	region.	Groups	that	are	underrepresented	in	respondent	information	by	4	
percent	or	more	are	indicated.	

Count 
Count 

Percent 
Percent 

Regional 
Population 

Disability 
137 

ambulatory difficulty (serious difficulty walking or climbing stairs)  2  1%  not available 

cognitive difficulty (because of a physical, mental or emotional 
problem, difficulty remembering, concentrating or making 
decisions) 

4  3%  not available 

hearing difficulty (deaf or serious difficulty hearing)  3  2%  not available 

independent living difficulty (because of a physical, mental or 
emotional problem, difficulty doing errands alone) 

2  1%  not available 

self‐care difficulty (difficulty bathing or dressing)  0  0%  not available 

vision difficulty (blind or serious difficulty seeing, even when 
wearing glasses) 

1  <1%  not available 

no or not applicable/prefer not to answer  125  91%  not available 

Skipped: 40 

Count 
Count 

Percent 
Percent 

Regional 
Population 

Gender 
143 

Female  66  46%  51% 

Male  77  54%  49% 

Transgender female  0  0%  not available 

Transgender male  0  0%  not available 

Other identification (please describe)  0  0%  not available 

Skipped: 32 
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  Count 
Count 

Percent 
Percent 

Regional 
Population 

Race or ethnicity 
Respondents (150) minus “prefer not to answer” (30) 

 
120 

   

American Indian/Native American or Alaskan Native  0  0%  2% 

Asian or Asian American  3  3%  9% 

Black or African American  2  2%  5% 

Hispanic, Latino or Spanish origin  6  5%  12% 

Pacific Islander  1  <1%  1% 

White  104  87%  73% 

Other (please describe)  4  3%  6% 

Skipped: 32 
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Count 
Count 

Percent 
Percent 

Regional 
Population 

Age 
Respondents (144) minus “don’t know/prefer not to answer” (4)  140 

Younger than 18  0  0%  23% 

18 to 24  3  2%  9% 

25 to 34  14  10%  16% 

35 to 44  35  25%  15% 

45 to 54  23  16%  14% 

55 to 64  35  25%  12% 

65 to 74  22  16%  6% 

75 and older  8  6%  5% 

Skipped: 31 
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  Count 
Count 

Percent 
Percent 

Regional 
Population 

Income (household) 
Respondents (142) minus “don’t know/prefer not to answer” (31) 

 
111 

   

Less than $10,000  0  0%  7% 

$10,000 to $19,999  1  1%  9% 

$20,000 to $29,999  3  3%  9% 

$30,000 to $39,999  3  3%  18% 

$40,000 to $49,999  8  7%  18% 

$50,000 to $74,999  16  14%  18% 

$75,000 to $99,999  16  14%  13% 

$100,000 to $149,999  33  30%  15% 

$150,000 or more  31  28%  11% 

Skipped: 33 
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Next Steps 

The	merits	of	these	four	proposals	will	be	the	focus	of	policy	discussions	in	the	summer	of	2018.	
Generally,	cities	are	expected	to	show	that:	

 The	housing	needs	of	people	in	the	region,	county	and	city	have	been	considered.

 Development	of	the	proposed	expansion	area	is	feasible	and	supported	by	a	viable	plan	to
pay	for	needed	pipes,	parks,	roads	and	sidewalks.

 The	city	has	reduced	barriers	to	mixed‐use,	walkable	development	in	their	downtowns	and
main	streets.

 The	city	has	implemented	best	practices	for	preserving	and	increasing	the	supply	and
diversity	of	affordable	housing	in	its	existing	urban	areas.

 The	city	has	taken	actions	to	advance	Metro’s	six	desired	outcomes,	with	a	particular
emphasis	on	meaningful	engagement	of	communities	of	color	in	community	planning
processes.

Through	discussions	in	the	summer	of	2018,	the	Metro	Council	will	come	to	a	determination	as	to	
whether	any	of	the	four	proposed	expansions	are	needed	to	accommodate	population	growth.	A	
final	decision	by	the	Metro	Council	on	urban	growth	boundary	expansion	is	expected	in	December	
2018.	

 July	2018:	Overview	of	draft	2018	Urban	Growth	Report	at	Council,	the	Metro	Policy
Advisory	Committee	and	the	Metro	Technical	Advisory	Committee

 July	2018:	City	Readiness	Advisory	Group	provides	feedback	on	the	strengths	and
weaknesses	of	city‐proposed	expansions	to	Council	and	the	Metro	Policy	Advisory
Committee

 Sept.	4,	2018:	Metro’s	Chief	Operating	Officer	recommendation

 Sept.	12,	2018:	Metro	Policy	Advisory	Committee	recommendation	to	the	Metro	Council

 Sept.	20	and	27,	2018:	Metro	Council	public	hearings	and	direction	to	staff	on	whether	and
where	the	UGB	will	be	expanded	(and	any	other	policy	direction)

 Dec.	6,	2018:	Metro	Council	public	hearing

 Dec.	13,	2018:	Metro	Council	decision	on	growth	boundary	expansion
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August 17, 2018

Per work program endorsed by Metro Council in February 2017

Summer - Fall 2017 Winter 2018 Spring 2018 Summer 2018 Fall 2018

Program milestones

Cities proposing 

expansions
Proposals due May 31 Present proposals

MTAC

Recommendation: clarify 

expectations for cities 

proposing residential UGB 

expansions

Regional population and 

employment forecast

MetroScope model

Strengths & weaknesses of 

city proposals (CRAG)

MPAC

Recommendation: clarify 

expectations for cities 

proposing residential UGB 

expansions

Public comment 

opportunities

• Opt-In poll                                                        

• Online comment period
Council hearings Council hearings

Metro Council

Decision: clarify 

expectations for cities 

proposing residential UGB 

expansions

• Direction (Sept)                              

• Decision (Dec)

2018 urban growth management decision: engagement and process timeline

Buildable land inventory methods and results and other model assumptions (LUTAG)

Discussion: merits of city proposals

•  Discussion: merits of city proposals                                                                                          

•  Recommendation to Council

•  Discussion: merits of city proposals                                                                                            

•  Recommendation: tech advice, if requested by MPAC

• Concept planning for urban reserves                                                                                        

• Letters of interest due Dec. 29

City planning processes

Peer review groups

Clarify

expectations 

for cities

City

proposals 

due

Draft Urban 

Growth Report

City letters of 

interest due

Metro COO 

rec., followed 

by MPAC rec.

Council 

direction

Council 

decision
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Ongoing improvements to the region's urban growth management process

Protect farms and forests and make the most of what we have

1995: 2040 Growth Concept:

-Focus most growth in existing urban areas

-Expand the UGB in urban reserves when needed

-Protect industrial areas

-Consider implications of growth in neighbor cities

1996: Urban Growth Management Functional Plan:

-Protections for industrial lands

-No net loss for residential zoning

1997: Regional Framework Plan:

-Focus on redevelopment and infill

-Provide housing choices

2010: Urban and Rural Reserves  (long-term vision for urban footprint)

Take an outcomes-based approach

2009: Initial direction on six desired outcomes

2010: Formal adoption of six desired outcomes

2014: Climate Smart Communities Strategy

2016: Equity Strategy

Have a plan before expanding the UGB

2010: Require a concept plan before expansion

2011: Require additional consideration of housing affordability in concept plans

Improve technical analysis

Ongoing: Peer review of models, methods, and forecasts

2009 on: Use of range forecast to acknowledge uncertainty

2014 on: Use of range of capacity to acknowledge uncertainty

2018 on: More explicit use of scenario modeling to inform growth management 

Track development trends

Periodic: Regional Industrial Site Readiness inventory

Periodic: State of the Centers

Periodic: Regional Snapshots

Periodic: Urban Growth Reports

Be responsive to city proposals for UGB expansions

1992: Create annual opportunity for proposed non-residential expansions

2007: 2040 Planning and Development Grant program begins to fund local planning

2010: Create expedited UGB process for industrial expansion proposals

2017: Create mid-cycle UGB process for modest residential expansion proposals

2017: Clarify expectations for cities proposing residential expansions



 
 

Materials following this page were distributed at the meeting. 



Solid Waste AR 5.10-4000 
- Administrative Rule 

Administrative Rule of Metro Code Ch@pter 5.10 

Administrative Rule AdoptiOn Record and Findings 

AR 5.10-4000 through 4090 
Business Food Waste Requirement Aclrninistrative Rules 

. . - --· .- . ;,- ::_. ::- ' . 
. '--' ; . :•, 

These administrative rules are adopted under the a(lthority of Metro Code Chapter 5.10, which 
authorizes the Chief Operating Officer (COO) to adopt and amencL.administrative rules. In 
accordance with Metro Code, the COO provided an opportunity for public comment and held a 
public hearing on these rules before their adoption. 

.. . 

'· :."·. -_-·- .: --

The COO finds that these administra.tive rules are necessaryto implement certain provisions of 
Metro Code Chapter 5.10 and hereby adopts Administrativ¢Hules Nos. 5.10-4000 through 4090. 
The requirements of these administrative rufe$ cire in additio(l to all other requirements and 
provisions in Metro Code Chapter 5.10. These rules have the sameJorce and effect as any other 
provision of Metro CodeChapter5.10. ... . . .. . . .. ·. 

It is so ordered: 

Martha Bennett Date 
Metro ChiefOperating Officer 
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SOLID WASTE 

ADMINISTRATIVE RULES - AR 5.10-4000 through 4090 

Business Food Waste Requirement 

. REVISED DRAFT August 22, 2018 

Table of Contents 
5.10 - 4000 
5.10 - 4005 
5.10 - 4010 
5.10- 4015 
5.10- 4020 
5.10-4025 
5.10 - 4030 
5.10-4035 
5.10- 4036 
5.10- 4040 
5.10 - 4045 
5.10-4050 
5.10 - 4055 
5.10- 4060 
5.10-4065 
5.10 - 4070 
5.10 - 4075 
5.10- 4080 
5.10- 4085 

Purpose 
Policy 
Legal Authority 
Definitions 
Applicability of Rules and Effective D.ate 
Effective Dates 
Exemptions 
Compliance Waivers 
Access to Services Payments 
Local Government Requirements 
Local Government Annual Implementation Plan 
Local Government Performance Standard 
Business Assistance 
Local Government Enforcement of the Requirement 
Local Government Temporary Waivers to Covered Businesses 
Metro Enforcement of the Requirement 
Self-Haul of Source'":Separated Food Waste 
Compliance Verification and Reporting 
Funding Guidelines 

5.10 - 4000 Purpose 
1. The purpose of these rules is to implement the provisions of the business food waste requirement 

set forthin Metro Code Section 5.10.410-5.10.470. 

2. The purpose of the business food waste requirement is to provide a region-wide standard for the 
separation and collection of food waste from food-waste-generating businesses. For the purposes of 
these rules, Covered Businesses are defined as organizations that cook, assemble, process, serve, or 
sell food or do so as ser\lice providers for other enterprises. 

3. Food is identified as a primary material for recovery within the Regional Solid Waste Management 
Plan because of its prevalence in the region's waste stream and the negative environmental impacts 
of disposing food in a landfill. 

4. The prevention of food waste, the donation of edible food for human consumption and the use of 
food waste to feed animals are the region's preferred methods for managing surplus food. Food that 
has been stored properly, is fit for human consumption and is accepted for donation and food that 
has been set aside and is destined for animal consumption in compliance with applicable regulations 
is not subject to this administrative rule. 
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5.10-4005 Policy 
Metro Code Chapter 5~10 requires local governments to establish mandatory prog-rams to separate and 
collect food waste from certain food-waste generating businesses referred to in these rules as "Covered 
Businesses." 

5.10 - 4010 Legal Authority 
These administrative rules are issued under the authority of Metro Code Section 5.10.080. These rules 
are in addition to all other requirements and provisions in Metro Code Chapter 5.10. 

5.10 - 4015 Definitions 
Unless otherwise specifically defined, all terms used are as defined irlfv1etro Code Chapter 5.00. 

"Covered Businesses" means organizations that cook, assemble, process,serv~, or sell food or do so as 
service providers for other enterprises. 

;. ., 

~ .... 

"Business Groups" means groups of covered businesses subject tothe business foodwaste requirement 
by certain effective dates as delineated i~ ~he Applicability.section of these rules. . . 

----·. -· - -', 

"Food waste" means waste from fruits, \/egetabl~s; meats, d~i~~roducts, fish, shellfish, nuts, seeds, 
grains, coffee grounds, and other food that results fforrithe distribution, storage, preparation, cooking, 
handling, selling or serving otfqod for humantonsumption.fo()d wastE!includes but is not limited to 
excess, spoiled or unus<1bl.efobd a~q. includes inedible parts commonly associated with food preparation 
such as pits, shells, bones,~nd peels.food wast~ does nofinclude liquids or large amounts of oils and 
meats which are collected for renderihg; fuel producifon or other non-disposal applications, or any food 
fit for human consumption th;;it has beense! aside, stored properly and is accepted for donation by a 
charitable organization and anyfood collected tq feed a:nir:nals in compliance with applicable 
regulations.··· · · · · 

5.10 - 4020Applicability of Rul~sand Effective Date 
1. The businessf()()d waste requirement applies to all local governments within the Metro boundary. 

2. Covered Businesse{subject to the business food waste requirement include, but are not limited to: 

Cafeterias & buffets 
Caterers 
Colleges & universities* 
Correctional facilities 
Drinking places* 
Elementary and secondary schools* 
Food product manufacturing 
Food service contractors 
Full service restaurants 

Grocery retail 
Grocery wholesale 
Hospitals* 
Hotels* 
Limited service restaurants 
Nursing & residential care* 
Retirement & assisted living* 
Specialty food markets 
Warehouse clubs 
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*Only those businesses with full-service restaurants or on-site food preparation or service are subject to these 
rules. 

3. Covered Businesses shall meet the food waste requirement according to a schedule determined by 
the quantity of food waste they generate on average, in three phases as listed below. 
Implementation will begin with Business Group 1 and progress to the other groups according to the 
Effective Dates described in Rule 4020. Covered Businesses that demonstrate they generate less 
than 250 pounds per week of food waste are not subject to this requirement. 

Business Group 1 Business Group 2 .· Business Group 3 

~0.5 ton (1,000 pounds) per ~0.25 ton (500 pounds) per :2:0.125 ton (250 pounds) per week 
week food waste generated week food waste generated food waste generated 

4. A person that provides space to a covered business must allow, facilitate or provide a food waste 
collection service for the covered business. 

5. Effective Date. These rules are effective on October 26, 2018. 

5.10 - 4025 Effective Dates 

Local governments must meet the following deadlines: 
1. Local Government Adoption of Requirernent: July 31, 2019 
2. Implement Requirementforall covered bllsinessesin Busii;iess Group 1: March 31, 2020-March 31, 

2021. 
3. Implement Requirement for all covered businessesin Business Group 2: March 31, 2021-September 

30, 2022. 
4. Implement RequirementJor all covered businesses in Business Group 3: September 30, 2022-

September 3012023. 

5.10 - 4030 Exemptions 
1. Governments Outside Metro Boundary: A local government outside of the Metro Boundary is 

exempt frorl'lthis business food waste requirement. 

2. No Commercial District: A local government that does not have a commercial zone or commercial 
district is exempt from this business food waste requirement. 

5.10 - 4035 Compliance Waivers 
Metro may grant a compliance waiver to a local government that meets the standards below. 

1. Business quantity minimum threshold: Metro will waive application of the business food waste 
requirement for a local government with five or fewer covered businesses within its boundary. 
Metro will review the number of covered businesses in each local government jurisdiction annually. 
If Metro determines that a local government exceeds the minimum number of covered businesses 
during the review period, Metro will notify the local government of its findings in writing and will 
require the local government to comply with these rules within 12 months of the notification. 
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5.10 - 4036 Access to Services Payments 

1. Franchised waste haulers: Metro may provide payments on a temporary basis to a waste hauler 
operating within the region under local government commercial collection franchise authority that 
is not within reasonable proximity of food waste transfer br processing services. Reasonable 
proximity is defined as within a distance that is equal to the average uncongested travel time one 
way to the nearest in-region transfer station that accepts commercially-derived municipal solid 
waste, Metro will establish zones to clearly define areas that are outside reasonable proximity and 
may apply a travel time inflater to account for congestion. Payment will be based on the number of 
loads per week of food waste generated within the zone at a 50%C'apture rate and the additional 
time required to deliver these loads to the nearest food wastetra'nsfer or processing services. Metro 
will determine whether a waste hauler is eligible to receivf:!'payinent, the payment amount, 
disbursement method, and frequency of payments. ·· · · ····· · ··· 

2. Metro will calculate the payment amount for a waste hauler using the following elements: 
a. Average cost per hour to operate collection vehicle in the Metro regic>n. 
b. Number and type of businesses entities Within the zone.and within the -.yaste hauler's 

collection franchise boundary. · · ... ···•· •·•·· .•••... : · .. · .. \ . 
c. Estimated total tons per weekgenerated by bl1sin¢s~es within the zone ata:5o% capture 

rate. ••· · · .•··. 
d. Number of loads per week generatedbybusinesses~ithin the zone. Load size will be based 

on the average size of route trucl<Jood waste.loads delivered to Metro Central Transfer 
Station over a ~211l(lnth period. · '• : >, 

e. Maximum i:jdditionaltimE! round trip beyondfeason~blf:! proximity required to transport 
loads to foq~Jv.iaste transfer or processing services. 

f. Additional hoi.irs multipliea py cost per hbur. 
,·, :-. ,:: ., .. ::,,,.. \:_:_ --==· 

3. Metro will periodically reliiel/I/ th~ elements u.sed fo. C:9lculate the payments and will make any 
adjustments thafare necessary including utilizing ne\N sources of data. Metro will notify waste 
haulers and local governments ofany adjustments to the payment calculation elements within 30 
days. 

4. The following criteria must be foet in ordedor a waste hauler to qualify for payment: 
a. The localgpvernment .nJUst adopt a legally-enforceable mechanism that meets the business 

food waste re.guiremeritand performance standard by the adoption deadline. 
b. Waste haulers must.s.ubmit annual reports to Metro no later than March 31. Reports must 

demonstrate that~ftthd~ have been included in Detailed Cost Reports submitted annually by 
waste haulers to local governments. 

c. Metro may request that local governments confirm that the payments received by waste 
haulers have been included in required Detailed Cost Reports and is factored into the 
collection rate-setting process. Cooperative programs may provide confirmation on behalf 
of member jurisdictions. 

5. Metro will revoke payments if the waste hauler does not report payments or provides false 
information. 
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6. Metro will discontinue payments to a waste hauler once transfer or processing services become 
available within !easonable proximity as deter_!llined by Metro. Metro will n9tify local governments 
and affected waste haulers at least 30 days before discontinuing payments. 

7. Metro will re-evaluate the payments periodically and will automatically renew them until Metro 
determines that circumstances have changed. The waste haurer or local government does riot need 
to take any action to renew payments unless otherwise directed by Metro. 

8. Businesses: Metro may provide payments on a temporary basis to a food waste generating business 
that transports its own source-separated food waste. Food waste. must be generated solely from its 
own operations and generated from a single location within the Metro boundary that is not within 
reasonable proximity of food waste transfer or processing sen,tjces. Reasonable proximity is defined 
as within a distance that is equal to the average uncongested travel time one way to the nearest in
region transfer station that accepts commercially-derivedmunicipal .solid waste. Metro will 
determine whether a food waste generating business is eligible to receive a payment, the payment 
amount, disbursement method and frequency. · 

9. Metro will calculate the payment amount for a business using the following elements: 
a. Average cost per hour to operate collection vehicle in the Metro region. 
b. Total loads and tons per week pf acceptable food waste delivered to Metro Central Transfer 

Station based on actual deliveryweights recorded by.the Metro Central scale house. 
c. Location zone of the point of generation of the food \,Naste. 
d. Maximum additional time round trip beyol'ld reasonable proximity required to deliver loads 

to the nearest food waste transferor processing services. - - - ... -- - . 

e. Additional hours multiplied by cost per hour) 

10. Metro will periodically re.view the elements used to calculate the payments and will make any 
adjustments that are necessary including utilizing new sources of data. Metro will notify the food 
generating business of any adjustments to the paym~nt calculation elements within 30 days. 

11. The following criteria must be met in order for a food generating business to qualify for payment: 
a. The business mustbe located within the jurisdictional boundaries of a local government that 

has adopted a legally~enforceable mechanism that meets the business food waste 
requirement and performance standard by the adoption deadline. 

b. The business must applyfor a payment and submit all required information in a format 
prescribed by Metro. 

c. The business must fully comply with all program criteria or standards. 
d. The business must demonstrate to Metro that its food waste is being disposed as waste in a 

landfill. A business does not qualify for payments if it transports its food waste to other 
locations for other uses or recovery. 

e. A business must have a credit account wit.h Metro for use of Metro Central station including 
obtaining Metro-issued RFID tags. Cash transactions are ineligible for access payments. 

12. Metro will discontinue payment to a food generating business once a transfer or processing facility 
becomes available within reasonable proximity to the hauler as determined by Metro. Metro will 
notify any affected food generating businesses at least 30 days before discontinuing payments. 
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13. Metro will re-evaluate the payments periodically and will automatically renew them until Metro 
determines that circumstances have changed. Metro may revoke a payment to a food generating 
business any time for a violation of any criteria or payment condition. -

5.10 - 4040 Local Government Requirements 
1. A local government must implement one of the following: 

a. Adopt a legally-enforceable mechanism that meets the performance standard in rule 4050. 
A legally-enforceable mechanism such as but not limited to local code, regulation; ordinance 
or law. 

b. Adopt the Business Food Waste Requirement Model Ordinance and require business food 
waste be delivered to a solid waste facility authorized by Metro. 

2. A local government must require Covered Businesse~ within its jurisdiction to: 
a. Separate food waste from all other solid wa~fo for collectio!l .... 
b. Recover food waste that is controlled by the business, agents, and employees. This 

requirement does not apply to food wastes controlled by customers or the public. At its 
discretion, a Covered Business Entity may also collect food waste froffi customers or the 
public but must ensure that food wastes areftee of non~food items. K<I.2schools may also 
include student-generated food waste from sch6otcafeteria meals but must ensure that 
food wastes are free of non-food items. 

. ·- ·~ 
; - ·-.. . -: . ~ 

3. A local government must require persons or entitiesthat lease bl'.provide space to a Covered 
Business Entity to allowor.prnvide food waste collections!;!rvice to}hose Covered Businesses . 

. · -- - - -_ .· .. ·.". -:-;_::·\ . - . 
- - -· . - - . 

4. A local government must submlt~nnual impl~&ent~tion planstdMetro according to the procedures 
set forth in these Administrative Rules. . .... 

5. A local government may: . . ... •····•·· ... . ..•....• 
a; lmplemelltthe programln the manrierth;:it is most efficient and effective for local 
• . conditions, local solid waste system considerations, geography and that which best suits the 

covered businesse~ a.s long as the local government complies with the performance 
standard and deadlines. 

b. Granttemporary waivers to a covered business according to the procedures set forth in 
theseAdministrative Rules. 

5.10 - 4045 Local GovernmentAnnual Implementation Plan 
A local government is requiredto submit to Metro an annual implementation plan regarding the 
business food waste requirement. A local government may develop and implement its plan individually 
or through cooperative or partnership agreements between governments. A local government may 
implement the business food waste requirement in a manner that best suits local conditions as long as 
the local government meets or exceeds the performance standard. An implementation plan must meet 
the performance standard set forth in these Administrative Rules. 

5.10 - 4050 Local Government Performance Standard 
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1. Business Notice of Requirement. After a local government adopts the business food waste 
requirement and acc?rding to the implementation _schedule, the local governme_!lt must send notice 
to covered businesses that outlines the requirement and how to comply and receive assistance. A 
local government must establish a mechanism to notify new businesses of the business food waste 
requirement. 

2. Business Compliance. A local government must require that businesses compiy with the business 
food waste requirement including, but not limited to: 

a. Adherence with the implementation schedule. 
b. Correctly-labeled and easily-identifiable collection receptacles. 
c. Arrange for food waste collection service as necessary; 
d. Ensuring building owners or managers of multi-tenantbuildings containing covered 

businesses allow or otherwise enable the provision of food waste collection service to 
lessees or occupants subject to the business food waste requirement. 

3. A local government must ensure appropriate collection receptacles and service is made available. 

4. A local government must require that franchised or otherwise licensed waste haulers deliver food 
waste to a facility that complies with federal, state, regional and local laws and regulations. 

5.10 - 4055 Business Assistance 

A local government must provide educational materials and offer technical assistance to covered 
businesses to assist with program set-up, understandingprqgram requirements and separation 
standards. 

a. Educational materials must include, ata miilimum: 
i. Labels for collection containers that clearly communicate what is allowed in the food 

waste collection system, .. · , 
ii. Signs and/or postersthat provide dear and simple instructions. 
iii. All signs and program materials must be designed to be understood by people with 

limited English proficiency. 
iv. Program contact phone number for businesses to call for program assistance. 

b. Technical assistance offered must include, at a minimum: 
i. Education and assistance with food waste prevention techniques and edible food 

donation programs; 
ii. Assistancewithfood waste collection program set up and training on-site at the 

business. 
iii. Assistance \Nith mitigating issues arising from program participation such as odors or 

vectors. 
iv. Ensure correct labeling of all food waste collection receptacles. 
v. Serve as a facilitator between the business and solid waste hauler as needed to assist 

with the provision of appropriate collection receptacles and service frequency. 

5.10 - 4060 Local Government Enforcement of the Business Food Waste Requirement 
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A local government must establish a method for ensuring compliance with the business food waste 
requirement. Businesses may be subject to enforcement actions should they not meet the compliance 
dates- listed in section 5.10 - 4025. - - -

5.10 - 4065 Local Government Temporary CompUance Waivers to Covered Businesses 
1. · A local government may establish a method for granting temporary waivers to covered businesses. 

A local government must seek Metro approval of the waiver method and conditions. 

2. Temporary waivers must meet the following minimum standard:. 
a. May not exceed 12 months, annual renewal allowed. 
b. In order to be renewed, a local government must annually review waivers to determine if 

conditions that warrant the waiver are still in placearicf cannot be remedied. 
c. Covered businesses seeking a temporary waiver·f:l'IGst agree to periodic waiver verification 

site visits. Local governments are responsible for determining if one or more of the following 
criteria warrant a temporary waiver: ...... . 
i. Less than 250 pounds per weekoffOod in the disposed waste .. 
ii. Food waste produced by the coven~d ~usiness is not suitable fo(indusion in the 

program, or cannot be made suitablewitllouturm~asonable expense. 
iii. Physical barriers to co[npliance exist and cannot be immediately remedied. 
iv. Compliance results inunreaso{lable capitalE:!Xpense. 
v. Compliance results in a violation of,other govel"tjment ordinance, health or safety 

code. ··· ....... ·. · · .. ·. 

5.10 - 4070 Metro Enfor~ehient ~fthe Require~~n~ , •.. . ·· ··•· > 
A local government may request that Metro assistwith enforcement of the business food waste 
requirement. Metro will provide enforcement assistance after Metro and the local government establish 
an lntergovernrriefltalAgreemeht. 

5.10 - 4075Self-Haul of Sollrce-Separatecl Food Waste 
The local government may allowa covered qu~iness to self-haul source-separated food waste generated 
by that business; The local government must require the covered business to comply with these rules, 
including without lirnit~tion deliveryof the food waste to a facility authorized by Metro. 

5.10 - 4080 Compliance Verification and Reporting 
Local governments must collectand report data to Metro to demonstrate compliance and assist with 
program evaluation. Metro will determine reporting requirements and frequency, review data and make 
a determination of compliance as set forth in Annual Implementation Plans. 

5.10 - 4085 Funding Guidelines 
1. Metro will provide funding to support the implementation of the business food waste requirement 

to local governments upon adoption of the requirements by the Metro Council. Metro intends to 
provide funding for the first five fiscal years of the business food waste requirement, subject to 
Metro Council approval of funding amounts during the annual budget process. After the first five 
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years of implementation, ongoing program maintenance funding may also be provided subject to 
Metro Council ~pproval during the annual bu_9get process. 

2. A local government may use funds for business assistance, infrastructure, compliance, and 
enforcement efforts to implement the business food waste requirement. Metro will review and 
approve the intended uses prior to distributing funds. 

3 .. If a local government has designated another agency or partner to implement the program, Metro 
will distribute funds to the designated agency. A designated agency is a county agency, city agency 
or contracted agent that is responsible for designing and implementing a waste reduction program 
including the business food waste requirement, on behalf of a local government. 

4. In order to receive funding, a local government or its desighated agency must submit 
documentation demonstrating compliance with the requirements of Metro Code 5.10.410-5.10.470 
and these rules and enter into an Intergovernmental Agreement with Metro. 

5. Metro will withhold funding associated with the implementation of the business food waste 
requirement from governments that do not corn ply with the business food waste requirement. If 
governments remain out of compliance for more thantwo years, funding associated with other 
programs may also be withheld or.Metro may seek any remedy under applicable state law. 
Governments that are, in the sole opinion ofMetro, actively making good faith efforts to adopt the 
business food waste requirement will remain eligible for assodated funding. Metro will determine 
how any withheld funds will be utilized. ··. 
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Willamette Falls Legacy Project status I talking points 8/24/18 

FOUR KEY POINTS 

Acting in the public interest 
As a public partnership, we're continuing.our commitment to act in the best interest of 
Oregonians - who have invested money, time, ideas and trust in us to provide access to 
Willamette Falls. We take our responsibility as stewards of taxpayer money very 
seriously. 

A delay in the schedule 
After we unveiled the community's design for a public riverwalk in June 2017, we 
worked diligently to move the project into the permitting and construction phase. We 
encountered a delay as we worked through details with the property owner, Falls 
Legacy LLC. 

Moving forward 
This spring, Falls Legacy LLC signed riverwalk permit applications, paid back utilities and 
taxes and authorized us to apply for riverwalk permits. We submitted the first of many 
permit applications in May and we expect the permitting process to take 18 to 24 
months. 

The latest 
This month, project staff were notified that Falls Legacy LLC entered into a contract to 
sell the Willamette Falls site to a private party. The Willamette Falls Legacy Project is 
committed to working with the property owner, current or future, to see the riverwalk 
become a reality. It is not anticipated that a potential ownership change will cause 
further delays on the riverwalk project. 

DETAILED TALKING POINTS AND BACKGROUND 

• As a public partnership, we're continuing our commitment to act in the best interest 
of Oregonians-who have invested money, time, ideas and trust in us to provide 
access to Willamette Falls. 

• We share the goal of transforming the Oregon City banks at Willamette Falls into one 
of Oregon's preeminent destinations. 

• We are committed to building the public riverwalk and upholding the Willamette 
Falls Legacy Project's four core values: economic redevelopment, public access, 
healthy habitat and historic and cultural interpretation. 
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Willamette Falls Legacy Project status I talking points 8/24/18 

• The site-is privately owned by Fa Us Legacy LLC. In 2014, FaUs Legacy granted Metro -
an easement that allows a public riverwalk to be designed and constructed on their 
private property. 

• The easement, which runs witn the land, will remain in effect if the ownership ofthe 
Willamette Falls site should change. 

• By signing the easement, Falls Legacy LLC agreed to work hand-in-hand with the 
public to design and construct the future of this scenic and culturally significant site. 

• This is a complex project for everyone: it involves four public agencies, a private 
property owner, PGE, a non-profit friends group and an endlessly complex site. 

• A concept plan was created and a first phase of the Willamette Falls riverwalk has 
been identified, each with robust community input and the hard work of a 
collaborative design team that included lead design firm Sn~hetta, local design firm 
Mayer/Reed and development specialist DIALOG. 

• Throughout the process, the Willamette Falls Legacy Project has continued engaging 
with Falls Legacy LLC. The various design iterations presented to Falls Legacy LLC 
along the way were the result of honoring the public's input, our commitments to 
the State, and implementing the terms of the easement. We have, in good faith, 
continued to fund the design of the riverwalk on the basis of Falls Legacy LLC's 
approval of the design and the public benefit of establishing an official riverwalk 
design. 

• After the riverwalk design unveiling in June 2017, we worked diligently to move the 
riverwalk project into the permitting and construction phase. 

• Last year, we shared that the property owner's lack of cooperation was causing the 
project to fall behind schedule and we were at risk of losing dedicated funding to 
construct Phase 1 of the riverwalk. 

• This spring, after significant effort from project Partners, the property owner signed 
the permit applications that will allow the first phase of the project to advance 
toward construction. Falls Legacy has also made payments on the site's back taxes 
and utilities. 

• Project staff finalized State and Federal permit applications and submitted them in 
May. After additional design work, local permits will be submitted. Construction will 
begin after all permits are approved. We estimate this will begin 18 to 24 months 
after submitting the State and Federal permit applications. 
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Willamette Falls Legacy Project status I talking points 8/24/18 

• This month, project staff were notified that Fal~s Legacy LLC entered into a contract 
to sell the Willamette Falls site to a private party. 

• The Willamette Falls Legacy Project is committed to working with the property 
. . . 

owner, current or future, to see the riverwalk become a reality. 

• It is not anticipated that a potential ownership change would cause further delays on 
the riverwalk project. 

• We will continue working in the public's best interest on this project. The money 
we've spent on creating a concept design for the riverwalk project has been a wise 
investment and we remain committed to honoring the voices of the thousands of 
Oregonians who have weighed in on the future of Willamette Falls. 
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2018 Urban Growth Management Decision:
Chief Operating Officer recommendations
Sept 4, 2018 Metro Council work session

Photo: OR Tour & Travel Alliance



Why the region changed its 
approach to managing growth

UGB expansions only produce jobs or housing when 
governance, infrastructure and market are addressed.



How we got here

2015: Council direction to improve process

2016: Urban Growth Readiness Task Force

2017: Changes to Metro Code and state law to 
improve process

Technical peer review (forecast, etc.)

2018: City presentations of proposals

City Readiness Advisory Group

Urban Growth Report



Factors that inform the COO 
recommendations on expansions

• Regional need for 
housing & choices

• Development viability of 
expansion areas 
(governance, finance, 
market demand)

• Focus on existing centers
• Six desired outcomes



Recommendations to provide 
more housing choices

• Add the four proposed 
urban reserves to the 
UGB.

• Set expectation for a 
variety of integrated 
housing choices.

• Set expectation that 
cities will look for ways to 
reduce infrastructure 
costs for smaller homes.



Recommendations to address a 
changing economy

Return in 2019 with work program that 
applies the Economic Value Atlas to 
address:

• Changes in the mix of jobs.

• Changes in where businesses locate 
and how they use space.

• How employees and goods get around 
support the economy.

• Equitable growth.

• Infrastructure investment needs.



Recommendations to refresh the 
regional vision

Return in 2019 with work program to refresh the 2040 
Growth Concept, addressing and integrating topics like:

• Housing affordability and choices.

• Urban form for future UGB expansion areas.

• Changes in the economy.

• Impacts of technological change.

• Climate change.

• Access to nature and parks.

• Clean air, clean water

and healthy ecosystems.



Recommendations to refresh the 
regional vision

Engage new and existing partners, such as:

• Communities of color

• Community-based organizations,

non-profits and the philanthropic community

• Local governments and service providers

• Youth

• The business community

• The arts community

• Education and academia



Decision timeline

Sept 4: COO recommendation at Council work session

Sept 12: COO recommendation at MPAC; MPAC 
recommendation

Sept 20 and 27: Council public hearings and direction to 
staff (by resolution)

Dec 6 and 13: Council public hearings and decision (by 
ordinance)
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